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k‘ ‘ STATE OF UTAH Scott M. Matheson, Governor

Temple A. Reynolds, Executive Director
gi/I\TC—l}JiA&L l&lEnslr?gU RCES Dianne R. Nielson, Ph.D., Division Director

4241 State Office Building - Salt Lake City, UT 84114 - 801-533-5771

December 24, 1984

CERTIFIED RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
(402 457 084)

Mr. Robert Eccli

Senior Mining Engineer
U. S. Fuel Company
Hiawatha, Utah 84527

Dear Mr., Eccli:

RE: Extension of January 1, 1985 Deadline for Sampling Area C,
Hiawatha Complex, ACT/007/011, #3 and #7, Carbon County,
Utah

As you are aware, the deadline provided in the Division's
November 29, 1984 letter (P402 457 066) for Sampling Area C
(salt storage) is January 1, 1985,

The Division, by this letter, acknowledges that U. §. Fuel
made a good faith effort to meet this deadline by enlisting the
aid of a consultant. Based on discussions with the consultant,
it is evident that a field tour is Necessary. As it was not
possible to perform this tour in December, it is necessary to
extend the deadline.

The deadline is hereby extended to January 21, 1985,
Should you have any questions, please call.

Sincerely,

Thomas L. Portle
Reclamation Scils Specialist

btb

Cc: Randy Gainer
Bart Kale
Sue Linner
Dave Lof
Jack Wittman
0020R-17

an equal cpportunity empioyer - piease recycle paper



k‘ STATE OF UTAH Scott M. Matheson, Govemor
v NATURAL RESOURCES Temple A. Reynoids, Executive Director
Oil, Gas & Mining Dianne R. Nielson, Ph.D., Division Director

4241 state Office Building - Sait Lake City, UT 84114 « 801-533-5771

December 6, 1984

CERTIFIED RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
(P402 457 075)

Mr. Bob Eccli

Senior Mining Engineer
United States Fuel Company
Hiawatha, Utah 84527

Dear Mr. Eccli:

RE: Response to Letter Received November 16, 1984 for Notice
of Violation N84-4-8-8, #z of 8, Hiawatha Complex,
RCT/067/011, #3 and #7, Carbon County, Utah

This letter is in response to the Division's receipt of a
letter from Mr. Michael Keller, legal counsel representing
U. S. Fuel Company. His letter references the Division's
November 7, 1984 deficiency letter which advised U. S. Fuel
Company to implement a slotted cross drain or a cross culvert
under a segment of the Middle Fork access/haul road at the
Hiawatha Complex. A time frame for implementation of the
structure was set for November 21, 1$84.

Mr. Keller's letter expressed the company's concern that
these measures are not necessary to address the area of
concern. The company contends that the area is in compliance
with the regulations and that there is adequate sediment and
drainage control for the area. It is the company's position
that the Notice of Violation (NOV) has been terminatea by the
Division's receipt of the abatement plans and, therefore, the
implementation of the same is not warranteg.

Mr. Keller's letter also described the history of
correspondence which has transpired between the Division and
the company regarding this violation. His letter made reference
to several requests by the company for relief from the
requirements of this violation. It is the company's opinion
that a siotted cross drain or other drainage device is not

an equat ceportunity employer » please recycle paper
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Mr. Bob Eccli
ACT/007/011
December 6, 1984

needed in this area, because the segment of road in question is
already in compliance with the regulations. Again, the
company's position being that road drainage is exempted from
meeting the effluent limitations as set forth in UMC 817.42(b)
by virtue of the exemption existing in UMC 817.42(a)(4). '

Mr. Keller's letter also references an October 11, 1984
letter from the operator which requested a small area exemption
for the area in question. The intent of the language under UMC
817.42(a)(3) which address small area exemptions does not
necessarily exempt an operator from having to comply with the
effluent limitations of UMC 817.42(b). The intent of this
exemption is to recognize small areas within a permitted area
where the implementation of a sedimentation pond is not
appropriate. tonsequently, the company 1is given the
opportunity to present an alternative sediment control measure
which will minimize contributions of sediment from a small
disturbed area. The alternative method must demonstrate that
drainage will comply with all applicable State and Federal
effluent limitation standards.

Through recent discussions with David Lof of the
Inspection and Enforcement staff, it became apparent that there
"is an associated concern involving the control of runoff from
approximately 33 acres of undisturbed drainage located above
and just northeast of the truck locadout area. This area
currently drains downslope to the road ditch on the north side
of the main haul/access road. From this point, the runoff will
course down the road ditch to a proposed settling basin to be
constructed pursuant to the abatement of another violation.

The concern is for the volume of runoff which will be passed
through this settling basin which was not designed to handle
this amount of drainage. Therefore, the proposal to implement
a slotted cross culvert or solid cross culvert under the rocad
to direct this drainage to the existing sedimentation pond was
required. This culvert would also pass disturbed area drainage
to the sediment pond from that portion of the Middle Fork road
which is in question. Calculations have shown that the
existing pond does have the capacity to handle the additional
volume of runoff from these areas.
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Mr. Bob Eccli
ACT/007/011
Uecember 6, 1984

With reference to Mr. Keller's question as to the
applicability of the exemption set forth in UMC 817.42(a)(4)
which exempts road drainage, it has been the Division's
interpretation to date that the operator must implement a
drainage control plan for roads which will minimize erosion and
prevent additional contributions of sediment to streamflow or

to runoff outside the permit area, to the extent possible (UMC
817.45).

The technical staff is not in a position to judge the
validity of the issuance of the violation. The technical staff
has reviewed the abatement plans for adequacy of technical
design only. If the operator is aggrieved with the
applicability of the NOV, he is advised to solicit relief
through the formal administrative appeals and assessment
procedures. Any questions with regard to this process should
be directed to Joe Helfrich, Mary Ann Wright or Ron Danielils.

Should you have other questions, please feel free to
contact me airectly.

Sincerely,

(Uﬁ/&m

D. Wayne Hedberg S
Permit Supervisor/
Reclamation Hydrologist

btb
cc: Allen Klein
Walt Swain
Michael Keller
Ron Daniels
Joe Helfrich
Bart Kale
Dave Lof
Mary Ann Wright
8992R-9-11
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LAW OFFICES OF

VAN COTT, BAGLEY, CORNWALL & McCARTHY

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
SUITE 1800
50 SOUTH MAIN STREET
SALT LAKE. CITY, UTAH 84144
TELEPHONE (80!) 532-3333
TELEX 453149

ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO
POST OFFICE BOX 3400
841]0-3400

November 16, 1984

HAND DELIVERED

BENNETT, HARKNESS & KIRKPATRICK
1874-1890

BENNETT, MARSHALL & BRADLEY
1890-1896

BENNETT, HARKNESS, HOWAT
SUTHERLAND & VAN COTT
1896-1902

SUTHERLAND, VAN COTT & ALLISON
1802-1907

VAN COTT, ALLISON & RITER
1907-1917

VAN COTT, RITER & FARNSWORTH
19i7-1947

OF COUNSEL
DENNIS MCCARTHY
CLIFFORD L. ASHTON
GRANT MACFARLANE, JR.
GEORGE M. MCMILLAN
EDWIN J. SKEEN

R MICHAEL £ RICHMAN
- JONN CRAWFORD, JR.
) JAMES V. JENSEN

TERESA SILCOX
ROBERT B. LENCE

MATTHEW F. MCNULTY, I

WILLIAM R. RICHARDS
MARK C. SAID
DAVID L. DEISLEY

D. Wayne Hedberg

Permit Supervisor/Reclamation
Hydrologist

Utah Division of 0il, Gas
and Mining

355 West North Temple

3 Triad Center, Suite 350

Salt Lake City, Utah 84180-1203

Re: Your Letter of November 7, 1984--
Drainage Plans for Area Cited in Notice of Violation
N84-4-8-8, No. 2 of 8

Dear Wayne:

Our client, United States Fuel Company (''Company'), has
asked us to respond to your recent letter, which advised the
Company to install additional drainage devices for a portion of the
Company's Middle Fork Haul Road by November 21, 1984, :

In order to ascertain the Division's intentions with
regard to the measures set forth in your letter, I contacted
Barbara Roberts and asked her if she could provide any
clarification. She advised me that she discussed the matter with
you and that you recommended that if the Company had a problem with
the measures outlined in your letter of November 7, 1984, it should
respond directly to you by clearly identifying its concerns and
requesting an extension of time for consideration of those
concerns. In light of the short period of time available, the
Company has asked me to convey their response directly to vou by
this letter.

I have enclosed copies of the following correspondence and
other documents which describe the history of this matter:



VAN CoOTT, BAGLEY, CORNWALL & McCARTHY

D. Wayne Hedberg

Permit Supervisor/Reclamation
Hydrologist

Utah Division of 0il, Gas
and Mining

November 16, 1984

Page 2

1. Diagram of segment of Middle Fork Haul
Road in question taken from Exhibit VIII-2B to
the Company's Interim Permit.

2, Violation No. 2 of 8 under NOV
N84-4-8-8 received by the Company on May 15, 1984,

3. Notice dated September 25, 1984 from
David Lof terminating Violation No. 2 of 8&
effective August 17, 1984.

4, Letter dated August 14, 1984, to Ron
Daniels of the Division from Robert Eccli of the
Company explaining the Company's reasons why no
further drainage controls were needed on the
segment of the Middle Fork Haul Road in question.

5. Letter dated August 17, 1984, to Joe
Helfrich of the Division from Richard R.
White--the Company's engineering consultant,
submitting, under protest, a design plan for a
slotted cross-drain and, again, reiterating the
Company's position that the drain is not
necessary due to the existing configuration of
the road.

6. Letter dated September 11, 1984, from
D. Wayne Hedberg of the Division to Robert Feccli
of the Company advising of deficiencies in the
plans for the slotted drain.

7. Plan dated September 26, 1984, entitled
"Reexamination of the Middle Fork Yard Slotted
Cross-Drain and Sedimentation Pond,'" submitted by
the Company to the Division. This document
reiterated the Company's concern that no slotted
cross-drain or other drainage device was needed,
because the segment of road in question was
already in compliance with the regulations.

8. Letter dated September 27, 1984, from
Robert Eccli of the Company to D. Wayne Hedberg
of the Division, again addressing the Company's
concerns as to the absence of any need for
additional drainage devices.



VAN CoTT, BAGLEY. CORNWALL & McCARTHY

D. Wayne Hedberg

Permit Supervisor/Reclamation
Hydrologist

Utah Division of 0il, Gas
and Mining

November 16, 1984

Page 3

9. Letter dated October 11, 1984, from D.
Wayne Hedberg of the Division to Robert Eccli of
the Company explaining that runoff from the
segment of the Middle Fork Road in question must
be treated in accordance with UMC 817.42(a) (1),
but making no reference to the applicability of
the exemption set forth in UMC 817.42(a) (4).

This letter also suggests that the Division could
grant a small area exemption under UMC
817.42(a)(3) to satisfy its concerns.

10. Letter dated October 18, 1984, from
Robert Eccli of the Company to D. Wayne Hedberg
of the Division responding to the letter of
October 11, 1984, by requesting a small area
exemption and providing information regarding a
survey conducted by the Company that confirms
that disturbed area runoff upstream from the
segment of road in question is diverted to the
sediment pond.

11. Letter dated November 6, 1984, from D.
Wayne Hedberg of the Division to Robert Eccli of
the Company providing a review of plans submitted
by the Company.

12, Letter dated November 7, 1984, from D.
Wayne Hedberg of the Division to Robert Eccli of
the Company rejecting the Company's request for a
small area exemption, acknowledging that the
survey data indicates that a ''compliance
situation is present on the section of road in
question,' and advising the Company to install by
November 21, 1984, a slotted cross-drain or a
cross-culvert.

The area in question involves a paved segment of the

Middle Fork Haul Road between stations 15 and 143400, as

depicted on the enclosed diagram. The area was the subiect of
Violation No. 2 of 8 under Notice of Violation N84-4-8-8 issued
by Division Inspector David Lof. As indicated by the foregoing
documents, the Company has consistently taken the position that
the area was in compliance with the Division's regulations and
the Company's Interim Permit and not in need of any further

drainage controls.
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D. Wayne Hedberg

Permit Supervisor/Reclamation
Hydrologist

Utah Division of 0il, Gas
and Mining

November 16, 1984
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On August 17, 1984, in a further effort to abate the
violation as written by the Inspector, the Company submitted,
under protest, plans for a slotted cross-drain. On September
25, 1984, the violation was officially terminated by Inspector
Lof effective August 17, 1984. Since the termination of the
violation, the Company has not deterred from its basic position
that the road is in compliance, but has attempted to cooperate
by suggesting alternative measures to satisfy the Division.
Hence, the Company requested a small area exemption in the hope
of resolving the matter. The Company has also expressed its
additional concerns that the drainage proposals advanced by the
Division would only create problems by requiring the
unnecessary diversion of overland flow from an upland
undisturbed area of approximately 34 acres into an existing
sediment pond which was not designed to receive that drainage.

Notwithstanding the termination of the violation, your
letter of November 7, 1984, advises the Company to install by
November 21, 1984, either an approved slotted cross-drain or an
approved cross-culvert. Your letter also indicates that such
installation constitute 'abatement measures,' even though the
violation, which merely required the submission of plans for a
slotted cross-drain, has already been terminated.

The Company does not dispute that drainage from
disturbed areas must satisfy the requirements of UMC 817.42
regarding sedimentation ponds and other sediment control
facilities. Moreover, it is not disputed that the Middle Fork
Road is, in the general sense of the term, a "disturbed area."
However, the Company's position is that the portion of the
Middle Fork Road in question is not a disturbed area for the
purposes of a UMC 817.42. This position is expressly supported
by the following exemption in UMC 817.42(a) (4):

For the purposes of this section only, disturbed
areas shall not include those areas affected by
surface operations in which only diversion
ditches, sedimentation ponds, or roads are
installed in accordance with this part and the
upstream area is not otherwise disturbed by the
person who conducts the underground coal mining
activites.

To support its position, the Company conducted a

survey of the road and confirmed that the road is crowned so
that drainage from the south surface and side slope drains into
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D. Wayne Hedberg

Permit Supervisor/Reclamation
Hydrologist

Utah Division of 011, Gas
and Mining

November 16, 1984
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the sedimentation pond, while drainage from the north surface
and side slope is diverted away from disturbed surface areas.
Since drainage from the north surface and side slope of the
road is not mixed with any drainage from any upstream disturbed
areas, the road falls within the express language of UMC
817.42(a) (4) and is not a disturbed area for purposes of the
sedimentation pond requirements of UMC 817.42.

In your letter, you acknowledged that the survey
submitted by the Company confirms a '"compliance situation'
along the segment of road in question. Nevertheless, your
letter goes on to demand the installation of additional
drainage devices.

As noted above, the Company has never requested to
install those devices, but has merely submitted plans for the
sole purpose of abating the violation and cooperating with the
Division, until such time as the matter could be resolved with
the technical staff or brought before the Board.

I hope that the foregoing has clarified the Company's
position on this matter. In light of the time frame set forth
in your letter, the Company requests that it be granted an
extension of time in which to receive and consider your
response as to the Division's intentions regarding this matter.

Ve trul
T Sruly yours,

.,Michael Keller

HMK /kb

cc: Barbara W. Roberts
Robert Eceli
Jean Sembourski
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November 29, 1984 UC-528-133

Mr. Wayne Hedberg

Utah Division of 0il, Gas & Mining
355 West North Temple

3 Triad Center, Suite 350

Salt Lake City, UT 84180-1203

REFERENCE: Revision of Submittal for NOV N84-4-8-8,
No. 1 of 8

Dear Wayne:

At the request of U.S. Fuel Company, we are enclosing one copy
of the report "Design of Stability - Control Measures for the
Miller Creek Diversion" outlining the proposed plan for stabili-
zation of the existing diversion adjacent to Slurry Pond No. 1.
This report addresses NOV N84-4-8-8 and replaces all past sub-
mittals relating to this NOV. Please purge your files of past
submittals.

Please contact Bob Eccli of U.S. Fuel Company if you have any
questions.

Sincerely,

///// pcbe L, TLRA

ack Elder
Project Manager

/kt

Enclosure

DIVISION OF
O, GAS & MINING

375 Chipeta Way - P.O. Box 8009 - Salt Lake City, Utah 84108
(801) 683-3773 - Telex 38-8312



NATURAL RESOURCES Tempie A. Reynolds. Executive Director
Oil, Gas & Mining Dianne R. Nielson, Ph.D., Division Director

k‘ )‘ STATE OF UTAH Scott M. Matheson, Governor

4241 State Office Building + Salt Lake City, UT 84114 - 801-533-5771
November 29, 1984

CERTIFIED RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
(P402 457 066)

Mr. Robert Eccli
Senior Mining Engineer
U. S. Fuel Company
Hiawatha, Utah 84527

Dear Mr. Eccili:

RE: Review of U. S. Fuel Company's Abatement Plans for Notice
of Violation N84-4-8-8, #6 of 8, Hiawatha Complex,
ACT/007/011, #3 and #7, Carbon County, Utah

The plans submitted by U. S. Fuel to abate Notice of
Violation (NOV) N84-4-8-8, #6 of 8, were received on September
13, 1984 by the Division and have been reviewed by the
technical staff. This NOV was written to address four separate
small areas; A, B, C, D. Each area was considered separately
in the abatement plan so comments will follow this same format.

Area A (Upper Area)

The plans for this area have been reviewed by Division
hydrologist, Tom Munson are hereby conditionally approved. The
proposed berm is adequately sized. However, the operator will
be required to installing a discharge structure if the berm is
ever overtopped. Recognizing the present seasonal construction
constraints, the operator must provide and maintain temporary
sediment control measures until conditions are favorable for
implementing the approved plans. The berm must be constructed
on or before June 1, 1985.

an equal opportunity employer - please recycle paper
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Mr. Robert Eccli
ACT/007/011
November 29, 1984

Area B (Three Subareas)

The upper portion of Area B across from the ruins shown on
Map F-534 illustrates the position of the proposed berm.
During an on-site visit by Division hydrologists, the operator
agreed to survey the road entrance into the site to determine
whether the berm would prevent road drainage from flowing onto
the pad area. The operator must submit survey results on this
area within two weeks of receiving these comments. The
operator should also clearly state whether or not an outlet
will be a part of the design. If an outlet is not included,
the operator will be required to install an outlet if the berm
is ever overtopped.

The two lower subareas will alsc be contained with an
earthen berm. These berms will incorporate rock-gabion filters
as outlet structures for the impounded water. Plans for these
structures shall be submitted within two weeks of receipt of
these comments.

Area C (Salt and Slag Storage Area)

Division Soils Specialist Tom Portle reviewed the
abatement plan and the attached gata from item #3 of the August
28 review letter and had these comments and recommendations:

1. Salt and sodium contamination is evident based on
results provided by U. S. Fuels through Utah State
Laboratory.

2. Salt and sodium levels in the one foot zone are from
2 to 5 times higher than the maximum levels allowable
as per the guidelines and in the two foot zone 6 to
13 times higher.

3. The salt and sodium levels more than double from the
one foot zone to the two foot zone. Unfortunately,
no data are available below this level to determine
if, and how far, this trend continues through the
soil profile.

4, This soil appears to have been changed from a
suitable alluvial soil into a saline-sodic soil.
This means that both the salt levels and the sodium
levels are expected to interfere with plant growth.
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Mr. Robert Eccli
ACT/007/0G11
November 29, 1984

5. Division Inspector David Lof has indicated that there
have been instances of elevated total dissclved
solids (TDS) levels observed from downstream water
samples. This coupled with item #3 indicate a risk
to downstream water quality.

Recommendation

Extensive sampling needs to be conducted to determine the
actual position of the contaminant plume and to ascertain the
degree of environmental hazard. Such a sampling plan must be
designea to identify the three dimensional concentration
gradient of the plume and its exterior "boundaries" and must be
prepared by a qualified individual.

The object of any sampling plan should be to determine the
vertical and area concentration gradient. Recommended depths
for this initial phase of sampling would be 1, 3, 5, 7 and 10
feet, continuing at 10U foot intervals or until consclidated
material, C horizon, or bedrock is encountered. Upon analysis
of these data, adequate areal sampling plans should be
formulated.

The operator shall submit a sampling plan addressing the
concerns outlined by January 1, 1985. The Division is not
requiring a comprehensive mitigation plan at this point in
time, but instead a plan that will aid in determining the
extent of the problem. Only after data have been received can
reasonable mitigation plans be formulated.

v

Area D

The technical staff is not in a position to determine the
validity of the justification provided by the operator
regarding the need toc permit this area. Therefore, the
operator must permit this area and provide appropriate plans
for sediment control, or seek relief through the formal
assessment and appeals process. If the operator chooses the
appeals option, he is then advised toc contact Joe Helfrich,
Mary Ann Wright or Ron Daniels.
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Mr. Robert Eccli
ACT/0G7/011
November 29, 1984

Should you have additional questions or concerns please
contact me.

Sipcerely,
7

D. Wayne Hedberg
Permit Supervisor
Reclamation Hydrologist

JW/btb

cc: Walt Swain
Ron Daniels
Joe Helfrich
Bart Kale
Dave Lof
Tom Munson
Tom Portle
Jack Wittman

06040



NATURAL RESOURCES Temple A. Reynolds, Executive Director
Oil, Gas & Mining Dianne R. Nielson, Ph.D., Division Director

Q‘ )‘ STATE OF UTAH Scott M. Matheson, Governor

4241 State Office Building » Salt Lake City, UT 84114 - 801-533-5771

November 7, 1984

CERTIFIED RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
P396-996-962

Mr. Robert Eccli
Senior Mining Engineer
U. S. Fuel Company
Hiawatha, Utah 84527

Dear Mr. Ecclij;

RE: Division Review of Abatement Plans for Notice of Violation
N84~-4-4-8, No. 8 of 8, Middle Fork Road Drainage apeaErosion
Control, Hiawatha Complex,|ACT/UD7/Oll) Folder No.[3)& 7,
Carbon County, Utah e ~

The submittal recieved by the Division on Rugust 17, 1984 for
the abatement of Notice of Violation (NOV) N84-4-4-8, No. 8 of 8 has
been reviewed by the Division technical staff. The submittal is
deficient in a number of areas which are explained below:

A. Address Remainder of Middle Fork Road

This violation was written to address the drainage control
plan of the entire Middle Fork Road. As submitted the
Abatement Plan only deals with the upper portion of the
road above culvert #28. A complete plan should contain
drainage and erosion control information down to Survey
Station 0+00.

B. Justify Sediment Trap Design

The proposed sediment trap above culvert #33 seems to have
a retrofitted design; that is, there is no justification
for the design, only information on how that design would
perform. It is important to consider larger capacity
designs, (within the limits of the space available), in
order to maximize settling efficiency, or if alternatives
are not considered and proposed, please justify the
proposed design dimensions.

an equal opportunity employer - please recycle paper
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Mr. Robert Eccli
November 7, 1984

Commit to Outslope Drainage Plan

The current plan addresses the undisturbed area runoff and
the road inslope runoff, but not the road outslope

runoff. This area could be addressed in part by
maintaining a graded outslope shoulder to prevent runoff
from creating a roadside ditch. This would allow road
drainage to be difused through the riparian "vegetative
filter" before it reaches the stream. An adequate
vegetative filter may not exist in some areas and
contemporaneous reclamation would be required in those
areas. Please submit a proposal that commits the company
to an outslope drainage program and describe how this plan
would function.

Use Rigid Downspouts

A problem with the proposed flexible downspouts is that

deep snow and ice can reduce the cross-sectional area of
the downspout below design dimensions. These downspouts
are critical for erosion control during snowmelt events.
Unless U. S. Fuel Company can define a specific plan to

mitigate these concerns, standard steel culverts must be
used as downspouts.

Reinforce Check Dams

The check dams that are proposed below the road culverts
will need to be reinforced with wire basket gabions and
steel posts, to add a factor of safety to these
structures. This would resolve concern over their long
term stability and may reduce future maintenance needs.

Submit Check Dam Maintenance Plan

The proposal does not include any maintenance plan.

Please submit a maintenance plan addressing the following
concerns. How frequently will the check dams be cleaned
out? How will the check dams be accessed for clean out?

Check Dam Below Culvert #33 (Upper most culvert)

From field observations it is evident that the vertical
and horizontal distance between the culvert outlet and
stream are not conducive to the placement of a check dam
to control the culverts discharge. Alternate plans for
controlling the discharge from the culvert must be
provided.



Page 3
Mr. Robert Eccli
November 7, 1984

The Division recognizes that the proposed plan may have serious
maintenance problems. Division hydrologists recommend that U. S.
Fuels consider an alternative to the check dams such as culverting
the entire stretch from the road to the stream channel below all or
some of the road culverts. This approach, although potentially more
expensive initially, would have the distinct advantage of requiring
very little maintenance. If check dams are not used and culverts
are substituted, the operator would not need to address many of the
concerns listed above (D, E, F and G). Additionally, much of the
uncertainty surrounding the performance of the check dams could be
excised from the Division's finding of adequacy.

The plans and information requested above must be submitted to
the Division by November 20, 1984. If additional time is needed to
prepare the submittal please call me by November 13, 1984 so an
extension may be discussed. If you have any questions regarding
this letter please call David Lof, Jack Wittman or myself.

Sincerely, /

Ay,
{ _ ’ /’
/L( Mg ff dbisg

D. Wayne Hedberg
Permit Supervisor/
Reclamation Hydrologist

cc: A. Klein
W. Swain
D. Nielson
R. Daniels
J. Helfrich
B. Kale
D. Lof
J. Whitehead
J. Wittman

97730-2




NATURAL RESOURCES Temple A. Reynolds, Executive Director
Oil, Gas & Mining Dianne R. Nielson, Ph.D., Division Director

QA) % STATE OF UTAH Scott M. Matheson, Governor

4241 State Office Building « Salt Lake City, UT 84114 - 801-533-5771

November 7, 1984

CERTIFIED RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
(P402 457 062)

Mr. Robert Eccli
Senior Mining Engineer
U. S. Fuel Company
Hiawatha, Utah 84527

Dear Mr, Eccli:

RE: Letter of October 18, 1984, Small Area Exemption Request
for Area Cited in Notice of Violation N84-4-8-8, #2 of 8,
Hiawatha Complex, ACT/007/011, #3 and #7, Carbon County,
Utah

Your letter of October 18, 1984 requesting a small area
exemption status for a portion of the access road to the King
IV and V pad area has been reviewed by Division Hydrologist
John Whitehead.

Your letter proposes that the sediment trap above culvert
#33 contained in the August 17, 1984 abatement plan for Notice
of Violation (NOV) N84-4-8-8, #8 of 8, be considered as the
sediment control measure for the section of road between
Stations 144400 and 150+50. This is conceptually an acceptable
method of treatment, However, the plans submitted for the
sediment trap thus far indicate that the settleable solids
requirement of 0.5 ml/1 will not be met. UMC 8l7.45 requires
that the best technology currently available be used to prevent
additional contributions of sediment to stream flow or to
runoff outside the permit area. At present, the best
technology available appears to be to install a culvert at
approximately Station 144+00 to route the drainage off the
north half of the road into the existing sediment pond. uy. S.
Fuel Company may submit plans for Division review for a culvert
with appropriate sizing calculations and erosion protection
measures if you should desire to pursue this option.

an equal opportunity employer » please recycle paper
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Mr. Robert Eccli
ACT/007/011
November 7, 1984

Please be aware that even though your survey data
indicates that a compliance situation is present on the section
of road in question, the actual operational performance can
only be assessed during a runoff event. If drainage problems
are observed at the site in question in the future, alternative
plans may be required.

Because the construction season is virtually over, it is
imperative that abatement measures be completed for this
violation. Please exercise one of the following options:

A. Install approved slotted cross drain by November 21,
1984,

B. Install a cross culvert as discussed in the second
paragraph of this letter using the same designh as the
slotted cross drain minus the slot. Installation
should be completed by November 21, 1984, As-built
plans must be submitted within 10 days of completion,
14 copies should be sent of final design plans.

Please feel free to contact me or John Whitehead if you
should have any questions on this matter.

Sincerely,

b/ , o

D. Wayne Hedberg
Permit Supervisor/
Reclamation Hydrologist

JW/btb
cc: Allen Klein
Ron Daniels
Joe Helfrich
Bart Kale
Dave Lof
John Whitehead
92940-21 & 22



MRP REVISION/NOV TRACKING FORM

Type of Proposal: Zf COAL NONCOAL

Exploration
NOV/CO Abatement, NOV #N 8‘/—4-3‘ 8 Abatement Deadline
MRP Revision

MRP Amenament Z g 8 : ,é/
. .Issuing Inspectorw )
Title Of‘ PrOpOsal: W# 28'8&'&(” 'f‘M‘W/&,

Company name: ”.S- ﬁf/ & . Siggeﬁzée: Azldm#a WX

¥

File # (PRO@). _po'rl/g// Acreage (Fed/State/Fee): /1
P

(CEP

Assigned Reviewers: ‘) lngf“gvheview Time (hrs):
revt )
(Hydrology) MF‘&A fd/ P ohpy 77
(Wildlife/Veg.)
(Engineering)
(Soils)
(Geology)
DATES:
(a) Initial Plan Received (d) NOV Termination

Tech Review Due
Tech Review Complete

[ ERSSSIS S

(e) Bond Revision
(b) Operator Resubmission Ot 22 8¢
Tech Review Due 7o) Miwount ($)
Tech Review Complete 10-3 A :)

(c) Conditional Approval
Stipu%ations Due
Stipulations Received
Final Approval

COMMENTS:

NOTE (INSPECTORS): Please attach a copy of the NOV issued to the abatement
plan when received from the operator.

NOTE (REVIEWERS): Please prepare review comments in a format referencing
the appropriate regulation or statute. State the
deficiency as well as minimum requirement necessary to
demonstrate compliance (when possible). Also fill in the
number of hours spent in review by discipline. Return the
revision/NOV abatement to the Special Permits Supervisor
when review is complete.

75660



UNITED STATES FUEL COMPANY

HIAWATHA, UTAH 84527

October 18, 1984

Mr. D. Wayne Hedberg, Permit Supervisor
State of Utah Natural Resources

Division of 0il, Gas and Mining FREE(ZFE!\IEEfB

4241 State Office Building
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

Oci 22 1988  RE: Violation N84-4-8-8,
- 2 of 8.

DIVISION OF OiL

Dear Mr. Hedberg: GAS & MINING

We have received your letter of October 11, 1984 regarding Violation
N84-4-8-8, 2 of 8. We appreciate the Division's clarification of the
intent of this violation.

In accordance with your letter we wish to request a small area
exemption as outlined in UMC 817.42 (a)(3)(ii)(A). This regulation seems
to imply that no treatment is necessary provided the area is small and
there is no mixture of surface drainage with a discharge from mine work-
ings. If the Division feels that treatment is necessary then the following
is provided:

A Tevel survey of the road cross section was run on October
15. The survey confirms that the road is crowned between stations
144+00 and 150+50, a distance of 650 feet. Runoff above 150+50 is
diverted to the sediment pond by cross culverts. (See Exhibit III-1C
of our permit application). Two 12 inch culverts have been installed
at the location Tabed "proposed 12 inch culvert" on the exhibit.
The road surface slopes to the south between station 144+00 and
the sediment pond.

Yranm

King ToAl

Quotations subject to immediate scceptance. Coal will ba s0ld snd invoiced at price in effact on date of shipment, st mine weights 1. 0.b. cers st piace of shipment, unless otherwise spocn'ical_lv spreud in writing.
Agreements are contingent upon causes of delay besyond our controt, including atrikes, pccidents, riots, scts of God. lockouls, tire, fiood, inability 10 secure cars of transportation.



Mr. D. Wayne Hedberg
October 18, 1984
Page two

The area of the road which contributes runoff to the side
ditch on the north side is 12' x 650' or 0.18 acre. The road
between station 144+00 and the mine yard is an access road not
a haul road and is subject to much less accumulation of coal fines
than that portion below station 144+00 .

Surface drainage entering the side ditch on the north side
of the road is proposed to be treated in a sediment trap located
near station 130+OO. This sediment trap is described in Abatement
Plans for Notice of Violation N84-4-8-8, 8 of 8 which was submitted
August 17, 1984. (See page 2/26 of that submittal).

Sincerely,

Robert Eccli
Senior Mining Engineer



k ‘)‘ STATE OF UTAH Scott M. Matheson, Governor

NATURAL RESOURCES Temple A. Reynolds, Executive Director
Oil, Gas & Mining Dianne R. Nielson, Ph.D., Division Director

4241 State Office Building « Salt Lake City, UT 84114 - 801-533-5771

November 6, 1984

CERTIFIED RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
(P402 457 063)

Mr. Robert Eccli
Senior Mining Engineer
U. S. Fuel Company
Hiawatha, Utah 84527

Dear Mr. Eccli:
RE: Conditional Approval of September 27, 1984 Third Submittal

for Notice of Violation N84-4-8-8, #2 of 8, Hiawatha
Complex, ACT/007/011, #3 and #/, Carbon County, Utah

The plans submitted for U. S. Fuel Company by Ford, Bacon
& Davis, Inc., for Notice of Violation (NOV) N84-4-8-8, #2 of
8, have been reviewed by Division Hydrologist John Whitehead.

The response to concerns about the capacity of the
sediment pond to contain a 1l0-year, 24-hour rainfall event are
adequately addressed with two minor issues which must be
addressed. Exhibit VII-9 (revised August 1984) erroneously
states that the pond volume is 1.4 acre feet. Fourteen copies
of a revised Exhibit VII-9 must be submitted indicating the
correct pond volume to update the U. S. Fuel Mining and
Reclamation Plan (MRP). The submittal notes that the inlet to
the primary discharge/dewatering tube will be raised to an
elevation of 8,037.4 feet. This probably will need to be
changed to 8,038.4 feet. Please check with Steve McNeal at the
Department of Health (DOH) for their approval on this matter.

The response to concerns about riprapping at the inlet and
outlet of the slotted cross culvert is complete and adequate,

Division Inspector David Lof has noted that, in his
experience, narrow slotted culverts as proposed have presented
a cleaning problem. It is suggested that you contact Mr. Larry
Guymon at the Emery Mining Corporation (Utah Power & Light
Company mines) for information on slotted cross drains
installed at some of the UP&L mines where a concrete box ditch
configuration with removable grates on top has been
successfully used.

an equal opportunity employer « please recycle paper
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. Mr. Robert Eccli
ACT/007/011
November 6, 1984

Should U. S. Fuel decide to modify the cross culvert
design to a configuration usead at UP&L mines, the Division will
try to expedite approval of these plans as rapidly as possible.

Please provide a response to the items identifed above by
November 20, 1984.

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. 1If you
should have any questions, please feel free to contact me or
John Whitehead.

Sincerely,

8
/ Lo ’
i o '{W /
A / UM//LC ‘ 65{ E{\{ .
D. Wayne Hedberg

Permit Supervisor/
Reclamation Hydrologist

JW/btb

cc: Allen Klein
Robert Hagen
Ron Daniels
Joe Helfrich
Bart Kale
pave LoOfT
John Whitehead

92940-17 & 18



k‘ )‘ STATE OF UTAH Scott M. Matheson, Governor

v NATURAL RESOURCES Temple A. Reynolds, Executive Director

Oil, Gas & Mining Dianne R. Nielson, Ph.D., Division Director
4244 State Office Building - Salt Lake City, UT 84114 « 801-533-5774

November 1, 1984

Ms. Jean Semborski, Engineer
United States Fuel Company
Hiawatha, Utah 84527

Dear Ms. Semborski:

RE: Request for Approval of Quarterly Monitoring Schecdule for
Sediment Ponds, U. S. Fuel Company, Hiawatha Complex,
ACT/007/011, #3, #4 and #/, Carbon County, Utah

The Division offers the following response to your letter
of July 13, 1984 requesting a quarterly sediment pond
inspection.

Staff inspectors have indicated that as a result of past
site inspections, a series of documented violations and
inadequacies has occurred associated with some of the sediment
ponds. It is the Division's opinion that these problems could
have been averted had proper inspection procedures been enacted
by the operator. Since there is a particular concern with
certain ponds which impound water following storm events, some
conditions must be applied to the Company's request.

Three of the sediment ponds must remain on the current
weekly inspection schedule. These ponds are the Middle Fork
mine Yard, the South Fork Loadout ana the South Fork Mine Yard
Ponds. The Division grants the operator's request to allow the
remainder of the sediment ponds to go to a quarterly inspection
schedule.

an equal epportunity employer - please recycie paper
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Ms. Jean Semborski, Engineer
ACT/007/011

Ncvember 1, 1984

Our apologies for the delay in responding to your

request. If you have questions concerning this matter, please
dgo not hestitate to contact me.

Sineerely,

VY
V / ix/z,/v/ e ileces
gt AL ,(“___‘7‘,_

/ /
D. Wayne Hedberg
Permit Supervisor/

Reclamation Hydrologist

DH/btb

cc: Allen Klein
Joe Helfrich
Bart Kale
Dave Lof

03380-27 & 28



October 30, 1984

TO: Coal File
-
FROM: John Whitehead, Reclamation Hydrologist é}‘bx//

RE: Site visit, U. S. Fuel Company, Hiawatha Complex,
ACT/007/011, #3 and #7, Carbon County, Utah

On October 12, 1984, Tom Munson and John Whitehead of
the Division technical staff visited the Hiawatha Mine site
accompanied by Rich White of Earthfax Consulting and Bob
Eccli. The purpose of the visit was to examine the Miller
Creek stream channel diversion, which was the subject of Notice
of Viclation (NOV) N84-4-8-8, #1 of 8. The Division had
previously reviewed and approved a riprapping measure which
would have installed sizeable riprap through the full extent of
the channel. The Company requested in a letter dated September
26, 1984, that installation of this riprap material be delayed
and that alternatives methods for protecting this channel
diversion be investigated.

The entire length of the diversion was inspected.
only one area exhibited any signs of instability or erosion.
Alternative methods other than riprap were discussed, such as
drop structures to protect this channel section. Mr. Eccli and
Mr. White indicated that alternative measures would be
forthcoming shortly for the Division's review.

btb

cc: Allen Klein
Robert Hagen
Bob Eccli
Ron Daniels
Mary Boucek
Wayne Hedberg
Joe Helfrich
Dave Lof
Tom Munson

92910-18



O

STATE OF UTAH Scott M. Matheson, Governor
NATURAL RESOURCES Temple A. Reynolds, Executive Director
Oil, Gas & Mining Dianne R. Nielson, Ph.D ., Division Directer

4244 State Office Building - Salt Lake City, UT 84114 - 801-533-5771

Mr.

October 29, 1984

Robert Eccli

Senior Mining Engineer
U. S. Fuel Company
Hiawatha, Utah 84527

Dear Mr. Eccli:

Re:

Review of U. S. Fuel Company's Abatement Plgns for NOV
N84-8-1-3, 2 of 3, ACT/007/011, Folder No.(31& 7, Carbon
County, Utah

The plans submittea for U. S. Fuel by Ford Bacon and Davis Inc.

to abate N84-8-1-3, 2 of 3 received August 31, 1984, have been
reviewed by Division Hydrologist Mr. Jack wWittman.

Deficiencies for Slotted Drain Plans

The current abatement plan incorporates a slotted cross drain
to intercept sheet flow from the south fork truck turn around
area and route it into the adjacent sedimentation pond. The
operator should provide calculations demonstrating that the
additional 1l0-year, 24-hour storm runoff volume from the road
can be adequately handled by the existing facilities. These
calculations should include an estimate of the additional area
routed into the pond and large scale maps supporting this
estimate. Please refer to any existing maps that would aid in
the analysis of these additional facilities.

The above information should be submitted to the Division by
November 6, 1984.

O £OUD OOty @IMpIoyer s aGLt 180y Cie Do
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Mr. Robert Eccli
October 29, 1984

If you have any questions or concerns please feel free to
contact me or Jack Wittman.

Thank you for your cooperation and prompt attention to these
matters.

Sincerely,

/

D. Wayne Hedbergf
Permit Supervisor/
Reclamation Hydrologist

JFW:jvb
cc: A. Klein
W. Swain
R. White
J. Helfrich
B. Kale
D. Lof
J. Wittman
T. Wright
97730-8
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"UNITED STATES FUEL COMPANY

HIAWATHA, UTAH 84527

October 18, 1984

Mr. D. Wayne Hedberg, Permit Supervisor
State of Utah Natural Resources

Division of 0i1, Gas and Mining “"IVFE
4241 State Office Building F‘EE(E‘: -*i)

Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 .
OU: 22 1984  RE: Violation N84-4-8-8,
- 2 of 8.

DIVISION OF OlL

Dear Mr. Hedberg: GAS & MINING

We have received your letter of October 11, 1984 regarding Violation
N84-4-8-8, 2 of 8. We appreciate the Division's clarification of the
intent of this violation.

In accordance with your letter we wish to request a small area
exemption as outlined in UMC 817.42 (a)(3)(ii)(A). This regulation seems
to imply that no treatment is necessary provided the area is small and
there is no mixture of surface drainage with a discharge from mine work-
ings. If the Division feels that treatment is necessary then the following
is provided:

A level survey of the road cross section was run on October
15. The survey confirms that the road is crowned between stations
144+00 and 150+50, a distance of 650 feet. Runoff above 150+50 is
diverted to the sediment pond by cross culverts. (See Exhibit III-1C
of our permit application). Two 12 inch culverts have been installed
at the Tocation labed "proposed 12 inch culvert" on the exhibit.
The road surface slopes to the south between station 144+00 and
the sediment pond.

uTan

G coAl

Kin

Quotations subject to immediate scceptance. Coal will be sold and invoiced at price in affect on date of shipment, at mine weights f. 0. b, cars at place of shipment, uniess otherwise specifically sgreed in writing,
Agreements are contingent upon causes of delay beyond our control, including sirikes. accidents, riots, scts of God, lockouts. tire. tiood, insbility 1o S6cure cars or transportstion.



Mr. D. Wayne Heaperg
October 18, 1984
Page two

The area of the road which contributes runoff to the side
ditch on the north side is 12' x 650' or 0.18 acre. The road
between station 144+00 and the mine yard is an access road not
a haul road and is subject to much Tess accumulation of coal fines
than that portion below station 144+00 .

Surface drainage entering the side ditch on the north side
of the road is proposed to be treated in a sediment trap located
near station 130+00. This sediment trap is described in Abatement
Plans for Notice of Violation N84-4-8-8, 8 of 8 which was submitted
August 17, 1984. (See page 2/26 of that submittal).

Sincerely,

fd ol

Robert Eccli
Senior Mining Engineer



‘ ‘ STATE ~
kv) NATURC,)AI;. ggggURCES . Scott M. Matheson, Governor

Oil. Gas & Mining ‘ Temple A: Reynolds, Execgf.ive D.irec?or
Dianne R. Nielson, Ph.D., Division Director

4241 State Office Building - Salt Lake City, UT 84114 « 801-533-5771

October 11, 1984

Mr. Robert Eccli
Senior Mining Engineer
U. S. Fuel Company
Hiawatha, Utah 84527

Dear Mr. Eccli:
RE: Letter of September 27, 1984 on Notice of Violation

N84-4-8-8, #7 of 8, Hiawatha Complex, ACT/007/011, #3, #7
and #8, Carbon County, Utah

Your letter requests clarification of the intent of the
violation. U. S. Fuel Company is of the opinion that the area
in question is adequately addressed. The following explanation
is provided by Dave Lof, the issuing inspector.

Exhibit XIII-2B of the operator's permit application,
entitled "Middle Fork Haul Road," shows that the Middle Fork
Road surface is crowned. Because the road is crowned, some of
the runoff from the road surface enters the road side ditch on
the north side. This runoff mixes with undisturbed runoff from
the adjacent slopes and bypasses the Middle Fork sediment pond.

Runoff from the Middle Fork Road from Station 143+00 to
its terminus is not treated in accordance with either UMC
817.42(a)(1l) or the operator's approved interim permit.

UMC 817.42(a)(l) states that all surface drainage from the
disturbed area shall be passed through a sediment pond, a
series of sediment ponds, or a treatment facility before
leaving the permit area. According to the regulations, the
portion of the road addressed in the violation should be
treated as described in UMC 817.42(a)(l). Because the road is
crowned, some of the disturbed area runoff bypasses the
sediment pond.

an equal opportunity employer » please recycie paper
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Mr. Robert Eccli
ACT/007/011
October 11, 1984

Figure 4 of the "Surface Hydrology and Culvert Adequacy. .
. " study prepared by Vaughn Hansen Associates in August
1978, entitled "Middle Fork Yard," includes the area addressed
in the violation within the disturbed area boundary. This
figure, along with more specific design information, was the
basis for granting approval of the Middle Fork Sediment Pond.
Therefore, the approval of the sediment pond required that all
of the disturbed area, as shown in Figure 4 be passed through
the sediment pond. Once again, because the road surface is
crowned, a portion of the disturbed area bypasses the sediment
pond.

Disturbed area runoff from the road must be treated in
accordance with UMC 817.42(a)(l) or the Division may grant a
small area exemption in accordance with UMC 817.42(a)(3). The
installation of the slotted cross drain would meet the
requirements of UMC 817.42(a)(l).

In order for the Division to grant a small area exemption
for the road, the operator must demonstrate, by use of
alternative sediment control measures, that the drainage will
meet all applicable state and federal effluent limitation
standards.

Should you have further guestions on this matter, please
feel free to contact Dave Lof or myself.

sincergly, /
A
D..Wayne't;-lpedbera4

Permit Supervisor/
Reclamation Hydrologist

JW/btb

cc: Allen Klein
Robert Hagen
Joe Helfrich
Jim Smith

92910-13 & 14
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UNITED STATES FUEL COMPANY

HIAWATHA, UTAH 84527

September 27, 1984

. RECEIWVH,
Mr. D. Wayne Hedberg ’

Permit Supervisor i { : .
State of Utah Natural Resources ! OGTO'I 1924
0i1, Gas and Mining _ D _
4241 State Office Building ! IVISION oF o,
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 | Y. GAS & Minpe

Dear Mr. Hedberg;

This letter is in regard to NOV N84-4-8-8, 2 of 8 which deals with
the installation of a slotted cross drain on the Middle Fork haul road.

The original violation states, “Submit complete and adequate plans
to the Division for the installation of a slotted cross drain across the
road at approximately station 143 + 00 in order to ensure that all dis-
turbed area runoff passes through the sediment pond in accordance with
the approved interim permit."

Plans were submitted by us, under protest, in August to address the
installation of a slotted cross drain. The plans were submitted to avoid
a cessation order and not as an admission that a cross drain is required.

On September 21, 1984 the inspector issued a modification to this
violation which states: add, "or submit a complete and adequate alternate
plan which will provide runoff control for the area sited in accordance
with UMC 817.43 and UMC 817.45."

The intent of this violation has never been clear to us. If the in-
tent is to control runoff from the haul road and the truck loadout area,
then we contend that this runoff is being adequately controlled under our
existing approved plan and that a cross drain is not needed. If the in-
tent is to treat the runoff from the undistrubed area north of the Middle
Fork road between the sediment pond and the mine yard, then we wish to
point out that that runoff is proposed to be treated in a sediment trap
described in our plan for NOV N84-4-8-8, 8 of 8 relating to the Middle
Fork Road Drainage.

Please advise us if there are other issues regarding this violation
which we may not be aware of.

Sincerely,

(0 Zet fegons S50 Ffot cochs”

//j/( aﬂ,f\, WS AN /-,4) @\ Robert Eccli
/ T g Sr. Mining Engineer

King coAl

” ding strikes. accidents. riots. acts of God, iockouts, fire, flood, insbility to secure cars or tranaportation.
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UNITED STATES FUEL COMPANY
HIAWATHA, UTAH 84527 R EC E ' V‘EED

SEP 2 g 1984
September 26, 1984

DIVISION OF OIL
GAS & MINING

Mr. D. Wayne Hedberg

Permit Supervisor

State of Utah Natural Resources
0i1, Gas and Mining

4241 State Office Building

Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

Dear Mr. Hedberg;

This letter is in regard to NOV N84-4-8-8, 1 of 8 which deals with
riprap installation in the stream channel diversion near Hiawatha.

We received your letter of September 12, 1984 stating that our pre-
viously submitted plan was approved and that the plan be implemented by
October 12, 1984.

After receiving a cost proposal for delivery and installation of the
riprap, as well as on site discussions with several members of your tech-
nical staff, we feel that a more cost effective and less environmentally
destructive approach to this problem could be attained. For this reason
we request an extension of time in which to begin construction so that a
revised plan can be submitted.

Our reasons for this request are as follows:

1. Discussions on site with members of your technical staff
indicate that alternative approaches may be acceptable.

2. Implementation of the existing plan would destroy established
vegetation including numerous young trees.

3. Installation of five foot thickness of riprap would re-
sult in substantial disturbance to the stream channel and
cause considerable contributions of suspended solids to
stream flow.

4, With five feet of riprap the normal stream flow, which is
quite small, could flow through the riprap rather than on
the surface, thus 1imiting water available to wildlife.
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Mr. D. Wayne Hedb ') :
September 26, 1984 Page 2

5. A recently received cost estimate based on the original pro-
posal was in excess of $100,000.00.

As mentioned above, we request an extension of time to begin work on
this project. We propose that our hydroTlogy consultant meet with members
of your technical staff to arrive at a solution which would be more cost
effective and less damaging to the environment.

Sincerely,

Rt oty

Robert Eccli
Sr. Mining Engineer

RE:1j



k_ )‘ zTAA';LEj[gAi L}%EggURCES Scott M. Matheson, Governor

. E9 Temple A. Reynolds. Executive Director
Oil, Gas & Mini i i l .
, ng Dianne R. Nielson, Ph.D., Division Director

4241 State Office Building - Salt Lake City, UT 84114 - 801-533-5771

October 9, 1984

Mr. Kenneth Alkema

Department of Health

Division of Environmental Health
P. 0. Box 2500

salt Lake City, Utah 84101

Dear Mr. Alkema:

RE: Notice of Violation Abatement Plans for Two Violations
(N84-4-8-8, #1 of 8 and N84-8-1-3, #1, #2 and #3 of 3),
U. 5. Fuel Company, Hiawatha Complex, ACT/007/011, #3 and
#7, Emery County, Utah

Enclosed please find one (1) copy of U. S. Fuel Company's
Notice of Violation abatement plans for a stream channel
diversion, a sediment pond modification, the South Fork truck
turnaround and North Fork diversion at their Hiawatha Complex.
The Division is forwarding these copies to update your files.

Should you have any questions or problems pertaining to
this information, please contact me.

Sipcerely, '
/ \

; Yo b ] el
/Lf‘l [ L/"}” el /7(/ -
D. Wayne Hedberg'-—
Permit Supervisor/
Reclamation Hydrologist

DH/btb

cc: Joe Helfrich
Dave Lof

03380-16

an equal opportunity employer -« please recycle paper



@ STATE OF UTAH

v NATURAL RESOURCES Scott M. Matheson, Governor

. E9 Temple A. Reynolds, Executive Director
Oil, Gas & Mining Dianne R. Nielson, Ph.D.. Division Director
4241 State Office Building - Salt Lake City, UT 84414 - 801-533-5771

October 9, 1984

Mr. Allen D. Klein, Administrator
western Technical Center

office of Surface Mining

Brooks Towers

1020 Fifteenth Street

Denver, Colorado 80202

Dear Mr., Klein:

RE: Notice of Violation Abatement Plans for Two Violations
TNBL-4-8-8, #1 of 8 and N84-8-1-3, #1, #2 and #3 of 3),
U. S. Fuel Company, Hiawatha Complex, ACT/007/011, #3 and
#7, Carbon county, Utah

Enclosed please find three (3) copies of U. S. Fuel
Company's Notice of Violation abatement plans for a stream
channel diversion, a sediment pond modification, the South Fork
truck turnaround and North Fork diversion at their Hiawatha
Complex. The Division is forwarding these copies to update
your files and current MRP copies. These copies are provided
for information purposes only.

Sshould you have any questions or problems pertaining to
this information, please contact me.

Sincqrgly,

7
/é / L/:;fug ) x/ // /67“4

D. Wayre Hedberg -
Permit Supervisor/
Reclamation Hydrologist

DH/btb

cc: Joe Helfrich
Dave Lof

03380~18

an equal opportunity employer * please recycle paper



@ STATE OF UTAH

v NATURAL RESOURCES Scott M. Matheson, Governor

Tempie A. R i i
O Gos & Mining p eynolds, Executive Director
4241 State Office Building - Salt Lake City, UT 84114 - 801-533-5771

Dianne R. Nielson, Ph.D., Division Director

QOctober 9, 1984

Mr, wWilliam H. Geer
Acting Director
Division of Wildlife Resources
1596 West North Temple
Salt Lake City, Utah 84116

Dear Mr. Geer:

RE: Notice of Violation Abatement Plans for Two Violations
(NB4-4L-8-8, #1 of 8 and N84-8-1-3, #1, #2 and #3 of 3),
U. 5. Fuel Company, Hiawatha Complex, ACT/007/011, #3 and
#7, Emery County, Utah

Enclosed please find one (1) copy of U. S. Fuel Company's
Notice of Violation abatement plans for a stream channel
diversion, a sediment pond modification, the South Fork truck
turnaround and North Fork diversion at their Hiawatha Complex.
The Division is forwarding these copies to update your files.

Should you have any guestions or problems pertaining to
this information, please contact me.

Sincerely, // :
s ol
D. Wayne Hedberg —

Permit Supervisor/
Reclamation Hydrologist

DH/btb

cc: Joe Helfrich
Dave Lof

03380-17

an equal opportunity employer « please recycle paper



k‘ )‘ STATE OF UTAH Scott M. Matheson, Govemor

v NATURAL RESOURCES Temple A. Reynolds, Executive Director

Oil, Gas & Mining Dianne R. Nielson, Ph.D.. Division Director
4244 State Office Building - Sait Lake City, UT 84114 - 801-533-5771

October 9, 1984

Mr. Allen D. Klein, Administrator
western Technical Center

Office of Surface Mining

Brooks Towers

1020 Fifteenth Street

Denver, Colorado 80202

Dear Mr. Klein:

RE: Notice of Violation Abatement Plans for Stream Channel
Diversion (N84-4-8-8, #1 of 8) and Middle Fork Road
Drainage (N84-4-8-8, #8 of 8), U. S. Fuel Company,
Hiawatha Complex, AC1/00//011, #3 and #7, Carbon County,
Utah

Enclosed please find two (2) copies each of U. 5. Fuel
Company's Notice of Violation Abatement Plans for two
violations at their Hiawatha Complex. The Division is
forwarding these copies to update your files and current MRP
copies.

Should you have any guestions or problems pertaining to
this information, please contact me.

Sincerely,

'/ : T /

£\ /
Ny ARy
VIRl Lo A Aty
D. Wayne Hedberg '
Permit Supervisor/

Reclamation Hydrologist

DH/btb

cc: Joe Helfrich
Dave Lof

03380-7

an equal opportunity employer » please recyCle pcope!



k‘ ‘ STATE OF UTAH Scott M. Matheson, Governor

v NATURAL RESOURCES Temple A. Reynolds. Executive Director
Oil, Gas & Mining Dianne R. Nielson, Ph.D., Division Director

4241 State Office Building - Salt Lake City, UT 84114 - 801-533-5771

Octocber 9, 1984

Mr. Robert H. Hagen, Director
Albugquerque Field Office
Office of Surface Mining

219 Central Avenue, NW
Albuquergque, New Mexico 87102

Dear Mr. Hagen:

RE: Notice of Violation Abatement Plans for Stream Channel
Diversion (NB84-4-8-8, #1 of 8) and Middle Fork Road
Drainage (N84-4-8-8, #8 of 8), U. S. Fuel Company,
Hiawatha Complex, ACT/007/011, #3 and #7, Carbon County,
Utah

Enclosed please find one (1) copy each of U. S. Fuel
Company's Notice of Violation Abatement Plans for two
violations at their Hiawatha Complex. The Division is
forwarding this copy to update your files and current MRP
copies.

Should you have any questions or problems pertaining to
this information, please contact me.

Sinceredly, y

! / '
) ] é{
Nt pdl /(

i'\\',j/ R K

D. Wayne Hedberg —
Permit Supervisor/
Reclamation Hydrologist

DH/btb

cc: Joe Helfrich
Dave Lof

03380-8

an equol opportunity ermnployer « pledse recycie pape!



k ')‘ STATE OF UTAH Scott M. Matheson, Governor

NATURAL RESOURCES Jemple A. Reynolds, Executive Director
Oil, Gas & Mining Dianne R. Nielson, Ph.D., Division Director

4244 State Office Building - Salt Lake City, UT 84114 - 801-533-5771

October 5, 1984

CERTIFIED RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
(P492 430 103)

Mr. Robert Eccli
Senior Mining Engineer
U. S. Fuel Company
Hiawatha, Utah 84527

Dear Mr, Eccli:

RE: U. S. Fuel Company Response to Notice of Violation
N84-4-8-8, #1 of 8, Hiawatha Complex, ACT/007/0I1, #3 and
#7, Carbon County, Utah

The Division has reviewed U. S. Fuel Company's recent
letter dated September 26, 1984 pursuant to the Notice of
Violation (NOV) referenced above.

The Division concurs with your justification and approves
the request for an extension of time in which to begin
construction of the approved (September 12, 1984) NOV abatement
plan beyond the October 12, 1984 deadline.

The Division is willing to meet with your hydrology
consultant (on-site, if necessary) to discuss alternative
abatement plan design options. A tentative date for a meeting
should be established no later than October 9, 1984. The
Division suggests a meeting sometime during the week of October
9-12, if possible.

Please contact us upon receipt of this letter to finalize
a date. Alternative plans must be approved and implemented
during low flow conditions, no later than September 30, 1985.

an equal opportunity employer * piease recycle paper
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Mr. Robert Eccli
ACT/007/011
October 5, 1984

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. Please
feel free to contact me if you should have any questions.

S’ncerely,

L/ [/bé,/f/u Qjéf/{w

D. Wayne Hedberg
Permit Supervisor/
Reclamation Hydrologist

JW/btb

cc: Allen Klein
Robert Hagen
Ron Daniels
Joe Helfrich
Dave Lof
John Whitehead

92940-15 & 16
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UNITED STATES FUEL COMPANY

HIAWATHA, UTAH 84527

September 27, 1984

Mr. D. Wayne Hedberg
Permit Supervisor

ﬁ%CE!V 2
State of Utah Natural Resources

QCT 01 193
0i1, Gas and Mining

4241 State Office Building P DéxlSION OF o1
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 Yo S & MiNINg

e e i . g

s matal,

Dear Mr. Hedberg;

This letter is in regard to NOV N84-4-8-8, 2 of 8 which deals with
the installation of a slotted cross drain on the Middle Fork haul road.

: The original violation states, "Submit complete and adequate plans
to the Division for the installation of a slotted cross drain across the
road at approximately station 143 + 00 in order to ensure that all dis-
turbed area runoff passes through the sediment pond in accordance with
the approved interim permit."

Plans were submitted by us, under nrotest _in Aunanct ta addeacc tha
installation of a slotted cross drai d

a cessation order and not as an adm1 (?Z@ é§;7¢3622

On September 21, 1984 the inspe
violation which states add, "or sub
plan which will provide runoff contr
with UMC 817.43 and UMC 817.45."

The intent of this violation ha
tent is to control runoff from the h
then we contend that this runoff is r
existing approved plan and that a cr
tent is to treat the runoff from the e
Fork road between the sediment pond .
point out that that runoff is propos
described in our plan for NOV N84-4-.
Fork Road Drainage.

Please advise us if there are other issues regarding this violation
which we may not be aware of.

Sincerely,

Kb (2t

Robert Eccli
Sr. Mining Engineer

RE:1j

UYAN

K|NG CUAL

Quotations subject to immediate acceptance. Coal will be sold and invoiced at price in effect on date of shipment, at mine weights f. 0. b. cars at place of shi uniess i ifi y agread in writing.
Agreements are contingent upon causes of delay beyond our control, including strikes, accidents, riots, acts of God, lockouts, fire, flcod, inability to secure cars or trmaponmum
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UNITED STATES FUEL COMPANY

HIAWATHA, UTAH 84527

September 27, 1984 o,

Mr. D. Wayne Hedberg _
Permit Supervisor i;iy
State of Utah Natural Resources '
0i1, Gas and Mining

4241 State Office Building

Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 e

Dear Mr. Hedberg;

This letter is in regard to NOV N84-4-8-8, 2 of 8 which deals with
the installation of a slotted cross drain on the Middle Fork haul road.

The original violation states, "Submit complete and adequate plans
to the Division for the installation of a slotted cross drain across the
road at approximately station 143 + 00 in order to ensure that all dis-
turbed area runoff passes through the sediment pond in accordance with
the approved interim permit." :

Plans were submitted by us, under protest, in August to address the
installation of a slotted cross drain. The plans were submitted to avoid
a cessation order and not as an admission that a cross drain is required.

On September 21, 1984 the inspector issued a modification to this
violation which states: add, "or submit a complete and adequate alternate
plan which will provide runoff control for the area sited in accordance
with UMC 817.43 and UMC 817.45."

The intent of this violation has never been clear to us. If the in-
tent is to control runoff from the haul road and the truck loadout area,
then we contend that this runoff is being adequately controlled under our
existing approved plan and that a cross drain is not needed. If the in-
tent is to treat the runoff from the undistrubed area north of the Middle
Fork road between the sediment pond and the mine yard, then we wish to
point out that that runoff is proposed to be treated in a sediment trap
described in our plan for NOV N84-4-8-8, 8 of 8 relating to the Middle
Fork Road Drainage.

Please advise us if there are other issues regarding this violation
which we may not be aware of.

Sincerely,

Ruled ok

@\ Robert Eccli
Sr. Mining Engineer

RE:1j

/'g\
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KinE Coal

Quotations subject to immediate scceptance. Coal will be sold and invoiced at price in effect on date of shipment, at mine weights f. 0. b. cars st place of shipment, unless otherwise specifically agreed in writing.
Agreements are contingent upon causes of delay beyond our control, including strikes, accidents, riots, acts of God, iockouts, fire, flood, inability to secure cars or transportation.
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UNITED STATES FUEL COMPANY

HIAWATHA, UTAH 84.527 REC E ' VED

SEP 28 1984
September 26, 1984

DIVISION OF OIL
GAS & MINING

Mr. D. Wayne Hedberg

Permit Supervisor

State of Utah Natural Resources
0i1, Gas and Mining

4241 State Office Building

Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

Dear Mr. Hedberg;

This letter is in regard to NOV N84-4-8-8, 1 of 8 which deals with
riprap installation in the stream channel diversion near Hiawatha.

We received your letter of September 12, 1984 stating that our pre-
viously submitted plan.was approved and that the plan be implemented by
October 12, 1984.

After receiving a cost proposal for delivery and installation of the
riprap, as well as on site discussions with several members of your tech-
nical staff, we feel that a more cost effective and less environmentally
destructive approach to this problem could be attained. For this reason
we request an extension of time in which to begin construction so that a
revised plan can be submitted.

Our reasons for this request are as follows:

1. Discussions on site with members of your technical staff
indicate that alternat*—~—==mwrackac mau ba acceptable.

7 o
2. Implementation of the (é%fi‘ \jﬁ{’%%é&;g(ﬁroy established

vegetation including n
would re-

3. Installation of five f 7

sult in substantial ¢ /42%i// é%%k 1 channel and
cause considerable cc 71/ 1 solids to
stream flow.

4. With five feet of riprap the normal stream flow, which is
quite small, could flow through the riprap rather than on
the surface, thus Timiting water available to wildlife.

uTAH

KinG ToAl

Quotations subject to immediate acceptance. Coal wil! be sold and invoiced at price in sffect on date of shipment, at mine weights f. 0. b. cars at place of shipment, unless otherwise specifically agreed in writing.
Agreements are contingent upon causes of delay beyond our control, including strikes, accidents, riots, acts of God, lockouts, fire, flood, inability to secure cars or transportation,
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UNITED STATES FUEL COMPANY

HIAWATHA, UTAH 84527 R EC E | VED

SEP 28 1984
September 26, 1984

DIVISION OF OIL
GAS & MINING

Mr. D. Wayne Hedberg

Permit Supervisor

State of Utah Natural Resources
0il1, Gas and Mining

4241 State Office Building

Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

Dear Mr. Hedberg;

This letter is in regard to NOV N84-4-8-8, 1 of 8 which deals with
riprap installation in the stream channel d1vers1on near Hiawatha.

We received your letter of September 12, 1984 stating that our pre-
viously submitted plan was approved and that the plan be implemented by
October 12, 1984.

After receiving a cost proposal for delivery and installation of the
riprap, as well as on site discussions with several members of your tech-
nical staff, we feel that a more cost effective and less environmentally
destructive approach to this problem could be attained. For this reason
we request an extension of time in which to begin construction so that a
revised plan can be submitted.

Our reasons for this request are as follows:

1. Discussions on site with members of your technical staff
indicate that alternative approaches may be acceptable.

2. Implementation of the existing plan would destroy established
vegetation including numerous young trees.

3. Installation of five foot thickness of riprap would re-
sult in substantial disturbance to the stream channel and
cause considerable contributions of suspended solids to
stream flow.

4. With five feet of riprap the normal stream flow, which is
quite small, could flow through the riprap rather than on
the surface, thus limiting water available to wildlife.

«@a

)

King ToAl

Quotations subject to immediate scceptance. Coal will be sold and invoiced at price in effect on date of shipment, at mine weights f. 0. b. cars st piace of shi . unless ifi y sgreed in writing.
Agreements are contingent upon causes of delay beyond our control, including strikes, accidents, riots, acts of God. lockouts, fire, flood, inability to secure cars or transportation.



Mr. D. Wayne Hr'-erg
September 26, .. 4 Page 2

5. A recently received cost estimate based on the original pro-
posal was in excess of $100,000.00.

As mentioned above, we request an extension of time to begin work on
this project. We propose that our hydrology consultant meet with members
of your technical staff to arrive at a solution which would be more cost
effective and less damaging to the environment.

Sincerely,

Rofend oy’
g

Robert Eccli

Sr. Mining Engineer

RE:1]
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United States Department of the Interior . | (.

OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING ¢
Reclamation and Enforcement
BROOKS TOWERS
1020 15TH STREET
DENVER, COLORADO 80202

SEP 14 1984

RECEIVED

SEP 19 1984

Mr. Errol Gardiner

Vice President and General Manager
U.S. Fuel Company

Hiawatha, Utah 84527

Dear Mr. Gardiner: v DIVISION OF ot
GAS & MiNING

This letter is in respomse to your September 4, 1984 letter and a

follow-up to our August 21, 1984 telephone conversation regarding the U.S

Fuel Company's proposed unit train loadout. The purpose of this letter

is to reaffirm to you that until certain requirements are met, U.S. Fuel

may not begin comstruction on the unit train facility.

As you requested in your May 14, 1984 letter, OSM has incorporated the
unit train proposal within the current review process of the permit
application. In our June 15, 1984 letter to you and in our telephone
conversation on August 21, 1984, several issues were outlined which
needed to be resolved prior to rendering a decision on the permit
application. These issues include: 1) provision of adequate abatement
plans for all outstanding violations issued by the Utah Division of 0il,
Gas and Mining; 2) submittal and resolution of remaining reclamation
plan issues as conveyed to U.S. Fuel by Sarah Bransom, OSM Project
Leader, on August 23, 1984; and 3) approval by local officials and
completion of public participation requrements for relocation of State
Highway 122 and County Road 338 as required by UMC 784.18 Relocation of
Public Roads. To date, these issues remain unresolved.

According to the Division, abatement plans have been submitted for the
twelve violations issued on May 11, 1984 and August 10, 1984, however,
these plans have not been approved and incorporated into the permit
application as required by the Division in its August 2, 1984 letter to
U.S. Fuel. Until the review of the outstanding violationms is completed
by the Division, OSM cannot make the necessary finding under UMC
786.19(g) that requires all outstanding violations be abated or in the
process of being abated. The second issue involves reclamation of the
refuse and non-refuse area and access to the proposed topsoil borrow
areas. OSM is in the process of reviewing your September 4, 1984
submittal for completeness and technical adequacy. If complete and
adequate, this information will have to be incorporated into the decision

Sackage. OSM will then determine if reclamation is feasible. Finally,
SM has not received documentation from Carbon County approving the road

relocation as required by UMC 786.12(d). The public comment period
established by the Division for the road relocation is still in
progress. In addition, it is necessary for OSM to review the proposed
new location and additional information om the unit train facility
submitted by U.S. Fuel on September 10, 1984. If these issues are not
resolved OSM will be compelled to eliminate the unit train loadout from

consideration under this permitting actionm.




* The resolution of the remaining three issues and the review of newly
submitted materials will delay the permit decision schedule beyond the
anticipated October 1, 1984 date we discussed on August 21, 1984. At
this time, a revised schedule cannot be developed primarily due to the
uncertain outcome of the violation abatements. OSM cannot give assurance

that U.S. Fuel will be able to initiate comstruction on the facility this
fall.

This office will keep U.S. Fuel informed of the status of the permit
decision document. If you have any questions, please call Walter Swain
or Ron Naten at (303) 844-3806.

Sincerely,

u&ﬁ/m

1 en D. Klein
Administrator
Western Technical Center

cc: Susan Linner, UDOGM
Dr. Dianne Nielson, UDOGM .
Jack Elder, FBD



k‘ )‘ STATE OF UTAH Scott M. Matheson, Governor

v NATURAL RESOURCES Temple A. Reynolds, Executive Director

Oil, Gas & Mining Dianne R. Nielson, Ph.D., Division Director
4241 State Office Building - Sait Lake City, UT 84114 - 801-533-5771

September 11, 1984

Mr. Robert Eccli
Senior Mining Engineer
U. S. Fuel Company
Hiawatha, Utah 84527

Dear Mr. Eccli:

Re: Review of 8-17-84 2nd submittal for N84-4-8-8, 2 of 8,
ACT/007/011, Folder No. 3 & 7, Carbon County, Utah

The plans submitted for U. S. Fuel by Earth Fax Engineering
Inc. to abate N84-4-8-8, 2 of 8 have been reviewed by Division
Hydrologist John Whitehead.

Deficiencies with Slotted Drain Plans

Several deficiencies remain in order for the Division to
approve the abatement plan. Page 8 of 8 of the submittal item
refers the reviewer to rip rap sizing calculations contained in
another document dealing with inlets and outlets for the sediment
traps along the Middle Fork road. The calculations contained in
that document are for discharges of 15 cfs and are not comparable
for the flow of 2-3 cfs given for NOV 2 of 8. Appropriate riprap
sizing calculations and filter blanket calculations must be
submitted. This should include velocity calculations for the
culvert inlet and outlet.

A drawing which indicates the trash rack configuration and the
extent of riprap placement should be submitted.

The calculations show that a 15" culvert is adequately sized to
pass the predicted peak flow. Past experience has shown that the
smaller diameter culverts like the 15" one proposed are plagued with
icing problems during the winter. The Division therefore recommends
that U. S. Fuel use an 18" or larger sized culvert to alleviate this
problem.

Pond Capacity Problems

Based on the concerns in your letter of August 14, 1984? Fhe
question of the sediment pond capacity was reviewed. A sigplflcant
discrepency in the acreage draining to the sediment pond exists.

an equal opportunity employer - please recycle paper



Page Two
Robert Eccli
September 11, 1984

The mining plan submitted by U. S. Fuel notes in Table 1 of
Appendix B (Volume II) that 23 acres drains to the sediment pond;
4,8 disturbed and 18.2 undisturbed. This would result in 0.91 acre
feet of runoff from the 10 year 24 hour storm (2.25").

Using a map submitted for abatement of NOV N84-4-8-8 (Middle
Fork watershed areas) and Exhibit VII-9 (Volume II MRP) the
disturbed area draining to the sediment pond is approximately 12.4
acres the undisturbed acreage draining to the pond is approximately
44,6 acres. Using curve numbers of 90 and 70 for the disturbed and
undisturbed acreage respectively, runoff from the 1l0-year 24 hour
storm would be 2.67 acre feet.

This problem can be addressed by:

1. increasing the size of the sediment pond to contain the
runoff from the 10-year 24-hour storm plus sediment
storage and/or

2. installing undisturbed area diversions to route
undisturbed drainage away from the disturbed area.

Please respond to the deficiencies in the slotted drain plan
and the sediment pond capacity problems by September 28, 1984.

Please feel free to contact myself or John Whitehead if you
should have any questions on this matter.

Sincer?;y,
[ [Lyac s
D. Wayne Hedberg ™~

Permit Supervisor/
Reclamation Hydrologist

Jw: jvb

cc: Richard White
Allen Klein
Robert Hagen
Joe Helfrich
Dave Lof
John Whitehead

99490



UNITED STATES FUEL COMPANYRECEIVED
nlAWATHA UTAH 84527 | SEP 3 1984

v : DIV!&ION op 0“_
September 11, 1984 GAS&M!NING :

Mr. D. Wayne Hedberg
- “State of Utah, Div. of 0il1, Gas and Mining
- 4241 State Office Building '
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

RE: Response to Review o
Comments on NOV 84-4-8-8,
4 of 8 and 6 of‘8';

”‘FDear'Mr. Hedberg:

. United States Fuel Company is subm1tt1ng the1r wr1tten response
o :_to your letter of August 28, 1984 containg the D1v1s1on s review ,Iﬁ?uf
- ‘;'vn.comments on NOV 84-4-8- 8 4 of 8 and 6 of 8. ’ ‘

We be11eve this response to be comp]ete and adequate e have

flattempted to satisfy all of your concerns 1n the abatement of thea
two above ment1oned v1o]at1ons “

Sincerely,

%%/V/m
Jean Semborski
Engineer

Enclosure

uYAN

KING cDAL

Quotations subject to immediate acceptance. Coat will be sold and invoiced st price in sffect on date of shipment, at mine weights £. 0. b. cars st place of shipment, unless otherwise specifically sgreed in writing.
Agresments are contingent upon causes of delay bevond our control, inciuding strikes, accidents, riots, scts of Gog. lockouts, fire, fiood. insbility to secure cers or transportation.



RESPONSE TO REVIEW COMMENTS ON VIOLATION N84-4-8-8, #4 of 8 and #6 of 8

UMC 817.46 Hydrology
L

1) The catch basin spillway will pass the 25 year, 24 hour storm as
shown by the Peak Flow Calculation sheet accompanying this submittal.
The spillway is of adequate size and depth to give the basin the
required one foot minimum between the water surface and settled top
of the embankment (UMC 817.46 j). Refer to the revised drawing
F-533 for the spillway design, cross section and appropriate hydro-
logic calculations.

2) A cross section of the Catch Basin complete with elevations is
provided on F-533.

3) The requirements of 817.46 j-u are addressed below:

(j) Addressed in item #1 above.

(k) The elevations listed on the drawing are those of the
"settled" embankment. ;

(1) The top width exceeds that required by the regulations.
(7.6 + 35) - 5 = 8.5. The embankment width measures 25 feet.

(m) The combined slopes are 4.5:1 and should be stable considering
the width and construction methods. This basin was excavated
into the existing natural ground. The embankment slopes and
top were compacted by the equipment as the basin was befng
constructed. i

(n) The embankment foundation and entire area was cleared of
vegetation and the foundation area was scarified. No slope
was steeper than 1lv:lh. - .

(o) No coal processing wéSie bk~earthen materials containing sod,
roots or other Qegetatﬁve matter was used in the embankment fill.

(p) Fil11 and the embankment side were compacted.

(q) Not Applicable

(r) See certification on Drawing F-533.
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(s) Embankment top and slopes were seeded.

(t) The Catch Basin will be inspected four times per year.

(u) Although this is not a sediment pond, U.S. Fuel will
leave the basin in place at least until after final reclamation
is complete.

UMC 817.21-.25 Soils

1) Soil will be scarified, using a tractor powered farm disc,
to a depth of 6 - 8". The goal of this procedure will be to
allow seeds to establish themselves on the bare patches
where compaction due to equipment tires may have occurred
and to allow precipatation to penetrate.

2) At the time of final reclamation, the storage magazines will
be removed from this site via the existing roadway. The areas
under each magazine and the road leading from their prior
Jocation to the-asphalt will be scarified by disc or back-
hoe bucket teeth to a depth of between 6 and 12 inches.

3) The magazine area soils are comparable to that tested in the
nearby Middle Fork topsoil stockpile (see table VIII-16 in
the mine permit package). Fertilizer recommendations are made
on page 131C of the mine permit application. Sulfur coated
urea will be hand broadcast at a rate of 40# per acre. Treble
super phosphate will be added at a rate of 30# per acre. A
hay mulch can be added on the localized, revegetated patches
to enhance seed growth.

UMC 817.111-.117 and UMC 784,13;(b)(5)
1) The permanent ré61amatibn seed mix will be used on the bare
spots. The use of the permanent mix for interim reclamation
has been advocated by DOGM for U.S. Fuel's current interim

reclamation projects.
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2)

The permanent trial seed mix #3 will be used and can be
referred to in the mine permit application (see Table IX-3).
The seeds will be applied at the per acre rate as listed

in this table by hand broadcasting method.

This reclamation is interim in nature. Final reclamation
of this area, by virtue of it's location, has been addressed
in the mine permit application (see p. 55B, 56, 59 and 60).

Mulching was partially addressed under the response to

soils. The hay mulch will be applied at a rate of one ton
per acre. However, it should be noted that the topsoil pile
adjacent to this site has been successfully revegetated with-
out the use of any mulch and on a steeper slope than is being
considered here.

4) Seeding will be done in late fall.

#
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UMC 817.46 Hydrology

Area A and B - A map is enclosed to locate the areas where the
earth berms will be placed (see Drawing F-534). The operator
has set up an on-site meeting with a representative of the
Division to discuss appropriate types and locations of outlet
structures. |

Area C - A cross-section of the berm around this old storage
area accompanies this submittal. The berm is located as in-
dicated on the enclosed map.

Area D - With respect to Area D, which Ties just east of
Slurry Pond #4 and adjacent to Highway 122, we have previous-
1y advised the Division that it was disturbed prior to the
Act and has not been used in connection with our mining
operations since that time. As acknowledged in the letter of
August 28, 1984, Violation No. 6 of 8 was apparently issued
with respect to this area on the basis of an observation made
by Sandy Pruitt in January of 1983, over one year and three - -
months prior to the NOV issued by Dave Lof. Any heavy equip-
ment observed by Ms. Pruitt was not owned or operated by U.S.
Fuel Company, but may have belonged to an independent contrac-
tor who parked it on or near Area D without authority or
permission of our company. It should also be emphasized that
there is no evidence whatsoever that any such equipment caused
any adverse physical impact on Area D so as to subject it to
regulatory requirements. Recent decisions of the Interior
Board of Land Appeals intérpreting OSM's regulations hold
that where there is no adverse physical impact by a current
mining operation on ah éréa disturbed prior to SMCRA, the active
operator is not responsible for compliance with hydrologic
performance standards With respect to the area. Darmac Coal Co.,
74 IBLA 100 (1983). For the foregoing reasons, we consider Area
D to be exempt and not subject to sediment controls. (Please
see attached legal decision). '
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UMC 817.111-.117 and UMC 784.13 (b)(5)

Revegetation will be accomplished by the same methods outlined
in the mine permit application. The procedures of revegetation at
this site will be similar to that outlined for Middle Fork final
reclamation. The seeding rates and mulch rates will be in accord-
ance with that listed for Middle Fork (see page 47A). However, this
old storage site will not have soil added to it. We have already
scarified the area to a depth of 12" with the teeth of a backhoe
bucket to break up the existing compaction in the soil.

Seed mix information can be found on page 104 in the mine
permit application. Seed mix #3 will be broadcast on the area in
September or October. A hay mulch will be place over the seed. '

Criteria tests for Demonstrating Successful Revegetation can
be accessed on page 63-65. This monitoring is related to final
revegetation work. Other interim revegetation monitoring is out-
lined on pages 124 and 125. It is in the design plans of the
revegetation test plots.

U.S. Fuel has received no final analysis yet on their reclam-
ation-revegetation plan. OSM is still in the process of reviewing
the mine permit application.

UMC 817.21-.25

1) LaSt fall, the salt-slag area was cleared of all materials
being stored there and the site was regraded. This spring
a berm was replaced around the site and the area itself
was scarified. Scarification was performed to reduce the
compaction of the site thus allowing a more suitable
rooting medium with better water penetration. The soil
was scarified by using the teeth of a backhoe bucket and
was dug to a depth of 12 inches.
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2) The same fertilizer recommendations will be applied as for the

3)

Middle Fork yard soils should the soil samples show them
to be similar in their nutrient deficiencies.

The fertilizer to be applied, by hand in this case, would

be su]fur_coated urea, treble super phosphate and potassi-

um chloride applied at rates of 40, 30 and 30 pounds respect-
ively. ‘

Soil samples have been taken and sent in for analysis. Test
results are not yet available from the laboratory but will
be sent to the Division when we receive them.



¢ . IN REPLY REFER TO,

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF HEARINGS AND APPEALS

4015 WILSON BOULEVARD

ARLINCTON, VIRCINIA 22203

DARMAC COAL OO.
IBIA 83-615; IBMA 81-66 " pecided June 30, 1983

2ppeal by paonac Coal Company fram the May 1, 1981, decision of Admin—
istrative Law Judge Sheldon L. Shepherd, denying an application for temporary
relief and upholding the validity of Notice of Violation No. 81-1-62-8 .
(Docket No. CH 1-107-R). ' ‘

* Reversed.

. Surface Mining Control and Reclamation
-1 Act of 1977: Administrative Procedure:
"~ purden of Proof—Surface Mining Control
and Reclamation Act-of 1977: Bearings:. ’
Generally ’

oM makes a prima facie case by submit-

ting sufficient evidence to establish

. the essential facts of the violation; -

! ‘hen it makes that showing and the show-
t + ing goes unrebutted, the violation must
. be sustained. ,

:Q. -, Surface Mining Control ard Reclamation
' Act of 1977: Evidence: Generally

It is ervor for an Administrative Law

. Judge to fail to admit evidence of labo-
: ratory tests of water quality samples

' when the permittee challenges that evi-

' @ence only by asserting that it is hear-
‘say because of a failure to establish the
chain of custody of the samples. Such an
‘objection goes to the weight to be given
‘to the evidence, not to its admissibility.
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3. Surface Mining Control and Reclamation - AT i
- act of 1977: Hydrologic System Protec— ég 'i‘.%
tion: Generally--Surface Mining Control S *fi"

and Reclamation Act of 1977: Previcusly YRER 3."5
Mined Lands: Generally—Surface Mining -_'.,-};‘? -§z§
Control ard Reclamation Act of 1977: ' 5“;3
Water Quality Standards and Efflvent e

Limitations: Discharges from Disturbed
Areas )

An alleged violation of the effluent
1imitation for pH set forth in 30 CFR
715.17(a) is properly upheld on the basis
of a Hach test showing an acidity reading
of 4 or lower, in the absence of evidence
that the Hach test was not properly
administered. '

4. Surface Mining Control and Reclamation
Act of 1977: Hydrologic System Protec-
tion: Generally—Surface Mining Control
and Reclamation Act of 1977: Previausly .
Mined Lands: Generally—Surface Mining .
Control and Reclamation Act of 1977:
Water Quality Standards.and Effluent
Limitations: Discharges from Disturbed
: Areas o " - :

. Where there is no adverse physical irpact
fran current mining on water quality -
resulting from previcus mining there is no
disturbance that requires carpliance with
30 CFR 715.17(a). :

APPEARANCES: Bruno A. Mascatello, Esg., Butler, Pennsy®vania, for Dammac
Coal Campany; William P. Llarkin, Esq., Office of the Field Solicitor,
Charleston, West virginia, Glenda Rudson, Esq., Attommeys and Maraus P.
McGraw, Esg., Assistant Solicitor for Litigation and Enforcement, Office of
the 501iciu>r,'Washington, D.C., for the Office of surface Mining Reclamation

and Enforcement. _
CPINION BY Ammrs'mvrm JUDGE IRWEN

parmac Coal Campany (Darmac) has appealed from the May 1, 1981, deci-
sion of Administrative Law Judge Sheldon L. Shepherd, Docket No. (H 1-107-R,
which held, in a cambined application for review and for temporary relief
proceeding, that the office of Surface Mining Reclamation ard Enforcerent
(0s4) properly Issuved Notice of Violation (NOV) No. 81-I-62-8 to Darmac, pur—
suant to the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977, 30 u.s.C.
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S 1201—13?8' (Supp. IV 1980) (the Act), and its implerenting requlations,

30 CER Chapter VII (the regulations). The NOV cited Dammac for violating

section 715.17(a) of the regulations by permitting discharges from areas
':dismtbed by surface coal mining and reclamation cperations vhich exceeded -
' the maximum allowable mamerical effluent limitations for pH and manganese.

‘Procedural Background

On March 16, 1981, OSM Inspector Jeffrey King conducted an inspection
of Dammac's inactive No. 7 strip mine, located - in Donegal and Clearfield
townships, Butler County, Pennsylvania, ard discovered a small discharge,
or seep, of water caning from an underground source o the permit area.

_Be tested the discharge with a Bach Xit 1/ and found jt to have apH of 4

< (Tx. .24-25). He also took two samples Of the discharge to a laboratory
for testing (Tr. 7, 15-17) and, based upon its report, issuved NW

No. 81-I-62-8 to Damac (Tr. 7)., alleging a violation of the effluent limi-

tations of section 715.17(a) of the regulations with respect to pE and man—

ganesé. ‘The NOV required Daomac to perform any measure necessary to assure’
that discharges from the disturbed area would not ‘exceed the effluent limi-

tations. -The abatement time established by the NIV was rpril 21, 1981

(04 Bxh. A). However, Darmac applied for review of the NOV end for tempo—'
rary relief, and the abatement pericd wes extended pending the cutcane of a

hearing, which was held in Butler, Pennsylvania, on April 28, Jos8l.

The Administrative Law Judge regarded the facts as similar to those in
Cravat Ooal Co., 2 IBSMA 249, 87 I.D. 416 (1980), vhich held the mining
cperator responsible for water quality of discharges from a pre—existing seep
when it mined through the seep. Be upheld the issuvance of the NOV as to the
pH quality of the water on the basis of O1's Hach test and denied the zpli-
cation for temporary relief (Decision at 3-4). Be had previcusly refused to.
admit the laboratory reports analyzing O's water samples becanse the o
inspector failed to establish a clear chain of austody of the water sarples
(Decision .at 3; Tr. 17-24). Dammac subsequently appealed to the Board,
arguing that (1) it was error to find that OSM had established a prima facie
case solely on the basis of a Bach kit result, and that (2) O=1 had not sus-
tained its burden of proof as to the existence of a violation because, unlike
the situvation in Cravat, supra, parmac had proved that it had not affected
the seep. Darmac further argues that it was incumbent upoa OSM to prove that
the water fram the seep was affected by Dammac's cperation.

.. - .- Discussion

[1] Three issues may be disposed of at the cutset. Daomac's conten—
tion that OSM had the burden of proving that the water from the seep on
papnac's permit area was affected by Darmac's operation in order to justify
the issuance of an NOV based upon an operator's failure to meet effluent

1/ A Hach kit test is a field indicator test for water quality (Tr. 24).



deciding that the evidence of a Hach test administered by an inspector expe-
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limitations cannot be accepted. OSM succeeds in making a prima facie case

* that a-violation occurred by the submission of sufficient evidence to estab-

1ish the essential facts of the violation. If OM's evidence is not rebutted Sy, Z.

.that evidence is all that is required to sustain the violation. See 43 CFR i3, o

4.1171(b).- -As discussed below, in this case there is ample evidence of the XLl 2
fact of the viol_@tion. .. ATk

"{2] As to whether laboratory reports may be admitted into evidence
where there is an apparent break in the chain of austody of the samples, an
Administrative Law Judge has discretion to adnmit evidence that he believes
is probative, regardless of a witness' failure to establish a proper chain
of custody, unless the coposing party discredits it on scme other basis. 1In
administrative proceedings generally, an objection based on the hearsay nule
goes to the weight to be given the evidence, not to its admissibility. See \
Jberts Brothers Ocal Co., 2 IBSMA 284, 294-9S, 87 I.D. 439, 445 (1980), and - i

3
4
d

cases cited in note 3. Thus, we believe the Administrative Law Judge properly . -
should have admitted OSM's laboratory reports, and we will consider them to be .

part of the record.
{3] Thirdly, we believe the Administrative Law Judge was correct in

rienced in its use was sufficient to sustain a finding that the pH value of

the effluent discharged from the seep wes not within acceptable limits where
the actual reading was 4.0, the minimum acceptzble nunber was 6.0, and the
wvitness testified that he had never experienced a Bach kit error of more than :
one point (Tr. 46; see also Tr. 25, 44-47, 52; Decision at 3). The.results . @»
of a Hach test are presunptively valid in the absence of rebuttal evidence

that the test was not properly administered. D-and D Mining Co., 4 IBSMA -
113, 89 I.D. 409 (1982). Damac's arguments concerning the unreliability of .
the Hach-test results in this case are unpersuasive, particilarly in view of ‘ v
the fact that its own evidence confirms those results (Appellant's Exh. 5).

Thus, the evidence provided by the Hach test in this case was sufficient to

sustain the Administrative Law Judge's conclusion that a violation existed.

[4) Dapmac suggests that “the basic issue is whether or not this
Operator should be held responsible for a pre—existing seep caused by prior
mining activities on -this site" and asserts that there is “1ittle dispute” .
that "appellant did not affect the surface area arcund the seep” (Brief for
2ppellant at 3). O poses the- issue as "whether Darmac disturbed the
area of the seep within the meaning of the regulation ard, thus, assumed
responsibility therefor,” 2/ and concludes its argument with the statement
that "by affecting the area of the seep, either through spoil placement or
toosoil removal, the area became part of its surface coal mining cperation
and Darmac was, therefore, responsible for the quality of the water dis-.

2/ 30 CER 710.5 defines "Jisturbed area” as "those lands that have been
ffected by surface coal mining and reclamation cperations.”
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dmax:ge,d' from that area® (Brief of O34 at 2-4). 3/ Based on a careful review.
of the hearing transcript and exhibits, we conclude that, although neither

argurent was successfully vindicated, the notice of violation cannot be
sustained. .

It is not disputed that Dammac discovered the seep before it began
minfing operations and made an effort to avoid the area during them. 4/
maomac acknowledged, however, that some tcpsoil was sloughed off onto the
seep as it was being removed by bulldozer from around the seep. 5/ It also
acknowledged that surface drainage from a relatively small area around the
seep was not passed through a sedimentation pord before leaving the permit
area. 6/ For its part 0S4 conceded that the dirt that had come down on the
seep was not encugh to have affected its water guality. Y/ . =

_ Thus, since some dirt was deposited on the seep, the area was techni-
cally affected, i.e., disturbed. Normally all surface water firon the area
would have to caply with the requirements of being passed through a sedi-

. mentation pord ard meeting the applicable effluent standards before leaving
the permit area. Under the ciramstances of this case, however, the area
was not as a practical matter disturbed. It has been held in a context also

" involving previcusly mined areas that absent adverse ph sical” jmpact from

Wim on the condition remaining the previcus mining—in
e cases, orphaned highmlls—xmmngmwmim_bﬁngm
that condition into camliance with presently aoplicable standards. ,
Cedar Ooal Co., 1 IBSMA 145, 154-56, 87 I.D. 250, 255-56 (1979)- See Miami
Sorings Properties, 2 IBSMA 399, 403-05, 87 I.D. 645, 64748 (1980). Since
there is no, showing of adverse physical impact in this case, Darmac is not -
responsiblé for the violation of 30 CFR 715.17(a). 8/ ' -

3/ 30 CFR 715.17(a) provides: . . ;
mJater quality standards and effluent limitations. All surface drainage
from the disturbed area * * * shall be passed through a sedimentation pord or
e, series of sedimentation pords before leaving the pemmit area. « % * Dis-
charges from areas disturbed by surface coal mining and reclamation operations
mist meet all applicable Federal and State laws and requlations and, at a.
minimum, the following rmerical effluent limitations * * *.=
4/ Tr. 60-61, 79, 89, 105-07, 113. :

5/ Tc. 87, 89, 98-99, 102, 103-04, 109, ~:* -
7/ Tr. 42.

8/ In view of this disposition of the case, it is not necessary to discuss
the possibility suggested in Tiger Corp., 4 IBSMA 202, 205, 89 I.D. 622,
623-24 (1982), that compliance with 30 CFR 715.17(a) might be excused in
simila} ciraumstances vhere adequate data concerning hydrologic balance
before and after mining is presented.
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'Iherefor:e, pursuant to the authority delegat:ed the Board of Land Appeals ,;-_;’- 513
by the Secretary of the Intenor, 9/ the dec1sxon of the Administrative Law - {iges

Judge is reversed.

Will A. Imn .
Administrative Judge

We conQur:

Bruce R. Barris
Administrative Judge

2 -
2L
Poirdexter 1S -

Aininistrative Judge

9/ Secretarial Order No. 3092 of Apr. 26, 1983, 48 FR 22370 (May 18, 1983),
transferred to tpe Board of Land Appeals "[a)ll of the functions and

responsibilities delegated to the Board of Surface Mining and Reclamation

 Appeals with respect to appeals arising under the Surface Mining Control and a
Reclamation Act of 1977." .o
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) B RECEIVED ?
United States Department of the Interior f

OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING SEP ' U 1984
Reclamation and Enforcement
BROOKS TOWERS i
1020 15TH STREET DIVISION %ﬁg{;’-
DENVER, COLORADO 80202 GAS & MINY
SEP 6 1984

Mr. John W. Barton, District Manager Q\ 41)
Mine Safety and Health Administration ‘X

Post Office Box 25367 ¢‘>\’?
Denver, Colorado 80225

Dear Mr. Barton:

This letter is a follow-up to your August 24, 1984 letter to this office concerning
the U.S. Fuel Company's proposed unit train loadout facility at the Hiawatha Mines
Complex, Carbon County, Utah. Your August 24, 1984 letter implies that MHSA
intends to review and take some action on reviewing this proposal, which includes
modification of a coal refuse pile (No. 1, LD.No. 1211-UT-9-0007) for
construction and placement of coal stockpiles and a conveyor system.

On August 22, 1984, this office received a structural analysis report prepared on -
July 25, 1984 by the MSHA Safety and Health Technology Center concerning the
proposed facility. The U.S. Fuel Company confirmed on August 24 that they had
also received a copy of this report. Under the provisions of the Utah state
program, UMC 817.81 through 817.88 (coal waste banks) and 817.180
(transportation facilities), the applicant must meet certain requirements for
constructing and maintaining this facility on the coal processing waste piles.
(Please see enclosure) Since there are no provisions in the Utah Regulatory
Program that require MSHA's approval prior to OSM making a decision on the
proposal, OSM will review the proposed structure under the above referenced
regulations, and any additional requirements imposed by your office must be
coordinated and resolved between U.S. Fuel and MSHA. We have informed the
company that they must satisfy your concerns prior to project construction;
however, OSM will proceed with its permit decision as currently scheduled, and will
condition approval requiring the applicant to obtain MSHA's concurrence prior to
beginning construction. \

In order to keep the permit application current, OSM has requested that the
operator submit to OSM and the Utah Division of Oil, Gas, and Mining the
appropriate numbers of copies of all information provided to MSHA. We also
request that MSHA forward a copy of your final approval of the proposed facility
for our files.



-

If you have any questions, please call Sarah Bransom or Walter Swain at
(303) 844-3306.

Sincerely,

Allen D. Klein
Administrator
Western Technical Center

cc: Bob Eccli, U.S. Fuel Company
Dr. Dianne Nielson, UDOGM
Jack Elder, Ford, Bacon and Davis
Mike Bishop, Engineering Science



M 817.81 Coal Processing WASTE pallks. \siichos sevwwssomwecs

(a) All coal processing waste shall be hauled or c..veyed and placed in
pew and existing disposal areas approved by the Division for this purpose.
~ese areas shall be within a permit area. The disposal area shall be
designed, constructed and maintained-

(1) In accordance witn Sections UMC 817.71 and 817.72, and 317.73 where
spplicable, this Section, and Sections MC 817.82-817.88; and

(2) To prevent combustion.

(o) Coal processing waste materials from activities located outside a
sermit area, such as those activities at other mines or abandoned mine waste
Siles, may be disposed of in the permit area only if approved by the Division.
\pproval shall be based on a showing by the person who conducts underground
~0al mining activities in the permit area, using hydrologic, geologic, geotech-
aical, physical, and chemical analysis, that disposal of these materials does
not-

(1) Adversely affect water quality, water flow, or vegetation;
(2) Create public health hazards; or

(3) Cause instability in the disposal areas.

IMC 817.82 Coal Processing Waste Banks: Site Inspection

(a) All coal processing waste banks shall be inspected, on behalf of the
person conducting underground coal mining activities, by a qualified registered
engineer or other person approved by the Division.

(1) Inspectioms shall occur at least quarterly, begimming within 7 days
after preparation of the disposal area begins. The Division may require more
frequent inspections based upon an evaluation of the potential danger to the
health or safety of the public and the potential harm to land, air and water
resources. Inspections may terminate when the coal processing waste bank has
been graded, covered in accordance with Section UMC 817.85, topsoil has been
distributed on the bank in accordance with Section UMC 817.42, or at such a
later time as the Division may require.

.(2) Inspections shall include such observations and tests as may be
necessary to evaluate the potential hazard to human life and property, ensure
that all organic material and topsoil have been removed and that proper

construction and maintenance are occurring in accordance with the plan
submitted under UMC 784.16-784.19 and approved by the Division.

- 211 -
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(3) The engineer or other approved inspector shall consider steepriess of
slopes, seepage, and other visible factors which could indicate potential
failure, and the results of failure with respect to the threat to human life
and property. .

(4) Copies of the inspection findings shall be maintained at the mine
site.

(b) If any inspection discloses that a potential hazard exists, the
Division shall be informed promptly of the finding and of the emergency
procedures formulated for public protection and remedial action. If adequate
procedures cannot be formulated or implemented, the regulatory authority shall
be notified immediately. The Division shall then notify the appropriate
agencies that other emergency procedures are required to protect the public
from the coal processing waste area.

WMC 817.83 Coal Processing Waste Banks: Water Control Measures

**(a) (1) Unless otherwise approved by the Division in accordance with Sub-
aragraph (a)(2) of this Section, a properly designed sub-drainage system shal.
ge proéuy.ded, which shall-

**(1) Intercept all ground water sources;
**(ii) Be protected by an adequate filter; and

**(1i1) Be covared so as to protect against the entrance of surface water
or leachate from acid or toxic-forming coal processing waste.

(2) The Division may exempt the operator from all or any of the require-
ments of Subparagraph (a)(l) of this Section where the operator has demon-
strated that an alternative construction method will enmsure structural
integrity of the waste bank and protection of surface and ground water qualit®

~(b) All surface drainage from the area above the coal processing waste
bank and from the crest and face of the waste disposal area shall be diverted.
in accordance with Section UMC 817.72(d).

(¢) Slope protection shall be provided to minimize surface erosion at the
site. All disturbed areas, including diversion ditches that are not riprappec.
shall be vegetated upon completion of construction.

(d) Discharges of all water from a coal processing waste bank shall compl-
with WMC 817.41, 817.42, 817.45-817.46, 817.52, and 817.55.
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" requirements of those Se-tions are specifically varied “- this Section.

" (o) Coal processing waste banks shall have a minimum long-term static
factor of safety of 1.5. '

(¢) Compaction requirements during construction or modification of all
coal processing waste banks shall meet the requirements of this paragraph,

instead of those specified in Section WMC 817.72(c). The coal processing waste
shall be-

(1) Spread in layers no more than 24 inches in thickness; and

(2) Compacted to attain 90 percent of the maximm dry density in order to
prevent spontaneous combustion and to provide the strength required for stabi-
lity of the coal processing waste bank. Dry demsities shall be determined in
accordance with the American Association of State Hignway and Transportation
Officials (AASHTO) Specification T99-74 (Twelfth Edition) (July 1978) or an
equivalent method. AASHIO T99-74 is hereby incorporated by reference as it
exists on the date of adoption of this Part. Notices of changes made to this
publication will be periodically published by OSM in the FEDERAL REGISTER.
AASHTO T99-74 is on file and available for inspection at the OSM Central _
Office, U.S. Department of the Interior, South Interior Building, Washington,
D.C. 20240, at each OSM Regional Office, District Office, and Field Office,
and at the central office of the Division. Copies may also be obtained by
writing to the above locations. A copy of this publication will also be on
file for public inspection at the FEDERAL REGISTER Library, 1100 'L' Street,
N.W., Washington, D.C. Incorporation by reference provisions approved by the
Director of the FEDERAL REGISTER February 7, 1979. The Director's approval of
this incorporation by reference expires om February 7, 1980.

(3) Variations may be allowed in these requirements for the disposal of
dewatered fine coal waste (minus 28 sieve size) with approval of the Division.

(d) Following grading of the coal processing waste bank, the site shall
be covered with a minimum of 4 feet of the best available non-toxic and non-
combustible material, in accordance with MC 817.22(e), and in a manner that
does not impede flow from subdrainage systems. The coal processing waste bank
shall be revegetated in accordance with UMC 817.111-817.117. The Division may
allow less than 4 feet of cover material based on physical and chemical
analyses which show that the requirements of Section WMC 817.111-817.117 will
be met.
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MC 817.86 Coal Processing Waste: Burning

Coal processing waste fire shall be extingulshed by the person who conducts
the underground coal mining activities, in accordance with a plan approved by
the Division and the Mine Sa.fety and Health Administration. The plan shall
contain, as a minimum, provisions to ensure that only those persons authorized
by the operator, and who have an understanding of the procedure to be used,
ghall be involved in the extinguishing operations.

MC 817.87 Coal Processing Waste: Burned Waste Utilization

Before any burned coal processing waste or other materials or refuse is
removed from a disposal area, approval shall be obtained from the Division. A
plan for the method of removal, with maps and appropriate drawings to illus-
trate the proposed sequence of the operation and methods of compliance with
this Part, shall be submitted to the Division. Consideration shall be given in
the plan to potentlal hazards which may be created by removal to persons work-
ing or living in the vicinity of the structure. The plan shall be certified

by a qualified engineer.

MC 817.88 Coal Processing Waste: Returm To Underground Workings

Coal processing waste may be returned to underground mine workings only in

accordance with the waste dlsposal program approved by the Division and MSHA
under UMC 784.19 and 784.25.

MC 817.89 Disposal Of Non-Coal Wastes

(a) Non-coal wastes including, but not limited to, grease, lubricants,
paints, flammable liquids, garbage, abandoned mining mac:h,.nery, timber and
other ccmbustibles generated during underground coal mining activities shall be
placed and stored in a controlled manner in a designated portion of the permit
area. Placement and storage shall ensure that leachate and surface runcff do
not degrade surface or ground water, fires are prevented, and that the area
remains stable and suitable for reclamation and revegetation compatible with
the natural surroundings.

(o) Final disposal of non-coal wastes shall be in a designated disposal
site in the permit area except where such wastes are disposed of in an approve=d
sanitary land fill. Dlsposal sites within the permit area shall be designed
and constructed with appropru.ate water barriers on the bottom and sides oF the
designated site. Wastes shall be routinely compacted and covered to prevent
combustion and wind-born waste. When disposal is completed, a minimum of 2
feet of soil cover shall be placed over the site, slopes stabilized, and
revegetation accanpllshed in accordance with ™MC 817.111-817.117. Operation of

the disposal site shall be conducted in accordance with all local, State, and
Federal requirements.




%%(h) Road surfaces from which topsoil has been removed shall be covered
Ath topsoil in accordance with WMC 817.24(p), and the surface shall be
-evegetated in accordance with UMC 817.111-817.116.

“+iC 817.180 Other Transportation Facilities

Railroad loops, spurs, sidings, surface conveyor systems, chutes, aerial
tramways, or other transportation facilities shall be designed, constructed or
reconstructed, and maintained, and the area restored, to-

(a) Prevent, to the extent possible using the best technology currently
available-

(1) Damage to fish, wildlife, and related envirommental values; and
(2) Additional contributions of suspended solids to streamflow or runoff
outside the permit area. Any such contributions shall not be in excess of

limitations of State or Federal law;

(b) Control and minimize diminution or degradation of water quality and
quantity;

(c¢) Control and minimize erosion and siltation;
(d) Control and minimize pollution; and

(e) Prevent damage to public or private property.

UMC 817.181 Support Facilities And Utility Installations

(a) Support facilities required for, or used incidentially to, the opera-
tion of the underground mine, including, but not limited to, mine buildings,
coal loading facilities at or near the minesite, coal storage facilities,
equipment-storage facilities, fan buildings, hoist buildings, preparation
plants, sheds, shops, and other buildings, shall be designed, constructed or
reconstructed, and located to prevent or control erosion and siltation, water
pollution, and damage to public or private property. Support facilities shall
be designed, constructed or reconstructed, maintained, and used in a manner
which prevents, to the extent possible using the best technology currently
available-

(1) Damage to fish, wildlife, and related envirommental values; and
(2) Additional contributions of suspended solids to streamflow or runoff

outside the permit area. Any such contributions shall aot be in excess of
limitations of State or Federal law.
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Engineering. Inc.
Engineers/Scientists

August 17, 1984

RECEIVED
Mr. Joe Helfrich

Utah Division of 0il, Gas and Mining AUG 1 ; 9
4201 State Office Building 84
Salt Lake City, Utah Divig
10N OF o

f

Dear Mr. Helfrich: GAs & MiINING

At the request of our client, United States Fuel Company,
we have enclosed a copy of our calculations and design
for a slotted cross drain for the Middle Fork yard (King
IV and V Mines). The information is submitted in response
to Notice of Violation N84-4-8-8 (No. 2 of 8).

It is the feeling of U.S. Fuel Company that the installation
of a slotted cross drain at the site is unwarranted because
the road into the yard is slopped to permit drainage of
runoff from disturbed areas toward the sedimentation pond
that has been installed at the site. However, during past
discussions and correspondence between U.S. Fuel Company
and the Division, the Division has insisted on the installation
of a slotted cross drain (otherwise the violation would
not be terminated). U.S. Fuel Company continues to maintain
that the slotted cross drain is not necessary and, therefore,
submits the attached information under protest.

With the submission of this information, any cessation
orders associated with violation 2 of 8 should be terminated.
Please contact us or U.S. Fuel Company if you have any
questions regarding this submittal.

Sincerely,

Tl apd B. Wit

Richard B. White
Principal Hydrologist
Registered Professional Hydrologist (AIH No. 328)

Enclosure

6542 South 670 West
Murray, Utah 84107
(801) 268-8062

2l 471
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Rainfall - inches

Runoff curve numbers

Figure 21-3. Chart for selecting a hydrograph family for a given

rainfall and runoff curve number. .

NEH Notice L4-102, August 1972
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~ Table 21.17  (Continued)

Hydrograph Family L
To/Tp = 50O

To/Tp = 36

Line t/Tp qc/qP

No

CWOW OO U U

—~ NFWHO
O\ O\
[eNoNeNe!

\N
Q

10.50
12.00
13.50

15.00
16.50
18.00
19.50
21.00

22.50
2L .00
25.50
27.00
28.50

30'.00
31.50
33.00
34.50
36.00

37.50
39.00
40.50 ©

.0306
0575
0672
.0k92

.0433
.0418

.0408
.0ko0

.0391

0382
0371
0358
L0341
-0319

-0308
.0306
.0306
.0306
.0306

.0306
.0306
.0306
.0306

.0306 -

.0085

0009

Qt/Q

017
066
135
.199

251
.298
3l

.388

432

L75
.517
257
596
.632

667
. 701
735
- 769
.803

837
871
. 905
+939
<973

.99h
1.000
1.000

OAENDO

t/Tp ac/ap Qt/q

0

oo NoNe!
[N eoNoNe}

10.00
12.00
14.00
16.00
18.00

20.00
22.00

2k .00
26.00
28.00

30.00
32.00
34,00
36.00
38.00

Lo.00
42.00
4k .00
46.00
48.00

50.00
52.00
54.00 0

.0335
.0307
.0291
.0282
027k

.0266

.0258
.0250
.02Lp
L0234

.0230
.0229
.0227
.0226
.0225

0224
.0222
.0221
.0219
.0219

.0217
.0029

0]

.02 .020
‘o075
L0435 | Jdh

.0378

.201

.25k
.301
345
.388
L29

468
.507
Shk
581
616

650
.683
.718
751
784

817
.850
.883%
.915
.948

-980
.998
1.000

21.75 %yér

Hydrograph Family 5

Qt/q

.002
.01k
052
131

.254
Lo7
.563
- .693
.789

.855
.901
933
.95L
.969

.980
.987
.992
+995
.998

-999
1.000

1.000
F

C To/Tp = 1
t/Tp  ac/ap
0 0

26 .021

.52 .106

718 289
1.04  .5%0.

1.30 .7h0
1.56 .8u8
1.82  .767
2.08 .590
2.34%  LLo6
2.60 .279
2.86  .19%
3.12 .134
3.38  .092
3.64  .065
3.90 .04k
4,16 .0%0
. ho 021
L.68 .015
h.ok  .009
5.20  .005
5.46  .002
5.72 0
Spure ; U.S,
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RECEIVED -

AUG 1 4 1984

DIVISION OF QOIL
GAS & MINING
August 14, 1984

Mr. Ron Daniels

State of Utah, Division of 0il, Gas and Mining
4241 State Office Building

Salt Lake City, UT 84114

REFERENCE: NOV#84-4-8-8, Violation 2 of 8
Dear Mr. Daniels:

Numerous discussions have occurred over violation 2 of 8 with
respect to this violation's validity. Since its receipt on

May 15, 1984 it had been discussed with inspection of technical
staff during an on-site visit on June 19 and later in phone
conversations on June 13, June 19 and August 10 with Joe Helfrich,
Rick Summers and Dave Lof respectively. During each of these dis-
cussions U.S. Fuel was given the impression that there was uncer-
tainty as to whether the violation was a valid entity on its own,
should be combined with an associated violation of the same series,
have the abatement measures modified, or be vacated entirely.

On June 26, 1984 Jim Smith was sent a letter specifically request-
ing a member of your technical staff to review the violation again
and to advise us whether the violation was to remain in effect, be
modified or be vacated. No response was ever received.

During our June 19 meeting with Joe Helfrich, Dave Lof, Rick Summers,
Tim Jensen, Jean Semborski and Bob Eccli, U.S. Fuel explained their
concerns over this violation. Our points will again be presented

as to why the abatement measure that currently exists is unfeasible.

1. Presently a riprapped channel exists by which runoff from
the disturbed area side of the road enters the sediment pond,
As the road is sloped toward the pond, all disturbed area
runoff is collected by this side ditch and enters the sediment
pond or enters from culverts to the west.

2. The existing sediment pond is sized for receiving the runoff
from the determined disturbed area. From our evaluation it
cannot handle the additional acreage of the undisturbed area
runoff that would be caught and directed to the sediment pond
should we install the slotted crossdrain.




Page 2

3. Currently all disturbed area drainage is being treated by
the present sediment pond. The slotted cross would in
effect make U.S. Fuel treat undisturbed drainage that they
are not responsible for. The inspector's proposal would
greatly diminish the effectiveness of the sediment pond
and present a threat to environmental values and human
safety by overloading the pond.

4. An additional 1.45 acre feet of undisturbed area runoff
would be contributed to the sediment pond inflow during
the design storm. This would exceed the capacity of the
sediment pond by at least 1.45 acre feet or twice its
present storage capacity. Due to the tight constraints of
the canyon in the location of the sediment pond it is im-
practical to rebuild the pond to add the storage capacity
to receive runoff from the undisturbed hillside. Rather
it appears more feasible to evaluate the road drainage con-
dition by another means.

5. We feel our existing system will adequately handle disturbed
area drainage. A riprapped channel into the sediment pond
was contructed over two months prior to issuance of the vio-
lation which adequately received the disturbed area drainage
which needed to be treated.

As per phone conversation with Dave Lof on August 10, 1984, this
statement of our reasons and facts should suffice to terminate
this violation.

Sincerely,

Robert Eccli
Sr. Mining Engineer

RE/kt
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UNITED STATES FUEL COMPANY

HIAWATHA, UTAH 84527

i
RECENED
June 26, 1984 AUG 1 & 1988

DIVISION OF QL

Mr. James W. Smith GAS & MINING 4

Coordinator of Mined lLand Development

State of Utah, Division of 0il1 Gas and Mining
4241 State Office Building

Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

Dear Mr. Smith;

On June 19, 1984 U.S. Fuel met with three members of the Division's
staff to review Violation N84-4-8-8. As that time violations in this
group of eight were discussed on site. U.S. Fuel wishes to submit plans
for the abatement of these violations where required as remedial action.

Please find enclosed, plans for abatement of violations 4 of 8 and
6 of 8. As agreed during the site inspection on June 19, Violations 1 of
8 and 8 of 8 have been assigned to the consulting firm of Ford, Bacon &
Davis Inc. who will work with the Division in developing suitable recom-
mendations to address these violations. Members of the Division indicated
that additional time might be granted to allow Ford, Bacon & Davis to com-
pile adequite plans relating to 1 of 8 and 8 of 8. We wish to request
that this additional time be granted.

Remedial action required by 3 of 8 and 5 of 8 has already been ac-
complished by U.S. Fuel.

As discussed in the meeting of June 19, Mr. Rick Summers of the
Division will review violations 2 of 8 and 7 of 8 and advise us of his
findings regarding our obligations.

Sincerely,

R fud Eocll

Robert Eccli
Sr. Mining Engineer

RE:1j
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UNITED STATES FUEL COMPAXNY S
HIAWATHA UTAR 84527 R E C E ‘ \-i E D
July 9, 1984 JIw S 2 AR

JUL 16 1961  CiviZiON OF O
: GAS & MINING
. Ti\e Act/oorfor
Ms. Marjorie L. Larson
Secretary of the Board ' e 2,3 (¢
Board of 0i1, Gas and Mining 70

4241 State Office Building
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

Dear Ms. Larson:

United States Fuel Company is proposing to construct a unit train
loading facility on company property near Hiawatha, Utah.

Plans for this facility have been submitted to DOGM and OSM and are
currently under review in connection with our Mining and Reclamation Plan
approval.

Part of the plan for the Toading facility includes a railroad under-
pass and relocation of State Highway 122. See Exhibit I11-19 enclosed.

This letter is to notify you of our proposal to relocate the highway
so that the Board can initiate public participation requirements as required
by UMC 761.12 (d). The Utah Department of Transportation has inidcated
concurrence with our proposal. See letter attached.

Sincerely,

Rofferd Cecle

Robert Eccli,
Sr. Mining Engineer

RE/ds

Attachment:
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P.O. Box R’
Price, Utoh 84501

May 17, 1984

United States Fuel Company
Attn: Mr. Robert Eccli
Hiawatha, Utah 84527

Ref: May 15, 1984 - Relocation, Highway 122

Dear Sirs:

This office has reviewed your plan relocation of Highway 122 in
the town of Hiawatha. We find no problems with the relocation.
Prior to our final concurrence of this construction, we would want
to review your final plans and enter into proper agreements for this
relocation of Highway 122.

Respectfully,

o W) e
bl\l“l(t’\, S L . P —_—

L. Archie Hamilton
District Preconstruction Engineer

LAH: jvz

cc: Sterling C. Davis, PE




k )‘ STATE OF UTAH Scotft M. Matheson. Governor

v NATURAL RESOURCES Temple A Reynoids. Executive Director

Oil, Gas & Mining Dianne R. Nielson. Ph.D.. Division Director
24244 Siate Office Building - Salt Lake City. UT 84114 - 801-533-5771

August 2, 1984

CERTIFIED RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
(P492 430 092)

Mr. Robert Eccli
Senior Mining Engineer
U. S. Fuel Company
Hiawatha, Utah 84527

Dear Mr. Eccli:

RE: Division Review of Abatement Plans for Nosice of Violation
N84-4-8-8, #8 of 8, Middle Fork Road Drafindge and Erosion
Control, Hiawatha Complex, ACT/007/011, W3, )#7, Carbon County,
Utah

The submittal received by the Division on July 13, 1984 for the
abatement of Notice of Violation (NOV) N84-4-4-8, #8 of 8 has been
reviewed by the Division technical staff. The submittal is
deficient in a number of areas which are enumerated as follows.

The issue of culvert spacing was not addressed. Based on the
spacing requirements of UMC 817.153(c) the following numbers of
culverts would be needed:

Number of Culverts
Section¥* Currently Number Needed

20+00 to 60400 2 5
60400 to 130400 5 14
130400 to Mine Yard 0 _8

TOTAL 7 27

*Survey locations as shown on Exhibits XIII-24A, 2B, U. S. Fuel,
Apparent Completeness Review Response, July 1983.

. an equal opportunity employer - please recycle poper




Page Two
Mr, Robert Eccli
August 2, 19&4

lvertsg must
18 violatjop, To obtaip approval
Ng greater than the Tequirementg of UMC 817.153(c)
> the oper tor must demonstrate, with supporting calculations,
at greater Spacing wijj Dot increasge erosion
ak flow calculations for each ditch, culvert and outlet
Spillwg Proposed were IOt contaipeq in the S8ubmitta] . This
1nformation must be Supplied or 4 precise Teference to such
calculations already in the Mini
€ made

. Additionall
€ shown ¢ b

’ h, Culvert gp
o be adequately sized ¢o

peak floy, Th

outlet spill



Page Three
Mr, Robert Ecelji
Augugt 2, 1984

. Calculations supporting the apron sizing. (Basegd on Heede
1976 the Ly dimengiop Proposegd lookg too short,)

he Proposg] for two sediment trapg lackg fome of the design
Criteriga and information necessary to evaluate these PTroposeq

Structureg, The following information must pe Provided to Complete
the Propoga],

1. The exact location of each Sediment trap, and the drainage
areg contributing to i, must pe shown op € map of
4PProprigte S8cale,

2. The r'uno
rainfgjj €vent gpq annug] Sediment Volunmeg must pe included

to aggegg what POrtion of this the Proposged Structureg can
contain gpq realistically treat,

effectiveness of the S8ediment traps myge be included. Will
thege Structures causge effluent levelg to meet the

5. Velocity calculations for each spillway Outlet, 1
ties agre €Xpected to exceedq five feet per 8econd,
then Outlet Protection measureg Bust pe included.
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Mr. Rop Tt Eccjy
Ugust 2, 1984
e de Dite gpg 8pec €, not ! pproximate " + Fuel g Tespo,
to thig let d take the Complete Package ddreg,
a require nt incorporating the p Ttinent nformatlo fr
the firgs Subp Father than 4 du he firge Submj ¢
81lven the ig ficant def lencieg he p1g Dow Ontaing
Plang when determine adequate for g3 ent apg fingj
4pPprovaj] wWill ne d to p Subp tted a mat which references th
&Pprop late vo and tion of th Overa]} ing nd reclamati«
Plan and cgp p Serte tly @ddenqg revigeq Pageg,
e replacement Pageg Dust a1ge ha the revig t indicated. A
tota] of f rteen (14) Opieg wil]l €cegg ry to date all
Pertiens MRp Current file ith State Federgy 4gencieg.
- S. Fy ed the irepge of 86.1 (d)(Z) Which
holgg th Operat esponsible a Ntainj, complete, Up=~to-
ate Mpp rmit gp 1i ion with 1 County recorder's'office.
houig questions arise, Pleage Contact John Whitehead, Davig
Lof or Dyself at your €arliegt convenience.
Sincerely,
Frv D/-%i Hedbe
Perpit Sup Tvisor/
Reclamatio ydrologist
DWH/JW:btb
cc: Allen Klein, s> Denve,
Rober¢ Hag I, 0SM, Albuquerq
Jim Smith, GM
Joe Helfrich, DOGyp
Dav, Lof, DOGM
John Whitehead, bogy
92940-5~8



UNITED STATES FUEL COMPANY

HIAWATHA, UTAH 84527

July 10, 1984
b E~T" )

James W. Smith, Jr, Coordinator of Mined e
Land Development )
State of Utah.Natural Resources JUL 15 1984
Division of 0il, Gas and Mining
4241 State Office Building ‘ "
’ PIVISION OF QIL
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 GAS & MINING

RE: Modification of Sed. Pondv

Inspection Schedule

Dear Mr., Smith:

On December 15, 1983 United States Fuel Company requested
that the Division approve a modification to our sediment pond
inspection schedule. The Tetter so dated outlines the history of
our request as well as states our reasons for requesting the
modification.

We intend to implement the quarterly inspection program for
the sediment ponds on the first friday in August. Written reports
on the inspections will be filed quarterly. If any hazardous
conditions are noted between the recorded quarterly inspections,
a written report will be filed and the problem will be corrected.

Sincerely,

SO A

Jean Semborski
Engineer

Y
NN
uran

KinG toAl

Quotations subject to immediate acceptance. Coal will be sold and invoiced at price in effect on date of shipment, at mine weights f. 0. b, cars at place of shi unless il ifi agreed in writing.
Agreements are contingent upon causes of delay bevond our controi, including strikes. accidents, riots, acts of God, tire, flood, i

bility to secure cars or transportation.

ACT a7 Jo : -
ForDER ‘4'3 ' .
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United States Department of the Interior AC:‘(’/oo'/ / o1l
OFFICE OF SURFACE MINING
Reclamation and Enforcement o | dexc 2 13
BROOKS TOWERS ‘
1020 15TH STREET v\ cCt “oywne
DENVER, COLORADO 80202 PZXS
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MAY O 1 1984 ‘

Mr. Errol Gardiner

Vice President ‘"M
U.S. Fuel Company

Hiawatha, Utah 84527 MAY 1 4 1984
Dear Mr. Gardiner:

This letter is in response to your April 6, 1984 submittal of materials
pursuant to the U.S. Fuel Company's preopesed unit train loadout. 1In
order to review and assess the proposed facility in terms of its
compliance with the applicable regulations, additional information is
required. Our major concerns include the following:

1. removal of the existing coal waste material and preparation of
the site for comstruction,

2. demonstration of right-of-way,

3. the need to obtain approvals from state and county
authorities for the proposed highway underpass,

4. requirements for approval from the Utah Bureau of Air Quality
for the unit train facility, and

5. reclamation of the facility.

The enclosed document defines the information requirements needed to
perform the technical analysis of this proposal. Although this is a
previously disturbed area, the original 1981 permit application and
supplemental volumes do not specifically address the proposed unit train
loadout facility. The information provided to date is incomplete and to
include this proposal in the current review of the permit application
would cause significant time delays and place the permitting of the
existing mine operation in jeopardy. Therefore, the Office of Surface
Mining (OSM) has determined that the unit train loadout facility should
be treated as a revision to the permit, when issued, as defined under UMC
788.12.

0SM encourages the U.S. Fuel Company to begin obtaining the necessary
clearances and approvals from state and local authorities in order to
avoid further delays in your development plans. Upon submittal of the
required information, the regulatory authority will take action on the
permit revision.
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by If you have any questions regarding this decision, please contact Steve
" Manger or Sarah Bransom at (303) 837-3806.

Sincerely,

QNS

Allen D. Klein
Administrator
Western Technical Center

Enclosure

cc: Dr., Dianne Nielson, UDGGM V///
Mr. Montie Keller, Bureau of Air Quality
Mr. Jack Elder, FBD



DETERMINATION OF ADEQUACY
U.S. FUEL COMPANY
HIAWATHA MINES COMPLEX
PROPOSED UNIT TRAIN LOADOUT

UMC 782.15(a) Right of Entry and Operation Information

The applicant has not provided documentation that supports the right to
construct and operate the unit train loadout within the Utah Railroad
property.

UMC 782.19 Identification of Other Licenses and Permits

The applicant has not identified the licenses and permits required under
applicable State and Federal laws and regulations to comstruct and
operate the unit train facility.

UMC 783.12 General Environmental Resources Information

The application does not identify the tiﬁing of construction
(commencement, completion and operation) as required under UMC 783.12(a).

UMC 783.16(a) Surface Water Information

The applicant must provide as-built drawings, location (UMC 783.25 (i),
and description (UMC 784.,11(6)) of the ditches and catch basin currently
used to contain runoff from the disturbed area proposed for construction
of the unit train loadout. The applicant must demonstrate that the
current sedimentation control system will accommodate the unit train
loadout facility.

UMC 783.24(b) Maps: General Requirements

The applicant must designate the area proposed for the unit train loadout
facility as a disturbed area within the permit area boundary. All
applicable exhibits must be revised to indicate a revision of the
disturbed area boundary.

UMC 783.25 (i) and (k)(3) Cross-Sections, Maps and Plans

Based upon the April 12, 1984 field tour, it is apparent that an
undefined amount of coal waste is presently occupying the proposed site
for the coal stockpiles, transfer tower, and conveyor. The applicant
must provide plans for preparing the existing surface material (removal
on or off site, grading, etc.) as needed to construct the proposed
facility (UMC 784,11(4)) (UMC 784.13(4)). Pre~ and post—-construction
contour maps must be provided.



"UMC 784.11 Operation Plan: General Requirements

» -

‘,,}

The applicant must provide a narrative describing the construction and
operation of the loadout facility. Included in this narrative must be a
description of each component (including all access routes) of the

loadout system (dimensions, capacity, material construction, etc.).

UMC 784.12 (a) and (b) Oberation Plan: Existing Structures

The disturbed area coal refuse pile is considered as an existing
structure under this UMC requirement. 1In constructing the unit train
loadout, the applicant is modifying or reconstructing this area;
therefore, the applicant must provide a compliance plan in accordance
with UMC 784.12 (a) and (b). The applicant must provide a description of
the refuse pile (dimensions, current condition, type of material present,
estimated volume of refuse, ete.). The applicant must also provide a
compliance plan in accordance with UMC 784,12 (b) (1) through (4) and UMC
817.81 through 817.83, and UMC 817.180 and 817.181. The compliance plan
must include: a) a demonstration showing that the surface runoff does not
degrade surface or ground water in accordance with UMC 817.42 and 817.83
(d); b) foundation designs supported by a geotechnical analysis which
demonstrates that the refuse pile will safely support the structures-
which are proposed to be constructed on the site (UMC 784.12 (b)(1), and
c) slope protection measures to minimize surface erosion (UMC 817.83 (c)).

UMC 784.13 (1)(2)(3) Reclamation Plan: General Requirements

The applicant must specifically include the reclamation of the proposed
facility in the existing permit application reclamation plan. A
timetable for removal of the facility, detailed estimate of the cost to
remove and reclaim the facility area and a plan for backfilling, soil
stabilization, grading, etc. must be provided. A revised bond estimate
must be provided that includes the dismantling and removal of the
structures, in accordance with UMC 800.5.

(4) and (5) The reclamation plan must include the reclamation of the
corridor (not within the Utah Railroad right-of-way) that is currently
used and is proposed to be used by the applicant in conjunction with the
unit train loadout facility.

UMC 784.14 (a) and (b) Reclamation Plan: Protection of Hydrologic Balance

The applicant must provide a reclamation plan for the drainage ways,
catch basin, and ditches to be used as sedimentation control. structures
in connection with the proposed facility in accordance with this
regulation and UMC 784.16(b) and 817.49.



UMC 784.15 Reclamation Plan: Postmining Land Use

Th)> applicant has not provided a postmining land use plan for the unit
train facility area. The applicant must include the comments of the
owner of the affected property concerning the postmining land use plan.

UMC 784.23 (c) Operation Plan: Maps and Plans

The designs submitted of the unit train facility must be certified by a
qualified professional engineer.

UMC 784.26 Air Pollution Control Plan

According to Mr. Montie Keller, Bureau of Air Quality, the applicant has
not filed a "Notice of Intent” to construct the unit train loadout
facility in accordance with Section 3.1 of the Utah Air Conservation
regulations. Mr. Keller confirmed that approval of the Bureau is
required to construct and operate the facility. Approval takes a minimum
of 60 days. The requirements of UMC 784,26 and UMC 817.95 (fugitive dust
control plan) must be submitted by the applicant.

UMC 784.18 Relocation or Use of Public Roads

The applicant proposes to relocate a portion of state highway 122 and
county road 338 to accommodate a proposed overpass for the rail line.
The applicant has confirmed (4/25) that the overpass is needed for the
loadout system to avoid train blockage of the access to the town when
coal is being loaded. The applicant must meet the requirements of
761.12(d) which includes obtaining the necessary approvals of the
authority with jurisdiction over the public road(s).



UNITED STATES FUEL COMPA ":A%?/
=72, L
HIAWATHA, UTAH 84527 ~ ‘ﬁ
June 1, 1984 =
3. 4 3
: RECEIVED
i
Sarah Bransom i !
Office of Surface Mining ! JUN 4 1984
Reclamation and Enforcement : DI
Brooks Tower / VISION oF oy
1020 15th Street GAS & MINING

Denver, Colorado 80202

Dear Ms. Bransom;

This submittal is in response to OSM's letter of May 1, 1984 re-
questing additional information on U.S. Fuel Company's proposed unit
train loadout.

Seven copies of the following information is provided as outlined
in the request. _

1. UMC 782.15 (a) Right of Entry and Operation Information

A letter from the Utah Railway Company supporting the right
of U.S. Fuel to construct and operate the unit train Toad-
out within the Utah Railway property is included with this

submittal.

2. UMC 782.19 Identification of Other Licenses and Permits

U.S. Fuel Company is not aware of any special licenses or permits
required to construct and operate the unit train facility.

The following organizations have been notified of our intent and
approval letters requested:

Utah Bureau of Air Quality
Utah Highway Department
Utah Railway Company
Carbon County

3. UMC 783.12 General Environmental Resources Information

The timing of construction is given in the Operation Plan nar-
rative in Item 7 (UMC 784.11).

Quotations subrect tc smmeciate scceptance. Cod' will be 8010 and invoiced a8t grice 1n aftect on date of shipment. g mine weights 1. 0.b. cars et p!ace of shipment, uniess otherwrs e specifically agreed in writing.

Agreements are continpent upon causes of deiay beyond our comrol. inciuding strikes, accidents, tiots. scts of God. lockouts, fire, fiood. insbility to seCure Cars ot transportstion.



Sarah Bransom
June 1, 1984 , Page 3

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

grading etc, is given on Page 59 and 60 of the January 1, 1984
submittal. Also see Exhibits I11I-14, 14A, 14.1 and 14.2.

Bond estimates have not been provided by us, but rather, have
been estimated by the Division of 0il, Gas and Mining. A re-
vised bond estimate can be determined by them based on our re-
vised table III-13.

There is no corridor (not within the Utah Railway right-of-way)
currently being used in conjunction with the loadout that is not
considered for reclamation under our reclamation plan. '

'UMC 784.14 (a) and (b) Reclamation Plan: Protection of Hydrologic

"Balance

A reclamation plan for drainage ways, catch basin, and ditches to
be used as sedimentation control structures in connection with
the proposed loadout is given in our reclamation plan for the
Hiawatha plant site and loadout area. See Page 60 of the April
13, 1984 submittal.

UMC 784.15 Reclamation Plan: Postmining Land Use

The postmining land use plan for the unit train loadout facility
area will be the same as the rest of the permit area, namely,
wildlife habitat and livestock grazing. That portion of the
facility within the Utah Railway right-of-way will be dismantled
and removed upon abandonment of the facility. The land area will
be returned to its original use as railroad corridor. The railroad
underpass will not be reclaimed since it will become a permanent
part of State Highway 122 which serves the town of Hiawatha.

UMC 784.23 (c) Operation Plan: Maps and Plans

Exhibits II1-19 20 and 21 submitted for the unit train facility
have been revised to show certification by a qualified professional
engineer.

UMC 784.26 Air Pollution Control Plan

A "Notice of Intent" to construct the loadout facility in ac-
corrdance with Section 3.1 of the Utah Air Conservation Regulations
was submitted to the Utah Division of Environmental Health on
May 10, 1984. See copy included with this submittal.

UMC 784.18 Relocation or Use of Public Roads

Letters have been sent to Carbon County and the Utah Highway
Department notifying them of our intent to relocate a portion of
Highway 122 and construct an overpass. Notification letters
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Sarah Bransom :
June 1, 1984 Page 2

4, UMC 783.16 (a) Surface Water Information

Exhibit III-20A included with this submittal gives as-built
drawings and locations of ditches and catch basins currently
used to divert and contain runoff from the area proposed for
construction. This exhibit is included to demonstrate that the
current sedimentation control system will accommodate the load-
out facility.

5. UMC 783.24 (b) Maps: General Requirements

The area proposed for the unit train loadout facility is located
in a previously disturbed area within the permit area boundary.
No exhibits need to be changed since the disturbed area boundary
already shown on applicable exhibits is not changed.

Exhibit I1I-20A gives pre- and post-construction contour maps

of the loadout construction site. No coal refuse material will
be removed from the site. Existing material will be regraded to
facilitate the loadout and runoff containment.

7. UMC 784.11 Operation Plan: Genéral Requirements

A narrative describing the construction and operation of the
loadout facility is included with this submittal.

8. UMC'784.12 (a) and (b) Operation Plan: Existing Structures

A compliance plan in-accordance with UMC 784.12 (a) and (b) and
all the items of Subchapter K is included with this submittal
(Appendix I11-7).

A description of the refuse pile is given in Chapter XII of the
Permit Application under Geotechnical Information. Exhibit III-20A
shows the present configuration of the pile.

Reports on geotechnical testing and recommendations on foundation
designs for the loadout faciltiy are included with this submittal.

9. UMC 784.12 (1) (2) (3) Reclamation Plan: General Regquirements

Reclamation of the proposed loadout facility is included in the
current permit application reclamation plan. A timetable for re-
moval of the facility is given on Page 51 of the November 7, 1983
DOA response. An estimate of the cost to remove and reclaim the
facility is included in the reclamation cost estimate for the
Hiawatha processing plant and loadout facility (Table III-13 re-
vised May, 1984). A plan for backfilling, soil stabilization,
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Sarah Bransom
June 1, 1984 Page 4

and an approval letter from the Utah Department of Transportation
are included with this submittal.

Sincerely,

K fr el

Robert Eccli
Sr. Mining Engineer

RE:1]
Enclosure

cc: Jim Smith
Division of 0i1 Gas and Mining
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UNITED STATES FUEL EOMPANYJAN301984

HIAWATHA, UTAH 84527

January 27, 1984

Mr. James W. Smith, dJdr. . e e v e, ey s e )

Coordinator of Mined Land Development {fig?é{{%&E&iﬁ\%ﬁfi§;ggéé
State of Utah, Division of 0i1, Gas and Mining égzgﬁgw;‘w ;Qééfg
4241 State Office Building = UAN 30 1564 st
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

DIVISION OF

CH, GAS & MINING

Dear Mr, Smith:

United States Fuel Company has received your letter of
conditional approval for the Middle Fork Breakout, dated January
25. 1984, A1l efforts will be made to minimize disturbance and
a

ind efforts to respond rapidly.

Sincerely,

N

Jean Semborski
Engineer

pc: E. Gardiner

N

KING Coal

Quotations subject to immediate acceptance. Coal will be sold and invoiced at price in effect on date of shipment, at mine weights f. 0. b. cars st place of shipment, uniess otherwise specifically agreed in writing.
Agreements are contingent upon causes of delay beyond our control, including strikes, accidents, riots, acts of God, lockouts, fire. ticod, inability to secure cars or transportation.



o W &\/\p&

JiM

UNITED STATES FUEL EOl\lPANY‘mN3(”984

Mr, James W, Smith, Jr.

Coordinator of Mined Land Development
State of Utah, Division of 0il,

4241 State Office Building
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

Dear Mr., Smith:

HIAWATHA, UTAH 84527

January 27, 1984

e, _m&w 5
jéw JhAN 3G TacmL é““f

DiVISION OF
CH., GAS & MINING

Gas and Mining

United States Fuel Company has received your letter of

conditional approval for the Middle Fork Breakout, dated January
25, 1984. A1l efforts will be made to minimize disturbance and
abide by your four stipulations.

We appreciate your cooperation and efforts to respond rapidly.

pc: E. Gardiner

Sincerely,

N2

Jean Semborski
Engineer

.@-—v

)

King Coal

Quotations subject to immediate acceptance. Coal will be sold and invoiced at price in sffect on date of shipment, at mine weights f. 0. b. cars at place of shipment, uniess otherwise specifically agreed in writing.
Agreements are contingent upon causes of delay beyond our control, including strikes, accidents, riots, acts of God, lockouts, fire, flood, inability to secure cars or transportation.
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STATE OF UTAH" Scoft M. Matheson, Governor
NATURAL RESOURCES & ENERGY Temple A. Reynolds, Executive Director
Wildlife Resources ) Douglas F. Day, Division Director

1596 West North Temple - Sait Lake City, UT 84116 + 801-533-9333

January 20, 1984

Dr. Diane Nielson, Director
Division of 0il, Gas and Mining
4 241 State Office Building
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

Attention: James Smith

RE: U.S. Fuel Company's Response to DOR for MRP at the Hiawatha Complex
Dear Diane:

The Division has evaluated U.S. Fuel Company's response to the joint
DOGM/0SM Determination of Completeness review for the Mining and Re-
clamation Plan at the Hiawatha complex. - Enclosed are the Division's
specific comments and recommendations.

Thank you for an opportunity to review the MRP and provide comment.

| Sincerely,

owe i,
ouglas F. Day

Director
DFD:db

Enclosure

Board/Warren T. Harward, Chairman - L. S. Smggs . iewis C. Smith < Jack T. World « Roy L. Young
an equal opportunity erv‘f;ﬂtffbyer’ﬁ + please recycle paper
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Act7 gor/0/
, STA]E OF UTAH -Scott M. Matheson, Governor

‘NATURAL RESOURCES&ENERGY e ‘ f'Teml\oleA Reynolds; Executive Director
Wildlife Resources - C o DouglasF. Day, Division Director

1596 West North Ternple +:Salt Lake City, UT 84116 « 801-533-9333

January 20, 1984

Dr. Diane Nielson, Director
Division of 0il, Gas and Mining
4 241 State Office Building : D’WSION OF
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 i_ GAS & M'N'NG

Attention: James Smith

RE: U.S. Fuel Company's Response to DOR for MRP at the Hiawatha Complex
Dear Diane:

The Division has evaluated U.S. Fuel Company's response to the joint
DOGM/0SM Determination of Completeness review for the Mining and Re-
clamation Plan at the Hiawatha complex. Enclosed are the Division's
specific comments and recommendations,

Thank you for an opportunity to review the MRP and provide comment.
Slncerfly,

el

oug as F. Day
Director

DFD:db

Enclosure

Board/Warren T. Harward, Chairman « L. S. Sk&ggs jlewis C. Smith « Jack T. World + Roy L. Young

an eqgual opportunity er’ﬁp’%byé?a . please recycle paper



Dr. Diane Nielson
January 20, 1984
Page 2

UTAH DIVISION OF WILDLIFE RESOURCES' COMMENTS
RELATIVE TO U.S. FUEL COMPANY'S RESPONSE
TO THE DETERMINATION OF COMPLETENESS REVIEW
FOR THE MINING AND RECLAMATION PLAN (MRP)
AT THE HTAWATHA COMPLEX

Volume I

Page 48, UMC 784.13(b)(5) Revegetation, paragraph 1

The MRP indicates that only large flat areas will be drill seeded and
that all other areas will receive seed through hand broadcasting. The
MRP must be specific in describing when or how a decision will be made

to use a drill. In other words, what is a "large area'. Hand broad-
casting for all non-level areas is not acceptable. The site must be
prepared and the seed covered or in some other way a suitable growth
medium established. It is recommended that all steep-sloped sites
(greater than 15% slope from horizontal) be seeded with a hydromulch,
and all flat sites (less than 157% slope from horizontal) be drill seeded.
These sites may require additional preparation and/or fertilizers.

Possibly, the applicant's study plots (page 84) will determine the most
appropriate reclamation technique.

Page 61, UMC 784.21, Fish and Wildlife Plan, last paragraph on page

"

The last sentence of the last paragraph states '". . . wildlife mitigation
that will be considered." The MRP must be specific in relation to miti-
gation. However, it is important to note that the Division has met on
site with the applicant and discussed specific vegetation treatments

that would enhance the permit area for wildlife and represent mitigation
for high valued ranges now occupied by project facilities.

Page 62, last paragraph

Concern for potential losses at Seep and Springs include not only the

water but the potential loss of the riparian-wetland vegetation associated
with the spring. The MRP must address loss of water as well as the
associated critical valued vegetation type (wetland-riparian). Replacement,
if needed, of any water source in such a fasion that it will flow onto

the ground would provide for wildlife water needs, as well as replace
riparian—-wetland vegetation.

Page 75, Table IX~1

It is recommended that rabbitbrush not be utilized in the seed mix. It

is a strong invader species of disturbed sites with minimal forage benefits
to wildlife. It will likely be present without man's help. It would best
be replaced by increasing the sage (A.T. tridentata), winterfat (C. lanata),
or saltbush (A. conescens) seed rates such that a total shrub density of
1700 plants per acre is achieved. Possibly, selection of another species
to replace the rabbitbrush would suffice.
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January 25, 1984

(P 492 430 032) _
CERTIFIED RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Errol Gardiner
Vice-President

U. S. Fuel Company
Hiawatha, Utah 84527

ATTENTION: Ms. Jean Semborski

RE: Conditional Approval
Middle Fork Breakout
Emergency Ventilation
Hiawatha Mine Complex

ACT/007/011
Folder Nos./3 4dnd 4
Carbon , Utah

*

Dear Mr. Gardiner:

The Division has completed the review of U. S. Fuel Company's recent
request for approval for an emergency ventilation breakout at the Middle Fork
mine yard. Notice was received via letter from Ms. Jean Semborski on
December 15, 1983.

The Office of Surface Mining (0OSM) was contacted prior to initiation of
the Division's review to solicit their comments and proper procedure for
approval. Comments were received from the OSM on January 20, 1984 and are
included in this response. _

The Division is cognizant of the present emergency status of this request
and to the extenuating safety and economic circumstances which have become a
critical concern to U. S. Fuel Company in sustaining current production and
operational status.

An amuAl AnnArttinih amnlavar « nlease recvale naner



Mr. Errol Gardiner
ACT/007/011
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Pivision approval is hereby issued to U. S. Fuel Company to proceed with
the breakout: provided the following stipulations are adhered to:

1. The spatial constraints of the breakout will be limited to the ten
(10) foot by twenty (20) foot areal extent proposed in U. S. Fuel
Company's letter of December 13, 1983.

2. All surficial debris covering the coal outcrop will be taken into the
mine and not be cast downslope.

3. No face up, pad development or associated construction work will be
performed prior to the final review and approval of the entire
modification and/or mining and reclamation permit application.

4, Every attempt should be made by the operator, to the extent
physically possible, to salvage and stockpile any topsoil (or
suitable plant growth medium) that is available from the ventilation
breakout activity.

The current interim surety of $1,450,000 on file with the Division will be
adequate to cover the emergency breakout. Final adjustment of the bond to
cover the entire breakout will occur as part of the ongoing MRP permit
application review.

These stipulations must be accepted in writing by U. S. Fuel Company and
received by the Division prior to the actual breakout occurring at the
minesite.

In addition, the following preliminary deficiencies have been identified
as outstanding concerns which must be addressed by the operator prior to final
approval of the breakout/conveyor proposal as a whole. These review comments
are not all inclusive at this point of time, as more will probably be
forwarded to the operator when the OSM review of the latest Determination of
Completeness response document is finalized.

MC 784.13(b)(2)(8) Operation Plan: General Requirements

(b) (2) (8) The current bond must be adjusted to cover the additional
proposed disturbance (0.47 acres) and the sealing costs for the portal. What
type of seal will be used? Is a hydrostatic head anticipated that would
influence the type of seal used? The cost estimate should reflect the
specific designs necessary to adequately secure the portal(s).

IMC 817.21-.22 Topsoil: General Requirements, Removal

The operator's proposal for topsoil removal and storage are not in
compliance with UMC 817.21 and 817.22. The operator must address the

following requirements:
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1. The operator has indicated on Page 2 of its August 30, 1983 letter to the
Division that surficial soil veneer will be removed to a depth of 1.5 feet
and stockpiled at a specified site (Bxhibit VIII-4, August 27, 1983).
Depth of removal will fluctuate depending on configuration of underlying
bedrock. N

(2) The location(s) of soil sampling sites must be identifed on & map.
(b) Soil sempling procedures must be described.

(c) Suitability criteria used to assess the proposed topsoil material must
be provided.

2. All suitable topsoil material must be removed and stockpiled for the
following reasons: (1) soil thickness flutuates with depth to bedrock
(generally < three feet) and a topsoil removal depth of 1.5 feet over the
entire disturbance area may not be possible; and (2) the high percentage

retention important to the success of revegetation.

3. An estimate of the volume of suitable topsoil material based on the
correct acreage figure for the disturbance area and & calculated mean
depth of topsoil removal must be provided.

Should questions arise, please contact me or D. Wayne Hedberg at your
earliest convience.

incerely,

W\kgh—:‘ i

s W. Smith, Jr. P,
Coordinator of Mined
Land Development

v

JWS/DWR:btb

cc: Allen Klein, OSM
Sarah Bransom, OSM
J. Smith, DOGM
T. Portle, DOGM
P. Grubaugh-Littig, DOM
D. Lof, DOGM
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Mg. Sarah Bransom X ' j '

U.S. Office of Surface Mining

1020 15th Street

Denver, Colorado 80202

‘ VISION OF
Subject:  Emergency breakout, U.S. Fuels Hiawatha O?LP‘GAS & M‘N‘NG

Middle Fork Mine Yard ventilation portal
Dear Saral:

Engincering-Scicence, Inc. (IES) has completed a review of the cmer-
sency breakout requested by U.S. lFuels in an August 30, 1983 letter (o
Mr. Jim Smith of the Utah Division of 0il, CGas and Miaing (UDOGM). In
our revicw we have considered UDOGM's comments to U.S. Fuels conveyed
in a September 20, 1983 letter to Ms. Jean Semborski, with U.S. Fucls.

In addition, LS has reviewed the recent material (November 7, 1983) per-
tinent to the breakout in the "Response to the Determination of Adequacy™.

The following comments are concerned with bonding and topsoil opera-
tions. All other issues raised in UDOCM's letter of September 20, 1983,
have been adequately responded to and the other aspects of the ventilation
portal breakout are considered in compliance.

I. With respect to the second question conveyed to U.S. Tuels by
UDOGM in their September 20, 1983 letter, the design information
for the new conveyer system is not available. U.S. Fucls stales
they will furnish the design information after the conveyer is
completed. This is unacceptable, and the review of the U.S,
Fuels response to the October 19 1983 Determination of Adequacy
states under UMC 784.21, "Unless the applicant provides the re-
quired plans for (the convever), no permitting action will bo
taken to apnprove the conveyer systems.," This issue stands un-
resolved at this time.

2. With respect to the fourth question in the UDOGM September 20,

1983 letter, additional bond is necessary to cover the increased
disturbed acreage of 0.47 acres.

OFFICES IN PRINCIPAL CITIES
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3. To be in compliance with UMC 817.21 and UMC 817.22, the appli-
cant must address the following requirements.

The applicant has indicated on page 2 of the 30 August 1983
letter to James W. Smith, Jr. of UDOGM that surficial soil venecer
will be removed to a depth of 1.5 ft. and stockpiled at a speci-
fied site (Exhibit VIIT-4, 27 August 1983). Depth of removal
will fluctuate depending on configuration of underlying bedrock.

. The location(s) of soil sampling sites must be identified on

a map. .

Soil sampling procedurecs must be described.

Suitability criteria used to assess the proposed topsoil
material must be provided. .

. All suitable topsoil matcerial must be removed and stockpiled
for the following rceasons: 1) soil thickness fluctuates witl
depth to bedrock (generally <3 tt.) and a topsoil removal
depth of 1.5 ft. over the entire disturbance area may not be
possible; and 2) the high percentage of coarse material (22 mm)
in the soil (laboratory analyses) requires a maximum thickness
of redistribution to cnhance moisture and nutrient retention
important to the success of revegetation.

An estimate of the volume of suitable topsoll material based on
the correct acreage figure for the disturbance area and a2 cal-
culated mean depth of topsoil removal must be provided.

Please let me know if you have any questions concerning these issues.
Sincerely,
Mike Bishop
Assistant Project Manager



