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January 16, 2003

TO: Internal File

THRU: Wayne Western Senior Reclamation Specialist Team Lead

FROM: Priscilla Burton, Environmental Scientist I1I/Soils

RE: Phase I Bond Release, Mountain Coal Company LLC, Gordon Creek 2.7 & 8

mine, C/007/016-BRO1B

SUMMARY:

This review summarizes the information supplied to date for Phase 1 bond release. The
Phase 1 bond release application was initially received on October 25, 2001, with addendums
submitted on August 2, October 3, and October 23, 2002. Previous Division technical reviews
were dated February 25 and October 16, 2002.

The Bond Release Directive Tech-006 (dated September 5, 2000) and Utah Regulations
R645-301-880.100 through 880.310 govern this review of the information submitted to date.

The No. 2 mine was originally disturbed in late 1969. No topsoil was salvaged. The
portal was permanently sealed in 1985 (MRP, Section 3.5.4 and 3.5.3.1).

The No. 7 Mine was disturbed in 1983. Topsoil was saved from this disturbance. The
No.7 Mine portal was sealed in December 1990.

The No. 8 Mine was disturbed in 1989 and topsoil was saved from this area. The No.8
Mine was sealed in December 1990.

The Backfilling and Grading of the No. 7 mine was the subject of a Ten Day Notice
(TDN) from the Office of Surface Mining in 1994 (TDN number X94-020-352-003 TV2).
Approval of the reclamation and the accompanying Technical Analysis dated July 20, 1995
defended the Reclamation plan, but placed two conditions on the reclamation plan. The first
condition was quickly resolved, according to correspondence dated October 12, 1995, and the
second condition was restated for clarity as follows:
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Condition #2

Backfilled slopes in the #7 Mine portal area shall be backfilled to the extent possible
while maintaining a factor of safety of no less than 1.3 and no greater than 1.5. The operator
shall determine, based on site conditions, where additional materials may be developed and
placed as fill to further reduce or eliminate cut slopes associated with the reclamation plan.
Slope measurements and stability analysis based on site conditions during construction shall be
provided in conjunction with certified as-built reports or plans demonstrating stability and that
backfilling of cut slopes to the extent possible during reclamation activities has been
accomplished.

Soil samples were analyzed in 1992 (see Appendix 8-2) and again in 1995 and 1996 (see
Appendix 8-3, No. 8 Mine/Topsoil Piles/No. 2 Mine Sampling Results, August 1996). The
No.2, No. 7 and No. 8 mine sites were backfilled and graded in 1997. The No. 2 required
regarding and surface roughening in 1999 after an incident where the site was re-configured to a

smooth surface by the landowner in 1998 (personal communication with Dan Guy on September
10, 2002).

Topsoil (or substitute topsoil) was replaced on the No.2, No. 7 and 8 mines to a depth of
twelve inches. Plate 3-7 Final Reclamation As-Built shows the burial location of coal mine
waste. Approximately 20 Tons of waste were buried below four feet of fill in the location of the
old topsoil pile (personal communication with Dan Guy on September 10, 2002).

The Permittee was the recipient of the Division’s 1999 Earth Day Award. The Permittee
was commended for the attention to detail in the drainage of water from the site.

An As-Built drawing (Plate 3-7) for the site was received in Amendments 98B and 99A.
However, there is no record of the resolution of Condition #2 with the review of those
amendments. This review attempts to resolve the Condition#2.

TECHNICAL ANALYSIS:

RECLAMATION PLAN

BACKFILLING AND GRADING

Regulatory Reference: 30 CFR Sec. 785.15, 817.102, 817.107; R645-301-234, -301-537, -301-552, -301-553, -302-230, -302-231, -
302-232, -302-233.
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Analysis:

@wral

The disturbed area was 34.88 acres. The portion requested for Phase I Bond Release is
32.52 acres. (This excludes the 2.36 acres associated with the sediment pond and the Sweet's
pond site.)

The application includes a notarized statement that the reclamation activities have been
accomplished in accordance with the Act and according to the approved reclamation plan as
required by R645-301-880.130. This statement is found in Appendix 2-8.

The Backfilling and Grading of the No. 7 mine was the subject of a Ten Day Notice
(TDN) from the Office of Surface Mining in 1994 (TDN number X94-020-352-003 TV2).
Approval of the reclamation and the accompanying Technical Analysis dated July 20, 1995
defended the Reclamation plan, but placed two conditions on the reclamation plan. The first
condition was quickly resolved, according to correspondence dated October 12, 1995, and the
second condition was restated for clarity as follows:

Condition #2

Backfilled slopes in the #7 Mine portal area shall be backfilled to the extent possible
while maintaining a factor of safety of no less than 1.3 and no greater than 1.5. The operator
shall determine, based on site conditions, where additional materials may be developed and
placed as fill to further reduce or eliminate cut slopes associated with the reclamation plan.
Slope measurements and stability analysis based on site conditions during construction shall be
provided in conjunction with certified as-built reports or plans demonstrating stability and that
backfilling of cut slopes to the extent possible during reclamation activities has been
accomplished.

Plate 3-7 indicates that the slope in the vicinity of the #7 mine is 4.5h:1v or about 22%.

Photographs in the Division records from 1995 compared with recent photographs of the area
indicate that the highwall is buried approximately 45 feet in the fill as planned, suggesting that
burial to a depth of 60 feet with additional material was not achieved. The September 11, 1996
inspection report verifies that, “The fill material is built up at the #7 Mine to the MSHA bench.
This elevation for backfill was agreed to by the applicant and regulatory authorities to establish
an acceptable stability factor.” Consequently, the original plans found in the MRP support the
current configuration and stability of the highwall.

In fact, in a March 7, 1997 response to the UDOGM Highwall Survey conducted in
conjunction with the DOGM/OSM Evaluation team, Mr. Dan Guy outlined the location of the
supporting information for highwall reclamation, as follows:


Sheila Morrison

 Disturbed areas shall be backfilled and graded to: achieve the approximate original contour; eliminate all highwalls, spoil piles, and depressions; achieve a postmining slope that does not exceed either the angle of repose or such lesser slope as is necessary to achieve a minimum long term static safety factor of 1.3 and to prevent slides; minimize erosion and water pollution both on and off the site; and, support the approved postmining land use.

 The postmining slope may vary from the approximate original contour when approval is obtained from the Division for a variance from approximate original contour requirements, or when incomplete elimination of highwalls in previously mined areas is allowed under the regulatory requirements.  Small depressions may be constructed if they are needed to retain moisture, minimize erosion, create and enhance wildlife habitat, or assist revegetation.

 If it is determined by the Division that disturbance of the existing spoil or underground development waste would increase environmental harm or adversely affect the health and safety of the public, the Division may allow the existing spoil or underground development waste pile to remain in place.  Accordingly, regrading of settled and revegetated fills to achieve approximate original contour at the conclusion of underground mining activities shall not be required if: the settled and revegetated fills are composed of spoil or nonacid- or nontoxic-forming underground development waste; the spoil or underground development waste is not located so as to be detrimental to the environment, to the health and safety of the public, or to the approved postmining land use; stability of the spoil or underground development waste must be demonstrated through standard geotechnical analysis to be consistent with backfilling and grading requirements for material on the solid bench (1.3 static safety factor) or excess spoil requirements for material not placed on a solid bench (1.5 static safety factor); and, the surface of the spoil or underground development waste shall be vegetated in accordance with the revegetation standards for success, and surface runoff shall be controlled in accordance with the regulatory requirements for diversions.

 Spoil shall be returned to the mined-out surface area.  Spoil and waste materials shall be compacted where advisable to ensure stability or to prevent leaching of toxic materials.  Spoil may be placed on the area outside the mined-out surface area in nonsteep slope areas to restore the approximate original contour by blending the spoil into the surrounding terrain if the following requirements are met: all vegetative and organic materials shall be removed from the area; the topsoil on the area shall be removed, segregated, stored, and redistributed in accordance with regulatory requirements; the spoil shall be backfilled and graded on the area in accordance with the general requirements for backfilling and grading.

 Disposal of coal processing waste and underground development waste in the mined-out surface area shall be in accordance with the requirements for the disposal of spoil and waste materials except that a long-term static safety factor of 1.3 shall be achieved.

 Exposed coal seams, acid- and toxic-forming materials, and combustible materials exposed, used, or produced during mining shall be adequately covered with nontoxic and noncombustible materials, or treated, to control the impact on surface and ground water, to prevent sustained combustion, and to minimize adverse effects on plant growth and the approved postmining land use.

 Cut-and-fill terraces may be allowed by the Division where: needed to conserve soil moisture, ensure stability, and control erosion on final-graded slopes, if the terraces are compatible with the approved postmining land use; or, specialized grading, foundation conditions, or roads are required for the approved postmining land use, in which case the final grading may include a terrace of adequate width to ensure the safety, stability, and erosion control necessary to implement the postmining land-use plan.

 Preparation of final-graded surfaces shall be conducted in a manner that minimizes erosion and provides a surface for replacement of topsoil that will minimize slippage.
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e Volume 1, pages 3-5, 3-14, 3-15, 3-17, Section 3.5.3 Final Abandonment; Section 3.5.4
Backfilling and Grading Plans; Section 3.5.4.1 Removal or Reduction of Highwalls,
Portal Face-ups and Cut Slopes;

o Appendix 3-1 Stability Investigation for Gordon Creek No. 7 Mine Highwall and Road

Construction;

e Appendix 3-7 Gordon Creek No. 7 Mine, Highwall Stability Analysis and Reclamation
Limits; and

o Appendix 3-8, Gordon Creek No.2 Mine Highwall Stability Analysis and Reclamation
Limits.

Condition #2 required the submittal of additional information if plans varied from those
described in the Mining and Reclamation Plan. Backfilling and grading plans did not vary from
the plans described and therefore no additional information has been submitted to the Division.

Findings:

Verification that the work was conducted according to plan was found in the Division
records and statements from the Permittee and therefore meets the minimum requirements for
Phase 1 bond release under R645-301-880.310.

TOPSOIL AND SUBSOIL

Regulatory Reference: 30 CFR Sec. 817.22; R645-301-240.
Analysis:

@listribution

Technical Directive 006 requests that technical information such asitem II B3 dand e
(dates and depths of topsoil replacement) and II B 5 (evaluation of topsoil or substitute topsoil),
and II B 6 (evaluation of the subsoil including replacement depths) is included in the Phase I
bond release application. The location of the information was provided in the deficiencies
checklist that accompanies the application, as follows:

o The depth of topsoil replacement was twelve inches (MRP, Table 8-5A).

o The public notice accompanying this application indicates that backfilling and grading of
the site occurred over a two-year period, from 1995 to 1997, with additional work
conducted in 1999.

o Evaluation of topsoil and subsoil is found in the MRP, Appendix 8-2 and Appendix 8-3.

Table 8-5A summarizes information provided in the MRP. Table 8-5A was drafted in
1993, revised in 1996, reviewed and approved November 26, 1996, but never incorporated into
the MRP. The technical review of the 1996 amendment (dated October 28, 1996) clarifies that


Sheila Morrison

 Topsoil materials shall be redistributed in a manner that: achieves an approximately uniform, stable thickness consistent with the approved postmining land use, contours, and surface-water drainage systems; prevents excess compaction of the materials: and, protects the materials from wind and water erosion before and after seeding and planting.

 Before redistribution of the material, the regarded land shall be treated if necessary to reduce potential slippage of the redistribution material and to promote root penetration.  If no harm will be caused to the redistributed material and reestablished vegetation, such treatment may be conducted after such material is replaced.

 The Division may choose not to require the redistribution of topsoil or topsoil substitutes on the approved postmining embankments of permanent impoundments or of roads if it determines that placement of topsoil or topsoil substitutes on such embankments is inconsistent with the requirement to use the best technology currently available to prevent sedimentation, and, such embankments will be otherwise stabilized.

 Nutrients and soil amendments shall be applied to the initially redistributed material when necessary to establish the vegetative cover.

 The Division may require that the B horizon, C horizon, or other underlying strata, or portions thereof, removed and segregated, stockpiled, be redistributed as subsoil in accordance with the requirements of the above if it finds that such subsoil layers are necessary to comply with the revegetation requirements.
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topsoil salvaged from the No. 7 Mine was used at the No. 2 Mine; the No. 8 Mine topsoil was
used in the reclamation of the No. 7 Mine; Subsoil salvaged from the No. 8§ Mine was returned to
the No. 8 Mine as substitute topsoil.

The revised 1996 Table 8-5A has been resubmitted to the Division with the Phase I Bond
Release application. Table 8-5A describes origin of the topsoil and substitute topsoil for the site
as follows:

e The No. 7 mine site provided 3,684 cubic yards of topsoil and 8,000 cubic yards of
subsoil for topsoil substitute material (see also MPR, Section 3.4.4, page 3-16).

e The No. 8 mine provided approximately 2,514 cubic yards of topsoil (see also MRP,
Section 3.4.4, page 3-17).

o Approximately 37,000 cubic yards of fill along the No. 2 mine road and in the No. 7
mine pad was considered suitable topsoil substitute. (see also MRP, Section 8.6.2 and
Section 8.8).

Chemical analysis of the overburden and substitute topsoil is found in Appendix 8-3 of the
application. Soil sampling was conducted in 1995 and 1996 as described in Section 3.5.5.1,
pages 3-50 and 3-51. Appendix 8-3 does not report depth of sampling and location of sampling,
but a Division field report dated July 25, 1996 describes the 1996 work, in detail as follows:

o Samples labeled “No 8 Mine ss#1 -#5” were taken from the surface eight inches of the

backfilled and graded No. 8 Mine site.

o Samples labeled OP #1 and OP #2 were taken from the office pad surface. They were

about 1 to 1.5 feet deep.

o Samples labeled road #7 mine were taken from a pit dug on the outward slope of the

road above the #2 mine pad.

Sample locations for the remaining samples in 1995 and 1996 are self-explanatory from
the sample identifications. It should be noted that four containers labeled “GC No 7” were from
slopes greater than 70% in the No. 7 Mine vicinity as required by MRP, Section 3.4.4, page 3-17
(personal communication with Mr. Dan Guy on January 14, 2003).

Appendix 8-3 indicates that the material sampled was suitable as a substitute topsoil, but
deficient in potassium. A field report dated August 21, 1996 indicates that the Division
recommended an application of 16-16-8 fertilizer during reclamation.

During regrading of the site, topsoil was salvaged and placed on the pond embankments
when the new 2/7/8 sediment pond for the reclaimed site was created (MRP, Section 3.5.4.4,
page 3-47A)
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Findings:

Verification that the work was conducted according to plan was found in the Division

records and statements from the Permittee and therefore meets the minimum requirements for
Phase 1 bond release under R645-301-880.310.

HYDROLOGIC INFORMATION

Regulatory Reference: 30 CFR Sec. 784.14, 784.29, 817.41, 817.42, 817.43, 817.45, 817.49, 817.56, 817.57; R645-301-512, -301-
513, -301-514, -301-515, -301-532, -301-533, -301-542, -301-723, -301-724, -301-725, -301-726, -301-728, -301-729, -
301-731, -301-733, -301-742, -301-743, -301-750, -301-751, -301-760, -301-761.

Analysis:

Hydrologic Reclamation @n

Based upon a conversation with Mr. Dan Guy on January 14, 2003, the Division
understands that the sampling of the fill in the location of No. 3 (Plate 3-1) was not conducted
since the suspect material was buried deep in the fill. No samples of coal waste were reported to
the Division (as required by MRP, Section 3.4.4, page 3-15). The Division understands from
talking with Mr. Dan Guy that the majority of the coal waste was removed from the site to C.V.
Spur during final reclamation. However, field reports and inspection reports on file at the
Division for the years 1995 and 1996 indicate that a substantial amount of coal was mixed with
soil and placed against the highwall of the No. 2 Mine.

Backfilling at the site required a total of 198,386 cubic yards (MRP, Section 3.5.4.1, page
3-36). Mr. Guy maintains that all unsuitable material was covered with a minimum of four feet
of suitable material (as stated in the MRP, Section 8.8).
Findings:

Verification that the work was conducted according to plan was obtained from a certified

statement from Permittee and therefore meets the minimum requirements for Phase 1 bond
release under R645-301-880.310.

STABILIZATION OF SURFACE @LEAS

Regulatory Reference: 30 CFR Sec. 817.95; R645-301-244.


Sheila Morrison


 The application shall include a plan, with maps and descriptions, indicating how the relevant regulatory requirements will be met.  The plan shall be specific to the local hydrologic conditions.  It shall contain the steps to be taken during mining and reclamation through bond release to minimize disturbance to the hydrologic balance within the permit and adjacent areas; to prevent material damage outside the permit area; and to meet applicable Federal and State water quality laws and regulations.  The plan shall include the measures to be taken to: avoid acid or toxic drainage; prevent, to the extent possible using the best technology currently available, additional contributions of suspended solids to streamflow; provide water treatment facilities when needed; and control drainage. The plan shall specifically address any potential adverse hydrologic consequences identified in the PHC determination and shall include preventive and remedial measures. 

 Each application shall contain descriptions, including maps and cross sections, of stream channel diversions and other diversions to be constructed within the proposed permit area to achieve compliance with the performance standards for those structures.

 Postmining rehabilitation of sedimentation ponds, diversions, impoundments, and treatment facilities

 Before abandoning a permit area or seeking bond release, the operator shall ensure that all temporary structures are removed and reclaimed, and that all permanent sedimentation ponds, diversions, impoundments, and treatment facilities meet the requirements of this Chapter for permanent structures, have been maintained properly and meet the requirements of the approved reclamation plan for permanent structures and impoundments.  The operator shall renovate such structures if necessary to meet the requirements of this Chapter and to conform to the approved reclamation plan.


Sheila Morrison

Minimum Regulatory Requirements:
 
 All exposed surface areas shall be protected and stabilized to effectively control erosion and air pollution attendant to erosion.  Rills and gullies which form in areas that have been regraded and topsoiled and which either disrupt the approved postmining land use or the reestablishment of the vegetative cover, or, cause or contribute to a violation of water quality standards for receiving streams, shall be filled, regraded, or otherwise stabilized; topsoil shall be replaced; and the areas shall be reseeded or replanted.
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Analysis:

During a site visit on September 10, 2002, the following soil stabilization and erosion
control measures were noted as described by the MRP:

o The final surface was left roughened by the bucket of a backhoe with depressions that
are 2 to 3 feet in diameter (MRP, Section 8.8).

o Large rock fragments were utilized at the toe of the outcrop (to a depth of 3 feet) to
enhance stability. (MRP, Section 3.5.4, page 3-34).

o Erosion controls such as straw dikes were placed below the backfill areas (MRP, Section
3.54.1).

o Surface control for water from the seep near the top of the cut slope at Mine No. 7 was
provided (MRP, Section 3.5.4.1, page 3-40).

o Seepage from the rock face at the No. 7 mine is controlled as it reaches the lower bench
where it is intercepted and conveyed to the main restored channel via a rip-rapped ditch.
Specifications of the ditch are as described (MRP, Section 3.5.4.3, page 3-45).

o A seep in the road cut just below the No. 8 Mine pad is controlled as described in the
MRP, Section 3.5.4.1, page 3-43.

o A seep at the No. 8 Mine flows into a basin of native rock for wildlife watering (MRP,
Section 3.5.4.1, page 3-43).

The following erosion control practices were verified by Division field reports dated
August 21 and October 23, 1996 and through conversation with Dan Guy on September 23,
2002:

o The regraded surface was scarified to a depth of 18 inches (MRP, Section 3.5.4).

o  Areas without topsoil cover received 1500 Ibs/ac of organic matter (alfalfa) incorporated
with gouging or hand tools (in steep areas). Steep areas also received tackifier and
mulch as described in Section 3.5.5.3 (MRP, Section 3.5.5.1, page 3-51 and 3-52)

e 2000 Ibs/ac wood fiber mulch with 60 Ibs/ac of tackifier were placed on slopes less than
3H:1V (Section 3.5.5.3, page 3-56).

e On severe slopes that did not receive topsoil, 2500 Ibs/acre of mulch and 120 Ibs/acre of
tackifier will be applied (Section 3.5.5.3, page 3-56)

o  There were no slopes qualifying for erosion control mat use as described in Section
3.5.5.3, page 3-56.

e Once the vegetation is deemed adequate, the sediment ponds will be removed and
reclaimed (MRP, Section 3.5.3.3, page 3-31). (Work on the sediment ponds was
completed in the fall of 2002.)
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Findings:
Verification that the work was conducted according to plan was found in the Division

records and statements from the Permittee and therefore meets the minimum requirements for
Phase 1 bond release under R645-301-880.310.

MAPS, PLANS, AND CROSS SECTIONS OF RECLAMATION
OPERATIONS

Regulatory Reference: 30 CFR Sec. 784.23; R645-301-323, -301-512, -301-521, -301-542, -301-632, -301-731.
Analysis:

Reclamation Backfilling And Grading @ps

Plate 3-7 “Gordon Creek No.2/7/8 Mines Final Reclamation (Phase 1)” dated July 2002
accompanies this submittal. This version of Plate 3-7 shows the approximate location of the
coal mine waste burial. However, coal mine waste was mixed with soil throughout the site of
Mine #2 and used as fill against the highwall and cut slopes according to statements from
Division technical staff and according to the record as noted in the July 23, 1995 field visit report
and inspection reports for the 1996 field season (verified by photographs).

Findings:

The information provided meets the minimum requirements of the regulations.

BONDING AND INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS

Regulatory Reference: 30 CFR Sec. 800; R645-301-800, et seq.

Analysis:

@wral

The disturbed area was 34.88 acres. The portion requested for Phase I Bond Release is
32.52 acres. (This excludes the 2.36 acres associated with the sediment pond and the Sweet's
pond site.)


Sheila Morrison

Minimum Regulatory Requirements:

 Each application shall contain maps, plans, and cross sections which show the reclamation activities to be conducted, the lands to be affected throughout the operation, and any change in a facility or feature to be caused by the proposed operations, if the facility or feature was shown and described as an existing structure.

 The permit application must include as part of the reclamation plan information, the following maps, plans and cross sections:
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 Contour maps and cross sections to adequately show detail and design for backfilling and grading operations during reclamation.  Where possible, cross sections shall include profiles of the pre-mining, operations, and post-reclamation topography.  Contour maps shall be at a suitable scale and contour interval so as to adequately detail the final surface configuration.  When used in the formulation of mass balance calculations, cross sections shall be at adequate scale and intervals to support the mass balance calculations.  Mass balance calculations derived from contour information must demonstrate that map scale and contour accuracy are adequate to support the methods used in such earthwork calculations.  Detailed cross sections shall be provided when required to accurately depict reclamation designs which include, but are not limited to: terracing and benching, retained roads, highwall remnants, slopes requiring geotechnical analysis, and embankments of permanent impoundments.
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 After a permit application has been approved, but before a permit is issued, the applicant shall file with the Division, on a form prescribed and furnished by the Division, a bond or bonds for performance made payable to the Division and conditioned upon the faithful performance of all the requirements of the Act, the regulatory program, the permit, and the reclamation plan.

 The bond or bonds shall cover the entire permit area, or an identified increment of land within the permit area upon which the operator will initiate and conduct surface coal mining and reclamation operations during the initial term of the permit.  As surface coal mining and reclamation operations on succeeding increments are initiated and conducted within the permit area, the permittee shall file with the Division an additional bond or bonds to cover such increments.

 The operator shall identify the initial and successive areas or increments for bonding on the permit application map and shall specify the bond amount to be provided for each area or increment.  Independent increments shall be of sufficient size and configuration to provide for efficient reclamation operations should reclamation by the Division become necessary.

 An operator shall not disturb any surface areas, succeeding increments, or extend any underground shafts, tunnels, or operations prior to acceptance by the Division of the required performance bond.

 The applicant shall file, with the approval of the Division, a bond or bonds under one of the following schemes to cover the bond amounts for the permit area as determined: a performance bond or bonds for the entire permit area; a cumulative bond schedule and the performance bond required for full reclamation of the initial area to be disturbed; or, an incremental-bond schedule and the performance bond required for the first increment in the schedule.
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The application includes a notarized statement that the reclamation activities have been
accomplished in accordance with the Act and according to the approved reclamation plan as
required by R645-301-880.130. This statement is found in Appendix 2-8.

Findings:
Verification that the work was conducted according to plan was found in the Division

records and statements from the Permittee and therefore meets the minimum requirements for
Phase 1 bond release under R645-301-880.310.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

The application meets the minimum requirements for approval of Phase 1 bond release
according to the requirements of Tech Directive 006.
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