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Thiz is my analysis of the PacifiCorp response to Division

#D0O-91B. In summary, my recommendations are as follows:

DPO-91B Findings of Permit Deficiency

1. Positive drainage on top of the refuse pile, i.e. crown
the top of the refuse pile - unacceptable.

2. Controlled drainage off the refuse pile - unacceptable.

3. Esztablish a lower and upper diversicn - unacceptable.

4. Reconsider other alternative for sediment material
storage - acceptable.

3. Evaluate the stability of the refuse pile where it
interfaces with sediment pond - unacceptable.

6. Evaluate the size and functions of the terraces in
relation to drainage - unacceptable.

Comments to the permittee’s response are as follows:

Item 1, Page 1: Coal Mine Waste, R645-2301-746.120 -
unacceptable. The concern was pond water backing intc the toe
aof the refuse pile. As a spinoff of item one, the stability
of the refuse pile is a concern. More specifically the
portion that interfaces with the sediment pond. The operator
did not provide any measurements on how much of the refuse
pile would be covered when the pond was filled to the decant
level or the spillwvay level. The potential stabhility problem
would be associated with the toe of the refuse pile that could
be =aturated when the sediment pond is full. The base of the
refuse pile is mancos shale. Az a function of height, weight,

rtunity employer
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and hecause of the nature of the base, I helieve the aperator
should be required to demonstrate the stability of the refuse

toe in a saturated condition. Recently, water from the clean-
out material appears to have infiltrated through the refuse
pile and into the sediment pond. While this is not a concern

at this time, when the pile gets higher, this question will
need a better answer in the form of a stability analysis.
This should be done at thisg tiwme to clear the air.

Item 2, Page 2:
“ Refuse Pile - R645-301-746.212 - Uncontrolled surface

drainage - unacceptable. Operator stated no drainage is
being diverted over the cutslope. The PAP calls for a ten
foot berm at the edge of the refuse pile. The operator

should explain the drainage system on the top of the pile
and how such runoff would then be diverted into the
diversions.

Refuse Pile - R645-301-746.221 - acceptable.

° Refuse Pile ~ R645-301-746.222 - unacceptable. See analysis
Item 3.

Refuse Pile - R645-301-746.330 - unacceptable. It has been
a common practice to have at least two ditches, a ditch
above the refuse pile that conveys non refuse runoff and a
ditch below the refuse pile that conveys runoff from the
refuse pile. Failure to have such ditches resulted in the
Division taking adverse action on inspections of other
mines. Other mines now have two ditches.

In the instant case, 15.3 acres of undisturbed lies above
the refuse pile. All of the drainage from the two ditches
would go to the sediment pond. The regulatien and/or
interpretation requiring two ditches is confusing especially
since the two ditches can co-mingle. Nevertheless, the
consistent current interpretation is two ditches.

Furthermore, only one ditch at the toe of the refuse pile
wvag in place at the time of the inspection, ie., the west
ditch. No ditch existed on the east portion. While this is
in accordance with the PAP, it does not meet performance
standards.

Item 3, Page 2:

Backfilling and Grading - R643-301-553.251 - unacceptable.

The PAP uses the word terrace to describe the 2-3 foot offset
between lifts, There should be no question in the record or
field about the terraces. The key question: are the terraces
part of the refuse pile drainage system? The operator did not
regpond to this question specifically. Since the pile’s
projected height is 140 feet, recommend the terrace be
constructed to be part of the drainage system.
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ITtem 4, Page 3:
Sediment Pond -~ R&E45-301-742.220 - See comment Item

Sediment Poand Clean-ocut Material - acceptable.

ITII. Recommend the permittee be provided additional time
to the five issues determined toc be inadequate (see
Enclaosures (2): Attachment (PAP Excerpts
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ATTACHMENT

"PAP Excerpts" - Xey Words:
153. 3 scres of undisturhed.
16 acres of digturbked.
Diversion ditch west side/design 100-6.
As pile progregses ditch reconstructed at toe of refuse.
East side - no current ditch.
Berm 10’ high outside edge of the waste pile.

Terrace - 2-3' offset when top of herm is reached and new herm
constructed.

Acid and Toxic - sampling bi-annually.
Waste Rock pile height of "akbout 140 feet. "

Waste Rock slope 2:1
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