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SYNOPSIS

The permittee first, submitted the Tank Seam proposal
for  D iv is ion approva l  in  1993.  The Div is ion re jec ted the f i rs t
proposal.  The permit tee then submit ted the proposal in i ts
present form on December 3,  1993. This memorandum is the resul t
of my review of t,he December 3 , l-993 proposal .

AIilALYSIS

The p lan for  the Tank Seam conta ins the fo l lowing
de f i c ienc ies .  These  de f i c ienc ies  aga in  make  the  p lan
unapprovable.

l-  )  Page 3H- 2 says t hat " care wil l  be taken to
prevent  d is turbed mater ia l  f rom migrat ing downslope.  "  But  the
plan cont ,a ins no descr ip t ion of  how such "  carer f  is  to  be
exerc ised .  The  p lan  submi tLed  in  1993  con ta ined  p rov is ions  fo r  a
wooden barr ier  bel -ow a l l  f i l ls  to  conta in the f i l l  and prevent
i t s  m ig ra t ing  downs lope .  Such  a  bar r ie r ,  the  necess i t y  o f  and
the design for  which have been d iscussed by the Div is ion and t ,he
permi t tee ,  mus t  be  inc luded  in  the  p lan .

2 )  The  c ross -sec t ions  loca ted  on  page  3H-4  and  shown on
p a g e s  3 H - 5  t h r o u g h  3 H - 3 5  d o  n o t  j i b e  w i t h  t h e  c u t - a n d - f i l f
summary of  Table 3H- 1 (page 3H- 5 )  .  In  par t .  icu lar ,  cross -
s e c t . i o n s  L 2 + O A  ,  1 3 + 0 0 ,  a n d  2 1 + 0 0  s h o w  f  i l - l ,  b u t  T a b l e  3 H - 1  s h o w s
n o  f  i l l  a L  t h e  s a m e  s t a t i o n s ;  c r o s s - s e c t . i o n s  4 + 0 0 ,  5 + 0 0 ,  1 0 + 0 0 ,
and 26+00 show no f  i l - l ,  but  Table 3H- 1 shows f  i ] l  a t .  t .he same
s t a t i o n s ;  c r o s s - s e c t i o n s  B + 0 0  a n d  1 5 + 0 0  s h o w  n o  c u t ,  w h e r e  T a b l e
3H- 1 shows cut  at  the same st .a t . ions .

.iiiii'. '

t+d*



ACT/  o1s  /ozs
February 14,  L994
Page 2

3 )  The blast ing plan in Appendix 3 -M f  ai l -s to discuss
compl iance wi th  t ,he requ i remenLs o f  R645-301-  524.500,  which have
to  do wi th  b las t ing s igns,  warn ings,  and access cont ro l  .

4 )  The las t .  paragraph o f  page I -37 says that  "a l l
d isturbed slopes wi l l  be reveget.ated using the permanent seed mix
out l ined in  Tab1e 9 .5-3  in  ant ic ipat ion o f  the road be ing used
for post-mining purposes. "  How wi l l  the slopes be revegetated
without,  t ,opsoi l  redistr ibut ion? According Lo R645 -3 At-4L4 ,  t ,he
original plan must demonstrate how the land can be ret,urned to
i ts  "premin ing land-use capabi l i ty .  "  Th is  regu la t ion s imply
insures that both t.he bond and t,he plan are adequate to return
the land to i ts or ig inal  premining condit ion in the event of  bond
forfei ture.  However,  the plan must st i1 l  descr ibe the operat ion
as t .he permit , tee actual ly ant. ic ipates that,  i t  wi l l  be conducted.

5) Both the reclamation stabi l i ty analysis in Appendix
3F and the operat. ional  stab' i  l i ty analysis in Appendix 3H
recommend that mater ial  in the construct,ed f i l ls  exclude rocks
greater than cobble-size and that the f i l ls  be constructed by
compact ing the f i l l  mater ia l  in  8- inch l i f t .s .  Yet  t .hese
recommendat,ions have not been incorporated into the pIan. In
fact. ,  page 3H-3 says that,  in the construct ion of  the operat ional
f i l l s ,  ma te r i a l  w i l l  be  compac ted  i n  3 - foo t  l i f t s .  Th i s  i s  no t
acceptable.  The plan must commit to reasonable mater ial  sr-z ing
and compaction parameters and explain adequately how t.hose
parameters are to be met

5)  Needless to  say,  the present  rec lamat ion cost
est imate does not take into account the preceding def ic iencies.
The reclamat ion cosL est, imat.e wi l l  have to be revised to ref  lect
the cor rec t , ion o f  these def  ic ienc ies ,  espec ia l ly  7- ,  2  ,  4  ,  and 5  .

RECOMMENDATIONS

It, is recommended that
re j  ec ted  un t , i l  t he  de f  i c ienc ies

the Tank Seam proposal be
l i s ted  above  have  been  co r rec ted .

cc.  Daron Haddock


