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Apr i l  t4 ,  L994

Mr. Wendell Owen
Co-Op Mining Company
P.  O.  Box L245
Hunt,ington, IIf 84528

RE: Review of March 9 l-994 Response f or Tank Seam Proposal
Co-Op Min ing Company,  Bear  Canyon Mine,  ACT/015/025-93B.
Fo1der #2, Emery Cou4ty, Utah

Dear  Mr .  Owen:

The permi t ,Lee responded on March 9 ,  L994. to  t ,he Div is ion 's
denial leE,t,er of t,he proposal Eo construct an access road and
port,al facil i ty to mine t,he Tank Seam.

The February 23, t994 Division let,ter emphasized that the
reclaimabil iCy of the road had not been demonstrated, especially
in l ighL of t,he fact t,hat, t,he reclaimed slopes had not been found
suiLable for topsoil adherence and re-establishment. of vegretative
cover or erosional  sLabi l iCy. Addit ional ly,  t ,he reclaimed
drainages associated wich the portal access road did noE support
a f inding that the drainages were designed, Iocat,ed, consEructed
and, especial ly. ,  maintained to be sEable.  The proposal also
failed to meet t,he engineering design and performance st,andards
due to t,he mat,erial being compacEed in three-foot l i f t,s.

The March 9, L994 response changed the l i ft,s to eighteen
inches and presented addit, ional hydrologic information, buL
provided no more informaEion relaLive to Ehe reclaimabil i ty of
t ,he access road.

There have been ongoing discussions between Co-Op Mining
Company staf f  and Divis ion staf f  about these issues. Fol lowing
are specif ic problems thaE, have been discussed previously and
during t,he meeting held at the Division on April 13, t994 .

SOILS A}IATYSIS

R645-301- -242  .  So i l  Red is t , r i bu t i on  a  R545-301- -244  .  So i l
St,abi l  izat , ion

The permittee has not adeguaLely demonstrated that
redist,ribution and protect,ion of t,he soils resource on t,he
regraded surfaces is feasible. The geotechnical report by Dames
and Moore regarding the surface stabil i ty of the constructed road
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f i I ls  states the f  o l lowing: ' rDuring thunderstorms or other wet
per iods, smal l  local ized minor s l ides and sloughs should be
ant,icipat,ed along t,he slopes " . Topsoil sl id.es , sloughs and
surface erosion would l ikely be similar Eo t,hat described above
and/or of greater magnitud,e wit,h uncompacted topsoil placed on
constmct,ed reclamation f  i l ls .  The proposed topsoi l
redist,ribution plan does not, meet, the reguiremenLs of E,hese
sect ions o f  Ehe Ut ,ah Coal  Min ing Rules and R545-301-553 .230,
R645 -301 -535  e t , .  seq .

The proposed t,opsoil st,ockpile design ( Plat,e 8 - 5 ) depicts
1H: l -V side slopes .  The stockpi le design does not meet the
requirements of t,his section of the Utah Coal Mining Ru1es.

R545-301- -537  .  Reqraded  S lopes

According Lo the soil survey informaEion provided by t,he
permit tee (  P1ate 8 -  1-,  Appendix 8 -B) ,  the f  o l lowing prof i le
condit, ions exist wit,hin Ehe excavaEed porLion of the proposed
access road. and t,he Tank Seam portal pad.

1-)  Approximately 3 acres of  disturbance wi l l  be created.

2) Approximately 0.8 acres of  the proposed disturbance is
wit,hin the Travessil la-Rock Outcrop-Strych eomplex (TR) .

i) Seventy-five percent, of t,his map uniE is composed
of t ,a lus,  rock ouLcrop or shal low soi ls (  i  .  e .  Travesi l la very
bouldery fine sandy loam, L4 inches deep) over bedrock.

i i) Fifteen percent of t,his map unit, is composed of
deep soils ( i  . e. Strych very bouldery 1oam, 50 inches deep) of
which 1-0 t (by volume) of the profi le is composed of part, icles
great,er than 3 inches in diameler ( i .e.  cobble size oi  great,er)  .

3 ) Approximately 2 .2 acres of the proposed disturbance is
wit,hin t,he Podo-Datino-Rock outcrop complex (pDR) .

i) Fifty f ive percent, of t,his map unit is composed of
rock out,crop or shal low soi l  ( i .e.  Podo very sEony f ine sandy
1oam, LZ inches deep) .

i i) Thirty-five percent of t,his map unit is composed
of deep soi ls ( i .e.  Dat ino very stony f ine sandy loam, rock
outcrop is present below 50 inches) of  which 26 Z (by volume) of
the prof i le is composed of part ic les greater than 3 inches in
diamet.er.

R545-301--553 .  Backf i l l inq  and Grad ing

The proposed post-mining Eopography map (prate 3-2E) depicts
topographic f eatures which currently exist. Numerous port, ions of
the reclaimed surface as depicted on Plate 3-2E' would be nearly
vert ical .  Sect ions of  the proposed post-mining topography are
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equal to or steeper than the constructed road f  i l - ls.  The
proposed post-mining t,opography does not meet the requirements of
this sect ion of  the Utah Coal Mining Ru1es.

BIOIJOGICAL AITAIJYS I S

The conditions under which the reclaimed road and portal
would be stable requires compact ion of  the f i l l  mater ial  in
eighteen-inch 1i f ts.  This requirement for compact ion is contrary
to topsoi l  adhesion and wi l l  inhibi t  pIant,  rooL penetrat ion.
Additionally, surface roughness for water holding and erosion
control is unattainable by the compaction requirement. The
operator has addressed the mass stabi l i ty of  the slopes but fa i ls
to discuss r ipping commitments,  topsoi l ing, surface roughness,
and ot,her condit ions speci f ic to the Tank Seam in relat ion to
sur face s tab i l i ty .

This application for permit change is at, t,he technologic
1 imi t ,  fo r  successfu l  reveget ,a t j -on as requ i red by R545-301--350.
In t ,he professional opinion of  Divis ion staf f  (over L4 years of
pract ical  reclamation experience) ,  a f inding in accordance with
R645-300-133.71-0 cannot  be made that  the operator  has
demonst,rat,ed that reclamat,ion as required by the State Program
can be accomplished according to information given in the
application for permit change. The Division suggests f inding a
comparable site to visit to demonsLrate that the steep slope
reveget,ation ef fort in this t14>e of area can be accomplished. In
accordance wi t ,h  R545-300- l -31.200,  the burden o f  es tab l ish ing
compliance with all the requirements of the State Program rests
with the operator.

HYDROIJOGIE AI{ALYSIS

The Tank Seam access road is 3000 feet Iong ,  9-L6 percent,
page 3D-7. The slopes in the area are general ly steeper than 20
degrees and t,he average natural slope angle of Lhe slopes that
the Tank Seam access road must t raverse is 35 degrees. Drainages
are in excess of  l -00 percent.  The mater ial  to be excavated
consists of  f ine to coarse gravel ,  cobble,  and boulder-sized
pieces of  sandstone in a matr ix of  sand and clayey si1t .  These
are t.he general environmental parameters found in the Tank Seam
Area.

BTCA Plans

The whole disturbance is treated by other rrBTeArr and not
si l tat ion structures. The major i ty of  BTCA areas descr ibed in
the PAP are provid.ed t,reatmenl as ioIlows, 'rerosion and sediment
wi l l  be control led by the placement of  erosion control  matt ing on
the slope unt i l  a good vegetat ive. cover is establ ished",
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(Proposed BTCA areas-H,  I ,  J ,  K,  L ,  M,  N,  O)  .  I t ,  has not  been
det,ermined how successful t,he operat,or wil l  be at esLablishing a
good vegetative cover in appendix 7 -K. When the average cover is
more t,han 80 percent, vegetation and rock are an accept,able
erosion treatment, .  But th is ignores an assessment,  of  sLabi l i ty
regarding erosion on reclaimed areas. This assessment wi l l  be
made at, the t,ime the vegetat,ive criteria is meL, and t,he f ormal
proposal is submit,t,ed to the Division for removal of supplemental
structures -

According to charles Reynolds, susan whit,e approved
vegetat,ive crit,eria for BTCA areas in 1,992. This is found in
Appendix K, pages 7K-2 and 3. According to Susan White, Hugrh
Klein approved Ehe BTCA proced.ure in the existing PAP for removal
of supplement,al structures. The use of si lt f ence in other BTCA
areas is acceptable only on f1aE, areas aE the Eoe of the slope
due to storage and E,reatment of runof f . BuE it, is noE, prudent
f rom an engineering st,andpoint on extremely steep slopes.

Reclaimed Drainaqes

The plan does not address the portal access road reclaimed
drainages in enough detail to make a finding that t,hey will be
designed, locat,ed, constructed., and maintained to be st,aUte. The
plan stat,es that, designs for reclaimed drainages RC-1 through 5
found in Appendix 7-h wil l  suffice for an enLire wat,ershed
drainage. The plan ignores site specif ic crit,eria and uses
globaIly applied crit,eria on a wat,ershed by wacershed basis.

The steepest slope of the installed culverts taken from the
table which l ists culvert  characLerist ics on page 7G-24A is l -00
percent.  Five culvert ,s are inst ,al led wiCh ouLleE protect ion
varying from 3O-inch r iprap Lo ls- inch r iprap. This is not
stable engineering design. Any riprapped, reclaimed. channel in
this environment, has a st,rong problbil i ty of failure because of
the f orces which af f ect E,he riprap. The existing channels are
steep-sloped gnr l l ies.  The operator 's proposal t ,o est,abl ish a
riprap channel on the st,eep itope is outside sEandard sE,able
engineering pracE,ices. A return to the original channel
conf igurat ion is more real ist ic and stable in this environment.
But it has to be based on d.ocumentation of t,he existing channel
to recreate the configurat,ion wit,hout adversely affecting
reclaimed fi l ls adj acent to the channel .

The plan present,s many guest,ions regarding stal-iI i ty.
Reclaimed slopes greater than the angle of repose and reclaimed
drainages aE, 1:l- slopes are very guest,ionable from a stabil iEy
standpoint. If t,he operator designs a plan which addresses these
unique issues adeguaLely, a permii mighL be granted. ft is my
opinion that, slopes of this nat,ure are not siable in their nalive
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state and certainly not, when they are disLurbed and then replaced
wit ,hout vegetaEion.

I f  the veget,at ion can be establ ished, wi l l  i t  be adequate t ,o
st,abil J.ze these extremely steep reclaimed slopes? The guest,ion
has noL been adequat,ely answered. The Division should consider
this permitt, ing action outside t,he boundaries of standard
engineering practice and reguire additional assurances of
t,echnical adeguacy.

Addit ional  def ic iencies musL also be addressed:

1) Indicate t,hat erosion control matting wil l  be maint,ained
unt i l  a good veget,at ive cover is establ ished.

2l  Descr ibe what,  cr i ter ia wi l l  be used Lo determine at which
point, riprap can be maintained in the channel aE a culvert
outlet, .

3 )  Clar i fy the cross secEions of  channels RC-1A and RC-LB to
show materj-al of t,he side slopes or indicate thaL t,he channels
are cut into bedrock. Also indicat,e on Plate 7- '7 at  which point
t,hese cross sections wil l  be typical i . e . , where the channel
crosses t,he road or along t,he entire length of the channel .

4) Provide information/calculations Lo support, the decision
to place rock energy dissipators on bedrock in channels wich
slopes great,er Lhan 1-5?, or revise t,he section to show a clear
channel .

5) Provide a drawing t,hat, details the transit ion between the
constructed reclamat,ion channels and the naEural drainage
channels.

6 ) If t,he reclaimed channels are not cut int,o t,he bedrock as
shown on the typical cross sections, provide information
regarding the material Lo be used for t,he side slopes of the
channels and show t,hat, the side slopes wil l  be stabre.

7 )  Plate 7 -7 ,  Post,  Mining Wat,ershed, needs to be revised to
show what occurs when culvert C-17U is removed, to clarify the
route of  channel RC-18, and Lo show how cu1verE,s C-22T1 ,  C-23U,
and C-24TJ are being reclaimed using only t,wo channels RC-I-A and
RC-l-B. A map scale of  l - r r  = 50rr  would be more appropr iate Eo show
the detai l  reguired.

8) Provide information that shows t,he existing profi le and
exisLing cross sect ions of  t ,he channels af  f  ect ,ed..  This
information is reguired to make a determination as to whether or
noE, the plan is adeguate to restore natural drainage patterns and
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compliment, Ehe drainage patt,ern of the surrounding Lerrain as
reguired by the regulat ions.

9) Clar i fy out let ,  condit . ion and f low from culvert ,  C-12D
across t.he pad shown on Plat,e 7 -tE.

1-0) The engineer 's report ,  ident i f ies water on engineered
slopes as a problem. Please clar i fy how t ,his wi l l  be handled.

1-1) A commit,menE, to est.ablish and a description of t,he
sediment control prior to construcEion must be included in this
proposal .

ENGIIIEERING ANALYSIS

1- ) Page 3H- 2 says that rrcare wil l  be Eaken Lo
prevent, dist,urbed material f rom migrating downslope. " BuL t,he
plan contains no descript, ion of how such 'f care" is to be
exercised. The plan submitted in 1-993 cont,ained provisions f or a
wooden barr ier below al l  f i l ls  to contain Ehe f i l l  and prevent
its migrat,ing downslope. Such a barrier, t,he necessity of and
t,he design for which have been discussed by the Division and the
permittee, must be included in the plan. As d.iscussed during t,he
April 13, L994 meet,ing, this barrier could be maint,ained during
operat,ions Eo cont,ain all disturbance wit,hin the area outl ined as
E,he surface disturbance. If t,he disturbance is exceeded, a
compl iance si tuat ion may ar ise.

2) The cross-sect, ions locaE,ed on page 3H-4 and shown on
pages 3H-6 through 3H-35 do not j ibe with Lhe cut-and-f i l I
summary of  Table 3H-1- (page 3H-5) .  rn part , icular,  cross-
sect , ions l -2+00,  13+00,  and 2L+00 show f  i11 ,  buL Tab1e 3H-1 shows
no  f  i l l  a t  t , he  same sEa t io r i s ;  c ross -sec t i ons  4+00 ,  5+00 ,  10+00 ,
and 26+00 show no f i l l ,  but Tab1e 3H-1- shows f i l l  aE Lhe same
stat , ions;  c ross-sect , ions 8+00 and 15+00 show no cut ,  where Table
3H- L shows cut, aE the same st,ations .

3 ) The blasE,ing plan in Appendix 3 -M f ails to d.iscuss
compl iance wit ,h the requirements of  R545-301- 524.500 which have
t,o do with brast, ing signs, warnings, and access contror .

4\  Needless to say, the present,  reclamation cost est imaLe
does not take into account t,he preceding def iciencies. The
reclamation cost est imate 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  L ,  Z  ,  4 ,  and 5  .

As stat,ed during Ehe meeting, upon submit,t,al of your
response to t,hese issues and the subsequent Division review,
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addit, ional information may be required.
require any furt,her clarif ication, please
Haddock.

If you have quest,ions
call me or Daron

or

'1

Pamela Grubaugh-Lit,Lig
Permit Superyisor

cc: Daron Haddock


