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 2 

SUBJECT: Response to initial questions regarding concept for FSR-738 Pit 3 

Dear Ms. Brinton: 4 

Thank you for your review of the draft concept we submitted on 20 April 2022. As requested, as 5 

much as we can, here are answers to the District’s questions sent by email on 8 JUL 2022. We 6 

have numbered them to make it easier to refer back and forth, as several of these questions have 7 

answers that overlap. Your questions and comments are numbered in regular font, our responses 8 

are in italics as bullet points. 9 

Before we get into the details, we do wish to make sure that we are all on the same playbook. 10 

WASTELINE has understood this all along, after speaking with Becca Smith, Josh Peck, Tim 11 

Hatch, and Alvin Schaaf, that thisis a joint venture between the Forest Service and the County. By 12 

perusing the pit as a joint venture between the Forest Service and the County, this would be a little 13 

easier than the typical processes of the County requesting a permit from the USFS, or a private 14 

(for-profit) pit that would sell material to both the County and USFS. All savings of time and money 15 

benefits both parties. Last year’s completed Forest Service FSR-631 (Piedra Road) project 16 

emphasized the need and the cost of alternatives, and the cost and other issues have grown 17 

exponentially in 2022. Presently, hauling costs from Arboles, Ignacio, or Durango are 4 to 5 times 18 

what the material costs. 19 

As a joint venture, this must be a cooperative effort in which costs and time are shared, and cannot 20 

be an adversarial relationship. WASTELINE assumes that we are to get both positive and negative 21 

feedback with the intent of creating a successful and economical project in which both partners 22 

(the USFS and Archuleta County) win and win big. 23 

We assumed that an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) would follow the scoping and the general 24 

determination that the project will be feasible – that is, with no significant environmental impact 25 

which cannot be adequately mitigated. Whether that is identifying this as a Category X, or within 26 

the scope of other environmental analysis, or as a separate environmental assessment leading to 27 

a FONSI and ROD. However, it might be a good idea at this point, as we are still scoping, to at 28 

least draft an IGA that can guide both partners – especially considering changing personnel and 29 

officials. Please give us some feedback on whether this makes sense. 30 

Another point that needs to be addressed is the total estimated annual materials needs for both 31 

partners. Currently (and an increase from original rough estimates), the County expects to need 32 

24,000 tons per year. How much does Piedra District expect to need annually?  33 

We all need to keep in mind changing conditions and proposed activities, both private and public, 34 

in the Piedra District and Archuleta County. We have the withdrawal of the Oakbrush Hill by the 35 

landowner being forced to sell the location in February, and the current significant opposition to a 36 

small operation in Hinsdale County (which has already delayed that project by months. Last year’s 37 
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failure of the Fawn Gulch proposal, together with the approaching exhaustion of the Lob Lolly Pit 1 

and other operations near Ignacio, the very significant increase in Diesel fuel and other operating 2 

costs (including shortages of DEF and parts), all are factors. The proposal for a massive 3 

subdivision which is reported to possibly double the population of Pagosa Springs is now before 4 

the Archuleta County Planning Commission. If it is approved, it will create a tremendous increase 5 

in demand for construction materials and probably a great rise in prices of materials now being 6 

hauled from the Arboles, Ignacio, Durango area and even New Mexico. All of these factor into both 7 

the need for the FSR-738 project and the relative environmental impacts of this course of action 8 

versus alternatives. 9 

Therefore, we need to work more closely together and with more frequent contact as we proceed. 10 

With that as preliminary, let us go through the items that are needed. 11 

Hi Nathan, 12 

Staff on the Pagosa Ranger District reviewed the preliminary 738 gravel pit proposal. We still have 13 

a few initial questions that we need to get clarified before we start moving forward with NEPA 14 

planning for the project.  These initial questions are listed below. 15 

A. General Questions: 16 

1. Proposal is missing some pages. The version we have starts on page 3 of 30 and ends on 17 

page 26 of 30. We would like to see those pages. 18 

• We are unsure why that is needed. As discussed before we sent this draft plan 19 

(“proposal”) (organized as per DRMS requirements) the 23 pages are just that: an 20 

extract (the heart) of the  draft DRMS application package, providing the mining and 21 

reclamation plans and maps and some related information. We use a standard 22 

template. There is a cover sheet (no page number), a table of contents (page 1); 23 

page 2 is the header for the DRMS application form which is about 7 pages long. It 24 

cannot be completed at this time so was not included. (We need to identify and 25 

provide specific details of items which would be part of the IGA). So it was not 26 

included in order to reduce the size and initial costs to the County and USFS.  27 

• Likewise, pages 27-31 are also presently placeholders for exhibits (to the State 28 

DRMS application) and associated information (including annexes and appendices) 29 

– which have not yet been written and cannot be written until we know what the 30 

USFS will allow. Some of the data in these Exhibits is normally obtained from the 31 

NEPA Environmental Assessment or similar documents, done in consultation with 32 

various agencies such as US FWS, CPW, USACE, and other Federal and State 33 

Agencies. These again, were omitted to reduce size and also to avoid excessive 34 

costs for the County which is paying for this. 35 

• We can provide a copy of the DRMS application package (blank) if that would be 36 

useful. Please let us know as soon as possible. 37 

2. The proposal references Exhibit M but there is no Exhibit M attached.  38 

• As discussed above, one of the exhibits not yet prepared is this Exhibit M to the 39 

State DRMS application is “Other Permits and Licenses” and has not yet been 40 

written, as: 41 

• we are unsure what permits (federal, state, and local) might be required,  42 

• we cannot know that information until we know what mitigation and other 43 

measures the USFS might require, 44 

• we have a fairly complete concept of both mining and reclamation – since 45 

changes in those concepts of operations dictate what permits (and 46 

conditions of those permits) need to be address. 47 

• We apologize, as these two items seem to have created some level of suspicion on 48 

the part of the USFS reviewers. That was certainly not our intent, which is to (a) 49 

save the County unnecessary expenses and (b) reduce the length and size of 50 

documents to save USFS personnel time in reviewing. At this stage in most 51 
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projects, cooperating and coordinating/consulting agencies and organizations are 1 

generally familiar with the various applications and exhibits: we apologize that we 2 

assumed USFS personnel would have that knowledge. 3 

3. This area is part of an active, permitted cattle allotment. Do they care if livestock are in 4 

the area during operations? Is there a proposal or need to exclude cattle from the area 5 

during operations? 6 

• Since we had not previously been informed there was a cattle allotment, we did not 7 

address fencing and assumed that fencing would not be required, given the terrain 8 

and vegetation. Assuming it is allowed, please provide contact information so that 9 

we may discuss this directly with the stockgrower. 10 

• Is this allotment in the form of a lease, or is it a matter of surface ownership by the 11 

stockgrower? It will be necessary to coordinate with the stockgrower first, to discuss 12 

that. Normally, for mined land being reclaimed to vegetation, it would be required by 13 

the State DRMS to fence off areas to prevent livestock (and wildlife, as possible) 14 

from damaging the new stands of vegetation until it is fully established.  Of course, it 15 

is the leaseholder’s concerns about safety of their livestock and contract operator 16 

concerns about traffic safety that would also need to be addressed. 17 

• Regarding mining of sand and gravel in general, landowners and livestock leasees 18 

vary greatly in what they require. Some do want fencing to protect their livestock; 19 

others do not. Mining companies (who are doing excavation, processing, and 20 

loading) also have various preferences to protect their people and equipment. So 21 

the need depends of factors we cannot determine at this time. 22 

4. Hours of operation for the crusher when in operation?  Is the statement it is only every 2-23 

3 years that it will operate correct? What is the proposed season of use? 24 

• Until we know requirements of the USFS (and the stockgrower) and the County 25 

(Planning and BOCC, not County Road Department), we cannot do anything but 26 

estimate hours of operation. Safety considerations generally restrict crushing, 27 

screening, loading and hauling to daylight hours and limit total hours per shift. Daily 28 

deployment time further limits operating time. Work is normally done four or five 29 

days a week: not on Saturdays, Sundays or holidays (except in cases where there 30 

are emergency needs). Commonly in the Four Corners, excavation and processing 31 

(as well as site prep and reclamation) is done between 0700 and 1800 hours (in 32 

daylight), with 40-50 hours total each week. Loading and hauling will also be during 33 

those periods, but 45-60 hours total per week.  Assuming a plant with a capacity of 34 

250 tons/hour is used as discussed in Exhibit C, there would not be any excavation, 35 

processing, loading, hauling or reclamation during the winter: probably not between 36 

15 November and 30 April. 37 

• The statement is correct. This is based on various assumptions (including costs) 38 

and industry practices. The statement about every 2-3 years, as explained in the 39 

second paragraph of Section 2.4.1 (Exhibit D Mining Plan, Page 8), was based on 40 

estimated annual demand of 20-24,000 tons: for estimating impacts we are using a 41 

conservative value of 30,000 tons/year. This may require excavating as much as 42 

50,000 cubic yards per year (Section 2.4.4).  43 

There are several factors involved and may change based on USFS needs for 44 

materials. Mobilization (deployment) costs and availability of equipment are both 45 

important factors for small operations as proposed. Scheduling is also a challenge. 46 

Space available and cost of reclamation (and therefore financial warranties) must 47 

be taken into account. 48 

The County plans to contract for crushing and screening operations and may 49 

contract some hauling. (We assume that the USFS will also contract for that.) The 50 

relatively small annual quantity is generally not economical to be produced every 51 

year, so generally (assuming funding is available and other factors) the County 52 

would have a contractor come to the location every two, and possibly every three 53 

years, and produce enough material to meet several years’ needs, excavating up to 54 

150,000 CY to produce up to 90,000 tons in a single campaign. Since we 55 
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understand that neither the USFS or the County have available space to stockpile 1 

construction materials at their own maintenance facilities, hauling of the material is 2 

assumed to be done over a period of two to three years. (Annually, generally over a 3 

fairly long period of time between 1 May and 14 November (unless limited by 4 

weather or USFS/County/CDOT requirements). See B.5 in this response. 5 

5. Have they done any noise studies from San Juan River Village (SJRV)?  Have they 6 

thought about noise mitigations? 7 

• No noise studies have been done. Such studies are normally done only if requested 8 

by the County (as regulator, not operator). Such studies can be time-consuming and 9 

costly and can be very season-specific.  Such a study also requires equipment to be 10 

present on the site to accurately generate the sound. 11 

• Based on past sound studies conducted by WASTELINE Inc. in Southwest 12 

Colorado and elsewhere, including studies for Archuleta, La Plata, and Montezuma 13 

County and various private entities, noise levels from crushing, screening, and other 14 

equipment operating at a gravel pit do not exceed State of Colorado levels of 55 15 

dBA as measured at the boundary of the operation or affected area. As stated on 16 

page 11 (Exhibit C), this is a standard for the operation. They are generally much 17 

less than sound generated by traffic on state highways. Noise levels on-site are also 18 

regulated (and measured) by MSHA to protect miner safety and health. 19 

• Mitigation measures that can be implemented at this location include: (1) 20 

preservation of as much of the existing vegetation both on and off site as possible, 21 

as ponderosa and other healthy, living conifers absorb significant sound energy. (2) 22 

using berms and stockpiles as sound barriers to reduce sound transmitted to near 23 

receptors. (In this case, to the South/Southwest and the SJRV. (3) Orienting 24 

processing equipment and stockpiles to reduce noise-generated by the operations. 25 

(4) Phased mining to limit locations, preserve buffer zones, and allow for better 26 

control of operations, including starting from the north end of the talus slope.  27 

• Terrain, vegetation, prevailing winds, and other factors must be taken into 28 

consideration, as does the difference in noise from background, other sources of 29 

noise (such as traffic on SH-160), the amount of time in which sounds are 30 

generated, and the time of year and time of day. 31 

6. Is Nathan and his company going to act as the contact for the county?  Are there other 32 

entities from the county we should be talking to in addition to Nathan?  Does Nathan 33 

have it in writing that he will be the county representative in our discussions? 34 

• Yes. The USFS was notified by Mr. Timothy Hatch, the County project manager, 35 

and Mr. Alvin Schaff, Chairman, Board of County Commissioners, that 36 

WASTELINE, Inc. is the agent for the County in this project, with the understanding 37 

that WASTELINE would serve as the liaison and contact with State and Federal 38 

agencies, especially the USFS. We also coordinate regularly with Ms. Pamela 39 

Flowers, the County Development Director, and as work proceeds, with the new 40 

County Road Supervisor. This has been communicated to USFS personnel a 41 

number of times in meetings and phone conversations. WASTELINE Inc. and 42 

Archuleta County have a written contract that states this. As part of the State DRMS 43 

application process, this will be restated in the exhibits.   44 

• Note that the USFS as both landowner and (assumed) owner of significant 45 

permanent manmade structures within 200 feet of affected land is also required by 46 

Colorado law to sign a “Right-to-Enter” statement and structures (indemnity) 47 

agreement, unless there is some Federal Statute which does not allow that to be 48 

done. 49 

B. Roads and road use: 50 

1. Has the County started discussions with CDOT yet? Is a new acceleration lane on Hwy 51 

160 going to be required?  Has the traffic impact study been completed? 52 

• Yes. WASTELINE, Inc. on behalf of the County has been discussing this project 53 

since September of 2021 with CDOT Region 5 Access control manager Randi 54 
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Rieder and her personnel, as has been reported to USFS personnel. Until we can 1 

determine allowed operating periods and any restrictions on use of FSR-037 and 2 

FSR-738, and therefore hourly and daily traffic generated, it is not possible to do a 3 

traffic impact study (TIS).  4 

• Based on preliminary assumptions and past work with CDOT by WASTELINE, there 5 

is a good chance that an auxiliary lane will NOT be required either for lefthand turns 6 

of eastbound traffic, or righthand turns of hauls from the FSR-037. As discussed in 7 

items B 5 and B 6 in this response, the estimated daily and hourly traffic, including 8 

haul trucks and ancillary traffic (operators, inspectors, supply, etc.) do not exceed 9 

thresholds (thereby allowing the TIS to be a level-one) or warrant build-out of 10 

auxiliary lanes.  Mitigation (signage, etc.) will be recommended by WASTELINE and 11 

may be required by CDOT. WASTELINE Inc. has prepared TIS for CDOT (and 12 

other States’ agencies) in the past. 13 

• Note that this is based on assumptions which may still be impacted by USFS 14 

limitations and restrictions by other State and Federal agencies which are unknown 15 

at this time. 16 

2. On the map there is a box around the beginning of the NFSR 037.  What is planned for 17 

that segment of road? 18 

• After discussions with USFS personnel, that area was added to the recommended 19 

area for the environmental assessment in case improvements were required to that 20 

intersection with SH-160, either to support auxiliary lanes in the existing ROW or to 21 

improve the geometry of the intersection and that end of FSR-037. 22 

3. The proposal says the USFS and ACR&BD or contractors will maintain NFSR 037 and 23 

738 (pg. 5). We need to discuss further with the County and get more detail about the 24 

plan for road maintenance.  25 

• This statement is an assumption and was based on conversations with USFS 26 

personnel and in compliance with Colorado State statutes and policies.  We have 27 

been working on the assumption that the USFS would decide on a maintenance 28 

plan and for improvements as needed and inform WASTELINE (and therefore the 29 

County) of the required actions, which would be part of the USFS contribution to the 30 

joint venture. Did we misunderstand that would be the process? WASTELINE does 31 

stand ready and is capable of developing and coordinating such a plan to obtain 32 

approval by USFS and the County, although that may be outside the present scope 33 

of work and will require authorization by the County to do so. WASTELINE has 34 

developed such plans for County governments, Tribal governments and some 35 

Federal agencies (BLM, BIA, FAA). 36 

• If desired, WASTELINE will coordinate with the County on this work and 37 

improvement and maintenance costs, including how to allocate costs and contract 38 

for that work.  There are many questions to be resolved regarding that work, both 39 

initially and over the life of the project. 40 

• Please note that in many situations, logging and RV traffic impacts are very similar if 41 

not significantly higher than impacts from gravel operations haul and support traffic, 42 

although objectors tend to exaggerate pit traffic and minimize or even ignore 43 

logging, stockgrowing, and tourist/recreation traffic impacts. 44 

4. How do we plan on mitigating concerns related to mixed use along NFSR 037 and 738 45 

(gravel trucks, outfitter guides, range permittees, public using the road to access new 46 

trails, existing trailhead, and potential new campground)? 47 

• Although WASTELINE and Archuleta County can make recommendations on 48 

specific mitigations (in coordination with CDOT), this is completely under the control 49 

of USFS. Please keep in mind that this is a relatively-short-term project and that 50 

increased costs may create difficulties now and in the future. As stated in 3 above, 51 

multiple uses are not always viewed and presented objectively by commenters. 52 

5. How many loads per day are anticipated when hauling occurs? 53 
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• Based on the conservative estimate of demand at 30,000 tons per year (USFS and 1 

County), and using an average of 20 tons/truck (See task on page 11, Exhibit C), 2 

we can roughly estimate: 3 

o 30,000 tons will require 1,500 round trips. Assuming that hauling is possible 4 

from 15 April to 15 November (7 months) with approximately 150 haul days 5 

(no weekends or holidays or travel when there is a potential “4-day 6 

weekend”), the average will be 10 round trips per day, or 20 movements. 7 

Assuming an average 10-hour workday, that is an average of one round-trip 8 

per hour (2 movements per hour) of single-unit and multi-unit trucks. (This 9 

also assumes that no small trucks of less than 15-ton capacity to be used.) 10 

Travel required to be done only during daylight hours (not more than ½ hour 11 

before sunrise and ½ hour after sunset, per CDOT and CSP regulations). 12 

• Please note that in addition to hauling, there would be 1-2 round trips per day by 13 

smaller vehicles (2-axle operators and inspection/maintenance), an average of 1 14 

larger (5-ton single-unit truck or smaller) every three days for maintenance and 15 

supply, and one round trip by a truck and trailer to haul the front-end loader in and 16 

out, each year. During the processing session, it is estimated there would be up to 17 

five round trips by multi-unit trucks to bring in and remove the processing plant and 18 

2-3 round trips per day by smaller vehicles, and 1 larger vehicle every two days for 19 

support (primarily fuel and water). 20 

6. What is the proposed season of use on the roads? 21 

• As stated above, 15 April to 15 November, assuming that is allowed by USFS, 22 

Archuleta County, US FWS and CPW, except for emergencies which might require 23 

materials.  24 

7. Need an estimate of how much water will be used for dust mitigation efforts in gravel pit 25 

and along haul road for water depletion consultation with USFWS. 26 

• Please see last paragraph of Exhibit C, Section 2.4.7 (page 14): It is assumed that 27 

water is NOT available at or near the site and will have to be obtained from an 28 

established water source on the San Juan River or a commercial/industrial facility 29 

and trucked to the site. Water would only be used for dust control during the 30 

processing session if there is insufficient precipitation.  In addition, water would only 31 

be used for dust control on haul/access road during hauling periods if there is 32 

insufficient precipitation, with reduced water usage if magnesium chloride or lignan 33 

sulfate is allowed. Colorado state standard (CDPHE APCD) is 0.1” precipitation 34 

within 72 hours, and no visible dust exceeding 10% opacity on the permit boundary 35 

as measured during a six-minute period (EPA Methods 9 & 21). Note: as far as we 36 

know, the US EPA and CDPHE have no standard for travel on unpaved roads 37 

outside the permit area, but WASTELINE strongly urges operators to follow the on-38 

site requirements. To calculate water quantities more accurately requires knowing 39 

standards USFS will enforce.  40 

• Generally, other operations of this size and type in the region require between 0.25 41 

acre-feet (82,000 gallons) and 0.92 acre-feet (300,000 gallons) per year, based on 42 

average precipitation and evaporation for the production, although the location 43 

tends to point to the lower number. We do not propose capturing, detaining or 44 

retaining any precipitation which falls on or uphill of the site to use for mining 45 

activities. Exhibit G (Section 2.7, page 27) will be expanded to provide more detail 46 

in the final DRMS/County applications, once we have better assumptions (based on 47 

feedback from the County and USFS). 48 

• Therefore, we do NOT anticipate any depletions of surface or ground water on NFS 49 

lands, with the understanding (and requirement) that all water used in the project 50 

must come from sources which are “legal” as defined by the Colorado State 51 

Engineer. If water WERE available in the vicinity or on-site, it could ONLY be used 52 

in accordance with Colorado law IF water rights were filed and granted by the State 53 

Engineer for the specific location, quantities, and consumptive uses needed. 54 
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8. Need to ensure there will be no conflict between the Excel gas pipeline/valve at the 1 

NFSR 037/Hwy 160 intersection and any work done near that intersection. 2 

• This will be addressed in the CDOT access permit. As the DRMS permit area does 3 

NOT include that intersection, that would be a separate matter. DRMS does not 4 

have jurisdiction over traffic and roads outside the permit boundary: that is a 5 

county/CDOT/USFS role. 6 

• WASTELINE has often worked with counties, CDOT and utility system 7 

owner/operators to ensure that conflicts are addressed and negative impacts are 8 

prevented. 9 

9. The NFSR 738 will be needed to access/haul future timber volume, so road 10 

access/control structures (gates) would be a possible concern if timber is being hauled 11 

on that road. 12 

• While we understand this is an important concern (and one of the reasons that 13 

USFS needs gravel from this pit), we believe this is a relatively minor issue. But we 14 

must have feedback from USFS personnel to confirm or refute this. If a gate is 15 

required on the access road to the mining operation (with or without fencing needed 16 

by USFS and the stockgrower), that gate could be placed near the proposed 17 

significantly-affected area (where the access road enters it) as part of the work of 18 

constructing that access road. The State DRMS requires that a mine identification 19 

sign be placed at the point the access road enters the permit area (but not on an 20 

existing road in the permit area, such as FSR-738); MSHA requires warning signs 21 

be placed at the actual entrance to the mining area (significantly-affected land 22 

area). We see no reason that mining or hauling material would have any significant 23 

impact on logging traffic or normal NFS land users. There might be a need for 24 

scheduling coordination regarding construction of the access road in order to clear 25 

the proposed mining area; we presume this would be part of the IGA. At the 26 

suggestion of USFS personnel, the area about 100 feet out (downhill) from the 27 

exposed talus slope needs to be cleared and we presume the timber would first be 28 

harvested. We do not recommend or suggest that an excessive area be logged, as 29 

that removes many of the natural mitigation measures (sound, dust, visual impacts) 30 

the site offers. 31 

10. With the increased traffic we may want to look at adding some more pull-outs to the haul 32 

route 33 

• This is an excellent idea and often an effective mitigation measure.  It is a USFS 34 

decision and not under jurisdiction of the State (DRMS/CDPHE, etc.). Please 35 

consider the traffic volumes discussed above in evaluating this need. 36 

C. Pit and Road Design Questions: 37 

1. What is planned to bring the 738 road up to standard to haul on?  The intersection and 38 

the downhill segment of 037 have blind corners and we have safety concerns about 39 

this.  What mitigations are being thought about for those areas? 40 

• We believe that is definitely a USFS decision, and we assume that planning would 41 

also be done by USFS. We would appreciate coordination between WASTELINE 42 

and USFS in determining that, and that responsibility and roles needs to be 43 

included in the IGA. Again, these can be effective measures, but need to be 44 

coordinated with posting speed-limits, temporary warning signage, and other 45 

measures. Again, with County approval, WASTELINE, Inc. would be able to work 46 

with the SJNF and District Engineers to determine what is needed and how to 47 

accomplish that, both for the gravel-hauling and logging operations and other NFS 48 

lands users, but USFS engineers may prefer to do that work themselves. 49 

• As far as suggested mitigations, please consider the following:  50 

a. Removable speed limit signs with reduced speed (placed only when actually 51 

hauling or during hauling season) 52 

b. Removable “truck traffic ahead” signs (ditto as a for scheduling) 53 

c. Use of delineators on curves/corners, intersections, and other locations 54 
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d. Constructing or improving laybys/pull-outs (as discussed above) 1 

e. Local, low-power repeaters to allow truckers and pit personnel to more 2 

easily communicate via CB or FB radio 3 

f. Widening selected areas, particularly on curves and corners, once material 4 

is available (expansion of laybys in d) 5 

g. Although not normally required, the very first season that the processing 6 

equipment is brought in, the hauling semis might need to be accompanied 7 

by a pilot vehicle and have USFS or County personnel (law enforcement) 8 

available 9 

h. Notifications via USFS and County websites and other outreach methods for 10 

NF users and others 11 

2. The maps show the proposed work area in white shading, but this area seems very small 12 

for a crusher, stacking belts, stock pile, truck turnaround, and stormwater containment. 13 

The contours favor a larger work area in the south which may be preferable. 14 

• The original proposal WAS to have the work area at the south end, but was 15 

changed SPECIFICALLY per request of USFS personnel, and made sense at that 16 

time to reduce overall impact and cost of operations. It also reduced potential 17 

impact to the subdivision and other NFS land users. Among the reasons given for 18 

the request was potential impact on springs along FSR-738 and impact on others 19 

traveling on that part of FSR-738. 20 

• The exact area needed for a work area varies significantly based on the type and 21 

size of equipment, especially if mobile (tracked, one-unit crushers, for example) and 22 

the configuration of conveyors, stockpiles, and traffic pattern. It is not the intent to 23 

place soil and material stockpiles only on the work area, nor to restrict truck traffic 24 

only to that area. As single-unit (tandem) trucks are expected to be the most 25 

common vehicle for hauling materials, there is adequate room for trucks to back and 26 

turn initially and provide for greater radii turns as the mining progresses. 27 

• As stated in the draft, surface water (storm water) is expected to rapidly infiltrate 28 

into the deposited material above the shale, and not to pond and therefore require 29 

extensive containment. As the mining progresses, swales along the downhill road 30 

(Section 2.4.5) will provide for more infiltration but may need geofabric to prevent 31 

blinding of exposed in-place permeable materials by fines, which will be recovered 32 

and used for blending during crushing and screening. 33 

3. It is less than 1500 feet across the bottom of the scree slope, why would we not have a 34 

loop egress for trucks (they will likely want this eventually). We recommend considering 35 

something similar to the preferred alternative plus alternative 2 with a slightly different 36 

alignment. 37 

• A road running the full length (north to south) at the toe of the slope was one of the 38 

original concepts considered but was changed at the request of USFS personnel. 39 

This would also greatly increase costs of construction, maintenance, and 40 

reclamation, and therefore the cost of materials to the County and USFS. While 41 

such a loop would certainly be a convenience, it also would likely be infeasible 42 

when looked at as far as cost-benefit. 43 

4. Do they want to use any lower material to add fines and PI to the crushed talus? Seems 44 

like they would need more space for this so why is the footprint so tight? 45 

• Yes, we do want “fines” if that is what is meant by “lower material.” We apologize for 46 

not explaining this more clearly and in more detail in the draft. This was discussed 47 

and is reflected in the maps in Exhibit E. Yes, clay is needed from below the talus 48 

and downhill of the exposed talus slope (See Exhibit C Section 2.4.4 item #4) which 49 

requires mining in areas where there are trees. In the next draft, this information will 50 

be more clearly stated. 51 

• Some fines will be provided by crushing of the talus being mined, other fines from 52 

the subsoil in the trees at the toe of the talus slope, and some fines which have 53 

accumulated in the voids in the scree, especially at its base. These are all needed 54 

to meet specifications for USFS and County roads. 55 
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• The footprint is intentionally tight to minimize any environmental impact and control 1 

costs of reclamation and other activities. Excavation is proposed for the exposed 2 

talus and an areas “in the trees” downhill approximately 100 feet wide to allow for 3 

obtaining fines needed and make surface water management more effective. The 4 

proposed footprint was developed after initial coordination with USFS and County 5 

personnel. As described in Exhibit 2.4, the entire permit area may be 6 

affected/impacted (including harvesting trees, clearing and grubbing, and grading as 7 

well as installing drainage controls). It is NOT proposed to be excavated to remove 8 

materials. However, the entire 27+ acres IS in the total footprint (permitted/affected 9 

area). 10 

• Mining and related activities are intended to be phased, both to mitigate impacts 11 

and facilitate reclamation while keeping costs down. 12 

5. New access road standard shows as 24 feet (pgs. 10 and 13). Why would that be bigger 13 

than any other road leading to the location? 14 

• Primarily the width is for purposes of traffic safety as encouraged/required by 15 

MSHA, in order to ensure that two haul trucks can safely pass each other on a two-16 

lane road. Although not expected to be an issue at this location, this is good 17 

engineering practice to provide for waiting trucks and other vehicles, emergency 18 

access (by first responders), and other uses.  19 

• If USFS wishes to have a narrower width of roadway, please let WASTELINE know 20 

so that we can evaluate that against all the various requirements for safety, traffic, 21 

material requirements, and costs. 22 

6. For newly constructed access roads (pgs. 10 and 13) 2% crown is not acceptable; we 23 

need 4% to 6%. What is the target grade for these roads? 24 

• Access roads were not intended to be permanent structures as they are only for the 25 

life of the mine for access to the site. 26 

• We will change constructed access roads to “minimum 4% crown”:  Please note that 27 

2% is the usual standard for most counties and MSHA for temporary access roads.  28 

• The information on grades was provided to USFS personnel by email both as PDFs 29 

and KMZ files. This information is not normally required by State DRMS 30 

applications. The grade of the preferred route in the north is 5%: 42 feet in 808 feet. 31 

The other alignments range up to 11% grade.  32 

• WASTELINE would appreciate receiving a copy of USFS road requirements for 33 

temporary access road construction such as proposed for this project. 34 

7. Will we decommission the existing 738.B and the new egress become the new 738.B? 35 

• This is strictly a decision of the USFS, and we did not consider this as an option or 36 

desirable. During the mining, WASTELINE’s recommendation would be to LEAVE 37 

the existing alignment for other NFS lands users for safety, and also to allow easy 38 

access to evaluate the springs along that road. This would make sense to continue 39 

for a few years while the reclamation of the southeast side of the significantly 40 

affected area is completed, until State DRMS releases the reclamation. 41 

• The reclamation plan currently calls for complete reclamation of the access road 42 

and any roads along the area to be excavated, but if USFS wishes that to be 43 

changed, we can do so. 44 

8. We will require you to place aggregate on NFSR 037 and 738. We will have to get back 45 

to you with the specifics of that requirement. 46 

• This definitely needs to be addressed in a draft IGA. 47 

• Would aggregate be required BEFORE development of the FSR-738 Pit can begin? 48 

Or would that be the first of the USFS-required materials to be provided from the 49 

FSR-738 Pit? 50 

• At whose cost?  We had always understood this pit had the express purpose of 51 

being a source of materials for both the USFS and the County. It would be a USFS 52 

decision of course as to where the materials are to be used, but it needs to be 53 

clarified that both the County and the USFS will share costs of design, permitting, 54 

construction, operation, and reclamation.  This is not a commercial operation where 55 

Tony Baker
14
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a private party should be expected to pay the full cost of any and all impacts on a 1 

Forest Service Road. In addition, improvements and maintenance to FSR-037 and 2 

FSR-738 benefit other NFS land users, including logging operations and tourists, 3 

besides just the County operating this pit for both the USFS and County benefit.   4 

• Although formal cost and economic analysis are not normally what WASTELINE 5 

includes in designing, permitting, and assisting in executing a construction materials 6 

operation in Colorado, WASTELINE is prepared to assist the County and the USFS 7 

in this, to more accurately determine cost-sharing between the two agencies. 8 

WASTELINE personnel have years of experience in financial and resource 9 

management for federal agencies (USDA Rural Development, US Army (civilian 10 

and military (US Army Corps of Engineers)), Tribal Governments, local 11 

governments as well as commercial/private entities. 12 

Please let Josh Peck or I know if you have any questions about this list or need further clarification 13 

of our questions.  Once we receive a response, we’ll start figuring out a schedule for the NEPA 14 

analysis process. 15 

• Thank you. We are sending this response to all of the USFS personnel we have been 16 

working with, so that they can also provide comments, as well as the key State and County 17 

Personnel. These will no doubt trigger a need for clarification and additional information 18 

and actions, just as the original concept plans and this has done. 19 

• We had understood that a schedule already existed in draft but had been delayed due to 20 

personnel changes. As discussed in our opening comments, we wish to emphasize the 21 

urgent need of both USFS and County for this material, as events continue to reduce 22 

supply in Archuleta County while private and municipal/special district demand is 23 

increasing. 24 

Respectfully, 25 

 26 
Nathan A. Barton, CE, PE, DEE, Environmental and Permitting Compliance Engineer 27 

Comptroller and Engineering Manager 28 

WASTELINE, Inc. 29 

CF: Alvin Schaaf, Chairman, Archuleta Board of County Commissioners 30 

 Tim Hatch, Archuleta County Project Manager 31 

 Pamela Flowers, Archuleta County Development Director 32 

 Kevin Pogue, Archuleta County Road & Bridge Manager 33 

 Joshua Peck, USFS Piedra District Ranger 34 

 Rebecca Smith, USFS San Juan National Forest projects coordinator 35 

 James Blair, BLM Dolores Field Office Geologist 36 

 Pete Merkel, USFS Piedra District Engineer 37 

 Cody Jones, USFS Piedra District Engineer Technician 38 

 Allen McCaw, USFS San Juan National Forest Civil Engineer 39 

 Clayton Wein, Colorado DRMS Environmental Protection Specialist (Archuleta County) 40 

 Lane Schaaf, Colorado DWR District 77 Water Commissioner 41 

 Randee Reider, Colorado DOT Region 5 Access Coordinator 42 


