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Re: Comment Letter — Draft Industrial General Perm:t

Dear Ms. Townsend:

These comments are offered on behalf of the California Construction and Industnal Materials
Association (CalC]MA) CalCIMA is a statewide trade association representing the construction
aggregate, ready mix concrete and industrial minerals industries in California. Our members
operate over 500 facilities statewide providing the raw materials to fuel California’s :
infrastructure needs as well as the needs of the construction, manufacturing and industrial
sectors. We recognize the importance of protecting our waters but also need a regulatory
structure that can be complied with and that achieves the objective of protecting our waters in an
efficient manner.

We have numerous concerns with the current Draft permit that are both functional and policy
related. Also, due to inconsistencies within the Draft permit and its incompleteness, we find
ourselves in need of clarification on many items. We are appre<:1at1ve that Board staff has taken .
the time to meet with us to provide further explanations. We recognize that improvements need
to be made in the existing permit but believe the scope of change proposed by the current Draft
goes further than is prudent or justified. Some of the issues that we are concerned with or need

_ clarification on include:

e NAL/NEL Process. The utilization of the EPA benchmarks as Numeric Effluent Limits
- is inappropriate at this time, and does not seem to comport with Federal mandates on the
development of NELs. The SWRCB’s release of data indicates the adoption of NELs
could have substantial impacts on our industry and may not be achievable.
e  Corrective Actions. Many of the actions and timelines required are not practicable for all -
facilities and for all times of the year. Some corrective actions need to wait untif the dry
season, and this proposal does not provide that flexibility.
e Natural constituents. The proposal does not address situations where stormwater
dlscharges may be impacted by background or naturally occurring constituents,
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¢ BMPs and Covered Materials. Many of the required BMPs are impractical at aggregate
and related facilities. For instance, covering material stockpiles would be unreasonable
since they are constantly accessed by mechanized equipment such as loaders and dozers.

o Dust Requirements. The requirements to determine where dust will settle in a facility are -

. impractical at a large aggregate or industrial setting.

* [Inspections. Asproposed, the permit would require over 400 inspections. This is simply
untenable and is a significant increase from the existing inspection requirements.

®  The Board should suspend activity on this permit so as to enable a full stakeholder

process which includes the opportunity for Board participation to resolve the srgmﬁcant
issues and clarifications needed wzthm this draft.

These and other comments are pre_sente'd in more detail in our attached analysis. We would look
forward to discussing these in more detail as the process continues.

Respectfully, % g
am Harper

Director of Policy Ana1y51s
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CalCIMA Comments
Draft Industrial General Permit

CalCIMA Comments Draft Industrial Stormwater Permits

On behalf of its members CalCIMA is pleased to provide comments on the Draft Industrial
General Permit (Draft), issued by the State Water Resources Control Board for public comment.
CalCIMA can support efforts to provide a clearer definition of a discharger’s obligations and
more clarity in reporting requirements. We are concerned, however, that these proposed changes
would have significant negative impacts on our members without a corresponding benefit to
water quality. The following is a discussion of some of the proposed changes and their potential
impacts, particularly to mineral mining and processing operations, and specific revision
suggestions for the Board’s consideration:

Numeric Effluent Limitations . .

Section V.D provides that dischargers in corrective action level 3 (Section XVILD) of the Draft
are subject to numeric effluent limitation that is the same as the EPA Benchmark value for the
applicable pollutant, :

CalCIMA is in agreement with the comments CASQA is submitting on the legality and
‘appropriateness of NELs within this permit. In addition, they did an outstanding job of
discussing the negative consequences that result from such treatment by the Board at this time.

- CALCIMA agrees with CASQA that; .

e THE DRAFT PERMIT AND DRAFT FACT SHEET FAIL TO ESTABLISH THE
LEGALLY REQUIRED BASIS FOR IMPOSING NUMERIC TECHNOLOGY-BASED
EFFLUENT LIMITS. '

++ THE NELS INCLUDED IN THE DRAFT PERMIT WOULD CREATE UNINTENDED
CONSEQUENCES AND ARE UNWORKABLE.

» THE NELS INCLUDED IN THE DRAFT PERMIT ARE INCONSISTENT WITH THE
BLUE RIBBON PANEL’S REPORT AND WITH EPA’S PRIOR CONCLUSIONS
THAT NUMERIC LIMITS ARE NOT FEASIBLE AND ARE NOT REQUIRED.

e THE EVIDENCE REQUIRED FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF LEGALLY VALID -
NELS DOES NOT EXIST AT THIS TIME, AND CASQA and CalCIMA DO NOT
SUPPORT THE INCLUSION OF NELS IN THE PERMIT.

¢ CALCIMA ALSO SUPPORTS THE CONTINUED USE OF NON-NUMERIC
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS -

e ANY USE OF NUMERIC VALUES AS “BENCHMARKS” OR “ACTION LEVELS”
FOR INDIVIDUAL POLLUTANTS MUST BE LIMITED; THEY CANNOT SERVE
AS OR BE CONVERTED INTO NELS : : :

s IF NUMERIC VALUES ARE USED AS “BENCHMARKS” OR “ACTION LEVELS”
AS ONE METHOD FOR THE ASSESSMENT OF PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS,

April 29, 2011
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THE PERMIT MUST CONTAIN A CLEAR STATEMENT THAT COMPLIANCE
WITH THE TRIGGERED REQUIREMENTS IS COMPLIANCE WITH THE PERMIT.

SWRCB Panel on the feasibility of Numeric Effluent Limits

. The SWRCB convened an independent panel of experts to consider the feasibility of
Numeric Effluent Limits. This Blue Ribbon Panel made the following recommendation to the
Board about the feasibility of Numeric Effluent Limits for Industrial Activities.

“To establish Numeric Limits for industrial sites requires a reliable database,
describing current emissions by industry types or categories, and performance of existing BMPs.
The current industrial permit has not produced such a database for most industrial categories
because of inconsistencies in monitoring or compliance with monitoring requirements. The
Board needs to reexamine the existing data sources, collect new data as required and for
additional water quality parameters (the current permit requires only pH, conductivity, total
suspended solids, and either total organic carbon or oil and grease) to establish practical and
achievable Numeric Limits.” : ' '

The data released by Board staff for this Draft process are a compilation of data from annual
reports up to February 16, 2005 and specifically mentions it did not undergo QA/QC nor include
data on BMPs in effect at the monitoring locations. We do not believe the Board is being
consistent with the recommendation of the Blue Ribbon Panel. '

In the future, depending on how well the SMARTS database is designed and implemented and
on the quality of the data, there may be a dataset that enables the development of sector
appropriate Benchmarks. Currently we do not know of a dataset that enables this.

SWRCB Data Release : ' _
We are very appreciative that the Board made the compilation of data available on the website.
As a result we were able to review the NALs and corrective action triggers as they related to the
industries we represent. We have summarized that review in the table below.

pH ~ TSS EC 0&G
Industry Segment % >NAL %>2SNAL | %>NAL % >25NAL | %>NAL %3>2.35NAL | %> NAL % >2.5NAL
RMC : 46.05% | 22.57% 3888% | 19.78% 47.58% | 21,02% 6.89% 1.70%
Industrial Minerals and S&G | 7.04% 2.18% 54.07% | 43.70% 6829% | 40.00% 10539 | 324%
Sand and Gravel 6.86% 0.00% 61.63% | 45.35% 64.16% | 3699% - | 840% 3.36%
Asphalt 2.90% 0.00% ST9T% | 46.38% | 57.25% | 4203% 2025% . | 8.49%
All SWRCB Data 1132% | 3.03% 3021% | 15.22% _ § 3761% | 1638% 1565% | 545%

The Board’s own data strongly shows that the Benchmarks may not be suitable particularly to
industries that occupy large areas of natural land across the diverse geology and weather

conditions that exist within California. These industries are the ones typically represented by

f('Za,l(IZIMA and include mineral mines, sand and aggregate mines, and ready mix concrete
acilities. '

T.his data shows _that the data the board has for our industry sector shows a largé proportion of
discharges exceeds the values proposed for use as benchmarks and NEL’s. That is the data

April 29, 2011 ' : | s
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- would not seem to support the transition of the EPA benchmarks to NEL’s for this sector. Most -

_ importantly, the draft permit has offered no data to support the benchmarks as technology-based
limits, and the existing data provides no indication that existing technology that is economically
achievable would reduce constituents to the benchmark levels. In fact, it suggests that setting
these levels precipitously as NELs would cause widespread compliance issues which are of
grave concern to our members. :

Corrective Actions |

While corrective actions is a term used throughout the document for the purposes of this
discussion we are focusing on its usage in the Level 1, Level 2 and Level 3 corrective action

- ladder in Draft permit section XVIL. Some of our issues with this section deal with what appear
to be inconsistencies between the Fact Sheet and the permit itself. We are also concerned that
the specific fixed timelines may be impossible to meet, given the currently proposed strict

- requirements to use QSDs to write SWPPP revisions and the potential for late season storms
bumping into the end of the reporting year. -

Another issue is our concern over how the compliance triggers are applied. The SWRCB is
proposing the averaging of sampling results by SWAMPS to a specific storm event for
determination of whether a trigger has been met to reevaluate the SWPPP’s functionality in
controlling a pollutant.

We believe, considering testimony before the Board by CASQA on the potential for outlier
sampling results on a specific sample that it may be more appropriate and administratively much
easier on all parties involved to incorporate annual averaging as done in the Federal permit in
order to determine if reevaluation of a SWPPP is appropriate.

Permit Language vs. Fact Sheet Description of Corrective Actions

The very structure of the multi-year stepped corrective action process a SWPPP undergoes
should a facility meet a NAL trigger seems to anticipate the potential that year one source
controls may not be sufficient to fully meet a NAL. Setting aside the very issue that the EPA
benchmark values lack the technical underpinning to be used as Numeric Effluent Limits and
therefore it is unknowable if a facility can meet them, the fact sheet for the rule assumes
otherwise. It even seems to disagree with the permit’s language on what an operator is required
to achieve if in a Level 1 Corrective Action. That is the fact sheet states the operational controls
will achieve full compliance with the NAL while the order implicitly recognizes that structural
controls may be needed the following year should the NAL be exceeded again. The fact sheet

may have intended to reference the NAL action level 1 steps.

Page 31 of the Fact Sheet notes:
“b. Revise the SWPPP as appropriate to include additional operational source control

BMPs to achieve full compliance with the NALs.”
Pages 38 & 39 Section XVII (B)2(a) of the Draft notes:

a. Pollutant source(s) associated with industrial activity have been identified and
_ additional operational source control BMPs and/or SWPPP implementation measures

Aptil 29, 2011




CalCIMA Comments
Draft Industrial General Permit

have been included in the SWPPP in compliance with BAT/BCT. The certification shall
include a description of the pollutant source(s) causing the exceedance, a summary of the
existing BMPs associated with the pollutant source(s), and a detailed description of the
additional BMPs and SWPPP implementation measures necessary 10 comply with
BAT/BCT: or However, a discharger that does not comply with specific corrective action
requirements, is considered to be in violation of this General Permit. For incomplete
Tevel 1 and Level 2 corrective actions, the minimum penally that is automatically
imposed is automatic Level 3 corrective actions.

There is a disconnect here between the Fact Sheet that is clearly treating the NALs as inherently
achievable through utilizing operational source controls and stating corrective actions require
“fyll compliance” with the NALs, and the substance of the Draft which seems to recognize
BAT/BCT evaluation and potentially a multi year process starting at-operational controls and
moving to structural and treatment controls if the NAL’s were not met after the first year.

Background/Natural Occurrences and Correc_tivé Actions

Both within the Fact Sheet and the corrective actions steps for the level specific actions within
the permit there are references to NAL exceedences caused by natural occurrences or not related

- to industrial activities. These references are silent about any operational impact or resolution.
That is, the discharger is allowed to characterize and note an exceedance was caused by natural
occurrences but there is zero compliance benefit with this characterization.

Page 31-32 of the fact sheet: :

“If exceedances of NALs are not related to industrial activities conducted at the facility,
so that additional operational source control BMPs would be ineffective in lowering
pollutant concentrations, Dischargers shall provide a description of the non-industrial
related sources, and provide a specific detailed evaluation supporting that the facility’s
industrial activities are unrelated to the exceedances.”

Page 39 of the Draft permit; _ _

“c. Pollutant source(s)causing the exceedance of the NAL are not related to the facility's
industrial activities and no additional BMPs or SWPPP implementation measures are
required to reduce or prevent pollutants in storm water discharges in compliance with
BAT/BCT. The certification shall describe the non-industrial related source(s).”

While section C of the Draft permit removes the obligation on the permittee to undertake
SWPPP modifications and implementation of new source BMPs, it appears to provide no
protection from rising up to a Leve! 2 or Level 3 compliance scenario. ‘Facilities who have
successfully demonstrated an exceedance was not caused by their industrial activities would still
face additional compliance obligations in future years, including the potential additional
monitoring. This section is clearly a place where an off-ramp to the levels of corrective action
should be placed for facilities that have demonstrated the exceedance was not the result of their
industrial activities. Further, such off ramps should provide protection for the life of the permit
from incurring the unnecessary expense of repeating the analysis should an exceedance of the
same trigger be detected.
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As the permit is written we can Prove we are not responsible for a water quality concern but have
no reduction of obligations resulting from that proof. In addition to the off-ramp to the corrective
actions ladder, the permit should allow for facilities to factor in naturally occurring or
background concentrations of pollutants in the assessment of compliance with NALs. Operators
may be prevented by zoning laws, property rights or even water rights from addressing an issue
caused by background or run-on. The facility should be allowed to account for naturally
occurring constituents in its sample results.

Level 3 Corrective Actions

As we have stated previously we believe the utilization of the EPA benchmark values as NELs is
legally unsupportable. As such we believe this section should be removed. As currently written,
for a facility to get to a Level 3 status its storm water effluent would have exceeded a particular
threshold. This water quality exceedance would have triggered the formal review of the

. facility’s SWPPP and BMPs by the QSD. The BMPs, operational controls, source controls and
structural controls at the facility would have been modified twice already. Additionally, the
RWQCBs would have reviewed those modifications. Should a facility remain unable to
consistently achieve sampling results below the EPA benchmarks, it is more likely a result of the
infeasibility of the benchmark for that facility than any other factor. As an alternative, the Draft
could require the facility have a separate QSD conduct/repeat the analysis of Level 1 and Level 2
to possibly identify new BAT/BCT to address those issues as well as review that they were
properly implemented at the facility. But we are unable to support the use of Level 3 corrective
actions. :

Need for Differentiation in Use of Corrective Actions Terminology

Throughout the Draft permit the term “corrective actions” is used in referencing disparate actions
resulting in the modification of the SWPPP.

- We would note that E.47 of the Draft permit states;

“47. If a discharger fails to take the appropriate corrective action, then the applicable
NAL will become a Numeric Efffuent Limitation that subjects the discharger to
Mandatory Minimum Penalties (MMPs).”

First, as stated previously, we disagree the Board has met the legal threshold to set NELs. _
Second we are concerned by the use of such a subjective word as “appropriate,” particularly with
the poorly defined use of corrective action within the Draft. A discharger that has retained a
qualified QSD, followed the steps within the Corrective Action Levels, and followed the _
qualified professional’s expert guidance should under no circumstance be subject to an arbitrary

interpretation that the actions they took were inappropriate.

Correcti\}e actions is a term used broadly within the document. We have included some examples

below:

Under H.1.h Visual Inspections, page 26: o ‘ .
“ii. Implement any corrective actions and/or SWPPP revisions resulting from the

inspection;”’ and
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ii. .Prepare a summary and status of the corrective actions and SWPPP revisions
resulting from the quarterly inspections. This summary shall be reported in the Annual
Report; and” ' : '

This section makes it clear it is anticipating “corrective actions” as a result of the quarterly visual
inspections, It is clear these are different from the “corrective actions” defined in XVII, however
it is not clear they are not the same as the “corrective actions” referenced in E.47.

Under Section 1.4..Annual Compliance Evaluation Report it notes:.
¢.  Summary and implementation dates of all significant corrective actions and SWPPP
_ revisions for the reporting year; . :
d. ' Schedule for implementing any incomplete corrective actions and SWPPP revisions;
e. Any incidents of non-compliance and the corrective actions taken;

_ This section adds to the types of corrective actions. There are apparently significant (and thus
also insignificant) corrective actions. It remains unclear if the reference in “d” refersto
corrective actions as a result of activities under XVII, which are submitted as we read XVII.B.4
and XVILC.S5. in a separate report due by the same date as the annual report.

Finally as exceedences of NALs are not non-compliance (Findings 1.E.43) with the permit it
includes another level of “corrective action™ which are apparently actions undertaken as the
result of non-compliance. '

In addition, “corrective action” is not defined within the glossary in Attachment K pro’v‘i'ding us
with no way to ascertain its intended meaning. There is clearly a great deal of clarification that
is needed for this specific term in the permit and we request a definition and more consistent
usage. : :

NAL Corrective Action Time Schedule

Sections XVILB 3-6 of the Draft permit sets a time schedule for corrective actions under the
operational source controls. However there are no explicit definitions of compliance year or
reporting year within the documents so we are unable to be certain whether these are feasible
time frames. Based on the sampling quarters we believe the reporting year may be January
through December with an annual report due the following July 15. We are unsure why the two_
terms “compliance year” and “reporting year” are used throughout the Draft in different sections; -
and this should be clarified and defined so dischargers properly understand their obligations
under the permit. ' o '

In some sections of the Draft we believe there may be insufficient time to comply due to the
_strict nature of obligations and professional qualifications currently proposed by the Draft
permit. For example in Section XVIL.B.5: .
“5. If the Regional Water Board provides written comments on the Level 1 NAL
Exceedance Evaluation Report, the discharger shall, within 30 days of receipt of the
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Regional Water Board’s comments, revise the NAL Exceedance Evaluation Report,
SWPPP, and/or monitoring program to address the comments. ”

Our understanding is that only the QSD can make such SWPPP changes for us. With the strict
standards on QSD certification it is very unlikely most dischargers will have them on staff and
will instead have to rely on consultants. As such, a 30-day turn around seems very challenging.
This is especially true for complex sites since the QSD would have to develop a thorough and
familiar understanding of the discharger’s facility and activities. We request language enabling
the request for an extension be incorporated. '

In addition, there needs to be a defined time period for the Regional Water Quality Control
Boards to return comments and suggestions for submitted evaluation reports. Since dischargers
would be expending significant resources implementing the evaluation report recommendations,
they cannot be expected to act without knowledge of whether the recommendations are
acceptable. We recommend a time limit for the RWQCB’s review, after which time dischargers
can safely assume that their plans have not been disagreed with and their suggested responses are
not going to be vetoed by the RWQCB. Dischargers are required to implement the activities
they put forward in their report by October 1. It would be inherently unfair to dischargers to
have them implement their changes and then have the plans be modified by the RWQCB without
sufficient time ahead of the October 1 implementation period.

We are appreciative of the inclusion the 90 day period in the Section XVILB.6. given to revise
and implement the Regional Board’s comments. However the Draft permit seems to provide no
opportunity to dispute activities Regional Boards suggest. It is very feasible that highly
regulated businesses could be placed into a situation where potential recommendations would

- create violations of other regulatory regimes or create workplace hazards. It would be
unreasonable of us to expect RWQCB to understand the full complexity of the regulated
environment our facilities operate in, or legitimate economic and operational impediments to
implementing their proposed solutions. There needs to be a defined discussion that can occur
between the QSD expert on the discharger’s side and the regulators to ensure proposed solutions
are correct and then an implementation timeline that is reasonable.

XVIL.C Timeline Uncertainties

Section XVII.C.7 has an incomplete thought and clarification is needed:"
“7. A schedule for completing required structural and/or treatment BMPs If prior

to October 1 of the following reporting year.” .

BIER Extension request . .
This section is clearly needed and we appreciate its inclusion within any benchmark zvaitcllae?on
process. However, as Drafted it is completely unclear what. I:e.medy we may ?av-e.an ) l; e
what standards the RWQCB may deny such a request.. Facilities that cannot eg%tlrkrlg.a lclzly

the timeline need a certain method to obtain an extension. The mining mdystr;; 1s.1‘1.g s);n .
regulated and any major modifications or the cre_:atic?n of new structn;resbat. l(:jt}r acfl: l.11111ei:ts w}{ich
trigger modifications to our reclamation plans, grading permits, and/or building permuits,

10
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“may also trigger a CEQA process. An operator that could not comply in timely fashion could be
forced into non-compliance by an inappropriate denial. We also disagree that a civil engineer
-should be required to submit this report. There are many reasons a facility may need an
extension of time in order to implement changes that are completely outside an engineer’s area
of expertise and does not require an engineer’s review. '

Natural Constituents/Background

We find no section of the Draft Permit that clearly addresses the issue of background and natural
constituents. Provisions dealing with run-on seem to assume we will be able to divert water '
flows entering our propertics, which is not always feasible and in most cases is illegal if they are
waters of the US or State. The permit also does not factor in natural inputs such as groundwater
seeps or natural springs; such uncontrollable sources frequently occur in mines but are difficult,
if not impossible, to divert or prevent. For example, we have seen a mine with groundwater that
is naturally high in salts and nitrates seeping from the walls into storm water collection areas. It
would be impossible to divert such seeps, which often show up as mere dampness on the walls. It
would also be impossible to prevent the comingled storm water and groundwater from
discharging, since the seeps occur in the mine’s primary storm water collection system. Such a
facility would be unfairly penalized under the currently proposed Dratt.

Clear language needs to be added to the permit that ensures facilities do not end up regulated for
ambient background concentrations of constituents in storm water. There are provisions that
seem to recognize the potential but no clear statements ensuring dischargers are held accountable
only for their actions. We would suggest the following possible language addition:

"The contribution of natural background water quality conditions shall not be considered
in determining exceedances of the requirements of Section LI (Discharge Prohibitions), V.
(Effluent Limitations), VI (Receiving Water Limitations), IV (Non-Storm Water Discharges), and
' XVILE NAL Corrective Action Triggers” .

- Mandatory BMP’s, Covered Materials and Daily Cleaning

Section VIILH.1 of the Draft permit requires minimum BMPs to be implemented “throughout”
the facility. CalCIMA does not object to additional guidance on BMPs. However, because the
listed BMPs cannot reasonably be implemented at all types of industrial facilities, CalCIMA
requests that this section be revised as discussed below. :

The language of the introduction to VIII.H.1 is overly restrictive as written, allowing a -
discharger to vary from a specific BMP only if it is "inapplicable.” We see many BMPs that are
needed for many facilities, but not for all facilities. We understand that if certain BMPs are
omitted entirely from the permit it could seem to endorse a less than rigorous SWPPP. A
rigorous SWPPP program can be achieved while still retaining some flexibility to allow the
necessary application of appropriate BMP standards tailored to each industry and facil-ity; In
addition, clarification of language in VIIL.H.1 is needed regarding "burden of proof" and the
areas in which minimum BMPs apply. v
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To make BMPs truly mandatory would require findings by the State Board that the BMPs ,
actually represent BCT for conventional pollutants and BAT for other pollutants. Each of these
standards requires specific consideration, in varying respects, of costs and technological
feasibility. Because the State Board has not performed or provided such a detailed analysis,
leeway must be provided in the selection of BMPs to allow appropriate implementation of the

BAT and BCT standards.!

In addition, the areas of the facility that do not produce (originate or carry) storm water
associated with industrial activity that discharges to waters of the U.S. should be more clearly
‘excluded from the mandatory minimum BMPs. Such areas include, areas where stormwater
drains only to retention ponds, for evaporation, percolation and/or reuse, or is otherwise
contained. : : '

Finally, the Draft language inappropriately states that a discharger “has a burden of proving”
certain judgments. The discharger’s obligations should simply be clearly outlined in the permit,
and in any enforcement action the burden of proof should be appropriately placed based on
applicable principles of law. The permit can do so by simply requiring adequate justification for
variance from the minimum BMPs, '

Requested Revision to Minimum BMPs Introductory Paragraph:

CalCIMA therefore requests that the paragraph under the heading “Minimum BMPs” Section
VILH.1 be revised to the following: _
“Dischargers shall implement the BMPs identified by the OSD in the SWPPP in areas of the
facility from which storm water associated with industrial activity is discharged to waters of the U.S
unless inapplicable, infeasible, or otherwise clearly ina ropriate for the facility. Determination o
feasibility and gppropriateness of @ BMP may take into consideration operational, regulatory_and

physical constraints,”

In ensuring highly qualified and trained individuals develop SWPPPs and that those SWPPPs
undergo review, it is completely appropriate to have the facilities’ BMPs be the BMPs identified
by that process within their SWPPP. :

As noted above, if dischargers are allowed to provide justification of variance from BI_\/I?S under
appropriate circumstances, there may be little need to debate the exact wording of individual
BMPs. Since the Draft language in the introduction is so inflexible, however, CalCIMA must

comment on particular minimum BMPs.

Request for Revision to Specific Minimum BMP requiring Cover, Section
VIILH.1.a.iv:

Section VIILH.1.a.(iv) includes a minimum BMP that requires covering of all “stored indl;l;itl'ial
materials that can be readily mobilized by contact with storm water. CalCIMA requests the

following revisions to VIILH.1(iv):

' i i that a zero pollutant load be achieved,
1 We also note that there is no legal requirement under the Clean Water Ac.:t d mplm31 T e e s
" and since some mandatory BMPs, such as covering storage areas, are designed to completely

from a particular area, it is impossible to state an alternative that provides strictly

pollutants.

“equivalent reduction” of
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/

Insert the following at the end of this paragraph: “This minimum BMP shall not apply to
stockpiles of aggregate. ore, minerals, overburden, and/or rock dumps at aggregate, mining,
and related construction material operations (i.e. concrele and asphalt production facilities)."”

Stockpiles of different types of aggregate, or rock material, are integral and ubiguitous to an
aggregate plant. A typical aggregate plant might have two dozen stockpiles of such material .
Usually conical in shape, the stockpiles are constantly in use throughout a business day. They
are replenished by overhead belt conveyors or radial stackers, and then constantly being removed
by loaders as the material is sold. The material is aggregate of varying diameters, ranging from
sand, various sizes of asphalt and concrete aggregate, rail ballast, 3 to 4-inch rock for improved
roadways on construction prajects and rip rap of varying sizes. We would also note that these
materials are often utilized in storm water controls, such as gravel and sand bags and filters.. It
is typically wetted during the crushing and screening processes to prevent particulate matter
(dust) emissions and is further wetted as needed to prevent dust emissions during loading and
hauling. This effort all contributes to a facility’s operational controls for air compliance as well
as helping to control contribution of significant dust-derived pollutants to stormwater. Other
BMPs are employed that direct and control drainage and the mobilization of material,
appropriate to the site. ' : ' ' :

Because of the nature of the material, the proximity of heavy machinery, and the constant use of
stockpiles, covering of the material would be unnecessaty and impractical. Thus, we request that
this provision not apply to aggregate and mining operations. In addition, we have attached an
MSHA document that helps explain the hazards to our employees from working on or around the
the piles. As that document notes, “No person shall be permitted to walk or stand immediately
above a reclaiming area or in any other area at or near a surge or storage pile where the '
reclaiming operation may expose him to a hazard.” Covering stockpiles will put our workers in
harm’s way. :

CalCIMA does support BMPs that would prevent these materials from discharging off property
with the storm water discharges, with flexibility to allow tailoring of the BMPs to each specific .
facility. These BMPs could include grading the storage area to prevent run-on, treating run-off:
in silt retention ponds or devices, and placing berms or filtering devices around the piles (except
for vehicle entry and exit points). o

In addition, we would note the terms “significant materials” and “industrial materials” seem to -

" be used interchangeably across the Draft permit. Attachment C contains a definition for '
“industrial materials” while “significant materials” seems to be defined in VITLF. ‘As :
Attachment C is a reference document for the Conditional Exclusion — No Exposure and Section
VIILF refers to the materials defined within the order and listed in the SWPPP, it would be
advisable to change “industrial materials” to “significant materials™ to be consistent with the
definitions found inside the permit. This lack of consistency exists in multiple places within the
Draft and can only promote confusion. ' .

2 s .
Stockpiling Safety, SM 27, Revised 2001, US Department of Labor, Mine Safety and Health Administrati
49 citation of 30 CFR 77.209 ’ y nd Healls AETESton Foge

April 29, 2011
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Request for Revision to Minimum BMP Requiring Diversion of Run-On (Sections
VILH.1.a.vii): '

CalCIMA requests the fo.llowing revisions of minimum BMP language concerning diversion of
run-on to a facility:

Section VIII.H.1.a.vii:

DBivert Minimize as practicable significant storm water or authorized non-storm water

Slows from non-industrial areas (such as employee parking) from contact with industrial
areas of the facility. Significant fElows from non-industrial areas that contact industrial
areas of the facility are subject to this General Permit's requirements. :

Section VIIL.H.1.g:

Erosion/Sediment Control typically includes practices to prevent erosion from
occurring. This includes the planting and maintenance of vegetation to stabilize
the ground, diversion of re-or-andrun-off away from areas subject to erosion,
minimization of significant run-on as practicable, ete. Sediment control includes
practices to reduce the discharge of sediment once erosion has occurred....

Depending upon the source and configuration of the run-on, diversion may not be legally
authorized or environmentally beneficial. For instance, the diversion or obstruction of the
natural flow of a river, stream, or lake could require a Streambed Alteration Agreement under §
1602 of the California Fish & Game Code. The California Department of Fish & Game '
("CDFG") conditions Streambed Alteration Agreements to avoid substantial adverse affects upon
fish and wildlife resources. Depending upon the location and configuration of the run-on, CDFG
could determine that diversion would substantially adversely affect such resources and would
impese conditions limiting the diversion. Similarly, if diversion affects a wetland or other water
body that is jurisdictional under § 404 of the Clean Water Act, the United States Army Corps of
Engineers may condition authorization under § 404 to limit that diversion. In addition, diversion
of a channelized surface flow may also require a water right permit. Keep in mind that diversion
may not even be feasible. If a waterway bisects an entire property, it is impossible to divert it. If -
a property is adjacent to a major road or freeway, and run off from these roadways was designed
to drain toward the property, the facility is not able to alter that construction and may not have
alternatives to divert it. As discussed above, some facilities experience natural groundwater
inputs in the form of “seeps™ that occur along the entire mine walls. Such dampness on the walls

is practically impossible to divert or prevent.

The potenﬁal conflict between diversion of run-on and other regulatory requirements highlights

the fact that diversion is not necessarily the most s?fft?ctiye or envrronmeffltally Ze?seftc;::u?_eans
of protecting water quality, particularly where an 1ns.1gn1ﬁcar_1t amount of é“ur;gre Sl e

- ot Jy. CalCIMA requests that the Draft permit be rev1se.d to prf)t\t/ll e ’
i;ﬁa?;l;glgéthods for minimizing water quality impacts associated with run-on.

14
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- Request for Revision to Speclfic Minimum BMP requiring Minimizing of Materlal
Handling and Spill Response (Sections VIILH.1.d and) :

Section VIII.H.1.d (Material Handling/Waste Management) and related provisions of Section.
VIILH1.c (Spill Response), make many references to the handling or spilling of “materials.”
Above we noted the inconsistencies in the use of either significant materials or industrial
materials. Again there is 2 need for a thorough review of key terminology and definitions to
ensure consistency and clarity throughout the Draft. We certainly understand the difficulty in
reviewing such a document and the seeming interchangeability of these terms. However, the
Draft needs to be clear on what meaning specifically is mtended so we can properly analyze and
comply w1th the permlt

Request for Deletion of Daily Inspections and Cleaning VIILH.1.d.v
“Inspect and clean daily any outdoor material/waste handling equipment or containers
that can be contaminated by contact with industrial materials or wastes.”

Our members operate equipment and processing facilities that by their very nature are outside.
California Air Resources Board: (CARB) has estimated that up to 11% of the state’s mobile off’
road equipment fleet is in operation- In the mining industry’. In addition CARB estimated there
were approximately 180,000 vehicles® subject to their off-road regulation. This means there are
on the order of 18,000 vehicles that the mining industry would need to inspect and clean daily. If
we assume it takes only 20 minutes to inspect and clean this equipment (a likely underestimate),
this translates to about 187,500 8-hour workdays of labor each year to meet this BMP
requirement alone. This works out to about 750 personnel years of labor over the same 250 day
work year, to implement this BMP on off road equlpment at mines. Our ¢conveyor systems and
plants would requlre even more time. :

The conveyor systems at some facilities are extensive and serve to eliminate the need for diesel
powered haul trucks. CARB recognized the benefits of such stationary systems in the adoption
of their Off Road Diesel Air Toxic Control Measure for off road equipment where they allowed
credits for facilities switching from diesel powered equipment to such stationary electric
powered material handling equipment. The Mine Safety and Health Administration has strict

~ guidance on working around these structures due to the hazards associated with pulleys. As
many of these systems connecting the area of extraction to mineral processing can cover long
distances and are a single conveyor, shutting down these systems to clean them daily may
prevent the use of these structures to reduce air pollutants Operators need other BMP options
for such beneficial infrastructure. :

Equipment used to move earth-derived materials should not have to be “inspected and cleaned
daily” simply on the basis that the equipment *can be contaminated by contact with industrial
materials or wastes.” Loaders and other mining equipment are periodically cleaned, but cleaning
the equipment daily actually would increase the disturbance of mud and rock material on them
and produce additional wastewater and waste material to be separately managed.

. ¥ http://www.arb.ca.goviregact/2007/ordiesl07/isor. pdf page 15
http://www.arb.ca gov/regact/2007/ordiesI07/isor.pdf page 17
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~ We agree that proper maintenance and inspection of our equipment is necessary, but this goal is
captured under other housekeeping activities that a qualified QSD would develop for our
facilities. This particular BMP is particularly burdensome and should be deleted.

Description of Potential Dust and Particulate Generating Activities (Section
VIIL.G.3) .

Section VIIL.G.3 requires that dischargers identify the sources of dust generating activities
including where the dust will be deposited and the quantity of dust deposited. CalCIMA
members do generally support the identification of types of dust sources and their locations at a
facility. Knowing the sources and location of dust generating sources will help the discharger to
control dust at the source and implement proper housekeeping activitics. However, the
requirement to "estimate the quantity of dust and particulate pollutants that may be deposited

- within the facility's boundaries" is too onerous, as would be any requirement that every source be
mapped. Identifying where dust would settle and quantifying the amount would require much

time, effort, and money and would not help- in the reduction of storm water pollutants. There is
no guidance as to how to perform these items and what size fraction of the dust to consider. A
high degree of air modeling would be necessary to determine the locations and quantity of dust
deposited. The air modeling would entail a site-specific meteorological study and a study of dust
particle size, among other things.

Therefore, we request that the requirement to estimate the quantity of dust and particulate
pollutants that may be deposited within facility boundaries be deleted. Tn addition, because the
number of separate sources can be considerable and most are closely regulated by air permits, we
request the following language be added at the end of the section: "The description need not

_ provide detailed descriptions of the locations of fadd only if éstimation of quantity is retained:
‘and estimated quantities of pollutants from,'] any source covered by an air pollution control
permit."

Facilities have air permits that restrict the amount of dust the equipment can generate, and there
are maintenance and monitoring programs that target dust reduction, These source controls,
along with BMPs that target sediment, are sufficient to treat for potential impacts of dust. The
added burden of quantifying every source of dust is unnecessary.

Inspections

- The proposed permit requires far too many inspections. We appreciate the efforts CA§QA
undertook in developing a complete list of requirements, which makes it clear that facilities end
up being required to conduct over 400 inspections each year under the progosed Drflﬂ:. The 2004
Draft permit had similar issues and our industry suggested many mod‘iﬁcatlons, which reduced
the total inspection without compromising needed evaluation and review. We l}ave addressed
the inappropriate nature of the daily cleaning and inspection of .equ1pment previously. However,
the burdens of the inspection program go beyond that.. We believe the. Board should go back .to
the drawing board on these inspection requirements. They can be significantly reduced and still
ensure proper monitoring of facilities and their SWPPP controls.
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Visual Monitoring and Sample Collection

Xil.D.1 ‘

1. Dischargers are not required to collect samples or conduct visual monitoring under
the following conditions: - ,

a. During dangerous weather conditions such as flooding and electrical storms;

b, Outside of scheduled operating hours

Currently the exceptions to this section are too limited. Mines exist in extremely rural locations
and some also can operate as an aggregate processing/manufacturing ¢enter overnight. The
geography as well as wildlife hazards of some facilities simply make it unsafe for employees to
undertake sampling in some scenarios, such as at night. Likewise these facilities are typically
not in lighted industrial parks, making visual observations at night infeasible. The Board should
add a safety and nighttime provision for operations that may have these scenarios at certain
outfalls on their facilities. We believe it would be fair to allow such facilities to designate such
discharge locations within their SWPPP along with safety hazards, which make monitoring that
outfall during nighttime hours t0o hazardous. We would appreciate the Board’s consideration of
this request. - C . :

X.F .
F. A discharger shall collect samples from all storm water drainage areas within four
hours after a qualified storm event has been determineds. This only applies during
scheduled facility operating hours. '

This section does not provide enough time to collect samples. Particularly in this economy our
members have sites which are unstaffed and operational for which SWPPPs are still maintained.
These sites contain stockpiled materials ready for employee load out, are maintained in
accordance with their SWPPP’s and would seem to still require sample collection. A time period
of between 6-8 hours would be more appropriate as a result of these realities. This would enable -
appropriately trained personnel the time to reach the facilities. It is also important to hote our
industry is required to analyze all days of a storm event. : :

QSD/QSP & Team Clarifications |

We have several questions and clarifications which are needed within this section. These
revolve around the acceptable duties, number of QSPs needed at a facility, training requirements
and qualifications. ' '

QSD/QSP Qualifications: .

We believe the qualifications to be a QSD need consideration for expansion, perhaps evenona -
sector specific basis. A professional in stormwater and erosion control should be qualified to act
“as a QSD; especially for facilities like a mine site, such professionals would be more than
qualified to develop BMP improvements. A professional in storm water and erosion control is
not limited in knowledge to just erosion and sediment controls; they often have significant

April 29, 2011
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experience and knowledge in other types of BMP and treatment controls that should qualify them
as QSDs. ' ' :

Likewise, while we understand how a civil engineer’s certification may in some cases be
mandatory for a treatment system, we are uncertain why a California registered PE, who can
develop similar systems for other regulations, isn’t eligible. We also would like to echo the
comments raised during the Hearing regarding the importance of grandfathering those
individuals who are currently working on, developing and implementing SWPPPs at facilities.
The Board should work with stakeholders to develop appropriate “educational and work
experience” backgrounds that would qualify QSDs,

These individuals have invaluable real world experience of what does and does not work at the
facilities they serve. The operation of a test program to certify and test their knowledge should
be adequate, along with verified work experience and educational background, to enable these
individuals to develop SWPPPs. The fact that a civil engineer may be needed for certain
calculations should not prevent other qualified and experienced individuals from continuing to

earn a living,

In addition, we do not believe it is necessary to maintain two distinct QSD/QSP general permit
training standards within the State. While a small minority of industries may have highly
specialized constituent issues, this is not universally the case. If you look across the general
industries in the State you find mining, landfiils, ready mix facilities, vineyards, and
construction. They fall under different general permits but deal with the same cormmon storm
water pollutants: sediment/TSS, pH from processes or concrete, metals (typically
suspended/totals) due to the TSS and geology, nitrates, and other general minerals. A QSD
experienced in the field of storm water should be capable of dealing with these pollutants and
their sources at both construction and industrial operations.

Appropriate reminders that certain professional activities within the State already require specific
certifications would be useful in the Draft. But limiting broader activities outside those areas of
specialization would be detrimental. Excluding experienced professionals who have worked for
years in the storm water field would deny them of their livelihoods. This can be avoided by
developing objective criteria for non-engineering professionals to follow in continuing their

" work,

OSD/QSP Training Time Limitations

VIIB.2 _ |
2. The discharger shall ensure that the QSD successfully completes the State Water

Board-sponsored or approved OSD training course within one year afier the effective
date of this General Permit. ' _

VII.B.3

. Qu"ﬂfﬁed SWP: }; P;‘szzizlto:;tr;he SWPPP’s BMPs and monif‘oring requ;rel?zee;tz:;rfhm
e aya ¢ fxlﬁied SWPPP Practitioner (QSP). The discharger s aEd i
ity byja%lgu completes the State Water Boara'-spons?red or aéolp;z:ma

‘;}:;r%g igzxzswitzin one year from the effective date of this Gener i

‘ 18-

April 29,2011




CalCIMA Comments
Draft Industrial General Permit

As written the order seems to limit QSDs and QSPs to getting their certifications only within the
first twelve months of the permit. We believe this is an unintentional error. We can of course
understand the need to have QSDs and QSPs who need to immediately implement storm water
programs be trained and certified within a brief time period. There is, however, no justifiable
reason to prevent companies from hiring and training new graduates or to prevent individuals
from receiving training and gaining experience to eventually obtain QSD certification. Indeed it
would seem desirable to ensure training is available continuously to both provide replacement
workers and to encourage highly educated and certified professionals to develop lifetime
professional expertise in developing SWPPPs, Likewise the Board would not want to create a
scenario where a scarcity of QSDs limits new facility job creation or investment from out-of
state.

These sections should be clearly differentiated between training requirements for implementation
of the permit after adoption without preventing new training and certifications from occurring
over the life of the permit. ' '

If staff holds to their statement that each facility should have a QSP, which we will comment on
a bit later, it is highly unlikely the state could provide enough training and certifications in a
twelve month period to provide an adequate supply of QSPs over the life of the permit for the up
to 20,000 facilities staff stated in'presentations might end up regulated with the changes to this
permit. ' .

We would also note depending on exactly how the Board decides training and certification for
the development of SWPPPs will operate, as well as if there is any leeway on QSD or QSP
 certification for initial development, these decisions will have a great deal of impact on the
effective date of the order. If people need a trained QSP on site day one, the implementation
date will not be able to occur until after enough classes and graduates have been created to

actually enable industry to comply. Sirnilar issues arise in ensuring an adequate pool of qualified
QSDs. . :

Adding the following to the end of these sections should address the ongoing training issues, |
“ or if more than one year from the effective date of this General Permit prior to undertaking
work or consulting activities as a QSP.” Substitute QSD in the appropriate section.

However, with QSPs we believe it would be advisable to allow dischargers an emergency
scenario upon the loss of a QSP, where a trained team member could step in and fill those
obligations for a limited period of time. Employees are always free to seek other employment
and tragedies in life do occur. An operation should not face shutdown by losing their only QSP.
Instead, they should be provided a window of time under which to get an existing team member
certified through the approved course ot hire a replacement. Thus the appropriate timeline would
be the frequency of QSP training courses anticipated. Such a provision will always be important -
for single facility businesses. Ifit is clarified for multi facility businesses that one QSP can |
oversee multiple facilities much as trained environmental people do for other issues today, it
would be less of an issue for thos¢ operators.

April 29, 2011
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OSP Requirements

In meetings with Board staff it was clarified for us that their current intent was to have a
designated QSP for each facility under the permit. While we understand that each facility under
permit needs a QSP that understands the facility and the SWPPP at the facility, we do not
necessarily believe that this requires a QSP at each and every site. Our industry manages many
complex environmental and regulatory issues by having professionals who oversee such
activities work along with trained team members at the site. We believe the Drafi permit’s
training structure still enables such practices. As such we believe the Board should consider
clarifying QSP and team roles to enable such operations for employers with multiple facilities.
We would note the current Draft permit is somewhat unclear on what actions under the permit a
QSP provides as well as what the trained team is allowed to do.

Section VILB.3 Qualified SWPPP Practitioner: -
The discharger shall ensure that the SWPPP’s BMPs and monitoring requirements are
implemented by a Qualified SWPPP Practitioner (OSP)....

Section VIL.D.2 Pollution Prevention Team : :

Dischargers shall include the Jollowing items in the SWPPP: '

a. The names and titles of “specific individuals or the positions within the Jacility
organization” (team members) that assist the OSD/QSP to implement the SWPPP and
conducting all monitoring requirements required in Section IX.

.b. The responsibilities, duties, and activities of each of the team members.

<. The procedures that shall be implemented o identify alternate team members to
implement the SWPPP and monitoring requirements when the regularly assigned team
members are temporarily unavailable (due to vacation, illness, out of town business,
etc.).

In addition, Section VIILH.1.e provides requirements for the training and documentation of the
team under BMPs,

It is clear the permit as written contemplates an on-site multi-employee approach that may be
implemented by employers. This enables some delegation of SWPPP duties to trained team
members, including potential monitoring activities. This of course leads to questions of who can
~ be trained to do what by the QSP in the implementation of the permit, but also supports Fhe geed
for a well developed plan overseen by a QSP that may have responsibility for multiple sites in a

geographic region.

We believe it.would be possible to enable QSP designation under a permit, so one QSP could

. 3 qe 0 a » . . h

potentiaﬂy oversee and train teams at multiple facilities. We beheé; lt)hl: 01; 3 f;lselsretgif; ?;p;;aec
ini he site as a QSP,

i i _rather than training someone at t

in many instances as,rat

] g
g
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iready provides for a defined plan including a division of responsibilities.
alre
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Erosion and Sediment Controls

Section VHL.C.3: . _

3. Erosion and sediment BMPs to control the discharge of sediment shall be designed for no less
than a 10-year, 24-hour (expressed in inches of rainfall)Compliance Storm Event. In addition,
all treatment BMPs for any other pollutants shall be designed for no less than a 10-year, 24- '
hour storm event. . :

The section above seems to disagree with Section VIII._H;I .g.iv, which seems to apply the 10-
year, 24-hour storm event standard to sediment basins: - :

' “g Erosion and Sediment Controls 7
Typically includes practices 1o prevent erosion from occurring. This includes the planting
and maintenance of vegetation to stabilize the ground, diversion of run-on and runoff
away from areas subject to erosion, elc. Sediment control includes practices to reduce
the discharge of sediment once erosion has occurred. Such practices can include
sedimeniation ponds, silt screens, etc. For each facility location identified in Section
XIIL.G.6, dischargers shall: ‘ '

e

iv. At sites where sediment basins are used, dischargers shall, at a minimum,
design sediment basins according to the method provided in CASQA’s
Industrial and Commercial BMP Guidance Handbook and satisfy the 10 year,
24-hour compliance storm event requirement.”

A strict reading of Section VIIL.C.3. would seem to limit each and every BMP to being
engineered to handle the discharge associated with a 10-year, 24-hour storm event. We believe
applying that definition would be harmful to the utilization of BMPs known to be effective but
whose benefit could not be quantified to that level of engineering rigor. We do not believe this
interpretation was staff’s intent, however the section should be clarified.

In addition, we believe for existing facilities there should be grandfathering provisions that
protect existing structures and space constrained facilities. The Board should include provisions
that enable construction of such BMPs to a different standard if the QSD certifies an inability
due to space constraints to meet the set standard. Otherwise a small facility needing to create
treatment controls may not be able to comply with the permit.

ComplianCé Storm Event |

First we do find the concept of a compliance storm event helpful and appreciate its inclusion.
However we believe the 10-year event is too large to be utilized in this capacity. Qur
understanding, based on conversations with Board staff, is that the intent was to use the 10-year
event as the threshold to exempt NAL exceedances from triggering corrective actions. '
However, we are unclear on where this concept is explicitly contained within the Draft pérmit.
We would appreciate being directed to where that concept is included within the Draft or pérhaps
corrected if that was not staff’s intent and it was simply an engineering design standard, ',
Recognizing the definition is appropriately conditioned to not limit the Federal Subpart N
requirements we believe the compliance storm event as defined is too large. '
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The recent storms provided us a good opportunity to put the size of a 10-year 24-hour storm in
relative context. Utilizing the preliminary weather data available from weather. gov we would
note that the two largest days of rain in Sacramento occurred on February 25, 2011 at 1.06 inches
and February 16, 2011 at 0.86 inches of precipitation. However, a 10 year 24 hour storm event
for Sacramento would fall on the isometric map at 30 tenths of an inch of rain or at 3 inches. A
10 year 24 hour storm is therefore three times the precipitation experienced during what were
very significant recent storms. o

Protection of Trade Secrets

The document does not seem to provide provisions for facilities to protect trade secrets. Some of
- CalCIMA’s members are vertically integrated mining and manufacturing facilities, which
compete in a highly competitive environment. Often their competitive advantage is within their
formulations or even processing techniques. The Board needs to work with industries on
developing a reasoned approach whereby facilities can keep specified components of their
processes secret while still implementing proper controls. California industry shoulders many
costs our foreign competitors do not; it is simply not appropriate to place their competitive
advantages on a document accessible on the Internet.

Other Issues

Group Monitoring Program Removal

CalCIMA has several members that participate in the current permit group monitoring program.
We encourage the Board to carefully review CASQA’s comments against the removal of this
program. We agree with CASQA’s comments on the permit and encourage its continnation for
the benefit of the State. We strongly agree the Board should convene a stakeholder meeting with
the participants and managers of the existing program.

Natural Disasters

During flooding events our industry provides the basic raw materials used in sand bagging,
maintaining and strengthening levees and other emergency responses. Thc‘e Qverall'beneﬁts ‘fo
water quality and society itself from preventing flood waters and destruction of homes, business

4 ) . N . N . ] I
and propetty certainly warrant an exclusion from compliance violations gugllﬁ%essu&?lrsgfﬁo n
de? to provide sand, rip rap or other necessary materlals our members faci
g;erate when they otherwise would be shut down.

. isasters. Natural
. . much' of our State is subject to earthqt_xak?s and otl}er lﬁatsu;?lg(:;s:;v e eiites
I&l ke\:’l:: ’which occur during the rainy season and d;sru%ts, disa v?ith i extonsive
om- 1d against the discharger. _ 4
ntrols should not be held against B velop of
| Stom']t(::iar:?r‘;:uirements and strict benchmarking processes, the Board
moni ric
ramps to deal with such unpredictable occurrences.
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We would appreciate the opportunity to work with the Board and staff on this issue.

Definitions/Clarifications/Incomplete Sections

‘Reviewing this Draft permit was a particular challenge due to incomplete sections and analyses,
lack of definitions, and the inherent uncertainties those create in attempting to analyze such a
complex proposal. -

Definition/Clarity Issues

We have already covered several sections where a lack of definitions or potential uncertainty in
how staff intended sections to operate needed clarification. In addition to these issues already
discussed we would note the following:

When Does a Storm Event End?

Large area facilities are required to monitor all days of a storm event but it is'co‘_mpletely unclear
when a storm event ends, Once we understand where that point is we will be able to more fully
comment on sampling measures as well as differentiation of sampling results between storm
events. '

Conflicting Definitions of Qualified Storm Event in Attachment K.

Attachment K, differs from other definitions throughout the rule as follows;
“3 [s a storm event that was preceded by five consecutive days of dry weather. Dry
weather shall be defined as five consecutive days of combined rainfall of less than % inch
as measured by an on-site rainfall measurement device.”

When is a Storm Anticipated?

The Draft permit requires pre-storm inspections, yet does not give clear guidance on when a
storm should be considered predicted and when such inspection should be conducted. We
suggest utilizing a percent chance of rain to trigger pre-rain inspections.

G-SIRT

‘G-SIRT sounds like a potentially promising concept, however, until we have been able to review.
the proposal it will be impossible to consider how it may impact our operations.

Missing Rationales

On page one of the Fact Sheet there is a missing citation to an analysis of the Board’s
cf)r'nsmerat_lon of the factors required by 40 CFR Section 125.3. We found no further analysis
citing that section within the document. ' ' ) :

April 29, 2011
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CalCIMA Comments
Draft Industrial General Permit

On page eight of the Fact Sheet it is noted,;

“[The State Water Board must consider a number of factors including the cost of

achieving effluent reductions in relation to the effluent reduction benefits, the age of the

equipment and facilities, the processes employed and any required process changes, engineering

aspects of the control technologies, non-water quality environmental impacts (including energy
requirements), and other such other Jactors as the State Water Board deems appropriate (CWA

304(b)(1)(B)). This analysis and rationale is still under development at this time and will be

completed prior to adoption. ]’ '

CalCIMA would greatly appreciate the ability to review and comment on this missing analysis.
Understanding the benefits and costs of the permit is critical to ensuring it creates a successful
and sustainable structure for California,

In order to properly respond and comment on the Draft the public needs a complete document
 that can be analyzed in full with references. Tt is very difficult to respond to actions where the
Board’s own justification cannot be examined. As we requested at the Hearing, we will need an
opportunity to comment on the full Draft permit again when it comes before the Board. The
incompleteness and lack of clarity in the current version would make the more limited response
to errata utilized during the Construction Permit process inappropriate.

Structural Controls Definition:

Attachment K of the Draft includes this definition of structural controls;
“Any structural facility designed and constructed to mitigate the adverse impacts of storm
water and urban runoff pollution.” ' :

With the permit’s reliance on civil engineers we wanted to clarify that non permanent BMPs such as

berming, mounding, check dams, and wattles/silt fences have been traditionally considered structural
BMPs; structural BMPs do not necessarily mean only hard structures designed by a civil engineer. It
would be unnecessary to require temporary structural BMPs like check dams be designed by certified

- civil engineers.

In addition, the definition of structural control defines it as a structural facility, w.hich seems to be a
circular definition. Under this definition, BMPs that have been traditionally copgujered structural
(such as check dams) will be excluded. We request the permit clarify the definition of structural

control.

Recommendanon | bstantial ite and revision to
' i tantial rewri
ieve i i r the Board to engage in a subs .
e el ot adwsal*i‘leﬂfgs Draft seems to have been rushed to press w1thoutkth; .
atlf gpplied by the Board in scoping activities. Several workshop

this Draft permit. Unfortun.
racted with staff would have undoubtedly created a better

normal diligence and outreach a

where stakeholders could have inte:

Draft document. | N
' i ely the

i tions. These questions are precise
raised some outstanding quest ons A B
Do YFEI:E:SF t[}:::i :guld have been worked through by stakeholders wit |
types of is
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.CalCIMA Comments
Draft Industrial General Permit

workshops were held instead of rushing through this process. We understand the desire to
modify this permit and remain committed to working with the Board and its staff to create a
permit that both benefits water quality and can be complied with by industry. It would be
advisable for the Board in considering a direction forward to convene stakeholder meetings and
conduct a thorough review and revision of this Draft prior to returning it for Board consideration.
In addition, the Board should suspend activity on this permit so.as to enable a full stakeholder-
process which includes the opportunity for Board participation to resolve the significant issues
and clarifications needed within this draft. '
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WFO Monthly/Daily Climate Data.
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- Prerace

This is one of a seriex of manuals prepared by the Ming
Safety and Health 2 ministration (MSHAY to acquaint
the reader with a spetific area of mining. This manuyal
deals with the safc ‘gperation of mobite equipment on
and around sumkp;l;s it discusses. the havards
-associated with stockpiles and reviews the procudures
that can be used to mmlmlzc the occurrence of
accidents.

Other manuals available in this series are listed on the

inside back zover '""@iult:p]e copies may be ordered for
$2.00 each:

National ﬁeims Health and Safety Academy
© 1301 Au’*p@rt ﬁ@ad

Beaver, WV 25813- 9426

Phone: 304-2567395

You may fax an order at 304-251-3368.
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Pushing Material
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ANERODUCTION

Stockpiles provide temporary storage for material
awaiting shipping or processing. ‘ihey are constantly

‘changing in siz¢"and shape depending upon production
levels or shipping schedules, and often involve a great

deal of equipment activity. Mobile equipment involved
in stockpiling activities include haulage trucks,
front-end loaders, dozers. scrapers, an occasional
maintenance vehicle, and a supervisor’'s pickup.
Highway trucks and other non-ruining vehicles canalso
be found near stockpiles contributing to the congestion.
All of thege vehicles, whether mining or private, are
subject to hazards associated with siocipiling
operations.

Stockpiles are designed for temporary storage and ease
of material flowability, and often exhibit only marginal
strength. When the heights of the piles, their
continually changing shape, and the amount of vehicle
activity are considered, it is easy to understand why
niléaccidents occur and why they are so prevalent

The safé wpiration of mobile gauipment on and around’
stockpiles can only b accomplishea when equipment
operators and their supervisors are aware of the
piéntial hazards. This manual discusses the havards
associated with stockpiles and reviews the procedures
that can be used to minimize accidents.



A mobile equipment operator has a greater chance of
being injured in an accident than the average surface
miner. This can be attributed to the size, speed, and
complexity of mobile equipment and the ever- changing
mine environment. The mine environment is
continuaily changing due to the natural progression of
the production areas and the effects of the weather.

Mobile equipment accidents are wiore severe than the
average surface mining accident.

n addition, many of the older mining operations, which
vere originally designed for small equipment, hgve
ipdated to larger equipment without corresponding

hanges in mine layout and facilities.

EQUIPMENT OPERATOR. The equipment
operator’s ability to correctly identify and quickly react
to a potential hazard is more critica] than for most
mining tasks. The dynamic nature of the job provides
more opportunity for a hazardous situation to develop,

and a serjous injury to occur.

IT IS VERY TMPORTANT TO BE THAINED ON

EACH riECE OF EQUIPMENT BEING

* UPERATE. Controls will vary ondifferent pieces of

equipment. The controls may be located in different
positions or they may operate differently. This can lead
to momentary confusion and incorrect reactions when
operating an unfamiliar piece of equipment.
Successfuily avoiding an accident often depends on the
operator making the correct split-second decision,




Sear BeLrs

The chance of surviving an accident is greater when a
seat belt is worn. In fact, the safestplace tobe during an
accident is in the cab with a seat belt fastened. Nearly
one-half ofall mobile mining equipment fatalities occur
to operators who are not wearing seat belts, or who take
them off in a futile attempt to jump clear of the
equipment. Staying with the machine is almost always
better {Han attempting-to jump out. A number of
nesdless fatalities can b¢ prevented by the simple act of
weuring a seat belt and remaining within the cab. .

Federal regulations mandate (with a few exceptions)
that seat belts be provided on dozers, scrapers, front-end
loaders, haulage trucks, etc., and that they be
maintained in working condition. More importantly,
~ the regulations state that they must be womn.

. .fgﬁmbeizg #vy m@%

Stockpiles by their nature have a high amount of vehicle
activity. This activity occurs at the top of the-pile where
dumping talgs place and at the sce-of the pile where
joading talkes plave. - Stockpile accidents usually
involve haulage trucks, front-end loaders and dozers,
but highway trucks, utility trucks, scrapers, and
pedestrians can also be involved. (The construction of
stockpiles with conveyors is also widely practiced,
presenting a unigue set of hazards. However. a
discussion of these hazards is not within the scopé of
this manual.)

MUy ACCIPDENTS.

Staskpilgaccidents occur inall of the mineral industries
including coal, metal, norenetal, crushed stone, and
sand and gravel. The accidents occur on stockpiles of
mine run rock (biasted stone), screened stone, wasle
rick; fines; and sand and gravel.. The same types of
accidints alsviccur during the dumping of overburden,
whith g normally associated with permanent to
semi-permanerit structures such as waste dumps and
spoil piles.

SrockptuinG TECHNIQUES

Stockpiling techniques vary depending upon the size of
the mine, the type of material handled. and type of
eauipment available. Some techniques are safer thar
and should be used when applicable.

(- 200 d” Method of Stockpiling. A "good™ method o
aiibiling involves the haulagé truck dumping its loas

-
-



back from the crest of the pile. The material is then
bumped over the edge by a dozer or front-end loader
using other material. This method allows for the easy
construction and maintenance of berms. This method
~ also keeps mobile equipment away from the edge of the
pile where the equipment has the highest chance of
being involved in an accident. When combined with
well-trained operators and routine inspections for signs
of slope instability, this method drastically reduces the
chance for an accident.

Existing <
Berm

Crost '

» Well-iraines operatons

+ Well-maintained batms

+ Truck dumping away from edge

+ Dozer burping materisl dver edge
+ Routing inspection of dump eite

“Good” stockpiling metkod (top and sidg view).

A "Fair” Method of Stockpiling. A “fair” method of
stockpiling involves the haulage truck dumping its load
directly over the crest of the pile. For this method to be
performed safely, adequate berms must be maintained
and the equipment operators well trained regarding
stockpile hazards. Other factors including the type of
material, condition of the material, weather, and type
and size of haulage truck need to be considered. It is
also important to routinely inspect the dump area for

signs of slope instability. When using this method it is

important to ensure that material is not removed from
the toe of the pile where dumping is taking place.

. Weilﬂtrained operators
+ Well-maintained berms
+ Routine inapection of dump site

“Fair” stockpiting metkid (side view),




A “Dangerous” Method of Stockpiling. A “dangerous”
method of stockpiling involves the haulage truck
dumping its load directly over the crest of a pile where
material has bern remioved from the bt~ Reémoving
material from the base of 2 pile generally results in a
steepened slope. A stegpened slopeis less stable and -

cannot support as much wmght Thisicreates a hazard
for equipment opérating niéar the cftgta! the pile, which
is in danger of being involved in a slope failure. The
mine supervisor, loader operator, and haulage truck
driver must ensure that dumping does not occur where
the slope has been steepened by reclaiming activities.
The practice of dumping over the £dge of a stockpile, in
an arca where the slope has been loaded out at the toe,
should be prohibited.

DANGEROUS

v Pugr wraining
= ihadequete o no berms

o '%L ...« Dumping where material hes been -
; : removed from toe

“Diggaros ™ stackpiling method e vivnd,

Good “Alternative” Method of Siockpiling. A very
good “alternative” method of stockpiling involves the
construction of stockpiles in layers. In this method,

haulage trucks dump their loads as piles on a single
level. Aftera level is complete it is then smoothed over
by a dozer and dumping continues on the next laycr

The operation of the mobxie equipment compacting the
previous layer results in greater pile strength. The
method also permits the slope angle to be maintained
Jower than the angle of repose, resulting in greater slope
stability. Haulage trucks are also kept away from- the
edge of the pile. From a quality control standpoint, this
method also avoids undesirable size separation of
material.

GOGD ALTERNATIVE i

4
I Construction in Layers
» Lower slope angle
.« Better compaction

{stronger) ’
» Truck dumping
away from edge

Goug mahernative” nipthed of stackailing.




LoabinG Out ar e Tog -

“Loading out at the toe” refers ws'vemoval of material
from the base vr toe of the stockpile. This is usually
done by front-end loaders. The material is loaded into
trucks for shipping or is fed divectly into crushers or
feeders for further procussing.

This method often results in a steepened slope with
reduced stability. This presents a hazard to the loader

operator at the base of the pile who peeds to

contmuously watch for collapse of the séwpuneé ﬁa@e

Usy exira cantion whan materiil i belng rempy ;:sff
Jrom vihe base of & pile. Do

Equipment operalors and others at the ton edge of the
pile are also in danger of being involved in‘slupe failure.
The weight nf a haulage truck, in particular, ¢an cause a

weakencd slope to fail. When this hypipens, the truck

often falls dewn the slope with disagirous results.
Loading out at the tve also presents a hazard to

10

pedestrians at the base of the pile, particularly highway
truck drivers, who may be engulfed by failing material
while walking between their truck and the pile.

TIiE I’Rﬁ"ﬁ?ﬁ@‘lﬂ OF A, BERM ROES NOT
NECESSARILY SEGNIFY THAT I'T 18 84FE TO
DUMP. 1oading out at the toe can result in slopes so
wezkened that the slope, including the berm, will fail
when a truck backs up to dump. Bemms in these
instances give a false sense of security to the haulage

truck operator who assumes the berm signifies a stable

~ slope. fiemoving material from the base of the pile can
alsoresult in the collapse of the berm. This can allow

haulage truck drivers to simply tyick over the edge of a
pile when, unexpectedly, a bt is no longer there.

Damping antapif u pile thut ity heer loaded out at
‘thie toe can regiide fn siizaster.

11




When loading out at the toe:

« The loader operator should be alert to material
“sloughing down the pile, and the fal! of frozen or
_ consohdated chunks. :

" » The loader operator should ensure that haulage
trucks don’t dump at the top of a pile where the toe
-has been removed.

» Highway truck drivers should not walk around the
base of the pile or between equipment and the pile.

» Haulage truck drivers should routinely observe the
base of the pile where they are dumping to ensure
the pile has not been oversteepened by the removal
of material. ‘

e Haulage truck drivers should dump only in a
designated area that has been prepared by the
construction of berms, and after a supervisory
inspection for signs of slope instability.

« When the slope i oversteepened, the haulage truck
should dump a safc distance from the crest. e
material can then be bumyad over the edge by a
dozer or front-end loader, using other material.

o When the slope is oversteepened, the haulage truck
can also dump at the base of the pile, adjacent to
where the londer-is aperating. '

» {fthe pile is averstedpened, then dumping overthe

grest should not be allowed until: material bumped

avier the crest of the pile reaches its original shape;

~ berms are constructed; and an inspection for slope
stability is completed. :

Siopr INSTABIEITY.

Stockpxles by their nature are only margmally stable.
As material is dumped over the edge of a pile it slides
down the slope coming to rest at the angle of repose. At
the angle of repose the pile is just strong cnough to
support its own weight. The strength of the stockpile
will often increase a certain amount from the
compaction and vibration of mobile equipment
operating on it. (This may be apparent by the steeper
slopes formed when material is removed from the base
of the pile.) This additional strength can be misleading,
howevér, as an oversteepened slope may not support the
weight of mobile equipment.

Moisture within the stockpile will also allow the slope
to stand at a steeper angle. This indication of increased
slope strength is known as “apparent cohesion.” This
strength may disappear quickly with an increase or
decrease in moisture levels, Apparent cohesion is also
vulnerable to collapse induced by equipment vibration.
Freezing can also result in a temporary increase in
strength. This increase in strength is highly variable and

. can quickly disappear with a change in the weather. In

general, moisture or freczing will give a temporary

“indication of strength that cannot be relied upos.

HUE 1O THE MARGINAL STRENGTH OF
STOCKPILES, IT 1S IMPORTANT T STAY

&&LF‘R@ Ty ANY RIGHS OF SLOPE

g ABTLITY. Ifone of the following waming signs
appe‘a | the stope edge may not be safe for equipment

operation: 1) cracks along the crest, 2) Slumpmg on the

slope, or 3) bulging at the toe,




Cragcks Along the Crest

Cracks along the edge of a slope signify that the slope is
having trouble supporting its own weight. The
additional weight of mobile equipmet veould likely be
sufficient lo cause a slope failure. WHEN CRACKS
ARE OBSERVED THE AREA SHOULD BE
MARKED OFF BY A BERM OR CONES UNTIL
THE CONDITION 1S CORRECTED. A crack isan
important warning sign and shouldn’t be covered up.
Dumping can continue at a safe distance from the cracks
with the material being bumped over the edge,
preferably by a tracked dezer. The diiet, should not
opérate past the cracks.

Cracks plong crest of pile.

f the weakened slope resulted from loading out at the
oe, then material should be bumped over the edge until
he slope is at the original angle-of repose. Pushing
naterial over the edge until the original angle of repose
s achieved should strengthen the pile sufficiently to
ermit further end dumping over the edge. Dumping

|4

material at the base of the pile will add additional
strength. If slope stability is still uncertain, dumping
should continue at the base of the pile rather than at the _
top edge. '

Stamping on the Slupe

Slumping onthe face of a pile is evidence that the slope
cannotsupportits own weight and is fatling. Ttnormally
occurs on waste dumps consisting of overburden and
results when the siope angle near the top of the pile is
too steep (often caused by the tendency of the waste,
particularly the fines, to temporarily hang up near the
top). When slumping is observed, end duroping owver
the edge should be'stopped. Haulage trucks should
dump their load a safe distanee back from the slope
edge, and dozers should be used to push the mai¢rial
over the crest.

IERRERRIn AN

.?!%_l.h: iy

Stamptivg ofng face of pile.
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Buiging atilre Toe

Bulging at the base of a pile is evidence that the .

foundation cannot support the weight of the pile. Thisis
rare and usually occurs on large, relatively high, waste
dumps. Movementof the material is usually very slow.
Bulging can indicate the potential for a slope failure that

might involve material movement up to-and including

the crest of the pile. When a bulge is observed near the
base of a pile, dumping operations should be closely

" monitored, frequent inspections performed for signs of
an impending failure (cracks at the top of pile, etc.), and
a slope stability evaluation completed.

Butging w-the toe.

Signs of slope instability may be difficult to see.when

‘operating mobile equipment.. For this reason a

supervisory inspection on foot should supplement the
equipment operator’s constant vigilance. Tn general,
MSHA regulations state that: '

A0 CFR/56/57.9304 Unsiable ground.

(a) Dumping locations shall be visually inspected -
prior to work commencing and as ground
conditions warrant.

(b) Where there is evidence that the ground ata
dumping location may fail to support the mobile
equipment, loads shall be durnped a safe distance
back from the edge of the unstable area of the
bank. o

30.CFR 771713 Daily inspection of surface coal
inine; coxtified perser; véporis of inspetion,

(a) At least once during each working shift, or
more often if necessary for safety, each active '
working area and each active surface installation
shall be examined by a certified person designated
by the operator to conduct such examinations for
hazardous conditions and any hazardous conditions -
noted during such examinations shall be reported to
the operator and shall be corrected by the operator. .




- Haveace TRUcKs
Backing Over the Edge

Cipcrators must STAY ALERT when operating their
haulags trucks near the crest of 2 stockpile. They must
know where their rear tires are in relation to the slope
edge. A surprising number oof stockpile accidents occur
wher:a haulage truck 1s simply backed overtheedge ofa
pile. When operators ar¢ end durmping aver the crest of
a stockpile, they must make sure that they are in a
designated area with adequate berms or other impeding
devices,

Know wihere Your regr tirek arey

Mirrors must be clean and prqu_éﬁy adj'asted ;§ _
dumping at night there should be adequati lighting - to

hey are

see the edge. Brakes must be tested to ensirs.
working properly.

Operators should back slowly 1o ensure there is
adequate time to react and stop before Qiggmc_t__:?ggatfhe
berm. BERMS CANNOT BE REL] EH%}?&‘ T’f)
BTOP ATRUCK, When a spotter 1s used, the spotter

18

should stand where his/her signal can be clearly
recognized. Spotters should use signai lights at night
and when visibility is limited.

fiornn

Backing through or over a berm is a common cause of
stockpile accidents. A normal rule of thumb is that
berm height should be equal to mid-axle height of the
largest truck using the dump site. For roadways, this is
mandatory under 30 CFR 56/57.9300. The MSHA
Program Policy Manual, Volume V,PART 77, Subpart
Q, page 202, also requires that berms be equal to axle
height of the iargest truck at the work site. The berms
should be constructed strong enough to survive a
moderate impact. However, they should not be used to
stop a truck. Berms should be used as a visual indicator
of where the truck should be stopped, or {0 provide a
“feeling” of the berm as the rear tires contact it. A
ERM SHOULD BE USED FOR SPOTTING

ONLY!

Boa’t rely on a derm ta stop a iruck.

19




If a berm is present it should not be assumed that it 18
safe to dump. The haulage truck driver should verify
that material has not béen removed from the toe of the
pile. ‘Roitine supervisory inspections should also be
performed: o ensure thét the siope is stable. Federal
regulations state that: - :

50 CFR §6/57.9300 Duep site restraiviy,

Friems; bumper blocks, safety hooks, or similar
impeding devices shall be provided at dumping
locations where there is a hazard of overtravel or
overturning,.

30 CFR 77.14605 :lfﬁﬁﬂ?ﬁg anibhaslage
cquipment; tnstalltions, n
(1y Berms, bumper blocks, sa’*‘i%r;y hooks, or

similar means shall be provided to prevent
overtravel and overturning at dumping locations.

" Therefore, dependi-ng upon the specific mine, an
impeding device other than a berm may be used.

TRUCK DRIVERS MUST MAKE SURE THAT

THEY ONLY DUMP WHERE A BERM OR
PMEBEDING DEVICE 1S PROVIDED. s

Pumping in Designated Arel
if?ﬁvers‘ must dump Hnly ata ]00@;?011 designated by the
srpervisor, TF A DRIVER 18 UNSURE WHERE TO

| PUMP, THEN HE/SHE SHOULDN'T DUME.
Dirivers shoald contact their supgevisor and determine
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the correct dumping location rather than to take a.
chance and dump at a potentially unsafe area. A
supervisor may designate dump locations based not
only on production requirements, but also on safety .
considerations that drivers are unaware of. When

~ drivers are assigned toa dump location, they should stay

alert for potential hazards and notify the supervisor
immediately if a problem is spotted.

o Danip ot sive designated fncation.

If dumping is. done in an area where dozers are belng

~used to push material over the edge of the pile, they

shou]d-'l_ig;: “permittedd to do their job. Drivers should
dump their lvads back fram the slope edge as directe.1,
Accidernts toutinety pecur when a truck dumps over the
edge wheré a dozer has been assigned to push maierial
aer. [ many of these cases, the crest of the pile is no!
sag enough to suppart the weight of the truci or the
berris are ihadequate.
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Backing Orientation

When backing at an angle o the slope edge one set of
rear duals will reach the edge before the other. If the
rear tires on the side of the truck opposite the operator’s
compartment reach the slope edge first, the chance for
an accident increases. This happens when the operator
is watching his/her side of the truck and unexpectedly
contacts the berm with the other side. The far-side tires
contact the berm too hard and the truck either goes
through or over the berm. If the berms are inadequate or
other impeding devices are not provided, then the
operator may simply back the far-side duals over the
edge,

Top Wiaw

Slege Edge _

Back square tv the slope edge.

22

1t is important for drivers to back their trucks square to

the edge ol the slope or at a slight angle that places the
operator’s side closer to the slopeé vdge. Drivers should

‘primarily use the mirrors ot the operator’s side of the -

truck when backing. 1t is much easier 1o Judge backing
distance when uging these mirrors. They are closer and
provide a lacger jrnage than the. mirrors located on the
far side of the truck. -

In sumimary, DRIVERS SHOULD BACK SOUARE,

™

‘TOTHE EDGEDSING THE CLOSEST MIRROR,

QCCASIONALLY GLANCING AT THE FAR
MIERORS TO CHECK FOR TORRECT
ORIENTATION AND POTENTIAL QRSTACLES.
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Backing Speed

Tirivers should approach the slope edge ata moderate to
slow speed when backing to dump, and apply the brakes
gradually while stopping. Braking hard at the last
motment imposes a large horizontal force in addition to
the normal vertical force imposed by the weight of the
truek. This additional horizontal force substantially
increases the chance of a siope failure. - Even when
backing 1o the slope edge slowly, itis important to brake
gradually.

Effect of Braking Rate on Slope Stabllity

- Harg & .

BRAKWS
HATE

Slow & ‘1 ...___:.k..._.___&._.-?m:-i;,‘,;w,m_ e
Easy | : Lo ;

T T T T T T T

Lower — . Hi
o SUGFE STABTY igher

Faek -Sleufrf‘;' i:’&*n';f-ii Brake easy.

jn addition to slope failures, there are other hazards
associated with backing too fast. Backing too fast
decreases the driver’s reaction time to hazards that may
develop at the dump point or pr'ob'lems thatmay develop
with the truck. It also increases the risk that the driver
will contact the berm too fast, going over or through t.

Puwiping ol Untevel Ground

The vehicle center of gravity rises as the truckbed is.
raised into the dump position. If the truck is parked ona
slight downhill grade toward the berm or if it is leaning
sideways, it may be in danger of tipping. The potential
for fipping increases when the load is hanging up in the

truckbed or the material is-not flowing out freely.

The dump point should NEVER be constructed so the
truck is parked on a downward slope toward the berm.
If the decline is too steep and material hangs up in the
truckbed, then the truck is in danger of tipping over
backwards: Sloping the dump point toward the berm

-also provides poor drainage, allowing water to

accumulate at the berm. An accumulation of water at
the berm (dump point) can result in decreased slope
strength and a soft footing which may allow the rear
tires to sink. In addition, stopping on a decline requires
additional brakirig force. This places additiona
reliance upon the braking system and imposes greate!
forces on the slope, increasing the potential for a slope
failure.. THE BUMP POINT SHOULD BE
CONSTRUCTED LEVEL OR AT A SLI Gl
VPWARD INCLINE. Maintining the dump point a
a slight upward angle (1° to 3°}allows for drainage anc
decreases the amount of force required 1o stop the truck
It also decreases the chance of tipping over backward
‘should material hang up in the truckbed.




THE DUMP POINT SHOULD - BE

CONSTRUCTED 8¢ THE HAULAGE FRICK
STTS FLAT, NOT L EANING TO THE SIDE. if the
sideways angle igiius» steep or material hangs up in the
truckbed, the trugk is in danger of tipping on its side.

This is also a problem when the dump point is soft. The
rear tires may sink as the truckbed is raised into the
dump position. If the tires do not sink evenly, the truck
will lean to one side increasing the chance of tipping
over. Soft material will also force the zperator to apply
more power to the drive wheels when approaching the

- berm, complicating control of the truck in this

potentially hazardous area.




Truckbed Position

When you approach the dump site look for any
_overhead obstructions, such as power lines, which may
be inthe area. Afterbacking to the dump pointbring the
truck to a complete stop and apply the parking or
holding brake. Follow the procedures provided in the
operators manual for the particular truck you are
operating. ' '

e

Make sure the trischbed s Towered bufire feaving
- dump site. ' :

After ‘dumping the load, pull out slowly. Engage the
transmission before releasing the parking brake to
prevent the truck from roiling backwards. T.ower the
truckbed as quickly as possible. If material is hanging
up in the bed, moving the truck can increase the chance
fot tipping over. The truckbed should be fully lowered

b:fogg-icarvin g the dump site and entering the haul road.

a8

Froni-Exp LOADERS
Tramuiing

It is very irriportant that the bucket be kept low whil

- tramming. This maintains a low center of gravity an

provides better stability. It also allows for a
unobstructed view of the roadway. The bucket shou!
be tilted back and kept 15 to 20 inches off the grounc
When tramming with a full bucket, the bucket shouldb
shaken slightly before starting to remove any 100s
material that may fali off. When tramming with a
empty bucket, the bucket shou!ld not be tilted forward ¢
carried too low. The bucket might unexpectedly catc
on or hit an obstruction or rough spot in the roadway

15" To 20"

BAD

ﬁ?ﬁ%‘fﬂﬁe buipket low t:ﬁgi Bimraen contiad




framming on a steep grade, the operator should go -

ow and keep the transmission in a low gear. This will
low higher engine RPM and adequate hydraulic
ussure forbraking and steering. A lower gear will also
Ip maintain a Jower spesd with less dangerofstalling.

ving the bucke: clevated (especially when full)
mnificantly increases the chance of ti pping sideways.
1§ can occur when trammin g along a slight grade or if
 operator inadvertently drives up along the bottom
s& ofa stockpile or berm. 17a loader is trammed on
dway where a drap-off or danger of rollover exists,

operaior should make sure adequate berms are
intained.

en a loader is trammed up an elevated ramp to a
der, berms become especially important. The ramp
e should be maintained at 10 degrees or less with a
:| pad provided in front of the feeder. The pad should
at least 1% times the length of the loader. (The
rator should be abie to see the top edge of the ramp
N starting to back away from the hopper.) Berms
1ld be provided and the sides of the ramp should be
structed lower thun the angle of repose to ensure
juate sigbility. '

Londing Trucks

When lading 4 truck, the impact of material. into the
truckbed sholiid be miniiiized. This can be
accomplithed by Joading fines prior 1o any large
churks, by tilting the bucket slowly 1 reduce fiin
sudderi ‘drop of material, and, when possible: by,
breaking large corsolidated chunk s befipe léading. 1tis
cqually important not to strike the truck with the Joadier
bucket or bugket arms, Any sudden impact can cavey
damiage 10 the track and njury to the trick driver.

Loader operatorsshould watch for i truek drivers and
make sure that they'stay in the ¢ab of the truck, |f they
must get out, have them stand a sufe distance fromn the.
slope-and out ofthe wiy of eyui pment opwration. The
loader aperatorfiould hot swing the loader bucket ovgr:
the cab of the ek or load “while i’ndivﬁ’dua-ls' ale
standing next to the truck. The loader operator should

. keap the load area clean, and when time permits.clean

up, level, and maintain berms at the top of the pife.




Use caution around other equijipnt.

Loader operators and truck drivers should stay alert to
other equipment that may be operating in the area and
the occasional unexpected pedestrian. Windows and
mirrors should be clean and properly adjusted. 1fit s
windy and dusty, the loader operator should keep the
wind to his/her back while dumping so dust won’t
obscure vision. Finally, it is important that backup
alarms be regularly checked to ensure that they are
working properly.

Dyt ot the Bave of the Pile

In most cases when material is removed from the toe of
a stockpile, material will collapse and flow down the
face of the pile. This is gowd as the slope remains at the
angle of repose maintaining stockpile stability. If the
material does not flow easily due to moisture, freezing,
or compaction, there is danger of oversteepening or
undercutting the pile. Thiscan result in the unexpected
fall or collapse of the slope. The loader operating at the
base of the pile is in danger of being engulfed by louse
material or struck by large consolidated chunks.

The hazard becomes greater as stockpile height
increases, especially when the piie becomes higher than
the reach of the loader. Slopes notonly become weaker
with height (for material that does not easily flow), there
;s more material involved when the slope does fail.- Ife
stockpile, significantly higher than the reach of the
Joader, begins to become oversteepened or undercut
immediate action is required. Material should be

_ bumped over the crest and the pile worked down from

above until the slope approaches the original angle o:
repose. When possible this shouid be accomplishe
with a dozer. (When available, specially equippec
machinery such as a long arm backhoe may offer a safe
alternative, without the inherent dangers asscciale
with equipment operation on top of the pile.) IT 1!
RY IMFORTANT THAT THE CONDHTION
"BE ALLOWED TO GET §O BAD THAT I
N'T BE CCORRECTED  WITHOUT
IANGERING WORKERS, If oversteepening o
undercutting routinely occurs, the height of the pik

3




sheuld be reduced to a hejzht onty sl ightl.y;~g&%atelf than

the reach of the loader.

When pile height decreases so Jdpes the danger. 1fa
stockpile only slightly higher than the reach of the
‘loader bucket becomes undercut or mv_ersiﬂﬁgﬁmed; use
the loader bucket to work the face of the pile frofi the
top down. It is very important that capditions ?a’féff; not
allowed Lo become unsafe before girective actign is
taken. '

Undercut

Pror't alfow the stockpile to brvams gis!.érﬁg%g@ﬁ ﬁg

uaderiut,
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If pi@menzs'of the pile are frozen, thers large chunks can

stide v {all. They can strike the loader, severely
injuring the operittor within ths cab. They can also
bounce into the cab striking the operator. Accidents
have occurred whiere entire cabs have been crushed.

THE LOADER SHOULD ALWAYS BE
OFERATED PERPENDICULAR RATHER

THAN PARALLEL TO THE BASE OF THE PILE,

This places.the ‘Gperator compattment further from the

sponse in muving the:
ccur. In addition, when
“to and pirailel 1o the slape, less
ed to hury thie. cab, and the eperator
usceptible ty falling or bouncing rocks.

slope; It allows for quicker
loader should 2%} ¥ failureop
Operating both ¢l
‘material.is reqy
bécontes mpre

IHE LOADER OPERATOR S IN THE BEST
FOSITION TO OBSERVE A STOCKPILE
HAZARD:, If 4 hazardous situation develps, the
loader opgrator should take immediate action. Other
equipment should be prevented from operating at the
top or base of the pile until the situation is corrected.
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ﬁ'?ﬁéﬁng-ai the Tﬁggﬁf the Vite

. %While operating at the top of the pile, front-end loaders
are subject to many of the same hazards as haulage
trucks. These hazards include driving over the edge,
going through or over an inadequate berm, or being
- wilved in a slope failure. As with haulage trucks,
most of the slope failures occur as a result of material
being removed from the base of the pile. In addition,
when operaling close to and parallel 10 the slope edge,
material settiement or soft ground may be sufficient to

~ tip the loader aver or cause the opeator to lose control.

THE BEST METHOD TO PREVENT LOADER
. ACCIDENTS AT THE TOP OF A PILE 1870
KEEP THE LOADER PERPENDICHA AT TO
AND FACING THE SLOVE EDGE. This keeps the
weight of the loader fariter from the slope edge and
joivers the chance of tipping or leaning sideivaysif the
edge setiles. 1t alsg allows yeu-to -quickly back the
loader out of danger should a hazard develop.

K@iﬁ;Jamfer;?maéwg:?ﬁr o the stope Eéf,'g?é;

Dozers
Pisshing Material

The power, stability, and tracticn of dowers can resultin
o false sense of security. Operators should never
bcome gverconfident in the capabilities of the-dower or
in their capabitities of operating it. When pushing
material over the &rést of a stockpile or waste dump, the
operator should stop a safe distance from the edge and
use other material to bump 1t over.

THERE SHOULD ALWAYS SE A BERM

MAINTAINED AT THE CREST OF THE PILE o
prevent siquipment operators from inadveriently gomg
ovist the'edge. When working or leveling the wop ofthe

Pﬂ .dﬁé‘éﬁté:‘r;smust keep track of where the edge i%.
Many . accidents occur when the dozer unexpectedly
backs over the edge of a pile.

The diszershould-always be perpendicular to and facing
the slope gdge. This will-allow a quicker response in
backing fram the edge should a slop failure or
settlement occur, An dperator should WEVER run the
dozer along the slope édge. The weight and vibraticn o
the machine increase the shance that a slope failure anc
rollover will occur. When operating patallel to tix
slope edge, there s also less roomand tisne tn respond ir
case of bperator error.
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Brraw. Points

Stockpiles and surge. piles: that have materjal being
removed by underground fekders can be particularly
dan gerous. Twoimajoer hezardgexist: the weak thaterial
around the draw hole and the possibility of ‘hidden

Never push a fopd ramply

télie aver tie wdde. Use the
nexi fowd o hump it over B
Dozer operators should always watch for signs of slope
instability such as cracks aloug the'crest i slumping on
the-slope. If there are visible signs of slope instability,
operators should maintain a safe distance ffiurp the adge.
They should be alert to the changes in ground conditions
resulting frorn the weather (rain, sleet, snow, freezing
and thawing). [f material is removed from the base of

lthe pile, they should inspect the slope for
overstegpening, undercuiting, and overhangs. Diizer.
operators should always keep the blade low and operate

at a ‘speed consistent with the type of work bemg
nerformed and the current ground conditions.

f it is necessary. to work on the face of a pile, dozer
yperators should work the slope vertically. They should
ceep the blade facing downhill and should baf:k up the
slope before beginning the next pass. This will reduce
the chance of sliding sideways or rolling over.

38

cavities (bridged material).

f’k'swéfr aperatl Mobile vquipiient over W dFuns pading,

As the undergraund feeder removes material, a draw
hole is formed. The top edge of the draw hole is very
unstable and always near collapse. When a dozet is.
operated close i the cdge, itcan induce a slope failure

and slide down inte the drawhale, Injuries and fatalities

occur when material sloughs down on top of the dozer,

either crushing or suffocating the .aperatar,

.. OPERATORS SUHOULD NEVER PUSH

MATERIAL DIRECTLY INTO THE DRAW
HOILE. They should hump-it in with other material,

keeping the dogega safe distance away from the edge.
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When working near the draw hole, the dozer should
always be operated perpendicular o the edge of the
draw hole. {Iperators must stay alert to the location of
thi draw point'and use caution not to back or slip info 1t.
The logation of each draw point should be clearly
indicated by a marker, such as a brightly colored object
suspended directly above it.
OPERATORS MUST NEVER GET OFF THETR
DOZER AND WALK TO THE EDGE OF THE

pRAW HOLE. They could easity b drawn into the

material flowing into the feeder.

Use éxtrenti caution v surge piles focated over draw

potais,

ol <
- neces

Ciccasionally the draw point may bridge over. This ¢an
be especially dangerous as it may be impossible to
determine the exact sizeand lucation of the cavity under
the bridged material. Material may continue to flow
into the plant as the cavity forms. There may not be any
indication of a problem to the plant personnel. The
dozet operator should have a direct means of
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communication, such as a two-way radio, with plant
personriel 1o determiine which feeders are buing used and
the amount of material being removed. Feeder locations
should be clearly marked, by using large Markers or
lights suspended directly above the feeders. The dozer
operator should also be provided with a means 1© shut
down the feeder and stacker bekt from the cab. With this
information and an inspection of the surge rie. itmay be
possible to determine if a bridge has formeife

Injuries and fatalities ocour when the bridged material
fails under the weight of the dezer allowing wo fall into
fHe cavity anid hecome buried. TF AN ACCIDENT
DOES OCCUR T I8 EXAR EMELY
IMPORTANT THAT THE DOZFR OPERATOR
STAYS IS THE CAB. 172 cavity is known 10 exist,
operators must use extreme caution keeping the do7cr a
fe distanice from the draw pomt. [t may become
ssapy o pestiove material from the pile in order to
safely collapse the cavity. The material should be
removed from the side of the pile carefully working
toward the cavity.

2

pilesbé provided with CABSSTRONG ENOUGHTC
RESIST BURIAL PRESSURE, OR USE RE MOTE
CONTHOL EQUIPMENT. Tre windows of dozers
can be made to withstand burial prussure by
combinatior: 6f installing supports and imiproving the
edge suppart forthe glass, and using high-stizagth (suct
as chemically-strengtheneii) glass. Self-rescuers, radic
communication, and lighting should also he provided s
that the operator ¢an be rescucd in the cvent of ar
accident.

It i réchnithended shat equipment oporating on surge
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SCRAPERS | Hicnway, Trueks

Soft material along the crest of a pile can allow the tires Highway truck drivers should be encouraged to stay in
to sk, pulling the scraper over the edge. ©in side their trucks with their seat belts fastened. They may not
slopes, scrapers become very unstable and can easily be aware of the hazards around stockpiles and minin
roil aver. Ifa Scraper goes over the edge, the operator equipment, Iftruck drivers must get out of the tmckg

- should stay with the machine and ride it out. In some they must stand a safe dis'tz‘m"ce fforn the stockpile anc;
circumstances, the operator may be able to apply power out of the way of €quipment operation,

to keep the scraper stecred straight down the slope.

. Operators shonld always slow down before turning and
should never turn shamiv ‘when going ‘uphill or
downhill, especially downhiil. If running along a
hillside they should go slowly and tum very carefully.
They should never get on a steep side grade.

Fruck dyipers sh ol Siay Fu their truck,

Maimivin a safe spred and npver Huip gﬁafg{a;when u

vpreraiing en & hitl, : .
Operators must know the traffic patterns and always
give right-of-way to loaded machines. When
tramming, the bowl should be kept as low as conditions
permut to increase stability.
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Many accidents-oCcur whien track driyers are engulfed
by falling raterial while standing between their truck
and the stockpite. In most cases they are unaware ofthe
hazards associaled with Gyersteepenied slopes and the:
potential of material movement, RIGRAWAY TRUCK
DRIVERS SHOULD NEVER BE, ALLOWED TO

STAND BETWEEN THEIR TREEK AND THE

STOCKPILE (30 CER 56/57.3430%

The truck dol ver is alsoin danger of being struck by
materiat falling out of the loader buckel or spilling over
the track as it's being loaded. This ¢an occur while the
driver is walking behind o alongside the truck. In
addition, the truck driver may not be aware of the large
blind spots behind mMining equipment, and may
inadvertently place ‘fiimseif/hewr‘i}f in an unsafe
position. | = :’ |
M.&?EEML KHOULD I R
-;%Wm{;;'t}vm*rﬁg CAR OF
ihig mustbe done then the driver m
standina <afo locatioh. ‘The driverco!

truck 3f it i equippsd W :
however, this is very rars on highway trucks.

VLB NEVER RE 1 iﬁ;a'};ﬁ;ﬁ;’gﬁ@g

fiver ;uld remain in the
with falling xbject protection;

O Foor

Pﬁrsons should only be on oraround a stockpile if their
work requires it. 1F WORKERS MUST BY ON
FOOT AND WORK AROUND A STOCKPILE,
THEY MUST NOTIFY THEIR SUPERVISOR

AN ALL EQUIPMENT OPERATORS. In most

cases, and for good reasons, pedestrians arc not allowed
on or near stockpiles. The amount of equipment activity
and unstable nature of the material presents too many

hazards to persons on foot.

‘When working around a stockpile, workers should stay
away from the toe. They could easily be engulfed or
struck by falling material which has begn dumped at the
top of the pile orhas fallen from a sudden collapseofan

oversteepened or undercut slope.

Sty wroay dram Hireoe of @ srckpils,
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- Workers must make sure loader operators and truck
drivers are aware of their presence. Equipment
operators do not expeci people on foot when working

- around the pile and they cannot-be counted on to see
someone on foot. In addition, most mobile mining
eguipment will have large blind areas where the

Gperator is unable to see, : -

Workees on fout st stay alers te bisch

_ i larms and
B ready o move in u hurry if OSSR o
\\ .
, .

Vhen working at the top of the pile, workers should stay
way. from the edge. The edge can unexpectedly fall
vay at any time, especially when material is béing
moved from the toe, In addition, when walking along
e topredgenlthe pile, the footing is usually bad and the
orker could simply trip and fall. When the materia]

'!

they are standing on begins te mowve

or cusllapse, it is
VeTy easy o get sucked in and rapped

A person can become entrapped in ny

: aterial that jg Gnly
knee deep and suffocate 1N tnateria)

that is fnly chest

Pa sag gt o0 il vop etige of 1 sogigpite,
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Warhers skould aaver walk on A Frge p.‘l‘fﬁf"'hﬁgusfg
paterial is beind, or s heon; pemaved by @H

wnidergrowd feeder.

Workers can be caught and drawn 1nto material that is
d down by the feeder, or they can

gradually being worke :
suddenly fail into 2 cavity that is covered by bridged

" material. The weight of an individual 15 sufficient to
cause bridged material to collapse. If workers must
work on a surge pile, they should make sure that all
feeders that supply of remove material from the pile ar¢
locked out. They should also make sure that enough
material is removed from around the draw point to

prevent an unexpected colla

surge pile where ha )
chould make sure that someone can see them and that
-Way communicationé. fecause

they can maintain Iwo . v
of the danger of encountering a bridged-over cavity,
ladders, platfurms,. OF SO ather form of Support

should be provided. The person involved should wear 2
safuty belt o hamess, with a lifeline, and 2 second

pesson should keep the line taut.
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pse. When workingon.a &
zardous cenditions exist; warkers

In general, MSHA regulations state that:

30CFR77.309 :Surge and storage piles.
No person shall be permitted to walk or stand
 immediately above a reclaiming area ot inany "
other area at or near a surge or storage pile where
the reclaiming operation may €xpose himtoa
hazard. :
30 CFi’56/57.9312 ‘Waorking aronid deadholes.
Unless platforms or safety lines are used, persons
shall not position themselves over drawholes if

there is danger that broken rock or material may
be withdrawn or bridged.

30.CFR $6/57.16002 Bins. hoppers, silos, ianks,
and surge piles. |

(2) Bins, hoppers, silos, tanks, and surge piles,
where loose unconsolidated materials are stored,
handled or transferred shall be: '

(1) Equipped with mechanical devices or other
effective means of handling materials so that
during normal operations persons are not
required to enter or work where they are
exposed to entrapment by the caving or sliding
of materials; and

(2) Equipped with supply and discharge
operating controls. The controls shall be .
1ocated so that spills or overruns will not
endanger persons. :
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() Where persons are required te move around
or over any facility listed in this standard, suitable
walkways or passageways shall be providid. '

(c) Where persons arg requited toy enter any
facility listed in this standard for maintenance or
Inspection purr:oses, ladders, platforms, or staging

shall be provided. No person shall enter the facility

until the supply and discharge of materials have
ceased and the supply and discharge equipment is
locked out. Persons entering the facility shallwear
a'safety belt or hamess equippied with 2 lifeling -
suitably fastened. A second persop, similarly
equipped, shall be stationed near whete the lifeline
is fastened and shall constaritly adjust it or keep'it

tight as needed, with minimuny slaclk. .

0

Sunivisry

Saft?ty is the responsibility of everyone, from the
€quipment aperator to the mi fie manager. Cnly through

theactive involvement of all employees carta safi: work

environment bigiénsured. A gosd safety atlitude reflects
well upon the professionalism of American miners, and
can be used as a toul to enhance competitiveness. An
active safety program can instill teamwork, Improve
communication, and reinforce to the employees their

value to the mining eperation.
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