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MEMORANDUM

T0 : L. D. Thompson

FROM: J. 8. Pack !/ .,

DATE: TFebruary 3, 1984

CC : Conference Call Participants
R. J. Labrie
D. H. Pyfer
D. M. Sprague

“ Pyfer/Thompson/Running lLetter File
vHepecakion:-Subject File i

RE : Colstrip Units No. 1 and No. 2

Second Stage Bvaporation Pond
Ash Disposal Studies - Mine Disposal

On Wednesday, February 1, 1984, a conference call was held to disuuss the.

- feasibility of disposing ash generated by Colstrip Units No. 1 and No.

2 in the

Rosebud Mine operated by Western Energy Company (WECo.).

The conference call participants were:

Chris Cull WECo.

Rick Dale WECo.

Max Botz Hydrometrics
Ed Bartlett MPC

Carlton Grimm MPC

Bill Monahan MPC .

Dave Nation MPC

John Pack MPC

Guy Paul MPC

The following major points were discussed during the call: .

1.

Ash disposal is not a new idea, having been studied in the early 1970's
when Units No. 1 and No. 2 were in the design phase. No state regulatory
agencies have ever disallowed mine ash disposal. The Montana Department
of State Lands has indicated that "mo f£ill of ash into mines will be
allowed umtil it is proven that water contamination will not occur.™!
Montana Power has never carried the idea through to the point where any
state agencies have ruled in favor or against mine ash disposal.

1 "Epvironmental Impact Statement on the Proposed Montana Power Company
Flectrical Generating Plant at Colstrip, Montana,” p. 51, Department of Health

and Environmental Sciences, Maxch, 1973.
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It appears we now have time to study this idea. The ash disposal
requirements of Units No. 1 and No. 2 necessitate another ash disposal
scheme to be in place by 1988. - The current plan is to construct the
Second Stage Evaporation Pond: A viable alternative to constructing this °
pond is to dispose the ash in the mine.

Mine ash disposal is done at several power stations in North Dakota. The
Jim Bridger Station in Wyoming does it, as well as the Centralia Station
in Washington. The Edison Electric Institute recently published somé

information obtained from member power companies concerning mine ash °
disposal. These sources may provide wvaluable information on the subject. -

IheA_.pr,,opéud.,disposal ateai are in the Rosebud Mine, Area A, located:
southwest of the First Stage Evaporation Pond, and/or Area D,  located

. northeast of Unit Nos. 1~4. (Other ‘areas were not discuyssed, but prior -

5.

conversations indicate these are the two most suitable for ash disposal
from a proximity snd mining plan viewpoint.)

Séverhl technical concerns were raiseds

‘a. Units No. 1 and No. 2 produce a scrubber sludge and not a dxy fly ash

as you wounld get from an electrostatic precipitator. For our
purposes, the terms "ash" and "gludge" are symonymwous. The scrubber
sludge has chemical constituents that may degrade the groundwater.
It may be necessary to dewater the sludge prior to placing it in the
mine in order to remove as much water as possible to minimize the
groundwater impacts. An analysis of the existing and future
groundwater conditions in the proposed disposal areas and dewatering
tests must be performed to provide answers to the groundwater impact
questions. Areas A and D appear to be hydrogeologically isolated.
These areas are relatively dry; premining borings indicate not much
groundwater. Using proper surface drainage technigues, the vertical
component of groundwater recharge would be very small and could
possibly be eliminated. Long-term effects on groundwater, primarily
due to re-establishment of the natural groundwater table, would have

to be studied.

b. The chemical constituents of the scrubber sludge do not pose undue
risk on groundwater pollution except for boron. We are experiencing
boron problems at the First Stage Evaporation Pond. The boron
problem, as well as other possible chemical problems, require further
‘study. It may be necessary to isolate the sludge from natural ground
by compacting earth material around all sides of it (encapsulation).
At least eight feet of cover below topsoil may be required. The
probability of chemical movement may necessitate dewatering the

sludge prior to mine implacement.

c. The EPA has been mandated to re—examine the exemption of coal~fired
power plant wastes as nonhazardous. It is not expected to change the
scrubber slndge, bottom ash, or fly. ash classification as

nonhazardous.
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(6.

d. The Western &Energy mine plan would require modification to
accommodate ash disposal. It may be possible to place the ash in
troughs between pits or. isolate it in the mid-area of the pit. This
will require further study. The reclamation plan will have to be
modified to accommodate ash encapsulation and surface grading to
provide proper drainage. Compatible haul routes for ash trucks would
have to be determined.

Ash disposal will have to be incorporated into the WECo. mining permit for
vhichever area is selected. This may require a permit addendum. This

will require presenting the plan ‘to the Department of State Lands for

their approval. It is not clear, but the Board of Natural Resources and

3 1 1 ~fr~ponds &s- was anticipated. WECo. will not
allow itself to be subject to comcurreat jurisdiction by the DSL and BNRC.
Therefore, a determination must be made as to who will have jurisdiction.
This must be studied further. The Departmeat of Heslth-Water Quality
Bureau will have to approve the plan. There appears to be no reason, from

"a regulatory standpoint, not to proceed with. studying mine ash disposal.

Once we have the technical answers, the agencies involved should be
approached. The agencies should be approached as early on as possible.

The question was raised as ta whether or not we would be burying a future

resource, a product that .could’ someday be s0ld or, at least; used
beneficially. It was generally agreed that it is not likely that the ash
will ever be marketable, even for giveaway. ‘

It was pointed out that some sort of contractual arrangement will have to

be worked out between WECo. and MPC for ash disposal. For example, at the

Jim- Bridger Station, the Bridger Coal Company uses its own trucks to haul
ash. Pacific Power pays Bridger Coal for hauling the ash to the mine.

The net result of the conferemce call is that there is no reason from a
technical, regulatory or contractnal “standpoint to mnot proceed with
forther study. The economics of mine ash disposal also have to be
determined, but it was generally felt that there is potential for MPC to
save a lot of money as well as satisfy environmental concerns.

JSP/saj
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~be--approached-since-Units - Nos -1-and-No. -2




