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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

Chevron Mining Inc. (CMI) is in the process of closing its former underground and open pit molybdenum mine and 

millings operation located east of the Village of Questa, in Taos County, New Mexico (Figure 1-1).  Decommissioning 

and demolition activities are being completed under various work plans written to meet the requirements of CMI’s 

Mine Permit (TA001RE, Revision 96-1) issued by the New Mexico Energy, Minerals and Natural Resources 

Department (EMNRD), Mining and Minerals Division (MMD) and resource-specific permits for air and water 

discharges issued by the New Mexico Environmental Department (NMED).  Cleanup of historic contamination at the 

mine is being addressed under various additional work plans written to address removal actions required in the 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Record of Decision (ROD) (USEPA 2010).  In 2012 EPA issued 

Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) for Removal Actions (RA), CERCLA Docket No. 06-09-12, (USEPA 2012) 

specifically addressing historic tailings spills (HTS) along CMIs former tailings pipeline.   

 

This document is being submitted to the EPA as an addendum to the “Final Historic Tailing Spills, Removal Action 

Work Plan, Chevron Questa Mine, Superfund Site” (HTS RA Work Plan) submitted by CMI in May 2012 (URS 

2012a) to describe tasks and activities necessary to conduct HTS removal actions required in the 2012 AOC for RA.  

Tasks completed under the HTS RA Work Plan are described in the “Final Historic Tailings Spills, Removal Action 

Completion Report, Chevron Questa Mine Superfund Site, Revision 1” (HTS RA Completion Report) (URS 2014).  

The organizational structure for the activities reported in the HTS RA Completion Report were described in detail in 

the “Overall Site Plan, For Removal Actions, Chevron Questa Mine Superfund Site” (Overall RA Site Plan) 

(URS 2012b).   

 

1.1 PURPOSE  
The purpose of this addendum is to describe activities for the removal of structures at the Lower Dump Sump, referred 

to in the HST RA Completion Report as Site 24, and to identify, cover, and regrade HTS at the Lower Dump Sump.   

 

In 2017, Chevron Environmental Management Company (CME) submitted the “Questa Tailings Pipeline Removal 

MMD/NMED Work Plan, Chevron Environmental Management Company, Questa Mine” (Pipeline Removal Work 

Plan) to MMD, NMED Groundwater Quality Bureau, and to the EPA Region 6 (Trihydro 2017).  The Pipeline 

Removal Work Plan was written to describe the overall process for decommissioning and demolition of the former 

tailings pipeline, including the Lower Dump Sump (i.e., HTS RA Completion Report Site 24).  The Pipeline Removal 

Work Plan was approved by MMD, NMED, and EPA in letters dated June 5, 2017 and June 14, 2017 (MMD and 

NMED 2017, USEPA 2017).  The Pipeline Removal Work Plan provides an overarching plan for the removal of the 

Questa tailings pipeline, including structures at the Lower Sump Dump.  The Pipeline Removal Work Plan was written 
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to meet the requirements of CMI’s Mine Permit (TA0001RE) and Condition 45 of NMED Discharge Permit 933.  The 

Pipeline Removal Work Plan also described covering HTS in the pipeline corridor pursuant to the RA AOC, Docket 

No. 06-09-12.  In accordance with the Pipeline Removal Work Plan, segment-specific work plans will be submitted to 

NMED and MMD and any other agency where approval may be required for a specific segment of pipeline 60 days 

prior to commencement of demolition activities.  This addendum/work plan will be submitted to NMED, MMD, and 

EPA for approval 60 days prior to beginning demolition.  
 

The Pipeline Removal Work Plan divided the project into eight stages for planning and implementation purposes.  

Pipeline segments for each stage are listed in Table 1-1.  Stage 8 activities will be performed at the Lower Dump Sump 

under the processes described in the following documents:   

 Final HTS RA Work Plan (URS 2012a) 

 Overall RA Site Plan (URS 2012b) 

 Pipeline Removal Work Plan (Trihydro 2017) 

 This addendum 
 

The scope of work includes removal of pipeline, support buildings, the Lower Dump Sump facility, electrical 

infrastructure, and regrading the areas around and adjacent to the Lower Dump Sump facility.  In addition to the 

removal of the pipeline and associated structures, removal of tailing or where approved, containment of tailing in place 

with appropriate cover will be conducted in accordance with this Plan.  The work conducted under this plan will be 

conducted on Chevron owned property, thereby limiting the number of additional permits and access agreements 

required. 
 

1.2 SCOPE OF WORK 
The following items will be addressed during demolition of the Lower Dump Sump: 

 Provision of a means to demonstrate that HTS left in place at the Lower Dump Sump will not negatively impact 

groundwater in the area; 

 Identify and if necessary mitigate any soil in the vicinity of on-site electrical transformers containing 

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) by: 

 Following PCB sampling and analysis plan for potentially impacted areas 

 Delineating PCB levels in soil exceeding 25 mg/kg 

 Removal of PCB contaminated soil exceeding 25 mg/kg 

 Transport of PCB contaminated soil to off-site treatment/disposal facility   
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 Remove all structures from the site 

 Waste management (per Pipeline Removal WP)  

 Reclaim and regrade the site 

 

TABLE 1-0. PIPELINE SEGMENT PRIORITIZATION AND STAGE IDENTIFICATION 

Pipeline Segment Description Stage 
Approximate Length of 

Segment (feet) 
Tailing Facility 1 10,000 
   

Columbine Wells Area 2 4,000 

Tailing Facility Entrance 2 2,800 

Corny's Corner hillside 2 1,200 

4th Road Crossing (State Road) plus Embargo Road TBD 1,100 

Singleton's Cut 2 2,900 

Robinson's Property 2 850 

East of Molycorp baseball field 2 1,400 

Upstream of the lower Dump Sump 2 1,600 
   

Pressure vessels to underground 3 500 

East of Middle Pile 3 1,000 

Goat Hill Entrance Area 3 2,350 

Bear Cut 3 2,500 
   

USFS Office Area 4 3,200 

Forest Service Property west of Molycorp field 4 950 
   

East of Sulphur gulch 5 650 

West of Sulphur gulch 5 1,200 

Sugar Shack South 5 4,100 

1st Road Crossing (East Hwy 38 road) 5 90 

Columbine Curve 5 1,400 

2nd Road Crossing 5 90 

Admin Section 5 1,800 

Between Goat Hill and Bear Cut 5 2,500 

3rd Road Crossing 5 90 
Rock Wall (Between Bear Cut and Forest Service) 
(aka "Rock and Hard Place") 5 3,300 
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Pipeline Segment Description Stage 
Approximate Length of 

Segment (feet) 
Rael Property 6 1,500 

1st River Crossing (by Columbine Park) 6 60 

2nd River Crossing (aka Thunder Bridge) 6 100 

3rd River Crossing 6 100 
   

Elevated Trestle 7 1,300 
   

Lower Dump Sump 8 200 
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2.0 AGENCY PERMITS AND NOTIFICATIONS 
 

Stage 8 (Lower Dump Sump) activities relating to HTS will be performed under the requirements specified under the 

RA AOC, Docket No. 06-09-12, as described in the HTS RA Work Plan (URS 2012a), Overall RA Site Plan 

(URS 2012b) and this addendum to the HTS Work Plan.  In addition, Stage 8 activities relating to demolition and 

removal of structures will also be covered by the MMD Mining Act Permit (TA001RE, Revision 96-1) and NMED 

Discharge Permit (DP-933), as described in the Pipeline Removal Work Plan (Trihydro 2017).  Additional agency 

requirements for this work include: 

 An excavation permit from Taos County will be required if tailings removal will exceed 50 cubic yards within a 

floodplain.  Based on the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) online flood hazard map (see 

Section 3.0 below), a small portion of the Stage 8 project area is within the Zone A flood hazard boundary 

(1-percent annual change floodplain).  The amount of tailings to be removed will be calculated during the Stage 8 

demolition process.  If the estimated quantity exceeds 50 cubic yards CMI will apply to Taos County for an 

excavation permit. 

 An asbestos notification form under the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) 

submitted to the NMED Air Quality Bureau (AQB) will be filed before any asbestos removal is undertaken.  The 

pipeline and associated structures have been sampled for the presence of asbestos and lead under the guidelines 

presented in the Removal Work Plan. 

 Consultation with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and/or the New Mexico Department of 

Game and Fish to ensure compliance with the Threatened and Endangered Species Act (USFWS 1973), Migratory 

Bird Treaty Act (USFWS 1918), and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (U.S.C.  1940) 

 A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), 2012 Construction General Permit (CGP) will be obtained 

prior to commencement of work. 

 The New Mexico Historic Preservation Division will be consulted regarding their need for and completion of 

additional survey of historic properties before beginning Stage 8 demolition activities.  Two surveys have been 

completed and submitted to NMHPD. 

 U. S. Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) pre-construction notification will be submitted to the USACE.  Based on 

recent aquatic resources field survey results, no wetlands or emergent wetlands are present on-site at Stage 8.  

Adjacent wetlands near Stage 8 should not be impacted during the Stage 8 field activities. 
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3.0 LOWER DUMP SUMP (STAGE 8) AREA  
 

The Stage 8 pipeline removal area includes the approximately 12.7 acre area surrounding the Lower Dump Sump 

(Figure 3-1).  The Stage 8 pipeline removal plan is illustrated below in Table 3-1.  All structures will be removed from 

the Stage 8 area and the site will be regraded.  A list of structures to be demolished is presented in Table 3-2.  

Figure 3-1 shows the location of the Lower Dump Sump in relation to the overall view of the project area.  A detailed 

view of the Lower Dump Sump is included in Figure 3-2.  Site photographs are shown in Appendix A.  

 

TABLE 3-1. AREAS INCLUDED IN STAGE 8 PIPELINE REMOVAL PLAN 

 

 

TABLE 3-2. LOWER DUMP SUMP STRUCTURE AND EQUIPMENT INVENTORY 
Structures and Equipment 
All Buildings within the delineated area and their contents 
Concrete sump impoundment 
Sump fencing 
Transformers 
Power poles 
Tailing pipeline within delineated area 
Foundations 
Pumps 
Ancillary Piping and Valves 
Piping supports 
Monitoring Wells LS-1 and LS-2  
Catwalks, ladders, and structural supports 
All Electrical Equipment including all overhead or buried powerlines owned by Chevron 
All buried utilities including septic systems, sewer lines, leach fields, etc. 
Tailing material designated for removal 

 

3.1 SITE SETTING 
The Lower Dump Sump is located on CMI property.  The site can be accessed via Moly Mine Road and Old Red River 

Road.  The Red River borders the Lower Dump Sump area to the north.  The majority of the site is located outside of 

flood plain and wetlands associated with the Red River.  Figure 3.3 shows the Federal Emergency Management 

Pipeline Segment 
Description 

Approximate 
Length of 
Segment  

(feet) 

Seasonal 
Considerations or 
Preferred Months  

(Alternative 1) 

Above (A) or 
Underground (U)? 

CMI 
Ownership? Figure 

Lower Dump Sump 200 July-September 
Preferred  A Y  3-2 
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Agency (FEMA) flood hazard map (FEMA 2018) for the site.  Figure 3.4 shows the wetlands in the vicinity of the 

Lower Dump Sump.  Reclamation and grading activities are not expected to disturbed wetlands near the site.  

 

3.2 ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT 
A total of five electrical transformers are located within the Lower Dump Sump removal boundary (Photo 1, 

Appendix A).  Four of the electrical transformers are located on a platform located adjacent to and south of one of the 

steel support buildings (Photo 2, Appendix A).  The fifth transformer is located individually on a power pole on the 

south side of the site (Figure 3-2 and Photo 1, Appendix A).  

 

3.3 SITE WELLS 
A total of three CMI owned monitoring wells, LS-1, LS-2, and LS-3, are located near the Lower Dump Sump.  

Monitoring well locations are shown in Figure 1 of Appendix E.  Wells LS-1 and LS-2 reside upgradient of the Lower 

Dump Sump and HTS areas.  Groundwater sampling and analysis has shown that the alluvial aquifer has not been 

impacted by the tailings spills at the Lower Dump Sump.  It is proposed to install another monitoring well, LS-4, on 

CMI property following the abandonment/removal of wells LS-1 and LS-2.  This new well will be placed at the 

northern boundary of the tailings that will be left in place as shown in Figure 1 of Appendix E.  Groundwater sampling 

and analysis will be performed in accordance with the Tailing Facility Performance Monitoring Plan and sampled at the 

same frequency and for the same constituents as LS-3 to further monitor potential impacts to groundwater following 

the removal of the Lower Dump Sump structures and regrading of the Lower Dump Sump area.    
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4.0 SAMPLING AND REMOVAL ACTIVITIES 
 

All structures listed in Table 3-2 will be removed from the Lower Dump Sump (Stage 8 area).  Field activities, 

described below, will be performed in general accordance with the standard operating procedures presented in overall 

site plan and QAPP.  Best Management Practices will be followed to control the quality of the field work performed.  

Field activities will be documented daily as the work proceeds.   

 

4.1 POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS (PCBS) 
Prior to beginning removal activities at the Lower Dump Sump, four soil samples will be collected from the locations 

adjacent to and below the on-site electrical transformers (Figure 4-1) and analyzed for PBC Aroclors.  The samples will 

be collected from the 0 to 1 foot interval.  A sampling hole will be dug using a clean shovel.  Soil will be loosened from 

the wall of the sampling holes using the clean shovel.  A clean trowel or other appropriate clean sampling device will 

be used to collect the loosened soil and place the soil into a clean sampling jar provided by the laboratory for that 

purpose.  The soil jar will be packed completely with soil to insure sufficient volume.  The jar will be sealed 

immediately and labeled.  The jar will be submitted to TestAmerica Laboratories Inc., under a CoC protocol for 

analysis of PCB Aroclors by EPA Method SOM01.2 (or the most recent version).  Sampling trowels and shovels will 

be decontaminated between sampling locations using a three stage decontamination procedure consisting of an Alconox 

wash and two rinses of deionized water.  

 

If PBCs are found in one or both of the soil samples at levels above the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) level for 

industrial/commercial sites (25 mg/kg), additional soil samples will be collected to determine the extent of PCB 

contamination in the soil.  The location and number of soil samples to be collected will be determined based on the 

results of the soil samples described above.  The delineation of soil sampling locations will be coordinated with EPA, 

MMD, and NMED prior to collection.   

 

Soil containing PCB above 25 mg/kg will be removed, containerized and taken to the Tailings Facility for temporary 

storage following the protocols used to remove PCB contaminated soil from the Mill area.  The stored PCB 

contaminated soil will be removed from the Tailings Facility for disposal/treatment through an approved third party 

disposal/treatment facility.   

 

4.2 LEAD BASED PAINT OR ASBESTOS CONTAINING MATERIAL 
In August 2017, CEMC completed a lead and asbestos investigation along the length of the former tailings pipeline, 

including the Lower Dump Sump (Stage 8) area (Trihydro 2018).  Seven samples were collected from the Lower Dump 
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Sump structures.  Six of the seven samples were tested for asbestos.  All seven samples were tested for lead.  The seven 

samples locations included one (A183017) from pipe coating wrap, one (L183017) from pipe surface coating, two 

(INS183017 and INS283017) from pipe insulation, and three from pipe victualic gaskets.   

 

Asbestos was non-detectable in all of the six samples tested.  Six of the seven samples test for lead did not contain 

detectable lead levels.  One sample (L183017) contained 330 mg/kg lead.  Sample L183017 was collected from pipe 

surface coating.   

 

Based on these sampling results, structures and piping removed from the Lower Dump Sump (Stage 8) area will not 

require special handling due to asbestos.  Pipe coated with lead based paint will be recycled with pipe from other 

removal stages in accordance with State, Federal regulations as well as Chevron’s Third Party Waste Stewardship 

(TWS) requirements.  It is important to note that 40CFR261.4 excludes scrap metal that is being recycled from the 

definition of solid waste. 

 

4.3 UTILITIES 
Utility locates, and any necessary surveying will be conducted prior to removal activities.  Stage 8 road closures will be 

negotiated with the pertinent stakeholders prior to undertaking any removal activities. 

 

4.4 PIPE REMOVAL 
Pipe removal will be conducted under the guidelines specified under Section 4.1 of the Pipeline Removal Work Plan.   

The pipe in Stage 8 is on the surface or inside of support structures.  This pipe will be removed by separating the pipe 

joints at the Victaulic couplings.  In areas where de-coupling is impractical the pipe will be cut using a hydraulic shear 

mounted on an excavator.  The pipe will then be loaded and trucked to a laydown area on the tailings facility. 

 

Structures such as pipe couplings, anchor structures, pipe bend structures, and concrete thrust blocks will be removed in 

accordance with Section 4.2 of the Pipeline Removal Work Plan. 

 

4.5 SUPPORT STRUCTURE REMOVAL 
Water contained in the concrete sump consists of stormwater.  The water will be pumped in to tanker trucks and 

transported to the Tailings Facility for disposal in one of the evaporation ponds.  Support buildings will be emptied of 

their contents and demolished.  The concrete bottom of the sump will be broken up and the concrete wall and 

foundations will be broken up and placed in the sump area.  This broken concrete will be covered with a minimum of 

three feet of clean fill.  Excess concrete will be disposed of in the mine pit.   
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4.6 WASTE MANAGEMENT 
All waste will be disposed of according to the methods outlined in Pipeline Removal Work Plan (Trihydro 2017) 

Section 2.3.3 and Section 4.0.  Approximate quantities of material to be removed are detailed below in Table 4.0. 

 

TABLE 4-0. QUANTITIES OF DEMOLITION MATERIALS 

Pipeline Segment Description 
Approximate 

Quantity of Pipe 
to be Removed 

(feet) 

Approximate Quantity of 
Concrete  

(tons) 

Approximate Quantity 
of Steel  
(tons) 

Lower Dump Sump 200 Unknown 0.035  
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5.0 RECLAMATION 
 

Areas disturbed during pipe removal, tailing removal and other demolition activities conducted under this work plan 

will be reclaimed according to the procedures outlined in Section 4.2.10 of the Removal Work Plan, May 2017 and in 

the Grading Plan included as Appendix C.  Clean fill will be imported from previously approved borrow sources.  A 

map indicating the locations of borrow material is included as Appendix B.  As part of the demolition, the lower dump 

sump concrete structures will be crushed and recycled as fill for the sump.  Any excess concrete from the demolition of 

the sump will be disposed in the Questa Mine Open Pit as per the Removal Work Plan, May 2017.  Steel rebar from the 

concrete fill pieces will not protrude more than 6 inches.  Any protruding rebar from concrete structures will be cut to 

the appropriate length and recycled as per the work plan.  No less than three feet of clean fill will top the disturbed 

areas.  The clean fill will be graded to match the original topography and the designed drainages for the Lower Dump 

Sump.   

 

Once the grading has been completed disturbed areas will be reseeded using the mix detailed in Table 5.0.  Alternate 

seed mixes may be used depending upon the anticipated land use or if availability of certain seed species is limited.  

The seed mix may be negotiated with the proper regulatory agencies based on the area of application.   

 

TABLE 5-0. SEED MIXTURE 

Grasses  
lbs 

PLS/acre 
Western Wheatgrass, var. Arriba Pascopyrum smithii 5.0 
Slender Wheatgrass, var. Sna Luis Elymus trachycaulus 3.0 
Bluebuch Wheatgrass, var. Goldar Pseudoroegneria spicata 4.0 
Sand Dropseed Sporobolus cryptandrus 1.0 
Prairie Junegrass Koeleria macrantha 2.0 
Forbs   
Western Yarrow Achillea millefolium 2.0 
Rocky Mountain Penstemon, var. Bandera Penstemon strictus 4.0 
Prairie Coneflower Ratibida Columnifera 4.0 
Showy Evening Primrose Oenothera speciose 2.0 
Shrubs   
Big Rabbitbrush Ericameria nauseosa 2.0 
Apache Plume Fallugia paradoxa 1.0 
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6.0 STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT  
 

The key stakeholders for this stage of pipeline removal include: 

 USEPA 

 NMED 

 MMD 

 NM Historic Preservation Division  

 Taos County 

 NM Department of Game and Fish  

 USACE 

 

Outreach to the key stakeholders has begun and will continue throughout the pipeline removal project.   
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7.0 SCHEDULE 
 

The schedule for Stage 8 of the Questa pipeline removal project is detailed below in Table 7.0 

 

TABLE 7-0. STAGE 8 PIPELINE REMOVAL SCHEDULE 

Pipeline Segment Description 
Target Date of 

Commencement for Pipe 
Removal 

Lower Dump Sump 2018 Q4 
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8.0 HEALTH AND SAFETY 
 

CMI, Entact and Trihydro put safety first and foremost in all operations.  A project specific Health and Safety Plan has 

been developed for the pipeline removal activities.  This plan will include: 

 Emergency response procedures and reporting 

 Project team organization and responsibilities 

 Training, orientation, and medical monitoring requirements 

 A site hazard analysis 

 Analysis of chemical, physical, and biological hazards  

 Required personal protective equipment 

 Air monitoring requirements 

 Site control measures 

 Waste management 

 Motor vehicle safety requirements 

 

Other documents used to identify and mitigate hazards associated with the project include: 

 Pre-fieldwork safety readiness reviews.  This document provides project management an opportunity to interact 

with field personnel prior to commencement of field activities.  An example is provided in Appendix F. 

 Job Safety Analyses (JSA).  JSAs are drafted for each task.  Job steps, potential hazards and mitigation steps are 

identified and communicated to team members.  The JSA form is included in Appendix F. 

 Field observations.  Observations will be conducted throughout the project to verify compliance with operational 

safety standards.  The observation form is included in Appendix F. 

 Near Miss investigations.  Near misses identified by team members will be investigated to determine root causes 

and means to avoid similar incidents in future operations.  The outcome of these investigations will be shared with 

all team members.  The Near Miss reporting form is included in Appendix F. 

 Daily tailgate safety meetings.  Daily tailgate safety meeting will be conducted every day prior to commencement 

of operations.  The meetings are an opportunity to review JSAs, discuss changing conditions, lessons learned and 

operational details. 
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 Weekly management safety meetings.  This meeting is an opportunity for the project leadership to discuss 

upcoming operations, lessons learned, near loss investigations and other potential issues. 

 Journey management plans (JMP).  JMPs are used to identify hazards associated with transportation.  These plans 

identify hazard and provide mitigation steps for enhancing vehicle operational safety.  An example JMP is included 

in Appendix F. 

 

The use of the documents create the foundation for hazard awareness and mitigation.  Our companies have embedded 

their use into our respective corporate cultures and freely share best practices and lesson learned.
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9.0 CONTRACTORS KEY PERSONNEL 
 

Entact LLC will be the primary contractor for Stage 8 removal activities, waste management, and regrading of the 

Lower Dump Sump.  Key Entact personnel include: 

 Michael Cincirpini.  Michael is the Project Manager and primary operations contact for Entact on the tailings 

pipeline removal project (Project).  Michael holds a Bachelor of Science degree in Civil and Environmental 

Engineering, a Construction Management Certificate and is a Lean Sigma Green Belt.  He has a significant level of 

experience at the Questa Mine facility.  He can be reached at (412) 417-8460 or mcincirpini@entact.com. 

 Veto Vialpando.  Veto fills the role of Health and Safety Officer for Entact on the Project.  Veto has AHERA 

Asbestos Supervisor training, Chevron Managing Safe Work (MSW) training, is an MSHA Instructor, Mine 

Rescue Instructor and has OSHA 40 hour HAZWOPER training.  Mr. Vialpando also has extensive experience at 

the Questa Mine facility.  He can be reached at (575) 263-4343 or vvialpando@entact.com. 

 

Trihydro Corporation will be responsible engineering, contractor oversight, environmental sampling, permitting and 

regulatory support.  Key Trihydro personnel include: 

 Shaun Harshman.  Shaun is the Project Manager and primary contact for Trihydro on the Project.  Shaun has a 

Bachelor of Science degree in Soil Science.  He has over 30 years of experience in the environmental field, with 

over 18 years of experience on Chevron projects.  He can be reached at (307) 259-5909 or 

sharshman@trihydro.com. 

 Tony Kupilik.  Tony will be Trihydro’s primary construction oversight and health and safety manager.  Tony has 

over 25 years of experience in heavy construction and mining.  He is a certified MSHA instructor, New Mexico 

Surface Coal Foreman, Excavation Competent Person, 3D Driving instructor and has OSHA 40 hour HAZWOPER 

training.  He is also certified in Red Cross CPR, AED, and First Aid.  He can be reached at (307) 760-8082 or 

tkupilik@trihydro.com.  

mailto:sharshman@trihydro.com
mailto:tkupilik@trihydro.com
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The proposed project entails demolition of a decommissioned mill tailings pipeline and ancillary structures associated with the Questa MineThe tailings pipeline was constructed to transport mill tailings, as a slurry, from the mine to the Tailings Facility (see Figures 1 - 8). The tailings pipeline begins approximately 7 miles east of the Village of Questa, NM, at the Questa Mine, parallels Highway 38, down the Red River Canyon, through the Village of Questa, NM, terminating at the Tailings Facility. The majority of the tailings pipeline was constructed on property owned by Chevron (CEMC) and the USFS. A portion of the pipeline cross private property. The pipeline crosses Red River, Columbine Creek (a tributary to the Red River), Embargo Ditch, and unnamed ditches (see Figures 2 through 8). Temporary impacts are expected at the four Red River crossings (see Table 1). Pipeline & structures will also be removed, including the Lower Dump Sump and support buildings, two of the three old bridges, and the elevated trestle. The bridge at Columbine Park will remain per USFS request. The pipeline and associated above ground structures will be removed from the Questa Mine to the Tailings Facility. Underground pipeline to be grouted in place. Therefore, there will be  no impacts to ditches.
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The environmental benefits are expected to far outweigh the potential of environmental impacts. Impacts to riverine and wetlands are expected to be minimal and temporary while removing the pipeline and associated structures (see Appendix A, Aquatic Resources Inventory). No wetlands are expected to be lost. No water of the U.S are expected to be lost as a result of pipeline removal and reclamation. Three of the four pipeline river crossings will require vehicle and foot traffic access to remove the pipeline installed under bridge structures and to remove any unused bridge structures not needed for other purposes. Temporary bridges may be installed across water bodies and wetlands when existing structures (roads, permanent bridges) are unavailable to provide foot and vehicle traffic access. Sediment will be disturbed briefly during vehicle and foot traffic access at the  2nd, and 3rd River Crossings and at the Elevated Trestle River Crossing. Regrading and reclamation at the Lower Dump Sump will preserve the existing irrigation ditch. The ditch and ephemeral stream crossings will not require access to wetlands to remove the pipeline. Wetlands associated with Embargo Ditch (aka North Ditch) will not be impacted because the below ground sections will be grouted in place.
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No or very minimal impacts are anticipated. A number of game fish occur in the section of the Red River crossed by the pipeline including triploid (sterile) rainbow trout (Oncorhychus mykiss) raised in a hatchery downstream of the project area and a wild, introduced brown trout (Salmo trutta) population.  BMPs designed to control erosion would minimize sedimentation on any gravel beds used by spawning fish. No fish spawning areas were observed at the pipeline crossing of the Red River (see Appendix A). 
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No or very minimal impacts are anticipated. Habitat for nesting birds is present along the pipeline route, especially in wooded areas.  No trees will be removed during project activities, which will minimize direct impacts to breeding birds. Any occupied bird nests discovered in shrubs, on the ground, or on human made structures will be avoided during project activities. No raptor nests were observed in therea, during the aquatic resources survey. Two migratory bird nests were found, but, they were unoccupied. No direct impacts to breeding birds is expected (see Appendix A).
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No or very minimal impacts are anticipated. BMPs designed to control erosion would minimize sedimentation and any adverse effects on shellfish.  The Sangre de Cristo peaclam, a New Mexico Game and Fish threatened species, is only found in Middle Fork Lake in Taos County, which is over 7 miles to the south of the project area near Taos Ski Valley (BISON-M 2017).
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The project is a pipeline removal/grout-in-place and restoration project. The project is designed to have a zero cut/fill balance. The project is being completed under EPA- and MMN-approval of stage-specific work plans and engineering design drawings.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

URS conducted a wetland delineation on July 24, 2013 to support removal of the historic tailing 

spill at the Lower Dump Sump (LDS). Wetland delineation is the evaluation process used to 

determine whether wetlands meeting the Section 404 definition are present or absent in an area, 

as described in the Overall Site Plan for Removal Actions, Chevron Questa Mine Superfund Site 

(URS 2012). 

Tailing was removed at the LDS site in 2013 under the United States Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA) Administrative Settlement Agreement and Order on Consent for Removal 

Actions, Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) 

Docket No. 06-09-12 and its appended Statement of Work (EPA 2012).  During the EPA final 

inspection of the removal at the LDS, EPA requested an exploratory trench down-gradient and 

west of the LDS to evaluate whether tailing was present in that area.  Because the area was 

observed to contain potential wetland vegetation, EPA requested wetland delineation be 

conducted prior to excavation of the exploratory trench. 

No wetlands were identified.  A map of the study is provided in Attachment A.  

2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION 

The study area for the delineation included about 2 acres of land west of the LDS, including 

about 300 feet of the Gallegos Ditch, wooded and shrubby areas along the ditch and in the Red 

River riparian area, and meadows. The study area boundary is shown on Figure 1, along with the 

location of soil pit locations and the exploratory trench.  The study area extended about 250 feet 

west from the edge of the LDS to the edge of the property and included a minimum of 100 feet 

along the southwestern and western edge of the LDS.  It was designed to include potential areas 

that could be affected by excavation of an exploratory trench and a minimum 50 foot buffer.  

Photographs of the study area are provided in Attachment B.   

Soils 

Three soil map units are present within the study area, according to soils maps included in the 

Soil Survey of Taos County and Parts of Arriba and Mora Counties [Natural Resource 

Conservation Service (NRCS) 2013].  Tenorio loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes and 1 to 5 percent 

slopes, are soils of valley sides.  They are deep, well-drained non-saline soils that are formed in 

alluvium derived from igneous and metamorphic rock.  They are classified as farmland of 

statewide importance.  Based on the NRCS 1:24,000 scale mapping, they occupy most of the 

study area.  A small portion of the study area on the north edge is mapped as Fluvents, nearly 

level.  These are deep, well-drained, non-saline soils comprised of gravelly sand, with a water 

table at 0 to 24 inches below ground surface.  They occur on floodplains.  About 20 percent of 

the Fluvents map unit has a loam or clay loam subsoil.   

Vegetation 

Vegetation types present in the study area include riparian woodland and shrub, mesic meadow, 

wet meadow, disturbed, and upland shrub.  All of the vegetation types have been strongly 

affected by past human activities or result from human activity.  
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Riparian Woodland and Shrub occupies most of the northern third of the study area and is part 

of a large area of riparian woodland (bosque) associated with the Red River at Questa.  Common 

species in these areas are listed below in Table 1.  The common grass species are non-native, 

while the shrubs and trees are all native.  The wetland status of the common species ranges from 

upland (UPL) to facultative wetland species (FACW).   

Table 1 

Common Species in Riparian Woodland and Shrub 

Name Species Wetland Indicator1 

Grasses and Grass-like Plants 

Creeping wildrye Elymus repens FAC 

Kentucky bluegrass Poa pratensis FAC 

Shrubs and Trees 

Deciduous traveller’s joy Clematis ligusticifolia FAC 

Narrow-leaf cottonwood Populus angustifolia FACW 

Chokecherry Prunus virginiana FACU 

Woods’ rose Rosa woodsii FACU 

Narrow-leaf willow Salix exigua OBL 

Round-leaf snowberry Symphoricarpos rotundifolius UPL 

 1
Lichvar 2013.   

Wetland indicator categories: 

Obligate (OBL) – occurs almost always in wetlands under natural conditions (estimated probability >99%) 

Facultative wetland (FACW) – usually occurs in wetlands (estimated probability 67-99%) 

Facultative (FAC) – equally likely to occur in wetlands or non-wetlands (estimated probability 34-66%) 

Facultative upland (FACU) – usually occurs in non-wetlands but occasionally found in wetlands (estimated 

probability 1-33%) 

Obligate upland (UPL) – Almost always occurs in uplands in the region (estimated probability >99% in 

non-wetlands).   
 

Mesic meadow vegetation occupies most of the study area.  Mesic meadow vegetation occurs on 

relatively level areas on both sides of the Gallegos Ditch.  The vegetation is a mixture of grasses 

and forbs, and of native and non-native species.  Forbs provide a larger portion of the cover than 

grasses.  Thickets of the shrub Wood’s rose (Rosa woodsii) occur in two areas.   

Most of the common species are facultative (FAC) indicators, meaning they occur equally in 

wetland and non-wetland areas, but indicator status ranges from UPL to FACW.  The majority of 

vegetation cover is comprised of wetland indicator species (FAC and FACW).  Several of the 

common species are non-native including smooth brome (Bromus inermis), creeping wildrye 

(Elymus repens), Kentucky bluegrass (Poa pratensis), and Mexican fireweed (Kochia scoparia).  

Common species are listed in Table 2. 
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Table 2 

Common Species in Mesic Meadow 

Name Species Wetland Indicator1 

Grasses and Grass-like Plants 

Sleepygrass Acnatherum robustum UPL 

Smooth brome Bromus inermis FAC 

Creeping wildrye (quackgrass) Elymus repens FAC 

Smooth scouring rush Equisetum laevigatum FACW 

Kentucky bluegrass Poa pratensis FAC 

Forbs 

Tarragon Artemisia dracunculus UPL 

Mexican fireweed Bassia scoparia FAC 

Shrubs 

Woods’ rose Rosa woodsii FACU 

1
Lichvar 2013 

Wetland indicator categories: 

Obligate (OBL) – occurs almost always in wetlands under natural conditions (estimated probability >99%) 

Facultative wetland (FACW) – usually occurs in wetlands (estimated probability 67-99%) 

Facultative (FAC) – equally likely to occur in wetlands or non-wetlands (estimated probability 34-66%) 

Facultative upland (FACU) – usually occurs in non-wetlands but occasionally found in wetlands (estimated 

probability 1-33%) 

Obligate upland (UPL) – Almost always occurs in uplands in the region (estimated probability >99% in 

non-wetlands).   

 

Wet meadow vegetation occurs in limited and narrow areas within and along the banks of the 

Gallegos Ditch.  Common species in these areas are listed in the Table 3.  Most of the vegetation 

in these areas was comprised of FAC and obligate (OBL) wetland indicators, and therefore these 

areas were evaluated in the wetland delineation, as described in Section 4.0 Results.  Several of 

the common species are non-native, including spreading bent, common timothy and Kentucky 

bluegrass.  Other portions of the Gallegos Ditch banks were dominated by non-wetland 

vegetation.   

Table 3 

Common Species in Wet Meadow 

Name Species Wetland Indicator1 

Grasses and Grass-like Plants 

Spreading bent Agrostis stolonifera FAC 

Water sedge Carex aquatilis OBL 

Nebraska sedge Carex nebrascensis OBL 
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Table 3 

Common Species in Wet Meadow 

Name Species Wetland Indicator1 

Common timothy Phleum pretense FAC 

Kentucky bluegrass Poa pratensis FAC 

Shrubs 

Wood’s rose Rosa woodsii FACU 

1
Lichvar 2013 

Wetland indicator categories: 

Obligate (OBL) – occurs almost always in wetlands under natural conditions (estimated probability >99%) 

Facultative wetland (FACW) – usually occurs in wetlands (estimated probability 67-99%) 

Facultative (FAC) – equally likely to occur in wetlands or non-wetlands (estimated probability 34-66%) 

Facultative upland (FACU) – usually occurs in non-wetlands but occasionally found in wetlands (estimated 

probability 1-33%) 

Obligate upland (UPL) – Almost always occurs in uplands in the region (estimated probability >99% in 

non-wetlands).   

 

Disturbed occurs at the edge of the northern portion of the study area and west of the Gallegos 

Ditch at the former Reddell residence.  It occurs around the former residence, a shed, former 

canal, and driveway.  Vegetation is patchy with nearly 50 percent bare ground.  A large number 

of species are present but most occur in limited amounts.  The vegetation includes both native 

and introduced species, but the most common species are weedy.  Wetland indicator status 

ranges from FAC to UPL.  All of the common species are non-native with the exception of 

narrow-leaf willow (Salix exigua) and mealy goosefoot (Chenopodium incanum). Common 

species are shown in Table 4.    

Table 4 

Common Species in Disturbed 

Name Species 
Wetland 

Indicator1 

Grasses and Grass-like Plants 

Quackgrass, creeping wild-rye Elymus repens FAC 

Forbs 

Mexican fireweed Bassia scoparia FAC 

Mealy goosefoot Chenopodium incanum UPL 

Tall hedge-mustard Sisymbrium altissumum FACU 

Shrubs 

Narrow-leaf willow Salix exigua FACW 

1
Lichvar 2013 

Wetland indicator categories: 

Obligate (OBL) – occurs almost always in wetlands under natural conditions (estimated probability >99%) 
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Facultative wetland (FACW) – usually occurs in wetlands (estimated probability 67-99%) 

Facultative (FAC) – equally likely to occur in wetlands or non-wetlands (estimated probability 34-66%) 

Facultative upland (FACU) – usually occurs in non-wetlands but occasionally found in wetlands (estimated 

probability 1-33%) 

Obligate upland (UPL) – Almost always occurs in uplands in the region (estimated probability >99% in 

non-wetlands).   
 

Upland shrub occurs on slopes at the south end of the study area.  The only wetland indicator 

species are weedy FAC species, including Mexican fireweed and Russian olive.  Scattered 

Russian olive (Elaeagus angustifolia) and Rocky Mountain juniper (Juniperus scopulorum) trees 

are present.  Most of the species are native.  Common species are listed in Table 5.  

Table 5 

Common Species in Upland 

Species Name 
Wetland 

Indicator1 

Grasses and Grass-like Plants 

Blue grama Bouteloua gacilis UPL 

Forbs 

Tarragon Artemisia dracunculus UPL 

Mexican fireweed Bassia scoparia FAC 

Shrubs and Trees  

Fringed sage  Artemisia frigida UPL 

Rubber rabbitbrush Ericameria nauseosa  UPL 

Russian olive Elaeagnus angustifolia FAC 

Rocky Mountain juniper Juniperus scopulorum UPL 

Twisted spine prickly pear Opuntia macrorhiza UPL 

1
Lichvar 2013 

Wetland indicator categories: 

Obligate (OBL) – occurs almost always in wetlands under natural conditions (estimated probability >99%) 

Facultative wetland (FACW) – usually occurs in wetlands (estimated probability 67-99%) 

Facultative (FAC) – equally likely to occur in wetlands or non-wetlands (estimated probability 34-66%) 

Facultative upland (FACU) – usually occurs in non-wetlands but occasionally found in wetlands (estimated 

probability 1-33%) 

Obligate upland (UPL) – Almost always occurs in uplands in the region (estimated probability >99% in 

non-wetlands).   

 

Hydrology 

The study area is located in the Upper Rio Grande Watershed (HUC 13020101) and is a short 

distance from the Red River.  The only feature mapped by the National Wetlands Inventory 

(NWI) (USFWS 2010) in the study area is Gallegos Ditch.  Gallegos Ditch is mapped as R4SBC 

– riverine, intermittent, streambed, seasonally flooded, which is consistent with observations 
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made during the delineation.  The NWI map unit includes two small drainages that are 

intercepted by the Gallegos Ditch outside of the study area.  The Gallegos Ditch originates from 

the Red River just east of the LDS, and terminates in uplands just east of Four Hill Road, west of 

the study area.  Its’ total length is about 2, 900 feet, of which about 300 feet are located within 

the study area.   

Wildlife 

American elk (Cervus elaphi) droppings were common in the study area.  A number of bird 

species were observed, including black-billed magpie (Pica pica), American kestrel (Falco 

sparverius), house wren (Troglodytes aedon), and violet-green swallow (Tachycineta 

thalassina).    

3.0 METHODS 

The study area was determined in the field by including potential areas that could be affected by 

excavation of an exploratory trench and a minimum 50 foot buffer.  Field maps were created 

with ESRI
®
 ArcGIS

®
 software (1 inch equals 50 feet).  Pre-field research included review of 

NWI maps, detailed air photos, topographic maps (USGS 1995), and previous environmental 

reports from the area. 

The wetland delineation was conducted on July 24, 2013, by Jeffrey Dawson and Eric Bunnell.  

Wetland delineations were conducted using the Routine Determination protocol discussed in the 

Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual Technical Report 4-87-1 (Environmental 

Laboratory 1987) and the Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation 

Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coasts (Environmental Laboratory 2010).  Wetlands 

are identified in the field as areas having positive evidence of three environmental parameters: 

hydric soils, wetland hydrology, and greater than five percent hydrophytic vegetation.  Data for 

potential wetlands (Attachment C) were recorded on wetland data forms provided in the regional 

supplement.   

Surface water features (i.e., streams and ponds) were identified by the presence of a defined bed 

and bank, evidence of an ordinary high water or bankfull indicator, and less than 50 percent 

vegetative cover within the bed.  Field information recorded for surface water features included 

depth and width of the average ordinary high water mark, average bankfull depth, bank slope, 

substrate composition, source of hydrology, dominant vegetation, other vegetation, percent 

overstory, and any wildlife or their signs observed. 

Locations of soil pits and other GPS data were recorded using a Trimble® sub-meter hand-held 

global positioning system (GPS).  Photographs were taken of each feature.  Unique identifiers 

were assigned to each feature delineated based on location.  For example, the first potential 

wetland was assigned a unique identifier of WL-1. 

Plant species were identified using Allred and Ivey (2012) and other botanical sources.  Plant 

names follow Lichvar (2013) for wetland indicator species, and Allred (2003) for common 

names of upland species.   

4.0 RESULTS 

No wetlands were delineated in the study area and one surface water feature (Gallegos Ditch) 

was delineated.  Based on an initial reconnaissance, two potential wetlands were identified – an 
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herbaceous area (WL-1) along a portion of the Gallegos Ditch and a scrub-shrub area (WL-2) 

below a section of the ditch.  During the field assessment, these areas did not meet the 

requirements to be considered wetlands under the applicable Corps Manuals because they lacked 

indicators for soils and hydrology.    

The potential herbaceous wetland area is identified as WL-1 in the data sheets and is shown in 

Photos 1 and 2 in Attachment B.  This was an area about 75 feet long and about 2 to 3 feet wide 

on each side of the Gallegos Ditch in the central part of the study area.  The area of potential 

wetland was bounded by the open water of the ditch and by raised berms of soil and sediment 

excavated from the ditch, which are visible on the aerial photo.  The vegetation was dominated 

by hydrophytic sedges and grasses, with all 3 dominant species having wetland indicators, 

Nebraska sedge, Kentucky bluegrass and timothy.  Three soil pits were dug and no hydric soil 

indicators were found.  No water or saturation was found in the soil pits, and no evidence of 

hydrology was found in vegetated areas immediately adjacent to Gallegos Ditch. The irrigation 

channel was flowing at the time of the survey, but did not provide wetland hydrology to 

adjoining soils.   

The potential scrub-shrub wetland area (WL-2 in the data sheets) consisted of a dense thicket of 

narrow-leaf willow located on a slope the east side of Gallegos Ditch and extending to the terrace 

below the ditch (Attachment B Photos 4 and 5).  The vegetation was hydrophytic, with 3 of 4 

species having wetland indicators, including narrow-leaf willow, deciduous traveller’s joy 

(Clematis ligusticifolia), and Kentucky bluegrass.  One soil pit was dug, located at the bottom of 

the slope about 5 feet vertically below Gallegos Ditch.  No soil or hydrology indicators were 

observed.  There was no observed evidence of overflow, leaks, or seepage from the ditch.   

Water flowing in Gallegos Ditch was about 4 feet wide, about 8 inches deep, and flowing slowly 

at the time of the survey.  The ditch is mostly elevated above the surrounding terrace in the study 

area.  More information is provided on the surface water features data sheet in Attachment C.  

There were no irrigation turnouts or places that appeared to regularly receive irrigation in the 

study area.  According to the US Geological Survey (USGS) map (USGS 1995) and air photos, 

Gallegos Ditch ends in an upland area.  The downstream portions of the ditch were not observed 

during this field survey.   

In addition to WL-1 and WL-2, the meadows and riparian forest in the study area were also 

dominated by plant species that are considered hydrophytic, including several meadow grasses, a 

common annual weed (Mexican fireweed), and the dominant tree species in the Red River 

riparian area (narrowleaf cottonwood, Populus angustifolia).   These areas were not addressed in 

data sheets because they had no FACW or OBL species with the exception of narrowleaf 

cottonwood; there was no evidence of wetland hydrology with the exception of yellow sediment 

discussed below; and soils were non-hydric.  

Thin deposits of yellow sediment were found on vegetation and surface soils along the ditch and 

in the meadow north of the ditch (Attachment B, Photo 10.  The sediment deposits appear to 

have resulted from a recent storm event that sent excess water down the ditch from the Red River 

and overtopped the edges of the ditch.   There was no apparent relationship between areas of 

sediment deposition and presence of wetland plant species.  The sediment deposits and presumed 

overtopping were interpreted as an uncommon event that does not result in wetland hydrology.    



Lower Dump Sump Wetland Delineation Report 

 R:\Projects\22242874_Questa_HTS_RA\Task_01\6.0_Proj_Deliv\Completion Report\APPENDICES\APPENDIX C Lower Dump Sump Wetland Delineation\Native Files\Lower Dump Sump Wetland Delineation Report 2-5-14.docx 8/19/2014 4:05 PM     8 

5.0 CONCLUSION 

No wetlands were delineated in the study area. Gallegos Ditch was delineated as an “other 

water” feature, and may be under the jurisdiction of the Clean Water Act.   
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Photo 1.  WL-1, looking west along Gallegos Ditch.  Shrub on right is Wood’s rose. 

 

Photo 2.  WL-1, looking east along Gallegos Ditch. 
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Photo 3.  Upland shrub on slope south of WL-1. 

 

Photo 4.  WL-2, looking west. 
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Photo 5.  WL-2 (on left), looking north.  LDS excavation is on right. 

 

Photo 6.  Weedy area and shed at former Reddell Residence, looking southeast.  Gallegos 

Ditch is behind shed. 
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Photo 7.  Riparian woodland and shrub, Gallegos Ditch and back of shed, looking south. 

 

Photo 8.  Riparian woodland east of former Reddell residence, looking northwest.  Elevated 

tailing pipeline is in right background. 
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Photo 9.  Meadow north of Gallegos Ditch, looking west. 

 

Photo 10.  Recent sediment deposits in meadow. 
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Photo 11.  Meadow north of Gallegos Ditch, looking east. 

 

Photo 12.  Meadow adjacent to LDS, looking south. 
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Project - HTS Project
Date - Wednesday, July 24, 2013

Investigators - Jeff Dawson
Area ID - Gallegos Ditch

Centerpoint coordinates - 
HUC - 13020101 (Upper Rio Grande)

Land Use - Dispersed residential
Physical

Type of feature (pond or stream)- irrigation ditch

Source- Red River

Connectivity - unknown, appears to end in upland

Water Clarity (clear, murky, turbid)- cloudy

Water Color (if obvious)- whitish
For Streams Only

Average Width of OHWM (bankfull)- 4 feet
Average observed width- 4 feet

Bankfull depth- 14 inches
Observed Depth- 8 inches

Bank Slope (X:X) (on each side if different - use N/S or 
E/W)- vertical

Evidence of undercutting or excessive erosion- No
Occurrance of riffle-pool-run complexes (Natural 

hydro only)- NA

Channelized or meandering (Natural hydro only)- NA

Bed substrate composition- clayey silt

Velocity (slow, moderate, fast)- slow

Flow Direction (to)- west
For Ponds Only

Inlet/Outlet present?
Restricted outlet?

Biological
Percent estimated bank cover- 100

Bank vegetation (dominant species/if associated 
with wetland refer to data sheet)- sedges and grasses

Aquatic vegetation present (Y/N, list species if 
known)- none

Percent overstory (amount hanging over the 
channel, streams only)- 10

Evidence of rafted/submerged large woody debris- NA

Evidence of other rafting (smaller debris, etc.)- NA

Aquatic or terrestrial wildlife present (list species)- magpie, kestrel, house wren, violet-green swallow

Surface Waters Features Data Sheet

Notes:





















































 
 

APPENDIX E 
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APPENDIX F 
 

HEALTH AND SAFETY 
 



msmueles
Text Box



Pre-Fieldwork Safety-Readiness Review Form
For all field projects

C:\Users\msmueles\Desktop\H&S\6-28-2016-PFSRR.xlsx Revision 2: June 28, 2016

Instructions:
1. While using this form, attempts should be made to address or correct the items warranting Corrective Action Needed (CAN) at the time of the evaluation.  If this is not practical, each CAN item / finding should be 
documented above, including assignment of an individual responsible for addressing the CAN item and a target completion date.  Once all of the CAN items have been completed, the Project Manager should review 
them with the responsible TL, BUM, or BUL and secure sign-off initials that each CAN item has been addressed satisfactorily.

2. Copies  of this form should be retained by the responsible TL, BUM, and/or BUL and submitted to the Trihydro H&S Team via e-mail HealthSafety@Trihydro.com or fax (307) 755-4959.  Please contact the 
Trihydro H&S Team for help conducting pre-fieldwork safety-readiness reviews, or if you have questions, suggestions, or comments about the forms.
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	Appendix F

	Title: [ Mr.]
	PP_FNAME: Gabriel
	PP-MNAME: 
	PP-LNAME: Herrera
	PP-COMPANY: Chevron Environmental Management Co.
	PP-EMAIL: Gariel.Herrera@chevron.com
	PP-ADDRESS: 354 State Highway 38
	PP-CITY: Questa
	PP-STATE: NM
	PP-ZIP: 87556
	PP-PHONE1: 
	PP-PHONE2: (575) 586-7571
	AG-FNAME: 
	Title - Agent: []
	AG-MNAME: 
	AG-LNAME: 
	AG-COMPANY: 
	AG-EMAIL: 
	AG-ADDRESS: 
	AG-CITY: 
	AG-STATE: 
	AG-ZIP: 
	AG - PHONE1: 
	AG PHONE - 2: 
	AG-AUTH-NAME: 
	DATE: 
	MULTIPL S&C PROJECTS: Off
	PROJECT NAME: Questa Tailings Pipeline Removal
	COUNTY AND STATE: Taos County, New Mexico
	WATERBODY NAME: Upper Rio Grande Watershed, USGS 13020101 (see attached Table 1, Figures 1 - 8, and Appendices A & B)
	UNKNONW COORD: Off
	LATITUDE: 
	LONGITUDE: 
	OTHER LOC DESC: Location of the decommissioned tailings pipeline route is shown on attached Figures 1 through 9.
	DRIVING DIRECTIONS: Travel east of the Village of Questa, NM, along State Route 38, to Columbine campground (1st Red River Crossing at confluence with Columbine Creek). Continue west along State Route 38 to Thunder Bridge (2nd Red River Crossing), then west to just east of USFS Range Station (3rd Red River Crossing). Turn southwest onto Moly Mine Road, traveling to the Old Red River Road (Elevated Trestle Red River Crossing).
	SPECIFIC NWP WANTED: NW12, Utility Line Activities
	COMPLETE PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
	PURPOSE OF PROPOSED ACTIVITY: Remove above ground and grout in place below ground decommissioned tailings pipeline, associated structures, and reclaim the pipelines route.
	DIRECT AND INDIRECT ADVERSE EFFECTS: 
	DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES: Sediment release at the crossings will be minimized by using temporary matting or other temporary bridges installed to allow vehicle and foot traffic access to the piping and associated bridge structures. Sediment control best management practices (BMPs) will be implemented under EPA-required storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP).
	ANY OTHER NWPS: The tailings pipeline requires decommissioning and removal under the following state and federal permits/actions 1) Mine Permit (TA001RE) issued by NM-MMD under the New Mexico Mining Act, 2) Discharge permit (DP933) issued by NMED, and 3) Removal AOC (Docket No. 06-09-12) issued by EPA under CERCLA.
	SKETCHES-YES: Yes
	SKETCHES-NO: Off
	SKETCHES-NA-SPL: Off
	SKETCHES-NA-SPN: Off
	SKETCHES-NA-SPK: Off
	DELINEATION-YES: Yes
	DELINEATIO-NO: Off
	DELINEATION - YES: Off
	DELINEATION - NO: Yes
	GREATER 1/10 AC WETLANDS - YES: Yes
	GREATER 1/10 AC WETLANDS - NO: Off
	COMP PLAN - WETLAND: Impacts to 0.12 acres of riverine and 0.03 acres of wetlands is expected. Temporary impacts to aquatic resources will occur in areas where foot and vehicle traffic enter the wetland and/or stream. No compensatory mitigation will be needed.  

Existing vegetation removal is expected to be minimal as most of the pipeline follows highway right-of-way (gravel shoulder) and existing Mine and USFS access roads.  Reclaimed areas will be seeded with a native mix.  All reclaimed areas will be regraded to match the surrounding topography and BMPs will be installed during construction and left in place until seeded vegetation is established.  Stockpiling of fill material is expected to be minimal because graded areas were designed to achieve a cut/fill balance.  All stockpiles will be bounded by BMPs.  Temporary bridges will be installed at designated crossings of perennial and intermittent streams for foot and construction traffic.
	LOSS STREAM/OWOUS - YES: Off
	LOSS STREAM/OWOUS - NO: Yes
	COMP MIT PLAN - STREAM/OWOUS: Construction activities are not expected to result in the loss of streams or open waters.  Reclaimed areas will be graded to match existing topography.  The existing pipeline follows the highway right-of-way and Mine and USFS access roads.  Temporary bridges will be installed at designated crossings of perennial and intermittent streams.
	FEDERAL PERMITTEE: Off
	ESA - YES: Yes
	ESA - NO: Off
	CRIT HAB - YES: Off
	CRIT HAB - NO: Yes
	ESA SPECIES - 1: Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis)
	ESA SPECIES - 2: Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extim
	ESA SPECIES - 3: New Mexico meadow jumping mouse (Zapus hudsonius
	ESA SPECIES - 4: Yellow-billed Cuckii (Coccyzus americanus)
	ESA SPECIES - 5: Mexican Spotted Owl (Strix occidentalis lucida) 
	ESA SPECIES -6: 
	ESA INFO - YES: Yes
	ESA INFO - NO: Off
	ADDITIONAL ESA INFO: CEMC submitted Application for Transportation and Utility Systems and Facilities on Federal Lands to the USFS relating to the portion of the pipeline crossing USFS lands, including the 1st Red River Crossing, Columbine Creek Crossing, and the 3rd Red River Crossing. The USFWS has been contacted relating to that application and the other pipeline removal locations. Stakeholders meetings have been ongoing regarding the Questa Mine closure and pipeline removal activities. 
	FEDERAL PERMITTEE - NHPA: Off
	HIST PROP EFFECT - YES: Off
	HIST PROP EFFECT - NO: Yes
	NHPA NAME - 1: 
	NHPA NAME - 2: 
	NHPA NAME - 3: 
	NHPA NAME - 4: 
	NHPA NAME - 5: 
	NHPA NAME - 6: 
	NHPA VICINITY MAP: Yes
	POTENTIAL AFFECT TO UNIDENTIFIED HIST PROP: Impacts to previously unidentified historic property is expected to be minimal. Chevron contracted Arcadis to conduct cultural resources surveys in December 2017 and April and May 2018 (see Appendix C). If historic property is discovered during the project, the NM-HPD will be contacted. 
	SEC 106 INFO - YES: Yes
	SECT 106 INFO - NO: Off
	ADDITIONAL 106 INFO: The NM-HPD has been engaged as a stakeholder. Chevron contracted Arcadis to conduct cultural resources survey. These documents have been filed with the NM-HPD. See Appendix C. 
	WILDE & SCENIC - YES: Yes
	STUDY RIVER - YES: Off
	WILD & SCENIC OR STUDY RIVER - NO: Yes
	WILD & SCENIC OR STUDY RIVER NAME: The Red River is a tributary to the Rio Grande. The Rio Grande and the lower reach of the Red River are designated as a wild and scenic river in NM, administered by the BLM/USFS. The proposed pipeline removal is approximately 2.5 miles upriver of the Red River Wild and Scenic River designation. The pipeline removal activities are not expected to impact the Wild and Scenic River area. 
	408 NEEDED - YES: Off
	408 NEEDED - NO: Yes
	408 RECEIVED - YES: Off
	408 RECEIVED - NO: Off
	GC 1: Yes
	GC 1 RATIONALE: The Red River and it's tributaries are mountain streams lacking boat traffic. The project will be completed quickly with only temporary access restrictions. This is true for each single and complete project within the total complete project.
	GC 2: Yes
	GC 2 RATIONAL: No or very minimal impacts are anticipated. The project will not result in any barriers to movement up and down the stream by fish or other aquatic species (see Appendix A).
	GC 3: Yes
	GC 3 RATIONALE: 
	GC 4: Yes
	GC 4 RATIONALE: 
	GC 5: Yes
	GC 5 RATIONALE: 
	GC 6: Yes
	GC 6 RATIONALE: 
	GC 7: Yes
	GC 7 RATIONALE: No impacts are anticipated.
	GC 8: Yes
	GC 8 RATIONALE: Not applicable. Project will not result in any barriers or impoundments. 
	GC 9: Yes
	GC 9 RATIONALE: No impacts are anticipated. Project will be completed when stream flow is low. Steam flows will not require management.
	GC 10: Yes
	GC 10 RATIONALE: No impacts are anticipated. Minimal regrading will be performed during restoration. Regrading will not result in changes to 100-year floodplains.
	GC 11: Yes
	GC 11 RATIONALE: Excavator, flatbed trucks, end-dump trucks, backhoe, skid steer, jack-hammer (concrete demolition).
	GC 12: Yes
	GC 12 RATIONALE: Project Stage-specific work plans are being submitted to the MMD and EPA for review. EPA-required storm water pollution prevention plans (SWPPP) will be prepared for the project. The SWPPPs will describe the BMPs to be used for erosion and sediment controls during the project.
	GC 13: Yes
	GC 13 RATIONALE: No anticipated impacts. Temporary fills are not expected to be used during the project.
	GC 14: Yes
	GC 14 RATIONALE: No anticipated impacts. Regraded areas will be reseeded with EPA- and MMD-approved seed mix. Reseeded areas will be maintained following BMPs in accordance with stage-specific EPA- and MMD-approved work plans.
	GC 15: Yes
	GC 15 RATIONALE: The project is a single completed project.
	GC 16: Yes
	GC 16 RATIONALE: The project is upriver of the Wild and Scenic Rivers designation on the lower reach of the Red River and the Rio Grande River (see Table 1. Removing the pipeline will provide environmental benefits.
	GC 17: Yes
	GC 17 RATIONALE: Will not be affected by the project.
	GC 18: Yes
	GC 19: Yes
	GC 19 RATIONALE: No impacts anticipated. Bald eagles may roost and/or nest in trees along the red river.  Any activities that may disturb eagles would be restricted within approximately 0.5 miles (USFWS recommended buffer) of nests or roosts during the appropriate seasons (generally February 1 to August 15 for nesting and November 1 to April 1 for winter roosts). See Appendix.
	GC 20: Yes
	GC 21: Yes
	GC 21 RATIONALE: Discovery of previously unknown remains and artifacts will result in a stop-work in the area and immediate inspection of site by archaeologist.
	GC 22: Yes
	GC 22 RATIONALE: No anticipated impacts.
	GC 23: Yes
	GC 24: Yes
	GC 24 RATIONALE: The project will include Stage-specific health and safety plans, prepared before field work begins.  No impoundment structures will be constructed or affected during this project. 
	GC 25: Yes
	GC 25 RATIONALE: No anticipated impacts
	GC 26: Yes
	GC 26 RATIONALE: This project is not related to coastal waters.
	GC 27: Yes
	GC 27 RATIONALE: Not applicable.
	GC 28: Yes
	GC 28 RATIONALE: The project will not use multiple NW permits.
	GC 29: Yes
	GC 29 RATIONALE: The project will not involve the transfer of NW permit verifications.
	GC 30: Yes
	Essay: A certification of completion report will be submitted to USACE in accordance with the permit conditions.
	GC 31: Yes
	GC 32: Yes
	GC 32 RATIONALE: This document constitutes the PCN.
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