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Post-CPG Compliance Filings- Response to comments; blasting best practices 

Dear Mrs. Hudson: 

I write on behalf of Petitioner Deerfield Wind, LLC ("Deerfield Wind") in response to 
comments filed by Industrial Wind Action Group, Inc. ("IWAG") (dated 5/15/15 and 6/5/15) and 
Thomas Shea (darted 6/1/15) regarding Deerfield Wind's first set of post-CPG compliance filings 
(dated 5/1/15) for the Deerfield Wind Project ("the Project"). The First Set of Compliance Filings 
included the FAA Determinations, the Blasting Plan, 1 and two Stormwater Permits. 

None of the comments filed by IWAG or Mr. Shea raises a significant issue with regard to 
Deerfield Wind's Certificate of Public Good ("CPG") or its recent compliance filings. They are all 
either fully addressed within the existing record, or misstate or exceed the requirements of the CPG 
and the law. Additionally, IWAG's June 5 comments were untimely filed, and should not be 
considered. 

I. IWAG's June 5th e-mailed comments were untimely filed 

The Board should reject IWAG's June 5th e-mailed comments,2 as they were filed outside 
the extended deadline of June 5. In her email of June 6, IW AG's representative, Lisa Linowes, 
stated that IWAG's comments were mailed on June 5. Under V.R.C.P. 5(e), "Filing by mail ... shall 
not be timely unless the material filed is received within the tllne fixed for filing." The additional 
time for service provided by V.R.C.P. 6(e) is inapplicable under these circumstances, as Rule 6(e) 
specifically provide? that no additional time for service is allowed when notice of a deadline is 
"served by the court" (or in this circumstance, the Board). See aiJo Board Rule 2.103 (incorporating 
by reference the Vermont Rules of Civil Procedure). As neither the Board Rules nor the Rules of 
Civil Procedure allow electronic filing, IW AG's comments had to be delivered to the Board in hard 
copy on or before June 5 to be considered timely. Thus, the Board should reject IWAG's 
comments as untimely. Cj Petition ifNew Cingular WireieJJ PCS, LLC, Docket No. 8305,2014 WL 
3811126, at n.2 (Order of July 29, 2014) (declining to consider comments that were untimely filed); 

1 In addition, as noted below Deerfield Wind has agreed to adopt .ANR's Best Management Practices for blasting. 

2 IW .AG's comments were e-mailed June 5th, but dated June 6th. 



Application if Seneca Mountain Wind, LLC, Docket No. 7867,2012 WL 3260376 (Order of July 30, 
2012) (same). No latitude is warranted under these circumstances, as IWAG already received extra 
tUne for filing comments. Moreover, IWAG participated in all of the prior proceedings in this 
matter for several years and thus should be well aware of the Board's rules. 

Nonetheless, in the event the Board elects to consider IWAG's June Sthcomments, Deerfield 
Wind has addressed them below. 

II. Response to Co1n1nents 

A. FAA Determinations (CPG Condition 33) 

In its May 15 comments, IWAG notes that the FAA determination letters indicate the 
turbine heights to be 428 feet above ground level, which they say is higher than Deerfield Wind has 
indicated to the Board. Deerfield Wind's June 1st post-CPG filing of the final design plans address 
this issue. Attachment 1 to the fmal design plan filing indicates that the Gamesa G87 turbines will 
be 399 feet and the G97 turbines 415 feet above ground level. Deerfield Wind would further note 
that it obtained FAA authorization for a greater height merely as a precaution; the FAA 
Determinations do not in any manner alter the Board's authority to review Deerfield's requested 
change in turbines. IWAG's comments do not raise a significant issue in this regard. 

In his com1nents, Mr. Shea notes that the determination letters issued by the Federal 
Aviation Authority ("FAA") state that the Project turbines will be located in Jacksonville, VT. f-Ie 
correctly notes that the turbines will, in fact, be located in Searsburg or Readsboro. Deerfield 
Wind's original FAA filings specified the correct towns; for unknown reasons, the FAA chose to list 
Jacksonville as the town in which the turbines would be located. However, the town name is of no 
consequence, as the FAA determinations are entirely dependent on, and specify, the latitude and 
longitude of each turbine, to the hundredth of an arcsecond. Moreover, the positions of the 
turbines are shown with specificity on the Final Design Plans filed by Deerfield Wind on June 1, 
2015, which align with the FAA coordinates. The precise location of the turbines could hardly be 
clearer. It is just as clear that the FAA's determinations are based on the correct geographic 
information. No further Board inquiry or resubmittal as Mr. Shea demands is warranted. 

B. Stormwater Permits (CPG Conditions 17 and 18) 

IWAG's June 5th comments and Mr. Shea's comments state concerns regarding Discharge 
Permit #6584-INDS. Neither comment raises a significant issue for the Board's consideration. 

Even if they were timely filed, !WAG's comments fail even to allege that Deerfield Wind has 
failed to comply with CPG Condition 18. The condition simply states that Deerfield Wind "shall 
submit to the Board and parties its Vermont operational phase stormwater permit prior to the 
creation of any impervious surfaces at the site." By filing the pennit, Deerfield Wind has wholly 
complied with the condition. The condition provides for no further review. 

Unlike some of the other CPG conditions, CPG condition 18 1nakes no provision for 
comment by other parties or review by the Board. In Petition if UPC Wind, LLC, a party filed 
comments regarding a construction stormwater permit. Docket No. 7156, 2009 WL 256078 (Order 
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of Jan. 28, 2009). The relevant CPG condition in that docket was substantially identical to CPG 
condition 18 here, requiring the petitioner to "submit to the Board its [NPDES] Stormwater Permit 
for Construction Sites for the Project, prior to the commencement of any earth-disturbing 
construction activities." Id. The Board has ruled that "there is no Board approval associated with 
the filing of the NPDES permit; ... this condition required only that Vermont Wind file the 
permit." Id. Condition 18 is no different from the condition under consideration in UPC Wind: 
Deerfield Wind has fully complied by filing the permit. 

Indeed, it would be all the more inappropriate to review the permit in this circu1nstance, as 
parties aggrieved by the issuance of a stormwater permit may appeal to this very Board under the 
provisions of 10 V.S.A. § 8506(a), which they have not. Instead, IWAG would seek to use this post
CPG 248 proceeding to litigate the merits of the permit. This is improper. IWAG disingenuously 
notes that "[i]t has been 6 years since the Board issued a CPG to Deerfield Wind," implying that 
Deerfield Wind has imported novel stormwater management technologies into a stale authorization. 
But the Agency of Natural Resources issued Discharge Permit #6584-INDS barely more than a year 
and a half ago, based on the same general design plans Deerfield Wind submitted to the Board on 
June 1. IWAG did not participate in or appeal the final stormwater permits, and now wishes to 
obtain collateral review in this proceeding instead. Providing IWAG a second opportunity to appeal 
the permit would expose Deerfield Wind to unreasonable delay and expense after the expiration of 
the stonnwater permit appeal deadline set forth in Section 8506(a)-precisely the kind of uncertainty 
such statutes are designed to prevent. See Union Sch. Dist. No. 20 v. Lench, 134 Vt. 424, 426 (1976) 
(discussing "policy of repose inherent in statutes of limitations"). 

Even if IWAG's concerns were properly raised in this proceeding, it has failed to provide 
any remotely reliable support for its position, relying instead on two anonymous videos attacking the 
I<ingdom Community Wind (Lowell) project and referencing an appeal of its stormwater permits, 
which was considered by this Board in 2011. In that case, the Board thoroughly investigated the use 
of the stormwater treatment practices for the Lowell facility, and concluded that those practice met 
all relevant regulatory requirements and were fully protective of water quality. In re: Lowell Mountain 
Wind Prqject StormwaterPermit #6216-INDC, Docket No. 7628, 2013 WL 1191203 (Order of March 
20, 2013), qff'd, 2014 VT 50. The Board's decision was upheld unanimously by the Vermont 
Supreme Court. Id. It is an understatement to say that the stormwater permit from the Lowell 
project, and any allegedly related videos, should not be considered in any manner in Deerfield 
Wind's post-CPG review. IWAG would have the Board initiate an unlawful collateral review of 
another agency's decision, solely on the basis of an anonymous, partisan internet attack on an 
unrelated wind project. The Board should decline this invitation as being incompatible with even a 
basic sense of due process. 

Another concern raised by IWAG was the lack of drawings or maps detailing the stormwater 
features permitted by ANR. IWAG's claim goes beyond the requirements of the CPG Condition, 
which only requires that the permit be filed with the PSB (for confirmatory purposes), and should 
be summarily rejected. See discussion below concerning Mr. Shea's comments on the stormwater 
permit. In any event, the Final Design Plans filed by Deerfield Wind on June 1 provide the 
appropriate degree of infonnation being sought. 

In his comment, Mr. Shea requests "supporting documentation regarding paragraph 11 of 
Pennit #6584-INDS." Specifically, Mr. Shea requested by email "one full-size printed copy and 
electronic files for all documents referenced in paragraph 11 of Permit #6584-INDS." The two 
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stormwater permits-which are required to be flled under the CPG solely to conflrm that the 
permits were issued-were the entire permits as issued by the VTDEC. The materials listed in 
paragraph 11 of Permit #6584-INDS are documents from the application that are incorporated by 
reference in the permit. See Petition qfGreen Mountain Power Corp., Docket No. 7628, 2011 WL 
3001822 (Order of July 19, 2011) ("The Stormwater Program will review and incorporate the flnal 
design plans into any flnal decision regarding the operational and construction phase stormwater 
permits."); Petition ifUPC Vermont Wind, ILC, Docket No. 7156, 2009 WL 4542941 (Order of Nov. 
30, 2009) (approving design alternative that "had been incorporated into a stormwater permit issued 
by the Agency of Natural Resources"). They are not the permit itself, and to Deerfleld Wind's 
knowledge the Board has not required these application materials be filed in past cases as post -CPG 
compliance filings. Moreover, the application materials are voluminous and contain many oversized 
plans-over 500 total pages including 25 plans that are 24" x 36" or larger. Producing them to Mr. 
Shea and all other parties would not only exceed the requirements of CPG condition 18 and PSB 
Rule 2.204(A), but would involve unreasonable expense. Finally, the application materials are a 
matter of public record that Mr. Shea can obtain directly from the Agency of Natural Resources. 

Deerfleld Wind has sub1nitted its construction and operational phase stormwater permits; 
CPG conditions 17 and 18 require nothing more. The Board should not allow IWAG or Mr. Shea 
to use this ministerial requirement as a procedural loophole for unwarranted litigation. 

C. Blasting Plan (CPG Condition 26) 

IW AG and Mr. Shea also commented on the blasting plan filed by Deerfleld Wind under 
CPG Condition 26. Both parties request a level of detail in the plan that has never previously been 
required by the Board, and that has no basis in the CPG or the law. Neither party has raised a 
signiflcant issue with regard to the blasting plan. 

In its May 15 comments, IWAG claims that the blasting plan filed by Deerfleld Wind is 
deflcient as it includes "only a superflcial review of [Deerfleld Wind's] general procedures." 
Similarly, Mr. Shea alleges that Deerfleld Wind's blasting plan is too "generic" to satisfy CPG 
Condition 26. IW AG requests particularized information regarding Project blasting, including an 
itemization of explosives to be used including total pounds per delay, details on how Deerfleld Wind 
will restrict public access, and speciflc information about how blast reports will be made available. 
These demands go well beyond what is required by CPG Condition 26, which simply states that: 

Prior to performing any blasting for the Project, Deerfleld shall develop a blasting 
plan that includes pre-blast surveys of wells and structures in the surrounding area 
and shall arrange for a public information session with surrounding landowners to 
address concerns related to blasting. 

Contrary to IWAG's assertion, Deerfleld Wind's Blasting Plan satisfles Condition 26. It is 
materially the same as blasting plans accepted by the Board in previous dockets. 3 As the Board has 

3 See, e.g., Petition if Vermont Gas Systems, Inc., Docket No. 7970, http:/ /psb.vermont.gov / sites/psb/ files/ docket/8180/ 
Petition_PrefiledTestimony_Exhibits/Exhibit%20Petitioner%20JH-11.pdf, approved 2013 WL 6834750 (Order of Dec. 
23, 2013); Petition qfGreen Mountain Power Corp., Docket No. 7628, http:/ /usmfiles.s3.amazonaws.com/php6bGE4h/ 
.Amended%20Blasting%20Plan%20clean.pdf, approved 2011 WL 3413221 (Order ofJuly 29, 2011); Petition q/UPC 
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previously indicated, the function of a blasting plan at this stage "is not meant to detail the dates and 
times of every blasting event, but to provide an outline" of the measures that will be taken to ensure 
that blasting is conducted as safely and with as little disruption as possible. Petition if UPC Vermont 
Wind, ILC, Docket No. 7156, 2009 WL 256078 (Order of Jan. 28, 2009). Deerfield Wind's plan 
states that Deerfield Wind will "offer property owners pre-blast surveys of structures and water 
sources or wells," and "will perform post-blast surveys" for all within a half-mile radius who are 
interested. It states that Deerfield Wind will "hold public information meetings in all towns within a 
one-half mile radius of the blasting site."4 That is all that the condition requires. 

IWAG also states that blasting mats should be used at all times. It is not reasonable to 
impose a blanket requirement, without regard to the many factors that will be involved, such as type 
of explosion, proximity to property lines or areas where the public will be allowed on Forest Service 
land. The optimal blast design should be determined by a licensed and certified blasting technician 
in response to on-the-ground conditions. Moreover, CPG condition 25 already requires that 

All blasting shall be performed in accordance with any and all applicable laws and 
regulations, including, but not limited to, U.S. Department of Interior Rules 816.61-
68 and 817.61-68 and the Blasting Guidance Manual, Office of Surface Mining, 
Reclamation and Enforce1nent, U.S. Department of Interior to limit peak particle 
velocity and ground vibration to safe levels. Noise and air blast effects shall be 
limited through application of proper techniques and blasting mats will be used where 
needed to limit the occurrence if ffyrock. 

(Emphasis added.) CPG condition 26, under which Deerfield Wind has filed the blasting plan, 
imposes the separate and different requirement of filing a plan that includes surveys and public 
meetings. IWAG should not be allowed to use the filing of a plan under CPG condition 26 as an 
occasion to relitigate the requirements set forth in CPG condition 25. 

IWAG also takes exception to the fact that "was developed by Deerfield and not by a 
licensed professional engineer as required in the Final Environmental Impact Statement" ("FEIS"). 
But U.S. Forest Service requirements are separate from what is required under the CPG. Indeed, 
CPG condition 26 specifically provides that "Deeifield shall develop a blasting Plan," (emphasis 
added), and makes no mention of a licensed professional engineer. Deerfield's plan complies fully 
with the CPG. 

Finally, IWAG claims that blasting must be conducted in accordance with Act 250 blasting 
protocols, since the Project site is located 1nore than 2,500 feet above sea level. The Board has 
already considered and unequivocally rejected this very argument: "The fact that a proposed project 
is at an elevation greater than 2500 feet does not bring the proposed project within the jurisdiction 
of Act 250 if the proposed project requires Section 248 approval." Petition ifEMDC, ILC, Docket 

Vermont Wind, ILC, Docket No. 7156, Blasting Plan filed on Oct. 14,2008, approved 2009 WL 256078 (Order of Jan. 
28, 2009). 

+ :l'v1r. Shea also requests notice of public meetings by email. Email notice to the public informational meetings is not 
required under the CPG or any Board rule. Moreover, it would not be a reliable way to effectuate notice, as Deerfield 
Wind has no way to know the email addresses of all property owners within one half mile of the Project site. Cf Petition 
if Georgia Mountain Communi!J Wind, ILC, Docket No. 7508, 2011 WL 1460490 (Order of .April11, 2011) (requiring 
petitioner to give notice of blasting meetings by certified mail, and to file copies of the return receipts). 
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construction of "improvements for an electric generation or transmission facility that requires a 
certificate of public good under 30 V.S.A. § 248." 10 V.S.A. § 6001 (3)(D)(ii). 

The concerns raised by IW AG in its May 15 comments do not raise a significant issue with 
regard to any of the relevant Section 248 criteria. The blasting plan is functionally identical to plans 
previously approved by the Board, and IWAG's comments to the contrary go well outside the 
bounds of the CPG and the law. Nothing in IWAG's May 15 comments rises to the level of a 
significant issue that would warrant further inquiry by the Board. 

Blasting Best Management Practices 

ANR has recommended to Deerfield Wind that it adopt "Best Management Practices for 
Blasting to A void Environmental Contamination," similar to those implemented in other dockets. 
See, e.g., Petition ifVt. Gas Systems, Inc., Docket No. 7970, 2013 WL 6834750 (Order of Dec. 23, 
2013); Petition if Central Vt. Public SerJJ. Corp., Docket No. 7857, 2012 WL 5462669 (Order of Oct. 30, 
2012). Deerfield Wind has agreed to incorporate these BMPs into its blasting plan. The BMPs, 
which are enclosed, address drilling and loading practices, explosive selection, handling of 
a1n1nonium nitrate and fuel oil, bulk emulsions and slurry /water gel explosives, blast hole stemming, 
misfires, and muck pile management. 

Many thanks for your consideration. Please contact me if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

(-Z_/-
N. Raub~ogel, ~ 

Ends. 

cc: Service List 
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STATE OF VERMONT 
PUBLIC SERVICE BOARD 

Docket No. 7250 

Amended Petition of Deerfield Wind, LLC for a certificate ) 
of public good authorizing it to construct and operate 17 turbine, ) 
34 to 35.7 MW wind generation facility, and associated transmission ) 
and interconnection facilities, on approximately 80 acres in the ) 
Green Mountain National Forest, locat~d in Searsburg and ) 
Readsboro, Vermont, with 7 turbines to be placed on the east side ) 
of Route 8 on the same ridgeline as the existing GMP Sears burg ) 
wind facility (Eastern Project Area), and 10 turbines along the ) 
ridgeline to the west of Route 8 in the northwesterly orientation ) 
(Western Project Area) ) 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Grace Grundhauser, certify that on June 15, 2015, I forwarded copies of Deerfield Wind's Rep!J to 

Comments re _f""A_-~A, Blasting, and Stormwater, to the following service list by the method noted: 

By Hand Delivery and E-Mail: 
Mrs. Susan Hudson, Clerk 
Vermont Public Service Board 
112 State Street, Drawer 20 
Montpelier, VT 05620-2701 

By First Class Mail and E-Mail: 
Jeanne Elias, Esq. 
Vermont Dept. of Public Service 
112 State Street, Drawer 20 
Montpelier, VT 05620-2601 

Richard H Saudek, Esq. 
Diamond & Robinson, P.C. 
15 East State Street, Suite 201 
Montpelier, VT 05601 
(Towns of Searsburg and Readsboro) 

Judith L. Dillon, Esq. 
Vermont Agency of Natural Resources 
1 National Life Drive, Davis 2 
Montpelier, VT 05620-3901 

Charlotte Ancel 
Green Mountain Power Corporation 
163 Acorn Lane 
Colchester, VT05446 

John W. Kessler, Esq. 
Dale E. Azaria, Esq. 
Vermont Dept. of Housing & Comm. Affairs 
Agency of Commerce and Community Dev. 
National Life Bldg., Drawer 20 
Montpelier, VT 05620-0501 

Jamey D. Fidel, Esq. 
Vermont Natural Resources Council 
9 Bailey Avenue 
Montpelier, VT 05602 

Peter Zamore, Esq. 
Sheehey Furlong & Behm P.C. 
30 Main Street, 6th Floor 
P.O. Box 66 
Burlington, VT 05402-0066 
(For Green Mountain Power) 

Chris Campany, Executive Director 
John Bennett, Senior Planner 
Windham Regional Commission 
139 Main Street, Suite 505 
Brattleboro, VT 05301 



Nancy S. Malmquist, Esq 
Downs Rachlin Martin PLLC 
90 Prospect Street 
P.O. Box 99 
St. Johnsbury, VT 05819-0099 
(For National Grid) 

Ms. Diedre Matthews 
National Grid 
40 Sylvan Road 
Waltham, MA 02451 

Lisa Linowes, Executive Director 
Industrial Wind Action Group 
286 Parker Hill Road 
Lyman, NH 03585 

Phoebe Mills, Esq. 
Fairwind Vermont 
P.O. Box 52 
Londonderry, VT 05148 

Thomas Shea 
32 Lamprey Road 
I<ensington, NH 03833 

Paul Burns, Executive Director 
Vermont Public Interest Research Group 
141 Main Street, Suite 6 
Montpelier, VT 05602 

Robert M. Fisher, Esq. 
Fisher & Fisher Law Offices 
114 Main St., PO Box 621 
Brattleboro, VT 05302-0621 
(For the Town of Wilmington) 

Sandra Levine, Senior Attorney 
Conservation Law Foundation 
15 East State Street, Suite #4 
Montpelier, VT 05602 

Clifford and Diana Duncan 
Duncan Cable TV Services 
PO Box 685 
Wilmington, VT 05363 

Gerald DeGray 
P.O. Box 1717 
Wilmington, VT 05363-1717 

Ed Cherian, Project Manager 
Iberdrola Renewables 
P.O. Box 326 
Concord, NH 03302 

Dated at Burlington, Vermont, this 15th day of June, 2015. 

by: 

Administrative Assistant 
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State ofVermont 
VT Dept. Environmental Conservation 
Waste Management Prevention Division 
One National Life Drive 
Montpelier, VT 05620-3704 

AGENCYOFNATURALRESOURCES 

Best Management Practices for Blasting to Avoid Environmental Contamination 

Best Management Practices (BMP's) include preparing, reviewing and following an approved blasting 
plan; proper drilling, explosive handing and loading procedures; observing the entire blasting 
procedures; evaluating blasting performance; and handling and storage of blasted rock. 

Note These BMP 's are based on Blasting BMP 's developed by the state of New Hampshire and the Institute of 
Makers of Explosives 

1. Drilling and Loading practices. The blasting contractor shall utilize the following drilling and 
loading practices to tninimize environmental effects. 

a) Blasthole boring logs shall be maintained by the driller and communicated directly to the 
blaster. The logs shall indicate depths and lengths of voids, cavities, and fault zones or other 
weak zones encountered as well as any groundwater conditions the driller notes (This is not 
a formal assessment of groundwater). 

b) Blastholes shall be within five (5) degrees of the intended orientation. 

c) Blastholes shall be drilled within one foot of the intended blast pattern. 

d) Explosive products shall be managed on-site so that they are either used in the borehole, 
returned to the delivery vehicle, or placed in secure containers for off-site disposal. 

e) Unpackaged/unsleeved ANFO and emulsions shall not be used if artesian or water flowing 
conditions are encountered. 

f) Loaded explosives shall be detonated as soon as possible and shall not be left in the blastholes 
overnight unless weather or other safety concerns reasonably dictate that detonation should 
be postponed. 

g) Loading equipment shall be cleaned in an area where wastewater can be properly contained 
and handled in a manner that prevents release of contaminants to the environment. 

Regional Offices- Barre/Essex Jct./Rutland/Springfield/St. Johnsbury 



2. Explosive Selection. The following BMPs shall be followed to reduce the potential for 
groundwater contamination when explosives are used: 

a) Explosive products shall be selected that are appropriate for site conditions and safe blast 
execution. 

b) Explosive products shall be selected that have the appropriate water resistance for the site 
conditions present to minimize the potential for hazardous effect of the product upon 
groundwater. 

3. Ammonium Nitrate and Fuel Oil (ANFO). The following BMP's shall be followed to reduce 
nitrate or other impacts when ANFO is used: 

a) Identify blastholes containing water and remove water prior to loading with ANFO. 

b) Water resistant ANFO (ANFO-WR) shall be used in blastholes that recharge with 
groundwater and remain wet even after pumping. 

c) ANFO should be handled in a manner to avoid spills. 

d) If spills of ANFO or other blasting agents occur at the ground surface around the blasthole 
collars, these shall be cleaned up promptly and the ANFO either reused or taken off site for 
appropriate handling or disposal. 

e) Adequate unloaded collar lengths shall be established to reduce both "blowback" when 
loading pneumatically and blasthole proximity effects. 

f) Proper "standoff'' distance and loading vessel pressure shall be maintained to reduce 
"blowback" during pneumatically loading ANFO. 

g) Partially used bags of ANFO shall be resealed and returned to the explosive magazine. 

h) Loading equipment shall be cleaned in an area where the water can be properly contained and 
handled in a manner that prevents releases. 

i) Explosives shall only be delivered to the site in approved magazine trucks and should not be 
stored overnight on-site unless there is a demonstrated need for an on-site explosives 
magazine. 

4. Bulk emulsions and slurry/watergel explosives. The following BMP's shall be followed to 
reduce nitrate or other impacts when bulk emulsions or slurry/watergel explosives are used: 

a) Spills of the product shall be removed from the spillage area, and either reused or taken off 
site for disposal. 

b) Proper loading techniques shall be followed when loading a bulk product into a wet blasthole. 
The bulk liquid product should be extruded into itself from the bottom of the blasthole and 
not into the standing water above the product. 

- 2-
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c) If groundwater conditions are severe, e.g., artesian/flowing conditions, packaged explosives 
(emulsions, watergels, slurries, blends, cartridged, etc.) shall be used instead of bulk 
products or as required by the Blasting Engineer. 

5. Blasthole stemming. The following BMP's shall be followed when placing stemming in 
blastholes: 

a) Blastholes shall be cleaned out thoroughly using the compressed air stream from the drill 
when available, to remove the drill cuttings. If compressed air from the drill is not 
available another similar method will be used to remove drill cuttings. 

b) Drill cuttings shall not be used as stemming. 

c) Stemming shall be placed to prevent bridging, and shall be appropriately sized for the 
blasthole diameter. 

d) Blastholes shall be completely stemmed to prevent incomplete detonation. 

e) Weak zones, voids, and cavities shall be stemmed as decks to prevent the loss of explosive 
products into the bedrock. 

6. Misfires. One or more of the following BMP's can be followed to help prevent misfires 

a) Redundant surface delays to connect blastholes if shifting mats, uneven terrain or other 
conditions could cause cut-offs shall be used. 

b) Double or triple priming of the blastholes shall be done as applicable depending on the depth 
of the hole. 

c) Using electric detonating systems shall be considered. 

d) Using programmable electronic detonating systems shall be considered. 

7) Muck Pile Management. Muck piles (the blasted pieces of rock) and rock piles shall be managed 
in a manner to reduce the potential for contamination by implementing the following measures: 

a) Remove the muck pile from the blast area as soon as reasonably possible. 

b) Manage the interaction of blasted rock piles and storm water to prevent contamination of 
water supply wells or surface water. 
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