Oct. 29, 2014
La Plata County Planning Commission
1060 E. 2nd Av
Durango, CO, 81301
Dear Commissioners,
On behalf of the 35 property owners in Vista de Oro subdivision I would like to address a
few concerns we have regarding their request for approval of the GCC King Coal II
expansion request. As identified during the Neighborhood Compatibility Meeting on Sept.
11, 2012, VDO property owners had concerns about four specific environmental impacts
caused by current and future mining operations. Those areas of concern were the vibration,
noise, water quality and increased traffic as a result of expanded operations. We appreciate
the attention given by GCC Management to our concerns addressed at that meeting,
especially in the area of the transportation challenges of noise and public safety.
In good faith to address those concerns GCC commissioned a study to look closely at those
issues. Over a very short period of time we saw several engineers / technicians in the
neighborhood gathering data on those four specific environmental concerns. In Nov. 2013 I
and several other property owners received a packet of information pertaining to a study
that had been done by several credible engineering firms in La Plata County on behalf of
GCC Energy. In the cover letter of the package it clearly states the scope of what those firms
were contracted to examine.
During the Neighborhood Compatibility Meeting of Dec. 19, 2013, we voiced our concern
regarding the scope and methods of sampling and our continued concern for the mining
operation’s impact on vibration, noise, water quality and other quality of life issues. We
won’t question the data gathered over the course of those few days. We do question the
scope and methods of sampling. A closer look at some of the documents related to this
expansion request reveal why the study results look the way they do. On those days the
data was being gathered the mining operations were moving away and to the north of Vista
de Oro. They were two miles from this subdivision and moving in the opposite direction.
There is good data in the report but it doesn’t fully address our concerns and other larger
concerns about the impact this expansion will have on this part of the county.
The issue of water quality impact was not fully addressed in the study. A closer look at the
test results indicates that all wells in the area come from not just one aquifer but from a
“mixing of water zones”. The mine’s operation was moving away from us so of course the
test results of that day they were here would not accurately reveal any potential problem.
We still do not have real or projected data specific to the impacts of the expanded
operations on our ground and well water. The initial hydrological impact report their
mining operation was having seemed acceptable at first glance. Looking at other related
documents and you would see the current use of 14 – 20 acre‐feet of water to control dust.
That equates to 6,517,060 gallons of contaminated water leeching into our “mixing of water
zones” that we get our well water from. As their operation turns to the south and west we
can be absolutely sure there will be some hydrological impact on our wells. A complete
Environmental Impact Assessment will look close at not only current but also projected
impacts on the aquifers of La Plata County.

Another example of our concerns for the scope and methodology of the GCC funded study
was the sampling techniques and duration to establish noise levels for a duration of only 5.5
hours. With current mining operations heading away from us and a nice southerly breeze I
would anticipate that it was nice and quite during those 5.5 hours. We’re good with the
data presented to us. However, it doesn’t take a very close look at that methodology to
recognize the data gathered was not fully representative of the variable weather conditions
we have in this part of the county. We need a more in‐depth sampling of the noise impact
current and projected operations will have under all weather conditions. The 5.5‐hour snap
shot is a good start but not thorough enough for the full‐length movie of the 24 hours in a
day we get to live with if expanded operations get closer. Maybe the properly conducted
EIA will identify their operations will not have any negative impact on these environmental
issues and that would be great for all of us. But, until we know for sure we the residents of
VDO have concerns regarding the impact their future operations will have on the
environment.
The other concern we have had all along is the vibration impact imposed upon us by the
mining operations. As with the two above‐mentioned issues, we see the data in the report.
We accept it for what it is. Again, that report was a snap shot of the full impact their current
operations are having on the area. And the report certainly does not address the projected
/ potential impacts the expanded operation will have in the future.
That report addressed only the four concerns we voiced. It says nothing about the full
environmental impact the current and future operations will have on La Plata County. All
the ranchers and hunters will tell you the elk population of today is nothing compared to
ten years ago. Their current theory is that the vibration created by the mining operation
causes it, but we don’t know for sure. Have we even addressed that issue or any others
related to wildlife? And what are the plans for a catastrophic release of their contaminants
into the La Plata River?
We the property owners of Vista de Oro strongly request that the Planning Commission
require at a minimum a full Environmental Impact Assessment and Environmental Impact
Statement before a permit is granted. And, provided all areas of concern regarding the
health, safety and quality of life identified in the EIA and EIS are mitigated to the strictest
enforceable standards. We recognize it will cost them a little more time and money to
conduct such studies. They will be generating millions of dollars in profits before they
deplete those natural resources then pack up and leave town. They can afford it. The coal
has been there for thousands of years, its not going away any time soon. Slowing things
down just a little to look close at their impacts is a very prudent approach to the unknown
variables surrounding their proposed expansion. Requiring an EIA and EIS ensures all
issues regarding the impacts their current and future operations will have can be properly
identified. With that data we can all move forward with a solution to support their
operations that will have the least amount of negative environmental impact to La Plata
County.
Thank you for your time and consideration on this critical matter.
Sincerely,
Tim Gallagher, President
Vista de Oro Property Owners Assoc.

La Plata Planning Commission
1020 2nd Ave.
Durango CO 81301

30 October 2014

Planning Commission,
I am writing to express my concerns regarding the application for expansion of the GCC
Coal mine and to request the Planning Commissions and County Commissioners help in
getting a proper Environmental Impact Assessment conducted, prior to considering this
application.
My concerns for this coal mine go back to 2007 when La Plata County officials approved
this new mine without proper public input. There were no public meetings and no La Plata
County Planning Commission input. It was just approved and now I’m stuck with it.
Now after years of operation GCC wishes to greatly expand operations and we finally get a
few public meetings to express our problems with our new neighbors. I have four major
concerns and numerous lesser concerns with this proposed expansion.
We identified four issues to GCC and they went through the motions of addressing our
concerns with a “study” published on March 3, 2014 (CDS Environmental Services, LLC). As
a scientific study this one has so many shortcomings that I encouraged GCC to ask for their
money back. This study is so flawed that it is useless and I encourage you to not give it any
weight in your deliberations.
Four main issues:
1 and 2, Water Quality / Quantity: My domestic well is 600 feet deep and I have never had
quantity issues but now I am worried about both quality and quantity. GCC and BLM have
both documented this mine as “dry”. So water is brought in for dust suppression. This mine
operation is approximately 400 feet down and upstream of my property. GCC hauls in
40,000 gallons of water each and every day and has purchased 14 acre feet of ditch water.
Their onsite water treatment for wastewater was built to handle less than 2000 gallons per
day and to serve 40 employees. They now have 165 employees and are using much more
than 1700 gallons/day. More than 2000 gallons per day would trigger a water water permit
that they do not have.
So where does all that water go? It goes into the mine, some is used for domestic use
(showers, toilets), but majority is for mine dust suppression. It is sprayed onto the coal as it
is ripped from the seam by large continuous miner machines. The water then drains off the
wet coal and seeps down into the aquifer that serves my neighborhood, Vista de Oro and
others down Hay Gulch.
Some water remains on the coal and drains from the coal hauling trucks as they drive down
the roads. Does this wastewater, contaminated by coal and chemicals need a permit to be

discharged on the County road? Take a look at the black roads leading from the mine. This
is another source of pollution to our area.
The GCC study not only sampled our wells incorrectly but they never sampled for or tested
for the real issue we identified. What are the Health concerns of our water? They sampled
and tested for typical “taste and odor” problems. Hardness, conductivity, pH, alkalinity, a
few nuisance metals; iron, manganese (we are not worried about iron or manganese stains
on our toilets). No heavy metal were tested for that are commonly found in coal.
Arsenic, Barium, Beryllium, Cadmium, Chromium, Lead, Mercury, Strontium, Vanadium and
Zinc to name just a few. All of these heavy metals have serious health risks but were not
tested.
With thousands of gallons of water washing the mined coal and seeping down into our
aquifer we are very concerned about the effects the mining is having on our water quality
and our health. The requested expansion will move the mine and its leachate even closer to
our wells.
I think of this coal mine the same as “Fracking”. In fracking the gas company drills about a
six inch hole down a few thousand feet into gas bearing rock, then drills horizontally a few
thousand feet, then pump in a thousand gallons of water and chemicals to help release the
gas, they pump out the toxic water mixture and collect the gas. People all over our Nation
are concerned about the toxic chemicals used in fracking getting into the water table and
causing illnesses.
So now instead of a six inch hole a thousand feet long, picture a coal mine 2 miles long, 12
feet high and half a mile wide, pump in 40,000 gallons of water each and every day, no way
to prevent water from seeping down into underground aquifers and all this is occurring at
400 feet down while your well is 600 feet down.
There is a risk and a real danger that this mine will contaminate our water source. The
other possibility is that the expansion of the mine will cause our aquifer to go dry. Then we
will be faced with not having any well water.
3. Vibration: When the mine first started at the new GCC location we immediately felt the
vibration of the mining operation. The GCC “study” only looked at variable frequency
vibration caused by the intake fan. The LPC Planning staff incorrectly had the study focus
on the intake fan (they had fan issues on gas wells as their only experience with vibration)
and did not look at all sources of vibration.
While the fan can cause a vibration frequency our concern was with the continuous miner
machine. As this large machine claws the coal out of the seam it works up and down the
face of the coal. As the machine rises up to the top of the seam it hits bedrock at the top and
again as it reaches the floor. That is most likely the cause of the vibrations we feel. This
causes a seismic vibration to move through the rock, which all our homes are built over.

The GCC “study” does its best to trivialize our concerns by referencing my description of
“misalignment of two pictures in his residence”. It is not a trivial problem of straightening
the pictures on my wall, it is the nearly constant vibrations, which disturbs our sleep and
creates a state of worry about damage to our home, and having to live with such a nuisance.
The 5.5 hours duration of the GCC vibration study was stopped because of approaching
darkness. Yet we all complained about the vibration being more noticeable at night.
The biggest problem with the vibration study is that it was conducted while mining
operations were over two miles away so the vibrations have lessened to a small degree. We
are not even certain that “normal mining operations” were actually occurring during the
test period. But this new expansion will be less than one half mile from our homes, even
closer than in 2007 when it first opened.
4. Sound: Mining coal is not a quiet process. Consider what causes the noise: Heavy
machinery, 140 large coal trucks to move the coal, huge intake fans, a coal crusher,
conveyor belts to move the coal, dropping coal into trucks. It is a very noisy industry.
They have taken our very quiet rural area and transformed it into an industrial complex.
Growing ever larger and getting closer to our homes. It is hard to quantify the loss of
quality of life but this is right up there as one of my biggest concerns with the mine.
I would feel much better if BLM, GCC and this Commission would cause to be conducted a
Environmental Impact Assessment to definitively determine the health risks of this mine
operation and to NOT approve this expansion request until such a study has been
completed and reviewed by the public.
Thank you,

J. T. COYNE

Daniel Murray
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Paul D.S. <schmitzseeks@msn.com>
Thursday, October 30, 2014 7:44 AM
Daniel Murray; Victoria Schmitt
Gene Orr; LISA HANNA; David Hanna; coynejt@gobrainstorm.net; MARG NEW; JOHN
BARBER; TRAVIS MYCOLOGIST; Lynn Patrick; lorilee_14@msn.com;
highlands@highlandsunlimited.com
RE: Please Confirm Receipt - Public Comments

Subject:

Victoria and Daniel.
We know your job is tough. I have copied some folks who may have concerns.
BLM was provided a COPY and State OFFICES also via BLM Website
Please advise of Receipt of the Questions and Comments and that it will be Submitted to the County
COMM Review Process
Thanks

From: schmitzseeks@msn.com
To: h50johns@blm.gov
CC: sloandgo@gmail.com; lfloyd-hanna@prescott.edu; dhanna@prescott.edu; coynejt@gobrainstorm.net;
margaretkral@yahoo.com; jbarb8484@gmail.com; tcuster@hushmail.com; dr.lynpatrick.nd@gmail.com;
lorilee_14@msn.com; highlands@highlandsunlimited.com
Subject: Please Confirm Receipt - Public Comments
Date: Thu, 30 Oct 2014 07:31:57 -0600
10.30.2014

VIA Email
Public Comments and Questions

To:

Helen Mary Johns, BLM GCC King Coal Reviewer
Vicki Schmitt, Planning Department La Plata County
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Addition to the County Commissioners Review Pending 11.13.2014

Please cc:

BLM State Director
BLM Regional Director Tres Rios Offices

Relevant Public Comments Sections for MHSA; BLM, CDPHE, County Health and County
Planning
I am compiling elements of Letters and Recent Communication with La Plata County and the
BLM.
To many folks, not vested [ not to receive Royalties ] in the process proposed for the GCC
Mines, there are serious lacking technical reviews of issues needing to be answered, principal
amongst these is what happens to the immense amount of water used to ' dust suppress'. The
common response to all inquiries is to ' add your concerns and Letters to the Public Comments ';
as yet in many regional applications and Expansion changes to Mining and Drilling, there is a
hands off, minimalist approach to the real technical issues.
At one point or another, inevitably, without sound answers, a Lawsuit will likely develop. In that
process, the only facts which will be reviewed are those minimalist Policies that let the process
go forward for GCC. Many public persons and private land owners are not pleased with the
efforts to follow up by the County, and BLM understanding the limits of their roles. The hope
will be there is a change in the process, soon, to address real concerns and not push the issues
away to simply ' rubber stamp the Application '.
There are clear economic benefits for the Tax Base, although total taxation of the Operation,
also seems minimal, based upon 165 Staff, and the numbr of trucks per day going in and out; now
with the new 24 Well add on, not announced publicly, as a scoping Request to BLM, there is
another layer of problems. Stakeholder requirement mean listening and acting on missing
components of the Process; getting direct answers has been nearly impossible for
any Private Citizen.
Compilation of Email Letters to Helen Mary Johns BLM --

While I appreciated your follow up a few weeks ago, with Letters from 2010 and 2011, from
GCC, most of the Public concerned about the near total lack of information from BLM since
2012, many folks would like to see all of the New Scoping Documents submitted by GCC to BLM,
and if these changes for the 24 Test Wells, have ANY and all Letters and Submittable Letters,
by the Corp or other Coal Interests, all of those can be provided?
Were these provided also to the BOCC and La Plata County Planning Department, or is that
being done for the 11.13.2014
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Hearing ? Under BLM Policy when is effective Due Notice to a new Scoping or Development
Proposal?
We received a New Mailing a Week ago, Citing a Need for Initial Response by 10.27.2014, [
which is therefore First Notice of Intent ] ? Along with what seems to be an extensive 900
acre surface development acreage, that would require under all applicable State and MHSA
Regs, Water Use plans, for Consumptive Use ? What are the Industrial Disposal of Water
plans, for
treatment of vast amounts of water already going down into the KC Mine #2 ? these seem to
only be covered by a poor human
employee daily use plan of 1700 Gallons, just under the 2000 gallons requiring a CDPHE process
review ?
Is 1700 gallons a reasonable estimate for a Coal Mine of such size, likely to expand by more
then 40 % combing the 2 plans for industrial uses of the water on site?
There is no observation of the limits of water being absorbed by the Coal in process once
extracted, not how long it sits and leeches, and where the remaining water goes? It cannot all
possibly ship in the trucks as has been stated by State County and BLM staff. With all of the
water in the process, King Coal is not technically, at all, a dry mine.
The current limit of domestic use water for the KC 2 Production Site at 1700 Gals per day
seems inconsequential for the 160 + Staff on Site ?
There seems to be no consideration or reporting on 2009, Modification Plan and add on of the
15 AF Huntington Hay Gulch conversion industrial use and now in recent years no Public Review
of the 20,000 + extra gallons of hauled water going into the Mine daily by Huntington Trucking,
or of any Offices review or any engineering of these effects by the LANL area 12/2013 less
then complete, Consultants' Report explained in December 2014?
It seems the Agent Brian Kimmel for GCC and Trent Peterson would have submitted
Modifications and Scoping Requests, and these should be under the Pubic Oversight and Review
much more quickly and not delayed as long as they have been ?
Please do provide all documents to BLM and County Planning for the new Scoping since 8.1.2013
until Present. Many of us will likely file a State and Federal FOIA in the Matter, as it fully
overlaps much of the Area for Oil and Gas Leasing for Tres Rios, outside of the new Scoping
? There is no total accounting at all for the combined area Private Leasing, Split Estate Federal
and State Land Board Leases, nor any full consideration with Land Use Codes for all of these
plans South of State Highway 160, and east of Mancos Hill.
Appreciate also that the Review Team for the County forward my email herein on to all Senior
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BLM Staff overseeing this Scoping ?
Compilation of Letters Sent to Victoria Schmitt, La Plata County Planning
When was the County made aware of the 24 Added Wells for Exploration, by GCC, Victoria ?
What about the disposition and treatment / sources of any Water for the Drilling now
proposed added to the process water used on site ? When did County Panning hear about or
receive Written Request from GCC on the 24 Added Exploration wells, and is the extent of the
Wells at 100 x 100 Ft each accurate ?
Can you forward all concerned recipients the Actual Documents from GCC as Submitted by
them, and on what dates, to clarify the Local Landowner / non industry non GCC Partnered &
Permitted parties know of the actual dates of communications by the Company GCC to La Plata
County Planning and BLM? Was the BLM informed prior to your offices perhaps due to the area
of Federal combined minerals in the Tres Rios 13,000 acre Expansion plus the SLB 1200 Acre
leases?
Are, as it seems the 2 GCC Development Proposals distinct and separate or do they represent a
complete Process ?
The 900 + Acres and the New added [ 24 ] 6 " down to 600 Feet exploratory wells not
identified in a timely public manner as separate Proposals; in the manner of keeping Tres Rios,
the total combined process of Growing Applications for the New Development Corridor
reasonably reviewed for the NEPA, EIA, EA requirements in TOTAL for the over 15,000 Acres
covered, and what is the Water Consumptive Use Planning en total for all of the Projects?
New Comments and Concerns today 11.30.2104 :
There are overlapping Development Plans, effecting the draws and water tables downstream of
the La Plata River Canyon, and its downstream water supplies, if the responsible Agencies,
County and State Government have jurisdictions, how do they interrelate and what joint Legal
Reviews of the issues of Conversion to Industrial use, will come? Has industrial use planning
also considered the viability and access to new Non Tributary Areas adjacent or reachable to
these Zones ?
How can the city of Durango continue to allow pumping and trucking of water from Hydrants in
town to be move to Industrial Use? Who are the responsible parties in these Consumptive Use
Conversions to Industry, and does BLM encourage such actions on a regular basis to assure
development? How will that use increase with the new 24 Wells?
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Is the area becoming an Industrial Zone, and what are the issues the County and State have
avoided in the efforts to get a rapid hearing for GCC, and has the process of disclosure made
this simple and clear to all Publics ?
What are the Plans proposed to use underground water supplies for the new 24 Wells for ' coal
exploration ' by and with GCC, and who are it's Partner firms and Interests? Is Peabody Coal
involved in any manner with the Lease Windows in the New Drill Scoping Maps of
2014 and prior proposed Surface Mining Expansion Maps of 2012 - 2014 ?
Is the Traffic Study 2010 - 2014 now a moot point and not considerate of the planned trucking
of Drilling Test Rigs , combined
with the Total Expansion efforts, combined for the Tres Rios, the 2012 SLB Leases in the area
to the south of the area around
the CR 116 / 119 Intersection ?
Does the County Planning Office, and Engineer, or any Consultant comment on all of these
serious combined industrial impacts, for that is what the GCC Expansion and New Scoping are in
effect; how do the Responsible Agencies account for Lawsuits which may likely result for
inadequate and transparently weak reviews ?
With respect, the Public needs to know, as Water Wells remaining active will go dry, water both
surface and sub surface will be depleted and likely overutilized, and finally where is the
Scientific Review of health effects on animals, plants, and humans, already well known in Mining
Literature ? Is such data overlooked as a matter of course to Approve ?
A ' gold rush ' lasts a short time and the Hesperus Area does not need water effects
comparable to the Silverton mining issues to raise its ugly prospects; all of us realize the
pressures on each Agency and Staffer, an equitable balance of needs and impacts is however
suggested, if not demanded by fast moving events.
Sincerely
Paul D Schmitz

Thanks

970-560-5071
schmitzseeks@msn.com
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Daniel Murray
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Victoria Schmitt
Monday, November 03, 2014 5:33 PM
Daniel Murray
FW: Coal Exploration License Application of Grupo Cementos de Chihuahua, LLC

Categories:

printed

From: HAMLET HOVSEPIAN [mailto:sepian@flash.net]
Sent: Monday, November 03, 2014 5:33 PM
To: Victoria Schmitt
Cc: Tim Gallagher
Subject: Coal Exploration License Application of Grupo Cementos de Chihuahua, LLC

Dear Ms Victoria Schmitt,
Regarding the Coal Exploration License Application of Grupo Cementos de Chihuahua, LLC to explore in Hesperus, Colorado. As
property owners in the Vista de Oro subdivision, we are very much opposed to granting this application. Our reasons include
concern for the integrity of the land, specifically the water quality of the area. The homes of this part of La Plata County rely on
well water--our property does too. Obviously our concern is that any activity relating to coal exploration, let alone mining, will
jeopardize the use of this vital resource by the families, businesses, and communities in general. To the best of our knowledge,
no environment impact study has been conducted. One is necessary to fully understand how the project will affect the
environment and community. Moreover, we are concerned that the activity is tied to a resource that is increasingly obsolete in
today's energy industry--not to mention the energy source largely responsible for greenhouse gasses and climate change. Finally
the assurance of reclamation of the proposed disturbances caused at the drill sites provokes little confidence as the record of
reclamation by mining companies would be laughable if not so tragic. The company, GCC, is a foreign entity and is accustomed
to even less stringent environmental regulations in its home country. It has no expertise or experience in repairing the
environment damage caused by such operations--that is if one accepts that such damage may be remedied.
We urge this application be denied on the basis of these legitimate concerns and hope there will be no further attempts to exploit
outdated energy forms to the detriment of our community.
Regards,
Dr. Melissa Hovsepian
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December 2, 2014
Sirs:

My wife and I have lived off of north County Road 120 (Hay Gulch) for almost 13
years and would like to express our opposition to the proposed offsite truck parking
area adjacent to CR 120. Project #: #2-13-0356 for GCC Energy Vehicle Pull-off.
We feel that this truck stop will exacerbate the much larger set of problem that are
related to the substantially increased GCC coal trucks using CR 120. These problems
are:
 Air pollution – do to diesel fumes from the number of trucks driving on CR
120. In addition the dust raised by these trucks is tremendous.
 Noise pollution –
o These trucks are noisy from their engine noise; due to engine
braking going down hills, increased noise going up hill.
o Major truck trailer noise occurs when they are empty, especially
when they hit the gravel road section. You can hear them for over a
mile.
 Safety – this is a major issue.
o The sharp 120 degree corner after coming off of CR 140 - I have
been run off the road, had to stop on the road due to a truck crossing
over the center line and taking up both lanes.
o Gravel section – numerous times trucks have been driving in the
middle of the road.
o Then there are the truck drivers who enjoy going faster then the
speed limit.
 Gravel road degeneration – within hours of a wet snow or rain the gravel
road turns into a rough washboard rutted road. This road is not up to
quality standards of county roads.
 Truck traffic – in the past 13 years the number of trucks using CR 120 has at
least tripled if not more.
The entrance to CR 120 from CR 140 is a tight right hand turn followed closely by a
sharp 120 degree turn to the left (see above comments on the turn). If this
proposed offsite truck parking area allowed to go forward this stretch of CR 120 will
become a traffic nightmare. In addition the pollution from the trucks and trash
will make this area an eyesore. Finally, this will open the door for more truck traffic
– thus making a bad situation worse.

We contend that the La Plata County needs take leadership related to the above
problems by:
 Doing an impact study of the impact of GCC expanded operations and
resulting truck impact.
 Address how to control the number of trucks using north CR 120.
 Split the current truck traffic between south CR 120 and north CR 120. Both
north and south CR 120 have about the same complexity and length in
regards to hills and curves. A determining factor could be to route all trucks
from New Mexico to south CR 120 and the remaining trucks (from Utah,
front range, Durango, etc.) to north CR 120.
 Have GCC pay for making all of CR 120 (both north and south) an asphalt
surface road.
 Locate the proposed offsite truck parking area in the Fort Lewis land. This
location facilitates more options on entry/exit and layout of a parking area.
We are asking the county commissioners to look at the bigger problems that are
highlighted here and take a well-developed long-term approach to GCC’s impact to
this rural part of the county.
Mark and Angela Schultz
700 Roberts Ridge Drive,
Hesperus, Colorado
(970) 259-7808
P.S. I and several other people from the CR 120 area attended the November 13,
2014 meeting to discuss the proposed offsite truck parking area adjacent to CR 120.
Project #: #2-13-0356 for GCC Energy Vehicle Pull-off. We were disappointed that
within the first few minutes of the meeting this topic was moved to December 11,
2014. Everyone would appreciate being given notice of a reschedule since you were
kind enough to send out a card for the November 13, 2014 meeting.

321 Cross Creek Road, Hesperus, Colorado 81326

December 3, 2014
Daniel Murray, AICP
Senior Planner |La Plata County
1060 E. 2nd Ave
Durango, CO 81301
970.382.6268
daniel.murray@co.laplata.co.us
http://co.laplata.co.us/

Dear Daniel,
We are writing you to express our concerns about the GCC Coal mine Issue that is before
the Planning Commission.
First, we want to acknowledge the work on the part of the planning department for
securing an agreement for GCC to pay an fee for each ton of coal transported over CR 120
for maintenance and repairs. We feel that this item alone will go a long way towards
mitigating the negative impact of the coal truck to the property owners along CR 120.
But our concerns still remain regarding the sheer number of truck that will be traveling
down a road that was never designed for that volume of heavy truck traffic. As you are
aware, the proposal is 10 trucks per hour, 24 hours per day over a narrow road that is
bordered by livestock and homes, that has blind curves that really cannot accommodate
trucks of that size. That seems high by any standards and certainly pushes highway safety
standards to a new limit.
Over the past few weeks we have heard several different ideas about how the impact can
be minimized, i.e.: conveyor belt to the 140, splitting the trucks between north and south
on the 120 etc. We urge the planning commission to look at all these alternatives to the
proposed plan so as to lessen the impact of a truck every 6 minutes past our property, 24
hours a day, 7 days per week.

Sincerely yours,

Chad Foutz
Representative for the Foutz Family
Owners of Cross Creek Ranch

Daniel Murray
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

greggdarling@gmail.com on behalf of Gregg Darling <greggdarling@kw.com>
Sunday, December 07, 2014 7:04 PM
Daniel Murray
Dec 11 planning meeting opposition to GCC parking lot

Categories:

printed

Hello,
It has been made evident that GCC coal has not been transparent in their intentions for the use
of our COUNTY ROAD 120. The traffic in the last couple of years have tripled and now they
want to put in a 5 acre lighted parking lot that will have idling semi trucks there all day /night.
What have we turned into a truck stop? This is a county road in the country not a commercial
zoned area. In addition to all this it has now been brought to our attention that they intend to
start hauling more load now. So now instead of the 180-200 ROUND TRIP loads they want to
add 40 more loads a day. I dare any one of you county planners to live out here with all this
noise 24/7 and not be aggravated by the constant commotion . I have personally been RUN-OFF
the road on the sharp corner 4 times by trucks traveling west around that corner. Once again I
dare any of you county planners to experience that and then vote in favor of a parking lot where
there will be idling trucks and people sleeping in them 24/7. GREAT!!
Would you enjoy watching your property value plummet . Even if you could sell it , remember
trucks rumble past every 2-4 minutes in the daylight hours. Would you buy a property that was
subject to this noise pollution.
I would not .....Again. Is there not some solution that would serve the community and still allow
them to retrieve the coal with out trampling over the property owners. These are not bread and
butter shacks we are talking about, we have multi million dollar homes built in this
neighborhood and more being built right now as the trucks RUMBLE past. Were Is the impact
study ?There has been talk of a conveyor belt that runs cross country to the old Fort Lewis
college. Do any of the planners that need to vote on this have the integrity and intestinal
fortitude to do the RIGHT THING and vote AGAINST big money.
I hope
so,
Gregg & Kathy Darling-concerned neighbors
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Gary D. Grantham, Ph.D.
1124 County Road 120
Hesperus, CO 81326
gdgrantham@hughes.net
(970)749-1092
December 8, 2014
Daniel Murray
Senior Planner
La Plata County Colorado
Planning Department
Re: Project #2012-0089, GCC Energy King II Coal Mine CL II
I will be out of town on December 11 and will be unable to attend the meeting on this project, so
I am putting my comments and concerns in writing.
My wife and I have owned the property at 1124 County Road 120 since 1997 and have lived
there continuously since June of 1998. Coal mine related traffic has been a problem for the entire
time we have lived here. The road was clearly not engineered for semi tractor trailers. In
particular the cut-off to US140 that was installed to by-pass the original bridge, created a sharp
right angle turn that large trucks are unable to negotiate without crossing the yellow line. My
first experience in being run off the road by a coal truck was in July 1998, and it has been
repeated many times since. The recent "improvements" at this corner simply allow the coal
trucks to cross the yellow line with all their wheels on asphalt and it is doubtful that they will
survive more than one or two freeze thaw cycles.
In the past, coal truck traffic used both the north and south approaches to the mine, the choice
apparently largely up to the driver. In the winter many drivers elected to use the southern
approach to avoid chaining-up to negotiate the steep hill on the northern approach. Owing to the
roughly 1600 foot difference in elevation, snow levels are usually dramatically lower on the
south end. Truck traffic and traffic issues all along CR120 have steadily increased as GCC
ramped up production. This all changed in 2011, when all the truck traffic was directed to the
north route. It is clear that this route choice was a condition imposed on GCC as part of a sale of
water rights belonging to a single property owner along the southern route. In effect, this single
property owner created a private driveway for GCC and did so at the expense of the safety,
health and property values of roughly 40 other property owners along the north end of CR 120.
Your acquiescence to, if not complicity in, this agreement together with your complete lack of
any effort to assess the negative impacts it would have on this community does not speak well
for your process or its transparency. If this is what "equitable" means in the Planning Department
Mission Statement, then I suggest that statement needs to be rewritten.
I believe the review of this project needs to be continued to allow the Planning Department to
correct several egregious defects in its analysis: no serious effort has been made to address the
traffic safety issues presented by CR120 at either end; no serious effort has been made to assess
the road maintenance issues that all this heavy truck traffic will create for the county (the
pavement on the north end of CR 120 is already deteriorating); no effort has been made to assess

the noise issue along the route; no effort has been made to investigate alternatives to trucking.
The decision to direct all the traffic north needs to be revisited since it unreasonably
disadvantages a specific group of 40 + property owners for the sole benefit of one; there are
obviously other more equitable approaches to this issue. This project will have negative impacts
all along the CR120 corridor for 20 years. It is unreasonable, and certainly inequitable, to
deliberately impose most of them on a specific class of property owners.

Gary D. Grantham

cc:

Commissioner Robert Anthony Lieb, Jr.
Commissioner Gwen Lachelt
Commissioner Julie Westendorff

Daniel Murray
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

mqjulie . <mqjulie@gmail.com>
Monday, December 08, 2014 9:56 PM
Daniel Murray
Coal Trucks from King Coal

Categories:

printed

December 8, 2014
Dear Mr. Murray,
We are the McCue’s and residents at 2541 CR 120, Hesperus. We live at the bottom of the hill. My husband,
Frank, moved here September 7, 1979 and I joined him ironically enough the same day but the year was
1984. We lived here in peace with the occasional semi‐truck hauling a bit of coal. Life was great and we loved
the whole atmosphere. We were renting the “house” from Lawrence Huntington and in 1991 the opportunity
to purchase a small piece of land was presented to us and we jumped at the chance.
We decided to make our home at this location because we thought this was a slice of heaven. We did live
happily raising three children. Over the course of 34 years we have seen a lot of change. We actually let King
Coal park a tow truck in our driveway to tow stuck semis up the road during winter months. We have let
drivers use our phone in the dead of night to call for assistance before cell phones. We have had to drive
numerous miles out of our way due to jack knifed rigs. We have had semis in the ditch across our yard
because they have rolled over due to high speeds. We got the luxury to clean up after them because for
whatever reason the black chunks were left behind. All of this we have accepted without any complaints. Over
the years we have been close to being hit by trucks. We have had to back up due to trucks cutting
corners. We have adjusted to the ever increasing number of trucks but no more.
We can no longer enjoy our beautiful home. I told my husband last summer I wanted to move because I
cannot tolerate the dust and noise of the trucks. For the last few years I have had to change my lifestyle. I
cannot hang out laundry due to dust. That may not seem like a big deal but add it to the fact that during nice
days we cannot be outside because the dust is too overwhelming. We do not have people over to our house
because of the dust. A huge factor of not having a graduation party for our daughter from high school this
past May was because of the traffic and dust from the coal trucks.
Our house constantly shakes from the trucks. The glass in a china cabinet given us by Frank’s grandmother
shakes every time a truck passes by.
The noise of the semis is deafening and like I stated earlier it was tolerable but now it is unbearable. We get
no rest from the pollution. It is maddening.
There has to be something done about this. We were never asked about our health and living conditions by
the mine. The time has come for a change for the residents of Hay Gulch. We are tired and fed up of the lack
of concern for people who have been living here so many years.
Sincerely,
Frank and Julie McCue
2541 CR 120
Hesperus
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Chuck Eckenrode & Gail Lovell
Coyote Gulch Ranch
1048 Cross Creek Road
Hesperus, CO. 81326
gtlovell@earthlink.net
Via Email
Mr. Daniel Murray
Senior Planner
La Plata County - Planning Department
Re: Project #2012-0089, GCC Energy King II Coal Mine CL II
Dear Mr. Murray:
My husband and I live on Cross Creek Road which is 1 mile from the CR 120 and SH 140
intersection. We are one of the 9 home owners in a POA called Cross Creek Ranches. We are extremely
disappointed with the actions of the Planning Department with regard to Project 2012-0089. Our
concerns are listed as responses/rebuttals to your Agenda Request document dated 12/11/2014, Item No.
2145:
Pursuant to LPLUC 82-191 et seq. a compatibility assessment shall be required if the proposed
development has the potential to produce or is influenced by one or more of the following adverse
external effects. The code then lists 12 such adverse external effects. You have totally ignored the first
item – 82-191(a)(1) conflicting land uses and/or density. The proposed permit allows increased
commercial traffic through an existing residential neighborhood. (I’m not even counting the increased
employee and employee services traffic on CR120 as a result of this permit approval.) The mine has a
long history of being in this neighborhood and the residents have accepted its existence and use of the
road. However, this permit request causes the increased commercial traffic to be a conflicting land use
under the code. This increase is a safety hazard for all of us who use CR 120N. This is not a hollow
accusation because GCC is already conducting business as if the permit was approved.
Section 82-191(a)(2) Substantial increases in traffic, above existing levels…” Your mitigation
suggestion is to have GCC pay a $0.12/ton fee to the county for using the road. Would that fee be
retroactive because they are conducting business on CR 120 as if the permit was approved? Also, you use
the Traffic Impact Assessment as the sole determinant of the path the trucks will take. The Assessment
only evaluated the CR 120N path – not whether the coal hauling truck traffic should be split between
CR120N and CR 120S. If these roads are inadequate for an assessment by the traffic consultant how can
they support over 240 trips a day?
The Planning Department is recommending approval of a permit that is incompatible with the
residual complexion of this part of CR 120N under the existing land use code.
Also, we urge you to require GCC to fix the 90deg or dogleg turn in CR 120 N. Every one who
drives this road has had at least one encounter with a coal truck that is physically unable to navigate his
rig without crossing over into the other lane. The recent “fix” of applying tar to the edges of the road is

wholly inadequate. The correction of this portion of the road would certainly ensure the safety of our
neighborhood drivers and the GCC contractors.
There are a lot of good, viable ideas that you can utilize as mitigation for this horrendous impact to
our neighborhood. We love this neighborhood and chose to live here for the quiet, the views and the rural
nature of the area. Please help us to preserve the neighborhood balance prior to this permit application.
We ask that you conduct a Neighborhood Compatibility Meeting under the LPLUC 82-191 et seq.
Thank you.
Sincerely,

Chuck Eckenrode and Gail Lovell

Gary D. Grantham, Ph.D.
1124 County Road 120
Hesperus, CO 81326
gdgrantham@hughes.net
(970)749-1092
December 29, 2014
Daniel Murray
Senior Planner
La Plata County Colorado
Planning Department
Re: Project #2012-0089, GCC Energy King II Coal Mine CL II
Additional Comments on Road Conditions and Water Issues

As I have stated previously, my wife and I have owned the property at 1124 County Road 120
since 1997 and have lived there continuously since June of 1998. Just to establish credentials for
my subsequent comments on water, I have a BS in Chemistry from Colorado College and an MS
and PhD in Physical Organic Chemistry from Cornell University. I have spent 40 years working
in the crop protection chemical industry and have considerable experience with ground water
issues as they relate to crop protection chemical registration.
As I hope you are aware, there was another truck rollover on CR 120 on December 22. In this
case, a loaded east bound truck pulled too far to the right in order to allow an empty west bound
truck to pass, its wheels went over the embankment and rolled the truck and its contents into a
pasture. This one just serves to highlight the fact that this road is not wide enough for this kind of
traffic in both directions. As far as I can tell, this accident was not reported to law enforcement
which raises the question of just how the County is following the accident rate on CR 120? In my
view these kinds of incidents ought to be reported to, and investigated by, the Sheriff's Office, so
that we have some sort of objective record of what is happening. We need more than just the
GCC dispatcher's word or anecdotes from non-objective and far from disinterested parties.
There was also a (fatal) accident on CR120 on October 18 that highlights a further shortcoming
of the road. A driver suffered some sort of medical crisis that caused him to lose control of the
vehicle and veer off the road into a power pole. What was lost in the reporting is that had the
driver lost consciousness a second or two earlier, the truck could have easily wound up in an
occupied home. There are several places along the road where this could occur, yet there has
never been any consideration of guard rails at these points.
Much has been made in contacts with the Planning Department Staff over the $554,000 in yearly
taxes paid by GCC. I think it is debatable whether or not tax revenue ought to be a relevant
consideration for a Class II Land Use Permit, however it seems to me that this figure is a drop in
the bucket compared to what the County ought to be spending on infrastructure and law
enforcement to make CR 120 safe for the truck drivers as well as for the other property owners
that live along the road. Has anyone from the Planning Department actually looked at the

damage that has been done to the road since all the truck traffic was sent north? The east bound
lane is clearly crumbling from the continuous loaded truck traffic. It will take far more than an
occasional chip seal to maintain this road.
GCC's consultants have also totally dismissed residents water concerns. A mine into which
40,000 gallons of water are poured per day is not dry. The assertion that all 40,000 gallons
simply evaporates is ludicrous. I am attaching a copy of some work done by the DOE-Grand
Junction Office for the Animas La Plata Project on the hydraulic conductivity of the Menafee
Formation. This study concluded that "The Menafee Formation contains coal beds that function
as zones of higher hydraulic conductivity," and that "coal deposits with the Menafee Formation
are important conduits for ground water flow." So, were does the 40,000 gallons of water per day
really go? And perhaps more importantly, what are the consequences of removing vast swathes
of these coal beds conduits? In my view the County Commissioners need to deny GCC a Class II
Permit until an Environmental Impact Statement can be prepared that answers these questions

Gary D. Grantham

Daniel Murray
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Jean Graham <pond@frontier.net>
Friday, January 16, 2015 10:41 AM
Mary Shinn
Gary D Grantham; chadfoutz@me.com; mqjulie@gmail.com; elknorge@yahoo.com;
hesperus6@yahoo.com Snyder; powerstride4u@yahoo.com Richter; bay1379
@gmail.com; cbeagles@hotmail.com; nancyjleal@yahoo.com; absherc@durango.net
Schultz; ceckenrode@earthlink.net; gtlovell@earthlink.net Lovell; Paula Mathias; Ann
Chernoff Allan; hilmesls@hughes.net; Paul D.S.; J. T. Coyne; Tim Gallagher; Daniel
Murray; Victoria Schmitt
Coal Mine Expansion
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This is old news to most of you but maybe a few haven't been updated on the plans for the mine expansion. The
enclosed is a submission to any interested parties who may want to join GCC in exploration of nearly 5,000
acres north of their current operation. If they are joined by other mining companies, the costs can be shared and
the vision more readily realized. The vision will be to ramp up production and if they find utility grade thermal
coal, they will begin selling that to power plants. It's quite likely PNM and APS will be customers. Because the
haul route to Kirtland is only 120 miles round trip, they should be able to maximize truck leases and send one
truck on 5 round trips per day. I am estimating the utility contracts could add 300 or more truck trips to our
roads in fairly short order.
I would like the planning department to revisit their unilateral decision to allow up to 280 trucks on CR 120N
and reconsider how overwhelmed we are already by the traffic. In a matter of just 3 weeks there were two
rollovers tying up traffic for lengthy periods. It was luck that prevented passenger cars from being involved and
injuries were only minor. That luck won't hold. The 280 trucks per day are too much for us to handle here.
When they come to the planning department to ask for 400 trucks per day and then 600 per day what will the
response be? Will it be just as easy as the first 280 approval? We need for this number to be reduced and any
increase would be a grave error in judgment. Unfortunately the traffic and road impact studies only considered
the impacts on the roadbed and the rest of the assessment is completely devoid of any mention of the
hazards huge numbers of multi-ton trucks impose on the community that uses the road. The study should be
scrapped and redone.
Not only are they being allowed to over-run CR 120N they are becoming an increasing problem on SH 140
(latest coal truck rollover) and on into New Mexico on SH 170 ( 3 rollovers reported to me in 18 months).
Residents around Kirtland and Farmington are contacting NMDOT to complain about the volume of coal trucks
specifically.
The actions by the planning department in Durango have far-reaching negative impacts for at least 60 miles
south into New Mexico. We don't know how the department decided on up to 280 trucks per day, but we
suppose it was to accommodate the production quotas the mine has imposed on us. These aren't or shouldn't be
our problem and yet they are. Now there is a very real threat GCC will be asking for more production and more
trucks and we are already overwhelmed. We need a different solution to this massive problem and they must
find an alternative method for moving their product. Trucking is not the solution.
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This doesn't take into account the water use that will surely begin to affect the aquifer as they require more and
more water to wash coal and dampen dust. They have moved a workforce into the area equivalent to 35 families
who also consume millions of gallons of water per year. Waste water to date has not been appropriately
addressed either for their workforce or the runoff from the mine. All of these demands on our environment will
be magnified as they are allowed to grow unimpeded.
Of special interest to anyone in government both local and US is the small number of acres that will pay
royalties compared to the private holdings they will mine. There is no benefit in this expansion for us in La
Plata county and even the US 8% cut in the form of royalties will be minuscule. Don't let the $734 million
mislead you.

Coal exploration license filed in La Plata County for 4,8

DURANGO, Colo. – GCC Energy, LLC filed a coal exploration license with the Bureau of Land Management for approxim
Plata County, within the Tres Rios Field Office. As part of the licensing process, BLM regulations require a company to
participate in the coal exploration process prior to beginning any exploration activities. The deadline for a person or com
is Dec. 3, 2014.

Opening the invitation to other companies allows them to share data and costs. This is primarily done to encourage the
information and to encourage a more competitive coal market. Drilling exploration wells is the next step a company tak
the existing coal resources.
The BLM is working on an environmental assessment to analyze the effects of the proposed exploration. The project ar
estate lands (private surface/federal minerals) and 296.65 acres of federal surface/federal minerals.

GCC Energy, LLC sent in a proposed exploration plan in May 2014 and revised it in June 2014. The proposal includes dr
existing operation at the King II Mine near Hesperus, Colorado. Existing roads would be used to access 14 sites and 1
eight overland travel routes.

Overland travel would require limited clearing of brush and rocks to access the site. No blading or grading would be ne
at less than six acres. Road work and drilling would be expected to begin after the license is issued, depending on weat
availability. Operations would last between four and seven weeks. After the coal exploration is completed and the data
apply for a lease.

Currently, there are eight producing coal mines (six underground and two surface operations) encompassing 66,000 ac
energy production on BLM Colorado public lands directly contributed $734 million to the economy, generating royalty re
Office of Natural Resources Revenue, and accounted for 5,936 direct and indirect jobs in Colorado.

Those who seek to participate in the exploration process should notify Sharon Sales with the BLM Colorado State Office
Energy, LLC, Attn: Seth McCourt, Mining Engineer, 6473 County Road 120, Hesperus, CO 81326, by the date listed abo

The BLM manages more than 245 million acres of public land, the most of any Federal agency. This land, known as the National System of Pub
including Alaska. The BLM also administers 700 million acres of sub-surface mineral estate throughout the nation. The BLM's mission is to man
enjoyment of present and future generations under our mandate of multiple-use and sustained yield. In Fiscal Year 2013, the BLM generated $

--BLM--

The most recent coal truck crash
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Jean Graham
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Help Save Hay Gulch
Talking Points
1/22/15
1

The GCC King 2 coal mine is currently operating without a proper
permit.
a. Prior to any more public meetings regarding the expansion permit,
La Plata County officials should resolve all the current permit issues
including federal and state permits and place all requirements
necessary on the applicant to ensure community concerns have
been addressed.

2

There has never been an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
conducted and published on the current and the proposed
expansion area and mine.
a. Current federal and Colorado laws require an environmental study
(EA or EIS) be conducted prior to approval of the permit request.
To date that has not been done as required by NEPA.
b. Prior to any more public meetings regarding the expansion permit,
La Plata County officials should require thorough reviews of the EIS
and approve detailed plans for mitigating any issues raised in the
environmental study.

3

The impact to La Plata County aquifers created by the mining
operation is currently unknown.
a. Although the mine states their operation is a “dry mine” and water is
only used for dust suppression the daily volume of water trucks into
and out of the mine indicate a large volume of water being utilized
that has no where to go except into the ground / aquifer. The
contaminants contained in that wastewater, such as arsenic and
lead to name a few, is now leaching into our aquifers. The health
effects and the damage to our well water are unknown at this time.
b. The sludge dripping from the coal trucks leaving the mine is
currently contaminating the surface of CR 120. The run-off sludge
is migrating into the bar ditches, mixing with the melting snow and
running down to Hay Gulch and out to the La Plata River. The
contaminants and effects are unknown at this time.
c. Over 20,000 gallons of potable water a day is being siphoned off
the City of Durango fire hydrants to supplement the 20 acre feet
being utilized for dust suppression. A permit request for two 30
GPM wells has been requested. After many years of drought it is
unknown how much longer our aquifers will sustain our residential
and agricultural needs in La Plata County given that depletion rate.

4.

The impact the coal trucks have on the surrounding residential area
is significant.
a. Documented coal truck noise levels exceed permissible exposure
limits for residential areas and the health and safety of near by
residents is severely impacted by that.
b. The dust levels caused by the coal trucks exceed acceptable
exposure levels for near by residents and are contaminating the
cattle forage in Hay Gulch and the surrounding trees and bushes.
c. The hazards created by the coal trucks on CR 120 have greatly
impacted the public safety and the quality of life of those living near
the coal mine.

5.

Ground vibration and subsidence caused by mining operations and
coal truck movement is a threat to the surrounding area.
a. Several nearby residents have complained about the vibration
created by the mining operation and the problems experienced
within their homes. Mitigation efforts by GCC to minimize the
vibration have not been successful.
b. Nearby ranchers and residents have noticed subsidence of the
ground in several places in the vicinity of the mine. This can be
expected to continue and get worse with future coal mining
operations.

6.

Sound levels created by the mining operation are a nuisance and at
times unsafe to the near by residents.
a. Many residents complain of the constant “hum” created by the
mining operation 24/7/365.
b. The coal truck noise is beyond acceptable levels 24/7/365.
Documented decibel levels of greater than 95dB are pervasive
along the CR 120. At intervals of approximately 5 – 10 minutes this
level of noise is a serious threat to nearby residents. Many studies
have demonstrated the adverse health effects noise levels of the
magnitude have on humans especially when they disrupt a normal
sleep cycle.

7.

La Plata County Planning Commission will see the GCC application
for expansion in the near future.
a. As part the due diligence process it is incumbent upon the Planning
Dept. staff to recognize that BLM personnel have done a poor job in
conducting the required environmental analysis of the current and
proposed expanded operations. Colorado Division of Reclamation
and Mining Safety have done a less than adequate job of permitting
the mine and spot-checking current operations.
b. In the best interest of the citizens and natural resources of La Plata
County, staff should reject the current application for expansion
until all requirements are met.

Daniel Murray
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Damian Peduto
Wednesday, January 28, 2015 11:15 AM
Julie Westendorff; Shan Wells
Daniel Murray; Victoria Schmitt
RE: King Coal Permit
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Thank you, Commissioner. I will ensure that the Planner managing this project recieves this input for our files.
SIncerely,
Damian
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Julie Westendorff
Sent: Wednesday, January 28, 2015 10:23 AM
To: Shan Wells
Cc: Damian Peduto
Subject: Re: King Coal Permit
Thanks for your email Shan.
Because there may come a time when the project will be heard by the BOCC, Commissioners have to take care not to
accidentally disqualify ourselves by getting ex parte information.
Therefore, we deliver communications about the project to our Planning staff for inclusion in the staff report that will be
presented at a hearing on the project. This also ensures that the Planning Commission is aware of your comments. I am
copying the Planning Director with this email.
As on any item that the Planning Commission hears, or that we hear, you are welcome to attend the hearings and
provide comment there in addition to your written comments.
Thanks again.
Julie
Julie Westendorff
La Plata County Commissioner
970 382‐6217

> On Jan 28, 2015, at 1:11 AM, Shan Wells <shan@shanwells.com> wrote:
>
> Submitted on Wednesday, January 28, 2015 ‐ 1:11am Submitted by
> anonymous user: [216.98.206.47] Submitted values are:
>
> Subject: King Coal Permit
> Name: Shan Wells
> Email Address: shan@shanwells.com
> Telephone Number:
1

> Question or Comment: At this time, due to completely irresponsible and abusive behavior, I believe that the KIng Coal
MIne should be denied a land use permit until such time as they have demonstrated sound, verifiable, & independent
mitigation strategies for eliminating the detrimental impact their transportation equipment is inflicting on the people
and lands of Hay Gulch and western La Plata County. Just because they are rich and employ many people does not
make their rights any less or more important than anyone else's. There should be a zero tolerance for this type of abuse.
>
>
> The results of this submission may be viewed at:
> http://co.laplata.co.us/node/2087/submission/6251
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Reply from the residents on 120N regarding the solutions proposed by
Mike Olson and Trent Peterson at the January 27, 2015 meeting
1) The Sunday Traffic proposal: The residents decline this with 100%
against it. Make-up days the rest of the week are unacceptable as an
offset to lost production. We feel the planning department has
experimented with the 120 truck trip cap that includes a 140 make-up
day for missed ADT days and that’s not working as it stands now.
Adding more to an already overwhelming traffic schedule on
Mondays-Fridays is not a concession. It’s an attempt to appear
reasonable and lose nothing with the offer. We are also going to ask
the county to review its current truck volume policy. It appears to be
in your purview to restrict and/or redirect traffic. ADTs have been
around 100 trips in 2014 and we find those levels to be intolerable.
With the new 1.3 million tons of production approved, we estimate
another 30 trucks will be on the road daily and the mine will be able
to manipulate the 140 make-up day allowance to manage the increase
without asking for more. That gives them around two weeks every
month of 280 round trips. The planning department set the limit and
we consider it was an experiment to see how far the road and the
residents can be pushed before they react. The experiment has failed
and tolerance was far exceeded at 100 loaded trucks per day both for
the road and the community.
2) Continuing to regard county road 120N as the only route: This is
also 100% against by residents. The current average 100 loaded truck
trips are not working with CR120 as the only route. When the mine
ramps production to 1.3 million tons, we can expect a 30% increase
over the already unacceptable and dangerous 100 trips loaded and 200
round trips they are averaging now. Mike Olson gave three reasons we
are the only route:
a) Because… yes that’s what he said. We get no choice and no
recourse because GCC chose it. They have to keep all trucks on
one route. No reason was given and there is no compelling
evidence that CR 120N is the most suitable choice. It’s clear none
of the county roads was designed to accommodate tractor-trailer
traffic. As the mine keeps pushing for more, the hazards become
greater and the obstacles become harder to fix -- escalating truck
traffic and confining it to one narrow rutted road is not a solution.

The problem is solved by decreasing the numbers of trucks on the
road, either by spreading it between several routes, or cutting the
truck numbers significantly. In addition, to pay for all the damage
to the infrastructure, the per ton charge needs to be re-evaluated
and likely raised
b) There are more residents on 120S.When counted by occupied
homes, the 120N count exceeds the 120S by roughly 50% if one
counts Vista de Oro. If we leave them out, 120N has 20% more
residential homes. The argument is poorly researched and
specious. County road 119 has the fewest residents. If we count
the approximate 35 owned lots not yet built, the planning
department should consider the negative ramifications of industrial
growth on an area capable of nearly doubling the number of homes
and the county’s property tax base. If the mine persists in it’s
unrelenting expansion, the county will see these lots go un-built
and lose property taxes that would likely more than offset personal
property mil levy increases from the mine based on expansion.
CR 120N is remarkable for the number of subdivisions and owned
lots not yet built on. Neither of the other roads has that growth
built in at this time.
c) The 120N route is better. In reply to a question about water truck
routes, Mr. Olson said the 120S route is the best choice for loaded
trucks. That being the case, there is every reason to begin to look at
120S to take some of the overwhelming traffic especially the
loaded trucks, using Mr. Olson’s line of reasoning. CR 120S is in
far better shape to take traffic now.
The 120N route has been beaten down through the roadbed to
subsurface in many places and the pavement is buckled, potholed,
cracked and crazed along the entire paved portion. Fewer trucks on
each road create less additive damage for both. One loaded tandem
3-axle 85,000 pound truck is creating damage equivalent to an
average 7500 car trips with every load one way—100 loaded
trucks pound the road with the equivalent destructive power of
750,000 car trips per day and that’s not counting the unloaded
trucks coming in! Letting up to 280 trucks per day destroy what’s
left of 120N is unacceptable and the road improvement outlined is

nearly 50% brush cutting with no plans to do real work on it. These
roads were not designed to be used by high volume semi-truck
traffic.
Allowing GCC more trucks every time they increase production
isn’t going to work no matter which route they use. All are
inadequate. There was little forethought behind the acquisition of
King I by both GCC and the county regarding expansion. Coal is
not efficiently or easily transported by truck and alternatives
should have been in place before the acquisition and permitting
went forward. One small narrow dirt road will not handle hauling
the 1.3 million tons projected for 2015 this year and increases in
production the approval of the 2,000 acre expansion will create.
Other transport options must be planned now and any truck routes
chosen should be capped and considered a short-term interim
solution with a strict timetable for expeditious implementation of
alternatives. This simple line of thinking and understanding of the
limits of truck traffic should have been addressed from the
beginning, but there has been a lack of cohesive oversight
regarding the rapid mine expansion over the last decade. It’s
shortsighted and speaks to GCC’s naivety as a first-time mining
operation failing to understand that coal is best mined near bulk
transport.
3) Approval of the 12¢ per ton charge: Our impression is the 12¢ per
ton grossly understates the mine’s percentage of destruction of the
road. We are reviewing the ESAL calculations. The road maintenance
schedule appears inadequate by observation --- recent blading and
graveling improved the road for two weeks and by four weeks it was
rutted, grooved, potholed and devoid of gravel. As loaded truck
damage is exponentially greater than passenger cars, we find it hard to
believe the resident portion of the maintenance is 49% and GCC is
51%. We request independent evaluation of the suitability of 120N
for 280 trucks and calculation of the damage in ESALs the trucks do
to a dirt road.
The best possible outcome for us is for loaded trucks to use 119 and
unloaded trucks to return on 120S. That would seem as equitable as
asking the residents of CR 120N to keep enduring the 240 trucks per
day. We predict the opposition to any plan will be fierce. As the

planning department is aware, nobody wants the coal mine’s trucks on
their roads. Every route will be protested and we believe there are no
acceptable truck routes. Alternative transport must be high priority
as GCC continues its unabated expansion.
4) Lower speeds: 100% favor speeds at 25mph-30mph. We believe
GCC’s reactive reflex to monitor them with their own radar guns will
be far less effective than ticketing drivers by the state patrol and the
sheriff’s department. This also fails to address the continuous pattern
of speeding, careless driving and other violations on SH 140 and NM
170 that won’t be monitored by the mine. The planning department
failed to appreciate the full impact of the decisions made in their
office on other roads south of the mine. The trucks speed, cross lanes,
fishtail, and wander on to the shoulders creating extreme danger for
passenger car traffic. The 240-280 round trips is an agreement reached
in a vacuum between GCC and the planning department. Not only
does it disregard the negative impact on La Plata country residents
who use SH 140, as well as CR 120N, it puts enormous stress on New
Mexico roads. In brief discussions with the San Juan NMDOT, they
outlined their frustration and dislike for the GCC trucks tearing apart
NM 170. They can’t patch it fast enough to keep it drivable. The high
volume and high speeds are creating hazardous driving for any
passenger car on NM 170, navigating a narrow road, blind curves,
speeding trucks and maneuvering around potholes, buckles cracks and
steeply dropping shoulders. New Mexico is aware of the problem
created by GCC and is considering how best to address it. Lowering
the volume of trucks using NM 170 and restricting weight limits
would solve this.
5) The truck stop: There was 100% opposition to the truck stop as
rendered in the plans available at the planning department. The 365
feet between exits/entrances is insufficient to allow trucks turning in
and out at 90 degrees between two blind curves bringing a constant
stream of traffic through that straightaway. The traffic jams and the
potential for broadside collisions are high probability. There is no
support in the community for allowing a 12 truck parking lot inside
the turnout, encouraging drivers to sleep, eat, use toilets, and other
activities. This was meant to be a place to remove chains and not a
truck stop to house a dozen or so trucks for any length of time they
choose to be there. All personal needs should be taken care of at the

mine in the mine’s facilities. It’s poorly placed, in a school bus stop
zone, it encourages long stays and it’s an eyesore as an entrance to a
residential neighborhood.
6) Decibel levels: There was no solution offered. Trent Peterson will put
meters out along the road. We already know it exceeds the legal 50
dB-55 dB levels allowed at a residential property 25 feet into the
property. The trucks are recorded as high as 97 dB. Many affected
residents live just a few hundred feet off the road and we have
established the trucks are in violation. There are no quiet trucks. The
way to mitigate sound violation is to remove the source.
Regards,
Citizens of CR 120N
Jean Graham
W.T.Williams
Jack Graham
Barb Richter and family
Derek Snyder and family
Chris Beagle and family
Julie McCue
Frank McCue
Karen Hunzacker
Gary Grantham and family
Mark Schultz
Angela Schultz
Nancy Leal and family
Nancy Bay
Gail Shoemaker and Family
Gail Lovell
C. Eckenrode
Clifford Atkisson
Carolyn Atkisson
Jeff Bradshaw
Ann Chernoff Alan and family
The Krangles and family
Paula Mathias and family
Claire Bradshaw
Chad Foutz and family

Hay Gulch Residents' Issues & Recommendations– GCC Truck Traffic
1) Truck Traffic - As an interim/near term plan, we favor a one-way route, operating 7
days week, with the current caps on daily trips. We recommend that empty trucks should
approach from the South on SH140 and use CR119 with loaded trucks using CR120N to
exit back onto SH140.
There are issues with both CR120N/SH140 and CR119/SH140 intersections but we feel
this is the best approach to address safety, road degradation, pollution and residential
impact.
Trucks are the least desirable way to transport coal and we propose that annual
production be capped at 2014 levels until a plan is in place to reduce or eliminate their
use.
2) Truck Stop - The current plan is unacceptable. We are opposed to any sort of "full
service" design that would act as a holding area for trucks anywhere other than at the
mine itself. Under our interim plan above, we would propose a single lane drive through
at the North exit that would accommodate up to three trucks and would exit directly onto
SH140 via an acceleration lane far enough South to provide adequate sight lines for
traffic.
Access from CR120N would be a short frontage road that connects at the existing
intersection with SH140 - trucks would simply flow into the drive through with no need
to turn.

A similar drive through may or may not be needed at CR119. A left turn lane would be
needed at the CR119/SH140 intersection.

3) Speed Limit on CR120 (and CR119, if used) should be reduced to 25-30mph for all
vehicles (a lower speed limit for trucks alone just encourages dangerous passing
behavior) all the way to and from the mine. Paved sections should be double yellow line
no passing zones. Best practices should be in place and enforced to reduce truck noise as
much as possible.
4) Road Use Fee - We believe that GCC should pay for the enhanced road
structure/maintenance needed to support their heavy trucks. Tax payers of La Plata
County should not subsidize the cost of maintenance and/or infrastructure upgrades that
are necessitated by GCC's use of County roads.
5) Dust Control - The use of magnesium chloride for dust control on roadway adjacent
to and built over the Hay Gulch alluvium should cease. Ultimately the only sustainable
way to control dust from the road is to pave it, and that reality ought to be recognized in
the Road Use Fee.

Interim Solution: Truck traffic would enter from CR119 and exit on CR120N
Pros:
Equitable for all residents of CR120S, CR119 and CR120N
 Safety
No meeting of wide coal trucks
Less traffic density
Acceleration lane on north CR120 will ease traffic integration
Turn lane at CR119/SH140 will result in slower traffic by school
Intersection improvements result in more controlled traffic flow and speed
mediation
Truck chain up area locations will be located in uncongested areas. Drive thru, not
a rest area. Rest area needs should be located at GCC.
 Pollution Reduction
Less noise
Less dust initially, with blacktop this will be almost zero
Reduction of surface water pollution due to not using magnesium chloride
 County Cost Reduction
GCC to pick up bill for road maintenance, paving of the road and the
intersection changes
Cons:
 Impact to people on CR120S and CR119
Long Term Solution: GCC would build a conveyer system or build a private road from
their plant to Old Fort Lewis (or US160)
Pros:
 Safety – no truck traffic on CR120N, CR120S or CR119
 Pollution Reduction
Because a conveyer or a private road will go thru an unpopulated area
Coal dust or road dust will be limited to unpopulated area
Surface water pollution should be reduced since there will be no magnesium
chloride needed
 County Cost Reduction
Road maintenance and impacts to CR120N, CR120S and CR119 - residential
traffic only
Cons:
 Obtaining access for a road or conveyer

Other Issues:
1. Impact of removing coal seams on area hydrology.
2. Adequacy of adjudicated surface water for mine expansion. Alternatives?
3. Water pollution from GCC water runoff

Coal truck traffic update March 22, 2015
March 20th 2015
GCC announced it has unilaterally decided to increase the average 110 loaded trucks per
day by around 30%. What that means is they will now send an average of 143-144 loaded
trucks and 286- 288 round trips from the mine daily on average. In effect, this violates the
agreement between the county and the mine to limit loaded truck trips to 120 ADT. We
are unclear why there was no notification given to the county or residents regarding this
violation of the agreement. We expect this likely nullifies the agreement and should leave
the mine, the county and the residents free to negotiate new terms.
Truck 338 H proceeded east on CR 120N from the mine at approximately 3:30 pm.
There is a particularly dangerous series of blind curves and narrow roadbed with private
land and a barn to the south and steep rock cliffs to the north that allow only one lane of
truck traffic.
To refresh memories here is the approach from the east:

Truck 338 H was on the west end of this series of blind wash-boarded curves. He was
forced to use the entire road to make the series of turns and was completely in the
oncoming traffic lane throughout his passage. The incoming truck waited on the east side,

as there is no room for two semis to pass each other through this stretch of road. The
truck approaching from the east was notified by inter-truck CB to wait. Let’s suppose the
oncoming traffic from the east was a passenger car. The residents are not equipped with
CBs to be forewarned of oversized vehicles approaching them in their lane at road
speeds. There are no visual warnings possible because these are blind curves with
rock outcroppings and cutting brush will not make them safer.
By county code, operators are required to safely handle oversized traffic to protect the
public. Legally we might have expected a pilot car or two flag persons directing traffic at
this stretch of narrow, blind road and they would be required 24 hours per day as the
mine now runs over 240 trucks per day around the clock.
In connection with this incident I would request the mine please send us and the planning
department the outgoing weight of truck 338 H as verified by a time stamped printout
from the mine’s scales.
March 21st Saturday morning 12:00 am -1:00 am
Between 12:00 am and 1:00 am Saturday morning four coal trucks using the hill that
starts at the McCue’s driveway came by approximately every 15 minutes exceeding legal
noise levels. Each truck came into the hill rattling on the dirt at 95 dB, downshifted and
accelerated causing engine noise in excess of 85 dB and continued acceleration up the 1.2
miles of hill at 85 dB. At the crest of the hill, the drivers then clutch and shift and
accelerate to gain speed and attain around 90 dB again. This pattern of driving continues
all night and into the day.
Colorado law specifically requires commercial operators to follow the guidelines of 55
dB during the day and 50 dB at night in residential areas. The code is CRS 25-12-101. A
residential area is defined by the use of that land and the measure of sound takes effect
within 25 feet of the property line. We have tolerated this violation for years as the mine
traffic was not continuous and we were making every effort to co-exist peacefully. Now
that the noise has become constant and continues around the clock, this is no longer
possible and we need it remedied.
Jean Graham

Coal Mine Traffic March/April 2015

March 30
Truck 317 H speeding at 5-10 mph through Colorado and New
Mexico
March 31
Truck 477 H speeding through Colorado and New Mexico up to 10
mph over the speed limit
April 7
Truck 477 H speeding through New Mexico at 65-70 mph in 55
mph zones
These violations in New Mexico are particularly dangerous
because the La Plata highway narrows considerably and is a maze
of cracked and shredded pavement around an endless series of
blind curves with no shoulders. Residents uniformly complain to
me, when asked, about the high speeds, the careless driving and the
awful state of the road since GCC decided to ramp traffic from 60
trucks per day a decade ago to around 300 today. This highway
can’t handle the endless production increases GCC is intent on
reaching. Conditions on CR 120 are worse but only slightly less
dangerous because the dirt road doesn’t allow speeds of 70 mph.
A Classic Encounter With a Nasty Driver
I almost always drive at the recommended speeds on CR 120 and
the La Plata highway. Conditions are now so hazardous that
speeding is ill advised. On Wednesday April 1, I was driving to
work when I picked up US truck T-226 behind me. He was on my

bumper, tailgating me relentlessly. I was driving at 65 mph in
Colorado. The dangerous canted hill at Longhollow is marked at
55 mph and that's what I do. T-226 was several feet from the back
of my car the whole way down and through the curve.
We entered New Mexico around the exceedingly hazardous blind
curve that marks the state line and deserves the suggested 55 mph
speed. T-226 was still on my bumper. The curve is perilous and
completely blind and if I had been forced to brake for a deer or a
car drifting into the wrong lane, he would have been in my back
seat.
I lost him at the construction site by the mine road, but he quickly
caught me a few miles later as he sped through New Mexico and
tailgated me the rest of the way to Farmington. At the intersection
where I turn to go to work, he passed me, stomped on the
accelerator through the intersection to show his irritation and
leaned on his horn all the way through to tell me what a poor driver
I am.
This happens nearly every day on my drive to and from
Farmington. Coal trucks speed relentlessly, tail gate around curves,
form clots of traffic with a dangerous mix of passenger cars and
speeding trucks just a few feet from each other negotiating potholes and blind curves. People die on the La Plata highway nearly
every year and that was before GCC quintupled traffic over the
past decade. There will be more fatalities. We already had one by
Old Fort Lewis just two weeks ago as a driver tried to pass a semi.
Is it reasonable to let GCC do whatever they please on the roads
with no limits and no rules for sane use? Those of us forced to go
out and do battle with the trucks and the traffic every day say no.
Last but not least is another classic encounter on CR 120

March 25 Thursday afternoon
This water truck was in front of me (I assume it’s one of the
mine’s—no number ID). The driver obviously felt the call of
nature just after leaving the rest room facilities at the mine and was
required to pull over at King I to take a natural break aka leak. I
didn’t take a picture out of respect for cultural norms—unlike the
driver. The norm for these boys seems to be to pee wherever it’s
convenient

He then went on to the nastiest of the multitude of blind curves on
CR 120 and as they all do, approached by swinging the truck into
the middle of the road.
He went into the turn on the left side of the road. These turns are
effectively one lane wide for the 60-foot semis and water trucks
making the two hairpin turns.

Luckily for all of us, there were no residents driving in the
oncoming lane. Since the curve’s blind spots are created by solid
rock, cutting brush as suggested by the mine’s road expert will
never solve this curve’s potential to create accidents.
My understanding is the mine has generously provided the trucks
with CBs so oncoming trucks can scrunch up against the cliff to
allow room for the loaded trucks to finish the turn. Unfortunately,
we residents aren’t equipped with CBs and we take our chances on
CR 120 if we have to venture down that way.

jean graham

Evaluation of County Road 120 north
as route for heavy truck traffic

Brush obscures vision & trucks rarely stay in lane crossing into
oncoming traffic they don’t see. This corner is one of the worst
and there have been multiple incidents as trailers cross the double
yellow line and push cars off the shoulder into the ditch down the
embankment. Widening it hasn’t improved the outcome.

• 0.4 miles limited sight hill with blind curve.
Frequent speeding recorded down the hill.

•

Limited sight hill at 1.4 miles with vision obscured by oak. Trucks speed east and west and are
unable to stop in time to avoid residential traffic entering road at crest of hill. The tire patterns
demonstrate just how close trucks are when the approach each other. Clearance is a few inches.
Resident driving west have no warning when coal trucks drift into the oncoming lane as they
frequently do.

•

1.6 miles limited sight hill and 90 degree curve follows it. Trucks have
missed curve and run off the road to south destroying property.

•

The curve following hill from previous slide. Vision obscured by brush. The hill speed
limit is frequently broken and trucks miss the curve ending up in the fence to the south.

•

1.8 miles corkscrew blind curve with no shoulder and outcroppings and cedar obscure vision.
Evidence of jake brake use in pavement. Note the destruction in the eastbound lane from
loaded trucks. This is an 8%-9% grade and the noise from diesel engines being aggressively
shifted into low with heavy acceleration produces continuous noise at 85-95 dB well in excess
of legal limits of 50 dB and 55 dB.

• 1.9 miles vision limited by outcropping and brush. No shoulder
through curve bounded by steep hill on north. Note heavy use of
south lane by loaded trucks and degradation of road.

•

At 2 miles is a blind curve with common poor road condition. Vision obscured by rock, trees and
oak. Road severely damaged and it’s only been 4 weeks since blading and gravel was put down.

• East of Roberts Ridge Road about 2.2 miles from 140 there
is a blind curve with steep outcroppings, trees and brush
limiting vision. No shoulder through curve.

•

3.8 miles blind curve with high rock outcroppings limiting vision and brush. The road is
severely degraded due to hill climb by 43-ton trucks. No shoulders to allow cars to avoid
trucks using the middle of the road as they always do on these sharp curves. This
corkscrew contains two blind curves.

•

Second curve from previous slide.

•

At approximately 4 miles, there is a blind curve with vision limited by trees and steep
embankment to south preventing cars from using the shoulders to avoid collision. It’s clear from
the rut pattern that trucks use the middle of the road endangering oncoming traffic. Tire tracks
at edge would suggest a vehicle was pushed to the side of the road.

•

4.2 miles blind curve from rock outcropping. Road uncharacteristically wide with
shoulder. Shoulder well used indicating wide shoulders and wider road for entire
length should be mandatory for a road consisting of one blind curve after another
hosting hundreds of semis.

•

0.1 miles east of the mine blind curve with steep bank and cedars obscuring vision. No
shoulders and again rut pattern indicates trucks are staying in the center of the road. The
usable road surface is 18.5 feet and trucks are 8.5-9 feet wide with cabs and mirrors.
There is 17-18 feet of truck trying to get by each other with only a foot to spare. That’s
not much of margin of safety especially since they tend to cling to the middle. You can
see the north lane has a track where a vehicle was likely pushed to the edge.

•

Truck trying to make a curve and it’s not one of the worst. He can’t get the trailer around in his lane and has left less
than 4 feet for another vehicle to get around the trailer. CR 120 is effectively one lane wide for these trucks.

Road Condition 4 weeks after
maintenance including blading and
gravel application

• With up to 280 semis daily, multiple water and services trucks,
the mine takes a terrific toll on the road. Just 4 weeks after
blading the ruts out and applying gravel, it has reverted to
washboards and ruts.

• Deep ruts from 85,000 -87,000 pound loaded
trucks

• Washboarding results from trucks
climbing even small hills.

• Most of the pavement is crazed and
cracked with buckles and potholes

•

With up to 280 or more semis on this narrow road daily, 280 mine employee trips every day and resident traffic
using CR 120 to get to work, school and run errands, the road is inadequate for the traffic. The most hazardous
aspect of this is the unforgiving nature of the curves combined with semis that can’t negotiate them reliably. There
is no room for error with no shoulders, cliffs and steep drop-offs that invite turnovers and accidents. The lighter
traffic of years past allowed for occasional errors in judgment and missed curves. With semis on the road all day
passing each other every few minutes going both east and west and with the promise of more to come as the mine
expands, a different method of getting coal out of Hay Gulch is overdue and must be planned for now. The road is
dangerous and will only get more hazardous with each new increase in truck volume the mine demands. Since
2012, traffic incidents on 120 North have increased by over 2-fold and many of those are described as coal truck
incidents. Over 40% of the accidents occur on curves.

•

Since most of the length of the road is bounded by a combination of rock outcroppings and steep drops from
embankments with no shoulders, it is highly unlikely that sufficient road upgrades can be done to accommodate
heavy truck traffic and make the road safe for passenger cars. It would require a realignment of the road to
straighten the curves; rock cliffs and outcroppings would need to be blasted and removed. The southern edge of
the road, with its steep embankments dropping down at times over 10 feet, would need to be built up and
shoulders put in place. All of it requires better drainage and culverts. The last mile to the mine is an especially bad
area prone to flooding and mud slides.

•

The road should be paved as the measures now used to maintain it fall short. Dust, mud, ruts, washboards and
potholes are not well controlled. The heavily loaded truck traffic is not suitable for a dirt road that must also allow
residents to use the road safely. There is incident after incident of residents forced off the road surfaces as trucks
fail to negotiate sharp, blind curves. Accident reports are climbing. In addition to what is available from the state
patrol, the county must request the mine and the trucking companies they lease from release incident reports so
that we may have an accurate accounting of their safety profile and track trends on CR 120N to better characterize
the dangers posed by increased traffic over a period of years. Two requests for this information have been tendered
and refused.

•

As the county and the mine are unlikely to pay for or afford the required roadwork, GCC must begin work on
alternative methods for removing coal from Hay Gulch. We can expect GCC to be here another two to three decades
and the current method of hauling is not an acceptable legacy for the mine to impose on the residents. We didn’t
move here to be on the La Plata county equivalent of I-40. We want CR 120 to be returned to us as a residential
road.

Daniel Murray
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

mqjulie . <mqjulie@gmail.com>
Tuesday, January 05, 2016 8:52 PM
Julie Westendorff; Gwen Lachelt; Brad Blake; Daniel Murray; Damian Peduto; Victoria
Schmitt; Joe Kerby
just today

Categories:

saved to LF/CV

This is what I encountered just today at the curve. A truck in the middle of the road and he is trying to chain
up. Talk about an accident waiting to happen. Needless to say yet again I began to produce an unhealthy
amount of cortisol. Do you know what happens to a body when too much cortisol is produced over a period of
time?

1

Not good!

PS-I forgot to mention that the car in the ditch belonged to my son!! Again pretty angry at what we get to
endure . This is not healthy living my any means.

2
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Daniel, Jim, Victoria, Damien:
From our meeting on December 4, 2016 (Daniel, Victoria) one of the discussion
points was that GCC only felt that Meador and Wiltze properties would require a
Right of Way (ROW) easement.
Here is why there needs to deeper understanding of how following the current road
flow and applying the 60 foot width standard does not address the reality of how
this will affect entrances to CR120. Included is a solution to address these realities.
Reality:
1) McQue’s current impact is well known but may be worse after applying the 60
feet right of way that may take more of their frontage.
2) Hidden Ridge Ranch (HRR) –
a) Steep non‐county standard grade – when this sub‐division was built the
county allowed the developer to create this entrance road with a 12% plus
grade. The result is that this is a dangerous road in the wintertime with
people sliding down the hill (literally).
b) Entrance buffer‐ it is unclear if the current 15 feet of entrance buffer will
remain. This is important since this buffer is use as:
i) Safety buffer for people sliding down the hill and not into CR120.
ii) Mail, paper and garbage services.
iii) Temporary parking when there are high snowfalls and people cannot
make it up the hill.
iv) Limited visibility to the west.
Proposed solution: Define a ROW easement to the south of CR120 starting up the
hill past (east) the McQue’s as far as possible. Extend this easement ½ mile west
past the entrance to HRR (will connect to the current curve beyond the HRR
entrance).
Cons:
1. Obtain ROW easement for land south of CR120: This land for the ROW
easement has not been used for anything over 15 years.
2. Will require moving the water ditch as far south as possible.
3. Moving the road base as far south predicated on how far south the water
ditch is moved.
Pros: Straighter road –
1) GCC trucks:
i) Trucks will have an easier time going up the hill since it is a much
straighter shot from a traction and momentum standpoint.
ii) Safety will be increased since this should reduce the trucks that cross the
center of road as they go around the current two road curves.
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2) McQue’s:
i) This will reduce the current curve into the McQue’s space (potentially by
50 feet).
ii) This will allow a large tree and scrub buffer to be built that can
incorporate a sound wall in front of the McQue’s residence. This should
help with noise, dust, etc.
3) HRR:
i) Safety: This will dramatically increase the visibility looking west out of
HRR.
ii) Create a larger buffer for HRR that will make it safer for winter related
problems.
4) Fire hazard elimination – currently there is a broken down building on the south
side of the road that is a fire and safety hazard that would be removed. Part of
this effort can also eliminate a small shack on the north side of the road between
the McQue’s and the HRR entrance.
This proposal gives the county opportunity to take charge of their road and not have
GCC dictate what is to be done. In addition, it shows that the county listens to and
works with residents to solve individual situations. Finally, it gives the county a
chance to improve a problem area with a lot of positive upside for both the county
and residents.
++++++++++++++++++++++++ ADDENDUM ++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
Key Topics to be addressed: Health Issue, Impact to water wells and Road
Engineering
Here are key health and water well issues: If the road is extended closer to a
McQue’s, Schultz’s and other resident’s property, then:
1. Salt (sodium chloride) – most likely will used to deal with ice on the asphalt. This
salt can leech down to well water resulting in potentially contaminating the
water supply.
2. Property improvement impact: The ROW comes very close to current water
wells. The Schultz’s well is behind the block wall at the entrance to the HRR
subdivision. (The well reflects a significant improvement to this property. It
has been in place for 13 years). It currently is 15‐20 feet from the road. If the
road extends to the edge of ROW that touches my property, then the well will be
5 feet from the road. Resulting a loss of property value.
3. Water well damage by coal trucks: La Plata County must consider that the
McCue’s and Schultz’s water wells are very close to the north edge of the right‐
of‐way. Widening the road to the north will unduly bring the driving lanes even
closer to these wells. Trucks and other traffic descending the hill, which is
steeper than county specifications permit, would pass extremely close to those
wellheads. The wells are on the outside of a curve at the bottom of the overly‐
steep hill. The truck wheels routinely exceed the edge of the road and sometimes
trucks go into the ditch (refer to the number of times Derek Synder has had to
Wednesday, December 23, 2015
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repair his fences). Widening the driving lanes even closer to the wells could
result in destruction of the wells.
Here are some concerns about road engineering:
1. La Plata County has authority over changes to County Road 120. The County
should require engineering plans stamped by a Colorado Professional Engineer
for modifications to the roadway. La Plata County should review those plans for
adequacy and accepted engineering design, and for thorough discussion of
impacts to existing properties that abut the right of way. The County must
complete their own due diligence inspection of the right of way to determine
that there are no actual or potential impacts from the proposed project to
existing property owners and improvements (structures, utilities, driveways,
water wells) that are close to or intersect the right‐of‐way. Such improvements
exist and have been in place for a decade or much longer. Such significant
periods of prior use must be considered when the County reviews the plan.
2. Typical engineering practice calls for cutting on one side of a right of way and
filling on the other with the generated fill material. This is generally the most
cost effective way to expand the width of a road that abuts an escarpment, as CR
120 does. However, in the areas of Roberts Ridge Drive intersection with CR 120
and the McCue's yard, there is relatively little material to be gained from cutting
into the north portion of the right‐of‐way. Those areas have already been cut
back for Roberts Ridge Drive, and the McCue's yard is essentially flat. In order to
widen the road to the south towards the stream, most of the fill will necessarily
be imported regardless of any small amount of material gained by cutting to the
north. So, there is no construction cost benefit to cutting to the north as this
action will not substantially reduce the cost of widening the road.
3. Any widening of the road to the north through the vicinity of the Roberts Ridge
Drive intersection with CR 120N will negatively impact driveways, access roads,
and the wells. GCC and the County have a strict obligation to correct any damage
to those features and to correct any negative impacts to the prior function of
those features by the construction project. Any cut of even minor height (a few
feet) into the Roberts Ridge Drive entrance way will substantially worsen the
steep slope of this access road. Correction of the slope would require private
property access, major engineering design, geotechnical testing, and
construction to reroute Roberts Ridge Drive through another path to reestablish
the slope. It simply makes more sense to import fill and widen the CR 120 to the
south than it does to cut to the north.
4. Widening the road into the stream drainage to the south will require a 404
Permit from the US Army Corps of Engineers. While the County does not have
jurisdiction over this permitting process, the County must ensure as part of due
diligence that GCC secures the permit and performs necessary compensatory
mitigation to correct impacts to the stream.
Mark Schultz/Reid Allan (HRR residents and McQue’s)
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Daniel Murray
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Tom Compton <tpcompton@gmail.com>
Saturday, January 23, 2016 7:45 AM
Daniel Murray
Coal trucks

Categories:

saved to LF/CV

Commissioners:
It has come to my attention the Planning Commission is considering a proposal to route loaded coal trucks along the
southern end of CR 120. As a resident near this road I am opposed to this idea. The road is too narrow in some places
to allow for safely passing a loaded coal truck and there are a number of steep hills making for dangerous winter driving
condition for a large truck.
Tom Compton
1129 cr 123
Hesperus, co
Sent from my iPad

1

Daniel Murray
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Marilyn Zion <mzion@frontier.net>
Sunday, January 24, 2016 10:10 AM
Daniel Murray
ref. GCC Energy

Categories:

saved to LF/CV

Dear La Plata County Planning Commissioners:
I am a resident of the southern end of County Road 120. I have recently learned that this end of County Road 120 is,
once again, being considered as a route for a large contingent of the coal trucks leaving and returning to the GCC Mine. I
attended earlier meetings concerning this matter and it was my understanding that it had finally been determined to
continue the mine coal truck traffic route on the northern end of C.R. 120. Taking into consideration all factors involved
in this matter, continuing with the northern 120 route was found to have the least impact overall.
I am greatly concerned about this potential change. We have a greater density of houses on the southern end resulting
in a larger population that will be subject to the adverse health effects of dust and noise created by this level of heavy
traffic. The vibration caused by the trucks and their heavy loads have the potential to cause definite home and property
issues and ultimately lower property values further. Safety issues (especially children loading and unloading from school
buses) are a very real concern. The southern end of 120 is a main artery providing access to County Roads 123, 122,
121, 119, 118, 117, and 116. We already have steady traffic morning and evening due to residents commuting to and
from work. We have quite a number of steep hills and sharp curves that make navigating these large trucks along this
longer route risky. Also, sight visibility is an issue in entering and exiting some driveways. I think adding up to 150 or
more coal trucks to this mix poses a very real threat to safety for a greater number of residents than leaving the route as
is.
Changing the route also impacts more miles of the county road system. The heavy traffic can’t help but adversely affect
road maintenance. With an already tight road and bridge budget this adds to the money that will be needed for
significantly increased regular road maintenance and repair.
I respectfully ask you to take all of these concerns into consideration before making a final decision.
Sincerely,
Marilyn Zion
11971 C.R. 120
Hesperus, C) 81236
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Daniel Murray
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Timothy Prow <timothyprow@gmail.com>
Monday, January 25, 2016 12:45 PM
Daniel Murray
CR 120 and Grupos Cementos De Chihuahua

January 25, 2016
To: La Plata County Planning Commission
Subject: Grupos Cementos De Chihuahua (GCC) and County RD 120
From: Timothy Prow 10512 CR 120 Hesperus, CO
I am writing to voice my concerns over the truck traffic on CR 120. My concerns are as follows.
Since moving to my home in the spring of 2013, I have read about the increasing number of trucks GCC is
running on the Northern section of CR 120. It used to be 100 trucks a day and now the number is higher.
Firstly, my concern is for all of the local residents that use both CR 120 and Highway 140. Myself and my
family use these roads everyday. Allowing more trucks on these roads puts all of us at greater risk.
Secondly, It is my understanding that due to noise, pollution and safety concerns for the residents that live
along North CR 120, the commission is considering re-routing some of the traffic onto either South CR 120 or
CR 119. Neither of these solutions will solve the noise, safety or pollution concerns. It will simply create more
safety, noise and pollution concerns. CR 120 has numerous blind hills and three hairpin turns, and people
routinely exceed the speed limit. There are more residences located directly adjacent to the road than there
are on the Northern section of CR 120. Adding more traffic, specifically trucks will only make the risk of
accident and death worse, and will only serve to displace the pollution and noise over a wider area. This will
not solve the problem it will make it worse.
Thirdly, I am concerned that the County Commissioners are allowing a foreign corporation to pollute the
environment and jeopardize the lives and well being of it’s residents.
It seems that the only viable solution is for the The La Plata County Commissioners to deny the land use
permit for (GCC) currently being considered, and put the rights of its taxpayers and its voters above those of a
foreign corporation profiting at the citizenries expense.
As a compromise the County Commissioners may wish to consider the moderate approach of limiting truck
traffic to 100 per day.
Respectfully

Timothy Prow
Hesperus
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Jan. 24, 2016
Mr. Daniel Murray
La Plata County, Planning Dept.
211 Rock Point Drive
Durango, CO 81301
Dear Mr. Murray,
On behalf of the property owners of Vista de Oro subdivision, I would like to
express our concerns relative to the upcoming hearing regarding the Class II
Land Use permit for GCC Energy. As the president of our POA, I have kept all
property owners appropriately informed about the issues surrounding the King
Coal II mine and permitting process. Our property owners supported and
continue to support the efforts of the Hay Gulch Citizen Advisory Panel (HGCAP)
and the recommendations developed and presented to your office.
We recognize that after over a year of intense discussions regarding the safest
and most feasible transportation option that there have been recent attempts to
alter the recommendations brought forth by the HGCAP and the voice of the
majority of citizens living in the Hay Gulch area.
The recently published studies regarding air quality and transportation options
are interesting, but only that. The one-day snap shot of particulate air
concentrations on CR120 N is not representative of the total cumulative impacts
of the coal transportation operations over the course of a year. The traffic study
recently presented is very thorough but the conclusions are one individual’s
opinion, no more or less worthy of consideration than the previous transportation
options study presented. Requiring GCC to use the southern route into or out of
the mine may placate the desires of a few of the citizens in the area but it will
negatively impact the health and safety of the majority of Hay Gulch citizens,
especially the children riding school busses on CR 120 S and CR 119.
Vista de Oro property owners strongly recommend that county officials respect
the will of the majority of citizens in the Hay Gulch area and adopt the
recommendations of the HGCAP as part of the requirements for issuance of a
Class II Land Use permit. The details of the specific requirements to upgrade CR
120 we leave to be negotiated between county officials and GCC Energy
representatives. Thank you for your consideration on this important issue.
Respectfully,

Tim Gallagher, President
Vista de Oro POA

Daniel Murray
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Planning
Tuesday, January 26, 2016 12:28 PM
Daniel Murray
FW: Form submission from: Planning Comment Form

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: webmaster@co.laplata.co.us [mailto:webmaster@co.laplata.co.us] On Behalf Of Rick Crawford
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2016 12:25 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Form submission from: Planning Comment Form
Submitted on Tuesday, January 26, 2016 ‐ 12:25pm Submitted by anonymous user: [166.137.246.117] Submitted values
are:
Name: Rick Crawford
Email Address: rickcrawford11@gmail.com
Telephone Number: 9707593729
Question or Comment: I live on CR 120. I've just recently heard about plans to run the coal truck traffic through our
neighborhood. This would be a disaster for us. Bad idea. It is totally against what we moved here for and would kill our
property values. There's no upside to this plan. We ride bikes, walk, jog, we have young kids. Lots of citizens here do.
Please do not permit this.

The results of this submission may be viewed at:
http://www.co.laplata.co.us/node/811/submission/7791
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Daniel Murray
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Debbie Lee <silverriverranch@msn.com>
Tuesday, January 26, 2016 9:57 PM
Daniel Murray
debbie@silverriverranch.com; J ELLIS
GCC Coal Mine Trucks

Please consider keeping the coal trucks using County Road 120 North (Hay Gulch). This request is sought based on logic
and fairness. It is not based on others not liking what they have and knowingly purchased and not based on who has the
most money.
Use the following as a scenario‐ If I purchase a lollipop but later decide I don't like the flavor, would it be appropriate to
have others eat it even if they didn't want it and make them pay for it for me? That is what the residents on North 120
are asking the residents of South 120, the coal mine and the county to do.
It would be wrong for the county to endorse rerouting trucks that have successfully navigated the existing county road
for decades and is the most expeditious route to the state highway. A few people moved in and now don't want the
existing business, (which has been in business for decades and was in operation when they purchased their land), to
continue normal operations but would rather disrupt neighboring ranches, crop production, irrigation and the coal mine
operation.
The suggested rerouting would cause much greater risk due to: the mine vehicles traveling further distance, greater
vehicle and citizen interface, increased school children and school bus interface, greater slow moving vehicle (ranch and
farm equipment) interface, greater ranch animal interface (cattle, horses, sheep, dogs), and increased blind driveways
on ridge lines interface.
Should others change and have to ' bear the burden' or pay the price all because a few people with money purchased
part of a subdivided ranch.
Please use logic and sound decision making and make them eat and pay for their own lollipop. Keep the tucks on 120
North.
Respectfully Submitted
John and Debbie Lee
Silver River Ranch
11442 County Road 120
Hesperus, CO 81326
Sent from my iPad
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Daniel Murray
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Davin Montoya <meanmomma2@gmail.com>
Wednesday, January 27, 2016 8:09 AM
Daniel Murray
King Coal

I wanted to let you know as a property owner and regular user of CR 120 I support King Coal doing
business. We as a society need jobs and tax paying businesses. I keep reading about the bad drivers of the
trucks. Every company most likely has bad apples but as a whole I find the truckers courteous and safe
drivers. Much more than some of the local residents. They speed on the wrong side of the road, don't stop at
intersections and then complain about the truckers. King Coal has been doing business long before "any" of
them moved in. They should have taken the trucks into consideration before they purchased property here. A
lot of locals and even the train depends on King Coal for their product.
I do oppose the sending of trucks south. The roads are not up to that kind of traffic and the intersections are
certainly not safe for car traffic much less trucks. Spending tax money that is short now to upgrade that road
makes no sense.

-Davin Montoya
970-385-4569
"Remember a man is only as good as his word, remember some things aren't for sale."
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Daniel Murray
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Anziano, Michael <ANZIANO_M@fortlewis.edu>
Thursday, January 28, 2016 2:30 PM
Daniel Murray
silverriverranch@msn.com
Coal Truck traffic

Dear Daniel Murray:
I am writing to express my concern over any proposal that would reroute the deluge of coal trucks departing the mine in
Hay Gulch to travel south on County Road 120. While I understand the frustration of the homeowners on north CR 120,
routing trucks to the south presents a multitude of problems for the health and safety of the residents. I have lived at
10829 CR 120 for 28 years and have witnessed the growth in traffic on this stretch of the county road. Our home is
about ¾ mile from the hairpin turn where CR 123 goes north off CR 120. This curve is dangerous all year round for
ordinary vehicles, more so in winter months and it would present an enormous problem for coal trucks travelling that
route. School bus stops are found along CR 120 south as well, and as population in this area continues to grow, more
school children are picked up and dropped off on the route.
Of course there are numerous other concerns regarding the abundance of large, noisy, polluting coal trucks on a narrow
county road. Noise and dust pollution, animal habitat disturbance, property value deterioration and the stress level of
residents forced to drive on the route and the stresses of constant noise pollution. It certainly appears that the mine
owners are doing a robust business. They have made some improvements to CR 120 north, but the mine ownership
really should be responsible for solving this problem via a private road from the coal mine to HWY 140.
Please take these concerns under consideration.
Sincerely,
Michael Anziano
Associate Professor and Chair
Department of Psychology
Fort Lewis College
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Daniel Murray
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Don and Rita <brightmesa@frontier.net>
Thursday, January 28, 2016 3:05 PM
Daniel Murray
coal trucks

Categories:

saved to LF/CV

This letter is prompted by rumors that certain residents living on the north end of CR 120 are threatening a lawsuit against
the county commissioners and the coal mine for safety and health issues. Actually, I don’t understand why this hasn’t
happened sooner. To pacify the north end residents (not to resolve the real issues) it is rumored that the truck traffic
(some or most) would be directed to the south end of CR 120. I have attended several of the neighborhood meetings and
that option was basically ruled out—now it’s being suggested? I’ve always sympathized with the north end residents
because their quality of life has been compromised and their health threatened. Their dreams of a quiet life in the country
has been eliminated and their property values reduced. To distribute the miseries is not a real solution to the issues. I
have 2 concerns regarding the trucking/mining situation. First: Several solutions have been suggested but dismissed by
the coal mine as being too expensive (of course). This situation needs more than a quick fix- it needs a long term solution.
Mining is an expensive business so the solution will probably be expensive also especially if they plan to continue
operation 10-20 years from now. Why issue long term permits if the current situation cannot be resolved? If satisfactory
transportation is too expensive, perhaps the mining needs to be terminated. Everything the coal company suggests is a
stop gap, temporary fix. If they want 20 year permits, they need 20 year solutions that begin today. Second: My wife and I
purchased our property in 1993. It is located at the intersection of CR 120 and SH 140. The state had obtained a portion
of our property for SH140. LaPlata county owns an easement across our property for CR120. The turn onto and off of
SH140 and CR120 from the south is about 45 degrees and is very restrictive and possibly dangerous for tractor/trailers.
The water trucks using the intersection now have to wait until all vehicles clear the entire intersection before they can
negotiate the turn safely. To increase the truck traffic in that intersection would certainly increase the danger. I understand
there are other turns and intersections on CR120 that would also be very restrictive. My wife and I certainly feel that for
us to inherit half of an existing undesirable situation would not be a satisfactory solution for anyone. Until this is resolved,
we/you should not even be considering any long term operations. The mine may have 5 year, 10 year, or 20 year plans
but the present situation needs to be resolved first-starting today. Thanks for your attention to this matter, Donald
Lathrop, Rita Bright, 14065 County Road 120, Hesperus CO 81326 (970) 247-2461
brightmesa@frontier.net
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Daniel Murray
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Andrew de Jong <andrew.b.dejong@gmail.com>
Thursday, January 28, 2016 4:44 PM
Daniel Murray
GCC Energy - Coal Trucks

Categories:

saved to LF/CV

La Plata County Planning Department
La Plata County, Colorado
Daniel Murray, Senior Planner
Mr. Murray:
We understand that the La Plata County Planning Commission may be looking at a County Road 120 resident's proposal to re-route GCC
coal trucks on other roads than the currently used CR 120 North. For a number of reasons we would like to go on record against such changes
and encourage you and the planning commission to support our viewpoint and those of our neighbors who are surely writing you as well. We
live at the corner of CR 123 and CR 120 South.
First, the proposed increase in GCC heavy truck traffic on CR 120 South would negatively effect our property values as well as everyone
else's -- potentially hundreds of property owners. GCC trucks have used CR 120 North for transit between their facility and the highway for
so many years that that precedent is well established and documented and, as such, should be continued.
Additionally, the proposed increase in GCC heavy truck traffic on CR 120 South would have adverse health and safety impacts. Some of
these issues include existing narrow roadways, small radius curves, substantially increased noise levels above historic averages, substantially
increased traffic flows over more miles in both residentially and agriculturally designated areas that were never intended for such usage.
We believed when we first purchased our property that CR 120 South exemplified the "quiet country road" -- and we still believe that.
Certainly, with residential growth over the last many years, traffic has increased and gravel roads were paved, but these are expected changes.
We also understand that over the next two and more decades, many new La Plata County residents will likely move out our way to areas
serviced by CR 120 South. Again, this is expected growth. However, any change that redirects GCC heavy truck traffic onto any roadway
other than the current used CR 120 North would be detrimental to the welfare and well-being of too many current and future La Plata County
residents in both the short-term and the long-term.
Thank you for your consideration.
Andrew and Anne de Jong
145 County Road 123
Hesperus, Colorado 81326
(970) 759-1411
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Daniel Murray
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

ms.sunidaze <ms.sunidaze@gmail.com>
Thursday, January 28, 2016 11:55 PM
Daniel Murray
Coal Trucks on CR 120

Categories:

saved to LF/CV

Hi Daniel,
Our neighbors on the north end of CR 120 have had to endure the troublesome coal trucks for years, and I've
never envied their plight. I understand wanting to provide some relief to their very tiresome burden. However,
sending the coal trucks to south end of CR 120 comes with many concerns. The road is narrow, windy, hilly,
with ditches sometimes on both sides, providing many problematic areas for large heavy vehicles carrying tons
of coal being driven by sometimes reckless drivers. This road has very little wiggle room for mistakes, and in
places could even be considered hazardous on good days much less if it's snowing.
My husband is the USPS rural mail carrier for County Road 120 and drives that road everyday. He has
witnessed plenty of bad driving by the coal trucks to know that sending them around through Hay Gulch and the
south end of CR 120 to Highway 140 is an accident waiting to happen at every turn, curve, dropoff, downhill,
and uphill...and there are plenty along the way. Not too long ago, he recalls seeing coal trucks using this
alternative route for a short time period. During that time, he witnessed a couple of incidents where the coal
trucks were off the road and being towed out. These issues would exponentially escalate when there is weather
of any kind.
This "alternative" route doesn't make sense as there has already been efforts to improve road conditions to
accommodate these very large vehicles and passenger vehicles for safety reasons on the north end of CR
120. The north end of CR 120 is much wider with far less natural features such as hills and curves for the coal
trucks to navigate reducing the probability for accidents.
Coal trucks using the south end of CR 120 to access Highway 140 is a terrible idea if safety is important to the
trucking company and the coal mine, and even La Plata County. It's a fairly remote area, which in of itself
makes emergency services challenging. But then consider the terrain and then numerous coal trucks on this
narrow road is an accident waiting to happen literally at every turn.
Very concerned,
Terry and Jeff Burton
970-759-5564
Hesperus

Sent via the Samsung Galaxy Note5, an AT&T 4G LTE smartphone
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Daniel Murray
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Planning
Friday, January 29, 2016 8:52 AM
Daniel Murray
FW: Form submission from: Planning Comment Form

Categories:

saved to LF/CV

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: webmaster@co.laplata.co.us [mailto:webmaster@co.laplata.co.us] On Behalf Of Justin Mills
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2016 10:33 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Form submission from: Planning Comment Form
Submitted on Thursday, January 28, 2016 ‐ 10:32pm Submitted by anonymous user: [66.118.194.26] Submitted values
are:
Name: Justin Mills
Email Address: justmills79@yahoo.com
Telephone Number: 4252680935
Question or Comment:
I am writing on behalf of myself, as a tax paying, voting resident of La Plata County, and as a father of 2 little kids that
love this county, state, and all it has to offer. I was recently informed of a proposal to have the south side of County
Road 120 used for GCC Energy coal mine trucks. These trucks are already a hazard to the community, they are at best,
marginal, and at the speeds at which these trucks drive on highway 140, can be downright dangerous. I live on the south
side of CR 120, and my kids often times get mail, and do other small trips on this road to get around. Upon learning
about the proposal, I did a quick scan of houses within 1000' of CR 120, on the south side, vs. houses within 1000' of CR
120 on the north side. The quick and dirty number a came up with is 22 houses in the south, vs. 11 houses on the north
side. That is DOUBLE the amount of population those trucks will come across and see if they have to use the south side
of CR 120, and that's not including the supplemental roads the south side of CR 120 has.
The amount of RISK these trucks, and GCC Energy, would see would easily DOUBLE. Every company knows they must
mitigate risk if they want to lower costs of operations in the long run. Doubling risk for GCC, would make bad business
sense, and a decision allowed by the county to allow these trucks to double the risk, would look terrible for the existing
commission.
I did dig a little deeper, and saw that the county had done its own research, and there is even a residential density map
that supports my rudimentary research, and you have it on file. It also show the accident reports for the past 10 years,
and data supports that most of the accidents the coal trucks have, are at the 90 corners on the north side of CR 120.
Including the entrance to 140, there are 3 at least 90 deg corners for the trucks to navigate. On CR 120 south, there are 5
90deg corners to navigate. Another showing of added risk compared to the current route the trucks are taking.
I understand these trucks need to do their work. But multiplying risk overall, for the company, and county residents,
does not make any sense at all. La Plata County research shows that residential density on the south side of CR 120 is
not worth sending 300 rail cars of product worth the RISK.
Risk on the south side of CR 120 almost quadruples, compared to the current route. Perhaps the best scenario, would be
to make a haul road for the coal trucks and company. This is by and far the lowest risk option available.
While costly, impact on the residents is kept at a much safer level, and risk is reduced for the company.
1

My family, my kids, and everyone on County Road 120, deserves a safe place to live and grow up without have to worry
about a coal truck running them off the road, or worse, running them over when they go to get the mail. A safer option
is available, albeit at cost for the company. If the southbound route is approved for coal truck use, it is a certainty that
YOU, the approver, KNOWING THE SEVERELY INCREASED RISK, will have blood on your hands.
I know you will consider all the information you have available, when making this decision. Thank you for taking the time
to read this letter.
Very Sincerely,
Justin Mills
12295 County Road 120
Hesperus, CO

The results of this submission may be viewed at:
http://www.co.laplata.co.us/node/811/submission/7803
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January 28, 2016
LaPlata County Planning Board
c/o Daniel Murray, Senior Planner
It is my understanding that consideration is being given to routing the King Coal Mine #2 trucks on the
southern section of CR 120. You are probably receiving input from several people who live on North CR
120, as no one really wants 140+ trucks traveling by their homes every day. As a long‐time resident and
property owner, I don't want them on the southern part of CR 120, either.
I believe there are several reasons that these trucks should not be routed down South CR 120. Those
reasons are listed here for your consideration:
1. Routing coal trucks on both the North and South sections of CR 120 would create TWO hazardous
intersections on HWY 140. The north intersection has flashing warning lights and widened
roadways to try to reduce the hazards at this intersection. Why would you even consider
duplicating such a hazardous situation on a heavily traveled state highway?!
2. A hill on South CR 120 is marked "Hill Blocks View" with caution signs for both east and west
traffic. The crest of this hill has three private driveways. The impaired view results in a critical
hazard for the trucks, school buses, other vehicles, and pedestrians.
3. We have many school children who live on South CR 120 and hence school buses that transport
them. The safety of the children would be greatly affected by these huge trucks at bus stops, on
the narrow road, the 90‐degree curves, and the intersections.
4. The angle of the intersection at South CR 120 and State Highway 140 makes it difficult for even a
passenger vehicle to make turns. A semi truck/trailer traveling north on SR 140 turning left or
east on South CR 120 turning right could not negotiate the turn in the proper lane without
extensive reconstruction of the intersection. (Note: This portion of State Hwy 140 was recently
re‐constructed to improve the slope because of the numerous accidents that had occurred
there.)
5. After entering South CR 120, and going west, there is a steep hill with guard rails on the south,
with sharp curves. These trucks could not stay in their proper lane because of the curves.
6. Also, concerning #5 above, when we have snow like we have had this winter, the snow plows
cannot push the snow over the guard rail, further narrowing the roadway and creating a real
hazard with these large trucks.
7. There are at least four sharp 90‐degree turns on the southern section of this road, blinded by
trees and vegetation. Large trucks cannot stay in their own lane on these turns, creating an
extreme roadway risk.
8. Heavy trucks would severely damage the asphalt paving on the South CR 120 route, especially
because the roadway IS narrow and trucks driving on the edge would break it.
Sincerely,
Loretta Paulek Lee [Crescent Cross Ranch]
11951 County Road 120
Hesperus CO 81326
970‐385‐4538

Daniel Murray
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Highlands Unlimited Inc. <mail@highlandsunlimited.com>
Friday, January 29, 2016 1:10 PM
Daniel Murray
GCC North 120

Dear Commissioners and County staff,
It is our understanding that the 40 or so “North 120” residents are requesting through legal counsel a reroute
of current coal truck routing. While we have the utmost sympathy for the awful situation that these neighbors are living
with. We adamantly oppose this reroute.
Safety and Impacts:
 If trucking traffic is split North and South there is the potential of concurrent accidents blocking ingress and
egress to residents between and emergency response is compromised.
 Southern routes have many school bus routes.
 There are more residences to the south than to the North so there is more chance of problem interaction with
truck traffic.
 Two roads (CR 119 and CR 122) heading south to highway 140 from King Coal have aged bridges across the La
Plata river. If bridge failure were to occur not only would residents be cut off from their homes but the La Plata
river Compact with New Mexico may be hindered, triggering an interstate water suit.
 Most ingress and egress from Southern county road routes have dangerous turns to navigate to and from the
65MPH highway 140.
o South CR 120 intersects the highway at a 45 degree angle. There have been multiple accidents right at
this intersection on both sides of the highway.
o CR 122 intersects the highway at only slightly less than a 45 degree angle.
o CR 119 intersects the highway at a 90 degree angle. There has already been a spill on the school grounds
by a driver who missed judged the shoulder making this turn.
 These turns into traffic moving at the posted limit of 65 mph from a full stop, require a semi‐truck
and trailer to encumber more than their lane both on the County roads and the highway.
 North CR 120
 If truck traffic is rerouted and split the county will multiply the miles of County roadway with heavy truck traffic
impact to repair and maintain. With the limited road budget this is foolish.
We respectfully ask the Commissioners and staff to work with GCC and require them to adhere and complete the
agreements they had with the North 120 residents.
Jennifer and Geoffrey Burbey
3931 CR 122
Hesperus, CO 81326
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Robert R. Parks
12551 County Road 120
Hesperus, CO 81326

970‐799‐2443

To: La Plata County Planning Department
RE: GCC Energy

To whom it may concern,
It has come to my attention that it is being considered to allow heavy/large
truck traffic from the GCC mine to Highway 140 via the southern C.R. 120 route. I
oppose this proposal for the following reasons.
1. It seems only logical to get these trucks to the Highway by the most direct
route. That would be the north C.R. 120 option. I imagine this is why this
has been the preferred route all these years.
2. The south end of C.R. 120 through Hay Gultch is tight and twisting and is
not wide enough to accommodate large trucks in both directions. It is
unclear whether the road construction is even suitable for significant heavy
truck travel. There is a steep turning grade coming up out of Hay Gultch
which can be difficult even for a farm vehicle pulling a load of hay in good
conditions.
3. Within 1.5 miles of the south end of C.R. 120 there are three 90 degree
corners two of which are blind corners and have driveways. The road
through these corners is not wide enough to allow heavy/large trucks and
typical farm vehicles to pass each other safely through these turns.
4. The intersection with CO. 140 at the south end of C.R. 120 is a 270 degree
turn in order to head south. At a minimum these heavy/large trucks will
have to block both lanes of both C.R. 120 and CO. 140 in order the make
that turn causing yet another safety hazard.

5. Lastly, of course, are the quality of life issues. Most of us on the south end
have been here for over 20 years. We all moved here, in part, for the peace
and quiet. I understand the most vocal complaints from the north end mine
traffic comes from more recent arrivals. It seems to me, this is like buying
property near and airport and then insisting air traffic be directed
elsewhere.
Thank you for your consideration,
Robert R. Parks

Daniel Murray
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

gstees@aol.com
Friday, January 29, 2016 3:22 PM
Daniel Murray
GCC trucking route

01/28/2016
Mr. Daniel Murray
La Plata county Planning Department
211 Rock Point Dr.
Durango,Colorado 81301
Dear Mr. Murray,
This letter is concerning the traveling of coal
trucks on County road 120 South and 119. We are
decidedly against the coal trucks coming down
either of these roads.
We feel for the pain that 120 North residents
have, however we do want to have to share in
their pain as 120 North was always the dedicated
haul road.
120 South has many dangerous curves that
coal trucks would have to cross the center lane to
negotiate. The turn onto 140 is very dangerous for
a long truck. 120 South is a school bus route with
1

buses stopping to pick up and let off
children.There are between 3 and 4 times as
many households that use 120 south to get to and
from their homes.The passenger car truck ratio
would be much higher making an already busy
road much more dangerous. It is 120 South that
has had at least 2 casualties in the last few
years,showing that it is a dangerous road.There
are at least 3 hills that would give the trucks
trouble going up and down in the winter.
120 South has never been the haul road for
the coal mine, so if it does turn into a haul road for
the mine it will definitely effect our property values
negatively. With the increased volume of trucks
going by ,no one would be eager to buy homes in
our quiet neighborhood.There are several drive
ways that have limited line of sight which is
another dangerous aspect. Dust,noise and health
and welfare would be negatively impacted if 120
South became a haul road. There are many more
children and more livestock that is moved on 120
South.
As far as 119 some concerns are the
bridge,school bus stops and the corner at 140 and
the school.
2

Sincerely,
Guy and Ray Lynn Stees
11003 Cr 120 or Po box 186 Hesperus,Co. 81326
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Daniel Murray
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Gary D. Grantham <phdg1948@gmail.com>
Monday, February 08, 2016 10:26 AM
Daniel Murray; Victoria Schmitt
Damian Peduto; Joe Kerby; Peterson Trent; Nance Gina
GCC Energy's Batching Proposal

Categories:

still need to print - include their/my response

Daniel,
I see that GCC Energy is continuing to push its batching proposal as mitigating the traffic impacts on
CR120N. In my opinion, the proposal provides no real mitigation; it simply substitutes a multiplicity of
other extremely adverse impacts for for truck frequency and reduced hours of operation. It is, in fact,
far more onerous than having the trucks run 24/7. Once again, we are simply being given a menu of
adverse impacts and being asked to chose how we want to suffer.
A "platoon" of eleven trucks with two truck lengths between them would be 1580 feet long (0.3
mile). The distance between the SH140 intersection and the sharp curve is 0.3 miles, so such a
platoon would completely fill that space. The GCC proposal would also require that residents on
CR120N organize their lives around GCC's truck time table which should obviously unacceptable on its
face. My experience with GCC makes me doubt that they even have the capability to manage such a
complex arrangement.
GCC's proposal would also require some kind of a truck staging area on CR120N. As you know, many
residents on this side of the County (not just those on CR120N) have previously expressed their
opposition to the creation of any such "truck stop."
When GCC presented this idea to a small group of us (me, Mark Shultz, Paula Mathias, Derek Snyder,
Connor McCue, Tom Williams, Cynthia Roebuck) at the mine on January 28, 2016, the reaction
was 100% negative, yet GCC went ahead to submit this proposal to the County as mitigation.
Gary D. Grantham, Ph.D.
1124 County Road 120
Hay Gulch
Hesperus, CO 81326
970 749-1092
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Daniel Murray
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Attachments:

SW CO Advocates <info@swcoadvocates.org>
Monday, February 08, 2016 4:43 PM
Daniel Murray; Joe Kerby; Damian Peduto; Adam Smith
Angela Schultz; Gary D Grantham; Julie McQue; Karen Hunzeker; Tom Williams; Derek
Snyder; Paula Mathias; 'TODD FOUTZ'; Jeffery Robbins; info@swcoadvocates.org
GCC Noise and Visual Mitigation and Coal transport alternatives submitted January 29,
2016
Noise and Visual 1/29 draft.; Coal transportation alternative - truck batching

Importance:

High

Subject:

Dear Daniel,
I have been asked by the CR 120N Group to convey their REJECTION of the GCC proposal to “batch haul
trucks at a Staging Area near the intersection of SH 140 and CR 120N and at the King II Mine” for the
following reason:
o The concept of convoys of 11 trucks at a time will make residential use of the road impossible by
requiring residents to “schedule” their lives based on the truck schedule
o Passing 11 trucks will be unsafe and almost always impossible
o 11 trucks at a time will create a serious visibility and air quality problem
o 11 trucks at a time will create dangerously high and sustained noise levels
o 11 trucks at a time will increase the risk factor of accidents and negatively affect the safety of the
residents using the road
o 11 trucks at a time will greatly disturb the privacy of residences
o Batching will require creation of a staging area on CR 120N that will be a logistical nightmare and
create a whole new set of safety concerns.
This is a summary of the comments made by residents at a meeting with GCC on January 28 when the slide
show and proposal was made by Mike Olson. There was also a great deal of concern regarding impacts to
safety at the 140 intersection.
The Noise and Visual Mitigation proposed at the Hunzeker and McCue residences was presented to Julie
McCue and Karen Hunzeker this past Saturday (Feb. 6) morning by Mike O. (RR) and Wade W. (GCC). Both
parties expressed strong concerns regarding the obstruction of their views and requested survey information
showing their existing property lines and the location of the Conceptual Road in relation to their
residences. Mike Olson agreed to provide the requested information. Both parties also conveyed their
rejection of the haul truck batching plan.
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SW CO Advocates, Inc
PO Box 3351
Durango, CO 81302
970.258.3628
info@swcoadvocates.org
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