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Dear Daniel and Victoria:

Here is some additional information to help you understand our perspective on where we are. I hope you will
see it as helpful.
In 2001, in what appears to be the most recent (and perhaps only) attempt by any government agency to
assess the overall impacts of the King Coal operation, the Bureau of Land Management concluded that it was
expected that the mine might maintain:
“a production rate of approximately 300,000 tons per year… .”[1]
Based on that production level, the EA stated that “there will continue to be an estimated 18 to 28 coal trucks
(thirty‐ton trucks) traveling County Road 120 east of the King Coal mine site … .”[2]
These conclusions are far behind us and completely out of date.
We are now, according to GCC's own consultant, Road Runner (p.28), at something like 225 coal truck trips per
day and heading for 312; the safety concerns for the local residents are enormous, and the PM10 levels
appear to be considerably in excess of the Primary NAAQS; in the really unhealthy zone.
As is evident from the attached report of Carl Mount, the production climbed somewhat by 2010, but in that
year really began to take off. The dramatic increase coincided with La Plata County’s attempt in August, 2010,
to try get this company to start operating within the law.
As of today, over five years later, despite what I am sure have been your strenuous efforts, King Coal is still
operating without any land use permit and without county management of the traffic impacts.
That is of course far from the only problem.
But it is a start on the issues. I would ask that this report go in your permit file.
I look forward to seeing you again.
My best
1

Luke

Luke J. Danielson
Law Offices of Luke J. Danielson, P.C.
219 N. Iowa St.
Gunnison, CO 81230
(970) 641 4605

[1]

2001 Environmental Assessment, ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, EA Number CO‐SJFO‐00‐102EA,
NATIONAL KING COAL, LLC, at 15.
[2]
Id.
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GCC Energy, LLC, King Coal I and II Yearly Production Figures by Month
Year

Month

2001

January-01
February-01
March-01
April-01
May-01
June-01
July-01
August-01
September-01
October-01
November-01
December-01
January-02
February-02
March-02
April-02
May-02
June-02
July-02
August-02
September-02
October-02
November-02
December-02
January-03
February-03
March-03
April-03

2001
2002

2002
2003

1

King I Coal
Totals by
King II Coal
Totals by
Grand Total by Grand Total by Production Comments
Production by Year (King I - Production by Year (King II - Year (Jan-Dec) Year (Aug-Jul) Rate Stated
month (tons) tons)
month (tons) tons)
(Tons/yr)
15,386
15,977
15,977
15,977
20,046
24,697
26,065
29,556
19,274
25,612
23,949
32,160
27,118
23,408
19,426
23,672
31,111
33,835
38,906
34,455
23,384
28,907
23,119
21,389
23,715
27,387
26,739
34,456

264,676

328,027

328,730

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

300,000 Findings for PR-03

0

264,676

0

0

328,027

328,730
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GCC Energy, LLC, King Coal I and II Yearly Production Figures by Month
Year

2003
2004

2004
2005
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Month

May-03
June-03
July-03
August-03
September-03
October-03
November-03
December-03
January-04
February-04
March-04
April-04
May-04
June-04
July-04
August-04
September-04
October-04
November-04
December-04
January-05
February-05
March-05
April-05
May-05
June-05
July-05
August-05
September-05

King I Coal
Totals by
King II Coal
Totals by
Grand Total by Grand Total by Production Comments
Production by Year (King I - Production by Year (King II - Year (Jan-Dec) Year (Aug-Jul) Rate Stated
month (tons) tons)
month (tons) tons)
(Tons/yr)
36,258
33,962
33,836
24,122
32,848
45,445
36,537
37,659
28,208
37,290
38,748
44,140
38,224
38,816
40,627
41,003
42,052
36,846
36,718
37,939
37,844
35,353
32,573
38,062
38,133
43,127
31,926
42,456
36,359
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392,964

442,664

460,611

451,576

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
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GCC Energy, LLC, King Coal I and II Yearly Production Figures by Month
Year

2005
2006

2006
2007

2007
2008
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Month

October-05
November-05
December-05
January-06
February-06
March-06
April-06
May-06
June-06
July-06
August-06
September-06
October-06
November-06
December-06
January-07
February-07
March-07
April-07
May-07
June-07
July-07
August-07
September-07
October-07
November-07
December-07
January-08
February-08

King I Coal
Totals by
King II Coal
Totals by
Grand Total by Grand Total by Production Comments
Production by Year (King I - Production by Year (King II - Year (Jan-Dec) Year (Aug-Jul) Rate Stated
month (tons) tons)
month (tons) tons)
(Tons/yr)
41,785
45,605
44,154
36,468
38,543
39,287
43,679
48,452
41,791
40,080
41,725
50,085
34,896
34,364
38,438
39,080
39,081
39,080
39,081
39,080
39,081
39,080
39,081
39,080
39,081
39,080
32,851
41,952
18,426

467,377

498,659

487,808

473,071

462,736

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1,735
4,115
5,693

0

467,377

500,000
610,000 Findings for PR-08
0

0

498,659

487,808

800,000 Findings for RN-06

0

7,434

473,071

470,170
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GCC Energy, LLC, King Coal I and II Yearly Production Figures by Month
Year

2008
2009

2009
2010
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Month

March-08
April-08
May-08
June-08
July-08
August-08
September-08
October-08
November-08
December-08
January-09
February-09
March-09
April-09
May-09
June-09
July-09
August-09
September-09
October-09
November-09
December-09
January-10
February-10
March-10
April-10
May-10
June-10
July-10

King I Coal
Totals by
King II Coal
Totals by
Grand Total by Grand Total by Production Comments
Production by Year (King I - Production by Year (King II - Year (Jan-Dec) Year (Aug-Jul) Rate Stated
month (tons) tons)
month (tons) tons)
(Tons/yr)
26,313
21,860
19,180
17,751
12,833
9,164
12,105
18,828
15,026
23,244
2,019
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

347,488

236,682

80,386

2,019

0

1,637
19,835
18,198
11,135
14,027
21,792
16,479
15,584
10,871
16,300
36,079
46,658
34,903
33,093
41,001
55,890
60,897
58,910
51,119
24,666
25,985
33,011
31,294
24,413
44,077
24,708
41,896
54,067
35,941

76,375

155,666

423,863

392,348

389,547

502,212

450,087

469,933

504,231

450,087

County Letter
stating GCC needs
Class II Land Use
Permit
8/5/2010
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GCC Energy, LLC, King Coal I and II Yearly Production Figures by Month
Year

2010
2011

2011
2012

2012
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Month

August-10
September-10
October-10
November-10
December-10
January-11
February-11
March-11
April-11
May-11
June-11
July-11
August-11
September-11
October-11
November-11
December-11
January-12
February-12
March-12
April-12
May-12
June-12
July-12
August-12
September-12
October-12
November-12
December-12

King I Coal
Totals by
King II Coal
Totals by
Grand Total by Grand Total by Production Comments
Production by Year (King I - Production by Year (King II - Year (Jan-Dec) Year (Aug-Jul) Rate Stated
month (tons) tons)
month (tons) tons)
(Tons/yr)
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0

0

0

0

0

54,510
59,307
57,293
64,828
31,080
31,897
42,520
57,380
48,033
75,114
40,455
44,381
54,612
44,676
55,104
58,313
65,648
49,278
36,559
45,494
53,093
50,708
53,507
51,837
62,856
68,586
55,491
59,058
52,536

Ave Prod per yr
prior to 8/1/10
431,721
523,414

523,414

606,798

618,133

606,798

618,133

618,829

639,003

618,829

639,003
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GCC Energy, LLC, King Coal I and II Yearly Production Figures by Month
Year

Month

2013

January-13
February-13
March-13
April-13
May-13
June-13
July-13
August-13
September-13
October-13
November-13
December-13
January-14
February-14
March-14
April-14
May-14
June-14
July-14
August-14
September-14
October-14
November-14
December-14
January-15
February-15
March-15
April-15
May-15

2013
2014

2014
2015
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King I Coal
Totals by
King II Coal
Totals by
Grand Total by Grand Total by Production Comments
Production by Year (King I - Production by Year (King II - Year (Jan-Dec) Year (Aug-Jul) Rate Stated
month (tons) tons)
month (tons) tons)
(Tons/yr)
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0

0

0

0

47,973
39,977
64,253
60,709
68,483
59,612
59,960
62,197
72,634
73,905
63,131
64,297
80,298
84,633
68,341
69,595
95,147
69,034
85,842
78,778
76,585
88,654
95,470
78,413
71,473
78,949
90,500
66,467
73,543

699,494

737,131

699,494

737,131

889,054

889,054

1,300,000 Changed via TR-23
970,790

970,790

518,385
Ave Prod per
Year (T/Yr)
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GCC Energy, LLC, King Coal I and II Yearly Production Figures by Month
Year

Month

June-15
July-15
August-15
September-15
October-15
November-15
December-15

King I Coal
Totals by
King II Coal
Totals by
Grand Total by Grand Total by Production Comments
Production by Year (King I - Production by Year (King II - Year (Jan-Dec) Year (Aug-Jul) Rate Stated
month (tons) tons)
month (tons) tons)
(Tons/yr)
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0

80,897
56,213
49,758
60,399
68,575

0

935,942

935,942
Ave Prod per yr
after 8/1/10
750,023

696,774

696,774

Cells marked in green are estimated because the DRMS website did not
have monthly info but did have December, 2007 monthly info and yearly
total. Estimated monthly production for January-November, 2007 is
averaged by the formula - (462,736-32,851)/11.
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Carl B. Mount, M.S., Mining Ecologist
carlmount1@yahoo.com
Cell:
303-704-7543
SUMMARY:
Mr. Mount has more than 35 years of experience in reclamation and permitting of mining and resource development in the
Western United States, Indonesia, and South and Central America. He has extensive experience reviewing and negotiating
permit documents and has conducted hundreds of inspections to ensure that environmental control measures were properly
installed and functioning and that environmental risks and hazards were identified and handled appropriately. He was on
loan to USAID in 2005 to develop and teach a class on environmental auditing techniques to Indonesian government mining
officials and inspectors. He has more than 22 years of experience (16 as supervisor) with Colorado State government in the
Coal and Minerals Programs of the Colorado Division of Reclamation, Mining and Safety. During that time, he lead multidisciplinary teams that permitted, inspected and enforced permit conditions on half the active mineral mines in Colorado.
He was the lead specialist for all Colorado oil shale operations, the Colorado State Oil Shale Coordinator (3 years), lead
contact for uranium in-situ mines, and principal contact for international governmental interest in the Colorado Minerals
Program. He has developed and reviewed mine plans, developed cost-effective mitigation of environmental situations, and
calculated reclamation performance bonds. He is a skilled negotiator in situations with multiple stakeholders and agencies.
This experience made him an expert in the requirements for obtaining governmental permits and licenses that costeffectively lessened risk and met environmental goals. His extensive knowledge of mining equipment, techniques and costs
enables him to propose resource development solutions that are cost effective, practical and meet compliance goals.
EDUCATION:
BA, Environmental Biology, University of Colorado
MS/MSc, Range Ecology (Mined Land Reclamation), Colorado State University
Training in: underground safety, surface mining safety, practical underground and surface mining techniques, equipment
and methods, collection, preservation and transport of evidence, water sampling strategies and methods, air sampling
methods, plant and soil measurements, and geochemistry, among others.
Languages: English, Spanish
PROJECT EXPERIENCE:
2012-2013, Study of Tailing Pond Closure Cover for EPA, USFS, and Washington State Regulatory Authority
Investigated closure cover strategies used for reactive tailing material in various parts of the world as well as species
characteristics with regards to rooting depth and other ecological needs. Primary author for justification of using a certain
type of monolithic soil cover and vegetation, including select tree species, to provide a final cover strategy for the tailing
material to establish an effective and sustainable vegetative community.
2012-2013, Legal and Environmental Due Diligence and Audit, Confidential Client, Perú
Performed an internal environmental due diligence for top management to assess risk at a major copper and gold mine.
Responsibilities included interviewing key personnel and field investigations to define present and developing major
environmental risks. Close coordination with the legal team was required to assess operational performance and
environmental management systems in place at the mine against local and international environmental performance
standards, industry accepted best management practices, and company policies. An action list was provided to the client to
rate and prioritize actions to solve problems identified.
2012, Create and Present Legal and Regulatory Implications Section of Water Balance Short Course, MWH Denver

Carl B. Mount

Curriculum Vitae

Researched, compiled and presented legal and regulatory considerations revolving around mine and processing site water
balances. Responsibilities included researching international and North American regulations and best management
practices and the implications of neglecting proper calculation and timely updating of mine and processing area water
balances. Case studies were found, investigated and presented.
2011-2012, Permitting Support and Safety Plans, Environmental and Social Impact Assessment, Perú
Responsible for creating and compiling adequacy review responses for the client to adequately answer questions from the
Ministerio de Energía y Minas (the primary permitting agency). Responsibilities included helping define what items were
necessary to include in a response and determining what level of response would be appropriate given the reclamation
requirements and environmental performance standards. Also reviewed on site safety plans to ensure proper and realistic
process descriptions and communicate safety needs for MWH personnel conducting geotechnical data collection studies.
2011, Technical Support, Reclamation Scenario Planning for EPA Compliance, Arizona
Responsible for reporting effects on large US copper surface mines of upcoming environmental regulations to the client in
support of planning for upcoming EPA rulemaking. Responsibilities included defining necessary closure activities according
to US court decisions and those activities ordered by the EPA at the Questa Mine in New Mexico. Other responsibilities
included estimating costs for earthwork, water management, and facility closure. Performed responsibilities were
communication and coordination among project team members, planning meeting participation, scheduling, principal report
author, and written document and oral presentation creation and quality control.
2011, Project Manager, Gold Exploration Permitting, California federal land
Compiled and modified permits to fulfill BLM requirements for mines and prospects in the Western United States. Permits
included project descriptions, plans of operations, reclamation plans and reclamation bonding calculations and forms.
Following subcontractor coordination, incorporated reports as necessary into permits. Contact and negotiate with BLM to
gain permit approval.
2010, Assistant Project Manager, Environmental and Social Impact Assessment Creation, Perú
Responsible for reporting progress and management progress and problems to a client in English while conducting regular
project communications with the client in Spanish. Interfaced with Program Management resources in the US and
subcontractors including technical data collection and external expert reviewers. Performed responsibilities required to
communicate and coordinate among project team, facilitate scheduling, gap analysis, risk and trend identification and
written document quality control, including progress reports.
2010, Project Manager, Evaluate Closure Plans and Assist in Study Design of Closure Techniques, Guatemala
Evaluated site-wide closure plans and techniques at a gold mine in Guatemala. Suggested changes in operations plans to
more cost-effectively plan for closure. A study design was proposed for demonstrating innovative and effective closure
techniques that would achieve more socially useful post-mining goals.
2009-2010, Project Manager, Update Environmental Protection Plan, Colorado
Reviewed, compiled and modified plans and documents to fulfill Colorado Division of Reclamation, Mining and Safety
requirements including environmental protection facilities, monitoring schemes, and emergency response plans.
2008, Project Manager, Gold Exploration Permitting, Nevada
Compiled and modified permits to fulfill BLM and USFS requirements in the Western United States. Permits included project
descriptions, plans of operations, reclamation plans and reclamation bonding calculations and forms.
Following
subcontractor coordination, incorporated reports as necessary into permits.
2008 and 2011, Support, Cerro Verde Tailing Storage Facility, Freeport McMoRan Copper & Gold Inc, Perú
Reviewed and identified candidate methods for closure of tailings storage and other facilities (TSF) in extremely dry
environments. Developed aspects of final closure cover design for an 8.5 square mile tailing storage facility in the Atacama
Desert. Reviewed applicability of Peruvian Governmental requirements for TSF closure and proposed conceptual
reclamation plan to fit existing environmental conditions.
2006, Develop Training Program and Consult on Waste Disposal, Training on Environmental Auditing, Indonesia
Developed and taught a week-long short course on Environmental Auditing of Regulatory Programs. Presented the course
in cooperation with USAID and Indonesian regulatory personnel. Consulted with personnel of the Indonesian Geologic
2

Carl B. Mount

Curriculum Vitae

Research and Development Center in Bandung, Java on proper siting, foundation preparation, and hydrologic
considerations of landfill type waste dumps.

2005, Presentation Development, Presentation on Colorado Mine Regulatory Process, Scotland, Chile, Colorado
Developed and presented a program covering environmental regulatory compliance for mine sites in Colorado for a
continuing legal education course at the University of Dundee in Scotland. Invited speaker for mining and regulatory forums
in Chile and government and private venues in Colorado.
1992-2008, Supervisor, Senior Reclamation Specialist/Reclamation Specialist, State of Colorado
• Conduct and supervise hundreds of inspections on a wide variety of metal/non-metal active mine sites to ensure
that environmental protection measures were properly installed and working.
• Supervised up to eight multi-disciplinary professionals plus support staff to manage environmental regulation of
over 900 active mineral mines and prospects (1992-2008).
• Assured quality control among team members and the Minerals Program (1992-2008).
• Interpreted the law and regulations to help create and implement policies of the DRMS to assure practical
application of the law (1992-2008).
• State Oil Shale Coordinator (2005-2008).
• Principal Contact for International Government Interests (2004-2008).
• Primary Reclamation Specialist Trainer for the Minerals Program (2004-2008).
• State lead for Uranium In-Situ Recovery Projects (2006-2008).
• Negotiated with and educated key stakeholders on the Minerals Regulatory Program to define jurisdictions and
guide stakeholders through regulatory processes (1996-2008).
• Identified jurisdictional conflicts and overlaps and conducted gap analyses among laws to reduce private industry
exposure to overlapping regulations (1998-2008).
• Appeared in court as an expert witness to prosecute or defend DRMS actions (1994-2008).
• Presented evidence before the Colorado Mined Land Reclamation Board monthly and guided problem solution to
ensure fair, adequate, and consistent enforcement (1992-2008).
1986-2008, Estimator, Reclamation Bond Estimation
Reviewed mining and reclamation plans to determine maximum risk exposure to the State of Colorado. Calculated bond
amount required for the State to accomplish reclamation and return the mined area to beneficial use. Negotiated mining
and reclamation plans with operators. Inspected ongoing mining operations and reviewed bonding amounts to ensure
sufficiency of bond.
1983-1986, Field Coordinator, Phillips Seeding and Reclamation
Field crew leader for planning and implementation of reclamation plans on resource development and energy transmission
projects in the Western US. Planned, scheduled, performed work on and operated heavy equipment to implement
reclamation plans in Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, Montana, Wyoming, and Nevada.
1981-1983, Environmental Consultant, Stearns-Roger Engineering Corporation
Responsibilities included sampling for compliance and baseline data collection, planning, and permitting mining and energy
developments. Characterized waste streams and closure options for a high-level nuclear waste storage facility. Conducted
sampling and reporting for compliance with air and water quality laws.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
EA Number CO-SJFO-00-102EA
NATIONAL KING COAL, LLC
COAL LEASE APPLICATION
EAST ALKALI TRACT
COC 62920

Prepared By
U. S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
Colorado State Office
Montrose District
San Juan Field Office
Durango, Colorado

Cooperating Agency
Office of Surface Mining
Reclamation and Enforcement
Western Regional Coordinating Center

Denver, Colorado

June 18, 2001

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
EA Number CO-SJFO-00-102EA
NATIONAL KING COAL, LLC
COAL LEASE APPLICATION
EAST ALKALI TRACT
COC 62920
I.

PURPOSE AND NEED

The Colorado State Director of the Bureau of Land Management received a lease application
from National King Coal, LLC dated April 9, 1999. The application involves the East Alkali

Tract (COC 62920) in the amount of approximately 1,304.51 acres. The application was
submitted under the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, Federal Coal Leasing Amendments Act of
1976, and 43 CFR 3425. The coal reserves are managed by the Montrose District Office of
the BLM. The applicant has need for the coal in order to expand an existing operation, which
is nearing depletion of its known coal reserves, to maintain its current level of production. The
purpose of the environmental assessment (EA) is to evaluate potential impacts of leasing the
tract upon the physical and socioeconomic environment and to develop mitigating measures to
be included as lease stipulations in the event the lease is issued.
The application area is described as follows:
T. 35 N., R. 11 W., N.M.P.M., North of Ute Line
Section 19, lots 4,5, E2SW4, & SE4.
T. 35 N., R. 12 W., N.M.P.M., North of Ute Line
Section 24, lots 1,2, and SW4SE4.
Section 25, lots 1,2, W2NE4 and W2.
Section 26, SE4NE4, E2SE4, SW4SE4.
Section 35, NE4, N2SE4.
Containing approximately 1304.51 acres
The application area is located in La Plata County, Colorado (see Maps 1 and 2). The
surface is both tribal(1225 acres) and federally(80 acres) owned and the coal rights are
reserved to the United States.
Authorizing Actions and Agency Involvement
In response to the lease application submitted by National King Coal, LLC, the Bureau of Land
Management reviews the coal lease application in accordance with the regulations found at 43
CFR 3425. BLM then prepares an environmental assessment (EA) to analyze the potential
2

impacts of any proposed lease and to develop mitigating measures to be included as lease
stipulations in the event a competitive sale is held. BLM conducts a public hearing before a
competitive sale is held to allow public comment on the effects of mining on the proposed
lease. BLM must evaluate lease proposals with respect to the unsuitability criteria developed
by the Department of the Interior in compliance with Section 522 of the Surface Mining
Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 (SMCRA) and 43 CFR 3461. This evaluation was done
in conjunction with the San Juan/San Miguel Resource Management Plan.

Unsuitability

decisions affecting the lease application area have been reviewed and are determined to be
adequate.
Following completion of the final EA on competitive coal lease application COC 62920, the
San Juan Field Office of BLM will forward the competitive lease application, EA, Maximum
Economic Recovery report (MER), Record of Decision (ROD), Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI), proposed lease terms and conditions, and preliminary recommendations to
the BLM State Director in Denver. The State Director will make a determination on the
leasing action, the proposed lease terms and conditions and bonding requirements, and the
adequacy of the FONSI or the need for an environmental impact statement.

The State

Director then prepares newspaper and Federal Register notices of the sale and posts a notice
of the proposed sale in the Public Room. The notice of the proposed sale is then distributed
to the public and advice of sale is sent to the Attorney General. A sales panel consisting of
the Deputy State Director for Mineral Resources, a BLM mining engineer, a BLM geologist,
and a BLM mineral economist is then designated.
Once the sale has been held, qualified bidders are evaluated and ranked by the sale panel
which would then make recommendations of acceptance to the State Director. The successful
bidder is then notified of additional requirements and requested to submit data and information
necessary for a review by the Attorney General. Once the Attorney General has completed
the review, the lease documents are then transmitted to the successful bidder for signature
and submission of the bond. The State Director then makes the decision approving the bond
and issuing the lease. Copies of the decision are then distributed to the BLM District Office,
3

the Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement (OSM), and the Minerals
Management Service (MMS).
The Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement (OSM) has agreed to cooperate in
preparing this EA. OSM has jurisdiction in recommending approval of any mining plan
modifications related to Federal lands and issuing any coal mining permits related to Indian
lands that might result from BLM's leasing decision.
The Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 (SMCRA) gives OSM primary
responsibility to administer programs that regulate surface coal mining operations on federal
and Indian lands and the surface effects of underground coal mining operations on federal and
Indian lands. Pursuant to Section 503 of SMCRA, the Colorado Division of Minerals and
Geology (DMG) developed, and the Secretary of the Interior approved, a permanent program
authorizing Colorado DMG to regulate surface coal mining operations and surface effects of
underground coal mining on non-federal and non-Indian lands within the State of Colorado. In
September 1982, pursuant to Section 523 (c) of SMCRA, Colorado DMG entered into a
cooperative agreement with the Secretary of the Interior authorizing Colorado DMG to regulate
surface coal mining operations and surface effects of underground mining on federal lands
within the state. OSM retained the authority to regulate surface coal mining operations and
the surface effects of underground mining on Indian lands within the State.
Pursuant to the cooperative agreement, federal coal lease holders in Colorado must submit
permit application packages to OSM and Colorado DMG for proposed mining and reclamation
operations on federal lands in the State.
Colorado DMG reviews the packages to ensure that the permit application complies with the
permitting requirements and that the coal mining operation will meet the approved permanent
program's performance standards. OSM reviews the package to ensure that the coal mining
operation will meet the Federal Indian program performance standards. If it does comply,
Colorado DMG issues the lessee a permit to conduct coal mining operations on the federal
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lands portion of the project area and OSM issues the lessee a permit to conduct coal mining
operations on the Indian lands portion of the project area. OSM, BLM, and other federal
agencies review the permit application package to ensure that it complies with the terms of the
coal lease; the requirements of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920; (MLA); the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969; and other federal laws and their attendant regulations.
OSM recommends approval, approval with conditions, or disapproval of the MLA mining plan
to the Assistant Secretary - Land and Minerals Management. Before the mining plan can be
approved, BLM and the surface-managing agency (if other than BLM) must concur with this
recommendation.
Colorado DMG and OSM jointly enforce the performance standards and permit requirements
during the mine's operation and have joint authority in environmental emergencies. OSM
retains oversight responsibility for all enforcement. BLM has authority in those emergency
situations where Colorado DMG or OSM inspectors cannot act before environmental harm or
damage occurs.

Background
The Hay Gulch area has historically been a coal producing area. Numerous abandoned mines
exist throughout the Hay Gulch drainage. However, except for the King Coal mine, there are
currently no active coal mining operations in the Hay Gulch area or in La Plata County.
National King Coal currently has approximately 1209 acres under Federal lease, approximately
160 acres under State lease, and approximately 541 acres under private lease which afford
minable coal reserves to the underground room and pillar operation. All of these lease areas
are currently permitted by Colorado DMG. The surface facilities at the mine are located on
approximately 11 privately owned acres
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The total remaining recoverable reserves in coalbed 1 as of May 26, 2000 contained on
leased lands controlled by National King Coal are approximately 1,900,000 tons.
Production Data - The current operation mines entirely within the Upper Menefee coal seam
just south of the East Alkali Tract. The current mine is capable of producing up to 300,000
tons/year, and maximum annual federal production to date was 262,481 tons which occurred
in 1998. The total mine production that year was 283,211 tons. The 2000 production rate
after the first quarter indicates the total production for the mine would be about 160,000
tons/year. The ideal yearly production for NKC would be 300,000 tons per year in order to
meet financial cash flow demands for the operation.
Life of Mine - The recoverable reserves currently available to the King Coal mine operation
include 1.6 M tons of federal coal and 0.3 M tons of fee coal which total about 1.9 million
tons and would provide about 6.3 years of expected mine life at the 300,000 tpy production
rate.
Manpower - The current manpower level averages about 33 people. A recent layoff has
reduced the manpower to the lower level but this is considered to be a temporary situation,
awaiting greater market demand for the coal and increasing the manpower level up to 50
employees..
Coal sales for 1999 expressed as a percentage are as follows:
1.

Cement Production

80%

2.

Electric Utilities

11%

3.

Domestic

4%

4.
5.

Tourist Trains*
Other
3%

2%

*As a note of interest, National King Coal supplies the narrow
gauge railroads (tourist trains) in Durango, Colorado and Chama,
New Mexico.
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Coal produced by National King Coal is trucked to markets in New
Mexico, Arizona, and Colorado. This is done utilizing the services
of thirty-ton trucks provided by three major and several
independent operators. These trucks are operated by a force of
approximately 28 drivers. Coal is hauled traveling from County
Road 120 east of the King Coal mine site and Colorado State Highway
140 south of Hay Gulch on to regional markets. The mine also
supplies coal for residential heating to local customers who pick it up in
their own trucks or have it delivered to their homes.
II.

DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 1 - Proposed Action
The proposed action is to issue coal lease COC 62920 which contains approximately
1,304.51 acres of coal bed 1 reserves. The estimated recoverable coal reserves for coal bed
1 within the lease application area is 7.05 M tons (5,209 tons per total tract acre). This
proposed lease application area would be mined as an expansion of the existing National King
Coal mine. This would add about 23.5 years to the life of NKC’s mining operations at the
projected 300K ton per year production rate. Actual years of operation could last over an
extended time since coal production from the King Coal mine logical mining unit (LMU - with
fee and federal lease reserves) could be realized in conjunction with production from the East
Alkali Tract at the end of the life of mine of the King Coal mine. Mining in the proposed
lease application area and in the adjacent LMU and leases could take approximately 30 years
(Mine Life).

The manpower requirements will remain approximately the same at 30 to 50

employees..
The current surface coal handling facilities of NKC's King mine located in Hay Gulch would be
abandoned and reclaimed upon production from the East Alkali Tract becoming the sole
source of coal for the market. Before the end of the life of the King Coal mine, new surface
facilities would be constructed to serve the mine accessing the East Alkali Tract. These new
surface facilities would be constructed on a lease issued by the State of Colorado which lies
immediately to the south of the proposed lease area. Standard surface buildings generally
include a bathhouse, office building, shop, truck scale and scale house, warehouse and a
parking garage for mobile equipment. Coal handling facilities usually include such components
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as a coal surge pile and associated stacker conveyor belt, a coal crusher and screen, several
conveyor belts, storage areas for various coal products and mining supplies, and some type of
truck loadout (either automated or front-end loader). The portal area consists of a “highwall”
cut at the level of the coal seam outcrop to allow construction of steel beam tunnel supports
for three to five portals.

Typically, one of these portals will be the location of the main

ventilation fan, one will be the main conveyor belt access, and one or more will be for intake
ventilation and utility vehicle access. Often a refuse pile is needed for the storage of reject
rock which is separated from the coal. The size of this pile may vary greatly depending on
mining conditions. A settling pond is required as a means of collecting rainwater which drains
from the disturbed surface areas.

A system of ditches and culverts assures that

uncontaminated “fresh” water is isolated from disturbed area runoff.
It is anticipated that the above structures, storage areas and water diversion structures will
occupy approximately five to ten acres, depending mainly on the existing topography of the
area and its relationship to possible portal sites. A reclamation bond is required to be posted
for all areas to be disturbed.
All surface facilities will be located on State of Colorado Coal Lease #C-3388: Section 36,
T35N, R12W, N.M.P.M consisting of approximately 640 acres. It is estimated that about
50,000 to 100,000 tons of State coal will be mined during the development phase of the
project to establish long-term access to the Federal coal reserves. The total project area will
consist of 1944.51 acres delineated as follows:
SURFACE
Tribal surface = 1224.51 acres
BLM surface = 80 acres
State of Colorado surface = 640 acres
MINERALS (coal)
Tribal coal = 0 acres
Federal coal = 1304.51 acres
State of Colorado coal = 640 acres
8

Although the State of Colorado lease is 640 acres, only a very small fraction of this lease will
actually be part of the project. Much of this lease covers an area consisting of hay fields
which are below the coal seam outcrop, an area of very thin coal on the south side of Hay
Gulch, and an area east of the surface facilities site with little or no practical access to the
federal coal reserves.
The applicant proposes to enter the proposed lease area using the room-and-pillar method of
mining. The mining plan consists of development of main and submain entries off of which
panels are driven for pillar extraction. The pillars in panels will be square or rectangular in
shape and developed on 60- or 75-foot centers with the entries 16 - 18 feet wide.
Compliance With the Land Use Plan
This application is considered to be in compliance with the existing BLM land use plan. That
plan, the San Juan/San Miguel Resource Management Plan (RMP), was completed and
approved in September, 1985. The information in the approved land use plan determined that
the area was suitable for coal development and coal production could occur without conflicting
with other land uses.
Alternative 2-No Action
If the proposed lease was not issued, National King Coal would be precluded from mining the
coal in the proposed lease area. National King Coal would not have access to the additional
coal reserves. It is anticipated that coal production, employment and truck traffic would remain
the same as the proposed action throughout the remaining life of the King Coal mine. If the
proposed lease is not issued, and the production rate is increased to 300,000 tons per year,
the King Coal mine would probably close in approximately 6.3 years.
III.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
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A detailed description of the existing environment can be found in the San Juan/San Miguel
Resource Management Plan (RMP). Specific resources that may be affected as a result of
the proposed action are detailed below.

Standards for Public Land Health: Current situation of the public lands within the area
affected by the proposed action:
Achieving

Not

Not

or Moving

Achieving

Applicable

Initials

Towards
Achieving
Standard 1

N/A

(Upland soils: proper infiltration/permeability rates)
Remarks:
Standard 2

N/A

(Riparian systems functioning properly)
Remarks:
Standard 3

N/A

(Healthy and productive plant/animal communities)
Remarks:
Standard 4

XX

KN

(Threatened and Endangered Species)
Remarks:
Standard 5

N/A
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Achieving

Not

Not

or Moving

Achieving

Applicable

Initials

Towards
Achieving
(Water Quality)
Remarks:
It is anticipated that the proposed action will accomplish the following:
Achieving or

Not

Not

Moving

Achieving

Applicable

Initials

Towards
Achieving
Standard 1

N/A

Standard 2

N/A

Standard 3

N/A

Standard 4

XX

KN

Standard 5

N/A

SOILS
Project area soils range from shallow (less than 20 inches), poorly developed units derived
from interbedded sandstone and shale (Lithic Ustic Torriorthents) to deep (greater than 40
inches) eolian derivatives (Ustollic Haplargids).
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The shallow soils are associated with

numerous rock outcrops. Detailed soil descriptions are given in the Colorado Division of
Minerals and Geology permit for National King Coal's Federal Coal Leases P-058300,
COC-29125, COC-49465 and COC-60941.
The land within the project area does not consist of prime or unique farmlands, or alluvial
valley floors. An alluvial valley floor may exist south of the application area in Hay Gulch. It
is not anticipated that mining in the area will affect the possible alluvial valley floor at Hay
Gulch.
GEOLOGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES
The only known mineral resource contained in the project area is coal. The coal deposits
occur within the Menefee Formation of the Cretaceous Mesa Verde Group and is within the
Durango Known Recoverable Coal Resource Area (KRCRA).
National King Coal is the only operating mine in the area at this time. There are no known oil
and gas deposits (NKOGD) in the proposed project area. However, oil and gas is known to
occur in the Point Lookout, Gallup, Dakota Sandstone and the Paradox Formations in other
Southwestern Colorado locations..
The proposed project area is characterized by hilly plateau tops cut by two ephemeral
drainages. The elevation ranges from about 7,300 to 8,200 feet. The geologic formations
outcropping in the area are the Cliff House Formation of the Cretaceous Mesa Verde Group
and the overlying Quaternary alluvial deposits. The coal proposed for mining is coal bed 1 in
the Menefee Formation which outcrops along the northwest boundary of the proposed lease
area in the East Alkali Gulch drainage and also to the southeast along an un-named gulch
(“No Name Gulch”).
No quantitative data exists for subsidence on the proposed project area; however, the surface
effects of subsidence have been recorded on Federal leases P-058300, C-29125, and COC
49465 approximately one mile south of the proposed project area. The overburden thickness
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consistently ranges from 300 to 400 feet above coal bed 1 throughout the area of the existing
leases as well as in the proposed lease area. Subsidence is directly affected by the thickness
of the coal seam mined (4.5 to 7 feet), the overburden thickness, and overburden
composition. Subsidence will show as stress cracks up to a couple of inches wide.
A condition of approval of National King Coal's mine permit revision for Lease C-29125 and
subsequent permit revisions by Colorado Division of Minerals and Geology was that subsidence
would be monitored on a quarterly basis. The purpose of the monitoring was to determine if any new
subsidence was occurring and if the Huntington Ditch was being affected in any way. According to
National King Coal records (Second Quarter Monitoring, 1999), there are no new subsistence cracks
in the areas requiring monitoring to date. All areas, which lie above underground support pillars that
have been removed, continue to be monitored on a quarterly basis for evidence of material damage to
the surface.
Colorado Division of Minerals and Geology rules 2.05.6 and 4.20 require that "underground mining
activities shall be planned and conducted so as to prevent subsidence from causing material damage
to the surface." Material damage is defined in Rule 2.05.6 with respect to subsidence as changes
which prevent restoration of affected structures and with respect to renewable resource lands;
changes which disrupt an aquifer, or a recharge area to an aquifer, which serves as a beneficial use of
water; or changes which prevent restoration of productivity for agricultural lands.
There are no active faults adjacent to or on the project area (Zapp, 1949). No other geologic hazards
are known to exist.
No known fossils of significance have been found on or near the project area. The Mesa Verde
Group yields sparse faunas of both marine and non-marine elements. No study exists with specific
reference to the botanical fossils related to the Menefee coals nor on the non-marine invertebrates on
the associated units (Fischer, 1981).
WATER
The topographic surface of the project area consists of a plateau between East Alkali Gulch,
Hay Gulch and “No Name Gulch” to the southeast.

These are ephemeral drainages of

variable gradient. Surface water within these drainages occurs as a result of seasonal spring
runoff and following summer/fall storm events. The project area is not in a major ground
water recharge area. Mining activity in the project area would occur approximately 40 feet
above the piezometric surface, which is static water level.
VEGETATION
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No onsite investigations were conducted of the proposed project area. The following information is
excerpted from the COC 60941 Coal Lease Application EA (1997), and generally describes the
project area.
"The general project area consists of pasture and mountain shrub type vegetation along
with pinon-juniper. The most prominent shrubs include Gambel oak (Quercus gambelii),
Mountain mahogany (Cercocarpus montanus), and Utah serviceberry (Amelanchier
utahensis). Other important shrubs include Antelope bitterbrush (Purshia tridentata),
Squaw-apple (Peraphyllum ramosissimum), and Green ephedra (Ephedra viridis).
Scattered pinyon pine (Pinus edulis) and Utah juniper (Juniperus utahensis) occur on the
more xeric sites, while scattered ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa) and Douglas fir
(Pseudotsuga menziesii) occur on the more mesic sites. Important species in the
understory include bluegrass (Poa spp.), western wheatgrass (Agropyron smithii),
bottlebrush squirreltail (Sitanion hystrix), yucca (Yucca baccata), and milkvetch
(Astragalus spp.).
Portions of the project area have undergone various vegetation treatments including chaining,
burning, and herbicide application.

WILDLIFE
The project area is diverse in wildlife habitats.

Although the project area is primarily

composed of the mountain shrub type vegetative community, portions are also covered by
pinon-juniper and pasture types as well. The project area is located in important winter range for
deer and elk.
THREATENED/ENDANGERED SPECIES
In following the guidelines of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, a search was made
for threatened, endangered, or sensitive (TES) plant species in the project area. No federal TES
species are known to exist in the project area.
According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Ecological Services Office in Grand
Junction, Colorado, 3 TES and 1 candidate plant species have the potential to occur in La Plata
County. Knowlton's cactus (Pediocactus knowltonii) and Mancos milkvetch (Astragalus
humillimus) are listed endangered species. Mesa Verde cactus (Sclerocactus mesa-verde) is listed
threatened, and Sleeping Ute milkvetch (Astragalus tortipes) is a candidate species for listing.
No Knowlton’s cactus, Mesa Verde cactus, Mancos milkvetch, Sleeping Ute milkvetch, or any other
sensitive flora species are known to occur on the lands above the proposed project area.
Additionally, based on previous biological descriptions of the project area, no habitat exists for any
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of these TES flora species in the project area.
According to the USFWS, 7 listed species have potential to occur in La Plata County. These are the
endangered Southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax trailli extimus), the endangered Blackfooted ferret (Mustela nigripes), the endangered Colorado pikeminnow (Ptychocheilus lucius), the
endangered Humpback chub (Gila cypha), the endangered Razorback sucker (Xyrauchen texanus),
the threatened Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucicephalus), the threatened Mexican spotted owl (Strix
occidentalis lucida), and the candidate Western boreal toad (Bufo boreas boreas). The recently
delisted Peregrine falcon (Falco pereginus) is also known to occur in La Plata County and may
incidentally occur in or near the project area.
Of the federally listed fauna species with potential to occur in La Plata County, only the Bald eagle is
known to occur in or near the project area. No listed fish species occur in the project area as there
are no perennial surface water resources present. Surface water depletions are not expected, and
therefore there will not be any impact on listed fish species. The Western boreal toad is only
known to occur above 8,000 feet in elevation; the project is at less than 8,200 feet in elevation.
There are no records of the Black-footed ferret from southwestern Colorado. There is no suitable
habitat (e.g., steep canyons, dense forested areas) for the Mexican spotted owl within or near the
project area. There are no riparian areas in the project area providing potential habitat for the
Southwestern willow flycatcher.
Bald eagle may incidentally occur in the project area at any time of the year. The highest density of
Bald eagles in the county occurs during the winter months (Nov-Mar). Overwintering Bald eagles
commonly utilize river corridors in the county. No winter roost sites or nesting areas are known in
the vicinity of the project area.
LAND USE
The coal estate is reserved to the United States on all of the proposed lease area. The coal
estate in Section 36 is reserved for the State of Colorado.
The proposed project area is utilized for livestock grazing.

TRANSPORTATION
Access to the project area is off of paved Colorado State Highway 140 about 3 miles south of
Hesperus, then 4.2 miles west on graveled County Road 120. County road 120 recieves mg
choloride treatements to reduce dust. With a production rate of approximately 300,000 tons per year,
there will continue to be an estimated 18 to 28 coal trucks (thirty-ton trucks) traveling County Road
120 east of the King Coal mine site and Colorado State Highway 140 south of Hay Gulch.
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SOCIOECONOMICS
National King Coal has a strong local hiring policy. The total employment at the King Coal Mine is
currently 33 people. The employment by National King Coal represents 100% of the employment in
the underground coal mining sector. Additionally, National King Coal is one of the largest employers
in La Plata County.

In 1998, the King Coal Mine paid approximately $2,500,000 in salaries to its
employees. The King Coal Mine pays substantial amounts in federal, state, and local
taxes. In 1998, the company paid approximately $331,794.00 in workmen's
compensation, $104,235.00 in federal royalties, $4,445 in private royalties, $42,482.00
in reclamation taxes, $263,271.00 in excise tax for black lung benefits, $49,630.00 in
state severance taxes, and $30,167.00 in county property taxes.
In addition to the people employed at the mine, various coal-hauling contractors employ an
additional equivalent of 28 full-time jobs. The coal buyer pays the freight, which generates an
additional $2.8 million annually to "satellite industry" for this provided service.
IV.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

CRITICAL ELEMENTS
1.

Air Quality

Air quality will be diminished during loading of coal, and from truck traffic on-site and on the
county road. Colorado Department of Health and Environment Program has jurisdiction over all air
quality issues. Dust control measures as required by CDHEP will be implemented.
Signature of specialist: Loren Wickstrom 1-16-01
2.

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)

The area is not located within an area designated as an ACEC by the San Juan/San Miguel Resource
Management Plan.
Signature of specialist: Penny K. Wu, 8/2/00
3.

Cultural Resources

National King Coal has conducted Class III, intensive surface inventory within their existing
operation area. No archaeological or historic sites or paleontological localities were located. The
frequency of site occurrences in this general area, based on adjacent inventory data, is low: one
historic stone foundation and three isolated prehistoric stone tools recorded within a 2 mile radius of
the project area. Low levels of subsidence have been observed within other coal mining areas
adjacent to the project area, however, they are not to the degree that they would impact surface
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resources and are limited to canyon bottoms where no sites have been found. Since there is minimal
surface disturbance on the proposed project area and the incidences of sites in this area is low, no
additional Class III surveys are necessary at this time. If at anytime paleontological discoveries are
made all work must stop and the BLM notified immediately.

Signature of specialist: Kristie Arrington 12/11/00

4.

Farmlands (prime or unique)

The proposed project area is not located within an area identified as prime or unique farmland.
Signature of specialist: Loren Wickstrom 1-16-01

5.

Floodplains

No direct, indirect or cumulative impacts have been identified.
Signature of specialist: Loren Wickstrom 1-16-01

6.

Native American Religious Concerns

No identified sacred sites or traditional use areas exist in the proposed project area.
Signature of specialist: Kristie Arrington 12/11/00
7.

Threatened/Endangered Species

No listed Federal or State threatened or endangered plant or animal species or potential habitat for
such species is known to occur on or near the proposed project area. No additional surface water
depletions will occur which could affect listed fish species. Therefore, there are no direct, indirect or
cumulative impacts identified.
Signature of specialist: Kathy Nickell 5/30/01

8.

Wastes, Hazardous/Solid

No hazardous wastes are used during the coal mining process. Solid wastes are dealt with at the
surface facilities for the mine. Therefore, there are no identified direct, indirect or cumulative
impacts.
Signature of specialist: Loren Wickstrom 1-16-01
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9.

Water Quality (Surface/groundwater)

No direct, indirect or cumulative impacts have been identified.
Signature of specialist: Loren Wickstrom 1-16-01
10.

Wetlands/Riparian Zones

No direct, indirect or cumulative impacts have been identified.
Signature of specialist: Gary Thrash 1-16-01

11.

Wild and Scenic Rivers

The proposed project area will not impact any Wild and Scenic River.
Signature of specialist: Penny K. Wu, 8/2/00

12.

Wilderness

The proposed project area is not located within or near any identified wilderness study area.
Signature of specialist: Penny K. Wu, 8/2/00

13.

Environmental Justice

Environmental justice is evaluated by considering the demographics of the project area, and by
determining whether minority and/or low income populations would be disproportionately adversely
impacted by the proposed action. As the proposed action is not expected to have a significant impact
on the environment, and there are no minority or low income populations residing in the project area,
environmental justice is not an issue.

Signature of specialist: Loren Wickstrom 1-16-01
14.
Invasive, Non-native Species
Prevention, early detection, control and eradication of small noxious weed patches remain the most
practical, economical and effective means of weed management. Weeds will be treated on an as
needed basis.
Signature of specialist: Mary Lendman 2/27/01
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NON-CRITICAL ELEMENTS
1.

Soils

Since only minimal active surface disturbance is proposed, soil impacts from these impacts would
be minimal. Subsidence could occur, which could result in some low-volume, localized soil
erosion. At the time that support pillars are removed, a cumulative impact from subsidence could
occur throughout the mined area. However, in light of the requirement in State regulations to conduct
operations in such a manner as to control or prevent effects of subsidence, this is not expected to be a
major concern.

2.

Geology and Mineral Resources

Subsidence fractures could impact topography and surface features in the area of the proposed lease.
The DMG rules require that “underground mining activities shall be planned and conducted so as to
prevent subsidence from causing material damage to the surface” Material damage is defined with
respect to subsidence as changes which prevent restoration of affected structures and with respect to
renewable resource lands; changes which disrupt an aquifer, or a recharge area to an aquifer, which
serves as a beneficial use of water; or changes which prevent restoration of productivity for
agricultural lands.
In addition, National King Coal’s permits to mine coal from Colorado DMG and OSM require that
the company monitor subsidence on a quarterly basis. Some monitoring is also preformed
periodically by the various regulating agencies (OSM and DMG) during inspections.
Evidence of subsidence fractures following pillar extraction in 1979 has been noted on National
King Coal’s Federal lease P-058300 in an area approximately 300 feet north of the lease boundary
and on the east limb of the lease above the western edge of pillars that were extracted. Subsidence
fractures have also been observed in the 100-acre portion of the existing mine located on Ute
Mountain Ute owned land. Specifically, monitoring has found that some subsidence fractures
appeared about 6 months after pillar extraction began. Cracks ran for a distance of about 200 feet
where overburden depths ranged from 100 feet (drainage ways) up to 300 feet (ridge tops) and
tended to follow the contour of the surface topography. They opened as much as 6 to 12 inches wide
and 9 feet deep with most evident cracks being on the side slopes. Frost-heaving and sediment
deposition reduced crack size to 1 to 2 inches within 12 months after they first appeared. There was
no apparent change in ground elevation or land use.
Subsidence could also occur during the extraction of 4.5 to 7-foot coal seam pillars on the retreat in
the proposed 1,304.51-acre lease area. While a maximum subsidence of 7 feet could occur, the most
likely showing on the surface would be tension cracks such as the ones discussed above. The greater
thickness of overburden in this area (i.e., 300 to 400 feet), however, suggests that subsidence will not
be as evident as it has been in those areas.
Subsidence fractures could also allow the escape of methane gas to the surface and could increase the
hazard of underground and surface fires, although this is not likely due to low liberation of methane
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from the Menefee coal.

3.

Vegetation

Some minimal impacts to vegetation would result from the development of the surface facilities.
This will require the excavation of surface soils and the removal of the vegatated cover. All surface
excavation will not be on Federal Land. No indirect or cumulative impacts have been identified.
4.

Wildlife

Some minimal direct impacts to wildlife will result from the development of the surface facilities.
The application indicates that operations are intended to be continued at approximately the same
production level. Truck traffic and human activity would continue to affect wildlife and big game
species, particularly during the winter months. Wildlife, particularly wintering mule deer, may be
affected by truck traffic on CR 120 and Colorado State Hwy. 140 as road killed wildlife along these
roads has been reported to the BLM.

5.

Land Use

The proposed action would facilitate development of coal on 1304.51 acres of federal coal.
Development of the coal would diminish federal interest in these lands with a corresponding
economic return in the form of bonus bid and production royalties. Approximately 5-10 acres of
state land will be used to service the mine. No indirect or cumulative impacts have been identified.
6.

Transportation

With a production rate of approximately 300,000 tons per year, there will continue to be an estimated
18 to 28 coal trucks (30 ton trucks) traveling County Road 120 east of the King Coal mine site and
Colorado State Highway 140 south of Hay Gulch. These trucks typically operate each day for
approximately 350 days of the year over the life of the mine. Truck traffic will continue to cause
deterioration of county roads and highways. The applicant must meet State and County laws
concerning road and highway use.

7.

Socioeconomics

Under this alternative the King Coal mine would continue to operate
for an additional 25.3 years and approximately 30-61 people would
remain employed for those additional years. Over $5,300,000
annually in payroll would continue to be spent for goods and
services in the area. Federal, State and local governments would
continue to share approximately $275,000 in tax revenues and
$132,000 in royalties.
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Miners would be able to have well-paying jobs and live in their
home towns.
Local people dependent upon coal for home heating
would have a dependable local supply. Two tourist trains important
to the area would have a local source of coal for their operation.
No indirect or cumulative impacts have been identified.
8.

Paleontology

The coal-bearing formations that would be mined via this project
area rarely contain significant museum-quality fossil resources
(mostly plants).
If these are encountered during the mining
process, they would be destroyed. If museum quality fossils are
encountered operations must halt and the BLM will be notified
immediately.
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
Under this alternative current production and
unchanged.
The life of the existing
approximately 6.3 years. Associated with the
be the subsequent loss to jobs and royalties
the mine.

V.

land use would remain
mine would end in
end of the mine would
currently provided by

AGENCIES AND/OR INDIVIDUALS CONSULTED
Tom Bird, National King Coal, LLC
Trent Peterson, National King Coal, LLC
Jim Vorwald, National King Coal, LLC

VI.

LIST OF PREPARERS
Loren Wickstrom

Minerals/All

Desty Dyer

Minerals/All

Gary Thrash

Ecologist

Kathy Nickell
Wildlife and T & E Species
Kristie Arrington
Archaeology/Historic/Native
American
Religious Concerns/Paleontology
Charlie Higby
Realty
Dennis Murphy Hydrology
Floyd McMullen All/OSM Coordination
Donald Englishman
Environmental Coordinator
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Penny Wu

Recreation, Wilderness, ACEC
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National King Coal, LLC
Coal Lease Application
COC 62920
CO-SJFO-00-102EA
DECISION RECORD/RATIONALE
1.

Decision
The recommendation is to offer for competitive lease the
1304.51 acres in the National King Coal lease application (COC
62920) subject to standard lease stipulations contianed in
(Form Number), and standard special stipulations.

2.

Relationship of the Decision to the EA
Two alternatives were discussed in
Action
(Alternative 1) and the
(Alternative 2). The decision is to
by offering the application area for

3.

the EA:
the Proposed
No Action Alternative
implement Alternative 1
competitive lease.

Rationale
The decision is consistent with the objectives of the San
Juan/San Miguel Resource Management Plan. The BLM actively
encourages and facilitates the development by private industry
of public land mineral resources so that national and local
needs are satisfied and economically and environmentally sound
exploration, extraction and reclamation practices are
provided.

4.

Other Factors Considered in the Decision
None

5.

Mitigating Measures
Weeds will be treated on an as needed basis.
If museum quality fossils are encountered, operations must
halt
and
the
BLM
will
be
notified
immediatel
y.

6.

Monitoring
Aside from monitoring done by the lessee, all surface
disturbing and mining activities on the lease will be
monitored by the Office of Surface Mining, Colorado Division
of Minerals and Geology and BLM during the mine and
reclamation plan permitting process.

7.

Conclusion
In order to permit access to the coal bed 1 coal seam within
the federal coal lands addressed in the subject EA, we
recommend that the land identified in lease application COC
62920 be offered for competitive lease.
Based on the EA, this proposal is neither an action
significantly affecting the human environment nor is the
action highly controversial. Therefore, the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement is not required.

Recommended by:
_________________________________Area
Date

Manager,

SJFO

I approve the recommendation in this report as the decision of the
Bureau on this proposed action.
_________________________________State
Date

Director

