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Concerns raised over King II coal mine
dump site
Residents ask for additional monitoring for lead, mercury
By Jonathan Romeo Herald staff writer
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“My neighbors have it a lot worse than I do,” said Gary Grantham, as he watches three
semitrailer go down County Road 120 in front of his home on Wednesday. Grantham and his
neighbors have had to put up with increased traffic on the road as Grupo Cementos de
Chihuahua Energy continues to expand operations at the King II coal mine near Hesperus.

R
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esidents concerned with groundwater contamination from waste disposed by King II
coal mine have prompted state officials to test for potentially volatile compounds such
as lead and mercury.

Since 2007, King II, operated by Grupo Cementos de Chihuahua Energy, has been dumping its
mining waste at the operation’s previous site, King I, further east on County Road 120 in
Hesperus.
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Under the mine’s permit with the state, compounds such as lead, mercury, arsenic and cadmium
have never been tested at the waste site – a surface impoundment exposed to the elements.

Coroner's Report

However, when King II disclosed in the Environmental Protection Agency’s Toxic Release
Inventory (TRI) that nearly 750 pounds of toxic material was added to the waste pile in 2014,
residents in Hay Gulch grew concerned about the potential impacts to the water table.
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“It could be very, very leachable,” said Gary Grantham, who has lived along County Road 120
since 1998. “Anyone down from the mine could definitely be affected. In fact, we already know
there are wells in that part of the county that have heavy-metal contamination, but we just don’t
know if it’s from the mine. Until we have a better understanding of what’s being disposed of, it’s
hard to know what’s going on.”
That day appears to be coming soon. Grantham and several of his neighbors asked the Division
of Reclamation Mining & Safety for additional monitoring of King II’s disposal site, and the
agency agreed.
“We received some concerns over the last several months,” said Daniel Hernandez, a senior
environmental protection specialist. “We took a look at those concerns and said, ‘Yeah, we need
to take a look at that.’”
Hernandez said the agency is likely to include testing for a wider range of compounds in a
revised permit with King II by March 31, a process that would include a public comment
period. Testing could begin as soon as April, he said.
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“It’s over and above what we’ve done in the past,” Hernandez said.
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Residents caught on to the fact King II was disposing lead and mercury because of a slip-up on
the coal mine operator’s part, according to GCC Energy Vice President Trent Peterson.
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“All coal extraction and beneficiation activities performed at the King II mine are exempt from
the TRI program. … because of this, GCCE has never reported any toxic releases until 2014,”
Peterson wrote in an email. “The 2014 TRI reports … were submitted due to an error on the
applicability determination. GCCE plans to withdraw the previously submitted 2014 TRI
reports.”
The EPA report shows King II disposed of 742 pounds of lead and 5 pounds of mercury in
2014. Peterson added the “mercury content was incorrectly reported in the TRI report and
should have been 0.00527 pounds instead of 5 pounds.”
Regardless, the fact King II was not required to report its production-related waste to either
state or federal agencies in previous years has community members disturbed. “It’s scary to me
they don’t have to report,” said Cynthia Roebuck, executive director of SWCO Advocates. “It
makes me wonder what else is being deposited there besides what accidentally got reported this
year.”
Hernandez said King II is in compliance with its permit. The state agency first approved the
dump site at King I in 1991. He said based on available information, the depth to the
groundwater below the refuse disposal area at King I is about 250 feet to 300 feet.
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“To date, we know of no adverse impacts to groundwater,” he said.
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LSC TRANSPORTATION CONSULTANTS, INC.
545 East Pikes Peak Avenue, Suite 210
Colorado Springs, CO 80903
(719) 633-2868
FAX (719) 633-5430
E-mail: lsc@lsccs.com
Website: http://www.lsctrans.com

April 7, 2016
Mr. Luke J. Danielson
Law Offices of Luke J. Danielson, P.C.
219 North Iowa Street
Gunnison, CO 81230
Dear Mr. Danielson:

RE:

King II Coal Mine
Supplemental Letter
LSC #154580

I have reviewed the letter from GCC dated March 16, 2016 regarding the Roadway Improvement
Agreement, the proposed construction schedule shown in Exhibit A of the Road Improvement
Agreement and the latest Planning Commission staff report and offer the following comments.

Key Point Summary

The Proposed 80-Loaded Truck-per-Day Limit
In the current situation, before any improvements, a reduction to 80 loaded coal transport
trucks (160 truck trips) per day is not adequate to ensure a reasonable degree of public safety
and efficient use of the roadway by all users. The number needs to be a maximum of 55 as
recommended in our report dated January 15, 2016.
There will be other mine-generated vehicles in addition to the coal transport trucks including
about 140 cars/pickups per day and 4 or 5 other trucks/commercial vehicles per day. The mine
vehicles would be about 225 per day (six-day average). Obviously the roadway carries other
non-mine traffic as well.
The roadway does not meet County standards as there are a number of existing deficiencies.
Given the identified deficiencies and the significant increase in mine truck traffic loading since
2010, LSC recommends a requirement to correct the deficiencies and upgrade the road prior to
permitting over 55 loaded coal transport trucks per day in order to achieve a reasonable degree
of safety and efficiency for all roadway users.
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The agreement to interim measures appears to have been part of the justification to allow 80 or
more trucks per day in the interim, however the effectiveness of a number of the interim
measures has not been demonstrated by the applicant.

The LSC recommendation for 55 coal trucks per day was based on the available reported
accident data, but also took into account compatibility of the size and volume of the coal
transport large trucks, the roadway deficiencies, the lower historical use verses the significant
increase following 2010, and the reduction in roadway efficiency by other roadway users as a
result of the dominant use of the roadway by the mine-generated commercial traffic.

Phasing/Timing of Improvements

The paved section of CR 120N would remain substandard through 2020 and sections to the
west of “the narrows” would remain substandard until 2022. There does not appear to be any
technical reason these phases could not begin sooner.
This roadway does not meet La Plata County criteria Sec. 74-91 for roadway width, curve
radii, or roadway surface (gravel section), or criteria contained in the AASHTO “Green Book”
– (Geometric Design of Highways and Streets) for horizontal alignment, stopping sight
distance, or roadway width on horizontal curves to accommodate large truck “offtracking.” It
has numerous identified deficiencies, and use of the roadway is dominated by a single user
who has significantly increased the volume of traffic and large vehicles since 2010. This
should not be treated like a public project and allowed to be phased over time “as funds
become available.”
A new development would most likely be held to the county standards and be required to
upgrade the roadway prior to adding new traffic to a roadway with a significant number of
deficiencies. This would be even more likely for a new large-scale development with this level
of large truck trip generation. Coal Mining in Hay Gulch is not new, however, the significant
increase in truck loading over historical levels after notification of permit requirement should
be considered “new” in the context of the permit.

Existing CR 120N Paved Section

Based on the proposed interim 80 trucks per day, the calculated equivalent single axle load
(ESAL) value for mine-generated traffic would be about 660,000 (assuming 20 years at an
80-truck-per-day vehicle loading). Based on the Phase 4 and 5 interim 100 trucks per day, the
calculated ESAL value would be 822,000. These ESAL values are in the range of a Minor
Arterial roadway. To put this in perspective, a rural local road with an ADT of 420 vehicles
per day and four percent trucks would have a 20-year ESAL of 46,750.
There has been no evaluation or analysis of the additional pavement-loading impacts to the
existing paved section of CR 120N with respect to the 20-year ESAL for which the roadway is
capable of carrying prior to failure. Since 2010, the applicant has loaded additional annual
ESALs well above historical rates and would continue to apply ESALs to existing pavement
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above historical rates through 2020 if the proposed roadway improvement agreement is
adopted. It is unknown when pavement failure may occur because an analysis of the ten year
(2010 to 2020) loading on the existing pavement does not appear to have been provided by the
applicant.

Batching Concept

The proposed batching/convoy system has both pluses and minuses. Also, there are
unanswered questions and the concept may introduce/exasperate certain safety and operational
issues on this road, “when public use of the road is considered.”
A better way to accomplish some of the issues the batching is attempting to solve may be better
accomplished with the one-way loop concept.

Interim Use of the Southern Route

There would be benefits to assigning at least some, if not all entering or exiting coal transport
truck traffic to the southern route as a temporary, interim mitigation measure.
No issues have been identified with use of CR 119 southern route that cannot likely be
overcome fairly easily.

Detailed Analysis

Point 1: In the current situation, before any improvements, a reduction to 80 loaded trucks (160
truck trips) per day is not adequate to ensure a reasonable degree of public safety and efficient use
of the roadway by all users. The number needs to be a maximum of 55 as recommended in our
report dated January 15, 2016. This recommendation was also contingent on completion of the
interim mitigation measures recommended in the report Table 2. The additional mitigation
measures offered in the applicant s letter dated March 16, 2016 would be beneficial in some
aspects, however they would not correct the deficiencies of the roadway or reduce the truck traffic
volumes to acceptable levels.
The LSC recommendation for 55 coal trucks per day already accounted for the mitigation
measure of the warning sign with actuated flashing yellow beacon.

There will be other mine-generated trips in addition to the coal transport trucks. Eighty loaded
trucks would translate to 160 coal truck trips (including loaded and empty trucks) plus other
mine-generated traffic including about 280 car/pickup trips per day, and 7 to 10 other
truck/commercial vehicle trips per day, plus non-mine/background traffic. The mine-generated
trip generation would be about 450 trips per day (six-day average).
The proposed truck limitations fall short of the Hay Gulch advisory committee
recommendation.

Mr. Luke J. Danielson
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The staff report indicated on page 22 paragraph 2 that “The allowance for 80 trucks/day is based
upon the level of hauling in 2013 (Average 84 trucks/day when there was a general acceptance of
truck traffic on the road.” In our repeated in-depth discussions with a variety of local residents, we
cannot find any basis for this statement. All the local residents we have talked with have indicated
that the situation became intolerable considerably before 2013, indeed with the major surge of
traffic in 2010. We do not find any written (or other) support for the staff statement. Further, while
the level and nature of public input/comment can be beneficial in understanding the impacts
created by the King II Coal Mine, the establishment of an acceptable interim limit with respect to
compatibility and maintaining a reasonable level of safety and transportation efficiency for all
users, should be based primarily on an engineering evaluation of the roadway conditions, available
technical data, the proposed use of the road and the circumstances—all in the context of the
established County engineering standards.
We believe that the 2013 level of truck traffic generated by the mine had actually exceeded the
reasonably “compatible” interim level of vehicle loading to CR 120N following our evaluation of
the roadway conditions, deficiencies, and the data available.

It appears from his letter in the staff report that the County Engineer supports the 80 truck/day limit
partially because the number of reported crashes are limited and applicable reported crashes have
resulted in minimal injuries with no fatalities. The crash data provided in the Roadrunner
Engineering report indicated the majority of accidents involving GCC transports occurred in 2012
or 2013 (one in 2012 and three in 2013). This level was higher than in previous years.

Given the identified existing deficiencies, including demonstrated locations where the roadway
cannot adequately accommodate traffic passing each other in two directions, the potential exists
for continued operational and safety issues resulting from the roadway with substandard
conditions frequently traveled by a higher than reasonable volume and mix of vehicles. This is a
serious issue now.
The roadway is not sufficient to accommodate the size of the trucks and this is compounded by the
high volume of these vehicles. Moreover, the use of this pubic roadway by a high number of large
commercial vehicles has a negative effect on the other roadway users. The proposed allowable
interim number of trucks would have a detrimental impact on the roadway’s ability to provide
efficient use by all users. An average coal truck frequency as high as every 4.6 minutes during
peak time (as explained below) could be expected with the 100 truck per day limit in later phases.
There are also likely significant implications to the existing pavement.

The LSC recommendation for 55 coal trucks per day was based on the available reported
accident data, but also took into account compatibility of the size and volume of the coal
transport large trucks, the roadway deficiencies, the lower historical use verses the significant
increase following 2010, and the reduction in roadway efficiency by other roadway users as a
result of the dominant use of the roadway by the mine-generated commercial traffic.
Although I don't disagree with certain points raised by the County Engineer regarding the
reported accident data with respect to the severity and significance of accidents which have
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occurred on CR 120N, from a larger perspective, the roadway does not meet County standards
and truck traffic above historical levels has been recently introduced. The roadway should be
upgraded and deficiencies corrected prior to continued use of the road with the proposed
combination of the large commercial vehicle size at a volume (80 trucks per day or more) of
coal trucks (plus other mine-generated traffic as well as other roadway users). The proposed
allowable interim limit of 80 trucks is too high when considering the extent of the deficiencies
and the fact that the truck volume increased significantly after the applicant was notified that a
permit would be required. Any increase over the amount of traffic generation at that time
should be considered “new traffic.” Hypothetically, if an applicant were proposing a new
development with new and similar impact, that applicant would likely be required to bring the
road up to standards before the addition of development traffic to the roadway.

Given the identified deficiencies and the significant increase in truck traffic loading since
2010, LSC recommends a requirement to correct the deficiencies and upgrade the road prior to
allowing over 55 trucks per day. The interim mitigation measures do not upgrade the roadway
to County standards, rather only help to reduce the potential negative implications prior to the
proposed upgrades. The agreement to interim measures appears to have been part of the
justification to allow 80 or more trucks per day in the interim, however, the effectiveness of a
number of the interim measures has not been demonstrated by the applicant. It doesn’t appear
that anything has been submitted to demonstrate that the “initial widening” of the 90 degree
curve has been completed to meet the objectives intended. There appears to have been no
evidence presented demonstrating that the trimming of vegetation has actually significantly
improved the sight distance and the extent, type and parameters of the “temporary paving”
have not been identified.

The schedule does not include the improvements at Highway 140 because this is a Roadway
Improvement Agreement with the county, but it would be helpful to include the timing of the
Highway 140/CR 120 intersection improvements for reference.
The proposed 80 coal trucks per day could be accommodated while keeping the number of coal
trucks on CR 120N under the LSC-recommended 55 per day if a portion of the inbound or
outbound trucks were to utilize the CR 120S/CR 119 route to the south of the mine.

Point 2: When Phase 1 of the improvements is complete, my analysis of the engineering issues is
as follows:
Certain aspects could be improved somewhat.

o The paving would likely reduce the dust impacts along the section to be paved, but I would
defer to our environmental engineer for comment.

o The issues involved with noise and dust mitigation are complex. The impacted residents do
not have the expertise to evaluate the proposed buffering mitigation measures. Moreover,
adequate information has not been provided to properly evaluate if the mitigation measures
would be adequate and if the proposed mitigation would have negative consequences. The
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impacted property owners should be provided a budget by the applicant so they may hire
their own expert to evaluate the buffering option proposed and consider alternatives that
may be better for them and their interests.

However, most aspects would not be improved:

o The first phase of improvements with temporary paving just adjacent to McCue and
Hunzeker would not correct the deficient sections of the roadway with the problems of
substandard horizontal curves and limited sight distance combined with narrow roadway
width.
Some additional points/questions:

o The type of pavement proposed is not clear. Would the temporary pavement be hot mix
AC or a chip seal coating over the existing gravel road surface?

o As the type of temporary pavement is not known, so are any negative implications such as
the tracking of material onto the adjacent residents properties.

o Although the RIA calls for completion of Phase 3 by 2017, given the extensive process of
environmental clearance and right-of-way acquisition, it seems likely that the full
improvement proposed with Phase 3 would be delayed beyond 2017, and as such the
condition of the unknown temporary paved surface may deteriorate to very poor condition
by the time Phase 3 is completed.

o Given the high-percentage use of CR 120N by the coal trucks and other commercial vehicles,
the haul road standards contained in Regulations of the Colorado Mined Land Reclamation
Board for Coal Mining by the Colorado Mined Land Reclamation Board (rev 9/14/05) may
apply. This contains regulations for haul roads including environmental considerations, the
design of cuts and embankments, drainage facilities, etc. Based on the review of these, it seems
that it may take far longer than anticipated to begin Phase 3.

o It is my general understanding that base material for a paved road and gravel surface of a
gravel road are not the same. Simply paving over a gravel road may result in quick
deterioration. By simply applying AC paving without proper upgrade of the entire cross
section (including a proper shoulder) a roadway edge condition may be created that is
likely to erode and introduce a potentially hazardous condition.

To summarize Point 2, the proposed Phase I improvements would not be adequate to support 80
loaded trucks (160 trips). The number needs to be a maximum of 55 loaded trucks (110 trips per
day).

Mr. Luke J. Danielson
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Point 3: Given the proposal for completion of Phases 2 and 3, my analysis of the engineering
issues is as follows:
Certain aspects will be improved somewhat with the second/third phase of improvements:

o The dust would be better mitigated adjacent to the newly paved sections and the poor sight
distance, narrow width, and substandard radii through these sections would be improved
including in areas of some of the most substandard sections, including the Wiltse Barn
corners and the 90-degree bend near Highway 140.
However, certain aspects will not be improved:

o According to the schedule, the sections to the west of the narrows would remain
substandard until 2022. This includes curves with substandard sight distance radii and
roadway widths.

o The roadway volume would likely remain over 400 ADT (the threshold for paving),
including the high truck percentage (significantly higher than a typical local road) on this
section to remain gravel until 2022.

o The section with substandard horizontal alignment and width would remain near MP 4.75.
The attached exhibit shows a similar truck turning analysis as shown in Figure 20 of the
January LSC report, but this exhibit shows passenger vehicle and WB-50 truck turning
paths in opposite directions. This exhibit demonstrates that the substandard geometrics are
problematic for a passenger vehicle and a coal truck to pass each other in opposite
directions. With batching and a series of coal trucks together, this issue would be
exasperated. According to the schedule, this wouldn’t be corrected until the last phase
scheduled for completion in 2022.

o The existing 2.5-mile paved section would continue to have a substandard cross section
with 22 feet of pavement and no shoulders until Phase 4 completion (Nov. 2020). The
county criteria calls for a roadway width of 24 feet of pavement plus three- to four-foot
gravel shoulders. This section also includes the substandard 185-foot radius at MP 1.85,
which is within the area containing the steepest roadway grades. The paved section is also
the section with the highest volume of background traffic. Our January 2016 report
recommended widening to 24 feet plus four-foot gravel shoulders plus wider asphalt lane
widths through horizontal curves per AASHTO criteria to adequately accommodate the
high volumes of truck traffic.

o Based on the proposed interim 80 trucks per day, the calculated equivalent single axle load
(ESAL) value for mine-generated traffic would be about 660,000 (assuming 20 years at an
80-truck-per-day vehicle loading). Based on the Phase 4 and 5 interim 100 trucks per day,
the calculated ESAL value would be 822,000. These ESAL values are in the range of a
Minor Arterial roadway. To put this in perspective, a rural local road with an ADT of 420
vehicles per day and four percent trucks would have a 20-year ESAL of 46,750.
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o There has not been evaluation and analysis of the additional pavement-loading impacts to
the existing paved section of CR 120N with respect to the 20-year ESAL for which the
roadway is capable of carrying prior to failure. Since 2010, the applicant has loaded
additional annual ESALs well above historical rates and would continue to apply ESALs to
existing pavement above historical rates through 2020 if the proposed roadway
improvement agreement is adopted. It is unknown when pavement failure may occur
because an analysis of the ten year (2010 to 2020) loading on the existing pavement does
not appear to have been provided by the applicant.
o In order to carry truck traffic over 55 trucks per day on this section, this phase of the project
should be completed as soon as the right-of-way acquisition and other pre-construction
activities can be completed rather than waiting until 2020. The preparation for Phases 4 and
5 should begin as soon as necessary to allow for earlier construction. There does not appear
to be any technical reason these phases could not begin sooner. This would allow for higher
truck volumes with an adequate roadway cross section and pavement structure and would
bring to conclusion the disruption to the other users of this road and the adjacent neighbors
due to construction activity. Therefore, the transport truck volume should remain at 55
trucks per day.

o Often some public projects to upgrade roads which don’t meet current engineering criteria
and correct deficiencies must wait because of limited available public funds being
allocated first to other projects with higher priorities, such as projects with the highest rates
of crashes and/or more severe crashes. This is not the case with this application, this
roadway does not meet criteria, has many identified deficiencies, and use dominated by a
single user who has significantly increased the volume of traffic and large vehicles since
2010. This should not be treated like a public project and phased over time “as funds
become available.” This should be treated like an applicant for a significant new
development application. After 2010, the applicant was notified that they needed permit
approval. It is our interpretation of the code that this included approval to add more traffic
to the roadway. A new development would most likely be held to the county standards and
be required to upgrade the roadway prior to adding new traffic to a roadway with a
significant number of deficiencies.

In summary, the transport truck volume should remain at 55 trucks per day until Phases 4 and 5 are
completed. Also, the timing of Phases 4 and 5 should be accelerated. There does not appear to be
any technical reason these phases could not begin sooner.
Point 4: The batching/convoy system has both pluses and minuses. Also, there are unanswered
questions.
Implementation would offer some benefits:

o One-way truck traffic is likely safer without large trucks passing in opposite directions.
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o Other beneficial elements may include predictability, control of speed, and increase in the
time period between the occurrence of one (or more) passing coal trucks.
On the other hand, the convoy/batching concept may introduce/exasperate certain safety and
operational issues on this road, including:

o There has not been sufficient information provided regarding the convoy concept. What
will the vehicle headways be?; how will the operations be managed?; would a pilot vehicle
be provided?; will additional vehicle pull-offs be provided?

o The potential dust created by several trucks in the convoy may make it difficult for
motorists traveling in the opposite direction to safely drive past the convoy.

o If a passenger vehicle decides to pass a truck traveling in the same direction, it would be
much easier to pass a single truck than several in a convoy. Visibility around multiple
trucks would likely be more difficult. Most reasonable passenger vehicle drivers following
the convoy would have little choice but to just follow the convoy until the end. If a
passenger car driver elected not to proceed past a convoy traveling in the opposite
direction, there are few opportunities to safely pull off the roadway to let the convoy pass.
There are locations where there would be little advance warning of an approaching convoy.
o Although batching eliminates two trucks passing in opposite directions, there would still be
passenger vehicles passing coal trucks and multiple coal trucks instead of a single coal
truck. The attached figures show the vehicle turning and sweep path analysis with a
passenger vehicle traveling in the opposing direction. As shown, given the combination of
roadway width and horizontal alignment, the roadway is not adequate to reasonably
accommodate this situation with higher volumes.
o Due to the potential issues listed above, the concept would impact other users of the
roadway more than with individual vehicles operating independently.

o Even with the batching and hypothetically considering a convoy of three trucks to be a
single vehicle passage, the ADT would still exceed 400.

o A batching/convoy staging area would have its own impacts associated with stopped and
waiting vehicles and vehicles entering the roadway.

o It is not clear how the arrival patterns of trucks to the staging area will translate to the
number of batches less than three or how many occurrences of more than 3 arrivals will
cause a backup (queue) at the staging area if there are more than three waiting but only
three can depart.
A better way to accomplish some of the issues the batching is attempting to solve may be better
accomplished with the one-way loop concept. The situation of two coal transport trucks
passing in opposite directions would be eliminated and the negative implications of batching
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would be eliminated. Also the volume impacts to CR 120N residents would be reduced. This is
discussed in Point 5 below.

Point 5: There would be benefits to assigning at least some, if not all entering or exiting traffic to
the southern route as a temporary, interim mitigation measure.








The staff report identifies reasons for not requiring analysis of the use of CR 120 S to CR 119
as a mitigation measure and as a way to allow GCC to operate at the total 80 trucks per day by
requiring some of the traffic to utilize the south route: 1) GCC did not request to use this
optional route, even in the interim. 2) The concern of both routes being blocked. 3) Table
4—the scale of improvements for the north option only vs. the south route.

No issues have been identified with use of CR 119 southern route that cannot likely be
overcome fairly easily. Table 4 of the staff report is entitled “Scale of Roadway Improvements
for the Three Transport Options.” However, the table simply identifies additional miles of
county roadway and the number of county road intersections along a southern route. It does not
identify that potentially minimally-complex roadway and intersection improvements may be
needed to be able to utilize the south route (w CR 119) for interim mitigation and to reduce the
impact on CR 120N until the roadway improvements can be completed. The terrain is more
level and overall less mountainous on the southern route using CR 119. The statistic indicating
a greater number of roadway miles and additional intersections is not sufficient information to
demonstrate that this couldn’t be a viable option for shifting some one-way trucks and
allowing GCC to run 80 trucks a day total and maintain the 55 truck load on CR 120 N as we
recommended. Also, regarding the additional state highway intersection, if some exiting,
southbound-only trucks are routed using CR 119, a radius improvement for eastbound
right-turning traffic appears to be easily accomplished at the intersection of SH 140 and CR
119 and this would be in the existing right-of-way.
Table 5 of the staff report identifies the ADT on the three county road segments just east of
Highway 140—as shown in the table, the 2014 ADT on CR 119 just west of SH 140 was only
245 vehicles per day. Moreover based on County data, other sections of the CR119 southern
route have 2014 ADT volumes of generally less than 200 vehicles per day. Even if up to all
exiting 80 coal trucks were to exit this route, the ADT on CR 119 would be 325 vehicles per
day just west of Highway 140, and CR 120 N would have a reduced impact by 80 fewer truck
trips a day (80 total, which result in a number less than the LSC recommended 110 truck trips
per day in the interim). Alternatively, if only a portion of the exiting truck trips were to use the
south route, this 325 ADT could be reduced to the historical 2010 level of 317 ADT while still
keeping the CR 120N truck loading below the 110 per day recommended by LSC and allowing
GCC to operate at a level of 80 truck trips per day.

It appears from the staff report that one of the main prior objections to the southern route was
the use of sections of CR 119, CR 130 and CR 122 east of State Highway 140 and the safety
implications of a school bus loading zone on the east side of the Fort Lewis Mesa Elementary
school. If a portion of outbound coal truck traffic were to use the southern route and if the
radius were improved at CR 119 and SH 140, turn lane improvements would not likely be
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needed and the portion of the previous southern route east of SH 140 would not need to be
used.
There are real interim benefits to safety and operations on CR 120N that would come from
assigning at least some, if not all interim exiting or entering truck transport traffic to the south
route.
Use of CR 120 S and CR 119 would make the debate over interim truck numbers much easier
to resolve as the volume of truck traffic would actually be removed from CR 120N.
Impacts of the truck traffic would be better distributed to other roads instead of only CR 120N,
with its residents and other road users absorbing all the impact.

The batching would not be necessary with full use of the one-way loop and as a result the
potential issues with batching would not be introduced. Alternatively, with the concept of
assigning partial inbound or outbound traffic to the southern route, the number of batches
would be reduced or metered batches could potentially be reduced to one or two in size.

Point 6: Given the 20 percent variation, it is important to understand that maximum trucks on a
single day (GCC March 16 letter) would result in multiple days at or approaching the max
volume. Based on the historical data, Table 1 presents an example of the variation of daily
volumes.

Given this variation, a significant number of days would be at least 10 percent over the average
daily volume average. There will be a significant number of days when the volumes exceed the
average. In the example, although the six-day average was 121, the weekday average was 131 and
truck numbers in the range of 133 to 139 would occur more than infrequently. The point is that
proposing to increase the traffic over the 55 truck level would also increase the traffic volumes on
the higher volume days. Granted the overall number of trucks passing by homes in a month s time
period would be the average multiplied by the number of days, however from an operations and
safety standpoint, the daily variation in truck traffic results in significantly higher daily (and
hourly) truck volumes for a significant number of days.
Based on the data available, 80 trucks on a given day would translate to about 10.6 coal truck trips
per hour or a coal truck passing by every 5.8 minutes during the busiest hour of the day (of the four
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counted by LSC). Based on 100 trucks on a given day, there is likely to be a peak of about 13 coal
trucks trips per hour or a coal truck passing by every 4.6 minutes during the busiest hour of the day
(of the four counted by LSC). Based on 120 trucks on a given day (100 plus the 20 percent
allowable variation) there is likely to be a peak of about 15.1 coal truck trips per hour (using the
same proportion of peak trips to daily trips) or a coal truck passing by every 4.0 minutes during the
busiest hour of the day (of the four counted by LSC).
Point 7: I reviewed the proposed yellow warning sign design for the Wiltse Barn curves indicating
Narrow Road with supplemental panel and actuated flashing yellow beacon. I recommend sign
wording as recommended in our January 2016 report.
Respectfully submitted,
LSC TRANSPORTATION CONSULTANTS, INC.
By__________________________________
Jeffrey C. Hodsdon, P.E., PTOE
Principal
JCH:bjwb:br
Enclosures: Figures

Summmary of Conclusions
This is a summary of the points made by Crosscreek Ranch LLC with respect to the GCC Energy
Class II land use application.
1. Until the road improvements are completed, the limit should be 55 loaded trucks per
day.
2. All the road improvements should be concluded no later than the end of 2020.
3. There should be no “bump up” to a higher truck number until all the contemplated road
improvements are complete.
4. A rigorous air monitoring and sampling plan needs to be a condition of this permit to
ensure that dust is mitigated in a manner to ensure that the proposal is compatible and
– most important – to protect the health of the neighbors.
5. Any paving job needs to meet some recognized standards; in the absence of any other
standards, there is no alternative but the County’s existing paving standards, which
require a great deal more than to “slap down some asphalt.”
6. If any permit is issued, it should specifically prohibit dumping of any further wastes on
the King I site until and unless GCC amends its permit to include this activity, subject to
proper safeguards.
7. If any permit is issued, it should specifically require a report to the County regarding all
past disposal activities at the King I site, including a characterization of the waste being
dumped there.
8. Any permit should provide that the County will not condemn any right of way until (a)
there is a final design; (b) the public has a right to comment on the final design; and (c)
the County has accepted it after hearing that comment.
9. There is no rationale for the County to require that 100% of all coal trucks use this one
single route, especially before any road improvements are built. The approval should not
include such a condition.
10. Each of the affected landowners should have the right to hire engineering, architectural,
or other advisors that they can consult about the potential buffering concepts, at the
sole cost of GCC.

11. Any permit should apply only to the current permitted mine area. Any future operations
in any expansion area outside the current permit should require an amendment to the
Class II Land Use Permit, once the results of the state permitting, the monitoring of any
wells, and the Bureau of Land Management environmental review, is known.
12. This application does not merit approval.

