" r _ 0003 | | | o
k )‘ STATE OF UTAH _ : _ Normaon H. Bangerter, Governor

NATURAL RESOURCES ; Dee C. Hansen, Executive Director
State Lands & Forestry : Raiph A. Miles, Division Director

355 W. North Temple « 3 Triad Center - Suite 400 - Salt Lake City, UT 84180-1204 . 801-538-5508

RECEIVED

DEC 09 1985
MEMORANDUM .
DIVISION Or Qi
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TO: John Whitehead, Division 011, Gas, and Mining ‘(}(Y}'i

FROM;Mduﬁ John T, Blake, Division State Lands and Forestry :Ifféi\

SUBJECT: Technical Review of Gordon Creek #3 and #6 Mines J¥*2;L"
Beaver Creek Coal Company

DATE:  December 9, 1985

As you may be aware the Gordon Creek # mine was undermined by the Gordon
Creek #3 Mine. In 1981, when Beaver Creek Coal Company proposed secondary
recovery in the #3 mine, the Division expressed its concern at possible
effects on coal recovery in the # mine. The Company at that time quaranteed
the absence of adverse effects by posting a surety bond with the State.

Later, upon re-commcement of mining in the # mine, however, the Company
abandoned the mine, alledgedy for poor roof conditions. The Division of State
Lands and Forestry suspects that previous undermining in the #3 mine may have
in fact caused subsidence which contributed to abandonment conditions in the
# mine. If that is the case then Beaver Creek Coal Company should be held
accountable for poor mining practices in undermining the # mine and should be
held financially liable for coal resources lost to recovery in the # mine, 1
am enclosing a copy of relevant correspondence from our files in this matter.
Please analyze this situation from your perspective, employing appropriate
geotechnical information, as you conduct your technical review of the Gordon
Creek #3 and # mine plan. I look forward to receiving your comments and
conclusion in this matter.

- an equal opportunity smployer



April 25, 1981

Mr. John Blake

State of Utah Land Board
Department of Natural Resources
231 East 4th South

Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

Re: Lease #ML-27342
Gordon Creek #3 Mine
Beaver Creek Coal Company
Dear Mr, Blake:

Thank you for taking the time to meet with us on Monday, April 20.
This Tetter is to confirm our discussion.

Because of very adverse geologic conditions, it is not economically

feasible to extend mining further in the #3 (Hiawatha) seam at
Gordon Creek. To maximize recovery of the area which has been
developed, we plan to retreat to the portal, pulling the pillars
as we go. Coal on either side of the main passageways in State
Lease #ML-27342, which is mineable, will also be removed.,

You indicated that the State of Utah desires the operator maximize

coal recovery in the lease, and that you concur that the pillar
extraction method of recovery is the only way to do this.

It is our understanding that pillar extraction will not violate
any of the terms and conditions of the lease and that by utilizing
such a recovery method, Beaver Creek Coal Company will be 1in
compliance with the terms thereof.

If this is a correct understanding of our discussion, will you

please acknowledge by returning a signed copy of this letter, //i,/
Very truly yours, //&

Dan W. Guy
Engineering Manager
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
ROOM 411 EMPIRE BUILDING Gordon E. Harmston

231 EAST 400 SOUTH Executive Director

Dept. of Natural Resources
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84114 o i
William K. Dinehart
(8B01) 533-5381 Director

Beots M. Marhesan
Suvernor

May 4, 1981

CERTIFIED MAIL NO. 667199

Beaver Creek Coal Comkany
Attn: Don Guy

P. 0. Box AU

Price, UT 84501

RE: ML 27342
Dear Mr, Guy:

As you recall, you recently visited me in my office to discuss closure of the
Gordon Creek #3 mine. Due to adverse geologic conditions, we agreed on the
diseconomy of further mining and the desirability of extracting all remaining
mineable coal in Gordon Creek #3. In the course of our discussion I
questioned the relationship of the proposed closure to the Gordon Creek #6
mine, or the "upper seam" of coal, and was assured that no adverse condition$,
would result. It was, in fact, my understanding that further mining is
planned for Gordon Creek #6.

Although I confirmed our discussion through your letter of April 25th, I have
since then had cause for concern. Owners of the Skaggs property adjoining
your State lease are understandably upset that closure of Gordon Creek #3 will
make their coal less accessible. O0Of greater concern to me, however, are
claims that such closure may in fact cause sufficient displacement to make
Gordon Creek #6 unmineable. It is my understanding that as much as 340,000
tons of coal reserves may be at stake in this upper seam. There is also a
question as to the mineability of a middle seam in this area.
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The State feels these claims deserve clarification and hereby reguests that
vzu not proceed with pillar extraction in Gordon Crezk #3 pending cur further
investigation. In way of assistance, I respectfully a2sk that vou supply us
with an updated copy of your mine nap along with detailed information
concerning geolegy and interburden betwzen the formations., 1 would also like
a tirm commitinant rearding your plans for mining Gordon Creek #6 with respect
to the State lease.

I will be passing through Price Thursday May 7, and hope to pick up the
additional information and discuss this problem with you in greater detail at
that time.

Sincere1y yours,

JOHN T. BLAKE
MINERAL RESOURCE SPECIALIST

JTB:mh
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May 8, 1981

Mr. John Blake

State of Utah Land Boarg
Department of Natural Resources .
231 East 400 South v _ - .
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 S

Re: Lease #ML-2734 : s
Gordon Creek #3/#6 Mines

Dear Mr. Blake;

Thank you for taking time to meet with ys on Thursday, May 7, at
our office. This lTetter is to confirm our discussion on that date

future reserves in the north area of this property. We indicated
that mining in the lTower seam would have ng affect on the upper seam
due to the amount of interburden and type of rock strata between seams.
We further indicated that mining the oyr Gordon Creek #2 Mine has been
Successfully performed over old workings of the Sweet's Mine with no
Visable affects Of subsidence. _ .

We agreed that a second opinion was desirable ang at your request
YOU were provided with the fol?owfng information:

1) Updateg map of #3 Mine ( "=200")
2) Map of #6 Mine (l“=200')

It is our understanding that this information Will be presented to
the U.s. Geological Survey for an opinion on possible subsidence

27421 03724771 641.08 | Belco Petroleum Corporation

DTAQD . NAT1™S I3
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effects and that you will] respond to Beayer
seven (7) days of your visit with the fina)l

WG/ rh

Cc: M.A. Robb
D.W. Trepp
J.H. Martin

-

Respectfu]]y,
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Dan W. Guy, p.E. -
Engineering Manager
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GORDON E. HARMSTON STATE OF UTAH Chairman
Executive Director,
NATURAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES JOHN L. BELL
DIVISION OF OIL, GAS, AND MINING %HR:DYISJVVVE(L)T
birector . Salt Lake City, Utah 84116 EDWARD T. BECK
(801) 533-5771 ' E.STEELE McINTYRE
MEMORANDUM :
* X KRR B R XK R K ?
m0: John T. Blake, Mineral Resources Specialist, Division of State Lands ;
and Forestry E
FROM: Leland C. S Reclamation Engineer

SUBJECT: BSecondary rﬁ{;g of Hiawatha Coal Seam, Utah State Lease #27342

DATE: May 18, 1981

The Division of State Lands' concern for protection if its coal resources "
in the case of Coal Lease #27342 is well founded. The secondary mining of the |
lower Hiawatha Coal Seam indeed jeopardizes the recovery of the upper
Castlegate "A" Coal Seam. Normally, the prudent mining practice for maximum
recovery is to mine the uppermost seam first then progress to the lower
seams. This rule generally applies to secondary recovery (pulling of
pillars). It is also prudent to columnize upper and lower workings in
developmental mining (first mining).

Beaver Nreek Coal Company, a subsidary of ARCO, wishes to abandon the
Gordon Creek #% Mine, after a stated loss of $2.5 million. The reason for
this loss is due to the numerous faults encountered. These faults were
encountered periodically through mining development and mining continued with
the hope that either the number of faults or the displacenents would
diminish. ™o Beaver (reek Coal Company's chagrin, faults intersecting the
coal seam continued in high frequency and the displacements became larger.
mhe decision to abandon their attempt precipitated when the mining in the
Hiawatha seam was trapped between two faults (in a graben) with displacements
on either side of 38 to 42 feet. Geologic evidence also inferred that more
faulting would be encountered to the north. Beaver Creek Coal Company found
that mining in the Hiawatha seam, in this area, even with eight feet of coal
height would clearly be uneconomic if they continued. They had 1little chance,
in the future, of recovering their investment.

Since Beaver Creek Coal Company has decided to abandon the Gordon Creek #6
Mine, they wish to recover as much of the coal in the Hiawatha Seam as
possible on retreat mining (secondary mining). The Carbon County Commission
has allowed Beaver Creek Coal Company to mine, "as they wish," in the County
lease to the north of the State lease. Beaver Creek Coal Company is in the
process of maximizing recovery by retreat mining in this area.
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Due to this secondary recovery to the north of the State lease ag well as
being bounded by the abandoned works of the 01d National Mine to the west anqd
the outerop to the east, the access to further reserves through the State
lease are cut off.

A more pertinent consideration than future access to Hiawatha reserves is
the concern that by secondary recovery of the Hiawatha Seam, the overlving
Castlegate "A" Seam may be subject to subsidence and the reserves possibly
precluded from future mining. In the upper Castlegate "A" Seam, even if
subsidence occurred, access to the north could still be gained by driving
through the Skagg's Tee lease, notwithstanding, that the same faulting
problems encountered in the Hiawatha Seam would be found in the Castlegate "A"
Seam as well.,

Beaver Creek Coal Company estimates the coal regerves in the two seams in
lease #27342 as follows:

Reserves
Thickness In Place Recoverable
Mine Coal Seam (£t) (000's tons) {000's tons)
Gordon Creek #3 Hiawatha + 8 _ 367 201
Gordon Creek #6  Castlegate "A" + 4 150.3 81.6
TOTAL RECOVERABLE 282.6

It would be to the State's advantage if both seams could be recovered. If
only the Hiawatha Seam is recovered, the royalty loss, if Castlegate "A" ig
not mined, is $12,240_at $0.15 per ton. However, Beaver Creek Noal Company
does not intend to reactivate the Gordon Creek #6 Mine even if reserves in the
State lease remain. From a strictly financial situation, recovery of the
Hiawatha Seam now for a possible royalty of $30,165 is desirable. The future
value of $30,150 at 15 percent rate of return equals $45,85% 4in three years.
It is unlikely that either Beaver Creek Coal Company or anyone elss will mine
either seam in the next three years. Therefore, the State would recover
$45,855 (at 15%) in three years where the total royalty of the Castlegate "A"
and the Hiawatha sesanms combined is $42,390. This may be the same incentive
that Beaver Creek Coal Company has for mining the Hiawatha Seam at the present
time based on their rate of return.

An additional consideration is that there is a Possibility the Castlegate
"A" Seam may remained intact when the Hiawatha has been mined out below. 1In
an adjacent area, an old map showed extraction up to 200 feet wide with a 200
foot interburden of sandstone and the upper seam remained intact. Typically,
the pressure arch will remain static and no subsidence of the upper geam will
occur if the mining width remains on third the overburden depth (Wardell et
al. 1968).
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In Beaver Creek's case, with the interburden equal to 210 feet (drill hole
log MC-3-2), a Possibility of stability in the Castlegute "A" Seanm may exist
with a mining width of over 70 feet. It may be that there were enough stumps
(parts of pillars still intact) left unmined in the olg works that the

Beaver Creek Coal Company's extraction of the Hiawatha Seam appears to be
approximately 54 percent. With 8 sandstone bridging between stumps, the
Castlegate conceivably could remain intact. The overburden in this lease is
generally between 200 feet and 600 feet thick. With uniform partial mining,
the overburden may remain intact with between 45 percent to 50 percent
extraction. This reviewer feels there is a chance that the Castlegate "A"
Seam may remain intact, particularly if the loads are carried on the
abutements and the widths in the interior (between abutements) remain small,

Conclusion
dedahednhadidedon)

In conclusion, this reviewer believes that there is a good possiblity ,in
time, the Castlegate "A" reserves could be sterilized from secondary recovery
of the Hiawatha Seam. The economic considerations of mining this area may
outweigh thig consideration for a number of reasons, including:

1. The present mining of the Hiawatha Seam at the present value of money
benefits both Beaver Creek Coal Company and the State,

2. Once abandoned, the Hiawatha workings could deteriorate and future
secondary recovery of the Hiawatha Seam would be Jeopardized, since.
it would not be ags economically as attractive as it is at present.

3 Access to other reserves for the future mining of this ares due to
faulting appears to be limited.

4, The Castlegate "A" seams four foot thickness makes the economies
questionable under present market conditions and due to faulting
mining of this area is not attractive and longwall methods are
impossible.

5+  Due to the poor roof conditions in the Castlegate "A" Seam, the seanm
cannot be mined clean and Beaver Creek Coal Company reports that
cleaning plant reject is up to 30 percent. The economics of washing
this coal as well as the adverse safety conditions make it
unattractive,

The State should allow Beaver Creek Coal Company to pursue the Secondary
recovery of the Hiawatha Seam since in the long run, Beaver Creek Coal Company
is in the best position to obtain recovery from the State's lease.

ect  Boyd McKean, USGS
Max Robb, President, Beaver Creek
LCS/btm
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ROOM 411 EMPIRE BUILDING Gordon E. Harmston

231 EAST 400 SOUTH Executive Director

Dept. of Natural Resources
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84114 . .
William K. Dinehart
(801} 533-5381 ‘ Divector

May 18, 1981

CERTIFIED MAIL NO. 667204

Beaver Creek Coal Company
Attn: Dan Guy

P. 0. Box AU

Price, Ut 84501

Dear Mr. Guy:

Since my letter of May 4, 1981, I have had opportunity to consider pillaring
of the Gordon Creek #3 mine in greater detail.

1 understand your position to be that pillaring of the Gordon Creek #3 mine
will likely have no significant impact upon the Gordon Creek #6 mine, lying
above, due to the depth and nature of interburden material. The State does
not share your optimism, however, and is concerned over the possible loss of
coal resources in the #6 mine.

We are, of course, both concerned that mining on the State lease be conducted
in such a manner as to maximize conservation of the resource, This would
normally require that coal bearing formations be mined from the top and down;
j.e., pillar Gordon Creek #6 first, then pillar Gordon creek #3.
Nevertheless, ARCO has chosen to suspend operations in Gordon Creek #6 and to
strip out the lower coal seam.

The State hereby gives consent to your proceeding with operations to pillar
Gordon Creek #3 mine. We request, however that you guarantee payment of
royalty on all "recoverable" State (ML 27342) coal in the Gordon Creek #6
mine. Such guarantee is acceptable in the form of a surety bond in the amount
of $12,240. This amount is premised on a coal resource of approximately
81,600 tons of State coal reserves in the Castlegate "A" seam, (your
estimate), and a royalty rate of 15¢ per ton. The bond will be released
either: 1) when mining operations commence in the Castlegate “A" seam through

BOARD MEMBERS
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State leased lands, or, 2) at the end of 10 (ten) years providing State (ML
27342) coal in the Castlegate "A" seam has not been sterilized from recovery
as a result of subsidence or shearing pursuant to your operations in the
Hiawatha seam. Please post this bond prior to the commencement of pillaring
operations on ML 27342 in the Hiawatha seam.

The State requests that you regularly monitor subsidence and shearing in the
vicinity and provide us with an annual report. We would also like to be kept
posted on the progress of pillaring activity through the State lease. If the
interburden material is as solid as you maintain, we expect a high rate of
recovery.

Pease contact me should you have any questions.
Sincerely yours,

Lo £

JOHN T. BLAKE
MINERALS RESOURCE SPECIALIST

JTB/mh



5

e i
S : ) M s s e
- 4\‘: - W R TN s - -.-vW W;A .
oot RN

June 25, 1981

Mr. John Blake

Mineral Resource Specialist
Dept. of Natural Resources
Room 411 - Empire Building
231 East 400 South

Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

Re: State Lease #27342
BCCC #6 Mine

TRER UL

Dear John:

As per our discussion on Monday, June 22,

? : I have enclosed a map
Lf and calculations of the recoverable tonnag

e within the existing
development at our Gordon Creek #6 Mine,

] The tonnage estimate is 22,400 recoverable tons;
| Beaver Creek Coal Compan
[ _ (22,400 tons x $.15/ton)
; coal.

therefore,
y 1S prepared to Post a bond for $3,360
as surety to the State of Utah for this

V _ _ If the above js acceptab]e;
‘ proceed with the pillaring o
#3 Mine, please indicate by

and you concur with our plans to
n the State Lease in our Gordon Creek
returning a signed copy of this letter.

Thank you for your considefation, and for taking time to meet

with us,
Respectfully, -
BEAifR CREEK COAL COMPANY
Dan W. Guy, P.E. =S
Engineering Manager
DWG/daf
Enclosures ﬁf _
Cc: Lee Spencer, Utah Div. 0.,G.8M. o/ ; .
John Hardin, ARCO ' :
Max Robb, BCCC. o
File e

BEAVER CREEK Coal Company iy a Subsidiary of Munucmch"cldcﬂmplny
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NO. 6 MINE

BEAVER CREEK COAL_COMPANY

RECOVERABLE TONS IN STATE LEASE NO. 27342

Existing Developed Pillars
Pillars - 44
Pillar Size - 60* x 60

Seam Height - 4°' it%it:j;/
45 7’,_

Pillar Recovery - 50%

Recoverable Coal In Exisfing Pil1ars =e-e--u- 12,700 Tons

Rooming And Pillaring On Retreat
Seam Height - 4

Recovery - 50%

Recoverable Coal In Secondary Pillars ------- 9,700 Tons

Total Recoverable Tonnage =--=-cema_- 22,400 Tons

-~
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Governor

LIL, GAaAs, anND MINING BOARD

CHARLES R. HENDERSON

TEMPLE A. REYNOLDS Chairman .
Executive Director, STATE OF UTAH f
NATURAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES JOHN L BELL
EDWARD T BECK
DIVISION OF OIL, GAS, AND MINING E. STEELE McINTYRE
CLEONB. FEIGHT 1588 West North Temple BOB NORMAN
Brrector Salt Lake City, Utah 84116 MARGARET BIRD
v . HERM OLSEN
(801)533-5771
MEMORANDUM
m0: John M. Blake, Mineral Resource Specialist, Division of State Lands

"4

FROM: Leland C. Spencer, Reclamation Hyd

SUBJRCT: Bonding of Castlegate A Seanm
Utah State Tease No. 27342
Beaver Creek Coal Company

DATE: July 15, 1981 B |

I received Mr. Dan W. Guy's estimate of recoverable coal reserves--22,400
tons. Mr. Guy has used 50 percent recovery. For estimating purposes, 1 feel
that 65 percent recovery may be more appreopriate in this case, since 50
percent is often used more in the context of total overall mine reserve :
recovery. The 50 percent recovery factor generally accounts for losses, :

barriers and pillars lost duye to development. (i::iij:i?“‘**{»
The actual recovery may vary in actual mining due to roof and lbading '

conditions encountered after retreat mining begins.

[ Pa——

Another consideration is the applicability of Article IV of the General
Safety Orders TUtah Coal Mines, January 1, 1976, Section 30’b) states:

(b) Barrier pillars not less than ten feet
plus two feet for every foot of thickness

of coal bed, plus five feet for each 100
feet of cover over the bed at the boundary
line, shall be retained within the boundary
lines of each mine property where more than
one coal bed ig working within a mine, the
width of such boundary barrier pillars shall
be calculated on the basis of the sum of the
total thicknesses of the various coal beds so
worked. Pillars of lesser widths may be
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allowed or the removal or penetration of
guch pillars may be permitted with the approval
of the Industrial Commission: however, where
different owners operate adjacent properties
there shall first be written agreement between
them.

_ Tn the case of recovery of the Castlegate A (upper seam) and the Hiawatha
Scam {lower seam), Beaver (reek Coal Company should leave barriers from the

State Tease Boundary as follows:

Hiawatha Seam:

Overburden - 300-600 ft
Thickness - 8 ft

Barrier Pillar Hiawatha Seanm

10 £t + (2 ££)(8 £t) + (5 ££ (600 ft) = 56 ft*
(100 ft)

Castlegate A Seam:

Overburden - 150-450 ft
Thickneas - 4-5 ft '

Barrier Pillar Hiawatha Seam:

10 £t + (2 ££)(5 £t) + (5 £t)(450 £1) = 42.5 ft*
7100 ft)

*May vary.

Unless the adjacent owners have granted permission to extract coal up to
these boundaries, no coal should be extracted on secondary mining within the
limits of these property barrier pillars.

Due to the 65 percent extraction ratio and the barrier pillar
requirements, the bond amount could be adjusted as follows for the Castlegate
A Seam:

1. Existing Developed Pillars
Pillars--42
Pillar Size-~60 ft x 60 %

Seam Height--4 f%
Pillar Recovery--65 percent

Recoverable Coal in Existing Pillars -15,725 tons




2. Room and Pillar Retreat

Seam Height--4 ft
Recover-~h0 percent 12,454 tons

Total Recoverable Reserves 28,179 tons
3.  Bond Amount--($.15)(28,179) = $4,227

If you should require further assistance, please call,

ce: Dan W. Guy

LCS/btm

S
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CIRTIFLED MAIL MO, 667384

m&%&tﬂl Coepany
At e ey
?T'“.:Qv UT - 84501

’ TRE: WM
} Dear Mr. Buy:

* Thank you for submitting your estimates of recoverable coal associated with
the existing development stage of BCCC #5 mine. As you are awsre, Mr. Lee

- Spencer of the Utah Division of 011, Sas & Mining reviewed your estatimates
and raised some valid points, I believe, which increases the recoverable coel
sstinmate to 28,179 tons, (see enclosure), Based on this latter estimate
please post bond in the amount of $4,227,00. - L -

The bond should be posted using the Utah "Bond of Lessee” form, and prior to -
the commencment of pillaring State coal from the Hiawatha seam. " As stated in
my Jetter of May 16th, this bond will be held to assure ﬂmahi-lﬂ*_gf the
Castlegate A seam for either a perfod of ten years, or until actua wmining of
this seam rasumes on the 3tote leass, whichever event occurs first,

..,.._W.M‘x.«v AR e e e
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Sincerely yours,

JOHN Y. BLAKE
MINERALS RESOURCE SPECIALISY

Division of ”M'I.'"‘m_l‘ﬂ!&!qgﬂ“

b *
# g't:‘ ﬂ’%# - _ 5‘2
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: A anca a0 Toand - ML 27342 .
\ S , October 2, 1981 .
LdoaVeEr L] . Comya s g <
:7“32’7:; = botr‘_;vpuny_1a S ,u:g;y Fone $8053- ¢*~98 in the amount ¥
R w:'iwxm,‘WiT‘:z‘\fﬁféz Insurance 17 ' ‘JtL 5 hoad g o 1
anine “‘f"’1'1tv of coal resources from the

BN ‘ ; ) rﬁ“qpntwy ﬁ”dﬁ’oﬁb_ serdon £ ob
bR TR ieqﬁ-\_ ;oS H’ i B :_‘ b .,

‘ tha abowc numbe - Tesse, {such cual rescuroe:
e feared Hn jecperdy of loss frow rerovery as c result of gl varing

peaver Craek Codl Companry od in. the Gordon Creek #3 Mine, -Hiawatha scam). Tne
1109 South Carbon Avemue orce tor a period of ten yozrs, or until actual mirins
P.0. Box AU . A 1:0 0 resumes on-tho State icase. o

Price, UT .

84501 ond eppears in order and i reccrmend that it be dCCthed
Gentlemen: .

The Director, on August 31, 1981, acgepted 089-81-98

in the amount of $4,227.00 with you as principal and the Federal
Insurance Company as surety to cover operations under ML 37342,

Coal Lease. |
I trust this information wﬂl }n suﬂfgcient for your needs. .
JTR /mh Yours very truly, . i
JOHN T. BRAXE : :
MINERAL RESOURCES SPECIALIST .
bp . : P
CC: Federal Insurance Company . .
300 Diamond Shamrock Tower = . -
Dallas, TX 75201 e
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December 8, 1983

Mr. Dan GQuy, Manager
Permitting and Compliance
Beaver Creek Coal Company
P. 0. Box AU

Price, Utah 84501

RE: Abandomment of Gordon Creek
#3 & #6 Mines
ACT/007/017, Folder #2
Carbon County, Utah

Dear Mr. Guy:

John Blake of the Divison of State Lands §& Forestry, has recently
expressed concern abogg:/_ﬂae donment of the Hiawatha and Castlegate 'A"
seams on State lease No{_ 27342 aP the #3 and #6 Mines. The questions raised
concern the justification for abandoning the Castlegate "A" Seam and the

;},\ffect of second mining in the Fiawatha Seam, prior to the abandomment of the
3 mine.

Would you provide the following specifics:

1. Cost per ton of coal mined for the last two years, broken down by
seam.

2. Approximate reserves unmined within the state lease at the time of
abandonment, broken down by seam.

3. Detailed mine maps for the Hiawatha and Castlegate "A" seams, showing
faults and fault displacements, extent of mining in each seam prior

to abandomment, which pillars were pulled and seam thickness specific
to the State lease. .

4.  Your estimate as to the Potential to reenter the Castlegate "A" Seam

and mine above areas in the Hiawatha Seam which have been second
mined. '

5. Your estimate to reenter Linaffectéd__ reserves in the Castlegate "A"
Seam from another lease. .
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What we are specifically trying to ascertain is, if the reserves within
the State lenge have a potentia] for future mining, should it become
eéconomical to do S0, or are they to be considered mnrecoverable, If
unrecoverable, has second mining in the Hlawatha Seam caused this situation,

These concerns were basically requested in the Division's reclamation
review letter of September 8, 1983 and the AR letter of May 2, 1983, we are
rein asking for more detail due to State Lands concern gbout their lease

Some previoug caleculations were made in 1981 by Leland Spencer,
Reclamation Engineer, for the Pivision. Copies of thege Iemos are enclosed
for your information. Should you have any questions, pleage call me.

ENGINEFRING GEOLOGTS
CJY/btb
cc: J. Smith, DOGM .
g gsx_d?a&%ha-&httlg, Do
M. Boucek, DoM

John Blake, Division of State Lands & Forestry




December 14, 1983

Mr. Cyril J. Young

Engineering Geologist

Utah Division of 0il, Gas & Mining
4241 State Office Building

Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

RE: ABANDONMENT OF GORDON CREEK #3 and #6 MINES
ACT/007/017 Folder #2
Carbon County, Utah

Dear Mr, Young:

In reference to your letter of 12/8/83, I am submitting the following
responses to each of your questions:

(1) The No. 6 Mine (Castlegate "A" Seam) has not operated since Nov.
1980; however, the operating costs at that time were
approximately $60/ton, The No. 3 Mine (Hiawatha Seam) has
averaged a mining cost of $30/ton over the last 2 years. This
figure includes depletion, depreciation, haulage, washing and
vield loss. '

(2) Unmined reserves in the State Lease at the time of closure are
estimated as follows: .

T#3 Mine (Hiawatha) - (0 tons = mined out)

In-Place - 161,200 tons
#6 Mine (Castlegate "A") - Recoverable - 0 tons - poor roof;
uneconomic to mine

(3) Detailed mine maps of each seam, showing all faults, seam
thicknesses, pillared areas, and up-to-date extent of mining, are
attached.

(4) An attempt was made to inspect the #6 workings in the summer of

1982, Numerous roof falls and extremely dangerous roof

conditions prevented access more than a few hundred feet into EEE—~"““'
mine at that time. Based on this visit and the fact that (
conditions will certainly worsen, it is the opinion of Beaver -
Creek Coal that there is no potential to safely and economically

re-enter the Castlegate "A" Seam through existing workings.

-1~



(%) Althaough 1t mey be pomnstibla to re—enter the unaffected Tegerves
in the Castlegate "A'" Seam from another lease, it would likelv be

far too costly for the amount of mineable coal. This assumption
is based on a number of reasons, including: (a) 1low coal and
poor mining conditions make the "A" Seam uneconomical to mine in
this area; (b) the faulting known to exist, as well as the
projected faulting ahead of the workings, will further escalate
the high mining costs; (c) lack of outcrops in the area will
likely force access from 600' - 800' deep shafts; (d) poor
mining conditions, such as those encountered in the No. 6 Mine,
not only contribute to a poor quality product, but they also pose
an extreme safetv hazard to the miners.

In summarv, it is the opinion of Beaver Creek Coal Co. that the remaining

coal in the Castlegate "A" Seam, specifically in the State Lease #27342,
does not have any potential for future mining based on economic and safety
considerations., It could not be determined with certainty that this area
has been affected by subsidence; however, it is possible, as evidenced by
some subsidence cracks on the #6 Mine bench. At worst, subsidence would
have made this area more dangerous and less economical to mine--at best,
the reserve remains undisturbed by subsidence, but still dangerous and
uneconomical to mine.

I hope this letter has helped to clarify our reasons for mot re~entering
the Gordon Creek No. 6 Mine. If you have any questions or need any further
information, please let me know.

Respectfully,

Dan W. Guy
Manager of Permitting & Compliance

cc: R.D. Robison . 9
S.M. Raymond 64 7 ~gos
File ' -

DG/cn
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July 4, 1985

Mr. John T. Blake

Minerals Resources Specialist

Utah Department of Natural Resources
Divsion of State Lands

Room 411, Empire Building

231 East 400 South

Salt Lake City, UT 84111

Dear Mr. Blake: '“

The Gordon Creek No. 6 Mina began operation in December, 1978 and
ceased operations in November, 1980. The portals were sealed in
September, 1983. No pillar extraction was performed in this mine,
either on or off the State ILease.

Pursuant to our recent phone conversation, I am providing the
following list of reasons for our decision not to pull pillars in thig

mine:

(1)

RE: State Lease ML-27342
Gordon Creek No. 6 Mine

Safety - Safety was a major consideration in our final
decision to withdraw from this mine. The roof material was

differential campaction along the channel margins, In
addition, the sand channels contained water which would
drain after mining, creating voids and further instability.

As a result of thisg instability, numerous roof falls were
being experienced, often during the primary mining cycle
before bolting could begin. As mining progressed northward,
the roof shales thickened to over 10' and contained numerous
Siderite (FeCO3) nodules. Roof falls became even more
cammonplace, often after bolting had been done, with the
rock breaking above the bolts, The caves in the thicker
shale areas would arch out and reach high enough (10' - 15')
to create a "cathedral effect". With these conditons, it

i et I KT P M s o ™ rm rE . e = .
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(2)

Econamics ~ The common roof spalling and caving in this mine
led to high mining costs as well as the above mentioned
safety hazards. The mining cycle became very labor
intensive (due to rock cleanup, re-bolting, timbering,
etc.). The mined coal was diluted with rock, and even
though the coal was washed before sale, the reject would
average about 35%, often reaching 50% - 60%. Mining costs
Tose to nearly $75/ton, and production was very low due to
the poor conditions, High cost, high reject, and low
production made it uneconomic to continue to mine in this
property. It was not likely that the production would
increase, or that the rejects and costs would decrease
significantly, even if pillaring were to be done, The
safety hazard and high cost combination led us to the final
decision not to pull pillars,

Geology ~ The depositional features of the roof rock
described above were a major negative geologic factor in
this mine; however, other geologic problems, such as:

(1) Low coal (less than 5') s (2) Numerous faults and dikes
and (3) low cover, futher aggravated an already high risk,
high cost mining situation, The east % to 1/3 of the State
Lease was under less than 150" of cover, which would not
have been pillared even if conditions allowed,

I hope the above explanation will help to clarify the reasons that led
to our decision to withdraw from the No. 6 Mine and State Lease
ML~27342 without pulling any pillars. If you need further
information, Please let me know.

)

e

ctfully,

s

Dan W. Guy
Manager of Permitting and Compliance

DWG/sb

cc:

M.P. Watson
K.8. Fleck
A.0. Whitehead
File: 9-2-7
IBM D2




