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Greg Barnes

From: Wes Hurd <hurdwes049@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 10, 2021 4:17 PM
To: Greg Barnes
Subject: Rock mining

Please be cautious: This email was sent from outside Adams County 

My name is Wesley Hurd. I am a resident of Brighton. And I am opposed to any more strip mining in our area. I would 
appreciate a new look at this industry. Thank you Wesley S Hurd. 
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Greg Barnes

From: rtharren@gmail.com
Sent: Sunday, February 7, 2021 3:29 PM
To: Greg Barnes
Subject: Tucson South Mining Pit Protest

Please be cautious: This email was sent from outside Adams County 

February 7, 2021 
 
Dear Mr. Barnes, 
I am a resident of Todd Creek Riverside. I am writing to express my concern and protest regarding the proposed Tucson 
South Mining Pit EXG‐2020‐00001. 
 
There are documented health risks associated with silica dust which will be produced by the proposed mining. Living 
near a mining pit can create changes to health, changes to lifestyle, the inability to enjoy your own home for decades to 
come. This is not acceptable and not something that anyone in the area desires. It will drive residents out of the area. 
 
The mining permit indicates it is supposed to be harmonious with the area. There is no logical way that the proposed 
location will be harmonious. There are many homes nearby. There is a park nearby. The main entrance to the City of 
Brighton is nearby. There is no way this project can possibly fit this requirement. The community has been developed 
since the planning for this mining was originally completed twenty years ago.  
 
This project is near a Todd Creek well. The well may be destroyed in the mining. We cannot take such a risk as this 
mining company has created issues of the very same type in the past. 
 
The old mines to the North owned by Aurora are in poor repair. Lessons have not been learned from that experience. 
We cannot afford to make those same mistakes in our community. 
 
Finally, there is no benefit to our community. Being a good neighbor is one thing, however this is a detriment to our 
community. This is not good for the renewal of Brighton or the surrounding residents. The location will be a huge 
detractor. People are going to move in droves from Brighton and the nearby Todd Creek areas in unincorporated Adams 
County. This will impact businesses, taxes, and revenue. 
 
I hope you take the concerns of citizens into account and do the right thing. 
 
Respectfully, 
Ryan Harren 
11530 E 161st Avenue 
Brighton CO 80602 
303‐990‐7795 
 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Greg Barnes

From: Rebecca Adauto Harren <rebeccalv775@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, February 7, 2021 3:27 PM
To: Greg Barnes
Subject: Tucson South Mining Pit - DO NOT MOVE FORWARD PLEASE

Please be cautious: This email was sent from outside Adams County 

February 7, 2021 
  
Dear Mr. Barnes, 
I am a resident of Todd Creek Riverside. I am writing to express my concern and protest regarding the proposed Tucson 
South Mining Pit EXG‐2020‐00001. 
  
First and foremost, there are documented health risks associated with silica dust which will be produced by the 
proposed mining. Living near a mining pit can create changes to health, changes to lifestyle, the inability to enjoy your 
own home for decades to come. This is not acceptable and not something that anyone in the area desires. It will drive 
residents out of the area. 
  
The mining permit indicates it is supposed to be harmonious with the area. There is no logical way that the proposed 
location will be harmonious. There are many homes nearby. There is a park nearby. The main entrance to the City of 
Brighton is nearby. There is no way this project can possibly fit this requirement. The community has been developed 
since the planning for this mining was originally completed twenty years ago.  
  
This project is near a Todd Creek well. The well may be destroyed in the mining. We cannot take such a risk as this 
mining company has created issues of the very same type in the past. 
  
The old mines to the North owned by Aurora are in poor repair. Lessons have not been learned from that experience. 
We cannot afford to make those same mistakes in our community. 
  
Finally, there is no benefit to our community. Being a good neighbor is one thing, however this is a detriment to our 
community. This is not good for the renewal of Brighton or the surrounding residents. The location will be a huge 
detractor. People are going to move in droves from Brighton and the nearby Todd Creek areas in unincorporated Adams 
County. This will impact businesses, taxes, and revenue. 
  
I hope you take the concerns of citizens into account and do the right thing. 
  
Respectfully, 
Rebecca Harren 
11530 E 161st Avenue 
Brighton CO 80602 
303‐522‐8006 
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Greg Barnes

From: mcsfh157@aol.com
Sent: Friday, February 5, 2021 2:44 PM
To: Greg Barnes
Subject: Questions re: Tucson South Gravel Pit

Please be cautious: This email was sent from outside Adams County 
Hello Greg,  
 
Couple of questions for you: 
   
Has AI shared/announced any new changes to their permit application since the last hearing?  Is there a deadline for 
them to make or announce changes or can that happen up to or even during the hearing at a planning commissioners 
hearing? 
 
During any of the hearings (2019 or now) the De La Cruz residence off of Tucson St. has never been depicted or even 
discussed or acknowledged.    
Can it not be reflected on the map so that those who are clueless, would know that there is a home/family there?  This is 
just not fair to them to act as though they do not exist. 
 
During the last planning hearing, it was presented that one of the new things about AI's application was that the south 
parcel was now removed so there would be no truck traffic, etc.  To me this is a misrepresentation because at the second 
BoCC hearing in 2019, at the start of the hearing, this had already been removed. They had also agreed to more 
decorative fencing, air monitoring and reporting, seeded berms, a crusher fine trail, 196 trees, etc. at this time.  It seems 
very misleading to present these as changes to their application.   
 
Also, the current conditions of approval still do not adequately protect owners in terms of septic issues, well issues, 
groundwater issues, or even water in basement issues, - leaving them to battle it out with AI.  And this has ALL happened 
before.  Can this not be addressed in the conditions?  This is a significant amount of ground that will have the natural flow 
of underground water permanently affected and even the DRMS acknowledged the likelihood of groundwater mounding in 
areas.  And then there will be other areas that will not receive the normal water or ground moisture that it would have 
prior. 
 
Regarding the fact that the BoCC Commissioners have agreed to waive their statute regarding the required fencing for 
mining operations, where would I best address safety concerns or just concerns about unequal applications of this 
rule/statute?  It seems if a wooden three wire fence is deemed safe, and there is no concern about the homeless/drunks, 
etc. that sometimes frequent that area, it should be safe for all, and the statute should be changed to reflect this and an 
equal application.  If the floodway is the reason this is waived or not allowed, then Thornton's fence (existing in a 
floodway) should be changed to conform to floodway requirements. 
 
Thanks for your input and time in these matters, 
 
Sherie 

Sherie Gould, GRI 
Broker Associate 
Sterling Real Estate Group, Inc 
303.919.1703 Cell 
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Greg Barnes

From: mcsfh157@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, February 9, 2021 12:36 PM
To: Greg Barnes
Subject: Re: Questions re: Tucson South Gravel Pit

Please be cautious: This email was sent from outside Adams County 
Hi Greg,  
 
See comments in red below: 

Sherie Gould, GRI 
Broker Associate 
Sterling Real Estate Group, Inc 
303.919.1703 Cell 
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Greg Barnes <GJBarnes@adcogov.org> 
To: mcsfh157@aol.com <mcsfh157@aol.com> 
Sent: Tue, Feb 9, 2021 7:15 am 
Subject: RE: Questions re: Tucson South Gravel Pit 

Hi Sherie, 
  
No changes have been proposed to the application. There is no deadline for proposing changes. 
  
I cannot speak on behalf of the DeLaCruz family. They have not submitted any public comments to my knowledge. I can 
specifically identify the location of a residence along Tucson Street, if you that would make you feel better.  Please do, 
absolutely!  This will destroy their property value and their quality of life.  Mark met the wife and she said her husband 
has been working out of town and that they are scared and that AI has been bringing them gifts.   
 
My question below re: conditions of approval not protecting individuals is because I have heard "fear of retaliation" from 
multiple neighbors.  An example being if they complained or filed a complaint about something that AI did, that AI would 
intentionally delay their response in addressing pertinent issues (i.e. well issues: dragging it out 30 days, costing lost 
crops or it would get fixed temporarily to then start another 30 cycle) 
  
The removal of the south parcel is a change from their original application, as submitted. It is important to note that, so 
that the Commissioners and public understand that the parcel is not included in this application.  While I understand 
"technicalities," I think it is more important that the Planning Commissioners understand what had been on the table for 
consideration (where things stood in 2019) when the BoCC made their decision.  Taken now at face value, one would 
assume that these details and concessions are all new - and AI has repeatedly pushed this perception in all their 
presentations to sell the idea that they have made significant sacrifices and changes in their "new plan."  Yes, please 
pass this along.  
  
Would you like my to pass along those additional comments to the Planning Commission? 
  
  

Greg Barnes 
Planner III, Community and Economic Development Dept. 
ADAMS COUNTY, COLORADO 
4430 S. Adams County Parkway, 1st Floor, Suite W2000A  
Brighton, CO 80601-8216 
720.523.6853 gjbarnes@adcogov.org 
adcogov.org 
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My work schedule is: 
Monday – Alternating weeks of 7 am – 3:30 pm and off 
Tuesday – Friday – 7 am – 4:30 pm 
  
  
  

From: mcsfh157@aol.com <mcsfh157@aol.com>  
Sent: Friday, February 5, 2021 2:44 PM 
To: Greg Barnes <GJBarnes@adcogov.org> 
Subject: Questions re: Tucson South Gravel Pit 
  

Please be cautious: This email was sent from outside Adams County 

Hello Greg,  
  
Couple of questions for you: 
   
Has AI shared/announced any new changes to their permit application since the last hearing?  Is there a deadline for 
them to make or announce changes or can that happen up to or even during the hearing at a planning commissioners 
hearing? 
  
During any of the hearings (2019 or now) the De La Cruz residence off of Tucson St. has never been depicted or even 
discussed or acknowledged.    
Can it not be reflected on the map so that those who are clueless, would know that there is a home/family there?  This is 
just not fair to them to act as though they do not exist. 
  
During the last planning hearing, it was presented that one of the new things about AI's application was that the south 
parcel was now removed so there would be no truck traffic, etc.  To me this is a misrepresentation because at the second 
BoCC hearing in 2019, at the start of the hearing, this had already been removed. They had also agreed to more 
decorative fencing, air monitoring and reporting, seeded berms, a crusher fine trail, 196 trees, etc. at this time.  It seems 
very misleading to present these as changes to their application.   
  
Also, the current conditions of approval still do not adequately protect owners in terms of septic issues, well issues, 
groundwater issues, or even water in basement issues, - leaving them to battle it out with AI.  And this has ALL happened 
before.  Can this not be addressed in the conditions?  This is a significant amount of ground that will have the natural flow 
of underground water permanently affected and even the DRMS acknowledged the likelihood of groundwater mounding in 
areas.  And then there will be other areas that will not receive the normal water or ground moisture that it would have 
prior. 
  
Regarding the fact that the BoCC Commissioners have agreed to waive their statute regarding the required fencing for 
mining operations, where would I best address safety concerns or just concerns about unequal applications of this 
rule/statute?  It seems if a wooden three wire fence is deemed safe, and there is no concern about the homeless/drunks, 
etc. that sometimes frequent that area, it should be safe for all, and the statute should be changed to reflect this and an 
equal application.  If the floodway is the reason this is waived or not allowed, then Thornton's fence (existing in a 
floodway) should be changed to conform to floodway requirements. 
  
Thanks for your input and time in these matters, 
  
Sherie 

Sherie Gould, GRI 
Broker Associate 
Sterling Real Estate Group, Inc 
303.919.1703 Cell 
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Greg Barnes

From: mcsfh157@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, February 10, 2021 11:14 AM
To: Greg Barnes
Subject: Tuscon South Gravel Pit question

Please be cautious: This email was sent from outside Adams County 
Hello Greg,  
 
Couple more questions for you: 
 
1.  I had specifically asked AI how many semi truck loads it would take to bring in the bentonite necessary for creating the 
slurry walls but they chose not to answer.  My recall is that per the DRMS permit these walls will average 32' deep and per 
one of the DRMS staff members, 3' is a good average width for calculations.  There will be a couple of miles of wall that 
will need to be created and while I realize that the slurry wall is a mixed ratio, there is still a significant amount of trucking 
that will need to occur to bring in this material.   
Per the County Permit, Aurora's Tract K, up on the hill, was where they had planned to stage all this material.  If they 
reach this area by crossing land off Tucson St. they will have to bridge over two ditches.  So will this be brought in off of 
Hwy 7 on Aurora's entrance???  Was this ever addressed in the permit?  Trucks pulling out onto Hwy 7 could be 
extremely dangerous.  (My recall is that per the permit, slurry wall building was estimated to be at least a six month 
project.) 
 
2.  Also, regarding this permit, how is the building of a slurry wall defined?  Is it legally being defined or categorized as an 
act of mining?  We have been told that AI will not be able to start mining until the conveyor is finished and operational. 
(assuming operational?)  Could you please clarify what the county is considering slurry wall building to be and whether 
that has been directly addressed in this permit?  (re: when they can begin that portion?).   
Per Aurora, Aurora has an agreement to purchase/take ownership upon completion of the slurry walls and if that occurs 
prior to completion of the conveyor, it would greatly complicate matters regarding the use of this land.  
 
Also, for the record, I reverified with the DRMS, any part of the conveyor not in an existing mining permit would need to be 
permitted through the DRMS. 
 
Thank you for your help in these matters, 
 
Sherie 
 
 

Sherie Gould, GRI 
Broker Associate 
Sterling Real Estate Group, Inc 
303.919.1703 Cell 
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Greg Barnes

From: Mary Jane Olsavsky <maryjaneolsavsky@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 9, 2021 7:27 PM
To: Greg Barnes
Subject: 2/11 planning comm

Please be cautious: This email was sent from outside Adams County 

Greg ‐ When will the agenda for the 2/11 planning comm meeting be posted  
 
MJO 
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Greg Barnes

From: Mary Jane Olsavsky <maryjaneolsavsky@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 11, 2021 10:42 AM
To: Greg Barnes
Subject: New Comments on proposal....Tuscon South EXG2020-00001

Please be cautious: This email was sent from outside Adams County 

VOTE NO: THIS proposal is not compatible with the surrounding area, not 
harmonious with the character of the neighborhood, detrimental to the 
immediate area, detrimental to the future development of the area, and 
detrimental to the health, safety, or welfare of the inhabitants of the area and 
the County. 
(An industrial activity/gravel mine doesn't belong sandwiched between the 
downtown district and the residential homes to the west).  
 

     WE DO NOT WANT A MINING PIT OPERATING FROM 7 am‐7pm  6 DAYS A WEEK!  THIS WILL 
DISRUPT OUR NEIGHBORHOOD WHICH IS OVERLOOKING THE PIT AREA, noise, dust, health risk 
and blight.  
 

1) NO FENCE ALONG HIGHWAY 7 WILL PREVENT THE NOISE FROM REACHING US IN TODD CREEK 
RIVERSIDE. 
2) The 10 ‐ 50 mph winds we have in this area will move the silica and dust!!! 
3) LOOK AT THE RECORD OF THIS COMPANY AND THEIR RECORD OF COMPLETING PROJECTS ON 
TIME in WESTMINSTER, EIGHT YEARS THERE HAS TURN INTO 20 YEARS! It also had an 8 year 
project timeline & uses conveyors. 
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Greg Barnes

From: M Fluharty <mfluharty600@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, February 8, 2021 11:21 AM
To: Greg Barnes
Subject: Comments on Tucson South Project, Case No.: EXG2020-00001

Please be cautious: This email was sent from outside Adams County 

To: Mr. Greg Barnes 

Adams County Case Planner 

GJBarnes@adcogov.org 

  

February 8, 2021 

 

Dear Mr. Barnes: 

 

I am a homeowner in the Bartley Subdivision located immediately west of the proposed Tucson South 
Sand and Gravel Mine Project. I am opposed to this project. I do not believe the proposed project is 
compatible nor appropriate for the rural nature of this area. I also believe the project timeframes 
(duration) are unrealistic. The proposed project site is 0.5 mile from our development. My husband 
and I retired to the Todd Creek area for its peace and quiet and rural nature. We never imagined a 
sand and gravel mining operation so close to our home. I have read the Adams County (County) 
Community and Economic Development Department Staff Report (January 14, 2021) and the 
Aggregate Industries – WCR, Inc Tucson South Resource Conditional Use Permit (CUP) Application 
(July 30, 2020). While it is clear that the project proponent has revised the original plan to address the 
concerns of constituents and therefore mitigate some issues, the proposed project is still a sand and 
gravel mine in an inappropriate location. Additionally, what evidence does the project proponent have 
to demonstrate that a project of this size can be completed within the specified timeframe? I provide 
the following comments: 

 

Aesthetics/Land Use 

COA No. 6 discusses a site landscape plan to address the visual impact of the project. It is 
unimaginable how berms, trees, and shrubs could mitigate the visual impact of this project’s 
operation. Traveling east on Highway 7, prior to the project site, you are on a hill. There is no way a 
landscape plan could eliminate the visual impacts of this project. Sand and gravel mines are a 
blemish on the landscape; a drive south down SR 85 from Fort Lupton to Brighton provides a good 
visual of what a sand and gravel mine looks like, and it is ugly. Having such an operation so close to 
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our Bartley subdivision and the entrance to the City of Brighton would be a blight on our area, not to 
mention how such a project could negatively affect our property values. I disagree with the project 
proponent’s view that “..the Application provides a proposed use that is compatible and in harmony 
with surrounding uses...”   

 

Unrealistic 8-year Mining and Reclamation Timeline 

I believe the timeframe of 8 years is unrealistic. The project proponent states that mining and 
reclamation will be reduced to 8 years from the time the conveyors are installed, “assuming” an 
operating schedule of Monday through Saturday, 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.  The project proponent also states 
they are “committing to no requested extensions of the CUP permit” (CUP pg.5).  I question how this 
will be possible given the factors that could impede the start of the project; for example, obtaining all 
necessary permits, and the installation of conveyors, as well as factors that could temporarily 
suspend mining operations such as inclement weather, high winds, equipment failure, the potential 
implementation of raptor buffer zones, and other proposed measures. For example, raptor buffer 
zones can be quite large, even up to 0.5 mile. The Tetratech Biological Resources Inventory Report 
(September 2017) noted, “several large stands of deciduous trees with the potential to support raptor 
nests were observed throughout the Project area and within a 0.5 mile buffer of the Project area. The 
east side of the Project area in the riparian corridor along the South Platte River was noted to have a 
relatively high abundance of potential nesting sites.” A 0.5-mile buffer could significantly impact 
project operations.  

  

COA No. 32 states, “All mining operations, reclamation of sloping, grading, and initial seeding shall be 
completed within eight (8) years of the Notice to Proceed, but no later than February 2, 2030.” What if 
the project is not complete by 2030? I question how project completion would be possible given the 
factors that could impede the start of the project and factors that could temporarily delay operations. I 
question how will the project proponent could complete operations within 8 years, not exceed year 
2030, and still abide by all CUP requirements. It is likely that the project proponent will request and be 
granted future County approvals and it is conceivable that this project could extend well beyond 2030. 

 

Conveyor System  

The project proponent, has removed all haul out operations and replaced them with a 1.5-mile-long 
overland conveyor system. While this is a commendable mitigation measure for traffic, I question 
what happens if the conveyors fail and need to be repaired/replaced. Will dump trucks temporarily 
replace the conveyor? If this occurs it would result in unanticipated increased air emissions.   

 

While I hope that this project will not be approved by the County, I provide the following comments on 
the Conditions of Approval: 

 

Recommended Conditions of Approval No. 3; Raptor and Bald Eagle Surveys 



12

COA Precedent to Approval No.3 states, “A raptor and bald eagle surveys shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist prior to site disturbance, if any grading or construction activity is planned to occur 
between October 15th and July 31st.” It further states, “In the event that a raptor survey identifies 
additional nests or documents changes in nest activity status, a site plan detailing raptor nest buffer 
zones and seasonal restrictions (as provided in the most recent CPW guidance document) shall be 
provided to the Adams County Community & Economic Development Department.” In addition to 
nesting sites, raptors utilize hunting perches and night roosts. Surveys and site plans should include 
the identification of hunting perches and night roosts and appropriate buffers. Additionally, the 
measure requires submission of a site plan but there is no time frame of when such a plan should be 
submitted (e.g., within 2 days of surveys). Without a specific time frame the plan could conceivably be 
submitted months after observations. Finally, there is no mention of any County approval of such 
plan. The site plan should require approval. 

 

Activities Adjacent to the South Platte River 

The South Platte River forms a portion of the eastern boundary of Phase II. While COAs 9 and 27 
address secondary containment of aboveground petroleum storage tanks and the removal and 
disposal of fluid spills, I did not see a spill prevention plan, that is, countermeasures that contain, 
cleanup, and mitigate the effects of a petroleum spill that has reached and impacted the River. With a 
portion of the project activities being close to the River there should be such a plan. The South Platte 
River provides rich habitat for many wildlife species and Veterans Park, just across the River, attracts 
many visitors. Although the proposed project is not supposed to impact the River, a petroleum spill 
without a plan would certainly be an impact.  

 

Reporting 

COA Nos. 11, 12 and 13, require the project proponent comply with all the requirements specified by 
Colorado Department of Natural Resources’ Division of Parks and Wildlife, the Tri-County Health 
Department, and the Colorado Division of Water Resources, respectively. How will we know if these 
requirements are indeed being carried out? Is there a reporting mechanism? Is there a third party 
who will monitor this?  

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. 

  

Marilyn J. Fluharty 
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Greg Barnes

From: HARRY J <jjtag2@msn.com>
Sent: Monday, February 8, 2021 9:30 AM
To: Greg Barnes
Subject: Gravel Mining

Please be cautious: This email was sent from outside Adams County 
 
As a tax payer in Adams county & Brighton , I am completely against the gravel mining! The dust with the winds we get 
will be a huge problem. You should consider the property owners around the site. They have been paying property taxes 
and collecting sales for years.The value of their property will go down! 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Greg Barnes

From: Gregory L. Barnes
Sent: Tuesday, February 9, 2021 6:34 PM
To: Greg Barnes
Subject: FW: Tucson gravel pit

I think this for you. 
 
Greg  
 

From: ROGER Iverson <rogerwiverson@comcast.net>  
Sent: Tuesday, February 9, 2021 3:58 PM 
To: Gregory L. Barnes <GBarnes@adcogov.org> 
Subject: Tucson gravel pit 
 

Please be cautious: This email was sent from outside Adams County 

Mr Barnes  
   
I received a flyer suggesting all the things wrong with the proposed Tucson gravel operation. I 
actually see the proposed pit as a positive for Brighton based on the proposal Aggregate Industries 
put forward. It will add walking paths and vegetation with easy access for Brighton and surrounding 
residential areas. The area is not attractive now. The resources on the property, (aggregates) will 
support the growth that is forecast for Adams County. Industry needs to work with the community and 
it certainly looks like AI has improved their proposal to answer questions that were asked.  It can be a 
win win proposition. If residents are concerned about the project extending beyond eight years it can 
be put into writing.   
   
Thank you  
Roger Iverson  
Eagle Shadow resident  
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Greg Barnes

From: forrest hancock <forresthayes@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 11, 2021 2:13 PM
To: Greg Barnes
Subject: Tucson South support

Please be cautious: This email was sent from outside Adams County 
Mr. Barnes- 
    I understand comments were typically due already. I have been communicating with Aurora Water, Aggregate 
Industries and a few other parties and would now like to voice my support for the project as submitted.   In 2019 when 
Aggregate Industries presented a plan that included up to 400 tractor trailers per day and no public access I was very 
opposed. I believe the new plan utilizing a conveyor system, donation of the south parcel for open space and 
commitments from AI and Aurora Water to allow passive recreation once the project is complete, I believe is a appropriate 
use for the land and ultimately will be of benefit to residents of Adams County and Brighton with a recreation feature that 
allows the public to enjoy this area. 
 
Thanks for you hard work on this lengthy application, 
 
Forrest Hancock 

















































































February 10, 2021 

 

Re:   Tucson South Gravel Pits 
         EXG2020-00001 
 

Dear Planning Commissioners, 

The decision you make on the Tucson South Gravel Pits may have years of ramifications.  Our 

development, Platteview Farms Plaza sits roughly 1300' to the east of it and we have given years of 

sacrifice, and hard work, battling to make it a success and to help build up the appeal and desirability of 

the downtown area.  There have been a lot of hard years and three minutes of speaking is not adequate 

to share some of the information we think you should know before you make your decision. 

Comparisons between the 2019 permit and the EXG2020 permit: 

You may hear how much this application has changed but please know that by the second BoCC hearing 

in 2019, the south parcel had ALREADY been removed and Aggregate Industries had committed to air 

monitoring and reporting, a more decorative fence, seeded berms, 196 trees, a gravel (crusher fine) 

trail, etc.  From the beginning, this whole permit was presented as ONLY using trucking until the 

conveyor was built (estimated 1-1.5 yrs).  However, it sounds more sacrificial and impressive if you 

present it as being 180 degrees different and have a lot of experts speak and then show impressive (but 

NOT realistic) oversized landscape drawings that will magically shield this UGLY industrial mining activity.           

(see attached 2019 BoCC Hearing Photos) 

Examination of the eight (8) year Mining Promise 

Aggregate has repeatedly promised an eight year mining time (not counting one year + six month 

possible extension for building the conveyor) - claiming they will just walk away if not finished.  (Which 

in itself isn't even legally possible).  When asked HOW they can guarantee this, Aggregate's response 

was "...Reclamation bonds, future water storage commitments, and other financial assurances will 

ensure that project mining and reclamation is complete on time."  When asked for references of ANY 

similar size project that they have completed in a similar time frame they avoided answering.   

So it is important to know that back in 2000 the City of Westminster "entered into an agreement with 

CAMAS (now Aggregate Industries-WCR, Inc. (AI) for the creation of a water storage vessel near the 

town of Wattenberg in Weld county - which was originally scheduled to be delivered in 2008."  (side 

note: their Weld County Plant and all their land up there still shows CAMAS as 79.99% owner and 

Denver Aggregate as 20.01% owner and if you didn't know, LafargeHolcim owns AI).  Their Westminster 

agreement had reclamation bonds, future water storage commitments, financial penalties, PLUS existed 

with CONCURRENT RECLAMATION and a conveyor, yet they are still NOT done.  They could promise 

anything but really, who would be here roughly a decade from now to call them out on it? (see attached 

Westminster docs) 



Additionally, they are in the process of filing a new permit with the Division of Reclamation, Mining, and 

Safety (DRMS) to help finish this commitment (Baurer Pit).  HOWEVER, it is currently on hold pending a 

couple of missing items - one being that they missed listing a subsurface owner (50% per county 

records) in the application.  Nearly 60 days out this has still not been resolved and they had to ask for an 

extension. 

Reclamation in the real mining world: 

Aggregate Industries mined the Tucson North site for Thornton.  It sits on the east side of Tucson St. just 

north of the Tucson South site.  In that permit there was a parcel (south of the slurry walled reservoir) 

known as Expansion No. I (Phase III).  Reclamation on it called for a minimum of 25 cottonwood 

seedling trees and 50 willow root stock planted around the wetland area PLUS herbaceous plants, 

large & small shrubs and wetland grasses.  This parcel slid by reclamation because AI merely shifted it 

to the Tucson South application (it is now known as parcel M) to be reclaimed as an "upland meadow" 

by whatever year this project might be completed (if they get that far - but nobody polices this stuff).    

Coincidently AI provided a picture of this parcel as the cover of their 2020 application and it highlights 

the LOVELY overgrown NOXIOUS thistle weeds that grace this parcel - while exemplifying their disregard 

of state and county rules about noxious weeds, OR respectful land stewardship.  Industry insiders say 

there is no money in reclamation and because the DRMS gives five years after mining is complete to 

reclaim (and pushing some dirt around constitutes mining) you can move it out indefinitely - because 

state permits do not expire.  AI has still not finished reclaiming the Brighton Mine which was started in 

1978. 

The truth about wind and dust: 

In the 2019 hearings AI admitted dust was an issue and additionally, Weld County, (planner Kim Ogle), 

stated that dust was/is an issue.  According to Kim, it is relative to the types of wind we have up here in 

this territory and he stated that it is physically IMPOSSIBLE to keep that much exposed surface wet 

(especially the extensive overburden piles), BUT that it is NOT for lack of trying.  The DRMS refers to it as 

wind erosion.  The air monitor solution (2 monitors) cannot remotely begin account for the dust that 

could migrate from all the various places on this vast site.  And air never disperses uniformly.  THERE 

WILL BE DUST ISSUES! 

Back in 2014 we were actually accused of painting Todd Creek Village Parks & Recreation District's white 

vinyl fence (behind our property) BROWN because a broad swath/band of dust came across our 

property (and others beyond) adhering to solid surfaces where moisture had been.  (see attached 

photos)  This was an extensive amount of dust BUT if had you gone a couple hundred feet to the north 

OR south, with an air monitor, the air "quality" would have been fine!  Moisture has a phenomenal 

ability to attract or hold dust.  The anchor business in our development is a CARWASH and 98% of 

EVERY car that leaves there has some degree of moisture on it!  You can't force air to behave and it 

takes ONLY 9 miles an hour to start moving dirt particles.  

https://science.howstuffworks.com/nature/climate-weather/storms/dust-storm2.htm 



Please look past the presentation fluff of this application.  In the end it will just be two VERY large  and 

ugly gravel pits that will sit here for years.  As residents who have put our heart and soul, sweat and 

tears, into building our business, . . . and TRYING to make Brighton a more desirable and appealing place 

for EVERYONE to be, we are asking you to say no to this application.  It is detrimental, it is NOT 

harmonious, and it is not compatible.  AND, . . . there are no shortages of ACTIVE gravel pits in Weld 

County (over 60 per DRMS)! 

 

Thank you for your time and your consideration, 

Mark Cordova & Sherie Gould-Cordova 

(Business owners and residents) 

Platteview Farms Plaza Retail Center 

124-128 W. Bridge St. 

Brighton, CO  80601 

 

Please find attached: Tucson South Notes and Pictures, Westminster City Council Review of (8 yr) AI 

Agreement and Highlights from Westminster Closing  Agreement  



Hard to see but above was a cross section of the trail and plantings and a VERY unrealistic picture of a completed
project.  Drive up Tucson St. to see the ugly reservoirs, dirt, weeds and erosion that grace these augmentation
reservoirs (which may or may not have water in them). Just north of 168th, Aurora has the Kirby/Dersham
reservoirs (sitting empty) and the Walker North and South (maybe 1/3 full).  ALL UGLY and graced with weeds!

Random slides from the 2nd BoCC Hearing in 2019.  On the Nov. 19th (3rd hearing) the BoCC unanimously turned the
application down.  For those of us who followed/participated in the hearings, there is NOT a lot that has changed in this
new application - except for starting the process with a conveyor and watering the landscaping.

Slide snapshots from the 2nd 2019 Tucson South BoCC Hearing

Had to include the wildlife slide because it was laughable and so far from the truth.  This permit will
allow the  destruction of endless acres of habitat including a very large/mature grove of cottonwoods
                                                                     that runs from the Platte to nearly Tucson St.



Regarding the 8 year Westminster agreement -
(See pdf of 2009 Westminster City Council
Meeting for reference to Camas/AI)

ALL of AI’s parcels including and surrounding their
plant still show the ownership being
Camas/Denver Aggregate.

Tract M was mined with the Tucson North
parcel and never reclaimed but was instead
shifted over to the Tucson South permit.

Never mentioned is the De La Cruz family
who lives on the rectangular tract west of
Tract M.  Their lives and the value of their
property will be destroyed if mining is
allowed.

Tract K (sits visibly on the hill) will be used
for the staging of the slurry wall construction.
There will be a couple of miles of slurry wall
averaging 32’ deep and 3’ wide (per DRMS)
which will require a significant amount of
trucks for delivery of all the bentonite clay.  If
these trucks are entering/exiting off the road
on Hwy 7, that will be very dangerous.

Tract M slipped by reclamation

See pdf

Nice Thistle!



To be served this ridiculous letter was a bit irritating and incredulous all at the same time.  While the difference
of where the dust/dirt was, and was not, obviously contributed to their conclusion, one would have hoped they
would have investigated first.  However, this serves as an awesome illustration of how much disparity can exist
in the patterns of wind and what it can carry/disperse.   SEE PICS NEXT PAGE

Perfect example of how dust out here does not disperse equally -
leaving dust monitoring VERY pointless.



Todd Creek Fence Incident - taken a day or so after it happened. To
the left you can see where the dust faded out.  The swath was about
200’ some feet wide sticking to where there was moisture.

This was about a week or more out and the dust had started to wear off in
areas. The majority of our winds tend to come from the west.

This was a window at that
time.

This picture was taken JUST several weeks ago to show
how dust adheres when there is slight moisture or spitting
(which doesn’t happen often), but it literally creates a
magnet that captures dust particles. Cars leaving the car
wash ALWAYS have moisture on them.



Platteview Landing Apartments - 216 Units (1, 2, & 3 bdrm units sitting directly behind our development at the
start of the Downtown Brighton district) – Our development sits roughly 1,300’ from the start of the gravel pits and
our anchor business is a car wash.  98%+ of the vehicles leaving the wash have some degree of moisture on them
and moisture is a magnet for dust. It takes ONLY a nine hour a mile wind to start moving dirt/dust particles!

Our development

Platteview Landing
Apartments -
(high density homes)

Below is Veterans Park - sitting
diagonally from our development

Our development

Start of the Gravel Pits



Please consider a bigger picture:  Below is the area immediately west of the proposed gravel pits.  It is
easy to stand in the middle of the 283.2 acres involved in this permit and say it is compatible with
itself, but how compatible and harmonious is a gravel mining operation when you look at the bigger
picture?

Back in 2004 when AI originally permitted this pit, there would have been very few folks or businesses
or even a park that this would have adversely affected.  But this area has changed now and it is NOT
compatible or harmonious and it will be detrimental to the area/businesses and to the future
development in the area.

This is our community!  Our homes! And our businesses!  AND People ARE very affected by what they
see and experience and there is NO WAY to block the valley view as you come down Highway 7 (or for
that matter in a number of other areas!), OR eliminate the dust issues, OR guarantee a time frame -
even a shorter time frame would be enormously detrimental to this area.  Please care about this
community and say NO!!

Gravel
Pits



Some highlights from the Westminster/AI 2019
closing packet re: Original 8 year agreement in 2000





 
 

Staff Report 
 

 
 

City Council Study Session 
October 19, 2009 

     
 
 
SUBJECT: Revised and Amended Storage Facility Agreement and Water Lease 

Agreements with Aggregate Industries 
 
 
PREPARED BY: Josh Nims, Water Resources Engineering Coordinator 
  Mary Jay Vestal, Water Resources Engineer 
 
 
Recommended City Council Action 
 
Concur with Staff’s recommendation to revise and amend the storage facility agreement and 
consumable water lease agreements associated with the Wattenberg Gravel Lakes Project and bring 
this item back for official City Council action at the next regularly scheduled Council Meeting. 
 
Summary Statement 
 
• The City entered into an agreement with CAMAS (now Aggregate Industries-WCR, Inc. (AI)) in 

2000 for the creation of a water storage vessel near the town of Wattenberg in Weld County, 
which was originally scheduled to be delivered in 2008. 

• The delivery date set forth in the original agreement was unattainable due to permitting delays and 
a slowed aggregate market. 

• Fortunately, the City does not need the storage immediately due to a slow down in the rate of 
development in the City; however, this project is a vital part of the City’s Comprehensive Water 
Supply Plan. 

• City Staff and AI have negotiated a revised and amended storage facility agreement to revitalize 
the project. 

• Along with this revision, two temporary water leases have been renegotiated for AI’s mining 
needs. 

• Staff will explain the terms of the new agreements in greater detail at the Study Session and 
would like to then bring them before Council for approval. 

 
Expenditure Required:   $ 0 
 
Source of Funds: N/A 



Subject:  Revised and Amended Storage Facility Agreement and Water Lease Agreements with 
Aggregate Industries 

October 19, 2009 
Page 2 
 
 
Policy Issues 
 
Should Staff return to Council to approve a revised and amended storage facility agreement, a 
consumable water lease agreement, and a water share lease agreement with Aggregate Industries-
WCR, Inc. (AI) in order to move forward with developing water storage on the lower South Platte?  
 
Alternative 
 
City Council could direct Staff not to return to Council to approve these agreements.  This is not 
recommended as approval of all three agreements is vital to developing water storage needed for 
growth to build-out. 
 
Background Information 
 
The City produces effluent at Big Dry Creek and Metro Wastewater Treatment Facilities in higher 
quantities than its required return flows to the South Platte River.  The majority of the excess is 
produced in the winter months, as historic returns are generally owed in the late summer; and the 
City’s reclaimed water system draws effluent during the summer irrigation season.  The ultimate 
capacity of the reclaimed water system is limited by the amount of available effluent.  With storage on 
the lower South Platte, the City could capture excess effluent during the winter and store it to pay 
returns during the summer.  This would free up summer effluent allowing an increase in the capacity 
of the reclaimed water system, as well as exchanges to deliver additional water to Standley Lake.  
 
Alluvium in the vicinity of the lower South Platte happens to be one of the larger aggregate deposits 
in the region.  It is common for aggregate companies to mine properties adjacent to the river and line 
the created depressions for water storage vessels, which they may then sell to water enterprises.  The 
City entered into an agreement with CAMAS (now Aggregate Industries-WCR, Inc. (AI)) in 2000 for 
the creation of such a vessel near the town of Wattenberg in Weld County.  The facility is to have a 
capacity of between 4,000 acre-feet (AF) and 7,000 AF, of which 1,200 AF was purchased by South 
Adams County Water and Sanitation District.  The City’s portion of the storage will provide between 
1,350 AF and 2,800 AF of firm yield to its water supply.  
 
Due to permitting delays and a slowed aggregate market, the delivery date set forth in the original 
agreement was unattainable.  In order to move forward with the transaction for both parties’ benefit, 
AI and the City have negotiated a revised and amended agreement outlining a new time frame for 
delivery of storage, with specific project milestones.   
 
In this revised and amended storage facility agreement, the original purchase price is retained, along 
with a penalty of 1% price drop for storage per month of delay, but dates have been adjusted so as to 
forgive delays up to this point.  Active mining of the property will begin no later than the end of 2012.  
AI has agreed to complete 2,800 AF of storage by the end of 2017 and at least 4,000 AF by mid-2020.  
These dates may be extended in six-month increments if AI demonstrates a lack of market for their 
products as outlined in the revised agreement.  Also, the revised agreement spells out under what 
circumstances AI may open a gravel operation other than Wattenberg, such that the financial incentive 
to work elsewhere does not cause a delay at Wattenberg.  The City and AI will meet bi-annually 
during the mining process, and the City will be allowed to review the company’s books.  The City will 
have legal remedies at their disposal should AI fail to meet the terms of this revised Agreement.  
Regardless of any extensions allowed under the new terms, 2,800 AF of storage must be delivered by 
the end of 2019 and 4,000 AF by mid-2022, which will still meet the City’s water resource needs.  It 
is possible that storage will be delivered as early as 2014 if the aggregate market rebounds.   
 



Subject:  Revised and Amended Storage Facility Agreement and Water Lease Agreements with 
Aggregate Industries 
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Since the original agreement, AI has been leasing water from the City in the forms of consumable 
effluent and shares in the Brighton Ditch Company since signing the original agreement.  The original 
lease agreements expired with the original storage facility agreement, so lease renewals are considered 
herein.  The effluent lease agreement allows AI to lease up to 520 acre-feet of consumable water per 
year from the City from 2010 through 2017 at a rate of $200 per acre-foot.  Under the original effluent 
lease agreement, AI did not have to pay for the leased effluent.  They will use this water to augment 
out-of-priority depletions due to exposure of groundwater.  AI would also like to lease the City’s 
1.038 shares in the Brighton Ditch Company until delivery of storage at Wattenberg and will 
temporarily take over paying any assessments and fees associated with those shares. Staff has 
provided for additional flexibility on the City’s part with the shares under the new lease.  
 
Staff recommends bringing the revised and amended storage facility agreement and consumable water 
lease agreements with AI before Council for approval.  This will allow progress on developing lower 
South Platte storage for the City’s water supply system that is very important for securing and 
developing long-term water supply. The revenue also assists the City in meeting the goal of a 
Financially Sustainable City Government by having the proceeds for future Public Works and Utilities 
projects.  
 
Staff will be in attendance to make a presentation to City Council and answer any questions related to 
the Wattenberg Gravel Lakes Project and the revised and amended agreements. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
J. Brent McFall 
City Manager 
 
Attachment:  Map—Location of Proposed Wattenberg Gravel Lakes 
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