
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 

DATE:  January 9, 2012 
 
TO:  Land Reclamation Commission 
 
FROM: Tucker Fredrickson, Environmental Specialist III (Original Signed By Tucker 

Fredrickson) 
  Land Reclamation Program 
 
SUBJECT: Hearing Request Concerning the New Permit Application for 201-Acres; GP 

Material South, Washington County – Site # 1 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
On October 14, 2011, the Missouri Department of Natural Resources, Land Reclamation 
Program received a new permit application involving 201-acres from GP Material South, at Site 
#1 in Washington County.  After the application was deemed complete the company published 
the public notice once a week, beginning on October 20, 2011 for four consecutive weeks in The 
Independent Journal, a newspaper certified to publish public notices in accordance with 493.050 
RSMo., in Washington County.  The company also sent by certified mail a notice of intent to 
operate a surface mine to the appropriate government officials.  This proposed new site permit 
application for a 201-acre limestone mining operation is located in US Survey 430, Section 1, 
Township 37 North, Range 2 East in Washington County.  The proposed mine operation 
timeframe is to the year 2111.  
 
The Staff Director received letters during the comment period concerning the proposed new 
permit application.  Letters provided comments, a request for a public meeting and a request for 
a hearing.  We request that the commission refer to Attachment 1 in this packet for staff’s 
response to individual comments.  GP Material South respectfully declined to hold a public 
meeting.  The next step in the process is to proceed to a request for a hearing before the Land 
Reclamation Commission.    
   
Therefore, we present a request for a hearing before the commission at the January 26, 2012 
meeting.  The Staff Director did provide people with a letter informing them of the location, 
date, time and how to prepare for the January 26, 2012, commission meeting.   
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The Land Reclamation Act addresses the issues of requesting a public meeting and requests for a 
hearing.  The Missouri Department of Natural Resources provides protection concerning air 
pollution and excessive dust emissions that originate from within the property of the proposed 
mine site and also dams that are greater than 35-feet in height.  The Department does not have 
any jurisdiction to address concerns related to blasting, property devaluation, quality of life, 
private water wells or noise.   
 
Staff Director's Notice of Recommendation 
 
The Land Reclamation Act at Section 444.773.3, RSMo, requires that the Staff Director make a 
formal recommendation regarding the issuance or denial of an applicant’s permit.  In addition, 
the “Act” at 444.773.1, RSMo, requires the Director to consider any written comments when 
making the notice of recommendation.  After consideration of issues provided in letters, it is the 
Director’s recommendation to issue the new permit application, for 201-acres in Washington 
County sought after by GP Material South at Site # 1.  The Director’s recommendation for 
approving this new site permit expansion application is based on the fact that the company has 
satisfied the requirements for application completeness.  This fulfills the first step of a two step 
process.     
 
The second step in the process involves the Land Reclamation Commission making the final 
decision on whether or not people have standing to grant a hearing. 
 
TF:tb 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
DATE:  January 9, 2012 
 
TO:  Land Reclamation Commission 
 
FROM: Ronald G. Dumey, Acting Staff Director (Original Signed by Ronald Dumey) 
  Land Reclamation Program 
 
SUBJECT: Director's Recommendation – New Permit Application, GP Material South, Site 

#1, 201-acres; Washington County 
 
The following constitutes the Director's Recommendation based on a review of application 
completeness, consideration of written comments received and the required components of the 
recommendation. 
 
Staff Director’s Notice of Recommendation 
 
The Land Reclamation Act at Section 444.773.3, RSMo, requires that the Staff Director make a 
formal recommendation to the commission regarding the issuance or denial of an applicant’s 
permit.  In addition, the “Act” at 444.773.1, RSMo, requires the Director to consider any written 
comments when making the notice of recommendation.  After consideration of provided 
comments and application completeness, it is my recommendation to the commission to issue the 
new permit application for 201-acres at Site #1 in Washington County sought after by GP 
Material South.   
 
As the commissioners will understand in the attachment to this recommendation, there have been 
many issues raised.  There are issues regarding the mining and operational plans of GP Material 
South and also past acts of an adjacent quarry operation as well as a 90-feet tall barite tailings 
dam.  As Staff Director I have recommended approval of the pending new permit application 
because the company has satisfied all of the application requirements of “The Land Reclamation 
Act”.    
 
My recommendation for approving this new permit application is based on the fact that the 
applicant has satisfied the requirements for application completeness as required by both law and 
regulation.  Furthermore, all comments received by the program have been considered and 
responded to in Attachment 1 to this recommendation which is being provided to the commission 
for their review.   
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The issue of whether or not to grant a formal hearing as requested by petitioners opposed to this 
permit now rests with the Land Reclamation Commission. 
 
Required Components of the Recommendation 
 
The Land Reclamation Act requires that the director make a formal recommendation regarding 
the issuance or denial of an applicant’s permit.  Rules at 10CSR 40-10.040(2)(A) require that the 
Director’s recommendation be based on several specific items as follows: 
 
1. The application's compliance with section 444.772, RSMo (The Law); 
2. The application's compliance with 10 CSR 40-10.020 (The Regulations); 
3. Consideration of any written comments received; 
4. Whether the operator has had a permit revoked or a bond forfeited; and 
5. If a petition is filed and a hearing is held, the commission shall make the decision on permit        

issuance or denial. 
 
Items 1 and 2: These are basically the same issue stating that the application must meet the 
criteria for application completeness in both the statutes and the rules.  After staff review of the 
new permit application from GP Material South, staff determines that the new permit application 
document has met the standards of both the statutes and the rules. 
 
Item 3: For consideration of all written comments received, please refer to Attachment 1. 
 
Item 4: The applicant has never had a permit revoked or a bond forfeited, in accordance with the 
full language of the rules at 10CSR 40-10.040(2)(A)4. 
 
Item 5: There is record on file that two people request that a hearing be held concerning the new 
permit application sought after by GP Material South.   
 
Summary Comments 
 
As the commissioners will understand in the following pages (Attachment 1), there are a variety 
of concerns surrounding this proposed permit transfer application. The Land Reclamation Act 
addresses the issues of a request for a meeting and hearing.  The Missouri Department of Natural 
Resources does provide protection concerning issues of air pollution, dams greater than 35-feet 
tall and sunshine law requests.  The Department does not have any jurisdiction to address 
concerns related to blasting, property devaluation, quality of life, private water wells or noise.   
 
Acting on a mining permit in which petitioners object to the permit requires two separate actions.  
First, the law requires that the director provide a recommendation to the commission concerning  
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the issuance of a permit.  When making the recommendation the director must do two things: 1. 
Evaluate the application for technical adequacy and completeness and, 2. Consider all written 
comments received during the public comment period.   

 
As stated in the first paragraph of this recommendation the application has been deemed 
adequate and complete by the program’s staff.   Written consideration to all comments received 
during the public notice period is being provided to the commission as an attachment to this 
recommendation for the commission’s review. 
 
As Staff Director I have recommended approval of the pending new permit application, because, 
in fact, the applicant has satisfied all of the technical permit application requirements of “The 
Land Reclamation Act” and consideration has been given to all written comments received.  This 
completes the first step of a two step process. 
 
The Land Reclamation Commission must now decide if the evidentiary hearing requested by the 
petitioners opposed to the issuance of the permit is warranted.  In this case, issues of concern 
received by petitioners opposing the permit did receive a written response to the concerns 
expressed in the Attachment to this memorandum, to the extent the program staff were able to 
respond.     
 
All petitioners for a hearing have been advised, to the best of the program’s ability to do so, of 
this recommendation along with information from the program explaining how to prepare for the 
Land Reclamation Commission meeting.  The January 26, 2012 Commission meeting is  where 
the petitioners will have the opportunity to convince the commission through the submission of 
good faith evidence that they do, in fact, have standing as defined by the regulations in order for 
the commission to order that a hearing be granted.  The regulations which define standing are 
found at 10 CSR 40-10.080(2) and read as follows: 
 
10 CSR 40-10.080 (2) - Establishing Standing for a Formal Public Hearing. 
 
(A) For a formal public hearing to be granted by the Land Reclamation Commission, the 
petitioner must first establish standing. 
 
(B) The petitioner is said to have standing to be granted a formal public hearing if the  
petitioner provides good faith evidence of how their health, safety, or livelihood will be 
unduly impaired by the issuance of the permit.  The impact to the petitioner’s health, 
safety, and livelihood must be within the authority of any environmental law or regulation 
administered by the Missouri Department of Natural Resources.   
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Only the Land Reclamation Commission can now decide on the hearing request and on whether 
or not the permit expansion should be issued. 
   
RD:bz:tb 
 
Attachment 



Attachment 1 
 

Consideration of and Response to Public Comments Received 
Regarding the Proposed New Permit Application, GP Material 

South, Site #1, Washington County, Missouri 
 
The Staff Director of the Missouri Department of Natural Resources, Land Reclamation Program 
received letters providing comments, requesting a public meeting, and requesting a hearing 
concerning the proposed New Site Permit application sought by GP Material South.  There are 
four (4) people opposed to the issuance of the permit.  The two names of people who requested a 
hearing are listed under the heading of Hearing Request.   
 
These individual comments and concerns have been grouped together for efficiency of written 
response and for clarity of presentation to the commission in summary form.  Listed below are 
the issues raised in the letters received during the public notice comment period and the staff’s 
responses in consideration of each comment or concern received. 
 
 
Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
Dam and Reservoir Safety Program  
90-Feet Tall Barite Tailings Dam 
 
Concern: Potential for disaster resulting in death or injury.  Barite Tailing’s Dam is 90-feet tall 
and directly adjacent to mine site. If it were to rupture the damage would be devastating.  An 
estimate of 435,425,760 gallons of material, stored mostly in liquid slurry form, and an estimate 
of 62,230,680 gallons of water are held in the reservoir.  
 
Response: The Dam and Reservoir Safety Program currently has this structure classified as a 
downstream hazard class II dam. This means that we believe occupied structures could be 
impacted by a dam failure, and there is potential for loss of life. Whether Mr. Silvey’s family is 
directly in the path depends on where they live. Our classifications are based on very 
conservative engineering judgment. A breach analysis inundation study will eventually be 
performed by the Dam Safety Program for this dam which will help in defining the downstream 
area that might be affected, but we are probably about 2 years from completing that study. 
 
Concern: Leakage through the dam has increased over the years, which would indicate an under 
cutting effect is taking place. 
 
Response: We do not believe the seepage at this dam is undercutting the embankment. This 
opinion is based on the flowrate and velocity of the seepage, and the observation that there are no 
sediments deposited along the seepage discharge paths. Also, there is no visible evidence on the 
embankment of undercutting. 
 
Concern: This dam ruptured a number of years ago and was rebuilt by bridging material over 
the existing mud to stop flow; therefore it would not have any type of stable foundation.  
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Response: Mr. Silvey showed us the location where a previous dike appears to have breached. 
This breached dike is located about 100 feet downstream of the existing toe of embankment. Mr. 
Silvey’s contention is that the existing embankment is built upon slimes from the previous pond. 
However, this appears unlikely based on examination of air photos we have on file. Even if it 
were true, the weight of the additional rock on the soft slimes would likely have caused 
considerable consolidation and strengthening of this material over the years. 
 
Concern: Can the State of Missouri guarantee that there is no potential of a large amount of 
energy being released and starting a larger release of water and under cutting.  My daughter, son-
in-law and two young grandchildren’s’ new home is directly in the path.  Blasting would begin at 
waters edge, energy transmission is different in a liquid medium as opposed to rock containing 
the blast in opposite direction.  Rock stops the energy flow and little back breakage occurs, but 
liquid effects are different.   
 
Response: Dam safety has no provisions in the law to police activities that are occurring 
adjacent to or in the vicinity of the dam. We can warn the owner, but in this case, the owner of 
the dam is working with the party requesting the Land Reclamation Commission permit. We 
hope they will institute reasonable controls and monitoring to insure the existing dam is not 
harmed. I would suggest that the permittee be required to do the engineering analyses necessary 
to address the effects of blasting on the dam.  GP Material South has been advised to conduct 
such a study. 
 
 
Financial Loss 
Property Devaluation 
 
Concern:  It’s obvious in this community that when a 100 year permit is given for land that is 
adjacent to sub-divisions, that the effect would begin devaluating property.  Homeowners really 
do not want to live around things that would be considered a nuisance, so given other options 
they look elsewhere thus less demand for adjacent property equals lower values.  I own property 
along the entire length of the North-West Line.  My plans for development would be scrapped. 
 
We are also concerned about the value of our home with a second quarry on our property line.  It 
may become unsalable.  Thank you for your consideration, please contact me if further 
information is needed.   
  
Response:   The concern involving property devaluation is a real issue among residents who live 
near a mining operation.  The mere presence of a mining operation may potentially decrease 
property values during mining and cause concerns among prospective homebuyers.  It is not 
always true that mining causes property devaluation.  There are some instances, where in fact, 
that the presence of quarry did not affect the value of a property.  
  
Anyone has every right to seek restitution for damage that GP Material South, is responsible for.  
No one has the right to cause devaluation of someone else’s property without proper 
reimbursement or settlement for those damages.  This is based on laws governing property rights 
not laws that govern mining.   
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The Land Reclamation Act does not provide guidance for property devaluation that neighbors a 
mine site.  Rather, the declaration of The Land Reclamation Act identifies the need to protect and 
perpetuate the taxable value of property while allowing for the responsible mining of mineral 
resources. 
 
 
Quality of Life 
 
Concern:  I own a 30-acre tract the mine site surrounds, this is an active mining site, how will it 
work out?  Do I have to stop production and remove my workers then have to start back up each 
time they blast?  This could prove costly.  What will happen, will be the survival of who can 
stand the most losses, this sounds fair to me.  I guess a life of work could be jeopardized.  This 
market barely supports one quarry, I do not see how it would work for two.   
 
We enjoy spending time with our grandchildren outdoors and know that our quality of life would 
suffer from a second quarry operation so close to our home and land.   
 
Response:   The Land Reclamation Commission cannot dictate how many quarry operations are 
in a county or a specific area.  There are at least two different permitted limestone operations that 
are separated only by a fence line.  Nothing in The Land Reclamation Act limits the amount of 
land uses or how close quarries can operate.  If a company applies for a permit and there is no 
reason for denial of the permit, then the permit must be issued.  We did contact Washington 
County commissioners to learn if there is any planning and zoning ordinance from allowing two 
quarries to operate adjacent to another.  At this time, there is no Washington County planning 
and zoning limitation that prevents a quarry to open up right next door to an existing or 
abandoned quarry.   
 
There is no doubt that having a quarry set up operations near a residence will create some 
discomfort to a person’s quality of life when compared to not having a quarry neighboring a 
property.  Public interest quite often relates to specific issues of air pollution, water pollution, 
discomfort to the quality of life, blasting, noise or travel way safety issues.  Unfortunately, out of 
this list only dust and water pollution is enforceable by environmental regulations.  The others 
are all issues important to society and they are all legitimate issues; however they are not 
environmental issues that are within the regulatory authority of the Missouri Land Reclamation 
Commission.   
 
The current law requires that a person’s health, safety or livelihood must be unduly impaired by 
the issuance of the permit before a hearing may be granted.  We recommend that the petitioner 
be prepared to explain to the commission why s/he feels that their health, safety or livelihood 
will be unduly impaired by the issuance of this permit.  The Missouri Land Reclamation 
Commission, not the program staff, will make a determination as to whether someone’s health, 
safety or livelihood would be unduly impaired by the issuance of the permit certificate. 
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Blasting: 
 
Concern:  I have a direct personal interest; there is an existing quarry on that property.  When 
they blast my home is affected.  The dirt and dust caused by blasting covers my home, car, patio 
furniture, garden and landscaping.  My husband and our neighbor suffer from allergies 
aggravated by excessive amounts of dust in the air.  Also during the blasting our windows rattle 
excessively, our concrete is settling and cracking due to the seismic activity and our entrance 
door had to be replaced due to sagging.    
 
Response:  No one has the right to cause damage to anyone’s property.  If a concerned person 
experiences damage to their property due to the operation of the neighboring quarry then those 
individuals have every right to take civil litigation actions to formally resolve those issues.  
Detonation of explosives always triggers ground vibrations at specific frequencies that do leave 
the blast area and resonates structures nearby.  Blast vibrations can also be perceptible, but not 
necessarily damaging, in a home at great distances from a blast.  Structures respond to very low 
frequency levels of ground vibration.  Some companies are able to safely detonate explosives 
within 150 feet of a structure with no damaging impact to the structure since quarry and 
construction blasting typically produces high-frequency vibrations.   
 
It may prove beneficial for concerned individuals to have a blasting survey taken of their homes 
and property if they live near a mine site.  A blasting survey done before the initiation of a 
blasting program is of the most value, however a survey can be performed at any time.  The 
blasting survey usually involves an independent party documenting all of the walls and other 
parts of the house for cracks or the lack of cracks.  If a large blast does put a crack in a wall 
where there once was none or if an existing crack becomes larger, the survey will provide such 
documentation. 
 
Another option to consider is having an independent blasting consultant set up a seismograph to 
monitor the vibrations a residence experiences.  If the seismograph measures damaging ground 
movement at a damaging frequency, during the detonation of explosives, then there is better 
evidence that the damage caused to a residence is, in fact related to blasting.  A review of past 
blasting records or logs will also provide insights to how explosives have been used.  Please 
remember that this is a new permit from GP Material South and they have not yet detonated any 
explosives.  Past acts of damage to neighboring properties may be a result of Washington County 
Aggregates or a previous owner.  
 
Although civil litigation is an option, we recommend that concerned individuals request GP 
Material South to provide assistance with a blasting survey, seismograph monitoring or any 
damage claim, although we must emphasize that this would be strictly voluntary for them to do 
so.  However, any concerned person has every right to ask GP Material South or current or 
previous operators to resolve these issues and pay the costs to do so.  We do suggest that GP 
Material South should encourage their blaster to take all necessary precautions when detonating 
explosives to lessen the neighbor’s concerns.  We further suggest that GP Material South, 
provide a blasting schedule to each person who lives or works within a half-mile from the point 
of explosive detonations.  The blasting schedule should advise people of the typical times when 
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explosives are detonated.  Another precaution for GP Material South to consider is making 
people aware of a detonation with a warning siren, at least one-minute prior to the detonation, 
which is audible for a half-mile distance from the point of detonation; although there is no 
environmental requirement for them to do so.  The Department of Natural Resources does not 
regulate blasting related activities at limestone quarries in anyway whatsoever and we have no 
jurisdictional authority to do so.  
 
House Bill 298 signed in to legislation in 2007 regulates various blasting and excavation 
activities.  This legislative bill created the Missouri Blasting Safety Act.  The act requires 
individuals who use explosives to have a blaster's license or be supervised by a person with a 
blaster's license, with some exceptions.  The act directs the Division of Fire Safety to create a 
blaster's licensing program.  The act lays out qualifications for license applicants, which include 
completing an approved blaster's training course and passing a licensing examination.  Licenses 
are valid for three years and may be renewed upon the applicant meeting renewal requirements 
as specified in the act.  Blasters are required to have a license.  We encourage you to contact the 
Division of Fire Safety (573) 751-2930 to learn more about this law and regulations. 
 
 
Dust  
 
Response: The generation of dust at limestone mining and processing operations comes from a 
variety of sources.  Some of those sources involve stockpiles, crushing operations, haul truck 
traffic and blasting.  Physical irritant effects caused by exposure to excessive amounts of dusts 
and particulates can cause irritation; such irritation involves the skin, eyes, nose, upper 
respiratory tract and mucous membranes.  An excessive amount of dust can cause problems with 
visibility.  Missouri air quality laws do not tolerate visible dust emissions migrating off the 
property boundary.  Dust must be contained within the property boundary of where GP Material 
South is mining, if the mining permit is issued.  If dust is seen escaping the confines of the 
property boundary or if there are excessive amounts of dust noticed during normal operation then 
GP Material South will need to take immediate corrective actions.  Our contact person for GP 
Material South is Mr. Brian Brown, who may be contacted by telephone at (573) 330-5779 or in 
writing at P.O. Box 70, Potosi, Missouri 63664.    
   
If GP Material South or another operator fails to take corrective actions concerning fugitive dust 
migrating onto adjacent properties, concerned parties should contact the Department’s Southeast 
Regional Office.  If the department finds GP Material South or any other operator is allowing 
dust to migrate onto adjacent properties, appropriate actions will be taken.  To report a dust 
complaint contact the department’s Southeast Regional Office, 2155 N. Westwood Blvd., Poplar 
Bluff, MO 63901 or by telephone at (573) 840-9750.  It will prove best to ask to speak with 
someone in Air Pollution Control.  Only the Department's air laws regulate dust generated at a 
mine site.   
 
 
Noise 
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Concern:  The noise pollution is constant from the crushing machines and big trucks.  This will 
increase in intensity with the new quarry so very near to our home.   
 
Response:  We believe that GP Material South will generate a variety of noises and noise levels 
when they operate the quarry, if the permit application receives approval.  If noise levels 
generated from the quarry operation become problematic then voice that concern to GP Material 
South.  Our contact person is Mr. Brian Brown, who may be contacted by telephone at (573) 
330-5779 or in writing at P.O. Box 70, Potosi, Missouri 63664.  We also contacted the 
Washington County Sheriff’s Office.  Similar to other counties experiencing this same situation, 
the county sheriff’s office cannot provide any relief to this type of disturbance because these are 
typical noises that one would associate with this type of business/enterprise.  
 
Another option is to contact the Mine Safety and Health Administration (MSHA) at their field 
office in Rolla by telephone at (573) 364-8282 or in writing at 1400 Independence Road, Suite 
100, Rolla, MO 65401.  Although MSHA only regulates a miner's-safety and wellbeing; most 
likely if people outside of the quarry area are experiencing problems with noise pollution from 
the mine site, possibly the mineworkers are too.    
 
Besides contacting the company, sheriff’s office, MSHA or filing a civil action law suit to 
provide some relief from the noise, there is no other option we are aware of.  There are no 
environmental provisions that allow the Missouri Department of Natural Resources to administer 
protection against noise pollution.   
 
 
Out of State Company 
 
Concern:  The company proposing to mine is from out of state.  I would suppose that they pay 
their taxes somewhere else other than Missouri. 
 
Response:  GP Material South is registered with the Secretary of State’s Office to do business in 
Potosi, Missouri. 
 
 
Water wells 
 
Concern:  All the homes and sub division bordering this site have personal wells and sewer 
systems.  My well is only 100 feet deep, if it looses its water, will the State drill me another? 
 
Response: Concerns about water wells becoming contaminated or a drop in the static ground 
water levels due to a nearby mining operation are understandable, although this does not happen 
often.  Currently, the Missouri Department of Natural Resources does not regulate private water 
well issues, but there are steps that can be taken to determine whether or not a private water well 
is negatively impacted in the future.   
 
In order to document that there has been a change in the water quality of a private well there will 
first need to be a water quality analysis that provides baseline data.  A baseline water sample 
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should be from a concerned individual’s well.  If there is a detected change in the water quality 
another water quality sample should be taken.  The baseline analysis is then used to compare 
future water analysis to see if there is a change in the water quality.  If a future water sample 
identifies that there is a negative change from the baseline analysis then there is proof that the 
concerned individual’s well water quality is affected (although this may not necessarily mean 
that the mining operation caused this change).  If anyone elects to have their well water tested, 
we recommend that they use the services of a qualified individual who will follow accepted 
methods to sample the water and transport it to a laboratory for analysis.  The Missouri 
Department of Health is responsible for testing water samples from privately owned wells.  For 
assistance to sample a private well contact local County Department of Health office.  People 
who use a private well may make a request to GP Material South to help with the cost of 
obtaining a water sample, although we must emphasize that this would be strictly voluntary for 
the company, there are no environmental laws that would require them to do so.         
 
We have also spoken with people representing the Department’s Water Protection Program to 
further understand what someone can do to protect their supply of water.  From those 
conversations we learned that there are no laws in Missouri that provides protection for 
maintaining a viable groundwater supply to recharge a well.  For more information concerning 
water wells, contact the department’s Public Drinking Water Branch at (573) 751-5331.  
 
Concerned individuals and GP Material South, might be able to reach some type of an agreement 
for implementing a water quality monitoring plan.  We recommend that concerned individuals 
discuss with the company a plan to complete this work and to pay the cost of a water monitoring 
plan.  However we must emphasize that this would be strictly voluntary for the company.  There 
are no environmental laws that would require the company to do so. 
 
 
Sunshine Law 
 
Concern:  Under Sunshine law, I have sent off for all applicable information about the 
application and existing dam.  I have not received any materials as of today. 
 
Response: Mr. Silvey was contacted on Monday, November 28, 2011 and confirmed that in fact 
he did receive the Land Reclamation Program material requested under the sunshine law.    
   
 
Request for a Public Meeting 
 
Summary of Concern:  “I am requesting an informal public meeting in regard to the surface 
mining permit for Washington County by GP Material.  I own the land bordering this site and my 
home is very near that border.   
 
Response:  On Wednesday, November 30, 2011, we received confirmation from GP Material 
South respectfully declining to hold a public meeting. 
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Letters Received After Close of Public Comment Period 
 
Concern:  I would like for my name to be submitted to the Commission for the hearing on G.P. 
Materials South Washington County Permit.  This letter is to request permission to attend the 
hearing concerning the development of a new quarry (rock crushing plant) at G.P. Materials 
South, Washington County.  The location of this plant will be very close to my house.  Messrs. 
Tom Beckham and Bob K. Sifford.  
 
Response: 
Letters were written to Messrs. Beckham and Sifford informing them that they can attend the 
January 26, 2012 meeting of the commission; however they would not have the right to 
participate in a hearing if the commission grants one.  
 
Hearing Request 
 
Summary of Concern:  The following individuals wrote to the staff director to request a 
hearing:    
 
Kelley C. Silvey and Sharon Beckham 
 
Response: We are placing the request for a hearing on the Missouri Land Reclamation 
Commission’s January 26, 2012 agenda.  The decision as to whether or not a formal hearing will 
be granted rests solely with the Missouri Land Reclamation Commission.  In order for the 
commission to grant a formal hearing, the petitioners must first establish standing.  The 
petitioners are said to have standing if the petitioners provide good faith evidence of how their 
health, safety or livelihood will be unduly impaired by the issuance of the permit.  The impact to 
the petitioner’s health, safety and livelihood must be within the authority of any environmental 
law or regulation administered by the Missouri Department of Natural Resources.         
 
The request for hearing will be presented to the Land Reclamation Commission on January 26, 
2012, at 10:00 AM.  The location will be at the Missouri Department of Natural Resources, 
Lewis and Clark State Office Building, Nightingale Creek Conference room, 1101 Riverside 
Drive, Jefferson City, Missouri 65101.  If the Commission grants the requests for a hearing, the 
actual hearing will be scheduled at a later date.  It should be understood that if a hearing is 
granted, the burden of proof shall be on the applicant for the permit.  If the Commission finds, 
based on competent and substantial scientific evidence on the record of the hearing, that an 
interested party’s health, safety or livelihood will be unduly impaired by the issuance of that 
permit, the Commission may deny such permit. 
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