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JEFFERSON COUNTY
| DEPT. OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Jefferson County Department of Community Development
Development Review Division
621 Sheridan Street

The Bay Club

Port Townsend, WA 98368 ' 120 Spinnaker Place
g)é'(t) )I.:;i;(-);go\)gashington 98365
Subject: Land Use Application and Pending SEPA Determination Fax (360) 437-0367

MLA 10-00072-Iron Mountain Quarry

This letter is in response to the subject Land Use Application and pending SEPA
determination by Jefferson County on MLA 10-00072. This letter addresses the traffic
impact determination for SR 104 that was made as a part of the application. Iron
Mountain Quarry (IMQ) submitted a traffic impact study as a part of its application for
mining operations. This traffic impact study was conducted by Transportation
Solutions, Inc. (TSI) in a study titled “lron Mountain Quarry Traffic Impact Analysis” with
the latest report dated July 2011.

Summary

The TSI report contains many erroneous assumptions and calculations that lead
to a serious underestimation of the truck traffic onto SR 104 by a factor of at
least three (3). The net effect of this erroneous analysis is a serious
understatement of the SR 104 mitigation and will expose the residents of
Jefferson and Clallum County and traveling public to unacceptable risk of
serious injury or death. Once serious accidents occur on SR 104 due to
increased truck traffic, WSDOT will most likely implement highway changes that
will be paid by the taxpayers and by Jefferson County. The errors in the TSI
traffic impact study must be corrected before the issuance of a determination.
The study errors are contained in the following sections of this letter.

Yeariy Quarry Production

Tabio The subject application and pending SEPA

Shine Annual Production determination both state that annual production at the
Year Tons proposed quarry could produce as much as 400,000
2003 257,560 tons per year. This number is consistent with the
2004 322,792 annual production at the Shine Quarry site before the
2005 384,015 recession. We obtained the annual production
2008 414,102 numbers from Shine Quarry for the period of 2003
= 368,208 through 2010. These numbers are shown in the

L] Table 1

2000 156,700] -
2010 151,600}
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In spite of the subject application and pending determination stating that
production could be at 400,000 tons per year and Shine Quarry data before the
recession indicating similar production numbers, TSI has elected to use an
annual production rate of 160,000 tons per year for their traffic study. They
indicate that production may reach 290,000 tons per year in the next 20 years
after initiation of mining operations. As noted in the Table 1, the 160,000 tons
per year production number is representation of Shine Quarry production during
the recession and the production will surely return to pre-recession levels in a

few years.

The use of erroneous production numbers for the proposed quarry by
themselves understate the number of trucks entering and exiting SR 104 from
the intersection of Shine Quarry Road and SR 104 by at least a factor of two and
one-half (2.5). We simply do not understand why Jefferson County has allowed
Iron Mountain Quarry to use extremely low production numbers for their traffic
impact analysis when all documentation states that the production will be
significantly higher.

Additionally, TSI, in their report, stated that they used production rates for both
the new IMQ Quarry and the existing Shine Quarry in their analysis for
conservatism. They did no such analysis nor did they do any traffic analysis for
a 290,000 ton annual production rate.

Truck Mix
" Table 2
~ Shine Historical vs TS| Assumed
Truck Profile
Truck Tons/Load TSI Shine
Tandem Unit 30 75 60
Single Dump 13 20 25
Single Unit 7 5 15
Avg Truck/Ton .0.0607
Monthiy Trucks Required
Tonna TSI Shine Understated
10000 475 607 131
20000 951 1213 263
30000 1426 1820 394
40000 1901 2426 525
50000 2376 3033 657
60000 2852 3640 788

A second major factor in
determining the amount of
truck traffic, that can be
expected at the quarry, is the
mix of trucks used in
transporting of the materials.
TSI, in their report, uses a
mix of 75% tandem trucks,
20% dump trucks, and 5%
other trucks. The tonnage
carried by each is 30, 13,
and 7 respectively. Given a
daily production, the number
and mix of trucks can be
calculated. Experience of
Shine Quarry indicates that a
different mix of trucks may be

expected. The Shine Quarry experience is shown in Table 2 and consists of
60% tandem trucks, 25% single trucks and 15% other trucks. If one uses the
Shine Quarry experience and truck mix then TSI understates the number of

trucks by 27%.
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Additionally, Appendix F of the TSI report contains the truck traffic calculations
based on their assumptions of truck mix. Those calculations are in error!! The
TSI analysis used a constant of 25.45 tons/truck whereas the correct factor
should be average trucks per ton. The TSI calculation understates the number
of trucks by 27.7%. The combination of the assumed truck mix and the
computational error results in the understating the truck traffic by 54% as shown

in Table 3.

Table 3
~ Shine Historical vs. TSI Actual Calcilations
Truck Profile
Truck Tons/Load TSI Shine
Tandem Unit 30 75 60
Single Dump 13 20 25
Single Unit 7 5 15
Avg Truck/Ton
Monthly Trucks Required
Tonna TSI (25.4) Shine Understated
10000 394 607 213
20000 787 1213 426
30000 1181 1820 639
40000 1575 2426 852
50000 1969 3033 1064
60000 2362 3640 1277
Monthly Tonnage
Figure 1 TSl in their traffic
impact study uses
Monthly Production monthly production
Shine Average 2003 to 2010
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rates that vary by
month as shown in
Figure 1. As noted the
monthly production
rates average less than
15, 000 tons in spring
and summer, peak to
20,000 tons in October
and then drop off in the
winter. These numbers
are significantly lower
than the experience of
Shine Quarry. The
experience at Shine



Quarry is that production averages around 27,000 tons during most of the year.
Additionally, the subject documents indicate that the monthly tonnage during the
summer could range from 26,000 to 52,000 tons. Thus, it would appear that TSI
is grossly understating the monthly tonnage to be expected from production at

- the quarry especially during the summer when traffic on SR 104 is highest.

Daily Quarry Shipments

The TSI report assumes that 75% of daily production will occur before noon.
That assumption is in total conflict with the Shine Quarry experience which
indicates that truck traffic is fairly even throughout the day. The Shine data and
that being used by TSI is compared in Figure 2.

% Daily Shipments
Shine Historical Data
vs. TSI Assumptions
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7-8am 10-11am 11am-12pm 1-2pm 3-4pm
8-9am 10-11am 12-1pm 2-3pm B Shine
Time of Day TSI

The Shine date indicates that the split is 50-50 between morning and afternoon
shipments. If there is a peak in the traffic, it occurs between 1 and 2 PM and
that is what should be used for the peak traffic analysis.

~ Traffic Assumptions

The TSI report bases all of their daily traffic assumptions on measurements
made by them during a one week period from May 26, 2011 through June 1,
2011. Based in large part on these measurements, peak daily traffic on SR 104
past the Shine Quarry Road is calculated. The Washington State Department of
Transportation (WSDOT) has a much more extensive data base on traffic
crossing the Hood Canal. TSI has failed to utilize this data base which would
result in a more accurate estimate of the amount of traffic that the trucks will
experience on SR 104,

The TSI report indicates that most of the daily production occurs in the morning
and calculates the peak daily traffic in the morning occurring in July at an AM
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peak of 877 cars. This analysis is in opposition to that used by WSDOT who
calculate the peak daily traffic as being 10% of the annual daily traffic. For
reference, the average annual daily traffic at the intersection of Shine Quarry
Road and SR 104 is 12,969. Using the WSDOT calculation methodology, the
peak daily traffic would be 1297 or an increase of almost 50% from the number
used by TSI in their study.

The TSI study concludes that the level of service at the intersection of Shine
Quarry Road and SR 104 would be D or F. That being unacceptable, they
conduct a gap analysis from which they conclude that there are sufficient gaps in
SR 104 traffic that trucks can safely enter the roadway. However, that
conclusion is based on assumptions that we believe will put the traffic on SR 104
at undue risk. First they assume that it is acceptable that trucks entering SR 104
can slow traffic down to 42 miles per hour when the speed limit on SR 104 is 60
miles per hour. Second they assume that a truck can make a left hand turn from
Shine Quarry Road onto SR 104 and accelerate to 42 mph in 21 seconds. We
believe that both of these assumptions are in error and badly overestimate the
number of gaps in traffic that may exist to allow trucks to enter SR 104. We
discuss the errors in these assumptions below.

Figure 3 from the American

100.000 Association of State
50.000 ‘:‘ Highway and
B osi‘ﬁ Transportation Officials
2 10.000 (ASSHTO) “A Policy on
Z soof—ermaiT v ; Geometric Design of
: = 2 High d Streets”
& AP 7 Highways and Streets
5 Lol A i, indicates that the accident
z 500 Rt Vot rate increases with
DAY TME =P8 S[¥ % increasing differential in
will & speeds. [t would seem
N ARIATION FRow AVERAGE SpEsn Mba. more prudent to require a
Figure 1 - Relationship between crash involvement mte and variation from average speed 10 mph or lower Speed
(adapted from Solomon. 1964) differential on entering the

highway based on

Figure 3

the date in the figure below. Given that SR 104 has a 60 mph speed limit, then
design guidelines should be for a merge speed of not lower than 50 mph not 42
mph used in the TSI analysis. Note in the figure that the involvement rate (i.e.,
traffic accidents) more than doubles if the allowable speed differential is 18 mph
rather than 10 mph.
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Data in the TSI report indicates that it takes 12-14 seconds for a tandem truck to
fully make a left hand turn. That leaves only about 8 seconds for the truck to
accelerate to 42 mph. Our calculations indicate that the truck cannot accelerate
to 42 mph in 8 seconds and further if the merge speed is increased to 50 mph
then we calculate that the turn time plus acceleration time is approximately 49
seconds.

Finally, TSI ignores the wait time between gaps. Their analysis simply says that
when the number of gaps exceed the number of trucks there is no problem. The
entire safety issue deals with wait time, which they ignore. If trucks have to wait
a long time the driver will get impatient and enter traffic when sufficient time gaps
do not exist. The analysis should not just be about gaps but on the time
between gaps.

Recommendations

The above discussion indicates that the assumptions used by TS| in their traffic
impact study are erroneous and seriously understate, by a factor of at least three
(3), the truck traffic expected to enter or exit SR 104 at the intersection of SR
104 and Shine Quarry Road. We believe that Jefferson County, prior to issuing
any ruling on the IMQ application, should mandate that IMQ be required to redo
their traffic impact study based on assumptions that are consistent with the
stated production to be expected at the quarry and using SR 104 traffic data
from WSDOT measurements that are consistent with that actually occurring on
SR 104. We believe a correct traffic impact study will show that significant SR
104 highway mitigation is necessary before quarry operations may be approved.
The cost of this mitigation should be borne entirely by Iron Mountain Quarry and
not imposed later on the taxpayers when increased accidents and/or deaths
occur on SR 104,

An alternative is to only allow IMQ to have monthly and annual production rates
consistent with that assumed in their traffic impact study. That would restrict
production significantly from that stated in the subject application and pending
SEPA determination. If that alternative was implemented Jefferson County
would have to develop procedures to monitor the monthly and annual production
rates to assure that they were not exceeded and report such production rates to
the public so that we are assured that the production rates are not exceeded.

We request a detailed response to this letter and an indication of action to be

taken by Jefferson County prior to the issuance of your SEPA determination on
the subject application.
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e .
Ve ‘ Subritted by
P. A./Traci, President David Armitage and Bruce Schmitz
South Bay Homeowners Assoc. SEPA Committee

These comments were prepared by a sub-committee of the SBCA consisting of David
Armitage, Dick Grieves, Val Pilmer and Bruce Schmitz

CC:

Jefferson County Commissioners John Austin, David Johnson, David Sullivan
PO Box 1220
Port Townsend, WA 98368

Community Development Department; Staci Hoskins, David W. Johnson
621 Sheridan St.
Port Townsend, WA 98368

Washington State Department of Transportation

Jerry C Lenzi, Chief Engineer
Engineering and Regional Operations
P.O. Box 47300
Olympia, WA 98504 - 7300

Kevin Dayton
Olympic Regional Administrator
P.O. Box 47440
Olympia, WA 98504 - 7440

Dale Severson, P.E.

John Donahue, P.E.
Development Service Contract Olympia Region
5720 Capital Blvd. .
Tumwater, WA 98504
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December 21, 2011 E @ E I VE

Jefferson County Department of Community Development

Development Review Division DEC 2 2 2011

621 Sheridan Street

Port Townsend WA 98368 JEFFERSON COUNTY
DEPT_OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Dear Sirs:

| write regarding the Iron Mountain Quarry issue, which affects the entire county,
not only those of us nearby to the site in Port Ludlow. The county will not be the
same revenue beneficiary from a mining operation as it is from timber harvesting.
Without requiring an Environmental Impact Study, how can you be sure the
county and its taxpayers are protected from bearing the costs of future traffic,
noise, and air quality monitoring and concerns? Without such a Determination,
what will obligate Iron Mountain to bear those costs rather than the County?

| am puzzled as to the rush to move this through during the holidays. Surely you,
who represent all of the County taxpayers and voters, before deciding on what
will be a 40-year mining commitment, do not wish to appear to be pushing aside
the environmental issues. 40 years? Then why the push now? Let’s go
carefully before we find it’s too late, and can’t go back. If it’s safe all around to
mine there, that will be so determined. And the voters of the County will feel they
are protected, and have chosen you to represent them wisely and well.

Good luck. Happy holidays. And thank you for listening.

Méws// N/

Barbara H. Collins
154 Sea Vista Terrace
Port Ludlow WA 98365

bbcollins @olympus.net
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Jefferson County Department of Community Development Review Division
621 Sheridan St.
Port Townsend, WA 98368

From: Frank and Patrice Aiello E @ E ” v E

112 Jefferson Ave.
Port Ludlow, WA 98365 DEC 22 201

1
12/21/11 L JEFFERSON COUNTY
DEPT. OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Re: Iron Mountain Quarry

We are writing to express our very strong objections to the decision by the county not to
require an EIS. The size and scope of this project make it a major intrusion into the
nature of our community.

According to an article in the Leader, the quarry traffic study was based on only 160,000
tons of material. Yet, the quarry representatives admit to expecting to produce 400,000
tons per year. This is quite a discrepancy and totally unacceptable.

There are also no plans to improve State Hwy 104 to accommodate the tremendous
increase in truck traffic. The result will be a clogged and dangerous roadway.

The noise from the Shine Quarry is a mild preview of what this new quarry is going to
produce. From south Port Ludlow, this is already a grinding and banging racket every
weekday. The much bigger Iron Mountain is going to turn our area into a sea of
offensive noise.

In addition, the air quality problems, the run off problems, the appearance problems are
all factors that have not been properly addressed.

Our county should be representing the residents and looking out for our best interests.
We implore you to require an EIS.

Frank Aiello
Patrice Aiello

e
o
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December 24, 2011
Jefferson County Department of Community Development | E @ E ﬂ V E
Development Review Division D
621 Sheridan Street N DEC 2 7 20
Port Townsend, WA 98368 1 i

: o ' NTY
Subject: Land Use Application and Pending SEPA Determination oEPT OF}E;F&:A?&TTS%JEVELOPMENT

MLA 10-00073-Iron Mountain Quarry

This letter is in response to the subject Land Use Application and pending SEPA determination
by Jefferson County on MLA 10-00072. Specifically, this letter addresses the analyses and
assumptions that were the bases for setting mitigated operating limits on Iron Mountain Quarry
New Shine Quarry (IMNSQ).

According to WAC 173.60.030 Sub A Sub iii, the Port Ludlow Master Planned Resort (PLMPR)
must be treated as a “private residence” and noise levels, air quality, and other environmental
factors must adhere to the “private residence” standard at all boundaries of the PLMPR,
including the PLMPR Golf Course. Given this Washington state law, Jefferson County must
require an Environmental Impact Study (EIS) by issuing a Determination of Significance for the
iron Mountain Quarry’s New Shine Quarry project.

The proposed mitigation requirements for the environmental factors recommended by
Jefferson County’s consuitant in the Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance Document
are inadequate.

Noise: The mitigation for noise recommendations do not adequately address the monitoring of
noise levels. Noise monitoring stations within the PLMPR need to be operational during all of
IMNSQ’s operation hours. A fine structure must be administered by Jefferson County that
ensures IMNSQ's compliance with noise level standards (Fine payments due in 30 days and
non-payment results in rescinded permit).

Notification of Blasting is not adequately addressed in the Mitigation document. PLMPR
residents, wishing notification, need to be notified at least one week prior to blasting during the
hours between 10 a.m. and 3 p.m. Public announcements need to be placed on the Port Ludiow
Website and in the local newspapers, including the Port Townsend Leader and the Port Ludlow
Voice. A five minute warning siren needs to sound prior to all blasting to warn resort users and
workers at neighboring quarries.

All noise level concerns documented in the 12/24/11 South Bay Community Association SEPA
Committee’s to the Jefferson County Community Development Office need to be addressed.

Air Quality: Air quality is not adequately addressed in the Mitigated Determination of Non-
Significance Document. Only vehicles owned by IMNSQ are addressed for upkeep and emission



: 2
standards. IMQ has stated that the delivery trucks will not be their property, instead they will
be owned by their clients. Many residents of the PLMPR have lung problems due to age-related
chronic diseases. Therefore air quality monitoring stations must be strategically placed
throughout the MPR to monitor detrimental levels of dust and air pollution in accordance
standards of the Olympic Region Clean Air Agency An adequate fine structure must be put in
place to deter IMQNSQ’s non-compliance.

Water Quality: Surface water (streams and wetlands) is addressed in the Mitigated
Determination of Non-Significance Document, but the impact of the IMNSQ on PLMPR’s water
sources (wells) is not addressed, nor is IMQ’s responsibility for rectifying any unforeseen
damages to the water tables and water sources for the PLMPR.

Earth (Reclamation): The Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance Document does not
address reclamation of land adequately as required by SEPA. The entire project’s impact must
be addressed, not a segmented plan to address certain phases of the project.

Diminished Economic Value of Residences: The Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance
Document does not address diminished economic value of residences in the PLMPR. According
to Washington State Law, any project’s economic impact on surroundmg communities must be
addressed.

Any project that removes 400,000 tons of rock per year from the Olympic Peninsula,
Washington'’s Recreational Jewel, is NOT a project of environmental Non-Significance. Please
issue a Determination of Significance for the IMNSQ project so that an EIS can adequately
address the environmental, economic and quality of life issues for PLMPR residents and our
state that strongly defines and administers consequences for non-compliance. This is not West
Virginia’s strip mining country. This is environmentally friendly Washington State.

Sincerely,

~n €

?LV\ (za,& ;cz/ NI
JM%W&MJ’QZ“ 7365
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December 24, 2011

Jefferson County Department of Community Development

Development Review Division E @ E U V E
621 Sheridan Street D

Port Townsend, WA 98368 Uﬁ\ | DEC 2 7900
Subject: Land Use Application and Pending SEPA Determination m T

MLA 10-00073-tron Mountain Quarry DEPT0F COMNIUNTY DEVELOPYENT

This letter is in response to the subject Land Use Application and pending SEPA determination
by Jefferson County on MLA 10-00072. Specifically, this letter addresses the analyses and
assumptions that were the bases for setting mitigated operating limits on iron Mountain Quarry
New Shine Quarry (IMNSQ).

According to WAC 173.60.030 Sub A Sub iii, the Port Ludlow Master Planned Resort (PLMPR)
must be treated as a “private residence” and noise levels, air quality, and other environmental
factors must adhere to the “private residence” standard at all boundaries of the PLMPR,
including the PLMPR Golf Course. Given this Washington state law, Jefferson County must
require an Environmental Impact Study (EIS) by issuing a Determination of Significance for the
Iron Mountain Quarry’s New Shine Quarry project.

The proposed mitigation requirements for the environmental factors recommended by
Jefferson County’s consultant in the Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance Document
are inadequate.

Noise: The mitigation for noise recommendations do not adequately address the monitoring of
noise levels. Noise monitoring stations within the PLMPR need to be operational during all of
IMNSQ’s operation hours. A fine structure must be administered by Jefferson County that
ensures IMNSQ's compliance with noise level standards {Fine payments due in 30 days and
non-payment results in rescinded permit).

Notification of Blasting is not adequately addressed in the Mitigation document. PLMPR
residents, wishing notification, need to be notified at least one week prior to blasting during the
hours between 10 a.m. and 3 p.m. Public announcements need to be placed on the Port Ludiow
Website and in the local newspapers, including the Port Townsend Leader and the Port Ludiow
Voice. A five minute warning siren needs to sound prior to all blasting to warn resort users and
workers at neighboring quarries.

All noise level concerns documented in the 12/24/11 South Bay Community Association SEPA
Committee’s to the Jefferson County Community Development Office need to be addressed.

Air Quality: Air quality is not adequately addressed in the Mitigated Determination of Non-
Significance Document. Only vehicles owned by IMNSQ are addressed for upkeep and emission



: 2
standards. IMQ has stated that the delivery trucks will not be their property, instead they will
be owned by their clients. Many residents of the PLMPR have lung problems due to age-related
chronic diseases. Therefore air quality monitoring stations must be strategically placed
throughout the MPR to monitor detrimental levels of dust and air pollution in accordance
standards of the Olympic Region Clean Air Agency An adequate fine structure must be put in
place to deter IMQNSQ’s non-compliance.

Water Quality: Surface water (streams and wetlands) is addressed in the Mitigated
Determination of Non-Significance Document, but the impact of the IMNSQ on PLMPR’s water
sources (wells) is not addressed, nor is IMQ's responsibility for rectifying any unforeseen
damages to the water tables and water sources for the PLMPR.

Earth (Reclamation): The Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance Document does not
address reclamation of land adequately as required by SEPA. The entire project’s impact must
be addressed, not a segmented plan to address certain phases of the project.

Diminished Economic Value of Residences: The Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance
Document does not address diminished economic value of residences in the PLMPR. According
to Washington State Law, any pro;ect’s economic impact on surroundmg communities must be

addressed.

Any project that removes 400,000 tons of rock per year from the Olympic Peninsula,
Washington’s Recreational Jewel, is NOT a project of environmental Non-Significance. Please
issue a Determination of Significance for the IMNSQ project so that an EIS can adequately
address the environmental, economic and quality of life issues for PLMPR residents and our
state that strongly defines and administers consequences for non-compliance. This is not West
Virginia’s strip mining country. This is environmentally friendly Washington State.

Sincerely,

‘y)z,,y?, z/ 771/

130 e VoaTo rrcee—
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Margy Cain
94 Timber Ridge Dr,
Port Ludlow, WA 98365
(360) 437-9294
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Jefferson County Department of Community Development U

Development Review Division : JEFFERSON COUNTY

621 Sheridan Street i DEPT. OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Port Townsend, WA 98368

Subject: Land Use Application and Pending SEPA Determination
MLA 10-00073-Iron Mountain Quarry

This letter is in response to the subject Land Use Application and pending SEPA
determination by Jefferson County on MLA 10-00072. Specifically, this letter addresses
the analyses and assumptions that were the bases for setting mitigated operating limits on
Iron Mountain New Shine Quarry’s (IMNSQ) project.

According to WAC 173.60.030 Sub A Sub iii, the Port Ludlow Master Planned Resort
(PLMPR) must be treated as a “private residence” and noise levels, air quality, and other
environmental factors must adhere to the “private residence” standard at all boundaries of
the PLMPR, including the PLMPR Golf Course.

Given this Washington state law, Jefferson County must require an Environmental
Impact Study (EIS) by issuing a Determination of Significance for IMNSQ. The
proposed mitigation requirements recommended by Jefferson County’s consultant in the
Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance Document are inadequate.

Traffic Safety: Residents of the Port Ludlow Master Planned Resort (PLMPR) are
dependent on SR 104 for access to Kitsap County over the Hood Canal Bridge and other
destinations on the Olympic Peninsula. The Mitigated Determination of Non-
Significance Document does not address the Traffic issue adequately. IMNSQ’s vehicles
and their clients’ vehicles will be using SR 104 to enter and exit IMNSQ. The gaps in
traffic cited in the plans for use of SR 104 are not realistic. WSDOT data should be used
to address the quantity of gaps. Additionally, the time required for these vehicles to
safely exit and enter IQNSQ is not accurate. Traffic accidents on SR 104 are currently
high due to the heavy recreational use of the Olympic Peninsula’s resources. This traffic
plan will only compound the problem. All traffic concerns documented in the 12/24/11
SBCA SEPA Committee’s Letter to the Jefferson County Community Development
Office need to be addressed.
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Margy Cain
94 Timber Ridge Dr,
Port Ludlow, WA 98365
(360) 437-9294
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Jefferson County Department of Community Development ; 1B\
Development Review Division ; JEFFERSON COUNTY
621 Sheridan Street i DEPT. OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Port Townsend, WA 98368

Subject: Land Use Application and Pending SEPA Determination
MLA 10-00073-Iron Mountain Quarry

This letter is in response to the subject Land Use Application and pending SEPA
determination by Jefferson County on MLA 10-00072. Specifically, this letter addresses
the analyses and assumptions that were the bases for setting mitigated operating limits on
Iron Mountain New Shine Quarry’s (IMNSQ) project.

According to WAC 173.60.030 Sub A Sub iii, the Port Ludlow Master Planned Resort
(PLMPR) must be treated as a “private residence” and noise levels, air quality, and other
environmental factors must adhere to the “private residence” standard at all boundaries of
the PLMPR, including the PLMPR Golf Course.

Given this Washington state law, Jefferson County must require an Environmental
Impact Study (EIS) by issuing a Determination of Significance for IMNSQ. The
proposed mitigation requirements recommended by Jefferson County’s consultant in the
Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance Document are inadequate.

Traffic Safety: Residents of the Port Ludlow Master Planned Resort (PLMPR) are
dependent on SR 104 for access to Kitsap County over the Hood Canal Bridge and other
destinations on the Olympic Peninsula. The Mitigated Determination of Non-
Significance Document does not address the Traffic issue adequately. IMNSQ’s vehicles
and their clients’ vehicles will be using SR 104 to enter and exit IMNSQ. The gaps in
traffic cited in the plans for use of SR 104 are not realistic. WSDOT data should be used
to address the quantity of gaps. Additionally, the time required for these vehicles to
safely exit and enter IQNSQ is not accurate. Traffic accidents on SR 104 are currently
high due to the heavy recreational use of the Olympic Peninsula’s resources. This traffic
plan will only compound the problem. All traffic concerns documented in the 12/24/11
SBCA SEPA Committee’s Letter to the Jefferson County Community Development
Office need to be addressed.




Air Quality: Air quality is not adequately addressed in the Mitigated Determination of
Non Significance Document. Only vehicles owned by IMNSQ are addressed for upkeep
and emission standards. IMQ has stated that the delivery trucks will not be their
property, instead they will be owned by their clients. Many residents of the PLMPR have
lung problems due to age-related chronic diseases. Therefore air quality monitoring
stations must be strategically placed throughout the MPR to monitor detrimental levels of
dust and air pollution in accordance with standards of the Olympic Region Clean Air
Agency. An adequate fine structure must be put in place to deter IMQNSQ’s non-
compliance.

Water Quality: Surface water (streams and wetlands) is addressed in the Mitigated
Determination of Non-Significance Document, but the impact of the IMNSQ on
PLMPR’s water sources (wells) is not addressed, nor is IMQ’s responsibility for
rectifying any unforeseen damages to the water tables and water sources for the PLMPR.

Earth (Reclamation): The Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance Document does
not address reclamation of land adequately as required by SEPA. The entire project’s
impact must be addressed, not a segmented plan to address certain phases of the project.
A bond should be required to ensure the cost of proper reclamation.

Diminished Economic Value of Residences: The Mitigated Determination of Non-
Significance Document does not address diminished economic value of residences in the
PLMPR. According to Washington State Law, any project’s economic impact on
surrounding communities must be addressed.

Any project that removes 400,000 tons of rock per year from the Olympic Peninsula,
Washington’s Recreational Jewel, is NOT a project of environmental Non-Significance.
Please issue a Determination of Significance for the IMNSQ project so that an EIS can
adequately address the environmental, economic and quality of life issues for PLMPR
residents and our state. This is not West Virginia’s strip mining country. This is
environmentally friendly Washington State.

Sincerely,
Margy Cain
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Jefferson County Department of Community Development N
Development Review Division DEC 2 /7 200
621 Sheridan Street
Port Townsend, WA 98368 JEFFERSON COUNTY
DEPT. OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Subject: Land Use Application and Pending SEPA Determination MLA 10-00073-Iron Mountain Quarry

This letter is in response to the subject Land Use Application and pending SEPA determination by
Jefferson County on MLA 10-00072. Specifically, this letter addresses the analyses and assumptions that
were the bases for setting mitigated operating limits on Iron Mountain New Shine Quarry’s (IMNSQ)
project.

Master Planned Resort Treatment: According to WAC 173.60.030 Sub A Sub iii, the Port Ludlow Master
Planned Resort (PLMPR) must be treated as a “private residence” and noise levels, air quality, and other
environmental factors must adhere to the “private residence” standard at all boundaries of the PLMPR,
including the PLMPR Golf Course.

Given this Washington state law, Jefferson County must require an Environmental impact Study (EIS) by
issuing a Determination of Significance for IMNSQ. The proposed mitigation requirements '
recommended by Jefferson County’s consultant in the Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance
Document are inadequate.

Traffic Safety: Residents of the Port Ludlow Master Planned Resort (PLMPR) are dependent on SR 104
for access to Kitsap County over the Hood Canal Bridge and other destinations on the Olympic
Peninsula. The Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance Document does not address the Traffic
issue adequately. IMNSQ’s vehicles and their clients’ vehicles will be using SR 104 to enter and exit
IMNSQ. The gaps in traffic cited in the plans for use of SR 104 are not realistic. WSDOT data should be
used to address the quantity of gaps. Additionally, the time required for these vehicles to safely exit and
enter IMNSQ is not accurate. Traffic accidents on SR 104 are currently high due to the heavy recreational
use of the Olympic Peninsula’s resources. This traffic plan will only compound the problem.

All traffic concerns documented in the 12/24/11 SBCA SEPA Committee’s Letter to the Jefferson County
Community Development Office need to be addressed.

Noise: The mitigation for noise recommendations do not adequately address the monitoring of noise
levels. Noise monitoring stations within the PLMPR need to be operational during all of IMNSQ's
operation hours. A fine structure must be administered by Jefferson County that ensures IMNSQ's
compliance with noise level standards (Fine payments due in 30 days and non-payment results in
rescinded permit).

Notification of Blasting is not adequately addressed in the Mitigation document. PLMPR residents,
wishing notification, need to be notified at least one week prior to blasting during the hours between 10
a.m. and 3 p.m. Public announcements need to be placed on the Port Ludliow Website and in the local
newspapers, including the Port Townsend Leader and the Port Ludlow Voice. A five-minute warning
siren needs to sound prior to all blasting to warn resort users and workers at neighboring quarries.



All noise level concerns documented in the 12/24/11 South Bay Community Association SEPA
Committee to the Jefferson County Community Development Office need to be addressed.

Air Quality: Air quality is not adequately addressed in the Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance
Document. Only vehicles owned by IMNSQ are addressed for upkeep and emission standards. IMQ has
stated that the delivery trucks will not be their property, instead they will be owned by their clients.
Many residents of the PLMPR have lung problems due to age-related chronic diseases. Therefore air
quality monitoring stations must be strategically placed throughout the MPR to monitor detrimental
levels of dust and air pollution in accordance with standards of the Olympic Region Clean Air Agency. An
adequate fine structure must be put in place to deter IMQNSQ's non-compliance.

Water Quality: Surface water (streams and wetlands) is addressed in the Mitigated Determination of
Non-Significance Document, but the impact of the IMNSQ on PLMPR’s water sources {wells) is not

" addressed, nor is IMQ’s responsibility for rectifying any unforeseen damages to the water tables and
water sources for the PLMPR.

Earth (Reclamation): The Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance Document does not address
reclamation of land adequately as required by SEPA. The entire project’s impact must be addressed, not
a segmented plan to address certain phases of the project. An adequate bond should be required to
ensure the cost of proper reclamation.

Diminished Economic Value of Residences: The Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance Document
does not address diminished economic value of residences in the PLMPR. According to Washington
State Law, any project’s economic impact on surrounding communities must be addressed.

Any project that removes 400,000 tons of rock per year from the Olympic Peninsula, Washington’s
Recreational Jewel, is NOT a project of environmental Non-Significance. Please issue a Determination of
Significance for the IMNSQ project so that an EIS can adequately address the environmental, economic
and quality of life issues for PLMPR residents and our state. This is not West Virginia’s strip mining
country. This is environmentally friendly Washington State.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project.
Sincerely,

Z

P oery W TEEE
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December 24, 2011

Jefferson County Department of Community Development E

Development Review Division @ E ﬂ v E
621 Sheridan Street

Port Townsend, WA 98368 : DEC 2 /7 201
Subject: Land Use Application and Pending SEPA Determination JEFFERSON COUNTY

MLA 10-00073-Iron Mountain Quarry DEPT. OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

This letter is in response to the subject Land Use Application and pending SEPA determination
by Jefferson County on MLA 10-00072. Specifically, this letter addresses the analyses and
assumptions that were the bases for setting mitigated operating limits on iron Mountain Quarry
New Shine Quarry (IMNSQ).

According to WAC 173.60.030 Sub A Sub iii, the Port Ludlow Master Planned Resort (PLMPR)
must be treated as a “private residence” and noise levels, air quality, and other environmental
factors must adhere to the “private residence” standard at all boundaries of the PLMPR,
including the PLMPR Golf Course. Given this Washington state law, Jefferson County must
require an Environmental Impact Study (EIS) by issuing a Determination of Significance for the
Iron Mountain Quarry’s New Shine Quarry project.

The proposed mitigation requirements for the environmental factors recommended by
Jefferson County’s consultant in the Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance Document
are inadequate.

Noise: The mitigation for noise recommendations do not adequately address the monitoring of
noise levels. Noise monitoring stations within the PLMPR need to be operational during all of
IMNSQ's operation hours. A fine structure must be administered by Jefferson County that
ensures IMNSQ's compliance with noise level standards (Fine payments due in 30 days and
non-payment results in rescinded permit).

Notification of Blasting is not adequately addressed in the Mitigation document. PLMPR
residents, wishing notification, need to be notified at least one week prior to blasting during the
hours between 10 a.m. and 3 p.m. Public announcements need to be placed on the Port Ludiow
Website and in the local newspapers, including the Port Townsend Leader and the Port Ludlow
Voice. A five minute warning siren needs to sound prior to all blasting to warn resort users and
workers at neighboring quarries.

All noise level concerns documented in the 12/24/11 South Bay Community Assbciation SEPA
Committee’s to the Jefferson County Community Development Office need to be addressed.

Air Quality: Air quality is not adequately addressed in the Mitigated Determination of Non-
Significance Document. Only vehicles owned by IMNSQ are addressed for upkeep and emission
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standards. IMQ has stated that the delivery trucks will not be their property, instead they will
be owned by their clients. Many residents of the PLMPR have lung problems due to age-related
chronic diseases. Therefore air quality monitoring stations must be strategically placed
throughout the MPR to monitor detrimental levels of dust and air pollution in accordance
standards of the Olympic Region Clean Air Agency. An adequate fine structure must be put in
place to deter IMQNSQ's non-compliance. '

Water Quality: Surface water (streams and wetlands) is addressed in the Mitigated
Determination of Non-Significance Document, but the impact of the IMNSQ on PLMPR’s water
sources (wells) is not addressed, nor is IMQ's responsibility for rectifying any unforeseen
damages to the water tables and water sources for the PLMPR.

Earth (Reclamation): The Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance Document does not
address reclamation of land adequately as required by SEPA. The entire project’s impact must
be addressed, not a segmented plan to address certain phases of the project.

Diminished Economic Value of Residences: The Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance
Document does not address diminished economic value of residences in the PLMPR. According
to Washington State Law, any project’s economic impact on surrounding communities must be
addressed. : ‘

Any project that removes 400,000 tons of rock per year from the Olympic Peninsula,
Washington’s Recreational Jewel, is NOT a project of environmental Non-Significance. Please
issue a Determination of Significance for the IMNSQ project so that an EIS can adequately
address the environmental, economic and quality of life issues for PLMPR residents and our
state that strongly defines and administers consequences for non-compliance. This is not West
Virginia’s strip mining country. This is environmentally friendly Washington State.

Sincerely,

‘ @, Nepedor
[ 64 Co
(5@
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Jefferson County Department of Commg,linty Development
Development Review Division ; JEFFERSON COUNTY
621 Sheridan Street i DrPT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Port Townsend, WA 98368

Subject: Land Use Application and Pending SEPA Determination
MLA 10-00072-Iron Mountain Quarry

This letter is in response to the subject Land Use Application and

The Bay Club

120 Spinnaker Piace

Port Ludlow, Washington 98365
{360) 437-2208

Fax (360) 437-0367

pending SEPA determination by Jefferson County on MLA 10-00072. This letter
addresses the noise impact determination that was made as a part of the application.
Iron Mountain Quarry (IMQ) submitted a noise impact study as a part of its application
for mining operations. This noise impact study was conducted by AMEC Geomatrix,
Inc. in a study titled “Community Noise Impact Assessment for the Proposed Iron
Mountain Quarry at Shine” with the latest version being dated August 31, 2011.

Summary:

In the notice dated December 14, 2011 the County has implied that it intends to

issue a mining permit conditioned on the mitigation noted in the notice. There is
no mitigation noted for noise. Line item #33 makes a stipulation that the
“applicant shall not use any equipment that exceeds Washington Administrative
Code (WAC) Chapter 173-60”. As written, that requires that an individual piece of
equipment must meet the sound requirement and not the totality of the operation.
The condition as written subverts the intent of the law and WAC 173.60. Further
there is no method identified to monitor compliance with the code, nor actions
conditioned on noncompliance with the code, nor establishment of the
responsible agency or who pays for the monitoring of the compliance.

Details:

The AMEC study while an improvement on earlier versions still does not consider
all the equipment that will be in the quarry, i.e. there are no trucks in the analysis.
This appears to be a resuit of confounding of the noise regulations governing
vehicles and the intent of WAC 173.60. There will be both haul trucks within the
quarry proper as well as customer trucks that enter and exit the quarry at random
times. In addition, the study fails to account for the accumulative noise from the
Shine/Mason Quarry. WAC 173.60 establishes limits on the amount of sound
emitted from a noise source to a receiving source. In this case WAC
173.60.030(1)(a)(iii) establishes the Port Ludlow Master Plan (MPR) community as
a Class A EDNA. This designation constrains the noise at the boundary of the
MPR to be less than or equal to 60 dBA. Both the Shine/Mason Quarry and the
proposed iron Mountain Quarry (IMQ) are both Pope Resource lessors and as
such can be assumed to be the nominees for Pope Resources. The statues deals
with cumulative noise that is generated by the mining operation(s), i.e. Pope. The
regulation is not constrained to individual pieces of equipment but deals with the
operation(s) in their entirety.



An area of the AMEC study which is questionable is the use of a ground
absorption coefficient of 100 percent. When the top soil is removed in the quarry,
the floor of the quarry as well as it’s high walls become highly reflective. This is
especially true when the mining is in line of sight of the MPR. Mining is slated to
start in the section designated 1B. This section is anticipated not to be a
problem, but the high walls at the face of the mine will be reflecting not only the
sounds of the work on or at the face of the high wall, but also noise from the main
plant, jaw crushers and the screening operations as well as any trucks in the
quarry. These reflections will be directed up the valley connecting the MPR to the
quarry. The net effect is that the AMEC studies are understating the level of sound
that can be anticipated at the MPR boundary.

Next spring it is anticipated that the Shine/Mason Quarry will start the removal of
it's east high wall. This will contribute to the noise level that can be expected at
the MPR boundary. The AMEC study does not consider the additive component
of the two quarries.

The AMEC study indicates in Figure 5, that the mining operations will exceed the
noise limit at the boundary of the MPR, a violation of WAC 173.60. In addition, our
1st order analysis indicates that at times the mining operations will be in line of
sight of the MPR, where the only reduction of noise is due to actual distance
between sender and receiver, resulting in sound levels of 65 dBA + at the
boundary of the MPR. In either case the mining operation(s) will be out of
compliance with the WAC 173.60 and require mitigation.

Mitigation:

In order to assure that the noise level constraints of WAC 173.60 are not exceeded
at the MPR Boundary, Jefferson County is requested to take the following actions
and specific mitigation steps:

1. Require AMEC to redo their noise study to incorporate the comments
contained herein and to recommend specific mitigation steps that must be
taken to prevent the noise during mining operations from exceeding the
requirements of WAC 173.60.030(1)(a)(iii) or declare that noise is of
significance and will require the conduct of an Environmental Impact
Statement. ‘

2. The County must require the establishment of two listening posts that
continuously monitor the noise level at the boundaries of the Port Ludliow
Master Plan Resort (MPR).

3. The listening posts should be located at the approximate locations longitude
122.70122W - latitude 47.8943N and longitude 122.69447W - latitude 47.89291N.

4. In keeping with the AMEC study the listening devices should be located 15
feet above the ground.

5. The devices should be capable of storing sufficient data so that it can be
reviewed at reasonable periods of time as established by the County or it’'s
consultants.




6. The County shall be responsible for assuring compliance with WAC 173.60.
The County may contract with consuitants that analysis the data.

7. The County will establish a schedule of fines that will be imposed upon the
applicant for failure to meet compliance. The fines should be of a magnitude
to insure compliance with the code, in the order of $100.00 per minute for
every minute the applicant’s operates are out of compliance.

8. If the applicant fails to pay the fine within 30 days of invoicing the County
shall be required to take whatever legal actions are necessary to terminate the
mining operations until all fines are paid and corrective actions are in place to
assure compliance with the code.

9. The County will periodically (quarterly) report to the Port Ludiow Community
on the current status of the mining compliance.

10. The cost of the mitigation is to be the sole responsibility of the applicant.

We request a detailed response to this letter and an indication of actions to be taken by
Jefferson County prior to the issuance of a SEPA determination on the subjects
application.

P.A. Traci, President G. David Armitage & Bruce Schmitz
SBCA Homeowners Association SBCA SEPA Committee
Cc:

Jefferson County COmmissioners John Austin, David Johnson, David Sullivan
PO Box 1220
Port Townsend, WA 98368

Community Development Department; Staci Hoskins, David W. Johnson
621 Sheridan St.
Port Townsend, WA 98368

DOE SEPA Review
sepaunit@ecy.wa.gov
Olympia, WA 98504-7703



2ol -12~21-0a000 25

David and Laurie Howe
61 Harms Lane
Port Ludiow, WA 98365

December 24, 2011

ECEIVE

lefferson County Department of Community Development
621 Sheridan Street 7 2011
Port Townsend, WA 98368 ; DEC 2
Re: Iron Mountain New Shine Quarry ! JEFFERSON COUNTY
i DEPT, OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

We own a home in Port Ludlow and are directing this letter to you to express our concern
relating to the land use application and pending State Environmental Protection Act (SEPA)
determination by Jefferson County regarding lron Mountain New Shine Quarry (IMNSQ).

The permitting of IMNSQ, including matters set forth in the relevant Mitigated Determination
of Non-Significance Document appears to be based on several inadequately addressed assumptions and
resulting flawed analyses which will result in uniformly negative consequences for the quality of life and
financial stability of Port Ludlow and Jefferson County taxpayers. For these reasons, it is imperative that
Jefferson County issue a Determination of Significance for the Iron Mountain Quarry project so that an
Environmental Impact Study (EIS) can adequately examine these issues and provide objective
information upon which appropriately reasoned and logical decisions can be based. Such responsible
decision-making by the public servants of Jefferson County with respect to this project has been
noticeably absent to date.

Traffic Safety:

Due to the unique geography of this region, residents and visitors (whose contribution to local
commerce is a precious commodity to be valued and preserved) are dependent on SR 104 for access to
Kitsap County and Seattle over the Hood Canal Bridge and other destinations on the Olympic Peninsula.
IMNSQ's vehicles and their clients’ vehicles, primarily heavily loaded trucks, will be using SR 104 to enter
and exit IMNSQ, adding to this heavy traffic flow and increasing safety risks to an unacceptable level
with a likely resultant increase in the frequency of occurrence of motor vehicle collisions with attendant
property damage and personal injury losses. IMNSQ should be required to provide certified time and
weight records from their scales to allow you to conduct a reasonable analysis of the likely negative
consequences from this flawed traffic plan.

All traffic concerns documented in the 12/24/11 SBCA SEPA Committee’s Letter to the Jefferson
County Community Development Office must be addressed. This should include assurance that quarry

materials will not be shipped from Mats Mats docks or along Paradise Bay or Oak Bay roads through
Port Ludlow other than local deliveries.

Noise:

To appropriately address noise-related issues, noise monitoring stations within the Port Ludlow
Master Planned Resort (PLMPR) need to be operational during all of IMNSQ’s operation hours. An
appropriately significant fine structure must be administered by Jefferson County to help ensure




IMNSQ’s compliance with noise level standards together with a clearly-defined plan of graduated
sanctions for violations, up to and including permit revocation.

Notification of Blasting:

PLMPR residents should be notified at least one week prior to blasting between the hours of 10
a.m. and 3 p.m. Public announcements of drilling and blasting schedules should be placed on Port
Ludlow Websites and in local newspapers, including The Port Townsend Leader and The Port Ludlow
Voice. A five-minute warning siren should be required prior to all blasting to warn resort users and
workers at neighboring quarries.

Air Quality:

The undeniably negative effect IMNSQ will have on local air quality has not been sufficiently
addressed. Only vehicles owned by IMNSQ have been targeted for maintenance and emission
standards, yet IMQ has stated that delivery trucks will not be IMQ property, instead they will be owned
by third-party clients. These latter vehicles must be specifically included in any maintenance and
emissions standards. Many residents of the PLMPR have respiratory problems due to age-related
health issues. In order to adequately protect these persons and minimize further degradation of local
air quality, appropriate monitoring stations must be strategically placed throughout the PLMPR to
monitor detrimental levels of dust and air pollution in accordance with standards of the Olympic Region
Clean Air Agency. An appropriately significant fine structure must be administered by Jefferson County
to help ensure IMNSQ’s compliance with air quality standards together with a clearly-defined plan of
graduated sanctions for violations, up to and including permit revocation.

Water Quality:

Streams and wetlands are addressed in the Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance
Document, but the impact of the IMNSQ on PLMPR’s water sources (wells) is not. Also absent is
confirmation of IMQ’s responsibility for rectifying any damage to the water tables and water sources for
the region.

Earth (Reclamation):

The Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance Document does not adequately address
reclamation of land as required by SEPA. The entire project’s impact must be addressed, not a
segmented plan to address certain phases of the project. An adequate bond should be required to
ensure the cost of proper reclamation.

Diminished Economic Value of Residences:

Contrary to established law, the Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance Document does
not address diminished economic value of residences in the PLMPR as a result of this project. While this
omission tends to avoid an inconvenient truth for IMNSQ, it must be addressed in the context of the
increased economic strain which will be placed on Jefferson County services as a result of reduced
property tax revenues, not to mention the personal financial hardships which will be imposed upon local
homeowners as a result of the further depression of local real property values.

Any project that removes 400,000 tons of rock per year from the Olympic Peninsula,
Washington’s Recreational Jewel, cannot, without stretching logic to the breaking point, be considered a
project of environmental Non-Significance.




Please issue a Determination of Significance for the IMNSQ project so that an EIS can adequately
address the environmental, economic and quality of life issues for PLMPR, Jefferson County and the
State of Washington. To do otherwise represents an irresponsible and significant failure to safeguard
the public’s interest.

Yours very truly,

Davad G. Howe

Laurie Howe

cc: Jefferson County Commission

Washington State Dept of Ecology, SAND & GRAVEL PERMITS (Attn: Scott Morrison)
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Bert Loomis
235 Edgewood Drive
Port Ludlow, Washington 98365
360-437-0901

bertl@cablespeed.com E @ E u v E

December 22, 2011 DEC 2 7 201

lefferson County Department of Community Development

621 Sheridan Street JEFFERSON COUNTY
VELOPMENT
Port Townsend, WA 98368 DEPT. OF COMMUNITY DEVEL

RE: Land Use Application / Pending SEPA Determination MLA 10-00073-Iron Mountain Quarry

This letter is in response to the subject Land Use Application and pending SEPA determination
by Jefferson County on MLA 10-00072. Specifically, this letter addresses the analyses and
assumptions that were the bases for setting mitigated operating limits on Iron Mountain New
Shine Quarry’s (IMNSQ) project.

Master Planned Resort Treatment: According to WAC 173.60.030 Sub A Sub iii, the Port Ludlow
Master Planned Resort (PLMPR) must be treated as a “private residence” and noise levels, air
quality, and other environmental factors must adhere to the “private residence” standard at all
boundaries of the PLMPR, including the PLMPR Golf Course.

Given this Washington state law, Jefferson County must require an Environmental Impact Study
(EIS) by issuing a Determination of Significance for IMNSQ. The proposed mitigation
requirements recommended by Jefferson County’s consultant in the Mitigated Determination of
Non-Significance Document are inadequate.

Traffic Safety: Residents of the Port Ludlow Master Planned Resort (PLMPR) are dependent on
SR 104 for access to Kitsap County over the Hood Canal Bridge and other destinations on the
Olympic Peninsula. The Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance Document does not
address the Traffic issue adequately. IMNSQ’s vehicles and their clients’ vehicles will be using SR
104 to enter and exit IMNSQ. The gaps in traffic cited in the plans for use of SR 104 are not
realistic. WSDOT data should be used to address the quantity of gaps. Additionally, the time
required for these vehicles to safely exit and enter IMNSQ is not accurate. Traffic accidents on
SR 104 are currently high due to the heavy recreational use of the Olympic Peninsula’s
resources. This traffic plan will only compound the problem.

All traffic concerns documented in the 12/24/11 SBCA SEPA Committee’s Letter to the Jefferson
County Community Development Office need to be addressed.

Noise: The mitigation for noise recommendations does not adequately address the monitoring

of noise levels. Noise monitoring stations within the PLMPR need to be operational during all of
IMNSQ’s operation hours. A fine structure must be administered by Jefferson County that

Loomis / IMQ / legal file 1



ensures IMNSQ’s compliance with noise level standards (Fine payments due in 30 days and non-
payment results in rescinded permit).

Notification of Blasting is not adequately addressed in the Mitigation document. PLMPR
residents, wishing notification, need to be notified at least one week prior to blasting during the
hours between 10 a.m. and 3 p.m. Public announcements need to be placed on the Port Ludlow
Website and in the local newspapers, including the Port Townsend Leader and the Port Ludlow
Voice. A five-minute warning siren needs to sound prior to all blasting to warn resort users and
workers at neighboring quarries.

All noise level concerns documented in the 12/24/11 South Bay Community Association SEPA
Committee to the Jefferson County Community Development Office need to be addressed.

Air Quality: Air quality is not adequately addressed in the Mitigated Determination of Non-
Significance Document. Only vehicles owned by IMNSQ are addressed for upkeep and emission
standards. IMQ has stated that the delivery trucks will not be their property, instead they will
be owned by their clients. Many residents of the PLMPR have lung problems due to age-related
chronic diseases. Therefore air quality monitoring stations must be strategically placed
throughout the MPR to monitor detrimental levels of dust and air pollution in accordance with
standards of the Olympic Region Clean Air Agency. An adequate fine structure must be putin
place to deter IMQNSQ’s non-compliance.

Water Quality: Surface water (streams and wetlands) is addressed in the Mitigated
Determination of Non-Significance Document, but the impact of the IMNSQ on PLMPR’s water
sources (wells) is not addressed, nor is IMQ’s responsibility for rectifying any unforeseen
damages to the water tables and water sources for the PLMPR.

Earth (Reclamation): The Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance Document does not
address reclamation of land adequately as required by SEPA. The entire project’s impact must
be addressed, not a segmented plan to address certain phases of the project. An adequate
bond should be required to ensure the cost of proper reclamation.

Diminished Economic Value of Residences: The Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance
Document does not address diminished economic value of residences in the PLMPR. According
to Washington State Law, any project’s economic impact on surrounding communities must be
addressed.

Any project that removes 400,000 tons of rock per year from the Olympic Peninsula,
Washington’s Recreational Jewel, is NOT a project of environmental Non-Significance. Please
issue a Determination of Significance for the IMNSQ project so that an EIS can adequately
address the environmental, economic and quality of life issues for PLMPR residents and our
state. This is not West Virginia’s strip mining country. This is environmentally friendly
Washington State.

Sincerely,

Bert Loom

Loomis / IMQ / legal file 2
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Ned Luce
651 Pioneer Drive
Port Ludlow, WA 98365
December 23,2011 D EC EHVE

Jefferson County Department of Community Development 3
Development Review Division Di DEC 2 /7 201
621 Sheridan St. U U

Port Townsend, WA 98368 JEFFERSON COUNTY

DEPT. OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

To whom it may concern,

This letter concerns the Land Use Application and pending SEPA
determination for MLA 10-00072, specifically the Iron Mountain New Shine
Quarry project.

I am very concerned that the issues of traffic, traffic safety and noise have not
been addressed by the county and need substantially more review, attention,
and restrictions if the quarry plan is to be implemented.

Truck traffic through Port Ludlow should not be allowed.

Access to SR 104 from the quarry will be a significant problem for all other
users of the highway. -

Noise from this operation will affect the quality of life of the residents as well
as the value of the properties nearby.

I have seen no adequate restrictions on this operation put in place. 1
respectfully request that the county make every effort to be sure these issues
are fully addressed before issuing a permit for this operation to proceed.

Respectfully,

Cc: Jefferson County Commissioners




Zoll—2-U-cooc T2

Willard Gatlin
107 Edgewood Drive
Port Ludlow, Washington 98365
360-437-8811

ECEIVE

lwgatlin@msn.com D
qj DEC 2 7 201
December 23, 2011 “
JEFFERSON COUNTY
Jefferson County Department of Community Development DEPT. OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
621 Sheridan Street

Port Townsend, WA 98368
RE: Land Use Application / Pending SEPA Determination MLA 10-00073-iron Mountain Quarry

This letter is in response to the subject Land Use Application and pending SEPA determination
by Jefferson County on MLA 10-00072. Specifically, this letter addresses the analyses and
assumptions that were the bases for setting mitigated operating limits on lron Mountain New
Shine Quarry’s (IMNSQ) project.

Master Planned Resort Treatment: According to WAC 173.60.030 Sub A Sub iii, the Port Ludiow
Master Planned Resort (PLMPR) must be treated as a “private residence” and noise levels, air
quality, and other environmental factors must adhere to the “private residence” standard at all
boundaries of the PLMPR, including the PLMPR Golf Course.

Given this Washington state law, Jefferson County must require an Environmental Impact Study
(EIS) by issuing a Determination of Significance for IMNSQ. The proposed mitigation
requirements recommended by Jefferson County’s consultant in the Mitigated Determination of
Non-Significance Document are inadequate.

Traffic Safety: Residents of the Port Ludlow Master Planned Resort (PLMPR) are dependent on
SR 104 for access to Kitsap County over the Hood Canal Bridge and other destinations on the
Olympic Peninsula. The Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance Document does not
address the Traffic issue adequately. IMNSQ’s vehicles and their clients’ vehicles will be using SR
104 to enter and exit IMNSQ. The gaps in traffic cited in the plans for use of SR 104 are not
realistic. WSDOT data should be used to address the quantity of gaps. Additionally, the time
required for these vehicles to safely exit and enter IMNSQ is not accurate. Traffic accidents on
SR 104 are currently high due to the heavy recreational use of the Olympic Peninsula’s
resources. This traffic plan will only compound the problem.

All traffic concerns documented in the 12/24/11 SBCA SEPA Committee’s Letter to the Jefferson
County Community Development Office need to be addressed.

Noise: The mitigation for noise recommendations does not adequately address the monitoring

of noise levels. Noise monitoring stations within the PLMPR need to be operational during all of
IMNSQ’s operation hours. A fine structure must be administered by Jefferson County that

Loomis / IMQ / legal file 1



ensures IMNSQ's compliance with noise level standards (Fine payments due in 30 days and non-
payment results in rescinded permit).

Notification of Blasting is not adequately addressed in the Mitigation document. PLMPR
residents, wishing notification, need to be notified at least one week prior to blasting during the
hours between 10 a.m. and 3 p.m. Public announcements need to be placed on the Port Ludlow
Website and in the local newspapers, including the Port Townsend Leader and the Port Ludlow
Voice. A five-minute warning siren needs to sound prior to all blasting to warn resort users and
workers at neighboring quarries.

All noise level concerns documented in the 12/24/11 South Bay Community Association SEPA
Committee to the Jefferson County Community Development Office need to be addressed.

Air Quality: Air quality is not adequately addressed in the Mitigated Determination of Non-
Significance Document. Only vehicles owned by IMNSQ are addressed for upkeep and emission
standards. IMQ has stated that the delivery trucks will not be their property, instead they will
be owned by their clients. Many residents of the PLMPR have lung problems due to age-related
chronic diseases. Therefore air quality monitoring stations must be strategically placed
throughout the MPR to monitor detrimental levels of dust and air pollution in accordance with
standards of the Olympic Region Clean Air Agency. An adequate fine structure must be put in
place to deter IMQNSQ's non-compliance.

Water Quality: Surface water (streams and wetlands) is addressed in the Mitigated
Determination of Non-Significance Document, but the impact of the IMNSQ on PLMPR’s water
sources {wells) is not addressed, nor is IMQ’s responsibility for rectifying any unforeseen
damages to the water tables and water sources for the PLMPR.

Earth (Reclamation): The Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance Document does not
address reclamation of land adequately as required by SEPA. The entire project’s impact must
be addressed, not a segmented plan to address certain phases of the project. An adequate
bond should be required to ensure the cost of proper reclamation.

Diminished Economic Value of Residences: The Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance
Document does not address diminished economic value of residences in the PLMPR. According
to Washington State Law, any project’s economic impact on surrounding communities must be
addressed.

Any project that removes 400,000 tons of rock per year from the Olympic Peninsula,
Washington’s Recreational Jewel, is NOT a project of environmental Non-Significance. Please
issue a Determination of Significance for the IMNSQ project so that an EIS can adequately
address the environmental, economic and quality of life issues for PLMPR residents and our
state. This is not West Virginia’s strip mining country. This is environmentally friendly
Washington State.

Sincerely, W”
Jerd

/ WillardGatlin

Loomis / IMQ / legal file 2
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Robert G. Bergquist
131 Timber Heights Drive

Port Ludlow, WA 98365
360 437 0242 D E@EHVE
DEC 2 7 201
Jefferson County Department of Community Development
Development Review Division
621 Sheridan Street JEFFERSON COUNTY

DEPT. OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Port Townsend, WA 98368
Subject: Comments in response to Public Notice of Type | Land Use Application and Pending
SEPA Determination for MLA 10-00072 — New Shine Quarry

Applicant: Iron Mountain Quarry

We have lived in Timberton Village of Port Ludlow since 2003. We as many members of the
community are concerned about the quarry and the total impact on us.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the proposed Mitigated Determination of Non-
Significance (MDNS) on the above referenced proposal. | am concerned; however, with the
timing of the release of this public notice, corresponding as it is with the Christmas holiday.
Many individuals affected by this proposal in the Port Ludlow community are unaware of this
notice and unable to comment due to pre-planned travel associated with Christmas. | believe
the timing of the release of this notice was intentionally selected to limit the quality and
quantity of public comment. '

That being said, | would like to offer the following comments:

1) Air Quality Impacts: Mitigation condition number 10 requires actions to minimize dust from
the proposal. | have personally observed accumulations of dirt at the intersection of the
proposed mine entrance and State Route 104, caused by the existing truck traffic. Watering of
haul roads is not sufficient to eliminate this problem, as mud from truck tires will continue to be
deposited at the mine entrance, and once dry, will cause airborne dust as it is run over by traffic
on SR- 104. Trucks may also deposit small rocks on the highway, increasing damage to vehicles
and vehicle windshields. | suggest that an additional condition be added which requires periodic
sweeping of the intersection of State Route 104 and the mine entrance to reduce this problem.
Alternatively, a condition could require the applicant to install a washing station at the entrance
to the mine, and require the washing off of trucks to eliminate debris prior to exiting onto SR-
104.

2) Noise: It is important to note that the proposed mine is in close proximity to recreational and
residential uses in the Port Ludiow community. Since we live in Timberton, this is a very real
concern to us. So close in fact, that the proposed area for mining does not qualify for the
minimum distance required by the County General Plan for establishment of a Mineral
Resource Zone. According to the report entitled Blasting Impacts at New Shine Quarry, WA
prepared for Austin Powder Company on behalf of IMQ, “Production blasting will occur no
more frequently than twice a month.” The frequency of blasting is of great concern to the




residents of Port Ludlow, and while it is reassuring to hear that it will not occur more frequently
than twice per month, there is nothing in the mitigation measures would require this. | suggest
that a condition be included that would require that blasting be limited to no more frequently
than twice per month. The winter will be especially bad due to the travel of sound with the
trees bare of leaves.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. Please add my name and
address to your list of individuals to receive any future notices or information regarding this
proposal.

| support the rejection of all mining activity since we are believed to be living in a retirement
community.

Sincerely,

R.G.Berg

quits
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December 23, 2011 |

Jefferson County Department of Community Development | S DEC 2 / 201
Development Review Division U

621 Sheridan Street JEFFERSON COUNTY

Port Townsend. WA 98368 DEPT. OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Subject: Comments in response to Public Notice of Type I Land Use Application and
Pending SEPA Determination for MLA 10-00072 — New Shine QuarryApplicant: Iron
Mountain Quarry.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the proposed Mitigated Determination of
Non-Significance (MDNS) on the above referenced proposal. I am concerned, however,
with the timing of the release of this public notice, corresponding as it is with the
Christmas holiday. Many individuals affected by this proposal in the Port Ludlow
community are unaware of this notice and unable to comment due to pre-planned travel
associated with Christmas. I believe the timing of the release of this notice was
intentionally selected to limit the quality and quantity of public comment. That being
said, T would hke to offer the followmg comments: ’ ~

1) Air Quality Impacts Mitigation condition number 10 requires actions to minimize
dust from the proposal. I have personally observed accumulations of dirt at the
intersection of the proposed mine entrance and State Route 104, caused by the existing
truck traffic. Watering of haul roads is not sufficient to eliminate this problem, as mud
from truck tires will continue to be deposited at the mine entrance, and once dry, will
cause airborne dust as it is run over by traffic on SR- 104. Trucks may also deposit
small rocks on the highway, increasing damage to vehicles and vehicle windshields. I
suggest that an additional condition be added which requires periodic sweeping of the
intersection of State Route 104 and the mine entrance to reduce this problem.
Alternatively, a condition could require the applicant to install a washing station at the
entrance to the mine, and require the washing off of trucks to eliminate debris prior to
exiting onto SR-104.

'2) Noise: It is important to note that the proposed mine is in close proximity to
recreational and residential uses in the Port Ludlow community. So close in fact, that
the proposed area for mining does not qualify for the minimum distance required by the
County General Plan for establishment of a Mineral Resource Zone. According to the
report entitled Blasting Impacts at New Shine Quarry, WA prepared for Austin Powder
Company on behalf of IMQ, “Production blasting will occur no more frequently than
twice a month.” The frequency of blasting is of great concern to the residents of Port
Ludlow, and while it is reassuring to hear that it will not occur more frequently than
twice per month, there is nothing in the mitigation measures would require this.
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DEC 2 /7 2011
JEFFERSON COUNTY 172 Dog Leg Lane
DEPT. OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT Port Ludiow, WA 98365

26 December 2011
Jefferson County Department of Community Development
Development Review Division
621 Sheridan Street
Port Townsend, WA 98368

Subject : Land Use Application and Pending SEPA Determination MLA 10-00072 Iron Mountain Quarry

As residents of the Port Ludlow Master Planned Resort (PLMPR) for the past 17 years we find the recently issued
MDNS decision to be totaily iacking in meaningful and accurate analysis of the potential environmental impacts of the
proposed New Shine Quarry on this community.

Studies conducted by and for the Iron Mountain Quarry (IMQ) organization are unrealistic at best, self-serving, and
almost totally lacking in sound, objective and where appropriate, quantitative analysis. (Independent analysis shows
IMQ truck traffic projections prepared by IMQ traffic consultants Transportation Solutions, Inc. may be understated by
factors of 4 or 5!!!). This demonstrates a clear and disturbing lack of professionalism in the DCD, and an absence of
concern for civic responsibility and meaningful Commissioner review at the County level that is deeply disturbing.

The basis for community concerns have been documented by others but include the following :-

1. Noise levels, air quality/dust are required to adhere to “private residence” standards at all boundaries
of the PLMPR (WAC 173.60.030, Sub A, sub iii). Why does the Mitigated Determination of Non
Significance (MDNS) lack specific provisions for long term measurement/monitoring of these parameters?

2. Traffic Volume Increase. The traffic “gap study” cited in the MDNS was of very short duration, and
totally unrealistic in light of the grossly understated new quarry truck load estimates.

3. Safety. The MDNS makes no requirement for additional entry/exit lanes on Rte 104 for truck access
to the quarry. (Rte 104 access from Teal Lake Road is already a hazard). There is a very high probability
that serious accidents specifically including fatalities will result if those access lanes remain unrequired.

4. Water Quality. The entire PLMPR and immediate environs rely on wells for fresh water supplies. Our
newspapers recently have reported multiple events where “fracking” operations that were “guaranteed”
not to affect well water supplies have indeed resulted in contamination/pollution of those supplies
(Pavilion, WY, Seattle Times 9 Dec 2011). | know that “fracking” is a relatively deep and very different
operation from “surface quarrying” but it shows that hard to correct major errors are being made in what
appears to be much lower risk situations.

| am sure that the above list is not exhaustive, but the bottom line here is that there are numerous major and
some critical issues associated with this proposed project that demand careful, comprehensive and independent study
and analysis. That is what an Environmental Impact Study is designed to provide. This proposal cries out for such a
study, and its absence again reflects a lack of professionalism in DCD conduct and operations, and in appropriate
oversight of those operations.

G Fr Coptie ol Dodan

AnthonQF. Durham Cynthia L. Durham

o Tony Durham <3




