porC Ludlow VILLAGE council ECEIVIE

PO BOX 65012

PORT LUDLOY, WA 288685
DEC 2 8 2011
December 22", 2011
JEFFERSON COUNTY

Jefferson County Department of Community Development DEPT. OF COMMUNTY DEVELOPMENT
Development Review Division
621 Sheridan Street
Port Townsend, WA 98368

Via USPS and Email :
Subject: SEPA Mitigation Item 28 re Quarry Truck Traffic in Port Ludlow

Dear Sirs,

The following resolution was approved unanimously at a Special Meeting of the PLVC on December 20%, 2011
and the request is hereby submitted to the County:

WHEREAS, the possibility that trucks might transport New Shine Quarry product through Port Ludlow has
always been the foremost concern of the residents due to its potentially serious but unaddressed SEPA
environmental impacts—e.g., traffic, noise, vibration, dust, health, and safety; and

WHEREAS, the current wording of Mitigation Item 28 is ambiguous and unclear as shown by the attached
analysis; and

WHEREAS, Iron Mountain Quarry voluntarily agreed that “Quarry product from the New Shine Quarry shall

- not be transported on any Port Ludlow streets except to deliver product to a specific home or business.
Quarry product from the New Shine Quarry shall not be transported using any dock in the Mats Mats Bay
site.” as a mandatory SEPA MDNS condition in the attached email Carson to Meade dated March 2", 2010;
therefore it is,

RESOLVED THAT, The PLVC requests the County to incorporate IMQ’s words to clarify the meaning of the
SEPA determination and the Stormwater Management Permit as follows:

. . This.proposal is for truck. transportation of materials only. Quarry product from the New Shine Quarry
shall not be transported on any Port Ludlow streets except to deliver product to focal markets serving
local demand i.e., to a specific home or business. Quarry product from the New Shine Quarry shall not
be transported using any dock in the Mats Mats Bay site and/or via a marine transportation system.

Until these words or their full equivalents are included unequivocally and flow with the permit, Port Ludlow
residents cannot relax their environmental concerns about quarry traffic through Port Ludlow.

Yours sincerely
Port Ludlow Village Council

Anthony F. Durham Victoria J. Tallerico
Vice President and Acting President Secretary

Attachments: 1. Analysis of Current Wording and PLVC Requested Wording of item 28
2. Email Carson to Meade dated March 2™, 2011
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Attachment 2

From: Brent Carson [mailto:bcarson@GordonDerr.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 02, 2010 7:52 AM

To: Dan Meade

Cc: Tony Simpson; Burnett, James E.

Subject: RE: Proposed SEPA Condition

That is fine to make this public. I will be submitting this today to David Wayne Johnson.

From: Dan Meade [mailto:dmeadel @gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 02, 2010 7:17 AM

To: Brent Carson
Cc: Tony Simpson
Subject: Re: Proposed SEPA Condition

OUTSTANDING. THANKS TO YOU AND JIM. DO YOU ‘WANT THIS MADE PUBLIC AT
THE PLVC AND SBCA BOARD MEETINGS THIS THURSDAY AND FRIDAY?DAN

On Mon, Mar 1, 2010 at 5:54 PM, Brent Carson <bcarson@gordonderr.com> wrote:

Dan,

As Jim agreed when we met last week, Iron Mountain Quarry would voluntarily agree to a
condition regarding use of Port Ludlow streets. Here is a draft of that condition, which we
would propose be included as a mandatory condition of the County’s SEPA determination. Jim
wanted me to send you this in draft first. If you have any questions or proposed revisions,
please let me know.

To address concerns of the Port Ludlow community, Iron Mountain Quarry
voluntarily agrees that the following shall be imposed as a condition of the
Jefferson County SEPA Determination of Non-Significance or Mitigated
Determination of Non-Significance for the New Shine Quarry proposal:

Quarry product from the New Shine Quarry shall not be
transported on any Port Ludlow streets except to deliver product
to a specific home or business. Quarry product from the New
Shine Quarry shall not be transported using any dock in the Mats
Mats Bay site.

Brent Carson

GordonDerr LLP

2025 First Avenue, Suite 500
Seattle, WA 98121-3140

206-382-9540
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fax 206-626-0675

bcarson@GordonDerr.com

www.GordonDerr.com

This e-mail is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed and may contain
confidential, privileged information. If the reader of this e-mail is not the addressee, please be advised
that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. If you receive this
communication in error, please call (206)382-9540 and return this e-mail to GordonDerr at the above e-
mail address and delete from your files. Thank You.
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Elizabeth Van Zonneveld
PO Box 65477, Port Ludlow, WA 98365 (360) 437-5118

evz@cablespeed.com . v E
December 22, 2011 DEC 2 9 201
Jefferson County Department of Community Development
621 Sheridan Street JEFFERSON COUNTY
Port Townsend, WA 98368 DEPT. OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

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 finding of Mitigated
Determination of Non-significance by Jefferson County’s consultants to the department of
Community Development is incomplete and inaccurate.

Traffic Safety: Residents of the Port Ludlow Master Planned Resort (PLMPR) are dependent on
SR 104 for access to Kitsap County and Seattle over the Hood Canal Bridge and other
destinations on the Olympic Peninsula. The Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance
Document does not address the SR 104 Traffic issue adequately. Additional, more complete
traffic analysis has been submitted to both Jefferson County and to WSDOT by the Dave
Armitage and Bruce Schmitz of SEPA Committee of Port Ludlow’s South Bay Community
Association. That submittal, using traffic data from WSDOT at the Hood Canal Bridge, and the
reported loads from Shine Mason Quarry, (adjacent to the location of this permit application,
together with the applicants expected load/vehicle traffic shows clearly that the proposed
mitigation to highway 104 for entrance and exits of IMNSQ’s vehicles and their clients’
vehicles, primarily heavily loaded trucks, using SR 104 will be entirely inadequate. The gaps in
traffic cited in the IMNSQ plans for use of SR 104 are not realistic. WSDOT data must be used
to address the quantity of gaps. Additionally, the time required for these vehicles to safely exit
and enter IMNSQ is not accurate. IMNSQ should be required to provide certified time, date and
weight records from the scales for analyses in addressing this problem. 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 if it is accepted as adequate mitigation of
increased traffic.

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. This should include assurance
that quarry materials will not be shipped from Mats Mats or along Paradise Bay or Oak Bay roads
through Port Ludlow other than local deliveries.

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 system of fines must be developed by Jefferson County that
ensures IMNSQ’s compliance with noise level standards for residences within the MPR
boundaries. (For example 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 drilling and blasting
during the hours between 10 a.m. and 3 p.m. Public announcements of drilling and blasting
schedules need to be placed on Port Ludlow Websites and in the local newspapers, including the
Port Townsend Leader and the Port Ludlow Voice.

All noise level concerns documented in the 12/24/11 South Bay Community Association SEPA
Committee 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. 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.

Sincerely
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LUDLCOW MAINTENANCE COMMISSION

POST C)FFICE BOX 65060 E @ E I] v E

PORT L UDLOW, WASHINGTON 98365

(360) 4 .37-9201
December 24, 20711 DEC 2 9 20
Jefferson County Department of Community Development JEFFERSON COUNTY
621 Sheridan Street . DEPT. OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

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

This letter is .n response to the subject Land Use Application and pending SEPA determination by Jefferson
County on MILA 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.

- The Ludlow Maintenange Commission, Inc. Board of Trustees represents 1090 residential homes and
condomiriums in Port Ludiow. We are in support of the positions expressed by the South Bay Community
Associatin and Port Luglow Village Council, copies of their submittals to you are attached.

Our set ous concerns are about the health and safety of members of our community with regard to Iron
Mountiin Quarry (IMQ). Residents of Port Ludlow as citizens of Jefferson County need adequate
representation and protection from the unmitigated effects of this proposed quarry operating very near the
Port Ludlow Master Planned Resort. It is imperative that Jefferson County issue a Determination of
Significance for the IMNSQ project so that an EIS can adequately address the environmental, economic and
quality of life issues of Port Ludlow Master Planned Resort residents and our state.

Menslo Dok

Theodora Clark, President
Ludlow Maintenance Commission, Inc.

Enclosed: SBCA/SEPA Committee December 24, 2011 Submittal — For Sound
SBCA/SEPA Committee December 24, 2011 Submittal — For Transportation
Port Ludlow Village Council December 22, 2011 Resolution

Cc: Washington State Dept. Natural Resources
Ross Goodwin
5310 Eaglemount Rd.
Chimacum, WA 98325-9720

Washington State Dept. of Natural Resources, SEPA Review
SEPACENTER@DNR.WA.GOV

PO Box 47015

Olympia, WA 98504-7015




Washington State Dept. of Ecology, SEPA Review
SEPAUNIT@ECY.WA.Gov

Olympia, WA 98504-7703

DOE WETLANDS

Rick Mraz

PO Box 47775

Olympia, WA 98504-7775

ORCAA

Geoffrey Glass

2940-B Limited Lane NW
Olympia, WA 98502

Washington State Dept. of Ecology, WATER QUALITY
Linda Matlock

PO Box 47696

Olympia, WA 98504-7696

Washington State Dept. of Ecology, STORMWATER
Joyce Smith

PO Box 41696

Olympia, WA 98504

Washington State Dept of Ecology, SAND & GRAVEL PERMITS
Attn: Scott Morrison

PO Box 47775

Olympia, WA 98504-7775

Washington State Dept. of Transportation
Attn: Dale Severson

PO Box 47440

Olympic, WA 98504-7440

Jefferson County Commission
PO Box 1220
Port Townsend, WA 98368

Port Townsend Leader
Attn: Allison Arthur

PO Box 552

Port Townsend, WA 98368

Peninsula Daily News
Attn: Jeff Chew

1939 E. Sims Way

Port Townsend, WA 98368

Port Ludlow Voice
PO Box 65077
Port Ludlow, WA 98365



December 24, 2011

Jefferson County Department of Community Development
Development Review Division
621 Sheridan Street

Port Townsend, WA 98368

e

P24 SPINBIRET Paey
Subject: Land Use Application and Pending SEPA Determination Bost Lzssdia;v’;{’w;asi@gmn 98363
MLA 10-00072-iron Mountain Quarry o (360 4370267

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 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 lron
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 equipmerit that will be in the quarry, i.e. there are no trucks in the analysis.
This appears to be a result 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 Ludiow 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 T 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 Ludiow
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,




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

. 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.

. 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.

. 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

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 98604-7703




Jefferson County Department of Community Development
Development Review Division

December 24, 2011

621 Sheridan Street

Port Townsend, WA 98368 T g;%ﬁig Place
é‘;)g) ;,ixg;?'z,n\gashMgmn 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 Appilication 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. lron
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 “Iron Mountain Quarry Traffic impact Analysis” with

the latest report dated July 2011.

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 TS|
traffic impact study must be corrected before the issuance of a determination.
The study errors are contained in the following sections of this letter.

Yearly Quarry Production

Table 1

Shine Annual Production
Year Tons
2003 257,560
2004 322,792
2005 384,015
2008 414,102

|00 368,208
2008 258,756
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The subject application and pending SEPA
determination both state that annual production at the
proposed quarry could produce as much as 400,000
tons per year. This humber is consistent with the
annual production at the Shine Quarry site before the
recession. We obtained the annual production
numbers from Shine Quarry for the period of 2003
through 2010. These numbers are shown in the
Table 1.

et b




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 TSI Assumed
_ Truck Profile
" Truck ‘{ Tonsi.oad TSI ~ Shine
Tandem Unit 30 75 60
Single Dump 13 20 | 25
S'@ gle Unit 7 & ) 186
Avg Truck/Ton :
Monthly Trucks Required
Tonnage | TSI Shine Understated
10000 475 607 431
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.
T8I, 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. Givena
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, 256% 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 tonsftruck 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. TS! Actual Caicilations
_ ‘ ~ Truck Profile
Truek Tons/Load 781 Shine
Tandem Unit 30 | 75 60
Single Dump 13 20 | 25
Single Unit 7 5 15
Avg TruckiTon ~
R
Monthly Trucks Required
Tonnage TSI (25.4) Shine | Understated
10000 394 607 213
20000 787 1213 426
30000 1181 1820 639
40000 1575 2426 | 852
50000 } 1989 | 3033 1064
60000 2362 3640 1277
Monthly Tonnage
Figure 1 TSl in their traffic
impact study uses
. Monthly Production monthly production
hine Avera 4 ¥, Ve
e A g:;":j;ég ::W rates that vary by
& month as shown in
30000 Figure 1. As noted the
) 20000 ‘ L rates average less than
£ { / \ Shine Avg 15, 000 tons in spring
g 15000 |F : = and summer, peak to
3 10000 /*\‘/ \ e 20,000 tons in October
2 /‘ \ and then drop off in the
5000 . winter. These numbers
0 b N , are significantly lower
Jan March May July Sept Nov th?n the experience of
Feb Aprii June Aug Oct Dec Shine Quarry. The
: experience at Shine
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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 smgmenﬁ

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 TS! is compared in Figure 2.

% Daily Shipments
Shine Historical Data
vs. TSI Assumptions

20.0%

160%
5
£ 10on [THEE | - —
a .

o-o% Wil i i v,:: : e
7-8am 10-11am 1tam-12pm 1-2pm 3-4pm
8-9am 10-11am 12-1pm 2-3pm B Shiine
Time of Day L L

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 periad 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 aimost 50% from the number
used by TSl 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 beiow.

Figure 3 from the American

100,000= . === Assogciation of State
30000zt Highway and
B j; =T Transportation Officials
g 10,000 L (ASSHTO) “A Policy on
= 5 Geometric Design of
g & T Highways and Streets”
§ VRN B Y T indicates that the accident
2 of Rt rate increases with
DAY TIE S S A increasing differential in
o I 2 speeds. It would seem
e T e M O A - oo more prudent to require a
Figare 1 - Relationship between crash involvement rate-and variation fiom 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 T8I 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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Vi) Subriiftted 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 Bivd.
Tumwater, WA 98504
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230 CAMBER LN
PoRrT LubLow, WA 98353-8782
Fax/Phone (360) 437-8220
ausimpson@msn.com

December 28, 2011

Jefferson County Department of Community Development
Development Review Division

621 Sheridan Street

Port Townsend, WA 98368

Attention: Mr. David Wayne Johnson
Sent by Email and Hard Copy by Hand

Subject: Comment in Response to the Jefferson County Public
Notice re Pending SEPA Determination MLA10-00072,
December 14, 2011

Dear Mr. Johnson,

Please find attached a printed copy of and “Analysis of SR-104 Traffic
Environmental Impacts Caused by NSQ 28-Dec-2011 in Response to the Jefferson
County Public Notice re Pending SEPA Determination MLA10-00072, December
14, 2011

Yours sincerely -

Anthony U. Simpson

Attachment: Analysis of SR-104 Traffic Environmental Impacts
Caused by NSQ 28-Dec-2011




ANALYSIS OF TRAFFIC IMPACTS CAUSED BY THE NEW SHINE QUARRY ON STATE ROUTE 104

This analysis is a Comment in response to the Jefferson County Public Notice of Type 1 Land Use
Application and Pending SEPA Determination MLA10-00072, December 14, 2011. It addresses the
overview aspects of traffic impacts caused by the Iron Mountain Quarry’s (IMQ) New Shine Quarry
(NSQ) truck access and egress to State Route 104 (SR-104).

The technical details presented by IMQ’s consultant Transportation Solutions Inc. (TSI) are replete with
complex details that are based on layers of unsound assumptions and gross underestimates that
obscure and confuse the fundamental issues of public safety. Rather than assure road safety, TSI’s study
goes far beyond reasonable technical and professional bounds in attempting to minimize their client’s
startup costs at significant risk to public safety.

BACKGROUND

The existing quarry operated by Mason uses the registered name Shine Quarry. The planned quarry to
be operated by Burnett has been named the New Shine Quarry (NSQ). For clarity, we have added the
prefix to Mason to the name Shine Quarry (MSQ). The two quarries, which are located to the North of
SR-104, are independently permitted, leased, and operated. There is some animosity between the
operators, which has been demonstrated at public hearings. In addition, three nearby quarries existing
to the South that also ship by truck onto SR-104 have consolidated into two companies.

The most common type of quarry trucks planned by NSQ are 80-feet long tandem units with a gross
vehicle weight of 105,500 pounds (47 tons)—the heaviest vehicles regularly permitted on US roads. The
road under primary consideration is SR-104, which is a 60-mph two-lane highway without traffic signals
for 36 miles between Sequim and the Hood Canal Bridge. In the vicinity of the NSQ, each lane is 11-feet
wide with an 8-foot shoulder. SR-104 is the only road directly connecting the North Olympic Peninsula
communities to the rest of the US. The road is well known to be dangerous and subject to very heavy
congestion in the summer—it has for many years been a “lights on for safety” road. Along the 14%
miles stretch from Highway 101 to the Hood Canal Bridge, the average number of accidents is 36 per
year, including one fatality per 2-years, with peaks where lane-crossing traffic occurs. Those of us who
live in the area are aware of and gravely concerned about these dangers, while the large numbers of
tourists are not aware and are at considerably more risk.

Trucks from the planned NSQ will enter from the north side of SR-104,
cross the eastbound traffic lane and accelerate into the westbound
traffic (see aerial view on page 3). Though the downgrade in the

Mason Shine Quarry (MSQ)
Actual Annual Production

eastbound lane helps acceleration, the entrance and crossing are | Size Acres | Year | Tons

horizontal. Consequently, the fully loaded trucks move at very low speed 20 2003 | 257,560
across the westbound lane while entering the eastbound lane. Because 20 | 2004 | 322,792
the trucks are more than seven times as long as the lane width, they | 49 | 2005 | 384,015

take a long time to cross. Monitoring the extra NSQ traffic, but NO | 45 2006 | 414.102
SIGNIFICANT MITIGATION, is required in the Jefferson County Noticere | .. 2007 | 368.208

Pending SEPA NSQ Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance 14- '
| 2008 | 256,756

Dec-2011. 5
40 | 2009 | 156,700
MASON SHINE QUARRY ACTUAL ANNUAL PRODUCTION - a0 | 2010 | 151,600

The actual history of product shipping data provided by the 40-acre Peak Year 2006

Mason Shine Quarry (MSQ) is shown in the table at right (data received | 3 peak Years Avg.

by D. Armitage from MSQ). Depending on the time frame chosen, the 5 Peak Years Avg. | 349,175
. {2

. 1 .
average production ranges from a peak of 414,102 tons/year in 2006 to 8 Years Avg. 288,967

an 8-year average of 288,967 tons per year.
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Analysis of Traffic Impacts Caused by the New Shine Quarry on State Route 104

NEW SHINE QUARRY “LOWBALLED” PRODUCTION NUMBERS

The 142-acre New Shine Quarry (NSQ) has various statements about projected annual production:

1. The pending IMQ-Pope NSQ Permit Application and SEPA determination both state that annual
production at the proposed quarry could produce as much as 400,000 tons per year. This is an
implausibly low number, since it is less than the demonstrated 414,102 tons per year at peak
production from MSQ that is only 28 percent of the NSQ size. The key change to increase NSQ's
production rate radically is to add a faster or second crusher, which can be achieved with
relative ease. It is clear that the planned NSQ 400,000 ton per year production number is a
substantial under-representation of the NSQ true and probable potential.

2. Transportation Solution Inc. (TSI) is IMQ's handpicked consultant. Their SEPA report uses an
annual production rate of 160,000 tons per year for their traffic study—i.e., only 38 percent of
the actual peak production of the MSQ and only 46 percent of MSQ’s 5-year actual average
production, as shown in the table above.

3. The TSI report goes on to lowball all their other assumptions to produce a technical report that
minimizes the planned NSQ traffic impacts. This is covered extensively in the report from the
Port Ludlow South Bay Homeowners’ Association and its SEPA Committee dated December 24,
2011. For example, it states “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 County has already received copies of this SBCA report.

In General, each of the under-representations creates traffic safety risks that must be multiplied
together to come up with their total impact because risks probabilities are generally multiplicative
rather than additive. This reveals a massive understatement of traffic environmental and safety impact
issues once the economy recovery starts. IMQ assumes the economy will recover or there is no
justification for a second Shine quarry permit—the Mason Shine quarry would suffice for the
foreseeable future. This combination of environmental and safety impact understatements of the
planned NSQ traffic impacts create a gross misrepresentation of the facts and any SEPA decisions based
upon them are irresponsible and unsafe. However, this it is not the end of these blunders, as shown
below.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS OF TRAFFIC FROM MULTIPLE QUARRIES AND SR-19 ON A 1% MILE SECTION OF
SR-104

Trucks from five quarries will use SR-104 to transport aggregate product as shown by the aerial view on
the next page.

e At 1,820 feet west of the SR-104/SR-19 Intersection

Trucks from two Miles Sand and Gravel (Rocktogo Road) quarries and one Seton Construction
(Thorndyke Pit Road) quarry enter on the South side of SR-104 at a specially constructed
acceleration entry and deceleration exit ramps with a central turning lane 1,820 feet west of SR-
19—see figure below. The vast majority normally travel east, so they can accelerate and merge
without crossing a 60-mph traffic lane.

e At 5,200 feet east of the SR-104/SR-19 Intersection

Trucks from the planned NSQ enter SR-104 by crossing the westbound lane and merge into the
eastbound lane—a far more complex maneuver. At this point, the SR-104 traffic has increased by
the trucks entering from and returning to the Miles and Seton quarries, plus the traffic from SR-19
that connects from Port Townsend, Port Hadlock, Chimacum, and Port Ludlow, plus the traffic from
the MSQ.
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Analysis of Traffic Impacts Caused by the New Shine Quarry on State Route 104
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Analysis of Traffic Impacts Caused by the New Shine Quarry on State Route 104

Clearly, the trucks from the planned NSQ encounter substantially higher public vehicle and truck
traffic volumes than those from entering at from the three Miles and Seton quarries. Moreover,
their entry maneuvers are far more dangerous. Yet TSI’s proposed mitigation for the NSQ’s
crossroad trucks access is far less than for the simpler merge required for trucks from Miles and
Seton quarries. This makes no sense whatsoever.

ACCIDENT EVENT CASCADES

in effect, the truck drivers from the planned NSQ, and from the MSQ, will have a great deal more to
consider. We know from recent studies of drivers using cell phones that increasing the “thinking load”
on a driver causes distraction and mental blindness due to excessive multi-tasking. The truck drivers are
trained but they are not superhuman. A relatively minor unexpected trigger—e.g., a car braking and
thereby obstructing the truck from merging, a deer entering the roadway, etc.—can quickly cascade into
a major disaster. The driving public does not expect to encounter siow 80-feet long tandem unit trucks
at_right_angles across an 11-feet wide 60-mph high-speed lane. Complex 80-foot long heavy-truck
maneuvers across a busy high-speed road with huge vehicle speed differentials create such triggers
even with professional drivers and most certainly amongst the public who share the road with these
behemoth trucks. These are predictable serious accidents waiting to happen and should not be
countenanced for the benefit of reduced quarry startup costs.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Though cumulative traffic effects from multiple quarries are obviously an important issue, TSI’s study
does not address cumulative effects and does not explain why this issue is omitted though such
cumulative analysis is required under SEPA WAC 197-11-330(3)(c). It is a glaringly serious error for
several reasons: :

1. The five quarries all supply construction aggregate and associated products. They are
independently operated and leased from Pope. The NSQ will compete with the other quarry
operators. Competition will lower the price. Overall demand will increase, not least because it
will increase the feasible trucking radius of the market served—the market area increases as the
square of the trucking radius.

2. When the 2008 housing market collapse ends, as it inevitably will, pre-collapse conditions will
re-emerge, augmented by the interim increase in population and pent-up demand from
postponed construction. In this category, we include the areas in which Pope Resources (which
owns the land and leases the quarries) will develop major new housing estates.

3. Major new construction may arise, about which the quarry companies are understandably
unwilling to comment for competitive reasons. For example, Naval Base Kitsap is the third-
largest Navy base in the U.S. It features one of the U.S. Navy's four nuclear shipyards, one of two
nuclear-weapons facilities, the only West Coast dry dock capable of handling a Nimitz-class
aircraft carrier and the Navy's largest fuel depot. There are indications that other facilities will
be consolidated here and that new construction is imminent e.g., the $600 million wharf
construction project on the Hood Canal. '

The five quarries all affect the NSQ SEPA traffic issues and they are all partners with Pope via their Pope
Resource leases, Pope’s per-ton royalty arrangements, and Pope’s participation in the mining rights.
Therefore, they must all be considered collectively and cumulatively for traffic impacts or an explicit and
convincing explanation made as to why they should be omitted—which is not offered in the applicant’s
submission. TSI’s approach of assuming that truck traffic from other quarries somehow does not exist
is grossly misleading and unacceptable. Moreover, it compounds and is additive to the gross errors TSI
makes by deeply lowballing its detailed NSQ traffic assumptions.
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Analysis of Traffic Impacts Caused by the New Shine Quarry on State Route 104

PHASED REVIEW

In effect, TSI has only made a study of the current MSQ traffic and used it as a surrogate for mitigation
of NSQ’s operation. It splits off the NSQ startup from its future. For example, it argues from a narrow
initial startup perspective without looking ahead to even a meaningful portion of the 40-year life of the
project. It has divided and fragmented the traffic issues on SR-104 by excluding the impacts of four other
comparable quarry operations in close proximity, thereby avoiding discussion of their cumulative
impacts. It segments and ignores issues that are required to address properly the full environmental
traffic issues and their impact on public safety. This can only be described as phased review under WAC
197-11-060(5)(d)(i, ii, and iii). A phased review, however, is not appropriate and has not been condoned
for this project. Therefore, TSI’s analysis is mostly irrelevant for a mitigation determination.

PROBABLE SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

Based upon the above discussion, the proposed DMNS, after a year of effort by the applicant, continues
to have a probable significant adverse traffic environmental impact. It certainly comes nowhere close to
meeting the SEPA mandate. Under WAC 197-11-350 the remedy, even with mitigation measures, is

that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) shall be prepared.

The Judge Laurie’s opinion regarding the Writ of Certiorari with damages won by IMQ against Jefferson
County concluded that Jefferson County’s DS did not devote sufficient attention to IMQ's filing to
provide an adequate basis upon which a determination decision may be based. It did not conclude that

the DS was in error. Consequently, Jefferson County has the authority to make a Determination of
Significance (DS) and require an EIS or to proceed with a DMNS.

If the decision is made now for a DS, then a proper evaluation of the issues can be made in an EIS—as
has normally occurred in the past for Jefferson County quarries (e.g., Mats Mats and Fred Hill} and
presumably a valid and fair result will ensue.

If the decision is made for additional mitigation of the above probable significant adverse environmental
impacts, then consideration should be given to alleviating the increased safety risk to the public. This is
best accomplished by safety engineering that addresses the cause of the safety problem rather than
trying to fix the symptoms. The logical solution is an overpass so that quarry traffic does not need to
cross the traffic lanes. This will save lives and reduce injuries to the public. However, it will be more
expensive than interim measures such as channelization with acceleration and deceleration lanes that
will reduce the applicant’s startup costs. On the other hand, when the market demand returns and an
excessive numbers of accidents and deaths occur to the public, the demand for an overpass will

become politically urgent and its costs will have to be borne by the people of Washington State.
TIMING AND DURATION OF PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

The TSI study was received by Jefferson County Department of Community Development (DCD) from
their consultant Shockey Planning Group. On December 14, 2011 the Jefferson County DCD noticed that
it expects to issue a Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance (MDNS) on this proposal, and the
optional MDNS process under WAC 197-11-355 is being used, which effectively terminates any

subsequent public involvement.

The period for public comment is December 14 through 28, and there will be no public hearing. The
obvious and undeniable effect is to stifle public comment. Throughout the legal power plays employed
by IMQ, government officials (particularly examiners and judges) have rationalized their decisions in
favor of IMQ by noting that the residents of Port Ludlow would have their opportunity to comment via
the SEPA process. Two weeks over the Christmas holiday period for comments, no public hearing, and
no subsequent public participation are brazen and disgraceful stifling of public comment. It would
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Analysis of Traffic Impacts Caused by the New Shine Quarry on State Route 104

appear that IMQ and Pope had considerable influence on this decision, otherwise it is inexplicable.
Nevertheless, given no option, the community has attempted to respond to the Notice as best they can.

if the MDNS traffic plans go through as proposed, the subsequent remedial costs of road safety
improvements will be at public expense. The road bypass around Granite Falls, where IMQ also has a
quarry, is a classic example—to accommodate the effects of quarry traffic damage to the environment,
the bypass was built at an eventual cost of well over $30,000,000 entirely by government funds and
the guarries paid not a cent.

This is a matter that cries out for additional comment and study per WAC 197-11-335. At an insufficient
minimum, WSDOT advice should be obtained and a truly independent traffic consultant retained.
Rightfully, the County should make a determination of significance per WAC 197-11-350(2) as the SEPA
process intends.

The public today has reached a high level of intolerance to this type of business and government
collaboration to transfer wealth from the public to corporations that use their economic power and
influence to control government. The NSQ is a zero-sum game in which corporate gains are at the
public’s expense and reduced safety. Jefferson County gets minimal revenue from the quarry because
quarry product sales (and thereby sales tax) will occur primarily in other counties and the employees
and truck rigs will come primarily from Kitsap County. Unless there is adequate SEPA protection, Port
Ludlow residents will incur environmental and real estate losses plus additional taxation to pay for
remedial costs due to quarry damage to environment and roads, and Jefferson County’s residential
property tax base will decline.

L Lo

Anthony U, Simpson, PhD, PEng
Chair, PLVC IMQ Mitigation Committee
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December 24, 2011
Jefferson County Department of Community Development E @ E U V E
Development Review Division \D
621 Sheridan Street D DEC 2 7 9011
Port Townsend, WA 98368 ‘U \’l

, . I ' i}
Subject: Land Use Application and Pending SEPA Determination 0EPT oF}EZF&?n?J%TTSQIyE%ELOPMENT

MLA 10-00073-lron 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 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 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 resuits 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’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,

fQL LS Gt lone Y
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Dec. 27, 2011

Stacie Hopkins

SEPA Responsible Official, Interim Director

Jefferson County Department of Community Development (DCD)
621 Sheridan Street

Port Townsend, WA 98368

Sent: via email as an attachment - no original to follow
RE: SEPA comment on Condition 28 under the Traffic section of the New Shine Quarry's

Notice of Type I Land Use Application and Pending SEPA Determination (MLA10-
00072), December 14, 2011.

Dear Stacie,

This comment is on behalf of Fred Hill Materials, Inc. (FHM) and Hood Canal Sand &
Gravel, LLC (herein referred to as Thorndyke Resource) as well as myself personally.

Per the above reference, Condition 28 states, “This proposal is for truck transportation of
materials only. The operator may provide materials serving local demand; no export
material is to be transported via a marine transportation system.”

Condition 28 is unwarranted, unsubstantiated and improper. This condition lacks any
proven environmental concern with marine transportation, ironically promotes various
environmental impacts associated with trucking, and is wholly outside your scope of
authority as Jefferson County’s SEPA official or as interim director of Jefferson County’s
Department of Community Development; therefore, Condition 28 should be deleted.

Thorndyke Resource makes this request respectfully, but not without considerable
reflection and cause. I personally have:

(a) reviewed the record for this application posted on-line at the County’s website;

(b) read the court decision and its record which underlies this application;

(c) on behalf of FHM been involved in various mining applications and permits
applied for/received in Jefferson County, particularly the Wahl Lake
permit that appears to be historically relevant to the New Shine Quarry
notice;

(d) performed extensive research during the last 11 years with Jefferson County
application(s) involving marine transportation and the building of a load-
out pier on Hood Canal to barge and ship sand and gravel to various
intrastate and interstate markets;




(e) consulted and been professionally involved with many aspects of local and
state land use laws, including SEPA (though I am not an attorney);

(f) familiarized myself with your department’s worthy efforts to harmonize UCC
code interpretations, SEPA determinations and policies.

To that end, the unintended consequences of the ill-conceived language and purview of
Condition 28 tend to propagate false assumptions that can only taint future
determinations.

Condition 28 also attempts to dictate markets and destinations. The application record
contains neither environmental nor economic analyses (nor would a reasonable person
expect such under SEPA for an application of such relative simplicity), leaving one to
speculate as to the continued political and/or targeted discriminatory motivations behind
the Condition 28 dictate.

The most prudent recourse now and with regard to future liability of Jefferson County is
to delete Condition 28 in jtS entirety.

ject Manager for Thorndyke Resource
P.O. Box 6
Poulsbo, WA 98370




David W. Johnson

From: jeffbocc

Sent: Tuesday, December 27, 2011 9:43 AM
To: David W. Johnson

Cc: Stacie Hoskins

Subject: FW: Iron Mountain New Shine Quarry
FYI...

Julie Shannon

Executive Assistant

Jefferson County Commissioner's Office
360 3859100
ishannon@co.jefferson. wa.us

From: M. Anderson [mailto:snorer9@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, December 27, 2011 8:17 AM

To: #Long-Range Planning

Cc: jeffbocc

Subject: Iron Mountain New Shine Quarry

Dear sirs,

The subject project has the obvious potential to negatively impact the entire north Olympic
Peninsula. Without a complete Environmental Impact Statement, it is impossible to assess the
cumulative effects of a project of this size. I request that you issue a Determination of
Significance for the Iron Mountain New Shine Quarry (IMNSQ) project so that the
environmental, economic and quality of life issues for county, peninsula and state residents
are fully addressed before decisions are made allowing the project to proceed.

Thank you,

Mike Anderson
Quilcene



David W. Johnson

From: mike richings [mbrichings@earthlink.net]
Sent: Tuesday, December 27, 2011 5:40 PM

To: David W. Johnson

Subject: New Shine Quarry Proposal - letter of Support
Attachments: Mike Richings.doc

Please see the attached letter
Regards Mike Richings



Mike Richings

30 Montgomery Ct
Port Ludlow
December 27, 2011

D.W. Johnson
Associate Planner
Jefferson County
621 Sheridan Street
Port Townsend

WA 98368

Re: Comments in response to Public Notice of Type | Land Use Application and Pending
SEPA Determination for MLA 10-00072 — New Shine Quarry

Dear Mr. Johnson:

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the proposed Mitigated Determination of
Non-Significance (MDNS) on the above referenced proposal. | am writing in support of
the proposed decision and in support of the proposed development by Iron
Mountain Quarry. | encourage you to put aside the often misleading and dishonest
allegations made by some about the proposed Quarry - many of which are intended to
cause panic and spread fear amongst those who are vuinerable to these kind tactics. |
also recommend that you do not impose or attempt to impose excessively restrictive
regulations (in particular the 30 or so proposed by some groups), which undoubtedly will
have unintended consequences, but almost certainly will affect the efficiency, safety and
profitability of the proposed operation.

| support the proposed development for the following reasons:

¢ Firstly and most importantly the Applicant has the right, subject to conforming
existing regulations and laws, to enjoy the use of his property and develop the
natural resources located therein for the Applicant's benefit (profit).

o Jefferson County and indeed the Country are sorely in need of new economic
development. It is not clear to me how much new employment will be generated
but is clear the capital investment and the additional economic activity will be
significant. It is often overlooked but primary industries generate significant
secondary employment and economic activity. This includes local suppliers of
fuel, parts, various services and trucking services.

e | am a mining engineer, who early my career undertook graduate research in
explosives, drilling and blasting. It is clear to me, based on the small scale of the
proposed operation, the drilling and blasting will cause little external effects (felt
off the property). Modern blasting technology can minimize vibration and noise.
Similarly dust and noise can be readily controlled.




