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C I T Y   O F   T A C O M A
Planning & Development Services Department

747 Market St, Room 345  |  Tacoma, WA 98402

NOTICE OF 

DECISION

Date of Decision:  8/18/2017

Appeal Period Ends:     9/1/2017

Decision Final:   9/5/2017

Decision: Approved, subject to conditions

Applicant: Rb Engineering  Rb Engineering 91 SW 13th St.
Chehalis, WA 98532

Location: 2503 Marine View Drive, Parcels: 032126-4003, -4024, 

-4027, -4028, -4032, -4037, -4040, -4044, and -4050

Application No.: LU16-0230

Proposal: Conditional Use Permit for mining approximately 400,000 cy 
of sand and gravel. 

Conditions: limit mining to daytime only for a maximum of 5 years from 
start date, trucks prohibited during peak traffic hours, noise monitoring 
required, and revegetation of slope with trees, shrubs, and groundcover. 

Reconsideration: Any person having standing may request reconsideration of 

the Director's decision, based upon errors of procedure or fact, by submitting a 

request in writing to Planning and Development Services at the address below.

Appeal to Hearing Examiner: Any aggrieved person or entity may appeal to 

the Hearing Examiner by filing a written Notice of Appeal and submitting the 

filing fee of $332.46 to hearing Examiner Office (747 Market St., Room 720) 

which contains the following:

• A brief statement showing how the appellant is aggrieved or adversely
affected.

• A statement of the grounds for the appeal, explaining why the appellant
believes the administrative decision is wrong.

• The requested relief, such as reversal or modification of the decision.
• The signature, mailing address and telephone number of the appellant and

any representative of the appellant.

The fee shall be refunded to the appellant should the appellant prevail.

Staff Contact: Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner, 747 Market St, Room 345, (253) 591-5121, shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

Environmental Review: The City is issuing a Mitigated Determination of Non-significance concurrently with the CUP decision, using the optional DNS 

process (WAC 197-11-350). Appeals of the SEPA determination may be made using the procedures above. 

For further information regarding the proposal, log on to the website at 

tacomapermits.org and select "Public Notices". The case file may be 

viewed in Planning and Development Services, 747 Market Street, Rm 345. 

To request this information in an alternative format, please contact Planning and Development Services by phone

at (voice) 253-591-5030. TTY or STS users please dial 711 to connect to Washington Relay Services



City of Tacoma

Planning & Development Services Department 
747 Market St. Room 345

Tacoma, WA 98402

NOTICE OF DECISION



LU16-0230 Coski Gravel Mine Decision Summary 
Decision: Approved with Conditions 

Justification 

• The mine is a pre-existing use in an area mapped with aggregate resources, not a new mine 
• The Tacoma Municipal Code allows the use subject to conditions 
• Surface Mining is a conditional use in all districts, compliant with the Growth Management Act 

(RCW 36.70A.170), which requires the designation of mineral resource lands 
• The reclamation of the site (i.e., re-use of the site for commercial, residential, or open space 

use) cannot be completed without further extraction  
• The ultimate jurisdiction over mining operation (including slope stability) and reclamation plan is 

Washington State Department of Natural Resources 
• The condition of the site is prone to erosion and its current condition is not in the public interest 

Criteria analyzed 

• Proposal meets all requirements of the special sections on surface mining 
• Applicant’s noise study shows that noise levels will not exceed those allowed  by code 
• Multiple other regulations and permits address water quality, critical areas, dust emissions, and 

tracking off-site 

Conditions (including SEPA mitigation) 

• Mining restricted to 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. (aligned with noise ordinance) with a one-time, 
three-month exception in case there’s demand for all the product at once 

• Noise monitoring must be conducted and provided to the City 
• No trucks may enter the site during peak commute hours  
• Improvements must be made to the turn lane or a monetary contribution must be made to 

improvements on SR509 
• Mining is limited to a five-year period from start date 
• Mining must begin within five years – applicant must notify at start of mining 
• Mining timing and location must avoid any nearby nesting pigeon guillemots 
• Site must be revegetated with trees, shrubs, and groundcover (resulting slope may need to be 

less steep than DNR permit will allow)   

Appeals or reconsideration: Due by 5:00 p.m. on August 31 

RECONSIDERATION: Any person having standing under the ordinance governing this application and 
feeling that the decision of the Director is based on errors of procedure or fact may make a written 
request for review by the Director. 
 
APPEAL TO HEARING EXAMINER:  An appeal to the Hearing Examiner is initiated by filing a Notice of 
Appeal. The Notice of Appeal must be submitted in writing to the Hearing Examiner's Office, Seventh 
Floor, Tacoma Municipal Building, and shall contain the following: (1)A brief statement showing how the 



appellant is aggrieved or adversely affected. (2) A statement of the grounds for the appeal, explaining 
why the appellant believes the administrative decision is wrong. (3)The requested relief, such as reversal 
or modification of the decision. (4) The signature, mailing address and telephone number of the 
appellant and any representative of the appellant. 

History: 

The site was in the same ownership from prior to 1950 until about 2003, when the ownership 
changed to current. The site was mined intermittently from the 1950s to the last active mining at 
the site, approximately in 1998. The site has a current, active permit with Washington DNR for sand 
and gravel mining. The site has never completed the reclamation process.  

The city issued a surface mining permit in 2008; it expired in 2013 without the mining occurring. 
With that permit, conditions limited truck traffic so it did not leave the site during commute peak 
hours. There were also noise reduction/compliance conditions. It is expected that the conditions 
would remain the same. 

Applicable code: 

State law (RCW 36.07A.060 Growth Management Act) and administrative regulations (WAC 365-
190) require designation and protection/preservation of mineral resource lands. They are treated 
like both critical areas and essential public facilities. Mineral resource lands are inventoried and 
mapped by the state Department of Natural Resources and also at the county level. 

The City lists mineral resource lands along with other critical areas. While they are mentioned in the 
Comprehensive Plan, they are not mapped at the local level. The City zoning code (TMC 13.06) 
addresses mineral resource lands by (1) protecting these lands from adjacent uses (TMC 13.06.603), 
and (2) by  making surface mining a conditional use in all zones. 

The conditional use permit (CUP) sets forth the public process and the criteria by which a request for 
a surface mining permit is reviewed. General criteria (TMC 13.06.640) include community need, 
compliance with the Comprehensive Plan goals and policies, and protection of public health and 
safety.  

There are specific requirements for a surface mine, as well (TMC13.06.540). These include, but are 
not limited to: 

• Viability of redevelopment of the site 
• Finished slope stability – both on and off-site 
• Protection of adjacent streets and public lands 
• Securing a bond or other surety to guarantee completion of reclamation plan/site 

restoration 

 

 



 City of Tacoma 
Office of the Director 
Report and Decision 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FILE NO.: LU16-0230 
APPLICATION FOR: 
 
Applicant: RB Engineering for Scarsella Brothers, Inc. 
 Robert Balmelli Robert Scarsella 
 PO Box 923 P.O. Box 68388 
 Chehalis, WA 98532 Seattle, WA 98168 
 
SUMMARY OF REQUEST: 
A Conditional Use Permit to allow a sand and gravel mining operation to excavate 
approximately 400,000 cubic yards of material from an approximate 17-acre site (11 active 
acres) zoned R-2 One Family Dwelling District and C-2 General Community Commercial 
District.  

LOCATION: 
2503 Marine View Drive. The associated parcels are 032126-4003, -4024, -4027, -4028, -4032, 
-4037, -4040, -4044, and -4050 
 
SUMMARY OF DECISION: 
The request for a Conditional Use Permit is Approved, subject to conditions. 
 
Notes: 
The appeal period on this decision closes  September 1, 2017, and the effective date of this 
decision is the following business day, provided no requests for reconsideration or appeals are 
timely filed as identified in APPEAL PROCEDURES of this report and decision. 

The Director has jurisdiction in this matter per TMC 13.05.030. The applicant bears the burden 
of proof to demonstrate the proposal is consistent with the provisions of the TMC, the applicable 
provisions and policies of the City’s Comprehensive Plan, and other applicable ordinances of 
the City. 

 
 

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION CONCERNING THIS LAND USE PERMIT PLEASE 
CONTACT:  

 
Shirley Schultz  

Planning and Development Services Department 
747 Market Street, Room 345, Tacoma, WA 98402 
253-591-2121 | shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 



SUMMARY OF RECORD 

The following attachments and exhibits constitute the administrative record: 

Attachments:  

A. Site Location Maps 
B. Civil Grading Plan 
C. Finished Grade Rendering 

 
Exhibits1: 

A. Mitigated Determination of Environmental Non-significance (MDNS), including SEPA 
checklist  

B. Applicant’s Code Narrative, including Phasing Plan 
C. Initial and revised Noise Study 
D. Geotechnical Report and Revised Slope Stability Evaluation 
E. Critical Areas Report 
F. Traffic Impact Analysis and Addendum 
G. Public Comments 
H. Staff and Agency Comments and Conditions 
I. Applicant’s Response to Comments 
J. Pierce County Aggregate Map 
K. Applicable Sections of One Tacoma (comprehensive plan policies) 
L. Applicable Sections of Tacoma Municipal Code 

 

FINDINGS 

Proposal: 

1. The applicant requests a Conditional Use Permit to allow excavation of approximately 
400,000 cubic yards of material from approximately 11 acres of a 17-acre site, consisting of 
nine parcels zoned zoned R-2 One Family Dwelling District and C-2 General Community 
Commercial District2.  

2. Proposed work includes:  

• Mining from 6:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. daily;  
• A potential second shift (7:00 p.m. to 5:00 a.m.) in times of high demand;  
• Excavation during the day shift only; night activities would be limited to loading materials 

onto trucks; 

1 All Exhibits are contained within associated file of the Planning and Development Services Department. They are referenced and 
incorporated herein as though fully set forth. 
2 Throughout this Report and Decision, the terms “surface mining”, “mining”, and “extraction” are all used to refer to the mining 

activity at the site, per Tacoma Municipal Code (TMC) 13.06.700 Surface mining: Any premises from which the removal of any 
rocks, sand, gravel, stone, earth, topsoil, peat, minerals, or other natural resources results in the following: 
1.  More than three acres of disturbed area; 
2.  Surface mined slopes greater than 30 feet high and steeper than 1.0 foot horizontal to 1.0 foot vertical; or 
3.  More than one acre of disturbed area within an eight acre area, when the disturbed area results from mineral prospecting 

or exploration activities. 
Surface mining shall exclude excavations or grading necessary for the construction of a structure for which a building permit has 
been duly issued. 
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• Improvement of the driveway on the northwesterly portion of the site for single point of 
truck access (secondary driveway on southeast would be incidental only);  

• Construction of a wheel wash, truck scale, and scale house/office; 
• Installation of a storm retention pond; and 
• Reclamation of the site following completion of mining activities to include installation of 

a permanent drainage system and revegetation of the finished slope. 

3. The applicant proposes to complete the mining activity and reclamation in two phases, 
finishing the excavation, finished slope, and vegetation on phase 1 prior to beginning the 
removal of materials on phase 2. The applicant has requested a timeline of ten years to 
complete both phases.  

4. Work would not occur consistently during the period of operation; the facility is demand-
based and materials are more likely to be extracted and trucked away during the summer 
construction season.  

5. At peak capacity the facility is expected to load up to 15 trucks (20-yard capacity) per hour 
for a maximum of 300 trucks entering and leaving the site (counted as 600 trips) during a 
10-hour shift.  

Project Site: 
6. The site is located within the R-2 One Family Dwelling District and C-2 General Community 

Commercial District. Surface mining is listed in the Tacoma Municipal Code Title 13 as a 
conditional use in all zones. 

7. The site is currently used as storage for mining equipment and has also attracted what 
appears to be unauthorized dumping. The site has been used historically for surface mining 
and has been under the same ownership since 1953, operating with a series of temporary 
use permits issued by the City. 

8. The active mining site is approximately 11 acres of gradually- to steeply-sloped land in 
Northeast Tacoma, located on Marine View Drive between Norpoint Way Northeast and 
McMurray Road.  

9. Two ravines are located within the site, both oriented north-south; the ravine which cuts 
through the southeast corner of the site has a year-round stream which drains into the 
Hylebos Waterway, which is located approximately 300 feet to the south of the site. The 
parcels which are impacted by the stream and its associated buffers are not included in the 
subject site for the surface mining permit; thus additional wetland permitting or review is not 
required. See the attached memoranda from Shannon Brenner, Environmental Specialist 
(Exhibit H.1).  

10. The site is approximately 750 feet wide (along Marine View Drive), and at its deepest 
measures approximately 850 feet. The soil types on the property are typically gravel and 
sand, which will be removed as the surface mining activity proceeds. See Exhibit J for a 
copy of the Pierce County Aggregate Resource Inventory Map.  

11. The majority of the vegetation has been removed from the site during historical mining 
activity, and has regrown somewhat with invasive species. The vegetation surrounding the 
stream consists of mature native and invasive species.  

12. The site also has inactive storm sedimentation and detention ponds, and there are two 
driveways currently accessing the site from Marine View Drive, traversing part way up the 
slope to a flattened gravel area approximately 30-50 feet above the street. The 
northwesterly access is impassable; the southeasterly access is gated.  
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13. One Tacoma, the City’s Comprehensive Plan, locates the subject site within an Open Space 
Corridor, with a Land Use Designation of “Parks and Open Space”. This designation does 
not have associated zoning or land uses; rather, One Tacoma sets forth goals and policies 
for long-term preservation and enhancement of open space. Connectivity of corridors is also 
emphasized. 

14. Further, the site is located within an identified erosion/landslide hazard area per One 
Tacoma and also as delineated in Tacoma Municipal Code 13.11, Critical Areas 
Preservation. Mining activity is a pre-existing use at the site, and continued work is subject 
to the mitigation sequencing of TMC 13.11 for unavoidable impacts to the critical area.  

15. The site is adjacent to but outside of a Biodiversity Area as mapped by the Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife. The site is within a breeding and nesting area for pigeon 
guillemots as designated by WDFW.  

Surrounding Area: 
16. The site is surrounded by vacant land and intensive industrial uses. To the north and 

northeast of the site the land is primarily undeveloped, consisting of steep hillsides rising up 
from the Port of Tacoma area. There has been historic mining activity to the southeast of the 
subject site. The property abutting to the northwest is used for the City of Tacoma Police 
Department Firing Range.  

17. The tops of the hillsides have been developed with residential uses, with the closest 
residential site located approximately 450 feet north of the subject property and 
approximately 1000 feet to the east. See Attachment A for vicinity maps and buffer 
distances.  

18. The northerly portion of the site is abutted by steep slopes and potential wetlands more than 
300 feet away from the proposed mining activity. The easterly boundary of the site abuts a 
Type 5 stream and its associated buffers. As part of the request, the applicant submitted a 
Critical Areas Report dated September, 2016, incorporated into this report and decision as 
Exhibit E.  

19. Marine View Drive abuts the site to the southwest. At this location, the street is 3 lanes with 
a right-of-way of approximately 75 to 80 feet. It is classified as a state highway (State Route 
509). In the vicinity, the street is irregularly improved; there are intermittent curbs, gutters, 
and sidewalks in various states of repair.  

20. Across Marine View Drive to the west are a variety of intensive industrial uses, including a 
log-scaling yard and a fuel refinery. The Hylebos Waterway is located approximately 800 
feet south-southwest of the subject site. The area across Marine View drive to the south is 
zoned “M-2” Heavy Industrial District. 

Additional Information:  
21. The applicant has provided a code narrative as justification for the request, Exhibit B. In it, 

the applicant notes the history of mining on the site, the requirements for reclamation of the 
site, and the legislative intent in both state and local law to preserve and utilize mineral 
resource lands for the economic well-being of the state3. 

3 The designation of mineral resource lands is required in the Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 36.70A, the Growth 
Management Act, and the implementing rules in the Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 365-190. Surface mining is regulated 
in RCW 78.44 
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22. One Tacoma, the City’s comprehensive plan, notes the area as “Parks and Open Space” 
which is described as: 

. . . intended to conserve and enhance open, natural and improved areas valuable 
for their environmental, recreational, green infrastructure and scenic character and 
the benefits they provide.. . Open Space Corridors are natural areas that provide 
safe, healthy places for resident and migratory fish and wildlife species that live in 
and move through the city. Maintaining diverse, connected habitat corridors will help 
fish and wildlife adapt to continued human population growth, development, and 
climate change. . . 

The applicable comprehensive plan policies are contained in Exhibit K and are 
referenced as appropriate in the analysis section of this report and decision.  

23. TMC 8.122 Noise Enforcement establishes the purpose of noise regulation as follows:  

The purpose of this chapter is to mitigate the adverse impact of noise so as to 
preserve, protect, and promote the public health, safety and welfare, and the peace 
and quiet for the citizens of the City, while recognizing the economic value of 
construction, industry and commercial enterprise. This chapter is further intended to 
prevent injury to life, and property, foster convenience and comfort for the City’s 
citizens, and facilitate the enjoyment of the natural attractions of the City. 

24. TMC 13.06.540 Surface Mining sets forth the intent of surface mining regulations as follows:  

The Growth Management Act (“GMA”), under RCW 36.70A.170, requires the 
designation of mineral resource lands. Mineral resources of Tacoma consist of rock 
and gravel deposits. The legislature has found that the extraction of these minerals 
by surface mining is an essential activity making an important contribution to the 
economic well-being of the state and nation. This section allows for surface mining, 
in accordance with Section 13.06.700.S, where the applicant can show that such 
uses are: 
1.  Located in an area sufficiently removed from existing residential or commercial 

developments; 
2.  That a safe and reasonable re-use of the property shall be possible upon 

expiration of the operation;  
3.  That adjoining properties and residences shall be safeguarded against undue, 

hazardous, or prolonged nuisances occasioned either by noise, odor, smoke, 
dust, debris, or other unsightly or obnoxious conditions. Special requirements for 
construction in residential districts within 400 feet of a mineral resource lands 
area can be found in Section 13.06.603.B. 

The criteria for Surface Mining are analyzed below.  

25. TMC 13.06.603 Mineral resource lands states the following regarding mineral resource 
lands and protection of and from nearby uses:  

A. Classification. Mineral resource lands shall be classified based on geologic, 
environmental, and economic factors. The City shall use maps and information 
on location and extent of mineral deposits provided by the Washington State 
Department of Natural Resources. Sand, gravel, and valuable metallic 
substances must be classified. 

B.  Standards. An applicant who builds, alters, enlarges, or moves any buildings or 
structure on a lot in a residential zoning district adjacent to or within 400 feet of a 
mineral resource lands area shall provide a notice on title to alert all future 
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owners of the proximity of a mineral resource lands area. An applicant who plats 
or short plats any property adjacent to or within 400 feet of a mineral resource 
lands area shall provide a notice on such plat or short plant and notice on title on 
all the lots of the plat or short plat to alert all future owners of the proximity of a 
mineral resource lands area. Such notice shall explain that the mineral resource 
lands area is a legally existing use which may continue in the future. Such notice 
shall be recorded prior to the issuance of any necessary building permits. 

26. TMC 13.06.640 Conditional Use Permits sets forth the purpose and intent behind conditional 
use permitting:  

In many zones there are uses that may be compatible but because of their size, 
operating characteristics, potential off-site impacts and/or other similar reasons 
warrant special review on a case-by-case basis. The purpose of the conditional 
use permit review process is to determine if such a use is appropriate at the 
proposed location and, if appropriate, to identify any additional conditions of 
approval necessary to mitigate potential adverse impacts and ensure 
compatibility between the conditional use and other existing and allowed uses in 
the same zoning district and in the vicinity of the subject property. The zoning 
district use tables identify which uses require a conditional use permit (see 
Sections 13.06.100, -.200, -.300, and -.400). These uses may be authorized by 
the Director or Hearing Examiner in accordance with the procedures established 
in TMC 13.05 and the applicable criteria ... 

The conditional use criteria are addressed in the analysis section, below.  

27. TMC 13.11 Critical Areas Preservation states the following intent regarding steep slopes 
and critical areas: 

Critical areas include . . . geologically hazardous areas, stream corridors, and 
wetlands. These critical areas serve many important ecological functions . . . 
Because of the ecological benefits of critical areas, their past destruction, and the 
increasing pressure to develop them, the intent of this chapter is to ensure that 
the City’s remaining critical areas are preserved and protected and that activities 
in or adjacent to these areas are managed. The preservation standards are 
provisions designed to protect critical areas from degradation. 

The applicable regulations for development in or near a critical area are addressed in the 
analysis section, below.  

28. SEPA regulations have been triggered for the grade/fill of more than 500 cubic yards. In 
accordance with the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) administered under the 
Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 197-11 and the City of Tacoma Environmental 
Regulations administered under TMC Chapter 13.12, the City is issuing a Mitigated 
Determination of Non-Significance (MDNS) for the proposed action concurrent with this 
decision. See Exhibit A to this report and decision. Mitigation is required for traffic, 
vegetation, and noise; mitigation conditions are also applied to this Conditional Use Permit.  

Notification and Comments: 
29. The application was determined to be complete on December 21, 2016. Written notice of the 

application has been mailed to owners of property within 1000 feet of the site as indicated 
by the Pierce County Assessor/Treasurer’s records, the neighborhood council, and qualified 
neighborhood groups. A public meeting was held January 12, 2017, and the record was held 
open until March 3, 2017, allowing for more than 60 days of comment period. Public notice 
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was posted on the site within seven days of the start of the comment period. 

30.  Multiple public comments were received. The comments are included as Exhibit G. 

31. The Director understands the substance of the comments to be the following: 

• This is an inappropriate use on a site that is zoned R-2 and C-2.  
• The site is too close to residential areas.  
• The noise study is inadequate and underestimates the impact of noise on the nearby 

residences. 
• Increased traffic on State Route 509 (Marine View Drive) will be adversely impact public 

safety and the quality of life for area residents. 
• There is not an adequate buffer between residential and industrial / high intensity zoning, 

and the surface mine further intrudes onto the neighborhood. Protection of the slope is 
key to maintaining quality of life for the neighborhood. 

• Night work is unacceptable due to noise and lighting impacts. 
• The time limit is too long and should be limited to five years. 
• Any conditions placed on the permit will be difficult to enforce or won’t be enforced. 
• The project will have adverse impacts on surface waters as well as the adjacent stream 

and wetland. 
• There will be dust and gravel from the site; trucks will lose gravel and dust as they leave 

the site and impact area roads. 
• The area is subject to landslide hazards and mining activity will affect the slope stability. 
• The site has been the site of illegal dumping and removal of the refuse will impact the 

environment. 

32. Local governmental agencies, City Staff, and utility providers have reviewed the requested 
permit. Comments were received from the Department of Ecology, Puget Sound Clean Air 
Agency, Washington Department of Natural Resources, Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife, and City Staff. They are included as Exhibit H to this Report and Decision and 
conditions, where applicable, are included in this Report and Decision. 

33. The applicant was given the opportunity to respond to comments. In response, the applicant 
provided a revised noise study, an addendum to the traffic analysis, an expanded slope 
stability analysis, and a cover letter with additional SEPA information. The responses and 
additional information are included in the Exhibits to this Report and Decision.  

Applicable Regulations and Policies - Analysis: 
34. Requests for a conditional use permit for surface mining activities must meet the procedural 

and operational requirements in several sections of the Tacoma Municipal Code (TMC), in 
addition to obtaining applicable state-level permitting from the Department of Natural 
Resources and other agencies. Each section of the code is addressed individually below.  

13.06.640 Conditional use permit. 
35. There shall be a demonstrated need for the use within the community at large which shall 

not be contrary to the public interest. 

Analysis: The Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70A.170), requires all cities and counties 
planning under the Act to designate mineral resource lands. The rules for those 
designations are set forth in the Washington Administrative Code (WAC) Section 365-190. 
The “purpose” section, WAC 365-190-020 states, in part, “The inherent economic, social, 
and cultural values of natural resource lands and critical areas should be considered in the 
development of strategies designed to conserve and protect lands.” This language, as well 
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as the specific implementing rules at WAC 365-190-070, demonstrates the need for the use 
within the community, in order to ensure the availability of aggregate and mineral material 
for local projects. 

The City of Tacoma adopted its Comprehensive Plan in 1994, in compliance with Revised 
Code of Washington (RCW) 36.70A, including policy support for the designation of mineral 
resource lands and the allowance of mineral extraction. The plan was subsequently updated 
in 2015. TMC 13.06.540 “Surface Mining” reiterates the public-interest test of the RCW, and 
sets forth criteria a surface mine must meet in order to be granted a Conditional Use Permit.  

In addition, the Director would note that the mining activity will be located on a site which 
has been previously used for mineral extraction. The mining site is currently out of 
compliance with Department of Natural Resources permitting (see Exhibit H.7 for comments 
from DNR) and the path toward compliance includes additional removal of materials from 
the site so that reclamation can be completed. The Director finds that leaving the site in its 
current state is not in the public interest due to slope stability concerns and aesthetic 
impacts.  

Concerns have been expressed by neighbors and reviewing staff regarding the duration of 
the activity and the lack of predictability for the mining operation over the requested 10-year 
mining period. The Director understands the demand-based nature of the work (i.e., sand 
and gravel wouldn’t be mined until there is a local customer who needs the materials); 
however, the Conditional Use Permit criteria require balancing applicant needs with 
neighborhood protection. Conditional Use Permits, per the administrative requirements in 
TMC 13.05, expire if the work has not begun within five years of permit issuance. In order to 
provide some certainty to the community, the applicant will be required to begin work within 
five years. Further, the applicant will be required to complete work at the site within five 
years of beginning extraction. 

The mining operation would be conducted more than 450 feet from the nearest residentially-
used parcel, and would be visually separated from nearby residential uses due to 
topography. Limitations on night work will reduce lighting on the site. The proposed 
operation is thus less likely to visually impact the surrounding uses.  

Provided that the applicant complies with all conditions herein, impacts to neighboring uses 
will be avoided or minimized.  

Therefore, based upon the record for this matter, the Administrator concludes that based 
upon TMC 13.06.540 and TMC 13.06.640, there is a demonstrated need for the conditional 
use within the community that is not contrary to the public interest. 

36. The use shall be consistent with the goals and policies of the comprehensive plan, any 
adopted neighborhood or community plan, and applicable ordinances of the City of Tacoma. 

Analysis: The site is located in an Open Space Corridor and Erosion Hazard Area as 
defined by both One Tacoma and the City’s critical areas ordinance (TMC 13.11). Both of 
these documents have adopted policies and regulations related to vegetation and aesthetics 
on the site. In order to maintain consistency with the comprehensive plan, the proposal must 
be conditioned to provide appropriate slopes and vegetation as part of reclamation activities 
at the site. See Exhibit H.1 for comments from Shannon Brenner, Environmental Specialist 
and the City’s expert on critical areas.  

Further, the comprehensive plan sets forth policies for traffic safety and levels of service. 
The proposal and the submitted traffic studies have been reviewed by the City’s subject 
matter experts and traffic conditions and mitigation are required. See Exhibit H.5 for the 
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comments from Public Works’ Traffic Division.  

Finally, the comprehensive plan and the TMC both set forth policies and regulations for 
maximizing the compatibility between disparate uses which have differing noise levels. The 
mining activity will be required to comply with all noise regulations in TMC 8.122 Noise 
Enforcement. The stated purpose of that section of the TMC includes minimization and 
mitigation of noise impacts between disparate uses.  

37. The use shall be located, planned, and developed in such a manner that it is not 
inconsistent with the health, safety, convenience, or general welfare of persons residing or 
working in the community. The following shall be considered in making a decision on a 
conditional property use: 

a. The generation of noise, noxious or offensive emissions, light, glare, traffic, or other 
nuisances which may be injurious or to the detriment of a significant portion of the 
community. 

Analysis: The applicant has provided a noise study estimating the impacts the proposal 
will have on surrounding residential uses. The applicant intends to operate within noise 
limits as established by the Tacoma Municipal Code. Further, the noise study has been 
reviewed by the City’s subject matter expert, who concurs with the findings. Continued 
monitoring is recommended to ensure that the proposal remains within approved limits. 
(See Exhibit H.2.) 

The applicant has requested to conduct operations in two shifts, a day shift and a night 
shift, with loading-only activity at night. Concerns have been expressed by the 
neighborhood regarding the potential for noise, dust, and lighting impacts during night 
hours. Given the potential for impacts, the Director finds that night activity is not 
recommended. However, the Director would note that the business is demand-based, 
and the potential exists for a customer to need more sand and gravel than can be mined 
during restricted hours. The applicant may, under certain conditions, request night work 
for a limited amount of time (thus also reducing the total amount of time mining activity 
will take place on the site).   

The applicant will not have to provide a Notice of Construction to the Puget Sound Clean 
Air Agency, since there is no processing occurring on site. However, the activity is 
subject to all clean air regulations regarding fugitive dust emissions and the operator will 
be required to comply with all dust-minimization practices at the site (Exhibit H.8).  

Traffic mitigation is required per finding 28 and as below in order to minimize impacts to 
Marine View Drive. The traffic study and addendum (Exhibit F) have been reviewed by 
the City’s traffic experts and the conditions herein will be applied to any permits for 
excavation at the site (Exhibits A and H.5). Trucks will be required to meet all heavy haul 
standards and safety standards from Washington Department of Transportation. 
Materials may not be tracked off site.  

b. Availability of public services which may be necessary or desirable for the support of the 
use. These may include, but shall not be limited to, availability of utilities, transportation 
systems (including vehicular, pedestrian, and public transportation systems), education, 
police and fire facilities, and social and health services. 

Analysis: The applicant will be required to contribute to the transportation system in the 
area, through a contribution toward signal timing on Marine View Drive and Taylor Way, 
or through extension of the turn lane adjacent to the property.  
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c. The adequacy of landscaping, screening, yard setbacks, open spaces, or other 
development characteristics necessary to mitigate the impact of the use upon 
neighboring properties. 

Analysis: The use proposed is not a permanent use – the mineral extraction is an interim 
activity prior to reclamation use. Therefore, for the duration of the activity, the mitigation 
of the impacts are operational (e.g., minimizing noise and dust and limiting trucking 
hours) as discussed above and are less a matter of landscaping and screening. 
However, once the mining activity is completed, the property will need to be left in a 
reasonable condition for re-use in accordance with the city’s comprehensive plan and 
regulations. A discussion of reclamation is below.  

13.06.540 Surface mining. 
38. The applicant must demonstrate that the proposed mine is located in an area sufficiently 

removed from existing residential or commercial developments.  

Analysis: The Tacoma Municipal Code, the comprehensive plan, and the state regulations 
do not define “sufficiently removed”. The Director would note that state regulation, as carried 
forth into TMC 13.06.603, establishes a review distance of 400 feet for location of residential 
uses near mineral resource lands, which should be a minimum distance measurement. 
Beyond that, “sufficiently removed” should be analyzed via the impacts the proposed mining 
activity would have on nearby uses in regards to noise, dust, traffic, slope stability, and 
reclamation activities. The site is within 500 feet of one home, and there are approximately 8 
homes within 1000 feet of the site. Mining activity would occur at least 30 feet from any 
property line, extending the buffer distance even further. If conditioned and monitored 
properly, impacts to the nearest residences will be minimized. 

The remaining uses within 1000 feet are industrial or institutional in nature; traffic mitigation 
measures and dust control measures will adequately protect the interests of these uses.  

39. The applicant must demonstrate that a safe and reasonable re-use of the property shall be 
possible upon expiration of the operation. 

Analysis: The applicant has provided a reclamation plan showing finished slopes and 
terraces that would allow re-use of the property, which is zoned predominately R-2 One 
Family Dwelling District, with 150’ of the property adjacent to Marine View Drive designated 
as C-2 General Commercial District.  

The Director would note that the City is in the process of conducting a subarea plan for the 
Port of Tacoma / Tacoma Tideflats area, and that the land use designations for the area 
may change in the future, especially considering the need for a buffer area between the 
intensive industrial activities on the Tideflats and the uphill residential areas. In addition, it 
should be noted that the entire hillside is within the Open Space classification, intended to 
provide that buffer between uses, and redevelopment of the hillside post-reclamation may 
be restricted. However, the Open Space classification does provide policy direction for 
preservation of the open space, as well as maintaining and preserving vegetation for its 
environmental and aesthetic qualities.  

Ultimately, the reclamation plan must be approved by the Department of Natural Resources, 
and the applicant should note that the most appropriate re-use of the site may be as open 
space, with the more intensive development reserved for the C-2 portion of the property.   

40. The applicant must demonstrate that adjoining properties and residences shall be 
safeguarded against undue, hazardous, or prolonged nuisances occasioned either by noise, 
odor, smoke, dust, debris, or other unsightly or obnoxious conditions. 
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Analysis: The applicant will be required to demonstrate continued compliance with the City 
of Tacoma noise ordinance through regular noise monitoring. The site will be subject to air 
quality regulations for fugitive dust emissions and will be subject to enforcement from both 
the City of Tacoma and the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency. Debris may not be tracked off 
site; a wheel wash and sweeping of the site will prevent tracking off site. Limitations in work 
hours and work duration will avoid any “prolonged” impacts.  

41. Plans for surface mining shall consist of a topographic map showing ten-foot contours, with 
cross-sections to show the topography of the property and its relation to streets, alleys, and 
surrounding property, and a map showing the extent of the proposed surface mining and the 
finished contours of the ground after the removal of the material and replacement of topsoil 
has been completed. 

Analysis: The applicant has submitted the required plans for review. Final plans will be 
required with grading, stormwater, and site improvement (e.g., driveway) permits for the site.  

42. The plans shall be reviewed by the Department of Public Works, and the Department of 
Environmental Services which shall advise the Director regarding the effect of the intended 
surface mining upon streets and alleys, either existing or contemplated, and adjoining 
properties. 

Analysis: The plans have been reviewed by all applicable departments, which have provided 
review comments and permit conditions as appropriate.  

43. The Director, before issuing a conditional use permit, shall make a finding whether the 
proposed surface mining will interfere with logical future development of the tract for building 
or other purposes in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan. 

Analysis: See finding 39, above, for a discussion of the comprehensive plan policies and the 
pending planning process for the area. Currently the site is located within an open space 
corridor, and, provided the reclamation process is completed as required, the resulting site 
will not be in conflict with the comprehensive plan or the current zoning district.  

44. The planned, finished slope of the material in such a surface mining operation shall not 
exceed a slope steeper than one and one-half horizontal feet to one vertical foot, unless the 
applicant submits a written statement from a civil engineer, licensed by the state of 
Washington, and experienced in erosion control, to the effect that the planned, finished 
slope of the material in such an surface mining shall be equal to the angle of repose of said 
material. The angle of repose for a face of a surface mining operation that is composed of 
more than one type of soil, each of which has its own individual angle of repose, shall be 
equal to the angle of repose of the material that required the flattest angle. The planned, 
finished slope shall also provide permanent, safe, and stable lateral support to all 
surrounding lands. Where the angle of repose and the slope necessary for permanent, safe, 
and stable lateral support differ, the flatter slope will be considered as the required 
maximum slope. In no case, however, shall the planned, finished slope of the material in 
such a surface mining operation exceed a slope steeper than one horizontal foot to one 
vertical foot. 

Analysis: The applicant has requested a 1.5:1 slope on the site, which is steeper than the 
base Department of Natural Resources requirements of 2:1 or 3:1. The applicant provided a 
slope stability analysis which was reviewed by Craig Kuntz, the City’s subject matter expert 
for geotechnical permits. Based on the information provided, the City does not support the 
1.5:1 final grade, and would defer to a maximum slope of 2 feet horizontal per 1 foot vertical. 
See Exhibits H.2 and H.7 for comments from Mr. Kuntz and Department of Natural 
Resources.  
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45. The streets which are adjacent to such surface mining shall be kept free from sand, gravel, 
and debris occasioned by the surface mining operation. 

Analysis: As part of the grading permit the applicant will be required to provide an 
operational plan addressing these items as well as compliance reports and inspections.  

46. All open surface mining which results in impounding water, issued a permit under provisions 
of this section, shall have a substantial, properly maintained fence at least six feet in height, 
with suitable gates, completely enclosing that portion of the property in which the surface 
mining is located, and such fences shall be located at all points at safe distance from the 
face of the surface mining walls on ground under which lateral support is not to be disturbed; 
provided, however, this shall not include excavation necessary for the construction of a 
structure for which a building permit has been duly issued. Said fence, or any portion 
thereof, shall be sight obscuring where deemed necessary to promote the purpose and 
intent of this section.  

Analysis: The proposal includes storm water detention ponds for temporary holding of storm 
water. There is no impoundment proposed. Ponds will be reviewed with the site 
development permit.  

47. A rock crusher, cement plant, or other crushing, grinding, polishing, or cutting machinery, or 
other physical or chemical processes for treating the product, may be permitted in surface 
mining operations where it is determined that no undue, hazardous, or prolonged nuisances, 
including noise, dust, smoke, odors, or other obnoxious or unsightly influences will be made 
on surrounding land inconsistent with the purpose and intent of the zoning district in which 
the area is located.  

Analysis: No rock crusher is proposed. Minimal sorting may be required on the site if clay 
amounts exceed 5%.  

48. Bonding: The applicant is required to file or deposit with the City a bond or cash amount 
equal to the cost, plus 10 percent, of restoring the premises to the condition required by the 
Director, prior to commencement of work. The valuation of the bond will be determined at 
the time the first grading permits are applied for and the bond shall be posted prior to 
commencement of work. All requirements for review of the bond, release of sureties, and 
inspections contained in TMC13.06.540 (See Exhibit L) apply.  

Analysis: The required site development permits for activity at the site will not be released 
until the appropriate bond is submitted and approved. This is in addition to the bond that the 
applicant is required to post with the Department of Natural Resources as required by RCW 
78.44.  

13.11 Critical Areas Preservation 
49. TMC 13.11.250 states that no activity shall be permitted within a critical area, here a 

landslide/erosion area, without meeting the provisions of the section.  

50. TMC 13.11.270 states that unavoidable impacts be mitigated using the best available 
science and mitigation must be sufficient to maintain the functions and values of the critical 
area. Compensation must rehabilitate the affected environment to achieve a functional 
equivalency or improvement. 

51. In completing the existing mining activity at the site and in finalizing the reclamation plan, the 
applicant must comply with TMC 13.11.730.C Specific Development Standards for Erosion 
and Landslide Hazard Areas. 

a. Alteration shall not adversely impact other critical areas  
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Analysis: The applicant has demonstrated that the mining activity will be outside the 
biodiversity area, stream and wetland buffer areas on the site. Further, the site is within 
a designated nesting/brooding area for pigeon guillemots. The applicant will be required 
to comply with WDFW regulations to avoid active nesting areas (maintaining a 100-
meter distance from nests, approximately late May to late August). See Exhibit H.10, 
Findings 9, 14, 15.  

b. Removal of vegetation shall be minimized. Any replanting that occurs shall consist of 
trees, shrubs, and ground cover that is compatible with the existing surrounding 
vegetation, meets the objectives of erosion prevention and site stabilization, and does 
not require permanent irrigation for long-term survival. 

Analysis: The applicant will be required to submit a revegetation plan that complies with 
this regulation. See Exhibits K and L, Findings 13-14, 22.  

 

CONCLUSIONS4 
Provided the conditions of approval are met, the proposal meets the criteria identified in TMC 
13.06.640.C for approval of a Conditional Use Permit as follows: 

1. The proposed surface mining activity fulfills a need in the community as stated in legislative 
intent and will not be contrary to the public interest. See Exhibits A-F, K, and L; Findings 21, 
24, 25, 35. 

2. If conditioned appropriately to accommodate the open space designation and to address the 
steep slope, the proposal is consistent with the applicable regulations and Policies found in 
the Tacoma Municipal Code and Comprehensive Plan. See Exhibits A, K, and L; Findings 
35-51. 

3. The proposal will be developed in a way that is not inconsistent with the health, safety, 
convenience, or general welfare of persons residing or working in the community. See 
Findings 35, 37, and the following conditions of approval.  

 

DECISION 
Based upon the above findings and conclusions, the request for a Conditional Use Permit is 
Approved, subject to the following conditions:  

Conditions: 
General: 

1. Work authorized under this permit must be commenced within five years of the effective 
date of this permit, not including time the activity on the site is on hold due to requests for 
reconsideration or appeals of the decision. 

2. Upon commencement of mining activity, the applicant shall send notice to all recipients of 
the summary decision (noted below) two weeks prior to the start of mining. The notice shall 

4 Conclusions are based upon the applicable criteria and standards set forth in the Tacoma Municipal Code (TMC), the policies of 
the Comprehensive Plan, and the Attachments and Exhibits listed herein. Any conclusion of law hereinafter stated which may be 
deemed a finding of fact herein is hereby adopted as such. 
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state the intended start date, the estimated quantity of material to be removed, and the 
anticipated finish date.  

3. The duration of the mining activity at the site is limited to five years from the commencement 
of activity at the site.  

4. Work hours are restricted to 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. daily. The applicant may make a one-
time exception to work hours to accommodate additional shifts to address demand for 
aggregate, subject to the following conditions: 

• The extended work hours are limited to 3 months; 
• The applicant shall notify all properties within 1000 feet of the site and the neighborhood 

council two weeks in advance of the extended work hours; 
• The notification shall state the duration of the extended work hours (both length of time 

and time of day work will occur);  
• All noise regulations, air quality regulations, and critical areas regulations shall be 

complied with; and  
• The applicant shall consult with the City’s Public Works Traffic Division to determine if 

traffic control plans or conditions are necessary.   

5. The proposed slope of 1.5:1 is not supported by the studies. The City will not support a 
slope any greater than 2:1, provided that at that slope the required vegetation can be 
installed and maintained.  

Traffic: 

6. Taylor Way/Marine View Drive/SR 509/54th Ave E – If approved by WSDOT, the applicant 
shall provide additional left-turn storage at the southwestbound left-turn pocket to 
accommodate the additional queued trucks. In lieu of constructing the improvement, upon 
mutual agreement between the City of Tacoma and the applicant, the applicant shall provide 
a monetary contribution toward a future improvement at this intersection in the amount 
corresponding to the alternate improvement; 

7. Trucks used in the transportation of materials from the site shall not leave the site between 
the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 8:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. weekday Monday through 
Friday, unless a detailed haul schedule for a limited duration with appropriate traffic control 
plan for non-standard excavation projects is approved by the Traffic Engineer. 

8. The truck entrance and load area shall be designed so that no trucks are queued on Marine 
View Drive waiting to enter the site. 

9. Prior to receipt of development permits from the City of Tacoma the applicant shall 
demonstrate that they have consulted with the City of Fife regarding heavy haul routes and 
regulations.  

Noise: 

10. Upon commencement of mineral extraction and loading activities at the site, the applicant 
shall provide noise monitoring reports on a quarterly basis to ensure that noise levels are 
complied with. Noise monitoring should be completed at the same sites as those 
represented in the studies provided for this MDNS. 

Habitat/Vegetation and Aesthetics: 

11. Prior to commencement of mineral extraction activities at the site, the applicant shall provide 
to the City a final grading and re-vegetation plan for the site. At a minimum, the sloped 
portion of the site shall be graded such that it will support a variety of native shrubs and 
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groundcover plants. Un-vegetated areas and grass-only areas are not acceptable given the 
habitat and open space value of the area. 

12. Prior to commencement of mineral extraction activities at the site, the applicant shall provide 
to the City confirmation that they have coordinated with Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife to identify pigeon guillemot nesting sites within 100 meters of the site, and that an 
appropriate method of avoiding active nests will be implemented. The requirement applies 
seasonally; nesting areas do not have to be preserved year to year.   

Advisory Notes: 
The below notes are meant to provide additional information to the applicant relative to the 
specific development proposal. These notes are not conditions of the permit nor do they 
constitute a complete review of the project. 

 
1. The final analysis of slope stability for each phase of development shall be based on 

samples collected consistent with accepted geotechnical sampling practice.  

2. A site development permit (SDEV) is required for the grading.  

3. An Operations Plan will be required to be submitted prior to issuance of the site 
development permit. This plan shall address hours of operation for earthwork activities, truck 
hauling, street sweeping, rush hour traffic, traffic control during load sills and street cleaning, 
requirements of geotechnical and erosion control inspections, and inspection forms.  

4. The quantity of excavated fill shall not be allowed to exceed the maximum allowable amount 
as permitted in the grading/site development plan and SEPA unless an addendum to the 
SEPA and permit is submitted and approved by Planning and Development Services. It shall 
also be required for the applicant to report the excavated fill quantities to Planning and 
Development Services at the end of each month, and provide verification for the reported 
excavation quantities (truck tickets, etc.). 

5. The applicant will be required to call for inspections a minimum of every 6 months or the 
SDEV permit will expire. If there is no permit activity when an inspection is due, the applicant 
must submit a request for an extension of the permit.  

6. The geotechnical engineer of record must perform and submit reports for inspections, at a 
minimum of every month during times of active excavation.  

7. The plans for grading must incorporate a phased grading plan; whereby, clearing is done 
phase by phase, and permanent erosion protection is completed on one phase before the 
next begins. 

8. The proposal shall comply with all applicable requirements contained in the City of Tacoma 
Stormwater Management Manual (SWMM), Side Sewer and Sanitary Sewer Availability 
Manual, Tacoma Municipal Code 12.08, Tacoma Municipal Code 2.19, Tacoma Municipal 
Code 10.14, Tacoma Municipal Code 10.22 and the Right-of-Way Design Manual in effect at 
time of vesting land use actions, building or construction permitting. Note that a conditional 
use permit does not vest the applicant to design or construction standards. 

9. It appears that coverage under the Department of Ecology’s Sand and Gravel General 
Permit is required for this project. Contact Ecology's Office of Regulatory Assistance at 1-
800-917-0043 to determine if any additional requirements are necessary. City approval does 
not release the applicant from state or other permitting requirements. 

10. The Site Development permit requires submittal of civil plans and a drainage report that 
describes and characterizes the on-site drainage system. All stormwater shall be managed 
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Sullivan, Brandon Reynon, CarolAnn Hawks, 
David Duenas, Jeffrey Thomas, Lisa 
Anderson, Char Naylor, Russ Ladley 

Bryan Massey, WA DNR Surface Mining 
Reclamation, 1111 Washington St SE, 
Olympia, WA 98504-7007 

Washington Department of Transportation, Dale 
Severson, 5720 Capitol Blvd S, Bldg 7, 
Tumwater, WA 98501 

Marian Berejikian, Friends of Pierce County, P. 
O. Box 2084, Gig Harbor, WA 98335 

Karen Gogins, Citizens for a Healthy Bay, 535 
Dock Street, Suite 213, Tacoma, WA 98402 

Ryan Cruz, Citizens for a Healthy Bay, 535 Dock 
Street, Suite 213, Tacoma, WA 98402 

Melissa Malott, Citizens for a Healthy Bay, 535 
Dock Street, Suite 213, Tacoma, WA  98422 

Emily Kalnicky, Tahoma Audubon Society, 2917 
Morrison Road West, University Place, WA 
98466 

Puget Creek Restoration Society, Scott Hansen, 
702 Broadway #101, Tacoma, WA 98402 

Ann Locsin, 1843 Pt. Woodworth Dr NE, 
Tacoma, WA 98422 

Carole Sue Braaten, 2410 Berry Lane E, Fife, 
WA  98424 

Catherine Lysne, Coldwell Banker Danforth, 
33313 1st Way S, Federal Way, WA  98003 

Chandra Olson, 5326 Browns Pt Blvd, Tacoma, 
WA  98422 

Charles Joy, 7308 N Skyview Pl  A-107, 
Tacoma, WA 98406 

Clint Campbell, 2702 50th Ave NE, Tacoma, WA 
98422 

Colleen Gray and Stanley W. Shaw, 3818 S. 9th 
Street, Tacoma WA, 98405 

Cynthia Cannon, JD, 5346 Broadview Avenue 
NE, Tacoma, WA  98422 

Dana Peregrine, 5036 Hyada Blvd NE, Tacoma, 
WA 98422 

David Thomson, 315 East D Street, Tacoma, 
WA  98421 

Deneise Kopetzky, 1805 Beacon Ct NE, 
Tacoma, WA  98422 

Eric Olsen, 4002 Nassau Ave NE, Tacoma, 
WA  98422 

Felicity Devlin, 2417 N Washington St., Tacoma, 
WA  98406 

Giovanni Migliaccio, 5744 Sealawn Ave NE, 
Tacoma, WA 98422 

Harold & Barbara Abegglen, 1801 Mariner Circle 
N.E., Tacoma, WA 98422 

Jan Zimmer, 1838 Pt. Woodworth Dr NE, 
Tacoma, WA 98422 

Jean Rhee, 4802 Nassau Ave NE #131, 
Tacoma, WA 98422 

Jessica Scarsella, PO Box 68697, Seattle, WA  
98168 

John Thurlow, 5559 Beverly  Ave NE, Tacoma, 
WA 98422 

Joseph Tieger, 3412 N 30th Street, Tacoma, 
WA  98405 

Judy Ferguson, 7219 East Side Dr NE, Tacoma, 
WA  98422  

Kathy and Len DeLeon, 5020 Tower Dr NE, 
Tacoma, WA  98422 

Lisa Eyre, 1727  Pt. Woodworth Dr NE, Tacoma, 
WA 98422 

Logan Davidson, 3502 S Mason Ave, Tacoma, 
WA  98409 
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Lucrecia E. Choto, 6160 Bayview Drive NE, 
Tacoma, WA 98422 

Mary Jane Long, 1738 Pt. Woodworth Dr NE, 
Tacoma, WA 98422 

Melissa Nordquist, 1101 Lenore Dr, Tacoma, 
WA  98406 

Mike Webb, 1215 North K Street, Tacoma, WA 
98403 

Mojgan Holm, 1822 Mariner Cir NE, Tacoma, 
WA  98422 

Nancy Reining, 5017 40th Street NE, Tacoma, 
WA 98422 

Olga Lundgren, 4718 Hyada Blvd NE, Tacoma, 
WA  98422 

Patricia Smith, 1933 Lighthouse Lane NE, 
Tacoma, WA  98422 

Sara Wood, 1834 Pt. Woodworth Dr NE, 

Tacoma, WA 98422 
Sheri Tonn, 7311 East Side Drive NE, Tacoma, 

WA 98422-1121 
Shirley A. Low, 3043 44th Ave NE, Tacoma, WA  

98422 
Tal Edman, 601 S Washington St #210, Seattle, 

WA  98104 
Tom Rossetto, 1832 Mariner Circle NE, 

Tacoma, WA 98422   
Toni Webb, 6718 WATER STREET NE, 

TACOMA WA 98422 
Tracy Martinez, 1815 Mariner Cir NE, Tacoma, 

WA  98422 
Troy Goodman, Targa Sound Terminal, 2628 

Marine View Drive, Tacoma, WA  98422 
Yvonne McCarty, 1932 Lighthouse Lane, 

Tacoma, WA  98422 
 
FULL DECISION TRANSMITTED by electronic mail to: 

 
Washington Department of Ecology: SEPA Desk, MengChiu Lim, Joseph Kasperski, Chris Montague-

Breakwell, Eva Barber 
Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife: Matthew Curtis,  Chris Conklin 
Washington State Department of Natural Resources: Bryan Massey, Surface Mining Reclamation 
Puget Sound Clean Air Agency: Brian Renninger 
Northeast Neighborhood Council: Arill Berg, Carolyn Edmonds, Chun Yu, Don Halabisky, Faye Teel, Jim 

Philp, Jerry Hamilton, Karen Pischel, John Thurlow, Lois Cooper, Nanette Reetz , David Mueller, Patti 
Warwick, Richard Hayek, Sandy Leek, Susan Baldwin, Bill Thompson, Yvonne McCarty 

Sierra Club Tatoosh Group of Pierce County: Angela Silva, Bliss Moore, Brett Johnson, Dorothy Walker,  
Chair, Jori Adkins, Karen Konrad, Ken Campbell, Laura Hendricks, Diane Martin, Shirley Moore, Torun 
Parker 

Citizens for a Healthy Bay: Karen Gogins, Melissa Malott, Ryan Cruz 
Marian Berejikian, Friends of Pierce County 
Other Interested Parties:  Catherine Lysne, Edward Cruz, Charles Joy, Harold & Barbara Abegglen, 

Devin Downes, Kathleen Tiberio, Andrea Urban, PhD., Brian LaFreniere, Christi Martinez, Chris 
Wooten, Chuck Morrison , Cynthia Cannon, JD, Colleen Gray and Stanley W. Shaw, Carol L. 
Opalinski , Dana Peregrine, David DAniello, David Kopetzky , Deneise Kopetzky, Don Fisher, Sandra 
Joy, Felicity Devlin, Hayley Mathews, Caroline Bentley, Susie Litts, Toni Webb, Ivan Ramirez, Ph.D., 
Jeri Howell, Joseph Tieger, Kate Packard, Kelly Kim, Linda Fortune, Ed.D., Donna Walters, Linnaea 
Arnett, Lucrecia E. Choto, Mary Jane Long, Judy Ferguson, Melissa Nordquist, Meng Li Che , Maude 
Laslie, Mojgan Holm, Jeff Johnson, Nancy Reining, Nancy Chapa, Rus Higley, Ranee Clapp, Sheri 
Tonn, Shirley A. Low, Skyler McVaugh, Sherry Mees Hartley, Debby Herbert, Tom Rossetto 

 
SUMMARY OF DECISION TRANSMITTED by first class and interoffice mail to the following: 

 
 All property owners within 2500 feet of the Port of Tacoma Manufacture/Industrial Center 
 Northeast Tacoma Neighborhood Council 
 Neighborhood Planning Team Members: Brian Boudet, Ian Munce, and Carol Wolfe  
 

 
PURSUANT TO RCW 36.70B.130, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT AFFECTED 
PROPERTY OWNER(S) RECEIVING THIS NOTICE OF DECISION MAY REQUEST A 
CHANGE IN VALUATION FOR PROPERTY TAX PURPOSES CONSISTENT WITH PIERCE 
COUNTY'S PROCEDURE FOR ADMINISTRATIVE APPEAL. TO REQUEST A CHANGE IN 
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VALUE FOR PROPERTY TAX PURPOSES YOU MUST FILE WITH THE PIERCE COUNTY 
BOARD OF EQUALIZATION ON OR BEFORE JULY 1ST OF THE ASSESSMENT YEAR OR 
WITHIN 30 DAYS OF THE DATE OF NOTICE OF VALUE FROM THE ASSESSOR-
TREASURER'S OFFICE. TO CONTACT THE BOARD CALL 253-798-7415 OR 
<WWW.CO.PIERCE.WA.US/BOE>. 
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APPEAL PROCEDURES 
 
Any request for RECONSIDERATION and/or any APPEALS must be submitted in the 
applicable manner as outlined below on or before September 1, 2017.  
 
RECONSIDERATION: 
Any person having standing under the ordinance governing this application and feeling that the 
decision of the Director is based on errors of procedure or fact may make a written request for 
review by the Director within fourteen (14) days of the issuance of the written order. This 
request shall set forth the alleged errors, and the Director may, after further review, take such 
further actions as deemed proper, and may render a revised decision. A request for 
RECONSIDERATION of the Director’s decision in this matter must be filed in writing to the staff 
contact listed on the first page of this document. 
 
APPEAL TO HEARING EXAMINER: 
Any decision of the Director may be appealed by any aggrieved person or entity as defined in 
Section 13.05.050 of the Tacoma Municipal Code, within fourteen (14) days of the issuance of 
this decision, or within seven (7) days of the date of issuance of the Director's decision on a 
reconsideration, to appeal the decision to the Hearing Examiner. 
 
An appeal to the Hearing Examiner is initiated by filing a Notice of Appeal accompanied 
by the required filing fee of $332.46. Filing of the appeal shall not be complete until both 
the Notice of Appeal and required filing fee has been received. THE FEE SHALL BE 
REFUNDED TO THE APPELLANT SHOULD THE APPELLANT PREVAIL. (Pursuant to 
Section 2.09.020 of the Tacoma Municipal Code, fees for appeals shall be waived for 
qualifying senior citizens and persons who are permanently handicapped who are 
eligible for tax exemption because of financial status.)  
 
The Notice of Appeal must be submitted in writing to the Hearing Examiner's Office, Seventh 
Floor, Tacoma Municipal Building, and shall contain the following: 

(1) A brief statement showing how the appellant is aggrieved or adversely affected. 
(2) A statement of the grounds for the appeal, explaining why the appellant believes the 

administrative decision is wrong. 
(3) The requested relief, such as reversal or modification of the decision. 
(4) The signature, mailing address and telephone number of the appellant and any 

representative of the appellant. 
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LU16-0230 Coski Surface Mine: Vicinity map 
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LU16-0230 Coski Surface Mine: Zoning Boundaries 
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LU16-0230 Coski Surface Mine:  Buffer distances of 400 feet, 500 feet, and 1000 feet. 

 

 

LU16-0230 Attachment A 
 



E
n

g
i
n

e
e

r
i
n

g

C
O

S
K

I
 
P

I
T

C
O

N
D

I
T

I
O

N
A

L
 
U

S
E

 
P

E
R

M
I
T

S
C

A
R

S
E

L
L

A
 
B

R
O

S

P
O

 
B

O
X

 
6
8
6
9
7

S
E

A
T

T
L

E
,
 
W

A
 
9
8
1
6
8

I

L

T

R

L

E

M

L

A

B

W

.

E

B

O
R

C1.1

E
X

I
S

T
I
N

G
 
T

O
P

O
G

R
A

P
H

Y
 
P

L
A

N

PROJECT INFORMATION

VICINITY MAP

COSKI PIT

SECTION 26, TOWNSHIP 21 NORTH, RANGE 3 EAST, W.M.

PIERCE COUNTY, WASHINGTON

SITE

S

R

 

5

0

9

 

/

 

M

A

R

I

N

E

 

V

I

E

W

 

D

R

SHEET INDEX

LU16-0230 Attachment B

AutoCAD SHX Text
25

AutoCAD SHX Text
50

AutoCAD SHX Text
75

AutoCAD SHX Text
100

AutoCAD SHX Text
125

AutoCAD SHX Text
150

AutoCAD SHX Text
175

AutoCAD SHX Text
200

AutoCAD SHX Text
CIVIL ENGINEERING - LAND PLANNING - UTILITIES

AutoCAD SHX Text
P.O. Box 923

AutoCAD SHX Text
14059

AutoCAD SHX Text
CHEHALIS, WA  98532

AutoCAD SHX Text
OFF: (360) 740-8919

AutoCAD SHX Text
FAX: (360) 740-8912

AutoCAD SHX Text
DATE:

AutoCAD SHX Text
DESIGNED BY:

AutoCAD SHX Text
CHECKED BY:

AutoCAD SHX Text
DRAWN BY:

AutoCAD SHX Text
9/8/2016

AutoCAD SHX Text
RWB

AutoCAD SHX Text
RWB

AutoCAD SHX Text
PIERCE COUNTY

AutoCAD SHX Text
WA.

AutoCAD SHX Text
SCALE:

AutoCAD SHX Text
JOB NUMBER

AutoCAD SHX Text
DRAWING NAME

AutoCAD SHX Text
OF

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
NO.

AutoCAD SHX Text
DATE

AutoCAD SHX Text
REVISION

AutoCAD SHX Text
NJG

AutoCAD SHX Text
32107

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
H

AutoCAD SHX Text
G

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
D

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
G

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
F

AutoCAD SHX Text
W

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
G

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
P

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
F

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
L

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
1" = 100'

AutoCAD SHX Text
14059_SITE

AutoCAD SHX Text
1

AutoCAD SHX Text
APPLICANT: PARCEL NOS: SITE ADDRESS: ZONING: SITE AREA:

AutoCAD SHX Text
SCARSELLA BROS. ROBERT SCARSELLA PO BOX 68697 SEATTLE, WA 98168 (206) 0321264028, 003, 010, 024, 027, 032, 044, 037, 050 2415 MARINE VIEW DR, TACOMA, WA 98422 MUNICIPAL AREA 17.11 ACRES

AutoCAD SHX Text
N.T.S.

AutoCAD SHX Text
NORPOINT WAY NE

AutoCAD SHX Text
MARINE VIEW DR

AutoCAD SHX Text
TAYLOR WAY

AutoCAD SHX Text
ALEXANDER AVE E

AutoCAD SHX Text
PORT OF TACOMA ROAD

AutoCAD SHX Text
MCMURRY RD NE

AutoCAD SHX Text
509

AutoCAD SHX Text
TPN 0321264072 PORT OF TACOMA PO BOX 1837 TACOMA, WA 98401-1837

AutoCAD SHX Text
TPN 0321264001 PORT OF TACOMA PO BOX 1837 TACOMA, WA 98401-1837

AutoCAD SHX Text
TPN 0321264001 PORT OF TACOMA PO BOX 1837 TACOMA, WA 98401-1837

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING GRAVEL ACCESS ROAD

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING DRIVEWAY CUT. NOT USED FOR THIS SITE.

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING DRIVEWAY CUT TO BE USED AS TRUCK EXIT.

AutoCAD SHX Text
TPN 0321261010 CITY OF TACOMA 747 MARKET ST RM 737 TACOMA, WA 98402-3701

AutoCAD SHX Text
TPN 0321261016 CITY OF TACOMA 747 MARKET ST RM 737 TACOMA, WA 98402-3701

AutoCAD SHX Text
TPN 0321264028 5.14 ACRES TERRA5 COMPANY LLC747 PO BOX 68697 SEATTLE, WA 98168-0697

AutoCAD SHX Text
TPN 0321264032 1.85 ACRES

AutoCAD SHX Text
TPN 0321264010 0.98 ACRES

AutoCAD SHX Text
TPN 0321264003 0.99 ACRES

AutoCAD SHX Text
TPN 0321264044 1.0 ACRES

AutoCAD SHX Text
TPN 0321264027 4.90 ACRES

AutoCAD SHX Text
TPN 0321264037 0.72 ACRES

AutoCAD SHX Text
TPN 0321264022 PORT OF TACOMA PO BOX 1837 TACOMA, WA 98401-1837

AutoCAD SHX Text
TPN 0321264050 1.37 ACRES

AutoCAD SHX Text
TPN 0321264024 0.16 ACRES

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING DRIVEWAY CUT.

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING DRIVEWAY CUT.

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING TOPOGRAPHY PLAN GRADING AND DRAINAGE PLAN CROSS SECTIONS

AutoCAD SHX Text
C1.1 C2.1 C2.2

AutoCAD SHX Text
0

AutoCAD SHX Text
SCALE: 1"=100 FEET

AutoCAD SHX Text
100

AutoCAD SHX Text
50

AutoCAD SHX Text
200

AutoCAD SHX Text
TPN 0321264027



E
n

g
i
n

e
e

r
i
n

g

C
O

S
K

I
 
P

I
T

C
O

N
D

I
T

I
O

N
A

L
 
U

S
E

 
P

E
R

M
I
T

S
C

A
R

S
E

L
L

A
 
B

R
O

S

P
O

 
B

O
X

 
6
8
6
9
7

S
E

A
T

T
L

E
,
 
W

A
 
9
8
1
6
8

I

L

T

R

L

E

M

L

A

B

W

.

E

B

O
R

C2.1

E
X

I
S

T
I
N

G
 
T

O
P

O
G

R
A

P
H

Y
 
P

L
A

N

S

R

 

5

0

9

 

/

 

M

A

R

I

N

E

 

V

I

E

W

 

D

R

LU16-0230 Attachment B

AutoCAD SHX Text
200

AutoCAD SHX Text
175

AutoCAD SHX Text
150

AutoCAD SHX Text
125

AutoCAD SHX Text
100

AutoCAD SHX Text
75

AutoCAD SHX Text
50

AutoCAD SHX Text
25

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
B

AutoCAD SHX Text
B

AutoCAD SHX Text
C

AutoCAD SHX Text
C

AutoCAD SHX Text
50

AutoCAD SHX Text
75

AutoCAD SHX Text
100

AutoCAD SHX Text
125

AutoCAD SHX Text
150

AutoCAD SHX Text
175

AutoCAD SHX Text
225

AutoCAD SHX Text
225

AutoCAD SHX Text
250

AutoCAD SHX Text
CIVIL ENGINEERING - LAND PLANNING - UTILITIES

AutoCAD SHX Text
P.O. Box 923

AutoCAD SHX Text
14059

AutoCAD SHX Text
CHEHALIS, WA  98532

AutoCAD SHX Text
OFF: (360) 740-8919

AutoCAD SHX Text
FAX: (360) 740-8912

AutoCAD SHX Text
DATE:

AutoCAD SHX Text
DESIGNED BY:

AutoCAD SHX Text
CHECKED BY:

AutoCAD SHX Text
DRAWN BY:

AutoCAD SHX Text
9/8/2016

AutoCAD SHX Text
RWB

AutoCAD SHX Text
RWB

AutoCAD SHX Text
PIERCE COUNTY

AutoCAD SHX Text
WA.

AutoCAD SHX Text
SCALE:

AutoCAD SHX Text
JOB NUMBER

AutoCAD SHX Text
DRAWING NAME

AutoCAD SHX Text
OF

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
NO.

AutoCAD SHX Text
DATE

AutoCAD SHX Text
REVISION

AutoCAD SHX Text
NJG

AutoCAD SHX Text
32107

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
H

AutoCAD SHX Text
G

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
D

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
G

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
F

AutoCAD SHX Text
W

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
G

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
P

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
F

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
L

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
1" = 60'

AutoCAD SHX Text
14059_GRPL

AutoCAD SHX Text
2

AutoCAD SHX Text
WHEEL WASH

AutoCAD SHX Text
SCALE W/SCALE SHACK

AutoCAD SHX Text
ASPHALT PAD

AutoCAD SHX Text
ASPHALT DRIVEWAY

AutoCAD SHX Text
INLET SDMH W/OIL TRAP FACILITY. PROVIDE WIRE BACKED SILT FENCING BOTH SIDES OF INLET SDMH.

AutoCAD SHX Text
ARMORED EMERGENCY OVERFLOW SPILLWAY

AutoCAD SHX Text
CELL #2

AutoCAD SHX Text
CELL #1

AutoCAD SHX Text
CONVEYANCE DITCH

AutoCAD SHX Text
CONVEYANCE DITCH

AutoCAD SHX Text
0

AutoCAD SHX Text
SCALE: 1"=60 FEET

AutoCAD SHX Text
60

AutoCAD SHX Text
30

AutoCAD SHX Text
120

AutoCAD SHX Text
OVERFLOW STAND PIPE. TOP ELEV. 30.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
CONNECT OVERFLOW PIPE TO EXISTING CATCH BASIN.

AutoCAD SHX Text
TYPE NP STREAM WITH 100' BUFFER

AutoCAD SHX Text
WETLAND A CATEGORY III 0.05 ACRES RIVERINE 75' BUFFER

AutoCAD SHX Text
TYPE NP STREAM WITH 100' BUFFER

AutoCAD SHX Text
EXISTING SECONDARY ACCESS TO REMAIN



200'
200'

100'
100'

0'
0'

LOOKING NORTHEAST

110010009008007006005004003002001000

A'A

300'
300'

200'
200'

100'
100'

0'
0'

LOOKING NORTHWEST

8007006005004003002001000

B'B

300'
300'

R
I
G

H
T

 
O

F
 
W

A
Y

EXISTING GRADE

MINING EXCAVATION LIMITS

STORM POND

P
R

O
P

E
R

T
Y

 
B

O
U

N
D

A
R

Y

3
0

'
 
O

F
F

S
E

T

P
R

O
P

E
R

T
Y

 
B

O
U

N
D

A
R

Y

3
0

'
 
O

F
F

S
E

T

P
R

O
P

E
R

T
Y

 
B

O
U

N
D

A
R

Y

R
I
G

H
T

 
O

F
 
W

A
Y

EXISTING GRADE

MINING EXCAVATION LIMITS

TYPICAL EXCAVATION SLOPE

1

1.5

E
n

g
i
n

e
e

r
i
n

g

C
O

S
K

I
 
P

I
T

C
O

N
D

I
T

I
O

N
A

L
 
U

S
E

 
P

E
R

M
I
T

S
C

A
R

S
E

L
L

A
 
B

R
O

S

P
O

 
B

O
X

 
6
8
6
9
7

S
E

A
T

T
L

E
,
 
W

A
 
9
8
1
6
8

I

L

T

R

L

E

M

L

A

B

W

.

E

B

O
R

C2.2

C
R

O
S

S
 
S

E
C

T
I
O

N
S

LU16-0230 Attachment B

AutoCAD SHX Text
CIVIL ENGINEERING - LAND PLANNING - UTILITIES

AutoCAD SHX Text
P.O. Box 923

AutoCAD SHX Text
14059

AutoCAD SHX Text
CHEHALIS, WA  98532

AutoCAD SHX Text
OFF: (360) 740-8919

AutoCAD SHX Text
FAX: (360) 740-8912

AutoCAD SHX Text
DATE:

AutoCAD SHX Text
DESIGNED BY:

AutoCAD SHX Text
CHECKED BY:

AutoCAD SHX Text
DRAWN BY:

AutoCAD SHX Text
9/8/2016

AutoCAD SHX Text
RWB

AutoCAD SHX Text
RWB

AutoCAD SHX Text
PIERCE COUNTY

AutoCAD SHX Text
WA.

AutoCAD SHX Text
SCALE:

AutoCAD SHX Text
JOB NUMBER

AutoCAD SHX Text
DRAWING NAME

AutoCAD SHX Text
OF

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
NO.

AutoCAD SHX Text
DATE

AutoCAD SHX Text
REVISION

AutoCAD SHX Text
NJG

AutoCAD SHX Text
32107

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
H

AutoCAD SHX Text
G

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
D

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
G

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
F

AutoCAD SHX Text
W

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
G

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
P

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
F

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
L

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
1" = 60'

AutoCAD SHX Text
14059_GRDT

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
CELL 2 INFILTRATION POND

AutoCAD SHX Text
CELL 1 SEDIMENT POND

AutoCAD SHX Text
ELEV. 30.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
TYPE 2 SDMH, 48" W/BEHIVE GRATE INLET ELEV.=30.0 IE=28.0 PROVIDE OIL TRAP TEE ON OUTLET

AutoCAD SHX Text
ELEV. 31.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
TOP OF BERM ELEV. = 31.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
POND BOTTOM ELEV. = 27.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
POND SECTION C-C

AutoCAD SHX Text
N.T.S.

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
1

AutoCAD SHX Text
3 (TYP.)

AutoCAD SHX Text
1

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
1

AutoCAD SHX Text
POND BOTTOM ELEV. = 25.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
ARMORED SPILLWAY FROM CELL 1 TOE TO CELL 2 TOE. ELEV. 30.0

AutoCAD SHX Text
12"  ADS N12 STORMPIPE, S=2.0%

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
1

AutoCAD SHX Text
PROPERTY BOUNDARY



F
IN

A
L

 R
E

C
L

A
M

A
T

IO
N

 I
M

A
G

E

D E C E M B E R  2 0 1 6

C
O

S
K

I 
P

IT

LU16-0230 Attachment C



 
 
 
City of Tacoma 
Planning and Development Services 

 

Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance (MDNS) 
 

File Number: LU16-0230 
Conditional Use Permit – Surface Mining 

 
 
To: All Departments and Agencies with Jurisdiction 
 
Subject: Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance  
 
In accordance with Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 197-11-350, a copy of the Mitigated 
Determination of Nonsignificance (MDNS) for the project described below is transmitted. 
 
Applicant: RB Engineering for Scarsella Brothers, Inc. 
 Robert Balmelli Robert Scarsella 
 PO Box 923 P.O. Box 68388 
 Chehalis, WA 98532 Seattle, WA 98168 
 
Proposal: A Conditional Use Permit to allow a mining operation to excavate 

approximately 400,000 cubic yards of material from an approximate 17-acre 
site (11 active acres) zoned “R-2” One Family Dwelling District and “C-2” 
General Community Commercial District. 

 
Location: 2503 Marine View Drive. The associated parcels are 032126-4003,  

-4024, -4027, -4028, -4032, -4037, -4040, -4044, and -4050 
 
Lead Agency: City of Tacoma 
 
City Contact: Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 
 Planning and Development Services 
 747 Market Street, Room 345 
 Tacoma, WA 98402 
 (253) 591-5121 
 shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 
 
The Responsible Official for the City of Tacoma hereby makes the following findings and 
conclusions based upon a review of the environmental checklist and attachments, other 
information on file with the City of Tacoma, and the policies, plans, and regulations designated 
by the City of Tacoma as a basis for the exercise of substantive authority under the Washington 
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) pursuant to RCW 43.21.C. 
 

747 Market Street, Suite 345 |Tacoma, Washington 98402 |Fax (253)591-5433 
Phone (253) 591-5030 | http://www.tacomapermits.org 



Findings of Fact: 
General: 
1. A Conditional Use Permit to allow a mining operation to excavate approximately 800,000 

cubic yards of material from an approximate 17-acre site (11 acres active) zoned “R-2” One 
Family Dwelling District and “C-2” General Community Commercial District. Wheel washes 
and a scale house will be constructed, as well as access to the site. Following excavation 
activity, reclamation activities will be undertaken at the site to restore stable grades and 
vegetation. 

2. Attachments and exhibits are contained in the PDS file LU16-0230 and are fully 
incorporated herein by reference. 

Attachments: 
A. Site Location Maps 
B. Civil Grading Plan 
C. Finished Grade Rendering 
 

Exhibits: 
A. Exhibit A is this MDNS 
B. Applicant’s Code Narrative, including Phasing Plan 
C. Initial and revised Noise Study 
D. Geotechnical Report and Revised Slope Stability Evaluation 
E. Critical Areas Report 
F. Traffic Impact Analysis and Addendum 
G. Public Comments 
H. Staff and Agency Comments and Conditions  
I. Applicant’s Response to Comments 
J. Pierce County Aggregate Map 
K. Applicable Sections of One Tacoma (comprehensive plan policies) 
L. Applicable Sections of Tacoma Municipal Code 

 
3. An environmental review is required for the proposal in accordance with the SEPA, RCW 

43.21C and Tacoma Municipal Code (TMC) 13.12 Environmental Code. The 500 cubic yard 
threshold for excavation, grading, and fill is being exceeded; hence the proposed mining 
operation requires a SEPA determination. 

Earth: 
4. The project proposes to comply with all regulations including the International Building Code 

(IBC) Appendix J (Grading) as adopted and amended by the City of Tacoma; and TMC 
Chapter 13.06 Zoning and Chapter 13.11 Critical Areas Ordinance. 

5. A geotechnical assessment, prepared by Bennett Consulting and dated September, 2016, 
was submitted Planning and Development Services (PDS) in association with this project 
(Exhibit D). Additional information was provided on May 10, 2017 and submitted to the City 
on June 14, 2017. PDS has determined that implementation of the conditions recommended 
in the report and otherwise recommended by staff will adequately address any impacts 
associated with development. See Exhibit H.2, memorandum from Craig Kuntz, regarding 
the proposal. 

6. The applicant will be required to obtain a Surface Mining and Reclamation Permit from the 
Washington State Department of Natural Resources pursuant to Chapter 78.44 RCW and 
Chapter 332-18 WAC.  

LU16-0230 Coski Surface Mine 
Page 2 of 9 



7. Soil contamination issues associated with the “Asarco Plume” are addressed in the 
“Environmental Health” subsection of this document. 

Air: 
8. The project is subject to review and enforcement by the City and the Puget Sound Clean Air 

Agency, per PSCAA Regulation 1, related to Fugitive Dust Emission Standards, as well as 
all applicable Federal air quality regulations. Watering of exposed soil during activity, as well 
as other required measures to suppress dust, will ensure that no impacts to ambient air 
quality will result from the project.  

Water: 
9. The project will meet all requirements of the current and any future revisions to the City’s 

Stormwater Management Manual (SWMM). The SWMM sets forth the policies, regulations, 
and best management practices to “prevent and control the impacts of runoff from new 
development, redevelopment, and construction activities” to “protect beneficial uses of water 
resources through the reduction of pollutant loads and concentrations.” Compliance with the 
SWMM will avoid, minimize, or mitigate any surface water impacts from the proposal.     

10. The project will meet all requirements of the current and any future revisions to TMC 12.08, 
Wastewater and Surface Water Management, the purpose of which is to prevent the 
introduction of pollutants into publicly owned infrastructure and subsequent passage into 
receiving waters. Compliance with TMC12.08 will ensure that drainage from the site does 
not contain contaminants.  

11. The project will meet all requirements of the current and any future revisions to TMC 2.19, 
Site Development and Off-Site Improvements, the purpose of which is to minimize negative 
impacts to the environment and improvements to protect, restore, and enhance features and 
environmental quality of the site, including off-site improvements. Compliance with the TMC 
will address grading standards and adjacent street infrastructure.   

12. The project will require both a Construction Stormwater General Permit and a Sand and 
Gravel General permit from the Washington State Department of Ecology. Compliance with 
all Ecology regulations will further ensure that ground water is not affected by the proposed 
activity at the site.  

13. The site is not located within a flood hazard and/or coastal high hazard area as regulated by 
TMC 13.11.600, 13.11.610 and 13.11.620 and Sections 2.12.040 and 2.12.050. 

14. The mining area is adjacent to a perennial stream and its buffer along the southeasterly 
boundary of the site, as well as a Category III wetland on the site. The work proposed 
excludes all portions of the site which are impacted by the stream and its buffer from the 
proposed activity; therefore, the proposal is not subject to further wetlands review and/or 
permitting per the requirements of TMC 13.11. See the attached memorandum from 
Shannon Brenner, Environmental Specialist (Exhibit H.1). 

Plants: 
15. The applicant has provided a reclamation and revegetation plan for the site once the mining 

activity is completed. The proposal will meet the requirements of TMC 13.06.540 Surface 
Mining. 

16. One Tacoma, the City’s Comprehensive Plan, contains the following policies related to 
plants and vegetation: 
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Policy UF–11.2  Improve Open Space Corridors using a mix of tools including natural 
resource protection, property acquisition, natural resource restoration, tree planting and 
landscaping with native plants, and ecological design integrated with new development. 

Policy UF–11.4  Recognize and promote the multiple benefits Open Space corridor 
preservation and restoration provides to the city, including more resilient plant and wildlife 
communities, community health and well-being, stormwater retention, active living, beauty, 
scenic resources, economic development, and sense of civic pride and identity. 

Policy UF–11.5  Promote the beautification and re-vegetation of open space areas along state 
highways. 

Policy EN–2.5 Promote soil stability by retaining vegetation in erosion prone areas. 

Policy EN–4.2  Encourage landscaping designed to complement local wildlife and native or 
climate adapted vegetation and help offset the loss of wildlife habitat areas resulting from 
past development practices. 

Aesthetics: 
17. The proposed project will meet the requirements for TMC 13.06.540 Surface Mining, 

including meeting the required finished grades and providing adequate landscaping for 
slope stabilization (see above). 

18. Surface mining regulations require that a site be usable following reclamation. Any future 
redevelopment at the site will meet all applicable landscaping and design regulations.  

Animals: 
19. The hillside surrounding the site is mapped by the Washington Department of Fish and 

Wildlife (WDFW) as a Biodiversity Corridor, a type of priority habitat. These corridors are 
home to several species. A small area is mapped as a likely breeding area for pigeon 
guillemot, a protected species. The applicant will comply with WDFW permit conditions to 
maintain a minimum 100-foot distance from nesting guillemots; this condition will be applied 
to future grading permits.  

20. One Tacoma, the City’s Comprehensive Plan, contains the following policies related to 
habitat areas within Open Space Corridors: 

Policy UF–11.3  Ensure that connections between Open Space Corridors, streets and trail 
systems are located and designed to support the functions of each element, and create 
positive interrelationships between the elements, while also protecting habitat functions, fish, 
and wildlife. 

Policy DD–9.6  Buffer between designated Manufacturing/Industrial Centers and adjacent 
residential or mixed-use areas to protect both the viability of long-term industrial operations and 
the livability of adjacent areas. 

Policy DD–9.7 Encourage building and landscape design and land use patterns that limit and/or 
mitigate negative air quality and noise impacts to building users and residents, particularly in 
areas near freeways, high traffic streets, and other sources of air pollution. 

Policy EN–4.13  Ensure that plans and investments are consistent with and advance 
efforts to improve terrestrial and aquatic habitat connectivity for fish and wildlife by: 
a. Preventing habitat fragmentation 
b. Improving habitat quality 
c. Preserving or creating habitat areas as feasible on new development and 

redevelopment sites 
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d. Creating and enhancing Open Space Corridors that allow fish and wildlife to safely 
access and move through and between habitat areas 

Policy EN–4.14  Ensure that plans and investments are consistent with and advance efforts 
to improve the diversity, quantity and quality, of fish and wildlife habitat and Open Space 
Corridors, especially rare and declining habitat types and habitats that support at-risk plant 
and animal species and communities. 

21. No other endangered or protected species have been identified on site or have mapped 
habitat on the site 

Energy and Natural Resources: 
22. The proposed project will comply with the City’s Energy Code. 

Environmental Health: 
23. According to the Department of Ecology (ECY) Facility/Site Atlas, the site is located within 

the Tacoma Smelter Plume with an arsenic concentration range of “Non-Detect to 20.0 ppm” 
and "20.1-40.0 ppm". Due to the historic mining activity at the site, no further review of the 
site relative to Asarco contamination is required at this time. See Exhibit H.6 for ECY 
comments related to the potential for toxic materials on the site. 

24. All requirements of the Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department (TPCHD) and the 
Washington State Department of Ecology will be met. See Exhibits H.6 and H.9 for agency 
comments. 

Noise: 
25. All WAC noise levels shall be met. City of Tacoma Noise Enforcement, TMC 8.122, applies 

to all activity at the site and the applicant shall demonstrate compliance with that ordinance.  

26. One Tacoma contains the following policies pertaining to compatibility between uses: 

Policy DD–9.2 Improve the interface between non-residential activities and residential 
areas, in areas where commercial or employment areas are adjacent to residential zoned 
land. 

Policy DD–9.3 Use land use and other regulations to limit and mitigate impacts, such as 
odor, noise, glare, air pollutants, and vibration that the use or development of a site may 
have on adjacent residential or institutional uses, and on significant fish and wildlife habitat 
areas. 

Land Use: 
27. The project is a conditional use within both the “R-2” and the “C-2” Districts and requires a 

Conditional Use Permit. 

28. The land use designation for the site is “Parks and Open Space”. This designation does not 
limit appropriate zones but addresses development conditions and vegetation preservation; 
the designation also sets priorities for preservation of open space areas.  

Housing: 
29. The project will provide no units of housing. No adverse impact to housing provision will 

result from the proposal. 

Recreation: 
30. The project will not be developed on property designated as open space or public recreation 

area. No adverse impacts to recreation will result from the proposal. 
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Historical and cultural preservation: 
31. The project is within proximity to the Usual and Accustomed area of the Puyallup Tribe of 

Indians. Historic sites may be exposed when the project is undertaken. Should there be 
unanticipated discovery of an archaeological find during construction an Unanticipated 
Discovery Plan shall be implemented immediately. Further, additional review of impacts to 
cultural resources may be required for projects under the jurisdiction of federal agencies 
under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800).  

Transportation: 
32. The project will comply with TMC 13.06.510 Off-street parking and storage areas. 

33. The project will meet all requirements of the current and any future revisions to TMC 10.14, 
Driveways.  

34. The project proposes to generate up to 30 truck trips per hour for up to 300 trips per 10-hour 
shift. Review by the Public Works Engineering Division indicates that the traffic volumes 
generated by the project will result in significant adverse impacts to the City’s street system. 
A traffic impact analysis prepared by SCJ Alliance (dated September 27, 2016 and updated 
May 12, 2017, has been submitted to, reviewed, and approved by the Engineering Division.  

35. One Tacoma contains the following policies pertaining to traffic and circulation: 

Policy T-2.3 Improve Safety: Strive to reduce traffic deaths and serious injuries in Tacoma 
to zero by 2030 as part of the State of Washington’s traffic safety efforts using education, 
enforcement, engineering, emergency medical services, and leadership / policy. 
Emphasize providing safety along routes used to access schools, including pursuing grants 
to fund improvements. 
Policy T-3.1 Complete Streets / Layered Network: Develop and maintain a safe, 
accessible, and clean transportation network that accommodates all users, whether moving 
by an active mode, transit, truck, or car, while recognizing that not all streets provide the 
same quality of travel experience. Apply the Layered Network adopted as a part of the TMP 
in the planning and design for new construction, reconstruction, and major transportation 
improvement projects on all streets. The Layered Network and Complete Streets principles 
shall also be used to create over time a system of streets that meets user needs while 
recognizing the function and context of each street by evaluating potential transportation 
projects and amending or revising design manuals, regulations, standards, and programs 
as appropriate. 
Policy T-3.15 Inter-Modal Conflict: Address infrastructure gaps, inadequate design, safety 
hazards, and at-grade railroad crossing conflicts to increase safety, capacity, and 
timeliness of both over-land and rail freight, especially on identified heavy haul corridors 
using appropriate programs, regulations, and design standards. Design active 
transportation facilities in manufacturing industrial centers in a manner that minimizes 
potential conflicts with trucks and trains to allow for the safe and efficient movement of both 
freight and people. 
Policy T-3.18 Roadway Capacity: Support multimodal mobility by assessing roadway 
capacity on the basis of a facility’s total people-carrying capacity and only increasing 
physical capacity when absolutely needed. 
Policy T-6.5 Industrial Access: Recognizing the importance of the Port and other industrial 
uses to Tacoma’s economic well-being, provide infrastructure and access to commercial, 
manufacturing and industrial centers. 
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36. The Engineering Division has determined that mitigating measures will be necessary to 
address the heavy truck traffic resulting from the proposal. Those measures are set forth in 
“Mitigation Measures,” below. Those measures, combined with implementation of the 
conditions recommended in the report, will adequately mitigate any significant adverse 
impacts associated with the development. See Exhibit H.5 for comments from Public Works 
Engineering Division.  

Public Services/Public Utilities: 
37. Project concurrency certification or an appropriate mitigation will be completed at the 

building permit review stage. 

38. The project will meet all requirements of the current and any future revisions to the City’s 
Side Sewer and Sanitary Sewer Availability Manual, ensuring that the appropriate 
infrastructure is in place for sanitary sewer, if necessary.   

39. The project will meet all requirements of the current and any future revisions to the City’s 
Tacoma Municipal Code 10.22 and the Right-of-Way Design Manual in effect at time of 
vesting land use actions, building or construction permitting. 

40. The project will comply with emergency vehicle circulation requirements. 

41. Fire protection must be provided in accordance with the requirements of TMC 3.02 Fire 
Code. 

CONCLUSION OF THE RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL: 
Existing regulations contained within the Tacoma Municipal Code address many of the potential 
environmental impacts associated with this project. These are noted on the environmental 
checklist for the project and in the MDNS. Potential environmental impacts identified during the 
project review that are not fully addressed by these or other existing regulations may be subject 
to mitigation through the adoption of additional conditions based upon the project’s consistency 
with applicable policy guidance set forth in the City’s Comprehensive Plan. Based upon the 
policies set forth in Findings of Fact Numbered 20, 26, and 35  above, additional mitigating 
measures are necessary to address impacts associated with the proposal. 

Mitigation Measures: 
The following mitigation measures are required by the City and outside regulatory agencies to 
address and mitigate for the potential impact created by the proposed project: 

1. Traffic: 
a. Taylor Way/Marine View Drive/SR 509/54th Ave E – If approved by WSDOT, the 

applicant shall provide additional left-turn storage at the southwestbound left-turn pocket 
to accommodate the additional queued truck.  In lieu of constructing the improvement, 
upon mutual agreement between the City of Tacoma and the applicant, the applicant 
shall provide a monetary contribution toward a future improvement at this intersection in 
the amount corresponding to the alternate improvement; 

b. Trucks used in the transportation of materials from the site shall not leave the site 
between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 8:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. weekday 
Monday through Friday, unless a detailed haul schedule for a limited duration with 
appropriate traffic control plan for non-standard excavation projects is approved by the 
Traffic Engineer. 

c. The truck entrance and load area shall be designed so that no trucks are queued on 
Marine View Drive waiting to enter the site. 
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1. INTRODUCTION

This report describes sound levels associated with the proposed Coski Surface Mine located at 
2500 Marine View Drive in Tacoma, Washington.  The report presents baseline sound levels at 
properties surrounding the site, noise-emission characteristics of equipment proposed for the 
project, calculated sound levels due to the proposed project, and noise-mitigation measures.  The 
report also addresses noise from off-site truck traffic associated with the proposed project.

2. PROJECT SITE AND SURROUNDING LAND USES

An aerial photograph of the project site, surrounding properties, and sound analysis locations is 
shown in Figure 2-1.

The project site and surrounding properties are described in a narrative titled Coski Surface Mine 
Proposal and Existing Site Conditions prepared by RB Engineering. The site abuts and is located 
northeasterly of Marine View Drive.  

The site is primarily located within the R-2 One-Family Dwelling District, with approximately a 
150-foot wide band of the site, directly adjacent to Marine View Drive, zoned C-2 General 
Community Commercial District.

The site is surrounded by vacant land and intensive industrial uses.  To the north and northeast of 
the site the land is primarily undeveloped, consisting of steep hillsides rising up from the Port of 
Tacoma area.  There has been historic mining activity to the southeast of the subject site.  The 
property abutting to the northwest is used for the City of Tacoma Police Department Firing 
Range.

The tops of the hillsides have been developed with residential uses.  The closest residential 
properties are located approximately 450 feet north and approximately 900 feet to the east-
northeast of the project site.  Additional residential communities are located approximately 1200 
feet to the east-southeast and 1800 feet to the northwest of the project site.

To the south-southwest of the site are a variety of intensive industrial uses, including a log-
scaling yard and a fuel refinery.  Industrial land uses associated with the Port of Tacoma are also 
located to the south and southwest.
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3. SOUND LEVEL DESCRIPTORS AND CRITERIA

3.1 Sound Level Descriptors

Sound is measured as sound level in units of decibels, dB. Environmental sound is often 
measured as A-weighted sound level in dBA. The A-weighting is a specific weighting filter in a 
sound level meter that corresponds to human hearing sensitivity at the various sound frequencies. 
People normally experience sound levels between about 30 and 90 dBA, depending on their 
activity. For example, a loud nearby vehicle, radio or power tool may produce 80 to 90 dBA, 
normal conversation is about 50 to 60 dBA, and a bedroom or quiet office is about 30 to 40 dBA.

Each 10 dB increase in sound level corresponds to a tenfold increase of sound energy, but is 
judged by a listener as only a doubling of loudness. The smallest changes in sound level 
considered clearly noticeable are about 3 to 5 dB.

Sound levels from two or more sources are combined using logarithms, not by adding the levels. 
When two levels are combined, the louder level predominates, and the combined level is the 
louder level plus 0 to 3 dBA. Some examples: 50 dBA combined with 50 dBA is 53 dBA; 50 
dBA combined with 40 dBA results in 50.4 dBA, which is rounded off to 50 dBA since fractions 
of a dB are negligible from the point of view of human hearing.

Because sound levels fluctuate over time, several A-weighted sound level descriptors are used to 
characterize the sound.  In this report, the following descriptors are used:

Lmax Maximum Sound Level, Lmax, is the only descriptor used 
in the City of Tacoma Noise Code.  The Lmax is the 
highest instantaneous sound level for a given sound source, 
event or time period. It may be measured on the Slow or 
Fast setting of a sound level meter.  The City of Tacoma 
Noise Code prescribes the Slow Lmax for continuous 
sounds that last at least one second.  All the measurements 
and calculations presented in this report pertaining to 
proposed on-site project activities apply to the Slow Lmax 
sound level.

Leq Equivalent sound level, Leq, is the most commonly used 
descriptor for measuring fluctuating sound.  The Leq is the level of 
a constant sound that, over a given time period, contains the same 
amount of sound energy as the measured fluctuating sound.   In 
this analysis, the Leq over one hour is used in Section 8 to evaluate 
noise from project-related truck traffic off-site. 
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3.2 City of Tacoma Noise Code

City of Tacoma noise regulations applicable to the project are contained in Chapter 8.122, Noise 
Enforcement, of the Tacoma Municipal Code (TMC).  All sound measurements prescribed in the 
regulation pertain to the Lmax.  

Section 8.122.060, General Provisions, limits the increases in sound levels produced by the 
project over ambient sound levels measured at receiver properties.  The maximum permissible 
increases over ambient sound levels are listed in Table 3-1. 

TABLE 3-1
CITY OF TACOMA MAXIMUM PERMISSIBLE EXCEEDANCES

OVER AMBIENT SOUND LEVELS
Time of Day Maximum Permitted Increase
7 a.m. to 10 p.m. 10 dBA
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 5 dBA

The permitted daytime increases apply to proposed mining, screening, and load-out activities 
from 7 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. and to load-out activities taking place from 7 p.m. to 10 p.m.  The 
permitted nighttime exceedances apply to proposed mining, screening, and load-out activities   
from 6:30 a.m. to 7 a.m. and to load-out activities taking place from 10 p.m. to 5 a.m.

The noise limits apply to all mining and screening equipment operating at the Coski Mine 
facility, including aggregate haul trucks operating within the mine.  The limits do not apply to 
trucks operating on public roads, which are regulated by Washington State noise-emission 
criteria for individual vehicles.
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4. EXISTING SOUND LEVELS

4.1 Residential Sound Measurement Locations

Four Analysis Locations were selected for measurements of baseline sound levels. The locations  
are shown in Figure 2-1 as Locations AL1-2, AL2-1, AL3-1, and AL4-1 and are described 
below.

AL1-2 Second-story, south-facing deck of the residence at 2702 50th Ave. NE.  This 
location represents the nearest residential property north of the project site.

AL2-1 Front yard of residence at 5405 25th St. NE, at the same setback from 25th St. NE 
as the residence.  This location is representative of baseline conditions in the 
residential community northeast of the project site, fronting on 25th St. NE and 
53rd Ave. NE.

AL3-1 Western tip of the residential property at 1758 Pointe Woodworth Dr. NE.  This 
location is representative of baseline conditions in the Pointe Woodworth 
residential community east-southeast of the project site.

AL4-1 South terminus of the 44th Ave. NE right-of-way.  This location is representative 
of baseline conditions in the residential community north-northwest of the 
project site, fronting on 30th St. NE.

.
4.2 Continuous and Short-Term Sound Measurements

Existing sound levels were monitored continuously from  10 a.m. on Monday, January 23 to 12 
noon on Tuesday, January 24, 2017 at Locations AL1-2 and AL2-1, as shown in Figure 2-1.

Additional, short-term (30-minute) measurements of sound levels in one-octave bands and A-
weighted were conducted at Locations AL3-1 and AL4-1.  The short-term measurements were 
conducted between 8 a.m. and 10:30 a.m. on Monday, January 23, 2017.

The long-term noise monitoring was conducted using Bruel & Kjaer 2238 Sound Level Meters. 
The short-term measurements were conducted using a Bruel & Kjaer 2250 Real-Time Spectrum 
Analyzer.  All instruments conform to the specifications of ANSI S1.4 for Type I instruments.  

All measurements were conducted at an elevation of five feet above the ground or outdoor deck.

Weather conditions were clear with no precipitation, average wind speed of 0 to 9 mph from the 
north, and daytime and nighttime temperatures in the upper 30s to low 40s degrees Fahrenheit. 
The weather conditions were within the range recommended by Washington Administrative 
Code (WAC) 173-58, Sound Level Measurement Procedures.
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Results of the long-term measurements at Locations AL1-2 and AL2-1 are shown graphically in 
Appendix A, Figures A-1 and A-2. The graphs show the hourly A-weighted Lmax sound levels 
measured on the Slow setting of the Sound Level Meter.

Table 4-1 shows the measurement results at the short-term measurement locations AL3-1 and 
AL4-1 and correlation with the continuous measurement data at the nearest sound monitor.  
Ranges of sound levels are derived for periods of several hours, which were selected to represent 
the proposed project hours of operations and the daytime and nighttime hours as categorized in 
the City of Tacoma Noise Code.

TABLE 4-1
MEASURED AND DERIVED SOUND LEVELS

JANUARY 23. 2017
MEASUREMENT LOCATION
AL3-1 AL4-1

Time of measurement 8 – 8:30 a.m. 10:07 – 10:37 a.m.
Measured 30-minute Lmax (dBA) 67 61
Hourly Lmax measured at AL1-2 monitor, 
same time of day (dBA) 66 67

Measured Lmax at AL1-2 monitor
7 a.m. to 5 p.m. 62 – 78 62 – 78

7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 56 – 69 56 – 69
10 p.m. to 5 a.m. 58 – 69 58 – 69

6 a.m. to 7 a.m. 67 67
Derived Lmax at short-term measurement 
location

7 a.m. to 5 p.m. 63 – 79 56 – 72
7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 57 – 70 50 – 63
10 p.m. to 5 a.m. 59 – 70 52 – 63

6 a.m. to 7 a.m. 68 61

A summary of the long-term and short-term measured sound levels, shown as ranges of hourly 
Lmax sound levels over periods of several hours, is presented in Table 4-2.
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TABLE 4-2
SUMMARY OF MEASURED AND DERIVED BASELINE SOUND LEVELS

HOURLY Lmax (dBA)
Hourly Sound Levels

Daytime Nighttime
Measurement

Location
7 a.m. to 5 p.m. 7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 10 p.m. to 5 a.m. 6 a.m. to 7 a.m.

AL1-2 62 – 78 56 – 69 58 – 69 67

AL2-1 61(1) 58 – 72 57 – 62 69

AL3-1(2) 63 – 79 57 – 70 59 – 70 68

AL4-1(2) 56 – 72 50 – 63 52 – 63 61

Notes
(1) Sound levels during the 4 p.m. hour only were considered.  Remaining daytime hours were affected by nearby 
construction activities.
(2) Sound levels over 24 hours derived by comparison with 24-hour monitors.  See Table 4-1.

The main sources of existing noise at Locations AL1-2 and AL4-1 were general Port-of-Tacoma 
activities and industrial activities south of Marine View Drive, as well as occasional firearms 
discharges at the nearby Tacoma Police Firing Range.  

The main sources of existing noise at Location AL3-1 were activities at the log-scaling yard 
located to the west-southwest, including back-up beepers, front-end loaders, dumping of loads, 
and debarking equipment. Additional noise was generated by the fuel refinery to the west and by 
general activity at the Port of Tacoma.  Relatively slow-moving traffic on Marine View Drive 
and occasional distant train pass-bys also contributed to the overall ambient sound levels.

Sources of overall noise at Location AL2-1 were Industrial and Port-of-Tacoma activities to the 
southwest.  Between the hours of 7:30 a.m. and 3:30 p.m., the principal source of noise at this 
location was grading and site work related to residential construction to the southeast, across 25th 
St. NE.  In order to obtain a conservative representation of baseline sound levels at Location 
AL2-1, the measurements during the hours of construction were excluded from Table 4-2.

The measured and derived baseline sound levels listed in Table 4-2 and the permitted City of 
Tacoma sound increases listed in Table 3-1 are used in Section 6.2 to derive project noise limits 
specific to each Analysis Location and to each category of proposed activities at the Coski 
Surface Mine.
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5. PROPOSED OPERATIONS AND SOUND EMISSIONS

5.1 Proposed Operations

According to the Phasing Plan prepared by RB Engineering, mining operations would proceed 
in two Phases.  During Phase 1, the mining would take place in the northeastern portion of the 
site (Parcel 0321264027 and east half of Parcel 0321264028).   The Phase-1 hillside would be 
reclaimed prior to mining in the Phase-2 area.

During Phase 2, the mining would take place in the west and north portions of the site 
(Parcels 0321264032, 0321264010, 0321264003, 0321264044, and west half of 0321264028).

During both phases, mined materials would be loaded onto haul trucks on the lower flattened 
area of the site, 30 to 50 feet above the elevation of Marine View Drive.  For the purpose of 
the sound analysis, it was assumed that screening of materials would also take place on this 
lower flattened area.

Clearing, mining, screening, and load-out would take place in one 10-hour shift from 6:30 
a.m. to 4:30 p.m.  The project operator is also applying for the ability to run a second 10-hour 
shift from 7:00 p.m. to 5:00 a.m. in periods of unusually high demand.  Activities in the 
second shift would be limited to loading and hauling out materials mined during the first shift. 

Assumptions regarding typical equipment used for various components of the operation are 
based on practices observed by BRC Acoustics at similar surface-mining operations.  

Equipment considered for the initial land-clearing consists of a bulldozer and dump truck.  
Mining of the hillsides was assumed to involve a front-end loader, excavator, and dump truck, 
as well as a screening plant located on the lower plateau for sorting the mined aggregate.  

Land-clearing, mining, and screening activities would take place during the first shift, from 
6:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.  

Loading of the aggregate for transportation off-site was assumed to be effected by a front-end 
loader.  Four road trucks were assumed to be present on the site at any given time. Load-out 
operations would take place in both shifts.  

An approximately 35-foot wide buffer is proposed at the west, north, and northeast perimeter of 
the site.  Buffers are also proposed around streams and wetlands located in the southeast portion 
of the site.
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5.2 Equipment Sound Emissions

Reference sound levels of typical mining equipment expected to be used on the project were 
obtained from the BRC Acoustics database of previous measurements at mining facilities 
throughout the Northwest.  Typical sound levels of road trucks were obtained from the database 
contained in the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Model (TNM).

The reference source sound levels normalized to a reference distance of 50 feet are shown in 
Table 5-1.

TABLE 5-1
REFERENCE SOUND LEVELS OF PROPOSED EQUIPMENT

Source A-Weighted Lmax at 50 Feet
Road truck accelerating 80
Dump truck with full load traveling uphill 84
Excavator extracting from hillside 90
Chieftain Power Screen screening plant 83
CAT 988F front-end loader extracting from hillside 80
CAT D6T bulldozer 86

6. CALCULATED SOUND LEVELS AND EVALUATION

6.1 Sound Analysis Locations

For the purpose of analyzing sound levels from proposed operations, four sound-analysis 
locations were added to the four sound-measurement locations described in Section 4.1.  All 
eight analysis locations are shown in Figure 2-1 and listed in Table 6-1.

TABLE 6-1
DESCRIPTION OF ANALYSIS LOCATIONS

Analysis Location Description
AL 1-1 South property line of Parcel 2395000302, 2702 50th Ave. NE

AL 1-2 Second-story deck of the residence on Parcel 2395000302, 2702 50th Ave. 
NE

AL 2-1 South property line of Parcel 6350001753, 5405 25th St. NE
AL 3-1 West tip of Parcel 5002400290, 1758 Pointe Woodworth Dr. NE

AL 3-2 Second-story window of the residence on Parcel 5002400290, 1758 Pointe 
Woodworth Dr. NE

AL 4-1 South terminus of 44th Ave. NE
AL 4-2 Second-story window of residence on Parcel 5945850280, 4402 30th St. NE
AL 5-2 Second-story window of residence on Parcel 6350001831, 5301 25th St. NE
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6.2 Methodology and Sound-Modeling Scenarios

The sound-level calculations were performed using the CadnaA program, which is based on 
International Standard ISO 9613 for the prediction of environmental noise.  The model takes into 
account the sound power level, directivity, location, and height of the noise sources, distance, 
ground cover and topography between the noise source and receiver, atmospheric conditions, and 
location and height of the receiver.  The model also accounts for sound reflections that may be 
produced by hard, vertical surfaces  in the vicinity of the sound-propagation path. 

Four noise-modeling scenarios were selected for analysis in order to represent proposed  land-
clearing, mining, screening, truck-loading, and hauling operations.  For some of the four 
scenarios, separate calculations were performed for activities taking place during the daytime 
and nighttime shifts.

Table 6-2 lists the modeled scenarios and assumptions regarding topographical features and 
location of equipment during various phases of proposed activities.  The calculations take into 
account the proposed buffers on the perimeter of the site and in areas of streams and wetlands.

Table 6-2 also shows the methodology for determining the allowable project sound levels at each 
Analysis Location and for each modeled scenario, in order to comply with the City of Tacoma 
noise regulations discussed in Section 3.2.  For each of the modeled activities, the applicable 
noise limit depends on (1) the Analysis Location and its specific baseline environment; (2) the 
proposed time of day for the activity and the baseline sound levels during that part of the day; 
and (3) whether the activity occurs during the hours of 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. or 10 p.m. to 7 a.m., 
which determines whether a 5-dBA or 10-dBA sound increase is permitted.  

In order to ensure that cumulative sound levels (due to the combination of the project and 
existing baseline noise sources) do not increase by more than 10 dBA during the day, the 
daytime sound levels strictly from the Coski Mine must not exceed baseline sound levels by 
more than 9 dBA.  Similarly, in order not to increase cumulative sound levels during the 
nighttime by more than 5 dBA, the nighttime sound levels from the Coski Mine must not exceed 
baseline sound levels by more than 4 dBA.
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TABLE 6-2
NOISE MODELING SCENARIOS FOR PROPOSED OPERATIONS

# Topographical Conditions Scenario Description Sound Source Locations Project Allowable Lmax
1 Phase 1 hillside at existing  elevations; Land clearing at north 

mining limit on Phase 1 
Dump Truck, CAT D6T dozer at north 
mining limit on Phase-1 

Lower of

Phase 2 hillside at existing elevations; hillside hillside, existing elevation  7 a.m. to 5 p.m. baseline plus 9 
dBA, or,

Lower plateau at existing elevations 
(approximately 55 feet above sea level)

 6 a.m. to 7 a.m. baseline plus 4 
dBA

2 Phase 1 hillside at existing  elevations; Mining on Phase 1 hillside Excavator, front-end loader, and dump 
truck on Phase-1 hillside at approximate 
elevation  165 feet above sea level

Lower of
 7 a.m. to 5 p.m. baseline plus 9 

dBA, or
Phase 2 hillside at existing elevations; Screening  on lower 

plateau
Power Screen on lower (south) plateau  6 a.m. to 7 a.m. baseline plus 4 

dBA,
Lower plateau at existing elevations 
(approximately 55 feet ASL)

Load-out operations on 
lower plateau

 Loader loading trucks on  lower 
(south) plateau;

 4 road trucks on lower plateau.

Lower of
 7 p.m. to 10 p.m. baseline plus 

9 dBA, or
 10 p.m. to 5 a.m. baseline plus 

4 dBA
3 Phase-1 hillside at final elevations; 

Phase-2 hillside at existing elevations;
Land clearing at north 
mining limit on Phase-2 
hillside

Dump Truck, CAT D6T dozer at north 
mining limit on Phase-2 hillside, at 
existing elevation

Lower of
 7 a.m. to 5 p.m. baseline plus 9 

dBA, or
Lower plateau at final elevations 
(approximately 30 feet ASL)

 6 a.m. to 7 a.m. baseline plus 4 
dBA,

4 Phase-1 hillside at final elevations. Final phase of mining on 
Phase-2 hillside

Excavator, front-end loader, and dump 
truck mid-slope on Phase-2 hillside, at 
approximate elevation  135’ ASL

Lower of
 7 a.m. to 5 p.m. baseline plus 9 

dBA, or
Phase-2 hillside at final elevations; Screening  on lower 

plateau
Power Screen on lower plateau.  6 a.m. to 7 a.m. baseline plus 4 

dBA,
Lower plateau at final elevations Load-out operations on 

lower plateau
 Loader loading trucks in south 

(lower) area;
 4 road trucks on lower plateau

Lower of
 7 p.m. to 10 p.m. baseline plus 

9 dBA, or
 10 p.m. to 5 a.m. baseline plus 

4 dBA
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6.3 Calculated Sound Levels

Calculated sound levels from the operations listed in Table 6-2 are shown in Table 6-3.  The 
table also shows the measured or derived baseline sound levels and applicable City of Tacoma 
noise limits at each Analysis Location.

For scenarios that involve several noise sources operating simultaneously, the calculated overall 
Lmax sound levels were determined by summing on an energy basis the individual Lmax 
contributions from each component sound source or activity.  In reality, the Lmax sound levels 
from several sound sources are most likely not to occur simultaneously, and it is more probable 
that the overall Lmax will be the Lmax from the single noisiest source or the combination of two 
or three sources.  As a result, the calculated sound levels reported  in Table 6-3 are theoretical 
upper limits of expected Lmax sound levels, and during most hours of operation the Lmax will 
be lower than reported in the table.
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TABLE 6-3
CALCULATED SOUND LEVELS (Lmax, dBA)

FROM PROPOSED OPERATIONS
WITHOUT ADDITIONAL NOISE MITIGATION

Scenario Description Sound Levels at Analysis Locations
1-1 1-2 2-1 3-1 3-2 4-1 4-2 5-2

1 First-shift land clearing at north mining limit on Phase-1 hillside 58 58 37 49 51 28 27 51
2 First-shift mining on Phase-1 hillside, screening, and load-out 59 59 40 52 52 33 37 53

Second-shift load-out 45 46 34 44 45 28 36 44
3 First-shift land clearing at north mining limit on Phase-2 hillside 45 47 40 47 49 35 39 48
4 First-shift mining on Phase-2 hillside, screening, and load-out 49 49 38 49 50 32 37 48

Second-shift load-out 46 48 34 41 42 27 35 43
Existing baseline Lmax 7 a.m. to 5 p.m. 62 62 61 63 63(2) 56 56(3) 61(4)

(lowest measured hourly Lmax) 7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 56(1) 56 58 57 57(2) 50 50(3) 58(4)

10 p.m. to 5 a.m. 58(1) 58 57 59 59(2) 52 52(3) 57(4)

6 a.m. to 7 a.m. 67(1) 67 69 68 68(2) 61 61(3) 69(4)

Project allowable Lmax First shift 71 71 70 72 72 65 65 70
Second shift 61 62 61 63 63 56 56 61

Notes:
(1) Sound levels measured at AL1-2 are considered representative of baseline at AL1-1;
(2) Sound levels measured at AL3-1 are considered representative of baseline at AL3-2;
(3) Sound levels measured at AL4-1 are considered representative of baseline at AL4-2;
(2) Sound levels measured or derived at AL2-1 are considered representative of baseline at AL5-2;
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6.4 Evaluation

As shown in Table 6-3, calculated sound levels from proposed operations at the Coski Surface 
Mine meet applicable City of Tacoma noise limits at all Analysis Locations by a margin of at 
least 10 dBA.

Most of the sound levels reported in Table 6-3 are below or in the range of baseline sound levels 
at the Analysis Locations.  The highest calculated sound increase over existing baseline sound 
levels is 2 dBA, which is a barely perceptible increase in sound levels according to the 
considerations presented in Section 3.1.  The increases in sound levels due to the proposed 
project do not represent a significant noise impact.

As was noted in Section 6.3, the calculated overall Lmax sound levels were determined by 
summing on an energy basis the individual Lmax contributions from each component sound 
source or activity.  This represents a highly conservative estimation of the overall Lmax sound 
levels.

Furthermore, for a conservative analysis, the baseline sound levels considered in Table 6-3 were 
the lowest Lmax measured during each part of a 24-hour measurement.

The formulation of the City of Tacoma noise limits, which are based on comparisons with 
existing sound levels, implicitly also limits the cumulative noise effects of the project as 
combined with other existing sources of noise in the project area.  The results of Table 6-3 
demonstrate that no significant increase in the overall Lmax sound levels is expected as a result 
of the proposed project.

7. NOISE MITIGATION MEASURES

The following proposed noise-mitigation measures were taken into account in the calculations 
presented in Section 6.  

 The proposed buffer at the west, north, and northeast perimeter of the site would ensure 
that the minimum distance between mining activities and the nearest residential property 
line to the north is 470 feet.  The undisturbed buffer would also enhance topographic 
shielding between mining activities and the nearest residential property lines. 

 The proposed stream and wetland buffers in the southeast portion of the site would ensure 
that the minimum distance between on-site activities and residential property lines to the 
east is 1450 feet.
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 Proposed activities during the second shift, when needed, are limited to load-out 
operations taking place on the lower plateau of the site and benefiting from the 
intervening distance and shielding provided by the intervening slopes.

With these noise-mitigation measures in place, sound levels from proposed operations are 
expected to meet City of Tacoma noise limits by a wide margin and not to produce significant 
noise increases at any sound-analysis locations.  Therefore, no additional noise-mitigation 
measures are required.

8. NOISE FROM OFF-SITE TRUCK TRAFFIC

According to the criteria listed in Section 3.2 of this Analysis, sound levels from traffic on public 
roads is not subject to the noise limits of TMC 8.122.

Noise increases due to project-related truck traffic off-site may be evaluated using as a guideline 
criteria adapted from Title 23 of the Code of Federal Regulations Part 772, Procedures for 
Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise (23 CFR 772).  The Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) document defines noise impacts as substantial increases over 
existing sound levels.  The FHWA leaves it to the discretion of individual State Departments of 
Transportation to establish the amount of sound increase that represents a “substantial” increase.  
The Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) 2011 Traffic Noise Policy and 
Procedures (October 2012) defines a “substantial increase” as an increase of 10 dBA or more 
over existing sound levels.  The FHWA and WSDOT noise criteria pertain to the hourly 
equivalent sound level (Leq) during the peak traffic hour.

The FHWA and WSDOT noise criteria were devised for evaluating noise impacts from projects 
that entail new road construction or modifications to existing roads.  The FHWA criteria are used 
in this analysis strictly as informational guidelines.

The project Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) was prepared by SCJ Alliance and dated September 
2016.  BRC Acoustics estimated the noise effect of project traffic  on residential communities 
near the site by considering the a.m. peak-hour traffic volumes on Marine View Drive  north of 
Taylor Way.  

The Traffic Volume Calculation Worksheets contained in Appendix C of the TIA present the 
following relevant a.m.-peak turning movements at the intersection of Marine View Drive and 
Taylor Way:

 Existing Year-2016 overall traffic volumes and separate truck volumes;
 Overall and separate truck volumes for Year-2017 conditions without the project but 

including annual growth and pipeline projects (unrelated projects that are expected to 
generate traffic on the area road network);

 Year-2017 intersection traffic volumes generated by the Coski Surface Mine project.
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Based on the data presented in the TIA, the Year-2017 a.m.-peak hour volumes on Marine View 
Drive with the project and other pipeline projects are expected to increase by 3 percent compared 
to Year-2017 volumes without the project and by 6 percent compared to existing Year-2016 
traffic volumes.   The increase in truck volumes is expected to be 45 percent compared to Year-
2017 truck volumes without the project and 52 percent compared to existing Year-2016 truck 
volumes.

Increases in sound levels attributable strictly to road traffic as received at residential 
communities along Marine View Drive north of Taylor Way can be estimated based on the 
increases in traffic volumes.  The increase in overall traffic volumes is estimated to result in an 
increase of a fraction of one dBA in peak-hour Leq sound levels.  The increase in truck traffic 
volumes is estimated to result in increases of less than 2 dBA in the a.m. peak-hour Leq.  

These sound-level increases are not considered a substantial increase or a noise impact according 
to WSDOT guidelines.

Furthermore, it should be noted that the increases of less than 2 dBA apply only to the sound 
levels strictly attributed to road traffic.  As was discussed in Section 4, overall ambient sound 
levels at nearby residential communities are the result of several other noise sources, primarily 
Industrial and Port-of-Tacoma activities in the area.  Therefore, overall sound levels at 
residential communities are not expected to experience noticeable  increases as a result of 
project-related truck traffic.

9. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The findings of the Sound Analysis are summarized as follows:

 Calculated sound levels from proposed operations at the Coski Surface Mine meet 
applicable City of Tacoma noise limits at all Analysis Locations.

 No significant increases in sound levels are expected due to the proposed project. 

 No traffic-noise impacts are expected as a result of the proposed Coski Surface Mine. 

 No additional noise-mitigation measures are required.

--- End of Report Text ---
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APPENDIX A

Results of Long-Term Sound Monitoring
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June 6, 2017

Mr. Robert Balmelli, P.E.
RB Engineering, Inc.
91 SW 13th St., P.O. Box 923
Chehalis, WA 98532

Re: Acoustical Analysis for Coski Surface Mine
Responses to Comments by City of Tacoma Staff

Dear Robert:

Attached is the revised Sound Analysis for the Coski Surface Mine.  The Analysis has been 
revised from the draft submitted on February 9, 2017 in response to comments issued by City of 
Tacoma Staff on March 10, 2017.  Following are the comments pertaining to Noise and 
responses to the comments:

1. Comment: The Study does not take into account the activity noise of 
dropping materials into the trucks.

Response: 
Source sound levels from dropping materials into an empty truck bed have been 
added to the list of source sound levels in Table 5-1.  The source sound levels 
were measured by BRC Acoustics at another mining operation in Washington 
State.  The activity of dropping materials has been added to the noise-modeling 
scenarios in Table 6-2 and to the calculated sound levels for first- and second-
shift load-out in Table 6-3.  

The general conclusions of the Sound Analysis as presented in Section 6.4 and 
summarized in Section 9 have not changed as a result of adding this noise source. 

2. Comment: The study was completed in one day to represent work occurring 
7 days a week 24 hours a day. 

Response: 
The total period of monitoring was seven days: One day from January 23 to 24, 
2017 and six days (including a weekend) from March 30 to April 5, 2017.  The 
sound-monitoring results are shown as graphs in Appendix A and summarized in 
Table 4-2.  The baseline sound levels reported in Table 6-3 and the limits on 
sound levels produced by first-shift and second-shift activities reflect the full 
range of measured baseline sound levels.

LU16-0230 Exhibit C



Acoustical Analysis for Coski Surface Mine – 
Responses to Comments by City of Tacoma Staff
June 6, 2017
Page 2

The general conclusions of the Sound Analysis as presented in Section 6.4 and 
summarized in Section 9 are also based on the full range of baseline sound levels. 

Please call if you have questions or require additional information.

Sincerely yours,
BRC Acoustics & Audiovisual Design

Ioana Park, P.E. 
Senior Acoustical Consultant, LEED AP BD+C

Attachment
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1. INTRODUCTION

This report describes sound levels associated with the proposed Coski Surface Mine located at 
2500 Marine View Drive in Tacoma, Washington.  The report presents baseline sound levels at 
properties surrounding the site, noise-emission characteristics of equipment proposed for the 
project, calculated sound levels due to the proposed project, and noise-mitigation measures.  The 
report also addresses noise from off-site truck traffic associated with the proposed project.

2. PROJECT SITE AND SURROUNDING LAND USES

An aerial photograph of the project site, surrounding properties, and sound analysis locations is 
shown in Figure 2-1.

The project site and surrounding properties are described in a narrative titled Coski Surface Mine 
Proposal and Existing Site Conditions prepared by RB Engineering. The site abuts and is located 
northeasterly of Marine View Drive.  

The site is primarily located within the R-2 One-Family Dwelling District, with approximately a 
150-foot wide band of the site, directly adjacent to Marine View Drive, zoned C-2 General 
Community Commercial District.

The site is surrounded by vacant land and intensive industrial uses.  To the north and northeast of 
the site the land is primarily undeveloped, consisting of steep hillsides rising up from the Port of 
Tacoma area.  There has been historic mining activity to the southeast of the subject site.  The 
property abutting to the northwest is used for the City of Tacoma Police Department Firing 
Range.

The tops of the hillsides have been developed with residential uses.  The closest residential 
properties are located approximately 450 feet north and approximately 900 feet to the east-
northeast of the project site.  Additional residential communities are located approximately 1200 
feet to the east-southeast and 1800 feet to the northwest of the project site.

To the south-southwest of the site are a variety of intensive industrial uses, including a log-
scaling yard and a fuel refinery.  Industrial land uses associated with the Port of Tacoma are also 
located to the south and southwest.
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3. SOUND LEVEL DESCRIPTORS AND CRITERIA

3.1 Sound Level Descriptors

Sound is measured as sound level in units of decibels, dB. Environmental sound is often 
measured as A-weighted sound level in dBA. The A-weighting is a specific weighting filter in a 
sound level meter that corresponds to human hearing sensitivity at the various sound frequencies. 
People normally experience sound levels between about 30 and 90 dBA, depending on their 
activity. For example, a loud nearby vehicle, radio or power tool may produce 80 to 90 dBA, 
normal conversation is about 50 to 60 dBA, and a bedroom or quiet office is about 30 to 40 dBA.

Each 10 dB increase in sound level corresponds to a tenfold increase of sound energy, but is 
judged by a listener as only a doubling of loudness. The smallest changes in sound level 
considered clearly noticeable are about 3 to 5 dB.

Sound levels from two or more sources are combined using logarithms, not by adding the levels. 
When two levels are combined, the louder level predominates, and the combined level is the 
louder level plus 0 to 3 dBA. Some examples: 50 dBA combined with 50 dBA is 53 dBA; 50 
dBA combined with 40 dBA results in 50.4 dBA, which is rounded off to 50 dBA since fractions 
of a dB are negligible from the point of view of human hearing.

Because sound levels fluctuate over time, several A-weighted sound level descriptors are used to 
characterize the sound.  In this report, the following descriptors are used:

Lmax Maximum Sound Level, Lmax, is the only descriptor used 
in the City of Tacoma Noise Code.  The Lmax is the 
highest instantaneous sound level for a given sound source, 
event or time period. It may be measured on the Slow or 
Fast setting of a sound level meter.  The City of Tacoma 
Noise Code prescribes the Slow Lmax for continuous 
sounds that last at least one second.  All the measurements 
and calculations presented in this report pertaining to 
proposed on-site project activities apply to the Slow Lmax 
sound level.

Leq Equivalent sound level, Leq, is the most commonly used 
descriptor for measuring fluctuating sound.  The Leq is the level of 
a constant sound that, over a given time period, contains the same 
amount of sound energy as the measured fluctuating sound.   In 
this analysis, the Leq over one hour is used in Section 8 to evaluate 
noise from project-related truck traffic off-site. 
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3.2 City of Tacoma Noise Code

City of Tacoma noise regulations applicable to the project are contained in Chapter 8.122, Noise 
Enforcement, of the Tacoma Municipal Code (TMC).  All sound measurements prescribed in the 
regulation pertain to the Lmax.  

Section 8.122.060, General Provisions, limits the increases in sound levels produced by the 
project over ambient sound levels measured at receiver properties.  The maximum permissible 
increases over ambient sound levels are listed in Table 3-1. 

TABLE 3-1
CITY OF TACOMA MAXIMUM PERMISSIBLE EXCEEDANCES

OVER AMBIENT SOUND LEVELS
Time of Day Maximum Permitted Increase
7 a.m. to 10 p.m. 10 dBA
10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 5 dBA

The permitted daytime increases apply to proposed mining, screening, and load-out activities 
from 7 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. and to load-out activities taking place from 7 p.m. to 10 p.m.  The 
permitted nighttime exceedances apply to proposed mining, screening, and load-out activities   
from 6:30 a.m. to 7 a.m. and to load-out activities taking place from 10 p.m. to 5 a.m.

The noise limits apply to all mining and screening equipment operating at the Coski Mine 
facility, including aggregate haul trucks operating within the mine.  The limits do not apply to 
trucks operating on public roads, which are regulated by Washington State noise-emission 
criteria for individual vehicles.

LU16-0230 Exhibit C



Sound Analysis  BRC Acoustics & Audiovisual Design
Coski Surface Mine
April 25, 2017
Page 5

4. EXISTING SOUND LEVELS

4.1 Residential Sound Measurement Locations

Four Analysis Locations were selected for measurements of baseline sound levels. The locations  
are shown in Figure 2-1 as Locations AL1-2, AL2-1, AL3-1, and AL4-1 and are described 
below.

AL1-2 Second-story, south-facing deck of the residence at 2702 50th Ave. NE.  This 
location represents the nearest residential property north of the project site.

AL2-1 Front yard of residence at 5405 25th St. NE, at the same setback from 25th St. NE 
as the residence.  This location is representative of baseline conditions in the 
residential community northeast of the project site, fronting on 25th St. NE and 
53rd Ave. NE.

AL3-1 Western tip of the residential property at 1758 Pointe Woodworth Dr. NE.  This 
location is representative of baseline conditions in the Pointe Woodworth 
residential community east-southeast of the project site.

AL4-1 South terminus of the 44th Ave. NE right-of-way.  This location is representative 
of baseline conditions in the residential community north-northwest of the 
project site, fronting on 30th St. NE.

.
4.2 Continuous and Short-Term Sound Measurements

Existing sound levels were monitored continuously for a cumulative duration of one week at 
Locations AL1-2 and AL2-1, as shown in Figure 2-1.  The sound monitoring took place from 10 
a.m. on Monday, January 23 to 12 noon on Tuesday, January 24, 2017 and from noon on 
Thursday, March 30 to 11 a.m. on Wednesday, April 5, 2017. 

Additional, short-term (30-minute) measurements of sound levels in one-octave bands and A-
weighted were conducted at Locations AL3-1 and AL4-1.  The short-term measurements were 
conducted between 8 a.m. and 10:30 a.m. on Monday, January 23, 2017.

The long-term noise monitoring was conducted using Bruel & Kjaer 2238 Sound Level Meters. 
The short-term measurements were conducted using a Bruel & Kjaer 2250 Real-Time Spectrum 
Analyzer.  All instruments conform to the specifications of ANSI S1.4 for Type I instruments.  

All measurements were conducted at an elevation of five feet above the ground or outdoor deck.

Weather conditions were cloudy with occasional light rain, average wind speed of 0 to 9 mph, 
and daytime and nighttime temperatures in the upper 30s to low 50s degrees Fahrenheit. The 
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weather conditions were within the range recommended by Washington Administrative Code 
(WAC) 173-58, Sound Level Measurement Procedures.

Results of the long-term measurements at Locations AL1-2 and AL2-1 are shown graphically in 
Appendix A, Figures A-1 to A-14. The graphs show the hourly A-weighted Lmax sound levels 
measured on the Slow setting of the Sound Level Meter.

Table 4-1 shows the measurement results at the short-term measurement locations AL3-1 and 
AL4-1 and correlation with the continuous measurement data at the nearest sound monitor.  
Ranges of sound levels are derived for periods of several hours, which were selected to represent 
the proposed project hours of operations and the daytime and nighttime hours as categorized in 
the City of Tacoma Noise Code.

TABLE 4-1
MEASURED AND DERIVED SOUND LEVELS

JANUARY 23. 2017
MEASUREMENT LOCATION
AL3-1 AL4-1

Time of measurement 8 – 8:30 a.m. 10:07 – 10:37 a.m.
Measured 30-minute Lmax (dBA) 67 61
Hourly Lmax measured at AL1-2 monitor, 
same time of day (dBA) 66 67

Measured Lmax at AL1-2 monitor
7 a.m. to 5 p.m. 58 – 85 58 – 85

7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 55 – 77 55 – 77
10 p.m. to 5 a.m. 54 – 81 54 – 81

6 a.m. to 7 a.m. 64 – 73 64 – 73
Derived Lmax at short-term measurement 
location

7 a.m. to 5 p.m. 59 – 86 52 – 79
7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 56 – 78 49 – 71
10 p.m. to 5 a.m. 55 – 82 48 – 75

6 a.m. to 7 a.m. 65 – 74 58 – 67

A summary of the long-term and short-term measured sound levels, shown as ranges of hourly 
Lmax sound levels over periods of several hours, is presented in Table 4-2.
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TABLE 4-2
SUMMARY OF MEASURED AND DERIVED BASELINE SOUND LEVELS

HOURLY Lmax (dBA)
Hourly Sound Levels

Daytime Nighttime
Measurement

Location
7 a.m. to 5 p.m. 7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 10 p.m. to 5 a.m. 6 a.m. to 7 a.m.

AL1-2 58 – 85 55 – 77 54 – 81 64 – 73

AL2-1 58 to 81(1) 52 – 80 47 – 81 61 – 76

AL3-1(2) 59 – 86 56 – 78 55 – 82 65 – 74

AL4-1(2) 52 – 79 49 – 71 48 – 75 58 – 67

Notes
(1) On weekdays, sound levels during the 4 p.m. hour only were considered.  Remaining daytime hours were affected 
by nearby construction activities.
(2) Sound levels over 24 hours derived by comparison with 24-hour monitors.  See Table 4-1.

The main sources of existing noise at Locations AL1-2 and AL4-1 were general Port-of-Tacoma 
activities and industrial activities south of Marine View Drive, as well as occasional firearms 
discharges at the nearby Tacoma Police Firing Range.  

The main sources of existing noise at Location AL3-1 were activities at the log-scaling yard 
located to the west-southwest, including back-up beepers, front-end loaders, dumping of loads, 
and debarking equipment. Additional noise was generated by the fuel refinery to the west and by 
general activity at the Port of Tacoma.  Relatively slow-moving traffic on Marine View Drive 
and occasional distant train pass-bys also contributed to the overall ambient sound levels.

Sources of overall noise at Location AL2-1 were Industrial and Port-of-Tacoma activities to the 
southwest.  Between the hours of 7:30 a.m. and 3:30 p.m. on weekdays, the principal source of 
noise at this location was grading and site work related to residential construction to the 
southeast, across 25th St. NE.  In order to obtain a conservative representation of baseline sound 
levels at Location AL2-1, the measurements during the hours of construction were excluded 
from Table 4-2.

The measured and derived baseline sound levels listed in Table 4-2 and the permitted City of 
Tacoma sound increases listed in Table 3-1 are used in Section 6.2 to derive project noise limits 
specific to each Analysis Location and to each category of proposed activities at the Coski 
Surface Mine.
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5. PROPOSED OPERATIONS AND SOUND EMISSIONS

5.1 Proposed Operations

According to the Phasing Plan prepared by RB Engineering, mining operations would proceed 
in two Phases.  During Phase 1, the mining would take place in the northeastern portion of the 
site (Parcel 0321264027 and east half of Parcel 0321264028).   The Phase-1 hillside would be 
reclaimed prior to mining in the Phase-2 area.

During Phase 2, the mining would take place in the west and north portions of the site 
(Parcels 0321264032, 0321264010, 0321264003, 0321264044, and west half of 0321264028).

During both phases, mined materials would be loaded onto haul trucks on the lower flattened 
area of the site, 30 to 50 feet above the elevation of Marine View Drive.  For the purpose of 
the sound analysis, it was assumed that screening of materials would also take place on this 
lower flattened area.

Clearing, mining, screening, and load-out would take place in one 10-hour shift from 6:30 
a.m. to 4:30 p.m.  The project operator is also applying for the ability to run a second 10-hour 
shift from 7:00 p.m. to 5:00 a.m. in periods of unusually high demand.  Activities in the 
second shift would be limited to loading and hauling out materials mined during the first shift. 

Assumptions regarding typical equipment used for various components of the operation are 
based on practices observed by BRC Acoustics at similar surface-mining operations.  

Equipment considered for the initial land-clearing consists of a bulldozer and dump truck.  
Mining of the hillsides was assumed to involve a front-end loader, excavator, and dump truck, 
as well as a screening plant located on the lower plateau for sorting the mined aggregate.  

Land-clearing, mining, and screening activities would take place during the first shift, from 
6:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.  

Loading of the aggregate for transportation off-site was assumed to be effected by a front-end 
loader.  Four road trucks were assumed to be present on the site at any given time. Load-out 
operations would take place in both shifts.  

An approximately 35-foot wide buffer is proposed at the west, north, and northeast perimeter of 
the site.  Buffers are also proposed around streams and wetlands located in the southeast portion 
of the site.
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5.2 Equipment Sound Emissions

Reference sound levels of typical mining equipment expected to be used on the project were 
obtained from the BRC Acoustics database of previous measurements at mining facilities 
throughout the Northwest.  Typical sound levels of road trucks were obtained from the database 
contained in the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Model (TNM).

The reference source sound levels normalized to a reference distance of 50 feet are shown in 
Table 5-1.

TABLE 5-1
REFERENCE SOUND LEVELS OF PROPOSED EQUIPMENT

Source A-Weighted Lmax at 50 Feet
Road truck accelerating 80
Aggregate being dumped into empty truck bed 88
Dump truck with full load traveling uphill 84
Excavator extracting from hillside 90
Chieftain Power Screen screening plant 83
CAT 988F front-end loader extracting from hillside 80
CAT D6T bulldozer 86

6. CALCULATED SOUND LEVELS AND EVALUATION

6.1 Sound Analysis Locations

For the purpose of analyzing sound levels from proposed operations, four sound-analysis 
locations were added to the four sound-measurement locations described in Section 4.1.  All 
eight analysis locations are shown in Figure 2-1 and listed in Table 6-1.

TABLE 6-1
DESCRIPTION OF ANALYSIS LOCATIONS

Analysis Location Description
AL 1-1 South property line of Parcel 2395000302, 2702 50th Ave. NE

AL 1-2 Second-story deck of the residence on Parcel 2395000302, 2702 50th Ave. 
NE

AL 2-1 South property line of Parcel 6350001753, 5405 25th St. NE
AL 3-1 West tip of Parcel 5002400290, 1758 Pointe Woodworth Dr. NE

AL 3-2 Second-story window of the residence on Parcel 5002400290, 1758 Pointe 
Woodworth Dr. NE

AL 4-1 South terminus of 44th Ave. NE
AL 4-2 Second-story window of residence on Parcel 5945850280, 4402 30th St. NE
AL 5-2 Second-story window of residence on Parcel 6350001831, 5301 25th St. NE
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6.2 Methodology and Sound-Modeling Scenarios

The sound-level calculations were performed using the CadnaA program, which is based on 
International Standard ISO 9613 for the prediction of environmental noise.  The model takes into 
account the sound power level, directivity, location, and height of the noise sources, distance, 
ground cover and topography between the noise source and receiver, atmospheric conditions, and 
location and height of the receiver.  The model also accounts for sound reflections that may be 
produced by hard, vertical surfaces  in the vicinity of the sound-propagation path. 

Four noise-modeling scenarios were selected for analysis in order to represent proposed  land-
clearing, mining, screening, truck-loading, and hauling operations.  For some of the four 
scenarios, separate calculations were performed for activities taking place during the daytime 
and nighttime shifts.

Table 6-2 lists the modeled scenarios and assumptions regarding topographical features and 
location of equipment during various phases of proposed activities.  The calculations take into 
account the proposed buffers on the perimeter of the site and in areas of streams and wetlands.

Table 6-2 also shows the methodology for determining the allowable project sound levels at each 
Analysis Location and for each modeled scenario, in order to comply with the City of Tacoma 
noise regulations discussed in Section 3.2.  For each of the modeled activities, the applicable 
noise limit depends on (1) the Analysis Location and its specific baseline environment; (2) the 
proposed time of day for the activity and the baseline sound levels during that part of the day; 
and (3) whether the activity occurs during the hours of 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. or 10 p.m. to 7 a.m., 
which determines whether a 5-dBA or 10-dBA sound increase is permitted.  

In order to ensure that cumulative sound levels (due to the combination of the project and 
existing baseline noise sources) do not increase by more than 10 dBA during the day, the 
daytime sound levels strictly from the Coski Mine must not exceed baseline sound levels by 
more than 9 dBA.  Similarly, in order not to increase cumulative sound levels during the 
nighttime by more than 5 dBA, the nighttime sound levels from the Coski Mine must not exceed 
baseline sound levels by more than 4 dBA.
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TABLE 6-2
NOISE MODELING SCENARIOS FOR PROPOSED OPERATIONS

# Topographical Conditions Scenario Description Sound Source Locations Project Allowable Lmax
1 Phase 1 hillside at existing  elevations; Land clearing at north 

mining limit on Phase 1 
Dump Truck, CAT D6T dozer at north 
mining limit on Phase-1 

Lower of

Phase 2 hillside at existing elevations; hillside hillside, existing elevation  7 a.m. to 5 p.m. baseline plus 9 
dBA, or,

Lower plateau at existing elevations 
(approximately 55 feet above sea level)

 6 a.m. to 7 a.m. baseline plus 4 
dBA

2 Phase 1 hillside at existing  elevations; Mining on Phase 1 hillside Excavator, front-end loader, and dump 
truck on Phase-1 hillside at approximate 
elevation  165 feet above sea level

Lower of
 7 a.m. to 5 p.m. baseline plus 9 

dBA, or
Phase 2 hillside at existing elevations; Screening  on lower 

plateau
Power Screen on lower (south) plateau  6 a.m. to 7 a.m. baseline plus 4 

dBA,
Lower plateau at existing elevations 
(approximately 55 feet ASL)

Load-out operations on 
lower plateau

 Loader loading trucks on  lower 
(south) plateau; includes noise from 
dropping load into truck bed

 4 road trucks on lower plateau.

Lower of
 7 p.m. to 10 p.m. baseline plus 

9 dBA, or
 10 p.m. to 5 a.m. baseline plus 

4 dBA
3 Phase-1 hillside at final elevations; 

Phase-2 hillside at existing elevations;
Land clearing at north 
mining limit on Phase-2 
hillside

Dump Truck, CAT D6T dozer at north 
mining limit on Phase-2 hillside, at 
existing elevation

Lower of
 7 a.m. to 5 p.m. baseline plus 9 

dBA, or
Lower plateau at final elevations 
(approximately 30 feet ASL)

 6 a.m. to 7 a.m. baseline plus 4 
dBA,

4 Phase-1 hillside at final elevations. Final phase of mining on 
Phase-2 hillside

Excavator, front-end loader, and dump 
truck mid-slope on Phase-2 hillside, at 
approximate elevation  135’ ASL

Lower of
 7 a.m. to 5 p.m. baseline plus 9 

dBA, or
Phase-2 hillside at final elevations; Screening  on lower 

plateau
Power Screen on lower plateau.  6 a.m. to 7 a.m. baseline plus 4 

dBA,
Lower plateau at final elevations Load-out operations on 

lower plateau
 Loader loading trucks in south 

(lower) area; includes noise from 
dropping load into truck bed

 4 road trucks on lower plateau

Lower of
 7 p.m. to 10 p.m. baseline plus 

9 dBA, or
 10 p.m. to 5 a.m. baseline plus 

4 dBA
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6.3 Calculated Sound Levels

Calculated sound levels from the operations listed in Table 6-2 are shown in Table 6-3.  The 
table also shows the measured or derived baseline sound levels and applicable City of Tacoma 
noise limits at each Analysis Location.

For scenarios that involve several noise sources operating simultaneously, the calculated overall 
Lmax sound levels were determined by summing on an energy basis the individual Lmax 
contributions from each component sound source or activity.  In reality, the Lmax sound levels 
from several sound sources are most likely not to occur simultaneously, and it is more probable 
that the overall Lmax will be the Lmax from the single noisiest source or the combination of two 
or three sources.  As a result, the calculated sound levels reported  in Table 6-3 are theoretical 
upper limits of expected Lmax sound levels, and during most hours of operation the Lmax will 
be lower than reported in the table.
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TABLE 6-3
CALCULATED SOUND LEVELS (Lmax, dBA)

FROM PROPOSED OPERATIONS
WITHOUT ADDITIONAL NOISE MITIGATION

Scenario Description Sound Levels at Analysis Locations
1-1 1-2 2-1 3-1 3-2 4-1 4-2 5-2

1 First-shift land clearing at north mining limit on Phase-1 hillside 58 58 37 49 51 28 27 51
2 First-shift mining on Phase-1 hillside, screening, and load-out 59 59 42 52 53 36 43 53

Second-shift load-out 48 50 40 46 48 33 42 48
3 First-shift land clearing at north mining limit on Phase-2 hillside 45 47 40 47 49 35 39 48
4 First-shift mining on Phase-2 hillside, screening, and load-out 50 52 41 50 51 34 42 50

Second-shift load-out 49 52 39 44 47 32 41 48
Existing baseline Lmax 7 a.m. to 5 p.m. 58 58 58 59 59(2) 52 52(3) 58(4)

(lowest measured hourly Lmax) 7 p.m. to 10 p.m. 55(1) 55 52 56 56(2) 49 49(3) 52(4)

10 p.m. to 5 a.m. 54(1) 54 47 55 55(2) 48 48(3) 47(4)

6 a.m. to 7 a.m. 64(1) 64 61 65 65(2) 58 58(3) 61(4)

Project allowable Lmax First shift 67 67 65 68 68 61 61 65
Second shift 59 59 51 59 59 52 52 51

Notes:
(1) Sound levels measured at AL1-2 are considered representative of baseline at AL1-1;
(2) Sound levels measured at AL3-1 are considered representative of baseline at AL3-2;
(3) Sound levels measured at AL4-1 are considered representative of baseline at AL4-2;
(4) Sound levels measured or derived at AL2-1 are considered representative of baseline at AL5-2;
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6.4 Evaluation

As shown in Table 6-3, calculated sound levels from proposed operations at the Coski Surface 
Mine meet applicable City of Tacoma noise limits at all Analysis Locations.

Most of the sound levels reported in Table 6-3 are below or in the range of baseline sound levels 
at the Analysis Locations.  The highest calculated sound increase over existing baseline sound 
levels occurs at Locations AL1-1 and AL1-2 and is 4 dBA, which is at the threshold between a 
barely perceptible and a clearly noticeable increase in sound levels according to the 
considerations presented in Section 3.1.  The increases in sound levels due to the proposed 
project do not represent a significant noise impact.

As was noted in Section 6.3, the calculated overall Lmax sound levels were determined by 
summing on an energy basis the individual Lmax contributions from each component sound 
source or activity.  This represents a highly conservative estimation of the overall Lmax sound 
levels.

Furthermore, for a conservative analysis, the baseline sound levels considered in Table 6-3 were 
the lowest Lmax measured during each part of a 24-hour measurement.

The formulation of the City of Tacoma noise limits, which are based on comparisons with 
existing sound levels, implicitly also limits the cumulative noise effects of the project as 
combined with other existing sources of noise in the project area.  The results of Table 6-3 
demonstrate that no significant increase in the overall Lmax sound levels is expected as a result 
of the proposed project.

7. NOISE MITIGATION MEASURES

The following proposed noise-mitigation measures were taken into account in the calculations 
presented in Section 6.  

 The proposed buffer at the west, north, and northeast perimeter of the site would ensure 
that the minimum distance between mining activities and the nearest residential property 
line to the north is 470 feet.  The undisturbed buffer would also enhance topographic 
shielding between mining activities and the nearest residential property lines. 

 The proposed stream and wetland buffers in the southeast portion of the site would ensure 
that the minimum distance between on-site activities and residential property lines to the 
east is 1450 feet.
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 Proposed activities during the second shift, when needed, are limited to load-out 
operations taking place on the lower plateau of the site and benefiting from the 
intervening distance and shielding provided by the intervening slopes.

With these noise-mitigation measures in place, sound levels from proposed operations are 
expected to meet City of Tacoma noise limits and not to produce significant noise increases at 
any sound-analysis locations.  Therefore, no additional noise-mitigation measures are required.

8. NOISE FROM OFF-SITE TRUCK TRAFFIC

According to the criteria listed in Section 3.2 of this Analysis, sound levels from traffic on public 
roads is not subject to the noise limits of TMC 8.122.

Noise increases due to project-related truck traffic off-site may be evaluated using as a guideline 
criteria adapted from Title 23 of the Code of Federal Regulations Part 772, Procedures for 
Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise (23 CFR 772).  The Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) document defines noise impacts as substantial increases over 
existing sound levels.  The FHWA leaves it to the discretion of individual State Departments of 
Transportation to establish the amount of sound increase that represents a “substantial” increase.  
The Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) 2011 Traffic Noise Policy and 
Procedures (October 2012) defines a “substantial increase” as an increase of 10 dBA or more 
over existing sound levels.  The FHWA and WSDOT noise criteria pertain to the hourly 
equivalent sound level (Leq) during the peak traffic hour.

The FHWA and WSDOT noise criteria were devised for evaluating noise impacts from projects 
that entail new road construction or modifications to existing roads.  The FHWA criteria are used 
in this analysis strictly as informational guidelines.

The project Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) was prepared by SCJ Alliance and dated September 
2016.  BRC Acoustics estimated the noise effect of project traffic  on residential communities 
near the site by considering the a.m. peak-hour traffic volumes on Marine View Drive  north of 
Taylor Way.  

The Traffic Volume Calculation Worksheets contained in Appendix C of the TIA present the 
following relevant a.m.-peak turning movements at the intersection of Marine View Drive and 
Taylor Way:

 Existing Year-2016 overall traffic volumes and separate truck volumes;
 Overall and separate truck volumes for Year-2017 conditions without the project but 

including annual growth and pipeline projects (unrelated projects that are expected to 
generate traffic on the area road network);

 Year-2017 intersection traffic volumes generated by the Coski Surface Mine project.
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Based on the data presented in the TIA, the Year-2017 a.m.-peak hour volumes on Marine View 
Drive with the project and other pipeline projects are expected to increase by 3 percent compared 
to Year-2017 volumes without the project and by 6 percent compared to existing Year-2016 
traffic volumes.   The increase in truck volumes is expected to be 45 percent compared to Year-
2017 truck volumes without the project and 52 percent compared to existing Year-2016 truck 
volumes.

Increases in sound levels attributable strictly to road traffic as received at residential 
communities along Marine View Drive north of Taylor Way can be estimated based on the 
increases in traffic volumes.  The increase in overall traffic volumes is estimated to result in an 
increase of a fraction of one dBA in peak-hour Leq sound levels.  The increase in truck traffic 
volumes is estimated to result in increases of less than 2 dBA in the a.m. peak-hour Leq.  

These sound-level increases are not considered a substantial increase or a noise impact according 
to WSDOT guidelines.

Furthermore, it should be noted that the increases of less than 2 dBA apply only to the sound 
levels strictly attributed to road traffic.  As was discussed in Section 4, overall ambient sound 
levels at nearby residential communities are the result of several other noise sources, primarily 
Industrial and Port-of-Tacoma activities in the area.  Therefore, overall sound levels at 
residential communities are not expected to experience noticeable  increases as a result of 
project-related truck traffic.

9. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The findings of the Sound Analysis are summarized as follows:

 Calculated sound levels from proposed operations at the Coski Surface Mine meet 
applicable City of Tacoma noise limits at all Analysis Locations.

 No significant increases in sound levels are expected due to the proposed project. 

 No traffic-noise impacts are expected as a result of the proposed Coski Surface Mine. 

 No additional noise-mitigation measures are required.

--- End of Report Text ---
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APPENDIX A

Results of Long-Term Sound Monitoring
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Figure A-2 
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Figure A-3 
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Figure A-4 
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Location AL1-2 
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Figure A-5 
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Figure A-6 
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Figure A-7 
Existing Sound Levels 

Location AL1-2 
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Time at Beginning of Hour 

Figure A-8 
Existing Sound Levels 

Location AL2-1 
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Time at Beginning of Hour 

Figure A-9 
Existing Sound Levels 
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Time at Beginning of Hour 

Figure A-10 
Existing Sound Levels 
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Figure A-11 
Existing Sound Levels 
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Time at Beginning of Hour 

Figure A-12 
Existing Sound Levels 
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Time at Beginning of Hour 

Figure A-13 
Existing Sound Levels 

Location AL2-1 
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Figure A-14 
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Bennett Consulting, PLLC 
Engineering and Mining Geology 

 
46129 SE 130th Street, North Bend, WA 98045 

Phone (425) 785-8390 email: george@bennettconsultingpllc.com fax (425) 831-4690  

 
 
September 2, 2016 
Project No. GBC13-10 
 
 
Mr. Bob Scarsella 
Scarsella Bros. Construction 
P.O. Box 68388 
Seattle, WA 98168-0388 
 
 
Subject: Geology and Slope Conditions 
 Tacoma Sand and Gravel (Coski) Pit   
 
Dear Mr. Scarsella:   
 
This report presents the geology and slope conditions underlying Tacoma Sand and Gravel 
project (Coski pit) located on 2415 Marine View Drive in Tacoma, Washington (Figure 1).  
The Coski pit has been inactive for many years but has had a valid Surface Mine 
Reclamation Permit with the Washington State Department of Natural Resources (DNR) 
since at least 1990.  The City of Tacoma issued a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the site 
in October of 1988.   Following a change of ownership, DNR requested a revised 
reclamation plan in 2003.  The revised plan required approval by the City of Tacoma, which 
issued a second CUP for the project in July 2008.  Unfortunately, the approved Tacoma 
CUP was never filed with DNR and thus the revised reclamation plan was never formally 
approved.  The site remained idle and in November 2013 DNR issued a Notice of 
Correction letter stating that the site still did not have a revised reclamation plan.  By this 
time however the 2008 Tacoma CUP had expired due to inactivity.  Thus the whole 
process of obtaining a new CUP must be repeated under updated City of Tacoma 
guidelines in order to be in compliance with DNR.  The purpose of this study was to 
summarize and update the underlying geologic and slope conditions of the site and 
determine if these conditions were suitable for the proposed project. 
 
The work completed for this study consisted of a review of previous work, including regional 
geologic studies of the surrounding area.  This was followed by a geologic reconnaissance 
of the subject site.  The previous work included a slope stability assessment completed by 
GeoEngineers in 2001, as well as a test pit reportedly dug in the floor of the mine to 
determine the elevation of ground water underlying the site.  A log of this test pit was not 
available.  Much of the geologic information for this report is from a detailed study of local 
area by Borden and Troost (2001).  The results of this study indicate that the project, as 
presently planned, should result in a stable site once mining is complete, making the site 
suitable for a variety of subsequent land uses.   
 
PROJECT AND SITE CONDITIONS 
 
The project area consists of 10 parcels of land that comprise approximately 18 acres along 
the north side of Marine View Drive, midway between McMurry Road NE to the west and 
Norpoint Way NE to the east.  The property is adjacent to undeveloped land owned by the 
City of Tacoma and Port of Tacoma to the east, north and south with residential 

LU16-0230 Exhibit D



Bennett Consulting, PLLC Geology and Slope Report 9/2/2016 
 Tacoma Sand and Gravel (Coski) Pit  
  

 2 Project No. GBC13-10 

developments several hundred feet upslope of the site to the east and north.  A City of 
Tacoma police firing range lies several hundred feet to the west and a log yard and tank 
farm are located across Marine View Drive to the south of the site.  A steep ravine with a 
perennial, non fish-bearing drainage lies to the north and east of the property.  This 
drainage contains a Catagory III wetland where it crosses the lower southeastern corner of 
the property (Figures 2 and 3). 
 
The property has an existing pit about 3 acres in size at an elevation of about 50 feet above 
sea level.  The pit has two access points from Marine View Drive, one from southeast 
corner of the property and the other at the western portion of the site.  The existing pit floor 
is surrounded by steep cut slopes that are locally near vertical over an elevation of up to 
125 feet.  Total topographic relief of the property is about 245 feet from an elevation of 
about 275 feet along the north property line down to about 30 feet above sea level along 
Marine View Drive.  Approximately 11 acres including the pit floor have been disturbed by 
previous mining activities.  The disturbed areas outside of the pit floor and steepest cut 
slopes are covered with low brush and small tree saplings with the undisturbed surrounding 
areas covered by a second growth hardwood and conifer forest.      
 
Under the proposed plan approximately 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel material 
will be excavated from the site down to an elevation of 30 feet above sea level, leaving an 
approximate 5 acre level site surrounded by stable cut slopes with an average gradient of 
about 67% (Figure 4).  As the cut slopes are completed they will be hydro-seeded to limit 
erosion.  The pit floor will be left open for subsequent use as industrial open space for 
heavy equipment parking.  As part of the mine plan, storm water infiltration ponds will be 
constructed and conveyance ditches will be dug to route surface runoff along the pit floor 
into the ponds.  With these in place, internal drainage will be maintained within the 
excavated area to limit the potential for offsite runoff.  A 100-foot stream and wetland 
setback will also be maintained along the southeastern portion of the property to prevent 
storm water runoff from entering or leaving the site.     
 
GEOLOGY AND SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS  
 
The geology of the study area is displayed on cross sections shown on Figure 5 and was 
based on the visual observations of cut slopes as well as the comprehensive geologic 
study along the Hylebos waterway prepared by Borden and Troost (2001).  Based on their 
work, four geologic units are interpreted to underlie the site. These units consist of glacial 
and non glacial sediments deposited prior to the last glacial period that ended about 10,000 
years ago as described below.   
 
Puyallup Non Glacial Sediments (Qpn) 
Along the floor of the existing pit is a light gray, dense, fine grained sandy unit that Borden 
and Troost have age dated at more than a million years old.  It contains volcanic fragments 
from the Mount Rainier area indicating that it is non glacial in origin, likely deposited 
between ancient ice advances that occurred about 1.6 million years ago (Stuck Glaciation) 
and 800,000 years ago (Salmon Springs Glaciation).  The age of this unit suggests that it is 
part of the Puyallup Formation which was deposited in a meandering stream floodplain 
environment similar to that of large rivers in the Puget Lowland today. The dense state of 
this unit is due to glacial consolidation, as it was repeatedly overridden by several thousand 
feet of glacial ice during several ice advances over the last million years and consolidated 
to a dense state by the weight of the ice.      
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Possession Glacial Drift (Qpd) 
Overlying the non glacial Puyallup sediments is an intensely oxidized, dense, yellowish 
brown gravelly sand unit that forms the prominent cut slopes in the pit.  Borden and Troost 
have age dated this unit at between 60,000 and 80,000 years ago.  It contains fragments 
from the northern Cascade Range and thus is interpreted as a glacial unit.  Its age makes it 
correlative with the Possession glacial period, however there is no glacial till (discussed 
below) associated with this unit.  The Possession ice advance reportedly only reached as 
far south as the present location of downtown Seattle.  Thus this unit likely represents the 
advance outwash deposited by sediment-rich braided meltwater streams emanating from 
the Possession glacier.  The lack of till at the top of this unit suggests that it was never 
overridden by the Possession ice sheet.  The unit however was overridden by the 
subsequent Vashon ice sheet (discussed below) during the last ice advance into the Puget 
Lowland and consolidated to a dense state by the weight of more the 3,000 feet of glacial 
ice.   
 
Olympia Non Glacial Beds (Qol) 
Overlying the Possession drift are volcanic dominated sediments, fine grained fluvial sands 
and organic layers that Borden and Troost have age dated along the Hylebos waterway at 
between 27,500 and 41,700 years ago.  These beds therefore correlate with the Olympia 
interglacial period that occurred between the Possession and Vashon glacial periods.  As 
with all of the geologic units in the study area, the Olympia beds were overridden by the 
Vashon glacial ice sheet and consolidated to a dense state by the weight of the ice. 
 
Vashon Advance Outwash (Qva) 
Beginning about 20,000 years ago the Fraser Ice sheet began to advance into the Puget 
Lowland in what became known as the Vashon glaciation.  Huge amounts of sand and 
gravel were deposited in front of the advancing ice by sediment laden meltwater streams in 
a braided stream environment.  Because these sediments were deposited in front of the 
Vashon ice sheet they are referred to as Vashon advance outwash.  These sand and 
gravel deposits were later overridden by the ice sheet and consolidated to a dense state by 
the weight of the ice which reached an estimated thickness of more than 3,000 feet in this 
area.  Upslope of the project area the advance outwash is capped Vashon lodgment till, as 
mapped by Borden and Troost.  The till is a dense unsorted mixture of sand, silt and gravel 
that was deposited at the sole of the advancing Vashon glacial ice sheet.  The till has long 
since been eroded away from the mine area, but its presence in upslope areas, as well as 
the dense state of the sediments within the pit are evidence that the Vashon ice sheet once 
covered this entire area. 
 
Ground Water 
The Washington State Department of Ecology (DOE) does not have any water well data for 
the project site.  The inferred ground water table displayed on Figure 5 is based on a report 
by McLucas and Associates (2007) in which it was reported that operators at the pit had 
excavated into the floor of the pit and encountered ground water at an elevation of 22 feet 
above sea level.  While this is anecdotal evidence, the inferred elevation of the water table 
is consistent with other observations at the site; the slopes above the pit floor were dry and 
the inferred water table lies at nearly the same elevation of the Category III wetland at the 
southeastern corner of the property.   
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SLOPE CONDITIONS   
 
The slopes surrounding the project site are south facing and underlain by densely 
consolidated sandy sediments, and as discussed above, they are relatively dry.  As such, 
cut slopes in the area have maintained near vertical gradients for extended periods of time 
with only limited evidence of raveling.  Because of these conditions GeoEngineers (2001) 
indicated that there was little potential for deep seated slope failure within the project area.  
Based on the reconnaissance for this study, surface gully erosion with a wedge or toppling 
failure of the existing near vertical slopes would be more likely than a deep seated 
landslide.  The steepest natural, undisturbed slopes in this area were observed to have a 
gradient of about 70 percent and were judged to be stable. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The Washington Division of Geology and Earth Resources (WDGER) regulates surface 
mines in the State and they typically recommend that final slopes in gravel pits in glacial 
sediments be no steeper than 2H:1V (Horizontal:Vertical).  However, due to the slope 
conditions discussed above, steeper final cut slopes are warranted at this site.  The risk of 
deep seated slope movement would not be the issue but rather the ability of the slope to 
grow vegetation and to build and maintain topsoil.  Based on empirical studies (e.g. Powell, 
et. al. 2010) the ability of slopes to maintain and hold topsoil in western Washington during 
large storm events is well documented on slopes with gradients up to approximately 70 
percent.  Slopes steeper than 70 percent are at an increased risk of shallow rapid slope 
failure.   
 
The slope conditions at the site suggest that a final slope gradient of 1.5H:2V (67%) as 
shown on Figure 4, should be suitable for long term stability.  Such a gradient is similar to 
the steepest undisturbed natural slopes in the area, which at 70% were judged to be stable.  
Final cut slopes at this gradient should hold the initial hydro-seeded vegetation and 
eventually be able to develop topsoil and deep rooted vegetation, which would limit the 
potential for surface erosion.  Thus the results of this study suggest that once vegetation 
has been established on the proposed cut slopes they will be similar in character and long 
term stability as the natural, undisturbed slopes in the area. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to work with you on this project.  Please call or email if you 
have questions or need further information. 
 
Sincerely, 
Bennett Consulting PLLC 

 
George H Bennett, P.G. 
Licensed Professional Geologist 
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Subj ect:†@†@SIope Stability Analysis

Tacoma Sand and Gravel - Coski Pit

Tacoma, Washington

A briefdescription on how a slope stability model works, the process by wŒQchı¬s sIope model

WaS Created, and what the results of the model indicate.

Any model or prediction of sIope stability is evaluating and comparing the forces (strengths) that
are resisting movement compared to the forces„„at are trying to cause„„e slope to fail. The

resisting forces are calculated and divided by the driving forces and the result is expressed as the
`fiÔctor ofsafety†h (FS). A FS greater„„an l indicates that the sIope is stable and a FS less than l

indicates that„„e sIope has failed (Or is predicted to fail). These forces are calculated along a

Circular failure surface which has been divided into many nanow slices. A™Zfroe body†h force

diagram is calculated for each slice and the aggregate are prese„„ed as the FS for that given

fail™¬e Surface„„ough the sIope mediun. The Galena SIope Stability program used for„„is

analysis compares thousands ofthese circles in„„e followmg mamer. An initial failure surface

is mput as a starting point. A range oflocations extending away from the initial head end point,

toe end point, and radius of the faiŒïe surface are„„en defined. The computer then calculates

the factors of safety for all of„„e valid circles in the analy†Ÿis (SOme Circles in„„e range will be

geometrically impossible)„Ïd presents the lowest factors of safety. In„„e print-OutS Ofthe

model results. the lowest FS is in dark red, a1l other circles less than l are in red. circles between
l and l.2 are pririted yellow, and those FS above l.2 are printed green.

The unit weight, intemal phi™Ûgle, and cohesion for each sediment comprisingŒçe sIope are

mPut by the user. The locations stratigraphically for each layer of sediment are defined and a

topographic slope surface to be analyzed are defined at the start ofthe modelling process. The

model is capable of numerous additional inputs such as p„„eatic surfaces, eXtemal forces,

earthquake loading.

The followmg lS a Summary Ofthe process used to develop„„e sIope analysis presented. The

existing topography along„„e Section B line and initial estimates for unit weights and strengths

Were Set-uP aS a Starting point. The model was run with an initial failure surface and range mPut

based onjudgement and past experience. The fact that we have an approximate 150 foot high

SIope at a 75 degree inclination as an existing condition was then used to calibrate the models

iaput p“®„Êeters†E We do not have actua1 1‡€dal‰KOr teSting ofthe sediment’ay units comprising

BGC, P11c†@14267 209th Avenue NE, Woodinville, WA 98077†@†@(425) 273-5062
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„„e slope and ifwe did, they would be representative ofonly the location where the sample was

Obtained to be analyzed†E Sedimentary units are typically not very homogenous and individ„„

SamPles obtained in the field may or may not be representative ofthe whole unit. Luc‰ry, for

Žòs model, what is available is an existing, Standing sIope that may be used as a reference to

Calibrate the user inputs. So with the initial failing sIope results†fthe input strengths of the

Sediments were increased and the model m again.”Ms process was repeated until a reali†Ÿtic

“®ue plane slicing through the over-SteePened existing sIope yielded a FS ofjust over l. It is

Our OPinion that this empirical approach to uhit stren›ah paraneters is actunlly more accurate

than if individual samples were collected and testing to arrive at input parameters.

Once the sIope model with e™@pirical unit va‘Üues was calibrated, then the upsIope range was

Shortened. All ofthe lowest FS circles were at the end point ofthe range.”Ms is fairly obvious

as ``slicing off†fthe near vertical c”fiwould be a more stable configuration. so the upsIope

range li„„was moved›ather upsIope forcing the f“Rure circles deeper into the stratigraphy. As

„„e range is moved upsIope, the faitue surfaces sti11 continue to congregate near the end point of

the range (as would be expected). What the process shows is that laying the sIope back to a less
SteeP inclination yields a higher FS and is more stable.

We have presented our resulting model to calibrate the existing slope and several of the analysis
ms with reducing„„e upsIope range (moving the endpoiut ofthe failue surface upsIope). We

also l™@ut the plamed sIope floor and cut sIope into the calibrated model for comparison. The

modelling exercise confims what should be obvious when looking at a cross section of the
existing sIope, laying the sIope back to a less steep inclination will make it more stable. What
the model also†E less subtly indicates is that very large, Oso sized, failure surfaces cannot be

modeled accurately (Sedimentary units are too non-homogeneous and potential failue planes

will occur along a zone ofweakness within a sedimentary layer that is not likely to be included

in a model)†fbut for these very large scale circ”Rar failures that extend very de‹ó,„„e failue of

SuCh a large scale feature does not depend on whether this vertical slope section is there or not.

„„other words, large scale sIope failures and earthquake induced failures have the same potential

to occur (Or nOt OCCur) whether to sIope is laid back or not.

We trust that this infomation will aid w”Mthe development of your prqiect. If you have

questions or require additional geotechnical engmeerlng Services, Please contact BGC, P11c at
(425) 273-5062.

S„„cerely

Battemam Geotechnical Consulting, Pllc
Jamey S. Ba’¿ermam, P.E.

BGC, Pllc†@14267 209th Avenue NE, Woodinville, WA 98077†@(425) 273-5062

LU16-0230 Exhibit D



8†@†@†@†@†@‘¹†@†@†@†@8†@†@†@†@†@›_
u†R†@†@†@†@†@†@†@†@†@1‡·†@†@†@†@†@†@†@†@†@†@‡†¥‡Â†@†@†@†@†@†@†@†@†@†@N

„sd’á−QS‡±8‹ê8fid“H8†ze$›G‰’OŒ‰‘o†A›gp⁄@SuŒ€†v

†lfi¶‡â-‡«u„¾ufi§X⁄@™‡’Qfiofio‡èfio†łŁx‡Ì?−žfll8N‡³Œm‘dŠÊ†łŒm‘Í‹êSŒÓ‘¹‹êS-U‰ó”º‡«e‰}™æe†½Š¯S†»†Z†@−—

‡Ì‡±†‰fid&-”åd‡«†v−¨OdO†lŠ¯™u›™

−â’‡S†Z†Zfiñ‡Ì>ŁC⁄@pfllp„łS‡³†¸8‡³…gŠ‡

‚g’D„íŒË

Œm†u™Ý‡¨†ß†⁄-−ž†@Œm†u‰T‚q†ß†⁄†dfid™Ê‰©
Œ].‡®†‹† ‹†TŠ‰fidS†vO†v ‚Ófi²

„¾n‡Ü‡Ô™æ†Ae−¦0

fioŠ³S⁄@fif

™u‡«‹ê‡Âo†v™~†@fiŒ8Š¯‡ÖnS

−‰fi�d†¸’ÞdO‰©S−X†@‡àQ›_⁄@…~

SŠv‹êeu<“ ⁄Š‰’QS⁄@‹ê”º…RŁæ

›•ficŁÞ™cŁł

pu›ŽeŒł-pueS−ï‡Å’¹‡âuON†−„O‡«™u

p‡ÈeS−¦Q†v‡ÌŠ³’¹ ⁄@u™›ŒV‡Ì‡Ì‡ß‡â‡¢

‡´es‡Ó‡ÝfiŽ0”±.8’g‡âu„su−¦‚P‡³O

pu‡ÌS’Â›_…~08u’¹‹êp‡u†Z”µS‰Ð>

„R‡ÌŒ‹”R™¹>‹ê−ÑflV‡Ô…R…RŁñ‡¶

e8−‰†@†@†@†@8⁄@†@†@†@†@†ł†ł†⁄

†ł†łŒm†@†@†@†@†@8†Z†@†@†@†@†Z†Z‡Ì†@†@†@†@†ł†ł‡Å

Łé›J†‹†‹†‹†‹(eN†‹†‹†‹†‹†ł†ł)

LU16-0230 Exhibit D



’ßIeflè5.02’S‚ž1ysis Results Licensee: Batterman Geotecfl¿cal Consulting†„ pllc

Project: T†ÝCOma Sand and Gravel - Coski Plt

File: C"sers\Jamey\Documents\clients\17 Clients†A17012 coskl pit - George Bennett\stable existing final†egmf

Processed: 08flÓy 2017 11:10:28

†[Vashon„»v›µce Out”Nsh †Ÿand

- Olympian Non-Glacial Beds Silty Sand

400.00†@29.0†@†@0†@105.00†@0.00

Material: 3fl”ohrŠACoulomb Cu increase†Ÿ With depth‘ãPossession Glacial Drift Sand

Cohesion phi pI UnitWe|ght Ru
200.00†@39,0†@†@0†@120.00†@0.00

Material: 4 (Mohr-Coulomb Cu increases wi“qdepth)‹êPuyallup NoŠ¼Iacial Sand - fine 9and

Cohesion†@™pi P‘d†@Unit“qqht†@™p

200.00†@36.0†@†@0†@110.00†@1.10

ŒQter P”xoperties

Unit weight of water: 62.400†@†@†@unit weight of wateŒÊedium above ground: 62.400

Material Profiles (4 profile8)

DATA: AnalysIS l - Existing topog‘daphy - Section B

Material Properties †q4 materials)

Material: 1„Âr-Coulomb Cu increa8eSŠ¼Špepth)

Cohesi†B‡ê†@ŸX†‹P“H†@U†è†Û”µfiIe19h”µ†@Ru
50.00†@39.0†@†@0†@120.00†@†@0.00

Material: 2 (Mohr-Coulomb Cu increase†Ÿ Wit™Ýepth)

Cohesion phi †‹ PI UnitWelght†‹Ru

Profile: 1 †q2 points†r

0.00†@†@350.00

profile: 2 (2 points)

0.00†@†@200.00

™pfile;„”2 points)
0.00†@17‡¤.00

P‘Íofile: 4 (2 points†r

0,00†@†@fiI.00

†Ÿlope surface (33 poin‡Æs)

0.00†@†@20.00

11L00†@†@‡¤5.00

400.00†@†@63,00

Š^2Š^.00†@†@98.00

574.00†@†@200.00

72‡¤.00†@†@240.00

900.00†@†@320.00

l‡Ê”µe‘di‡ç‡µbeneath: 1

1000.00†@†@350.00

Material beneath: 2
1000.00†@†@200.00

’‘teri†Ýl beneath‡±†@3

1000.00†@175.00

Material beneath: 4

1000.00†@†@6‡ç.00

60.00†@†@20.00

150.00†@†@56.00

450.00†@†@6Š^,00

535.00†@107.00

577.00†@†@210,00

750.00†@†@250.00

9Š^0.00†@†@329.00

V8Shon Adv†ÝnCe Outwash †Ÿand

Olymplan Non-Glaci†Ýl Beds Silty Sand

Possession Glacial Drift S†Ýnd

Puyallup Non-Glacial †Ÿand - fine sand

73.00†@†@25.00

200.00†@†@52.00

500.00†@†@64.00

550.00†@118.00

600.00†@†@213.00

775.00†@†@255.00

1000.00†@†@337,00

Phreatic Surface (2 points)

0.00†@†@10.00†@†@†@†@1000.00†@†@20.00

Failure Surface

“Hnitial circular surface for critical search defined by! XL†„XR†„R

“Hntersects;Š’fl—†‹†‹ 514.80†@†@Œâ:†@75.39†@†@X„´:†@640.00

Centre! XC:†@†@341.49†@†@†@YC:†@†@350,33

Variable Rest„µint8

Parameter descriptor !†@†@†@†@†@XI,†@†@†@XR R

™^‡êge of va‘diatio‰„†@†@†@†@†@†@2’….00†@†@320.00†@150.00

ŠÐial pos›¤ŒSioŒQwithi‡êran9e: †‹†‹Š^0†@†@†@50†@†@†@50

87.00†@†@30.00

300.00†@†@55.00

513.00†@†@70,00

557.00†@150.00

650.00†@†@224.00

800.00†@†@268.00

YR:†@†@221.80

Radius:†‹R:†@†@325. 00

95.00†@†@50.00

350,00†@†@57.00

518.00†@†@8Š^.00

Š^65IOO†@17Š^.00

700.00†@†@23‡¤,00

8Š^0.00†@†@295.00

†[†P†ł†ł†P†P†Z†Z†Z-†ł†ł--†ł†ł†Z†Z†Z†Z†Z-†Z†Z†Z†Z†Z†Z†Z-----†Z†Z†Z†Z†Z†Z-----†Z†Z†Z†Z†Z†Z---†Z†Z†Z†Z†Z†Z---†Z†Z‹ê------------------†ł†ł------†Z†Z†Z†Z---†Z†Z†Z†Z----†ł†ł-†Z†Z†Z-†Z†Z†Z†Z----†ł†ł--------

Ł·Sfl§‡ÅS: AnalysIS l -Œ¤xisti™@”µ†Zpography - Section B

Bishop Simplified Method of Analysis - Circular Failure surface

Critical Failure Circle Search u31ng Multiple Circle Generati†Bn Techniques

Factor of Safety for initial failure circle approximation: 2.55

There were: 60912 successful †Ýnalyses from a total of 125001 tri†Ýl circles

64089 analyses terminated due to unacceptable ge†Bmetry

Critical (minimfl§) Factor of Safety: l.05

Circle and Results Sumfi¯−zry †qLowe‘Þ99 Factor ( f Safety ci[Cle6)

Circle x-Centre Y-Centre X-Left

1†@†@†@341.49†@†@†@3‡¤0.33†@†@†@514.80

2†@†@†@†@343.93†@†@†@348.24†‹†‹†‹ 514.80

3†‹†‹†‹ 346.37†@†@†@346.16 †‹†‹†‹ 514.80
4†@†@†@†@348.81†@†@†@344.07†@†@†@514.80

5†@†@†@351.26†@†@†@341.98 †‹†‹†‹514.80
6†‹†‹†‹ 3‡ç3.70†@†@†@339.89 †‹†‹†‹‡«1’¶80

‚[‡«9†@„Ÿ™²o Y†P2’e†B“fl8 1fi¼
75.39†@†@640.00†@†@†@221.80†@†@†@321.94†@†@l.050

75.39†@†@†@640.00†@†@†@221.80†@†@†@318.88†@†@1.051

†u5.›H›¹†‹†‹‡à40,00
75.39†@†@†@640.00

75.39†@†@†@640.00

22l.80 †‹†‹†‹ 315.82†@†@†@‡µ.0‡ç3

221.80†@†@†@312.76†@†@1.054

221.80†@†@†@309.69†@†@l.0‡¤‡ç
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276.02†@†@1.108

236.22†@†@1.108

312.76†@†@1.108

646.53†@†@223.24

640.00†@†@†@221.80

646.53 †‹†‹†‹ 223.24

548.15 †‹†‹99.49

‡¤8Š^.12†@135.22

6Ł`,00†@176.33
640.00†@†@221.80

XR:†@†@640.00†@†@†@Yfl¥;

Radius; R:

531.85†@†@86.91

571.O1†@120.23

604.43†@159.30

631.27†@†@203.16

X-Sfl¿eiqht:†‹‡¤78288.25

97†@†@†@388.30†@†@320.71†@†@514.80

98†@†@†@413.47†@†@288.78†@†@51’M80

99†@†@†@365.52†@†@360.52 †‹†‹ 519.90

Critical Failure circle

“HnŒSersects; Xl: †‹†‹ 514.80†@†@†@™n:†@†@75.39

Centre: XC:†@341.49†@†@YC:†@350.33

6eŒQrated fafiyl„le su−îf8Ce: (20 points)

514.80†@†@75.™²›¹†‹†‹†‹†‹‡¤23.42†@†@81,01

555.99†@106.16†‹†‹†‹†‹†‹563.61 113.07
591.81  143.04†@†@†@†@Š^98.2Š^†@151.07

621.37†@185.11†@†@†@†@626.46†@194.06

Slice Geo™Üetry and Properties (47 slices)

Slice x-S

X-S›Áea;†@498Š^.03†@Path‘de›\th;

7,1310†@†„h†l-†u†„-.4‡Ö..J†@†uiI†@7‡Ö†„)9†@2†„hV I
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6ale’à5.02 AnalysIsŒ·sul”µs
I†eicensee: Batteman Geotechnical ConsultingI P11c

Project: Tacona †Ÿand and G‰îvel - Coski Pit

File: C:\U9erS\Janey\†Bocunents\clients\17 Clients\17012 Coski Pit - George BennettŒïlanned cut w wrk str.gmf

Proce3Sed: 08 May 2017 10;47:44

DATA: Analysis l - Planned l.5‚ZV Cut SIope

Material Properties (4 m†Ýterials)

Material: 1fl”hr-Cou10mb Cu incre†ÝSe™Íith depth‘ãVashon Advance Outwash Sand

Co’øion†‹flÁi P“H†@U›JWefiyqht†@™p
50.00†@39.0†@†@0†@120.00†@†@0.00

Material: 2 (Mohr-Couloho Cu incre†ÝSeS With depth‘ãOlympian Non-Glacial Bed†Ÿ Silty sand

Cohesion†‹Phi PI UnitWeight †‹Rl1

400.00†@29,0†@†@0†@105.00†@0.00

Material: 3 (Mohr-Cou10mb Cu increases with depth) - Posses†Ÿion Glacial Drift Sand

Cohesion phi pI Unitweight Ru

200.00†@39.0†@†@0†@120.00†@†@0.00

Material: =Mohr-Coulomb Cu increases with depth)‹êPuya11up Non-Glacial Sand - fine sand

Cohesion Phi PI UnitWeight Ru

200.00†@36.0†@†@0†@110.00†@1.10

Water Properties

Unit weight of water™Ý2†E400†@†@†@unit weight of †eŠZer/med†Ûun above ground: 62.400

P‘ÍofilŁi1 (2‚|‡«S) Mate“„‡«8‘‚‘Ø†B†P Vasho‹€vance outwash Sand

Profile: 2 (2 points) Material beneath: 2 - Olympian No†clacial Beds Sfláy Sand

O.00†@†@200.00†@†@†@1000.00†@†@200.00

Profile: 3 (2 points) Material beneath: 3 - Possession Glacial Drift Sand

O.00†@175.00†@†@†@1000.00†@175.00

Profile: 4 (2 points)ŒQerial beneath:’mPuyallup Non-Glacial Sand - fine sand

O.00†@†@6Š^.00†@†@†@1000.00†@†@‹¹.00

S10Pe Surface (11 points)

‰Þ“’Š–†@8Š–2Š–†@8Š–2Š–†@™[3Š–
Phreatlc Surface (2 points)

0.00†@†@†@0.00†@†@†@1000.00†@10.00

Failure Surface

Initial circular surface for critical †Ÿearch defined by: X‘ûRIR

“HnŒSe‘dsects: X‘d: †‹†‹ 4™².27†@†@™n: †‹†‹ 32.16†@†@XR:†@652.65†@†@YR:†@174.04

Cent‘de: XC:†@385.24†‹†‹†‹rC: †‹†‹345.20†@†@†@†@†@†@†@†@RadluS: R: †‹†‹317.50

Variable RestrainŒSs

Parameter descriptor:†@†@†@†@†@†@XL XR R
Range †‰f variation:†@†@†@†@†@†@25O.OO†@†@320.00†@†@135,00

Trial positions within range:†@†@50†@†@†@†@50†@†@†@†@50

43‡¤.00†@†@30.00

950.00†@†@329.00

‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê‹ê

RESUI,TS: Analysis l - Plamed l.5H:1V Cut S10Pe

Bishop SiŒ¦lified Method of›Áalysis - Circular Failure Surface

Critical Fallure Circle †Ÿearch uslng Multiple Circle Generation Techniques

Factor of Safety for initial failure circle approxifi¯ation: 2.33

There were: 77602 successful analyses from a total of 125001 trial circles
47399 analyses teminated due to unacceptable geonetry

Critical‚xnimum) Factor of Safety: 1.7l

Circle and Result3 Sufi¯ary †qLowest 99 Factor of Safety circles)

X-Centre Y-Centre X’¡eft

24†@†@†@345.20†@†@†@438.27

’…

™I

‰÷‡Ì
−Jfic
646.12
6‡ç2.6‡ç

178.36

17’M04
178,36

169.71
174.04
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Introduction 

Coldwater Resources, LLC ecologist conducted a critical areas determination for Scarsella 
Brothers, Inc. for an approximately 11-acre sand and gravel mine along Marine View Drive (State 
Route 509). Tacoma Sand & Gravel (Coski Pit) is a surface mine that was approved in 1988, but 
whose Conditional Use Permit has expired due to inactivity. Scarsella Bros. purchased the mine 
in 2002 from Bernard Coski. The mine project proposes to excavate approximately 800,000 
cubic yards of glacial sand and gravel over approximately 10 years, pending market conditions. 
The mine will be largely sited within an existing disturbance footprint. An existing access road on 
the southeast property boundary will be used for site ingress. A existing access road to the west 
will be used for site egress. Additional facility improvements include: a stormwater conveyance 
ditch and stormwater facility, scale and scale shack, and wheel wash. A conventional excavator 
and wheel loader will be used to remove the pit-run material. A stormwater pollution and 
prevention plan, with best management practices to prevent and contain erosion onsite, will be 
developed and implemented. The surface water drainage and groundwater infiltration are 
discussed in the section titled Hydrologic and Impact Assessment.  

The proposed mine is located in a portion of Section 26, Township 21 North, Range 3 East of the 
Willamette Meridian within the City of Tacoma in Pierce County, Washington (Figures 1 and 2). 
The property is comprised of multiple tax parcel numbers. Our study area focused on critical 
areas within three tax parcel numbers (032126-4-027, -037, and -050), along the eastern 
property boundary. The area investigated for critical areas is referred to as the study area in the 
report and accompanying figures. This report describes the wetland, stream, and their buffers 
within the study area according to the applicable sections of the City of Tacoma Municipal Code, 
Chapter 13.11 Critical Areas Preservation. 

Methods 

We conducted a field visit on 30 June 2016 to delineate the critical areas within the study area, 
assess wetland functions, and gather vegetation, soils, and hydrology data. The weather was 
warm and dry the day of and the days preceding the field work. The month of June had slightly 
above normal total precipitation (+0.20 inches) and slightly above normal mean temperatures 
(+2.6º F) according to the National Weather Service climate data for the Seattle-Tacoma Airport.  

One wetland and a stream were delineated within the study area (Tables 1 & 2; Figure 2). We 
followed the Routine Determination Method for delineating the wetland boundary according to 
the approved federal and state manual and appropriate regional supplements1

                                                           

1 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987), Regional Supplement 
to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region (2010), and the 
Washington State Department of Ecology, Washington State Wetlands Identification and Delineation Manual (1997). 

. The Routine 
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Determination Method examines vegetation, hydrology, and soils to determine if wetlands exist 
in a given area. By definition, wetlands are those areas that are inundated or saturated by 
surface or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under 
normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in 
saturated soil conditions (40 CFR §230.3).  

The wetland boundary was delineated with consecutively numbered "Wetland Boundary" 
flagging, labeled A1 through A13, and were placed where conspicuous changes in hydrology and 
vegetation occurred (due to changes in topography). GPS points were collected at each flag 
using a hand-held GPS unit. Vegetation, soil, and hydrology data were collected from two paired 
test plots within the study area to verify the presence and boundaries of the wetland (Figure 2; 
Appendix A). Soil colors in test plots were evaluated by hue, value, and chroma using the 
Munsell Soil Color Chart (Munsell 2000). Plant dominance was based on the 50/20 rule (Corps 
2010). Wetlands are regulated as “Waters of the United States” by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (Corps), “Waters of the State” by the Washington State Department of Ecology 
(Ecology), and locally by the Tacoma Municipal Code (TMC) Chapter 13.11 Critical Areas 
Preservation. 

The Type Np stream's ordinary high water mark (OHWM) was determined following RCW 
90.58.030. Consecutively numbered flagging, identified as OHWM 1 through OHWM 21, was 
placed along the stream's western OHWM. GPS points were collected at each flag using a hand-
held GPS unit. 

Site Description 
The property is owned by Terra5 Company, LLC, a Seattle, Washington company. The property is 
located on a south-facing aspect at the base of a steeply forested bluff that is intersected with 
ravines. The bluff forms a narrow forested band near the shoreline and rises to about 400 feet 
above sea level before leveling out into a terrace, which is developed primarily with residential 
land uses. The property ranges in elevation from nearly sea level along its southwestern 
boundary to 240 feet at its northern extent.  

The property is bordered to the north, east, and west by undeveloped land owned by the City of 
Tacoma and Port of Tacoma. To the south, the property is bordered by Marine View Drive; 
industrial development and the Hylebos Waterway lie south and southwest of the highway. The 
study area is located along the eastern boundary of the property, and outside of the proposed 
mine disturbance footprint.  
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Results 

One riverine/slope wetland, identified as Wetland A , forms a vegetated corridor along a Type 
Np stream (Table 1). 

Table 1. Wetland summary 

Critical Area Wetland A 

 

Area 0.50 acres, 2,226 sq ft 

Ecology Rating  Category III 

Local Rating Category III 

Habitat Score 5 

Local Buffer 75 feet 

HGM Classification 
Riverine & Slope 
(Riverine HGM used for 
Western Wa Wetland Rating) 

Cowardin 
Classification R2, PEMC, & PSSC 

Hydroperiod Seasonally flooded, permanently flowing stream 

Dominant 
Vegetation Alnus rubra, Rubus spectabilis, Athyrium filix-femina, & Equisetum arvense 

Soils Indicator Histosol 

Hydrology Indicator Surface water, high water table, saturated to surface 

VEGETATION 
Wetland 
Wetland A has scrub-shrub and emergent vegetation classes, and a few trees along its northern 
end. Red alder (Alnus rubra, FAC) and black cottonwood (Populus balsamifera ssp. trichocarpa, 
FAC) occupy less than 10 percent of the wetland and thus do not meet the threshold for a 
separate Cowardin plant class. The shrub stratum is dominated by salmonberry (Rubus 
spectabilis, FAC). The emergent understory is dominated by lady fern (Athyrium filix-femina, 
FAC), skunk cabbage (Lysichiton americanum, OBL), and tall scouring-rush (Equisetum hyemale, 
FACW). Sawbeak sedge (Carex stipata, OBL), stinging nettle (Utica dioica, FAC), hedge-nettle 
(Stachys sp), and bitter night-shade (Solanum dulcamara, FAC) are noteworthy species. 

Upland 
The upland vegetation that comprises the buffer of Wetland A is dominated by bigleaf maple 
(Acer macrophyllum, FACU) and red alder in the overstory. The shrub stratum is diverse and 
consists of common native shrubs found in western Washington: thimbleberry (Rubus 
parviflorus, FACU), vine maple (Acer circinatum, FAC), Indian plum (Oemleria cerasiformis, 
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FACU), red elderberry (Sambucus racemosa, FACU), beaked hazel (Corylus cornuta, FACU) and 
trailing blackberry (Rubus ursinus, FACU). Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus, FAC) and 
English holly (Ilex aquifolium, FACU) are noteworthy invasive plants. Sword fern (Polystichum 
munitum, FACU) is the dominant understory species. 

SOILS 
No soil types are mapped for the study area according to the Natural Resources Conservation 
Service website (NRCS 2015) 

 
Wetland 
The evaluated wetland soils were black (10YR 2/1) mucky peats to a depth of 16 inches or more 
and met the hydric soil indicator for Histosols (Appendix A). No redoximorphic features were 
observed. 

Upland 
The evaluated upland soils were dark yellowish brown (10YR 3/4) sandy loams and lacked 
redoximorphic features (Appendix A). Gravels were present in the soil profile in upland test plots 
A2 and A4. 

HYDROLOGY 
Wetland A receives hydrology from an unnamed, perennial stream, receiving seasonally 
inundation from overbank flooding from the stream (Figure 7). Wetland A and the Type Np 
stream drain south into a culvert beneath Marine View Drive, which conveys water into the 
Hylebos Waterway.  

Wetland 
Wetland hydrology indicators were met due to three primary indicators: surface water, high 
water table, and saturation. 

Upland 
The upland areas lacked any wetland hydrological indicators and the evaluated soil profiles were 
extremely dry. 
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Critical Area Inventories 

NATIONAL WETLANDS INVENTORY 
The National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) mapping does not identify any wetland within the study 
area or property boundary (USFWS 1989, 1973; Figure 3). The closest NWI-mapped wetland is 
an emergent and marine wetland on the Hylebos Waterway, approximately 0.10 mile to the 
south. The NWI mapping within the study area is not consistent with our findings. 

LOCAL CRITICAL AREAS INVENTORY 
The City of Tacoma's and Pierce County's critical areas inventory follows the NWI mapping and 
does not map any wetlands onsite, although the northern property boundary is designated as  
having a "high probability" of wetland (Figure 4). Wetland A is not identified on the local critical 
area inventories, which is not consistent with our field investigations.  

FOREST PRACTICES MAPPING 
The Washington Department of Natural Resources identifies the portion of the stream onsite as 
Type F stream. The stream location is generally consistent with our field mapping, but the 
stream is more accurately classified as non-fish bearing and perennial due to the shallow, mucky 
channel and poor channel development in the lower reach of the stream. 

Conclusions  

WETLAND CATEGORIZATION AND BUFFER 
Wetland A is a 0.05-acre Category III, emergent and scrub-shrub, riverine/slope wetland, which 
has formed along the lower reach of stream corridor along the eastern property boundary 
(Table 2). The wetland rates as a Category III riverine wetland2

 

 under TMC 13.11.300 and 
Ecology's 2014 wetland rating system (Hruby 2014; Appendix B). According to the rating system, 
Wetland A scored: 

high

 
 for improving water quality (8 out of 9 points),  

moderate

 
 for hydrologic functions (6 out of 9 points), and  

moderate

As a Category III wetland, Wetland A requires a 75-foot buffer for a medium habitat score (TMC 
13.11.320; Table 2).  

 for habitat functions (5 out of 9 points; Appendix B).  

                                                           

2 The wetland was rated as a riverine wetland following the guidance in Hruby 2014 for wetlands with multiple 
hydrogeomorphic classifications. 
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STREAM AND BUFFER 
An unnamed perennial stream flows into Wetland A at the eastern property boundary. The 
stream flows south into Wetland A from the parcel to the east and appears to be the primary 
hydrological input maintaining wetland. The stream outlets into a culvert beneath Marine View 
Drive. Water is conveyed into the Hylebos Waterway. 

The stream channel is shallow, poorly defined, and comprised of a mucky substrate in the 
vicinity of Wetland A. The channel develops a gravel substrate and becomes much more defined 
upstream, where the gradient is steeper (north of the berm depicted on Figure 2). The stream is 
classified as a Type Np stream under TMC 13.11.410 because it appears to be a perennial non-
fish bearing stream. As such, the stream requires a 100-foot buffer (TMC 13.11.420; Table 2).  

Table 2. Summary of critical areas within the study area 

Critical Area Area 
Ecology1/City 

Rating2 or Type
Cowardin 

Classification3 
HGM Classification 4 

Buffer5 

Wetland A 
0.05 acres, 
2,226 sq ft 

III 
R2, PEMC, & 

PSSC 
Riverine & Slope 75 feet 

Unnamed 
Stream 

 Type Np   100 feet 
 

1 Hruby 2014 
2 TMC 13.11.310 
3 TMC 13.11.410 
4 Cowardin et al. 1979 
5 

PRIORITY HABITAT AND SPECIES 

TMC 13.11.320 and 13.11.420 

According to the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife's Priority Habitats and Species 
(PHS) Report (2016), the bluff around the project boundary is mapped as a biodiversity area and 
a breeding area and occurrence for pigeon guillemot. Except for a small polygon along the 
northwest property boundary, the PHS mapping lies completely outside of the proposed mine 
disturbance footprint. Wetland A and the Type Np stream are located with the mapped PHS 
area, but these critical areas lie outside the proposed disturbance footprint. 

INTERRUPTED CRITICAL AREA BUFFER 
The existing hard-surfaced access road on the eastern property boundary intersects a 3,061 
square foot section of the stream buffer and 448 square foot section of wetland buffer (Figure 
2). The access road is a legally established, pre-existing improvement and its existing footprint 
will not increase as a result of the proposed project. The existing access road is topographically 
separated from the critical areas by a ridge, which prevents stormwater runoff from entering 
the critical areas. Based on TMC 13.11.210.8 and as to be determined by staff review, the 
regulated buffers are interrupted by the existing access road; thus, the buffers should terminate 
at the eastern edge of the existing access road.  
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Hydrologic and Impact Assessment 
The Category III wetland and Type Np stream are a minimum of 100 feet east from the eastern 
limits of excavation and are topographically separately from the disturbance footprint by a 
ridge. The ridge directs surface runoff toward the disturbance footprint and away from the 
critical areas (Figure 2). To maintain surface runoff according to current conditions, the site will 
be graded to maintain internal drainage and the existing access road will be appropriately 
sloped and curbed to direct runoff away from the critical areas. Groundwater will also be 
maintained as per current conditions as the floor elevation will be above the seasonal high 
water table and groundwater will continue to infiltrate naturally into the mine floor. Final slopes 
will be graded to a stable condition and hydro-seeded. The wetland and the stream will be 
buffered following Chapter 13.11 Tacoma Municipal Code (Table 2) 

DIRECT & INDIRECT IMPACTS 
Wetland 
Wetland A has a required buffer of 75 feet, except where the interrupted buffer rule applies at 
its intersection with the existing access road (Figure 2). Permanent signs will be installed on 
metal posts to demarcate the outer buffer boundary from the proposed activity. No direct or 
indirect hydrologic or other impacts to Wetland A are anticipated based on: 

 The distance between the wetland and the mine disturbance footprint,  
 The topographical separation between the wetland and the proposed activity,  
 That internal surface water drainage will be maintained within the mine project, and  

 That groundwater will continue to infiltrate naturally into the mine floor.  
Stream 
The Type Np stream has a required buffer of 100 feet, except where the interrupted buffer rule 
applies at its intersection with the existing access road. Permanent signs will be installed on 
metal posts to demarcate the outer buffer boundary from the proposed activity. No direct or 
indirect hydrologic or other impacts to the stream are anticipated based on: 
 The distance between the stream and the mine disturbance footprint,  

 Topographical separation between the stream and the proposed activity,  
 That internal surface water drainage will be maintained within the mine project, and  
 That groundwater will continue to infiltrate naturally into the mine floor.  

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
Based on our analysis, the project does not appear to have any cumulative impacts because:  
 The critical areas are both physically and topographically separated from the mine 

disturbance footprint. 
 The mine will be largely sited within an existing disturbance footprint. 

 Little to no processing of the sand and gravel will occur on-site to minimize sediment runoff 
and airborne particulates.  
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 The floor elevation of the mine will be above the seasonal high water table groundwater will 
continue to infiltrate naturally into the mine floor to avoid impacting groundwater. 

 Stormwater runoff will be maintained internally as per current conditions to avoid 
hydrologically impacting the critical areas. 

 The critical areas are immediately north of Marine View Drive, an existing industrial route 
with high truck volumes that serves the Port of Tacoma and other industrial land uses. 
Increased truck traffic at the site is not anticipated to impact sediment runoff or increase 
particulates entering the critical areas because existing access road to the mine is hard-
surfaced and will be appropriately sloped and curbed. 

 When mining is completed, the slopes will be graded to a stable condition and hydro-seeded. 
 

Limitations 
Coldwater Resources, LLC bases the conclusions contained within this report on standard scientific methodology and 
best professional judgment, which are consistent with generally accepted professional consulting principles and 
practices. In our opinion, local, state, and federal regulatory agencies should agree with the findings presented in this 
report. However, it should be considered a Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination until it has been reviewed and 
approved in writing by the appropriate regulatory agencies. This report is prepared solely for the use of our client and 
may not be used or relied upon by a third party for any purpose. Any such use or reliance will be at such party’s risk. 
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NATIONAL WETLANDS INVENTORY MAP
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FOREST PRACTICES MAP
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 Photoplate 1.  Site Photos (June 2016) 
Scarsella Bros. Inc.│ Tacoma Sand & Gravel 

 

Photo 1.  View south showing wetland A and Type Np stream. The stream channel 
has a mucky substrate and is poorly defined through Wetland A.  

 

Photo 2.  Close-up of stream channel in Wetland A. The channel has a mucky 
substrate and emergent plants in its lower reach. 
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 Photoplate 2.  Site Photos (June 2016) 
Scarsella Bros. Inc.│ Tacoma Sand & Gravel 

 

Photo 3.  View south from northern boundary of Wetland A, showing upper extent of 
wetland and garbage deposited in wetland. 

 

Photo 4.  View south along western boundary of Wetland A. Salmonberry is visible. 
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 Photoplate 3.  Site Photos (June 2016) 
Scarsella Bros. Inc.│ Tacoma Sand & Gravel 

 

Photo 5.  View east showing eastern boundary of Wetland A. The wetland boundary 
is located at the topographical break where the tall scouring-rush grades into upland 
forest dominated by bigleaf maple and sword fern.  

 

Photo 6.  Test plot A1 in Wetland A. Mucky substrate and emergent plants are 
visible. 
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 Photoplate 4.  Site Photos (June 2016) 
Scarsella Bros. Inc.│ Tacoma Sand & Gravel 

 

Photo 7.  Test plot A3 in Wetland A. 

 

Photo 8.  View north showing stream channel near eastern property boundary. The 
channel is more clearly defined and has a gravel substrate above the berm shown on 
Figure 2. 
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US Army Corps of Engineers                                                                       Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast – FINAL Version 2 

  WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast Region 
 

Project/Site: Tacoma Sand & Gravel City/County: City of Tacoma/Pierce Sampling Date:6/30/16 
Applicant/Owner: Scarsella Bros., Inc./Terra5 Company, LLC State: WA Sampling Point: TP-A1 
Investigator(s): M.McGrath Section, Township, Range: S26, T21N, R03W 
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):  hillslope Local relief: drainage/ravine Slope (%): 5% 
Subregion (LRR): LRR A, MLRA 2 Lat: 47.276822 Long: -122.381190 Datum: WGS84 
Soil Map Unit Name: No soil types mapped per the NRCS. NWI classification:None 
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes     No    (If no, explain Remarks.) 
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology    significantly disturbed?                     Area “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes    No  
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology    naturally problematic?             (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 
    Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?    Yes     No              Is the Sampled Area  

  within a Wetland?                        Yes     No      Hydric Soils Present?     Yes     No  
    Wetland Hydrology Present?    Yes     No  
  Remarks: Hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology indicators met and area is a wetland. 
 
 
 
 

VEGETATION (Use scientific names) 
 Absolute Dominant Indicator   Dominance Test Worksheet 

 
  Number of Dominant Species  
  That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 
 
  Total Number of Dominant 
  Species Across All Strata: 
 
  Percent of Dominant Species 
  That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC 

2   (A) 
 Tree Stratum  (Plot size:15 ft radius) % Cover Species? Status 
  1.            %     
  2.            %     

2   (B) 
  3.            %     
  4.            %     

Total Cover:      %   
100   (A/B)     

 Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15 ft. radius)      
  1. Rubus spectabilis 20% yes FAC   Prevalence Index worksheet 
  2.            %     Total % Cover of: Multiply by:  
  3.            %       OBL species  x 1=   
  4.            %       FACW species  x 2=   
  5.            %       FAC species  x 3=   

Total Cover: 20%     FACU species       x 4=       
 Herb Stratum  (Plot size: 5 ft radius)      UPL species       x 5=       
  1. Athyrium filix-femina 40% yes FAC   Column Totals:       (A)      (B) 
  2. Lysichiton americanum 10% no OBL Prevalence Index = B/A=      
  3. Equisetum arvense 10% no FAC   Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
  4.            %     

 
 1 – Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 
 2 – Dominance Test is >50% 

  5.            %       3 - Prevalence Index is 3.01 
  6.            %     

  
4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide  
supporting data In Remarks or on a separate sheet)

  7.            %                              
  8.            %       Wetland Non-Vascular Plants1 

Total Cover: 60%     Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
  Woody Vine Stratum   (Plot size: 15 ft radius)       
  1.            %        1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology  
  2.            %       Must be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

Total Cover:      %      
    Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? 
  % Bare Ground in Herb Stratum      %                                                           Yes   No  
  Remarks:Hydrophytic vegetation met due to passing dominance test. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

US Army Corps of Engineers                                                                       Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast – FINAL Version 2 

SOIL Sampling Point: TP-A1 

  Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 

 

Depth Matrix Redox Features   
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type1 Loc2 Texture Remarks  

0-16 10YR 2/1 100%            %     Mucky peat See Remarks Below  
                %            %              

      %  %         
      %  %         
      %  %         
      %  %         
      %  %         
      %  %         

1Type:    C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.  2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix  
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  

 Histosal (A1)  Sandy Redox (S5)  2 cm Muck (A10)  
 Histic Epipedon (A2)  Stripped Matrix (S6)  Red Parent Material (TF2) 

 Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 
 

 Black Histic (A3)  Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)  Other (Explain in Remarks)  
 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)   
 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  Depleted Matrix (F3)   
 Thick Dark Surface (A12)  Redox Dark Surface (F6)   
 Sandy Mucky Minerals (S1)  Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and  
 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8)       Wetland hydrology must be present  

Restrictive Layer (if present):  
 
Type:       
 
Depth (inches):  

                                                     
Hydric Soil Present? 

Yes   No

 

Remarks: Partially decomposed leaves in soil profile. Hydric soil met due to primary indicator of: Histosol 16 inches or greater in the upper soil profile. 
 
 
 
 

 

HYDROLOGY  

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:  Secondary Indicators 
(2 or more required)   

Primary Indicators (min. of one required; check all that apply)  

 Surface Water (A1)  Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, & 4B)
 Water Stained Leaves (B9)  

     (MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 
 

 High Water Table (A2)  Salt Crust (B11)  Drainage Patterns (B10)  
 Saturation (A3)  Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)  Dry-Season Water Table (C2)  
 Water Marks (B1)  Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)  
 Sediment Deposits (B2)  Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)  Geomorphic Position (D2)  
 Drift Deposits (B3)  Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)  Shallow Aquitard (D3)  
 Algal Mat or crust (B4)  Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)  FAC-Neutral Test (D5)  
 Iron Deposits (B5)  Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A)  Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)  
 Surface Soil Cracks (B6) Other (Explain in Remarks)  Frost-Heave Hummocks (D4)  
 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)  

 
  

Field Observations:        
Surface Water Present? Yes  No  Depth (Inches): Type Np stream  
Water Table Present? Yes  No  Depth (Inches): 0   Wetland Hydrology Present?    
Saturation Present? Yes  No  Depth (Inches): 0                                                                    Yes   No  
(Includes Capillary fringe)      
Describe Recorded Data (Stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:  
 
 

 

Remarks:Wetland hydrology met due to three primary indicators: high water table, saturation to the surface, and stream flowing through wetland.  
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US Army Corps of Engineers                                                                       Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast – FINAL Version 2 

  WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast Region 
 

Project/Site: Tacoma Sand & Gravel City/County: City of Tacoma/Pierce Sampling Date:6/30/16 
Applicant/Owner: Scarsella Bros., Inc./Terra5 Company, LLC State: WA Sampling Point: TP-A2 
Investigator(s): M.McGrath Section, Township, Range: S26, T21N, R03W 
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):  hillslope Local relief: drainage/ravine Slope (%): 5% 
Subregion (LRR): LRR A, MLRA 2 Lat: 47.276822 Long: -122.381190 Datum: WGS84 
Soil Map Unit Name: No soil types mapped per the NRCS. NWI classification:None 
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes     No    (If no, explain Remarks.) 
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology    significantly disturbed?                     Area “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes    No  
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology    naturally problematic?             (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 
    Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?    Yes     No              Is the Sampled Area  

  within a Wetland?                        Yes     No      Hydric Soils Present?     Yes     No  
    Wetland Hydrology Present?    Yes     No  
  Remarks: Wetland parameters not met; area is upland. 
 
 
 
 

VEGETATION (Use scientific names) 
 Absolute Dominant Indicator   Dominance Test Worksheet 

 
  Number of Dominant Species  
  That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 
 
  Total Number of Dominant 
  Species Across All Strata: 
 
  Percent of Dominant Species 
  That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC 

2   (A) 
 Tree Stratum  (Plot size:15 ft radius) % Cover Species? Status 
  1. Acer macrophyllum 60% yes FACU 
  2. Alnus rubra 10% no FAC 

4   (B) 
  3.            %     
  4.            %     

Total Cover: 70%   
50   (A/B)     

 Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15 ft. radius)      
  1. Rubus ursinus 25% yes FACU   Prevalence Index worksheet 
  2.            %     Total % Cover of: Multiply by:  
  3.            %       OBL species  x 1=   
  4.            %       FACW species  x 2=   
  5.            %       FAC species  x 3=   

Total Cover: 25%     FACU species       x 4=       
 Herb Stratum  (Plot size: 5 ft radius)      UPL species       x 5=       
  1. Equisetum arvense 5% yes FAC   Column Totals:       (A)      (B) 
  2.            %     Prevalence Index = B/A=      
  3.            %       Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
  4.            %     

 
 1 – Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 
 2 – Dominance Test is >50% 

  5.            %       3 - Prevalence Index is 3.01 
  6.            %     

  
4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide  
supporting data In Remarks or on a separate sheet)

  7.            %                              
  8.            %       Wetland Non-Vascular Plants1 

Total Cover: 5%     Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
  Woody Vine Stratum   (Plot size: 15 ft radius)       
  1. Rubus armeniacus 40% yes FAC    1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology  
  2.            %       Must be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

Total Cover: 40%      
    Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? 
  % Bare Ground in Herb Stratum      %                                                           Yes   No  
  Remarks:No hydrophytic vegetation indicators are met due to dominance by FACU species. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

US Army Corps of Engineers                                                                       Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast – FINAL Version 2 

SOIL Sampling Point: TP-A2 

  Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 

 

Depth Matrix Redox Features   
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type1 Loc2 Texture Remarks  

0-6 10YR 3/4 100%            %     sandy loam    
                %            %              

      %  %         
      %  %         
      %  %         
      %  %         
      %  %         
      %  %         

1Type:    C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.  2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix  
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  

 Histosal (A1)  Sandy Redox (S5)  2 cm Muck (A10)  
 Histic Epipedon (A2)  Stripped Matrix (S6)  Red Parent Material (TF2) 

 Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 
 

 Black Histic (A3)  Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)  Other (Explain in Remarks)  
 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)   
 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  Depleted Matrix (F3)   
 Thick Dark Surface (A12)  Redox Dark Surface (F6)   
 Sandy Mucky Minerals (S1)  Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and  
 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8)       Wetland hydrology must be present  

Restrictive Layer (if present):  
 
Type:       
 
Depth (inches):  

                                                     
Hydric Soil Present? 

Yes   No

 

Remarks: Shovel refusal at 6 inches due to gravel in soil profile. No hydric soil indicators are met. 
 
 
 
 

 

HYDROLOGY  

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:  Secondary Indicators 
(2 or more required)   

Primary Indicators (min. of one required; check all that apply)  

 Surface Water (A1)  Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, & 4B)
 Water Stained Leaves (B9)  

     (MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 
 

 High Water Table (A2)  Salt Crust (B11)  Drainage Patterns (B10)  
 Saturation (A3)  Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)  Dry-Season Water Table (C2)  
 Water Marks (B1)  Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)  
 Sediment Deposits (B2)  Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)  Geomorphic Position (D2)  
 Drift Deposits (B3)  Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)  Shallow Aquitard (D3)  
 Algal Mat or crust (B4)  Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)  FAC-Neutral Test (D5)  
 Iron Deposits (B5)  Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A)  Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)  
 Surface Soil Cracks (B6) Other (Explain in Remarks)  Frost-Heave Hummocks (D4)  
 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)  

 
  

Field Observations:        
Surface Water Present? Yes  No  Depth (Inches):   
Water Table Present? Yes  No  Depth (Inches):    Wetland Hydrology Present?    
Saturation Present? Yes  No  Depth (Inches):                                                                     Yes   No  
(Includes Capillary fringe)      
Describe Recorded Data (Stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:  
 
 

 

Remarks:Soil profile was very dry. No wetland hydrology indicators are met.   
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US Army Corps of Engineers                                                                       Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast – FINAL Version 2 

  WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast Region 
 

Project/Site: Tacoma Sand & Gravel City/County: City of Tacoma/Pierce Sampling Date:6/30/16 
Applicant/Owner: Scarsella Bros., Inc./Terra5 Company, LLC State: WA Sampling Point: TP-A3 
Investigator(s): M.McGrath Section, Township, Range: S26, T21N, R03W 
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):  hillslope Local relief: drainage/ravine Slope (%): 5% 
Subregion (LRR): LRR A, MLRA 2 Lat: 47.276822 Long: -122.381190 Datum: WGS84 
Soil Map Unit Name: No soil types mapped per the NRCS. NWI classification:None 
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes     No    (If no, explain Remarks.) 
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology    significantly disturbed?                     Area “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes    No  
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology    naturally problematic?             (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 
    Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?    Yes     No              Is the Sampled Area  

  within a Wetland?                        Yes     No      Hydric Soils Present?     Yes     No  
    Wetland Hydrology Present?    Yes     No  
  Remarks: Hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology indicators met and area is a wetland. 
 
 
 
 

VEGETATION (Use scientific names) 
 Absolute Dominant Indicator   Dominance Test Worksheet 

 
  Number of Dominant Species  
  That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 
 
  Total Number of Dominant 
  Species Across All Strata: 
 
  Percent of Dominant Species 
  That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC 

4   (A) 
 Tree Stratum  (Plot size:15 ft radius) % Cover Species? Status 
  1. Alnus rubra 25% yes FAC 
  2.            %     

4   (B) 
  3.            %     
  4.            %     

Total Cover: 25%   
100   (A/B)     

 Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15 ft. radius)      
  1. Rubus spectabilis 15% yes FAC   Prevalence Index worksheet 
  2.            %     Total % Cover of: Multiply by:  
  3.            %       OBL species  x 1=   
  4.            %       FACW species  x 2=   
  5.            %       FAC species  x 3=   

Total Cover: 15%     FACU species       x 4=       
 Herb Stratum  (Plot size: 5 ft radius)      UPL species       x 5=       
  1. Athyrium filix-femina 40% yes FAC   Column Totals:       (A)      (B) 
  2. Equisetum arvense 15% yes FAC Prevalence Index = B/A=      
  3. Equisetum hyemale 5% no FACW   Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
  4.            %     

 
 1 – Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 
 2 – Dominance Test is >50% 

  5.            %       3 - Prevalence Index is 3.01 
  6.            %     

  
4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide  
supporting data In Remarks or on a separate sheet)

  7.            %                              
  8.            %       Wetland Non-Vascular Plants1 

Total Cover: 60%     Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
  Woody Vine Stratum   (Plot size: 15 ft radius)       
  1.            %        1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology  
  2.            %       Must be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

Total Cover:      %      
    Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? 
  % Bare Ground in Herb Stratum      %                                                           Yes   No  
  Remarks:Hydrophytic vegetation met due to passing dominance test. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

US Army Corps of Engineers                                                                       Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast – FINAL Version 2 

SOIL Sampling Point: TP-A3 

  Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 

 

Depth Matrix Redox Features   
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type1 Loc2 Texture Remarks  

0-16 10YR 2/1 100%            %     Mucky peat See Remarks Below  
                %            %              

      %  %         
      %  %         
      %  %         
      %  %         
      %  %         
      %  %         

1Type:    C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.  2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix  
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  

 Histosal (A1)  Sandy Redox (S5)  2 cm Muck (A10)  
 Histic Epipedon (A2)  Stripped Matrix (S6)  Red Parent Material (TF2) 

 Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 
 

 Black Histic (A3)  Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)  Other (Explain in Remarks)  
 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)   
 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  Depleted Matrix (F3)   
 Thick Dark Surface (A12)  Redox Dark Surface (F6)   
 Sandy Mucky Minerals (S1)  Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and  
 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8)       Wetland hydrology must be present  

Restrictive Layer (if present):  
 
Type:       
 
Depth (inches):  

                                                     
Hydric Soil Present? 

Yes   No

 

Remarks: Partially decomposed leaves in soil profile. Hydric soil met due to primary indicator of: Histosol 16 inches or greater in the upper soil profile. 
 
 
 
 

 

HYDROLOGY  

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:  Secondary Indicators 
(2 or more required)   

Primary Indicators (min. of one required; check all that apply)  

 Surface Water (A1)  Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, & 4B)
 Water Stained Leaves (B9)  

     (MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 
 

 High Water Table (A2)  Salt Crust (B11)  Drainage Patterns (B10)  
 Saturation (A3)  Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)  Dry-Season Water Table (C2)  
 Water Marks (B1)  Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)  
 Sediment Deposits (B2)  Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)  Geomorphic Position (D2)  
 Drift Deposits (B3)  Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)  Shallow Aquitard (D3)  
 Algal Mat or crust (B4)  Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)  FAC-Neutral Test (D5)  
 Iron Deposits (B5)  Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A)  Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)  
 Surface Soil Cracks (B6) Other (Explain in Remarks)  Frost-Heave Hummocks (D4)  
 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)  

 
  

Field Observations:        
Surface Water Present? Yes  No  Depth (Inches):        
Water Table Present? Yes  No  Depth (Inches): 0   Wetland Hydrology Present?    
Saturation Present? Yes  No  Depth (Inches): 0                                                                    Yes   No  
(Includes Capillary fringe)      
Describe Recorded Data (Stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:  
 
 

 

Remarks:Wetland hydrology met due to two primary indicators: high water table and saturation to the surface.  
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US Army Corps of Engineers                                                                       Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast – FINAL Version 2 

  WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast Region 
 

Project/Site: Tacoma Sand & Gravel City/County: City of Tacoma/Pierce Sampling Date:6/30/16 
Applicant/Owner: Scarsella Bros., Inc./Terra5 Company, LLC State: WA Sampling Point: TP-A4 
Investigator(s): M.McGrath Section, Township, Range: S26, T21N, R03W 
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.):  hillslope Local relief: drainage/ravine Slope (%): 5% 
Subregion (LRR): LRR A, MLRA 2 Lat: 47.276822 Long: -122.381190 Datum: WGS84 
Soil Map Unit Name: No soil types mapped per the NRCS. NWI classification:None 
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year?  Yes     No    (If no, explain Remarks.) 
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology    significantly disturbed?                     Area “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes    No  
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology    naturally problematic?             (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 
    Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?    Yes     No              Is the Sampled Area  

  within a Wetland?                        Yes     No      Hydric Soils Present?     Yes     No  
    Wetland Hydrology Present?    Yes     No  
  Remarks: Wetland parameters not met; area is upland. 
 
 
 
 

VEGETATION (Use scientific names) 
 Absolute Dominant Indicator   Dominance Test Worksheet 

 
  Number of Dominant Species  
  That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 
 
  Total Number of Dominant 
  Species Across All Strata: 
 
  Percent of Dominant Species 
  That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC 

0   (A) 
 Tree Stratum  (Plot size:15 ft radius) % Cover Species? Status 
  1. Acer macrophyllum 55% yes FACU 
  2.            %     

5   (B) 
  3.            %     
  4.            %     

Total Cover: 55%   
0   (A/B)     

 Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 15 ft. radius)      
  1. Rubus parviflorus 30% yes FACU   Prevalence Index worksheet 
  2. Rubus ursinus 10% yes FACU Total % Cover of: Multiply by:  
  3.            %       OBL species  x 1=   
  4.            %       FACW species  x 2=   
  5.            %       FAC species  x 3=   

Total Cover: 40%     FACU species       x 4=       
 Herb Stratum  (Plot size: 5 ft radius)      UPL species       x 5=       
  1. Polystichum munitum 20% yes FACU   Column Totals:       (A)      (B) 
  2.            %     Prevalence Index = B/A=      
  3.            %       Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
  4.            %     

 
 1 – Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 
 2 – Dominance Test is >50% 

  5.            %       3 - Prevalence Index is 3.01 
  6.            %     

  
4 - Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide  
supporting data In Remarks or on a separate sheet)

  7.            %                              
  8.            %       Wetland Non-Vascular Plants1 

Total Cover: 20%     Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
  Woody Vine Stratum   (Plot size: 15 ft radius)       
  1. Rubus armeniacus 5% yes FAC    1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology  
  2.            %       Must be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 

Total Cover: 5%      
    Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? 
  % Bare Ground in Herb Stratum      %                                                           Yes   No  
  Remarks:No hydrophytic vegetation indicators are met due to dominance by FACU species. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

US Army Corps of Engineers                                                                       Western Mountains, Valleys and Coast – FINAL Version 2 

SOIL Sampling Point: TP-A4 

  Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 

 

Depth Matrix Redox Features   
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type1 Loc2 Texture Remarks  

0-4 10YR 2/2 100%            %     sandy loam See Remarks Below  
4-16 10YR 3/3 and 4/4 100%            %     sandy loam    

      %  %         
      %  %         
      %  %         
      %  %         
      %  %         
      %  %         

1Type:    C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.  2Location:  PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix  
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils  

 Histosal (A1)  Sandy Redox (S5)  2 cm Muck (A10)  
 Histic Epipedon (A2)  Stripped Matrix (S6)  Red Parent Material (TF2) 

 Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 
 

 Black Histic (A3)  Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (except MLRA 1)  Other (Explain in Remarks)  
 Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)  Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)   
 Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)  Depleted Matrix (F3)   
 Thick Dark Surface (A12)  Redox Dark Surface (F6)   
 Sandy Mucky Minerals (S1)  Depleted Dark Surface (F7) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and  
 Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)  Redox Depressions (F8)       Wetland hydrology must be present  

Restrictive Layer (if present):  
 
Type:       
 
Depth (inches):  

                                                     
Hydric Soil Present? 

Yes   No

 

Remarks: Gravel present in soil profile. No hydric soil indicators are met. 
 
 
 
 

 

HYDROLOGY  

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:  Secondary Indicators 
(2 or more required)   

Primary Indicators (min. of one required; check all that apply)  

 Surface Water (A1)  Water-Stained Leaves (B9) (except MLRA 1, 2, 4A, & 4B)
 Water Stained Leaves (B9)  

     (MLRA 1, 2, 4A, and 4B) 
 

 High Water Table (A2)  Salt Crust (B11)  Drainage Patterns (B10)  
 Saturation (A3)  Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)  Dry-Season Water Table (C2)  
 Water Marks (B1)  Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)  Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)  
 Sediment Deposits (B2)  Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)  Geomorphic Position (D2)  
 Drift Deposits (B3)  Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)  Shallow Aquitard (D3)  
 Algal Mat or crust (B4)  Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)  FAC-Neutral Test (D5)  
 Iron Deposits (B5)  Stunted or Stressed Plants (D1) (LRR A)  Raised Ant Mounds (D6) (LRR A)  
 Surface Soil Cracks (B6) Other (Explain in Remarks)  Frost-Heave Hummocks (D4)  
 Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)  

 
  

Field Observations:        
Surface Water Present? Yes  No  Depth (Inches):   
Water Table Present? Yes  No  Depth (Inches):    Wetland Hydrology Present?    
Saturation Present? Yes  No  Depth (Inches):                                                                     Yes   No  
(Includes Capillary fringe)      
Describe Recorded Data (Stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:  
 
 

 

Remarks:Soil profile was very dry. No wetland hydrology indicators are met.   
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Plant Indicators 

The indicator status, which follows the common and scientific names on the data forms, 
indicates how likely a species is to be found in wetlands. Listed from most likely to least likely to 
be found in wetlands, the indicator status categories are:  

 OBL (obligate wetland) - occur almost always (estimated probability >99%) under natural 
conditions in wetlands. 

 FACW (facultative wetland) - usually occur in wetlands (estimated probability 67%-99%), but 
occasionally found in non-wetlands. 

 FAC (facultative) - equally likely to occur in wetlands or non-wetlands (estimated probability 
34%-66%). 

 FACU (facultative upland) - usually occur in non-wetlands (estimated probability 67%-99%), 
but occasionally found in wetlands (estimated probability 1%-33%). 

 UPL (obligate upland) - occur almost always (estimated probability >99%) under natural 
conditions in non-wetlands. 

 NI (no indicator) - insufficient data to assign to an indicator category. 
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Appendix B  Western WA Wetland Rating Figures & Form 
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Wetland name or number    

Wetland Rating System for Western WA: 2014 Update 
Rating Form – Effective January 1, 2015 

1 

RATING SUMMARY – Western Washington 
Name of wetland (or ID #):                                                                    Date of site visit:       
Rated by                                                    Trained by Ecology? Yes          No          Date of training  
HGM Class used for rating       Wetland has multiple HGM classes?      _Y         N

NOTE:  Form is not complete without the figures requested (figures can be combined). 
Source of base aerial photo/map    

OVERALL WETLAND CATEGORY            (based on functions       or special characteristics    _) 

1. Category of wetland based on FUNCTIONS 
               Category I – Total score = 23 – 27 
               Category II – Total score = 20 – 22 
               Category III – Total score = 16 – 19 
               Category IV – Total score = 9 – 15 

FUNCTION Improving 
Water Quality 

Hydrologic Habitat 

Circle the appropriate ratings 
Site Potential H       M     L H       M     L H       M     L 
Landscape Potential H       M     L H       M     L H       M     L 
Value H       M     L H       M     L H       M     L TOTAL 

Score Based on 
Ratings     

2.  Category based on SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS of wetland 

Score for each 
function based 
on three 
ratings 
(order of ratings 
is not 
important) 

9 = H,H,H 
8 = H,H,M 
7 = H,H,L 
7 = H,M,M 
6 = H,M,L 
6 = M,M,M 
5 = H,L,L 
5 = M,M,L 
4 = M,L,L 
3 = L,L,L

CHARACTERISTIC CATEGORY 

Estuarine I            II 

Wetland of High Conservation Value I 

Bog I 

Mature Forest I 

Old Growth Forest I 

Coastal Lagoon I              II 

Interdunal I  II    III   IV 

None of the above N/A 

X

A

06-30-16Wetland A

M.McGrath X 11-2014

Riverine

Google Earth

III X

X

7 7 5 19
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Maps and figures required to answer questions correctly for 
Western Washington 
Depressional Wetlands 
Map of: To answer questions: Figure # 
Cowardin plant classes D 1.3, H 1.1, H 1.4 
Hydroperiods D 1.4, H 1.2 
Location of outlet (can be added to map of hydroperiods) D 1.1, D 4.1 
Boundary of area within 150 ft of the wetland (can be added to another figure) D 2.2, D 5.2 
Map of the contributing basin D 4.3, D 5.3 
1 km Polygon: Area that extends 1 km from entire wetland edge - including 
polygons for accessible habitat and undisturbed habitat 

H 2.1, H 2.2, H 2.3 

Screen capture of map of 303(d) listed waters in basin (from Ecology website) D 3.1, D 3.2 
Screen capture of list of TMDLs for WRIA in which unit is found (from web) D 3.3 

Riverine Wetlands 

Map of: To answer questions: Figure # 
Cowardin plant classes H 1.1, H 1.4  
Hydroperiods H 1.2  
Ponded depressions R 1.1  
Boundary of area within 150 ft of the wetland (can be added to another figure) R 2.4  
Plant cover of trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants R 1.2, R 4.2  
Width of unit vs. width of stream (can be added to another figure) R 4.1  
Map of the contributing basin R 2.2, R 2.3, R 5.2  
1 km Polygon: Area that extends 1 km from entire wetland edge - including 
polygons for accessible habitat and undisturbed habitat 

H 2.1, H 2.2, H 2.3  

Screen capture of map of 303(d) listed waters in basin (from Ecology website) R 3.1  
Screen capture of list of TMDLs for WRIA in which unit is found (from web) R 3.2, R 3.3  

Lake Fringe Wetlands 

Map of: To answer questions: Figure # 
Cowardin plant classes L 1.1, L 4.1, H 1.1, H 1.4 
Plant cover of trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants L 1.2 
Boundary of area within 150 ft of the wetland (can be added to another figure) L 2.2 
1 km Polygon: Area that extends 1 km from entire wetland edge - including 
polygons for accessible habitat and undisturbed habitat 

H 2.1, H 2.2, H 2.3 

Screen capture of map of 303(d) listed waters in basin (from Ecology website) L 3.1, L 3.2 
Screen capture of list of TMDLs for WRIA in which unit is found (from web) L 3.3 

Slope Wetlands 

Map of: To answer questions: Figure # 
Cowardin plant classes H 1.1, H 1.4 
Hydroperiods H 1.2 
Plant cover of dense trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants S 1.3 
Plant cover of dense, rigid trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants 
(can be added to figure above) 

S 4.1 

Boundary of 150 ft buffer (can be added to another figure) S 2.1, S 5.1 
1 km Polygon: Area that extends 1 km from entire wetland edge - including 
polygons for accessible habitat and undisturbed habitat 

H 2.1, H 2.2, H 2.3 

Screen capture of map of 303(d) listed waters in basin (from Ecology website) S 3.1, S 3.2 
Screen capture of list of TMDLs for WRIA in which unit is found (from web) S 3.3 

A

6

6

6

6

6

6

7

8

9

9
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HGM Classification of Wetlands in Western Washington 

For questions 1-7, the criteria described must apply to the entire unit being rated. 

If the hydrologic criteria listed in each question do not apply to the entire unit being rated, you 

probably have a unit with multiple HGM classes.  In this case, identify which hydrologic criteria in 

questions 1-7 apply, and go to Question 8. 

1.   Are the water levels in the entire unit usually controlled by tides except during floods? 

NO – go to 2                                                      YES – the wetland class is Tidal Fringe – go to 1.1 

1.1 Is the salinity of the water during periods of annual low flow below 0.5 ppt (parts per thousand)? 

NO – Saltwater Tidal Fringe (Estuarine)                           YES – Freshwater Tidal Fringe 

If your wetland can be classified as a Freshwater Tidal Fringe use the forms for Riverine wetlands. If it 
is Saltwater Tidal Fringe it is an Estuarine wetland and is not scored. This method cannot be used to 
score functions for estuarine wetlands. 

2.   The entire wetland unit is flat and precipitation is the only source (>90%) of water to it.  Groundwater 

and surface water runoff are NOT sources of water to the unit. 

NO – go to 3                                                                                          YES – The wetland class is Flats 

If your wetland can be classified as a Flats wetland, use the form for Depressional wetlands. 
3.   Does the entire wetland unit meet all of the following criteria? 

  The vegetated part of the wetland is on the shores of a body of permanent open water (without any 

plants on the surface at any time of the year) at least 20 ac   (8 ha) in size; 
     At least 30% of the open water area is deeper than 6.6 ft (2 m). 

NO – go to 4                                     YES – The wetland class is Lake Fringe (Lacustrine Fringe) 

4.   Does the entire wetland unit meet all of the following criteria? 

       The wetland is on a slope (slope can be very gradual), 

  The water flows through the wetland in one direction (unidirectional) and usually comes from 

seeps. It may flow subsurface, as sheetflow, or in a swale without distinct banks, 
       The water leaves the wetland without being impounded. 

NO – go to 5                                                                                        YES – The wetland class is Slope 

NOTE: Surface water does not pond in these type of wetlands except occasionally in very small and 

shallow depressions or behind hummocks (depressions are usually <3 ft diameter and less than 1 ft 

deep). 

5.   Does the entire wetland unit meet all of the following criteria? 

  The unit is in a valley, or stream channel, where it gets inundated by overbank flooding from that 

stream or river, 
       The overbank flooding occurs at least once every 2 years.

X
X

X

X

X

A
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NO – go to 6                                                                                  YES – The wetland class is Riverine 
NOTE: The Riverine unit can contain depressions that are filled with water when the river is not 

flooding 

6.   Is the entire wetland unit in a topographic depression in which water ponds, or is saturated to the 

surface, at some time during the year?   This means that any outlet, if present, is higher than the interior 
of the wetland. 

NO – go to 7                                                                        YES – The wetland class is Depressional 
7.   Is the entire wetland unit located in a very flat area with no obvious depression and no overbank 

flooding?  The unit does not pond surface water more than a few inches.  The unit seems to be 

maintained by high groundwater in the area.  The wetland may be ditched, but has no obvious natural 

outlet. 

NO – go to 8                                                                        YES – The wetland class is Depressional 

8.   Your wetland unit seems to be difficult to classify and probably contains several different HGM classes.  

For example, seeps at the base of a slope may grade into a riverine floodplain, or a small stream within 

a Depressional wetland has a zone of flooding along its sides.  GO BACK AND IDENTIFY WHICH OF 

THE HYDROLOGIC REGIMES DESCRIBED IN QUESTIONS 1-7 APPLY TO DIFFERENT AREAS IN THE 

UNIT (make a rough sketch to help you decide).  Use the following table to identify the appropriate 

class to use for the rating system if you have several HGM classes present within the wetland unit 

being scored. 

NOTE: Use this table only if the class that is recommended in the second column represents 10% or 

more of the total area of the wetland unit being rated.  If the area of the HGM class listed in column 2 is 

less than 10% of the unit; classify the wetland using the class that represents more than 90% of the 

total area. 

HGM classes within the wetland unit 
being rated 

HGM class to 
use in rating 

Slope + Riverine Riverine 
Slope + Depressional Depressional 
Slope + Lake Fringe Lake Fringe 

Depressional + Riverine along stream 
within boundary of depression 

Depressional 

Depressional + Lake Fringe Depressional 
Riverine + Lake Fringe Riverine 

Salt Water Tidal Fringe and any other 
class of freshwater wetland 

Treat as 
ESTUARINE 

If you are still unable to determine which of the above criteria apply to your wetland, or if you have 
more than 2 HGM classes within a wetland boundary, classify the wetland as Depressional for the 
rating.

A
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RIVERINE AND FRESHWATER TIDAL FRINGE WETLANDS 
Water Quality Functions  - Indicators that the site functions to improve water quality 

R 1.0. Does the site have the potential to improve water quality? 
R 1.1. Area of surface depressions within the Riverine wetland that can trap sediments during a flooding event: 

Depressions cover >3/  area of wetland                                                                                                             points = 8 
4 

Depressions cover > ½ area of wetland                                                                                                            points = 4 
Depressions present but cover < ½ area of wetland                                                                                       points = 2 
No depressions present points 0

 

R 1.2. Structure of plants in the wetland (areas with >90% cover at person height, not Cowardin classes) 
Trees or shrubs > 2/  area of the wetland                                                                                                         points = 8 3 
Trees or shrubs > 1/  area of the wetland                                                                                                         points = 6 3 
Herbaceous plants (> 6 in high) > 2/  area of the wetland                                                                             points = 6 3 
Herbaceous plants (> 6 in high) > 1/  area of the wetland                                                                             points = 3 3 
Trees, shrubs, and ungrazed herbaceous < 1/  area of the wetland                                                             points = 0 3 

 

  Total for R 1                                                     Add the points in the boxes above    
Rating of Site Potential If score is:       12-16 = H         6-11 = M         0-5 = L                                       Record the rating on the first page 

R 2.0. Does the landscape have the potential to support the water quality function of the site? 

R 2.1. Is the wetland within an incorporated city or within its UGA?                                                            Yes = 2  No = 0  
R 2.2. Does the contributing basin to the wetland include a UGA or incorporated area?                         Yes = 1  No = 0  
R 2.3. Does at least 10% of the contributing basin contain tilled fields, pastures, or forests that have been clearcut 

within the last 5 years?                                                                                                                               Yes = 1   No = 0  

R 2.4. Is > 10% of the area within 150 ft of the wetland in land uses that generate pollutants?             Yes = 1   No = 0  
R 2.5. Are there other sources of pollutants coming into the wetland that are not listed in questions R 2.1 -R 2.4 

Other sources                                                                                                                                              Yes = 1   No = 0  

Total for R 2                                                                                                                            Add the points in the boxes above  
Rating of Landscape Potential If score is:       3-6 = H         1 or 2 = M         0 = L                                 Record the rating on the first page 

R 3.0. Is the water quality improvement provided by the site valuable to society? 
R 3.1. Is the wetland along a stream or river that is on the 303(d) list or on a tributary that drains to one within 1 mi? 

Yes = 1   No = 0 
R 3.2. Is the wetland along a stream or river that has TMDL limits for nutrients, toxics, or pathogens? 

Yes = 1  No = 0 

 

R 3.3. Has the site been identified in a watershed or local plan as important for maintaining water quality? (answer 
YES if there is a TMDL for the drainage in which the unit is found)                                                    Yes = 2   No = 0  

   Total for R 3                                                                                                                             Add the points in the boxes above   
Rating of Value If score is:       2-4 = H         1 = M        0 = L                                                                    Record the rating on the first page

X

X

X

TMDL is for dioxins in Commencement Bay.

A

2

6

8

2
1

0

1

0

4

0

1

1

0
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RIVERINE AND FRESHWATER TIDAL FRINGE WETLANDS 
Hydrologic Functions  -  Indicators that site functions to reduce flooding and stream erosion 

R 4.0. Does the site have the potential to reduce flooding and erosion? 
R 4.1. Characteristics of the overbank storage the wetland provides: 

Estimate the average width of the wetland perpendicular to the direction of the flow and the width of the 
stream or river channel (distance between banks). Calculate the ratio:  (average width of wetland)/(average 
width of stream between banks). 
If the ratio is more than 20                                                                                                                                  points = 9 
If the ratio is 10-20                                                                                                                                                points = 6 
If the ratio is 5-<10                                                                                                                                                points = 4 
If the ratio is 1-<5                                                                                                                                                  points = 2 
If the ratio is < 1                                                                                                                                                     points = 1 

 

R 4.2. Characteristics of plants that slow down water velocities during floods:  Treat large woody debris as forest or 
shrub. Choose the points appropriate for the best description (polygons need to have >90% cover at person 
height. These are NOT Cowardin
Forest or shrub for >1/  area OR emergent plants > 2/  area                                                                         points = 7 

 classes). 
3                                                                                 3 

Forest or shrub for > 1/   area OR emergent plants > 1/  area                                                                      points = 4 10                                                                                 3 

Plants do not meet above criteria                                                                                                                      points = 0 

 

  Total for R 4                                                                                                                             Add the points in the boxes above    
Rating of Site Potential If score is:       12-16 = H         6-11 = M         0-5 = L                                       Record the rating on the first page 

R 5.0. Does the landscape have the potential to support the hydrologic functions of the site? 

R 5.1. Is the stream or river adjacent to the wetland downcut?                                                                     Yes = 0   No = 1  

R 5.2. Does the up-gradient watershed include a UGA or incorporated area?                                            Yes = 1  No = 0  

R 5.3. Is the up-gradient stream or river controlled by dams?                                                                        Yes = 0  No = 1  

Total for R 5                                                                                                                            Add the points in the boxes above  
Rating of Landscape Potential If score is:       3 = H         1 or 2 = M         0 = L                                    Record the rating on the first page 

R 6.0. Are the hydrologic functions provided by the site valuable to society? 

R 6.1. Distance to the nearest areas downstream that have flooding problems? 
Choose the description that best fits the site. 
The sub-basin immediately down-gradient of the wetland has flooding problems that result in damage to 
human or natural resources (e.g., houses or salmon redds)                                                                          points = 2 
Surface flooding problems are in a sub-basin farther down-gradient                                                          points = 1 
No flooding problems anywhere downstream                                                                                                points = 0 

 

R 6.2. Has the site been identified as important for flood storage or flood conveyance in a regional flood control plan? 
Yes = 2   No = 0 

 

Total for R 6                                                                                                                            Add the points in the boxes above  
Rating of Value If score is:       2-4 = H         1 = M         0 = L                                                                   Record the rating on the first page

X

X

X

Hylebos Waterway shown as flood hazard area on WDOE Coastal Atlas

A

2

7

9

1

1

1

3

1

0

1
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These questions apply to wetlands of all HGM classes. 
HABITAT FUNCTIONS  -  Indicators that site functions to provide important habitat 
H 1.0. Does the site have the potential to provide habitat? 

H 1.1. Structure of plant community: Indicators are Cowardin classes and strata within the Forested class. Check the 
Cowardin plant classes in the wetland. Up to 10 patches may be combined for each class to meet the threshold 
of ¼ ac or more than 10% of the unit if it is smaller than 2.5 ac. Add the number of structures checked. 
        Aquatic bed                                                                                                             4 structures or more: points = 4 
        Emergent                                                                                                                                 3 structures: points = 2 
        Scrub-shrub (areas where shrubs have > 30% cover)                                                     2 structures: points = 1 
        Forested (areas where trees have > 30% cover)                                                                1 structure: points = 0 

If the unit has a Forested class, check if: 
        The Forested class has 3 out of 5 strata (canopy, sub-canopy, shrubs, herbaceous, moss/ground-cover) 

that each cover 20% within the Forested polygon 

 

H 1.2. Hydroperiods 
Check the types of water regimes (hydroperiods) present within the wetland. The water regime has to cover 
more than 10% of the wetland or ¼ ac to count (see text for descriptions of hydroperiods). 
        Permanently flooded or inundated                                                              4 or more types present: points = 3 
        Seasonally flooded or inundated                                                                                  3 types present: points = 2 
        Occasionally flooded or inundated                                                                              2 types present: points = 1 
        Saturated only                                                                                                                    1 type present: points = 0 
        Permanently flowing stream or river in, or adjacent to, the wetland 
        Seasonally flowing stream in, or adjacent to, the wetland 
        Lake Fringe wetland                                                                                                                                        2 points 
        Freshwater tidal wetland                                                                                                                               2 points 

 

H 1.3. Richness of plant species 
Count the number of plant species in the wetland that cover at least 10 ft2. 
Different patches of the same species can be combined to meet the size threshold and you do not have to name 
the species.   Do not include Eurasian milfoil, reed canarygrass, purple loosestrife, Canadian thistle 
If you counted: > 19 species                                                                                                                                 points = 2 

5 - 19 species                                                                                                                             points = 1 
< 5 species                                                                                                                                  points = 0 

 

H 1.4. Interspersion of habitats 
Decide from the diagrams below whether interspersion among Cowardin plants classes (described in H 1.1), or 
the classes and unvegetated areas (can include open water or mudflats) is high, moderate, low, or none. If you 
have four or more plant classes or three classes and open water, the rating is always high. 

None = 0 points                                      Low = 1 point                                                        Moderate = 2 points 

All three diagrams 
in this row 
are HIGH = 3points 

 

A

X
X

1

X

X

1

1

1
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H 1.5. Special habitat features: 
Check the habitat features that are present in the wetland. The number of checks is the number of points. 
         Large, downed, woody debris within the wetland (> 4 in diameter and 6 ft long). 
         Standing snags (dbh > 4 in) within the wetland 
         Undercut banks are present for at least 6.6 ft (2 m) and/or overhanging plants extends at least 3.3 ft (1 m) 

over a stream (or ditch) in, or contiguous with the wetland, for at least 33 ft (10 m) 
  Stable steep banks of fine material that might be used by beaver or muskrat for denning (> 30 degree 

slope) OR signs of recent beaver activity are present (cut shrubs or trees that have not yet weathered 
where wood is exposed) 

  At least ¼ ac of thin-stemmed persistent plants or woody branches are present in areas that are 
permanently or seasonally inundated (structures for egg-laying by amphibians) 

  Invasive plants cover less than 25% of the wetland area in every stratum of plants (see H 1.1 for list of 
strata) 

 

Total for H 1                                                                                                                             Add the points in the boxes above  
Rating of Site Potential If score is:       15-18 = H         7-14 = M         0-6 = L                                         Record the rating on the first page 

H 2.0. Does the landscape have the potential to support the habitat functions of the site? 

H 2.1. Accessible habitat (include only habitat that directly abuts wetland unit). 
Calculate:                 % undisturbed habitat       + [(% moderate and low intensity land uses)/2]       =                % 
If total accessible habitat is: 
> 1/  (33.3%) of 1 km Polygon                                                                                                                               points = 3 3 

20-33% of 1 km Polygon                                                                                                                                        points = 2 
10-19% of 1 km Polygon                                                                                                                                        points = 1 
< 10% of 1 km Polygon                                                                                                                                          points = 0 

 

H 2.2. Undisturbed habitat in 1 km Polygon around the wetland. 
Calculate:                 % undisturbed habitat       + [(% moderate and low intensity land uses)/2]       =                % 
Undisturbed habitat > 50% of Polygon                                                                                                               points = 3 
Undisturbed habitat 10-50% and in 1-3 patches                                                                                              points = 2 
Undisturbed habitat 10-50% and > 3 patches                                                                                                   points = 1 
Undisturbed habitat < 10% of 1 km Polygon                                                                                                     points = 0 

 

H 2.3. Land use intensity in 1 km Polygon: If 
> 50% of 1 km Polygon is high intensity land use                                                                                        points = (- 2) 
� 50% of 1 km Polygon is high intensity                                                                                                             points = 0 

 

  Total for H 2                                                                                                                             Add the points in the boxes above    
Rating of Landscape Potential If score is:       4-6 = H         1-3 = M         < 1 = L                                  Record the rating on the first page 

H 3.0. Is the habitat provided by the site valuable to society? 

H 3.1. Does the site provide habitat for species valued in laws, regulations, or policies? Choose only the highest score 
that applies to the wetland being rated. 
Site meets ANY of the following criteria:                                                                                                           points = 2 
� It has 3 or more priority habitats within 100 m (see next page) 
� It provides habitat for Threatened or Endangered species (any plant or animal on the state or federal lists) 
� It is mapped as a location for an individual WDFW priority species 
� It is a Wetland of High Conservation Value as determined by the Department of Natural Resources 
� It has been categorized as an important habitat site in a local or regional comprehensive plan, in a 

Shoreline Master Plan, or in a watershed plan 
Site has 1 or 2 priority habitats (listed on next page) within 100 m                                                              points = 1 

Site does not meet any of the criteria above                                                                                                    points = 0 
Rating of Value If score is:       2 = H         1 = M         0 = L                                                                         Record the rating on the first page

X

X

19.4 0.005

20.3 0.005

1

X

A

X

X

2
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2

-2
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WDFW Priority Habitats 
Priority habitats listed by WDFW

177 pp. 

 (see complete descriptions of WDFW priority habitats, and the counties in which they can 

be found, in: Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2008. Priority Habitat and Species List. Olympia, Washington. 

http://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/00165/wdfw00165.pdf or access the list from here:  

http://wdfw.wa.gov/conservation/phs/list/) 

Count how many of the following priority habitats are within 330 ft (100 m) of the wetland unit: NOTE: This question is 
independent of the land use between the wetland unit and the priority habitat. 

�������Aspen Stands: Pure or mixed stands of aspen greater than 1 ac (0.4 ha). 

�������Biodiversity Areas and Corridors: Areas of habitat that are relatively important to various species of native fish and 
wildlife (full descriptions in WDFW PHS report). 

�������Herbaceous Balds: Variable size patches of grass and forbs on shallow soils over bedrock. 

�������Old-growth/Mature forests:  Old-growth west of Cascade crest – Stands of at least 2 tree species, forming a multi- 

layered canopy with occasional small openings; with at least 8 trees/ac (20 trees/ha ) > 32 in (81 cm) dbh or > 200 

years of age. Mature forests – Stands with average diameters exceeding 21 in (53 cm) dbh; crown cover may be less 

than 100%; decay, decadence, numbers of snags, and quantity of large downed material is generally less than that 

found in old-growth; 80-200 years old west of the Cascade crest. 

�������Oregon White Oak: Woodland stands of pure oak or oak/conifer associations where canopy coverage of the oak 
component is important (full descriptions in WDFW PHS report p. 158 – see web link above). 

�������Riparian: The area adjacent to aquatic systems with flowing water that contains elements of both aquatic and 
terrestrial ecosystems which mutually influence each other. 

�������Westside Prairies: Herbaceous, non-forested plant communities that can either take the form of a dry prairie or a wet 
prairie (full descriptions in WDFW PHS report p. 161 – see web link above). 

�������Instream: The combination of physical, biological, and chemical processes and conditions that interact to provide 
functional life history requirements for instream fish and wildlife resources. 

�������Nearshore: Relatively undisturbed nearshore habitats. These include Coastal Nearshore, Open Coast Nearshore, and 

Puget Sound Nearshore. (full descriptions of habitats and the definition of relatively undisturbed are in WDFW report – 
see web link on previous page). 

�������Caves: A naturally occurring cavity, recess, void, or system of interconnected passages under the earth in soils, rock, 
ice, or other geological formations and is large enough to contain a human. 

�������Cliffs: Greater than 25 ft (7.6 m) high and occurring below 5000 ft elevation. 

�������Talus: Homogenous areas of rock rubble ranging in average size 0.5 - 6.5 ft (0.15 - 2.0 m), composed of basalt, andesite, 
and/or sedimentary rock, including riprap slides and mine tailings. May be associated with cliffs. 

�������Snags and Logs: Trees are considered snags if they are dead or dying and exhibit sufficient decay characteristics to 

enable cavity excavation/use by wildlife. Priority snags have a diameter at breast height of > 20 in (51 cm) in western 

Washington and are > 6.5 ft (2 m) in height. Priority logs are > 12 in (30 cm) in diameter at the largest end, and > 20 ft 

(6 m) long. 

Note: All vegetated wetlands are by definition a priority habitat but are not included in this list because they are addressed 

elsewhere.

A

X
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Wetland Type 

Check off any criteria that apply to the wetland. Circle the category when the appropriate criteria are met. 

Category 

SC 1.0. Estuarine wetlands 
Does the wetland meet the following criteria for Estuarine wetlands? 
� The dominant water regime is tidal, 
� Vegetated, and 
� With a salinity greater than 0.5 ppt                               Yes –Go to SC 1.1        No= Not an estuarine wetland 

SC 1.1. Is the wetland within a National Wildlife Refuge, National Park, National Estuary Reserve, Natural Area 
Preserve, State Park or Educational, Environmental, or Scientific Reserve designated under WAC 332 -30-151? 

Yes = Category I        No - Go to SC 1.2 Cat. I 

SC 1.2. Is the wetland unit at least 1 ac in size and meets at least two of the following three conditions? 
� The wetland is relatively undisturbed (has no diking, ditching, filling, cultivation, grazing, and has less 

than 10% cover of non-native plant species. (If non-native species are Spartina, see page 25) 
� At least ¾ of the landward edge of the wetland has a 100 ft buffer of shrub, forest, or un-grazed or un- 

mowed grassland. 
� The wetland has at least two of the following features: tidal channels, depressions with open water, or 

contiguous freshwater wetlands.                                                             Yes = Category I        No = Category II 

Cat. I 

Cat. II 

SC 2.0.  Wetlands of High Conservation Value (WHCV) 
SC 2.1. Has the WA Department of Natural Resources updated their website to include the list of Wetlands of High 

Conservation Value?                                                                                     Yes – Go to SC 2.2        No – Go to SC 2.3 
SC 2.2. Is the wetland listed on the WDNR database as a Wetland of High Conservation Value? 

Yes = Category I          No = Not a WHCV 
SC 2.3. Is the wetland in a Section/Township/Range that contains a Natural Heritage wetland? 

http://www1.dnr.wa.gov/nhp/refdesk/datasearch/wnhpwetlands.pdf 
Yes – Contact WNHP/WDNR and go to SC 2.4        No = Not a WHCV 

SC 2.4. Has WDNR identified the wetland within the S/T/R as a Wetland of High Conservation Value and listed it on 
their website?                                                                                                   Yes = Category I        No = Not a WHCV 

Cat. I 

SC 3.0. Bogs 
Does the wetland (or any part of the unit) meet both the criteria for soils and vegetation in bogs? Use the key 
below. If you answer YES you will still need to rate the wetland based on its functions. 

SC 3.1. Does an area within the wetland unit have organic soil horizons, either peats or mucks, that compose 16 in or 
more of the first 32 in of the soil profile?                                                 Yes – Go to SC 3.3        No – Go to SC 3.2 

SC 3.2. Does an area within the wetland unit have organic soils, either peats or mucks, that are less than 16 in deep 
over bedrock, or an impermeable hardpan such as clay or volcanic ash, or that are floating on top of a lake or 
pond?                                                                                                              Yes – Go to SC 3.3          No = Is not a bog 

SC 3.3. Does an area with peats or mucks have more than 70% cover of mosses at ground level, AND at least a 30% 
cover of plant species listed in Table 4?                                        Yes = Is a Category I bog       No – Go to SC 3.4 
NOTE: If you are uncertain about the extent of mosses in the understory, you may substitute that criterion by 
measuring the pH of the water that seeps into a hole dug at least 16 in deep. If the pH is less than 5.0 and the 
plant species in Table 4 are present, the wetland is a bog. 

SC 3.4. Is an area with peats or mucks forested (> 30% cover) with Sitka spruce, subalpine fir, western red cedar, 
western hemlock, lodgepole pine, quaking aspen, Engelmann spruce, or western white pine, AND any of the 
species (or combination of species) listed in Table 4 provide more than 30% of the cover under the canopy? 

Yes = Is a Category I bog       No = Is not a bog 

Cat. I 

CATEGORIZATION BASED ON SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS

A
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11 

SC 4.0. Forested Wetlands 
Does the wetland have at least 1 contiguous acre of forest that meets one of these criteria for the WA 
Department of Fish and Wildlife’s forests as priority habitats? If you answer YES you will still need to rate 
the wetland based on its functions. 
� Old-growth forests (west of Cascade crest): Stands of at least two tree species, forming a multi-layered 

canopy with occasional small openings; with at least 8 trees/ac (20 trees/ha) that are at least 200 years of 
age OR have a diameter at breast height (dbh) of 32 in (81 cm) or more. 

� Mature forests (west of the Cascade Crest): Stands where the largest trees are 80- 200 years old OR the 
species that make up the canopy have an average diameter (dbh) exceeding 21 in (53 cm). 

Yes = Category I        No = Not a forested wetland for this section Cat. I 

SC 5.0. Wetlands in Coastal Lagoons 
Does the wetland meet all of the following criteria of a wetland in a coastal lagoon? 
� The wetland lies in a depression adjacent to marine waters that is wholly or partially separated from 

marine waters by sandbanks, gravel banks, shingle, or, less frequently, rocks 
� The lagoon in which the wetland is located contains ponded water that is saline or brackish (> 0.5 ppt) 

during most of the year in at least a portion of the lagoon (needs to be measured near the bottom) 
Yes – Go to SC 5.1        No = Not a wetland in a coastal lagoon 

SC 5.1. Does the wetland meet all of the following three conditions? 
� The wetland is relatively undisturbed (has no diking, ditching, filling, cultivation, grazing), and has less 

than 20% cover of aggressive, opportunistic plant species (see list of species on p. 100). 
� At least ¾ of the landward edge of the wetland has a 100 ft buffer of shrub, forest, or un-grazed or un- 

mowed grassland. 
� The wetland is larger than 1/   ac (4350 ft2) 10 

Yes = Category I        No = Category II 

Cat. I 

Cat. II 

SC 6.0. Interdunal Wetlands 
Is the wetland west of the 1889 line (also called the Western Boundary of Upland Ownership or WBUO)? If 
you answer yes you will still need to rate the wetland based on its habitat functions. 

In practical terms that means the following geographic areas: 
� Long Beach Peninsula: Lands west of SR 103 
� Grayland-Westport: Lands west of SR 105 
� Ocean Shores-Copalis: Lands west of SR 115 and SR 109 

Yes – Go to SC 6.1        No = not an interdunal wetland for rating 

SC 6.1. Is the wetland 1 ac or larger and scores an 8 or 9 for the habitat functions on the form (rates H,H,H or H,H,M 
for the three aspects of function)?                                                                Yes = Category I        No – Go to SC 6.2 

SC 6.2. Is the wetland 1 ac or larger, or is it in a mosaic of wetlands that is 1 ac or larger? 
Yes = Category II        No – Go to SC 6.3 

SC 6.3. Is the unit between 0.1 and 1 ac, or is it in a mosaic of wetlands that is between 0.1 and 1 ac? 
Yes = Category III        No = Category IV 

Cat I 

Cat. II 

Cat. III 

Cat. IV 

Category of wetland based on Special Characteristics 
If you answered No for all types, enter “Not Applicable” on Summary Form N/A 

A
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 Figure 9.  Wetland Rating 303(d) Listed Waters & TDMLs 
Scarsella Bros. Inc.│ Tacoma Sand & Gravel 

 

A. 303(d) listed waters from Washington Department of Ecology website. 

 

B. Total Daily Maximum Loads (TDML) from Washington Department of Ecology 
website. 

 

Site 
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 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Project Overview 
The project is located at 2415 Marine View Drive in Tacoma Washington.  The project consists of a 
mining operation to excavate approximately 400,000 cubic yards of material from an approximately 11‐
acre site.  The site has been used historically for mining under temporary permits. The development will 
include a small office, parking lot, truck scale, wheel wash and water detention ponds. The site is 
currently zoned R‐2 (One Family Dwelling) and C‐2 (Commercial) Figure 1 illustrates the site vicinity and 
the transportation network serving the project area. 

 

Figure 1. Site Vicinity Map 
 

1.2 Study Context 
This report has been prepared to provide the traffic analysis and project information for the City of 
Tacoma in reviewing the development proposal.  Operational analysis has been prepared for existing 
2016 conditions and conditions expected in 2017 with and without completion of the development.  AM 
and PM peak hour conditions were analyzed at the Marine View Drive/Taylor Way East intersection.  
The study intersection and study parameters were identified through discussion with the City of 
Tacoma. 

LU16-0230 Exhibit F



Coski Surface Mine    Traffic Impact Analysis 

SCJ Alliance    September 2016 
  Page 2 

 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.1 Development Proposal 
The developer is requesting a Conditional Use Permit to allow a mining operation to excavate 
approximately 400,000 cubic yards of material from an approximately 11‐acre site.  The site has been 
used historically for mining under temporary permits.  The site is currently zoned R‐2 and C‐2 which 
requires a CUP to allow surface mining.  The development will include a small office, parking lot, truck 
scale, wheel wash and water detention ponds.  Trucks loaded at the site would be weighed and washed 
prior to leaving the site.  The mine is anticipated to be in operation intermittently until the material is 
exhausted.  It is estimated that the mine will be in operation for up to ten years.   
 
The facility will typically operate with a single ten‐hour shift from approximately 6:30 AM to 4:30 PM.  
The facility will have the ability to run a second ten‐hour shift from 7:00 PM to 5:00 AM in periods of 
unusually high demand.  The excavation will only operate during the first shift and only hauling would 
continue in the second shift.  There are expected to be up to three employees working on‐site. 
 

2.2 Site Access 
The development will be accessed by an existing driveway located approximately 1,000 feet southeast 
of McMurray Road NE.  The existing driveway cut will be widened and improved.    
The preliminary site plan is provided on Figure 2. 
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 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

3.1 Area Land Uses 
The subject property is located on the north side of Marine View Drive (SR 509) between McMurray Rd 
NE and Norpoint Way NE.  Heavy industrial uses are located along the south side of Marine View Drive 
and residential neighborhoods are located to the north and east of the property.  
 

3.2 Roadway Inventory 
A roadway survey was conducted to identify pre‐existing conditions of the primary traffic facilities 
serving the proposed Coski Surface Mine. 
 

 Marine View Drive (SR 509) 
Marine View Drive is classified as a minor arterial northwest of Norpoint Way and a principal arterial 
southeast of Norpoint Way. Along the project frontage the roadway has a three lane section (one lane in 
each direction with a center two‐way left‐turn lane (TWLTL)) and a speed limit of 40 mph.   Between 
Taylor Way and Norpoint Way the roadway has two lanes in each direction with a center TWLTL. 
 

 Taylor Way E 
North of Marine View, Drive Taylor Way is designated as a minor arterial and provides access to Port 
properties between the Hylebos and Blair Waterways.  South of Marine View Drive the roadway travels 
into the City of Fife and provides access to Pacific Highway East and Interstate 5. 
 

3.3 Traffic Volume Data 
Traffic Count Consultants, Inc. (TC2), a transportation data collection service, provided morning and 

evening peak period turning movement counts at the Marine Drive/Taylor Way intersection.  The counts 

were conducted on three weekdays (Wednesday March 9, Thursday March 10 and Tuesday March 15, 

2016.  The counts were conducted between 7:00 AM and 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM.  Heavy 

trucks were counted by individual movement so a heavy vehicle percentage could be calculated for each 

lane group.  The average of the three days counts were used for the base year analysis volumes and as 

the basis for the traffic forecast. 
 
Figure 3 shows the existing 2016 AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes for the study intersection.  The 
turning movement count diagrams are provided in Appendix A. 
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Figure 3. Existing 2016 Traffic Volumes 

 

 PROJECT TRAFFIC CHARACTERISTICS 

The project‐related characteristics having the most effect on area traffic conditions are peak hour trip 
generation and the directional distribution of traffic volumes on the surrounding roadway network. 
 

4.1 Site‐Generated Traffic Volumes 
 

 Peak Operation 

The trip generation estimate for the Coski Surface Mine project was developed based on the proposed 
peak operation of the facility.  The project is planned to have the capacity to be in operation for two, 
approximately 10‐hour long, shifts per weekday.  At full capacity the facility is expected to load 15 trucks 
per hour.  Each truckload would generate two truck trip ends (into the site empty and out of the site full) 
for a total of 30 truck trip ends per hour.  For each ten hour shift there would be 300 truck trip ends 
generated for a total of 600 truck trip ends per day.  It is also estimated that the three employees on‐
site per shift could generate approximately 4 trips per day for a total of 24 additional daily passenger 
vehicle trips. 

At peak operation the site would be expected to generate 30 truck trip ends per hour throughout the 
day, but at the end of the first shift traffic would be winding down before the off‐site 4:30 to 5:30 peak 
period.  Since some trucks or employees may leave during this time period, the site‐generated traffic 
was estimated as 25% of the peak departing traffic (4 vehicles).  Because the second shift is not 
expected to start until 7:00 PM, no traffic from the second shift was assumed. 

The trip generation methodology was described in the February 2, 2006 Coski Gravel Pit Traffic Impact 
Analysis (Attached as Appendix B).  At that time a higher peak of 30 hauls per hour was anticipated.  The 
current study follows the same methodology but assumes a peak typical operation of 15 hauls per hour.  
The trip generation rates used are presented in Table 1.    

AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour 
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Table 1.  Trip Generation Rates 

Time Period  Trip Rate  Total Trips  Trips Entering  Trips Exiting 

Weekday (trucks)  T = 20(X)  600  300 (50%)  300 (50%) 

Weekday (employees)  T = 4(Y)  24  12 (50%)  12 (50%) 

AM Peak Hour  T = 2(X)  30  15 (50%)  15 (50%) 

PM Peak Hour  T = 0.25(X)  4  1 (13%)  3 (87%) 

T = Truck Trips 
X = Peak Typical Truck Loadings per Hour 
Y = Peak Daily Employees (two shifts) 

 

 Average Operation 
The Coski Surface Mine is different than other typical developments in that it will not be in operation 
throughout the year, but will operate primarily over the spring and summer construction season.  It is 
expected to sit idle for extended periods throughout the fall and winter, and during construction lulls in 
the peak season.  We have prepared an estimate of average vehicle traffic expected over the 
approximately ten‐year lifespan of the surface mine to represent the average impact to the area 
roadways and intersections.  This will allow a comparison to other types of industrial development that 
generate daily truck traffic on a full‐year schedule. 
 

 Total mine material for excavation = 400,000 cubic yards 

 Average volume per truck haul = 20 cubic yards 

 Total number of truck hauls = 400,000 cy/20 cy = 20,000 hauls 

 Total days in operation = 10‐year mine lifespan X 52 weeks X 6 days = 3,120 days 

 Average hauls per day = 20,000/3,120 = 6.4 hauls per day 

 6.4 hauls X 2 (1 inbound trip and 1 outbound trip per haul) = 12.8 truck trips/day ≈ 13 truck 
trips/day 

 
Employee traffic will typically occur during periods of hauling activity, but to provide a conservative 
estimate we have assumed two employees on‐site per day with an average of 4 trip ends per employee.  
This would yield an additional 8 trips per day. 

 
Average Daily Vehicle Traffic Summary 

 13 truck trips per day 

 8 employee trips per day 

 21 daily trips 
 

4.2 Site Traffic Distribution and Assignment 
The truck routing estimate was based on the predicted operation and draw of the facility.  Most of the 
traffic is predicted to use Interstate 5 to/from the site with some traffic using SR 509 to/from the west 
and Pacific Highway to/from the east.  The full site traffic distribution assumed for the development is in 
the attached original 2006 TIA.   
 
The site traffic distribution and assignment for the AM and PM peak hour at the study intersection are 
shown on Figure 4. 
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Figure 4. Site‐Generated AM and PM Peak Hour Volumes  

AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour 
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 FUTURE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

5.1 Future Traffic Volumes 
The future traffic volumes include a 2% annual background growth rate (for one year) and pipeline 
development traffic.  The following two pipeline developments were identified by the City of Tacoma for 
inclusion in this study:  
 

 DCT Blair Logistics Center ‐ between Taylor Way and Alexander Ave, north of SR 509 

 Prologis Park ‐ between 12th St and SR 509, west of Taylor Way 
 

The projected 2017 AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes without the Coski Surface Mine are shown on 
Figure 5.  The projected 2017 AM and PM peak hour traffic volumes with the project are shown on 
Figure 6.  The traffic volume calculations for the study intersections are included in Appendix C. 

 

 
 

Figure 5. Projected 2017 Traffic Volumes Without Project 
   

PM Peak Hour AM Peak Hour 
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Figure 6. Projected 2017 Volumes With Project 

   

AM Peak Hour  PM Peak Hour 
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 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS ANALYSIS 

Traffic analyses were conducted to identify any existing deficiencies within the study area for the 2016 
base year and 2021 project horizon year. 
 

6.1 Level of Service 
The acknowledged source for determining overall capacity for arterial segments and independent 
intersections is the current edition of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM). Capacity analyses were 
completed for the base year and projected 2017 AM and PM peak hour traffic volume scenarios for the 
study intersection.   
 
Intersection analysis was performed using the Synchro software package.  This software implements the 
methods of the 2010 HCM.  Capacity analysis results are described in terms of Level of Service (LOS).  
LOS is a qualitative term describing operating conditions a driver will experience while traveling on a 
particular street or highway during a specific time interval.  It ranges from A (very little delay) to F (long 
delays and congestion).  
  

 Intersection Operations 
Level of Service calculations for intersections determine the amount of “control delay” (in seconds) that 
drivers will experience while proceeding through an intersection.  Control delay includes all deceleration 
delay, stopped delay and acceleration delay caused by the traffic control device.  The Level of Service is 
directly related to the amount of delay experienced. 
 
For intersections under traffic signal control the LOS represents the intersection average delay.  For 
intersections under minor street stop‐control, the LOS of the most difficult movement (typically the 
minor street left‐turn) represents the intersection Level of Service for purposes of assessing potential 
impacts.  The following table shows the Level of Service criteria for stop‐controlled intersections and for 
signalized intersections. 
 

Table 2. Level of Service Criteria for Intersections 

Level of Service  Signalized Intersection Average Control 
Delay (seconds/vehicle) 

Stop‐Controlled Intersection Average 
Control Delay (seconds/vehicle) 

A  ≤ 10  ≤ 10 

B  > 10‐20  > 10‐15 

C  > 20‐35  > 15‐25 

D  > 35‐55  > 25‐35 

E  > 55‐80  > 35‐50 

F  > 80  > 50 

 

6.2 Intersection Analysis 
The analysis was conducted for the following three traffic volume scenarios.  The traffic analysis 
worksheets are provided in Appendix D. 

 Existing 2016 traffic volumes 

 Projected 2017 traffic volumes without the Coski Surface Mine project 
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 Projected 2017 traffic volumes with the Coski Surface Mine project 

 Taylor Way/Marine View Drive (SR 509) 
This is a four‐way intersection under actuated uncoordinated traffic signal control.  The operational 
analysis results are summarized in Table 3 and Table 4. 
 

Table 3. AM Peak Hour – Level of Service Analysis Results 

Taylor Way/Marine View Drive (SR 509) 

  Existing 2016 
Projected 2017 w/o 

Project 
Projected 2017 

W/Project 

Approach  LOS 
Delay (in 
seconds)  LOS 

Delay (in 
seconds)  LOS 

Delay (in 
seconds) 

Southeastbound on 
Taylor Way 

D  51.6  E  55.4  E  55.9 

Northwestbound on 
Taylor Way 

D  49.7  D  52.3  D  52.7 

Southwestbound on 
Marine View Drive 
(SR 509) 

D  36.1  D  45.1  D  45.8 

Northeastbound on 
Marine View Drive 
(SR 509) 

C  31.0  D  37.0  D  38.3 

Intersection Average  D  35.8  D  43.2  D  44.2 
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Table 4. PM Peak Hour – Level of Service Analysis Results 

Taylor Way/Marine View Drive (SR 509) 

  Existing 2016 
Projected 2017 w/o 

Project 
Projected 2017 

W/Project 

Approach  LOS 
Delay (in 
seconds)  LOS 

Delay (in 
seconds)  LOS 

Delay (in 
seconds) 

Southeastbound on 
Taylor Way 

E  58.3  E  57.6  E  57.9 

Northwestbound on 
Taylor Way 

E  73.0  F  94.9  F  96.2 

Southwestbound on 
Marine View Drive 
(SR 509) 

C  30.4  D  36.5  D  36.7 

Northeastbound on 
Marine View Drive 
(SR 509) 

E  58.9  E  76.9  E  78.5 

Intersection Average  D  49.5  E  63.0  E  63.9 

 

6.3 Vehicle Queuing 
The vehicle queue is the number of stopped vehicles waiting to travel through an intersection.  The 
queue length includes all vehicles that stop at an intersection even after vehicles at the front begin to 
move forward.  The 95th percentile queue value reflects the “peak typical” queue that occurs during the 
analysis period, discarding the highest 5 percent of queue occurrences.  The queue study reflects the 
HCM methodology queue results produced using the Synchro software. 
 
The queue analysis was prepared for the left‐turn lane on the southwest bound approach of Marine 
View Drive to turn onto Taylor Way.  The queue analysis was based on projected 2017 traffic volume 
forecast for AM and PM peak hour conditions with and without the proposed Coski Surface Mine.  The 
left‐turn lane currently has a striped storage capacity of approximately 90 feet and 220 feet of storage 
to the back of the left‐turn lane.  Occasionally, when the queue extends beyond the left‐turn lane, 
vehicles will queue into the striped taper transition area.  Considering this space there is approximately 
350 to 400 feet of storage available before queued vehicles are required to wait partially in the 
southwest bound through lane. 
 
The results of the queue analysis for this movement are summarized in Table 5. 
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Table 5. Queue Analysis Summary (95th Percentile Queue in feet) 

Taylor Way/Marine View Drive (SR 509) 

  AM Peak hour  PM Peak Hour 
  Existing 

2016 
2017 Without 

Project 
2017 With 
Project 

Existing 
2016 

2017 Without 
Project 

2017 With 
Project 

Left‐Turn Lane: 
SW Bound 
Marine View 
Drive to SE 
Bound Taylor 
Way 

261  308  350  222  245  250 

 
Based on the results of the queue study shown in Table 5, the 95th percentile queue currently extends 
past the available storage in the left‐turn lane, but not past the additional storage available in the 
transition area.  In the AM peak hour, the 95th percentile queue is predicted to increase to 308 feet 
without the Coski Surface Mine project, and an additional 42 feet with the Coski Surface Mine project – 
which roughly equates to one additional queued truck. 
 

 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

The developer is requesting a Conditional Use Permit to allow a mining operation to excavate 
approximately 400,000 cubic yards of material from an approximately 11‐acre site.  The site has been 
used historically for mining under temporary permits.  The site is currently zoned R‐2 and C‐2 which 
requires a CUP to allow surface mining.  The development will include a small office, parking lot, truck 
scale, wheel wash and water detention ponds.  Trucks loaded at the site would be weighed and washed 
prior to leaving the site. 
 
The facility will have the capacity to operate in two ten‐hour shifts from approximately 6:30 AM to 4:30 
PM and from 7:00 PM to 5:00 AM.  The excavation will only operate during the first shift and hauling 
may sometimes occur in a second shift.  There are expected to be up to three employees working on‐
site per shift.   
 
Over the anticipated 10‐year life span of the mine the project is predicted to generate an average of 21 
daily trips.  For a peak day the facility is projected to generate up to 624 daily trips, 30 trips during the 
AM peak hour and 4 trips during the PM peak hour.  
 
We have prepared operational analysis for the Marine View Drive/Taylor Way intersection for existing 
and projected 2017 conditions with and without the Coski Surface Mine.  To provide a conservative 
assessment of potential project impacts the operational analysis was conducted for peak conditions 
rather than average conditions anticipated from the mine.  The analysis results indicate that the Marine 
View Drive/Taylor Way intersection currently experiences some congestion, particularly in the PM peak 
hour.  The proposed Coski Surface Mine will have minimal effect on the operation of the intersection, 
adding only approximately one second of delay to the overall intersection during both the AM and PM 
peak hours. 
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Although the impacts of the Coski Surface Mine are predicted to be minimal and intermittent, the 
project proponent may be responsible for contribution to roadway improvements in the area to 
mitigate the incremental impact of the Mine traffic.  The proposed mitigation is described below: 
 
Marine View Drive/Taylor Way  
A previous development project proposed extending the left‐turn lane for the southwest bound to 
southeast bound left‐turn movement, or alternately, contributing toward an improvement alternative at 
the intersection.  If improvements are not constructed prior to occupancy and operation of the Coski 
Surface Mine, the Coski project developer may also be responsible for a fair‐share contribution to future 
intersection improvements. 
 
City of Fife 
Coski Surface Mine traffic will use City of Fife streets to get to and from the project site.  The project 
developer will make the following voluntary contributions to the City of Fife to mitigate traffic impacts: 
 
Fife Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) 
The developer will pay toward the Fife TIF based on the estimate of average daily passenger vehicle and 
truck traffic.  The fee contribution of $15,726.49 was calculated to reflect the forecasted average trip 
generation of 13 truck trips and 8 passenger vehicle trips per day. 
 
Pacific Highway E/54th Avenue 54th Avenue E Proportionate Share 
The applicant proposes to pay a fair share contribution toward future improvements to this intersection.  
The City of Fife has estimated the intersection improvements to cost $1,900,000.  The proposed 
proportionate share contribution for the Coski Surface Mine is $1,809.  
 
The calculations for the proposed Fife fees are included in Appendix E. 
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Prepared for: SCJ Alliance

      Traffic Count Consultants, Inc.

 Phone: (253) 926-6009     FAX: (253) 922-7211   E-Mail:  Team@TC2inc.com

WBE/DBE

Intersection: SR 509 & Taylor Way Date of Count: Wed 3/09/2016
Location: Tacoma, Washington Checked By: Jess

Time From North on (SB) From South on (NB) From East on (WB) From West on (EB) Interval
Interval SR 509 SR 509 Taylor Way Taylor Way Total

Ending at T L S R T L S R T L S R T L S R

7:15 A 23 52 292 3 23 40 127 40 23 22 35 28 14 0 21 8 668

7:30 A 17 51 344 1 40 55 175 35 35 25 34 35 23 4 17 28 804

7:45 A 15 40 328 4 31 62 188 41 38 27 31 41 20 4 13 14 793

8:00 A 20 54 308 0 24 49 178 45 41 31 30 33 22 1 17 15 761

8:15 A 19 46 202 2 43 29 140 41 32 16 23 37 17 0 12 31 579

8:30 A 20 35 192 2 40 35 124 42 33 15 17 37 29 1 20 18 538

8:45 A 21 39 193 4 57 41 137 31 28 18 13 41 25 0 18 23 558

9:00 A 26 46 186 2 34 15 111 29 48 25 32 41 21 0 10 31 528

9:15 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:30 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total

Survey 161 363 2045 18 292 326 1180 304 278 179 215 293 171 10 128 168 5229

Peak Hour: 7:00 AM to 8:00 AM

Total 75 197 1272 8 118 206 668 161 137 105 130 137 79 9 68 65 3026

Approach 1477 1035 372 142 3026

%HV 5.1% 11.4% 36.8% 55.6% 13.5%

PHF 0.93 0.89 0.94 0.72 0.94

SR 509

2291

1477 814

0 Bike
Taylor Way 8 1272 197 0 Ped Taylor Way

137

344 Ped 0 130 372

Bike 0 105 798

486 9 0 Bike

142 68 7:00 AM to 8:00 AM 0 Ped 426

65
PEDs 

Across: N S E W Ped 0 206 668 161 3216  1.0 PHF Peak Hour Volume

INT 01 0 Bike 0 PHF %HV

INT 02 0 EB 0.72 55.6%

INT 03 0 1442 1035 Check WB 0.94 36.8%
INT 04 0    In: 3026 NB 0.89 11.4%

INT 05 0 2477 Out: 3026 SB 0.93 5.1%
INT 06 NO PEDS 0 SR 509 T Int. 0.94 13.5%
INT 07 0 Bicycles From: N S E W Conditions:
INT 08 0 INT 01 0
INT 09 0 INT 02 0
INT 10 0 INT 03 0
INT 11 0 INT 04 0
INT 12 0 INT 05 0

0 0 0 0 0 INT 06 NO BIKES 0
Special Notes INT 07 0

INT 08 0
INT 09 0
INT 10 0
INT 11 0
INT 12 0

0 0 0 0 0
SCJ16028M_01a_Wed
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Prepared for: SCJ Alliance

      Traffic Count Consultants, Inc.

 Phone: (253) 926-6009     FAX: (253) 922-7211   E-Mail:  Team@TC2inc.com

WBE/DBE

Intersection: SR 509 & Taylor Way (Trucks) Date of Count: Wed 3/09/2016
Location: Tacoma, Washington Checked By: Jess

Time From North on (SB) From South on (NB) From East on (WB) From West on (EB) Interval
Interval SR 509 SR 509 Taylor Way Taylor Way Total

Ending at T L S R T L S R T L S R T L S R

7:15 A 0 6 17 0 0 8 11 4 0 17 5 1 0 0 9 5 83

7:30 A 0 4 13 0 0 17 22 1 0 17 8 10 0 1 10 12 115

7:45 A 0 4 11 2 0 5 19 7 0 18 9 11 0 2 1 7 96

8:00 A 0 10 10 0 0 10 8 6 0 19 16 6 0 1 11 10 107

8:15 A 0 11 7 1 0 12 19 12 0 12 10 10 0 0 7 10 111

8:30 A 0 5 14 1 0 22 7 11 0 9 12 12 0 1 16 12 122

8:45 A 0 12 8 1 0 25 21 11 0 13 7 8 0 0 9 16 131

9:00 A 0 10 15 1 0 6 17 11 0 20 19 9 0 0 8 13 129

9:15 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:30 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total

Survey 0 62 95 6 0 105 124 63 0 125 86 67 0 5 71 85 894

Peak Hour: 8:00 AM to 9:00 AM

Total 0 38 44 4 0 65 64 45 0 54 48 39 0 1 40 51 493

Approach 86 174 141 92 493

%HV n/a n/a n/a n/a 0.0%

PHF 0.83 0.76 0.73 0.79 0.94

SR 509

190

86 104

0 Bike
Taylor Way 4 44 38 0 Ped Taylor Way

39

117 Ped 0 48 141

Bike 0 54 264

209 1 0 Bike

92 40 8:00 AM to 9:00 AM 0 Ped 123

51
PEDs 

Across: N S E W Ped 0 65 64 45 524  1.0 PHF Peak Hour Volume

INT 01 0 Bike 0 PHF %HV

INT 02 0 EB 0.79 n/a

INT 03 0 149 174 Check WB 0.73 n/a
INT 04 0    In: 493 NB 0.76 n/a

INT 05 0 323 Out: 493 SB 0.83 n/a
INT 06 0 SR 509 T Int. 0.94 0.0%
INT 07 0 Bicycles From: N S E W Conditions:
INT 08 0 INT 01 0
INT 09 0 INT 02 0
INT 10 0 INT 03 0
INT 11 0 INT 04 0
INT 12 0 INT 05 0

0 0 0 0 0 INT 06 0
Special Notes INT 07 0

INT 08 0
INT 09 0
INT 10 0
INT 11 0
INT 12 0

0 0 0 0 0
SCJ16028M_01at_Wed
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Prepared for: SCJ Alliance

      Traffic Count Consultants, Inc.

 Phone: (253) 926-6009     FAX: (253) 922-7211   E-Mail:  Team@TC2inc.com

WBE/DBE

Intersection: SR 509 & Taylor Way Date of Count: Wed 3/09/2016
Location: Tacoma, Washington Checked By: Jess

Time From North on (SB) From South on (NB) From East on (WB) From West on (EB) Interval
Interval SR 509 SR 509 Taylor Way Taylor Way Total

Ending at T L S R T L S R T L S R T L S R

4:15 P 16 50 291 1 23 17 221 36 28 53 36 37 21 4 37 87 870

4:30 P 10 48 274 2 23 17 255 32 21 63 35 40 15 2 41 33 842

4:45 P 5 41 249 1 15 12 217 26 15 83 25 52 21 0 69 78 853

5:00 P 6 29 270 1 11 14 268 22 12 74 22 46 13 0 30 33 809

5:15 P 9 34 304 0 5 29 318 21 10 64 21 66 16 1 35 49 942

5:30 P 1 29 314 0 5 12 254 27 9 74 24 55 6 0 22 35 846

5:45 P 8 21 262 1 0 6 286 26 15 92 13 73 14 2 22 25 829

6:00 P 11 31 248 1 5 3 336 23 5 85 10 40 8 0 16 18 811

6:15 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total

Survey 66 283 2212 7 87 110 2155 213 115 588 186 409 114 9 272 358 6802

Peak Hour: 4:30 PM to 5:30 PM

Total 21 133 1137 2 36 67 1057 96 46 295 92 219 56 1 156 195 3450

Approach 1272 1220 606 352 3450

%HV 1.7% 3.0% 7.6% 15.9% 4.6%

PHF 0.93 0.83 0.95 0.60 0.92

SR 509

2549

1272 1277

0 Bike
Taylor Way 2 1137 133 0 Ped Taylor Way

219

161 Ped 0 92 606

Bike 0 295 991

513 1 0 Bike

352 156 4:30 PM to 5:30 PM 0 Ped 385

195
PEDs 

Across: N S E W Ped 0 67 1057 96 3768  1.0 PHF Peak Hour Volume

INT 01 0 Bike 0 PHF %HV

INT 02 0 EB 0.60 15.9%

INT 03 0 1627 1220 Check WB 0.95 7.6%
INT 04 0    In: 3450 NB 0.83 3.0%

INT 05 0 2847 Out: 3450 SB 0.93 1.7%
INT 06 NO PEDS 0 SR 509 T Int. 0.92 4.6%
INT 07 0 Bicycles From: N S E W Conditions:
INT 08 0 INT 01 0
INT 09 0 INT 02 0
INT 10 0 INT 03 0
INT 11 0 INT 04 0
INT 12 0 INT 05 0

0 0 0 0 0 INT 06 NO BIKES 0
Special Notes INT 07 0

INT 08 0
INT 09 0
INT 10 0
INT 11 0
INT 12 0

0 0 0 0 0
SCJ16028M_01p_Wed
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Prepared for: SCJ Alliance

      Traffic Count Consultants, Inc.

 Phone: (253) 926-6009     FAX: (253) 922-7211   E-Mail:  Team@TC2inc.com

WBE/DBE

Intersection: SR 509 & Taylor Way (Trucks) Date of Count: Wed 3/09/2016
Location: Tacoma, Washington Checked By: Jess

Time From North on (SB) From South on (NB) From East on (WB) From West on (EB) Interval
Interval SR 509 SR 509 Taylor Way Taylor Way Total

Ending at T L S R T L S R T L S R T L S R

4:15 P 0 4 11 1 0 12 2 9 0 8 17 3 0 2 9 10 88

4:30 P 0 3 5 2 0 10 8 5 0 4 15 2 0 2 10 3 69

4:45 P 0 1 4 0 0 4 6 5 0 3 8 4 0 0 15 6 56

5:00 P 0 2 4 0 0 6 4 1 0 2 8 2 0 0 10 3 42

5:15 P 0 5 4 0 0 1 4 0 0 1 8 1 0 0 15 1 40

5:30 P 0 0 1 0 0 2 2 1 0 3 6 0 0 0 4 2 21

5:45 P 0 3 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 6 6 0 0 10 4 37

6:00 P 0 7 4 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 6 2 29

6:15 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total

Survey 0 25 38 3 0 36 30 21 0 24 73 18 0 4 79 31 382

Peak Hour: 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM

Total 0 10 24 3 0 32 20 20 0 17 48 11 0 4 44 22 255

Approach 37 72 76 70 255

%HV n/a n/a n/a n/a 0.0%

PHF 0.58 0.78 0.68 0.83 0.72

SR 509

72

37 35

0 Bike
Taylor Way 3 24 10 0 Ped Taylor Way

11

83 Ped 0 48 76

Bike 0 17 150

153 4 0 Bike

70 44 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM 0 Ped 74

22
PEDs 

Across: N S E W Ped 0 32 20 20 352  1.0 PHF Peak Hour Volume

INT 01 0 Bike 0 PHF %HV

INT 02 0 EB 0.83 n/a

INT 03 0 63 72 Check WB 0.68 n/a
INT 04 0    In: 255 NB 0.78 n/a

INT 05 0 135 Out: 255 SB 0.58 n/a
INT 06 0 SR 509 T Int. 0.72 0.0%
INT 07 0 Bicycles From: N S E W Conditions:
INT 08 0 INT 01 0
INT 09 0 INT 02 0
INT 10 0 INT 03 0
INT 11 0 INT 04 0
INT 12 0 INT 05 0

0 0 0 0 0 INT 06 0
Special Notes INT 07 0

INT 08 0
INT 09 0
INT 10 0
INT 11 0
INT 12 0

0 0 0 0 0
SCJ16028M_01pt_Wed
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Prepared for: SCJ Alliance

      Traffic Count Consultants, Inc.

 Phone: (253) 926-6009     FAX: (253) 922-7211   E-Mail:  Team@TC2inc.com

WBE/DBE

Intersection: SR 509 & Taylor Way Date of Count: Thurs 3/10/2016
Location: Tacoma, Washington Checked By: Jess

Time From North on (SB) From South on (NB) From East on (WB) From West on (EB) Interval
Interval SR 509 SR 509 Taylor Way Taylor Way Total

Ending at T L S R T L S R T L S R T L S R

7:15 A 9 45 305 0 14 69 160 45 35 25 28 31 12 0 12 15 735

7:30 A 16 42 301 1 19 62 184 44 27 28 33 37 15 0 14 18 764

7:45 A 12 48 334 2 16 51 156 53 21 24 32 36 15 0 14 36 786

8:00 A 9 42 307 1 24 31 192 46 29 22 30 40 14 0 10 24 745

8:15 A 6 26 241 0 24 43 194 62 30 22 35 30 17 3 11 21 688

8:30 A 9 35 211 0 25 51 173 54 38 24 22 21 16 0 19 14 624

8:45 A 17 45 178 1 38 49 181 46 38 21 28 36 26 1 20 35 641

9:00 A 12 41 206 2 34 28 103 51 32 17 33 33 23 2 25 45 586

9:15 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:30 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total

Survey 90 324 2083 7 194 384 1343 401 250 183 241 264 138 6 125 208 5569

Peak Hour: 7:00 AM to 8:00 AM

Total 46 177 1247 4 73 213 692 188 112 99 123 144 56 0 50 93 3030

Approach 1428 1093 366 143 3030

%HV 3.2% 6.7% 30.6% 39.2% 9.5%

PHF 0.93 0.94 0.93 0.72 0.96

SR 509

2264

1428 836

0 Bike
Taylor Way 4 1247 177 0 Ped Taylor Way

144

340 Ped 0 123 366

Bike 0 99 781

483 0 0 Bike

143 50 7:00 AM to 8:00 AM 0 Ped 415

93
PEDs 

Across: N S E W Ped 0 213 692 188 3144  1.0 PHF Peak Hour Volume

INT 01 0 Bike 0 PHF %HV

INT 02 0 EB 0.72 39.2%

INT 03 0 1439 1093 Check WB 0.93 30.6%
INT 04 0    In: 3030 NB 0.94 6.7%

INT 05 0 2532 Out: 3030 SB 0.93 3.2%
INT 06 NO PEDS 0 SR 509 T Int. 0.96 9.5%
INT 07 0 Bicycles From: N S E W N U's S U's E U's W U's
INT 08 0 INT 01 0 0
INT 09 0 INT 02 0 0
INT 10 0 INT 03 0 0
INT 11 0 INT 04 0 0
INT 12 0 INT 05 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 INT 06 NO BIKES 0 1
Special Notes INT 07 0 0

INT 08 0 1
INT 09 0
INT 10 0
INT 11 0
INT 12 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0
SCJ16028M_01a_Thurs
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Prepared for: SCJ Alliance

      Traffic Count Consultants, Inc.

 Phone: (253) 926-6009     FAX: (253) 922-7211   E-Mail:  Team@TC2inc.com

WBE/DBE

Intersection: SR 509 & Taylor Way (Trucks) Date of Count: Thurs 3/10/2016
Location: Tacoma, Washington Checked By: Jess

Time From North on (SB) From South on (NB) From East on (WB) From West on (EB) Interval
Interval SR 509 SR 509 Taylor Way Taylor Way Total

Ending at T L S R T L S R T L S R T L S R

7:15 A 0 2 7 0 0 7 6 1 0 21 10 4 0 0 2 10 70

7:30 A 0 6 10 0 0 8 10 1 0 19 4 4 0 0 11 4 77

7:45 A 0 4 8 0 0 9 5 2 0 8 9 4 0 0 8 7 64

8:00 A 0 4 5 0 0 7 10 7 0 15 7 7 0 0 6 8 76

8:15 A 0 3 3 0 0 6 13 5 0 15 11 4 0 1 7 9 77

8:30 A 0 2 7 0 0 8 9 8 0 19 12 7 0 0 12 4 88

8:45 A 0 7 10 0 0 16 13 9 0 13 15 10 0 0 12 14 119

9:00 A 0 4 7 1 0 14 7 13 0 8 17 7 0 0 16 7 101

9:15 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:30 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total

Survey 0 32 57 1 0 75 73 46 0 118 85 47 0 1 74 63 672

Peak Hour: 8:00 AM to 9:00 AM

Total 0 16 27 1 0 44 42 35 0 55 55 28 0 1 47 34 385

Approach 44 121 138 82 385

%HV n/a n/a n/a n/a 0.0%

PHF 0.65 0.80 0.91 0.79 0.81

SR 509

115

44 71

0 Bike
Taylor Way 1 27 16 0 Ped Taylor Way

28

100 Ped 0 55 138

Bike 0 55 236

182 1 0 Bike

82 47 8:00 AM to 9:00 AM 0 Ped 98

34
PEDs 

Across: N S E W Ped 0 44 42 35 476  1.0 PHF Peak Hour Volume

INT 01 0 Bike 0 PHF %HV

INT 02 0 EB 0.79 n/a

INT 03 0 116 121 Check WB 0.91 n/a
INT 04 0    In: 385 NB 0.80 n/a

INT 05 0 237 Out: 385 SB 0.65 n/a
INT 06 0 SR 509 T Int. 0.81 0.0%
INT 07 0 Bicycles From: N S E W N U's S U's E U's W U's
INT 08 0 INT 01 0 0
INT 09 0 INT 02 0 0
INT 10 0 INT 03 0 0
INT 11 0 INT 04 0 0
INT 12 0 INT 05 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 INT 06 0 1
Special Notes INT 07 0 0

INT 08 0 1
INT 09 0
INT 10 0
INT 11 0
INT 12 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0
SCJ16028M_01at_Thurs
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Prepared for: SCJ Alliance

      Traffic Count Consultants, Inc.

 Phone: (253) 926-6009     FAX: (253) 922-7211   E-Mail:  Team@TC2inc.com

WBE/DBE

Intersection: SR 509 & Taylor Way Date of Count: Thurs 3/10/2016
Location: Tacoma, Washington Checked By: Jess

Time From North on (SB) From South on (NB) From East on (WB) From West on (EB) Interval
Interval SR 509 SR 509 Taylor Way Taylor Way Total

Ending at T L S R T L S R T L S R T L S R

4:15 P 20 42 324 2 24 4 297 29 32 51 31 42 41 0 26 59 907

4:30 P 12 37 317 0 17 11 325 35 32 62 25 49 29 0 31 43 935

4:45 P 9 34 298 0 12 8 301 32 18 84 29 57 27 1 42 61 947

5:00 P 13 42 345 1 14 10 362 30 15 77 29 54 13 2 27 49 1028

5:15 P 9 47 386 2 8 12 385 32 11 69 38 66 11 0 31 91 1159

5:30 P 7 57 310 0 5 4 363 55 7 73 34 81 4 1 21 49 1048

5:45 P 4 40 257 0 7 5 322 32 6 87 15 61 7 0 20 47 886

6:00 P 5 34 199 0 3 6 205 18 7 68 8 47 5 0 13 21 619

6:15 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total

Survey 79 333 2436 5 90 60 2560 263 128 571 209 457 137 4 211 420 7529

Peak Hour: 4:30 PM to 5:30 PM

Total 38 180 1339 3 39 34 1411 149 51 303 130 258 55 4 121 250 4182

Approach 1522 1594 691 375 4182

%HV 2.5% 2.4% 7.4% 14.7% 4.4%

PHF 0.87 0.93 0.92 0.77 0.90

SR 509

3195

1522 1673

0 Bike
Taylor Way 3 1339 180 0 Ped Taylor Way

258

167 Ped 0 130 691

Bike 0 303 1141

542 4 0 Bike

375 121 4:30 PM to 5:30 PM 0 Ped 450

250
PEDs 

Across: N S E W Ped 0 34 1411 149 4636  1.0 PHF Peak Hour Volume

INT 01 0 Bike 0 PHF %HV

INT 02 0 EB 0.77 14.7%

INT 03 0 1892 1594 Check WB 0.92 7.4%
INT 04 0    In: 4182 NB 0.93 2.4%

INT 05 0 3486 Out: 4182 SB 0.87 2.5%
INT 06 NO PEDS 0 SR 509 T Int. 0.90 4.4%
INT 07 0 Bicycles From: N S E W Conditions:
INT 08 0 INT 01 0
INT 09 0 INT 02 0
INT 10 0 INT 03 0
INT 11 0 INT 04 0
INT 12 0 INT 05 0

0 0 0 0 0 INT 06 NO BIKES 0
Special Notes INT 07 0

INT 08 0
INT 09 0
INT 10 0
INT 11 0
INT 12 0

0 0 0 0 0
SCJ16028M_01p_Thurs
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Prepared for: SCJ Alliance

      Traffic Count Consultants, Inc.

 Phone: (253) 926-6009     FAX: (253) 922-7211   E-Mail:  Team@TC2inc.com

WBE/DBE

Intersection: SR 509 & Taylor Way (Trucks) Date of Count: Thurs 3/10/2016
Location: Tacoma, Washington Checked By: Jess

Time From North on (SB) From South on (NB) From East on (WB) From West on (EB) Interval
Interval SR 509 SR 509 Taylor Way Taylor Way Total

Ending at T L S R T L S R T L S R T L S R

4:15 P 0 6 14 0 0 18 4 2 0 10 23 2 0 0 16 25 120

4:30 P 0 2 10 0 0 11 3 3 0 12 16 4 0 0 12 17 90

4:45 P 0 2 7 0 0 3 8 1 0 7 10 1 0 0 9 18 66

5:00 P 0 4 9 0 0 8 6 0 0 4 10 1 0 0 4 9 55

5:15 P 0 3 6 0 0 5 2 1 0 5 6 0 0 0 5 6 39

5:30 P 0 4 3 0 0 1 3 1 0 2 3 2 0 0 3 1 23

5:45 P 0 2 2 0 0 2 3 2 0 2 3 1 0 0 6 1 24

6:00 P 0 2 3 0 0 1 2 0 0 4 1 2 0 0 3 2 20

6:15 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total

Survey 0 25 54 0 0 49 31 10 0 46 72 13 0 0 58 79 437

Peak Hour: 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM

Total 0 14 40 0 0 40 21 6 0 33 59 8 0 0 41 69 331

Approach 54 67 100 110 331

%HV n/a n/a n/a n/a 0.0%

PHF 0.68 0.70 0.71 0.67 0.69

SR 509

83

54 29

0 Bike
Taylor Way 0 40 14 0 Ped Taylor Way

8

99 Ped 0 59 100

Bike 0 33 161

209 0 0 Bike

110 41 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM 0 Ped 61

69
PEDs 

Across: N S E W Ped 0 40 21 6 480  1.0 PHF Peak Hour Volume

INT 01 0 Bike 0 PHF %HV

INT 02 0 EB 0.67 n/a

INT 03 0 142 67 Check WB 0.71 n/a
INT 04 0    In: 331 NB 0.70 n/a

INT 05 0 209 Out: 331 SB 0.68 n/a
INT 06 0 SR 509 T Int. 0.69 0.0%
INT 07 0 Bicycles From: N S E W Conditions:
INT 08 0 INT 01 0
INT 09 0 INT 02 0
INT 10 0 INT 03 0
INT 11 0 INT 04 0
INT 12 0 INT 05 0

0 0 0 0 0 INT 06 0
Special Notes INT 07 0

INT 08 0
INT 09 0
INT 10 0
INT 11 0
INT 12 0

0 0 0 0 0
SCJ16028M_01pt_Thurs
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Prepared for: SCJ Alliance

      Traffic Count Consultants, Inc.

 Phone: (253) 926-6009     FAX: (253) 922-7211   E-Mail:  Team@TC2inc.com

WBE/DBE

Intersection: SR 509 & Taylor Way Date of Count: Tues 3/15/2016
Location: Tacoma, Washington Checked By: Jess

Time From North on (SB) From South on (NB) From East on (WB) From West on (EB) Interval
Interval SR 509 SR 509 Taylor Way Taylor Way Total

Ending at T L S R T L S R T L S R T L S R

7:15 A 18 35 275 0 17 47 114 27 26 9 40 20 25 0 17 25 609

7:30 A 16 62 347 1 22 54 154 37 38 30 44 24 16 1 8 43 805

7:45 A 11 39 340 0 18 73 174 43 29 26 30 35 12 3 14 17 794

8:00 A 10 55 282 3 20 45 153 34 38 32 38 42 17 2 15 35 736

8:15 A 12 40 218 1 28 57 159 46 38 21 32 27 24 0 19 27 647

8:30 A 12 39 230 1 23 38 122 23 38 25 21 38 31 0 23 25 585

8:45 A 9 47 195 1 24 65 121 35 37 26 21 30 20 1 14 25 581

9:00 A 19 38 190 1 39 38 103 26 31 29 23 27 23 0 13 20 508

9:15 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:30 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total

Survey 107 355 2077 8 191 417 1100 271 275 198 249 243 168 7 123 217 5265

Peak Hour: 7:15 AM to 8:15 AM

Total 49 196 1187 5 88 229 640 160 143 109 144 128 69 6 56 122 2982

Approach 1388 1029 381 184 2982

%HV 3.5% 8.6% 37.5% 37.5% 11.7%

PHF 0.85 0.89 0.85 0.88 0.93

SR 509

2162

1388 774

0 Bike
Taylor Way 5 1187 196 0 Ped Taylor Way

128

378 Ped 0 144 381

Bike 0 109 793

562 6 0 Bike

184 56 7:15 AM to 8:15 AM 0 Ped 412

122
PEDs 

Across: N S E W Ped 0 229 640 160 3220  1.0 PHF Peak Hour Volume

INT 01 0 Bike 1 PHF %HV

INT 02 0 EB 0.88 37.5%

INT 03 0 1418 1029 Check WB 0.85 37.5%
INT 04 0    In: 2982 NB 0.89 8.6%

INT 05 0 2447 Out: 2982 SB 0.85 3.5%
INT 06 NO PEDS 0 SR 509 T Int. 0.93 11.7%
INT 07 0 Bicycles From: N S E W N U's S U's E U's W U's
INT 08 0 INT 01 0 0
INT 09 0 INT 02 1 1 0
INT 10 0 INT 03 0 0
INT 11 0 INT 04 0 0
INT 12 0 INT 05 0 1

0 0 0 0 0 INT 06 0 3
Special Notes INT 07 0 0

INT 08 0 1
INT 09 0
INT 10 0
INT 11 0
INT 12 0

0 1 0 0 1 0 5 0 0
SCJ16028M_01a_Tues
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Prepared for: SCJ Alliance

      Traffic Count Consultants, Inc.

 Phone: (253) 926-6009     FAX: (253) 922-7211   E-Mail:  Team@TC2inc.com

WBE/DBE

Intersection: SR 509 & Taylor Way (Trucks) Date of Count: Tues 3/15/2016
Location: Tacoma, Washington Checked By: Jess

Time From North on (SB) From South on (NB) From East on (WB) From West on (EB) Interval
Interval SR 509 SR 509 Taylor Way Taylor Way Total

Ending at T L S R T L S R T L S R T L S R

7:15 A 0 4 14 0 0 12 3 2 0 7 16 3 0 0 12 13 86

7:30 A 0 11 5 0 0 8 13 1 0 24 8 6 0 1 4 11 92

7:45 A 0 4 7 0 0 4 14 0 0 14 10 5 0 0 6 6 70

8:00 A 0 6 4 0 0 7 9 4 0 22 13 3 0 0 11 6 85

8:15 A 0 5 7 0 0 16 7 5 0 17 14 7 0 0 1 13 92

8:30 A 0 5 7 0 0 9 8 6 0 18 9 11 0 0 17 14 104

8:45 A 0 5 3 1 0 9 5 10 0 22 11 4 0 0 10 10 90

9:00 A 0 7 12 0 0 25 9 5 0 20 8 3 0 0 11 12 112

9:15 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:30 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total

Survey 0 47 59 1 0 90 68 33 0 144 89 42 0 1 72 85 731

Peak Hour: 8:00 AM to 9:00 AM

Total 0 22 29 1 0 59 29 26 0 77 42 25 0 0 39 49 398

Approach 52 114 144 88 398

%HV n/a n/a n/a n/a 0.0%

PHF 0.68 0.73 0.95 0.71 0.89

SR 509

106

52 54

0 Bike
Taylor Way 1 29 22 0 Ped Taylor Way

25

102 Ped 0 42 144

Bike 0 77 231

190 0 0 Bike

88 39 8:00 AM to 9:00 AM 0 Ped 87

49
PEDs 

Across: N S E W Ped 0 59 29 26 448  1.0 PHF Peak Hour Volume

INT 01 0 Bike 0 PHF %HV

INT 02 0 EB 0.71 n/a

INT 03 0 155 114 Check WB 0.95 n/a
INT 04 0    In: 398 NB 0.73 n/a

INT 05 0 269 Out: 398 SB 0.68 n/a
INT 06 0 SR 509 T Int. 0.89 0.0%
INT 07 0 Bicycles From: N S E W N U's S U's E U's W U's
INT 08 0 INT 01 0 0
INT 09 0 INT 02 0 0
INT 10 0 INT 03 0 0
INT 11 0 INT 04 0 0
INT 12 0 INT 05 0 1

0 0 0 0 0 INT 06 0 3
Special Notes INT 07 0 0

INT 08 0 1
INT 09 0
INT 10 0
INT 11 0
INT 12 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0
SCJ16028M_01at_Tues
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Prepared for: SCJ Alliance

      Traffic Count Consultants, Inc.

 Phone: (253) 926-6009     FAX: (253) 922-7211   E-Mail:  Team@TC2inc.com

WBE/DBE

Intersection: SR 509 & Taylor Way Date of Count: Tues 3/15/2016
Location: Tacoma, Washington Checked By: Jess

Time From North on (SB) From South on (NB) From East on (WB) From West on (EB) Interval
Interval SR 509 SR 509 Taylor Way Taylor Way Total

Ending at T L S R T L S R T L S R T L S R

4:15 P 19 36 283 2 32 13 249 39 12 44 9 35 23 0 48 67 825

4:30 P 8 47 265 1 35 26 266 63 14 65 11 27 5 1 18 28 818

4:45 P 10 43 259 2 20 14 238 45 13 79 21 47 13 0 57 94 899

5:00 P 5 35 267 0 21 11 320 61 7 86 10 48 8 2 35 42 917

5:15 P 8 38 232 2 8 7 296 47 14 82 27 60 11 0 38 57 886

5:30 P 4 29 274 1 5 9 390 35 10 100 20 54 2 0 20 30 962

5:45 P 7 50 252 0 6 7 279 31 5 101 11 51 11 0 31 25 838

6:00 P 7 29 205 0 7 4 227 29 7 76 12 52 11 0 21 21 676

6:15 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total

Survey 68 307 2037 8 134 91 2265 350 82 633 121 374 84 3 268 364 6821

Peak Hour: 4:30 PM to 5:30 PM

Total 27 145 1032 5 54 41 1244 188 44 347 78 209 34 2 150 223 3664

Approach 1182 1473 634 375 3664

%HV 2.3% 3.7% 6.9% 9.1% 4.3%

PHF 0.97 0.85 0.91 0.62 0.95

SR 509

2637

1182 1455

0 Bike
Taylor Way 5 1032 145 0 Ped Taylor Way

209

124 Ped 0 78 634

Bike 0 347 1117

499 2 0 Bike

375 150 4:30 PM to 5:30 PM 0 Ped 483

223
PEDs 

Across: N S E W Ped 0 41 1244 188 3848  1.0 PHF Peak Hour Volume

INT 01 0 Bike 0 PHF %HV

INT 02 0 EB 0.62 9.1%

INT 03 0 1602 1473 Check WB 0.91 6.9%
INT 04 0    In: 3664 NB 0.85 3.7%

INT 05 0 3075 Out: 3664 SB 0.97 2.3%
INT 06 NO PEDS 0 SR 509 T Int. 0.95 4.3%
INT 07 0 Bicycles From: N S E W N U's S U's E U's W U's
INT 08 0 INT 01 0 0 1
INT 09 0 INT 02 0 0 0
INT 10 0 INT 03 0 0 0
INT 11 0 INT 04 0 0 0
INT 12 0 INT 05 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 INT 06 0 0 0
Special Notes INT 07 0 0 0

INT 08 1 1 1 0
INT 09 0
INT 10 0
INT 11 0
INT 12 0

1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0
SCJ16028M_01p_Tues
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Prepared for: SCJ Alliance

      Traffic Count Consultants, Inc.

 Phone: (253) 926-6009     FAX: (253) 922-7211   E-Mail:  Team@TC2inc.com

WBE/DBE

Intersection: SR 509 & Taylor Way (Trucks) Date of Count: Tues 3/15/2016
Location: Tacoma, Washington Checked By: Jess

Time From North on (SB) From South on (NB) From East on (WB) From West on (EB) Interval
Interval SR 509 SR 509 Taylor Way Taylor Way Total

Ending at T L S R T L S R T L S R T L S R

4:15 P 0 3 15 1 0 11 9 12 0 6 4 2 0 0 10 13 86

4:30 P 0 2 6 0 0 15 5 15 0 6 8 0 0 1 1 3 62

4:45 P 0 5 4 1 0 5 5 10 0 5 7 1 0 0 10 3 56

5:00 P 0 3 2 0 0 5 5 11 0 2 3 2 0 0 7 1 41

5:15 P 0 2 6 0 0 3 1 4 0 1 10 3 0 0 9 2 41

5:30 P 0 2 2 0 0 3 1 1 0 2 7 1 0 0 2 0 21

5:45 P 0 3 4 0 0 1 5 0 0 2 2 1 0 0 10 1 29

6:00 P 0 4 3 0 0 1 2 4 0 0 6 1 0 0 8 3 32

6:15 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total

Survey 0 24 42 2 0 44 33 57 0 24 47 11 0 1 57 26 368

Peak Hour: 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM

Total 0 13 27 2 0 36 24 48 0 19 22 5 0 1 28 20 245

Approach 42 108 46 49 245

%HV n/a n/a n/a n/a 0.0%

PHF 0.55 0.77 0.82 0.53 0.71

SR 509

72

42 30

0 Bike
Taylor Way 2 27 13 0 Ped Taylor Way

5

60 Ped 0 22 46

Bike 0 19 135

109 1 0 Bike

49 28 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM 0 Ped 89

20
PEDs 

Across: N S E W Ped 0 36 24 48 344  1.0 PHF Peak Hour Volume

INT 01 0 Bike 0 PHF %HV

INT 02 0 EB 0.53 n/a

INT 03 0 66 108 Check WB 0.82 n/a
INT 04 0    In: 245 NB 0.77 n/a

INT 05 0 174 Out: 245 SB 0.55 n/a
INT 06 0 SR 509 T Int. 0.71 0.0%
INT 07 0 Bicycles From: N S E W Conditions:
INT 08 0 INT 01 0
INT 09 0 INT 02 0
INT 10 0 INT 03 0
INT 11 0 INT 04 0
INT 12 0 INT 05 0

0 0 0 0 0 INT 06 0
Special Notes INT 07 0

INT 08 0
INT 09 0
INT 10 0
INT 11 0
INT 12 0

0 0 0 0 0
SCJ16028M_01pt_Tues
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APPENDIX B 
ORIGINAL 2006 TIA 
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APPENDIX C 
TRAFFIC VOLUME CALCULATION WORKSHEETS 
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Coski Surface Mine
Marine View Dr (SR 509) at Taylor Way/54th Ave
Traffic Volume Worksheet Annual Growth Rate 2%

Years of Background Growth 1
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March 2016 1 Marine View Dr (SR 509) at Taylor Way/54th Ave
rt 1 8 4 5 6 0 0 0 0 6 0 6

SB th 2 1272 1247 1187 1235 25 0 0 0 1260 2 1262
Peak Hour: lt 3 197 177 196 190 4 0 13 13 207 28 235
7:00‐8:00 rt 4 137 144 128 136 3 0 6 6 145 28 173
7:00‐8:00 WB th 5 130 123 144 132 3 43 5 48 183 0 183
7:15‐8:15 lt 6 105 99 109 104 2 0 2 2 108 0 108

rt 7 161 188 160 170 3 0 6 6 179 0 179
PHF: NB th 8 668 692 640 667 13 0 0 0 680 2 682
0.94 lt 9 206 213 229 216 4 51 0 51 271 0 271
0.96 rt 10 65 93 122 93 2 21 0 21 116 0 116
0.93 EB th 11 68 50 56 58 1 21 11 32 91 0 91

lt 12 9 0 6 5 0 0 0 0 5 0 5

March 2016 1 Marine View Dr (SR 509) at Taylor Way/54th Ave
rt 1 2 3 5 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 3

SB th 2 1137 1339 1032 1169 23 0 0 0 1192 1 1193
Peak Hour: lt 3 133 180 145 153 3 0 6 6 162 6 168
4:30‐5:30 rt 4 219 258 209 229 5 0 14 14 248 1 249
4:30‐5:30 WB th 5 92 130 78 100 2 20 12 32 134 0 134
4:30‐5:30 lt 6 295 303 347 315 6 0 7 7 328 0 328

rt 7 96 149 188 144 3 0 3 3 150 0 150
PHF: NB th 8 1057 1411 1244 1237 25 0 0 0 1262 0 1262
0.92 lt 9 67 34 41 47 1 25 0 25 73 0 73
0.90 rt 10 195 250 223 223 4 50 0 50 277 0 277

0.95 EB th 11 156 121 150 142 3 51 6 57 202 0 202
lt 12 1 4 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 2

A Existing peak hour volumes from Tuesday, March 8th, 2016

B Existing peak hour volumes from Wednesday, March 9th, 2016

C Existing peak hour volumes from Thursday, March 10th, 2016

D (Column A + B + C) / 3

E Background Growth; 2% annual growth (uncompounded)

F Pipeline Development traffic Project #1

G Pipeline Development traffic Project #2

H Column F + Column G

I Column D + E + H

J Project‐Generated Traffic

K Column I + Column J

Pipelines

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

Existing Counts
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Coski Surface Mine
AM Peak Hour ‐ Truck Percentages
Traffic Volume Worksheet
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March 2016 1 Marine View Dr (SR 509) at Taylor Way/54th Ave
rt 1 6 2 0 0 1 17% 6 1 0 0 0 6 17% 6 0 17%

SB th 2 1235 51 30 23 35 3% 1260 36 0 0 0 1260 3% 1262 2 3%
Peak Hour: lt 3 190 24 16 26 22 12% 194 22 0 2 2 207 12% 235 28 22%
7:00‐8:00 rt 4 136 28 19 21 23 17% 139 24 0 1 1 145 17% 173 28 31%
7:00‐8:00 WB th 5 132 38 30 45 38 29% 135 39 14 2 16 183 30% 183 0 30%
7:15‐8:15 lt 6 104 71 63 77 70 67% 106 71 0 2 2 108 68% 108 0 68%

rt 7 170 18 11 10 13 8% 173 13 0 6 6 179 11% 179 0 11%
PHF: NB th 8 667 60 31 43 45 7% 680 46 0 0 0 680 7% 682 2 7%
0.94 lt 9 216 40 31 35 35 16% 220 36 11 0 11 271 17% 271 0 17%
0.96 rt 10 93 34 29 36 33 35% 95 34 3 0 3 116 32% 116 0 32%
0.93 EB th 11 58 31 27 22 27 47% 59 27 8 5 13 91 44% 91 0 44%

lt 12 5 4 0 1 2 40% 5 2 0 0 0 5 40% 5 0 40%

Counts ‐ Truck Pipelines ‐ Trucks

olumes 6/6/2016LU16-0230 Exhibit F



Coski Surface Mine
PM Peak Hour ‐ Truck Percentages
Traffic Volume Worksheet
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March 2016 1 Marine View Dr (SR 509) at Taylor Way/54th Ave
rt 1 3 0 0 1 0 0% 3 0 0 0 0 3 0% 3 0 0%

SB th 2 1169 13 25 14 17 1% 1192 17 0 0 0 1192 1% 1193 1 2%
Peak Hour: lt 3 153 8 13 12 11 7% 156 11 0 1 1 162 7% 168 6 11%
4:30‐5:30 rt 4 229 7 4 7 6 3% 234 6 0 3 3 248 4% 249 1 4%
4:30‐5:30 WB th 5 100 30 29 27 29 29% 102 30 8 7 15 134 34% 134 0 34%
4:30‐5:30 lt 6 315 9 18 10 12 4% 321 12 0 7 7 328 6% 328 0 6%

rt 7 144 7 3 26 12 8% 147 12 0 3 3 150 10% 150 0 10%
PHF: NB th 8 1237 16 19 12 16 1% 1262 16 0 0 0 1262 1% 1262 0 1%
0.92 lt 9 47 13 17 16 15 32% 48 15 7 0 7 73 30% 73 0 30%
0.90 rt 10 223 12 34 6 17 8% 227 17 10 0 10 277 10% 277 0 10%
0.95 EB th 11 142 44 21 28 31 22% 145 32 23 4 27 202 29% 202 0 29%

lt 12 2 0 0 0 0 0% 2 0 0 0 0 2 0% 2 0 0%

Counts ‐ Truck Pipelines ‐ Trucks
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Existing 2016
1: SR 509/Marine View Dr & 54th Ave/Taylor Way AM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 6/30/2016

Lane Group SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 5 58 93 104 132 136 216 667 170 190 1235 6
Future Volume (vph) 5 58 93 104 132 136 216 667 170 190 1235 6
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 350 200 150 0 300 0 200 0
Storage Lanes 2 1 1 0 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 450 1191 1158 1255
Travel Time (s) 10.2 27.1 26.3 28.5
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Heavy Vehicles (%) 40% 47% 35% 67% 29% 17% 16% 7% 8% 12% 3% 17%
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Prot NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 7 4 3 8
Permitted Phases 6
Detector Phase 1 6 6 5 2 7 4 3 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 6.0 10.0 10.0 6.0 10.0 6.0 10.0 6.0 10.0
Minimum Split (s) 11.0 25.0 25.0 11.0 25.0 11.0 25.0 11.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 30.0 60.0 60.0 30.0 60.0 30.0 60.0 30.0 60.0
Total Split (%) 16.7% 33.3% 33.3% 16.7% 33.3% 16.7% 33.3% 16.7% 33.3%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None Min None Min

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 180
Actuated Cycle Length: 129.5
Natural Cycle: 100
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Splits and Phases:     1: SR 509/Marine View Dr & 54th Ave/Taylor Way
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Queues Existing 2016
1: SR 509/Marine View Dr & 54th Ave/Taylor Way AM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 6/30/2016

Lane Group SEL SET SER NWL NWT NEL NET SWL SWT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 5 62 99 111 285 230 891 202 1320
v/c Ratio 0.08 0.31 0.53 0.71 0.37 0.76 0.61 0.72 0.89
Control Delay 63.8 61.9 21.5 76.7 21.0 67.8 30.2 66.4 43.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 63.8 61.9 21.5 76.7 21.0 67.8 30.2 66.4 43.4
Queue Length 50th (ft) 4 26 0 89 47 184 297 159 529
Queue Length 95th (ft) 19 52 59 160 99 #334 411 261 #744
Internal Link Dist (ft) 370 1111 1078 1175
Turn Bay Length (ft) 350 200 150 300 200
Base Capacity (vph) 249 1045 565 209 1238 301 1464 311 1489
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.02 0.06 0.18 0.53 0.23 0.76 0.61 0.65 0.89

Intersection Summary
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing 2016
1: SR 509/Marine View Dr & 54th Ave/Taylor Way AM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 6/30/2016

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 5 58 93 104 132 136 216 667 170 190 1235 6
Future Volume (veh/h) 5 58 93 104 132 136 216 667 170 190 1235 6
Number 1 6 16 5 2 12 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1357 1293 1407 1138 1546 1900 1638 1772 1900 1696 1844 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 5 62 3 111 140 28 230 710 181 202 1314 6
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 40 47 35 67 29 29 16 7 7 12 3 3
Cap, veh/h 10 218 106 126 485 95 258 1260 321 231 1616 7
Arrive On Green 0.01 0.09 0.09 0.12 0.20 0.20 0.17 0.47 0.47 0.14 0.45 0.45
Sat Flow, veh/h 1293 2456 1196 1084 2451 479 1560 2659 678 1616 3576 16
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 5 62 3 111 83 85 230 450 441 202 644 676
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1293 1228 1196 1084 1469 1461 1560 1684 1653 1616 1751 1841
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.4 2.7 0.3 11.4 5.4 5.6 16.3 21.6 21.6 13.8 35.9 35.9
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.4 2.7 0.3 11.4 5.4 5.6 16.3 21.6 21.6 13.8 35.9 35.9
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.33 1.00 0.41 1.00 0.01
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 10 218 106 126 290 289 258 798 783 231 791 832
V/C Ratio(X) 0.50 0.28 0.03 0.88 0.28 0.30 0.89 0.56 0.56 0.87 0.81 0.81
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 287 1199 584 240 717 713 346 822 807 358 855 898
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 55.7 48.0 46.9 49.0 38.4 38.5 46.0 21.3 21.3 47.3 26.8 26.8
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 34.1 0.7 0.1 16.9 0.5 0.6 19.5 0.8 0.9 13.6 5.7 5.4
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.2 0.9 0.1 4.0 2.2 2.3 8.4 10.2 10.0 7.0 18.6 19.5
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 89.8 48.7 47.0 65.9 39.0 39.1 65.6 22.1 22.1 60.9 32.4 32.2
LnGrp LOS F D D E D D E C C E C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 70 279 1121 1522
Approach Delay, s/veh 51.6 49.7 31.0 36.1
Approach LOS D D C D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.9 27.3 21.1 58.4 18.2 15.0 23.6 55.9
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 25.0 55.0 25.0 55.0 25.0 55.0 25.0 55.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.4 7.6 15.8 23.6 13.4 4.7 18.3 37.9
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.6 0.4 20.3 0.2 1.6 0.4 13.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 35.8
HCM 2010 LOS D
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Existing 2016
1: SR 509/Marine View Dr & 54th Ave/Taylor Way PM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 6/30/2016

Lane Group SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 2 142 223 315 100 229 47 1237 144 153 1169 3
Future Volume (vph) 2 142 223 315 100 229 47 1237 144 153 1169 3
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 350 200 150 0 300 0 200 0
Storage Lanes 2 1 1 0 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 450 1191 1158 1255
Travel Time (s) 10.2 27.1 26.3 28.5
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Heavy Vehicles (%) 26% 22% 9% 4% 29% 3% 40% 2% 9% 7% 4% 19%
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Prot NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 7 4 3 8
Permitted Phases 6
Detector Phase 1 6 6 5 2 7 4 3 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 10.0 25.0 25.0 10.0 25.0 10.0 25.0 10.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 30.0 60.0 60.0 30.0 60.0 30.0 60.0 30.0 60.0
Total Split (%) 16.7% 33.3% 33.3% 16.7% 33.3% 16.7% 33.3% 16.7% 33.3%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None Min None Min

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 180
Actuated Cycle Length: 130.9
Natural Cycle: 140
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Splits and Phases:     1: SR 509/Marine View Dr & 54th Ave/Taylor Way
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Queues Existing 2016
1: SR 509/Marine View Dr & 54th Ave/Taylor Way PM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 6/30/2016

Lane Group SEL SET SER NWL NWT NEL NET SWL SWT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 2 154 242 342 358 51 1502 166 1274
v/c Ratio 0.03 0.55 0.67 1.03 0.33 0.49 1.03 0.71 0.74
Control Delay 64.5 64.9 16.7 109.3 12.3 74.8 68.5 71.0 30.8
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 64.5 64.9 16.7 109.3 12.3 74.8 68.5 71.0 30.8
Queue Length 50th (ft) 2 66 0 ~309 34 42 ~712 136 455
Queue Length 95th (ft) 12 108 85 #562 87 90 #978 222 619
Internal Link Dist (ft) 370 1111 1078 1175
Turn Bay Length (ft) 350 200 150 300 200
Base Capacity (vph) 274 1247 764 332 1373 246 1461 323 1729
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.01 0.12 0.32 1.03 0.26 0.21 1.03 0.51 0.74

Intersection Summary
~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing 2016
1: SR 509/Marine View Dr & 54th Ave/Taylor Way PM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 6/30/2016

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 2 142 223 315 100 229 47 1237 144 153 1169 3
Future Volume (veh/h) 2 142 223 315 100 229 47 1237 144 153 1169 3
Number 1 6 16 5 2 12 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1508 1557 1743 1827 1713 1900 1357 1849 1900 1776 1826 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 2 154 3 342 109 42 51 1345 157 166 1271 3
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 26 22 9 4 29 29 40 2 2 7 4 4
Cap, veh/h 4 247 124 351 659 243 60 1392 162 194 1801 4
Arrive On Green 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.20 0.28 0.28 0.05 0.44 0.44 0.11 0.51 0.51
Sat Flow, veh/h 1436 2959 1482 1740 2330 858 1293 3173 368 1691 3551 8
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 2 154 3 342 75 76 51 741 761 166 621 653
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1436 1480 1482 1740 1627 1562 1293 1757 1784 1691 1735 1825
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.2 6.2 0.2 24.2 4.3 4.6 4.9 50.8 51.7 11.9 34.1 34.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.2 6.2 0.2 24.2 4.3 4.6 4.9 50.8 51.7 11.9 34.1 34.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.55 1.00 0.21 1.00 0.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 4 247 124 351 460 441 60 771 783 194 880 925
V/C Ratio(X) 0.52 0.62 0.02 0.97 0.16 0.17 0.85 0.96 0.97 0.86 0.71 0.71
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 290 1313 657 351 722 693 261 779 792 341 880 925
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 61.7 54.9 52.2 49.2 33.4 33.5 58.7 33.8 34.0 53.9 23.5 23.5
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 79.5 2.6 0.1 41.2 0.2 0.2 26.6 23.1 25.0 10.3 2.6 2.5
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.2 2.6 0.1 15.6 1.9 2.0 2.2 29.4 30.8 6.1 16.8 17.7
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 141.3 57.5 52.2 90.4 33.6 33.7 85.3 56.9 59.0 64.2 26.0 25.9
LnGrp LOS F E D F C C F E E E C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 159 493 1553 1440
Approach Delay, s/veh 58.4 73.0 58.9 30.4
Approach LOS E E E C

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.3 40.0 19.2 59.4 30.0 15.4 10.7 67.9
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 25.0 55.0 25.0 55.0 25.0 55.0 25.0 55.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.2 6.6 13.9 53.7 26.2 8.2 6.9 36.1
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 2.1 0.3 0.7 0.0 2.1 0.1 16.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 49.5
HCM 2010 LOS D
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Projected 2017 without Project
1: SR 509/Marine View Dr & 54th Ave/Taylor Way AM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 6/30/2016

Lane Group SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 5 91 116 108 183 145 271 680 179 207 1260 6
Future Volume (vph) 5 91 116 108 183 145 271 680 179 207 1260 6
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 350 200 150 0 300 0 200 0
Storage Lanes 2 1 1 0 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 450 1191 1158 1255
Travel Time (s) 10.2 27.1 26.3 28.5
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Heavy Vehicles (%) 40% 44% 32% 68% 30% 17% 17% 7% 11% 12% 3% 17%
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Prot NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 7 4 3 8
Permitted Phases 6
Detector Phase 1 6 6 5 2 7 4 3 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 6.0 10.0 10.0 6.0 10.0 6.0 10.0 6.0 10.0
Minimum Split (s) 11.0 25.0 25.0 11.0 25.0 11.0 25.0 11.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 30.0 60.0 60.0 30.0 60.0 30.0 60.0 30.0 60.0
Total Split (%) 16.7% 33.3% 33.3% 16.7% 33.3% 16.7% 33.3% 16.7% 33.3%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None Min None Min

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 180
Actuated Cycle Length: 131
Natural Cycle: 120
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Splits and Phases:     1: SR 509/Marine View Dr & 54th Ave/Taylor Way
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Queues Projected 2017 without Project
1: SR 509/Marine View Dr & 54th Ave/Taylor Way AM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 6/30/2016

Lane Group SEL SET SER NWL NWT NEL NET SWL SWT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 5 97 123 115 349 288 913 220 1346
v/c Ratio 0.08 0.45 0.57 0.72 0.45 0.98 0.66 0.72 0.91
Control Delay 65.0 65.1 20.4 77.7 29.4 100.2 33.3 65.4 47.0
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 65.0 65.1 20.4 77.7 29.4 100.2 33.3 65.4 47.0
Queue Length 50th (ft) 4 42 0 94 84 246 317 177 558
Queue Length 95th (ft) 20 75 64 167 148 #464 432 #308 #782
Internal Link Dist (ft) 370 1111 1078 1175
Turn Bay Length (ft) 350 200 150 300 200
Base Capacity (vph) 246 1054 585 205 1207 295 1382 308 1472
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.02 0.09 0.21 0.56 0.29 0.98 0.66 0.71 0.91

Intersection Summary
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Projected 2017 without Project
1: SR 509/Marine View Dr & 54th Ave/Taylor Way AM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 6/30/2016

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 5 91 116 108 183 145 271 680 179 207 1260 6
Future Volume (veh/h) 5 91 116 108 183 145 271 680 179 207 1260 6
Number 1 6 16 5 2 12 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1357 1319 1439 1131 1529 1900 1624 1762 1900 1696 1844 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 5 97 22 115 195 21 288 723 190 220 1340 6
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 40 44 32 68 30 30 17 7 7 12 3 3
Cap, veh/h 10 209 102 130 520 55 310 1250 328 247 1534 7
Arrive On Green 0.01 0.08 0.08 0.12 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.48 0.48 0.15 0.43 0.43
Sat Flow, veh/h 1293 2507 1223 1077 2650 282 1547 2625 690 1616 3576 16
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 5 97 22 115 106 110 288 461 452 220 656 690
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1293 1253 1223 1077 1453 1479 1547 1674 1640 1616 1751 1841
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.5 4.4 2.0 12.6 7.6 7.8 22.0 23.9 23.9 16.0 41.1 41.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.5 4.4 2.0 12.6 7.6 7.8 22.0 23.9 23.9 16.0 41.1 41.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.19 1.00 0.42 1.00 0.01
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 10 209 102 130 285 291 310 797 781 247 751 789
V/C Ratio(X) 0.50 0.46 0.22 0.88 0.37 0.38 0.93 0.58 0.58 0.89 0.87 0.87
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 269 1149 561 224 665 678 322 797 781 336 802 843
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 59.3 52.5 51.4 51.9 41.8 41.9 47.2 22.7 22.7 49.9 31.3 31.3
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 34.5 1.6 1.0 18.4 0.8 0.8 31.8 1.0 1.1 19.4 10.1 9.7
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.3 1.6 0.7 4.4 3.1 3.2 12.1 11.2 11.0 8.5 22.0 23.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 93.8 54.1 52.4 70.3 42.6 42.7 78.9 23.8 23.8 69.2 41.4 41.0
LnGrp LOS F D D E D D E C C E D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 124 331 1201 1566
Approach Delay, s/veh 55.4 52.3 37.0 45.1
Approach LOS E D D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.9 28.6 23.4 62.2 19.5 15.0 29.1 56.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 25.0 55.0 25.0 55.0 25.0 55.0 25.0 55.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.5 9.8 18.0 25.9 14.6 6.4 24.0 43.1
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 2.2 0.4 19.7 0.2 2.2 0.1 8.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 43.2
HCM 2010 LOS D
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Projected 2017 without Project
1: SR 509/Marine View Dr & 54th Ave/Taylor Way PM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 6/30/2016

Lane Group SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 2 202 277 328 134 248 73 1262 150 162 1192 3
Future Volume (vph) 2 202 277 328 134 248 73 1262 150 162 1192 3
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 350 200 150 0 300 0 200 0
Storage Lanes 2 1 1 0 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 450 1191 1158 1255
Travel Time (s) 10.2 27.1 26.3 28.5
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 29% 10% 6% 34% 4% 30% 1% 10% 7% 1% 0%
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Prot NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 7 4 3 8
Permitted Phases 6
Detector Phase 1 6 6 5 2 7 4 3 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 10.0 25.0 25.0 10.0 25.0 10.0 25.0 10.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 30.0 60.0 60.0 30.0 60.0 30.0 60.0 30.0 60.0
Total Split (%) 16.7% 33.3% 33.3% 16.7% 33.3% 16.7% 33.3% 16.7% 33.3%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None Min None Min

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 180
Actuated Cycle Length: 136.7
Natural Cycle: 140
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Splits and Phases:     1: SR 509/Marine View Dr & 54th Ave/Taylor Way
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Queues Projected 2017 without Project
1: SR 509/Marine View Dr & 54th Ave/Taylor Way PM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 6/30/2016

Lane Group SEL SET SER NWL NWT NEL NET SWL SWT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 2 220 301 357 416 79 1535 176 1299
v/c Ratio 0.03 0.64 0.72 1.14 0.37 0.59 1.09 0.74 0.81
Control Delay 67.5 66.2 20.2 144.7 13.6 78.5 90.4 75.1 38.3
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 67.5 66.2 20.2 144.7 13.6 78.5 90.4 75.1 38.3
Queue Length 50th (ft) 2 99 26 ~374 47 69 ~812 152 518
Queue Length 95th (ft) 11 149 131 #631 107 129 #1076 245 706
Internal Link Dist (ft) 370 1111 1078 1175
Turn Bay Length (ft) 350 200 150 300 200
Base Capacity (vph) 331 1130 753 312 1309 254 1411 309 1608
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.01 0.19 0.40 1.14 0.32 0.31 1.09 0.57 0.81

Intersection Summary
~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Projected 2017 without Project
1: SR 509/Marine View Dr & 54th Ave/Taylor Way PM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 6/30/2016

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 2 202 277 328 134 248 73 1262 150 162 1192 3
Future Volume (veh/h) 2 202 277 328 134 248 73 1262 150 162 1192 3
Number 1 6 16 5 2 12 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1473 1727 1792 1659 1900 1462 1864 1900 1776 1881 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 2 220 62 357 146 63 79 1372 163 176 1296 3
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 29 10 6 34 34 30 1 1 7 1 1
Cap, veh/h 5 324 170 326 662 274 95 1341 158 203 1726 4
Arrive On Green 0.00 0.12 0.12 0.19 0.30 0.30 0.07 0.42 0.42 0.12 0.47 0.47
Sat Flow, veh/h 1810 2798 1468 1707 2177 899 1392 3191 377 1691 3658 8
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 2 220 62 357 104 105 79 757 778 176 633 666
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1810 1399 1468 1707 1576 1500 1392 1770 1797 1691 1787 1880
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.1 9.9 5.1 25.0 6.4 6.9 7.3 55.0 55.0 13.4 37.9 37.9
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.1 9.9 5.1 25.0 6.4 6.9 7.3 55.0 55.0 13.4 37.9 37.9
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.60 1.00 0.21 1.00 0.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 5 324 170 326 480 457 95 744 755 203 843 887
V/C Ratio(X) 0.41 0.68 0.36 1.09 0.22 0.23 0.83 1.02 1.03 0.87 0.75 0.75
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 346 1176 617 326 663 631 266 744 755 323 843 887
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 65.1 55.5 53.4 52.9 33.9 34.0 60.2 37.9 37.9 56.6 28.3 28.3
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 47.7 2.5 1.3 77.5 0.2 0.3 16.4 37.4 40.5 13.7 3.8 3.6
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 3.9 2.1 18.7 2.8 2.9 3.3 34.4 35.6 7.0 19.5 20.5
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 112.9 58.0 54.7 130.5 34.1 34.3 76.6 75.3 78.5 70.3 32.1 31.9
LnGrp LOS F E D F C C E F F E C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 284 566 1614 1475
Approach Delay, s/veh 57.6 94.9 76.9 36.5
Approach LOS E F E D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.4 44.8 20.7 60.0 30.0 20.2 13.9 66.7
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 25.0 55.0 25.0 55.0 25.0 55.0 25.0 55.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.1 8.9 15.4 57.0 27.0 11.9 9.3 39.9
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 3.3 0.3 0.0 0.0 3.3 0.1 13.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 63.0
HCM 2010 LOS E
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Projected 2017 with Project
1: SR 509/Marine View Dr & 54th Ave/Taylor Way AM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 6/30/2016

Lane Group SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 5 91 116 108 183 159 271 681 179 221 1261 6
Future Volume (vph) 5 91 116 108 183 159 271 681 179 221 1261 6
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 350 200 150 0 300 0 200 0
Storage Lanes 2 1 1 0 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 450 1191 1158 1255
Travel Time (s) 10.2 27.1 26.3 28.5
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Heavy Vehicles (%) 40% 44% 32% 68% 30% 23% 17% 7% 11% 16% 3% 17%
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Prot NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 7 4 3 8
Permitted Phases 6
Detector Phase 1 6 6 5 2 7 4 3 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 6.0 10.0 10.0 6.0 10.0 6.0 10.0 6.0 10.0
Minimum Split (s) 11.0 25.0 25.0 11.0 25.0 11.0 25.0 11.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 30.0 60.0 60.0 30.0 60.0 30.0 60.0 30.0 60.0
Total Split (%) 16.7% 33.3% 33.3% 16.7% 33.3% 16.7% 33.3% 16.7% 33.3%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None Min None Min

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 180
Actuated Cycle Length: 131
Natural Cycle: 120
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Splits and Phases:     1: SR 509/Marine View Dr & 54th Ave/Taylor Way
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Queues Projected 2017 with Project
1: SR 509/Marine View Dr & 54th Ave/Taylor Way AM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 6/30/2016

Lane Group SEL SET SER NWL NWT NEL NET SWL SWT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 5 97 123 115 364 288 914 235 1347
v/c Ratio 0.08 0.45 0.57 0.72 0.47 0.98 0.66 0.79 0.92
Control Delay 65.0 65.1 20.4 77.7 29.1 100.2 33.5 71.0 47.0
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 65.0 65.1 20.4 77.7 29.1 100.2 33.5 71.0 47.0
Queue Length 50th (ft) 4 42 0 94 86 246 317 192 560
Queue Length 95th (ft) 20 75 64 167 153 #464 432 #350 #784
Internal Link Dist (ft) 370 1111 1078 1175
Turn Bay Length (ft) 350 200 150 300 200
Base Capacity (vph) 246 1054 585 205 1186 295 1375 297 1472
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.02 0.09 0.21 0.56 0.31 0.98 0.66 0.79 0.92

Intersection Summary
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Projected 2017 with Project
1: SR 509/Marine View Dr & 54th Ave/Taylor Way AM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 6/30/2016

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 5 91 116 108 183 159 271 681 179 221 1261 6
Future Volume (veh/h) 5 91 116 108 183 159 271 681 179 221 1261 6
Number 1 6 16 5 2 12 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1357 1319 1439 1131 1499 1900 1624 1762 1900 1638 1844 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 5 97 22 115 195 41 288 724 190 235 1341 6
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94
Percent Heavy Veh, % 40 44 32 68 30 30 17 7 7 16 3 3
Cap, veh/h 10 207 101 130 460 95 310 1220 320 260 1542 7
Arrive On Green 0.01 0.08 0.08 0.12 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.46 0.46 0.17 0.43 0.43
Sat Flow, veh/h 1293 2507 1223 1077 2353 485 1547 2625 689 1560 3576 16
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 5 97 22 115 116 120 288 462 452 235 657 690
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1293 1253 1223 1077 1424 1413 1547 1674 1640 1560 1751 1841
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.5 4.5 2.0 12.7 8.7 9.0 22.1 24.7 24.7 17.9 41.3 41.3
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.5 4.5 2.0 12.7 8.7 9.0 22.1 24.7 24.7 17.9 41.3 41.3
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.34 1.00 0.42 1.00 0.01
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 10 207 101 130 279 277 310 778 762 260 755 794
V/C Ratio(X) 0.50 0.47 0.22 0.88 0.42 0.43 0.93 0.59 0.59 0.90 0.87 0.87
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 267 1139 556 223 647 642 320 778 762 322 796 837
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 59.8 53.0 51.8 52.4 42.6 42.8 47.6 24.0 24.0 49.4 31.3 31.3
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 34.6 1.6 1.1 18.8 1.0 1.1 32.2 1.2 1.2 23.9 9.9 9.5
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.3 1.6 0.7 4.4 3.5 3.6 12.2 11.7 11.4 9.4 22.0 23.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 94.4 54.6 52.9 71.2 43.6 43.8 79.8 25.2 25.2 73.4 41.2 40.8
LnGrp LOS F D D E D D E C C E D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 124 351 1202 1582
Approach Delay, s/veh 55.9 52.7 38.3 45.8
Approach LOS E D D D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.9 28.7 25.2 61.2 19.6 15.0 29.2 57.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 25.0 55.0 25.0 55.0 25.0 55.0 25.0 55.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.5 11.0 19.9 26.7 14.7 6.5 24.1 43.3
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 2.4 0.3 19.4 0.2 2.4 0.1 8.9

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 44.2
HCM 2010 LOS D
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings Projected 2017 with Project
1: SR 509/Marine View Dr & 54th Ave/Taylor Way PM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 6/30/2016

Lane Group SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 2 202 277 328 134 249 73 1262 150 165 1192 3
Future Volume (vph) 2 202 277 328 134 249 73 1262 150 165 1192 3
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 350 200 500 0 300 0 200 0
Storage Lanes 2 1 1 0 1 0 1 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 450 1191 1158 1255
Travel Time (s) 10.2 27.1 26.3 28.5
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 29% 10% 6% 34% 4% 30% 1% 10% 9% 1% 0%
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Turn Type Prot NA Perm Prot NA Prot NA Prot NA
Protected Phases 1 6 5 2 7 4 3 8
Permitted Phases 6
Detector Phase 1 6 6 5 2 7 4 3 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 10.0 25.0 25.0 10.0 25.0 10.0 25.0 10.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 30.0 60.0 60.0 30.0 60.0 30.0 60.0 30.0 60.0
Total Split (%) 16.7% 33.3% 33.3% 16.7% 33.3% 16.7% 33.3% 16.7% 33.3%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None None None None Min None Min

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 180
Actuated Cycle Length: 137.3
Natural Cycle: 150
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Splits and Phases:     1: SR 509/Marine View Dr & 54th Ave/Taylor Way
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Queues Projected 2017 with Project
1: SR 509/Marine View Dr & 54th Ave/Taylor Way PM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 6/30/2016

Lane Group SEL SET SER NWL NWT NEL NET SWL SWT
Lane Group Flow (vph) 2 220 301 357 417 79 1535 179 1299
v/c Ratio 0.03 0.64 0.72 1.15 0.38 0.60 1.09 0.74 0.80
Control Delay 67.5 66.6 20.3 146.7 13.6 78.9 92.4 75.4 38.1
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 67.5 66.6 20.3 146.7 13.6 78.9 92.4 75.4 38.1
Queue Length 50th (ft) 2 100 26 ~378 48 69 ~822 155 518
Queue Length 95th (ft) 11 149 131 #631 107 129 #1076 250 706
Internal Link Dist (ft) 370 1111 1078 1175
Turn Bay Length (ft) 350 200 500 300 200
Base Capacity (vph) 329 1125 750 311 1305 253 1404 302 1616
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.01 0.20 0.40 1.15 0.32 0.31 1.09 0.59 0.80

Intersection Summary
~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Projected 2017 with Project
1: SR 509/Marine View Dr & 54th Ave/Taylor Way PM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 6/30/2016

Movement SEL SET SER NWL NWT NWR NEL NET NER SWL SWT SWR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 2 202 277 328 134 249 73 1262 150 165 1192 3
Future Volume (veh/h) 2 202 277 328 134 249 73 1262 150 165 1192 3
Number 1 6 16 5 2 12 7 4 14 3 8 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1473 1727 1792 1659 1900 1462 1864 1900 1743 1881 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 2 220 62 357 146 64 79 1372 163 179 1296 3
Adj No. of Lanes 1 2 1 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2 0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 29 10 6 34 34 30 1 1 9 1 1
Cap, veh/h 5 324 170 325 657 276 95 1335 158 205 1732 4
Arrive On Green 0.00 0.12 0.12 0.19 0.30 0.30 0.07 0.42 0.42 0.12 0.47 0.47
Sat Flow, veh/h 1810 2798 1468 1707 2167 909 1392 3191 377 1660 3658 8
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 2 220 62 357 104 106 79 757 778 179 633 666
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1810 1399 1468 1707 1576 1499 1392 1770 1797 1660 1787 1880
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.1 9.9 5.1 25.0 6.5 6.9 7.4 55.0 55.0 13.9 38.0 38.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.1 9.9 5.1 25.0 6.5 6.9 7.4 55.0 55.0 13.9 38.0 38.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.61 1.00 0.21 1.00 0.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 5 324 170 325 478 455 95 741 752 205 846 890
V/C Ratio(X) 0.41 0.68 0.36 1.10 0.22 0.23 0.83 1.02 1.03 0.87 0.75 0.75
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 344 1171 614 325 660 627 265 741 752 316 846 890
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 65.4 55.8 53.6 53.2 34.2 34.3 60.5 38.2 38.2 56.6 28.2 28.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 47.7 2.5 1.3 79.3 0.2 0.3 16.5 38.8 42.0 15.4 3.7 3.5
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.1 4.0 2.1 18.9 2.9 2.9 3.3 34.7 35.9 7.3 19.5 20.5
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 113.2 58.3 55.0 132.5 34.4 34.6 76.9 77.0 80.2 72.0 31.9 31.7
LnGrp LOS F E D F C C E F F E C C
Approach Vol, veh/h 284 567 1614 1478
Approach Delay, s/veh 57.9 96.2 78.5 36.7
Approach LOS E F E D

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 5.4 44.9 21.2 60.0 30.0 20.2 14.0 67.2
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 25.0 55.0 25.0 55.0 25.0 55.0 25.0 55.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 2.1 8.9 15.9 57.0 27.0 11.9 9.4 40.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 3.3 0.3 0.0 0.0 3.3 0.1 13.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 63.9
HCM 2010 LOS E
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Coski Surface Mine  Traffic Impact Analysis 

 

APPENDIX E 

FEE CONTRIBUTION CALCULATIONS 
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City of Fife Traffic Impact Fee Calculation

Fee Rate per Daily VMT $473.00 from Fife Adopted Impact Fee Appendix B

Intra‐City Discount 0.95 from Fife Adopted Impact Fee Appendix B

Average Trip Length 1.11 from Fife Adopted Impact Fee Appendix B

Truck Impact Factor 1.81 from Fife Adopted Impact Fee Appendix A

Fee Per Truck Trip

473 X 0.95 X 1.11 X 1.81 =  $902.79

Fee Per Passenger Vehicle Trip

473 X 0.95 X 1.11 = $498.78

Average Daily Truck Trips 13

Average Daily Passenger Vehicle Trips 8

Truck Impact Fee

13 Truck Trips X 902.79 per Trip =  $11,736.26

Passenger Vehicle Impact Fee

8 Passenger Vehicle Trips X 498.78 per Trip $3,990.23

Total Fife Traffic Mitigation Fee $15,726.49

City of Fife 54th Ave E/Pacific Highway E proportionate share calc

        Total entering traffic (2017 PM peak hour w/project) = 4,203

        Total PM peak hour project traffic entering = 4

        Project percent of total = 4/4,203 = 0.0952%

        Project cost = $1,900,000

        Coski Surface Mine proportionate share = $1,900,000 X 0.0952% = $1,808.80
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8730 Tallon Lane NE, Suite 200    Lacey, WA 98516    Office 360.352.1465    Fax 360.352.1509    scjalliance.com 

 

May 12, 2017
  
 
Robert Balmelli, 
 
RB Engineering 
91 SW 13th Street 
Chehalis, WA 98532 
 
 
Re: Coski Surface Mine – TIA Addendum  
 SCJ Project #1838.02 ph 50 
 
Dear Mr. Balmelli: 
 
The project is located at 2415 Marine View Drive in Tacoma Washington.  The project consists of a 
mining operation to excavate approximately 400,000 cubic yards of material from an approximately 11-
acre site.  The site has been used historically for mining under temporary permits. The development will 
include a small office, parking lot, truck scale, wheel wash and water detention ponds. The site is 
currently zoned R-2 (One Family Dwelling) and C-2 (Commercial). 
 
We prepared a TIA dated September 27, 2016 that provided an analysis of the estimated project traffic 
and potential impacts to the area road network.  The TIA was prepared based on direction given by City 
of Tacoma engineering staff.  This addendum provides additional detail in response to comments from 
the public and from City of Tacoma staff.  Specifically, this addendum addresses the following subjects: 
 

• Provide an analysis of the collision history of Marine View Drive in the study area 

• Provide analysis of the Norpoint Way/Marine View Drive and Site Driveway/Marine View Drive 
intersections 

• Provide detail on possible mitigation and developer contribution to improvements at Taylor 
Way/Marine View Drive 

 
Crash Analysis – Marine View Drive 
A crash rate analysis was performed for SR 509 (Marine View Drive) between Taylor Way and East 11th 
Street. Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) provided collision data for the study 
roadway segment. The data includes all reported vehicle crashes occurring over the most recent, 
complete five-year span of data currently available, January 1, 2012 through December 31, 2016. A 
crash frequency rate per Million Vehicle Miles (MVM) was calculated for the study road sections based 
on the following formula: 
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May 12, 2017 

Page 2 of 6 
 
 

 

𝐶𝑟𝑎𝑠ℎ 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝑀𝑉𝑀

=
1,000,000 𝑥 𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐶𝑟𝑎𝑠ℎ𝑒𝑠

𝑆𝑒𝑔𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝐿𝑒𝑛𝑔𝑡ℎ 𝑥 365 𝑥 𝑁𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑠 𝑥 𝐴𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝐷𝑎𝑖𝑙𝑦 𝐸𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑓𝑓𝑖𝑐
 

 
SR 509 is designated a principal arterial between Taylor Way and Norpoint Way and from Norpoint Way 
to the north it is designated a minor arterial.  The crash rate was calculated separately for the two 
roadway segments.  The detailed crash data provided by WSDOT are attached.  A summary of the crash 
analysis is provided in Table 1. 
 

Table 1.  Crash Analysis Summary 

MARINE VIEW DRIVE (SR 509) 
ROADWAY SEGMENT 

REPORTED 
CRASHES1 

FUNCTIONAL 
CLASSIFICATION 

AVERAGE 
DAILY TRAFFIC2 

SEGMENT 
LENGTH 
(miles) 

CRASH 
RATE PER 

MVM 
1 Taylor Way to Norpoint Way 116 Principal Arterial 21,000 1.84 1.64 

2 Norpoint Way to E 11th Street 8 Minor Arterial 9,600 0.68 0.67 
     

 
 

1 WSDOT Start Crash Summary Report, 5-year period (1/1/2012-12/31/2016) 

2 Average daily traffic represents 2014 volumes from the WSDOT Annual Traffic Report 

 
WSDOT has compiled collision rate summaries for State facilities by functional classification.  The most 
recent summary published by WSDOT in 2011 provided the following average collision rates for urban 
areas for the Olympic Region of Washington State (which includes Pierce County): 
 

• Principal Arterial collision rate per million vehicle miles = 1.82 

• Minor Arterial collision rate per million vehicle miles = 2.10 

As shown in Table 1 the study roadway segments experience collision rates below the region averages 
for similar roadway types.  The most common crash type is rear-end crashes associated with 
intersections.  Of the 124 reported crashes, 16 involved truck-trailer combination vehicles or a tractor 
with no trailer. 
 
Of the 124 reported crashes, 43 involved evident or potential injury and 2 involved fatalities.  The 
crashes involving fatalities are summarized below, based on the WSDOT crash summary. 
 

• July 2012, motorcycle and passenger vehicle head-on collision.  Contributing circumstances 
listed for the motorcycle as “exceeding stated speed limit” and for the passenger vehicle “over 
the center line.” 

• December 2012, rear end collision between two vehicles both identified as “pickup, panel truck 
or vanette under 10,000 pounds.” Contributing circumstances listed as inattention and 
operating defective equipment. 
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Operational Analysis 
Operational analysis of the Norpoint Way/Marine View Drive and Site Driveway/Marine View Drive 
intersections was prepared for AM and PM peak hour conditions.   
 
Traffic Volume Forecast 
The analysis traffic volumes were based on the following counts collected at Marine View 
Drive/Norpoint Way: 
 

• PM peak hour – Thursday October 29, 2015 turning movement count provided by the City of 
Tacoma; Thursday February 9, 2017 turning movement count collected by Traffic Count 
Consultants Inc. (TC2) 

• AM peak hour – Tuesday March 15, 2016 turning movement count and Thursday February 9, 
2017 turning movement count collected by TC2 

 
The directional splits of the counts collected in 2017 were possibly influenced by a nighttime closure of 
Marine View Drive north of Norpoint Way.  To account for this, the turning percentages from the earlier 
counts were applied to the intersection total entering traffic volume from the 2017 counts. 
 
The 2017 forecast was prepared in the same way as described in the September 2016 TIA and includes 
the following: 
 

• One year of 2% background traffic growth 

• Pipeline development traffic for the DCT Blair Logistics Center and Prologis Park 

• Estimated traffic from the Coski Surface Mine at peak operational capacity (15 hauls per hour) 
 
The volumes on Marine View Drive at the proposed Site Driveway were estimated by based on the 
northbound and southbound volumes approaching and departing the north leg of Norpoint Way.  The 
traffic volumes are provided in the attached synchro output. 
 
Intersection Level of Service 
We prepared intersection level of service calculations for the two study intersections using the same 
methodology and criteria described in the September TIA.  The results are summarized in the following 
tables: 
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Table 2. AM Peak Hour – Level of Service Analysis Results 

Norpoint Way/Marine View Drive (SR 509) 

 Existing 2016 Projected 2017 w/o 
Project 

Projected 2017 
W/Project 

Approach LOS Delay (in 
seconds) 

LOS Delay (in 
seconds) 

LOS Delay (in 
seconds) 

Southeastbound on 
Marine View Dr 

B 13.3 B 14.0 B 14.2 

Northwestbound on 
Marine View Dr 

B 13.1 B 13.5 B 13.6 

Southwestbound on 
Norpoint Way 

B 16.8 B 17.6 B 18.2 

Intersection Average B 15.0 B 15.7 B 16.0 

 
 

Table 3. PM Peak Hour – Level of Service Analysis Results 

Norpoint Way/Marine View Drive (SR 509) 

 Existing 2016 Projected 2017 w/o 
Project 

Projected 2017 
W/Project 

Approach LOS Delay (in 
seconds) 

LOS Delay (in 
seconds) 

LOS Delay (in 
seconds) 

Southeastbound on 
Marine View Dr 

B 10.7 B 11.0 B 11.0 

Northwestbound on 
Marine View Dr 

B 16.5 B 17.0 B 17.0 

Southwestbound on 
Norpoint Way 

B 17.8 B 18.4 B 18.5 

Intersection Average B 15.9 B 16.4 B 16.5 

 
Site Driveway/Marine View Drive 
We prepared an analysis of the proposed site driveway on Marine View Drive for forecasted 2017 AM 
and PM peak hour conditions.  The analysis indicates there is ample capacity for the trucks 
entering/exiting the driveway and the driveway would operate at a LOS D condition in the AM peak hour 
and a LOS C condition in the PM peak hour.  
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Developer Mitigation at Taylor Way/Marine View Drive 
The proposed Coski Surface Mine will have a small measurable effect on this intersection.  However, the 
impact will be intermittent and of limited duration due to the finite volume of material that will be 
removed from the mine.   
 
PM Peak Hour Impact 
By requirement, the project will not generate truck traffic during the PM peak hour, and is forecasted to 
add up to four passenger vehicle trips to the intersection during the PM peak hour on a peak operation 
day.  This will result in a negligible change in queueing and delay. 
 
AM Peak Hour Impact 
The project will add up to 30 trips to the intersection during the AM peak hour on a peak operation day.  
During this period, the intersection is projected to operate at a LOS D during the AM peak hour with the 
Coski Surface Mine.  The vehicle queue for the southwest bound to southeast bound left-turn 
movement is projected to increase from 308 feet to 350 feet, which roughly equates to one additional 
queued truck.  The existing and projected queue length extends past the striped storage but not past 
the transition area. 
 
As noted, the LOS and queue analysis presented in the TIA represents the surface mine operating at its 
peak capacity (15 hauls per hour).  If the mine were to operate at this capacity continuously the material 
would be exhausted in approximately two months, as estimated in the calculations below: 
 

• 400,000 cy total material 

• 20 cubic yards per haul 

• 400,000 cy/20 cy per haul = 20,000 hauls 

• Continuous operation at 300 hauls per day (as analyzed in the TIA) =  
o 20,000 hauls/300 hauls per day = 66.7 days 

 
The Coski Surface Mine traffic impact will be intermittent and of limited duration and the intersection 
will operate at an acceptable LOS D during the AM peak period.  Based on this analysis it does not 
appear that traffic mitigation is warranted at this location.  However, the developer will make a 
voluntary contribution of $2,000 to the City of Tacoma to retime the traffic signal to better 
accommodate the increase in traffic associated with development traffic growth in the area, including 
the Coski Surface Mine. 
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Thank you for reviewing the enclosed materials.  If you have any questions or comments about the 
enclosed information, please contact me at (360) 352-1465. 
 
Respectfully, 
SCJ Alliance 
 

 
George Smith 
Senior Transportation Planner 
 
 
Enclosures: WSDOT Crash Data Summary Report  

Traffic Volume Worksheets 
  Synchro LOS Analysis Outputs 

 
   
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
N:\Projects\1838  RB Engineering\1838.02 Coski Mine TIA Update\Phase 50 - Respond to comments\L2017-0512 Coski TIA Addendum.docx 
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February 17, 2017 
 
 

Jacki Taylor 
SCJ Alliance 
8730 Tallon Lane 
Lacey WA 98516 

Dear Ms. Taylor: 

 
Transportation Data and GIS Office 
7345 Linderson Way Sw, Fl 1 
Tumwater, WA 98501 

 
360-570-2464 / Fax 360-570-2449 
TTY: 1-800-833-6388 
www.wsdot.wa.gov 

In accordance with the Public Records Act, RCW 42.56, this letter acknowledges receipt 
of your request for records dated February 7, 2017 (Request Number PDR-17-0435). 

 
We have prepared a history and summary of officer reported crashes that occurred on 
State Route 509 (milepost 3.81B – 3.22) from Taylor Way to 11th St for the period of 
1/1/2012 – 12/31/2016. 

 
Federal law 23 United States Code Section 409 governs use of the data you requested. 
Under this law, data maintained for purposes of evaluating potential highway safety 
enhancements: 

 
“. . . shall not be subject to discovery or admitted into evidence in a federal or state court 
proceeding or considered for other purposes in any action for damages arising from any 
occurrence at a location mentioned or addressed in such reports, surveys, schedules, 
lists, or data.” [Emphasis added.] 

 
The Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) is releasing this data to 
you with the understanding that you will not use this data contrary to the restrictions in 
Section 409, which means you will not use this data in discovery or as evidence at trial in 
any action for damages against the WSDOT, the State of Washington, or any other 
jurisdiction involved in the locations mentioned in the data. If you should attempt to use 
this data in an action for damages against WSDOT, the State of Washington, or any other 
jurisdiction involved in the locations mentioned in the data, these entities expressly 
reserve the right, under Section 409, to object to the use of the data, including any 
opinions drawn from the data. 
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Public Disclosure Request PDR-17-0435 
February 17, 2017 
Page 2 

 
 
 

With this package, your request for records is complete and closed. 
 

If you have any further questions, you may contact me at 360-570-2464. 

Sincerely, 

 
 

Julie Brown 
Transportation Planning Technician 3 
Transportation Data and GIS Office 

 
 
 

cc: w/enclosures 
Steve Bennett, WSDOT Olympic Region 
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TOTAL NUMBER OF COLLISIONS:   124Date Range: Jan 1, 2012  to  Dec 31, 2016 *AT TRIAL IN ANY ACTION FOR DAMAGES AGAINST THE
*WSDOT OR THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

SR/SRID: 509  (Use only SR Number) STANDARD CRASH SUMMARY REPORT *UNDER 23 UNITED STATES CODE - SECTION 409, THIS
SRMP:  3.81B  to  3.22A BY YEAR *DATA CANNOT BE USED IN DISCOVERY OR AS EVIDENCE

DATE TIME
Page 1 of 1

Upload Date:  02/11/2017 STATE OF WASHINGTON - DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 02/17/17 10:36

YEAR
TOTAL 
COLS

PROP 
DMAG 
COLS

POSS 
INJ 

COLS

EVID 
INJ 

COLS

SER 
INJ 

COLS

TOTAL 
INJ 

COLS
FATAL 
COLS # INJ # FAT # VEH

MV 
DRIVER 

ALC REL 
COLS

FIXD 
OBJ 

COLS

REAR 
END 

COLS

OPP 
DIR 

COLS

ENTER 
AT 

ANGLE

OVER 
TURN 
COLS

PEDL 
CYC 

COLS
PEDES 
COLS

2012 20 13 3 1 1 5 2 14 2 37 3 4 4 1 2 1 0 0
2013 21 17 3 1 0 4 0 4 0 41 2 4 8 0 4 0 0 0
2014 29 16 13 0 0 13 0 19 0 71 4 3 15 2 4 0 0 1
2015 20 15 5 0 0 5 0 8 0 43 1 2 11 1 1 0 0 0
2016 34 18 14 1 1 16 0 26 0 66 1 4 8 8 5 0 0 0
TOTAL 124 79 38 3 2 43 2 71 2 258 11 17 46 12 16 1 0 1
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                                       STATE OF WASHINGTON - DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
                                                    T R I P S   S Y S T E M 
                                                     ANNUAL TRAFFIC REPORT 
 
                                                                                                 AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUME 
                STATE                                                                         ---------------------------------- 
                ROUTE                                          FUNCT   TRUCK PERCENTAGES         2012     2013     2014     2015 
 STATE ROUTE   MILEPOST    LOCATION                    COUPLET CLASS  SNGL DBL TRIPLE TOTAL     UNITS    UNITS    UNITS    UNITS 
 
 508            008.39  BEFORE JCT CARLISLE AVE*LEONARD RD        3                             3700*    3800     3900     4000 
 
 508            008.39  AFTER JCT CARLISLE AVE*LEONARD RD         3                             2800     2900     2900     2600* 
 
 508            013.34  BEFORE JCT CENTRALIA ALPHA RD             3                             1200*    1300     1300     1300 
 
 508            013.34  AFTER JCT CENTRALIA ALPHA RD              3                             1300*    1300     1400     1400* 
 
 508            018.02  AFTER JCT CINEBAR RD                      3                              960*     990     1000     1000* 
 
 508            031.29  AFTER JCT CHAPMAN RD                      3                             1200*    1300     1300     1300* 
 
 508            032.21  BEFORE JCT ONEILL RD                      3                             1900*    1900     1900     2000* 
 
 508            032.21  AFTER JCT ONEILL RD                       3                             2100*    2100     2200     2100* 
 
 508            032.84  BEFORE JCT SR 7                           3                             2000*    2100     2100     2100 
 
 
               STATE ROUTE NO 509 MAINLINE  SR 705/TACOMA TO SR 99 
 
 
 509            000.05  AFTER JCT SR 705 NB RAMPS WYE CONN        1                            35000*   35000    35000*   36000 
 
 509            001.66  BEFORE RAMP PORT OF TACOMA RD             1                            27000*   27000    28000*   29000 
 
 509            002.35  AT PORT OF TACOMA RD                      1                            22000*   23000    24000*   24000 
 
 509            002.80  AFTER RAMP PORT OF TACOMA RD              1                            30000*   30000    31000*   32000 
 
 509            005.69B BEFORE JCT NORPOINT WAY WYE CONN          1                            20000    20000    21000*   22000 
 
 509            005.72B AFTER JCT NORPOINT WAY WYE CONN           2                             9400     9400     9600*    9900 
 
 509            006.38B BEFORE JCT E 11TH ST-OLD SR 509           2                             5000     5000     5100*    5300 
 
 509            005.80  AFTER JCT SLAYDEN RD NE                   2                             4700     4700     4500*    4600 
 
 509            006.58  AT DRY GULCH BRIDGE                       2                             2700     2700     2700*    2700 
 
 509            007.23  AFTER JCT WHITTIER ST NE                  2                             2500     2500     2400*    2500 
 
 509            009.08  BEFORE JCT 47TH AVE SW                    2                             4900     4900     4700*    4800 
 
 509            009.08  AFTER JCT 47TH AVE SW                     2                             2900     2900     2800*    2800 
 
 509            011.21  BEFORE JCT 22ND AVE SW                    2                             3900*    4000     3900*    4000 
 
 509            011.25  AFTER JCT 21ST AVE SW                     2                            15000*   16000    15000*   15000 
 
 509            011.50  AFTER JCT SW 312TH ST WYE CONN            2                            12000*   12000    11000*   12000 
 
 509            013.16  BEFORE JCT 4TH AVE S                      2                                              10000*   10000* 
 
 509            013.16  AFTER JCT 4TH AVE S                       2                                              12000*   12000* 
 
 
 
                                                                                              * BASED ON ACTUAL COUNT 
                                                                                              + SOURCE OF TRUCK PERCENTAGES 
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PRINCIPAL MINOR ALL
RURAL AREAS ARTERIAL ARTERIAL COLLECTOR INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS

Vehicle Miles of Travel (Millions) 1,140.51 371.66 127.49 399.54 2,039.20
Miles of Highway 414.20 178.47 192.00 16.07 800.74
Total Collisions 1,051 584 194 177 2,006
Collision Rate (1) 0.92 1.57 1.52 0.44 0.98
Property Damage Only Collisions 670 352 110 130 1,262
Property Damage Only Collision Rate (1) 0.59 0.95 0.86 0.33 0.62
Injury Collisions 374 223 80 46 723
Injury Collision Rate (1) 0.33 0.60 0.63 0.12 0.35
Fatal Collisions 7 9 4 1 21
Fatal Collision Rate (2) 0.61 2.42 3.14 0.25 1.03

PRINCIPAL MINOR ALL
URBAN AREAS ARTERIAL ARTERIAL COLLECTOR INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS

Vehicle Miles of Travel (Millions) 2,491.59 248.84 0.00 1,761.96 4,502.39
Miles of Highway 204.71 60.66 0.00 39.41 304.78
Total Collisions 4,536 522 0 2,597 7,655
Collision Rate (1) 1.82 2.10 0.00 1.47 1.70
Property Damage Only Collisions 3,032 320 0 1,794 5,146
Property Damage Only Collision Rate (1) 1.22 1.29 0.00 1.02 1.14
Injury Collisions 1,493 201 0 796 2,490
Injury Collision Rate (1) 0.60 0.81 0.00 0.45 0.55
Fatal Collisions 11 1 0 7 19
Fatal Collision Rate (2) 0.44 0.40 0.00 0.40 0.42

PRINCIPAL MINOR ALL
ALL AREAS ARTERIAL ARTERIAL COLLECTOR INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS

Vehicle Miles of Travel (Millions) 3,632.10 620.50 127.49 2,161.50 6,541.59
Miles of Highway 618.91 239.13 192.00 55.48 1,105.52
Total Collisions 5,587 1,106 194 2,774 9,661
Collision Rate (1) 1.54 1.78 1.52 1.28 1.48
Property Damage Only Collisions 3,702 672 110 1,924 6,408
Property Damage Only Collision Rate (1) 1.02 1.08 0.86 0.89 0.98
Injury Collisions 1,867 424 80 842 3,213
Injury Collision Rate (1) 0.51 0.68 0.63 0.39 0.49
Fatal Collisions 18 10 4 8 40
Fatal Collision Rate (2) 0.50 1.61 3.14 0.37 0.61
 (1) Per Million Vehicle Miles of Travel
 (2) Per 100 Million Vehicle Miles of Travel

2011 AVERAGE COLLISION RATES BY FUNCTIONAL CLASS
Olympic Region (State Routes only)
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Prepared for: SCJ Alliance

      Traffic Count Consultants, Inc.

 Phone: (253) 926-6009     FAX: (253) 922-7211   E-Mail:  Team@TC2inc.com

WBE/DBE

Intersection: SR 509 & Norpoint Way NE Date of Count: Tues 3/15/2016
Location: Tacoma, Washington Checked By: Jess

Time From North on (SB) From South on (NB) From East on (WB) From West on (EB) Interval
Interval SR 509 SR 509 Norpoint Way NE 0 Total

Ending at T L S R T L S R T L S R T L S R

7:15 A 6 7 156 0 3 0 39 77 5 203 0 2 0 0 0 0 484

7:30 A 6 4 155 0 13 0 49 96 1 193 0 8 0 0 0 0 505

7:45 A 4 5 168 0 9 0 67 114 1 234 0 12 0 0 0 0 600

8:00 A 6 2 133 0 11 0 63 120 0 175 0 11 0 0 0 0 504

8:15 A 5 7 110 0 6 0 66 92 3 159 0 4 0 0 0 0 438

8:30 A 3 4 111 0 9 0 49 101 1 135 0 5 0 0 0 0 405

8:45 A 4 5 112 0 9 0 63 87 1 130 0 3 0 0 0 0 400

9:00 A 7 8 84 0 8 0 47 67 4 141 0 7 0 0 0 0 354

9:15 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:30 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total

Survey 41 42 1029 0 68 0 443 754 16 1370 0 52 0 0 0 0 3690

Peak Hour: 7:00 AM to 8:00 AM

Total 22 18 612 0 36 0 218 407 7 805 0 33 0 0 0 0 2093

Approach 630 625 838 0 2093

%HV 3.5% 5.8% 0.8% n/a 3.1%

PHF 0.91 0.85 0.85 n/a 0.87

SR 509

881

630 251

0 Bike
0 0 612 18 0 Ped Norpoint Way NE

33

0 Ped 0 0 838

Bike 0 805 1263

0 0 0 Bike

0 0 7:00 AM to 8:00 AM 0 Ped 425

0
PEDs 

Across: N S E W Ped 0 0 218 407 2400  1.0 PHF Peak Hour Volume

INT 01 0 Bike 0 PHF %HV

INT 02 0 EB n/a n/a

INT 03 0 1417 625 Check WB 0.85 0.8%
INT 04 0    In: 2093 NB 0.85 5.8%

INT 05 0 2042 Out: 2093 SB 0.91 3.5%
INT 06 NO PEDS 0 SR 509 T Int. 0.87 3.1%
INT 07 0 Bicycles From: N S E W Conditions:
INT 08 0 INT 01 0
INT 09 0 INT 02 0
INT 10 0 INT 03 0
INT 11 0 INT 04 0
INT 12 0 INT 05 0

0 0 0 0 0 INT 06 NO BIKES 0
Special Notes INT 07 0

INT 08 0
INT 09 0
INT 10 0
INT 11 0
INT 12 0

0 0 0 0 0
SCJ16028M_02a
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Two-Hour Count Summaries

0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0%0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0%
36 0

HV% 0% 0% 4% 0%
4 0 0 0 0 0

1% 0

260 0 457 946 0 0
9 0 00 0 0 9

0 0 0 846 0

0 0

0 55 5,091 0

Peak 
Hour

All 0 31 327 0
0 0 0 0 0 1,658

2,633 0
HV 0 0 14

Count Total 0 95 635 0 0 0 885 1,763

2,633
5:45 PM 0 6 77 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 227
2,6130 0 150 0 3 6200 134 250 0

6750 126 224 0 0 0
0 7 6825:30 PM 0 5 84 0 0 0 104 255

0 0
0 5 636 2,486

5:15 PM 0 10 84 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 185

2,5920 0 224 0 7
5:00 PM 0 8 74 0 0 0 114 250

0

4:45 PM 0 8 85 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 207

2,4780 0 210 0 7 6400 113 217 0

8 5690 101 178 0 0 0

0 10 6414:30 PM 0 19 90 0 0 0 102 213

LT TH

Interval         
Start

0 8 628 0

4:15 PM 0 17 54 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 244

00 0 211 0

4:00 PM 0 22 87 0 0 0 91 176

Rolling 
One HourEastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound

UT LT TH RT UT

MARINE VIEW DR MARINE VIEW DR n/a NORPOINT WAY
15-min         
Total

LT TH RT UT RTLT TH RT UT

154 - Marine View & Norpoint

to
to

Date: Thu, Oct 29, 2015
Count Period: 4:00 PM 6:00 PM

Peak Hour: 4:45 PM 5:45 PM

SB 1.0% 0.93
TOTAL 1.4% 0.97

WB 0.9% 0.96
NB - -

PM Peak Hour

HV %: PHF
EB 3.9% 0.95

0

0

00

0

0 0

N

NORPOINT WAY
MARINE VIEW DR

14
0
0

14

9

0 9 0

9 4

4
9
0

13

23

MARINE VIEW 
DR

NO
RP

OI
NT

 W
AY

MARINE VIEW 
DR

2,633TEV:
0.97PHF:

87
2

97
7

26 84
6

0

1,173

1,403
946

457

0
358

483

327

31

0

0%

2%

0%

0%

0%

4%

0% 1% 0%
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Note: Two-hour count summary volumes include heavy vehicles but exclude bicycles in overall count.

Total

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Two-Hour Count Summaries - Heavy Vehicles

0 360 9 4 0 0 0

0 0 0

0 1 86 0

Peak Hour 0 0 14 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 27

00 0 9 0
Count Total 0 1 26 0 0 0 22 9

9 36
5:45 PM 0 0 1 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 2
280 0 2 0 0 50 1 1

43

5:30 PM 0 0 4 0 0 0 3 0
0 0 1 0 0 40 1 0 0 0 0

0 0
5:15 PM 0 0 2 0 0

0 0 0
2 2 0 0 0

0 0 10 530 0 25:00 PM 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 2

0 0 16 0

4:45 PM 0 0 5 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 4

580 0 4 0 0 130

0

4:30 PM 0 1 4 0 0 0 5 2

0 0 3 0 1 140 4 1 0 0 04:15 PM 0 0 5 0 0

0 9 0 0 15 03 1 0 0 0 0
LT TH RTLT TH RT UT

4:00 PM 0 0 2 0 0 0
RT UT

Interval         
Start

MARINE VIEW DR MARINE VIEW DR n/a NORPOINT WAY
15-min         
Total

Rolling 
One HourEastbound

0 0 0 0 0 0

Westbound Northbound Southbound
UT LT TH RT UT LT TH

0 0 0

Peak Hour 14 13 0 9 36 0
0 0 0 0 0 0Count Total 27 31 0 28 86

0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

0
5:45 PM 1 2 0 2 5 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0

5:30 PM 4 3 0 2 9 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 05:15 PM 2 1 0 1 4 0

0 05:00 PM 3 5 0 2 10

0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 00 0 0 0
4:45 PM 5 4 0 4 13 0 0 0

0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0
04:30 PM 5 7 0 4 16 0 0

0

NB SB Total
0 0 0

4:15 PM 5 5 0 4 14 0

0 0 0 0 0 0

0 00 0 0

4:00 PM 2 4 0 9 15

Total EB WB
Interval         

Start
Heavy Vehicle Totals Bicycles Pedestrians (Crossing Leg)

EB WB NB SB East West North South
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Prepared for: SCJ Alliance

      Traffic Count Consultants, Inc.

 Phone: (253) 926-6009     FAX: (253) 922-7211   E-Mail:  Team@TC2inc.com

WBE/DBE

Intersection: Marine View Dr & Norpoint Way NE Date of Count: Thurs 2/09/2017

Location: Tacoma, Washington Checked By: Jess

Time From North on (SB) From South on (NB) From East on (WB) From West on (EB) Interval
Interval Marine View Dr Marine View Dr Norpoint Way NE 0 Total

Ending at T L S R T L S R T L S R T L S R

7:15 A 5 2 142 0 9 0 44 116 3 207 0 7 0 0 0 0 518

7:30 A 3 8 138 0 7 0 50 144 7 238 0 5 0 0 0 0 583

7:45 A 6 3 142 0 9 0 34 123 1 226 0 3 0 0 0 0 531

8:00 A 3 6 114 0 14 0 72 149 1 196 0 6 0 0 0 0 543

8:15 A 6 5 128 0 9 0 83 136 4 169 0 8 0 0 0 0 529

8:30 A 5 0 86 0 8 0 58 126 0 141 0 2 0 0 0 0 413

8:45 A 5 7 80 0 9 0 68 103 3 161 0 8 0 0 0 0 427

9:00 A 10 3 94 0 5 0 52 99 8 141 0 4 0 0 0 0 393

9:15 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:30 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00 A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total

Survey 43 34 924 0 70 0 461 996 27 1479 0 43 0 0 0 0 3937

Peak Hour: 7:15 AM to 8:15 AM

Total 18 22 522 0 39 0 239 552 13 829 0 22 0 0 0 0 2186

Approach 544 791 851 0 2186

%HV 3.3% 4.9% 1.5% n/a 3.2%

PHF 0.93 0.89 0.88 n/a 0.94

Marine View Dr

805

544 261

0 Bike

0 0 522 22 0 Ped Norpoint Way NE
22

0 Ped 0 0 851

Bike 0 829 1425

0 0 0 Bike

0 0 7:15 AM to 8:15 AM 0 Ped 574

0
PEDs 

Across: N S E W Ped 0 0 239 552 2332  1.0 PHF Peak Hour Volume

INT 01 0 Bike 0 PHF %HV

INT 02 0 EB n/a n/a

INT 03 0 1351 791 Check WB 0.88 1.5%

INT 04 0    In: 2186 NB 0.89 4.9%

INT 05 0 2142 Out: 2186 SB 0.93 3.3%

INT 06 NO PEDS 0 Marine View Dr T Int. 0.94 3.2%

INT 07 0 Bicycles From: N S E W Conditions:
INT 08 0 INT 01 0
INT 09 0 INT 02 0
INT 10 0 INT 03 0
INT 11 0 INT 04 0
INT 12 0 INT 05 0

0 0 0 0 0 INT 06 NO BIKES 0
Special Notes INT 07 0

INT 08 0
INT 09 0
INT 10 0
INT 11 0
INT 12 0

0 0 0 0 0

SCJ17023M_01a
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Prepared for: SCJ Alliance

      Traffic Count Consultants, Inc.

 Phone: (253) 926-6009     FAX: (253) 922-7211   E-Mail:  Team@TC2inc.com

WBE/DBE

Intersection: Marine View Dr & Norpoint Way NE Date of Count: Thurs 2/09/2017

Location: Tacoma, Washington Checked By: Jess

Time From North on (SB) From South on (NB) From East on (WB) From West on (EB) Interval
Interval Marine View Dr Marine View Dr Norpoint Way NE 0 Total

Ending at T L S R T L S R T L S R T L S R

4:15 P 2 10 55 0 8 0 72 183 10 223 0 8 0 0 0 0 551

4:30 P 3 12 44 0 7 0 88 206 4 259 0 3 0 0 0 0 612

4:45 P 2 20 62 0 7 0 88 189 3 233 0 3 0 0 0 0 595

5:00 P 4 7 61 0 4 0 93 249 4 247 0 6 0 0 0 0 663

5:15 P 3 11 50 0 4 0 90 206 4 244 0 1 0 0 0 0 602

5:30 P 5 10 48 0 5 0 94 270 1 273 0 1 0 0 0 0 696

5:45 P 2 5 45 0 2 0 94 264 2 201 0 6 0 0 0 0 615

6:00 P 3 11 56 0 7 0 94 209 1 194 0 3 0 0 0 0 567

6:15 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 P 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total

Survey 24 86 421 0 44 0 713 1776 29 1874 0 31 0 0 0 0 4901

Peak Hour: 4:45 PM to 5:45 PM

Total 14 33 204 0 15 0 371 989 11 965 0 14 0 0 0 0 2576

Approach 237 1360 979 0 2576

%HV 5.9% 1.1% 1.1% n/a 1.6%

PHF 0.87 0.93 0.89 n/a 0.93

Marine View Dr

622

237 385

0 Bike

0 0 204 33 0 Ped Norpoint Way NE
14

0 Ped 0 0 979

Bike 0 965 2001

0 0 0 Bike

0 0 4:45 PM to 5:45 PM 0 Ped 1022

0
PEDs 

Across: N S E W Ped 0 0 371 989 2784  1.0 PHF Peak Hour Volume

INT 01 0 Bike 0 PHF %HV

INT 02 0 EB n/a n/a

INT 03 0 1169 1360 Check WB 0.89 1.1%

INT 04 0    In: 2576 NB 0.93 1.1%

INT 05 0 2529 Out: 2576 SB 0.87 5.9%

INT 06 NO PEDS 0 Marine View Dr T Int. 0.93 1.6%

INT 07 0 Bicycles From: N S E W Conditions:
INT 08 0 INT 01 0
INT 09 0 INT 02 0
INT 10 0 INT 03 0
INT 11 0 INT 04 0
INT 12 0 INT 05 0

0 0 0 0 0 INT 06 NO BIKES 0
Special Notes INT 07 0

INT 08 0
INT 09 0
INT 10 0
INT 11 0
INT 12 0

0 0 0 0 0

SCJ17023M_01p
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Coski Surface Mine

Site Driveway and Norpoint Way

Traffic Volume Worksheet Annual Growth Rate 2%

Years of Background Growth 1
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2 Marine View Dr (SR 509) at Norpoint Way

rt 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

SB th 2 612 522 639 13 0 3 3 655 15 670

lt 3 18 22 19 0 0 0 0 19 19

rt 4 33 22 34 1 0 0 0 35 35

WB th 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

lt 6 805 829 841 17 0 10 10 868 868

rt 7 407 552 425 9 0 4 4 438 438

NB th 8 218 239 228 5 0 2 2 235 15 250

lt 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

rt 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

EB th 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

lt 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 2093 2186 2186

3 Site Access at Marine View Drive

rt 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

SB th 2 630 544 658 13 0 3 3 674 674

lt 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

rt 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

WB th 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

lt 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 15

rt 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 15

NB th 8 251 261 262 5 0 2 2 269 269

lt 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

rt 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

EB th 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

lt 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Pipelines

AM Peak Hour

Existing Counts

Volumes v1 5/10/2017LU16-0230 Exhibit F



Coski Surface Mine

Site Driveway and Norpoint Way

Traffic Volume Worksheet Annual Growth Rate 2%

Years of Background Growth 1
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PipelinesExisting Counts

2 Marine View Dr (SR 509) at Norpoint Way

rt 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

SB th 2 327 204 320 6 0 2 2 328 4 332

lt 3 31 33 30 1 0 0 0 31 31

rt 4 26 14 25 1 0 0 0 26 26

WB th 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

lt 6 846 965 828 17 0 4 4 849 849

rt 7 946 989 926 19 0 10 10 955 955

NB th 8 457 371 447 9 0 4 4 460 4 464

lt 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

rt 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

EB th 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

lt 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2633 2576 2576

3 Site Access at Marine View Drive

rt 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

SB th 2 358 237 350 7 0 2 2 359 359

lt 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

rt 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

WB th 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

lt 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4

rt 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4

NB th 8 483 385 472 9 0 4 4 485 485

lt 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

rt 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

EB th 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

lt 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

PM Peak Hour

Volumes v1 5/10/2017LU16-0230 Exhibit F



Timings Existing 2016
2: Marine View Dr & Norpoint Way AM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 05/11/2017

Lane Group EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 20 640 230 425 840 35
Future Volume (vph) 20 640 230 425 840 35
Turn Type Prot NA NA Perm Prot Free
Protected Phases 5 2 6 8
Permitted Phases 6 Free
Detector Phase 5 2 6 6 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 6.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
Minimum Split (s) 11.0 15.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 11.0 53.0 42.0 42.0 37.0
Total Split (%) 12.2% 58.9% 46.7% 46.7% 41.1%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None Min Min Min None

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 90
Actuated Cycle Length: 63.7
Natural Cycle: 65
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Description: 8/24/2004 - S/N & E/W switched between model and timing.  (E/W Phasing in timing = N/S phasing in Model) Mazed

Splits and Phases:     2: Marine View Dr & Norpoint Way
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing 2016
2: Marine View Dr & Norpoint Way AM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 05/11/2017

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 20 640 230 425 840 35
Future Volume (veh/h) 20 640 230 425 840 35
Number 5 2 6 16 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1845 1810 1900 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 21 674 242 0 884 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 3 5 0 2 0
Cap, veh/h 55 878 634 566 1147 538
Arrive On Green 0.03 0.48 0.35 0.00 0.33 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1810 1845 1810 1615 3442 1615
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 21 674 242 0 884 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1810 1845 1810 1615 1721 1615
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.6 15.8 5.3 0.0 12.1 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.6 15.8 5.3 0.0 12.1 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 55 878 634 566 1147 538
V/C Ratio(X) 0.38 0.77 0.38 0.00 0.77 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 207 1689 1277 1140 2101 986
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 24.9 11.3 12.8 0.0 15.7 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 4.4 1.4 0.4 0.0 1.1 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.4 8.2 2.7 0.0 5.8 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 29.3 12.8 13.1 0.0 16.8 0.0
LnGrp LOS C B B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 695 242 884
Approach Delay, s/veh 13.3 13.1 16.8
Approach LOS B B B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 30.0 6.6 23.4 22.5
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 48.0 6.0 37.0 32.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 17.8 2.6 7.3 14.1
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 7.1 0.0 7.1 3.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 15.0
HCM 2010 LOS B
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Timings Projected 2017 W/O Project
2: Norpoint Way & Marine View Drive AM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 05/11/2017

Lane Group EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 20 655 235 440 870 35
Future Volume (vph) 20 655 235 440 870 35
Turn Type Prot NA NA Perm Prot Free
Protected Phases 5 2 6 8
Permitted Phases 6 Free
Detector Phase 5 2 6 6 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 6.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
Minimum Split (s) 11.0 15.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 11.0 53.0 42.0 42.0 37.0
Total Split (%) 12.2% 58.9% 46.7% 46.7% 41.1%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None Min Min Min None

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 90
Actuated Cycle Length: 66.3
Natural Cycle: 65
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Description: 8/24/2004 - S/N & E/W switched between model and timing.  (E/W Phasing in timing = N/S phasing in Model) Mazed

Splits and Phases:     2: Norpoint Way & Marine View Drive

LU16-0230 Exhibit F



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Projected 2017 W/O Project
2: Norpoint Way & Marine View Drive AM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 05/11/2017

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 20 655 235 440 870 35
Future Volume (veh/h) 20 655 235 440 870 35
Number 5 2 6 16 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1845 1810 1900 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 21 689 247 0 916 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 3 5 0 2 0
Cap, veh/h 54 884 649 579 1167 548
Arrive On Green 0.03 0.48 0.36 0.00 0.34 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1810 1845 1810 1615 3442 1615
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 21 689 247 0 916 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1810 1845 1810 1615 1721 1615
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.6 17.1 5.6 0.0 13.2 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.6 17.1 5.6 0.0 13.2 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 54 884 649 579 1167 548
V/C Ratio(X) 0.39 0.78 0.38 0.00 0.78 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 197 1609 1217 1086 2001 939
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 26.2 11.9 13.1 0.0 16.4 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 4.5 1.5 0.4 0.0 1.2 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.4 9.0 2.8 0.0 6.4 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 30.7 13.4 13.5 0.0 17.6 0.0
LnGrp LOS C B B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 710 247 916
Approach Delay, s/veh 14.0 13.5 17.6
Approach LOS B B B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 31.4 6.6 24.7 23.7
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 48.0 6.0 37.0 32.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 19.1 2.6 7.6 15.2
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 7.3 0.0 7.3 3.5

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 15.7
HCM 2010 LOS B

LU16-0230 Exhibit F



Timings Projected 2017 W/Project
2: Marine View Dr & Norpoint Way AM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 05/11/2017

Lane Group EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 20 670 250 440 870 35
Future Volume (vph) 20 670 250 440 870 35
Turn Type Prot NA NA Perm Prot Free
Protected Phases 5 2 6 8
Permitted Phases 6 Free
Detector Phase 5 2 6 6 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 6.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
Minimum Split (s) 11.0 15.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 11.0 53.0 42.0 42.0 37.0
Total Split (%) 12.2% 58.9% 46.7% 46.7% 41.1%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None Min Min Min None

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 90
Actuated Cycle Length: 67.2
Natural Cycle: 65
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Description: 8/24/2004 - S/N & E/W switched between model and timing.  (E/W Phasing in timing = N/S phasing in Model) Mazed

Splits and Phases:     2: Marine View Dr & Norpoint Way
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Projected 2017 W/Project
2: Marine View Dr & Norpoint Way AM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 05/11/2017

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 20 670 250 440 870 35
Future Volume (veh/h) 20 670 250 440 870 35
Number 5 2 6 16 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1845 1810 1900 1863 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 21 705 263 0 916 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 3 5 0 2 0
Cap, veh/h 54 897 666 595 1159 544
Arrive On Green 0.03 0.49 0.37 0.00 0.34 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1810 1845 1810 1615 3442 1615
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 21 705 263 0 916 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1810 1845 1810 1615 1721 1615
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.6 18.0 6.1 0.0 13.6 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.6 18.0 6.1 0.0 13.6 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 54 897 666 595 1159 544
V/C Ratio(X) 0.39 0.79 0.39 0.00 0.79 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 192 1565 1183 1056 1947 913
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 26.9 12.1 13.2 0.0 17.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 4.5 1.6 0.4 0.0 1.2 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.4 9.4 3.1 0.0 6.6 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 31.5 13.6 13.6 0.0 18.2 0.0
LnGrp LOS C B B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 726 263 916
Approach Delay, s/veh 14.2 13.6 18.2
Approach LOS B B B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 32.5 6.7 25.8 24.1
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 48.0 6.0 37.0 32.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 20.0 2.6 8.1 15.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 7.6 0.0 7.6 3.4

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 16.0
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM 2010 TWSC Projected 2017 W/Project
3: Marine View Drive/Marine View Dr & Site Access AM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 05/11/2017

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 675 5 10 270 15 0 0 0 15 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 675 5 10 270 15 0 0 0 15 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length 200 - - 150 - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - - - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 95 95 92 92 95 95 92 92 92 95 92 95
Heavy Vehicles, % 100 3 100 100 5 100 2 2 2 100 2 100
Mvmt Flow 0 711 5 11 284 16 0 0 0 16 0 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 300 0 0 716 0 0 1027 1030 292
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 314 314 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 713 716 -
Critical Hdwy 5.1 - - 5.1 - - 7.4 6.52 7.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.4 5.52 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.4 5.52 -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.1 - - 3.1 - - 4.4 4.018 4.2
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 861 - - 564 - - 174 233 564
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 564 656 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 345 434 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 861 - - 564 - - 171 0 564
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 171 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 553 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 345 0 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.4 28.2
HCM LOS D
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 861 - - 564 - - 171
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.019 - - 0.092
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - 11.5 - - 28.2
HCM Lane LOS A - - B - - D
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0.1 - - 0.3
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Timings Existing 2016
2: Marine View Dr & Norpoint Way PM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Allinace 05/11/2017

Lane Group EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 30 330 445 925 830 25
Future Volume (vph) 30 330 445 925 830 25
Turn Type Prot NA NA Perm Prot Free
Protected Phases 5 2 6 8
Permitted Phases 6 Free
Detector Phase 5 2 6 6 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 6.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
Minimum Split (s) 11.0 15.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 11.0 56.0 45.0 45.0 34.0
Total Split (%) 12.2% 62.2% 50.0% 50.0% 37.8%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None Min Min Min None

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 90
Actuated Cycle Length: 70.5
Natural Cycle: 65
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Description: 8/24/2004 - S/N & E/W switched between model and timing.  (E/W Phasing in timing = N/S phasing in Model) Mazed

Splits and Phases:     2: Marine View Dr & Norpoint Way

LU16-0230 Exhibit F



HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Existing 2016
2: Marine View Dr & Norpoint Way PM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Allinace 05/11/2017

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 30 330 445 925 830 25
Future Volume (veh/h) 30 330 445 925 830 25
Number 5 2 6 16 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1827 1863 1900 1881 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 32 347 464 0 892 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.96 0.96 0.93 0.93
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 4 2 0 1 0
Cap, veh/h 77 892 660 572 1138 529
Arrive On Green 0.04 0.49 0.35 0.00 0.33 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1810 1827 1863 1615 3476 1615
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 32 347 464 0 892 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1810 1827 1863 1615 1738 1615
Q Serve(g_s), s 0.9 6.5 11.6 0.0 12.6 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 0.9 6.5 11.6 0.0 12.6 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 77 892 660 572 1138 529
V/C Ratio(X) 0.42 0.39 0.70 0.00 0.78 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 200 1715 1371 1189 1855 862
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 25.4 8.8 15.1 0.0 16.5 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 3.6 0.3 1.4 0.0 1.2 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.5 3.3 6.2 0.0 6.1 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 29.0 9.1 16.5 0.0 17.8 0.0
LnGrp LOS C A B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 379 464 892
Approach Delay, s/veh 10.7 16.5 17.8
Approach LOS B B B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 31.5 7.3 24.2 22.8
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 51.0 6.0 40.0 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 8.5 2.9 13.6 14.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 6.1 0.0 5.6 3.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 15.9
HCM 2010 LOS B
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Timings Projected 2017 W/O Project
2: Marine View Dr & Norpoint Way PM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 05/11/2017

Lane Group EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 30 330 460 955 850 25
Future Volume (vph) 30 330 460 955 850 25
Turn Type Prot NA NA Perm Prot Free
Protected Phases 5 2 6 8
Permitted Phases 6 Free
Detector Phase 5 2 6 6 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 6.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
Minimum Split (s) 11.0 15.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 11.0 56.0 45.0 45.0 34.0
Total Split (%) 12.2% 62.2% 50.0% 50.0% 37.8%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None Min Min Min None

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 90
Actuated Cycle Length: 71.5
Natural Cycle: 65
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Description: 8/24/2004 - S/N & E/W switched between model and timing.  (E/W Phasing in timing = N/S phasing in Model) Mazed

Splits and Phases:     2: Marine View Dr & Norpoint Way
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Projected 2017 W/O Project
2: Marine View Dr & Norpoint Way PM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 05/11/2017

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 30 330 460 955 850 25
Future Volume (veh/h) 30 330 460 955 850 25
Number 5 2 6 16 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1827 1863 1900 1881 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 32 347 479 0 914 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.96 0.96 0.93 0.93
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 4 2 0 1 0
Cap, veh/h 76 896 669 580 1152 535
Arrive On Green 0.04 0.49 0.36 0.00 0.33 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1810 1827 1863 1615 3476 1615
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 32 347 479 0 914 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1810 1827 1863 1615 1738 1615
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.0 6.7 12.4 0.0 13.4 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.0 6.7 12.4 0.0 13.4 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 76 896 669 580 1152 535
V/C Ratio(X) 0.42 0.39 0.72 0.00 0.79 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 194 1661 1329 1152 1797 835
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 26.2 9.0 15.5 0.0 17.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 3.7 0.3 1.5 0.0 1.4 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.6 3.4 6.7 0.0 6.6 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 29.9 9.3 17.0 0.0 18.4 0.0
LnGrp LOS C A B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 379 479 914
Approach Delay, s/veh 11.0 17.0 18.4
Approach LOS B B B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 32.5 7.4 25.1 23.6
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 51.0 6.0 40.0 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 8.7 3.0 14.4 15.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 6.2 0.0 5.7 3.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 16.4
HCM 2010 LOS B
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Timings Projected 2017 W/Project
2: Marine View Dr & Norpoint Way PM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 05/11/2017

Lane Group EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 30 330 465 955 850 25
Future Volume (vph) 30 330 465 955 850 25
Turn Type Prot NA NA Perm Prot Free
Protected Phases 5 2 6 8
Permitted Phases 6 Free
Detector Phase 5 2 6 6 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 6.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
Minimum Split (s) 11.0 15.0 25.0 25.0 25.0
Total Split (s) 11.0 56.0 45.0 45.0 34.0
Total Split (%) 12.2% 62.2% 50.0% 50.0% 37.8%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes
Recall Mode None Min Min Min None

Intersection Summary
Cycle Length: 90
Actuated Cycle Length: 71.9
Natural Cycle: 65
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Description: 8/24/2004 - S/N & E/W switched between model and timing.  (E/W Phasing in timing = N/S phasing in Model) Mazed

Splits and Phases:     2: Marine View Dr & Norpoint Way
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HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Projected 2017 W/Project
2: Marine View Dr & Norpoint Way PM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 05/11/2017

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 30 330 465 955 850 25
Future Volume (veh/h) 30 330 465 955 850 25
Number 5 2 6 16 3 18
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1900 1827 1863 1900 1881 1900
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 32 347 484 0 914 0
Adj No. of Lanes 1 1 1 1 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.95 0.95 0.96 0.96 0.93 0.93
Percent Heavy Veh, % 0 4 2 0 1 0
Cap, veh/h 76 899 673 583 1150 534
Arrive On Green 0.04 0.49 0.36 0.00 0.33 0.00
Sat Flow, veh/h 1810 1827 1863 1615 3476 1615
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 32 347 484 0 914 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1810 1827 1863 1615 1738 1615
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.0 6.7 12.6 0.0 13.5 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.0 6.7 12.6 0.0 13.5 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 76 899 673 583 1150 534
V/C Ratio(X) 0.42 0.39 0.72 0.00 0.79 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 192 1652 1321 1145 1787 830
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 26.4 9.0 15.5 0.0 17.1 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 3.7 0.3 1.5 0.0 1.4 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(50%),veh/ln 0.6 3.4 6.7 0.0 6.6 0.0
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 30.0 9.3 17.0 0.0 18.5 0.0
LnGrp LOS C A B B
Approach Vol, veh/h 379 484 914
Approach Delay, s/veh 11.0 17.0 18.5
Approach LOS B B B

Timer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Assigned Phs 2 5 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 32.7 7.4 25.4 23.7
Change Period (Y+Rc), s 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s 51.0 6.0 40.0 29.0
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 8.7 3.0 14.6 15.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 6.3 0.0 5.7 3.2

Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 16.5
HCM 2010 LOS B
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HCM 2010 TWSC Projected 2017 W/Project
3: Marine View Drive/Marine View Dr & Site Access PM Peak Hour

Coski Surface Mine TIA Synchro 9 Report
SCJ Alliance 05/11/2017

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 0.2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 360 5 10 485 5 0 0 0 5 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 360 5 10 485 5 0 0 0 5 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length 200 - - 150 - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - - - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 95 95 92 92 95 95 92 92 92 95 92 95
Heavy Vehicles, % 100 4 100 100 2 100 2 2 2 100 2 100
Mvmt Flow 0 379 5 11 511 5 0 0 0 5 0 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 516 0 0 384 0 0 917 919 513
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 535 535 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 382 384 -
Critical Hdwy 5.1 - - 5.1 - - 7.4 6.52 7.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.4 5.52 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.4 5.52 -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.1 - - 3.1 - - 4.4 4.018 4.2
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 692 - - 792 - - 207 271 408
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 431 524 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 519 611 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 692 - - 792 - - 204 0 408
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 204 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 425 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 519 0 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.2 23.1
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 692 - - 792 - - 204
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.014 - - 0.026
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - 9.6 - - 23.1
HCM Lane LOS A - - A - - C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0 - - 0.1
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From: Carole
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Sand and Gravel Mine
Date: Thursday, February 02, 2017 7:58:47 PM

I originally tried to send the message but it came back as to large so this one I am sending in 2
parts I also had numerous attachments  with Best Available Science I will try again and then send
you more. Just received your yellow mailer yesterday.

From: Carole <csbpigeons@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, January 27, 2017 10:41 PM
To: shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org
Subject: EIS need for Sand Gravel Mine
 
Dear City of Tacoma and Planning Dept Shirley Schultz,

     In Regard to Public Notice for Public Comment on:
 
 Conditional Use Permit
 Sand and Gravel Mine
 2503 Marine View Drive, Port of Tacoma/Tacoma, Washington
 File No. LU16-0230
 
     I personally went out to the site area looked at the site and surrounding areas. I know the
area well. I have personally been a Field Inspector. I am Critical and Sensitive Area
Certified-they include Landslide Hazards/ Steep Slope, Wetlands, and others. I have
identified critical areas out in the field. My college background has classes Soil Science,
Forestry, Botany, Biology, Drainage and Irrigation ( water hydrology/movement), Statistics,
Animal Science, Agricultural Economics, Weed Science, Chemistry, etc
 

1. I am Requesting/demanding and Environmental Impact Statement be done
according to State of Washington laws R.C.W. 36.70, R.C.W. 36.70.A, W.A.C. 365-
190, W.A.C. 365-195, W.A.C. 365-196 and R.C.W.43.21.C.  Or be totally rejected due
to the site location is unsafe and cannot be adequately mitigated by geotechnical
engineers to make surrounding areas of the site and the site safe. That the site is
unsuitable and incompatible for use land use.

2. I am asking that you go out on the site area not even on the site and drive every road back
on top of the site. I saw a surveyor  out the day I was on top he gave me a reading at the
spot we were at 415 feet and it is very steep drop down it is hike able. His personal
statement to me on the housing being built in the area he would not live there at all it is to
close the slope. He had had to survey part of the hillside earlier just east of the mine and
above. He verified the area has poison oak and poison ivy as states. 

 
3. There is no  information or evidence that any City of Tacoma personal have been out

on the site to do a physical site inspection and the time and dates of the site inspection.
to assure the information given in the documents are even accurate. So no one has
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looked at the site itself or walked the property. Up and down the steep slope hill. No
paperwork is shown. It shows No one check to see if the information given to them
is/was even correct. Who from the City of Tacoma or the State of Washington did the
site inspection what is there background. 

 
4. The Site has Sensitive Wetlands areas. The information for the Wetlands was done at

the wrong time of year where there were several days of dry none rainy weather and it
was done June 30. This is stated in the document. Which from June to end of Sept/Oct
is considered the dry months especially from end of June through Sept is not
considered a time to check an area on the Western side of Washington State accurately
for Wetlands or water seepage/drainage from a hill side or steep slope area. ..The eniter
site needs to go back and be checked at the correct time of year for the wetlands.

     The information is not all relevant it was done at the wrong time of year. It does not
give accurate information for the entire site. So the  water levels would be incorrect.

      Also the water seepage from the hillside that can have both effect and affect on the
 Landslide Hazard area just like Oso, Wash......

       This  is commonly known as Statistical Manipulation of Data to purposely
manipulate the results to give different results then what would be obtained at another
time of year and more accurate . There by changing vital information not giving
accurate information that would otherwise change the decision makers mind. 

       That can also in other cases can cause someone to rely on data and information that
can cause someone to assume liability for something they may not otherwise do or
assume....

     Using scientific information can be made to look good but it does not mean it is
Best Available Science at the right time or times of year thereby change the outcome
of incoming information that someone is using. ....Example this is why Pierce County
from the 1940 on never allowed sites to be checked for a septic system except from
Nov. -Mar (the middle)  the high water table occurs at that time of year. .....if the sight
hole that is dug remains dry at all time of checking during that time in the rainiest of
days then they knew the site would peculate the water and drain the septic system.

     An Environmental Impact Statement is needed access the Wetlands and have
someone from State of Washington Mining, Natural Resources Geology Dept and
Hydrologist, Wetlands expert inspect and access the area.

5. Also  because the site has Steep Slope/Landslide hazard area after several dry days a
person's checking for water seepage from water running off the steep hill side and
draining would not see the water running off  from the developments up above if they
check during the dry season or after several dry days. Therefore the information is not
accurate on the wetlands and drainage and must be done over again at the correct time
of year when it is raining. Therefore the permit must be rejected. Also to get an
accurate area of where the wetlands are located during the rainy season of the year it
needs to be done when ponds would be at there fullest. No one from the City of
Tacoma went out and checked the type of plants growing in the area to be wetlands the
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area could be much larger then stated. The hills drainage can have sever and adverse
impacts on a any Steep Slope/ Landslide Hazard area. Oso, Wash. is a prime example
of this when the ground above the site saturated with ground water above seeped down
and liquefied the soil behind the Steep Slope causing the landslide to happen this is
very dangerous 

 
6. Also the time of year for the Wetland to determine types of frogs and other animal

reproducing the ponds and areas would be checked during the frogs breeding season
and tadpoles would be in the pond. June there would be few if any frogs/tadpoles in the
pond area. It is the wrong time of year.

 
7. Not one City of Tacoma personal have attached any State of Washington Natural

Resource Geological Dept., Pierce County Soil Conservation-soil Survey map
information and United States Geological Survey information for the site. .Why????
...Not Using state geology information maps. Hazard maps are all missing. Why???? 

 
8. The site is physically located in numerous Critical Areas and is also located in other

danger areas that can and would have both affects and effects..................There are
excellent example of Landslide Hazards/Steep Slopes on the Washington State Dept. of
Natural Resources  Geology Dept. their hand out and teaching manual for examples. 

 
9. Due to the permitting process of the Puget Sound Energy (PSE) Liquid Natural Gas

(LNG) plant site on 11th St. E. and Alexander Way by City of Tacoma the Sand and
Gravel Mine now sits and is located in a danger of a number of dangerous areas.

A. The site is located in "The Exclusion Zones" for Liquid Natural Gas (LNG) required
and mandatory by federal codes. Liquid Natural Gas sites have Exclusions Zones due
to the Extreme dangers of Thermal Radiation that can and does kill people within
areas of the Exclusion Zone 1. The Thermal Radiation causes 3rd degree burns within
the 1 Exclusion Zone Area, 2nd to 1st degree burns in the Exclusion Zone 2 . The site
lies where there can be no workers due to safety except the few working at the Puget
Sound Energy Liquefied Natural Gas facility for fueling ships that will be using LNG
most ships do not . The software and information are available. This is also the
information available in the Final Environmental Impact Statement that was submitted
by the Puyallup Tribe of Indians. The site is in Exclusion Zone 1 and therefore no one
other then the plant workers for the PSE LNG  are allowed in this zone. This extends
out for a mile at least from the facility for fueling....This is not taking into account that
the fueling ships coming in have Liquid Natural Gas or the barges carrying the Liquid
Natural Gas so the zone would be larger. So no other people are allowed in the area or
vehicles. Thermal Radiation is considered high dangerous. Also it is highly flammable
from the liquid to the vapor form. Even if the Mine was in Exclusion Zone 2 they could
not operate a commercial business it is an Exclusion Zone. There will be no businesses,
commercial or urban housing development all of that will cease once the PSE LNG is
up and operational because of the laws requiring an Exclusion Zone.

B. The site is also located in the Exclusion zone 1 for the Asphyxiation Zone from the
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PSE LNG. Liquid Natural Gas turns to vapor gas from a freezing liquid in the vapor
state it can explode. The gas has no natural order (an odor must be added to it ) can
and does cause asphyxiation removes oxygen from the air. Causing people to die
before they can safely escape and area from lack of oxygen. This also can happen in
Exclusion Zone 2 from the drifting vapors if they escape the plant from different types
of accidents.

C. The fires or pool fires from Liquid Natural Gas cannot often be put out but must burn
out due to the fact fire fighters cannot get close to them to put them out due to the
thermal radiation is to dangerous. This would pose a threat to workers and truck drivers
at the mine.

D. Property damage to be to any and all equipment, buildings and businesses in the
area.....There would have to be offers to buy out all business and home within the
Exclusion Zones and perpetual financial loss of business and property value reduction
pay outs by Puget Sound Energy Liquid Natural Gas facility due to the fact. Also
bonds placed to assure the buy outs of all effect and affected properties by PSE LNG
that includes the mine....  The buyout program from PSE LNG or City of Tacoma will
have to include almost the entire Port of Tacoma, Puyallup Tribal Lands and fishing
and hunting, all of the homes in North Tacoma area, city of Federal Way homes,
unincorporated Pierce county, part of city of Fife possibly, the moving of the State of
Washington Grainery a multimillion dollar exporter, people along the fringe of the
Exclusions Zone who's property values have been jeopardized ........But the big benefit
to the State of Washington will no longer need to build the Interstate 167 extension
because there will be very little if any ships coming into Port of Tacoma since it will be
a fueling area for Liquid Natural Gas ships only due to the Exclusion Zones. It will no
longer be a cargo shipping port due to the Exclusion Zones for the safety of the people
who were working at the Port of Tacoma. So other Transportation projects for the State
of Washington will reap the benefits of transport taxes going to other areas. Shipping
will be rerouted to ports areas.

E. Any workers that at the mine site would just congest the escape route out of the area.
Trucks or otherwise would congest evacuation routes. Slowing evacuation times.

F. No other business can operate in the Exclusion Zone and no residents can live or be
close by. The Exclusion Zone map was shown on the Puyallup Tribal information
submitted to the City of Tacoma Planning Dept. for the PSE LNG. The zone is not
figured at higher wind speeds and some of the topography which would be further then
the 2 miles figured from the PSE LNG site location. It did not take into account the
ship or barges with LNG on board. The Sand and Gravel Mine Site falls into the
Exclusion Zone 1 and cannot operate anywhere in the zone for worker safety.

G. The Liquid Natural Gas plant that exploded in Plymouth, Washington was located
miles outside of the small town for safety and to meet the required Exclusion Zone area
without impacting human population or business. The entire town of close to 300
people and almost a 1000 total people were evacuated due to the gas vapors in the rural
area from the LNG.

H.  An Environmental Impact Statement is needed to determine the distance from the
Exclusions Zones the Mine would have to be to be able to operate both for Thermal
Radiation and Asphyxiation. 

 

1. Accumulative Impact Statement as required by law has not yet been done for the
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combined effects and affects of the PSE LNG and TARGA so the area Exclusion
Zone 1 & 2 may be much further than first anticipated and must be figured into the
Landslide Hard/Steep Slope effects.  This should all be done  the State of Washington
Mining Dept. if either one of these plant facilities were to exploded and cause a
landslide on any of Marine View Drive Steep Slope. An Environmental Impact
Statement is needed for any, all and each and every Accumulative Impact. 

      The Accumulative Impacts that the heavy trucks would have on destabilizing
slopes and slide barriers along the existing road on Marine View Dr.. The heavy truck
traffic from the mine earlier proposed at 624 trucks in 20 hours 6 days a week with
each truck holding 20 yards and lower at another point the Environmental Checklist
along Taylor Way and 54th Ave is not relevant nor does it apply to the same heavy
truck traffic on Marine View Dr.  Steep slope/Landslide hazard area. An Environmental
Impact Statement is needed just for the heavy Truck traffic with the damage to roads
and the area possibly causing landslides and slope destabilization along the road they
plan to travel. This would need to be done by a State of Washington Specialist in
Geological Hazards, Hydrology and Soil Science. 

    I was out by surrounding area of the site the road going from Marine View Dr. going
up the hill on Norpoint Way just a short distance from the proposed reactivation of the
mining site. There where it meets Marine View Drive a short distance up the road,
Norpoint Way road is already sinking down the Steep Slope embankment and
destabilizing on the  road. The road has a couple of holes are appearing on road the
going up the road on the outside lane looking over on to Marine View Drive is
Landslide Hazard Area/Steep slope and looking across the road and looking up is the
Steep Slope/ Landslide Hazard Area . Both roads are located in a Landslide Hazard
Area/Steep slope Area and water can seep and percolate downward towards
Commencement Bay.  The heavy  weighted 20 ton trucks vibration could cause
destabilization of the entire Steep Slope/ Landslide Hazard Area that has numerous
expensive urban houses are located at the top of the hill overlooking the Norpoint Way
in what would normal be the Landslide Hazard set back area and open space
allowing adequate minimum setback from a Landslide Hazard Area/Steep Slope and
vacant land. The urban development is right up to the edge of the Landslide Hazard
Area  of the cliff/steep slope and to the edge with a steep drop off. If the ground
destabilizes during a earthquake or other cause many of these house could slide down
the hill with the landslide on to both Norpoint Way and Marine View Dr. Human lives
could be lost. The correct set back to safeguard this development must be considered
in a Environmental Impact Statement done by a State or Federal expert in the field. The
vibration from the large number of number of heavy trucks going by this area is
absolutely necessary and needed. Also other potential homes are being built on the very
edge of the back area of the mining site right by the that should be open space and an
the set back area because of the landslide hazard/steep slope area.  The development
could jeopardize the mining area because the new development by the edge has a very
large drainage pond area that the water could drain and seep downward through the hill
compromising the entire hillside and including any of the mining site below this needs
to be assessed and looked at by state and federal experts. 

 
2. The Sand and Gravel Mine has not operated since the City of Tacoma permitted out the

TARGA Asphalt plant was permitted to bring in massive holding tanks of natural gas
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over 25 of them directly across the street. These tanks are explosive and can do
massive damage to anyone or anything if they explode in the area. The explosions
could potential kill and injury hundreds of people and citizens in the area along with
workers at the mine site. Doing massive damage from the explosion within a mile of
the surrounding area killing people from the blast area. If a explosion from the
TARGA asphalt plant facility was to occur the explosion could destabilize the soil
cause a landslide that would go into the remaining tanks causing a further explosions
and go into the marine waterway contaminating the water. Killing workers at the mine
and truckers hauling any gravel or seriously injuring them. The landslide from the blast
which then could cause water displacement in the Hylobos Water Way causing a
possible seiche/ water to be displaced from the water way into other areas/like a
tsunami. 

     The TARGA facility has no type of retaining wall to protect it from landslide from
the current Sand and Gravel Mine if the Steep Slope/ Landslide Hazard area was to be
destabilized causing any type of landslide to go into the TARGA facility massive
natural gas holding tanks. The mine cannot be worked due to the risk it poses to
workers from the TARGA plant and the risk it would possible pose to the TARGA
plant.

3.  The TARGA asphalt facility did not put in the necessary protection wall and barrier
that would be large enough, high enough, strong enough and secure enough to with
stand a landslide that would come across the street during a earthquake or if the slope
destabilized from over saturation of water like Oso, Washington.   There is too much
danger posed to workers in the mine from the TARGA plant. 

     An Environmental Impact Statement is needed to figure out the damage that would
be caused by a landslide going on to Marine View Drive and into the TARGA plant
across the road and all the different scenarios possible.

4. Particulate Matter of Air contaminating -the Sand and Gravel Mine It is stated in
the document for the permit that the Sand and Gravel company plans to wash/risen the
rock and sand before leaving the Mine....An Environmental Impact Statement is needed
due to soil and rock contamination from:

A. The TARGA Asphalt Plant. Numerous people from North East Tacoma at various
public meetings have stated that they have had on their house, cars, patios and other
areas particles all over only since the TARGA Asphalt plant has been operating the last
few years. One individual stated that a neighbor had a lab take test samples they found
80% asphalt and 20% of other chemicals 10% of that was a chemical that the lab was
unable to identify. The Soil Samples need to be taken of the site by a government
agency individual experienced with soil sample sampling taking them all over the site.
They then can take the samples and send them to a laboratory to do a chemical analysis
if the Asphalt Plant has contaminated any of the soil from the mine. If the soil, sand or
rock  has been contaminated then it cannot be just washed off on the site where it could
go into the bay and marine waterway.

B.  The old Asarco Smelter Plant contaminated a vast area of Tacoma and Pierce County
and surrounding areas the Mine needs to have the soil from the mine tested before it is
taken off site for contaminations. Contaminated soil, sand and gravel cannot be taken
off site if it is contaminated from either of the 2 companies. Also if any of the
chemicals leached further into the soil and ground on site.  Soil samples need to be
taken by state agency an analysis done  by a laboratory to check for contamination.
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This would be included in the Environmental Impact Statement.

1. Earthquake Fault Line Hazard - According to the State of Washington Natural
Resource Geology Dept. interactive website for geological hazards and other best
available science maps. ....All of these put the mine at high risk of landslide that could
kill or injury workers. According to the State of Washington laws this makes the site
unsuitable and incompatible use for commercial business. Because of the dangers and
hazards of geological and seismic hazards. It is unsafe. An Environmental Impact
Statement is need to access how a 9.0 magnitude earthquake with a 5 minute shallow
shake will affect the mine and use the liquefaction formula 4975 years.

A. Commencement The site is by in an area located of 2 Earthquake fault lines and a fold
line the one fault line goes through Commencement Bay heading towards the point of
land that lays between the Hylobos and Blair Waterways.  The other earthquake fault
line and fold line go from Point Defiance down Ruston Way,  Schuster Parkway  the
fold line goes towards Thea Foss Waterway while the earthquake fault line goes into
the Puyallup River and under the Pacific Highway bridge towards I-5. The TARGA
supply line from natural gas runs right on top of and over the earthquake fault line.
Both of these fault line have history of putting out a 7.0 magnitude earthquake in the
Port of Tacoma and Tacoma area and causing Tsunamis.

B. There are 2 Earthquake fault line which are going directly through the city of Federal
Way one was thought to have cause the 1940's earthquake that cause the Port of
Tacoma to have liquefaction during the earthquake.

C. The Cascadia Subduction Earthquake Fault which produces a 9.0m earthquake with a 5
minute shaking time. This fault line goes off every 250-300 years and is considered
overdue it last went off Jan. 26, 1700. Causing a Tsunami in the Port of Tacoma...the
Nisqually was a 40 second deep earthquake magnitude 6.8.   

D. The Seattle Fault line also known for 9.0 earthquakes of minutes not second. Like the
Japan Earthquake of March 2011.

E. Each one of these makes the site to dangerous to work due to the Landslide hazard
steep slope. If the slope is worked on it could destabilize the more for the people
already living above on the slope making a greater danger and hazard to many people.
Killing or injuring people and going into other buildings and doing property damage....
an Environmental Impact Statement is required just for these.

 

1. Historic information the 1888 Land Survey Map of the Port of Tacoma shows the Port
before much of  area was filled with landfill. This map shows the small streams that
run at the foot of the Steep Slope of the Sand and Gravel Mine making the toe of the
slope not as stable/at the road area. Also the land that the TARAG plant sits on has fill
and streams running under the entire area from the Steep Slope.

2. Erosion hazard area -Much of the Port of Tacoma has been filled in and raised. What
part of the Marine View Drive road is fill and would be effected by the truck traffic.

3. Liquefaction-  Liquefaction is when the soil looses the ability to hold a building up
during an earthquake or a another ground shaking event. Compared to other soil
liquefaction soil has soil saturated with water and a water table that is close to the
surface. The soil has little to no ability to hold up a building. Steep Slopes/Landslide
hazard areas that have the bottom of the slope/toe of the slope in or by a high to
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medium liquefaction area the bottom of the slope is more likely to fail during a
earthquake collapsing the slope and causing the steep slope to fail, the soils to slide out
causing a landslide.  The soil buildings are siting on turns to liquid the building the
building sinks, collapses and fall over .................The entire Port of Tacoma and the
Puyallup Valley are located in High Liquefaction area. The mine location site sites
close to if not on the edge of the high liquefaction area. In the 1940's and earthquake
that shook the region caused the Port of Tacoma to have liquefaction along with other
areas of the Puyallup Valley. 2 people were killed in the port. A landslide from a steep
slope caused by the earthquake slide down causing a seiche that caused a Tsunami to
strike Salmon Beach flooding the homes. 

     The toe of the mines natural slope originally goes out to the bay. How much of the
mine area is in or is located right next to liquefaction which can cause the mine slope
to collapse. An Environmental Impact Statement  is required.  

4. Tsunami Hazard Area- The entire Port of Tacoma and the floor of the Sand and
Gravel mine are located in a Tsunami Hazard Area which the entire Port of Tacoma
areas can be flooded after an earthquake from any of the above known earthquake
faults. The entire area surrounding the Sand and Gravel Mine is located is an area
Steep Slopes/Landslide Hazard which would trap workers along Marine View Drive.
From incoming Tsunami waves inundation covering parts of the Port of Tacoma with 8
to 14 feet of water. Workers have only minutes to evacuate before being swept away. 

     Also the TARGA  plant has not put in a protective Tsunami wall and if the
Landslide did not come. The Tsunami and debris from the Tsunami along with boats
from the waterway.............The amount of heavy trucks would compromise the escape
and evacuation of people that only have minutes.  Being located in the Tsunami Hazard
Area alone required an Environmental Impact Statement. FEMA and State Emergency
Management need to access this and human evacuation.

5. Volcanic Eruption Z. one and LAHAR/mudflow-The Mine location is on the fringe
of the Volcanic Eruption Area known as a LAHAR/mudflow this is from Mt. Rainer
flowing down the Puyallup River one of a number of rivers. LAHARs are massive
amount of mudflow from a volcanic eruption and or fast glacial water melts. The mine
is in the LAHAR/mudflow area and old historically known LAHAR area that is why
Fife and unincorporated have volcanic eruption evacuation signs and  there is LAHAR
warning sirens that go off the 1st of every month for testing. Putting more trucks by
evacuation areas out of the Valley needs a expert FEMA or State Emergency
Management experts. This needs an Environmental Impact Statement.

6. Flooding - Water can flood off the hillside steep slope and in to the stream and
wetland area. The Tsunami Inundation area flooding.  The historic flooding from the
Puyallup River is 34 feet high and flooding the entire Puyallup Valley and through the
Port of Tacoma. It flooded not quite as high when my mother who is 91 as a child in
the 1930's as the Port again flooded. The Port is in a flood area so is the mine area.
Flooding from the hill needs to be access by state mine expert, geologist and
hydrologist. This needs and Environmental Impact Statement.

7. Wildlife Habitat Area and effects on fish -especially Salmon, and other endangered
and threatened species especially with any runoff of contaminated from wash area and
mining that would  contain any lead arsenic from the old Asarco Smelter and any
asphalt contamination from the TARGA facility across the street. Dust stirred up can
get into the water runoff. Effects on the wildlife known to be in the area were not
adequately address for impacts. Numerous species of animals frequent the area and

LU16-0230 Exhibit G



close by Coyotes,  foxes, raccoons, skunks, weasels, rabbits, squirrels, frogs,
salamanders, avian species of birds and fowl .....nearby harbor seals, juvenile salmon in
the bay. An Environmental Impact Statement is needs.

8. No one from the City of Tacoma is shown going out and accessing and looking at any
of the sites for any inaccuracy. Why? They should be allowed to inspect and verify all
the information as true and accurate. A Environmental Impact Statement is need just to
investigate and inspect the site and verify information. Like the site going from 300-
400 straight up vertical.

9. NOTE- The information states that the site has both poison oak and poison ivy this is
serious this can cause serious skin irritation, rashes, oozing from skin irritation.....This
could end in Labor and Industry job claims for any of the brush that the workers
would. How much is on the site and where it is located. This poses a risk to workers
who cannot identify the plants. Bare exposed skin of the hands, face, bare
arms...contaminated clothing....it cannot be burned if burned  people  can get the
poisonous oil in the lungs and become very ill.

10. The numbers given don't figure out. If the calculation are done they write about. If it is
figured out it appears that they would take almost all of the 10 year amount out in the
first year. .....624 round trips a day at 20 yards held by each truck. This amount of
heavy vibration could destabilize the slopes and the Norpoint Way road that was
created going up the hill since the mine was last used. The road did not exist when the
mine was last used. The Norpoint Way road is built on a Landslide hazard areas.  There
is a urban development right on the Norpoint Way road hill side.  The truck traffic at
that magnitude on the Marine View drive road would damage the road.  The trucks
from the mine would congest an interfere with the current traffic of normal home
commuters. This needs an Environmental Impact Statement.

11.  Noise level from the mine would be operating and making noise levels where there be
echoing from the shape of the hillside enhancing the noise level up the hill to
residential areas.

12. Much of the information in oe area would be unreadable and a normal average citizen
could read it but not understand the information given this is absolutely not expectable
the public has a right to the information written in common and normal English non
scientific as well a scientific. An Environmental Impact Statement.

13. I question the Preliminarily determined a Mitigated(reduced in severity) Determination
of Non-significance I am not sure What Best Available Science is being used. I see no
Best Available Scientific information provided that shows anything that the site can be
determined as a Mitigated Determination of Non-significance or anything of Non-
significance. R.C.W. 36.70A, W.A.C. 365-190, W.A.C. 365-195 and W.A.C. 365-196
makes Best Available Science mandatory not just any available science.

14. All Best Available Scientific information and Visual observation of the site of all the
possible angles I could legally publicly access showed the site location is
SIGNIFICANT with numerous adverse environmental impacts that cannot be 
mitigated by geo technical engineers. That must be mitigated in  other ways including
open space and avoidance.....I do see numerous scientific documents and information
are missing.

A. Tsunami Hazard Map
B. Liquefaction Map
C. Floodway/Floodplain map
D. The area should have been identified as a Steep Slope/Landslide Hazard
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E. Pierce County Soil Survey Map and information that applies.

1. There is also there is absolutely no approval by a State of Washington or United States
government geologist or other qualified government personal that has expertise in
geology, hydrology, wetlands, etc. There are no qualified personal out in the field
representing the safety of the People and public 

2. Using Best Available Scientific information readily available to all professional in the
field and the general public. ....Washington State law R.C.W. 43.92 clearly states that
the state geological department will provide to the local lead agency on "the proper
interpretation and application of the results of the geological hazards assessment." So
State of Washington Department of Natural Resources Geological Department is
available to all local agency's for help. Along with all the Best Available Science and
complete resources. WAC 365-190-030 Definitions (9) "Geologically hazardous
areas" are areas that because of their susceptibility to erosion, sliding, earthquake, or
other geological events, are not suited to siting commercial, residential, or industrial
development consistent with public health or safety concerns......Mining is dealing in
commerce. Commerce is commercial. Geological hazards are define under W.A.C.
365-190-120

3.  The site is a Landslide Hazard Area/Steep Slope Area-  Oso, Washington is an
excellent example of Steep Slope/ Landslide Hazard Area. The entire hillside failed
and slid down to the bottom of the hill. Running out of soil was close to a mile. 43
human lives were lost. Buildings were crashed and moed off site. Millions were spent
in recovery of bodies and opening the roadway.  Steep Slopes are known to collapse
and cause severe damage. They are one of the many geological hazard areas.
Geotechnical engineers had mitigated the site by putting a wall to hold part of the
hillside. 

     The Steep slope  is stated clearly on page 6 of the RB Engineering the slope rises
vertical meaning almost straight up and down close to a 90% angel. To be considered
an steep slope all it has to be is a 15% angel. The hillside goes up 350 to 450 feet
according to their information. The possibly sliding massively from 350-450 feet down
hill is not mentioned at all. Any part of the hill side can possible fail the soils can
possible slide all the way across the road into other buildings if destabilized by water
running off the hill or removal of rocks. The report also says the the area is a Steep
Slope meaning Landslide hazard area the area is not safe. The site is located in a
Critical Area Landslide Hazard Area.

4. Going out to the site and physically viewing the site and surrounding area of the site
location the site is surrounded on the north west and east sides is surrounded by steep
slope. But what makes it worse it is also in other critical areas.

5. Also the Site
6. By Washington State law any site with just one Critical Areas the site must have a

Environmental Impact Statement or a site can just be rejected for numerous reasons
and deemed Significant.  Site locations with multiply Critical Areas must each be
considered and looked at for site usage.

7. All Best Available Science requires and mandates by Washington State law that this
site be declared  Significant with Adverse Environmental Impacts under R.C.W.
43.21.C.

8.  I do recognize the right of the Sand and Gravel Mine under the Growth Management
Act to be protected as a Washington State Natural Resource being in existence prior to 
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Sept 1990. But Significant scientific information that has been peer reviewed Best
Available Science in the last 27 years has made this site even more significant Critical
Area information ..... thing have changed. The big Impact would be to Norpoint Way
road. The road is already showing failure and shifting. Also the soil contamination
from the TAGRA plant the partials that can be stirred up into the air and washed off
into the holding area. There are others but the entire project needs and Environmental
Impact Statement and assistance should be sought by the local lead agency to use other
State agencies, Federal agency, and university professionals who are
experience...including but not limited to Mining, Geology, Hydrology, Chemistry,
Environmental Protection, Wetl Soils/Soil testing, Emergency Management...agency's
familiar  with change of custody sampling so the agency is there when the sample is
take, it is dated, and the sample does not leave their custody until sent to their lab.
.....Also to get an Expert in the Field of the Exclusion Zones  from the Puget sound
Energy Liquid Natural Gas plant they must be out of the Exclusion Zones to do any
business at all according to federal law. There are a few programs that will work on it
the big problem with them is that with the shape of the hillsides including the mining
area carry the wind drift differently to get and idea just use the Asarco Smelter problem
is the location and blow area. Of course the wind speeds should be figured at 35 to
60mph gusts. The mine slope should be figured with earthquake's of  7.0m, 8.0m ,9.0
magnitude.

9. The attachments are for reference to the Critical areas and scientific information. 

Sincerely
Carole Sue Braaten
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From: Carole
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Sand and Gravel Mine 2
Date: Thursday, February 02, 2017 11:11:42 PM

Dear City of Tacoma Planning Dept.  and Shirley Schultz,

     Note on the yellow notice you sent you said Geo technical report... you need a State of
Washington Geologist or a United States Geological Survey Personal experts in Geology,
Hydrology, Mining, Soils and more and they are free to all other government agencies. Also
you need a qualified Personal from the Federal Government Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) who are the national experts dealing with effects and affects from
natural gas, liquid natural gas (LNG) and methanol facilities....in seismic area. Note they use
only non liquefaction area numbers not 4975 years that is because none of the natural gas,
liquid natural gas and methanol are to be built on liquefaction. Also the International
Building Code codes do not allow build on liquefaction on certain things can be built on the
liquefaction fringe.   FERC should be involved they would be able to tell you the effects if a
landslide from the Mine were to strike any of the massive tanks holding  across the street
from the natural gas "holding tanks" and causing all the tanks to explode all  at once causing
a catastrophic explosion causing multiple tanks to explode? How many people will die, how
far will the blast travel. How many people have to be evacuated? How far to evacuate? ho
much damage can the landslide do? How many places will The soil be tested for Asphalt
from the TARAGA plant? Will they do vibration test on the Marine View Drive road by
Norpoint road to see if it can with stand the trucks from the mine without causing a landslide
and slope destabilization? If the steep slope on Norpoint road gives way from the vibration on
the road how many people are expected to die? How many will be injured? Ho many homes
will be damaged? what will be the cost if the home s go down the hill? Who will pay for the
damage? what kind of bonds will be taken out for ho much for How long? How will the
contaminated soil be stopped from contaminating the bay and hat animals and plants can it
kill? How will and earthquake 9.0m effect the mine? Will the wetlands slide don the hill and
cause the hill to collapse? If so how far will it run out?
    These are some of the documents I am submitting to the Sand And Gravel Mine for the
need for an Environmental Impact Statement. There can be severe, unavoidable and adverse
impacts in numerous and different ways and a EIS is needed to determine this.
     At this point also the TARGA plant is also involved in the environmental situations
Significantly so. As you should know due to the blast/ Explosion zone and impacts on any
human beings in the area from the TARGA plant. The TARGA plant has a very large and
massive zone where no other commerce, industry, businesses, buildings, homes or other
things can be due to the effects of a massive explosion and natural gas asphyxiation zone due
to wind speeds 
     The Mine should have been included in the TARGA plants EIS due to the Mine as a State
Natural Resource rights would have superseded the TARGA plant being built. Unless the
TARGA offered a buy out to the Mine. In fact TARGA ho is across the street would have
had to obtain a change of zoning for the Port of Tacoma to be built due to the fact that a
large portion of the Port of Tacoma would have to be changed over to change the Port of
Tacoma form being a Port to shut down a major portion of the Port and a buy out of
surrounding landowners for well over a mile due to the danger that is posed and these plants
are not allowed to operate without a massive buffer zone of a mile or more. Also this appears
to be the first one in the nation to be built in a liquefaction an in a tsunami zone by a
landslide hazard area but is missing the massive walls it will take to protect it from the
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landslide and tsunami. The Mine wetlands could also drain toward the TARGA plant under
cutting the ground under neither the area. This all need and Accumulative Area
Environmental  Impact Statement and a EIS. There are far to many dangers and
hazard......Both the Mine and the surround area landowners should have received the buy out
noted and offer What was it for how much? Economic impacts will have to be figured
including the buy out of the mine the Zoning change cost? and the shut down of all
surrounding business due to the TARGA plant and all the homes and residents along with
perpetual lose of income and business that will run into the multimillion including the rest of
the shut down in the port How much will that cost the be per year? The will be the LOSS of
income from the port to the area? Cost of MOVING homes? Cost of business moving out?

These need answers so a Environmental Impact Statement is needed.
Sincerely
Carole Sue Braaten
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From: Sydney England
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Re: Reopening of Coski Sand and Gravel Mine
Date: Wednesday, March 01, 2017 9:20:11 AM

As a citizen of NE tacoma who also routinely uses 509 I implore you to deny the reopening of the Coski
mining operation.  As can be recognized by the number of landslides our area has been experiencing
due to excess water and undercut land the mining operation would not only continue to undercut the
stability of the earth (angle of repose), as well as bring excessive truck volumes and noise to the
neighboring homes less than a mile from the location. 

We use 509 as our only direct route into Tacoma's downtown for jobs, for education, for shopping. 
Excess trucking and mining would not only have implications on our home values from the noise and
land destabilization but also impacting our ability to access easily and quickly our own city.  Lower home
values mean lower tax revenue for the city.  Our children travel these roads in order to attend the
closest Tacoma high school.  The increase in trucks would increase drive time and limit our access to
our city's resources.  It isn't safe, it isn't reasonable.  And increase in volume on local roads will increase
the commute time to reach Tacoma thus encouraging citizens of Tacoma and Browns Point to no longer
Look to be employed in Tacoma or to shop there, but instead to shop elsewhere and work elsewhere. 
This will have an effect on local businesses whether through sale volume or employees.  Have you tried
driving through the port to get to or from Tacoma to NE Tacoma in the early morning or later afternoon
(4:30pm).  Instead of the typical 25 minutes from NE Tacoma to North 30th.  It can take almost an
hour.  If there were a natural disaster or an issue with the upcoming proposed LNG plant, how could we
possibly even evacuate the area if it already takes 45mins to 1hour to get through the port?!!?  That is
without the proposed increase of trucks!! 

Please deny the Coski mine opening for protection of ground stability, property values, noise pollution,
road repair costs, lost revenue and increased commute time.

Sincerely,
Sydney England

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Linda Fortune
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Coski Gravel and Mine
Date: Wednesday, March 01, 2017 12:38:04 PM

Dear Shirley,

Please make the decision for a full environmental impact study. We deserve to have the best analysis as
to the mine's impact in terms of traffic issues, the effect on people and the impact of so much gravel
being removed from the ground. When you think of a dome's worth of gravel being removed from the
earth, how will that effect the cliff stability, the ground level and the people who live just above that
whole area????

Please do not short change us. The city has a responsibility to protect the community as a whole. Let a
thorough study assess the whole situation and then go from there. You have a tremendous
responsibility in this decision making process.

Thank you,
Dr. Linda Fortune
253-759-8271

Sent from my iPad
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From: Ann Locsin
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Re: LU16-0230 Marine View Drive Surface Mine ("Coski") -- Additional Information
Date: Saturday, February 25, 2017 9:36:34 AM

Hi Shirley-
I had some additional questions related to the noise study as well as how it relates
to the noise ordinance for COT.............

1.  Does the city have any requirements regarding minimum number of days for a
noise study?  I noticed that this study was only conducted for one day which does
not seem adequate.  The noise study does not mention which way the wind was
going that day?  This plays a HUGE role in our community related to the carrying of
sounds.

2.  The study does not mention Schnitzer Steel as one of the base sounds.  They are
by far the biggest noise maker in our area so I am wondering if they were inactive
that day?  That is another reason why one day does not seem adequate for a noise
study?

3.  Does a mine have to adhere to the maximum decibel levels as spelled out in the
noise ordinance?  My husband reviewed the noise code and said there is a section
for "construction" which he felt the mine may fall under.  Thanks for clarifying!

4.  The hours of operation for the mine do not coincide with the noise ordinance
hours.  Can you clarify?

Ann Locsin

On Fri, Feb 17, 2017 at 8:23 AM, Schultz, Shirley <shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us>
wrote:

Good morning –

 

You are receiving this email as a party of interest on LU16-0230: Surface Mining at
the “Coski” site on Marine View Drive.

 

On Wednesday the applicant provided additional information (response to
comments) as well as the noise study. That information is now posted on the
City’s website at:

 

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/cms/One.aspx?portalId=169&pageId=120317

 

The information has not been reviewed by City staff.
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Please note that comments on the project are due by 5:00 p.m. on Friday, March
3.

 

Thank you!

 

Shirley Schultz

City of Tacoma | Development Services

253-591-5121

shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

www.tacomapermits.org
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From: Mary Jane Long
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Re: LU16-0230 Marine View Drive Surface Mine ("Coski") -- Additional Information
Date: Friday, February 24, 2017 8:46:14 AM

Why don't you make them use the hylebos bridge instead of screwing up marine
view drive- which already is a mess? Also will those trucks be covered so our
windshields don't get broken?? If anyone one the board lived in this mess things
would be different . 

Sent from my iPhone

On Feb 17, 2017, at 8:23 AM, Schultz, Shirley <shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us>
wrote:

Good morning –
 
You are receiving this email as a party of interest on LU16-0230: Surface Mining at the
“Coski” site on Marine View Drive.
 
On Wednesday the applicant provided additional information (response to comments)
as well as the noise study. That information is now posted on the City’s website at:
 
http://www.cityoftacoma.org/cms/One.aspx?portalId=169&pageId=120317
 
The information has not been reviewed by City staff.
 
Please note that comments on the project are due by 5:00 p.m. on Friday, March 3.
 
Thank you!
 

Shirley Schultz
City of Tacoma | Development Services
253-591-5121
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

www.tacomapermits.org
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From: Kelly Kim
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: RE: Re-open Coski Surface mine in NE Tacoma
Date: Thursday, February 02, 2017 3:23:30 PM

Hello Ms. Schultz-
I am a resident of the Pointe Woodworth community and I wanted to voice my concerns about the
potential re-opening of the Coski Surface mine in NE Tacoma. From my understanding, this land is
currently zoned residential — which makes mining inappropriate for this space. Hundreds of families
live in close proximity to this area and the potential noise pollution from such a business would be
devastating. Families with children and pets for instance, would be constantly disrupted by the loud
and unfamiliar noises that result from grinding and crushing of the mined material. Children, pets
and adults for that matter can have anxiety and stress from such noises as they are very
unaccustomed to such strange noises in a residential area. This section of land is also home to
indigenous Northwest wildlife. Noise will force these animals out and habitat will be diminished as
well. Marine wildlife will also pay a severe consequence based on this proposed action. Last, traffic
along this stretch of road is already atrocious. Adding such a business will only contribute to more
traffic causing increased travel time for many people which means less time spent with family. In a
society that already has such limited family time any and every minute spent with family is
invaluable. Please register my concerns and feel free to share my email with the appropriate people.
Thank you,
 

Kelly Kim
Tahoma High School
Special Education Teacher
Head Volleyball Coach
(425) 413-6200
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From: Schultz, Shirley
To: "locsinann@gmail.com"
Subject: RE: LU16-0230 Conditional Use Permit - Surface Mining, 2503 Marine View Drive
Date: Tuesday, January 03, 2017 12:25:00 PM

Hi, Ann –
 
The upper part of the site has always been zoned R-2 (since 1954). It looks like the M1 area was
zoned that way in 1967, and the C2 part (the 150’ closest to Marine View Drive) was rezoned from
R-4 (multifamily residential) in 2003.
 
And you’re correct – aerial photos show the active mining at Pt Woodworth and also at this site
stopping at about the same time – maybe 1997 or so?
 
 

Shirley Schultz
City of Tacoma | Development Services
253-591-5121
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

www.tacomapermits.org
 
 
 

From: locsinann@gmail.com [mailto:locsinann@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 03, 2017 12:15 PM
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Re: LU16-0230 Conditional Use Permit - Surface Mining, 2503 Marine View Drive
 
Shirley-
This site has not been used as a mine since Pt Woodworth was built. There are now 180
homes next door which is a huge change. When this site was last mined, what was the
property zoned as? Was it residential?
Thanks,
Ann Locsin
 
 
 

Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed citizens can change the world;
indeed, it's the only thing that ever has.
~ Margaret Mead
 

On Jan 3, 2017, at 7:59 AM, Schultz, Shirley <shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us> wrote:

Good morning, Ann –
 
The site is owned by Terra5 Company but prior to that had been owned by Coski since
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the 1950s (which is why it’s called what it is). It’s been used since then for sand and
gravel mining – I think the most recent active use was in the late 1990s. We granted a
permit for this same project in 2008 but it expired. One of the conditions of the permit
was (and will be) compliance with the city’s noise ordinance. I don’t know if it’s
different than the one in Fall City or not.
 
Hope that helps -
 

Shirley Schultz
City of Tacoma | Development Services
253-591-5121
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

www.tacomapermits.org
 
 
 

From: locsinann@gmail.com [mailto:locsinann@gmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, January 01, 2017 6:53 PM
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Fwd: LU16-0230 Conditional Use Permit - Surface Mining, 2503 Marine View
Drive
 
Thanks Shirley-
My husband, who works for King County, is reviewing all of this. He says it is
highly unusual to put a surface mine in a residential zoned neighborhood. He has
one project in Fall City which isn't even as close and he gets complaints daily
from residents about the noise. Once it's permitted there is little he can do as long
as they work within permitted hours. This should not be permitted in NE
Tacoma!
 
Can you tell me who owns this piece of property?
Thanks,
Ann Locsin
 
 

Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed citizens can change the
world; indeed, it's the only thing that ever has.
~ Margaret Mead
 

Begin forwarded message:

From: Comcast Yvonne <yvonne.mccarty@comcast.net>
Date: December 30, 2016 at 2:46:33 PM PST
To: "locsinann@gmail.com" <locsinann@gmail.com>, "Thoms,
Robert" <robert.thoms@cityoftacoma.org>
Cc: "mel_berglund@hotmail.com" <mel_berglund@hotmail.com>,
"Yvonne.mccarty@comcast.net" <Yvonne.mccarty@comcast.net>,
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"lizbiv@hotmail.com" <lizbiv@hotmail.com>
Subject: Re: LU16-0230 Conditional Use Permit - Surface
Mining, 2503 Marine View Drive

Robert,

 

Please read the engineering materials:
http://tacomapermits.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/LU16-0230-
Public-Notice-for-website.pdf

 

This company (Scarsella Brothers Inc. - a heavy civil
construction company) plans to mine 400,000 cubic yards of
material over 10 years to be used for construction purposes.  When
they are finished, the property will need further development to
make it suitable as a residential site (although it would NEVER be
suitable as a residential site due to its proximity to Targa and other
dangerous heavy industrial companies).   This is strictly a mining
project.  They are proposing to operate two 10 hour shifts.  The
shift from 6:30am to 4:30pm will be daily, and the 5:00pm to
7:00am will be as needed due to demand for the mined materials. 
In addition to all of the mining noise, we will have to put up with 34
more hauling trucks on our roads on a daily basis. 

 

I agree with Ann, that we feel like we are under siege in NE
Tacoma.  To make it worse, these attacks are being facilitated by
the City of Tacoma.  The Planning & Development Services
department has given this project a preliminary determination of
non-significance and won't require an EIS... really?  They send out
announcements only to the Neighborhood Council, and during the
week between Christmas and New Years (thank goodness for the
power of social media)?  They give only two weeks notice for the
one and only public meeting?

 

I'm stunned that the City of Tacoma still doesn't get it...
another bungle.  This has to STOP.
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Yvonne McCarty  

 

From: locsinann@gmail.com <locsinann@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, December 30, 2016 12:35 PM
To: Thoms, Robert
Cc: mel_berglund@hotmail.com; Yvonne.mccarty@comcast.net;
lizbiv@hotmail.com
Subject: Re: LU16-0230 Conditional Use Permit - Surface Mining, 2503
Marine View Drive
 
This is absolutely horrifying to me. I literally want to cry right now. I
am so angry with the City of Tacoma. My husband works in Land
use planning for King County and he said he has never seen
residential zoned property be used for a surface mine. He has one
project in Fall City that is not even this close to residential and they
get complaints daily from the noise. Please do not allow this to
happen Robert. It is bad enough what is going on in the Port. The
need for sub area planning for NE Tacoma is critical! This is a huge
mess. I am starting to think a class action lawsuit is the only way we
are going to get anyone to listen. I feel betrayed by Tacoma.
Ann Locsin
 
 

Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed citizens
can change the world; indeed, it's the only thing that ever has.
~ Margaret Mead
 

On Dec 30, 2016, at 12:13 PM, Thoms, Robert
<robert.thoms@cityoftacoma.org> wrote:

This is what was sent to me yesterday and the notice
went out today.  I am meeting with staff next week to
learn more and I have already asked that the hours be
moved from 630a start to 8a and that the previous
conditions remain (like no trucks during peak AM and
PM times) and to my current understanding this project
is only being done to remediate and stabilize stabilize
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the site to allow for residential.  So it's not to make a
mine site.  I will be introducing a revised notice
resolution in the coming weeks to make the notice
process broader, earlier and with more requirements
on response/comment provisions.
 

Sincerely,
 
Robert S Thoms
Tacoma City Council, Dist 2
253-229-2508
 
It is an honor to partner with you for a better Tacoma. 

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Schultz, Shirley"
<shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us>
Date: December 27, 2016 at 12:09:57 PM
PST
To: "Thoms, Robert"
<robert.thoms@cityoftacoma.org>
Subject: RE: LU16-0230 Conditional Use
Permit - Surface Mining, 2503 Marine
View Drive

No redevelopment proposed at this time,
just a gravel mine (or rather, finishing up
the gravel mining that was started there).
 
 
Shirley Schultz
City of Tacoma | Development Services
253-591-5121
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org
www.tacomapermits.org
 
 
 
From: Thoms, Robert 
Sent: Tuesday, December 27, 2016 11:57 AM
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Re: LU16-0230 Conditional Use Permit
- Surface Mining, 2503 Marine View Drive
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What is the project they are looking to do?

Sincerely,
 
Robert S Thoms
Tacoma City Council, Dist 2
253-229-2508
 
It is an honor to partner with you for a
better Tacoma. 

On Dec 27, 2016, at 11:24 AM, Schultz,
Shirley <shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us>
wrote:

Good morning:
Attached is a public notice that
will be mailed and emailed on
Thursday, December 29. The
full application package will be
posted on
www.tacomapermits.org.
Request:

·         Surface mining permit to allow
excavation of approximately
400,000 cy of material from an
11-acre site, over ten years.

·         Mining hours from 6:30 am to
4:30 pm with limited night
(loading) operations as needed.

·         The reclamation plan will grade
the site to an overall 1.5 to 1
slope and stabilized, which
would allow for future
redevelopment of the site in
residential and commercial use
per the underlying zoning.

The city issued a surface
mining permit for the site in
2008; it expired in 2013 without
the mining occurring. With that
permit, conditions limited truck
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traffic so it did not leave the
site during commute peak
hours. There were also noise
reduction/compliance
conditions. It is expected that
the conditions would remain the
same.
Location:

·         2503 Marine View Drive, 9
parcels, 17.1 acres.

·         Zoned C-2 General Commercial
and R-2 One-Family Dwelling
District: Surface Mining is a
conditional use in all districts,
compliant with the Growth
Management Act
(RCW 36.70A.170), which
requires the designation of
mineral resource lands

Public Comment
Opportunities:

·         Notice is being mailed to all
property owners (Assessor
Records) within 1,000 feet of
the boundaries of the site, the
neighborhood council, qualified
neighborhood groups, and
other interested agencies and
parties. The site should be
posted with notice signs by
next Tuesday.

·         A public information meeting
will be held at 5:30 p.m. on
Thursday, January 12, in City
Council Chambers, per the
public meeting requirements of
TMC13.05.020.

·         Further, written comments will
be accepted until January 27,
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2017. A final decision will be
issued shortly thereafter,
followed by a 14-day appeal
and reconsideration period.

SEPA:
The City is issuing a
preliminary mitigated
determination of
nonsignificance with the public
notice for the Conditional Use
Permit.  A final SEPA
Determination will be issued
concurrently with the decision
on the CUP.
Please let me know if you have
any questions or if you would
like me to provide any
additional information in
advance of Thursday’s mailing.
 
Shirley Schultz
City of Tacoma | Development
Services
253-591-5121
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org
www.tacomapermits.org
 
<LU16-0230 Public Notice
Postcard.pdf>
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Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 

City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 

747 Market Street, Room 345 

Tacoma, WA 98402 

Shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 

 

RE: Public comments on Application no. LU16-0230; Conditional Permit to Reopen Coski Surface mine in 
NE Tacoma 

 

Dear Shirley, 

I am writing to you to provide my written questions and comments related to the Coski Surface Mine.  I 
am a resident of NE Tacoma and live in the Pointe Woodworth Estates neighborhood which is directly 
adjacent to this proposed mine.  I am adamantly opposed to this project and would like to request a full 
Enviromental Impact Statement be completed regarding this application.  That is the only way all of our 
questions and concerns can adequately be addressed regarding this project.  Please see below for a 
detailed assessment that was conducted in part by my Husband who has 30 years of experience in land 
use planning for King County. These should be considered my official comments and any involvement by 
him is as a resident, not an employee of King County. 

The Surface Mining Code (13.06.540) states “that adjoining properties and residences shall be 
safeguarded against undue, hazardous, or prolonged nuisances occasioned either by odor, noise, smoke, 
debris, or other unsightly or obnoxious conditions.” I do not believe that this application adequately 
addresses this code. 

NOISE 

Noise is a huge concern to our community.  We are a residential zoned neighborhood.  There are already 
several other projects /businesses that are creating an intolerable noise situation in our community to 
include Schnitzer Steel, Pier 4 Pile Driving project, and construction of a warehouse on the Hylebos 
Waterway.  If the LNG proposal is approved, that will also contribute significant noise.  How does the 
City of Tacoma reconcile the cumulative effects of multiple projects going on in the same area at the 
same time?  Not everyone mentioned above is subject to the City of Tacoma’s noise ordinance (I believe 
most businesses in the Port are exempt?).  This has the potential to create the perfect storm in our 
community with noise levels that are unacceptable.  Here are some questions related to noise. 

1.  There is no noise study included in the application 
2. What equipment will be used?  What noise does it make? 
3. What noise emissions will be produced by equipment, trucks, etc?  At what levels? 
4. What are the noise levels for requested night time work? 
5. What are the noise regulations that they must adhere to? 
6. Who is overseeing compliance? 
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7. Sound monitors should be required as a part of this plan.  Have you considered this? 
8. What is the noise monitoring plan?  If none, can one be required? 
9. Will the materials be processed on site (rock crushers, sorters, etc)? 
10. Will blasting be conducted? 
11. What types of noise mitigation are proposed? 
12. The homes that are located 450 feet above have no natural sound barrier.  What are you going 

to install to provide a sound barrier? 
13. Lennar Homes is building 42 homes directly above this site and has indicated they plan to cut 

down additional trees.  How have you accounted for that in this plan? 
14. How do you account for the cumulative effects of noise coming from several projects at the 

same time? 

GEOTECHNICAL 

No geotechnical exploration was done for the current proposal.  The submitted report from Bennett 
Consulting refers to a report that was completed in 2001.  Site Conditions have changed.  He visually 
glanced at the site to make this assumption which is inadequate. 

1.  Why isn’t the City of Tacoma requiring a current geotech report? 
2. The SEPA checklist indicates that the site contains sand, gravel, and clay.  There is no demand 

for clay.  What % of the 400,000 of material to be mined is Sand?  What % is Gravel?  What % is 
Clay?  Where will the clay be taken to? 

3. What about reclamation?  What is proposed/required 
4. What is the groundwater table elevation? 

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 

This is a known nesting site for Bald Eagles. 

1. Where is the wildlife report? 
2. What is the mitigation for their habitat destruction? 

AIR EMISSIONS AND GREENHOUSE GAS EFFECTS 

Air emissions are not addressed in this application, therefore an incomplete assessment. 

1. What are the air emissions? 
2. The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical work.  How is this 

addressed?  If those particulates become airborne, what is the risk to homes nearby? 
3. What are the air emissions from the up to 600 trucks per day? 
4. How do you propose to mitigate for air emissions?   
5. Will water trucks be required to control dust? If so, how do you ensure this is not running off 

into our waterway which is right across the street? 

TRAFFIC 

Traffic is a huge concern related to this project.  The counts in your study were conducted on a Tuesday, 
Wednesday, and Thursday.  Why was Monday and Friday not included given that these are the heaviest 
traffic days of the week?  Any traffic counts should include ALL days that the mine will have trucks on 
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the road in order to fairly access the impact.  Norpoint Way NE to Marine View Drive is currently dealing 
with an extreme traffic situation during the evening rush hour.  Because of the work being done on I-5 
which is creating gridlock traffic from Federal Way through Fife, traffic apps like Google Maps and Waze 
are rerouting commuters off of I-5, down Norpoint, and on to 509.  Friday’s in particular are the worst 
which is not accounted for in this study.  Sometimes we can’t even exit our neighborhood due to the 
traffic.   

1.  The chart that is included in the traffic study indicates up to 300 truck trips each way in a 10 
hour shift for a total of 600 trips daily.  Is this accurate? 

2. Why was the average minimized to 34 per day?  The application states that the mining will 
primarily be done in Spring and Summer.  Isn’t it deceiving to average it out for 12 months when 
that is not an accurate reflection of truck traffic? 

3. Why isn’t the city requiring the applicant to pay for pavement deterioration?   With that many 
trucks on the road it will have a significant impact on Marine View Drive and 509.  Will this 
liability be left to taxpayers? 

4. Why isn’t the developer responsible for road improvements using city streets? 

HOURS OF OPERATION 

I have significant concerns related to the hours of operation, especially in a residential zoned 
community. The application allows for work to start as early as 6 am which is too early for a 
neighborhood.   

1. How do we change hours to 9 am to 3 pm Monday through Friday only? 
2. How do we not allow for ANY work at night? 
3. How do we ensure that the city will NOT grant any emergency extensions to allowable work 

hours like they did with the Pile Driving project? 
4. Who enforces the hours of operation and what recourse do residents have if they are in 

violation? 

ZONING 

This is a residential zoned neighborhood.  It is highly unusual to place a surface mine in residential 
zoning.  The justification that I read is something like “we have a significant need” for this sand and 
gravel. 

1. Why is the need urgent?  Can you establish that you have a shortage? 
2. What project is this material being used for? 
3. Were alternative locations considered? 
4. Are there options for sand and gravel available in other areas that you could pull from? 
5. What is the plan for this site once all the materials are removed? 
6. Why is the permit for 10 years?  Isn’t that excessive?  The last permit was good for 5 years.  10 

years is unreasonable risk for residents. 
7. The application states that 400,000 of material can be removed yet in another place it states 

800,000.  Which one is correct?  How can we ensure that no more than 400,000 is removed and 
that the number cannot be increased? 
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8. There are several references to this being an established surface mine in the past, therefore 
grandfathered.  The last time this mine was operational Pt Woodworth did not exist.  How do 
you account for the change which is 180 new homes located next door?  Isn’t this a significant 
change which should be addressed? 

9. When this mine was last Operational, prior to 1997, what was the zoning for this property?  Has 
it changed?  If so, how was that taken into account? 

WATER 

This site is located directly across from a critical waterway.  

• Why is a shoreline permit not part of this application? 
• What is your plan to ensure there is no run off into the Hylebos? 
• How will it be monitored to ensure compliance? 
• Additionally there is a critical habitat between the proposed site and Pt Woodworth. What is the 

plan to protect the stream? 

 

In conclusion, I am respectfully asking that a full EIS be conducted regarding this proposal.  It is the only 
way that all these issues can be fairly addressed with residents. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Ann Locsin 

Resident and Taxpayer 
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From: locsinann@gmail.com
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Additional comments
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 3:40:33 PM

Hi Shirley-
I would like to add a couple of other items to my comments.

1. Stormwater pond. The engineer last night said they would be managing stormwater through
infiltration design. How can he say that without a geotechnical exploration? If that is placed where
mining has already occurred, it will probably be compacted. The materials provided do not prove the
ability to infiltrate. If that is clay it will be a problem. A current up to date geotechnical report is the only
way to accurately address this.

2. Truck staging. When truck return empty to the gravel pit how will staging be addressed? There is
only one road in and out and no shoulder on Marine View Drive. How will they stage the trucks so as
not to block traffic?

3. What is plan for reclamation? If they strip material out, what are they bringing back in? Will trucks be
needed for that? If so, what is traffic impact? What will they be planting as part of reclamation? Is it
just hydroseed?

4.  What is the bond? What are the financial guarantees? What are you binding them for? Road
mitigation?

Thanks,
Ann Locsin

Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed citizens can change the world; indeed, it's the
only thing that ever has.
~ Margaret Mead

LU16-0230 Exhibit G

mailto:locsinann@gmail.com
mailto:shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us


From: locsinann@gmail.com
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Surface mine comments
Date: Tuesday, January 24, 2017 8:05:18 PM

A couple more comments for the file.

1. What are the restrictions for working during the wet season (usually 10/1-4/30)? Will they be allowed
to work on the slopes during the wet season? How will they stabilize the slopes? What additional BMP's
will be proposed for temporary erosion sedimentation control for working in the wet season?

2. This area is prone to landslides. Sound can actually cause slides. What is the impact of pile driving on
the hillside during mining operation?

Thanks!
Ann Locsin

Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed citizens can change the world; indeed, it's the
only thing that ever has.
~ Margaret Mead
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From: locsinann@gmail.com
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Gravel pit comments
Date: Tuesday, January 24, 2017 8:15:35 PM

Please include this as well. My question is has the stability of the slope been studied?

Pile driving is listed as a cause for landslides. Has the combination of the two projects running at the
same time been studied?

We have had a very large number of landslides and mudslides recently. The rain and the steep slopes
are very conducive and they will continue. There are several other factors that can make it worse.
Vibration is a well known contributing factor. Specifically, pile driving is listed as a human cause of
artificial vibrations that can cause landslides. It decreases the shear resistance. 

"Possible increase in shear stress and decrease in shearing resistance
• Earthquake shaking
• Artificial vibration (including traffic, pile driving, heavy machinery)
• Mining and quarrying (open pits, underground galleries) "

The pile driving that has been going on for several months has to be a contributor to the increase in
slides that we have experienced. If you noticed in the above quotation, traffic and heavy machinery are
also contributors. How much worse will it get with the gravel mine operating? The heavy truck traffic
and the nearly day long operation of heavy machinery.

Here is another description that suggests we are in for much more of the same. Hopefully not the
catastrophe they describe. 

"The human causes of landslides include removal of vegetation, interference with the natural drainage
of the land, leaking water or sewage pipes, overloading slopes, mining and quarrying activities,
vibrations from heavy traffic, construction or mine blasting, and the excavation or displacement of rocks.
Together, human and natural factors can create a landslide. Landslides can be very small and only
affect the general ecology of an area, or they can be catastrophic, affecting entire communities by
destroying homes and community infrastructures, impacting water and land resources, and even causing
fatalities. In the United States, landslides account for approximately 15 deaths every year. Worldwide,
the death toll reaches the thousands."

Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed citizens can change the world; indeed, it's the
only thing that ever has.
~ Margaret Mead
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From: Bobbie Abegglen
To: shirley.schultz@cityofacoma.org
Subject: Coski Surface Mine
Date: Tuesday, January 24, 2017 9:15:37 PM

Miss Shirley,
Has anyone contacted the Department of Natural Resources about the potential of a slide
area at this site?  I believe that the DNR is  currently running studies into areas where the
topography is bein disturbed that has the potential of a land slide where homes are
involved.
Barbara Abegglen
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From: Bobbie Abegglen
To: shirley.schultz@cityofacoma.org
Subject: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230, Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine off of Marine

View Drive
Date: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 10:07:32 PM

January 25, 2017
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services
747 Market Street, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
Shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org
 
Re:  Comments on Application No.LU16-0230, Conditional Use Permit to
Reopen Coski Surface Mine off of Marine View Drive
 
Dear Ms. Schultz,
 
My husband and I have lived in N.E. Tacoma, Pointe Woodworth, for 17
years.  This was a nice, quiet, clean neighborhood to retire in.  We both
now have breathing difficulties, he with COPD and me with Asthma.
 
We are quite concerned about the opening of the Coski Mine.  We had
sand boxes for our children and grandchildren and know that when the
kids were playing in the box sand dust and debris would float in the air. 
They cannot convince us that sand dust would not drift up to nearby
homes, let alone drift into the water of the Hylebos waterway.
 
We understand that when the trucks depart from the mine they will drive
through a puddle of water, i.e. tire wash.  This does not wash off the
sand, gravel and dust from the top, sides and bottom of the trucks.  The
trucks will then continue down Marine View & 509 dropping bits here and
there.  This will be washed into the waterway with natural rain run-off. 
No amount of street sweeping will eliminate the problem.
 
If you drive on 509/Marine View Drive you will notice that some of the
companies routinely sweep the road.  This sweeping takes up the loose
dirt.  However, cars and trucks traveling this route have compacted the
dirt and pushed it into cracks and crevices.  When it rains it washes the
said dirt into the storm drains – and where do you suppose the storm
water goes? Right into the Hylebos waterway helping to further pollute
this bay. 
 
They talk about the trucks not impacting traffic and that “they” did a
survey in the morning and afternoon.  Was this done during “rush hour”
or just morning and afternoon?  There is a tremendous difference
between 8:00am and 10:00am.  Who will pay for the road repairs for the
road damage that this influx of truck traffic will create.  Right now the
city does not even have enough money to clear the litter from 509 and it
is a disgrace.
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Did they take into account ALL the traffic noise and pollution that the
sand pit, LNG plant and warehouse will be bringing to these poor roads?
 
Has anyone contacted the D.N.R. to do a survey of this particular area? 
It is our understanding that the DNR is doing slide studies in areas where
homes are located – they don’t need another Oso. 
 
We are not against manufacturing in the Tacoma tide flats.  Oh, a park
like area with restaurants and shops would be lovely, but not realistic. 
After all, it has been a working port for generations.  However, pollution
was not a major concern generations ago.  I’m sure with a little research
light industry businesses that don’t pollute the air with noise and
impurities could be found.  More warehouses?????
 
Please, please, please consider requesting an Environmental Impact
Statement.
 
Sincerely,
 
Harold & Barbara Abegglen
1801 Mariner Circle N.E.
Tacoma, WA 98422
253-838-7846
abegglen@msn.com
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From: b.a.lafreniere@gmail.com
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine off of Marine View Drive
Date: Wednesday, January 11, 2017 10:10:23 AM
Attachments: Brian LaFreniere Coski Mine.pdf

January 11, 2017

 

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner

City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services

747 Market St, Room 345

Tacoma, WA 98402

shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

 

Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski
Surface Mine off of Marine View Drive

Dear Ms. Schultz:

 

Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use
Permit application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface
Mine over the next ten years.

 

I am a North Tacoma resident, 34 y/o, born and raised in this great city, and I’m concerned
about the potential environmental and human health impacts of these proposed mining
activities. I’m also a veteran Real Estate Appraiser with 14 years of professional experience. I
can assure you that such a project is negative for the local community and property values,
aside from the negative environmental impacts. Commencement Bay and surrounding land
is a source of pride for both myself and the larger community, and they deserve the utmost
protection. The slopes between the Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast
Tacoma are particularly important as they are critical buffer between a waterway struggling
with toxic pollution from sources like the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the
homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand
to significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities – therefore, such
activities warrant particularly careful and thorough environmental review.

 

Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining
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January 11, 2017


Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 
747 Market St, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org


Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface 
Mine off of Marine View Drive


Dear Ms. Schultz: 


Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit 
application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over 
the next ten years.  


I am a North Tacoma resident, 34 y/o, born and raised in this great city, and I’m concerned about 
the potential environmental and human health impacts of these proposed mining activities.  I’m 
also a veteran Real Estate Appraiser with 14 years of professional experience.  I can assure you 
that such a project is negative for the local community and property values, aside from the 
negative environmental impacts. Commencement Bay and surrounding land is a source of pride 
for both myself and the larger community, and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes 
between the Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly 
important as they are critical buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution from 
sources like the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma 
residents. Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand to significantly impact the health of
nearby waters and communities – therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and 
thorough environmental review. 


Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining itself, I 
believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the 
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has taken place at that site in the past, 
much has changed since operations stopped in over 20 years ago, including the building of 
homes less than 500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated 
Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns. 


My specific concerns are outlined below:
 Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading disturbing both 


wildlife and local residents.
 Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby 


further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources. 
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 Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use.
 The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as 


have been found on neighboring sites. 
 Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily truck trips at full operation) stand to impact local air 


quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They also 
stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to 
take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to the three lane 
portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left turn lane. 


These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and scientific
information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the scoping and EIS 
drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public involvement from a
community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma 
to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the Coski mine.


Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the opportunity 
to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski surface mine 
reopening.


Sincerely,


Brian LaFreniere
4611 N 9th Street
Tacoma, WA 98406
253-988-6424
b.a.lafreniere@gmail.com







itself, I believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has taken place at that
site in the past, much has changed since operations stopped in over 20 years ago, including
the building of homes less than 500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary
determination of a Mitigated Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these
concerns.

 

My specific concerns are outlined below:

Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading disturbing both
wildlife and local residents.

Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby
further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources.

Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use.

The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills,
as have been found on neighboring sites.

Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily truck trips at full operation) stand to impact local
air quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They
also stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis
failed to take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to
the three lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left
turn lane.

 

These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and
scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the
scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public
involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I
ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the
Coski mine.

 

Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the
opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski
surface mine reopening. 

 

I’ve included a PDF attachment of this letter.

 

 

Sincerely,
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Brian LaFreniere

4611 N 9th Street

Tacoma, WA 98406

253-988-6424

b.a.lafreniere@gmail.com
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January 25, 2017 
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services  
747 Market St, Room 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 
 
Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface 
Mine on Marine View Drive 
 

Dear Ms. Schultz:  
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit 
application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over 
the next ten years.   
 
I am concerned about the potential environmental and human health impacts of these proposed 
mining activities.  Commencement Bay and surrounding land is a source of pride for both myself 
and the larger community, and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between the 
Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly important as 
they are critical buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution, from sources like the 
Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any 
proposed industrial activities in this area stand to significantly impact the health of nearby 
waters and communities – therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough 
environmental review.  
 
Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining itself, I 
believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the 
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has historically taken place at that site, 
much has changed since operations stopped almost 20 years ago, including the construction of 
homes less than 500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated 
Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns.  
 
My specific concerns are outlined below: 

• Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading significantly disturbing 
both wildlife and local residents. 

• Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby 
further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources.  

• Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use. 
• The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as 

have been found on neighboring sites.  
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• The SEPA checklist submitted by the project backers to the City of Tacoma is fraught with 
incomplete or incorrect information, and as a result does not accurately portray the 
possible impacts of the project. Examples include the following:  

o Failure to list heron, eagle, deer, salmon and other animals known to be on or 
near the site;  

o Failure to list evergreens, wetland species and other plants known to be on-site; 
o Failure to list invasive plants known to be on or near the site;  
o Failure to list the Hylebos waterway as a nearby water body; 
o Failure to provide specific information on air emissions. 

• Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily trips at full operation) stand to impact local air 
quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They also 
stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to 
take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to the three lane 
portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left turn lane.  

 
These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and 
scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the 
scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public 
involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I ask 
the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the Coski 
mine. 
 
Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the opportunity 
to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski surface mine 
reopening. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Carol L. Opalinski, 
Copalinski@hotmail.com 
Resident of Lakebay, WA 
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From: Carole
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Sand and Gravel Mine
Date: Thursday, February 02, 2017 7:58:47 PM

I originally tried to send the message but it came back as to large so this one I am sending in 2
parts I also had numerous attachments  with Best Available Science I will try again and then send
you more. Just received your yellow mailer yesterday.

From: Carole <csbpigeons@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, January 27, 2017 10:41 PM
To: shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org
Subject: EIS need for Sand Gravel Mine
 
Dear City of Tacoma and Planning Dept Shirley Schultz,

     In Regard to Public Notice for Public Comment on:
 
 Conditional Use Permit
 Sand and Gravel Mine
 2503 Marine View Drive, Port of Tacoma/Tacoma, Washington
 File No. LU16-0230
 
     I personally went out to the site area looked at the site and surrounding areas. I know the
area well. I have personally been a Field Inspector. I am Critical and Sensitive Area
Certified-they include Landslide Hazards/ Steep Slope, Wetlands, and others. I have
identified critical areas out in the field. My college background has classes Soil Science,
Forestry, Botany, Biology, Drainage and Irrigation ( water hydrology/movement), Statistics,
Animal Science, Agricultural Economics, Weed Science, Chemistry, etc
 

1. I am Requesting/demanding and Environmental Impact Statement be done
according to State of Washington laws R.C.W. 36.70, R.C.W. 36.70.A, W.A.C. 365-
190, W.A.C. 365-195, W.A.C. 365-196 and R.C.W.43.21.C.  Or be totally rejected due
to the site location is unsafe and cannot be adequately mitigated by geotechnical
engineers to make surrounding areas of the site and the site safe. That the site is
unsuitable and incompatible for use land use.

2. I am asking that you go out on the site area not even on the site and drive every road back
on top of the site. I saw a surveyor  out the day I was on top he gave me a reading at the
spot we were at 415 feet and it is very steep drop down it is hike able. His personal
statement to me on the housing being built in the area he would not live there at all it is to
close the slope. He had had to survey part of the hillside earlier just east of the mine and
above. He verified the area has poison oak and poison ivy as states. 

 
3. There is no  information or evidence that any City of Tacoma personal have been out

on the site to do a physical site inspection and the time and dates of the site inspection.
to assure the information given in the documents are even accurate. So no one has
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looked at the site itself or walked the property. Up and down the steep slope hill. No
paperwork is shown. It shows No one check to see if the information given to them
is/was even correct. Who from the City of Tacoma or the State of Washington did the
site inspection what is there background. 

 
4. The Site has Sensitive Wetlands areas. The information for the Wetlands was done at

the wrong time of year where there were several days of dry none rainy weather and it
was done June 30. This is stated in the document. Which from June to end of Sept/Oct
is considered the dry months especially from end of June through Sept is not
considered a time to check an area on the Western side of Washington State accurately
for Wetlands or water seepage/drainage from a hill side or steep slope area. ..The eniter
site needs to go back and be checked at the correct time of year for the wetlands.

     The information is not all relevant it was done at the wrong time of year. It does not
give accurate information for the entire site. So the  water levels would be incorrect.

      Also the water seepage from the hillside that can have both effect and affect on the
 Landslide Hazard area just like Oso, Wash......

       This  is commonly known as Statistical Manipulation of Data to purposely
manipulate the results to give different results then what would be obtained at another
time of year and more accurate . There by changing vital information not giving
accurate information that would otherwise change the decision makers mind. 

       That can also in other cases can cause someone to rely on data and information that
can cause someone to assume liability for something they may not otherwise do or
assume....

     Using scientific information can be made to look good but it does not mean it is
Best Available Science at the right time or times of year thereby change the outcome
of incoming information that someone is using. ....Example this is why Pierce County
from the 1940 on never allowed sites to be checked for a septic system except from
Nov. -Mar (the middle)  the high water table occurs at that time of year. .....if the sight
hole that is dug remains dry at all time of checking during that time in the rainiest of
days then they knew the site would peculate the water and drain the septic system.

     An Environmental Impact Statement is needed access the Wetlands and have
someone from State of Washington Mining, Natural Resources Geology Dept and
Hydrologist, Wetlands expert inspect and access the area.

5. Also  because the site has Steep Slope/Landslide hazard area after several dry days a
person's checking for water seepage from water running off the steep hill side and
draining would not see the water running off  from the developments up above if they
check during the dry season or after several dry days. Therefore the information is not
accurate on the wetlands and drainage and must be done over again at the correct time
of year when it is raining. Therefore the permit must be rejected. Also to get an
accurate area of where the wetlands are located during the rainy season of the year it
needs to be done when ponds would be at there fullest. No one from the City of
Tacoma went out and checked the type of plants growing in the area to be wetlands the
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area could be much larger then stated. The hills drainage can have sever and adverse
impacts on a any Steep Slope/ Landslide Hazard area. Oso, Wash. is a prime example
of this when the ground above the site saturated with ground water above seeped down
and liquefied the soil behind the Steep Slope causing the landslide to happen this is
very dangerous 

 
6. Also the time of year for the Wetland to determine types of frogs and other animal

reproducing the ponds and areas would be checked during the frogs breeding season
and tadpoles would be in the pond. June there would be few if any frogs/tadpoles in the
pond area. It is the wrong time of year.

 
7. Not one City of Tacoma personal have attached any State of Washington Natural

Resource Geological Dept., Pierce County Soil Conservation-soil Survey map
information and United States Geological Survey information for the site. .Why????
...Not Using state geology information maps. Hazard maps are all missing. Why???? 

 
8. The site is physically located in numerous Critical Areas and is also located in other

danger areas that can and would have both affects and effects..................There are
excellent example of Landslide Hazards/Steep Slopes on the Washington State Dept. of
Natural Resources  Geology Dept. their hand out and teaching manual for examples. 

 
9. Due to the permitting process of the Puget Sound Energy (PSE) Liquid Natural Gas

(LNG) plant site on 11th St. E. and Alexander Way by City of Tacoma the Sand and
Gravel Mine now sits and is located in a danger of a number of dangerous areas.

A. The site is located in "The Exclusion Zones" for Liquid Natural Gas (LNG) required
and mandatory by federal codes. Liquid Natural Gas sites have Exclusions Zones due
to the Extreme dangers of Thermal Radiation that can and does kill people within
areas of the Exclusion Zone 1. The Thermal Radiation causes 3rd degree burns within
the 1 Exclusion Zone Area, 2nd to 1st degree burns in the Exclusion Zone 2 . The site
lies where there can be no workers due to safety except the few working at the Puget
Sound Energy Liquefied Natural Gas facility for fueling ships that will be using LNG
most ships do not . The software and information are available. This is also the
information available in the Final Environmental Impact Statement that was submitted
by the Puyallup Tribe of Indians. The site is in Exclusion Zone 1 and therefore no one
other then the plant workers for the PSE LNG  are allowed in this zone. This extends
out for a mile at least from the facility for fueling....This is not taking into account that
the fueling ships coming in have Liquid Natural Gas or the barges carrying the Liquid
Natural Gas so the zone would be larger. So no other people are allowed in the area or
vehicles. Thermal Radiation is considered high dangerous. Also it is highly flammable
from the liquid to the vapor form. Even if the Mine was in Exclusion Zone 2 they could
not operate a commercial business it is an Exclusion Zone. There will be no businesses,
commercial or urban housing development all of that will cease once the PSE LNG is
up and operational because of the laws requiring an Exclusion Zone.

B. The site is also located in the Exclusion zone 1 for the Asphyxiation Zone from the
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PSE LNG. Liquid Natural Gas turns to vapor gas from a freezing liquid in the vapor
state it can explode. The gas has no natural order (an odor must be added to it ) can
and does cause asphyxiation removes oxygen from the air. Causing people to die
before they can safely escape and area from lack of oxygen. This also can happen in
Exclusion Zone 2 from the drifting vapors if they escape the plant from different types
of accidents.

C. The fires or pool fires from Liquid Natural Gas cannot often be put out but must burn
out due to the fact fire fighters cannot get close to them to put them out due to the
thermal radiation is to dangerous. This would pose a threat to workers and truck drivers
at the mine.

D. Property damage to be to any and all equipment, buildings and businesses in the
area.....There would have to be offers to buy out all business and home within the
Exclusion Zones and perpetual financial loss of business and property value reduction
pay outs by Puget Sound Energy Liquid Natural Gas facility due to the fact. Also
bonds placed to assure the buy outs of all effect and affected properties by PSE LNG
that includes the mine....  The buyout program from PSE LNG or City of Tacoma will
have to include almost the entire Port of Tacoma, Puyallup Tribal Lands and fishing
and hunting, all of the homes in North Tacoma area, city of Federal Way homes,
unincorporated Pierce county, part of city of Fife possibly, the moving of the State of
Washington Grainery a multimillion dollar exporter, people along the fringe of the
Exclusions Zone who's property values have been jeopardized ........But the big benefit
to the State of Washington will no longer need to build the Interstate 167 extension
because there will be very little if any ships coming into Port of Tacoma since it will be
a fueling area for Liquid Natural Gas ships only due to the Exclusion Zones. It will no
longer be a cargo shipping port due to the Exclusion Zones for the safety of the people
who were working at the Port of Tacoma. So other Transportation projects for the State
of Washington will reap the benefits of transport taxes going to other areas. Shipping
will be rerouted to ports areas.

E. Any workers that at the mine site would just congest the escape route out of the area.
Trucks or otherwise would congest evacuation routes. Slowing evacuation times.

F. No other business can operate in the Exclusion Zone and no residents can live or be
close by. The Exclusion Zone map was shown on the Puyallup Tribal information
submitted to the City of Tacoma Planning Dept. for the PSE LNG. The zone is not
figured at higher wind speeds and some of the topography which would be further then
the 2 miles figured from the PSE LNG site location. It did not take into account the
ship or barges with LNG on board. The Sand and Gravel Mine Site falls into the
Exclusion Zone 1 and cannot operate anywhere in the zone for worker safety.

G. The Liquid Natural Gas plant that exploded in Plymouth, Washington was located
miles outside of the small town for safety and to meet the required Exclusion Zone area
without impacting human population or business. The entire town of close to 300
people and almost a 1000 total people were evacuated due to the gas vapors in the rural
area from the LNG.

H.  An Environmental Impact Statement is needed to determine the distance from the
Exclusions Zones the Mine would have to be to be able to operate both for Thermal
Radiation and Asphyxiation. 

 

1. Accumulative Impact Statement as required by law has not yet been done for the
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combined effects and affects of the PSE LNG and TARGA so the area Exclusion
Zone 1 & 2 may be much further than first anticipated and must be figured into the
Landslide Hard/Steep Slope effects.  This should all be done  the State of Washington
Mining Dept. if either one of these plant facilities were to exploded and cause a
landslide on any of Marine View Drive Steep Slope. An Environmental Impact
Statement is needed for any, all and each and every Accumulative Impact. 

      The Accumulative Impacts that the heavy trucks would have on destabilizing
slopes and slide barriers along the existing road on Marine View Dr.. The heavy truck
traffic from the mine earlier proposed at 624 trucks in 20 hours 6 days a week with
each truck holding 20 yards and lower at another point the Environmental Checklist
along Taylor Way and 54th Ave is not relevant nor does it apply to the same heavy
truck traffic on Marine View Dr.  Steep slope/Landslide hazard area. An Environmental
Impact Statement is needed just for the heavy Truck traffic with the damage to roads
and the area possibly causing landslides and slope destabilization along the road they
plan to travel. This would need to be done by a State of Washington Specialist in
Geological Hazards, Hydrology and Soil Science. 

    I was out by surrounding area of the site the road going from Marine View Dr. going
up the hill on Norpoint Way just a short distance from the proposed reactivation of the
mining site. There where it meets Marine View Drive a short distance up the road,
Norpoint Way road is already sinking down the Steep Slope embankment and
destabilizing on the  road. The road has a couple of holes are appearing on road the
going up the road on the outside lane looking over on to Marine View Drive is
Landslide Hazard Area/Steep slope and looking across the road and looking up is the
Steep Slope/ Landslide Hazard Area . Both roads are located in a Landslide Hazard
Area/Steep slope Area and water can seep and percolate downward towards
Commencement Bay.  The heavy  weighted 20 ton trucks vibration could cause
destabilization of the entire Steep Slope/ Landslide Hazard Area that has numerous
expensive urban houses are located at the top of the hill overlooking the Norpoint Way
in what would normal be the Landslide Hazard set back area and open space
allowing adequate minimum setback from a Landslide Hazard Area/Steep Slope and
vacant land. The urban development is right up to the edge of the Landslide Hazard
Area  of the cliff/steep slope and to the edge with a steep drop off. If the ground
destabilizes during a earthquake or other cause many of these house could slide down
the hill with the landslide on to both Norpoint Way and Marine View Dr. Human lives
could be lost. The correct set back to safeguard this development must be considered
in a Environmental Impact Statement done by a State or Federal expert in the field. The
vibration from the large number of number of heavy trucks going by this area is
absolutely necessary and needed. Also other potential homes are being built on the very
edge of the back area of the mining site right by the that should be open space and an
the set back area because of the landslide hazard/steep slope area.  The development
could jeopardize the mining area because the new development by the edge has a very
large drainage pond area that the water could drain and seep downward through the hill
compromising the entire hillside and including any of the mining site below this needs
to be assessed and looked at by state and federal experts. 

 
2. The Sand and Gravel Mine has not operated since the City of Tacoma permitted out the

TARGA Asphalt plant was permitted to bring in massive holding tanks of natural gas
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over 25 of them directly across the street. These tanks are explosive and can do
massive damage to anyone or anything if they explode in the area. The explosions
could potential kill and injury hundreds of people and citizens in the area along with
workers at the mine site. Doing massive damage from the explosion within a mile of
the surrounding area killing people from the blast area. If a explosion from the
TARGA asphalt plant facility was to occur the explosion could destabilize the soil
cause a landslide that would go into the remaining tanks causing a further explosions
and go into the marine waterway contaminating the water. Killing workers at the mine
and truckers hauling any gravel or seriously injuring them. The landslide from the blast
which then could cause water displacement in the Hylobos Water Way causing a
possible seiche/ water to be displaced from the water way into other areas/like a
tsunami. 

     The TARGA facility has no type of retaining wall to protect it from landslide from
the current Sand and Gravel Mine if the Steep Slope/ Landslide Hazard area was to be
destabilized causing any type of landslide to go into the TARGA facility massive
natural gas holding tanks. The mine cannot be worked due to the risk it poses to
workers from the TARGA plant and the risk it would possible pose to the TARGA
plant.

3.  The TARGA asphalt facility did not put in the necessary protection wall and barrier
that would be large enough, high enough, strong enough and secure enough to with
stand a landslide that would come across the street during a earthquake or if the slope
destabilized from over saturation of water like Oso, Washington.   There is too much
danger posed to workers in the mine from the TARGA plant. 

     An Environmental Impact Statement is needed to figure out the damage that would
be caused by a landslide going on to Marine View Drive and into the TARGA plant
across the road and all the different scenarios possible.

4. Particulate Matter of Air contaminating -the Sand and Gravel Mine It is stated in
the document for the permit that the Sand and Gravel company plans to wash/risen the
rock and sand before leaving the Mine....An Environmental Impact Statement is needed
due to soil and rock contamination from:

A. The TARGA Asphalt Plant. Numerous people from North East Tacoma at various
public meetings have stated that they have had on their house, cars, patios and other
areas particles all over only since the TARGA Asphalt plant has been operating the last
few years. One individual stated that a neighbor had a lab take test samples they found
80% asphalt and 20% of other chemicals 10% of that was a chemical that the lab was
unable to identify. The Soil Samples need to be taken of the site by a government
agency individual experienced with soil sample sampling taking them all over the site.
They then can take the samples and send them to a laboratory to do a chemical analysis
if the Asphalt Plant has contaminated any of the soil from the mine. If the soil, sand or
rock  has been contaminated then it cannot be just washed off on the site where it could
go into the bay and marine waterway.

B.  The old Asarco Smelter Plant contaminated a vast area of Tacoma and Pierce County
and surrounding areas the Mine needs to have the soil from the mine tested before it is
taken off site for contaminations. Contaminated soil, sand and gravel cannot be taken
off site if it is contaminated from either of the 2 companies. Also if any of the
chemicals leached further into the soil and ground on site.  Soil samples need to be
taken by state agency an analysis done  by a laboratory to check for contamination.
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This would be included in the Environmental Impact Statement.

1. Earthquake Fault Line Hazard - According to the State of Washington Natural
Resource Geology Dept. interactive website for geological hazards and other best
available science maps. ....All of these put the mine at high risk of landslide that could
kill or injury workers. According to the State of Washington laws this makes the site
unsuitable and incompatible use for commercial business. Because of the dangers and
hazards of geological and seismic hazards. It is unsafe. An Environmental Impact
Statement is need to access how a 9.0 magnitude earthquake with a 5 minute shallow
shake will affect the mine and use the liquefaction formula 4975 years.

A. Commencement The site is by in an area located of 2 Earthquake fault lines and a fold
line the one fault line goes through Commencement Bay heading towards the point of
land that lays between the Hylobos and Blair Waterways.  The other earthquake fault
line and fold line go from Point Defiance down Ruston Way,  Schuster Parkway  the
fold line goes towards Thea Foss Waterway while the earthquake fault line goes into
the Puyallup River and under the Pacific Highway bridge towards I-5. The TARGA
supply line from natural gas runs right on top of and over the earthquake fault line.
Both of these fault line have history of putting out a 7.0 magnitude earthquake in the
Port of Tacoma and Tacoma area and causing Tsunamis.

B. There are 2 Earthquake fault line which are going directly through the city of Federal
Way one was thought to have cause the 1940's earthquake that cause the Port of
Tacoma to have liquefaction during the earthquake.

C. The Cascadia Subduction Earthquake Fault which produces a 9.0m earthquake with a 5
minute shaking time. This fault line goes off every 250-300 years and is considered
overdue it last went off Jan. 26, 1700. Causing a Tsunami in the Port of Tacoma...the
Nisqually was a 40 second deep earthquake magnitude 6.8.   

D. The Seattle Fault line also known for 9.0 earthquakes of minutes not second. Like the
Japan Earthquake of March 2011.

E. Each one of these makes the site to dangerous to work due to the Landslide hazard
steep slope. If the slope is worked on it could destabilize the more for the people
already living above on the slope making a greater danger and hazard to many people.
Killing or injuring people and going into other buildings and doing property damage....
an Environmental Impact Statement is required just for these.

 

1. Historic information the 1888 Land Survey Map of the Port of Tacoma shows the Port
before much of  area was filled with landfill. This map shows the small streams that
run at the foot of the Steep Slope of the Sand and Gravel Mine making the toe of the
slope not as stable/at the road area. Also the land that the TARAG plant sits on has fill
and streams running under the entire area from the Steep Slope.

2. Erosion hazard area -Much of the Port of Tacoma has been filled in and raised. What
part of the Marine View Drive road is fill and would be effected by the truck traffic.

3. Liquefaction-  Liquefaction is when the soil looses the ability to hold a building up
during an earthquake or a another ground shaking event. Compared to other soil
liquefaction soil has soil saturated with water and a water table that is close to the
surface. The soil has little to no ability to hold up a building. Steep Slopes/Landslide
hazard areas that have the bottom of the slope/toe of the slope in or by a high to
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medium liquefaction area the bottom of the slope is more likely to fail during a
earthquake collapsing the slope and causing the steep slope to fail, the soils to slide out
causing a landslide.  The soil buildings are siting on turns to liquid the building the
building sinks, collapses and fall over .................The entire Port of Tacoma and the
Puyallup Valley are located in High Liquefaction area. The mine location site sites
close to if not on the edge of the high liquefaction area. In the 1940's and earthquake
that shook the region caused the Port of Tacoma to have liquefaction along with other
areas of the Puyallup Valley. 2 people were killed in the port. A landslide from a steep
slope caused by the earthquake slide down causing a seiche that caused a Tsunami to
strike Salmon Beach flooding the homes. 

     The toe of the mines natural slope originally goes out to the bay. How much of the
mine area is in or is located right next to liquefaction which can cause the mine slope
to collapse. An Environmental Impact Statement  is required.  

4. Tsunami Hazard Area- The entire Port of Tacoma and the floor of the Sand and
Gravel mine are located in a Tsunami Hazard Area which the entire Port of Tacoma
areas can be flooded after an earthquake from any of the above known earthquake
faults. The entire area surrounding the Sand and Gravel Mine is located is an area
Steep Slopes/Landslide Hazard which would trap workers along Marine View Drive.
From incoming Tsunami waves inundation covering parts of the Port of Tacoma with 8
to 14 feet of water. Workers have only minutes to evacuate before being swept away. 

     Also the TARGA  plant has not put in a protective Tsunami wall and if the
Landslide did not come. The Tsunami and debris from the Tsunami along with boats
from the waterway.............The amount of heavy trucks would compromise the escape
and evacuation of people that only have minutes.  Being located in the Tsunami Hazard
Area alone required an Environmental Impact Statement. FEMA and State Emergency
Management need to access this and human evacuation.

5. Volcanic Eruption Z. one and LAHAR/mudflow-The Mine location is on the fringe
of the Volcanic Eruption Area known as a LAHAR/mudflow this is from Mt. Rainer
flowing down the Puyallup River one of a number of rivers. LAHARs are massive
amount of mudflow from a volcanic eruption and or fast glacial water melts. The mine
is in the LAHAR/mudflow area and old historically known LAHAR area that is why
Fife and unincorporated have volcanic eruption evacuation signs and  there is LAHAR
warning sirens that go off the 1st of every month for testing. Putting more trucks by
evacuation areas out of the Valley needs a expert FEMA or State Emergency
Management experts. This needs an Environmental Impact Statement.

6. Flooding - Water can flood off the hillside steep slope and in to the stream and
wetland area. The Tsunami Inundation area flooding.  The historic flooding from the
Puyallup River is 34 feet high and flooding the entire Puyallup Valley and through the
Port of Tacoma. It flooded not quite as high when my mother who is 91 as a child in
the 1930's as the Port again flooded. The Port is in a flood area so is the mine area.
Flooding from the hill needs to be access by state mine expert, geologist and
hydrologist. This needs and Environmental Impact Statement.

7. Wildlife Habitat Area and effects on fish -especially Salmon, and other endangered
and threatened species especially with any runoff of contaminated from wash area and
mining that would  contain any lead arsenic from the old Asarco Smelter and any
asphalt contamination from the TARGA facility across the street. Dust stirred up can
get into the water runoff. Effects on the wildlife known to be in the area were not
adequately address for impacts. Numerous species of animals frequent the area and
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close by Coyotes,  foxes, raccoons, skunks, weasels, rabbits, squirrels, frogs,
salamanders, avian species of birds and fowl .....nearby harbor seals, juvenile salmon in
the bay. An Environmental Impact Statement is needs.

8. No one from the City of Tacoma is shown going out and accessing and looking at any
of the sites for any inaccuracy. Why? They should be allowed to inspect and verify all
the information as true and accurate. A Environmental Impact Statement is need just to
investigate and inspect the site and verify information. Like the site going from 300-
400 straight up vertical.

9. NOTE- The information states that the site has both poison oak and poison ivy this is
serious this can cause serious skin irritation, rashes, oozing from skin irritation.....This
could end in Labor and Industry job claims for any of the brush that the workers
would. How much is on the site and where it is located. This poses a risk to workers
who cannot identify the plants. Bare exposed skin of the hands, face, bare
arms...contaminated clothing....it cannot be burned if burned  people  can get the
poisonous oil in the lungs and become very ill.

10. The numbers given don't figure out. If the calculation are done they write about. If it is
figured out it appears that they would take almost all of the 10 year amount out in the
first year. .....624 round trips a day at 20 yards held by each truck. This amount of
heavy vibration could destabilize the slopes and the Norpoint Way road that was
created going up the hill since the mine was last used. The road did not exist when the
mine was last used. The Norpoint Way road is built on a Landslide hazard areas.  There
is a urban development right on the Norpoint Way road hill side.  The truck traffic at
that magnitude on the Marine View drive road would damage the road.  The trucks
from the mine would congest an interfere with the current traffic of normal home
commuters. This needs an Environmental Impact Statement.

11.  Noise level from the mine would be operating and making noise levels where there be
echoing from the shape of the hillside enhancing the noise level up the hill to
residential areas.

12. Much of the information in oe area would be unreadable and a normal average citizen
could read it but not understand the information given this is absolutely not expectable
the public has a right to the information written in common and normal English non
scientific as well a scientific. An Environmental Impact Statement.

13. I question the Preliminarily determined a Mitigated(reduced in severity) Determination
of Non-significance I am not sure What Best Available Science is being used. I see no
Best Available Scientific information provided that shows anything that the site can be
determined as a Mitigated Determination of Non-significance or anything of Non-
significance. R.C.W. 36.70A, W.A.C. 365-190, W.A.C. 365-195 and W.A.C. 365-196
makes Best Available Science mandatory not just any available science.

14. All Best Available Scientific information and Visual observation of the site of all the
possible angles I could legally publicly access showed the site location is
SIGNIFICANT with numerous adverse environmental impacts that cannot be 
mitigated by geo technical engineers. That must be mitigated in  other ways including
open space and avoidance.....I do see numerous scientific documents and information
are missing.

A. Tsunami Hazard Map
B. Liquefaction Map
C. Floodway/Floodplain map
D. The area should have been identified as a Steep Slope/Landslide Hazard
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E. Pierce County Soil Survey Map and information that applies.

1. There is also there is absolutely no approval by a State of Washington or United States
government geologist or other qualified government personal that has expertise in
geology, hydrology, wetlands, etc. There are no qualified personal out in the field
representing the safety of the People and public 

2. Using Best Available Scientific information readily available to all professional in the
field and the general public. ....Washington State law R.C.W. 43.92 clearly states that
the state geological department will provide to the local lead agency on "the proper
interpretation and application of the results of the geological hazards assessment." So
State of Washington Department of Natural Resources Geological Department is
available to all local agency's for help. Along with all the Best Available Science and
complete resources. WAC 365-190-030 Definitions (9) "Geologically hazardous
areas" are areas that because of their susceptibility to erosion, sliding, earthquake, or
other geological events, are not suited to siting commercial, residential, or industrial
development consistent with public health or safety concerns......Mining is dealing in
commerce. Commerce is commercial. Geological hazards are define under W.A.C.
365-190-120

3.  The site is a Landslide Hazard Area/Steep Slope Area-  Oso, Washington is an
excellent example of Steep Slope/ Landslide Hazard Area. The entire hillside failed
and slid down to the bottom of the hill. Running out of soil was close to a mile. 43
human lives were lost. Buildings were crashed and moed off site. Millions were spent
in recovery of bodies and opening the roadway.  Steep Slopes are known to collapse
and cause severe damage. They are one of the many geological hazard areas.
Geotechnical engineers had mitigated the site by putting a wall to hold part of the
hillside. 

     The Steep slope  is stated clearly on page 6 of the RB Engineering the slope rises
vertical meaning almost straight up and down close to a 90% angel. To be considered
an steep slope all it has to be is a 15% angel. The hillside goes up 350 to 450 feet
according to their information. The possibly sliding massively from 350-450 feet down
hill is not mentioned at all. Any part of the hill side can possible fail the soils can
possible slide all the way across the road into other buildings if destabilized by water
running off the hill or removal of rocks. The report also says the the area is a Steep
Slope meaning Landslide hazard area the area is not safe. The site is located in a
Critical Area Landslide Hazard Area.

4. Going out to the site and physically viewing the site and surrounding area of the site
location the site is surrounded on the north west and east sides is surrounded by steep
slope. But what makes it worse it is also in other critical areas.

5. Also the Site
6. By Washington State law any site with just one Critical Areas the site must have a

Environmental Impact Statement or a site can just be rejected for numerous reasons
and deemed Significant.  Site locations with multiply Critical Areas must each be
considered and looked at for site usage.

7. All Best Available Science requires and mandates by Washington State law that this
site be declared  Significant with Adverse Environmental Impacts under R.C.W.
43.21.C.

8.  I do recognize the right of the Sand and Gravel Mine under the Growth Management
Act to be protected as a Washington State Natural Resource being in existence prior to 
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Sept 1990. But Significant scientific information that has been peer reviewed Best
Available Science in the last 27 years has made this site even more significant Critical
Area information ..... thing have changed. The big Impact would be to Norpoint Way
road. The road is already showing failure and shifting. Also the soil contamination
from the TAGRA plant the partials that can be stirred up into the air and washed off
into the holding area. There are others but the entire project needs and Environmental
Impact Statement and assistance should be sought by the local lead agency to use other
State agencies, Federal agency, and university professionals who are
experience...including but not limited to Mining, Geology, Hydrology, Chemistry,
Environmental Protection, Wetl Soils/Soil testing, Emergency Management...agency's
familiar  with change of custody sampling so the agency is there when the sample is
take, it is dated, and the sample does not leave their custody until sent to their lab.
.....Also to get an Expert in the Field of the Exclusion Zones  from the Puget sound
Energy Liquid Natural Gas plant they must be out of the Exclusion Zones to do any
business at all according to federal law. There are a few programs that will work on it
the big problem with them is that with the shape of the hillsides including the mining
area carry the wind drift differently to get and idea just use the Asarco Smelter problem
is the location and blow area. Of course the wind speeds should be figured at 35 to
60mph gusts. The mine slope should be figured with earthquake's of  7.0m, 8.0m ,9.0
magnitude.

9. The attachments are for reference to the Critical areas and scientific information. 

Sincerely
Carole Sue Braaten
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From: Carole
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Sand and Gravel Mine 2
Date: Thursday, February 02, 2017 11:11:42 PM

Dear City of Tacoma Planning Dept.  and Shirley Schultz,

     Note on the yellow notice you sent you said Geo technical report... you need a State of
Washington Geologist or a United States Geological Survey Personal experts in Geology,
Hydrology, Mining, Soils and more and they are free to all other government agencies. Also
you need a qualified Personal from the Federal Government Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) who are the national experts dealing with effects and affects from
natural gas, liquid natural gas (LNG) and methanol facilities....in seismic area. Note they use
only non liquefaction area numbers not 4975 years that is because none of the natural gas,
liquid natural gas and methanol are to be built on liquefaction. Also the International
Building Code codes do not allow build on liquefaction on certain things can be built on the
liquefaction fringe.   FERC should be involved they would be able to tell you the effects if a
landslide from the Mine were to strike any of the massive tanks holding  across the street
from the natural gas "holding tanks" and causing all the tanks to explode all  at once causing
a catastrophic explosion causing multiple tanks to explode? How many people will die, how
far will the blast travel. How many people have to be evacuated? How far to evacuate? ho
much damage can the landslide do? How many places will The soil be tested for Asphalt
from the TARAGA plant? Will they do vibration test on the Marine View Drive road by
Norpoint road to see if it can with stand the trucks from the mine without causing a landslide
and slope destabilization? If the steep slope on Norpoint road gives way from the vibration on
the road how many people are expected to die? How many will be injured? Ho many homes
will be damaged? what will be the cost if the home s go down the hill? Who will pay for the
damage? what kind of bonds will be taken out for ho much for How long? How will the
contaminated soil be stopped from contaminating the bay and hat animals and plants can it
kill? How will and earthquake 9.0m effect the mine? Will the wetlands slide don the hill and
cause the hill to collapse? If so how far will it run out?
    These are some of the documents I am submitting to the Sand And Gravel Mine for the
need for an Environmental Impact Statement. There can be severe, unavoidable and adverse
impacts in numerous and different ways and a EIS is needed to determine this.
     At this point also the TARGA plant is also involved in the environmental situations
Significantly so. As you should know due to the blast/ Explosion zone and impacts on any
human beings in the area from the TARGA plant. The TARGA plant has a very large and
massive zone where no other commerce, industry, businesses, buildings, homes or other
things can be due to the effects of a massive explosion and natural gas asphyxiation zone due
to wind speeds 
     The Mine should have been included in the TARGA plants EIS due to the Mine as a State
Natural Resource rights would have superseded the TARGA plant being built. Unless the
TARGA offered a buy out to the Mine. In fact TARGA ho is across the street would have
had to obtain a change of zoning for the Port of Tacoma to be built due to the fact that a
large portion of the Port of Tacoma would have to be changed over to change the Port of
Tacoma form being a Port to shut down a major portion of the Port and a buy out of
surrounding landowners for well over a mile due to the danger that is posed and these plants
are not allowed to operate without a massive buffer zone of a mile or more. Also this appears
to be the first one in the nation to be built in a liquefaction an in a tsunami zone by a
landslide hazard area but is missing the massive walls it will take to protect it from the
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landslide and tsunami. The Mine wetlands could also drain toward the TARGA plant under
cutting the ground under neither the area. This all need and Accumulative Area
Environmental  Impact Statement and a EIS. There are far to many dangers and
hazard......Both the Mine and the surround area landowners should have received the buy out
noted and offer What was it for how much? Economic impacts will have to be figured
including the buy out of the mine the Zoning change cost? and the shut down of all
surrounding business due to the TARGA plant and all the homes and residents along with
perpetual lose of income and business that will run into the multimillion including the rest of
the shut down in the port How much will that cost the be per year? The will be the LOSS of
income from the port to the area? Cost of MOVING homes? Cost of business moving out?

These need answers so a Environmental Impact Statement is needed.
Sincerely
Carole Sue Braaten
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From: CAROLINE BENTLEY
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: egregious city behavior
Date: Friday, January 20, 2017 7:26:45 AM

Hello S. Schultz.....  Wondering how this city decision to not seek scientific advice
toward the Coski  Sand and Grave Mine project was made....  Please reconsider
based on the concept of "we the people" !  
Thank you....  Caroline Bentley, Tacoma native and Foss Waterway concerned citizen
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From: cathy lysne
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Regarding Proposed Marine View Drive Sand and Gravel Pit
Date: Tuesday, January 10, 2017 3:06:18 PM

I am extremely concerned about removing 400,000 yards of earth from the hill in question. The stability
of that cliff, remember Oso landslide? The homes above will be compromised. The increase in traffic
and running this for ten years is unthinkable.  Please require more studies.
Thank you,

Catherine Lysne,
206-940-4275
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From: cathy lysne
To: Schultz, Shirley
Cc: cathy lysne
Subject: Mining on marine view drive
Date: Tuesday, January 24, 2017 7:02:08 PM

From all the violent pounding of the earth, from pile driving, I'm very concerned that a major landslide will occur. 
This is too close to homes and also the oil tanks below. Please leave the dirt wher it belongs. 
Thank you Cathy Lysne. 

Catherine Lysne, managing broker
Coldwell banker Danforth
33313 1st Way so
Federal way, Washington
206-940-4275

 

 

 

 

 
 

KEEP LEARNING
How do landslides happen?
What are the main causes of flooding?
What are the main causes of global warming?

What causes landslides?Q:

A: QUICK ANSWER
Landslides can result from a variety of both natural and human causes.
Factors that influence landslides include slope angle, climate, weathering,
water content of the land, vegetation, geology and slope stability.
CONTINUE READING

FULL ANSWER
Natural causes of landslides include earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, the
undercutting of cliffs and banks by water erosion due to tidal waves, and the
elevation of pore water pressure by prolonged rainfall and seepage. All of
these natural causes are influencing factors of landslides. Together, they can
create a small or large landslide that affects the geology and geography of an
area.

The human causes of landslides include removal of vegetation, interference
with the natural drainage of the land, leaking water or sewage pipes,
overloading slopes, mining and quarrying activities, vibrations from heavy
traffic, construction or mine blasting, and the excavation or displacement of
rocks. Together, human and natural factors can create a landslide. Landslides
can be very small and only affect the general ecology of an area, or they can
be catastrophic, affecting entire communities by destroying homes and
community infrastructures, impacting water and land resources, and even
causing fatalities. In the United States, landslides account for approximately
15 deaths every year. Worldwide, the death toll reaches the thousands.
LEARN MORE ABOUT EARTH SCIENCE

Sources:  ga.gov.au   en.wikipedia.org
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From: O"Hanlon, Alisa
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: FW: Coski Mine Comments
Date: Friday, January 27, 2017 8:52:04 AM

Can you help me move Char’s comments into the right hands so that they are answered and
included as part of the official record as necessary?
 
--Alisa
 

From: Char Naylor [mailto:char.naylor@puyalluptribe.com] 
Sent: Thursday, January 26, 2017 6:38 PM
To: O'Hanlon, Alisa
Cc: Lisa Anderson; Russ Ladley; Andrew Strobel
Subject: Coski Mine Comments
 
 
Greetings Alisa!  Although my technical comments don’t constitute government-to-government
consultation on the matter, I have a comments and few questions about the Coski mine site on
Marine View Drive.  These don’t constitute all the tribe’s comments on the Coski mine, but
questions from the Environmental Department. Namely, I was worried about slope failures with
residents above; drainage from a surface gulch that shows on the topos at the outer edge of the
mine floor; stormwater management at the site; and final reclamation re: re-vegetation and topsoil
retention on vertical, glacial slopes. 
 
Regarding the near vertical slopes, Bennett concluded little chance for landslides, but some
evidence of raveling at the site.  Geoengineer’s report articulated  “little potential for deep seated
slope failure”, but surface gully erosion more likely.  I am just wondering about the recommendation
for steeper cut slopes (greater than 2:1) beyond that recommended by WA Division of Geology
because of the inability of the slope to grow vegetation and to build and maintain topsoil.  So the
reclamation plan and efforts to re-vegetate and build and maintain soil will be an issue that needs to
be addressed. With the houses above the mine, slope stability will be paramount here. 
 
There are two ponds on-site. A sedimentation pond and infiltration pond with an overflow that
bypasses infiltration pond and goes into catch basin along Marine View drive and to CB.  Where is
the outlet/discharge point from the catch basin on Marine View drive?  Concern about proximity to
tribal properties and conservation and restoration areas.
 
The sediment pond has a depth of about 5 feet.   I didn’t get the overall dimensions of the pond to
know how much storage is in there before the overflow is engaged.  What are the pond dimensions
and what are the expected quantities of stormwater to be controlled and treated via the ponds?
 
It looks like from the topos that discharge from gulch is routed to the ponds.  Is this the case to
catch wash off from surface sediments?  Can more detail be provided? 
 
 
[Excerpt from Bennett Report in Documents provided – related to comments on reclamation above]
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SLOPE CONDITIONS The slopes surrounding the project site are south facing and underlain by
densely consolidated sandy sediments, and as discussed above, they are relatively dry. As such, cut
slopes in the area have maintained near vertical gradients for extended periods of time with only
limited evidence of raveling. Because of these conditions GeoEngineers (2001) indicated that there
was little potential for deep seated slope failure within the project area. Based on the
reconnaissance for this study, surface gully erosion with a wedge or toppling failure of the existing
near vertical slopes would be more likely than a deep seated landslide. The steepest natural,
undisturbed slopes in this area were observed to have a gradient of about 70 percent and were
judged to be stable.
 
RECOMMENDATIONS The Washington Division of Geology and Earth Resources (WDGER) regulates
surface mines in the State and they typically recommend that final slopes in gravel pits in glacial
sediments be no steeper than 2H:1V (Horizontal:Vertical). However, due to the slope conditions
discussed above, steeper final cut slopes are warranted at this site. The risk of deep seated slope
movement would not be the issue but rather the ability of the slope to grow vegetation and to build
and maintain topsoil. Based on empirical studies (e.g. Powell, et. al. 2010) the ability of slopes to
maintain and hold topsoil in western Washington during large storm events is well documented on
slopes with gradients up to approximately 70 percent. Slopes steeper than 70 percent are at an
increased risk of shallow rapid slope failure. The slope conditions at the site suggest that a final
slope gradient of 1.5H:2V (67%) as shown on Figure 4, should be suitable for long term stability.
Such a gradient is similar to the steepest undisturbed natural slopes in the area, which at 70% were
judged to be stable. Final cut slopes at this gradient should hold the initial hydro-seeded vegetation
and eventually be able to develop topsoil and deep rooted vegetation, which would limit the
potential for surface erosion. Thus the results of this study suggest that once vegetation has been
established on the proposed cut slopes they will be similar in character and long term stability as the
natural, undisturbed slopes in the area.
 
Have a good evening, Char
 
 
Char Naylor
Water Quality Program Manager
phone 253-680-5520
cell 253-405-7815
e-mail char.naylor@puyalluptribe.com
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From: charles joy
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Comment on Coski Surface Mine
Date: Thursday, January 19, 2017 12:39:54 PM

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services
747 Market St, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402

Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230, Conditional Use Permit to Reopen
Coski Surface Mine, adjacent to Marine View Drive

Dear Ms. Schultz,
            Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the
application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface
Mine over the next ten years.
            I am a  Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and
human health impacts of these proposed mining activities.  I have been a resident of
Tacoma since 1998 and am a northwest native having been born in Seattle.  Though
retired I am very active along our waterfront, walking and cycling along the
esplanade next to the Foss, sailing in the Bay and the Sound, kayaking the nooks
and crags at the edges of this great estuary.  These waters and shores are fragile in
the face of human endeavor and deserve the utmost protection.  The slopes
between the Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma serve
as a critical buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution from sources
like the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the homes on the hill beyond.  Any
proposed industrial activity in a sensitive area as this warrant a particular and
sensitive and thorough environmental review.
            I believe that the proposed project deserves a full Environmental Impact
Statement under the State Environmental Policy Act. Although mining has taken
place at the site in the past, much has changed since those operations twenty years
ago, many private residences are a scant 500 feet close. The preliminary
determination of a Mitigated Determination of Non-significance made by the City of
Tacoma does not address or acknowledge these concerns.
            Specific concerns are as follows:
Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading disturbing both
wildlife and local residents.

Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site,
thereby further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources.

Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use.

The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills,
as have been found on neighboring sites.

Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily truck trips at full operation) stand to impact
local air quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their
route.They also stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project's Traffic
Impact Analysis failed to take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the
site or impacts to the three lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is already
an inadequate left turn lane.
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            These impacts should be carefully assessed with a systematic and probing
full EIS.  In addition the scoping and EIS drafting process would provide
opportunities for meaningful public involvement from a community wanting to be
heard by their decision-makers.
            Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of
Significance for the reopening of the Coski mine.

            Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use
Permit Application for the Coski Surface Mine reopening. You are welcome to contact
me regarding my comments at any time.
                                        
Sincerely,
Charles Joy
7308 N Skyview Pl  A-107
Tacoma, WA 98406

253 459 3319
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From: Chris Wooten
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Comments regarding the Coski Sand and Gravel Mine
Date: Tuesday, January 10, 2017 7:02:24 PM

Jan 10, 2017
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services
747 Market St, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
shirley.shultz@cityoftacoma.org
 
Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski
Surface Mine off of Marine View Drive
 
Dear Ms. Schultz:
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use
Permit application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface
Mine over the next ten years. 
 
I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human health
impacts of these proposed mining activities. Commencement Bay and surrounding land is a
source of pride for both myself and the larger community, and they deserve the utmost
protection. The slopes between the Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast
Tacoma are particularly important as they are critical buffer between a waterway struggling
with toxic pollution from sources like the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the
homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand
to significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities – therefore, such
activities warrant particularly careful and thorough environmental review.
 
Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining
itself, I believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has taken place at that
site in the past, much has changed since operations stopped in over 20 years ago, including
the building of homes less than 500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary
determination of a Mitigated Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these
concerns.
 
My specific concerns are outlined below:

·         Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading disturbing both
wildlife and local residents.
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·         Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site,
thereby further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources.

·         Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use.
·         The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills,

as have been found on neighboring sites.
·         Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily truck trips at full operation) stand to impact

local air quality and increase polluted storm water runoff from roads along their
route. They also stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic
Impact Analysis failed to take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site
or impacts to the three lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an
inadequate left turn lane.

 
These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and
scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the
scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public
involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I
ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the
Coski mine.
 
Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the
opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski
surface mine reopening.
 
 
Sincerely,
 
Chris Wooten
chriswooten@earthlink.net
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From: chuckmorrison@harbornet.com
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine off of Marine

View Drive
Date: Tuesday, January 10, 2017 5:44:45 PM

Mrs, Schultz,

I read through the permit application and want to point out one concern I
specifically see in the traffic impact assessment -

1 - The entrance / exit point is directly across from the entrance to the Edman
debarking operation where bulk logs are are delivered by truck.  Were conflicts of
traffic considered on this two lane plus middle turn lane road?

2 -  The inbound route for gravel haulers will be faced with a right turn that is less
than 45 degrees.  It would appear that haulers would have to swing out into the left
turn lane to make the turn. That would seem to pose conflicts with outbound
vehicles and again the Edman entryway directly across SR509. Edman traffic
classically makes their left turns from the traffic lane, not the left turn lane due to
the tight conditions.

Would suggest the traffic consultants consider feeding the "Costi" bound traffic out
Taylor Way to cross the Heylebos on 11th St, then right, down SR509 from the N-
Westerly direction. Feed outbound to follow the reverse.

Doesn't solve all the problems, but makes them easier for drivers to navigate.

Chuck Morrison 
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From: Schultz, Shirley
To: "Cindy Steger"
Cc: "Frantz, Shanta"
Subject: RE: Sand Mine
Date: Tuesday, January 03, 2017 8:07:00 AM

Ms. Steger -

Were you able to find the permit information online at this link? http://tacomapermits.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/06/LU16-0230-Public-Notice-for-website.pdf

This is the permit file, with the public notice postcard and the submittal from the applicant. There's a
project description on page 3 that may be helpful. In addition, the City will be hosting a public meeting
on January 12 at 5:30. There will be time for me to explain the City zoning code about the project, and
the process for making comments and asking questions. The applicant will also make a presentation
about the site, including any geotechnical or engineering reports/studies about the stability of the slope
now and after the proposed project.

The site has been mined off-and-on since about the 1950s. The City granted a conditional use permit
for the project in 2008 but it expired. I didn't add that decision to the public notice but I can provide it
if you'd like - it may have some good background information for you.

As for the 40-lot subdivision, I think you might be referring to Morcos Marine View, which would be at
about 5801 Marine View Drive? That project is under revision and we do not have a current proposal for
the project. I have copied the assigned Planner, Shanta Frantz, on this email so that you can ask her for
more information.

If you have other specific questions please let me know.

Shirley Schultz
City of Tacoma | Development Services
253-591-5121
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org
www.tacomapermits.org

-----Original Message-----
From: Cindy Steger [mailto:cindy.steger@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, January 01, 2017 8:33 AM
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Sand Mine

Dear Ms. Schulz:

I would like to receive more information about the proposed Sand Mine near Snake Hill.

It feels like open season in Northeast Tacoma these days!!  First the Methanol Plant, then LNG, now
this.

This is a residential area with a precarious hillside.  Why would anyone even think to dig into it or build
any more on it?  There have been projects shut down because it is not safe.  This needs to be stopped
to ensure the safety of the people who live above and around this area.  Not only that but this area is
not suited for more noise or traffic, it is congested already.

I'm also quite shocked that there is a Public Notice sign further up by the Cliff House announcing a 40
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lot subdivision.  There is a subdivision near there that was shut down, and rightfully so.

These hillside and the surrounding area needs to be protected from any more development of any kind.
There is barely a buffer now between the residential area and the industrial area. And this hillside is our
buffer.  It is safe but precarious now.  Please don't allow it to be damaged.  There's already something
wrong with the hillside.  Have you noticed that over the last couple of decades the madrona trees are
dying?  Have you monitored the number of landslides during the rain?  What do you think is going to
happen in an earthquake or even more severe rainy season?

I am just an ordinary citizen born and raised in the Browns Point area and living there now.   I have a
lot of common sense and can see this is a very bad idea.  I'm sure you will get comments and
objections from many people with more technical, scientific and legal issues than I can bring forth.  But
I do know a bad idea when I see one!!

This is not okay.  I would like more information to share with my neighbors.  I would like more
information on that proposed development up Marine View Drive too, if you don't mind.

Thanks you,

Cindy Steger
Browns Point Resident
Frequent traveler on Marine View Drive
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March 3, 2017 
 
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 
747 Market Street, Room 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
Shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 
 
 
Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski 
Surface Mine on Marine View Drive 
 
 
Dear Ms. Schultz: 
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use 
Permit application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski 
Surface Mine over the next ten years. 

Citizens for a Healthy Bay (CHB) is a 26-year-old environmental organization whose 
mission is to represent and engage citizens in the cleanup, restoration and protection of 
Commencement Bay, the surrounding waters and natural habitat. We are a 501(c)3 
nonprofit providing practical, solutions-based environmental leadership in the Puget 
Sound area. We work side-by-side with local citizens, businesses and governments to 
prevent water pollution and make our community more sustainable. 
 
Staff and expert members of CHB’s Policy and Technical Advisory Committee have 
reviewed the permit application and related information. We find the permit application 
to be wholly inadequate, fraught with inaccurate and incomplete information. We strongly 
urge the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance and to require a full 
Environmental Impact Statement for the project in order to fully and sufficiently examine 
the potential impacts the proposed mine project would have on our natural environment 
and community.  

Background 

Terra5 Company LLC, owned by the Scarsella Bros., is proposing to reopen the long 
inactive Coski Mine along Marine View Drive (purchased by Scarsella Bros. in 2002). They 
are seeking to mine 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel over the next ten years, 
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enough earth to fill a third of the Tacoma Dome. 
 
At peak operation, the Coski mine (the project) would require up to 15 trucks per hour or 600 
truck trips per day to move all of the mined material. Mining would take place during the day 
and loading would occur both day and night, with two to five employees working on-site. 
According to the permit application, the project would include constructing an access road 
from Marine View Drive and a small-scale house/office, and installing a wheel wash and truck 
scale. The 17-acre site, zoned mostly as R-2 residential, is located at 2500 Marine View Drive. 
If Terra5 is successfully able to reopen the mine, operations could begin by June 2017 and 
would be open for ten years. 

The City of Tacoma (the City) has preliminarily determined a Mitigated Determination of 
Non-Significance (DNS) for the project. The site was previously used for mining operations, 
but its Conditional Use Permit (CUP) expired due to inactivity (last active in 1996). Currently, 
the site is used to store mining equipment. 
 
General Comments 
 
Commencement Bay and the surrounding natural habitat is a shared source of Tacoma, and 
deserves permanent protection. The slopes between the Hylebos Waterway and the 
neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly important as they are critical buffer 
between a waterway with a legacy of toxic pollution, from sources such as the Occidental 
Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed 
industrial activities in this area have the potential to significantly impact the health of nearby 
waters and communities – therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and 
thorough environmental review.  
 
Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining itself, 
CHB finds that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under 
the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although this site was mined in the past, much has 
changed since operations stopped over 20 years ago, including the construction of homes 
less than 500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated 
Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to our concerns, as outlined below.  
 
Specific Comments 
 
CHB finds the permit application to be fraught with inaccurate, misleading, inconsistent and 
incomplete information. These significant shortcomings emphasize the need for more 
accurate and reliable information, through a systematic EIS process, to determine the 
project’s potential impacts to our environment and our community. CHB’s specific concerns 
are outlined below. 
 
Air Pollution 
Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby 
further degrading local air quality already suffering from other pollution sources.  
Contamination 
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The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as have 
been found on neighboring sites. Coski, the site’s previous owner, owned two other nearby 
sites, including an illegal landfill. Further, there is a retaining wall built along Washington 
State Route 509, which is made of 55-gallon drums supposedly filled with cement – a serious 
contamination concern. The wall is built up to be six to ten barrels high, these barrels would 
have to be removed to build an adequate access road. Lastly, the project site is bordered by a 
Superfund site. 
 
Land Use/Site Location 
 
A key difference for this iteration of the project is that there is a community right next to the 
site now. The proposed project represents an inappropriate land use as the site is primarily 
zoned for R-2 residential use (one family dwelling). The closest residential site is only 450 feet 
north of the site. This project does not fit within the site’s zoning and shouldn’t just be 
grandfathered in by the City. 
 
Noise 
 
Noise impacts from the daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading will likely significantly 
disturb both wildlife and local residents. The noise study prepared by project backers 
recommended no additional noise mitigation measures, which was based on the faulty 
assumption that appropriate buffers will be maintained on-site. 
  
Inadequate SEPA Environmental Checklist 
 
The SEPA Checklist provides inadequate information and somewhat misleading information 
about the presence of natural resources in the area. Additionally, information presented in 
the SEPA checklist is not consistent with the information presented in the Critical Areas 
Report. As a result, the SEPA checklist does not accurately portray the possible impacts of the 
project. Specific shortcomings in checklist include: 
 

• Does not adequately describe reclamation of the site after mining activities are 
completed. (p. 11) 

• Does not adequately describe the stream connection to the Hylebos Waterway and if 
the connection is fish passable thus allowing fish to migrate between the stream and 
the Hylebos Waterway. (p. 13) 

• Does not adequately describe why there is not a 100-year floodplain associated with 
the stream and wetland area on the eastern edge of the project. (p. 13) 

• Does not adequately provide information on or mitigation measures for air emissions 
or odors from the project and its 600 daily truck trips at peak operation. (p. 13) 

• Does not adequately describe vegetation on and near the site, including evergreens, 
madrone, wetland species and other plants known to be on and near the site. (p. 14-
15) 
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• Does not adequately describe the “downstream drainage system” where stormwater 
will potentially be discharged. (p. 14) 

• Does not adequately describe makeup and handling of waste materials and why 
waste materials are “not likely to enter ground or surface waters.” (p. 14) 

• Does not adequately describe how new impervious surfaces will not affect drainage 
patterns in the vicinity of the site. (p. 12 and 14) 

• Does not adequately describe threatened/endangered species on or near the site. 
Several ESA-listed salmon species are supported by Commencement Bay, including 
Hylebos Waterway, which the stream identified on the eastern border of the site 
drains into. (p. 15) 

• Does not adequately describe noxious and invasive plant species known to be on or 
near the site. Scotch broom and Himalayan blackberry listed in the vegetation 
removal section are examples of invasive plant species. English ivy and Japanese 
knotweed are more than likely in the vicinity of the site. (p. 15) 

• Does not adequately describe animals that are on or near the site. Bald eagles are 
routinely seen in the forested bluff areas along Marine View Drive, as are Great blue 
heron. Deer are also found throughout the bluff areas of Marine View Drive and 
Tacoma in habitats such as this site. Additionally, Commencement Bay, including the 
Hylebos Waterway, which the stream identified on the eastern border of the site 
drains to, support several Endangered Species Act (ESA)-listed salmon species and 
resident estuarine/marine species. (p. 15) 

• Does not adequately describe migration routes found in this area, which support 
several species of birds and ESA-listed salmon species. Additionally, there are several 
restoration sites on Hylebos Waterway. Squally Beach, a Natural Resource Damage 
Assessment and Restoration (NRDAR) site, is on the shoreline downstream of the site. 
Additionally, as stated in the Critical Areas Report, “according to the Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife's Priority Habitats and Species (PHS) Report (2016), 
the bluff around the project boundary is mapped as a biodiversity area and a 
breeding area and occurrence for pigeon guillemot.” This information should be 
included in the SEPA checklist. (p. 15) 

• Coyote are a native species and should not be listed as an invasive species. (p. 15-16) 
• Does not adequately describe contamination on or near the site. The site is bordered 

by a Superfund site. Additionally, there is a retaining wall built along Marine View 
Drive made of 55-gallon drums supposedly filled with cement, but it is uncertain if 
the drums contain contaminated materials. (p. 16) 

• Does not adequately describe noise that exists in the area, which includes industrial 
activities within the Port of Tacoma. (p. 17) 

• Does not adequately describe toxic or hazardous chemicals that might be stored, 
used, or produced during the project’s development, construction or operation. It 
should, at a minimum, describe storage and use of diesel, oil and/or gasoline. (p. 16) 

• Does not adequately describe noise – it should define “normal equipment noise” and 
include noises during overnight shift. Further, it does not adequately describe 
measures to reduce noise impacts – mining only during daylight will not reduce noise 
impacts, only adjust the timing. (p.17) 
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• Does not adequately list structures on site. Checklist must list structures from all nine 
parcels included in the permit application, including the concrete facility and 
retaining wall constructed out of 55-gallon drums. (p. 17) 

• Fails to list the height of proposed small-scale house/office included in application. (p. 
17) 

• Does not adequately describe light or glare impacts. The light needed to operate, 
especially during a full second shift, would adversely affect views from upland and 
adjacent properties. (p. 19) 

• Does not adequately describe informal recreational opportunities in the immediate 
vicinity, including hiking, walking, biking, birdwatching, etc. (p. 19) Also, it fails to 
describe to potential to displace birdwatching due to destroyed habitat for bird 
species. 

• Does not adequately identify public streets and highways serving the site or affected 
geographic area. List should include Norpoint Way NE, Taylor Way/54th Ave E, 
Highway 509, 29th Street NE and McMurray Road NE. (p. 20) 

• Does not adequately describe public transit, which should include Route 67 (NE 
Tacoma Express) and school busses taking NE residents to school. (p. 20) 

 
Traffic 
 
Impacts from truck traffic, estimated at 600 daily trips at full operation, stand to impact local 
air quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They also 
stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to take 
into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to the three lane portion 
of Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left turn lane. Further, it did not 
adequately address increased traffic along the two lane section of SR-509, where there is 
already pressure from the increased truck traffic from the nearby Targa Sound Terminal. 
Additionally, the permit application failed to indicate a funding source, besides the City of 
Fife, for the extension of the left turn lane at SR-509 and Taylor Way. The traffic study shows 
that the left turn improvements would cost $1.9 million, but the Coski mine developer would 
pay only $1,809. (p 104) 
 
Inadequate Geotechnical Report 
 
The geotechnical report in the permit application is fundamentally flawed and does not 
include enough information to make an informed decision about the significance of the 
project. The deficient report uses outdated and anecdotal information to improperly make 
site-specific inferences. Our major concerns about the geotechnical report include: 
 

• No actual on-site specific work for geology or subsurface conditions was done. The 
report uses an old general study (2001) to incorrectly make specific inferences about 
the site. It contains no real data on modern slope stability, geology, subsurface 
conditions, water table or the nature of groundwater movement. This includes: 

o No specific elevations about the site, only a generic description. The project 
will impact water drainage, but there is no information about the actual 
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nature of material – it is inappropriate to assume it will be the same as 
general region. 

o Without an actual study, including detailed stratigraphy, pore water pressure, 
exact elevations and a modern water table, the project backers can’t make 
the claim of a low chance of a deep-seated landslide. Additionally, there is 
always a chance of earthquake, which means there is always some potential 
for a deep-seated slide. 

o Without site-specific data, we don’t have enough information to analyze the 
stormwater retention pond, about which no details are given. 

• Slope stability analysis is based on an out-of-date 2001 assessment. Stratigraphy 
changes and a several foot change in elevation has very real consequences. (p. 75) At 
a minimum, the site might require a retaining wall and strain meter(s). The site needs 
a modeled slope stability analysis, requiring geological and groundwater information. 

• The test pit evidence given is merely hearsay from 2001, from which there was no log 
recorded. The application claims that groundwater depth was found, but presents no 
real evidence. (p.75) Without knowing site-specific conditions, we can’t know 
whether the pit will be hydrologically separated from groundwater.  

• The report relies on old and incompletely reported slope and groundwater 
information, including no site-specific information for slope stability and no details or 
up-to-date information about groundwater conditions. Further, there is no site-
specific study about what is beneath or behind the slope – the report uses only visual 
observation. (p. 76) In addition, Ecology has no well water data so the report 
inadequately uses an inferred table based on 2007 report and anecdotal evidence. (p. 
77) 

• The proposed final slope cut is 67%, which is steeper than Washington Division of 
Geology and Earth Resources recommends. (p. 76) This is particularly troubling in a 
landslide-prone area where reclamation hasn’t been completed on nearby slopes 
such as Manke Lumber and Point Woodworth. 
 

Inadequate Critical Areas Report 
 
The Critical Areas Report provides insufficient information and somewhat misleading 
information about the presence of natural resources in the area. Additionally, information 
presented in the Critical Areas Report is not consistent with the information presented in the 
SEPA checklist. Specific deficiencies in the report include: 
 

• It is not clear if the report is using the current Washington State wetland 
identification and delineation manual and methods and federal manual and 
supplements. 

• Does not adequately describe why the report has changed the designation for the 
stream identified on the eastern border of the site, designated by the Washington 
State Department of Natural Resources as Type F (contain fish habitat) water (WAC 
222-16-030) to a Type Np water (no fish) designation.   
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• Does not adequately describe the stream connection to the Hylebos Waterway and if 
the connection is passable to fish thus allowing fish to migrate between the stream 
and the Hylebos Waterway.  

• Does not adequately describe threatened/endangered species on or near the site. 
Several ESA-listed salmon species are supported by Commencement Bay, the 
including Hylebos Waterway, which the stream identified on the eastern border of 
the site drains to. 

• Does not adequately describe animals that are on or near the site. Bald eagles are 
routinely seen in the forested bluff areas along Marine View Drive, as are Great blue 
heron. Deer are also found throughout the bluff areas of Marine View Drive and 
Tacoma in habitats such as this site. Additionally, Commencement Bay, including the 
Hylebos Waterway, which the stream identified on the eastern border of the site 
drains to, support several ESA-listed salmon species and resident estuarine/marine 
species. 

• Does not adequately describe migration routes found in this area, which support 
several species of birds and ESA-listed salmon species. Additionally, there are several 
restoration sites on Hylebos Waterway. Squally Beach, a Natural Resource Damage 
Assessment and Restoration (NRDAR) site, is on the shoreline downstream of the site. 

• Does not adequately describe impacts to wetlands from noise generated during 
mining and trucking activities and the measures that will be taken to minimize the 
impacts (TMC 13.11.300; Table 6-4). 

• Does not adequately describe reclamation of the site after mining activities are 
completed. 

 
 
The potential impacts of the Coski Mine project are impossible to adequately assess with the 
deeply flawed permit application submitted by the Scarsella Bros. Without the systematic 
and scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement, we cannot 
adequately determine impacts to our natural environment and our community. In addition, 
the scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful 
public involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. 
Therefore, we ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance for the 
reopening of the Coski mine. 
 
Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the 
opportunity to provide comments on this CUP Application for the Coski surface mine. 
 
Sincerely,  

 

Melissa Malott 
Executive Director, Citizens for a Healthy Bay 
mmalott@healthybay.org, (253) 383-2429 
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From: colleengray
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Alarmed about reopening of Coski Sand and Gravel Mine
Date: Monday, January 23, 2017 8:12:37 PM

January 23, 2017

To: Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services
747 Market St, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine on
Marine View Drive

Dear Ms. Schultz,

Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit
application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over the next
ten years. 

I could copy and paste a form letter here but you have read plenty of them by now. Let me instead just
urge you to do a full Environmental Impact Statement under the State Environmental Policy Act. Dear
Lord, can we just find out for sure that reopening this mine is an okay thing to do?

Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the opportunity to
provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski surface mine reopening.

Sincerely,

Colleen Gray and Stanley W. Shaw
3818 S. 9th Street
Tacoma WA, 98405
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From: Schultz, Shirley
To: "locsinann@gmail.com"
Subject: RE: LU16-0230 Conditional Use Permit - Surface Mining, 2503 Marine View Drive
Date: Tuesday, January 03, 2017 12:25:00 PM

Hi, Ann –
 
The upper part of the site has always been zoned R-2 (since 1954). It looks like the M1 area was
zoned that way in 1967, and the C2 part (the 150’ closest to Marine View Drive) was rezoned from
R-4 (multifamily residential) in 2003.
 
And you’re correct – aerial photos show the active mining at Pt Woodworth and also at this site
stopping at about the same time – maybe 1997 or so?
 
 

Shirley Schultz
City of Tacoma | Development Services
253-591-5121
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

www.tacomapermits.org
 
 
 

From: locsinann@gmail.com [mailto:locsinann@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 03, 2017 12:15 PM
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Re: LU16-0230 Conditional Use Permit - Surface Mining, 2503 Marine View Drive
 
Shirley-
This site has not been used as a mine since Pt Woodworth was built. There are now 180
homes next door which is a huge change. When this site was last mined, what was the
property zoned as? Was it residential?
Thanks,
Ann Locsin
 
 
 

Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed citizens can change the world;
indeed, it's the only thing that ever has.
~ Margaret Mead
 

On Jan 3, 2017, at 7:59 AM, Schultz, Shirley <shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us> wrote:

Good morning, Ann –
 
The site is owned by Terra5 Company but prior to that had been owned by Coski since
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the 1950s (which is why it’s called what it is). It’s been used since then for sand and
gravel mining – I think the most recent active use was in the late 1990s. We granted a
permit for this same project in 2008 but it expired. One of the conditions of the permit
was (and will be) compliance with the city’s noise ordinance. I don’t know if it’s
different than the one in Fall City or not.
 
Hope that helps -
 

Shirley Schultz
City of Tacoma | Development Services
253-591-5121
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

www.tacomapermits.org
 
 
 

From: locsinann@gmail.com [mailto:locsinann@gmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, January 01, 2017 6:53 PM
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Fwd: LU16-0230 Conditional Use Permit - Surface Mining, 2503 Marine View
Drive
 
Thanks Shirley-
My husband, who works for King County, is reviewing all of this. He says it is
highly unusual to put a surface mine in a residential zoned neighborhood. He has
one project in Fall City which isn't even as close and he gets complaints daily
from residents about the noise. Once it's permitted there is little he can do as long
as they work within permitted hours. This should not be permitted in NE
Tacoma!
 
Can you tell me who owns this piece of property?
Thanks,
Ann Locsin
 
 

Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed citizens can change the
world; indeed, it's the only thing that ever has.
~ Margaret Mead
 

Begin forwarded message:

From: Comcast Yvonne <yvonne.mccarty@comcast.net>
Date: December 30, 2016 at 2:46:33 PM PST
To: "locsinann@gmail.com" <locsinann@gmail.com>, "Thoms,
Robert" <robert.thoms@cityoftacoma.org>
Cc: "mel_berglund@hotmail.com" <mel_berglund@hotmail.com>,
"Yvonne.mccarty@comcast.net" <Yvonne.mccarty@comcast.net>,
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"lizbiv@hotmail.com" <lizbiv@hotmail.com>
Subject: Re: LU16-0230 Conditional Use Permit - Surface
Mining, 2503 Marine View Drive

Robert,

 

Please read the engineering materials:
http://tacomapermits.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/LU16-0230-
Public-Notice-for-website.pdf

 

This company (Scarsella Brothers Inc. - a heavy civil
construction company) plans to mine 400,000 cubic yards of
material over 10 years to be used for construction purposes.  When
they are finished, the property will need further development to
make it suitable as a residential site (although it would NEVER be
suitable as a residential site due to its proximity to Targa and other
dangerous heavy industrial companies).   This is strictly a mining
project.  They are proposing to operate two 10 hour shifts.  The
shift from 6:30am to 4:30pm will be daily, and the 5:00pm to
7:00am will be as needed due to demand for the mined materials. 
In addition to all of the mining noise, we will have to put up with 34
more hauling trucks on our roads on a daily basis. 

 

I agree with Ann, that we feel like we are under siege in NE
Tacoma.  To make it worse, these attacks are being facilitated by
the City of Tacoma.  The Planning & Development Services
department has given this project a preliminary determination of
non-significance and won't require an EIS... really?  They send out
announcements only to the Neighborhood Council, and during the
week between Christmas and New Years (thank goodness for the
power of social media)?  They give only two weeks notice for the
one and only public meeting?

 

I'm stunned that the City of Tacoma still doesn't get it...
another bungle.  This has to STOP.
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Yvonne McCarty  

 

From: locsinann@gmail.com <locsinann@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, December 30, 2016 12:35 PM
To: Thoms, Robert
Cc: mel_berglund@hotmail.com; Yvonne.mccarty@comcast.net;
lizbiv@hotmail.com
Subject: Re: LU16-0230 Conditional Use Permit - Surface Mining, 2503
Marine View Drive
 
This is absolutely horrifying to me. I literally want to cry right now. I
am so angry with the City of Tacoma. My husband works in Land
use planning for King County and he said he has never seen
residential zoned property be used for a surface mine. He has one
project in Fall City that is not even this close to residential and they
get complaints daily from the noise. Please do not allow this to
happen Robert. It is bad enough what is going on in the Port. The
need for sub area planning for NE Tacoma is critical! This is a huge
mess. I am starting to think a class action lawsuit is the only way we
are going to get anyone to listen. I feel betrayed by Tacoma.
Ann Locsin
 
 

Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed citizens
can change the world; indeed, it's the only thing that ever has.
~ Margaret Mead
 

On Dec 30, 2016, at 12:13 PM, Thoms, Robert
<robert.thoms@cityoftacoma.org> wrote:

This is what was sent to me yesterday and the notice
went out today.  I am meeting with staff next week to
learn more and I have already asked that the hours be
moved from 630a start to 8a and that the previous
conditions remain (like no trucks during peak AM and
PM times) and to my current understanding this project
is only being done to remediate and stabilize stabilize
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the site to allow for residential.  So it's not to make a
mine site.  I will be introducing a revised notice
resolution in the coming weeks to make the notice
process broader, earlier and with more requirements
on response/comment provisions.
 

Sincerely,
 
Robert S Thoms
Tacoma City Council, Dist 2
253-229-2508
 
It is an honor to partner with you for a better Tacoma. 

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Schultz, Shirley"
<shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us>
Date: December 27, 2016 at 12:09:57 PM
PST
To: "Thoms, Robert"
<robert.thoms@cityoftacoma.org>
Subject: RE: LU16-0230 Conditional Use
Permit - Surface Mining, 2503 Marine
View Drive

No redevelopment proposed at this time,
just a gravel mine (or rather, finishing up
the gravel mining that was started there).
 
 
Shirley Schultz
City of Tacoma | Development Services
253-591-5121
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org
www.tacomapermits.org
 
 
 
From: Thoms, Robert 
Sent: Tuesday, December 27, 2016 11:57 AM
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Re: LU16-0230 Conditional Use Permit
- Surface Mining, 2503 Marine View Drive

LU16-0230 Exhibit G

mailto:shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us
mailto:robert.thoms@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org
http://www.tacomapermits.org/


 
What is the project they are looking to do?

Sincerely,
 
Robert S Thoms
Tacoma City Council, Dist 2
253-229-2508
 
It is an honor to partner with you for a
better Tacoma. 

On Dec 27, 2016, at 11:24 AM, Schultz,
Shirley <shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us>
wrote:

Good morning:
Attached is a public notice that
will be mailed and emailed on
Thursday, December 29. The
full application package will be
posted on
www.tacomapermits.org.
Request:

·         Surface mining permit to allow
excavation of approximately
400,000 cy of material from an
11-acre site, over ten years.

·         Mining hours from 6:30 am to
4:30 pm with limited night
(loading) operations as needed.

·         The reclamation plan will grade
the site to an overall 1.5 to 1
slope and stabilized, which
would allow for future
redevelopment of the site in
residential and commercial use
per the underlying zoning.

The city issued a surface
mining permit for the site in
2008; it expired in 2013 without
the mining occurring. With that
permit, conditions limited truck
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traffic so it did not leave the
site during commute peak
hours. There were also noise
reduction/compliance
conditions. It is expected that
the conditions would remain the
same.
Location:

·         2503 Marine View Drive, 9
parcels, 17.1 acres.

·         Zoned C-2 General Commercial
and R-2 One-Family Dwelling
District: Surface Mining is a
conditional use in all districts,
compliant with the Growth
Management Act
(RCW 36.70A.170), which
requires the designation of
mineral resource lands

Public Comment
Opportunities:

·         Notice is being mailed to all
property owners (Assessor
Records) within 1,000 feet of
the boundaries of the site, the
neighborhood council, qualified
neighborhood groups, and
other interested agencies and
parties. The site should be
posted with notice signs by
next Tuesday.

·         A public information meeting
will be held at 5:30 p.m. on
Thursday, January 12, in City
Council Chambers, per the
public meeting requirements of
TMC13.05.020.

·         Further, written comments will
be accepted until January 27,
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2017. A final decision will be
issued shortly thereafter,
followed by a 14-day appeal
and reconsideration period.

SEPA:
The City is issuing a
preliminary mitigated
determination of
nonsignificance with the public
notice for the Conditional Use
Permit.  A final SEPA
Determination will be issued
concurrently with the decision
on the CUP.
Please let me know if you have
any questions or if you would
like me to provide any
additional information in
advance of Thursday’s mailing.
 
Shirley Schultz
City of Tacoma | Development
Services
253-591-5121
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org
www.tacomapermits.org
 
<LU16-0230 Public Notice
Postcard.pdf>
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Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 

City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 

747 Market Street, Room 345 

Tacoma, WA 98402 

Shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 

 

RE: Public comments on Application no. LU16-0230; Conditional Permit to Reopen Coski Surface mine in 
NE Tacoma 

 

Dear Shirley, 

I am writing to you to provide my written questions and comments related to the Coski Surface Mine.  I 
am a resident of NE Tacoma and live in the Pointe Woodworth Estates neighborhood which is directly 
adjacent to this proposed mine.  I am adamantly opposed to this project and would like to request a full 
Enviromental Impact Statement be completed regarding this application.  That is the only way all of our 
questions and concerns can adequately be addressed regarding this project.  Please see below for a 
detailed assessment that was conducted in part by my Husband who has 30 years of experience in land 
use planning for King County. These should be considered my official comments and any involvement by 
him is as a resident, not an employee of King County. 

The Surface Mining Code (13.06.540) states “that adjoining properties and residences shall be 
safeguarded against undue, hazardous, or prolonged nuisances occasioned either by odor, noise, smoke, 
debris, or other unsightly or obnoxious conditions.” I do not believe that this application adequately 
addresses this code. 

NOISE 

Noise is a huge concern to our community.  We are a residential zoned neighborhood.  There are already 
several other projects /businesses that are creating an intolerable noise situation in our community to 
include Schnitzer Steel, Pier 4 Pile Driving project, and construction of a warehouse on the Hylebos 
Waterway.  If the LNG proposal is approved, that will also contribute significant noise.  How does the 
City of Tacoma reconcile the cumulative effects of multiple projects going on in the same area at the 
same time?  Not everyone mentioned above is subject to the City of Tacoma’s noise ordinance (I believe 
most businesses in the Port are exempt?).  This has the potential to create the perfect storm in our 
community with noise levels that are unacceptable.  Here are some questions related to noise. 

1.  There is no noise study included in the application 
2. What equipment will be used?  What noise does it make? 
3. What noise emissions will be produced by equipment, trucks, etc?  At what levels? 
4. What are the noise levels for requested night time work? 
5. What are the noise regulations that they must adhere to? 
6. Who is overseeing compliance? 
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7. Sound monitors should be required as a part of this plan.  Have you considered this? 
8. What is the noise monitoring plan?  If none, can one be required? 
9. Will the materials be processed on site (rock crushers, sorters, etc)? 
10. Will blasting be conducted? 
11. What types of noise mitigation are proposed? 
12. The homes that are located 450 feet above have no natural sound barrier.  What are you going 

to install to provide a sound barrier? 
13. Lennar Homes is building 42 homes directly above this site and has indicated they plan to cut 

down additional trees.  How have you accounted for that in this plan? 
14. How do you account for the cumulative effects of noise coming from several projects at the 

same time? 

GEOTECHNICAL 

No geotechnical exploration was done for the current proposal.  The submitted report from Bennett 
Consulting refers to a report that was completed in 2001.  Site Conditions have changed.  He visually 
glanced at the site to make this assumption which is inadequate. 

1.  Why isn’t the City of Tacoma requiring a current geotech report? 
2. The SEPA checklist indicates that the site contains sand, gravel, and clay.  There is no demand 

for clay.  What % of the 400,000 of material to be mined is Sand?  What % is Gravel?  What % is 
Clay?  Where will the clay be taken to? 

3. What about reclamation?  What is proposed/required 
4. What is the groundwater table elevation? 

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 

This is a known nesting site for Bald Eagles. 

1. Where is the wildlife report? 
2. What is the mitigation for their habitat destruction? 

AIR EMISSIONS AND GREENHOUSE GAS EFFECTS 

Air emissions are not addressed in this application, therefore an incomplete assessment. 

1. What are the air emissions? 
2. The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical work.  How is this 

addressed?  If those particulates become airborne, what is the risk to homes nearby? 
3. What are the air emissions from the up to 600 trucks per day? 
4. How do you propose to mitigate for air emissions?   
5. Will water trucks be required to control dust? If so, how do you ensure this is not running off 

into our waterway which is right across the street? 

TRAFFIC 

Traffic is a huge concern related to this project.  The counts in your study were conducted on a Tuesday, 
Wednesday, and Thursday.  Why was Monday and Friday not included given that these are the heaviest 
traffic days of the week?  Any traffic counts should include ALL days that the mine will have trucks on 
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the road in order to fairly access the impact.  Norpoint Way NE to Marine View Drive is currently dealing 
with an extreme traffic situation during the evening rush hour.  Because of the work being done on I-5 
which is creating gridlock traffic from Federal Way through Fife, traffic apps like Google Maps and Waze 
are rerouting commuters off of I-5, down Norpoint, and on to 509.  Friday’s in particular are the worst 
which is not accounted for in this study.  Sometimes we can’t even exit our neighborhood due to the 
traffic.   

1.  The chart that is included in the traffic study indicates up to 300 truck trips each way in a 10 
hour shift for a total of 600 trips daily.  Is this accurate? 

2. Why was the average minimized to 34 per day?  The application states that the mining will 
primarily be done in Spring and Summer.  Isn’t it deceiving to average it out for 12 months when 
that is not an accurate reflection of truck traffic? 

3. Why isn’t the city requiring the applicant to pay for pavement deterioration?   With that many 
trucks on the road it will have a significant impact on Marine View Drive and 509.  Will this 
liability be left to taxpayers? 

4. Why isn’t the developer responsible for road improvements using city streets? 

HOURS OF OPERATION 

I have significant concerns related to the hours of operation, especially in a residential zoned 
community. The application allows for work to start as early as 6 am which is too early for a 
neighborhood.   

1. How do we change hours to 9 am to 3 pm Monday through Friday only? 
2. How do we not allow for ANY work at night? 
3. How do we ensure that the city will NOT grant any emergency extensions to allowable work 

hours like they did with the Pile Driving project? 
4. Who enforces the hours of operation and what recourse do residents have if they are in 

violation? 

ZONING 

This is a residential zoned neighborhood.  It is highly unusual to place a surface mine in residential 
zoning.  The justification that I read is something like “we have a significant need” for this sand and 
gravel. 

1. Why is the need urgent?  Can you establish that you have a shortage? 
2. What project is this material being used for? 
3. Were alternative locations considered? 
4. Are there options for sand and gravel available in other areas that you could pull from? 
5. What is the plan for this site once all the materials are removed? 
6. Why is the permit for 10 years?  Isn’t that excessive?  The last permit was good for 5 years.  10 

years is unreasonable risk for residents. 
7. The application states that 400,000 of material can be removed yet in another place it states 

800,000.  Which one is correct?  How can we ensure that no more than 400,000 is removed and 
that the number cannot be increased? 
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8. There are several references to this being an established surface mine in the past, therefore 
grandfathered.  The last time this mine was operational Pt Woodworth did not exist.  How do 
you account for the change which is 180 new homes located next door?  Isn’t this a significant 
change which should be addressed? 

9. When this mine was last Operational, prior to 1997, what was the zoning for this property?  Has 
it changed?  If so, how was that taken into account? 

WATER 

This site is located directly across from a critical waterway.  

• Why is a shoreline permit not part of this application? 
• What is your plan to ensure there is no run off into the Hylebos? 
• How will it be monitored to ensure compliance? 
• Additionally there is a critical habitat between the proposed site and Pt Woodworth. What is the 

plan to protect the stream? 

 

In conclusion, I am respectfully asking that a full EIS be conducted regarding this proposal.  It is the only 
way that all these issues can be fairly addressed with residents. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Ann Locsin 

Resident and Taxpayer 
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From: locsinann@gmail.com
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Additional comments
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 3:40:33 PM

Hi Shirley-
I would like to add a couple of other items to my comments.

1. Stormwater pond. The engineer last night said they would be managing stormwater through
infiltration design. How can he say that without a geotechnical exploration? If that is placed where
mining has already occurred, it will probably be compacted. The materials provided do not prove the
ability to infiltrate. If that is clay it will be a problem. A current up to date geotechnical report is the only
way to accurately address this.

2. Truck staging. When truck return empty to the gravel pit how will staging be addressed? There is
only one road in and out and no shoulder on Marine View Drive. How will they stage the trucks so as
not to block traffic?

3. What is plan for reclamation? If they strip material out, what are they bringing back in? Will trucks be
needed for that? If so, what is traffic impact? What will they be planting as part of reclamation? Is it
just hydroseed?

4.  What is the bond? What are the financial guarantees? What are you binding them for? Road
mitigation?

Thanks,
Ann Locsin

Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed citizens can change the world; indeed, it's the
only thing that ever has.
~ Margaret Mead
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From: locsinann@gmail.com
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Surface mine comments
Date: Tuesday, January 24, 2017 8:05:18 PM

A couple more comments for the file.

1. What are the restrictions for working during the wet season (usually 10/1-4/30)? Will they be allowed
to work on the slopes during the wet season? How will they stabilize the slopes? What additional BMP's
will be proposed for temporary erosion sedimentation control for working in the wet season?

2. This area is prone to landslides. Sound can actually cause slides. What is the impact of pile driving on
the hillside during mining operation?

Thanks!
Ann Locsin

Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed citizens can change the world; indeed, it's the
only thing that ever has.
~ Margaret Mead
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From: locsinann@gmail.com
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Gravel pit comments
Date: Tuesday, January 24, 2017 8:15:35 PM

Please include this as well. My question is has the stability of the slope been studied?

Pile driving is listed as a cause for landslides. Has the combination of the two projects running at the
same time been studied?

We have had a very large number of landslides and mudslides recently. The rain and the steep slopes
are very conducive and they will continue. There are several other factors that can make it worse.
Vibration is a well known contributing factor. Specifically, pile driving is listed as a human cause of
artificial vibrations that can cause landslides. It decreases the shear resistance. 

"Possible increase in shear stress and decrease in shearing resistance
• Earthquake shaking
• Artificial vibration (including traffic, pile driving, heavy machinery)
• Mining and quarrying (open pits, underground galleries) "

The pile driving that has been going on for several months has to be a contributor to the increase in
slides that we have experienced. If you noticed in the above quotation, traffic and heavy machinery are
also contributors. How much worse will it get with the gravel mine operating? The heavy truck traffic
and the nearly day long operation of heavy machinery.

Here is another description that suggests we are in for much more of the same. Hopefully not the
catastrophe they describe. 

"The human causes of landslides include removal of vegetation, interference with the natural drainage
of the land, leaking water or sewage pipes, overloading slopes, mining and quarrying activities,
vibrations from heavy traffic, construction or mine blasting, and the excavation or displacement of rocks.
Together, human and natural factors can create a landslide. Landslides can be very small and only
affect the general ecology of an area, or they can be catastrophic, affecting entire communities by
destroying homes and community infrastructures, impacting water and land resources, and even causing
fatalities. In the United States, landslides account for approximately 15 deaths every year. Worldwide,
the death toll reaches the thousands."

Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed citizens can change the world; indeed, it's the
only thing that ever has.
~ Margaret Mead
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From: Bobbie Abegglen
To: shirley.schultz@cityofacoma.org
Subject: Coski Surface Mine
Date: Tuesday, January 24, 2017 9:15:37 PM

Miss Shirley,
Has anyone contacted the Department of Natural Resources about the potential of a slide
area at this site?  I believe that the DNR is  currently running studies into areas where the
topography is bein disturbed that has the potential of a land slide where homes are
involved.
Barbara Abegglen
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From: Bobbie Abegglen
To: shirley.schultz@cityofacoma.org
Subject: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230, Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine off of Marine

View Drive
Date: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 10:07:32 PM

January 25, 2017
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services
747 Market Street, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
Shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org
 
Re:  Comments on Application No.LU16-0230, Conditional Use Permit to
Reopen Coski Surface Mine off of Marine View Drive
 
Dear Ms. Schultz,
 
My husband and I have lived in N.E. Tacoma, Pointe Woodworth, for 17
years.  This was a nice, quiet, clean neighborhood to retire in.  We both
now have breathing difficulties, he with COPD and me with Asthma.
 
We are quite concerned about the opening of the Coski Mine.  We had
sand boxes for our children and grandchildren and know that when the
kids were playing in the box sand dust and debris would float in the air. 
They cannot convince us that sand dust would not drift up to nearby
homes, let alone drift into the water of the Hylebos waterway.
 
We understand that when the trucks depart from the mine they will drive
through a puddle of water, i.e. tire wash.  This does not wash off the
sand, gravel and dust from the top, sides and bottom of the trucks.  The
trucks will then continue down Marine View & 509 dropping bits here and
there.  This will be washed into the waterway with natural rain run-off. 
No amount of street sweeping will eliminate the problem.
 
If you drive on 509/Marine View Drive you will notice that some of the
companies routinely sweep the road.  This sweeping takes up the loose
dirt.  However, cars and trucks traveling this route have compacted the
dirt and pushed it into cracks and crevices.  When it rains it washes the
said dirt into the storm drains – and where do you suppose the storm
water goes? Right into the Hylebos waterway helping to further pollute
this bay. 
 
They talk about the trucks not impacting traffic and that “they” did a
survey in the morning and afternoon.  Was this done during “rush hour”
or just morning and afternoon?  There is a tremendous difference
between 8:00am and 10:00am.  Who will pay for the road repairs for the
road damage that this influx of truck traffic will create.  Right now the
city does not even have enough money to clear the litter from 509 and it
is a disgrace.
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Did they take into account ALL the traffic noise and pollution that the
sand pit, LNG plant and warehouse will be bringing to these poor roads?
 
Has anyone contacted the D.N.R. to do a survey of this particular area? 
It is our understanding that the DNR is doing slide studies in areas where
homes are located – they don’t need another Oso. 
 
We are not against manufacturing in the Tacoma tide flats.  Oh, a park
like area with restaurants and shops would be lovely, but not realistic. 
After all, it has been a working port for generations.  However, pollution
was not a major concern generations ago.  I’m sure with a little research
light industry businesses that don’t pollute the air with noise and
impurities could be found.  More warehouses?????
 
Please, please, please consider requesting an Environmental Impact
Statement.
 
Sincerely,
 
Harold & Barbara Abegglen
1801 Mariner Circle N.E.
Tacoma, WA 98422
253-838-7846
abegglen@msn.com
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From: b.a.lafreniere@gmail.com
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine off of Marine View Drive
Date: Wednesday, January 11, 2017 10:10:23 AM
Attachments: Brian LaFreniere Coski Mine.pdf

January 11, 2017

 

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner

City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services

747 Market St, Room 345

Tacoma, WA 98402

shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

 

Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski
Surface Mine off of Marine View Drive

Dear Ms. Schultz:

 

Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use
Permit application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface
Mine over the next ten years.

 

I am a North Tacoma resident, 34 y/o, born and raised in this great city, and I’m concerned
about the potential environmental and human health impacts of these proposed mining
activities. I’m also a veteran Real Estate Appraiser with 14 years of professional experience. I
can assure you that such a project is negative for the local community and property values,
aside from the negative environmental impacts. Commencement Bay and surrounding land
is a source of pride for both myself and the larger community, and they deserve the utmost
protection. The slopes between the Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast
Tacoma are particularly important as they are critical buffer between a waterway struggling
with toxic pollution from sources like the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the
homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand
to significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities – therefore, such
activities warrant particularly careful and thorough environmental review.

 

Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining
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January 11, 2017


Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 
747 Market St, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org


Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface 
Mine off of Marine View Drive


Dear Ms. Schultz: 


Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit 
application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over 
the next ten years.  


I am a North Tacoma resident, 34 y/o, born and raised in this great city, and I’m concerned about 
the potential environmental and human health impacts of these proposed mining activities.  I’m 
also a veteran Real Estate Appraiser with 14 years of professional experience.  I can assure you 
that such a project is negative for the local community and property values, aside from the 
negative environmental impacts. Commencement Bay and surrounding land is a source of pride 
for both myself and the larger community, and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes 
between the Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly 
important as they are critical buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution from 
sources like the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma 
residents. Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand to significantly impact the health of
nearby waters and communities – therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and 
thorough environmental review. 


Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining itself, I 
believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the 
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has taken place at that site in the past, 
much has changed since operations stopped in over 20 years ago, including the building of 
homes less than 500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated 
Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns. 


My specific concerns are outlined below:
 Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading disturbing both 


wildlife and local residents.
 Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby 


further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources. 
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 Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use.
 The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as 


have been found on neighboring sites. 
 Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily truck trips at full operation) stand to impact local air 


quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They also 
stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to 
take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to the three lane 
portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left turn lane. 


These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and scientific
information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the scoping and EIS 
drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public involvement from a
community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma 
to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the Coski mine.


Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the opportunity 
to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski surface mine 
reopening.


Sincerely,


Brian LaFreniere
4611 N 9th Street
Tacoma, WA 98406
253-988-6424
b.a.lafreniere@gmail.com







itself, I believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has taken place at that
site in the past, much has changed since operations stopped in over 20 years ago, including
the building of homes less than 500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary
determination of a Mitigated Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these
concerns.

 

My specific concerns are outlined below:

Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading disturbing both
wildlife and local residents.

Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby
further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources.

Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use.

The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills,
as have been found on neighboring sites.

Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily truck trips at full operation) stand to impact local
air quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They
also stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis
failed to take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to
the three lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left
turn lane.

 

These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and
scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the
scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public
involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I
ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the
Coski mine.

 

Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the
opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski
surface mine reopening. 

 

I’ve included a PDF attachment of this letter.

 

 

Sincerely,
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Brian LaFreniere

4611 N 9th Street

Tacoma, WA 98406

253-988-6424

b.a.lafreniere@gmail.com
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January 25, 2017 
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services  
747 Market St, Room 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 
 
Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface 
Mine on Marine View Drive 
 

Dear Ms. Schultz:  
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit 
application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over 
the next ten years.   
 
I am concerned about the potential environmental and human health impacts of these proposed 
mining activities.  Commencement Bay and surrounding land is a source of pride for both myself 
and the larger community, and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between the 
Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly important as 
they are critical buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution, from sources like the 
Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any 
proposed industrial activities in this area stand to significantly impact the health of nearby 
waters and communities – therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough 
environmental review.  
 
Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining itself, I 
believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the 
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has historically taken place at that site, 
much has changed since operations stopped almost 20 years ago, including the construction of 
homes less than 500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated 
Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns.  
 
My specific concerns are outlined below: 

• Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading significantly disturbing 
both wildlife and local residents. 

• Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby 
further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources.  

• Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use. 
• The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as 

have been found on neighboring sites.  
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• The SEPA checklist submitted by the project backers to the City of Tacoma is fraught with 
incomplete or incorrect information, and as a result does not accurately portray the 
possible impacts of the project. Examples include the following:  

o Failure to list heron, eagle, deer, salmon and other animals known to be on or 
near the site;  

o Failure to list evergreens, wetland species and other plants known to be on-site; 
o Failure to list invasive plants known to be on or near the site;  
o Failure to list the Hylebos waterway as a nearby water body; 
o Failure to provide specific information on air emissions. 

• Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily trips at full operation) stand to impact local air 
quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They also 
stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to 
take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to the three lane 
portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left turn lane.  

 
These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and 
scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the 
scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public 
involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I ask 
the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the Coski 
mine. 
 
Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the opportunity 
to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski surface mine 
reopening. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Carol L. Opalinski, 
Copalinski@hotmail.com 
Resident of Lakebay, WA 
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From: CAROLINE BENTLEY
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: egregious city behavior
Date: Friday, January 20, 2017 7:26:45 AM

Hello S. Schultz.....  Wondering how this city decision to not seek scientific advice
toward the Coski  Sand and Grave Mine project was made....  Please reconsider
based on the concept of "we the people" !  
Thank you....  Caroline Bentley, Tacoma native and Foss Waterway concerned citizen
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From: cathy lysne
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Regarding Proposed Marine View Drive Sand and Gravel Pit
Date: Tuesday, January 10, 2017 3:06:18 PM

I am extremely concerned about removing 400,000 yards of earth from the hill in question. The stability
of that cliff, remember Oso landslide? The homes above will be compromised. The increase in traffic
and running this for ten years is unthinkable.  Please require more studies.
Thank you,

Catherine Lysne,
206-940-4275
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From: cathy lysne
To: Schultz, Shirley
Cc: cathy lysne
Subject: Mining on marine view drive
Date: Tuesday, January 24, 2017 7:02:08 PM

From all the violent pounding of the earth, from pile driving, I'm very concerned that a major landslide will occur. 
This is too close to homes and also the oil tanks below. Please leave the dirt wher it belongs. 
Thank you Cathy Lysne. 

Catherine Lysne, managing broker
Coldwell banker Danforth
33313 1st Way so
Federal way, Washington
206-940-4275

 

 

 

 

 
 

KEEP LEARNING
How do landslides happen?
What are the main causes of flooding?
What are the main causes of global warming?

What causes landslides?Q:

A: QUICK ANSWER
Landslides can result from a variety of both natural and human causes.
Factors that influence landslides include slope angle, climate, weathering,
water content of the land, vegetation, geology and slope stability.
CONTINUE READING

FULL ANSWER
Natural causes of landslides include earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, the
undercutting of cliffs and banks by water erosion due to tidal waves, and the
elevation of pore water pressure by prolonged rainfall and seepage. All of
these natural causes are influencing factors of landslides. Together, they can
create a small or large landslide that affects the geology and geography of an
area.

The human causes of landslides include removal of vegetation, interference
with the natural drainage of the land, leaking water or sewage pipes,
overloading slopes, mining and quarrying activities, vibrations from heavy
traffic, construction or mine blasting, and the excavation or displacement of
rocks. Together, human and natural factors can create a landslide. Landslides
can be very small and only affect the general ecology of an area, or they can
be catastrophic, affecting entire communities by destroying homes and
community infrastructures, impacting water and land resources, and even
causing fatalities. In the United States, landslides account for approximately
15 deaths every year. Worldwide, the death toll reaches the thousands.
LEARN MORE ABOUT EARTH SCIENCE

Sources:  ga.gov.au   en.wikipedia.org
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From: O"Hanlon, Alisa
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: FW: Coski Mine Comments
Date: Friday, January 27, 2017 8:52:04 AM

Can you help me move Char’s comments into the right hands so that they are answered and
included as part of the official record as necessary?
 
--Alisa
 

From: Char Naylor [mailto:char.naylor@puyalluptribe.com] 
Sent: Thursday, January 26, 2017 6:38 PM
To: O'Hanlon, Alisa
Cc: Lisa Anderson; Russ Ladley; Andrew Strobel
Subject: Coski Mine Comments
 
 
Greetings Alisa!  Although my technical comments don’t constitute government-to-government
consultation on the matter, I have a comments and few questions about the Coski mine site on
Marine View Drive.  These don’t constitute all the tribe’s comments on the Coski mine, but
questions from the Environmental Department. Namely, I was worried about slope failures with
residents above; drainage from a surface gulch that shows on the topos at the outer edge of the
mine floor; stormwater management at the site; and final reclamation re: re-vegetation and topsoil
retention on vertical, glacial slopes. 
 
Regarding the near vertical slopes, Bennett concluded little chance for landslides, but some
evidence of raveling at the site.  Geoengineer’s report articulated  “little potential for deep seated
slope failure”, but surface gully erosion more likely.  I am just wondering about the recommendation
for steeper cut slopes (greater than 2:1) beyond that recommended by WA Division of Geology
because of the inability of the slope to grow vegetation and to build and maintain topsoil.  So the
reclamation plan and efforts to re-vegetate and build and maintain soil will be an issue that needs to
be addressed. With the houses above the mine, slope stability will be paramount here. 
 
There are two ponds on-site. A sedimentation pond and infiltration pond with an overflow that
bypasses infiltration pond and goes into catch basin along Marine View drive and to CB.  Where is
the outlet/discharge point from the catch basin on Marine View drive?  Concern about proximity to
tribal properties and conservation and restoration areas.
 
The sediment pond has a depth of about 5 feet.   I didn’t get the overall dimensions of the pond to
know how much storage is in there before the overflow is engaged.  What are the pond dimensions
and what are the expected quantities of stormwater to be controlled and treated via the ponds?
 
It looks like from the topos that discharge from gulch is routed to the ponds.  Is this the case to
catch wash off from surface sediments?  Can more detail be provided? 
 
 
[Excerpt from Bennett Report in Documents provided – related to comments on reclamation above]
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SLOPE CONDITIONS The slopes surrounding the project site are south facing and underlain by
densely consolidated sandy sediments, and as discussed above, they are relatively dry. As such, cut
slopes in the area have maintained near vertical gradients for extended periods of time with only
limited evidence of raveling. Because of these conditions GeoEngineers (2001) indicated that there
was little potential for deep seated slope failure within the project area. Based on the
reconnaissance for this study, surface gully erosion with a wedge or toppling failure of the existing
near vertical slopes would be more likely than a deep seated landslide. The steepest natural,
undisturbed slopes in this area were observed to have a gradient of about 70 percent and were
judged to be stable.
 
RECOMMENDATIONS The Washington Division of Geology and Earth Resources (WDGER) regulates
surface mines in the State and they typically recommend that final slopes in gravel pits in glacial
sediments be no steeper than 2H:1V (Horizontal:Vertical). However, due to the slope conditions
discussed above, steeper final cut slopes are warranted at this site. The risk of deep seated slope
movement would not be the issue but rather the ability of the slope to grow vegetation and to build
and maintain topsoil. Based on empirical studies (e.g. Powell, et. al. 2010) the ability of slopes to
maintain and hold topsoil in western Washington during large storm events is well documented on
slopes with gradients up to approximately 70 percent. Slopes steeper than 70 percent are at an
increased risk of shallow rapid slope failure. The slope conditions at the site suggest that a final
slope gradient of 1.5H:2V (67%) as shown on Figure 4, should be suitable for long term stability.
Such a gradient is similar to the steepest undisturbed natural slopes in the area, which at 70% were
judged to be stable. Final cut slopes at this gradient should hold the initial hydro-seeded vegetation
and eventually be able to develop topsoil and deep rooted vegetation, which would limit the
potential for surface erosion. Thus the results of this study suggest that once vegetation has been
established on the proposed cut slopes they will be similar in character and long term stability as the
natural, undisturbed slopes in the area.
 
Have a good evening, Char
 
 
Char Naylor
Water Quality Program Manager
phone 253-680-5520
cell 253-405-7815
e-mail char.naylor@puyalluptribe.com
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From: charles joy
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Comment on Coski Surface Mine
Date: Thursday, January 19, 2017 12:39:54 PM

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services
747 Market St, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402

Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230, Conditional Use Permit to Reopen
Coski Surface Mine, adjacent to Marine View Drive

Dear Ms. Schultz,
            Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the
application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface
Mine over the next ten years.
            I am a  Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and
human health impacts of these proposed mining activities.  I have been a resident of
Tacoma since 1998 and am a northwest native having been born in Seattle.  Though
retired I am very active along our waterfront, walking and cycling along the
esplanade next to the Foss, sailing in the Bay and the Sound, kayaking the nooks
and crags at the edges of this great estuary.  These waters and shores are fragile in
the face of human endeavor and deserve the utmost protection.  The slopes
between the Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma serve
as a critical buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution from sources
like the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the homes on the hill beyond.  Any
proposed industrial activity in a sensitive area as this warrant a particular and
sensitive and thorough environmental review.
            I believe that the proposed project deserves a full Environmental Impact
Statement under the State Environmental Policy Act. Although mining has taken
place at the site in the past, much has changed since those operations twenty years
ago, many private residences are a scant 500 feet close. The preliminary
determination of a Mitigated Determination of Non-significance made by the City of
Tacoma does not address or acknowledge these concerns.
            Specific concerns are as follows:
Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading disturbing both
wildlife and local residents.

Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site,
thereby further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources.

Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use.

The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills,
as have been found on neighboring sites.

Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily truck trips at full operation) stand to impact
local air quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their
route.They also stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project's Traffic
Impact Analysis failed to take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the
site or impacts to the three lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is already
an inadequate left turn lane.
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            These impacts should be carefully assessed with a systematic and probing
full EIS.  In addition the scoping and EIS drafting process would provide
opportunities for meaningful public involvement from a community wanting to be
heard by their decision-makers.
            Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of
Significance for the reopening of the Coski mine.

            Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use
Permit Application for the Coski Surface Mine reopening. You are welcome to contact
me regarding my comments at any time.
                                        
Sincerely,
Charles Joy
7308 N Skyview Pl  A-107
Tacoma, WA 98406

253 459 3319
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From: Chris Wooten
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Comments regarding the Coski Sand and Gravel Mine
Date: Tuesday, January 10, 2017 7:02:24 PM

Jan 10, 2017
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services
747 Market St, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
shirley.shultz@cityoftacoma.org
 
Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski
Surface Mine off of Marine View Drive
 
Dear Ms. Schultz:
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use
Permit application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface
Mine over the next ten years. 
 
I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human health
impacts of these proposed mining activities. Commencement Bay and surrounding land is a
source of pride for both myself and the larger community, and they deserve the utmost
protection. The slopes between the Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast
Tacoma are particularly important as they are critical buffer between a waterway struggling
with toxic pollution from sources like the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the
homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand
to significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities – therefore, such
activities warrant particularly careful and thorough environmental review.
 
Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining
itself, I believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has taken place at that
site in the past, much has changed since operations stopped in over 20 years ago, including
the building of homes less than 500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary
determination of a Mitigated Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these
concerns.
 
My specific concerns are outlined below:

·         Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading disturbing both
wildlife and local residents.
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·         Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site,
thereby further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources.

·         Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use.
·         The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills,

as have been found on neighboring sites.
·         Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily truck trips at full operation) stand to impact

local air quality and increase polluted storm water runoff from roads along their
route. They also stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic
Impact Analysis failed to take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site
or impacts to the three lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an
inadequate left turn lane.

 
These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and
scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the
scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public
involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I
ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the
Coski mine.
 
Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the
opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski
surface mine reopening.
 
 
Sincerely,
 
Chris Wooten
chriswooten@earthlink.net
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From: chuckmorrison@harbornet.com
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine off of Marine

View Drive
Date: Tuesday, January 10, 2017 5:44:45 PM

Mrs, Schultz,

I read through the permit application and want to point out one concern I
specifically see in the traffic impact assessment -

1 - The entrance / exit point is directly across from the entrance to the Edman
debarking operation where bulk logs are are delivered by truck.  Were conflicts of
traffic considered on this two lane plus middle turn lane road?

2 -  The inbound route for gravel haulers will be faced with a right turn that is less
than 45 degrees.  It would appear that haulers would have to swing out into the left
turn lane to make the turn. That would seem to pose conflicts with outbound
vehicles and again the Edman entryway directly across SR509. Edman traffic
classically makes their left turns from the traffic lane, not the left turn lane due to
the tight conditions.

Would suggest the traffic consultants consider feeding the "Costi" bound traffic out
Taylor Way to cross the Heylebos on 11th St, then right, down SR509 from the N-
Westerly direction. Feed outbound to follow the reverse.

Doesn't solve all the problems, but makes them easier for drivers to navigate.

Chuck Morrison 

   

LU16-0230 Exhibit G

mailto:chuckmorrison@harbornet.com
mailto:shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us


From: Schultz, Shirley
To: "Cindy Steger"
Cc: "Frantz, Shanta"
Subject: RE: Sand Mine
Date: Tuesday, January 03, 2017 8:07:00 AM

Ms. Steger -

Were you able to find the permit information online at this link? http://tacomapermits.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/06/LU16-0230-Public-Notice-for-website.pdf

This is the permit file, with the public notice postcard and the submittal from the applicant. There's a
project description on page 3 that may be helpful. In addition, the City will be hosting a public meeting
on January 12 at 5:30. There will be time for me to explain the City zoning code about the project, and
the process for making comments and asking questions. The applicant will also make a presentation
about the site, including any geotechnical or engineering reports/studies about the stability of the slope
now and after the proposed project.

The site has been mined off-and-on since about the 1950s. The City granted a conditional use permit
for the project in 2008 but it expired. I didn't add that decision to the public notice but I can provide it
if you'd like - it may have some good background information for you.

As for the 40-lot subdivision, I think you might be referring to Morcos Marine View, which would be at
about 5801 Marine View Drive? That project is under revision and we do not have a current proposal for
the project. I have copied the assigned Planner, Shanta Frantz, on this email so that you can ask her for
more information.

If you have other specific questions please let me know.

Shirley Schultz
City of Tacoma | Development Services
253-591-5121
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org
www.tacomapermits.org

-----Original Message-----
From: Cindy Steger [mailto:cindy.steger@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, January 01, 2017 8:33 AM
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Sand Mine

Dear Ms. Schulz:

I would like to receive more information about the proposed Sand Mine near Snake Hill.

It feels like open season in Northeast Tacoma these days!!  First the Methanol Plant, then LNG, now
this.

This is a residential area with a precarious hillside.  Why would anyone even think to dig into it or build
any more on it?  There have been projects shut down because it is not safe.  This needs to be stopped
to ensure the safety of the people who live above and around this area.  Not only that but this area is
not suited for more noise or traffic, it is congested already.

I'm also quite shocked that there is a Public Notice sign further up by the Cliff House announcing a 40
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lot subdivision.  There is a subdivision near there that was shut down, and rightfully so.

These hillside and the surrounding area needs to be protected from any more development of any kind.
There is barely a buffer now between the residential area and the industrial area. And this hillside is our
buffer.  It is safe but precarious now.  Please don't allow it to be damaged.  There's already something
wrong with the hillside.  Have you noticed that over the last couple of decades the madrona trees are
dying?  Have you monitored the number of landslides during the rain?  What do you think is going to
happen in an earthquake or even more severe rainy season?

I am just an ordinary citizen born and raised in the Browns Point area and living there now.   I have a
lot of common sense and can see this is a very bad idea.  I'm sure you will get comments and
objections from many people with more technical, scientific and legal issues than I can bring forth.  But
I do know a bad idea when I see one!!

This is not okay.  I would like more information to share with my neighbors.  I would like more
information on that proposed development up Marine View Drive too, if you don't mind.

Thanks you,

Cindy Steger
Browns Point Resident
Frequent traveler on Marine View Drive
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From: colleengray
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Alarmed about reopening of Coski Sand and Gravel Mine
Date: Monday, January 23, 2017 8:12:37 PM

January 23, 2017

To: Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services
747 Market St, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine on
Marine View Drive

Dear Ms. Schultz,

Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit
application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over the next
ten years. 

I could copy and paste a form letter here but you have read plenty of them by now. Let me instead just
urge you to do a full Environmental Impact Statement under the State Environmental Policy Act. Dear
Lord, can we just find out for sure that reopening this mine is an okay thing to do?

Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the opportunity to
provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski surface mine reopening.

Sincerely,

Colleen Gray and Stanley W. Shaw
3818 S. 9th Street
Tacoma WA, 98405
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From: David D"Aniello
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Mining at Port
Date: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 3:10:10 PM

Hi Shirley

As a resident who lives in NE Tacoma and owns multiple businesses in the Dome
District.  I am writing to you about my displeasure at the city for even having this as
a issue that will be looked at.  Considering the environmental impacts/ noise and
other issues from this kind of activity I am very much against this activity here.  
If you have any questions or would like to talk further on the subject please feel free
to contact me at david.daniello@gmail.com

Thanks
David DAniello
Owner Celebrity Cake Studio
Wax Orchards, Dragon Fly Cakes
Treasurer Dome District Development Group
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01/20/2017 
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 

City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services  

747 Market St, Room 345 

Tacoma, WA 98402 

shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 

 
Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski 
Surface Mine on Marine View Drive 
 

Dear Ms. Schultz:  
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit 
application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over 
the next ten years.  
 
I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human health 
impacts of these proposed mining activities. I live in the Point Woodworth HOA community 
adjacent to the proposed mine site. The development of this facility will directly affect the 
health of the residents of this area, radically impact the road infrastructure and congestions 
with over 600 daily truck transportation trips and heavily negatively impact the residential real 
estate market in the surrounding area. Commencement Bay and surrounding land is a source of 
pride for both myself and the larger community, and they deserve the utmost protection. The 
slopes between the Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are 
particularly important as they are critical buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic 
pollution, from sources like the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of 
Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand to significantly 
impact the health of nearby waters and communities – therefore, such activities warrant 
particularly careful and thorough environmental review.  
 
Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining itself, I 
believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the 
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has historically taken place at that site, 
much has changed since operations stopped over 20 years ago, including the construction of 
homes less than 500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated 
Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns.  
 
My specific concerns are outlined below: 

● Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading significantly 
disturbing both wildlife and local residents. 

● Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby 
further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources.  

● Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use. 
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● The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as 
have been found on neighboring sites.  

● The SEPA checklist submitted by the project backers to the City of Tacoma is fraught 
with incomplete or incorrect information, and as a result does not accurately portray 
the possible impacts of the project. Examples include the following:  

o Failure to list heron, eagle, deer, salmon and other animals known to be on or 
near the site;  

o Failure to list evergreens, wetland species and other plants known to be on-site; 
o Failure to list invasive plants known to be on or near the site;  
o Failure to list the Hylebos waterway as a nearby water body; 
o Failure to provide specific information on air emissions. 

● Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily trips at full operation) stand to impact local air 
quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They also 
stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed 
to take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to the three 
lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left turn lane.  

 
These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and 
scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the 
scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public 
involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I 
ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the Coski 
mine. 
 
Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the 
opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski 
surface mine reopening. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
David C Kopetzky 
1805 Beacon Ct. NE 
Tacoma, WA 98422 
253-219-3588 
dckope@gmail.com  
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Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 

City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 

747 Market Street, Room 345 

Tacoma, WA 98402 

Shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 

 

RE: Public comments on Application no. LU16-0230; Conditional Permit to Reopen Coski Surface mine in 
NE Tacoma 

 

Dear Shirley, 

I am writing to you to provide my written questions and comments related to the Coski Surface Mine.  I 
am a resident of NE Tacoma and live in the Pointe Woodworth Estates neighborhood which is directly 
adjacent to this proposed mine.  I am adamantly opposed to this project and would like to request a full 
Environmental Impact Statement be completed regarding this application.  That is the only way all of our 
questions and concerns can adequately be addressed regarding this project.  Please see below for a 
detailed assessment that was conducted in part by my neighbor who has 30 years of experience in land 
use planning for King County. These should be considered my official comments and any involvement by 
him is as a resident, not an employee of King County. 

The Surface Mining Code (13.06.540) states “that adjoining properties and residences shall be 
safeguarded against undue, hazardous, or prolonged nuisances occasioned either by odor, noise, smoke, 
debris, or other unsightly or obnoxious conditions.” I do not believe that this application adequately 
addresses this code. 

NOISE 

Noise is a huge concern to our community.  We are a residential zoned neighborhood.  There are already 
several other projects /businesses that are creating an intolerable noise situation in our community to 
include Schnitzer Steel, Pier 4 Pile Driving project, and construction of a warehouse on the Hylebos 
Waterway.  If the LNG proposal is approved, that will also contribute significant noise.  How does the 
City of Tacoma reconcile the cumulative effects of multiple projects going on in the same area at the 
same time?  Not everyone mentioned above is subject to the City of Tacoma’s noise ordinance (I believe 
most businesses in the Port are exempt?).  This has the potential to create the perfect storm in our 
community with noise levels that are unacceptable.  Here are some questions related to noise. 

1.  There is no noise study included in the application 
2. What equipment will be used?  What noise does it make? 
3. What noise emissions will be produced by equipment, trucks, etc?  At what levels? 
4. What are the noise levels for requested night time work? 
5. What are the noise regulations that they must adhere to? 
6. Who is overseeing compliance? 
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7. Sound monitors should be required as a part of this plan.  Have you considered this? 
8. What is the noise monitoring plan?  If none, can one be required? 
9. Will the materials be processed on site (rock crushers, sorters, etc)? 
10. Will blasting be conducted? 
11. What types of noise mitigation are proposed? 
12. The homes that are located 450 feet above have no natural sound barrier.  What are you going 

to install to provide a sound barrier? 
13. Lennar Homes is building 42 homes directly above this site and has indicated they plan to cut 

down additional trees.  How have you accounted for that in this plan? 
14. How do you account for the cumulative effects of noise coming from several projects at the 

same time? 
GEOTECHNICAL 

No geotechnical exploration was done for the current proposal.  The submitted report from Bennett 
Consulting refers to a report that was completed in 2001.  Site Conditions have changed.  He visually 
glanced at the site to make this assumption which is inadequate. 

1.  Why isn’t the City of Tacoma requiring a current geotech report? 
2. The SEPA checklist indicates that the site contains sand, gravel, and clay.  There is no demand 

for clay.  What % of the 400,000 of material to be mined is Sand?  What % is Gravel?  What % is 
Clay?  Where will the clay be taken to? 

3. What about reclamation?  What is proposed/required 
4. What is the groundwater table elevation? 

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 

This is a known nesting site for Bald Eagles. 

1. Where is the wildlife report? 
2. What is the mitigation for their habitat destruction? 

AIR EMISSIONS AND GREENHOUSE GAS EFFECTS 

Air emissions are not addressed in this application, therefore an incomplete assessment. 

1. What are the air emissions? 
2. The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical work.  How is this 

addressed?  If those particulates become airborne, what is the risk to community members 
nearby? 

3. What are the air emissions from the up to 600 trucks per day? 
4. How do you propose to mitigate for air emissions?   
5. Will water trucks be required to control dust? If so, how do you ensure this is not running off 

into our waterway which is right across the street? 
TRAFFIC 

Traffic is a huge concern related to this project.  The counts in your study were conducted on a Tuesday, 
Wednesday, and Thursday.  Why was Monday and Friday not included given that these are the heaviest 
traffic days of the week?  Any traffic counts should include ALL days that the mine will have trucks on 
the road in order to fairly assess the impact.  Norpoint Way NE to Marine View Drive is currently dealing 
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with an extreme traffic situation during the morning and evening rush hour.  Because of the work being 
done on I-5 which is creating gridlock traffic from Federal Way through Fife, traffic apps like Google 
Maps and Waze are rerouting commuters off of I-5, down Norpoint, and on to 509.  Friday’s in particular 
are the worst which is not accounted for in this study.  Sometimes we can’t even exit our neighborhood 
due to the traffic.   

1.  The chart that is included in the traffic study indicates up to 300 truck trips each way in a 10 
hour shift for a total of 600 trips daily.  Is this accurate? 

2. Why was the average minimized to 34 per day?  The application states that the mining will 
primarily be done in Spring and Summer.  Isn’t it deceiving to average it out for 12 months when 
that is not an accurate reflection of truck traffic? 

3. Why isn’t the city requiring the applicant to pay for pavement deterioration?   With that many 
trucks on the road it will have a significant impact on Marine View Drive and 509.  Will this 
liability be left to taxpayers? 

4. Why isn’t the developer responsible for road improvements using city streets? 
HOURS OF OPERATION 

I have significant concerns related to the hours of operation, especially in a residential zoned 
community. The application allows for work to start as early as 6 am which is too early for a 
neighborhood.   

1. How do we change hours to 9 am to 3 pm Monday through Friday only? 
2. How do we not allow for ANY work at night? 
3. How do we ensure that the city will NOT grant any emergency extensions to allowable work 

hours like they did with the Pile Driving project? 
4. Who enforces the hours of operation and what recourse do residents have if they are in 

violation? 
ZONING 

This is a residential zoned neighborhood.  It is highly unusual to place a surface mine in residential 
zoning.  The justification that I read is something like “we have a significant need” for this sand and 
gravel. 

1. Why is the need urgent?  Can you establish that you have a shortage? 
2. What project is this material being used for? 
3. Were alternative locations considered? 
4. Are there options for sand and gravel available in other areas that you could pull from? 
5. What is the plan for this site once all the materials are removed? 
6. Why is the permit for 10 years?  Isn’t that excessive?  The last permit was good for 5 years.  10 

years is unreasonable risk for residents. 
7. The application states that 400,000 of material can be removed yet in another place it states 

800,000.  Which one is correct?  How can we ensure that no more than 400,000 is removed and 
that the number cannot be increased? 

8. There are several references to this being an established surface mine in the past, therefore 
grandfathered.  The last time this mine was operational Pt Woodworth did not exist.  How do 
you account for the change which is 180 new homes located next door?  Isn’t this a significant 
change which should be addressed? 

LU16-0230 Exhibit G



9. When this mine was last Operational, prior to 1997, what was the zoning for this property?  Has 
it changed?  If so, how was that taken into account? 

WATER 

This site is located directly across from a critical waterway.  

● Why is a shoreline permit not part of this application? 
● What is your plan to ensure there is no run off into the Hylebos? 
● How will it be monitored to ensure compliance? 
● Additionally there is a critical habitat between the proposed site and Pt Woodworth. What is the 

plan to protect the stream? 
 

In conclusion, I am respectfully asking that a full EIS be conducted regarding this proposal.  It is the only 
way that all these issues can be fairly addressed with residents. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Deneise Kopetzky 

Resident and Taxpayer 
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From: Devin Downes
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Reopening of Coski Sand and Gravel Mine
Date: Monday, January 23, 2017 9:37:50 AM

1/23/17

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 
747 Market St, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen
Coski Surface Mine on Marine View Drive

Dear Ms. Schultz: 

Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional
Use Permit application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the
Coski Surface Mine over the next ten years.  

I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human
health impacts of these proposed mining activities. I have lived in  tacoma for
 around 5 years, and this mine has just recently come to my  attention.
Commencement Bay and surrounding land is a source of pride for both myself and
the larger community, and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between
the Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly
important as they are critical buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic
pollution, from sources like the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the homes
of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand
to significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities – therefore,
such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough environmental review. 

Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface
mining itself, I believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining
has historically taken place at that site, much has changed since operations stopped
over 20 years ago, including the construction of homes less than 500 feet away. The
City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated Determination of Non-
significance does not do justice to these concerns. 

My specific concerns are outlined below:
Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading significantly
disturbing both wildlife and local residents.
Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site,
thereby further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources. 
Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use.
The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills,
as have been found on neighboring sites. 
The SEPA checklist submitted by the project backers to the City of Tacoma is fraught
with incomplete or incorrect information, and as a result does not accurately portray
the possible impacts of the project. Examples include the following: 
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Failure to list heron, eagle, deer, salmon and other animals known to be on or near
the site; 
Failure to list evergreens, wetland species and other plants known to be on-site;
Failure to list invasive plants known to be on or near the site; 
Failure to list the Hylebos waterway as a nearby water body;
Failure to provide specific information on air emissions.
Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily trips at full operation) stand to impact local air
quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They
also stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis
failed to take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to
the three lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left
turn lane. 

These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic
and scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In
addition, the scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities
for meaningful public involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their
decision-makers. Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of
Significance for the reopening of the Coski mine.

Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the
opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the
Coski surface mine reopening.

Sincerely,

Devin  Downes

alpinedev93@gmail.com 
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From: don fisher
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: gravel/sand mining permit per Hylebos, public comment
Date: Wednesday, January 18, 2017 12:29:40 PM

Ms. Schultz,

What weight will you give to the public hearing in January.  When will new
information be posted to the city's web site...a month?   Who or whom has final say
and review of all geological aspects, expert consultants, past history to compare
feasable and favorable outcome per worse case scenerio.  Is there a income
estimate tied into economic goals.  This is absurd and risk prohibitive. Who is paying
the permit process application.  Thanks. 

Don Fisher
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From: Donna Walters
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Mining
Date: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 10:24:13 PM

Remember Oso ? 2014
A picture says a thousand words
It is better to err on the side of safety .
Please do not allow this to proceed .
Before and after landslide photos Oso Washington
Please do not throw cauction to the wind
Donna Walters
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From: Edward Cruz
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine off of Marine

View Drive
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 8:49:22 AM

Dear Ms. Schultz:

My family and I appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit application to
extract sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over the next ten years.  

I am not a current resident of Tacoma, but I know first-hand the effects of unforeseen stone mining, having grown
up in close proximity to stone quarries, and having witnessed the effects long after the operations were active.
Commencement Bay and surrounding land is such a unique place. I have visited it often, and its health is palpably
important to my family and I. They deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between the Hylebos Waterway and
the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly important as they are critical buffer between a waterway
struggling with toxic pollution from sources like the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of
Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand to significantly impact the health
of nearby waters and communities – therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough
environmental review.

 The most obvious issue at hand is that, given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of
surface mining itself, the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has taken place at that site in the past, much has changed
since operations stopped in over 20 years ago, including the building of homes less than 500 feet away. The City of
Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these
concerns. 

My specific concerns are outlined below:

·       The potential unforeseen environmental impact, unless a full Impact Statement is conducted. If we
believe impact to be “of non-significance,” as the city is planning to issue determination thereof, what
would be the problem with the impact assessment? Cost? Really? Is there anything more valuable than the
citizens’ and the land’s health?

·       Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading disturbing both wildlife and local
residents.

·       Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby further
degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources.

·       Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use.

·       The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as have been
found on neighboring sites.

·       Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily truck trips at full operation) stand to impact local air quality and
increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They also stand to impact traffic,
especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to take into consideration the left turn
needed to leave the site or impacts to the three lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is already
an inadequate left turn lane.

These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and scientific information
provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the scoping and EIS drafting processes would

LU16-0230 Exhibit G

mailto:lifesailors@gmail.com
mailto:shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us


provide further opportunities for meaningful public involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their
decision-makers. Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening
of the Coski mine.

Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the opportunity to provide
comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski surface mine reopening

 Edward Cruz

lifesailors@gmail.com
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January 25, 2017 

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 

City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 

747 Market St, Room 345 

Tacoma, WA 98402 shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 

Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen 
Coski Surface Mine on Marine View Drive 

Dear Ms. Schultz: 

Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional 
Use Permit application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the 
Coski Surface Mine over the next ten years. 

I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human 
health impacts of these proposed mining activities. As a home owner in NE Tacoma 
and see Commencement Bay and surrounding land as a source of pride for both 
myself and the larger community, and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes 
between the Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are 
particularly important as they are critical buffer between a waterway struggling with 
toxic pollution, from sources like the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the 
homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities in this area 
stand to significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities – 
therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough 
environmental review. 

Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface 
mining itself, I believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). 
Although mining has historically taken place at that site, much has changed since 
operations stopped over 20 years ago, including the construction of homes less than 
500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated 
Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns. 

My specific concerns are outlined below: 
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* Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading significantly 
disturbing both wildlife and local residents. 

* Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, 
thereby further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources. 

* Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use. 

* The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical 
landfills, as have been found on neighboring sites. 

* The SEPA checklist submitted by the project backers to the City of Tacoma is 
fraught with incomplete or incorrect information, and as a result does not accurately 
portray the possible impacts of the project. Examples include the following: 

o Failure to list heron, eagle, deer, salmon and other animals known to be on or near 
the site; 

o Failure to list evergreens, wetland species and other plants known to be on-site; 

o Failure to list invasive plants known to be on or near the site; 

o Failure to list the Hylebos waterway as a nearby water body; 

o Failure to provide specific information on air emissions. 

* Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily trips at full operation) stand to impact local air 
quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They 
also stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis 
failed to take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to the 
three lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left turn 
lane. 

These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic 
and scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In 
addition, the scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities 
for meaningful public involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their 
decision-makers. Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of 
Significance for the reopening of the Coski mine. 
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Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the 
opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the 
Coski surface mine reopening. 

Sincerely, 

Eric Olsen 

4002 Nassau Ave NE 

Tacoma, WA  98422 

253-347-1439 
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8205 90th St Ct NW  
Gig Harbor, WA 98332 

(253) 851-9524 
www.friendsofpiercecounty.org 

 

January 19, 2017 
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services  
747 Market St, Room 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 
 
Re: Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine  
 

Dear Ms. Schultz:  
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit 
application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over the next 
ten years.   
 
Friends of Pierce County is an non-profit organization committed to educating and empowering the 
people of Pierce County to preserve & restore the natural environment while promoting more livable 
communities. Commencement Bay and the surrounding area deserves protection for its importance to the 
community and Puget Sound.  
 
The slopes between the Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly 
important as they are critical buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution from sources like 
the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed 
industrial activities in this area stand to significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities 
– therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough environmental review.  
 
Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining itself, I believe 
that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the State 
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has taken place at that site in the past, much has 
changed since operations stopped over 20 years ago, including the building of homes less than 500 feet 
away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated Determination of Non-significance 
does not do justice to these concerns.  
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We have specific concerns with the following items: 
• Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading disturbing both wildlife and 

local residents. 
• Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby further 

degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources.  
• Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use. 
• The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as have 

been found on neighboring sites.  
• Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily truck trips at full operation) stand to impact local air quality 

and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They also stand to impact 
traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to take into consideration 
the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to the three lane portion of Marine View Drive 
where there is already an inadequate left turn lane.  

 
These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and scientific 
information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the scoping and EIS drafting 
processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public involvement from a community 
desperate to be heard by their decision-makers.  
 
We request that the City of Tacoma comply with current environmental regulations and issue a 
Determination of Significance for the reopening of the Coski mine to address all impacts from this 
operation. 
 
Please contact me if there are questions regarding our comments. Thank you for the opportunity to 
provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski surface mine reopening. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Marian Berejikian 
 
Marian Berejikian 
Executive Director 
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January 18, 2017 
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services  
747 Market St, Room 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 
 
Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface 
Mine on Marine View Drive 
 

Dear Ms. Schultz:  
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit 
application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over 
the next ten years.   
 
I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human health impacts 
of these proposed mining activities. I studied environmental science at UW Tacoma, and am now 
a UW employee, studying industrial stormwater at the Center for Urban Waters. Due to my 
education and current career I feel it is my duty to share my view on this issue. Commencement 
Bay and surrounding land is a source of pride for both myself and the larger community, and 
they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between the Hylebos Waterway and the 
neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly important as they are critical buffer 
between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution, from sources like the Occidental Chemical 
Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities 
in this area stand to significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities – 
therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough environmental review.  
 
Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining itself, I 
believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the 
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has historically taken place at that site, 
much has changed since operations stopped over 20 years ago, including the construction of 
homes less than 500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated 
Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns.  
 
My specific concerns are outlined below: 

• Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading significantly disturbing 
both wildlife and local residents. 

• Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby 
further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources.  

• Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use. 

LU16-0230 Exhibit G

mailto:shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org


• The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as 
have been found on neighboring sites.  

• The SEPA checklist submitted by the project backers to the City of Tacoma is fraught with 
incomplete or incorrect information, and as a result does not accurately portray the 
possible impacts of the project. Examples include the following:  

o Failure to list heron, eagle, deer, salmon and other animals known to be on or 
near the site;  

o Failure to list evergreens, wetland species and other plants known to be on-site; 
o Failure to list invasive plants known to be on or near the site;  
o Failure to list the Hylebos waterway as a nearby water body; 
o Failure to provide specific information on air emissions. 

• Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily trips at full operation) stand to impact local air 
quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They also 
stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to 
take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to the three lane 
portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left turn lane.  

 
These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and 
scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the 
scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public 
involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I ask 
the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the Coski 
mine. 
 
Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the opportunity 
to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski surface mine 
reopening. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Hayley Mathews 
Hayley.m.mathews@gmail.com 
253-886-3325  
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From: Jan zimmer
To: sschulz@cityoftacoma.org; Schultz, Shirley; Huffman, Peter
Subject: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine off of Marine 

View Drive
Date: Monday, January 16, 2017 9:26:40 PM

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner                                                                                                                                                                              
Peter Huffman, Director                                                                                                                                                                                               
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services                                                                                                                                              
747 Market St, Room 345                                                                                                                                                                                      
Tacoma, WA 98402

 Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to 
Reopen Coski Surface Mine off of Marine View Drive

 

Dear Ms. Schultz and Mr. Huffman:

I am writing to request that the request for a Conditional Use Permit to turn the 
various parcels along Marine View Drive owned by Scarsella Brothers be denied.  This 
area is zoned primarily residential, with a small amount of commercial zoning on 
some parcels.  This land is on the north side of Marine View Drive, which is mostly 
residential and has homes in very close proximity, 450 feet per their own information.  
This area is not suited to the industrial use a mine would bring in such close 
proximity to a densely populated area.  There is also a school in very close proximity, 
and the noise, sound and air pollution from the trucks and fine sand in the air will 
have a detrimental effect to all involved.  

This is not even considering the wild life that will be affected, or that this abuts the 
Hylebos waterway.

This project needs a full SEPA review and complete EIS so that you can see the 
harmful ramifications such a project would have on this area.
I have read the SEPA checklist that the applicant and their hired “experts” filled out to 
try to circumvent a SEPA review, it is full of inaccuracies and N\A answers.  This is 
not acceptable.  This may have been a mine 40 years ago, but the area and 
environmental protection laws have changed considerably in that time period, and 
that is not a good enough reason to automatically green light this project without a 
full SEPA review and EIS carried out.  One inaccuracy of the SEPA checklist they filled 
out is that they state “no” to the question of whether the proposed mine is located 
near slide prone areas.  There was an article in the Tacoma News Tribune on January 
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12, 2017, that talks about the many landslides on Marine View Drive, and how they are 
increasing in recent years.  The article contains a graphic that shows that not only 
were there many slides very near this site, but that there was one at or adjacent to this 
very site!  I am pasting the graphic for you to see (from TNT website, 1/12/17):

These parcels are zoned primarily residential, and that is how they should remain.  
Mining or other industrial projects on the north side of Marine View Drive abutting 
residential development and an elementary school is not appropriate for the area, and 
the Conditional Use Permit should be denied.

 I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human 
health impacts of these proposed mining activities.  Commencement Bay and 
surrounding land is a source of pride for both myself and the larger community, and 
they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between the Hylebos Waterway and 
the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly important as they are critical 
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buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution from sources like the 
Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. 
Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand to significantly impact the health 
of nearby waters and communities – therefore, such activities warrant particularly 
careful and thorough environmental review.

Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface 
mining itself, I believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining 
has taken place at that site in the past, much has changed since operations stopped in 
over 20 years ago, including the building of homes less than 500 feet away. The City of 
Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated Determination of Non-significance 
does not do justice to these concerns.

My specific concerns are outlined below:

<!--[if !supportLists]-->·      <!--[endif]-->Noise impacts from daytime 
mining/loading and nighttime loading disturbing both wildlife and local 
residents.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->·      <!--[endif]-->Particulates and other air emissions from 
mining will not be contained on-site, thereby further degrading air quality 
already suffering from other pollution sources.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->·      <!--[endif]-->Inappropriate land use as the site is 
primarily zoned for residential use.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->·      <!--[endif]-->The site may include contaminated 
materials from undocumented historical landfills, as have been found on 
neighboring sites.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->·      <!--[endif]-->Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily 
truck trips at full operation) stand to impact local air quality and increase 
polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They also stand to 
impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed 
to take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to 
the three lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an 
inadequate left turn lane.

 

These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic 
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and scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In 
addition, the scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities 
for meaningful public involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their 
decision-makers. Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of 
Significance for the reopening of the Coski mine.

 

Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the 
opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the 
Coski surface mine reopening.

 

Sincerely,

Jan Zimmer

janet.zimmer@hotmail.com
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1.22.17 
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services  
747 Market St, Room 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 
 
Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface 
Mine on Marine View Drive 
 

Dear Ms. Schultz:  
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit 
application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over 
the next ten years.   
 
I am a NE Tacoma/Browns Point resident concerned about the potential environmental and 
human health impacts of these proposed mining activities in Commencement Bay and 
surrounding land is a source of pride for both myself and the larger community, and they 
deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between the Hylebos Waterway and the 
neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly important as they are critical buffer 
between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution, from sources like the Occidental Chemical 
Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities 
in this area stand to significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities – 
therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough environmental review.  
 
Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining itself, I 
believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the 
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has historically taken place at that site, 
much has changed since operations stopped over 20 years ago, including the construction of 
homes less than 500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated 
Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns.  
 
My specific concerns are outlined below: 

• Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading significantly disturbing 
both wildlife and local residents. 

• Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby 
further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources.  

• Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use. 
• The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as 

have been found on neighboring sites.  
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• The SEPA checklist submitted by the project backers to the City of Tacoma is fraught with 
incomplete or incorrect information, and as a result does not accurately portray the 
possible impacts of the project. Examples include the following:  

o Failure to list heron, eagle, deer, salmon and other animals known to be on or 
near the site;  

o Failure to list evergreens, wetland species and other plants known to be on-site; 
o Failure to list invasive plants known to be on or near the site;  
o Failure to list the Hylebos waterway as a nearby water body; 
o Failure to provide specific information on air emissions. 

• Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily trips at full operation) stand to impact local air 
quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They also 
stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to 
take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to the three lane 
portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left turn lane.  

 
These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and 
scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the 
scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public 
involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I ask 
the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the Coski 
mine. 
 
Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the opportunity 
to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski surface mine 
reopening. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jeri Lynn Howell 
jerilynnhowell@comcast.net 
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From: Joe Tieger
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine on Marine View Drive
Date: Wednesday, January 18, 2017 8:53:13 PM

Ms. Schultz:  I have attempted to find information on the above referenced application on the
Planning and Development website and can not find anything. Please send me a link to the
file. I am particularly interested in the subsurface hydrology of the adjacent perennial stream
and any subsurface connection to the project site, the plans to stabilize/reuse the property
after aggregate extraction is completed, and what, if any, financial assurances are required to
ensure that the site is stabilized after mining ceases.

Joseph Tieger
3412 N 30th Street
Tacoma, WA
253-212-2148
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From: Boydston, Rebecca
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: FW: Marine View Drive Sand mine
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 9:27:19 AM

To be included in comments.
 
From: medfordgrad@aol.com [mailto:medfordgrad@aol.com] 
Sent: Thursday, January 12, 2017 7:42 AM
To: Strickland, Marilyn; cbacon@portoftacoma.com; dcjohnson@portoftacoma.com;
dmarzano@portoftacoma.com; dmeyer@portoftacoma.com; cpetrich@portoftacoma.com; Ibsen, Anders;
Thoms, Robert; Blocker, Keith; Campbell, Marty; Lonergan, Joe; Woodards, Victoria; McCarthy, Conor;
Mello, Ryan
Subject: Marine View Drive Sand mine
 
Mayor Strickland, City and Port Commissioners -

I am unable to attend tonight's meeting addressing the reopening of the Coski sand mind operation on
Marine View Drive in NE Tacoma.  My concerns to Ms. Schultz  regarding the need for an EIS to be
included as a part of the SEPA review follow.  Please include them as a part of tonight's Citizen input.  
Thank you.
Ms. Schultz -

This email is to express my family's concerns regarding the reopening of the Coski sand mine
operation at 2500 Marine View Drive in NE Tacoma.  My family has passed this portion of 509 daily on
our 'to and from' to work for years and feel that a full EIS review is essential before this enterprise
moves forward.

We have been residents of NE Tacoma and Browns Point for 35 years and have daily seen and
experienced both the traffic and environmental situation change in the Tideflats.  My 2nd birth took us
over the 11th Street bridge in 1983 and in the early 80's I had more than one flat tire caused by truck
debris in the 2 lane roadway of Marine View Drive.   In the past 10 years, the traffic on 509 and the
resulting backups up the Point Woodworth hill have been astounding.  509 is THE major 'to/from' route
to work or school for hundreds of commuters, as well as the vehicles of
Targa, Manke, Schnitzer and Calberg Metals to name a few - - not to mention all the school buses,
with and without children, that stop at every train track multiple times a day on their comings and
goings.     In recent weeks, my personal experience has included speeding drivers weaving in and out
of lanes, debris falling from the tops of commercial trucks onto vehicles behind them and large
commercial vehicles not staying within their lane.  That doesn't include the backups, delays and
hazards from accidents that have occurred and block the roadway.  The overturn of the commercial
truck at Taylor Way and 509 last Wednesday was something else, not to mention the train derailment
last summer.

509/Marine View Drive now has very different and problematic traffic issues than it had in past years. 
Adding additional vehicles coming out of the Sand Mine site will result in large trucks coming out from
both that site and Targa just across and proximate - - both having to go across lanes of traffic.  A
study of the impact of this operation on both commuters and the  existing 509 businesses is a must.

An additional concern is the reopening of an operation that will mine just below a residential
community.  The stability of that slope certainly requires an EIS review in regard to erosion and slope
failure.  Reopening of this site must go forward with 'Oso scrutiny.'  I live on a similar slope (same side
of 509/same location just above 509) and the amount of water that flows down/through my property
and the property of my neighbors has changed considerably over the past few years.  The past 3 rainy
winters and hot summers tell me that climate change is a reality and these changes in weather
patterns must be studied and considered before the mining operation is given a 'go ahead.'  Erosion of
a hillside that supports a residential community must not be taken lightly, particularly when the City
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zoned the property FOR residences.  An eroded hillside is not repairable and the financial
consequences to homeowners would be devastating.  

I urge the City to do the 'due diligence' required for the safety of their property tax paying citizens.  An
EIS must be a part of the SEPA review.  To be flippant or dismissive regarding its requiremet is more
than inappropriate.

Thank you for considering my family's concerns.

Judy Ferguson
7219 East Side Dr NE
Tacoma, WA  98422 
(253) 927-2179
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From: Kate Packard
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: the mine on Marine View Drive
Date: Thursday, January 19, 2017 12:04:24 PM

Here are my thoughts on the reopening of this mine: 

* Once again the City of Tacoma tramples on the need for the safety of people and the
environment in suggesting that we don't need an EIS for this project!!!! Amazing. 

* Only through an EIS can we come even close to determining the effects this mine will have on
the people living so close to it and on the marine environment just across the street! Seriously
people!

* We need to know the effects of noise, traffic, water quality, hydrology of streams or natural
springs ,air quality and more., Think about what we are doing here! Hundreds of trucks a day.
Where do YOU live?? 

I will not rest until the City requires a EIS for this project!!

 
Kate Packard
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January 21, 2017 
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services  
747 Market St, Room 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
shirley.shultz@cityoftacoma.org 
 
Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface 
Mine off of Marine View Drive 
 

Dear Ms. Schultz:  
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit 
application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over 
the next ten years.   
 
I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human health impacts 
of these proposed mining activities. I live in the Pointe Woodworth community.  Commencement 
Bay and surrounding land is a source of pride for both myself and the larger community, and 
they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between the Hylebos Waterway and the 
neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly important as they are critical buffer 
between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution from sources like the Occidental Chemical 
Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities 
in this area stand to significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities – 
therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough environmental review.  
 
Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining itself, I 
believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the 
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has taken place at that site in the past, 
much has changed since operations stopped in over 20 years ago, including the building of 
homes less than 500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated 
Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns.  
 
My specific concerns are outlined below: 

• Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading disturbing both 
wildlife and local residents. 

• Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby 
further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources.  

• Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use. 
• The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as 

have been found on neighboring sites.  
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• Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily truck trips at full operation) stand to impact local air 
quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They also 
stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to 
take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to the three lane 
portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left turn lane.  

 
These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and 
scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the 
scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public 
involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I ask 
the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the Coski 
mine. 
 
Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the opportunity 
to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski surface mine 
reopening. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kathleen Tiberio  
apple@net-venture.com 
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From: lafort@wamail.net
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Thoughts regarding Application No. LU16-0230
Date: Wednesday, January 11, 2017 1:51:31 PM
Attachments: Public Comment Template, Coski Mine.docx

January 11, 2017

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services
747 Market St, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to
Reopen Coski Surface Mine off of Marine View Drive

Dear Ms. Schultz:

Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the
Conditional Use Permit application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of
sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over the next ten years.

I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and
human health impacts of these proposed mining activities. I have lived
here since l966 when I came to Tacoma to work as an elementary school
counselor with TPS. The city then was dismal both physically and
politically. I was shocked at what I discovered the first time I visited
Tacoma. In fact, I was depressed that I had signed with the school
district with the city site unseen.

Thankfully, over the years, Tacoma has come alive in having pride and
commitment in the restoration of the city. It is becoming an uplifting
place to live rather than a depressing place to live. Commencement Bay
and surrounding land has become a source of pride for both myself and
the larger community, and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes
between the Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma
are particularly important as they are critical buffer between a
waterway struggling with toxic pollution from sources like the
Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma
residents. Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand to
significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities –
therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough
environmental review.

Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts
of surface mining itself, I believe that the project is deserving of a
full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the State Environmental
Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has taken place at that site in the
past, much has changed since operations stopped in over 20 years ago,
including the building of homes less than 500 feet away. The City of
Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated Determination of
Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns.

My specific concerns are outlined below:
•       Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading
disturbing both wildlife and local residents.
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January 11, 2017



Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner

City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 

747 Market St, Room 345

Tacoma, WA 98402

shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org



Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine off of Marine View Drive



Dear Ms. Schultz: 



Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over the next ten years.  



I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human health impacts of these proposed mining activities. I have lived here since l966 when I came to Tacoma to work as an elementary school counselor with TPS. The city then was dismal both physically and politically. I was shocked at what I discovered the first time I visited Tacoma. In fact, I was depressed that I had signed with the school district with the city site unseen. 



Thankfully, over the years, Tacoma has come alive in having pride and commitment in the restoration of the city. It is becoming an uplifting place to live rather than a depressing place to live. Commencement Bay and surrounding land has become a source of pride for both myself and the larger community, and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between the Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly important as they are critical buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution from sources like the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand to significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities – therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough environmental review. 



Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining itself, I believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has taken place at that site in the past, much has changed since operations stopped in over 20 years ago, including the building of homes less than 500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns. 





My specific concerns are outlined below:

· Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading disturbing both wildlife and local residents.

· Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources. 

· Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use.

· The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as have been found on neighboring sites. 

· Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily truck trips at full operation) stand to impact local air quality and increase polluted storm water runoff from roads along their route. They also stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to the three lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left turn lane. 



These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the Coski mine. This is not a time for the city to go backwards by cutting short the proper evaluations needed that would protect our beautiful community and its resources.



Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski surface mine reopening.





Sincerely,



Linda Fortune, Ed.D.

253-759-8271 



•       Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained
on-site, thereby further degrading air quality already suffering from
other pollution sources.
•       Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential
use.
•       The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented
historical landfills, as have been found on neighboring sites.
•       Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily truck trips at full operation)
stand to impact local air quality and increase polluted storm water
runoff from roads along their route. They also stand to impact traffic,
especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to
take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or
impacts to the three lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is
already an inadequate left turn lane.

These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the
systematic and scientific information provided by a full Environmental
Impact Statement. In addition, the scoping and EIS drafting processes
would provide further opportunities for meaningful public involvement
from a community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers.
Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of
Significance for the reopening of the Coski mine. This is not a time for
the city to go backwards by cutting short the proper evaluations needed
that would protect our beautiful community and its resources.

Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank
you for the opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use
Permit Application for the Coski surface mine reopening.

Sincerely,

Linda Fortune, Ed.D.
253-759-8271
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From: Linnaea Arnett
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine on Marine

View Drive
Date: Tuesday, January 24, 2017 5:17:14 PM

January 24th, 2017

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 
747 Market St, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

Dear Ms. Schultz: 

Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use 
Permit application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface 
Mine over the next ten years.  

I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human health 
impacts of these proposed mining activities. I am a student at the University of Puget Sound 
and value the Tacoma community and natural environment around me. Commencement 
Bay and surrounding land is a source of pride for both myself and the larger community, 
and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between the Hylebos Waterway and the 
neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly important as they are critical buffer 
between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution, from sources like the Occidental 
Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed 
industrial activities in this area stand to significantly impact the health of nearby waters and 
communities – therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough 
environmental review. 

Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining 
itself, I believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has historically taken 
place at that site, much has changed since operations stopped over 20 years ago, including 
the construction of homes less than 500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary 
determination of a Mitigated Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these 
concerns. 

My specific concerns are outlined below:
Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading significantly 
disturbing both wildlife and local residents.
Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby 
further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources. 
Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use.
The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, 
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as have been found on neighboring sites. 
The SEPA checklist submitted by the project backers to the City of Tacoma is fraught 
with incomplete or incorrect information, and as a result does not accurately portray 
the possible impacts of the project. Examples include the following: 

Failure to list heron, eagle, deer, salmon and other animals known to be on or 
near the site; 
Failure to list evergreens, wetland species and other plants known to be on-site;
Failure to list invasive plants known to be on or near the site; 
Failure to list the Hylebos waterway as a nearby water body;
Failure to provide specific information on air emissions.

Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily trips at full operation) stand to impact local air 
quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They 
also stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis 
failed to take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to 
the three lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left 
turn lane. 

These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and 
scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the 
scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public 
involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I 
ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the 
Coski mine.

Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the 
opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski 
surface mine reopening.

Sincerely,

Linnaea Arnett
University of Puget Sound 2017
linnaeamarie21@gmail.com
360-704-9180
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From: Schultz, Shirley
To: "Lisa Eyre"
Subject: RE: Proposed surface mining in NE Tacoma
Date: Tuesday, January 03, 2017 8:21:00 AM

Good morning, Ms. Eyre -

Were you able to find the public notice file at this link? http://tacomapermits.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/06/LU16-0230-Public-Notice-for-website.pdf

This is the information we have received from the applicant and are in the process of analyzing among
staff and other reviewing agencies. The final review will all be included in the decision by the Director of
Planning and Development Services, and conditions will be placed on the project if necessary (if it is
approved). At this time, however, I can tell you the following.

** The project will be required to comply with all noise regulations of the City, which are contained in
Tacoma Municipal Code 8.122. I have requested a noise study from the applicant ensuring compliance;
additional restrictions on activities may be required under either the SEPA mitigation or under the
Conditional Use Permit.

** The project must comply with all air quality and water quality regulations. This means that any dust
must be controlled on the site. In addition, no dirt can enter the groundwater, nor can it be tracked off
site by trucking activity.

** The traffic impact analysis for the project starts on page 85 of the above link. According to the TIA,
at full operation there could be 150 truck trips per day (over 10 hours) plus vehicle trips for the 3 on-
site employees. This may change based on hours of operation or there may be conditions on entry-exit
times. (When the City approved a CUP for the site in 2008, trucks were not allowed to enter or leave
the site during commute times.)

** Most of the site has shrubs and invasive species on the surface (the site was cleared as recently as
2006, looking at aerial photos). The site would have topsoil added and the slope would be re-planted
after the mining operation completed (in two phases). The state Department of Natural Resources has
regulations for reclamation - see http://www.dnr.wa.gov/programs-and-services/geology/energy-mining-
and-minerals/surface-mining-and-reclamation -- and the applicant would have to follow those
regulations as well as any additional conditions under the City's permit. They have to show that the
slope will be stable after the mining operation is done.

Shirley Schultz
City of Tacoma | Development Services
253-591-5121
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org
www.tacomapermits.org

-----Original Message-----
From: Lisa Eyre [mailto:eyre5@comcast.net]
Sent: Sunday, January 01, 2017 11:18 AM
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Proposed surface mining in NE Tacoma

Ms. Schultz,

As a resident of the NE Tacoma community for the past fifteen years, I am deeply disturbed to learn
about the proposed surface mine next to the Pointe Woodworth neighborhood and I have a few
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questions.

What are the expected noise impacts resulting from a mining operation from 6:30 to 4:30 daily? What
are the anticipated airborne and groundwater impacts by disturbing the soil/sand/gravel? How many
heavy trucks will be entering/exiting the property every day and what are the impacts to road safety,
road quality, traffic? Will they be removing any trees/vegetation that provide a natural buffer between
NE Tacoma and heavy industries when mining? Will this undermine the stability of the hillside?

I feel like NE Tacoma is really getting the shaft.  It is very disappointing that our community leaders are
not looking out for us and we are forced to continually fight to keep NE Tacoma from becoming a
hazardous dumping ground.

Sincerely,
Lisa Eyre
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From: Mary Jane Long
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Subject-what else the poisoning of NE Tacoma
Date: Thursday, January 19, 2017 9:59:08 PM

please do not put the sand mine into effect. I just add to order a filtration system
for the current contaminants so I can live in my home...with the sand mind going I
will have to move....and-WHO WILL BE ODD ENOUGH TO BUY IN MY
NEIGHBORHOOD??
The city had no right to issue building permits for this hill in the late 90s....it was
criminal.  They knew they would develop this petro-chemical nightmare in the
future.  My health has severely suffered and I am told by my doctors it is living here
making it this bad.
I guess you know none of us is ready to roll over and let these things happen
without a big fight.  If this totally incapacitates me I will seek legal representation
for myself.
Mary Jane Long 
1738 pointe woodworth drive NE
Tacoma, Washington 98422
253-952-1166
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January 23, 2017 
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 
747 Market St, Room 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 
 
Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface 
Mine on Marine View Drive 
 
 
Dear Ms. Schultz: 
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit 
application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over the 
next ten years. 
 
I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human health impacts of 
these proposed mining activities. I have lived here for nearly 7 years, and I have witnessed great 
growth in our community, an increased vibrancy to our downtown, and other improvements that 
signal a boost for the quality of life in our city. I also happen to be part of a great community of 
outdoor enthusiasts, and we can be found biking from the Narrows to Northeast Tacoma, swimming 
(yes, swimming) in Commencement Bay, running on the roads and trails, or just enjoying our 
beautiful waterfront. Commencement Bay and surrounding land is a source of pride for both myself 
and the larger community, and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between the Hylebos 
Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly important as they are 
critical buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution, from sources like the Occidental 
Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial 
activities in this area stand to significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities – 
therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough environmental review. 
 
Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining itself, I 
believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the State 
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has historically taken place at that site, much has 
changed since operations stopped over 20 years ago including the construction of homes less than 
500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated Determination of 
Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns. My specific concerns are outlined below: 

o Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading significantly 
disturbing both wildlife and local residents. 
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o Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby 
further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources. 

o Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use. 
o The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as 

have been found on neighboring sites. 
o The SEPA checklist submitted by the project backers to the City of Tacoma is fraught with 

incomplete or incorrect information, and as a result does not accurately portray the possible 
impacts of the project. Examples include the following: 
 Failure to list heron, eagle, deer, salmon and other animals known to be on or near 

the site; 
 Failure to list evergreens, wetland species and other plants known to be on-site; 
 Failure to list invasive plants known to be on or near the site; 
 Failure to list the Hylebos waterway as a nearby water body;  
 Failure to provide specific information on air emissions. 

o Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily trips at full operation) stand to impact local air quality 
and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They also stand to 
impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to take into 
consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to the three lane portion of 
Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left turn lane. 
 

These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and scientific 
information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the scoping and EIS 
drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public involvement from a 
community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma to 
declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the Coski mine. 
 
Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the opportunity to 
provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski surface mine reopening. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Melissa Nordquist 
1101 Lenore Drive 
Tacoma, WA 98406 
melissa_braisted@yahoo.com 
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January 23, 2017 
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 
747 Market St, Room 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 
 
Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface 
Mine on Marine View Drive 
 
 
Dear Ms. Schultz: 
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit 
application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over the 
next ten years. 
 
I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human health impacts of 
these proposed mining activities. I have lived here for nearly 7 years, and I have witnessed great 
growth in our community, an increased vibrancy to our downtown, and other improvements that 
signal a boost for the quality of life in our city. I also happen to be part of a great community of 
outdoor enthusiasts, and we can be found biking from the Narrows to Northeast Tacoma, swimming 
(yes, swimming) in Commencement Bay, running on the roads and trails, or just enjoying our 
beautiful waterfront. Commencement Bay and surrounding land is a source of pride for both myself 
and the larger community, and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between the Hylebos 
Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly important as they are 
critical buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution, from sources like the Occidental 
Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial 
activities in this area stand to significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities – 
therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough environmental review. 
 
Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining itself, I 
believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the State 
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has historically taken place at that site, much has 
changed since operations stopped over 20 years ago including the construction of homes less than 
500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated Determination of 
Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns. My specific concerns are outlined below: 

o Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading significantly 
disturbing both wildlife and local residents. 
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o Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby 
further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources. 

o Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use. 
o The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as 

have been found on neighboring sites. 
o The SEPA checklist submitted by the project backers to the City of Tacoma is fraught with 

incomplete or incorrect information, and as a result does not accurately portray the possible 
impacts of the project. Examples include the following: 
 Failure to list heron, eagle, deer, salmon and other animals known to be on or near 

the site; 
 Failure to list evergreens, wetland species and other plants known to be on-site; 
 Failure to list invasive plants known to be on or near the site; 
 Failure to list the Hylebos waterway as a nearby water body;  
 Failure to provide specific information on air emissions. 

o Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily trips at full operation) stand to impact local air quality 
and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They also stand to 
impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to take into 
consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to the three lane portion of 
Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left turn lane. 
 

These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and scientific 
information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the scoping and EIS 
drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public involvement from a 
community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma to 
declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the Coski mine. 
 
Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the opportunity to 
provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski surface mine reopening. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Melissa Nordquist 
1101 Lenore Drive 
Tacoma, WA 98406 
melissa_braisted@yahoo.com 
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From: Meng Li Che
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Comments on Application LU16-0230, Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Mines
Date: Tuesday, January 24, 2017 7:05:07 PM

January 24, 2017
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 
747 Market St, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org
 
Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to
Reopen Coski Surface Mine on Marine View Drive
 
Dear Ms. Schultz: 
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on
the Conditional Use Permit application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and
gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over the next ten years. 
 
I am a Northeast Tacoma/Browns Point resident concerned about the potential
environmental and human health impacts of these proposed mining activities. 

Nearly every work day, I drive from my home In NE Tacoma to Olympia.  I regularly
travel along SR-509 (Marine View Dr) for long stretches of roadway. The impact of
the hundreds of additional trucks daily on SR 509 is mind boggling. I already have a
one hour commute, each direction. Adding up to six hundred trucks daily to a small
roadway would tax our patience and significantly slow traffic. 

In the last six years of living in NE Tacoma, I had one truck lose part of its load and
cause a few thousand dollars damage to my vehicle. I have had several rocks and
other smaller debris from trucks and vehicles driving along SR 509 ding my vehicle.
Often times I see debris on the roadway and have to swerve out of the way. Adding
up to six hundred trucks per day is unacceptable without first performing a full EIS
under SEPA. 

Due to losing additional avenues (bridge) from Browns Point to Tacoma, SR 509 is
especially important as the main road into and out of north Pierce County to
downtown Tacoma. 

Commencement Bay and surrounding land is a source of pride for both myself and
the larger community, and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between

LU16-0230 Exhibit G

mailto:mengleeche@yahoo.com
mailto:shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us
mailto:shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org


the Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are
particularly important as they are critical buffer between a waterway struggling with
toxic pollution, from sources like the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the
homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. 

Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand to significantly impact the health
of nearby waters and communities – therefore, such activities warrant
particularly careful and thorough environmental review. 
 
Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface
mining itself, I believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining
has historically taken place at that site, much has changed since operations
stopped over 20 years ago, including the constructionof homes less than 500 feet
away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated Determination
of Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns. 
 
My specific concerns are outlined below:

• Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime
loading significantly disturbing both wildlife and local residents.
• Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained
on-site, thereby further degrading air quality already suffering
from other pollution sources. 
• Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use.
• The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical
landfills, as have been found on neighboring sites. 
• The SEPA checklist submitted by the project backers to the City of Tacoma is
fraught with incomplete or incorrect information, and as a result does not
accurately portray the possible impacts of the project. Examples include the
following: 

o Failure to list heron, eagle, deer, salmon and other animals known to be
on or near the site; 
o Failure to list evergreens, wetland species and other plants known to be
on-site;
o Failure to list invasive plants known to be on or near the site; 
o Failure to list the Hylebos waterway as a nearby water body;
o Failure to provide specific information on air emissions.

• Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily trips at full operation) stand to impact
local air quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their
route. They also stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s
Traffic Impact Analysis failed to take into consideration the left turn needed to
leave the site or impacts to the three lane portion of Marine View Drive where
there is already an inadequate left turn lane. 
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These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic
and scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In
addition, the scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities
for meaningful public involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their
decision-makers. Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of
Significance for the reopening of the Coski mine.
 
Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the
opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for
the Coski surface minereopening.
 
 
Sincerely,
 
Meng Li Che
mengleeche@yahoo.com

Sent from my iPhone
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From: mojgan_holm@comcast.net
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Re: LU16-0230 CUP for Coski Gravel Mine -- 2008 Permit
Date: Tuesday, January 10, 2017 8:44:44 AM

Dear Shirley,

Thank you for sending the information so promptly.  

As we discussed earlier today, I would like to make sure that a recommended
condition of approval limit the duration of the project to the maximum of 5 years
without allowing for any additional time extensions.  Also, the project should be limited
to mining only without any other accessory uses to be used on the site as listed under
Section 13.06.640.c.
As we talked earlier today, 10 years is a long time and it seems like they have drag
this project already too long.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Mojgan Holm.

Sent from Xfinity Connect Mobile App

------ Original Message ------

From: Shirley Schultz
To: 'mojgan_holm@comcast.net'
Sent: January 10, 2017 at 8:23 AM
Subject: LU16-0230 CUP for Coski Gravel Mine -- 2008 Permit

Thanks for your phone call –
 
Here is the decision from 2008 for your information. The new decision will look
different than this, and the plans for grading are slightly different, but you can see how
the proposals compare.
 
Please let me know if you need any additional documents -
 

Shirley Schultz
City of Tacoma | Development Services
253-591-5121
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

www.tacomapermits.org
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January 24, 2017 

 

To:  Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 

City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 

Re: Application No. LU16-0230 

Dear Ms. Schutz: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Conditional Use Permit application 
located at 2503 Marine View Drive. 

As a resident of NE Tacoma, Point Woodworth neighborhood, I believe the adverse impact of 
this project would cause considerable negative effect on area residents.  At the very least, noise 
level, dust, and traffic congestion would increase significantly. 

Per the submitted document, the proposed project site is primarily located within the “R-2” 
District with only 150-foot wide band area (page 3 of RB Engineering report) adjacent to Marine 
View Drive which is zoned “C-2” District.   

The Generalized Land-Use Element of the City’s Comprehensive Plan locates the project site 
within the area designated as “Low Intensity”.  Therefore, the project does not meet the intent of 
the Comprehensive Plan as the project simply cannot be considered as a low intensity activity. 

The project does not meet the intent for approval of a Conditional Use Permit under TMC 
Section 13.06.540 and 13.06.640.D as this project is not sufficiently removed from the existing 
residential and commercial developments.  In addition, the proposed project is contrary to the 
public interest due to triggering additional noise, dust, and glare to the area.   

The applicant stated that limiting the hours of operation for the proposed surface mine will 
reduce noise generation; however, they proposed two 10 hours shifts for this project.  One shift 
to start from 6:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. and the other from 7:00 p.m. to 5:00 a.m. (if needed for 
loading/hauling only) ever day of the week.  This is not acceptable to any of us living in the 
Point Woodworth area,  and if approved, the City must limit the hours of operation as well as any 
night, weekend and holiday operation in this facility.   

The City must require the applicant to provide additional studies and an EIS to determine the 
effect of this project to the surrounding residential uses.  At the minimum, the applicant must be 
required to provide studies such as noise, on site dust control plan, light and glare, air quality, 
and visual impact of the project in order to determine how to mitigate the impacts of this project 
to the existing residential homes.     
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 This project is not located in a rural area.  The proposed project site is within the City’s UGA 
and as proposed is not consistent with the existing surrounding residential uses, Comprehensive 
plan or the Conditional Use Permit criteria.  Therefore the proposed project must be denied or 
additional studies must be submitted prior to any determination from the City to go forward with 
approval of this application. 

 If approved, this project must provide sufficient buffer from the surrounding uses.  It must limit 
the traffic to and from the site from 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 a.m. and from 3:30 p.m. to 4:30 p.m. 
(during rush hours).  In addition, it must not allow for any trucks to idle or wait on the gates prior 
to opening hours of the surface mine or allow for the use of compression brakes on the site by 
trucks. The road approaches to the site shall be kept clean.  Any deviation from the plans must be 
subject to additional public hearing and the life of project must be limited to the maximum of 5 
years as allowed by the City Code. 

Please contact me if you have any questions regarding my comments and thank you again for the 
opportunity to provide comments on this project. 

 

Best regards, 

 

Mojgan Holm 

1822 Mariner Cir NE 

Tacoma, Wa 98422 
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From: njnelson50@gmail.com
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Coski Sand and Gravel Mine
Date: Monday, January 23, 2017 8:27:01 AM

Dear Ms Schultz,

I am writing to you to express my concern over a possible decision to not require
and environmental impact statement in considering the proposed re-opening of the
Coski Sand and Gravel Mine.

I am certain that you are aware of the concerns of the citizens of Tacoma regarding
the safety of this proposal.  I am also certain that you are well aware of the vested
interest we, the people of Tacoma, have in the environment of our home.

One need only remember the most recent issues, L & G and the Methanol Plants to
understand this.  I am sure that you appreciate and take pride in the direction and
active interest the people of Tacoma are taking to contribute to the quality of life in
our town.

The message is loud and clear, we expect our represented officials to make due
diligence in representing us and the quality of our life, here in Tacoma.
Unfortunately, seeds of mistrust have been planted because of the past.  It is your
burden to prove to us that you will represent the people of Tacoma.

I understand your interest in growing our economy.  Please do not short sight that
interest.  In the long run, our economy will suffer from the pollution and safety
threats that many industries impose.  Please do not allow yourselves to be
blindsided by corporate corruption.  Those two terms go hand in hand and it is your
responsibility to not succumb to them.

With this proposal and all future proposals, please be diligent and proactive. I hope
there are plans in place to seek out clean and sustainable industry to our Tacoma.

That is only how we will thrive.

Thank you,

Nancy Chapa
Tacoma, WA
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Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 

City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 

747 Market Street, Room 345 

Tacoma, WA 98402 

Shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 

 

RE: Public comments on Application no. LU16-0230; Conditional Permit to Reopen Coski Surface mine in 
NE Tacoma 

 

Dear Ms Schultz, 

We are writing to you on behalf of the Pointe Woodworth Homeowner’s Association Board, which 
represents 180 homes located directly adjacent to the proposed Coski Surface Mine.  We are deeply 
concerned about this proposed mine and its impacts to our neighborhood. 

The Surface Mining Code (13.06.540) states “that adjoining properties and residences shall be 
safeguarded against undue, hazardous, or prolonged nuisances occasioned either by odor, noise, smoke, 
debris, or other unsightly or obnoxious conditions.” It is this board’s conclusion that this application 
does not adequately addresses this code. 

NOISE 

We are very concerned about escalating noise levels in our neighborhood from various heavy industrial 
projects in the port.  We believe that this surface mine will also generate considerable noise which will 
affect the residential enjoyment of our neighborhood.  Here are our questions and comments related to 
noise: 

1.  A noise study should be required.  The noise study should account for the “funnel effect” above 
and adjacent to the sight. 

2. What equipment will be used?  What noise does it make? 
3. What noise emissions will be produced by equipment, trucks, etc?  At what levels? 
4. How would you ensure that approved night work does not interfere with sleeping residents? 
5. What are the noise regulations that they must adhere to? 
6. Who is overseeing compliance? 
7. Sound monitors should be required as a part of this plan, with mutually agreed upon maximum 

levels 
8. What is the noise monitoring plan?  If none, can one be required? 
9. Will the materials be processed on site (rock crushers, sorters, etc)? 
10. Will blasting be conducted? 
11. What types of noise mitigation are proposed? 
12. How do you account for the cumulative effects of noise coming from several projects at the 

same time? 
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13. You state that the majority of the work will be performed in the Spring and Summer when many 
of us have our windows opened and are trying to enjoy our patios and outdoor spaces.  How will 
you ensure that our quality of life is not impacted? 

GEOTECHNICAL 

No geotechnical exploration was done for the current proposal.  The submitted report from Bennett 
Consulting refers to a report that was completed in 2001.  Site Conditions have changed.  He visually 
glanced at the site to make this assumption which is inadequate. 

1.  Why isn’t the City of Tacoma requiring a current geotech report? 
2. The SEPA checklist indicates that the site contains sand, gravel, and clay.  There is no demand 

for clay.  What % of the 400,000 of material to be mined is Sand?  What % is Gravel?  What % is 
Clay?  Where will the clay be taken to? 

3. What about reclamation?  What is proposed/required 
4. What is the groundwater table elevation? 

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 

This is a known nesting site for Bald Eagles. 

1. Where is the wildlife report? 
2. What is the mitigation for their habitat destruction? 

AIR EMISSIONS AND GREENHOUSE GAS EFFECTS 

Air emissions are not addressed in this application, therefore an incomplete assessment. 

1. What are the air emissions? 
2. The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical work.  How is this 

addressed?  If those particulates become airborne, what is the risk to homes nearby? 
3. What are the air emissions from the up to 600 trucks per day? 
4. How do you propose to mitigate for air emissions?   
5. Will water trucks be required to control dust? If so, how do you ensure this is not running off 

into our waterway which is right across the street? 

TRAFFIC 

Traffic is a huge concern related to this project.  The counts in your study were conducted on a Tuesday, 
Wednesday, and Thursday.  Why was Monday and Friday not included given that these are the heaviest 
traffic days of the week?  Any traffic counts should include ALL days that the mine will have trucks on 
the road in order to fairly access the impact.  Norpoint Way NE to Marine View Drive is currently dealing 
with an extreme traffic situation during the evening rush hour.  Because of the work being done on I-5 
which is creating gridlock traffic from Federal Way through Fife, traffic apps like Google Maps and Waze 
are rerouting commuters off of I-5, down Norpoint, and on to 509.  Friday’s in particular are the worst 
which is not accounted for in this study.  Sometimes we can’t even exit our neighborhood due to the 
traffic.   
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1.  The chart that is included in the traffic study indicates up to 300 truck trips each way in a 10 
hour shift for a total of 600 trips daily.  Is this accurate? How can we create a maximum 
allowable trucks per day on Marine View Drive that is enforceable? 

2. Why was the average minimized to 34 per day?  The application states that the mining will 
primarily be done in Spring and Summer.  Isn’t it deceiving to average it out for 12 months when 
that is not an accurate reflection of truck traffic? 

3. Why isn’t the city requiring the applicant to pay for pavement deterioration?   With that many 
trucks on the road it will have a significant impact on Marine View Drive and 509.  Will this 
liability be left to taxpayers? 

4. Why isn’t the developer responsible for road improvements using city streets? 
5. How will residents be compensated for damage to vehicles due to debris falling off of the trucks 

onto cars or onto roads? 
6. How will the city ensure the safety of our children who travel in this immediate area to attend 

high school, either on busses or as young new licensed drivers? 
7. What is the truck staging plan to ensure no backups at Norpoint and Marine View Drive? When 

the trucks return to the mine empty there could be a serious backup to get in to only entrance.  
There is no shoulder and could create a significant back up.  How will this be addressed? 

8. An additional traffic study should be conducted at Norpoint and Marine View Drive.  This 
intersection is very high volume and stands to have a major impact on our community if clogged 
with trucks. 

HOURS OF OPERATION 

We have significant concerns related to the hours of operation, especially in a residential zoned 
community. The application allows for work to start as early as 6 am which is too early for a 
neighborhood.   

1. How do we change hours to 9 am to 3 pm Monday through Friday only? 
2. How do we not allow for ANY work at night? 
3. How do we ensure that the city will NOT grant any emergency extensions to allowable work 

hours like they did with the Pile Driving project? 
4. Who enforces the hours of operation and what recourse do residents have if they are in 

violation? 

ZONING 

This is a residential zoned neighborhood.  It is highly unusual to place a surface mine in residential 
zoning.  Why is the need urgent?  Are there other locations you can get the materials you need from 
that are not in a residential neighborhood? Can you establish that you have a shortage? 

1. What project is this material being used for? 
2. Were alternative locations considered? 
3. Are there options for sand and gravel available in other areas that you could pull from? 
4. What is the plan for this site once all the materials are removed? 
5. Why is the permit for 10 years?  Isn’t that excessive?  The last permit was good for 5 years.  10 

years is unreasonable risk for residents. 
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6. The application states that 400,000 of material can be removed yet in another place it states 
800,000.  Which one is correct?  How can we ensure that no more than 400,000 is removed and 
that the number cannot be increased? 

7. There are several references to this being an established surface mine in the past, therefore 
grandfathered.  The last time this mine was operational Pt Woodworth did not exist.  How do 
you account for the change which is 180 new homes located next door?  Isn’t this a significant 
change which should be addressed? 

8. When this mine was last Operational, prior to 1997, what was the zoning for this property?  Has 
it changed?  If so, how was that taken into account? 

 

The Pointe Woodworth Homeowner’s Association would like to ensure that our community remains a 
healthy and viable community.  We believe this project has the potential to threaten the livability of our 
neighborhood.  The cumulative value of our homes is $90,000,000 and many residents have their life 
savings invested in this real estate.  Your actions should be respectful of this significant impact and all 
mitigations should ensure that mine activities do not encroach on the quality of life in our 
neighborhood. We respectfully ask for a full environmental impact study be completed in order to fairly 
and accurately address our concerns. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Chris Murphy 

President, Pointe Woodworth Homeowner’s Association 
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From: Ranee W.
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Concerned citizen
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 4:15:52 PM

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services
747 Market St, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
shirley.shultz@cityoftacoma.org
Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine off of
Marine View Drive
Dear Ms. Schultz:
Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit application to
extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over the next ten years.
I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human health impacts of these
proposed mining activities. [Insert any other background information about yourself that may be applicable (i.e.,
NE Tacoma residency, professional experience, etc.)] Commencement Bay and surrounding land is a source of
pride for both myself and the larger community, and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between the
Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly important as they are critical
buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution from sources like the Occidental Chemical Superfund
site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand to
significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities – therefore, such activities warrant particularly
careful and thorough environmental review.
Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining itself, I believe that the
project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the State Environmental Policy Act
(SEPA). Although mining has taken place at that site in the past, much has changed since operations stopped in
over 20 years ago, including the building of homes less than 500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary
determination of a Mitigated Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns.
My specific concerns are outlined below:
• Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading disturbing both wildlife and local residents.
• Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby further degrading air
quality already suffering from other pollution sources.
• Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use.
• The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as have been found on
neighboring sites.
• Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily truck trips at full operation) stand to impact local air quality and increase
polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They also stand to impact traffic, especially given that the
project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts
to the three lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left turn lane.
These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and scientific information
provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the scoping and EIS drafting processes would
provide further opportunities for meaningful public involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their
decision-makers. Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening
of the Coski mine.
Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the opportunity to provide
comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski surface mine reopening.
Sincerely,
Ranee Clapp
rnurse_2000@yahoo.com
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From: Rus Higley
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: sand and gravel mine in Tacoma needs a SEPA
Date: Wednesday, January 11, 2017 11:16:11 AM

Dear Mrs. Schultz,

This email is intended to ask that the City of Tacoma require a SEPA review for the
proposed sand and gravel mine in North East Tacoma.  According to the Washington State
Department of Ecology's website about SEPA's, a " SEPA review helps agency decision-
makers, applicants, and the public understand how a proposal will affect the environment."
 Without conducting a SEPA, it is impossible for the City of Tacoma, the applicants, and the
citizens to understand what the impacts are.  These obviously include noise and air pollution,
traffic congestion, but also include changes to the area since the property was last mined over
30 years ago including the growth of the residential neighborhoods nearby.  Other impacts
are likely but specific information is not available...hence the need for the SEPA.  After the
political debacle of last year's methanol plant and ongoing concern by citizens about the LNG
plant, it is imperative that the City of Tacoma take a more proactive and open stance on
significant projects that keep the citizens informed.  The city of Tacoma should be
encouraging citizen involvement rather than historical passivity.

Thank you,

Rus Higley
Resident of Tacoma
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From: Rus Higley
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Re: sand and gravel mine in Tacoma needs a SEPA
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 7:48:41 AM

Dear Mrs. Schultz,

Based on your information, I've corrected my email and am resubmitting

 

This email is intended to ask that the City of Tacoma require a full Environmental Impact Statement for the
proposed sand and gravel mine in North East Tacoma.  According to the Washington State Department of
Ecology's website a " review helps agency decision-makers, applicants, and the public understand how a
proposal will affect the environment."  Without conducting a full EIS, it is impossible for the City of Tacoma, the
applicants, and the citizens to understand what the impacts are.  These obviously include noise, water, and air
pollution, traffic congestion,but also include changes to the area since the property was last mined over 30
years ago including the growth of the residential neighborhoods nearby.  Alternative sources of gravel and
other materials should also be looked at.  Other impacts are likely and should be included but specific
information is not available...hence the need for the EIS.    After the political debacle of last year's
methanol plant and ongoing concern by citizens about the LNG plant, it is imperative that the City of Tacoma
take a more proactive and open stance on significant projects that keep the citizens informed.  The city of
Tacoma should be encouraging citizen involvement rather than historical passivity.

 

Thank you,

 

Rus Higley

Resident of Tacoma

Rus Higley
Instructor, Environmental Science
University of Washington, Tacoma
rhigley@uw.edu

On Wed, Jan 11, 2017 at 11:29 AM, Schultz, Shirley
<shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us> wrote:

Good morning, Mr. Higley –

 

Thank you very much for your comments. They will be entered into the record and
will be taken into consideration as further decisions are made. All comments will be
responded to in the decision process – though they may be aggregated for
efficiency.

 

I have provided a response/clarification below my signature for your information.
In summary, the City is conducting a SEPA review of the project, but at this time
has made the preliminary determination that a full Environmental Impact
Statement is not warranted. I’ve included a link to the State’s website about SEPA,
there is a lot of information there about the process and commenting. (It looks like
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you’ve already found at least some of their information – this page is also good:
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/citizensguide/citizensguide.htm.)

 

Your email will be added to our notification list; should you like to receive any
documents on paper please send your mailing address.

 

Have a great day!

 

 

Shirley Schultz

City of Tacoma | Development Services

253-591-5121

shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

www.tacomapermits.org

 

 

The City is conducting an environmental review using the Optional DNS process as
allowed through WAC197-11-340 and WAC197-11-350, and as encouraged by the
Washington Local Project Review Act (RCW36.70B). I am not an attorney, but the
gist of the RCW is to allow and encourage combined notice and commenting
periods for environmental review with the underlying governmental action on a
proposal (in this case, the Conditional Use Permit for the proposal).

 

With the notice process, the City makes an initial determination that a full EIS is
not warranted for the proposal, but this does not in any way mean that the City is
exempting a project from environmental review, nor is the City deferring its
environmental responsibility as the SEPA Lead Agency.

 

Without going into full details of the Determination of Significance, Scoping, and
EIS process (the Washington State Department of Ecology has a great website at
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/e-review.html which has information
about SEPA from both the agency and the public side of things) – the summary is
that the City, at this time, has determined that impacts can be addressed without
a full EIS.
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This is based on the history of the site and the ability the City and other agencies
have to place conditions on the project both under the CUP and under SEPA
mitigation. For instance, concerns may occur over water quality and quantity due
to the gravel removal at the site. The City and Department of Ecology have
authority over the stormwater at the site based upon all current rules and
regulations – any critical areas, water quality and water quantity would be assured.

 

However, the City is welcoming public comment and that includes calls for a full
EIS. Requests for a full EIS should include ideas about the scope of that EIS, i.e.,
what subjects should be addressed which are *not* adequately covered in policies
and regulations. The City can take that information to either revise the original
preliminary determination or incorporate additional mitigation into the project. At
this time we know for certain that there will be additional mitigation regarding
noise and protection of adjacent properties, and there will be mitigation in the
form of restricting traffic flow.

 

 

From: Rus Higley [mailto:rhigley@uw.edu] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 11, 2017 11:16 AM
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: sand and gravel mine in Tacoma needs a SEPA

 

Dear Mrs. Schultz,

 

This email is intended to ask that the City of Tacoma require a SEPA review for
the proposed sand and gravel mine in North East Tacoma.  According to the
Washington State Department of Ecology's website about SEPA's, a " SEPA review
helps agency decision-makers, applicants, and the public understand how a
proposal will affect the environment."  Without conducting a SEPA, it is impossible
for the City of Tacoma, the applicants, and the citizens to understand what the
impacts are.  These obviously include noise and air pollution, traffic congestion,
but also include changes to the area since the property was last mined over 30
years ago including the growth of the residential neighborhoods nearby.  Other
impacts are likely but specific information is not available...hence the need for the
SEPA.  After the political debacle of last year's methanol plant and ongoing
concern by citizens about the LNG plant, it is imperative that the City of Tacoma
take a more proactive and open stance on significant projects that keep the
citizens informed.  The city of Tacoma should be encouraging citizen involvement
rather than historical passivity.

 

Thank you,
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Rus Higley

Resident of Tacoma
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From: Sandra Joy
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: the sand and gravel mine
Date: Wednesday, January 18, 2017 7:10:15 PM

get a grip..................we all can feel the  impact of the light assessment here.  we
all know  this is not going to make any thing better for the are...greed is going to
be the bottom line... who are these gangsters?  so lets just take it one step at a
 time  each  house hold near by ,the traffic the pollution, the whole thing is a bad
idea. the people who want this are who? and have what reputation?  and for what
purpose?  it is going to be beneficial to land , to neighborhoods, to animals and
wildlife ,which is diminishing already?  come on people this is a catastrophe  every
thing about it stinks.. get a environmental study by going house to house,and
asking ask every one who will OBVIOUSLY BE  IN THE MIDST O
THIS.......................NOT TO DO   THIS IS A CRIME .  CRIME  DO WE HEAR THIS
? CRIME. AGAINST LAND, PEOPLE , ANIMALS.. AND EVEN THE PEOPLE WHOSE
IDEA  IT IS ARE GOING TO BE HARMED.... THEY JUST DO NOT SEE IT
YET>.....................THIS MUST NOT HAPPEN  .................THE CRITERIA    1. 
WHAT IS AT THE HEART OF THE MATTER     IS THIS IN THE SPIRIT OF THE LAW
OF THE LANDS?....   3 DOES THIS SERVE ALL PEOPLE?    4 DOES THIS TAKE US
ALL HOME  ?  ANSWER ALL THESE THINGS IN PUBLIC TO THE AGREEMENT. OF
ALL...THIS IS ASKING THE GREATER GOOD TO ANSWER............WE HAVE
RUINED OUR COUNTRY OUR WORLD  WHEN DOES IT STOP ..............IT STOPS
NOW ,HERE  IN TACOMA .. IT STOPS NOW ..............WHO AGREES WITH THIS.
START AS PETITION ... DO IT.     ELA SANDRA JOY
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From: Sandra Joy
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Re: FW: Tacoma News: Comment Period on Proposed Surface Mining Project Extended to March 3 (LU16-0230)
Date: Tuesday, January 24, 2017 6:27:07 PM

Shirley  
thank you for your commitment to this project. as we all know , we have created,to
gether a mess on this planet.and this is not ok... in gods way he as  creator  loaned us
the use of the planet. we are rude  and remiss to abuse it.. as we trust in our creator
he will trust in us. give us more to do ,in terms  of responsibilities. he can allow us to
discover new ways to be here  mastering new ways to understand life, surely there is
more than what we are experiencing.............where is the information re guarding the
companies or people who want this to happen , the purpose ,who is it to serve,and is it
beneficial to all people animals  water, air... as all is alive..............if we  rearguard life
,its not about spills , fires etc. this kind of clean up thinking already is a disaster waiting
to happen, there is technology not realized yet . because we are looking in the opposite
direction   to our own destruction..............in terms  of gain for dollars.this is not the
way to pursue anything .. does it enhance the environment? feed the animals, grow
teh plants , and respect the creatures great and small. bees,and insects that keep
nature balanced? does it? do not think for a moment , creatures are not part of gods
promise and protections...........please  send or referr me to more information on the
interests of this project , where is the backgroud of the interested  parties.........thank
you..........

On Tue, Jan 24, 2017 at 3:48 PM, Schultz, Shirley <shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us>
wrote:

Good afternoon, all. You are receiving this email because you were either on the original public notice
distribution list for LU16-0230, the proposed sand and gravel mine on Marine View Drive, or because
you have already submitted comments during the public notice period.

 

Please note that the comment period has been extended until at least March 3. You may receive a
new postcard notice tomorrow, as well.

 

Also, please make note of the project web page: www.cityoftacoma.org/surfacemining. While we will
send out notice to this email list, we will also post any additional information (including the noise
study) and further project information to this web page.

 

Sincerely,

 

 

Shirley Schultz

City of Tacoma | Development Services
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253-591-5121

shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

www.tacomapermits.org

 

 

 

From: City of Tacoma News 
Sent: Tuesday, January 24, 2017 3:34 PM
To: City of Tacoma News
Subject: Tacoma News: Comment Period on Proposed Surface Mining Project Extended to March 3

 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

Jan. 24, 2017

MEDIA CONTACT
Brad Forbes, Office of Deputy Mayor Robert Thoms, bforbes@cityoftacoma.org, (253) 591-
5166

 

Comment Period on Proposed Surface Mining Project
Extended to March 3

 

Following a recent public meeting regarding the proposed sand and gravel mine on Marine
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View Drive, the City of Tacoma’s Planning and Development Services Department announced
today that the public comment period will be extended to Friday, March 3.

 

"We received many useful comments at the public meeting, all of which will be responded to
as the permit review proceeds," said Planning Manager Jana Magoon. "One thing that was
very clear is that the neighborhood is concerned about potential noise impacts of the
proposal."

 

A noise study has been requested from the project applicant. The City expects to receive the
study by Thursday, Feb. 16. If the noise study cannot be published by this date, the comment
period will be extended again to allow at least two weeks for public review of noise impacts.

 

“Requiring a noise study was a top priority of my neighbors in Northeast Tacoma, and I look
forward to learning the results and what mitigations can be taken to protect our resident’s
quality of life,” said Deputy Mayor Robert Thoms, who represents Northeast Tacoma. 

 

After staff has reviewed the information gathered, and made a preliminary determination of
potential impacts to the community, the City may elect to place additional conditions or
restrictions above and beyond existing regulation. Currently, the City is projected to make a
decision on this project by the end of April 2017.

Comments can be submitted to Principal Planner Shirley Schultz at
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org. For more information, visit cityoftacoma.org/SurfaceMining
or call (253) 591-5121.

 

 

###
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Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 

City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 

747 Market Street, Room 345 

Tacoma, WA 98402 

Shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 

Peter Huffman, Director  

City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 

747 Market Street, Room 345 

Tacoma, WA 98402 

Peter.Huffman@cityoftacoma.org 

 

RE: Public comments on Application no. LU16-0230; Conditional Permit to Reopen Coski Surface mine in 
NE Tacoma 

 

Dear Shirley and Peter, 

We are writing to you to provide our written questions and comments related to the Coski Surface 
Mine. We are residents of NE Tacoma and live in the Pointe Woodworth neighborhood which is directly 
adjacent to this proposed mine.  We are adamantly opposed to this project and would like to request a 
full Environmental Impact Statement be completed regarding this application.  That is the only way all of 
our questions and concerns can adequately be addressed regarding this project.  We were extremely 
disturbed that Peter Huffman was not present at the meeting last night since finding out he has the final 
approval/disapproval word on this project.  We do not believe you can get the full impact of the 
passionate concerns people in NE Tacoma have about this project.   We are requesting all of the below 
questions be answered before any final go ahead is approved.  

The Surface Mining Code (13.06.540) states “that adjoining properties and residences shall be 
safeguarded against undue, hazardous, or prolonged nuisances occasioned either by odor, noise, smoke, 
debris, or other unsightly or obnoxious conditions.” I do not believe that this application adequately 
addresses this code. 

NOISE 

Noise is a huge concern to our community.  We are a residential zoned neighborhood.  There are already 
several other projects /businesses that are creating an intolerable noise situation in our community to 
include Schnitzer Steel, Pier 4 Pile Driving project, and construction of a warehouse on the Hylebos 
Waterway.  If the LNG proposal is approved, that will also contribute significant noise.  How does the 
City of Tacoma reconcile the cumulative effects of multiple projects going on in the same area at the 
same time?  Not everyone mentioned above is subject to the City of Tacoma’s noise ordinance (I believe 
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most businesses in the Port are exempt?).  This has the potential to create the perfect storm in our 
community with noise levels that are unacceptable.  Here are some questions related to noise. 

1.  There is no noise study included in the application 
2. What equipment will be used?  What noise does it make? 
3. What noise emissions will be produced by equipment, trucks, etc?  At what levels? 
4. What are the noise levels for requested night time work? 
5. What are the noise regulations that they must adhere to? 
6. Who is overseeing compliance? 
7. Sound monitors should be required as a part of this plan.  Have you considered this? 
8. What is the noise monitoring plan?  If none, can one be required? 
9. Will the materials be processed on site (rock crushers, sorters, etc)? 
10. Will blasting be conducted? 
11. What types of noise mitigation are proposed? 
12. The homes that are located 450 feet above have no natural sound barrier.  What are you going 

to install to provide a sound barrier? 
13. Lennar Homes is building 42 homes directly above this site and has indicated they plan to cut 

down additional trees.  How have you accounted for that in this plan? 
14. How do you account for the cumulative effects of noise coming from several projects at the 

same time? 

GEOTECHNICAL 

No geotechnical exploration was done for the current proposal.  The submitted report from Bennett 
Consulting refers to a report that was completed in 2001.  Site Conditions have changed.  He visually 
glanced at the site to make this assumption which is inadequate. 

1.  Why isn’t the City of Tacoma requiring a current geotech report? 
2. The SEPA checklist indicates that the site contains sand, gravel, and clay.  There is no demand 

for clay.  What % of the 400,000 of material to be mined is Sand?  What % is Gravel?  What % is 
Clay?  Where will the clay be taken to? 

3. What about reclamation?  What is proposed/required 
4. What is the groundwater table elevation? 

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 

This is a known nesting site for Bald Eagles. 

1. Where is the wildlife report? 
2. What is the mitigation for their habitat destruction? 

AIR EMISSIONS AND GREENHOUSE GAS EFFECTS 

Air emissions are not addressed in this application, therefore an incomplete assessment. 

1. What are the air emissions? 
2. The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical work.  How is this 

addressed?  If those particulates become airborne, what is the risk to homes nearby? 
3. What are the air emissions from the up to 600 trucks per day? 
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4. How do you propose to mitigate for air emissions?   
5. Will water trucks be required to control dust? If so, how do you ensure this is not running off 

into our waterway which is right across the street? 

TRAFFIC 

Traffic is a huge concern related to this project.  The counts in your study were conducted on a Tuesday, 
Wednesday, and Thursday.  Why was Monday and Friday not included given that these are the heaviest 
traffic days of the week?  Any traffic counts should include ALL days that the mine will have trucks on 
the road in order to fairly access the impact.  Norpoint Way NE to Marine View Drive is currently dealing 
with an extreme traffic situation during the evening rush hour.  Because of the work being done on I-5 
which is creating gridlock traffic from Federal Way through Fife, traffic apps like Google Maps and Waze 
are rerouting commuters off of I-5, down Norpoint, and on to 509.  Friday’s in particular are the worst 
which is not accounted for in this study.  Sometimes we can’t even exit our neighborhood due to the 
traffic.   

1.  The chart that is included in the traffic study indicates up to 300 truck trips each way in a 10 
hour shift for a total of 600 trips daily.  Is this accurate? 

2. Why was the average minimized to 34 per day?  The application states that the mining will 
primarily be done in Spring and Summer.  Isn’t it deceiving to average it out for 12 months when 
that is not an accurate reflection of truck traffic? 

3. Why isn’t the city requiring the applicant to pay for pavement deterioration?   With that many 
trucks on the road it will have a significant impact on Marine View Drive and 509.  Will this 
liability be left to taxpayers? 

4. Why isn’t the developer responsible for road improvements using city streets? 

HOURS OF OPERATION 

I have significant concerns related to the hours of operation, especially in a residential zoned 
community. The application allows for work to start as early as 6 am which is too early for a 
neighborhood.   

1. How do we change hours to 9 am to 3 pm Monday through Friday only? 
2. How do we not allow for ANY work at night? 
3. How do we ensure that the city will NOT grant any emergency extensions to allowable work 

hours like they did with the Pile Driving project? 
4. Who enforces the hours of operation and what recourse do residents have if they are in 

violation? 

ZONING 

This is a residential zoned neighborhood.  It is highly unusual to place a surface mine in residential 
zoning.  The justification that I read is something like “we have a significant need” for this sand and 
gravel. 

1. Why is the need urgent?  Can you establish that you have a shortage? 
2. What project is this material being used for? 
3. Were alternative locations considered? 
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4. Are there options for sand and gravel available in other areas that you could pull from? 
5. What is the plan for this site once all the materials are removed? 
6. Why is the permit for 10 years?  Isn’t that excessive?  The last permit was good for 5 years.  10 

years is unreasonable risk for residents. 
7. The application states that 400,000 of material can be removed yet in another place it states 

800,000.  Which one is correct?  How can we ensure that no more than 400,000 is removed and 
that the number cannot be increased? 

8. There are several references to this being an established surface mine in the past, therefore 
grandfathered.  The last time this mine was operational Pt Woodworth did not exist.  How do 
you account for the change which is 180 new homes located next door?  Isn’t this a significant 
change which should be addressed? 

9. When this mine was last Operational, prior to 1997, what was the zoning for this property?  Has 
it changed?  If so, how was that taken into account? 

WATER 

This site is located directly across from a critical waterway.  

• Why is a shoreline permit not part of this application? 
• What is your plan to ensure there is no run off into the Hylebos? 
• How will it be monitored to ensure compliance? 
• Additionally there is a critical habitat between the proposed site and Pt Woodworth. What is the 

plan to protect the stream? 

*In addition to the Traffic concerns and questions above, we would like to add a request that a traffic 
assessment be done at the Norpoint Way and Marine View Drive intersection.   

In conclusion, we are respectfully asking that a full EIS be conducted regarding this proposal.  It is the 
only way that all these issues can be fairly addressed with residents. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

John and Sara Wood 

1834 Pointe Woodworth Dr NE 

Tacoma, Washington 98422 

Saraewood@hotmail.com 

Residents and Taxpayers 
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From: smees@comcast.net
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Proposed Mine on Marine View Drive
Date: Thursday, January 19, 2017 7:15:51 AM

Good Morning Shirley Schultz:

As a long time resident of Browns Point, I want to express my concerns to you about opening
the gravel mine on Marine View Drive.  By doing so our community would be adversely impacted
by truck traffic, noise, air emissions, slope erosion, etc.  The beautiful community I have called
home for over 30 years is being changed without the consent of the residents who live here and
pay the taxes.  Please reconsider your decision to reopen this mine.

Thank you,

Sherry Mees Hartley
Concerned Resident of NE Tacoma
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January 17, 2017 
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services  
747 Market St, Room 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 
 
Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface 
Mine off of Marine View Drive 
 

Dear Ms. Schultz:  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Conditional Use Permit application to extract 
sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine.  I am commenting on behalf of the Sierra Club 
Tatoosh Group of Pierce County’s approximately 1400 members who are concerned about 
protecting our environment and the safety and quality of life of our residents.  
 
This permit would allow gravel mining in an area zoned residential, 400 feet from homes on the 
above bluff, permitted by the City of Tacoma in the 20 years since the area was last an active 
surface mine.   The banks in this area are subject to slides and any excavation would destabilize 
them further.  The proposed surface mine would significantly impact the health of nearby 
waters and communities.  
 
We are asking that full impact of the following environmental concerns be studied: 
 
1) Air quality: including dust (mining and transport), truck and heavy equipment toxic emissions 
(with special attention to fine particulates) and GHG emissions from diesel fuels.  The health 
impacts to the community of the additional pollution should be thoroughly examined. 

2) Road issues: the implications of increased traffic, traffic hazards, and road damage. 

3) Water issues: management of additional drainage, pollution of surface and ground waters 
including runoff into the creek on the property and Hylebos waterway. 

4) Critical areas - land hazards: steep slope, landslides, earthquakes, lahars, tsunamis and sea-
level rise.  The area in question is subject to all these hazards.  The impacts need to be assessed. 
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5) Critical areas - water wildlife: habitat, estuaries (Hylebos Creek), riparian areas.  The sensitive 
habitats require protection.  Baseline studies of wildlife need to be done. 

6) Noise and light pollution from mining operations equipment and trucks - possibly 24 hours a 
day – impact on humans and wildlife. 

7) Solid waste disposal 

In addition, if this permit is to be seriously considered, the public has a right to provide input 
and be heard.  The scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide opportunities for 
meaningful public involvement.  The Coski surface mine should not be permitted and at the 
very least should be subjected to a full EIS process. 
 
Please keep us advised of any actions taken regarding this application. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Dorothy Walker, Chair 
Sierra Club Tatoosh Group of Pierce Co. 
Dorothyw@centurylink.net 
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From: Skyler McVaugh
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Comments on Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine on Marine View Drive
Date: Friday, January 20, 2017 12:16:55 PM

1/20/2017

 

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services
747 Market St, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

 

Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski
Surface Mine on Marine View Drive

 

Dear Ms. Schultz:

 

Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use
Permit application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface
Mine over the next ten years.  

 

I am a citizen who is looking forward to moving to Tacoma in the near future and I am
concerned about the potential environmental and human health impacts of these proposed
mining activities. I currently hold a bachelors of science in Environmental Science and I am
all too familiar with the environmental impacts projects such as surface mining pose to
surrounding waterways. Commencement Bay and surrounding land is a source of pride for
both myself and the larger community, and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes
between the Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are
particularly important as they are critical buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic
pollution, from sources like the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of
Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand to
significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities – therefore, such activities
warrant particularly careful and thorough environmental review.
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Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining
itself, I believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has historically taken
place at that site, much has changed since operations stopped over 20 years ago, including
the construction of homes less than 500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary
determination of a Mitigated Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these
concerns.

 

My specific concerns are outlined below:

·         Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading significantly
disturbing both wildlife and local residents.

·         Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site,
thereby further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources.

·         Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use.

·         The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical
landfills, as have been found on neighboring sites.

·         The SEPA checklist submitted by the project backers to the City of Tacoma is
fraught with incomplete or incorrect information, and as a result does not accurately
portray the possible impacts of the project. Examples include the following:

o   Failure to list heron, eagle, deer, salmon and other animals known to be on
or near the site;

o   Failure to list evergreens, wetland species and other plants known to be
on-site;

o   Failure to list invasive plants known to be on or near the site;

o   Failure to list the Hylebos waterway as a nearby water body;

o   Failure to provide specific information on air emissions.

·         Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily trips at full operation) stand to impact local
air quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route.
They also stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact
Analysis failed to take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or
impacts to the three lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an
inadequate left turn lane.
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These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and
scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the
scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public
involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I
ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the
Coski mine.

 

Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the
opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski
surface mine reopening.

 

 

Sincerely,

 

Skyler McVaugh

Skyler.mcvaugh@gmail.com

(360)204-1042

-- 
Skyler McVaugh
Chapter Treasurer
Surfrider Foundation South Sound Chapter
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From: Susie Litts
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine on Marine View 

Drive
Date: Sunday, January 22, 2017 2:37:59 PM

Dear Ms. Schultz:

Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use 
Permit application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface 
Mine over the next ten years.   

I am a NE Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human health 
impacts of these proposed mining activities.  The activities of our past and most recent 
future concern me.  When I moved to the area, Tacoma demonstrated concern for the 
environment and the residents of the area.  Numerous clean-ups were underway or 
planned.  Investments were being made to clean-up the area and there appeared concern 
for the waterways, the natural wildlife and beauty, and the residents of NE Tacoma.  
Construction of homes and museums and waterway projects highlighted the growth and 
modernization of the area.

What I see now, is an attempt to create more industry with decisions being made without 
full information.  Progress for the community is important, and sometimes that could mean 
what’s best for everyone comes at the price of a few.

What concerns me?

Have we looked at all the environmental issues?  

Do we feel confident that we can preserve the progress made to keep the air and the 
waterways clear, the residents safe and make progress on clean-up?  

Do we understand the risk to the hillsides and any contamination that may be contained in 
the soil that will be disturbed by the mining?  

509 is already congested with trucks and large backups occur frequently.  Boats and vehicles 
(semi’s as well as cars) running idle put excess pollution in the air.  How will this project 
impact pollution already in the environment?

This mine was operating 20 years ago in a completely different environment with homes 
and cleanup issues in a completely different state.  

New construction is occurring at the top of the hill…landslides already occur and shut down 
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roadways.  An elementary school and neighborhoods are close to this project.  The risks are 
too great to not take additional research steps.

None of us are experts in everything - please do not approve this permit without due 
diligence and involve experts.  There are far too many risks and lives at stake.  We do not 
want to go backwards in our environmental progress.  We need to ensure that the mine can 
operate without risk to the current environment status.

Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the 
opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski 
surface mine reopening.

Sincerely,

Susie Litts

imsusie@comcast.net
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From: Tom Rossetto
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Coski Sand & Gravel Mine - NE Tacoma
Date: Tuesday, January 24, 2017 6:19:50 PM

Shirley,

I am writing to encourage the City of Tacoma to conduct a complete Environmental
Impact Study for the proposed reopening of the Sand & Gravel Mine in NE Tacoma. 
I live in the Port Woodworth neighborhood which is the closest residential tract to
this proposed mine and I am concerned that the proposed mine will have a negative
impact on the environment around NE Tacoma.  When referring to environment, I
am referring to not only the disturbance of the physical land, that includes potential
unauthorized dumping and a wall of 55 gallon drums, but also the impact of noise
and the additional truck traffic on 509 on that side of the Port. 

When this mine originally operated a completely different environment existed and
there was not the addition of several close neighborhoods.  The noise impact from
running a mine, potentially late into the evening, will have a negative impact on
hundreds of homes within close proximity to the mine. 

The additional truck traffic will also have a negative impact.  We already have seen a
massive increase in traffic from people getting off I-5, and cutting
down Norpoint Way to 509 in order to try to avoid the poor traffic conditions from
Federal Way to Tacoma.  The addition of hundreds of trucks per day will only
compound this problem.

I encourage the city to conduct a compete EIP as the original conditions that existed
when this mine previously was in operation have changed drastically.  At a minimum
I think the City would want to know what kind of impact the reopening of this mine
would have on the surrounding community.

Thank you for your consideration,

Tom Rossetto
1832 Mariner Circle NE
Tacoma, WA 98422  
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From: Toni Webb
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: EIS NEEDED
Date: Wednesday, January 11, 2017 2:08:55 PM

Jan.11, 2017
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 
747 Market St, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
shirley.shultz@cityoftacoma.org
 
Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to
Reopen CoskiSurface Mine off of Marine View Drive
 
Dear Ms. Schultz: 
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on
the Conditional Use Permit application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and
gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over the next ten years. 
 
I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human
health impacts of these proposed mining activities. [Insert any other
background information about yourself that may be applicable (i.e., NE
Tacoma residency, professional experience, etc.)]Commencement Bay
and surrounding land is a source of pride for both myself and the larger community,
and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between the Hylebos Waterway
and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly important as
they are critical buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution from
sources like the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast
Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand to significantly
impact the health of nearby waters and communities – therefore, such activities
warrant particularly careful and thorough environmental review. 
 
Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface
mining itself, I believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining
has taken place at that site in the past, much has changed since operations stopped
in over 20 years ago, including the building of homes less than 500 feet away. The
City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated Determination of Non-
significance does not do justice to these concerns. 
 
My specific concerns are outlined below:

• Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading
disturbing both wildlife and local residents.
• Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained
on-site, thereby further degrading air quality already suffering
from other pollution sources. 
• Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use.
• The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical
landfills, as have been found on neighboring sites. 
• Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily truck trips at full operation) stand to
impact local air quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads
along their route. They also stand to impact traffic, especially given that the
project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to take into consideration the left turn
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needed to leave the site or impacts to the three lane portion of Marine View
Drive where there is already an inadequate left turn lane. 

 
These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic
and scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In
addition, the scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities
for meaningful public involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their
decision-makers. Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of
Significance for the reopening of the Coski mine.
 
Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the
opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for
the Coski surface minereopening.
 
Sincerely,
 
Toni Webb
6718 WATER STREET NE
NE TACOMA WA 98422

Sent from my iPad
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From: David D"Aniello
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Mining at Port
Date: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 3:10:10 PM

Hi Shirley

As a resident who lives in NE Tacoma and owns multiple businesses in the Dome
District.  I am writing to you about my displeasure at the city for even having this as
a issue that will be looked at.  Considering the environmental impacts/ noise and
other issues from this kind of activity I am very much against this activity here.  
If you have any questions or would like to talk further on the subject please feel free
to contact me at david.daniello@gmail.com

Thanks
David DAniello
Owner Celebrity Cake Studio
Wax Orchards, Dragon Fly Cakes
Treasurer Dome District Development Group
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01/20/2017 
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 

City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services  

747 Market St, Room 345 

Tacoma, WA 98402 

shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 

 
Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski 
Surface Mine on Marine View Drive 
 

Dear Ms. Schultz:  
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit 
application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over 
the next ten years.  
 
I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human health 
impacts of these proposed mining activities. I live in the Point Woodworth HOA community 
adjacent to the proposed mine site. The development of this facility will directly affect the 
health of the residents of this area, radically impact the road infrastructure and congestions 
with over 600 daily truck transportation trips and heavily negatively impact the residential real 
estate market in the surrounding area. Commencement Bay and surrounding land is a source of 
pride for both myself and the larger community, and they deserve the utmost protection. The 
slopes between the Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are 
particularly important as they are critical buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic 
pollution, from sources like the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of 
Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand to significantly 
impact the health of nearby waters and communities – therefore, such activities warrant 
particularly careful and thorough environmental review.  
 
Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining itself, I 
believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the 
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has historically taken place at that site, 
much has changed since operations stopped over 20 years ago, including the construction of 
homes less than 500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated 
Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns.  
 
My specific concerns are outlined below: 

● Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading significantly 
disturbing both wildlife and local residents. 

● Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby 
further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources.  

● Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use. 
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● The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as 
have been found on neighboring sites.  

● The SEPA checklist submitted by the project backers to the City of Tacoma is fraught 
with incomplete or incorrect information, and as a result does not accurately portray 
the possible impacts of the project. Examples include the following:  

o Failure to list heron, eagle, deer, salmon and other animals known to be on or 
near the site;  

o Failure to list evergreens, wetland species and other plants known to be on-site; 
o Failure to list invasive plants known to be on or near the site;  
o Failure to list the Hylebos waterway as a nearby water body; 
o Failure to provide specific information on air emissions. 

● Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily trips at full operation) stand to impact local air 
quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They also 
stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed 
to take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to the three 
lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left turn lane.  

 
These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and 
scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the 
scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public 
involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I 
ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the Coski 
mine. 
 
Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the 
opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski 
surface mine reopening. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
David C Kopetzky 
1805 Beacon Ct. NE 
Tacoma, WA 98422 
253-219-3588 
dckope@gmail.com  
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Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 

City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 

747 Market Street, Room 345 

Tacoma, WA 98402 

Shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 

 

RE: Public comments on Application no. LU16-0230; Conditional Permit to Reopen Coski Surface mine in 
NE Tacoma 

 

Dear Shirley, 

I am writing to you to provide my written questions and comments related to the Coski Surface Mine.  I 
am a resident of NE Tacoma and live in the Pointe Woodworth Estates neighborhood which is directly 
adjacent to this proposed mine.  I am adamantly opposed to this project and would like to request a full 
Environmental Impact Statement be completed regarding this application.  That is the only way all of our 
questions and concerns can adequately be addressed regarding this project.  Please see below for a 
detailed assessment that was conducted in part by my neighbor who has 30 years of experience in land 
use planning for King County. These should be considered my official comments and any involvement by 
him is as a resident, not an employee of King County. 

The Surface Mining Code (13.06.540) states “that adjoining properties and residences shall be 
safeguarded against undue, hazardous, or prolonged nuisances occasioned either by odor, noise, smoke, 
debris, or other unsightly or obnoxious conditions.” I do not believe that this application adequately 
addresses this code. 

NOISE 

Noise is a huge concern to our community.  We are a residential zoned neighborhood.  There are already 
several other projects /businesses that are creating an intolerable noise situation in our community to 
include Schnitzer Steel, Pier 4 Pile Driving project, and construction of a warehouse on the Hylebos 
Waterway.  If the LNG proposal is approved, that will also contribute significant noise.  How does the 
City of Tacoma reconcile the cumulative effects of multiple projects going on in the same area at the 
same time?  Not everyone mentioned above is subject to the City of Tacoma’s noise ordinance (I believe 
most businesses in the Port are exempt?).  This has the potential to create the perfect storm in our 
community with noise levels that are unacceptable.  Here are some questions related to noise. 

1.  There is no noise study included in the application 
2. What equipment will be used?  What noise does it make? 
3. What noise emissions will be produced by equipment, trucks, etc?  At what levels? 
4. What are the noise levels for requested night time work? 
5. What are the noise regulations that they must adhere to? 
6. Who is overseeing compliance? 
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7. Sound monitors should be required as a part of this plan.  Have you considered this? 
8. What is the noise monitoring plan?  If none, can one be required? 
9. Will the materials be processed on site (rock crushers, sorters, etc)? 
10. Will blasting be conducted? 
11. What types of noise mitigation are proposed? 
12. The homes that are located 450 feet above have no natural sound barrier.  What are you going 

to install to provide a sound barrier? 
13. Lennar Homes is building 42 homes directly above this site and has indicated they plan to cut 

down additional trees.  How have you accounted for that in this plan? 
14. How do you account for the cumulative effects of noise coming from several projects at the 

same time? 
GEOTECHNICAL 

No geotechnical exploration was done for the current proposal.  The submitted report from Bennett 
Consulting refers to a report that was completed in 2001.  Site Conditions have changed.  He visually 
glanced at the site to make this assumption which is inadequate. 

1.  Why isn’t the City of Tacoma requiring a current geotech report? 
2. The SEPA checklist indicates that the site contains sand, gravel, and clay.  There is no demand 

for clay.  What % of the 400,000 of material to be mined is Sand?  What % is Gravel?  What % is 
Clay?  Where will the clay be taken to? 

3. What about reclamation?  What is proposed/required 
4. What is the groundwater table elevation? 

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 

This is a known nesting site for Bald Eagles. 

1. Where is the wildlife report? 
2. What is the mitigation for their habitat destruction? 

AIR EMISSIONS AND GREENHOUSE GAS EFFECTS 

Air emissions are not addressed in this application, therefore an incomplete assessment. 

1. What are the air emissions? 
2. The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical work.  How is this 

addressed?  If those particulates become airborne, what is the risk to community members 
nearby? 

3. What are the air emissions from the up to 600 trucks per day? 
4. How do you propose to mitigate for air emissions?   
5. Will water trucks be required to control dust? If so, how do you ensure this is not running off 

into our waterway which is right across the street? 
TRAFFIC 

Traffic is a huge concern related to this project.  The counts in your study were conducted on a Tuesday, 
Wednesday, and Thursday.  Why was Monday and Friday not included given that these are the heaviest 
traffic days of the week?  Any traffic counts should include ALL days that the mine will have trucks on 
the road in order to fairly assess the impact.  Norpoint Way NE to Marine View Drive is currently dealing 
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with an extreme traffic situation during the morning and evening rush hour.  Because of the work being 
done on I-5 which is creating gridlock traffic from Federal Way through Fife, traffic apps like Google 
Maps and Waze are rerouting commuters off of I-5, down Norpoint, and on to 509.  Friday’s in particular 
are the worst which is not accounted for in this study.  Sometimes we can’t even exit our neighborhood 
due to the traffic.   

1.  The chart that is included in the traffic study indicates up to 300 truck trips each way in a 10 
hour shift for a total of 600 trips daily.  Is this accurate? 

2. Why was the average minimized to 34 per day?  The application states that the mining will 
primarily be done in Spring and Summer.  Isn’t it deceiving to average it out for 12 months when 
that is not an accurate reflection of truck traffic? 

3. Why isn’t the city requiring the applicant to pay for pavement deterioration?   With that many 
trucks on the road it will have a significant impact on Marine View Drive and 509.  Will this 
liability be left to taxpayers? 

4. Why isn’t the developer responsible for road improvements using city streets? 
HOURS OF OPERATION 

I have significant concerns related to the hours of operation, especially in a residential zoned 
community. The application allows for work to start as early as 6 am which is too early for a 
neighborhood.   

1. How do we change hours to 9 am to 3 pm Monday through Friday only? 
2. How do we not allow for ANY work at night? 
3. How do we ensure that the city will NOT grant any emergency extensions to allowable work 

hours like they did with the Pile Driving project? 
4. Who enforces the hours of operation and what recourse do residents have if they are in 

violation? 
ZONING 

This is a residential zoned neighborhood.  It is highly unusual to place a surface mine in residential 
zoning.  The justification that I read is something like “we have a significant need” for this sand and 
gravel. 

1. Why is the need urgent?  Can you establish that you have a shortage? 
2. What project is this material being used for? 
3. Were alternative locations considered? 
4. Are there options for sand and gravel available in other areas that you could pull from? 
5. What is the plan for this site once all the materials are removed? 
6. Why is the permit for 10 years?  Isn’t that excessive?  The last permit was good for 5 years.  10 

years is unreasonable risk for residents. 
7. The application states that 400,000 of material can be removed yet in another place it states 

800,000.  Which one is correct?  How can we ensure that no more than 400,000 is removed and 
that the number cannot be increased? 

8. There are several references to this being an established surface mine in the past, therefore 
grandfathered.  The last time this mine was operational Pt Woodworth did not exist.  How do 
you account for the change which is 180 new homes located next door?  Isn’t this a significant 
change which should be addressed? 
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9. When this mine was last Operational, prior to 1997, what was the zoning for this property?  Has 
it changed?  If so, how was that taken into account? 

WATER 

This site is located directly across from a critical waterway.  

● Why is a shoreline permit not part of this application? 
● What is your plan to ensure there is no run off into the Hylebos? 
● How will it be monitored to ensure compliance? 
● Additionally there is a critical habitat between the proposed site and Pt Woodworth. What is the 

plan to protect the stream? 
 

In conclusion, I am respectfully asking that a full EIS be conducted regarding this proposal.  It is the only 
way that all these issues can be fairly addressed with residents. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Deneise Kopetzky 

Resident and Taxpayer 
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From: Devin Downes
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Reopening of Coski Sand and Gravel Mine
Date: Monday, January 23, 2017 9:37:50 AM

1/23/17

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 
747 Market St, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen
Coski Surface Mine on Marine View Drive

Dear Ms. Schultz: 

Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional
Use Permit application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the
Coski Surface Mine over the next ten years.  

I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human
health impacts of these proposed mining activities. I have lived in  tacoma for
 around 5 years, and this mine has just recently come to my  attention.
Commencement Bay and surrounding land is a source of pride for both myself and
the larger community, and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between
the Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly
important as they are critical buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic
pollution, from sources like the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the homes
of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand
to significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities – therefore,
such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough environmental review. 

Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface
mining itself, I believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining
has historically taken place at that site, much has changed since operations stopped
over 20 years ago, including the construction of homes less than 500 feet away. The
City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated Determination of Non-
significance does not do justice to these concerns. 

My specific concerns are outlined below:
Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading significantly
disturbing both wildlife and local residents.
Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site,
thereby further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources. 
Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use.
The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills,
as have been found on neighboring sites. 
The SEPA checklist submitted by the project backers to the City of Tacoma is fraught
with incomplete or incorrect information, and as a result does not accurately portray
the possible impacts of the project. Examples include the following: 
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Failure to list heron, eagle, deer, salmon and other animals known to be on or near
the site; 
Failure to list evergreens, wetland species and other plants known to be on-site;
Failure to list invasive plants known to be on or near the site; 
Failure to list the Hylebos waterway as a nearby water body;
Failure to provide specific information on air emissions.
Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily trips at full operation) stand to impact local air
quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They
also stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis
failed to take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to
the three lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left
turn lane. 

These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic
and scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In
addition, the scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities
for meaningful public involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their
decision-makers. Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of
Significance for the reopening of the Coski mine.

Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the
opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the
Coski surface mine reopening.

Sincerely,

Devin  Downes

alpinedev93@gmail.com 
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From: don fisher
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: gravel/sand mining permit per Hylebos, public comment
Date: Wednesday, January 18, 2017 12:29:40 PM

Ms. Schultz,

What weight will you give to the public hearing in January.  When will new
information be posted to the city's web site...a month?   Who or whom has final say
and review of all geological aspects, expert consultants, past history to compare
feasable and favorable outcome per worse case scenerio.  Is there a income
estimate tied into economic goals.  This is absurd and risk prohibitive. Who is paying
the permit process application.  Thanks. 

Don Fisher
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From: Donna Walters
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Mining
Date: Wednesday, January 25, 2017 10:24:13 PM

Remember Oso ? 2014
A picture says a thousand words
It is better to err on the side of safety .
Please do not allow this to proceed .
Before and after landslide photos Oso Washington
Please do not throw cauction to the wind
Donna Walters
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From: Edward Cruz
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine off of Marine

View Drive
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 8:49:22 AM

Dear Ms. Schultz:

My family and I appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit application to
extract sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over the next ten years.  

I am not a current resident of Tacoma, but I know first-hand the effects of unforeseen stone mining, having grown
up in close proximity to stone quarries, and having witnessed the effects long after the operations were active.
Commencement Bay and surrounding land is such a unique place. I have visited it often, and its health is palpably
important to my family and I. They deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between the Hylebos Waterway and
the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly important as they are critical buffer between a waterway
struggling with toxic pollution from sources like the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of
Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand to significantly impact the health
of nearby waters and communities – therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough
environmental review.

 The most obvious issue at hand is that, given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of
surface mining itself, the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has taken place at that site in the past, much has changed
since operations stopped in over 20 years ago, including the building of homes less than 500 feet away. The City of
Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these
concerns. 

My specific concerns are outlined below:

·       The potential unforeseen environmental impact, unless a full Impact Statement is conducted. If we
believe impact to be “of non-significance,” as the city is planning to issue determination thereof, what
would be the problem with the impact assessment? Cost? Really? Is there anything more valuable than the
citizens’ and the land’s health?

·       Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading disturbing both wildlife and local
residents.

·       Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby further
degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources.

·       Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use.

·       The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as have been
found on neighboring sites.

·       Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily truck trips at full operation) stand to impact local air quality and
increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They also stand to impact traffic,
especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to take into consideration the left turn
needed to leave the site or impacts to the three lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is already
an inadequate left turn lane.

These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and scientific information
provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the scoping and EIS drafting processes would
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provide further opportunities for meaningful public involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their
decision-makers. Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening
of the Coski mine.

Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the opportunity to provide
comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski surface mine reopening

 Edward Cruz

lifesailors@gmail.com
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From: Sydney England
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Re: Reopening of Coski Sand and Gravel Mine
Date: Wednesday, March 01, 2017 9:20:11 AM

As a citizen of NE tacoma who also routinely uses 509 I implore you to deny the reopening of the Coski
mining operation.  As can be recognized by the number of landslides our area has been experiencing
due to excess water and undercut land the mining operation would not only continue to undercut the
stability of the earth (angle of repose), as well as bring excessive truck volumes and noise to the
neighboring homes less than a mile from the location. 

We use 509 as our only direct route into Tacoma's downtown for jobs, for education, for shopping. 
Excess trucking and mining would not only have implications on our home values from the noise and
land destabilization but also impacting our ability to access easily and quickly our own city.  Lower home
values mean lower tax revenue for the city.  Our children travel these roads in order to attend the
closest Tacoma high school.  The increase in trucks would increase drive time and limit our access to
our city's resources.  It isn't safe, it isn't reasonable.  And increase in volume on local roads will increase
the commute time to reach Tacoma thus encouraging citizens of Tacoma and Browns Point to no longer
Look to be employed in Tacoma or to shop there, but instead to shop elsewhere and work elsewhere. 
This will have an effect on local businesses whether through sale volume or employees.  Have you tried
driving through the port to get to or from Tacoma to NE Tacoma in the early morning or later afternoon
(4:30pm).  Instead of the typical 25 minutes from NE Tacoma to North 30th.  It can take almost an
hour.  If there were a natural disaster or an issue with the upcoming proposed LNG plant, how could we
possibly even evacuate the area if it already takes 45mins to 1hour to get through the port?!!?  That is
without the proposed increase of trucks!! 

Please deny the Coski mine opening for protection of ground stability, property values, noise pollution,
road repair costs, lost revenue and increased commute time.

Sincerely,
Sydney England

Sent from my iPhone
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January 25, 2017 

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 

City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 

747 Market St, Room 345 

Tacoma, WA 98402 shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 

Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen 
Coski Surface Mine on Marine View Drive 

Dear Ms. Schultz: 

Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional 
Use Permit application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the 
Coski Surface Mine over the next ten years. 

I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human 
health impacts of these proposed mining activities. As a home owner in NE Tacoma 
and see Commencement Bay and surrounding land as a source of pride for both 
myself and the larger community, and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes 
between the Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are 
particularly important as they are critical buffer between a waterway struggling with 
toxic pollution, from sources like the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the 
homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities in this area 
stand to significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities – 
therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough 
environmental review. 

Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface 
mining itself, I believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). 
Although mining has historically taken place at that site, much has changed since 
operations stopped over 20 years ago, including the construction of homes less than 
500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated 
Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns. 

My specific concerns are outlined below: 
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* Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading significantly 
disturbing both wildlife and local residents. 

* Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, 
thereby further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources. 

* Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use. 

* The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical 
landfills, as have been found on neighboring sites. 

* The SEPA checklist submitted by the project backers to the City of Tacoma is 
fraught with incomplete or incorrect information, and as a result does not accurately 
portray the possible impacts of the project. Examples include the following: 

o Failure to list heron, eagle, deer, salmon and other animals known to be on or near 
the site; 

o Failure to list evergreens, wetland species and other plants known to be on-site; 

o Failure to list invasive plants known to be on or near the site; 

o Failure to list the Hylebos waterway as a nearby water body; 

o Failure to provide specific information on air emissions. 

* Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily trips at full operation) stand to impact local air 
quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They 
also stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis 
failed to take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to the 
three lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left turn 
lane. 

These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic 
and scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In 
addition, the scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities 
for meaningful public involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their 
decision-makers. Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of 
Significance for the reopening of the Coski mine. 
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Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the 
opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the 
Coski surface mine reopening. 

Sincerely, 

Eric Olsen 

4002 Nassau Ave NE 

Tacoma, WA  98422 

253-347-1439 
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From: Linda Fortune
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Coski Gravel and Mine
Date: Wednesday, March 01, 2017 12:38:04 PM

Dear Shirley,

Please make the decision for a full environmental impact study. We deserve to have the best analysis as
to the mine's impact in terms of traffic issues, the effect on people and the impact of so much gravel
being removed from the ground. When you think of a dome's worth of gravel being removed from the
earth, how will that effect the cliff stability, the ground level and the people who live just above that
whole area????

Please do not short change us. The city has a responsibility to protect the community as a whole. Let a
thorough study assess the whole situation and then go from there. You have a tremendous
responsibility in this decision making process.

Thank you,
Dr. Linda Fortune
253-759-8271

Sent from my iPad
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8205 90th St Ct NW  
Gig Harbor, WA 98332 

(253) 851-9524 
www.friendsofpiercecounty.org 

 

January 19, 2017 
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services  
747 Market St, Room 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 
 
Re: Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine  
 

Dear Ms. Schultz:  
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit 
application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over the next 
ten years.   
 
Friends of Pierce County is an non-profit organization committed to educating and empowering the 
people of Pierce County to preserve & restore the natural environment while promoting more livable 
communities. Commencement Bay and the surrounding area deserves protection for its importance to the 
community and Puget Sound.  
 
The slopes between the Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly 
important as they are critical buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution from sources like 
the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed 
industrial activities in this area stand to significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities 
– therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough environmental review.  
 
Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining itself, I believe 
that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the State 
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has taken place at that site in the past, much has 
changed since operations stopped over 20 years ago, including the building of homes less than 500 feet 
away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated Determination of Non-significance 
does not do justice to these concerns.  
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We have specific concerns with the following items: 
• Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading disturbing both wildlife and 

local residents. 
• Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby further 

degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources.  
• Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use. 
• The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as have 

been found on neighboring sites.  
• Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily truck trips at full operation) stand to impact local air quality 

and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They also stand to impact 
traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to take into consideration 
the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to the three lane portion of Marine View Drive 
where there is already an inadequate left turn lane.  

 
These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and scientific 
information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the scoping and EIS drafting 
processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public involvement from a community 
desperate to be heard by their decision-makers.  
 
We request that the City of Tacoma comply with current environmental regulations and issue a 
Determination of Significance for the reopening of the Coski mine to address all impacts from this 
operation. 
 
Please contact me if there are questions regarding our comments. Thank you for the opportunity to 
provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski surface mine reopening. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Marian Berejikian 
 
Marian Berejikian 
Executive Director 

LU16-0230 Exhibit G



January 18, 2017 
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services  
747 Market St, Room 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 
 
Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface 
Mine on Marine View Drive 
 

Dear Ms. Schultz:  
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit 
application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over 
the next ten years.   
 
I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human health impacts 
of these proposed mining activities. I studied environmental science at UW Tacoma, and am now 
a UW employee, studying industrial stormwater at the Center for Urban Waters. Due to my 
education and current career I feel it is my duty to share my view on this issue. Commencement 
Bay and surrounding land is a source of pride for both myself and the larger community, and 
they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between the Hylebos Waterway and the 
neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly important as they are critical buffer 
between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution, from sources like the Occidental Chemical 
Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities 
in this area stand to significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities – 
therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough environmental review.  
 
Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining itself, I 
believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the 
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has historically taken place at that site, 
much has changed since operations stopped over 20 years ago, including the construction of 
homes less than 500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated 
Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns.  
 
My specific concerns are outlined below: 

• Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading significantly disturbing 
both wildlife and local residents. 

• Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby 
further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources.  

• Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use. 
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• The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as 
have been found on neighboring sites.  

• The SEPA checklist submitted by the project backers to the City of Tacoma is fraught with 
incomplete or incorrect information, and as a result does not accurately portray the 
possible impacts of the project. Examples include the following:  

o Failure to list heron, eagle, deer, salmon and other animals known to be on or 
near the site;  

o Failure to list evergreens, wetland species and other plants known to be on-site; 
o Failure to list invasive plants known to be on or near the site;  
o Failure to list the Hylebos waterway as a nearby water body; 
o Failure to provide specific information on air emissions. 

• Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily trips at full operation) stand to impact local air 
quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They also 
stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to 
take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to the three lane 
portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left turn lane.  

 
These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and 
scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the 
scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public 
involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I ask 
the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the Coski 
mine. 
 
Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the opportunity 
to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski surface mine 
reopening. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Hayley Mathews 
Hayley.m.mathews@gmail.com 
253-886-3325  
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From: Jan zimmer
To: sschulz@cityoftacoma.org; Schultz, Shirley; Huffman, Peter
Subject: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine off of Marine 

View Drive
Date: Monday, January 16, 2017 9:26:40 PM

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner                                                                                                                                                                              
Peter Huffman, Director                                                                                                                                                                                               
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services                                                                                                                                              
747 Market St, Room 345                                                                                                                                                                                      
Tacoma, WA 98402

 Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to 
Reopen Coski Surface Mine off of Marine View Drive

 

Dear Ms. Schultz and Mr. Huffman:

I am writing to request that the request for a Conditional Use Permit to turn the 
various parcels along Marine View Drive owned by Scarsella Brothers be denied.  This 
area is zoned primarily residential, with a small amount of commercial zoning on 
some parcels.  This land is on the north side of Marine View Drive, which is mostly 
residential and has homes in very close proximity, 450 feet per their own information.  
This area is not suited to the industrial use a mine would bring in such close 
proximity to a densely populated area.  There is also a school in very close proximity, 
and the noise, sound and air pollution from the trucks and fine sand in the air will 
have a detrimental effect to all involved.  

This is not even considering the wild life that will be affected, or that this abuts the 
Hylebos waterway.

This project needs a full SEPA review and complete EIS so that you can see the 
harmful ramifications such a project would have on this area.
I have read the SEPA checklist that the applicant and their hired “experts” filled out to 
try to circumvent a SEPA review, it is full of inaccuracies and N\A answers.  This is 
not acceptable.  This may have been a mine 40 years ago, but the area and 
environmental protection laws have changed considerably in that time period, and 
that is not a good enough reason to automatically green light this project without a 
full SEPA review and EIS carried out.  One inaccuracy of the SEPA checklist they filled 
out is that they state “no” to the question of whether the proposed mine is located 
near slide prone areas.  There was an article in the Tacoma News Tribune on January 
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12, 2017, that talks about the many landslides on Marine View Drive, and how they are 
increasing in recent years.  The article contains a graphic that shows that not only 
were there many slides very near this site, but that there was one at or adjacent to this 
very site!  I am pasting the graphic for you to see (from TNT website, 1/12/17):

These parcels are zoned primarily residential, and that is how they should remain.  
Mining or other industrial projects on the north side of Marine View Drive abutting 
residential development and an elementary school is not appropriate for the area, and 
the Conditional Use Permit should be denied.

 I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human 
health impacts of these proposed mining activities.  Commencement Bay and 
surrounding land is a source of pride for both myself and the larger community, and 
they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between the Hylebos Waterway and 
the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly important as they are critical 
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buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution from sources like the 
Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. 
Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand to significantly impact the health 
of nearby waters and communities – therefore, such activities warrant particularly 
careful and thorough environmental review.

Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface 
mining itself, I believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining 
has taken place at that site in the past, much has changed since operations stopped in 
over 20 years ago, including the building of homes less than 500 feet away. The City of 
Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated Determination of Non-significance 
does not do justice to these concerns.

My specific concerns are outlined below:

<!--[if !supportLists]-->·      <!--[endif]-->Noise impacts from daytime 
mining/loading and nighttime loading disturbing both wildlife and local 
residents.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->·      <!--[endif]-->Particulates and other air emissions from 
mining will not be contained on-site, thereby further degrading air quality 
already suffering from other pollution sources.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->·      <!--[endif]-->Inappropriate land use as the site is 
primarily zoned for residential use.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->·      <!--[endif]-->The site may include contaminated 
materials from undocumented historical landfills, as have been found on 
neighboring sites.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->·      <!--[endif]-->Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily 
truck trips at full operation) stand to impact local air quality and increase 
polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They also stand to 
impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed 
to take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to 
the three lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an 
inadequate left turn lane.

 

These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic 
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and scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In 
addition, the scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities 
for meaningful public involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their 
decision-makers. Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of 
Significance for the reopening of the Coski mine.

 

Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the 
opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the 
Coski surface mine reopening.

 

Sincerely,

Jan Zimmer

janet.zimmer@hotmail.com
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1.22.17 
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services  
747 Market St, Room 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 
 
Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface 
Mine on Marine View Drive 
 

Dear Ms. Schultz:  
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit 
application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over 
the next ten years.   
 
I am a NE Tacoma/Browns Point resident concerned about the potential environmental and 
human health impacts of these proposed mining activities in Commencement Bay and 
surrounding land is a source of pride for both myself and the larger community, and they 
deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between the Hylebos Waterway and the 
neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly important as they are critical buffer 
between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution, from sources like the Occidental Chemical 
Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities 
in this area stand to significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities – 
therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough environmental review.  
 
Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining itself, I 
believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the 
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has historically taken place at that site, 
much has changed since operations stopped over 20 years ago, including the construction of 
homes less than 500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated 
Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns.  
 
My specific concerns are outlined below: 

• Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading significantly disturbing 
both wildlife and local residents. 

• Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby 
further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources.  

• Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use. 
• The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as 

have been found on neighboring sites.  

LU16-0230 Exhibit G

mailto:shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org


• The SEPA checklist submitted by the project backers to the City of Tacoma is fraught with 
incomplete or incorrect information, and as a result does not accurately portray the 
possible impacts of the project. Examples include the following:  

o Failure to list heron, eagle, deer, salmon and other animals known to be on or 
near the site;  

o Failure to list evergreens, wetland species and other plants known to be on-site; 
o Failure to list invasive plants known to be on or near the site;  
o Failure to list the Hylebos waterway as a nearby water body; 
o Failure to provide specific information on air emissions. 

• Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily trips at full operation) stand to impact local air 
quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They also 
stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to 
take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to the three lane 
portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left turn lane.  

 
These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and 
scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the 
scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public 
involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I ask 
the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the Coski 
mine. 
 
Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the opportunity 
to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski surface mine 
reopening. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jeri Lynn Howell 
jerilynnhowell@comcast.net 
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From: Joe Tieger
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine on Marine View Drive
Date: Wednesday, January 18, 2017 8:53:13 PM

Ms. Schultz:  I have attempted to find information on the above referenced application on the
Planning and Development website and can not find anything. Please send me a link to the
file. I am particularly interested in the subsurface hydrology of the adjacent perennial stream
and any subsurface connection to the project site, the plans to stabilize/reuse the property
after aggregate extraction is completed, and what, if any, financial assurances are required to
ensure that the site is stabilized after mining ceases.

Joseph Tieger
3412 N 30th Street
Tacoma, WA
253-212-2148
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From: Boydston, Rebecca
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: FW: Marine View Drive Sand mine
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 9:27:19 AM

To be included in comments.
 
From: medfordgrad@aol.com [mailto:medfordgrad@aol.com] 
Sent: Thursday, January 12, 2017 7:42 AM
To: Strickland, Marilyn; cbacon@portoftacoma.com; dcjohnson@portoftacoma.com;
dmarzano@portoftacoma.com; dmeyer@portoftacoma.com; cpetrich@portoftacoma.com; Ibsen, Anders;
Thoms, Robert; Blocker, Keith; Campbell, Marty; Lonergan, Joe; Woodards, Victoria; McCarthy, Conor;
Mello, Ryan
Subject: Marine View Drive Sand mine
 
Mayor Strickland, City and Port Commissioners -

I am unable to attend tonight's meeting addressing the reopening of the Coski sand mind operation on
Marine View Drive in NE Tacoma.  My concerns to Ms. Schultz  regarding the need for an EIS to be
included as a part of the SEPA review follow.  Please include them as a part of tonight's Citizen input.  
Thank you.
Ms. Schultz -

This email is to express my family's concerns regarding the reopening of the Coski sand mine
operation at 2500 Marine View Drive in NE Tacoma.  My family has passed this portion of 509 daily on
our 'to and from' to work for years and feel that a full EIS review is essential before this enterprise
moves forward.

We have been residents of NE Tacoma and Browns Point for 35 years and have daily seen and
experienced both the traffic and environmental situation change in the Tideflats.  My 2nd birth took us
over the 11th Street bridge in 1983 and in the early 80's I had more than one flat tire caused by truck
debris in the 2 lane roadway of Marine View Drive.   In the past 10 years, the traffic on 509 and the
resulting backups up the Point Woodworth hill have been astounding.  509 is THE major 'to/from' route
to work or school for hundreds of commuters, as well as the vehicles of
Targa, Manke, Schnitzer and Calberg Metals to name a few - - not to mention all the school buses,
with and without children, that stop at every train track multiple times a day on their comings and
goings.     In recent weeks, my personal experience has included speeding drivers weaving in and out
of lanes, debris falling from the tops of commercial trucks onto vehicles behind them and large
commercial vehicles not staying within their lane.  That doesn't include the backups, delays and
hazards from accidents that have occurred and block the roadway.  The overturn of the commercial
truck at Taylor Way and 509 last Wednesday was something else, not to mention the train derailment
last summer.

509/Marine View Drive now has very different and problematic traffic issues than it had in past years. 
Adding additional vehicles coming out of the Sand Mine site will result in large trucks coming out from
both that site and Targa just across and proximate - - both having to go across lanes of traffic.  A
study of the impact of this operation on both commuters and the  existing 509 businesses is a must.

An additional concern is the reopening of an operation that will mine just below a residential
community.  The stability of that slope certainly requires an EIS review in regard to erosion and slope
failure.  Reopening of this site must go forward with 'Oso scrutiny.'  I live on a similar slope (same side
of 509/same location just above 509) and the amount of water that flows down/through my property
and the property of my neighbors has changed considerably over the past few years.  The past 3 rainy
winters and hot summers tell me that climate change is a reality and these changes in weather
patterns must be studied and considered before the mining operation is given a 'go ahead.'  Erosion of
a hillside that supports a residential community must not be taken lightly, particularly when the City
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zoned the property FOR residences.  An eroded hillside is not repairable and the financial
consequences to homeowners would be devastating.  

I urge the City to do the 'due diligence' required for the safety of their property tax paying citizens.  An
EIS must be a part of the SEPA review.  To be flippant or dismissive regarding its requiremet is more
than inappropriate.

Thank you for considering my family's concerns.

Judy Ferguson
7219 East Side Dr NE
Tacoma, WA  98422 
(253) 927-2179
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From: Kate Packard
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: the mine on Marine View Drive
Date: Thursday, January 19, 2017 12:04:24 PM

Here are my thoughts on the reopening of this mine: 

* Once again the City of Tacoma tramples on the need for the safety of people and the
environment in suggesting that we don't need an EIS for this project!!!! Amazing. 

* Only through an EIS can we come even close to determining the effects this mine will have on
the people living so close to it and on the marine environment just across the street! Seriously
people!

* We need to know the effects of noise, traffic, water quality, hydrology of streams or natural
springs ,air quality and more., Think about what we are doing here! Hundreds of trucks a day.
Where do YOU live?? 

I will not rest until the City requires a EIS for this project!!

 
Kate Packard
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January 21, 2017 
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services  
747 Market St, Room 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
shirley.shultz@cityoftacoma.org 
 
Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface 
Mine off of Marine View Drive 
 

Dear Ms. Schultz:  
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit 
application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over 
the next ten years.   
 
I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human health impacts 
of these proposed mining activities. I live in the Pointe Woodworth community.  Commencement 
Bay and surrounding land is a source of pride for both myself and the larger community, and 
they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between the Hylebos Waterway and the 
neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly important as they are critical buffer 
between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution from sources like the Occidental Chemical 
Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities 
in this area stand to significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities – 
therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough environmental review.  
 
Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining itself, I 
believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the 
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has taken place at that site in the past, 
much has changed since operations stopped in over 20 years ago, including the building of 
homes less than 500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated 
Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns.  
 
My specific concerns are outlined below: 

• Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading disturbing both 
wildlife and local residents. 

• Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby 
further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources.  

• Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use. 
• The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as 

have been found on neighboring sites.  
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• Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily truck trips at full operation) stand to impact local air 
quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They also 
stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to 
take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to the three lane 
portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left turn lane.  

 
These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and 
scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the 
scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public 
involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I ask 
the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the Coski 
mine. 
 
Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the opportunity 
to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski surface mine 
reopening. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kathleen Tiberio  
apple@net-venture.com 
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From: lafort@wamail.net
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Thoughts regarding Application No. LU16-0230
Date: Wednesday, January 11, 2017 1:51:31 PM
Attachments: Public Comment Template, Coski Mine.docx

January 11, 2017

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services
747 Market St, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to
Reopen Coski Surface Mine off of Marine View Drive

Dear Ms. Schultz:

Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the
Conditional Use Permit application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of
sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over the next ten years.

I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and
human health impacts of these proposed mining activities. I have lived
here since l966 when I came to Tacoma to work as an elementary school
counselor with TPS. The city then was dismal both physically and
politically. I was shocked at what I discovered the first time I visited
Tacoma. In fact, I was depressed that I had signed with the school
district with the city site unseen.

Thankfully, over the years, Tacoma has come alive in having pride and
commitment in the restoration of the city. It is becoming an uplifting
place to live rather than a depressing place to live. Commencement Bay
and surrounding land has become a source of pride for both myself and
the larger community, and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes
between the Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma
are particularly important as they are critical buffer between a
waterway struggling with toxic pollution from sources like the
Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma
residents. Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand to
significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities –
therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough
environmental review.

Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts
of surface mining itself, I believe that the project is deserving of a
full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the State Environmental
Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has taken place at that site in the
past, much has changed since operations stopped in over 20 years ago,
including the building of homes less than 500 feet away. The City of
Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated Determination of
Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns.

My specific concerns are outlined below:
•       Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading
disturbing both wildlife and local residents.
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January 11, 2017



Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner

City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 

747 Market St, Room 345

Tacoma, WA 98402

shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org



Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine off of Marine View Drive



Dear Ms. Schultz: 



Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over the next ten years.  



I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human health impacts of these proposed mining activities. I have lived here since l966 when I came to Tacoma to work as an elementary school counselor with TPS. The city then was dismal both physically and politically. I was shocked at what I discovered the first time I visited Tacoma. In fact, I was depressed that I had signed with the school district with the city site unseen. 



Thankfully, over the years, Tacoma has come alive in having pride and commitment in the restoration of the city. It is becoming an uplifting place to live rather than a depressing place to live. Commencement Bay and surrounding land has become a source of pride for both myself and the larger community, and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between the Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly important as they are critical buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution from sources like the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand to significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities – therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough environmental review. 



Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining itself, I believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has taken place at that site in the past, much has changed since operations stopped in over 20 years ago, including the building of homes less than 500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns. 





My specific concerns are outlined below:

· Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading disturbing both wildlife and local residents.

· Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources. 

· Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use.

· The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as have been found on neighboring sites. 

· Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily truck trips at full operation) stand to impact local air quality and increase polluted storm water runoff from roads along their route. They also stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to the three lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left turn lane. 



These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the Coski mine. This is not a time for the city to go backwards by cutting short the proper evaluations needed that would protect our beautiful community and its resources.



Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski surface mine reopening.





Sincerely,



Linda Fortune, Ed.D.

253-759-8271 



•       Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained
on-site, thereby further degrading air quality already suffering from
other pollution sources.
•       Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential
use.
•       The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented
historical landfills, as have been found on neighboring sites.
•       Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily truck trips at full operation)
stand to impact local air quality and increase polluted storm water
runoff from roads along their route. They also stand to impact traffic,
especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to
take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or
impacts to the three lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is
already an inadequate left turn lane.

These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the
systematic and scientific information provided by a full Environmental
Impact Statement. In addition, the scoping and EIS drafting processes
would provide further opportunities for meaningful public involvement
from a community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers.
Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of
Significance for the reopening of the Coski mine. This is not a time for
the city to go backwards by cutting short the proper evaluations needed
that would protect our beautiful community and its resources.

Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank
you for the opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use
Permit Application for the Coski surface mine reopening.

Sincerely,

Linda Fortune, Ed.D.
253-759-8271
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From: Linnaea Arnett
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine on Marine

View Drive
Date: Tuesday, January 24, 2017 5:17:14 PM

January 24th, 2017

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 
747 Market St, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

Dear Ms. Schultz: 

Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use 
Permit application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface 
Mine over the next ten years.  

I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human health 
impacts of these proposed mining activities. I am a student at the University of Puget Sound 
and value the Tacoma community and natural environment around me. Commencement 
Bay and surrounding land is a source of pride for both myself and the larger community, 
and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between the Hylebos Waterway and the 
neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly important as they are critical buffer 
between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution, from sources like the Occidental 
Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed 
industrial activities in this area stand to significantly impact the health of nearby waters and 
communities – therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough 
environmental review. 

Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining 
itself, I believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has historically taken 
place at that site, much has changed since operations stopped over 20 years ago, including 
the construction of homes less than 500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary 
determination of a Mitigated Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these 
concerns. 

My specific concerns are outlined below:
Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading significantly 
disturbing both wildlife and local residents.
Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby 
further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources. 
Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use.
The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, 
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as have been found on neighboring sites. 
The SEPA checklist submitted by the project backers to the City of Tacoma is fraught 
with incomplete or incorrect information, and as a result does not accurately portray 
the possible impacts of the project. Examples include the following: 

Failure to list heron, eagle, deer, salmon and other animals known to be on or 
near the site; 
Failure to list evergreens, wetland species and other plants known to be on-site;
Failure to list invasive plants known to be on or near the site; 
Failure to list the Hylebos waterway as a nearby water body;
Failure to provide specific information on air emissions.

Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily trips at full operation) stand to impact local air 
quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They 
also stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis 
failed to take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to 
the three lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left 
turn lane. 

These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and 
scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the 
scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public 
involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I 
ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the 
Coski mine.

Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the 
opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski 
surface mine reopening.

Sincerely,

Linnaea Arnett
University of Puget Sound 2017
linnaeamarie21@gmail.com
360-704-9180

LU16-0230 Exhibit G

mailto:linnaeamarie21@gmail.com


From: Schultz, Shirley
To: "Lisa Eyre"
Subject: RE: Proposed surface mining in NE Tacoma
Date: Tuesday, January 03, 2017 8:21:00 AM

Good morning, Ms. Eyre -

Were you able to find the public notice file at this link? http://tacomapermits.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/06/LU16-0230-Public-Notice-for-website.pdf

This is the information we have received from the applicant and are in the process of analyzing among
staff and other reviewing agencies. The final review will all be included in the decision by the Director of
Planning and Development Services, and conditions will be placed on the project if necessary (if it is
approved). At this time, however, I can tell you the following.

** The project will be required to comply with all noise regulations of the City, which are contained in
Tacoma Municipal Code 8.122. I have requested a noise study from the applicant ensuring compliance;
additional restrictions on activities may be required under either the SEPA mitigation or under the
Conditional Use Permit.

** The project must comply with all air quality and water quality regulations. This means that any dust
must be controlled on the site. In addition, no dirt can enter the groundwater, nor can it be tracked off
site by trucking activity.

** The traffic impact analysis for the project starts on page 85 of the above link. According to the TIA,
at full operation there could be 150 truck trips per day (over 10 hours) plus vehicle trips for the 3 on-
site employees. This may change based on hours of operation or there may be conditions on entry-exit
times. (When the City approved a CUP for the site in 2008, trucks were not allowed to enter or leave
the site during commute times.)

** Most of the site has shrubs and invasive species on the surface (the site was cleared as recently as
2006, looking at aerial photos). The site would have topsoil added and the slope would be re-planted
after the mining operation completed (in two phases). The state Department of Natural Resources has
regulations for reclamation - see http://www.dnr.wa.gov/programs-and-services/geology/energy-mining-
and-minerals/surface-mining-and-reclamation -- and the applicant would have to follow those
regulations as well as any additional conditions under the City's permit. They have to show that the
slope will be stable after the mining operation is done.

Shirley Schultz
City of Tacoma | Development Services
253-591-5121
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org
www.tacomapermits.org

-----Original Message-----
From: Lisa Eyre [mailto:eyre5@comcast.net]
Sent: Sunday, January 01, 2017 11:18 AM
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Proposed surface mining in NE Tacoma

Ms. Schultz,

As a resident of the NE Tacoma community for the past fifteen years, I am deeply disturbed to learn
about the proposed surface mine next to the Pointe Woodworth neighborhood and I have a few
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questions.

What are the expected noise impacts resulting from a mining operation from 6:30 to 4:30 daily? What
are the anticipated airborne and groundwater impacts by disturbing the soil/sand/gravel? How many
heavy trucks will be entering/exiting the property every day and what are the impacts to road safety,
road quality, traffic? Will they be removing any trees/vegetation that provide a natural buffer between
NE Tacoma and heavy industries when mining? Will this undermine the stability of the hillside?

I feel like NE Tacoma is really getting the shaft.  It is very disappointing that our community leaders are
not looking out for us and we are forced to continually fight to keep NE Tacoma from becoming a
hazardous dumping ground.

Sincerely,
Lisa Eyre
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From: Ann Locsin
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Re: LU16-0230 Marine View Drive Surface Mine ("Coski") -- Additional Information
Date: Saturday, February 25, 2017 9:36:34 AM

Hi Shirley-
I had some additional questions related to the noise study as well as how it relates
to the noise ordinance for COT.............

1.  Does the city have any requirements regarding minimum number of days for a
noise study?  I noticed that this study was only conducted for one day which does
not seem adequate.  The noise study does not mention which way the wind was
going that day?  This plays a HUGE role in our community related to the carrying of
sounds.

2.  The study does not mention Schnitzer Steel as one of the base sounds.  They are
by far the biggest noise maker in our area so I am wondering if they were inactive
that day?  That is another reason why one day does not seem adequate for a noise
study?

3.  Does a mine have to adhere to the maximum decibel levels as spelled out in the
noise ordinance?  My husband reviewed the noise code and said there is a section
for "construction" which he felt the mine may fall under.  Thanks for clarifying!

4.  The hours of operation for the mine do not coincide with the noise ordinance
hours.  Can you clarify?

Ann Locsin

On Fri, Feb 17, 2017 at 8:23 AM, Schultz, Shirley <shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us>
wrote:

Good morning –

 

You are receiving this email as a party of interest on LU16-0230: Surface Mining at
the “Coski” site on Marine View Drive.

 

On Wednesday the applicant provided additional information (response to
comments) as well as the noise study. That information is now posted on the
City’s website at:

 

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/cms/One.aspx?portalId=169&pageId=120317

 

The information has not been reviewed by City staff.
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Please note that comments on the project are due by 5:00 p.m. on Friday, March
3.

 

Thank you!

 

Shirley Schultz

City of Tacoma | Development Services

253-591-5121

shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

www.tacomapermits.org

 

LU16-0230 Exhibit G

tel:(253)%20591-5121
mailto:shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org
http://www.tacomapermits.org/


From: Mary Jane Long
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Re: LU16-0230 Marine View Drive Surface Mine ("Coski") -- Additional Information
Date: Friday, February 24, 2017 8:46:14 AM

Why don't you make them use the hylebos bridge instead of screwing up marine
view drive- which already is a mess? Also will those trucks be covered so our
windshields don't get broken?? If anyone one the board lived in this mess things
would be different . 

Sent from my iPhone

On Feb 17, 2017, at 8:23 AM, Schultz, Shirley <shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us>
wrote:

Good morning –
 
You are receiving this email as a party of interest on LU16-0230: Surface Mining at the
“Coski” site on Marine View Drive.
 
On Wednesday the applicant provided additional information (response to comments)
as well as the noise study. That information is now posted on the City’s website at:
 
http://www.cityoftacoma.org/cms/One.aspx?portalId=169&pageId=120317
 
The information has not been reviewed by City staff.
 
Please note that comments on the project are due by 5:00 p.m. on Friday, March 3.
 
Thank you!
 

Shirley Schultz
City of Tacoma | Development Services
253-591-5121
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

www.tacomapermits.org
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From: Mary Jane Long
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Subject-what else the poisoning of NE Tacoma
Date: Thursday, January 19, 2017 9:59:08 PM

please do not put the sand mine into effect. I just add to order a filtration system
for the current contaminants so I can live in my home...with the sand mind going I
will have to move....and-WHO WILL BE ODD ENOUGH TO BUY IN MY
NEIGHBORHOOD??
The city had no right to issue building permits for this hill in the late 90s....it was
criminal.  They knew they would develop this petro-chemical nightmare in the
future.  My health has severely suffered and I am told by my doctors it is living here
making it this bad.
I guess you know none of us is ready to roll over and let these things happen
without a big fight.  If this totally incapacitates me I will seek legal representation
for myself.
Mary Jane Long 
1738 pointe woodworth drive NE
Tacoma, Washington 98422
253-952-1166
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January 23, 2017 
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 
747 Market St, Room 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 
 
Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface 
Mine on Marine View Drive 
 
 
Dear Ms. Schultz: 
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit 
application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over the 
next ten years. 
 
I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human health impacts of 
these proposed mining activities. I have lived here for nearly 7 years, and I have witnessed great 
growth in our community, an increased vibrancy to our downtown, and other improvements that 
signal a boost for the quality of life in our city. I also happen to be part of a great community of 
outdoor enthusiasts, and we can be found biking from the Narrows to Northeast Tacoma, swimming 
(yes, swimming) in Commencement Bay, running on the roads and trails, or just enjoying our 
beautiful waterfront. Commencement Bay and surrounding land is a source of pride for both myself 
and the larger community, and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between the Hylebos 
Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly important as they are 
critical buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution, from sources like the Occidental 
Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial 
activities in this area stand to significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities – 
therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough environmental review. 
 
Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining itself, I 
believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the State 
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has historically taken place at that site, much has 
changed since operations stopped over 20 years ago including the construction of homes less than 
500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated Determination of 
Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns. My specific concerns are outlined below: 

o Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading significantly 
disturbing both wildlife and local residents. 
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o Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby 
further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources. 

o Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use. 
o The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as 

have been found on neighboring sites. 
o The SEPA checklist submitted by the project backers to the City of Tacoma is fraught with 

incomplete or incorrect information, and as a result does not accurately portray the possible 
impacts of the project. Examples include the following: 
 Failure to list heron, eagle, deer, salmon and other animals known to be on or near 

the site; 
 Failure to list evergreens, wetland species and other plants known to be on-site; 
 Failure to list invasive plants known to be on or near the site; 
 Failure to list the Hylebos waterway as a nearby water body;  
 Failure to provide specific information on air emissions. 

o Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily trips at full operation) stand to impact local air quality 
and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They also stand to 
impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to take into 
consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to the three lane portion of 
Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left turn lane. 
 

These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and scientific 
information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the scoping and EIS 
drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public involvement from a 
community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma to 
declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the Coski mine. 
 
Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the opportunity to 
provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski surface mine reopening. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Melissa Nordquist 
1101 Lenore Drive 
Tacoma, WA 98406 
melissa_braisted@yahoo.com 

LU16-0230 Exhibit G



 
January 23, 2017 
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 
747 Market St, Room 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 
 
Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface 
Mine on Marine View Drive 
 
 
Dear Ms. Schultz: 
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit 
application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over the 
next ten years. 
 
I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human health impacts of 
these proposed mining activities. I have lived here for nearly 7 years, and I have witnessed great 
growth in our community, an increased vibrancy to our downtown, and other improvements that 
signal a boost for the quality of life in our city. I also happen to be part of a great community of 
outdoor enthusiasts, and we can be found biking from the Narrows to Northeast Tacoma, swimming 
(yes, swimming) in Commencement Bay, running on the roads and trails, or just enjoying our 
beautiful waterfront. Commencement Bay and surrounding land is a source of pride for both myself 
and the larger community, and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between the Hylebos 
Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly important as they are 
critical buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution, from sources like the Occidental 
Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial 
activities in this area stand to significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities – 
therefore, such activities warrant particularly careful and thorough environmental review. 
 
Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining itself, I 
believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the State 
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has historically taken place at that site, much has 
changed since operations stopped over 20 years ago including the construction of homes less than 
500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated Determination of 
Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns. My specific concerns are outlined below: 

o Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading significantly 
disturbing both wildlife and local residents. 
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o Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby 
further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources. 

o Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use. 
o The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as 

have been found on neighboring sites. 
o The SEPA checklist submitted by the project backers to the City of Tacoma is fraught with 

incomplete or incorrect information, and as a result does not accurately portray the possible 
impacts of the project. Examples include the following: 
 Failure to list heron, eagle, deer, salmon and other animals known to be on or near 

the site; 
 Failure to list evergreens, wetland species and other plants known to be on-site; 
 Failure to list invasive plants known to be on or near the site; 
 Failure to list the Hylebos waterway as a nearby water body;  
 Failure to provide specific information on air emissions. 

o Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily trips at full operation) stand to impact local air quality 
and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They also stand to 
impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to take into 
consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to the three lane portion of 
Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left turn lane. 
 

These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and scientific 
information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the scoping and EIS 
drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public involvement from a 
community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma to 
declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the Coski mine. 
 
Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the opportunity to 
provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski surface mine reopening. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Melissa Nordquist 
1101 Lenore Drive 
Tacoma, WA 98406 
melissa_braisted@yahoo.com 
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From: Meng Li Che
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Comments on Application LU16-0230, Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Mines
Date: Tuesday, January 24, 2017 7:05:07 PM

January 24, 2017
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 
747 Market St, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org
 
Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to
Reopen Coski Surface Mine on Marine View Drive
 
Dear Ms. Schultz: 
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on
the Conditional Use Permit application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and
gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over the next ten years. 
 
I am a Northeast Tacoma/Browns Point resident concerned about the potential
environmental and human health impacts of these proposed mining activities. 

Nearly every work day, I drive from my home In NE Tacoma to Olympia.  I regularly
travel along SR-509 (Marine View Dr) for long stretches of roadway. The impact of
the hundreds of additional trucks daily on SR 509 is mind boggling. I already have a
one hour commute, each direction. Adding up to six hundred trucks daily to a small
roadway would tax our patience and significantly slow traffic. 

In the last six years of living in NE Tacoma, I had one truck lose part of its load and
cause a few thousand dollars damage to my vehicle. I have had several rocks and
other smaller debris from trucks and vehicles driving along SR 509 ding my vehicle.
Often times I see debris on the roadway and have to swerve out of the way. Adding
up to six hundred trucks per day is unacceptable without first performing a full EIS
under SEPA. 

Due to losing additional avenues (bridge) from Browns Point to Tacoma, SR 509 is
especially important as the main road into and out of north Pierce County to
downtown Tacoma. 

Commencement Bay and surrounding land is a source of pride for both myself and
the larger community, and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between
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the Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are
particularly important as they are critical buffer between a waterway struggling with
toxic pollution, from sources like the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the
homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. 

Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand to significantly impact the health
of nearby waters and communities – therefore, such activities warrant
particularly careful and thorough environmental review. 
 
Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface
mining itself, I believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining
has historically taken place at that site, much has changed since operations
stopped over 20 years ago, including the constructionof homes less than 500 feet
away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated Determination
of Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns. 
 
My specific concerns are outlined below:

• Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime
loading significantly disturbing both wildlife and local residents.
• Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained
on-site, thereby further degrading air quality already suffering
from other pollution sources. 
• Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use.
• The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical
landfills, as have been found on neighboring sites. 
• The SEPA checklist submitted by the project backers to the City of Tacoma is
fraught with incomplete or incorrect information, and as a result does not
accurately portray the possible impacts of the project. Examples include the
following: 

o Failure to list heron, eagle, deer, salmon and other animals known to be
on or near the site; 
o Failure to list evergreens, wetland species and other plants known to be
on-site;
o Failure to list invasive plants known to be on or near the site; 
o Failure to list the Hylebos waterway as a nearby water body;
o Failure to provide specific information on air emissions.

• Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily trips at full operation) stand to impact
local air quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their
route. They also stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s
Traffic Impact Analysis failed to take into consideration the left turn needed to
leave the site or impacts to the three lane portion of Marine View Drive where
there is already an inadequate left turn lane. 
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These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic
and scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In
addition, the scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities
for meaningful public involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their
decision-makers. Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of
Significance for the reopening of the Coski mine.
 
Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the
opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for
the Coski surface minereopening.
 
 
Sincerely,
 
Meng Li Che
mengleeche@yahoo.com

Sent from my iPhone
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From: mojgan_holm@comcast.net
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Re: LU16-0230 CUP for Coski Gravel Mine -- 2008 Permit
Date: Tuesday, January 10, 2017 8:44:44 AM

Dear Shirley,

Thank you for sending the information so promptly.  

As we discussed earlier today, I would like to make sure that a recommended
condition of approval limit the duration of the project to the maximum of 5 years
without allowing for any additional time extensions.  Also, the project should be limited
to mining only without any other accessory uses to be used on the site as listed under
Section 13.06.640.c.
As we talked earlier today, 10 years is a long time and it seems like they have drag
this project already too long.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Mojgan Holm.

Sent from Xfinity Connect Mobile App

------ Original Message ------

From: Shirley Schultz
To: 'mojgan_holm@comcast.net'
Sent: January 10, 2017 at 8:23 AM
Subject: LU16-0230 CUP for Coski Gravel Mine -- 2008 Permit

Thanks for your phone call –
 
Here is the decision from 2008 for your information. The new decision will look
different than this, and the plans for grading are slightly different, but you can see how
the proposals compare.
 
Please let me know if you need any additional documents -
 

Shirley Schultz
City of Tacoma | Development Services
253-591-5121
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

www.tacomapermits.org
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January 24, 2017 

 

To:  Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 

City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 

Re: Application No. LU16-0230 

Dear Ms. Schutz: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Conditional Use Permit application 
located at 2503 Marine View Drive. 

As a resident of NE Tacoma, Point Woodworth neighborhood, I believe the adverse impact of 
this project would cause considerable negative effect on area residents.  At the very least, noise 
level, dust, and traffic congestion would increase significantly. 

Per the submitted document, the proposed project site is primarily located within the “R-2” 
District with only 150-foot wide band area (page 3 of RB Engineering report) adjacent to Marine 
View Drive which is zoned “C-2” District.   

The Generalized Land-Use Element of the City’s Comprehensive Plan locates the project site 
within the area designated as “Low Intensity”.  Therefore, the project does not meet the intent of 
the Comprehensive Plan as the project simply cannot be considered as a low intensity activity. 

The project does not meet the intent for approval of a Conditional Use Permit under TMC 
Section 13.06.540 and 13.06.640.D as this project is not sufficiently removed from the existing 
residential and commercial developments.  In addition, the proposed project is contrary to the 
public interest due to triggering additional noise, dust, and glare to the area.   

The applicant stated that limiting the hours of operation for the proposed surface mine will 
reduce noise generation; however, they proposed two 10 hours shifts for this project.  One shift 
to start from 6:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. and the other from 7:00 p.m. to 5:00 a.m. (if needed for 
loading/hauling only) ever day of the week.  This is not acceptable to any of us living in the 
Point Woodworth area,  and if approved, the City must limit the hours of operation as well as any 
night, weekend and holiday operation in this facility.   

The City must require the applicant to provide additional studies and an EIS to determine the 
effect of this project to the surrounding residential uses.  At the minimum, the applicant must be 
required to provide studies such as noise, on site dust control plan, light and glare, air quality, 
and visual impact of the project in order to determine how to mitigate the impacts of this project 
to the existing residential homes.     
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 This project is not located in a rural area.  The proposed project site is within the City’s UGA 
and as proposed is not consistent with the existing surrounding residential uses, Comprehensive 
plan or the Conditional Use Permit criteria.  Therefore the proposed project must be denied or 
additional studies must be submitted prior to any determination from the City to go forward with 
approval of this application. 

 If approved, this project must provide sufficient buffer from the surrounding uses.  It must limit 
the traffic to and from the site from 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 a.m. and from 3:30 p.m. to 4:30 p.m. 
(during rush hours).  In addition, it must not allow for any trucks to idle or wait on the gates prior 
to opening hours of the surface mine or allow for the use of compression brakes on the site by 
trucks. The road approaches to the site shall be kept clean.  Any deviation from the plans must be 
subject to additional public hearing and the life of project must be limited to the maximum of 5 
years as allowed by the City Code. 

Please contact me if you have any questions regarding my comments and thank you again for the 
opportunity to provide comments on this project. 

 

Best regards, 

 

Mojgan Holm 

1822 Mariner Cir NE 

Tacoma, Wa 98422 
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From: njnelson50@gmail.com
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Coski Sand and Gravel Mine
Date: Monday, January 23, 2017 8:27:01 AM

Dear Ms Schultz,

I am writing to you to express my concern over a possible decision to not require
and environmental impact statement in considering the proposed re-opening of the
Coski Sand and Gravel Mine.

I am certain that you are aware of the concerns of the citizens of Tacoma regarding
the safety of this proposal.  I am also certain that you are well aware of the vested
interest we, the people of Tacoma, have in the environment of our home.

One need only remember the most recent issues, L & G and the Methanol Plants to
understand this.  I am sure that you appreciate and take pride in the direction and
active interest the people of Tacoma are taking to contribute to the quality of life in
our town.

The message is loud and clear, we expect our represented officials to make due
diligence in representing us and the quality of our life, here in Tacoma.
Unfortunately, seeds of mistrust have been planted because of the past.  It is your
burden to prove to us that you will represent the people of Tacoma.

I understand your interest in growing our economy.  Please do not short sight that
interest.  In the long run, our economy will suffer from the pollution and safety
threats that many industries impose.  Please do not allow yourselves to be
blindsided by corporate corruption.  Those two terms go hand in hand and it is your
responsibility to not succumb to them.

With this proposal and all future proposals, please be diligent and proactive. I hope
there are plans in place to seek out clean and sustainable industry to our Tacoma.

That is only how we will thrive.

Thank you,

Nancy Chapa
Tacoma, WA
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Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 

City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 

747 Market Street, Room 345 

Tacoma, WA 98402 

Shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 

 

RE: Public comments on Application no. LU16-0230; Conditional Permit to Reopen Coski Surface mine in 
NE Tacoma 

 

Dear Ms Schultz, 

We are writing to you on behalf of the Pointe Woodworth Homeowner’s Association Board, which 
represents 180 homes located directly adjacent to the proposed Coski Surface Mine.  We are deeply 
concerned about this proposed mine and its impacts to our neighborhood. 

The Surface Mining Code (13.06.540) states “that adjoining properties and residences shall be 
safeguarded against undue, hazardous, or prolonged nuisances occasioned either by odor, noise, smoke, 
debris, or other unsightly or obnoxious conditions.” It is this board’s conclusion that this application 
does not adequately addresses this code. 

NOISE 

We are very concerned about escalating noise levels in our neighborhood from various heavy industrial 
projects in the port.  We believe that this surface mine will also generate considerable noise which will 
affect the residential enjoyment of our neighborhood.  Here are our questions and comments related to 
noise: 

1.  A noise study should be required.  The noise study should account for the “funnel effect” above 
and adjacent to the sight. 

2. What equipment will be used?  What noise does it make? 
3. What noise emissions will be produced by equipment, trucks, etc?  At what levels? 
4. How would you ensure that approved night work does not interfere with sleeping residents? 
5. What are the noise regulations that they must adhere to? 
6. Who is overseeing compliance? 
7. Sound monitors should be required as a part of this plan, with mutually agreed upon maximum 

levels 
8. What is the noise monitoring plan?  If none, can one be required? 
9. Will the materials be processed on site (rock crushers, sorters, etc)? 
10. Will blasting be conducted? 
11. What types of noise mitigation are proposed? 
12. How do you account for the cumulative effects of noise coming from several projects at the 

same time? 
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13. You state that the majority of the work will be performed in the Spring and Summer when many 
of us have our windows opened and are trying to enjoy our patios and outdoor spaces.  How will 
you ensure that our quality of life is not impacted? 

GEOTECHNICAL 

No geotechnical exploration was done for the current proposal.  The submitted report from Bennett 
Consulting refers to a report that was completed in 2001.  Site Conditions have changed.  He visually 
glanced at the site to make this assumption which is inadequate. 

1.  Why isn’t the City of Tacoma requiring a current geotech report? 
2. The SEPA checklist indicates that the site contains sand, gravel, and clay.  There is no demand 

for clay.  What % of the 400,000 of material to be mined is Sand?  What % is Gravel?  What % is 
Clay?  Where will the clay be taken to? 

3. What about reclamation?  What is proposed/required 
4. What is the groundwater table elevation? 

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 

This is a known nesting site for Bald Eagles. 

1. Where is the wildlife report? 
2. What is the mitigation for their habitat destruction? 

AIR EMISSIONS AND GREENHOUSE GAS EFFECTS 

Air emissions are not addressed in this application, therefore an incomplete assessment. 

1. What are the air emissions? 
2. The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical work.  How is this 

addressed?  If those particulates become airborne, what is the risk to homes nearby? 
3. What are the air emissions from the up to 600 trucks per day? 
4. How do you propose to mitigate for air emissions?   
5. Will water trucks be required to control dust? If so, how do you ensure this is not running off 

into our waterway which is right across the street? 

TRAFFIC 

Traffic is a huge concern related to this project.  The counts in your study were conducted on a Tuesday, 
Wednesday, and Thursday.  Why was Monday and Friday not included given that these are the heaviest 
traffic days of the week?  Any traffic counts should include ALL days that the mine will have trucks on 
the road in order to fairly access the impact.  Norpoint Way NE to Marine View Drive is currently dealing 
with an extreme traffic situation during the evening rush hour.  Because of the work being done on I-5 
which is creating gridlock traffic from Federal Way through Fife, traffic apps like Google Maps and Waze 
are rerouting commuters off of I-5, down Norpoint, and on to 509.  Friday’s in particular are the worst 
which is not accounted for in this study.  Sometimes we can’t even exit our neighborhood due to the 
traffic.   
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1.  The chart that is included in the traffic study indicates up to 300 truck trips each way in a 10 
hour shift for a total of 600 trips daily.  Is this accurate? How can we create a maximum 
allowable trucks per day on Marine View Drive that is enforceable? 

2. Why was the average minimized to 34 per day?  The application states that the mining will 
primarily be done in Spring and Summer.  Isn’t it deceiving to average it out for 12 months when 
that is not an accurate reflection of truck traffic? 

3. Why isn’t the city requiring the applicant to pay for pavement deterioration?   With that many 
trucks on the road it will have a significant impact on Marine View Drive and 509.  Will this 
liability be left to taxpayers? 

4. Why isn’t the developer responsible for road improvements using city streets? 
5. How will residents be compensated for damage to vehicles due to debris falling off of the trucks 

onto cars or onto roads? 
6. How will the city ensure the safety of our children who travel in this immediate area to attend 

high school, either on busses or as young new licensed drivers? 
7. What is the truck staging plan to ensure no backups at Norpoint and Marine View Drive? When 

the trucks return to the mine empty there could be a serious backup to get in to only entrance.  
There is no shoulder and could create a significant back up.  How will this be addressed? 

8. An additional traffic study should be conducted at Norpoint and Marine View Drive.  This 
intersection is very high volume and stands to have a major impact on our community if clogged 
with trucks. 

HOURS OF OPERATION 

We have significant concerns related to the hours of operation, especially in a residential zoned 
community. The application allows for work to start as early as 6 am which is too early for a 
neighborhood.   

1. How do we change hours to 9 am to 3 pm Monday through Friday only? 
2. How do we not allow for ANY work at night? 
3. How do we ensure that the city will NOT grant any emergency extensions to allowable work 

hours like they did with the Pile Driving project? 
4. Who enforces the hours of operation and what recourse do residents have if they are in 

violation? 

ZONING 

This is a residential zoned neighborhood.  It is highly unusual to place a surface mine in residential 
zoning.  Why is the need urgent?  Are there other locations you can get the materials you need from 
that are not in a residential neighborhood? Can you establish that you have a shortage? 

1. What project is this material being used for? 
2. Were alternative locations considered? 
3. Are there options for sand and gravel available in other areas that you could pull from? 
4. What is the plan for this site once all the materials are removed? 
5. Why is the permit for 10 years?  Isn’t that excessive?  The last permit was good for 5 years.  10 

years is unreasonable risk for residents. 
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6. The application states that 400,000 of material can be removed yet in another place it states 
800,000.  Which one is correct?  How can we ensure that no more than 400,000 is removed and 
that the number cannot be increased? 

7. There are several references to this being an established surface mine in the past, therefore 
grandfathered.  The last time this mine was operational Pt Woodworth did not exist.  How do 
you account for the change which is 180 new homes located next door?  Isn’t this a significant 
change which should be addressed? 

8. When this mine was last Operational, prior to 1997, what was the zoning for this property?  Has 
it changed?  If so, how was that taken into account? 

 

The Pointe Woodworth Homeowner’s Association would like to ensure that our community remains a 
healthy and viable community.  We believe this project has the potential to threaten the livability of our 
neighborhood.  The cumulative value of our homes is $90,000,000 and many residents have their life 
savings invested in this real estate.  Your actions should be respectful of this significant impact and all 
mitigations should ensure that mine activities do not encroach on the quality of life in our 
neighborhood. We respectfully ask for a full environmental impact study be completed in order to fairly 
and accurately address our concerns. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Chris Murphy 

President, Pointe Woodworth Homeowner’s Association 
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From: Ranee W.
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Concerned citizen
Date: Thursday, January 12, 2017 4:15:52 PM

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services
747 Market St, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
shirley.shultz@cityoftacoma.org
Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine off of
Marine View Drive
Dear Ms. Schultz:
Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use Permit application to
extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over the next ten years.
I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human health impacts of these
proposed mining activities. [Insert any other background information about yourself that may be applicable (i.e.,
NE Tacoma residency, professional experience, etc.)] Commencement Bay and surrounding land is a source of
pride for both myself and the larger community, and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between the
Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly important as they are critical
buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution from sources like the Occidental Chemical Superfund
site, and the homes of Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand to
significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities – therefore, such activities warrant particularly
careful and thorough environmental review.
Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining itself, I believe that the
project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the State Environmental Policy Act
(SEPA). Although mining has taken place at that site in the past, much has changed since operations stopped in
over 20 years ago, including the building of homes less than 500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary
determination of a Mitigated Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these concerns.
My specific concerns are outlined below:
• Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading disturbing both wildlife and local residents.
• Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby further degrading air
quality already suffering from other pollution sources.
• Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use.
• The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as have been found on
neighboring sites.
• Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily truck trips at full operation) stand to impact local air quality and increase
polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route. They also stand to impact traffic, especially given that the
project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts
to the three lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an inadequate left turn lane.
These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and scientific information
provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the scoping and EIS drafting processes would
provide further opportunities for meaningful public involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their
decision-makers. Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening
of the Coski mine.
Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the opportunity to provide
comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski surface mine reopening.
Sincerely,
Ranee Clapp
rnurse_2000@yahoo.com
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From: Kelly Kim
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: RE: Re-open Coski Surface mine in NE Tacoma
Date: Thursday, February 02, 2017 3:23:30 PM

Hello Ms. Schultz-
I am a resident of the Pointe Woodworth community and I wanted to voice my concerns about the
potential re-opening of the Coski Surface mine in NE Tacoma. From my understanding, this land is
currently zoned residential — which makes mining inappropriate for this space. Hundreds of families
live in close proximity to this area and the potential noise pollution from such a business would be
devastating. Families with children and pets for instance, would be constantly disrupted by the loud
and unfamiliar noises that result from grinding and crushing of the mined material. Children, pets
and adults for that matter can have anxiety and stress from such noises as they are very
unaccustomed to such strange noises in a residential area. This section of land is also home to
indigenous Northwest wildlife. Noise will force these animals out and habitat will be diminished as
well. Marine wildlife will also pay a severe consequence based on this proposed action. Last, traffic
along this stretch of road is already atrocious. Adding such a business will only contribute to more
traffic causing increased travel time for many people which means less time spent with family. In a
society that already has such limited family time any and every minute spent with family is
invaluable. Please register my concerns and feel free to share my email with the appropriate people.
Thank you,
 

Kelly Kim
Tahoma High School
Special Education Teacher
Head Volleyball Coach
(425) 413-6200
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From: Rus Higley
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: sand and gravel mine in Tacoma needs a SEPA
Date: Wednesday, January 11, 2017 11:16:11 AM

Dear Mrs. Schultz,

This email is intended to ask that the City of Tacoma require a SEPA review for the
proposed sand and gravel mine in North East Tacoma.  According to the Washington State
Department of Ecology's website about SEPA's, a " SEPA review helps agency decision-
makers, applicants, and the public understand how a proposal will affect the environment."
 Without conducting a SEPA, it is impossible for the City of Tacoma, the applicants, and the
citizens to understand what the impacts are.  These obviously include noise and air pollution,
traffic congestion, but also include changes to the area since the property was last mined over
30 years ago including the growth of the residential neighborhoods nearby.  Other impacts
are likely but specific information is not available...hence the need for the SEPA.  After the
political debacle of last year's methanol plant and ongoing concern by citizens about the LNG
plant, it is imperative that the City of Tacoma take a more proactive and open stance on
significant projects that keep the citizens informed.  The city of Tacoma should be
encouraging citizen involvement rather than historical passivity.

Thank you,

Rus Higley
Resident of Tacoma
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From: Rus Higley
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Re: sand and gravel mine in Tacoma needs a SEPA
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 7:48:41 AM

Dear Mrs. Schultz,

Based on your information, I've corrected my email and am resubmitting

 

This email is intended to ask that the City of Tacoma require a full Environmental Impact Statement for the
proposed sand and gravel mine in North East Tacoma.  According to the Washington State Department of
Ecology's website a " review helps agency decision-makers, applicants, and the public understand how a
proposal will affect the environment."  Without conducting a full EIS, it is impossible for the City of Tacoma, the
applicants, and the citizens to understand what the impacts are.  These obviously include noise, water, and air
pollution, traffic congestion,but also include changes to the area since the property was last mined over 30
years ago including the growth of the residential neighborhoods nearby.  Alternative sources of gravel and
other materials should also be looked at.  Other impacts are likely and should be included but specific
information is not available...hence the need for the EIS.    After the political debacle of last year's
methanol plant and ongoing concern by citizens about the LNG plant, it is imperative that the City of Tacoma
take a more proactive and open stance on significant projects that keep the citizens informed.  The city of
Tacoma should be encouraging citizen involvement rather than historical passivity.

 

Thank you,

 

Rus Higley

Resident of Tacoma

Rus Higley
Instructor, Environmental Science
University of Washington, Tacoma
rhigley@uw.edu

On Wed, Jan 11, 2017 at 11:29 AM, Schultz, Shirley
<shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us> wrote:

Good morning, Mr. Higley –

 

Thank you very much for your comments. They will be entered into the record and
will be taken into consideration as further decisions are made. All comments will be
responded to in the decision process – though they may be aggregated for
efficiency.

 

I have provided a response/clarification below my signature for your information.
In summary, the City is conducting a SEPA review of the project, but at this time
has made the preliminary determination that a full Environmental Impact
Statement is not warranted. I’ve included a link to the State’s website about SEPA,
there is a lot of information there about the process and commenting. (It looks like
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you’ve already found at least some of their information – this page is also good:
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/citizensguide/citizensguide.htm.)

 

Your email will be added to our notification list; should you like to receive any
documents on paper please send your mailing address.

 

Have a great day!

 

 

Shirley Schultz

City of Tacoma | Development Services

253-591-5121

shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

www.tacomapermits.org

 

 

The City is conducting an environmental review using the Optional DNS process as
allowed through WAC197-11-340 and WAC197-11-350, and as encouraged by the
Washington Local Project Review Act (RCW36.70B). I am not an attorney, but the
gist of the RCW is to allow and encourage combined notice and commenting
periods for environmental review with the underlying governmental action on a
proposal (in this case, the Conditional Use Permit for the proposal).

 

With the notice process, the City makes an initial determination that a full EIS is
not warranted for the proposal, but this does not in any way mean that the City is
exempting a project from environmental review, nor is the City deferring its
environmental responsibility as the SEPA Lead Agency.

 

Without going into full details of the Determination of Significance, Scoping, and
EIS process (the Washington State Department of Ecology has a great website at
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sepa/e-review.html which has information
about SEPA from both the agency and the public side of things) – the summary is
that the City, at this time, has determined that impacts can be addressed without
a full EIS.
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This is based on the history of the site and the ability the City and other agencies
have to place conditions on the project both under the CUP and under SEPA
mitigation. For instance, concerns may occur over water quality and quantity due
to the gravel removal at the site. The City and Department of Ecology have
authority over the stormwater at the site based upon all current rules and
regulations – any critical areas, water quality and water quantity would be assured.

 

However, the City is welcoming public comment and that includes calls for a full
EIS. Requests for a full EIS should include ideas about the scope of that EIS, i.e.,
what subjects should be addressed which are *not* adequately covered in policies
and regulations. The City can take that information to either revise the original
preliminary determination or incorporate additional mitigation into the project. At
this time we know for certain that there will be additional mitigation regarding
noise and protection of adjacent properties, and there will be mitigation in the
form of restricting traffic flow.

 

 

From: Rus Higley [mailto:rhigley@uw.edu] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 11, 2017 11:16 AM
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: sand and gravel mine in Tacoma needs a SEPA

 

Dear Mrs. Schultz,

 

This email is intended to ask that the City of Tacoma require a SEPA review for
the proposed sand and gravel mine in North East Tacoma.  According to the
Washington State Department of Ecology's website about SEPA's, a " SEPA review
helps agency decision-makers, applicants, and the public understand how a
proposal will affect the environment."  Without conducting a SEPA, it is impossible
for the City of Tacoma, the applicants, and the citizens to understand what the
impacts are.  These obviously include noise and air pollution, traffic congestion,
but also include changes to the area since the property was last mined over 30
years ago including the growth of the residential neighborhoods nearby.  Other
impacts are likely but specific information is not available...hence the need for the
SEPA.  After the political debacle of last year's methanol plant and ongoing
concern by citizens about the LNG plant, it is imperative that the City of Tacoma
take a more proactive and open stance on significant projects that keep the
citizens informed.  The city of Tacoma should be encouraging citizen involvement
rather than historical passivity.

 

Thank you,
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Rus Higley

Resident of Tacoma
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From: Sandra Joy
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: the sand and gravel mine
Date: Wednesday, January 18, 2017 7:10:15 PM

get a grip..................we all can feel the  impact of the light assessment here.  we
all know  this is not going to make any thing better for the are...greed is going to
be the bottom line... who are these gangsters?  so lets just take it one step at a
 time  each  house hold near by ,the traffic the pollution, the whole thing is a bad
idea. the people who want this are who? and have what reputation?  and for what
purpose?  it is going to be beneficial to land , to neighborhoods, to animals and
wildlife ,which is diminishing already?  come on people this is a catastrophe  every
thing about it stinks.. get a environmental study by going house to house,and
asking ask every one who will OBVIOUSLY BE  IN THE MIDST O
THIS.......................NOT TO DO   THIS IS A CRIME .  CRIME  DO WE HEAR THIS
? CRIME. AGAINST LAND, PEOPLE , ANIMALS.. AND EVEN THE PEOPLE WHOSE
IDEA  IT IS ARE GOING TO BE HARMED.... THEY JUST DO NOT SEE IT
YET>.....................THIS MUST NOT HAPPEN  .................THE CRITERIA    1. 
WHAT IS AT THE HEART OF THE MATTER     IS THIS IN THE SPIRIT OF THE LAW
OF THE LANDS?....   3 DOES THIS SERVE ALL PEOPLE?    4 DOES THIS TAKE US
ALL HOME  ?  ANSWER ALL THESE THINGS IN PUBLIC TO THE AGREEMENT. OF
ALL...THIS IS ASKING THE GREATER GOOD TO ANSWER............WE HAVE
RUINED OUR COUNTRY OUR WORLD  WHEN DOES IT STOP ..............IT STOPS
NOW ,HERE  IN TACOMA .. IT STOPS NOW ..............WHO AGREES WITH THIS.
START AS PETITION ... DO IT.     ELA SANDRA JOY
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From: Sandra Joy
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Re: FW: Tacoma News: Comment Period on Proposed Surface Mining Project Extended to March 3 (LU16-0230)
Date: Tuesday, January 24, 2017 6:27:07 PM

Shirley  
thank you for your commitment to this project. as we all know , we have created,to
gether a mess on this planet.and this is not ok... in gods way he as  creator  loaned us
the use of the planet. we are rude  and remiss to abuse it.. as we trust in our creator
he will trust in us. give us more to do ,in terms  of responsibilities. he can allow us to
discover new ways to be here  mastering new ways to understand life, surely there is
more than what we are experiencing.............where is the information re guarding the
companies or people who want this to happen , the purpose ,who is it to serve,and is it
beneficial to all people animals  water, air... as all is alive..............if we  rearguard life
,its not about spills , fires etc. this kind of clean up thinking already is a disaster waiting
to happen, there is technology not realized yet . because we are looking in the opposite
direction   to our own destruction..............in terms  of gain for dollars.this is not the
way to pursue anything .. does it enhance the environment? feed the animals, grow
teh plants , and respect the creatures great and small. bees,and insects that keep
nature balanced? does it? do not think for a moment , creatures are not part of gods
promise and protections...........please  send or referr me to more information on the
interests of this project , where is the backgroud of the interested  parties.........thank
you..........

On Tue, Jan 24, 2017 at 3:48 PM, Schultz, Shirley <shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us>
wrote:

Good afternoon, all. You are receiving this email because you were either on the original public notice
distribution list for LU16-0230, the proposed sand and gravel mine on Marine View Drive, or because
you have already submitted comments during the public notice period.

 

Please note that the comment period has been extended until at least March 3. You may receive a
new postcard notice tomorrow, as well.

 

Also, please make note of the project web page: www.cityoftacoma.org/surfacemining. While we will
send out notice to this email list, we will also post any additional information (including the noise
study) and further project information to this web page.

 

Sincerely,

 

 

Shirley Schultz

City of Tacoma | Development Services
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253-591-5121

shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

www.tacomapermits.org

 

 

 

From: City of Tacoma News 
Sent: Tuesday, January 24, 2017 3:34 PM
To: City of Tacoma News
Subject: Tacoma News: Comment Period on Proposed Surface Mining Project Extended to March 3

 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

Jan. 24, 2017

MEDIA CONTACT
Brad Forbes, Office of Deputy Mayor Robert Thoms, bforbes@cityoftacoma.org, (253) 591-
5166

 

Comment Period on Proposed Surface Mining Project
Extended to March 3

 

Following a recent public meeting regarding the proposed sand and gravel mine on Marine
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View Drive, the City of Tacoma’s Planning and Development Services Department announced
today that the public comment period will be extended to Friday, March 3.

 

"We received many useful comments at the public meeting, all of which will be responded to
as the permit review proceeds," said Planning Manager Jana Magoon. "One thing that was
very clear is that the neighborhood is concerned about potential noise impacts of the
proposal."

 

A noise study has been requested from the project applicant. The City expects to receive the
study by Thursday, Feb. 16. If the noise study cannot be published by this date, the comment
period will be extended again to allow at least two weeks for public review of noise impacts.

 

“Requiring a noise study was a top priority of my neighbors in Northeast Tacoma, and I look
forward to learning the results and what mitigations can be taken to protect our resident’s
quality of life,” said Deputy Mayor Robert Thoms, who represents Northeast Tacoma. 

 

After staff has reviewed the information gathered, and made a preliminary determination of
potential impacts to the community, the City may elect to place additional conditions or
restrictions above and beyond existing regulation. Currently, the City is projected to make a
decision on this project by the end of April 2017.

Comments can be submitted to Principal Planner Shirley Schultz at
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org. For more information, visit cityoftacoma.org/SurfaceMining
or call (253) 591-5121.

 

 

###
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Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 

City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 

747 Market Street, Room 345 

Tacoma, WA 98402 

Shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 

Peter Huffman, Director  

City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 

747 Market Street, Room 345 

Tacoma, WA 98402 

Peter.Huffman@cityoftacoma.org 

 

RE: Public comments on Application no. LU16-0230; Conditional Permit to Reopen Coski Surface mine in 
NE Tacoma 

 

Dear Shirley and Peter, 

We are writing to you to provide our written questions and comments related to the Coski Surface 
Mine. We are residents of NE Tacoma and live in the Pointe Woodworth neighborhood which is directly 
adjacent to this proposed mine.  We are adamantly opposed to this project and would like to request a 
full Environmental Impact Statement be completed regarding this application.  That is the only way all of 
our questions and concerns can adequately be addressed regarding this project.  We were extremely 
disturbed that Peter Huffman was not present at the meeting last night since finding out he has the final 
approval/disapproval word on this project.  We do not believe you can get the full impact of the 
passionate concerns people in NE Tacoma have about this project.   We are requesting all of the below 
questions be answered before any final go ahead is approved.  

The Surface Mining Code (13.06.540) states “that adjoining properties and residences shall be 
safeguarded against undue, hazardous, or prolonged nuisances occasioned either by odor, noise, smoke, 
debris, or other unsightly or obnoxious conditions.” I do not believe that this application adequately 
addresses this code. 

NOISE 

Noise is a huge concern to our community.  We are a residential zoned neighborhood.  There are already 
several other projects /businesses that are creating an intolerable noise situation in our community to 
include Schnitzer Steel, Pier 4 Pile Driving project, and construction of a warehouse on the Hylebos 
Waterway.  If the LNG proposal is approved, that will also contribute significant noise.  How does the 
City of Tacoma reconcile the cumulative effects of multiple projects going on in the same area at the 
same time?  Not everyone mentioned above is subject to the City of Tacoma’s noise ordinance (I believe 
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most businesses in the Port are exempt?).  This has the potential to create the perfect storm in our 
community with noise levels that are unacceptable.  Here are some questions related to noise. 

1.  There is no noise study included in the application 
2. What equipment will be used?  What noise does it make? 
3. What noise emissions will be produced by equipment, trucks, etc?  At what levels? 
4. What are the noise levels for requested night time work? 
5. What are the noise regulations that they must adhere to? 
6. Who is overseeing compliance? 
7. Sound monitors should be required as a part of this plan.  Have you considered this? 
8. What is the noise monitoring plan?  If none, can one be required? 
9. Will the materials be processed on site (rock crushers, sorters, etc)? 
10. Will blasting be conducted? 
11. What types of noise mitigation are proposed? 
12. The homes that are located 450 feet above have no natural sound barrier.  What are you going 

to install to provide a sound barrier? 
13. Lennar Homes is building 42 homes directly above this site and has indicated they plan to cut 

down additional trees.  How have you accounted for that in this plan? 
14. How do you account for the cumulative effects of noise coming from several projects at the 

same time? 

GEOTECHNICAL 

No geotechnical exploration was done for the current proposal.  The submitted report from Bennett 
Consulting refers to a report that was completed in 2001.  Site Conditions have changed.  He visually 
glanced at the site to make this assumption which is inadequate. 

1.  Why isn’t the City of Tacoma requiring a current geotech report? 
2. The SEPA checklist indicates that the site contains sand, gravel, and clay.  There is no demand 

for clay.  What % of the 400,000 of material to be mined is Sand?  What % is Gravel?  What % is 
Clay?  Where will the clay be taken to? 

3. What about reclamation?  What is proposed/required 
4. What is the groundwater table elevation? 

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 

This is a known nesting site for Bald Eagles. 

1. Where is the wildlife report? 
2. What is the mitigation for their habitat destruction? 

AIR EMISSIONS AND GREENHOUSE GAS EFFECTS 

Air emissions are not addressed in this application, therefore an incomplete assessment. 

1. What are the air emissions? 
2. The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical work.  How is this 

addressed?  If those particulates become airborne, what is the risk to homes nearby? 
3. What are the air emissions from the up to 600 trucks per day? 
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4. How do you propose to mitigate for air emissions?   
5. Will water trucks be required to control dust? If so, how do you ensure this is not running off 

into our waterway which is right across the street? 

TRAFFIC 

Traffic is a huge concern related to this project.  The counts in your study were conducted on a Tuesday, 
Wednesday, and Thursday.  Why was Monday and Friday not included given that these are the heaviest 
traffic days of the week?  Any traffic counts should include ALL days that the mine will have trucks on 
the road in order to fairly access the impact.  Norpoint Way NE to Marine View Drive is currently dealing 
with an extreme traffic situation during the evening rush hour.  Because of the work being done on I-5 
which is creating gridlock traffic from Federal Way through Fife, traffic apps like Google Maps and Waze 
are rerouting commuters off of I-5, down Norpoint, and on to 509.  Friday’s in particular are the worst 
which is not accounted for in this study.  Sometimes we can’t even exit our neighborhood due to the 
traffic.   

1.  The chart that is included in the traffic study indicates up to 300 truck trips each way in a 10 
hour shift for a total of 600 trips daily.  Is this accurate? 

2. Why was the average minimized to 34 per day?  The application states that the mining will 
primarily be done in Spring and Summer.  Isn’t it deceiving to average it out for 12 months when 
that is not an accurate reflection of truck traffic? 

3. Why isn’t the city requiring the applicant to pay for pavement deterioration?   With that many 
trucks on the road it will have a significant impact on Marine View Drive and 509.  Will this 
liability be left to taxpayers? 

4. Why isn’t the developer responsible for road improvements using city streets? 

HOURS OF OPERATION 

I have significant concerns related to the hours of operation, especially in a residential zoned 
community. The application allows for work to start as early as 6 am which is too early for a 
neighborhood.   

1. How do we change hours to 9 am to 3 pm Monday through Friday only? 
2. How do we not allow for ANY work at night? 
3. How do we ensure that the city will NOT grant any emergency extensions to allowable work 

hours like they did with the Pile Driving project? 
4. Who enforces the hours of operation and what recourse do residents have if they are in 

violation? 

ZONING 

This is a residential zoned neighborhood.  It is highly unusual to place a surface mine in residential 
zoning.  The justification that I read is something like “we have a significant need” for this sand and 
gravel. 

1. Why is the need urgent?  Can you establish that you have a shortage? 
2. What project is this material being used for? 
3. Were alternative locations considered? 
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4. Are there options for sand and gravel available in other areas that you could pull from? 
5. What is the plan for this site once all the materials are removed? 
6. Why is the permit for 10 years?  Isn’t that excessive?  The last permit was good for 5 years.  10 

years is unreasonable risk for residents. 
7. The application states that 400,000 of material can be removed yet in another place it states 

800,000.  Which one is correct?  How can we ensure that no more than 400,000 is removed and 
that the number cannot be increased? 

8. There are several references to this being an established surface mine in the past, therefore 
grandfathered.  The last time this mine was operational Pt Woodworth did not exist.  How do 
you account for the change which is 180 new homes located next door?  Isn’t this a significant 
change which should be addressed? 

9. When this mine was last Operational, prior to 1997, what was the zoning for this property?  Has 
it changed?  If so, how was that taken into account? 

WATER 

This site is located directly across from a critical waterway.  

• Why is a shoreline permit not part of this application? 
• What is your plan to ensure there is no run off into the Hylebos? 
• How will it be monitored to ensure compliance? 
• Additionally there is a critical habitat between the proposed site and Pt Woodworth. What is the 

plan to protect the stream? 

*In addition to the Traffic concerns and questions above, we would like to add a request that a traffic 
assessment be done at the Norpoint Way and Marine View Drive intersection.   

In conclusion, we are respectfully asking that a full EIS be conducted regarding this proposal.  It is the 
only way that all these issues can be fairly addressed with residents. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

John and Sara Wood 

1834 Pointe Woodworth Dr NE 

Tacoma, Washington 98422 

Saraewood@hotmail.com 

Residents and Taxpayers 
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From: smees@comcast.net
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Proposed Mine on Marine View Drive
Date: Thursday, January 19, 2017 7:15:51 AM

Good Morning Shirley Schultz:

As a long time resident of Browns Point, I want to express my concerns to you about opening
the gravel mine on Marine View Drive.  By doing so our community would be adversely impacted
by truck traffic, noise, air emissions, slope erosion, etc.  The beautiful community I have called
home for over 30 years is being changed without the consent of the residents who live here and
pay the taxes.  Please reconsider your decision to reopen this mine.

Thank you,

Sherry Mees Hartley
Concerned Resident of NE Tacoma
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January 17, 2017 
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services  
747 Market St, Room 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org 
 
Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface 
Mine off of Marine View Drive 
 

Dear Ms. Schultz:  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Conditional Use Permit application to extract 
sand and gravel from the Coski Surface Mine.  I am commenting on behalf of the Sierra Club 
Tatoosh Group of Pierce County’s approximately 1400 members who are concerned about 
protecting our environment and the safety and quality of life of our residents.  
 
This permit would allow gravel mining in an area zoned residential, 400 feet from homes on the 
above bluff, permitted by the City of Tacoma in the 20 years since the area was last an active 
surface mine.   The banks in this area are subject to slides and any excavation would destabilize 
them further.  The proposed surface mine would significantly impact the health of nearby 
waters and communities.  
 
We are asking that full impact of the following environmental concerns be studied: 
 
1) Air quality: including dust (mining and transport), truck and heavy equipment toxic emissions 
(with special attention to fine particulates) and GHG emissions from diesel fuels.  The health 
impacts to the community of the additional pollution should be thoroughly examined. 

2) Road issues: the implications of increased traffic, traffic hazards, and road damage. 

3) Water issues: management of additional drainage, pollution of surface and ground waters 
including runoff into the creek on the property and Hylebos waterway. 

4) Critical areas - land hazards: steep slope, landslides, earthquakes, lahars, tsunamis and sea-
level rise.  The area in question is subject to all these hazards.  The impacts need to be assessed. 
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5) Critical areas - water wildlife: habitat, estuaries (Hylebos Creek), riparian areas.  The sensitive 
habitats require protection.  Baseline studies of wildlife need to be done. 

6) Noise and light pollution from mining operations equipment and trucks - possibly 24 hours a 
day – impact on humans and wildlife. 

7) Solid waste disposal 

In addition, if this permit is to be seriously considered, the public has a right to provide input 
and be heard.  The scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide opportunities for 
meaningful public involvement.  The Coski surface mine should not be permitted and at the 
very least should be subjected to a full EIS process. 
 
Please keep us advised of any actions taken regarding this application. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Dorothy Walker, Chair 
Sierra Club Tatoosh Group of Pierce Co. 
Dorothyw@centurylink.net 
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From: Skyler McVaugh
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Comments on Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine on Marine View Drive
Date: Friday, January 20, 2017 12:16:55 PM

1/20/2017

 

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services
747 Market St, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org

 

Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski
Surface Mine on Marine View Drive

 

Dear Ms. Schultz:

 

Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use
Permit application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface
Mine over the next ten years.  

 

I am a citizen who is looking forward to moving to Tacoma in the near future and I am
concerned about the potential environmental and human health impacts of these proposed
mining activities. I currently hold a bachelors of science in Environmental Science and I am
all too familiar with the environmental impacts projects such as surface mining pose to
surrounding waterways. Commencement Bay and surrounding land is a source of pride for
both myself and the larger community, and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes
between the Hylebos Waterway and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are
particularly important as they are critical buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic
pollution, from sources like the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of
Northeast Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand to
significantly impact the health of nearby waters and communities – therefore, such activities
warrant particularly careful and thorough environmental review.
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Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface mining
itself, I believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining has historically taken
place at that site, much has changed since operations stopped over 20 years ago, including
the construction of homes less than 500 feet away. The City of Tacoma’s preliminary
determination of a Mitigated Determination of Non-significance does not do justice to these
concerns.

 

My specific concerns are outlined below:

·         Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading significantly
disturbing both wildlife and local residents.

·         Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site,
thereby further degrading air quality already suffering from other pollution sources.

·         Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use.

·         The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical
landfills, as have been found on neighboring sites.

·         The SEPA checklist submitted by the project backers to the City of Tacoma is
fraught with incomplete or incorrect information, and as a result does not accurately
portray the possible impacts of the project. Examples include the following:

o   Failure to list heron, eagle, deer, salmon and other animals known to be on
or near the site;

o   Failure to list evergreens, wetland species and other plants known to be
on-site;

o   Failure to list invasive plants known to be on or near the site;

o   Failure to list the Hylebos waterway as a nearby water body;

o   Failure to provide specific information on air emissions.

·         Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily trips at full operation) stand to impact local
air quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads along their route.
They also stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact
Analysis failed to take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or
impacts to the three lane portion of Marine View Drive where there is already an
inadequate left turn lane.
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These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic and
scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In addition, the
scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities for meaningful public
involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their decision-makers. Therefore, I
ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of Significance for the reopening of the
Coski mine.

 

Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the
opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski
surface mine reopening.

 

 

Sincerely,

 

Skyler McVaugh

Skyler.mcvaugh@gmail.com

(360)204-1042

-- 
Skyler McVaugh
Chapter Treasurer
Surfrider Foundation South Sound Chapter
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From: Susie Litts
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to Reopen Coski Surface Mine on Marine View 

Drive
Date: Sunday, January 22, 2017 2:37:59 PM

Dear Ms. Schultz:

Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Conditional Use 
Permit application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and gravel from the Coski Surface 
Mine over the next ten years.   

I am a NE Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human health 
impacts of these proposed mining activities.  The activities of our past and most recent 
future concern me.  When I moved to the area, Tacoma demonstrated concern for the 
environment and the residents of the area.  Numerous clean-ups were underway or 
planned.  Investments were being made to clean-up the area and there appeared concern 
for the waterways, the natural wildlife and beauty, and the residents of NE Tacoma.  
Construction of homes and museums and waterway projects highlighted the growth and 
modernization of the area.

What I see now, is an attempt to create more industry with decisions being made without 
full information.  Progress for the community is important, and sometimes that could mean 
what’s best for everyone comes at the price of a few.

What concerns me?

Have we looked at all the environmental issues?  

Do we feel confident that we can preserve the progress made to keep the air and the 
waterways clear, the residents safe and make progress on clean-up?  

Do we understand the risk to the hillsides and any contamination that may be contained in 
the soil that will be disturbed by the mining?  

509 is already congested with trucks and large backups occur frequently.  Boats and vehicles 
(semi’s as well as cars) running idle put excess pollution in the air.  How will this project 
impact pollution already in the environment?

This mine was operating 20 years ago in a completely different environment with homes 
and cleanup issues in a completely different state.  

New construction is occurring at the top of the hill…landslides already occur and shut down 
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roadways.  An elementary school and neighborhoods are close to this project.  The risks are 
too great to not take additional research steps.

None of us are experts in everything - please do not approve this permit without due 
diligence and involve experts.  There are far too many risks and lives at stake.  We do not 
want to go backwards in our environmental progress.  We need to ensure that the mine can 
operate without risk to the current environment status.

Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the 
opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for the Coski 
surface mine reopening.

Sincerely,

Susie Litts

imsusie@comcast.net
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From: Tom Rossetto
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: Coski Sand & Gravel Mine - NE Tacoma
Date: Tuesday, January 24, 2017 6:19:50 PM

Shirley,

I am writing to encourage the City of Tacoma to conduct a complete Environmental
Impact Study for the proposed reopening of the Sand & Gravel Mine in NE Tacoma. 
I live in the Port Woodworth neighborhood which is the closest residential tract to
this proposed mine and I am concerned that the proposed mine will have a negative
impact on the environment around NE Tacoma.  When referring to environment, I
am referring to not only the disturbance of the physical land, that includes potential
unauthorized dumping and a wall of 55 gallon drums, but also the impact of noise
and the additional truck traffic on 509 on that side of the Port. 

When this mine originally operated a completely different environment existed and
there was not the addition of several close neighborhoods.  The noise impact from
running a mine, potentially late into the evening, will have a negative impact on
hundreds of homes within close proximity to the mine. 

The additional truck traffic will also have a negative impact.  We already have seen a
massive increase in traffic from people getting off I-5, and cutting
down Norpoint Way to 509 in order to try to avoid the poor traffic conditions from
Federal Way to Tacoma.  The addition of hundreds of trucks per day will only
compound this problem.

I encourage the city to conduct a compete EIP as the original conditions that existed
when this mine previously was in operation have changed drastically.  At a minimum
I think the City would want to know what kind of impact the reopening of this mine
would have on the surrounding community.

Thank you for your consideration,

Tom Rossetto
1832 Mariner Circle NE
Tacoma, WA 98422  
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From: Toni Webb
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: EIS NEEDED
Date: Wednesday, January 11, 2017 2:08:55 PM

Jan.11, 2017
 
Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner
City of Tacoma, Planning and Development Services 
747 Market St, Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402
shirley.shultz@cityoftacoma.org
 
Re: Comments on Application No. LU16-0230; Conditional Use Permit to
Reopen CoskiSurface Mine off of Marine View Drive
 
Dear Ms. Schultz: 
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on
the Conditional Use Permit application to extract 400,000 cubic yards of sand and
gravel from the Coski Surface Mine over the next ten years. 
 
I am a Tacoma resident concerned about the potential environmental and human
health impacts of these proposed mining activities. [Insert any other
background information about yourself that may be applicable (i.e., NE
Tacoma residency, professional experience, etc.)]Commencement Bay
and surrounding land is a source of pride for both myself and the larger community,
and they deserve the utmost protection. The slopes between the Hylebos Waterway
and the neighborhoods of Northeast Tacoma are particularly important as
they are critical buffer between a waterway struggling with toxic pollution from
sources like the Occidental Chemical Superfund site, and the homes of Northeast
Tacoma residents. Any proposed industrial activities in this area stand to significantly
impact the health of nearby waters and communities – therefore, such activities
warrant particularly careful and thorough environmental review. 
 
Given the sensitive nature of the site, as well as the potential impacts of surface
mining itself, I believe that the project is deserving of a full Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). Although mining
has taken place at that site in the past, much has changed since operations stopped
in over 20 years ago, including the building of homes less than 500 feet away. The
City of Tacoma’s preliminary determination of a Mitigated Determination of Non-
significance does not do justice to these concerns. 
 
My specific concerns are outlined below:

• Noise impacts from daytime mining/loading and nighttime loading
disturbing both wildlife and local residents.
• Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained
on-site, thereby further degrading air quality already suffering
from other pollution sources. 
• Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use.
• The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical
landfills, as have been found on neighboring sites. 
• Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily truck trips at full operation) stand to
impact local air quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff from roads
along their route. They also stand to impact traffic, especially given that the
project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to take into consideration the left turn
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needed to leave the site or impacts to the three lane portion of Marine View
Drive where there is already an inadequate left turn lane. 

 
These potential impacts are impossible to adequately assess without the systematic
and scientific information provided by a full Environmental Impact Statement. In
addition, the scoping and EIS drafting processes would provide further opportunities
for meaningful public involvement from a community desperate to be heard by their
decision-makers. Therefore, I ask the City of Tacoma to declare a Determination of
Significance for the reopening of the Coski mine.
 
Please contact me if there are questions regarding my comments. Thank you for the
opportunity to provide comments on this Conditional Use Permit Application for
the Coski surface minereopening.
 
Sincerely,
 
Toni Webb
6718 WATER STREET NE
NE TACOMA WA 98422

Sent from my iPad
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H.1: Shannon Brenner, Environmental Specialist 

TO: Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner, Planning and Development Services  
FROM: Shannon Brenner, Environmental Specialist, Planning and Development 

Services 
SUBJECT: LU16-0230 

DATE 5/12/2017 
 

The following are my comments and review based on field investigations and the following 
information that was provided for review. 

• SEPA Checklist dated September 29, 2016 
• Revised Site Plans dated February 14, 2017 
• Departmental and public comments 
• RB Engineering Responses to comments and letter dated February 15, 2017 
  

The project site contains multiple critical areas including a stream, wetland, and priority species 
habitat. A site visit was conducted on March 10th, 2017 during wetter portions of the growing 
season to inspect the wetland and stream. The subject site and surrounding area were reviewed 
to verify the site conditions and critical areas.  

The project site is located near the Hylebos Waterway which is a shoreline of the state, but the 
stream and wetland are located outside of the Shoreline Management Act 200-foot jurisdictional 
area measured from the ordinary high water mark of the Hylebos Waterway. The stream would 
not be considered a shoreline of the state as it does not have flows greater than 20 cubic feet 
per second mean annual flow. The wetland is located along the stream course and is influenced 
and influences the stream but because the stream is not a shoreline of the state, the wetland 
would not be considered a shoreline of the state. Both the wetland and stream are therefore 
regulated under the Critical Areas Preservation Ordinance and not the City’s Shoreline Mater 
Program.  

Critical Areas outside of the shoreline jurisdiction are regulated under the Critical Areas 
Preservation Ordinance codified in the Tacoma Municipal Code (TMC), Chapter 13.11.Critical 
areas have been designated to include wetlands, streams, Fish and Wildlife Habitat 
Conservation Areas (FWHCAs), Geological Hazard Areas, Aquifer Recharge Areas and Flood 
Hazard Areas as defined in RCW 36.70A.020. The standards of TMC 13.11 have been 
developed based on the Washington Department of Ecology guidelines for critical areas and 
Best Available Science (BAS). 

FWHCAs include State Priority Species and Habitat as designated by the Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife and include federally listed species. Flood Hazard Areas which 
include the 100-year floodplain, are designated and mapped and determined by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency.  

Prior to the site visit, various agency maps and inventories were reviewed. The stream is 
mapped by Washington Department of Natural Resources as a Type “F” stream for the lower 
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portion and a Type “N” for upper portions. The Type “F” classification is given to streams that 
contain fish habitat. Type “N” waters are nonfish habitat streams. The Washington Department 
of Fish and Wildlife SalmonScape mapping system does not map fish presence for the stream. 
The associated wetlands are not mapped by the National Wetlands Inventory. As stated in the 
Critical Area Report maps are not available from the United States Department of Agriculture 
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Web Soil Survey. The last soil survey maps 
available for this area are from 1939 and only in paper form. However, the City has paper 
copies of this soil survey and the project area is mapped as Rough Broken Land which is 
generally described as areas of steep or broken relief along drainage ways, on escarpments or 
bluffs, and small hilly areas. Soils in this category vary because of the topography and mixed 
nature of the parent rocks. 

After reviewing the Critical Area Report prepared by Coldwater Resources LLC and conducting 
a site visit, I generally agree with the report. I agree with the wetland determination and 
delineation and it was done in accordance with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Wetland 
Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987), and Regional Supplement to the Corps of 
Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region (2010). 
The wetland was rated in accordance with the Washington State Wetland Rating System. The 
methods are consistent with federal and state requirements that have been developed by 
technical teams comprising expertise from EPA, U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, Natural 
Resources Conservation Service, U.S Fish and Wildlife, and the Washington Department of 
Ecology. The ordinary high water mark (OHWM) determination for the stream was conducted 
using the proper state criteria. 

Precipitation levels were taken into consideration prior to site visits and it was noted that it had 
been wetter than normal. However, the determination used all wetland indicators which do not 
rely solely on water levels or precipitation but also indicators of hydric soils and hydrophytic 
vegetation. The delineation manual recognizes that hydrology may not be present during a site 
visit and provides secondary indicators for hydrology that do not require the presence of water. 
The hydric soil indicators observed included mucky peat soils that are distinguished from other 
soils by their high organic content. The high organic content is a result of a depletion of oxygen 
and resulting anaerobiosis that results in an accumulation of organic matter. This accumulation 
of organic matter is a persistent indicator that can be found in any season. The delineation 
methods used are provided in the Critical Area Report under the “Methods” section. Wetland 
rating figures and forms are correct and attached in Appendix B.   

There is one Category III wetland located on the site. The wetland is appropriately characterized 
as a riverine & slope wetland under the Hydrogeomorphic Wetland Classification System. The 
wetland includes common wetland vegetation including red alder (Alnus rubra), black 
cottonwood (Populus balsamifera), lady fern (Athyrium filix-femina), skunk cabbage ((Lysichiton 
americanum), and nettle (Utica dioica). The upland area surrounding the wetland (wetland 
buffer) is vegetated with common upland vegetation including bigleaf maple (Acer 
macrophyllum), vine maple (Acer circinatum), Indian plum (Oemleria cerasiformis), sword fern 
(Polystichum munitum), Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus), and English holly (Ilex 
aquifolium). TMC 13.11 requires a 75-foot buffer to protect Category III wetlands. The project 
area is located outside of the wetland and required 75-foot buffer.  

A perennial stream is located on the site. The stream is influenced by stormwater input from a 
pipe coming from 50th Ave NE and is bisected by a berm, which appears to be an old roadway, 
approximately 400 feet upstream from Marine View Drive. The berm is a complete fish barrier 
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and the upper portion of the stream beyond the berm is a seasonal non-fish stream. The lower 
perennial portion of the stream drains to a 12-inch culvert located at Marine View Drive and then 
enters the City stormwater system in Marine View Drive. The stormwater system in Marine View 
Drive is an 18-inch buried stormwater pipe. Water flows through this underground pipe for more 
than 800 feet where it enters a 24-inch diameter stormwater pipe that discharges to the Hylebos 
Waterway near Norpoint Way. The 24-inch stormwater pipe is approximately 200 feet long.  

The report prepared by Coldwater Resources LLC characterizes the perennial portion of the 
stream as being shallow and poorly defined with a mucky substrate in the vicinity of Wetland A, 
which coincides with the area mapped by DNR as a Type “F” stream. I agree that the shallow 
water level and lack of a defined channel coupled with physical barriers make it unlikely that the 
stream supports salmonids. At the point where the stream enters the culvert at Marine View 
Drive, water levels were less than a couple inches deep and the stream was approximately a 
foot wide and for much of the stream the channel is no more than a foot wide with only a couple 
inches of water. In other areas the channel is undefined with less than an inch of water sheet 
flowing over mucky substrate. The stream also enters the culvert at a 45-degree angle. 

While the DNR gives the lower portion of the stream a Type “F” classification, the water typing 
maps are not always accurate. Fish distribution for individual streams is determined by DNR 
with the use of models that utilize basin size, precipitation, and gradient to determine fish 
distribution and are not based on field verified physical parameters. Focus by DNR to update 
these maps is often in forestlands and not in urban areas. As such, the mapping can be 
inaccurate for urban streams and the City does not rely solely on these inventories, instead 
conducting site visits to verify physical parameters. Coldwater Resources LLC has classified the 
stream as a Type “NP” stream based on physical parameters observed during the site 
investigation. TMC 13.11 requires a 100-foot buffer for Type “NP” streams (non-fish perennial) 
and 150-foot buffers for Type “F” streams.  

According to the City’s Urban Stream Assessment fish presence for the stream is characterized 
as “Red” due to low flow and physical barriers. I agree with the City’s Urban Stream 
Assessment and the assessment prepared by Coldwater Resources LLC, that there are 
substantial barriers and the stream should be classified as a Type “NP”, perennial non-fish 
stream requiring a 100-foot buffer in accordance with TMC 13.11. 

The site including stream and wetland is not mapped within the 100-year floodplain as 
determined by FEMA. Flood zones are not determine by the City and are geographic areas that 
FEMA defines and maps according to levels of flood risk.  

The wetland and stream are separated from the project area by a ridge and drainage from the 
project area does not flow to the wetland or stream. Because stormwater drainage will avoid 
critical areas and will be directed to the City’s public stormwater system in Marine View Drive, 
the management of stormwater from the site will be subject to the requirements of the City’s 
Stormwater Management Manual.  

Noxious weeds are located on the site including Himalayan blackberry, English holly, and 
Scotch broom. While not beneficial, Himalayan blackberry, English holly, and Scotch broom are 
ubiquitous in our region and are considered non-regulated Class “C” weeds by the Pierce 
County Noxious Weed Control Board. However, it is recommended that landowners control 
these noxious weeds.  
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During my site visit there were no fish or State or Federally listed species observed. However, 
the hillside surrounding the site is mapped as a Biodiversity Corridor, a Priority Habitat, by 
WDFW. Biodiversity Corridors are areas of habitat that are relatively important to various 
species of native fish and wildlife. Many species such as deer, raccoons, and songbirds utilize 
greenbelts in the City that are classified as Biodiversity Corridors. Wetlands and streams are 
also listed as priority habitat by WDFW. The project area will avoid the mapped Biodiversity 
Corridor as well as the wetland and stream and associated buffers.  

Bald eagle, hawks, and heron are not uncommon to Commencement Bay and the surrounding 
vegetated hillsides. Protections for many avian species typically require a buffer area around 
active nests and breeding sites. Protected habitat for bald eagle includes nest sites and for 
heron, Habitat Management Areas associated with heron colonies are protected. No eagle 
nests or heron colonies areas were observed during my site visit and there are no mapped 
priority habitats for those species in this area. Typical hawks such as the red-tailed hawk or 
Cooper’s hawk that can be present in urban areas utilizing wooded areas are not listed as a 
protected species. 

WDFW does depict a small polygon within the project area that is a breeding area for pigeon 
guillemot (Cepphus Columba). The pigeon guillemot is also a protected species under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. WDFW provided comments that operations should stay roughly 100 
meters from active nests. The impacts from mining operations to this nesting area were not 
addressed in the Critical Area Report, and I do not see that it has been addressed in 
subsequent responses to comments.  

In summary, the project will avoid critical areas and their associated buffers and the stream 
does not support salmonids. However, the project will impact nesting area for pigeon guillemot 
and the applicant must address how the operations will avoid impacting the nesting area.  

 

TO: Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner, Planning and Development Services  
FROM: Shannon Brenner, Environmental Specialist, Planning and Development 

Services 
SUBJECT: LU16-0230 
DATE June 22nd, 2017 
 

The following is clarification with regard to the response letter from the applicant submitted June 
14, 2017. The applicant provided the follow response to address comments from Citizens for a 
Healthy Bay: 

“An analysis of ESA-listed fish, endangered or threatened animals on (none 
known) or near the site, non-listed animals on or near the site, and fish and 
wildlife migration routes is beyond the scope of the critical area report submitted 
for the project. TMC 13.11.230 describes the required content for a critical area 
report. “ 

I feel the response is misleading and implies that it is beyond the scope or requirements of the 
Critical Areas Preservation Ordinance codified in TMC 13.11 to address ESA listed species or 

LU16-0230 Exhibit H



migration corridors. The intent of TMC 13.11 is to protect fish and wildlife and their habitat. It is 
not beyond the scope and TMC 13.11.230 requires a critical areas report to address all critical 
areas which include habitat for ESA listed species and migration corridors.  

TMC 13.11.230.B.3.a requires the following information in a critical area report: 

Delineation, characterization and square footage for critical areas on or within 300 feet of 
the project area and proposed buffer(s). Delineation and characterization is based on the 
entire critical area. When a critical area is located or extends off-site and cannot be 
accessed, estimate off-site conditions using the best available information and appropriate 
methodologies. 

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Areas (FWHCs) are a critical area that includes priority habitat 
and species as designated by the Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife. Priority 
species include salmonids that are also federally listed species. FWHCAs also include waters of 
the state in which federally listed endangered, threatened, and sensitive species are present. 
Any activity must be consistent with the species present and all applicable state and federal 
regulations regarding that species. In addition the required stream buffers under TMC 13.11 are 
reflective of species use and are larger for streams in which salmonids are present or that have 
habitat that is accessible to salmonids.  

The stream and potential use by ESA listed species was addressed in the report. The site is 
disconnected from the Hylebos Waterway by roadways and development. After conducting a 
site visit and verifying that the stream drains to several hundreds of feet of storm pipe before 
entering the Hylebos Waterway, the City agrees with the assessment that the stream is not 
accessible to fish including ESA listed species and the project will not impact ESA listed 
species. 

There is also another type of critical area, or FWHCA, located near the site that has bearing with 
regard to fish and wildlife migration corridors and that is the Biodiversity Corridor. Biodiversity 
Corridors in urban growth areas recognize vegetated area that is relatively undisturbed and 
diverse. They are not necessarily associated with a specific priority species but provide habitat 
for common urban species and serve as migration corridors.  

The report addressed the presence of the Biodiversity Corridor. However, the project area is 
located outside of the Biodiversity Corridor. Other than the pigeon guillemont nests, which the 
project will avoid per WDFWs comments, and common urban species, there were no priority or 
federally listed species observed during the City’s site visit. I have attached by original technical 
memorandum that provides a more detailed assessment.  

Attachments: Technical Memorandum dated May 12th, 2017.  
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H.2 Craig Kuntz, Building Code/Noise/Geotech 

7-5-17 Geotechnical review of the comments based on report dated May 10, 2017: 

1) The report appears to evaluate static conditions to a 1.2 factor of safety and dynamic 
conditions appear to not be evaluated.  The static conditions must meet 1.5 and dynamic to 1.2 
per Tacoma Municipal Code 13.11.730 section C, item 4. The information submitted does not 
support the 1.5 to 1 slope proposed.    

Advisory notes consistent with the original 2004 Conditional Use Permit (#40000024796),: 

1) The final analysis slope stability for each phase of development shall be based on 
samples collected consistent with accepted geotechnical sampling practice.  

2) A site development permit is required for the grading.  

3) An Operations Plan will be required to be submitted prior to issuance of the site 
development permit. This plan shall address hours of operation for earthwork activities, truck 
hauling, street sweeping, rush hour traffic, traffic control during load sills and street cleaning, 
requirements of geotechnical and erosion control inspections, and inspection forms.  

4) The quantity of excavated fill shall not be allowed to exceed the maximum allowable 
amount as permitted in the grading/site development plan and SEPA unless an addendum to 
the SEPA and permit is submitted and approved by Planning and Development Services. It shall 
also be required for the applicant to report the excavated fill quantities to Planning and 
Development Services at the end of each month, and provide verification for the reported 
excavation quantities (truck tickets, etc.) 

5) The applicant will be required to call for inspections a minimum of every 6 months or the 
permit will expire. If there is no permit activity when an inspection is due, the applicant must 
submit a request for an extension of the permit.  

6) The geotechnical engineer of record must perform and submit reports for inspections, at 
a minimum of every month during times of active excavation.  

7) The plans for grading must incorporate a phased grading plan; whereby, clearing is done 
phase by phase, and permanent erosion protection is completed on one phase before the next 
begins. 

 

7-5-17 Advisory noise comments: 

1) Monitoring during excavation and loading may be necessary to verify noise study results and 
verify the impacts to nearby residents is consistent with preliminary report provided. 
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H.3 Dan Reed, Tacoma Power: 

Submittal Requirements:  

Electric Service Application to Tacoma Power New Services Engineering Department. Review 
the Commercial Project Development Process online to determine additional submittal 
requirements. 

Application for Electrical Permit to Tacoma Power Electrical Inspection Department. 

For services over 400 amps, a set of electrical plans must be submitted to the Electrical 
Inspection Office for review. 

Fees: 

Fees for new electrical service or upgrading the existing electrical service will be determined 
when the power requirements are submitted to Tacoma Power New Services Engineering 
Department. 

Fees for the electrical permit are based on the electrical contractors bid amount and have not 
been determined. 

Forms and information are available online at http://www.mytpu.org/tacomapower/permitting 

General language for OH clearance issues and or existing easements can be added to general 
comments section: 

The [builder, developer, and/or owner] must observe the appropriate clearances to Tacoma 
Power's facilities during construction.  

Appropriate clearances must be maintained between all structures and Tacoma Power's 
facilities. No building shall be constructed under a primary power line. Buildings in the vicinity of 
the overhead lines must meet WAC, NEC, NESC and Tacoma Power requirements for 
clearance.  Alternatively, the [builder, developer, and/or owner] shall incur all costs associated 
with relocating Tacoma Power's facilities in order to obtain the appropriate clearances. Costs of 
relocation include demolition of existing facilities, construction of new facilities, restoration of 
property as necessary, and relocation of other utilities as necessary.  

Tacoma Power requests to retain all existing easements and facilities in the subject area(s). 
Alternatively, the [builder, developer, and/or owner] shall incur all costs associated with 
relocating Tacoma Power's facilities. Costs of relocation include demolition of existing facilities, 
construction of new facilities, restoration of property as necessary, and relocation of other 
utilities as necessary. The [owner, developer, and/or builder] shall assist Tacoma Power and 
other affected utilities in obtaining all necessary easements for said relocated facilities. 

The [builder, developer, and/or owner] shall provide Tacoma Power and other affected utilities 
with all necessary easements. 

Daniel Reed | Tacoma Power 
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SR. Engineer  
T&D Electrical Services - New Services Engineering 
P: (253) 502-8292 | F: (253) 502-8659 
http://www.mytpu.org/tacomapower/permitting 
 
Or 
 
John Hilotin  
SR. Engineer  
T&D Electrical Services - New Services Engineering 
P: (253) 502-8368 | F: (253) 502-8659 
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H.4 Frank Marescalco, Site Development: 

The following comments are applicable to future building and development permits associated 
with this proposal: 

1. The proposal shall comply with all applicable requirements contained in the City of 
Tacoma Stormwater Management Manual (SWMM), Side Sewer and Sanitary Sewer 
Availability Manual, Tacoma Municipal Code 12.08, Tacoma Municipal Code 2.19, Tacoma 
Municipal Code 10.14, Tacoma Municipal Code 10.22 and the Right-of-Way Design Manual in 
effect at time of vesting land use actions, building or construction permitting. Note that a 
conditional use permit does not vest the applicant to design or construction standards. 

2. It appears that coverage under the Department of Ecology’s Sand and Gravel General 
Permit is required for this project. Contact Ecology's Office of Regulatory Assistance at 1-800-
917-0043 to determine if any additional requirements are necessary. City approval does not 
release the applicant from state or other permitting requirements. 

3. A Site Development permit is required. Submit civil plans and a drainage report that 
describes and characterizes the on-site drainage system. All stormwater shall be managed in 
compliance with the SWMM. This project is in the Northeast Tacoma watershed. Watershed 
requirements can be found in Volume 1 Section 2.6 of the SWMM. 

4. The applicant shall review SWMM Minimum Requirements #1-10 and comply with all 
applicable requirements. Minimum Requirements that may be applicable to this project are: 

� #1 Preparation of a Stormwater Site Plan 
� #2 Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention  
� #3 Source Control of Pollution 
� #4 Preservation of Natural Drainage Systems and Outfalls  
� #5 On-site Stormwater Management 
� #6 Water Quality 
� #7 Flow Control 
� #8 Wetlands Protection 
� #9 Operation and Maintenance 
� #10 Off-site Analysis and Mitigation 

5. When projects trigger minimum requirements #1-10, the applicant shall manage 
stormwater in accordance with List #2 (Vol. 1, Section 3.4.5.6) or demonstrate compliance with 
the LID performance standard (Vol. 1, Section 3.4.5.4). 

6. Wetland and/or associated buffers exist on this site. Minimum Requirement #8: 
Wetlands Protection may apply. 

7. This project is located in the natural drainage course of abutting properties. Adequate 
provisions shall be made to collect drainage that naturally flows across the project site. 
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8. A Covenant and Easement Agreement is required for all projects with private storm 
drainage systems.  

9. Each building shall be independently connected to the City sanitary sewer at the building 
construction stage. Permits for this work shall be obtained.  

10. Private sanitary sewer and or storm easements shall be provided across any parcel(s) 
that side sewers or private storm must cross to serve parcels which do not have direct access to 
a public sanitary sewer or storm main, as applicable.  

11. If it is necessary to make cuts in Marine View Drive for utility connections, the street shall 
be restored in accordance with the Right-of-Way Restoration Policy. 

12. Costs for any utility construction, relocation, or adjustment shall be borne by the 
applicant. 
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H.5 Jennifer Kammerzell, Traffic Engineering: 

  

City of Tacoma 

Public Works Department 

 

 

Memorandum 

 

TO:  Shirley Schultz 
FROM:  Jennifer Kammerzell  
SUBJECT:  Coski Surface Mining CUP & SEPA (LU16-0230) 
DATE:  August 8, 2017 
 
Traffic Engineering has reviewed the SEPA application and Traffic Impact Analyses for excavation of 
approximately 400,000 cubic yards of material from 2503/2415 Marine View Drive.  After consideration 
of the applicant’s Traffic Impact Analyses (TIA) conducted by SCJ Alliance (dated September 27, 2016 
and updated May 12, 2017), the City has determined that the applicant and representative have 
conducted a reasonable analysis of the probable traffic conditions, but revisions and clarifications are 
required. Based on the new trips generated, the City has concluded that the development will impact 
the City’s transportation system.   
 
The following comments and mitigating actions are based on the review of the TIA and the objective of 
reducing impacts to the neighborhood and city transportation system. They are consistent with the 
Transportation Master Plan Goals and Policies to “prioritize the movement of people and goods via 
modes that have the least environmental impact and greatest contribution to livability in order to build 
a balanced transportation network that provides mobility options, accessibility, and economic vitality for 
all across all neighborhoods.”  It is also consistent with policies 2.3 Improve Safety, 3.1 Complete 
Streets/Layered Network, 3.15 Inter-Modal Conflict, 3.18 Roadway Capacity, and 6.5 Industrial Access.   
 

1. Taylor Way/Marine View Drive/SR 509/54th Ave E – If approved by WSDOT, the applicant shall 
provide additional left-turn storage at the southwestbound left-turn pocket to accommodate 
the additional queued truck.  In lieu of constructing the improvement, upon mutual agreement 
between the City of Tacoma and the applicant, the applicant shall provide a monetary 
contribution toward a future improvement at this intersection in the amount corresponding to 
the alternate improvement; 

2. Trucks used in the transportation of materials from the site shall not leave the site between the 
hours of 7:00 a.m. to 8:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. weekday Monday through Friday, 
unless a detailed haul schedule for a limited duration with appropriate traffic control plan for 
non-standard excavation projects is approved by the Traffic Engineer. 

3. The truck entrance and load area shall be designed so that no trucks are queued on Marine View 
Drive waiting to enter the site. 

 
If the project scope changes or substantial changes are made as a result of other departmental review, 
Traffic may have revised or additional comments.  The above comments are provided as a cursory 
review.  If you have any questions, please let me know at (253) 591-5511. 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
PO Box 47775  Olympia, Washington 98504-7775  (360) 407-6300 

711 for Washington Relay Service  Persons with a speech disability can call 877-833-6341 

 

 

March 3, 2017 

 

 

 

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 

City of Tacoma 

Planning and Development Services 

747 Market Street, Room 345 

Tacoma, WA  98402 

 

Dear Ms. Schultz: 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the optional mitigated determination of 

nonsignificance/notice of application for the Coski Gravel Pit Project (LU16-0230) located at 

2503 Marine View Drive.  The Department of Ecology (Ecology) reviewed the information 

provided and has the following comment(s): 

 

TOXICS CLEANUP:  Eva Barber (360) 407-7094 

WATER QUALITY:  Chris Montague-Breakwell (360) 407-6364 

 

Both Toxics Cleanup and Water Quality Programs’ comments submitted January 27, 2017, 

still applies to the project described (see enclosure).  

 

Ecology’s comments are based upon information provided by the lead agency.  As such, they 

may not constitute an exhaustive list of the various authorizations that must be obtained or legal 

requirements that must be fulfilled in order to carry out the proposed action. 

 

If you have any questions or would like to respond to these comments, please contact the 

appropriate reviewing staff listed above. 

 

Department of Ecology 

Southwest Regional Office 

 

(SM:16-6932A) 

Enclosure 

 

cc: Eva Barber, TCP 

Chris Montague-Breakwell, WQ 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
PO Box 47775  Olympia, Washington 98504-7775  (360) 407-6300 

711 for Washington Relay Service  Persons with a speech disability can call 877-833-6341 

 

 

January 27, 2017 

 

 

 

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 

City of Tacoma 

Planning and Development Services 

747 Market Street, Room 345 

Tacoma, WA  98402 

 

Dear Ms. Schultz: 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the optional mitigated determination of 

nonsignificance/notice of application for the Coski Gravel Pit Project (LU16-0230) located at 

2503 Marine View Drive as proposed by Robert Balmelli, Rb Engineering.  The Department of 

Ecology (Ecology) reviewed the environmental checklist and has the following comment(s): 

 

AIR QUALITY:  MengChiu Lim (360) 407-6812 

 

Mining operation might need Notice of Construction or registration with Puget Sound Clean 

Air Agency (PSCAA).  Contact PSCAA for to determine if air permit application or 

registration is needed. 

 

TOXICS CLEANUP:  Eva Barber (360) 407-7094 

 

If contamination is suspected, discovered, or occurs during the proposed mining of sand and 

gravel with associated a new access road and stormwater control facility, testing of the 

potentially contaminated media must be conducted.  If contamination of soil or groundwater 

is readily apparent, or is revealed by testing, Ecology must be notified.  Contact the 

Environmental Report Tracking System Coordinator at the Southwest Regional Office 

(SWRO) at (360) 407-6300.  For assistance and information about subsequent cleanup and to 

identify the type of testing that will be required, contact Eva Barber with the SWRO, Toxic 

Cleanup Program at the phone number given above. 

 

WATER QUALITY/WATERSHED RESOURCES UNIT: 

Chris Montague-Breakwell (360) 407-6364 

 

Erosion control measures must be in place prior to any clearing, grading, or construction.  

These control measures must be effective to prevent stormwater runoff from carrying soil 
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Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 

January 27, 2017 

Page 2 

 

 

and other pollutants into surface water or stormdrains that lead to waters of the state.  Sand, 

silt, clay particles, and soil will damage aquatic habitat and are considered to be pollutants. 

 

Any discharge of sediment-laden runoff or other pollutants to waters of the state is in 

violation of Chapter 90.48 RCW, Water Pollution Control, and WAC 173-201A, Water 

Quality Standards for Surface Waters of the State of Washington, and is subject to 

enforcement action. 

 

The following construction activities require coverage under the Construction Stormwater 

General Permit: 

 

1. Clearing, grading and/or excavation that results in the disturbance of one or more 

acres and discharges stormwater to surface waters of the State; and  

2. Clearing, grading and/or excavation on sites smaller than one acre that are part of a 

larger common plan of development or sale, if the common plan of development or 

sale will ultimately disturb one acre or more and discharge stormwater to surface 

waters of the State. 

a) This includes forest practices (including, but not limited to, class IV conversions) 

that are part of a construction activity that will result in the disturbance of one or 

more acres, and discharge to surface waters of the State; and 

3. Any size construction activity discharging stormwater to waters of the State that 

Ecology: 

a) Determines to be a significant contributor of pollutants to waters of the State of 

Washington. 

b) Reasonably expects to cause a violation of any water quality standard. 

 

If there are known soil/ground water contaminants present on-site, additional information 

(including, but not limited to: temporary erosion and sediment control plans; stormwater 

pollution prevention plan; list of known contaminants with concentrations and depths found; 

a site map depicting the sample location(s); and additional studies/reports regarding 

contaminant(s)) will be required to be submitted.    

 

You may apply online or obtain an application from Ecology's website at: 

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/stormwater/construction/ - Application.  Construction 

site operators must apply for a permit at least 60 days prior to discharging stormwater from 

construction activities and must submit it on or before the date of the first public notice. 

 

WATER QUALITY/INDUSTRIAL OPERATIONS UNIT: 

Joseph Kasperski (360) 407-6292 

 

 All mining operations, rock crushing, classifying, washing, and stockpiling, 

associated with mining or processing operations, must have Sand & Gravel General 

Permit Coverage. 
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 All concrete and asphalt recycling operations must have Sand & Gravel General 

Permit Coverage. 

 All concrete and asphalt batch plants require Sand & Gravel General Permit 

Coverage. 

 

All of the above mentioned facilities must be in compliance with the conditions of the current 

General Permit, in compliance with the provisions of The State of Washington Water 

Pollution Control Law Chapter 90.48 Revised Code of Washington, and The Federal Water 

Pollution Control Act (Clean Water Act) Title 33 United States Code, Section 1251 prior to 

operating. 

 

Ecology’s comments are based upon information provided by the lead agency.  As such, they 

may not constitute an exhaustive list of the various authorizations that must be obtained or legal 

requirements that must be fulfilled in order to carry out the proposed action. 

 

If you have any questions or would like to respond to these comments, please contact the 

appropriate reviewing staff listed above. 

 

Department of Ecology 

Southwest Regional Office 

 

(CA:16-6932) 

 

cc: Eva Barber, TCP 

 MengChiu Lim, AQP 

 Joseph Kasperski, WQ 

 Chris Montague-Breakwell, WQ 

 Robert Balmelli, Rb Engineering (Applicant) 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
PO Box 47775  Olympia, Washington 98504-7775  (360) 407-6300 

711 for Washington Relay Service  Persons with a speech disability can call 877-833-6341 

 

 

January 27, 2017 

 

 

 

Shirley Schultz, Principal Planner 

City of Tacoma 

Planning and Development Services 

747 Market Street, Room 345 

Tacoma, WA  98402 

 

Dear Ms. Schultz: 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the optional mitigated determination of 

nonsignificance/notice of application for the Coski Gravel Pit Project (LU16-0230) located at 

2503 Marine View Drive as proposed by Robert Balmelli, Rb Engineering.  The Department of 

Ecology (Ecology) reviewed the environmental checklist and has the following comment(s): 

 

AIR QUALITY:  MengChiu Lim (360) 407-6812 

 

Mining operation might need Notice of Construction or registration with Puget Sound Clean 

Air Agency (PSCAA).  Contact PSCAA for to determine if air permit application or 

registration is needed. 

 

TOXICS CLEANUP:  Eva Barber (360) 407-7094 

 

If contamination is suspected, discovered, or occurs during the proposed mining of sand and 

gravel with associated a new access road and stormwater control facility, testing of the 

potentially contaminated media must be conducted.  If contamination of soil or groundwater 

is readily apparent, or is revealed by testing, Ecology must be notified.  Contact the 

Environmental Report Tracking System Coordinator at the Southwest Regional Office 

(SWRO) at (360) 407-6300.  For assistance and information about subsequent cleanup and to 

identify the type of testing that will be required, contact Eva Barber with the SWRO, Toxic 

Cleanup Program at the phone number given above. 

 

WATER QUALITY/WATERSHED RESOURCES UNIT: 

Chris Montague-Breakwell (360) 407-6364 

 

Erosion control measures must be in place prior to any clearing, grading, or construction.  

These control measures must be effective to prevent stormwater runoff from carrying soil 
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and other pollutants into surface water or stormdrains that lead to waters of the state.  Sand, 

silt, clay particles, and soil will damage aquatic habitat and are considered to be pollutants. 

 

Any discharge of sediment-laden runoff or other pollutants to waters of the state is in 

violation of Chapter 90.48 RCW, Water Pollution Control, and WAC 173-201A, Water 

Quality Standards for Surface Waters of the State of Washington, and is subject to 

enforcement action. 

 

The following construction activities require coverage under the Construction Stormwater 

General Permit: 

 

1. Clearing, grading and/or excavation that results in the disturbance of one or more 

acres and discharges stormwater to surface waters of the State; and  

2. Clearing, grading and/or excavation on sites smaller than one acre that are part of a 

larger common plan of development or sale, if the common plan of development or 

sale will ultimately disturb one acre or more and discharge stormwater to surface 

waters of the State. 

a) This includes forest practices (including, but not limited to, class IV conversions) 

that are part of a construction activity that will result in the disturbance of one or 

more acres, and discharge to surface waters of the State; and 

3. Any size construction activity discharging stormwater to waters of the State that 

Ecology: 

a) Determines to be a significant contributor of pollutants to waters of the State of 

Washington. 

b) Reasonably expects to cause a violation of any water quality standard. 

 

If there are known soil/ground water contaminants present on-site, additional information 

(including, but not limited to: temporary erosion and sediment control plans; stormwater 

pollution prevention plan; list of known contaminants with concentrations and depths found; 

a site map depicting the sample location(s); and additional studies/reports regarding 

contaminant(s)) will be required to be submitted.    

 

You may apply online or obtain an application from Ecology's website at: 

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/stormwater/construction/ - Application.  Construction 

site operators must apply for a permit at least 60 days prior to discharging stormwater from 

construction activities and must submit it on or before the date of the first public notice. 

 

WATER QUALITY/INDUSTRIAL OPERATIONS UNIT: 

Joseph Kasperski (360) 407-6292 

 

 All mining operations, rock crushing, classifying, washing, and stockpiling, 

associated with mining or processing operations, must have Sand & Gravel General 

Permit Coverage. 
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 All concrete and asphalt recycling operations must have Sand & Gravel General 

Permit Coverage. 

 All concrete and asphalt batch plants require Sand & Gravel General Permit 

Coverage. 

 

All of the above mentioned facilities must be in compliance with the conditions of the current 

General Permit, in compliance with the provisions of The State of Washington Water 

Pollution Control Law Chapter 90.48 Revised Code of Washington, and The Federal Water 

Pollution Control Act (Clean Water Act) Title 33 United States Code, Section 1251 prior to 

operating. 

 

Ecology’s comments are based upon information provided by the lead agency.  As such, they 

may not constitute an exhaustive list of the various authorizations that must be obtained or legal 

requirements that must be fulfilled in order to carry out the proposed action. 

 

If you have any questions or would like to respond to these comments, please contact the 

appropriate reviewing staff listed above. 

 

Department of Ecology 

Southwest Regional Office 

 

(CA:16-6932) 

 

cc: Eva Barber, TCP 

 MengChiu Lim, AQP 

 Joseph Kasperski, WQ 

 Chris Montague-Breakwell, WQ 

 Robert Balmelli, Rb Engineering (Applicant) 
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From: Massey, Bryan (DNR)
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: DNR Comments For Coski-LU16-0230
Date: Thursday, February 16, 2017 6:08:16 PM

Shirley,
I did not see a place to submit comments on the public notice “card.” So I hope sending them
to you will be sufficient.
 
Per RCW 78.44.151, the DNR is requiring an expanded permit. The mine is  significantly
deviating from the approved permit. The last inspection confirms that mining has
exceeded  the permitted depth and  permit boundary. A revised permit is required to bring the
site back into compliance. 
 
 
The current proposal has reclaimed slopes at 1.5 horizontal to 1.0 foot vertical. Per RCW
78.44.141, reclaimed slopes in unconsolidated materials shall be between 2.0 and 3.0 feet
horizontal to 1.0 foot vertical. An variance to a steeper slope angle as proposed may
be granted with a  slope stability assessment that  includes  modeling which demonstrates
a  static and seismic factors of safety that are acceptable to DNR.
 
Thank you,
 
Bryan Massey, L.G.
Environmental Specialist 3
Surface Mine Reclamation Program
WA Department of Natural Resources
1111 Washington St
MS 47007
Olympia, WA 98504
Cell: 360-688-0724
 

LU16-0230 Exhibit H

mailto:Bryan.Massey@dnr.wa.gov
mailto:shirley.schultz@ci.tacoma.wa.us
sschultz
Text Box
H.7 WA Department of Natural Resources



From: Brian Renninger
To: Schultz, Shirley
Subject: RE: LU16-0230 Coski Pit
Date: Wednesday, March 08, 2017 10:31:10 AM

If they are not conducting rock crushing at the site the main regulation would be our Regulation I,
Section 9.15 which is Fugitive Dust Control Measures rule which states:
 
“SECTION 9.15 FUGITIVE DUST CONTROL MEASURES
Adopted 03/13/68 (12)
Revised 06/09/83 (536), 06/09/88 (621), 08/10/89 (644), 03/11/99 (882)
(a) It shall be unlawful for any person to cause or allow visible emissions of fugitive dust unless
reasonable precautions are employed to minimize the emissions. Reasonable precautions include,
but are not limited to, the following:
(1) The use of control equipment, enclosures, and wet (or chemical) suppression techniques, as
practical, and curtailment during high winds;
(2) Surfacing roadways and parking areas with asphalt, concrete, or gravel;
(3) Treating temporary, low-traffic areas (e.g., construction sites) with water or chemical stabilizers,
reducing vehicle speeds, constructing pavement or rip rap exit aprons, and cleaning vehicle
undercarriages before they exit to prevent the track-out of mud or dirt onto paved public roadways;
or
(4) Covering or wetting truck loads or allowing adequate freeboard to prevent the escape of dust-
bearing materials.
(b) Compliance with the provisions of this section shall not relieve any person from the responsibility
to comply with Section 9.11 of this regulation.”
 
Typically, for activity such as this it would mean watering areas of truck traffic and material handling
such as to minimize fugitive dust. If the site does not have water available, this would require
bringing adequate water to the site in order to keep dist down. It might also mean wheel washes to
minimize dust track out onto roads.
 
In addition, for materials stored on site it could mean either waters sprays on piles or three sided
containment of rock or both. If materials are particularly fine (such as powders) then it may require
storing them in silos with dust collectors, in which case that equipment would need a permit and
NOC application with the agency.
 
 
Another rule that applies is Section 9.11 Emission of Air Contaminant: Detriment to Person or
Property.
 
“SECTION 9.11 EMISSION OF AIR CONTAMINANT: DETRIMENT TO PERSON OR PROPERTY Adopted
03/13/68 (12)
Revised 06/09/83 (536), 03/11/99 (882)
(a) It shall be unlawful for any person to cause or allow the emission of any air contaminant in
sufficient quantities and of such characteristics and duration as is, or is likely to be, injurious to
human health, plant or animal life, or property, or which unreasonably interferes with enjoyment of
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life and property.
(b) With respect to odor, the Agency may take enforcement action under this section if the Control
Officer or a duly authorized representative has documented all of the following:
(1) The detection by the Control Officer or a duly authorized representative of an odor at a level 2 or
greater, according to the following odor scale:
level 0 – no odor detected;
level 1 – odor barely detected;
level 2 – odor is distinct and definite, any unpleasant characteristics recognizable;
level 3 – odor is objectionable enough or strong enough to cause attempts at avoidance; and
level 4 – odor is so strong that a person does not want to remain present;
(2) An affidavit from a person making a complaint that demonstrates that they have experienced air
contaminant emissions in sufficient quantities and of such characteristics and duration so as to
unreasonably interfere with their enjoyment of life and property; and
(3) The source of the odor.
(c) Nothing in this Regulation shall be construed to impair any cause of action or legal remedy of any
person, or the public for injury or damages arising from the emission of any air contaminant in such
place, manner or concentration as to constitute air pollution or a common law nuisance.”
 
 
9.11 Deals with odors and other potential air quality impacts on a person’s property. There are less
prescriptive actions to take to comply with this one but, the key is to ensure that any air pollution
generating activity does not have a documentable impact on a person’s property. To enforce 9.11
requires that the Agency be able to connect an air pollution impact to a person’s property.
 
Regulation I, Article 9 can be found here.
 
http://www.pscleanair.org/library/Documents/1-9.pdf
 
If they do decide to carry out rock crushing at the site they will need to register the crusher with the
following form:
 
http://www.pscleanair.org/library/Documents/50-112NonmetallicMineralRegistration.pdf
 
As well be meet the emission standards in Regulation I, Section 9.18 and, most likely, meet the
requirements of the Federal New Source Performance Standard for Nonmetallic Mineral Processing
Plants 40 CFR 60 Subpart OOO.
 
 
http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?node=sp40.7.60.ooo
 
Please, let me know if you have any questions.
 
 
Sincerely,
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Brian Renninger, P.E.

Engineer
Puget Sound Clean Air Agency

206.689.4077
brianr@pscleanair.org
1904 Third Avenue, Suite 105
Seattle, WA 98101

"Working together for clean air"
www.pscleanair.org
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From: Curtis, Matthew A (DFW)
To: Schultz, Shirley
Cc: Conklin, Christopher L (DFW)
Subject: RE: City of Tacoma ODNS/Public Notice: LU16-0230 - Conditional Use Permit, Coski Surface Mine - 2503 Marine

View Drive
Date: Wednesday, March 08, 2017 11:15:51 AM

Shirley,
Thanks for checking in with us one last time! I had originally notified our regional wildlife biologist
(Michelle Tirhi) about the project, but I received no comment from her on it. Did you receive
anything from Michelle on it?

Anyway, I have no direct fish concerns from the proposed work on the project. However, I took a
little better look at our priority habitats and species information on the project area. It was noted
that there have been pigeon guillemot nests in the cliffs around the mine site. While not a
threatened or endangered species, they are a protected species under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
and are an important facet of the Puget Sound Ecosystem. I spoke with one of our in-house sea bird
experts to get some additional information. The birds nesting onsite are typically doing so between
late May and late August, with most birds having active nests only in June and July. To avoid
impacts/nest abandonment WDFW recommends that expansion work for the mine stay roughly 100
meters from the active nests. Once young have fledged and the nests are no longer occupied,
disturbance of the nests and the surrounding area can occur without the potential for impacts as
the birds will just make new nests in the cliffs the following year.

Let me know if this leads to additional questions/concerns from the applicants, and I would be
happy to discuss things further.

Thanks!
-M@

Matt Curtis
WDFW, Region 6
Area Habitat Biologist
Pierce County
C: 360-972-0190
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Coski Gravel Pit Project LUI16-0230 – 2503 Marine View Drive, Tacoma WA  
RB Engineering: Responses to Public Comments 
RBE No. 14059 
 

1 Will they be removing any trees/vegetation that provides a natural buffer between NE Tacoma and heavy industries when mining?  
 
Response (R):  Yes, existing vegetation will be removed to mine the balance of material and stabilize the existing slopes as part of the 
Department of Natural Resources Reclamation process.  Constructed slopes will be revegetated via hydro-seeding and allowed to 
revegetate naturally with trees and shrubs. The required vegetated buffers for the existing on-site wetland and stream will be 
untouched. The constructed slope and buffer areas will continue to serve as a buffer to the residential developments. 

2 A noise study should be required.  The noise study should account for the “funnel effect” above and adjacent to the sight. 
 
R:  A noise study, Sound Analysis for Coski Surface Mine, dated February 3, 2017, has been prepared by BRC Acoustics.  Sound levels 
were calculated using a computer model based on ISO Standards.  The model takes into account the effects of intervening terrain 
and topography, including multiple reflections of sound by vertical sources in the vicinity of the propagation path, where applicable. 

3 Additionally, there is a critical habitat between the proposed site and Pt Woodworth. What is the plan to protect the stream? 
 
R:  The required buffers will be applied to the stream per the environmental report. No work will be completed within these buffers. 

4 
5 
6 
7 

Air and Water impacts. 
Air quality - dust and gravel from trucks (not tires) after they leave the site 
Air quality - dust emissions to surrounding sites 
Air quality: including dust (mining and transport), truck and heavy equipment toxic emissions (with special attention to fine 
particulates) and GHG emissions from diesel fuels.  The health impacts to the community of the additional pollution should be 
thoroughly examined. 
 
R:  Mining and haul areas will be periodically watered down with a water truck to reduce dust from normal earthwork construction 
activities. The new temporary driveway will be paved with a wheel wash area, asphalt pad and scale.  This layout will help to reduce 
dust and material from entering SR 509.  This new access and a portion of the previously mined site will also serve as the truck 
staging area per the “Proposed Topography Plan” C2.1.  No mitigation is suggested for gas/diesel exhaust from construction vehicles 
and equipment that are common for all road and developments that require earthwork and excavations. Equipment expected for 
this project includes work trucks, excavator, wheel loader, bulldozer and haul/dump trucks.  There will be no blasting, no rock 
crushing or washing.  No processing or sorting is proposed.  Screening of a small portion of the material may be needed to remove 
excess clay but should be a very limited amount.  Quarries/mines of this type are exempt from a Notice of Construction with Puget 
Sound Clean air Agency (PSCAA) per section 6.03(c) and Brian Renninger @ PSCAA, 206-689-4077. 
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8 - 11 All concrete and asphalt batch plants require Sand & Gravel General Permit Coverage. 
All concrete and asphalt recycling operations must have Sand & Gravel General Permit Coverage 
All mining operations, rock crushing, classifying, washing, and stockpiling, associated with mining or processing operations, must 
have Sand & Gravel General Permit Coverage 
All of the above mentioned facilities must be in compliance with the conditions of the current General Permit, in compliance with 
the provisions of The State of Washington Water Pollution Control Law Chapter 90.48 Revised Code of Washington, and The Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act (Clean Water Act) Title 33 United States Code, Section 1251 prior to operating. 
 
R:  This proposal is to continue removing sand and gravel (pit-run): up to 400,000 cy, from the existing surface mine, not only for 
near-by construction projects, but also as a Department of Natural Resources requirement for mine reclamation and slope 
stabilization.  This proposal does not include a concrete or asphalt batch plant, rock crushing, washing or sorting, or processing of 
any type.  For example, the Pointe Woodworth development, which is a reclaimed surface mine, moved over 1.2 million cy of 
material and graded/constructed new slopes in preparation for future residential development. 

12 Also, the project should be limited to mining only without any other accessory uses to be used on the site as listed under Section 
13.06.640.c. 
 
R:  There are no current plans for future development other than for construction equipment storage and laydown area; however, 
this property has the right for future development per the designated zoning M-1, C-2 and R-2.  

13 An additional traffic study should be conducted at Norpoint and Marine View Drive.  This intersection is very high volume and stands 
to have a major impact on our community if clogged with trucks. 
 
R:  We will collect conduct AM and PM peak hour traffic counts and perform level of service analysis of this intersection 

14 Any deviation from the plans must be subject to additional public hearing and the life of project must be limited to the maximum of 
5 years as allowed by the City Code 
 
R:  City to respond 

15 Any discharge of sediment-laden runoff or other pollutants to waters of the state is in violation of Chapter 90.48 RCW, Water 
Pollution Control, and WAC 173-201A, Water Quality Standards for Surface Waters of the State of Washington, and is subject to 
enforcement action. 
 
R:  An Erosion & Sedimentation Control Plan and Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPP) will be prepared and approved that 
outlines appropriate Best Management Practices.  All these measures will be in place prior to any construction work.  A Certified 
Erosion & Sedimentation Control Lead (CESCL) will monitor the site during construction. The City of Tacoma and the Department of 
Ecology will have their own independent inspections.  All proposed stormwater design will provide water quality and flow control 
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facilities to mitigate the impacts to surface waters and groundwater per City of Tacoma Standards, which meet the Department of 
Ecology requirements/guidelines.  This project is required to apply for the Construction Stormwater General Permit (NPDES) with 
the Department of Ecology a minimum of 60 days prior to stormwater discharge.   

16 - 17 Are there options for sand and gravel available in other areas that you could pull from? 
 
R:  No other locations were investigated since this site is currently owned by the contractor and has been an existing surface mine 
for decades. 

18 Critical areas - land hazards: steep slope, landslides, earthquakes, lahars, tsunamis and sea-level rise.  The area in question is subject 
to all these hazards.  The impacts need to be assessed. 
 
R:  Landslide hazards were addressed in the Geology and Slope Report.  The existing near vertical mine face will be regraded to a 1. 
5H:1V (Horizontal: Vertical) or 67% slope gradient to blend in with the existing natural 1. 5H:1V slopes in the surrounding area and 
revegetated.  The onsite slopes are underlain by dense, glacially consolidated sediments with a low potential for deep seated 
landslides.  Under reclaimed conditions the risk of slope instability will be less than under existing conditions due to a lowering of 
slope gradients through mining. 
 
Earthquakes: Under reclaimed conditions, the risk from earthquakes will be less than under existing conditions due to a lowering of 
onsite slope gradients through mining. 
 
Lahars: Under reclaimed conditions, the risk from lahars will be less than under existing conditions due to a lowering of onsite slope 
gradients through mining. 
 
Sea Level Rise: Under reclaimed conditions, the risk from sea level rise will be less than under existing conditions due to a lowering 
of onsite slope gradients through mining. 

19 Critical areas - water wildlife: habitat, estuaries (Hylebos Creek), riparian areas.  The sensitive habitats require protection.  Baseline 
studies of wildlife need to be done / Sierra Club. 
 
 
R:  Wetland, Stream, & Riparian Corridor 
A Category III wetland and Type Np stream were identified along the eastern property boundary, in a forested riparian corridor, and 
are addressed in the September 2016 Critical Areas Report.  
Both the wetland and stream will be physically separated from the proposed activity by distance (following the required buffer 
widths in Chapter 13.11 TMC and allowed interrupted buffers) and topographically separated, i.e. there is a small ridge between the 
critical areas and the eastern limits of excavation.  
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To avoid and minimize surface water impacts, the site will be graded to maintain internal drainage and the existing access road will 
be sloped and curbed to direct runoff away from the critical areas. These activities are to ensure that stormwater does not enter the 
wetland or stream. 
To avoid groundwater impacts, the floor elevation of the mine will be above the seasonal high water table and will continue to 
infiltrate naturally into the mine floor as per current conditions. 
 
Wildlife 
A wildlife study was not conducted. 
The Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife (WDFW) maps the forested hillside along the bluff along the upper project boundary 
and eastern boundary area as a biodiversity area. Biodiversity areas are identified as a Priority Habitats & Species by WDFW. 
The WDFW-mapped biodiversity area is located outside of the proposed disturbance footprint. 
 

20 Debris from trucks is a hazard. 
 
R:  Debris from trucks will be minimized by the incorporation of the wheel wash, the long-paved access road, scale ramps to jar 
loose material, and the use of canopies on most haul trucks. 

21 Does not meet CUP criterion for separation from residential. 
 
R:  City to respond. 

22 Erosion control measures must be in place prior to any clearing, grading, or construction. These control measures must be effective 
to prevent stormwater runoff from carrying soil and other pollutants into surface water or storm drains that lead to waters of the 
state. Sand, silt, clay particles, and soil will damage aquatic habitat and are considered to be pollutants. 
 
R:  Please refer to Line 15. 

23 Has DNR been involved in terms of geo-tech stability? 
 
R:  Yes.  DNR approval has been and will be required for the revised Surface Mine Reclamation Plan.  DNR’s responsibility is to 
ensure that reclaimed sites are stable prior to releasing their reclamation bond. 

24 Has the illegal dumping on the site been assessed and how is it addressed? 
 
R:  No Toxic material or toxic dumping has been observed or is suspected on this site.  Mining operations will include training and 
spill control procedures.  If contaminated soil or groundwater is encountered or occurs during construction, testing will be done and 
Ecology will be notified as required/appropriate for further actions and requirements. Contact Eva Barber (SWRO) @ 360-407-6300. 
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25 Hillside stability risk. 
 
R:  Please refer to Line 18 comments and Geology and Slope Report 

26 - 30 Hours of work not acceptable and should be limited. 
How do we change hours to 9 am to 3 pm Monday through Friday only? 
How do we change hours to 9 am to 3 pm Monday through Friday only? 
How do we ensure that the city will NOT grant any emergency extensions to allowable work hours like they did with the Pile Driving 
project? 
How do we ensure that the city will NOT grant any emergency extensions to allowable work hours like they did with the Pile Driving 
project? 
 
R:  City to respond. 

31 How do we not allow for ANY work at night? 
 
R:  City to respond. 

32 How do we not allow for ANY work at night? 
 
R:  City to respond. 

33 - 34 How do you account for the cumulative effects of noise coming from several projects at the same time? 
 
R:  The City of Tacoma Noise Code establishes limits on the amount of cumulative sound increase a project is allowed to produce 
over total existing sound levels (including all existing noise sources).  The project’s Sound Analysis demonstrates that the project will 
be in compliance with the City of Tacoma noise regulations.   The highest calculated sound increase over existing baseline sound 
levels is 2 dBA, which is a barely perceptible increase. 

35 - 36 How do you propose to mitigate for air emissions?  
 
R:  Please refer to Line 4-7, 8-11. 

  

37 How many heavy trucks will be entering/exiting the property every day and what are the impacts to road safety, road quality, 
traffic?  
 
R:  Addressed in the Traffic Impact Analysis, (TIA). 
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38 How will it be monitored to ensure compliance? 
 
R:  City to respond. 

39 How will residents be compensated for damage to vehicles due to debris falling off of the trucks onto cars or onto roads? 
 
R: Motorists’ will be compensated for claimed damages due to any debris dropped from haul vehicles. The site will install a wheel 
wash onsite to minimize the potential for mud and rocks on the haul vehicles. Sweeper trucks will be used to remove any debris 
from the onsite paved driveway and Marine View Drive. 

40 How will the city ensure the safety of our children who travel in this immediate area to attend high school, either on busses or as 
young new licensed drivers? 
 
R:  City to respond. 

41 How would you ensure that approved night work does not interfere with sleeping residents? 
 
R:  The project’s Sound Analysis shows demonstrates that projected sound levels received at nearby properties during night-shift 
operations are lower than existing nighttime sound levels by at least 10 dBA. 

42 I have read the SEPA checklist that the applicant and their hired “experts” filled out to try to circumvent a SEPA review, it is full of 
inaccuracies and N\A answers.  This is not acceptable. 
 
R: A memo attached with this reply outlines the revised statements for the original SEPA. 

43 I would like to make sure that a recommended condition of approval limit the duration of the project to the maximum of 5 years 
without allowing for any additional time extensions. 
 
R:  City to Respond 

44 If contamination is suspected, discovered, or occurs during the proposed mining of sand and gravel with associated a new access 
road and stormwater control facility, testing of the potentially contaminated media must be conducted. If contamination of soil or 
groundwater is readily apparent, or is revealed by testing, Ecology must be notified. Contact the Environmental Report Tracking 
System Coordinator at the Southwest Regional Office (SWRO) at (360) 407-6300. For assistance and information about subsequent 
cleanup and to identify the type of testing that will be required, contact Eva Barber with the SWRO, Toxic Cleanup Program at the 
phone number given above. 
 
R:  Please refer to Line 24. 
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45 If there are known soil/ground water contaminants present on-site, additional information (including, but not limited to: temporary 
erosion and sediment control plans; stormwater pollution prevention plan; list of known contaminants with concentrations and 
depths found; a site map depicting the sample location(s); and additional studies/reports regarding contaminant(s)) will be required 
to be submitted. 
 
R:  Please refer to Line 24. 

46 Impacts from truck traffic (600 daily trips at full operation) stand to impact local air quality and increase polluted stormwater runoff 
from roads along their route. They also stand to impact traffic, especially given that the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis failed to 
take into consideration the left turn needed to leave the site or impacts to the three lane portion of Marine View Drive where there 
is already an inadequate left turn lane. 
 
R:  We will prepare AM and PM intersection analysis of the site driveway/Marine View Dr intersection.   

47 Inappropriate land use as the site is primarily zoned for residential use. 
 
R:  City to Address. 

48 Is there an income estimate tied into economic goals. 
 
R:  City to Address. 

49 It looks like from the topos that discharge from gulch is routed to the ponds.  Is this the case to catch wash off from surface 
sediments?  Can more detail be provided?  
 
R:  The stream and buffer in the eastern gulch will not be disturbed. The stream discharges to the Hylebos Waterway, not the 
proposed storm facilities. 

50 Lennar Homes is building 42 homes directly above this site and has indicated they plan to cut down additional trees.  How have you 
accounted for that in this plan? 
 
R:  City to Respond. 

51 Mining operation might need Notice of Construction or registration with Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (PSCAA). Contact PSCAA for 
to determine if air permit application or registration is needed. 
 
R:  Please refer to Line 4-7, 8-11. 

52 Must not allow for any trucks to idle or wait on the gates prior to opening hours of the surface mine or allow for the use of 
compression brakes on the site by trucks. 
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R:  City to Respond. 

53 - 54 Noise and light pollution from mining operations equipment and truck:  Impact on wildlife / Sierra Club 
 
R:  The results of the project’s Sound Analysis show that no significant noise impacts are expected due to the proposed project 
operations.  The highest calculated sound increase over existing baseline sound levels is 2 dBA, which is a barely perceptible 
increase in sound levels.   

55 One inaccuracy of the SEPA checklist they filled out is that they state “no” to the question of whether the proposed mine is located 
near slide prone areas.  There was an article in the Tacoma News Tribune on January 12, 2017, that talks about the many landslides 
on Marine View Drive, and how they are increasing in recent years. 
 
R:  Most of the recent slides along Marine View Drive are near surface events caused by improper storm water drainage. Under 
reclaimed conditions the risk of all types of slope instability will be less than under existing conditions due to a lowering of slope 
gradients through mining and reclamation. 

56 Particulates and other air emissions from mining will not be contained on-site, thereby further degrading air quality already 
suffering from other pollution sources. 
 
R:  Please refer to Line 4-7, 8-11. 

57 Pile driving is listed as a cause for landslides. Has the combination of the two projects running at the same time been studied? 
 
R:  Under reclaimed conditions, the risk of all types of slope instability will be less than under existing conditions due to a lowering 
of slope gradients through mining and reclamation. 

58 Regarding the near vertical slopes, Bennett concluded little chance for landslides, but some evidence of raveling at the site.  
Geoengineer’s report articulated “little potential for deep seated slope failure”, but surface gully erosion more likely.  I am just 
wondering about the recommendation for steeper cut slopes (greater than 2:1) beyond that recommended by WA Division of 
Geology because of the inability of the slope to grow vegetation and to build and maintain topsoil.  So the reclamation plan and 
efforts to re-vegetate and build and maintain soil will be an issue that needs to be addressed. With the houses above the mine, 
slope stability will be paramount here. 
 
R: DNR will not release its reclamation bond until vegetation has been firmly reestablished and slopes are deemed stable.  The 
proposed 1. 5H:1V slopes are at the same gradient as the steepest, natural undisturbed slopes in the surrounding area, which are 
able to grow vegetation, build and maintain topsoil.  The onsite slopes are south facing and well drained; thus, once vegetation has 
been reestablished, building and maintaining topsoil should not be a problem. 
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59 Road issues: the implications of increased traffic, traffic hazards, and road damage. 
 
R:  We will collect crash data from WSDOT and perform a crash history analysis of Marine View Dr from the site driveway to Taylor 
Way. 

60 Safety of traffic and volume of traffic on already over-taxed 509. 
 
R: Please refer to Line 59. 

61 SEPA Checklist inadequate: species present, nearby waterway, air emissions. 
 
R: See attached memo revising SEPA items. 

62 Slope protection as a buffer is important. 
 
R: The mining permit area will include a vegetative buffer per DNR regulations. 

63 Slope Stability - Comparison to Oso. 
 
R: The Oso (SR 530) landslide occurred within unconsolidated glacial lake deposits that were directly above an active, downcutting 
river system.  The sediments along Marine View drive are densely consolidated and stable.  They have been subject to downcutting 
from shoreline erosion in the past, but these forces are no longer active with the development of the port. 

64 Solid waste disposal: 
 
R:  Any solid waste will be hauled off site and disposed of in an appropriate disposal site. 

65 - 66 Sound monitors should be required as a part of this plan, with mutually agreed upon maximum levels. 
Sound monitors should be required as a part of this plan.  Have you considered this? 
 
R: City to respond 

67 Stormwater pond. The engineer last night said they would be managing stormwater through infiltration design. How can he say that 
without a geotechnical exploration? If that is placed where mining has already occurred, it will probably be compacted. The 
materials provided do not prove the ability to infiltrate. If that is clay it will be a problem. A current up to date geotechnical report is 
the only way to accurately address this. 
 
R:  Please reference “Geology and Slope Conditions Tacoma Sand and Gravel (Coski) Pit” report by Bennett Consulting, PLLC, dated 
September 2, 2016 and Slope Stability Analysis by GeoEngineers in 2001. The existing and local geotechnical reports and 
explorations indicate the existing soil material at the proposed design depth will be similar to the mined material and is acceptable 
(with a safety factor of 0.5 applied) for the proposed sedimentation and storage ponds.  Note, the proposed pond bottom is several 
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feet below the existing grade and not impacted greatly by construction compaction.  These soils, however, can be scarified to loosen 
the soil and or replaced with clean wash rock as needed and approved by the City 

68 - 69 The application states that 400,000 of material can be removed yet in another place it states 800,000.  Which one is correct?  How 
can we ensure that no more than 400,000 is removed and that the number cannot be increased? 
The application states that 400,000 of material can be removed yet in another place it states 800,000.  Which one is correct?  How 
can we ensure that no more than 400,000 is removed and that the number cannot be increased? 
 
R:  The proposal is to mine 400,000 cy of material.  The approved CUP in 2008 that expired recently had a figure of 800,000 cy, 
which has been modified by our most recent grading plan. 

70 - 71 The chart that is included in the traffic study indicates up to 300 truck trips each way in a 10 hour shift for a total of 600 trips daily.  
Is this accurate? 
The chart that is included in the traffic study indicates up to 300 truck trips each way in a 10 hour shift for a total of 600 trips daily.  
Is this accurate? How can we create a maximum allowable trucks per day on Marine View Drive that is enforceable? 
 
R: The maximum capacity of 15 hauls per hour (15 trips in, 15 trips out) for 20 hours in a day equals 300 truck trips inbound empty, 
300 truck trips outbound full or 600 daily truck trip “ends.” 

72 The entrance / exit point is directly across from the entrance to the Edman debarking operation where bulk logs are delivered by 
truck.  Were conflicts of traffic considered on this two-lane plus middle turn lane road? 
 
R:  Please refer to Line 46  

73 The homes that are located 450 feet above have no natural sound barrier.  What are you going to install to provide a sound barrier? 
 
R:  Cross-sections produced by the sound-calculation model show that the undisturbed terrain north of the proposed mining limit 
will provide sound attenuation between the project equipment and the nearest residences to the north.  Depending on the location 
of the equipment, the sound path will graze the intervening terrain or will encounter a sound-barrier effect due to the terrain.  Both 
conditions will provide sound attenuation.  

74 The inbound route for gravel haulers will be faced with a right turn that is less than 45 degrees.  It would appear that haulers would 
have to swing out into the left turn lane to make the turn. That would seem to pose conflicts with outbound vehicles and again the 
Edman entryway directly across SR509. Edman traffic classically makes their left turns from the traffic lane, not the left turn lane 
due to the tight conditions. 
 
R:  The proposed driveway will be constructed at a right angle to Marine View Drive and will be designed to accommodate the 
turning path of large trucks without swinging into opposing lanes. 
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75 The sediment pond has a depth of about 5 feet.   I didn’t get the overall dimensions of the pond to know how much storage is in 
there before the overflow is engaged.  What are the pond dimensions and what are the expected quantities of stormwater to be 
controlled and treated via the ponds? It looks like from the topos that discharge from gulch is routed to the ponds.  Is this the case 
to catch wash off from surface sediments?  Can more detail be provided? 
 
R:  The sediment and storage facility sizing is per the latest City of Tacoma Standards.  Cell #1, the sediment and treatment cell 
bottom is 125’ X 2.0’ minimum and Cell #2, the storage and infiltration pond bottom is 125’ X 40’ minimum.  See Western 
Washington Hydrology Model #4 (WWHM 4) Preliminary pond calculations attached with this reply. 

76 - 77 The SEPA checklist indicates that the site contains sand, gravel, and clay.  There is no demand for clay.  What % of the 400,000 of 
material to be mined is Sand?  What % is Gravel?  What % is Clay?  Where will the clay be taken to? 
The SEPA checklist indicates that the site contains sand, gravel, and clay.  There is no demand for clay.  What % of the 400,000 of 
material to be mined is Sand?  What % is Gravel?  What % is Clay?  Where will the clay be taken to? 
 
R:  The exact particle size distribution has not been determined and will vary across the site.  The deposit consists mostly of sand 
with some gravel and little clay.  The material will be mined as “pit run” with no processing except possibly a screen.  If the clay 
content is below 5% there will be no need to separate it out.  Any clay screened out would likely be used as backfill during 
reclamation.  There actually is a local demand for clay for use in pond lining, landfill sealing, brick manufacturing (Mutual Materials) 
and Portland cement production (Ash Grove Cement). 

78 - 80 The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical landfills, as have been found on neighboring sites. 
The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical work.  How is this addressed?  If those particulates 
become airborne, what is the risk to community members nearby? 
The site may include contaminated materials from undocumented historical work.  How is this addressed?  If those particulates 
become airborne, what is the risk to homes nearby? 
 
R:  Please refer to line 24. 

81 - 82 There are several references to this being an established surface mine in the past, therefore grandfathered.  The last time this mine 
was operational Pt Woodworth did not exist.  How do you account for the change which is 180 new homes located next door?  Isn’t 
this a significant change which should be addressed? 
There are several references to this being an established surface mine in the past, therefore grandfathered.  The last time this mine 
was operational Pt Woodworth did not exist.  How do you account for the change which is 180 new homes located next door?  Isn’t 
this a significant change which should be addressed? 
 
R: City to respond. 
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83 There are two ponds on-site. A sedimentation pond and infiltration pond with an overflow that bypasses infiltration pond and goes 
into catch basin along Marine View drive and to CB.  Where is the outlet/discharge point from the catch basin on Marine View 
drive?  Concern about proximity to tribal properties and conservation and restoration areas. 
 
R: The treatment/sediment and storage ponds are sized in accordance with City of Tacoma and Department of Ecology 
requirements.  These will be submitted and reviewed by the City for final acceptance.  Emergency overflow for the storage and 
sediment facility is an outlet that will be designed for the 100-year storm.  The treated overflow storm water discharge of this 
facility is directed to the Hylebos Waterway via an existing 24” drain system. See Preliminary pond sizing calculations.  Please refer 
to Line 15 & 67. 

84 There is no noise study included in the application. 
 
R:  Please refer to Line 2 and Line 53. 

85 There's already something wrong with the hillside.  Have you noticed that over the last couple of decades the madrona trees are 
dying?  Have you monitored the number of landslides during the rain?  What do you think is going to happen in an earthquake or 
even more severe rainy season? 
 
R:  The mine is downslope of the madrone trees and should have no effect on their health.  Most of the recent landslides are related 
to improper storm water drainage. Under reclaimed conditions, the risk of all types of slope instability due to earthquakes or severe 
rainfall will be less than under existing conditions due to a lowering of slope gradients through mining and reclamation. 

86 These hillside and the surrounding areas needs to be protected from any more development of any kind. There is barely a buffer 
now between the residential area and the industrial area. And this hillside is our buffer.  It is safe but precarious now.  Please don't 
allow it to be damaged. 
 
R: City to respond. 

87 This is a residential area with a precarious hillside.  Why would anyone even think to dig into it or build any more on it? 
 
R:  Excavation and slope stabilization is part of the DNR Reclamation process. 

88 Too close to homes. 
 
R:  City to respond. 

89 Traffic impacts, including debris and air pollution. 
 
R:  Addressed in Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) 
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90 Truck amount - traffic counts and impacts. 
 
R: Addressed in TIA 

91 Truck staging. When truck return empty to the gravel pit how will staging be addressed? There is only one road in and out and no 
shoulder on Marine View Drive. How will they stage the trucks so as not to block traffic? 
 
R:  The site will be designed to allow for significant truck staging (queuing) on-site 

92 Water issues: management of additional drainage, pollution of surface and ground waters including runoff into the creek on the 
property and Hylebos waterway. 
 
R:  Water quality and flow control has been previously addressed.  Please refer to Line 83.  As shown in the grading plan, no surface 
water will be directed to the existing on-site stream. 

93 - 94 Were alternative locations considered? 
 
R:  No other locations were investigated since this site is currently owned by the contractor and has been an existing surface mine 
for decades. 

95 - 96 What about reclamation?  What is proposed/required? 
 
R:  Reclamation is required for surface mines, per the CUP and the Department of Natural Resources (DNR). Reclamation includes 
grading and slope stabilization, site revegetation and storm treatment/control. The Applicant has posted a reclamation bond with 
the DNR for the existing Surface Mine Reclamation Permit. The bond will not be released until the site/slope has been stabilized and 
the revegetation has been firmly re-established. 

97 What are the air emissions from the up to 600 trucks per day? 
What are the air emissions? 
 
R:  Please refer to Line 4-7, 8-11.  

101 What are the anticipated airborne and groundwater impacts by disturbing the soil/sand/gravel?  
 
R:   Anticipated airborne impacts include dust from construction activities, exhaust and noise from construction vehicles and 
equipment.  Groundwater impacts would be only from an accidental spill or untreated stormwater.  Potential surface water impacts 
would primarily be from silt and incidental oil/diesel off the equipment and trucks.  Mitigation for these have been addressed in 
previous responses.   
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102 What are the cumulative impacts of this with other development in the area. 
 
R:   Concurrent local projects have not been evaluated in regards to this proposal except for the Traffic report which includes 
projected local projects in the area.   

103 What are the expected noise impacts resulting from a mining operation from 6:30 to 4:30 daily? 
 
R:  The project’s Sound Analysis shows that daytime sound levels produced by the project are generally expected to be in the range 
of baseline sound levels at neighboring residences.  The highest calculated sound increase over existing baseline sound levels is 2 
dBA, which is a barely perceptible increase. 

104 What are the noise levels for requested night time work? 
 
R:  Please refer to Line 41. 

105 - 
106 

What are the noise regulations that they must adhere to? 
 
R:  The project is subject to Tacoma Municipal Code 8.122, Noise Enforcement. The project’s Sound Analysis shows that the project 
is expected to meet the City of Tacoma noise limits by a margin of at least 10 dBA. 

107 What are the restrictions for working during the wet season (usually 10/1-4/30)? Will they be allowed to work on the slopes during 
the wet season? How will they stabilize the slopes? What additional BMP's will be proposed for temporary erosion sedimentation 
control for working in the wet season? 
 
R:  Winter/wet weather construction may require additional Best Management Practices (BMP’s) if the existing BMP’s are not 
adequate to treat surface water runoff.  The on-site Certified Erosion & Sedimentation Control Lead (CESCL), as well as periodic 
inspections from the City of Tacoma and the Department of Ecology will dictate when/if these are required.  Additional BMP’s 
include, temporary erosion/sedimentation fencing, rock check dams and armored ditches, diversion ditches, perimeter berms, and 
straw bales/mulching.  Also, please note that this proposal is to phase the project (not mass clear and grade the entire site) to 
minimize disturbance. 

108 - 
109 

What equipment will be used?  What noise does it make? 
 
R:  Equipment expected for this proposal include work vehicles/pick-up trucks, excavator, wheel loader, bull dozer, haul/dump 
trucks and possibly a screen for a limited time. Sound-emissions characteristics of the equipment were listed in Table 5-1 of the 
project’s Sound Analysis.  Resulting sound levels at residential properties were listed in Table 6-3. Please refer to Line 103. 

110 What is plan for reclamation? If they strip material out, what are they bringing back in? Will trucks be needed for that? If so, what is 
traffic impact? What will they be planting as part of reclamation? Is it just hydro-seed? 
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R:  Reclamation is required for surface mines, per the CUP and the Department of Natural Resources.  Reclamation includes grading 
and slope stabilization, site revegetation and storm treatment/control.  Slopes will be hydro-seeded with a deep-rooted grass 
groundcover and allowed to naturally regenerate with trees and shrubs.  Existing topsoil will be retained on-site for reuse on flat 
final grades.  Haul trucks on their return trips to the site can load up with top soil or gravel for the final restoration without adding 
more trips/traffic 

111 What is the bond? What are the financial guarantees? What are you binding them for? Road mitigation? 
 
R:  Reclamation bond is held until the final site is signed off by the Department of Natural Resources. 

112 What is the condition of Marine View Drive and how will the trucks impact that. 
 
R:  Marine View Drive is also State Route 509 and as such is designated as: South of Norpoint Way: Urban Other Principal Arterial 
(U1) and North of Norpoint Way: Urban Minor Arterial (U2).  Arterials are designed for truck bearing loads. Please refer to Line 148. 

113 - 
114 

What is the groundwater table elevation? 
 
R:  Previous investigations (McClucas and Associates, 2007) found the water table at 22 feet about sea level, or about 8 feet below 
the proposed pit floor. 

115 - 
116 

What is the mitigation for their habitat destruction? 
What is the mitigation for their habitat destruction? 
 
R:  The critical areas that are regulated by the City of Tacoma under Chapter 13.11 Critical Areas Preservation would require 
mitigation if impacted, but they will be physically separated from the proposed activity by the required buffer widths under the 
TMC. 
The WDFW-mapped biodiversity area is along the upper boundaries of the property and along the eastern boundary where the 
wetland and stream are located. These areas will be left intact. 
The area proposed for disturbance lies outside of the mapped biodiversity area and was previously disturbed by mining activities. 
The site is not pristine and, in fact, there are large patches of non-native, invasive plants, e.g. Himalayan blackberry and Scot's 
boom. 
The Department of Natural Resources reclamation narrative will specify that final slopes will be graded and hydro-seeded with a 
deep-rooted grass/legume ground cover, and allowed to naturally regenerate with trees and shrubs. As trees and shrubs colonize 
the reclaimed slope areas, it will likely provide greater wildlife habitat potential after reclamation than in its current degraded 
condition. 

117 - 
118 

What is the noise monitoring plan?  If none, can one be required? 
What is the noise monitoring plan?  If none, can one be required? 
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R: See attached noise study; Please refer to Line 2. 

119 - 
120 

What is the plan for this site once all the materials are removed? 
What is the plan for this site once all the materials are removed? 
 
R:  Once the site is reclaimed and stabilized the owner is proposing storing heavy equipment etc. on the site per the DNR 
reclamation permit. 

121 What is the record/capability of the owner/mining co. 
 
R:  Scarsella Brothers Inc., is a reputable heavy equipment construction Company operating since the 1940’s that has many WA 
STATE DOT Highway projects including the I-5 corridor project from Grand Mound to Chehalis. 

122 What is the truck staging plan to ensure no backups at Norpoint and Marine View Drive? When the trucks return to the mine empty 
there could be a serious backup to get in to only entrance.  There is no shoulder and could create a significant back up.  How will this 
be addressed? 
 
R:  Please refer to Line 4-7 & 91. 

123 What is your plan to ensure there is no run off into the Hylebos? 
 
R:  Surface water runoff from this site is currently draining to Marine View Drive and into the Hylebos waterway. The reclamation of 
this site will not increase stormwater runoff.  Stormwater runoff from this proposal will be collected and directed to a 2-cell 
sediment/storage pond facility for treatment and retained on-site as much as possible.  Any storm water released to the waterway 
will be treated or in an emergency overflow condition.  Please refer to Line 83. 

124 - 
125 

What noise emissions will be produced by equipment, trucks, etc?  At what levels? 
 
R:  Sound-emissions characteristics of the equipment were listed in Table 5-1 of the project Sound Analysis.  Resulting sound levels 
at residential properties were listed in Table 6-3. Please refer to Line 53-54. 

126 - 
127 

What project is this material being used for? 
 
R:  At this time, mining from this site will only occur if the contractor is awarded a job/contract located in a reasonable distance 
from this mine to make it cost effective. 

128 - 
129 

What types of noise mitigation are proposed? 
 
R:  The following elements of the proposal serve as noise-mitigation measures: (a) buffer at the west, north, and northeast 
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perimeter; (b) buffers at streams and wetlands increase the distances from mining to neighboring properties to the east; (c) 
activities during the second shift, if at all needed, will be limited to load-out and will be attenuated by intervening distance and 
topographical shielding. 

130 What were the peak hours used in the TIA? 
 
R:  7:00 to 8:00 AM, 4:30 to 5:30 PM.  Based on three consecutive day counts. 

131 When this mine was last Operational, prior to 1997, what was the zoning for this property?  Has it changed?  If so, how was that 
taken into account? 
 
R:  City to respond. 

132 When this mine was last Operational, prior to 1997, what was the zoning for this property?  Has it changed?  If so, how was that 
taken into account? 
 
R:  City to respond. 

133 When will new information be posted to the city's web site...a month? 
 
R:  City to respond. 

134 - 
135 

Where is the wildlife report? 
 
R:  A wildlife study was not conducted.  
The WDFW maps the forested hillside along the bluff along the upper project boundary and eastern boundary area as a biodiversity 
area.  Biodiversity areas are identified as a Priority Habitats & Species by WDFW. 
The WDFW-mapped biodiversity area is located outside of the proposed disturbance footprint. 

136 - 
137 

Who enforces the hours of operation and what recourse do residents have if they are in violation? 
 
R:  City to respond. 

138 - 
139 

Who is overseeing compliance? 
 
R:  City to respond. 

140 Who is paying the permit process application. 
 
R:  City to respond. 
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141 Who or whom has final say and review of all geological aspects, expert consultants, past history to compare feasible and favorable 
outcome per worst case scenario. 
 
R:  City to respond. 

142 Why is a shoreline permit not part of this application? 
 
R:  City to respond. 

143 Why is the need urgent?  Can you establish that you have a shortage? 
 
R:  This proposal is urgent only because of the timing to go through the approval process.  That way, if a new project goes out to bid 
that requires pit-run material and is relatively local, the contractor can bid on said project since he has material available to him.  
The further away the project site, the more it becomes economically unfeasible to haul material the extra distance. 

144 - 
145 

Why is the permit for 10 years?  Isn’t that excessive?  The last permit was good for 5 years.  10 years is unreasonable risk for 
residents. 
Why is the permit for 10 years?  Isn’t that excessive?  The last permit was good for 5 years.  10 years is unreasonable risk for 
residents. 
 
R:  City to respond. 

146 - 
147 

Why isn’t the City of Tacoma requiring a current geo-tech report? 
 
R:  City to respond 

148 - 
149 

Why isn’t the city requiring the applicant to pay for pavement deterioration?   With that many trucks on the road it will have a 
significant impact on Marine View Drive and 509.  Will this liability be left to taxpayers? 
Why isn’t the city requiring the applicant to pay for pavement deterioration?   With that many trucks on the road it will have a 
significant impact on Marine View Drive and 509.  Will this liability be left to taxpayers? 
 
R:  City to respond. 

150 - 
151 

Why isn’t the developer responsible for road improvements using city streets? 
Why isn’t the developer responsible for road improvements using city streets? 
 
R:  City to respond. 

152 - 
153 

Why was the average minimized to 34 per day?  The application states that the mining will primarily be done in Spring and Summer.  
Isn’t it deceiving to average it out for 12 months when that is not an accurate reflection of truck traffic? 
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R: The analysis is based on the maximum operation of the site – 15 hauls per hour for 20 hours - 624 daily trips, 30 trips in the AM 
peak hour and 4 trips in the PM peak hour.  The ten-year average (21 daily trip ends) was only calculated for the traffic impact fee 
for Fife.  There is no reference to 34 daily trips in the TIA, perhaps that is a misunderstanding of the 30 AM and 4 PM peak trips on a 
maximum operation day. 

154 - 
155 

Will blasting be conducted? 
 
R:  There will be no blasting. 

156 - 
157 

Will the materials be processed on site (rock crushers, sorters, etc)? 
Will the materials be processed on site (rock crushers, sorters, etc)? 
 
R: No crushing and processing will be done onsite. 

158 Will this undermine the stability of the hillside? 
 
R:  No, this project will flatten the slope out and make it more consistent. The existing slopes were created from past 
excavations/mining and in several areas are greater than 1.5 to 1 slope.  Per the Department of Natural Resources, this proposal will 
regrade the existing slopes to a minimum of 1.5 to 1 and in a more uniform configuration to promote a more consistent surface 
runoff sheet flow state down the slope rather than flows concentrating into channels causing more erosion.  The slopes will be 
hydro-seeded with a deep-rooted grass/legume ground cover and allowed to naturally revegetate with trees and shrubs. 

159 - 
160 

Will water trucks be required to control dust? If so, how do you ensure this is not running off into our waterway which is right across 
the street? 
 
R:  Water trucks will be used to reduce dust.  Only enough water will be used to saturate the fine material not create runoff, which 
would defeat the purpose. Erosion control facilities including collection ditches around the perimeter of the property will be in place 
at all times to eliminate silt laden surface runoff from leaving the site 

161 Would suggest the traffic consultants consider feeding the "Coski" bound traffic out Taylor Way to cross the Hylebos on 11th St, 
then right, down SR509 from the N-Westerly direction. Feed outbound to follow the reverse. 
 
R: The traffic assignment used in the analysis assumed all trucks taking the shorter route to/from I-5.  In practice, trucks accessing 
the Coski Mine may choose to enter or exit via Taylor Way and E 11th Street (Hylebos Bridge) if it appears less congested than 
Marine View Drive. 

162 You state that the majority of the work will be performed in the Spring and Summer when many of us have our windows opened 
and are trying to enjoy our patios and outdoor spaces.  How will you ensure that our quality of life is not impacted? 
 
R:  The project will meet the City of Tacoma permit regulations for the mining operation. 
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163 You will need a Construction Stormwater General Permit: 
 
R:  Yes, a Construction General Permit (NPDES) will be applied for with the Department of Ecology. 
 

164 Zoning and Comp Plan don't work for the site. 
 
R:  City to respond. 

  

 Comments from Carole Sue Braaten 
 
Wrong time of year for delineation: 
A wetland delineator evaluates vegetation, soils and hydrological conditions to determine if a wetland exists.  Hydrology does not 
need to be present to determine if an area is a wetland.  For instance, if a wetland is delineated when hydrology is absent, the 
following indicators generally corroborate the wetland status:  1) the darker soil colors indicative of hydric soil, 2) primary and 
secondary indicators of hydrology, such as redoximorphic features, water-stained leaves, drainage patterns and sediment deposits 
to name a few, 3) the presence of hydrophytic vegetation.  Hydric soils and hydrologic indicators, coupled with hydrophytic 
vegetation, paint a very accurate picture of a wetland, regardless of the season in which the delineation was conducted.  June 2016, 
in which the on-site delineation was conducted, was suitable for delineating because 1) June 2016 had slightly above normal 
precipitation, 2) the stream running through the wetland was flowing, 3) surface water was present in the wetland and clearly 
absent from uplands, and 4) the vegetation was not stressed by summer drought and was easily distinguishable from upland 
vegetation. 
 
Wrong time of year to identify amphibians: 
The wetland and stream, which may provide suitable amphibian habitat on-site, will not be impacted by the proposed activity. 
 
Stormwater runoff and effect on wildlife and fisheries: 
To avoid and minimize surface water impacts, the site will be graded to maintain internal drainage and the existing access road will 
be sloped and curbed to direct runoff away from the critical areas.  These activities are to ensure that stormwater does not enter 
the wetland, stream, or impact wildlife or fisheries that use those critical areas for some or all of their life histories. 
 
Missing Pierce County Soil Survey Map: 
National Resources Conservation Service soils data is not available for the site based on the current Web Soil Survey. 
The wetland determination data forms included in Appendix A of the Critical Areas Report document the wetland and upland soils. 
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1 I am Requesting/demanding and Environmental Impact Statement be done according to State of Washington laws R.C.W. 36.70, 
R.C.W. 36.70.A, W.A.C. 365-190, W.A.C. 365-195, W.A.C. 365-196 and R.C.W.43.21.C.  Or be totally rejected due to the site location 
is unsafe and cannot be adequately mitigated by geotechnical engineers to make surrounding areas of the site and the site safe. 
That the site is unsuitable and incompatible for use land use. 
 

2 I am asking that you go out on the site area not even on the site and drive every road back on top of the site. I saw a surveyor  out 
the day I was on top he gave me a reading at the spot we were at 415 feet and it is very steep drop down it is hike able. His personal 
statement to me on the housing being built in the area he would not live there at all it is to close the slope. He had had to survey 
part of the hillside earlier just east of the mine and above. He verified the area has poison oak and poison ivy as states. 
 

3 There is no information or evidence that any City of Tacoma personal have been out on the site to do a physical site inspection and 
the time and dates of the site inspection. To assure the information given in the documents are even accurate. So no one has looked 
at the site itself or walked the property. Up and down the steep slope hill. No paperwork is shown. It shows No one check to see if 
the information given to them is/was even correct. Who from the City of Tacoma or the State of Washington did the site inspection 
what is there background. 
 

4 The Site has Sensitive Wetlands areas. The information for the Wetlands was done at the wrong time of year where there were 
several days of dry none rainy weather and it was done June 30. This is stated in the document. Which from June to end of Sept/Oct 
is considered the dry months especially from end of June through Sept is not considered a time to check an area on the Western 
side of Washington State accurately for Wetlands or water seepage/drainage from a hill side or steep slope area. ..The entire site 
needs to go back and be checked at the correct time of year for the wetlands. 
 
The information is not all relevant it was done at the wrong time of year. It does not give accurate information for the entire site. So 
the water levels would be incorrect. 
 
Also the water seepage from the hillside that can have both effect and effect on the Landslide Hazard area just like Oso, Wash...... 
 
This is commonly known as Statistical Manipulation of Data to purposely manipulate the results to give different results then what 
would be obtained at another time of year and more accurate. There by changing vital information not giving accurate information 
that would otherwise change the decision makers mind.  
 
That, in other cases, can cause someone to rely on data and information that can cause someone to assume liability for something 
they may not otherwise do or assume.... 
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Using scientific information can be made to look good but it does not mean it is Best Available Science at the right time or times of 
year thereby change the outcome of incoming information that someone is using. ....Example this is why Pierce County from the 
1940 on never allowed sites to be checked for a septic system except from Nov. -Mar (the middle)  the high water table occurs at 
that time of year. .....if the sight hole that is dug remains dry at all time of checking during that time in the rainiest of days then they 
knew the site would percolate the water and drain the septic system. 
 
 

5 Also,  because the site has Steep Slope/Landslide hazard area after several dry days a person's checking for water seepage from 
water running off the steep hill side and draining would not see the water running off  from the developments up above if they 
check during the dry season or after several dry days. Therefore, the information is not accurate on the wetlands and drainage and 
must be done over again at the correct time of year when it is raining. Therefore, the permit must be rejected. Also, to get an 
accurate area of where the wetlands are located during the rainy season of the year it needs to be done when ponds would be at 
their fullest. No one from the City of Tacoma went out and checked the type of plants growing in the area to be wetlands the area 
could be much larger then stated. The hills drainage can have severe and adverse impacts on any Steep Slope/ Landslide Hazard 
area. Oso, Wash. is a prime example of this when the ground above the site saturated with ground water above seeped down and 
liquefied the soil behind the Steep Slope causing the landslide to happen this is very dangerous. 
 

6 Also the time of year for the Wetland to determine types of frogs and other animal reproducing the ponds and areas would be 
checked during the frogs breeding season and tadpoles would be in the pond. June there would be few if any frogs/tadpoles in the 
pond area. It is the wrong time of year. 
 
 

7 Not one City of Tacoma personal have attached any State of Washington Natural Resource Geological Dept., Pierce County Soil 
Conservation-soil Survey map information and United States Geological Survey information for the site. .Why????...Not Using state 
geology information maps. Hazard maps are all missing. Why???? 
 

8 The site is physically located in numerous Critical Areas and is also located in other danger areas that can and would have both 
affects and effects..................There are excellent example of Landslide Hazards/Steep Slopes on the Washington State Dept. of 
Natural Resources Geology Dept. their hand out and teaching manual for examples. 
 

9 Due to the permitting process of the Puget Sound Energy (PSE) Liquid Natural Gas (LNG) plant site on 11th St. E. and Alexander Way 
by City of Tacoma the Sand and Gravel Mine now sits and is located in a danger of a number of dangerous areas. 
 

A. The site is located in "The Exclusion Zones" for Liquid Natural Gas (LNG) required and mandatory by federal codes. Liquid 
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Natural Gas sites have Exclusions Zones due to the Extreme dangers of Thermal Radiation that can and does kill people 
within areas of the Exclusion Zone 1. The Thermal Radiation causes 3rd degree burns within the 1 Exclusion Zone Area, 2nd 
to 1st degree burns in the Exclusion Zone 2 . The site lies where there can be no workers due to safety except the few 
working at the Puget Sound Energy Liquefied Natural Gas facility for fueling ships that will be using LNG most ships do not . 
The software and information are available. This is also the information available in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement that was submitted by the Puyallup Tribe of Indians. The site is in Exclusion Zone 1 and therefore no one other 
then the plant workers for the PSE LNG are allowed in this zone. This extends out for a mile at least from the facility for 
fueling....This is not taking into account that the fueling ships coming in have Liquid Natural Gas or the barges carrying the 
Liquid Natural Gas so the zone would be larger. So no other people are allowed in the area or vehicles. Thermal Radiation is 
considered high dangerous. Also it is highly flammable from the liquid to the vapor form. Even if the Mine was in Exclusion 
Zone 2 they could not operate a commercial business it is an Exclusion Zone. There will be no businesses, commercial or 
urban housing development all of that will cease once the PSE LNG is up and operational because of the laws requiring an 
Exclusion Zone. 

B. The site is also located in the Exclusion zone 1 for the Asphyxiation Zone from the PSE LNG. Liquid Natural Gas turns to 
vapor gas from a freezing liquid in the vapor state it can explode. The gas has no natural order (an odor must be added to it) 
can and does cause asphyxiation removes oxygen from the air. Causing people to die before they can safely escape and area 
from lack of oxygen. This also can happen in Exclusion Zone 2 from the drifting vapors if they escape the plant from 
different types of accidents. 

C. The fires or pool fires from Liquid Natural Gas cannot often be put out but must burn out due to the fact fire fighters cannot 
get close to them to put them out due to the thermal radiation is to dangerous. This would pose a threat to workers and 
truck drivers at the mine. 

D. Property damage to be to any and all equipment, buildings and businesses in the area.....There would have to be offers to 
buy out all business and home within the Exclusion Zones and perpetual financial loss of business and property value 
reduction pay outs by Puget Sound Energy Liquid Natural Gas facility due to the fact. Also bonds placed to assure the buy 
outs of all effect and affected properties by PSE LNG that includes the mine....  The buyout program from PSE LNG or City of 
Tacoma will have to include almost the entire Port of Tacoma, Puyallup Tribal Lands and fishing and hunting, all of the 
homes in North Tacoma area, city of Federal Way homes, unincorporated Pierce county, part of city of Fife possibly, the 
moving of the State of Washington Grainery a multimillion dollar exporter, people along the fringe of the Exclusions Zone 
who's property values have been jeopardized ........But the big benefit to the State of Washington will no longer need to 
build the Interstate 167 extension because there will be very little if any ships coming into Port of Tacoma since it will be a 
fueling area for Liquid Natural Gas ships only due to the Exclusion Zones. It will no longer be a cargo shipping port due to the 
Exclusion Zones for the safety of the people who were working at the Port of Tacoma. So other Transportation projects for 
the State of Washington will reap the benefits of transport taxes going to other areas. Shipping will be rerouted to ports 
areas. 
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E. Any workers that at the mine site would just congest the escape route out of the area. Trucks or otherwise would congest 
evacuation routes. Slowing evacuation times. 

F. No other business can operate in the Exclusion Zone and no residents can live or be close by. The Exclusion Zone map was 
shown on the Puyallup Tribal information submitted to the City of Tacoma Planning Dept. for the PSE LNG. The zone is not 
figured at higher wind speeds and some of the topography which would be further then the 2 miles figured from the PSE 
LNG site location. It did not take into account the ship or barges with LNG on board. The Sand and Gravel Mine Site falls into 
the Exclusion Zone 1 and cannot operate anywhere in the zone for worker safety.  

G. The Liquid Natural Gas plant that exploded in Plymouth, Washington was located miles outside of the small town for safety 
and to meet the required Exclusion Zone area without impacting human population or business. The entire town of close to 
300 people and almost a 1000 total people were evacuated due to the gas vapors in the rural area from the LNG. 

H. An Environmental Impact Statement is needed to determine the distance from the Exclusions Zones the Mine would have 
to be to be able to operate both for Thermal Radiation and Asphyxiation 

 
1. Accumulative Impact Statement as required by law has not yet been done for the combined effects and affects of the PSE 

LNG and TARGA so the area Exclusion Zone 1 & 2 may be much further than first anticipated and must be figured into the 
Landslide Hard/Steep Slope effects.  This should all be done the State of Washington Mining Dept. if either one of these 
plant facilities were to exploded and cause a landslide on any of Marine View Drive Steep Slope. An Environmental Impact 
Statement is needed for any, all and each and every Accumulative Impact.  
 
 The Accumulative Impacts that the heavy trucks would have on destabilizing slopes and slide barriers along the existing 
road on Marine View Dr.. The heavy truck traffic from the mine earlier proposed at 624 trucks in 20 hours 6 days a week 
with each truck holding 20 yards and lower at another point the Environmental Checklist along Taylor Way and 54th Ave is 
not relevant nor does it apply to the same heavy truck traffic on Marine View Dr.  Steep slope/Landslide hazard area. An 
Environmental Impact Statement is needed just for the heavy Truck traffic with the damage to roads and the area possibly 
causing landslides and slope destabilization along the road they plan to travel. This would need to be done by a State of 
Washington Specialist in Geological Hazards, Hydrology and Soil Science.  
 
 I was out by surrounding area of the site the road going from Marine View Dr. going up the hill on Norpoint Way just a short 
distance from the proposed reactivation of the mining site. There where it meets Marine View Drive a short distance up the 
road, Norpoint Way road is already sinking down the Steep Slope embankment and destabilizing on the road. The road has a 
couple of holes are appearing on road the going up the road on the outside lane looking over on to Marine View Drive is 
Landslide Hazard Area/Steep slope and looking across the road and looking up is the Steep Slope/ Landslide Hazard Area . 
Both roads are located in a Landslide Hazard Area/Steep slope Area and water can seep and percolate downward towards 
Commencement Bay.  The heavy  weighted 20 ton trucks vibration could cause destabilization of the entire Steep Slope/ 
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Landslide Hazard Area that has numerous expensive urban houses are located at the top of the hill overlooking the 
Norpoint Way in what would normal be the Landslide Hazard set back area and open space allowing adequate minimum 
setback from a Landslide Hazard Area/Steep Slope and vacant land. The urban development is right up to the edge of the 
Landslide Hazard Area of the cliff/steep slope and to the edge with a steep drop off. If the ground destabilizes during a 
earthquake or other cause many of these house could slide down the hill with the landslide on to both Norpoint Way and 
Marine View Dr. Human lives could be lost. The correct set back to safeguard this development must be considered in an 
Environmental Impact Statement done by a State or Federal expert in the field. The vibration from the large number of 
number of heavy trucks going by this area is absolutely necessary and needed. Also other potential homes are being built on 
the very edge of the back area of the mining site right by the that should be open space and an the set back area because of 
the landslide hazard/steep slope area.  The development could jeopardize the mining area because the new development 
by the edge has a very large drainage pond area that the water could drain and seep downward through the hill 
compromising the entire hillside and including any of the mining site below this needs to be assessed and looked at by state 
and federal experts. 

 
2. The Sand and Gravel Mine has not operated since the City of Tacoma permitted out the TARGA Asphalt plant was permitted 

to bring in massive holding tanks of natural gas over 25 of them directly across the street. These tanks are explosive and 
can do massive damage to anyone or anything if they explode in the area. The explosions could potential kill and injury 
hundreds of people and citizens in the area along with workers at the mine site. Doing massive damage from the explosion 
within a mile of the surrounding area killing people from the blast area. If a explosion from the TARGA asphalt plant facility 
was to occur the explosion could destabilize the soil cause a landslide that would go into the remaining tanks causing a 
further explosions and go into the marine waterway contaminating the water. Killing workers at the mine and truckers 
hauling any gravel or seriously injuring them. The landslide from the blast which then could cause water displacement in the 
Hylebos Water Way causing a possible seiche/ water to be displaced from the water way into other areas/like a tsunami.  
 
     The TARGA facility has no type of retaining wall to protect it from landslide from the current Sand and Gravel Mine if the 
Steep Slope/ Landslide Hazard area was to be destabilized causing any type of landslide to go into the TARGA facility 
massive natural gas holding tanks. The mine cannot be worked due to the risk it poses to workers from the TARGA plant and 
the risk it would possible pose to the TARGA plant.  

 
3.  The TARGA asphalt facility did not put in the necessary protection wall and barrier that would be large enough, high 

enough, strong enough and secure enough to with stand a landslide that would come across the street during a earthquake 
or if the slope destabilized from over saturation of water like Oso, Washington.   There is too much danger posed to workers 
in the mine from the TARGA plant.  
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An Environmental Impact Statement is needed to figure out the damage that would be caused by a landslide going on to 
Marine View Drive and into the TARGA plant across the road and all the different scenarios possible. 

 
4. Particulate Matter of Air contaminating -the Sand and Gravel Mine It is stated in the document for the permit that the Sand 

and Gravel company plans to wash/risen the rock and sand before leaving the Mine....An Environmental Impact Statement 
is needed due to soil and rock contamination from: 

A. The TARGA Asphalt Plant. Numerous people from North East Tacoma at various public meetings have stated that they have 
had on their house, cars, patios and other areas particles all over only since the TARGA Asphalt plant has been operating the 
last few years. One individual stated that a neighbor had a lab take test samples they found 80% asphalt and 20% of other 
chemicals 10% of that was a chemical that the lab was unable to identify. The Soil Samples need to be taken of the site by a 
government agency individual experienced with soil sample sampling taking them all over the site. They then can take the 
samples and send them to a laboratory to do a chemical analysis if the Asphalt Plant has contaminated any of the soil from 
the mine. If the soil, sand or rock has been contaminated then it cannot be just washed off on the site where it could go into 
the bay and marine waterway.  

B. The old Asarco Smelter Plant contaminated a vast area of Tacoma and Pierce County and surrounding areas the Mine needs 
to have the soil from the mine tested before it is taken off site for contaminations. Contaminated soil, sand and gravel 
cannot be taken off site if it is contaminated from either of the 2 companies. Also if any of the chemicals leached further 
into the soil and ground on site.  Soil samples need to be taken by state agency an analysis done by a laboratory to check for 
contamination. This would be included in the Environmental Impact Statement. 

 
1. Earthquake Fault Line Hazard - According to the State of Washington Natural Resource Geology Dept. interactive website 

for geological hazards and other best available science maps. ....All of these put the mine at high risk of landslide that could 
kill or injury workers. According to the State of Washington laws this makes the site unsuitable and incompatible use for 
commercial business. Because of the dangers and hazards of geological and seismic hazards. It is unsafe. An Environmental 
Impact Statement is need to access how a 9.0 magnitude earthquake with a 5 minute shallow shake will affect the mine and 
use the liquefaction formula 4975 years. 

A. Commencement The site is by in an area located of 2 Earthquake fault lines and a fold line the one fault line goes through 
Commencement Bay heading towards the point of land that lays between the Hylebos and Blair Waterways.  The other 
earthquake fault line and fold line go from Point Defiance down Ruston Way,  Schuster Parkway  the fold line goes towards 
Thea Foss Waterway while the earthquake fault line goes into the Puyallup River and under the Pacific Highway bridge 
towards I-5. The TARGA supply line from natural gas runs right on top of and over the earthquake fault line. Both of these 
fault line have history of putting out a 7.0 magnitude earthquake in the Port of Tacoma and Tacoma area and causing 
Tsunamis.  

B. There are 2 Earthquake fault line which are going directly through the city of Federal Way one was thought to have cause 
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the 1940's earthquake that cause the Port of Tacoma to have liquefaction during the earthquake. 
C. The Cascadia Subduction Earthquake Fault which produces a 9.0m earthquake with a 5 minute shaking time. This fault line 

goes off every 250-300 years and is considered overdue it last went off Jan. 26, 1700. Causing a Tsunami in the Port of 
Tacoma...the Nisqually was a 40 second deep earthquake magnitude 6.8.     

D. The Seattle Fault line also known for 9.0 earthquakes of minutes not second. Like the Japan Earthquake of March 2011.  
E. Each one of these makes the site to dangerous to work due to the Landslide hazard steep slope. If the slope is worked on it 

could destabilize the more for the people already living above on the slope making a greater danger and hazard to many 
people. Killing or injuring people and going into other buildings and doing property damage.... an Environmental Impact 
Statement is required just for these. 

 
1. Historic information the 1888 Land Survey Map of the Port of Tacoma shows the Port before much of area was filled with 

landfill. This map shows the small streams that run at the foot of the Steep Slope of the Sand and Gravel Mine making the 
toe of the slope not as stable/at the road area. Also the land that the TARAG plant sits on has fill and streams running under 
the entire area from the Steep Slope.  

 
2. Erosion hazard area -Much of the Port of Tacoma has been filled in and raised. What part of the Marine View Drive road is 

fill and would be affected by the truck traffic?  
 

3. Liquefaction-  Liquefaction is when the soil looses the ability to hold a building up during an earthquake or another ground 
shaking event. Compared to other soil liquefaction soil has soil saturated with water and a water table that is close to the 
surface. The soil has little to no ability to hold up a building. Steep Slopes/Landslide hazard areas that have the bottom of 
the slope/toe of the slope in or by a high to medium liquefaction area the bottom of the slope is more likely to fail during a 
earthquake collapsing the slope and causing the steep slope to fail, the soils to slide out causing a landslide.  The soil 
buildings are sitting on turns to liquid the building the building sinks, collapses and fall over .................The entire Port of 
Tacoma and the Puyallup Valley are located in High Liquefaction area. The mine location site sites close to if not on the edge 
of the high liquefaction area. In the 1940's and earthquake that shook the region caused the Port of Tacoma to have 
liquefaction along with other areas of the Puyallup Valley. 2 people were killed in the port. A landslide from a steep slope 
caused by the earthquake slide down causing a seiche that caused a Tsunami to strike Salmon Beach flooding the homes.  
 
 The toe of the mines natural slope originally goes out to the bay. How much of the mine area is in or is located right next to 
liquefaction which can cause the mine slope to collapse. An Environmental Impact Statement  is required.   

 
 

4. Tsunami Hazard Area- The entire Port of Tacoma and the floor of the Sand and Gravel mine are located in a Tsunami Hazard 
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Area which the entire Port of Tacoma areas can be flooded after an earthquake from any of the above known earthquake 
faults. The entire area surrounding the Sand and Gravel Mine is located is an area Steep Slopes/Landslide Hazard which 
would trap workers along Marine View Drive. From incoming Tsunami waves inundation covering parts of the Port of 
Tacoma with 8 to 14 feet of water. Workers have only minutes to evacuate before being swept away.  
 
 Also the TARGA  plant has not put in a protective Tsunami wall and if the Landslide did not come. The Tsunami and debris 
from the Tsunami along with boats from the waterway.............The amount of heavy trucks would compromise the escape 
and evacuation of people that only have minutes.  Being located in the Tsunami Hazard Area alone required an 
Environmental Impact Statement. FEMA and State Emergency Management need to access this and human evacuation.  

 
5. Volcanic Eruption Z. one and LAHAR/mudflow-The Mine location is on the fringe of the Volcanic Eruption Area known as a 

LAHAR/mudflow this is from Mt. Rainer flowing down the Puyallup River one of a number of rivers. LAHARs are massive 
amount of mudflow from a volcanic eruption and or fast glacial water melts. The mine is in the LAHAR/mudflow area and 
old historically known LAHAR area that is why Fife and unincorporated have volcanic eruption evacuation signs and  there is 
LAHAR warning sirens that go off the 1st of every month for testing. Putting more trucks by evacuation areas out of the 
Valley needs an expert FEMA or State Emergency Management experts. This needs an Environmental Impact Statement. 

 
6. Flooding - Water can flood off the hillside steep slope and in to the stream and wetland area. The Tsunami Inundation area 

flooding.  The historic flooding from the Puyallup River is 34 feet high and flooding the entire Puyallup Valley and through 
the Port of Tacoma. It flooded not quite as high when my mother who is 91 as a child in the 1930's as the Port again 
flooded. The Port is in a flood area so is the mine area. Flooding from the hill needs to be access by state mine expert, 
geologist and hydrologist. This needs and Environmental Impact Statement.  

 
7. Wildlife Habitat Area and effects on fish -especially Salmon, and other endangered and threatened species especially with 

any runoff of contaminated from wash area and mining that would contain any lead arsenic from the old Asarco Smelter 
and any asphalt contamination from the TARGA facility across the street. Dust stirred up can get into the water runoff. 
Effects on the wildlife known to be in the area were not adequately address for impacts. Numerous species of animals 
frequent the area and close by Coyotes, foxes, raccoons, skunks, weasels, rabbits, squirrels, frogs, salamanders, avian 
species of birds and fowl...nearby harbor seals, juvenile salmon in the bay. An Environmental Impact Statement is needs. 

 
8. No one from the City of Tacoma is shown going out and accessing and looking at any of the sites for any inaccuracy. Why? 

They should be allowed to inspect and verify all the information as true and accurate. An Environmental Impact Statement 
is needed just to investigate and inspect the site and verify information. Like the site going from 300-400 straight up vertical. 
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9. NOTE- The information states that the site has both poison oak and poison ivy this is serious this can cause serious skin 
irritation, rashes, oozing from skin irritation.....This could end in Labor and Industry job claims for any of the brush that the 
workers would. How much is on the site and where it is located. This poses a risk to workers who cannot identify the plants. 
Bare exposed skin of the hands, face, bare arms...contaminated clothing....it cannot be burned if burned people  can get the 
poisonous oil in the lungs and become very ill. 

 
10. The numbers given don't figure out. If the calculations are done they write about. If it is figured out it appears that they 

would take almost all of the 10 year amount out in the first year. .....624 round trips a day at 20 yards held by each truck. 
This amount of heavy vibration could destabilize the slopes and the Norpoint Way road that was created going up the hill 
since the mine was last used. The road did not exist when the mine was last used. The Norpoint Way road is built on a 
landslide hazard area.  There is an urban development right on the Norpoint Way road hill side.  The truck traffic at that 
magnitude on the Marine View drive road would damage the road.  The trucks from the mine would congest and interfere 
with the current traffic of normal home commuters. This needs an Environmental Impact Statement. 

 
11.  Noise level from the mine would be operating and making noise levels where there be echoing from the shape of the 

hillside enhancing the noise level up the hill to residential areas.  
 

12. Much of the information in one area would be unreadable and a normal average citizen could read it but not understand 
the information given this is absolutely not expectable the public has a right to the information written in common and 
normal English non scientific as well a scientific. An Environmental Impact Statement.  

 
13. I question the Preliminarily determined a Mitigated(reduced in severity) Determination of Non-significance I am not sure 

What Best Available Science is being used. I see no Best Available Scientific information provided that shows anything that 
the site can be determined as a Mitigated Determination of Non-significance or anything of Non-significance. R.C.W. 36.70A, 
W.A.C. 365-190, W.A.C. 365-195 and W.A.C. 365-196 makes Best Available Science mandatory not just any available science. 

 
14. All Best Available Scientific information and Visual observation of the site of all the possible angles I could legally publicly 

access showed the site location is SIGNIFICANT with numerous adverse environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated by 
geo technical engineers. That must be mitigated in other ways including open space and avoidance.....I do see numerous 
scientific documents and information are missing. 

A. Tsunami Hazard Map 
B. Liquefaction Map 
C. Floodway/Floodplain map 
D. The area should have been identified as a Steep Slope/Landslide Hazard 

LU16-0230 Exhibit I



 pg. 30     13-Feb-17 

E. Pierce County Soil Survey Map and information that applies.  
 

1. There is also there is absolutely no approval by a State of Washington or United States government geologist or other 
qualified government personal that has expertise in geology, hydrology, wetlands, etc. There are no qualified personal out 
in the field representing the safety of the People and public 

 
2. Using Best Available Scientific information readily available to all professional in the field and the general public. 

....Washington State law R.C.W. 43.92 clearly states that the state geological department will provide to the local lead 
agency on "the proper interpretation and application of the results of the geological hazards assessment." So State of 
Washington Department of Natural Resources Geological Department is available to all local agencies for help. Along with 
all the Best Available Science and complete resources. WAC 365-190-030 Definitions (9) "Geologically hazardous areas" are 
areas that because of their susceptibility to erosion, sliding, earthquake, or other geological events, are not suited to siting 
commercial, residential, or industrial development consistent with public health or safety concerns......Mining is dealing in 
commerce. Commerce is commercial. Geological hazards are define under W.A.C. 365-190-120 

 
3.  The site is a Landslide Hazard Area/Steep Slope Area-  Oso, Washington is an excellent example of Steep Slope/ Landslide 

Hazard Area. The entire hillside failed and slid down to the bottom of the hill. Running out of soil was close to a mile. 43 
human lives were lost. Buildings were crashed and moved off site. Millions were spent in recovery of bodies and opening 
the roadway.  Steep Slopes are known to collapse and cause severe damage. They are one of the many geological hazard 
areas. Geotechnical engineers had mitigated the site by putting a wall to hold part of the hillside.  
 
     The Steep slope  is stated clearly on page 6 of the RB Engineering the slope rises vertical meaning almost straight up and 
down close to a 90% angel. To be considered a steep slope all it has to be is a 15% angel. The hillside goes up 350 to 450 feet 
according to their information. The possibly sliding massively from 350-450 feet down hill is not mentioned at all. Any part 
of the hill side can possible fail the soils can possible slide all the way across the road into other buildings if destabilized by 
water running off the hill or removal of rocks. The report also says the area is a Steep Slope meaning Landslide hazard area 
the area is not safe. The site is located in a Critical Area Landslide Hazard Area.  

 
4. Going out to the site and physically viewing the site and surrounding area of the site location the site is surrounded on the 

north west and east sides is surrounded by steep slope. But what makes it worse it is also in other critical areas. 
 

5. Also the Site 
 

6. By Washington State law any site with just one Critical Areas the site must have an Environmental Impact Statement or a 
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site can just be rejected for numerous reasons and deemed Significant.  Site locations with multiply Critical Areas must each 
be considered and looked at for site usage. 

 
7. All Best Available Science requires and mandates by Washington State law that this site be declared Significant with Adverse 

Environmental Impacts under R.C.W. 43.21.C. 
 

8.  I do recognize the right of the Sand and Gravel Mine under the Growth Management Act to be protected as a Washington 
State Natural Resource being in existence prior to Sept 1990. But significant scientific information that has been peer 
reviewed Best Available Science in the last 27 years has made this site even more significant Critical Area information ..... 
thing have changed. The big Impact would be to Norpoint Way road. The road is already showing failure and shifting. Also 
the soil contamination from the TAGRA plant the partials that can be stirred up into the air and washed off into the holding 
area. There are others but the entire project needs and Environmental Impact Statement and assistance should be sought 
by the local lead agency to use other State agencies, Federal agency, and university professionals who are 
experience...including but not limited to Mining, Geology, Hydrology, Chemistry, Environmental Protection, Wet Soils/Soil 
testing, Emergency Management...agency's familiar  with change of custody sampling so the agency is there when the 
sample is take, it is dated, and the sample does not leave their custody until sent to their lab. .....Also to get an Expert in the 
Field of the Exclusion Zones from the Puget Sound Energy Liquid Natural Gas plant they must be out of the Exclusion Zones 
to do any business at all according to federal law. There are a few programs that will work on it the big problem with them is 
that with the shape of the hillsides including the mining area carry the wind drift differently to get and idea just use 
the Asarco Smelter problem is the location and blow area. Of course the wind speeds should be figured at 35 to 60mph 
gusts. The mine slope should be figured with earthquakes of  7.0m, 8.0m ,9.0 magnitude. 

 
9. The attachments are for reference to the Critical areas and scientific information. 

 
 
R:   Liquefaction Hazard: 
Liquefaction is a risk to structures located in areas with a high-water table that are underlain by unconsolidated fine sand.  There are 
no structures planned with this project and the site is underlain by the densely consolidate glacial sediments.  Therefore, there is 
little risk of liquefaction affecting this site. 
 
Tsunami, Earthquake, Flooding: 
Under reclaimed conditions the risk of all types of slope instability due to earthquakes, severe rainfall tsunami, or other geologic 
hazards will be less than under existing conditions due to a lowering of slope gradients through mining and reclamation. 
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R:  To avoid and minimize surface water impacts, the site will be graded to maintain internal drainage and the existing access road 
will be sloped and curbed to direct runoff away from the critical areas. These activities are to ensure that stormwater does not enter 
the wetland, stream, or impact wildlife or fisheries that use those critical areas for some or all of their life histories. 
 
 
R:  A wetland delineator evaluates vegetation, soils, and hydrological conditions to determine if a wetland exists. Hydrology does 
not need to be present to determine if an area is a wetland. For instance, if a wetland is delineated when hydrology is absent, the 
following indicators generally corroborate the wetland status: 1) the darker soil colors indicative of hydric soil, 2) primary and 
secondary indicators of hydrology, such as redoximorphic features, water-stained leaves, drainage patterns, and sediment deposits, 
to name a few, 3) the presence of hydrophytic vegetation. Hydric soils and hydrologic indicators, coupled with hydrophytic 
vegetation, paint a very accurate picture of a wetland, regardless of the season in which the delineation was conducted. June 2016, 
in which the on-site delineation was conducted, was suitable for delineating because 1) June 2016 had slightly above normal 
precipitation, 2) the stream running through the wetland was flowing, 3) surface water was present in the wetland and clearly 
absent from uplands, and 4) the vegetation was not stressed by summer drought and was easily distinguishable from upland 
vegetation 
 
R:  The wetland and stream, which may provide suitable amphibian habitat on-site, will not be impacted by the proposed activity. 
 
R:  National Resources Conservation Service soils data is not available for the site based on the current Web Soil Survey.  
The wetland determination data forms included in Appendix A of the Critical Area Report document the wetland and upland soils. 
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Coski Gravel Pit Project LUI16-0230 – 2503 Marine View Drive, Tacoma WA  
RB Engineering: Responses to Public Comments 
RBE No. 14059 
 

 Comments from Kelly Kim 
 
R: The comments have been address in the revised Traffic TIA, BRC’s Noise Study and Coldwater Creek’s response below 
 

Comment: Noise will force these animals out and habitat will be diminished as well. Marine wildlife will also pay a severe 
consequence. 

Response: 

Any wildlife using the site is already adapted to a higher level of noise from the existing industrial uses and heavy traffic along Marine 
View Drive and the Tacoma Police firing range to the west.  

Both the wetland and stream will be physically separated from the proposed activity by distance (following the required buffer widths 
in Chapter 13.11 TMC and allowed interrupted buffers) and topographically separated, i.e. there is a small ridge between the critical 
areas and the eastern limits of excavation.  

To avoid and minimize surface water impacts, the site will be graded to maintain internal drainage and the existing access road will be 
sloped and curbed to direct runoff away from the critical areas. These activities are to ensure that stormwater does not enter the 
wetland or stream, which drain to the Hylebos waterway. 

To avoid groundwater impacts, the floor elevation of the mine will be above the seasonal high-water table and will continue to infiltrate 
naturally into the mine floor as per current conditions. 

Any discharge of sediment-laden runoff or other pollutants to water of the state is prohibited by Chapter 90.48 RCW and WAC 173-
201A. The applicant will ensure that erosion control measures are in place prior to any clearing, grading, or construction and will 
obtain and follow a Construction Stormwater General Permit. 

Comment: Noise will force these animals out and habitat will be diminished as well. Marine wildlife will also pay a severe 
consequence. 

Response: 

Any wildlife using the site is already adapted to a higher level of noise from the existing industrial uses and heavy traffic along Marine 
View Drive and the Tacoma Police firing range to the west.  
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Both the wetland and stream will be physically separated from the proposed activity by distance (following the required buffer widths 
in Chapter 13.11 TMC and allowed interrupted buffers) and topographically separated, i.e. there is a small ridge between the critical 
areas and the eastern limits of excavation.  

To avoid and minimize surface water impacts, the site will be graded to maintain internal drainage and the existing access road will be 
sloped and curbed to direct runoff away from the critical areas. These activities are to ensure that stormwater does not enter the 
wetland or stream, which drain to the Hylebos waterway. 

 Comments from Mary Jane Long 
 
R: See revised Traffic TIA and Owners Insurance would deal with vehicle damage claims from owner’s trucks. 

 Comments from Ann Locsin 
 
R: See revised Noise Study by BRC Acoustics. 

 Comments from Linda Fortune 
 
R: A slope stability analysis was prepared and provided with this submittal. 

 Comments from Sydney England 
 
R:  A slope stability analysis was prepared and provided with this submittal. See revised Traffic TIA and Noise Study. 

 Comments from Carole Sue Braaten 
 
R: These comments are the same as the previous comments received and were addressed in the first response. 

 Comments from Citizens for a Healthy Bay 
 
R: Air Pollution – The site will adhere to Southwest Clean Air Agency and Puget Sound Clean Air Agency standards and permitting if 
required. 
R: Land Use – City of Tacoma to make conditions of approval addressing allowed uses. 
R: Noise – See revised BRC Acoustics noise study addressing project noise. 
R: SEPA Comments – Information regarding clarifications in the SEPA were addressed in the initial response and further comments 
below for selected items. 
 
SEPA Questions: 
 
4. Plants: The site includes Evergreen and wetland plants listed in the Critical Area Report. 
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3.c Water Runoff: The downstream drainage consists of a tight line 24-inch diameter pipe system discharging directly in to Hylebos 
Waterway. Project final stormwater design will meet City of Tacoma stormwater manual requirements. 
5.c Animals: Site is located within the Pacific Flyway, see critical area comments below regarding Pigeon Guillemot. A Habitat study 
was not prepared or being required for this project. 
7.A.2) Hazardous Chemicals: Onsite chemicals will consist of diesel in a mobile refueling equipment. 
7.b Noise: A noise study was conducted for this site and revised and resubmitted with this response. See revised study. 
8.c Structures: The site includes a retaining wall consisting of concrete filled drums that will be removed. Any contaminated 
material, if found will be properly contained and removed from the site to an approved hazardous waste disposal site. 
14.a Transportation: Project traffic study submitted with the SEPA outlines the public streets accessing the property along with 
impacts. 
14.b Transit: Review of Pierce Transits system map they do not provide service to this site and stop 1000 feet SE of the property. 
 
Traffic: The traffic analysis and additional study area has been prepared and submitted with this response. 
 
Geotechnical Report: A slope stability analysis is included with this response. 
 
Critical Area Comments: 
a) Clarify if using the current Washington State wetland identification and delineation manual and methods and federal manual and 
supplements; 

b) Why designation for stream changed from Type F to Type Np; 

c) Does not adequately address stream connection to the Hylebos Waterway, threatened/endangered species on or near the site, 
animals on or near the site, and migration routes; 

d) Does not address impacts to wetlands from mining and minimization measures; and  

e) Does not address reclamation of the site. 

Response: 

Delineation Manuals. The current federal manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987), regional supplement (U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 2010), and state manual (Washington Department of Ecology 1997) were used for the wetland delineation as stated in the 
methods section and cited in the references section of the submitted critical area report. Note that TMC 13.11.230 requires 
delineations to be conducted in accordance with the approved federal manual and applicable regional supplement; the state 
delineation manual is not required. 

Stream Designation. The Washington Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) water type maps are accessible on the Forest 
Practices Application Review System, but stream types should be field verified. At the project site, the steam is less than 2 feet bank 
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full width with a very poorly defined channel through the wetland. In addition, an earthen berm bisects the stream channel upstream of 
the wetland and would likely impede upstream fish migration and is corroborated by SalmonScape,1 which does not identify any 
salmon species within the onsite stream. The 2005 wetland and stream analysis for the Coski Mine (B-12 Wetland Consulting, Inc.) 
also characterized the stream as a Type Np water. For these reasons, we believe the stream would be more accurately designated as 
a Type Np stream based on field reviews and the SalmonScape mapping. Nevertheless, even if its designation was disputed, it does 
not appear to be accessible to anadromous species. Thus, from a regulatory standpoint, the stream would have the same 100-foot 
buffer width as a Type Np stream under TMC 13.11.420.  

Stream Connection and Wildlife Analysis. The critical area report describes the regulated critical areas onsite: a wetland and fish and 
wildlife habitat conservation areas (TMC 13.11.180) at a level commensurate with the sensitivity of the critical areas and relative to 
the scale of potential impacts. The report identifies that the stream drains to the Hylebos Waterway via a culvert beneath Marine View 
Drive and that the project will stay outside of the regulated wetland, stream, and associated buffers. 

An analysis of ESA-listed fish, endangered or threatened animals on (none known) or near the site, non-listed animals on or near the 
site, and fish and wildlife migration routes is beyond the scope of the critical area report submitted for the project. TMC 13.11.230 
describes the required content for a critical area report.  

Mining Impacts and Minimization Measures. Any wildlife using the wetland is already adapted to a higher level of noise and light from 
the existing industrial uses and heavy traffic along Marine View Drive and the Tacoma Police firing range to the west.  

Both the wetland and stream will be physically separated from the proposed activity by distance (following the required buffer widths 
in Chapter 13.11 TMC and allowed interrupted buffers) and topographically separated, i.e. there is a small ridge between the critical 
areas and the eastern limits of excavation.  

To avoid and minimize surface water impacts, the site will be graded to maintain internal drainage and the existing access road will be 
sloped and curbed to direct runoff away from the critical areas. These activities are to ensure that stormwater does not enter the 
wetland or stream. 

To avoid groundwater impacts, the floor elevation of the mine will be above the seasonal high-water table and will continue to infiltrate 
naturally into the mine floor as per current conditions. 

Any discharge of sediment-laden runoff or other pollutants to water of the state is prohibited by Chapter 90.48 RCW and WAC 173-
201A. The applicant will ensure that erosion control measures are in place prior to any clearing, grading, or construction and will 
obtain and follow a Construction Stormwater General Permit. 

Reclamation. A detailed reclamation plan will be required by the Washington Department of Natural Resources (WDNR), but is 
beyond the scope of a critical area report. The WDNR reclamation narrative will specify that final slopes will be graded and hydro-
seeded with a deep-rooted grass/legume ground cover, and allowed to naturally regenerate with trees and shrubs. As trees and 
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shrubs colonize the reclaimed slope areas, it will afford greater wildlife habitat potential after reclamation than in its current degraded 
condition. 

 

 Comments from Northeast Tacoma Neighborhood Council 
 
R: See revised noise study by BRC Acoustics that addresses operational noise. 
R: See revised Traffic TIA addressing intersection safety. 
R: City to address land use through the SUP process. 
R: SEPA Comments – Information regarding clarifications in the SEPA were addressed in the initial response. 

 Comments from WSDOE 
 
R: The project will obtain the necessary clean air permits as required by Southwest Clean Air Agency and/or Puget Sound Clean Air 
Agency. 
R: Toxic Cleanup – Applicant will notify WSDOE if toxic materials area discovered during site disturbance and mining. 
R: Water Quality – The project will include a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and NPDES permit that controls sediment and 
provides monitoring. 
R: A WSDOE Sand and Gravel General Permit Coverage will be obtained for this project form WSDOE. 

 Comments from Department of Natural Resources 
 
R: The project will include a revised permit application bringing the site back into compliance with the original permit boundary. 

 Comments from Puget Sound Clean Air Agency 
 
R: The project will not include any rock crushing. The stormwater pollution prevention plan and best management practices will 
control air quality meeting Puget Sound Clean Air Agencies rules for Fugitive Dust and Emission of Air Contaminant. 

 Comments from Curtis Matthew, Area Habitat Biologist  

Comment: Pigeon guillemot are a protected species under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. WDFW recommends roughly a 100-meter 
separation from active nests primarily in June and July 

Response: 

The applicant will follow the Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife's (WDFW) recommendations in Mr. Matthew's 03/08/17 email 
and keep mining activity approximately 100 meters away from active pigeon guillemot nests during the active nesting period (late May 
through late August, with most birds having active nests in June and July). Any expansion work in the nesting area will occur only 
after the active nesting season is over. WDFW states that "once young have fledged and the nests are no longer occupied, 
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disturbance of the nests and the surrounding area can occur without the potential for impacts as the birds will just make new nests in 
the cliffs the following year" (C. Matthews email 03/08/17 in consultation with WDFW in-house sea bird expert). 
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INTRODUCTION
In July of 1990, the state legislature enacted the Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70A) to protect 
the environment, promote sustainable economic development, and ensure the health, safety, and high 
quality of life enjoyed by residents of this state. After significant population growth over the last 
several decades, Pierce County is an area where natural resources could be threatened by 
uncoordinated and unplanned growth. This publication seeks to aid county planners and other local 
officials with planning urban development and the reservation of identified resources—actions that 
will ensure a stable supply of aggregate for development and economic growth during the next 25- to 
50-year planning cycle.

Washington State ranks as the 10th largest producer of sand and gravel aggregate by tonnage 
nationwide, annually providing 28.1 million tons of material valued at approximately 214 million 
dollars as of 2012 (Bolen, 2012). The largest market share of this aggregate is produced within Pierce 
County and is used by the metropolitan areas of Seattle and Tacoma. 

Pierce County is located in western Washington and covers an area that includes the southern 
Puget Lowland up to the crest of the southern Cascade Range (see pamphlet, Fig. 1). As of the 2010 
federal census, the population of the county was approximately 795,225 and is concentrated near the 
city of Tacoma. Pierce County is the second-most populated county in the state after King County.

Intended Audience
The primary use of this inventory is to help county planners and local officials refine comprehensive 
plans and other zoning determinations. It will also aid legislators and other policy makers in assessing 
the importance of sand, gravel, and quarried bedrock resources, most of which are nonrenewable. The 
study will additionally benefit engineers, transportation departments, and industry by identifying sites 
geologically feasible for mine development. 

Primary Products
This inventory consists of the following products:

• A report that provides an overview, geologic context, and a summary of the aggregate resources 
(see pamphlet).

• A map sheet that shows the probable extent of bedrock and gravel resources and the locations of 
active mines, borrow pits, depleted mines, and large proposed mines (this plate). 

• A glossary of terms used in this report (see pamphlet, Appendix A).
• A complete discussion of the methods used in this study (see pamphlet, Appendix B).
• Tabular data that contains the location, thickness, and quality of sand, gravel, and bedrock 

resources based on well logs, mine permit files, and aggregate source testing (see companion 
Excel file).

• Brief descriptions of geologic units known to contain aggregate resources (see pamphlet, 
Appendix C).

Accuracy of Estimates
This report is an estimate of the amount of construction aggregate within Pierce County that is 
available under current market conditions. Over- or underestimation of aggregate resource can result 
from factors such as land-use restrictions, shallow bedrock under surficial gravel, diminishing rock 
quality with depth, areas of unmapped thick overburden, and lateral geologic variation. Similar studies 
have shown that in most cases overestimation of the amount of recoverable aggregate is more likely 
(AES, 1999).

Threshold of Significant Resources
Because this study is an aid to land-use planning, we inventoried only those resources deemed 
significant to the long-term economic health of the region. Therefore, we restricted our investigation 
to those resources that exceed the following threshold criteria (see detailed description in 
Appendix B):

• The thickness of the sand and gravel or bedrock deposit must exceed 25 feet.
• The area of the deposit exposed at the surface must exceed 160 acres and have a minimum map 

distance of 1,500 feet or the reserves must exceed 13.9 million tons. Exceptions may include 
unusually thick deposits or resources of special local importance that have consistently yielded 
high-quality aggregate.

• The ‘stripping ratio’ (ratio of overburden to resource) must be less than one to three (1:3).
• The strength and durability of the rock must meet the Washington State Department of 

Transportation (WSDOT) minimum specifications for hot-mix asphalt-wearing course, a rock 
product used to construct asphalt roads (see pamphlet, Table 1).

In some markets, a lack of high-quality gravel and bedrock might force producers to mine lower 
quality deposits. Homes and infrastructure constructed with weak gravel or bedrock are likely to have 
shorter life cycles than those constructed with higher-quality aggregate. We have not inventoried these 
lower quality deposits because they do not meet the criteria of this study. However, the tabular data 
for this publication will serve as a guide to the locations of some resources of poor or uncertain 
quality and those that are buried below thick overburden layers that may become more attractive 
under future market conditions.

Scope of Deposits Inventoried
We have inventoried all deposits in the county that meet the threshold criteria, without consideration 
of environmental impacts or land-use conflicts that may be involved in permitting or extracting these 
resources. Therefore, maps of environmentally sensitive areas and land-use status are necessary to 
obtain a complete picture of available aggregate within the county. Those deposits that lie within 
Mount Rainier National Park and the Clearwater, Glacier View, and Norse Peak wilderness areas were 
not included in the inventory because they have federal protection that restricts commercial 
development. In addition, river flood plain (alluvial) deposits have historically been a major gravel 
resource, and numerous alluvial mines still operate along rivers in other regions of the state. In Pierce 
County, however, no mines currently operate in flood plains, and future mining operations will likely 
encounter difficulty obtaining permits because alluvial mining can cause adverse impacts to aquatic 
and riparian habitat (Norman and others, 1998).

GEOLOGY OF AGGREGATE RESOURCES IN PIERCE COUNTY
Numerous igneous intrusions, volcanic lava flows, and glacial processes resulted in remarkably large 
volumes of sand, gravel, and bedrock in Pierce County that have moderate to excellent characteristics 
for use in construction aggregate. Large gravel mines in the county were developed to supply 
aggregate to the metropolitan areas of the Puget Sound for use in portland cement concrete or 
asphaltic cement concrete. Small mines in the eastern part of the county were developed to serve the 
needs of the forest-production industry in the foothills and mountains of the Cascade Range. These 
small mines typically produce aggregate from the andesitic or basaltic volcanic rocks that are common 
in the mountainous areas. Development of intrusive igneous rocks, such as granodiorite, has the 
potential to yield enormous volumes of aggregate. However, because the cost of transport doubles for 
every 25 miles traveled (PLUSB, 2003), and these resources are generally in remote regions, they will 
likely remain uneconomic for some time.

AGGREGATE MINING AND SIGNIFICANT DEPOSITS
The maximum estimated volume of geologically available sand and gravel resource for Pierce County 
is approximately 12.6 billion tons for the indicated resource areas. This maximum estimate is 
calculated using rock quality from aggregate test data and interpolated thickness estimates from mines 
and wells (see pamphlet, Fig. 2), but does not take into account current land use or reserved/protected 
lands. Of the total 12.6 billion tons, only 1.61 billion tons of resources are permitted and available in 
Pierce County. This estimate represents an absolute maximum thatdoes not account for material loss 
due to slope or mine setback requirements, overburden, or volume of material removed since 
permitting. Assuming (1) a usage rate of 10.2 tons per capita calculated from PLUSB (2003) to 
account for the population density of Pierce County, and (2) projected population growth that uses the 
2010 countywide population of 795,225 and projections until 2040 from the Office of Financial 
Management (2012), currently permitted sand and gravel resources will last only until 2125. The total 
resource life, however, is likely shorter for at least two main reasons: (1) an improving economy 
would likely mean an increase in per capita usage, and (2) a significant portion of the total resource 
may be unrecoverable for various permitting reasons or could be exported to nearby markets (as 
indicated by current practices). 

As of 2014, there are 26 active (4,170 acres total) and 58 terminated or inactive mines (2,136 
acres total) in Pierce County, in addition to 361 disturbed areas (2,720 acres total) indicative of large 
abandoned aggregate mines and pits. These disturbed areas represent mining locations that existed 
prior to the 1970 Surface Mine Act (Chapter 78.44 RCW) and are locations where small quantities of 
sand, gravel, and (or) rock have been removed for local use. The geologic units responsible for 
producing the largest amount of aggregate in Pierce County are recessional outwash (unit Qgo, 760 
million tons), advance outwash (unit Qga, 470 million tons), and ice-contact (kame) deposits (units 
Qgic and Qgik, 229 million tons). Table 2 (see pamphlet) provides a breakdown of the number and 
size of mines per region and by geologic unit.

CONCLUSIONS
Pierce County has historically led the state as the largest producer of sand and gravel. This is largely 
owing to voluminous deposits of clean deltaic gravels found near Steilacoom and Dupont, though the 
deposit at Steilacoom is now exhausted and fully reclaimed. In central Pierce County, 8.6 billion tons 
of undeveloped resources exist where glacial processes have created a large outwash plain filled with 
channelized gravels. These deposits have limited potential, however, as urban development and 
restricted land use reduce their availability. Western Pierce County has limited aggregate availability 
(103 million tons) and most of these sand and gravel resources have already been identified and 
developed. Future development of ice-contact deposits on the Key Peninsula may prove feasible 
pending land availability and market demand. Eastern Pierce County has the potential for developing 
abundant sand and gravel resources (4 billion tons). While ice-contact deposits found in the eastern 
parts of the county are currently developed on a limited basis, increased market demand and depletion 
of outwash gravels in central Pierce County may make their development more favorable. Eastern 
Pierce County also has the potential to produce abundant crushed rock from bedrock quarries. The 
scale of these bedrock resources is difficult to estimate because detailed mapping does not exist in 
these areas and because many source areas may have been overlooked in our analysis. Available data, 
however, suggest that bedrock resources could be plentiful and the primary limitation to their 
development is mining technology and land-use practices. The development of these resources is 
expected to increase in the coming decades with eastward expansion of urban centers and increased 
market favorability due to depletion of currently permitted sand and gravel resources.

At the current yearly per capita usage of 10.2 tons and total permitted aggregate volume of 1.61 
billion tons, Pierce County has a maximum of ~110 years of accessible aggregate. Factors that may 
shorten or lengthen the timeline for resource exhaustion include: changes in population growth, 
market flux and other economic drivers, additional permitting of aggregate resources for mining, and 
greater reliance on bedrock resources in east Pierce County.
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One Tacoma: Urban Form 

Future Land Use Designations 

Parks and Open Space  

This designation is intended to conserve and enhance open, natural and improved areas valuable for 
their environmental, recreational, green infrastructure and scenic character and the benefits they 
provide. The designation encompasses public and private parks and open space lands, with lands set 
aside for these purposes by the City of Tacoma and the Metropolitan Parks District forming the core of 
the designation. As more land is placed in conservation status by these agencies as well as other public 
and private entities, the extent of the designation will be expanded to include them.  

The designation supports Tacoma’s vision of an integrated parks and open space system that defines 
and enhances the built and natural environment, supports and nurtures plant and wildlife habitat, 
enhances and protects trees and the urban forest, preserves the capacity and water quality of the 
stormwater drainage system, offers recreational opportunities, and provides pedestrian and bicycle 
connections. Lands within this designation include both natural open space areas and active use parks 
and recreational areas. Natural open space is intended to be conserved and enhanced through habitat 
restoration and vegetation management to maximize its environmental and stormwater benefits, along 
with low-impact public access such as natural area trails and viewpoints, when appropriate. Parks and 
recreation lands are intended to provide opportunities for active recreation such as playfields and sports 
facilities, and urban amenities such as plazas, pocket parks and community gardens.  

Additional, more specific policy direction regarding these types of areas is contained within the 
Environment and Watershed Health Element.  

OPEN SPACE CORRIDORS  

Open Space Corridors are natural areas that provide safe, healthy places for resident and migratory fish 
and wildlife species that live in and move through the city. Maintaining diverse, connected habitat 
corridors will help fish and wildlife adapt to continued human population growth, development, and 
climate change. Open Space Corridors also benefit Tacomans by keeping air and water clean and cool, 
reducing the risks from landslides and flooding, and providing places for people to play, learn and 
experience nature. Open Space Corridors encompass the city’s most valuable and distinctive natural 
features—streams and sloughs, wetlands, and large forested areas, such as Hylebos Creek, Swan Creek, 
Wapato Lake, Snake Lake, China Lake, and the City’s many gulches. Other urban habitats are woven 
throughout the built environment and include things like street and yard trees, backyard plantings, 
parks, and bridges that provide opportunities for bird nesting. Enhancing or establishing new Open 
Space Corridors will involve preserving and restoring existing natural features, creating vegetated 
connections between tree canopy and greenspaces, and incorporating nature into the design of 
buildings and landscaping, streetscapes, parking lots, and infrastructure. 

GOAL UF–11 Preserve and protect open space corridors to ensure a healthy and sustainable 
environment and to provide opportunities for Tacomans to experience nature close to home. 

Policy UF–11.1  Create an integrated system of Open Space Corridors that defines and enhances the 
built and natural environment, offers a well- balanced range of experiences, and enriches the lives of 
Tacoma’s current and future citizens. 
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Policy UF–11.2  Improve Open Space Corridors using a mix of tools including natural resource 
protection, property acquisition, natural resource restoration, tree planting and landscaping with native 
plants, and ecological design integrated with new development. 

Policy UF–11.3  Ensure that connections between Open Space Corridors, streets and trail systems are 
located and designed to support the functions of each element, and create positive interrelationships 
between the elements, while also protecting habitat functions, fish, and wildlife. 

Policy UF–11.4  Recognize and promote the multiple benefits Open Space corridor preservation and 
restoration provides to the city, including more resilient plant and wildlife communities, community health 
and well-being, stormwater retention, active living, beauty, scenic resources, economic development, and 
sense of civic pride and identity. 

Policy UF–11.5  Promote the beautification and re-vegetation of open space areas along state highways. 

 

 

One Tacoma: Environment + Watershed Health 

GOAL EN–1 Ensure that Tacoma’s built and natural environments function in complementary ways and 
are resilient to climate change and natural hazards. 

Policy EN–1.4 Maintain self-sustaining populations of native plants, native resident and migratory fish and 
wildlife species, including at-risk species and beneficial organisms such as pollinators. 

Policy EN–1.5 Protect the quantity, quality and function of high value environmental assets identified in the 
City’s natural resource inventories, including: 

a. Rivers, lakes, streams and associated riparian uplands 
b. Floodplains 
c. Riparian corridors 
d. Wetlands and buffers 
e. Groundwater 
f. Trees and urban forests 
g. Bays, estuaries and marshes 
h. Shorelines 
i.  Native and other vegetation species and communities that provide habitat value 
j.  Habitat complexes and corridors, rare and declining habitats such as wetlands, native oak and 

habitats that support special-status or at-risk plant and wildlife species 
k.  Other natural resources as identified 

Policy EN–1.6 Direct development activities away from critical natural features such as steep slope areas 
and unstable soils, wooded areas, shorelines, aquatic lands and other unique and high value natural areas 
when planning for growth. 

Policy EN–1.7 Consider Tacoma’s environmental assets as important resources and components of the 
City’s infrastructure. 

MANAGE ENVIRONMENTAL HAZARDS 
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The following policies promote the protection and appropriate management of environmental hazards 
to avoid or minimize risks to public safety and property. Managing growth within potentially hazardous 
natural areas prevents environmental and life safety problems as well as preserves open space. For 
example, steep slopes that are potentially hazardous provide scenic corridors and greenbelts when 
retained in a natural state. Development patterns and practices that preserve or enhance natural 
features add to community quality as well as protect water quality, wildlife and property. The approach 
to managing environmental hazards established by the policies in this section may reduce needless 
public and private expenditures related to landslides, erosion, floods or other disruptions. Furthermore, 
if development activities are to occur, undue hardships should be avoided on adjacent property owners; 
and land owners, developers and buyers should be made aware of natural constraints. Figure 9 shows 
environmental hazards citywide. 

GOAL EN–2 Protect people, property and the environment in areas of natural hazards. 

Geologic Hazards 

Policy EN–2.1  Minimize the risk of damage to life and property by establishing robust development 
standards that ensure avoidance and/or minimization of potential geologic hazards. 

Policy EN–2.2  Require appropriate levels of study, technical analysis, best available science and all 
known available and reasonable methods of prevention control and treatment (AKART) as a condition to 
permitting construction within geologically hazardous areas, ensure sound engineering principles are 
used based on the associated risk in these areas and limit land uses within or near geologically 
hazardous areas.  

Policy EN–2.5 Promote soil stability by retaining vegetation in erosion prone areas. 

GOAL EN–3 Ensure that all Tacomans have access to clean air and water, can experience nature in their 
daily lives and benefit from development that is designed to lessen the impacts of natural hazards and 
environmental contamination and degradation, now and in the future. 

Policy EN–3.5 Discourage development on lands where such development would pose hazards to life, 
property or infrastructure, or where important ecological functions or environmental quality would be 
adversely affected:  

a. Floodways and 100-year floodplains  
b. Geologic hazard areas  
c. Wetlands  
d. Streams  
e. Fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas  
f. Aquifer recharge areas  
g. Shorelines  

Urban Forest 

Policy EN–3.17  Seek to prevent human-induced native soil loss, erosion, contamination or other 
impairments to soil quality and function. 

GOAL EN–4 Achieve the greatest possible gain in environmental health City-wide over the next 25 
years through proactive planning, investment and stewardship. 
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Policy EN–4.2  Encourage landscaping designed to complement local wildlife and native or climate 
adapted vegetation and help offset the loss of wildlife habitat areas resulting from past development 
practices. 

Air Quality 

Policy EN–4.7  Ensure that plans and investments are consistent with, and advance, efforts to improve air 
quality and reduce exposure to air toxics, criteria pollutants and urban heat island effects. Consider air 
quality related health impacts on all Tacomans. 

Habitat Connectivity + Open Space Corridors 

Policy EN–4.13  Ensure that plans and investments are consistent with and advance efforts to improve 
terrestrial and aquatic habitat connectivity for fish and wildlife by: 

a. Preventing habitat fragmentation 
b. Improving habitat quality 
c. Preserving or creating habitat areas as feasible on new development and redevelopment sites 
d. Creating and enhancing Open Space Corridors that allow fish and wildlife to safely access and 

move through and between habitat areas 

Policy EN–4.14  Ensure that plans and investments are consistent with and advance efforts to improve 
the diversity, quantity and quality, of fish and wildlife habitat and Open Space Corridors, especially rare 
and declining habitat types and habitats that support at-risk plant and animal species and 
communities. 

Policy EN–4.15  Ensure that plans and investments are consistent with and advance efforts to prevent 
the spread of invasive plants, and support efforts to reduce the impacts of invasive animals and insects. 

Policy EN–4.16  In open space acquisition, place the highest priority on acquiring properties with the 
following characteristics: 

a. A high degree of habitat health and quality, location with Open Space Corridors, presence of 
threatened or endangered species or habitats, presence of wetlands. 

b. Also significant in ranking are the site’s habitat potential, offered sale prices, and manageability 
issues. 

c. Of lesser but still relevant significance are the site’s proximity to other protected sites, the 
presence of a volunteer restoration group, whether the site serves one or more valuable open 
space functions in addition to providing habitat, whether conservation of the site would 
support habitat health within or near a designated wetland or stream of local significance, and 
whether the site is within an area underserved by open space. 

Policy EN–4.17 Encourage public access provisions in Open Space Corridors where such access will 
complement and avoid negatively disrupting fish, wildlife and plants. 

Policy EN–4.18  Target habitat-related resources and programs within the designated Open Space 
Corridors as depicted on the Open Space Corridors Map by prioritizing areas with the greatest potential 
to reach their target habitat community and condition. 

Policy EN–4.19  Engage in and encourage activities that improve environmental connectivity of and 
encourage public access to Open Space Corridors. 
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Policy EN–4.21  Reconnect shorelines and upland areas and water courses through habitat 
conservation and restoration efforts, property acquisition and/or easements. 

Policy EN–4.22  Identify potential regulatory approaches to providing greater protection for the habitat 
functions of habitat lands located within the designated open space corridors. 

 

Mineral Resources Lands 

Mineral resources in Tacoma consist of rock and gravel deposits. These resources support industries 
that are an important part of Tacoma’s economy, providing jobs and needed products for local use and 
export. 

 

One Tacoma: Transportation Master Plan 

3. MULTIMODAL SYSTEM 

GOAL:  Prioritize the movement of people and goods via modes that have the least environmental 
impact and greatest contribution to livability in order to build a balanced transportation network that 
provides mobility options, accessibility, and economic vitality for all across all neighborhoods. 

2.3 Improve Safety 

Strive to reduce traffic deaths and serious injuries in Tacoma to zero by 2030 as part of the State of 
Washington’s traffic safety efforts using education, enforcement, engineering, emergency medical 
services, and leadership / policy. Emphasize providing safety along routes used to access schools, 
including pursuing grants to fund improvements. 

3.1 Complete Streets / Layered Network 

Develop and maintain a safe, accessible, and clean transportation network that accommodates all 
users, whether moving by an active mode, transit, truck, or car, while recognizing that not all streets 
provide the same quality of travel experience. Apply the Layered Network adopted as a part of the TMP 
in the planning and design for new construction, reconstruction, and major transportation 
improvement projects on all streets. The Layered Network and Complete Streets principles shall also be 
used to create over time a system of streets that meets user needs while recognizing the function and 
context of each street by evaluating potential transportation projects and amending or revising design 
manuals, regulations, standards, and programs as appropriate. 

3.15  Inter-Modal Conflict 

Address infrastructure gaps, inadequate design, safety hazards, and at-grade railroad crossing conflicts 
to increase safety, capacity, and timeliness of both over-land and rail freight, especially on identified 
heavy haul corridors using appropriate programs, regulations, and design standards. Design active 
transportation facilities in manufacturing industrial centers in a manner that minimizes potential 
conflicts with trucks and trains to allow for the safe and efficient movement of both freight and people. 

3.18 Roadway Capacity 
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Support multimodal mobility by assessing roadway capacity on the basis of a facility’s total people-
carrying capacity and only increasing physical capacity when absolutely needed. 

6.5  Industrial Access 

Recognizing the importance of the Port and other industrial uses to Tacoma’s economic well-being, 
provide infrastructure and access to commercial, manufacturing and industrial centers. 

 

  

LU16-0230 Exhibit K



Noise 

GOAL DD–9 Support development patterns that result in compatible and graceful transitions 
between differing densities, intensities and activities. 
 
Policy DD–9.1  Create transitions in building scale in locations where  higher-density and intensity 
development is adjacent to lower scale and intensity zoning. Ensure that new high-density and large-
scale infill development adjacent to single dwelling zones incorporates design elements that soften 
transitions in scale and strive to protect light and privacy for adjacent residents. 

Policy DD–9.2  Improve the interface between non-residential activities and residential areas, in areas 
where commercial or employment areas are adjacent to residential zoned land. 

Policy DD–9.3  Use land use and other regulations to limit and mitigate impacts, such as odor, noise, 
glare, air pollutants, and vibration that the use or development of a site may have on adjacent residential 
or institutional uses, and on significant fish and wildlife habitat areas. 

Policy DD–9.6  Buffer between designated Manufacturing/Industrial Centers and adjacent residential or 
mixed-use areas to protect both the viability of long-term industrial operations and the livability of 
adjacent areas. 

Policy DD–9.7 Encourage building and landscape design and land use patterns that limit and/or mitigate 
negative air quality and noise impacts to building users and residents, particularly in areas near 
freeways, high traffic streets, and other sources of air pollution. 
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13.06.700.S  
Surface mining. Any premises from which the removal of any rocks, sand, gravel, stone, earth, topsoil, 
peat, minerals, or other natural resources results in the following: 

1. More than three acres of disturbed area; 

2. Surface mined slopes greater than 30 feet high and steeper than 1.0 foot horizontal to 1.0 foot vertical; 
or 

3. More than one acre of disturbed area within an eight acre area, when the disturbed area results from 
mineral prospecting or exploration activities. 

Surface mining shall exclude excavations or grading necessary for the construction of a structure for 
which a building permit has been duly issued. 

 
13.06.540 Surface mining. 
A. Intent. The Growth Management Act (“GMA”), under RCW 36.70A.170, requires the designation of 
mineral resource lands. Mineral resources of Tacoma consist of rock and gravel deposits. The legislature 
has found that the extraction of these minerals by surface mining is an essential activity making an 
important contribution to the economic well-being of the state and nation. This section allows for surface 
mining, in accordance with Section 13.06.700.S, where the applicant can show that such uses are: 

1. Located in an area sufficiently removed from existing residential or commercial developments; 

2. That a safe and reasonable re-use of the property shall be possible upon expiration of the operation;  

3. That adjoining properties and residences shall be safeguarded against undue, hazardous, or prolonged 
nuisances occasioned either by noise, odor, smoke, dust, debris, or other unsightly or obnoxious 
conditions. Special requirements for construction in residential districts within 400 feet of a mineral 
resource lands area can be found in Section 13.06.603.B. 

B. Process. A conditional use permit shall be required for all surface mining activities in all zoning 
districts and shall be processed in accordance with Section 13.05 and with the criteria in Section 
13.06.640. In addition to the conditional use permit criteria found in Section 13.06.640, the applicant shall 
submit plans and other necessary information justifying the proposed use or uses as follows: 

1. Plans for surface mining shall consist of a topographic map showing ten-foot contours, with cross-
sections to show the topography of the property and its relation to streets, alleys, and surrounding 
property, and a map showing the extent of the proposed surface mining and the finished contours of the 
ground after the removal of the material and replacement of topsoil has been completed. 

2. The plans shall be reviewed by the Department of Public Works, and the Department of Environmental 
Services which shall advise the Director regarding the effect of the intended surface mining upon streets 
and alleys, either existing or contemplated, and adjoining properties. 

3. The Director, before issuing a conditional use permit, shall make a finding whether the proposed 
surface mining will interfere with logical future development of the tract for building or other purposes in 
accordance with the Comprehensive Plan. 

C. Standards. The above conditional use permit shall be subject to the following standards: 

1. The planned, finished slope of the material in such a surface mining operation shall not exceed a slope 
steeper than one and one-half horizontal feet to one vertical foot, unless the applicant submits a written 
statement from a civil engineer, licensed by the state of Washington, and experienced in erosion control, 
to the effect that the planned, finished slope of the material in such an surface mining shall be equal to the 
angle of repose of said material. The angle of repose for a face of a surface mining operation that is 
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composed of more than one type of soil, each of which has its own individual angle of repose, shall be 
equal to the angle of repose of the material that required the flattest angle. The planned, finished slope 
shall also provide permanent, safe, and stable lateral support to all surrounding lands. Where the angle of 
repose and the slope necessary for permanent, safe, and stable lateral support differ, the flatter slope will 
be considered as the required maximum slope. 

In no case, however, shall the planned, finished slope of the material in such a surface mining operation 
exceed a slope steeper than one horizontal foot to one vertical foot. 

2. The streets which are adjacent to such surface mining shall be kept free from sand, gravel, and debris 
occasioned by the surface mining operation. 

3. All open surface mining which results in impounding water, issued a permit under provisions of this 
section, shall have a substantial, properly maintained fence at least six feet in height, with suitable gates, 
completely enclosing that portion of the property in which the surface mining is located, and such fences 
shall be located at all points at safe distance from the face of the surface mining walls on ground under 
which lateral support is not to be disturbed; provided, however, this shall not include excavation 
necessary for the construction of a structure for which a building permit has been duly issued. Said fence, 
or any portion thereof, shall be sight obscuring where deemed necessary to promote the purpose and 
intent of this section. 

4. A rock crusher, cement plant, or other crushing, grinding, polishing, or cutting machinery, or other 
physical or chemical processes for treating the product, may be permitted in surface mining operations 
where it is determined that no undue, hazardous, or prolonged nuisances, including noise, dust, smoke, 
odors, or other obnoxious or unsightly influences will be made on surrounding land inconsistent with the 
purpose and intent of the zoning district in which the area is located. 

D. Cash deposit or surety bond. The applicant shall file or deposit with the Planning and Development 
Services Department a bond or cash amount equal to the cost, plus 10 percent, of restoring the premises to 
the condition required by the Director, prior to commencement of work. The amount of the bond or cash 
deposit shall be fixed by the Director at the time the conditional use permit is authorized to be issued, and 
the Director shall, upon advisement, determine the amount necessary to restore the premises to a healthy, 
safe, and lawful condition, as required by the Tacoma Municipal Code. The sureties on the bond filed 
shall be approved by the Director of Finance, and the form of the bond shall be approved by the City 
Attorney. 

E. Review of bond or cash amount. The Planning and Development Services Department, or permittee, 
may initiate a review of the amount of the bond or cash deposit where the conditional use permit is for a 
period in excess of 12 months. Review shall not be made within the first year of the permit, and review 
shall not be made more than once every six months after the first year; provided, where the permittee is in 
violation of the conditions of the permit or the provisions of this chapter, this limitation shall not apply. 
The Director may increase or decrease the amount of the bond or cash deposit where a change in 
circumstances justifying such action is warranted, and a statement of the change of circumstances upon 
which action is taken shall be set forth in a written order of the Director. 

F. Release of sureties − payment on bond. The cash deposit shall not be returned, or the surety released, 
upon his bond until the Director, or his or her designee, has inspected and found that the conditions of the 
conditional use permit and the provisions of this chapter have been satisfied. In the event the Director, or 
his or her designee, finds that the conditions of the permit or the provisions of this chapter have not been 
satisfied, then a notice and order, by certified or registered mail, shall be sent to the permittee and his 
surety, if any, stating that the conditions of the permit or the provisions of this chapter that have not been 
satisfied and specifying a reasonable time within which such conditions must be satisfied. The notice and 
order shall be sent to the address shown on the application for the conditional use permit; provided, the 
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permittee or surety may change the address of receiving notice by giving written notification to Planning 
and Development Services and the Director. 

In the event the permittee or surety fails to comply with the conditions of the permit or the provisions of 
this chapter within the time specified by the Director, or appeal therefrom, as hereinafter provided, the 
surety shall pay to Planning and Development Services the face amount of the bond. The funds obtained 
from the surety, or the cash deposit of the permittee, shall be used to satisfy the conditions of the permit 
or the provisions of this chapter and the remainder, if any, after deduction of 10 percent of the amount 
expended for costs of supervision by the Director, shall be returned to the party furnishing said funds. The 
Director may, in addition, revoke the conditional use permit where the permittee has failed to comply 
with the conditions of the permit or the provisions of this chapter, after notification as hereinabove 
provided. 

G. Inspection. Planning and Development Services may inspect the premises, or any part thereof, at all 
reasonable times. 

 

13.06.603 Mineral resource lands. 
A. Classification. Mineral resource lands shall be classified based on geologic, environmental, and 
economic factors. The City shall use maps and information on location and extent of mineral deposits 
provided by the Washington State Department of Natural Resources. Sand, gravel, and valuable metallic 
substances must be classified. 

B. Standards. An applicant who builds, alters, enlarges, or moves any buildings or structure on a lot in a 
residential zoning district adjacent to or within 400 feet of a mineral resource lands area shall provide a 
notice on title to alert all future owners of the proximity of a mineral resource lands area. An applicant 
who plats or short plats any property adjacent to or within 400 feet of a mineral resource lands area shall 
provide a notice on such plat or short plant and notice on title on all the lots of the plat or short plat to 
alert all future owners of the proximity of a mineral resource lands area. Such notice shall explain that the 
mineral resource lands area is a legally existing use which may continue in the future. Such notice shall 
be recorded prior to the issuance of any necessary building permits. 

 
13.06.640 Conditional use permit. 
A. Purpose. In many zones there are uses that may be compatible but because of their size, operating 
characteristics, potential off-site impacts and/or other similar reasons warrant special review on a case-by-
case basis. The purpose of the conditional use permit review process is to determine if such a use is 
appropriate at the proposed location and, if appropriate, to identify any additional conditions of approval 
necessary to mitigate potential adverse impacts and ensure compatibility between the conditional use and 
other existing and allowed uses in the same zoning district and in the vicinity of the subject property. The 
zoning district use tables identify which uses require a conditional use permit (see Sections 13.06.100, -
.200, -.300, and -.400). These uses may be authorized by the Director or Hearing Examiner in accordance 
with the procedures established in TMC 13.05 and the applicable criteria outlined below. 

B. Conditional uses and height. Since certain conditional uses have intrinsic characteristics related to the 
function or operation of such uses, which may necessitate buildings or other structures associated with 
such uses to exceed the height limits of the zoning districts in which the conditional uses may be located, 
the Director or Hearing Examiner may authorize the height of buildings or other structures associated 
with the following conditional uses to exceed the height limit set forth in the zoning district in which such 
uses are located; provided, such height is consistent with the criteria contained in subsection C of this 
section: 

*** 
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9. Surface Mining, and subject to the requirements of Section 13.06.540. 

In order to ensure that the location and character of these uses will be compatible with the Comprehensive 
Plan, a review and decision by the Director or Hearing Examiner are required prior to the issuance of any 
conditional use permit. 

C. Conditional Use Permits and Historic Properties. For proposals affecting properties that are listed 
individually on the Tacoma Register of Historic Places, or are within historic special review or 
conservation districts, the Director shall refer the complete application to the Landmarks Preservation 
Commission for comment regarding whether the proposal appears to meet applicable historic guidelines 
and standards. 

D. Criteria. A conditional use permit shall be subject to the following criteria: 

1. There shall be a demonstrated need for the use within the community at large which shall not be 
contrary to the public interest. 

2. The use shall be consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan, any adopted 
neighborhood or community plan, and applicable ordinances of the City of Tacoma. 

3. For proposals that affect properties that are listed individually on the Tacoma Register of Historic 
Places, or are within historic special review or conservation districts, the use shall be compatible and 
consistent with applicable historic preservation standards, and goals, objectives and guidelines of the 
historic or conservation districts. Proposed actions or alterations inconsistent with historic standards or 
guidelines as determined by the Landmarks Commission are a basis for denial. 

4. The use shall be located, planned, and developed in such a manner that it is not inconsistent with the 
health, safety, convenience, or general welfare of persons residing or working in the community. The 
following shall be considered in making a decision on a conditional property use: 

a. The generation of noise, noxious or offensive emissions, light, glare, traffic, or other nuisances which 
may be injurious or to the detriment of a significant portion of the community. 

b. Availability of public services which may be necessary or desirable for the support of the use. These 
may include, but shall not be limited to, availability of utilities, transportation systems (including 
vehicular, pedestrian, and public transportation systems), education, police and fire facilities, and social 
and health services. 

c. The adequacy of landscaping, screening, yard setbacks, open spaces, or other development 
characteristics necessary to mitigate the impact of the use upon neighboring properties. 

5. An application for a conditional use permit shall be processed in accordance with the provisions of 
Chapter 13.05. 
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Chapter 13.11 CRITICAL AREAS PRESERVATION 
13.11.110 Purpose. 
The purpose of this chapter is to protect the public health, safety, and welfare by establishing a regulatory 
scheme based on Best Available Science that classifies, protects, and preserves Tacoma’s critical areas; 
by providing standards to manage development in association with these areas; and by designating some 
of these areas as environmentally sensitive in accordance with the State Environmental Policy Act 
(SEPA). Many critical areas provide a variety of valuable and beneficial biological and physical functions 
that benefit the City and its residents, while others may pose a threat to human safety, or to public and 
private property. 

13.11.120 Intent. 
A. Critical areas include critical aquifer recharge areas, fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas 
(FWHCAs), flood hazard areas, geologically hazardous areas, stream corridors, and wetlands. These 
critical areas serve many important ecological functions. Many of the critical areas in Tacoma have been 
lost or degraded through past development. Tacoma, as an urban growth area, is experiencing increasing 
growth and its land resource is diminishing. This increasing growth and diminishing land resource is 
creating pressure for the development of critical areas. New construction technology is also creating 
pressure on these sites by making development feasible on sites where it was formerly impractical to 
build. 

B. Because of the ecological benefits of critical areas, their past destruction, and the increasing pressure to 
develop them, the intent of this chapter is to ensure that the City’s remaining critical areas are preserved 
and protected and that activities in or adjacent to these areas are managed. The preservation standards are 
provisions designed to protect critical areas from degradation. These criteria and standards will secure the 
public health, safety, and welfare by: 

1. Protecting members of the public and public resources and facilities from injury, loss of life, or 
property damage due to landslides and steep slope failures, erosion, seismic events, volcanic eruptions, 
flooding or similar events; 

2. Maintaining healthy, functioning ecosystems through the protection of ground and surface waters, 
wetlands, and fish and wildlife and their habitats, and to conserve biodiversity of plant and animal 
species; 

3. Preventing cumulative adverse impacts to water quality, streams, FWHCAs, and wetlands including the 
prevention of net loss of wetlands. 

4. Providing open space and aesthetic value; 

5. Providing migratory pathways for fish and birds; 

6. Giving special consideration to conservation or protection measures necessary to preserve or enhance 
anadromous fisheries; 

7. Providing unique urban wilds that serve as natural laboratories for schools and the general public; 

8. Avoiding public expenditures to correct damaged or degraded critical ecosystems; 

9. Alerting appraisers, assessors, owners, potential buyers, or lessees to the potential presence of a critical 
ecosystem and possible development limitations; and 

10. Providing City officials with information, direction, and authority to protect ecosystems when 
evaluating development proposals. 

13.11.130 Scope and Applicability. 
A. The provisions of this chapter apply to all lands and waters, all land uses and development activities, 
and all structures and facilities in the City, whether or not a permit or authorization is required, and shall 
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apply to every person, firm, partnership, corporation, group, governmental agency, or other entity that 
owns, leases, or administers land within the City. This chapter applies to all critical areas outside of the 
Shoreline District. This chapter specifically applies to any activity which would destroy vegetation; result 
in a significant change in critical habitat, water temperature, physical, or chemical characteristics; or alter 
natural contours and/or substantially alter existing patterns of tidal, sediment, or storm water flow on any 
land which meets the classification standards for any critical area defined herein. Such activities include 
excavation, grading, filling, the removal of vegetation, and the construction, exterior alteration, or 
enlargement of any building or structure. In addition, this chapter applies to all public or private actions, 
permits, and approvals in or adjacent to a critical area and its buffer. 

B. Critical areas outside a shoreline district that involve a development activity that is reviewed, pursuant 
to Section 13.05.095 TMC (Development Regulation Agreements), except for projects identified in 
subsection 13.05.095(B)4 TMC, shall be considered during the Development Regulation Agreement 
review process; a separate critical areas permit is not required. Any approval(s) pursuant to 
Section 13.05.095 TMC shall, to the maximum extent feasible, avoid potential impacts to critical areas, 
and any unavoidable impacts to critical areas shall be fully mitigated, either on- or off-site. 

13.11.140 Regulated Uses/Activities. 
Pursuant to the requirements of this chapter, a site review or permit shall be obtained prior to undertaking 
any of the following activities within Critical Areas or their associated buffer/management area, unless 
otherwise covered under Sections 13.11.200 and 13.11.210. 

A. Filling, placing, or dumping any soil, loam, peat, sand, gravel, rock, chemical substance, refuse, trash, 
rubbish, debris, or dredge material; 

B. Excavating, dredging, grading or clearing any soil, loam, peat, sand, gravel, rock, vegetation, trees, or 
mineral substance; 

C. Discharge of hazardous substances, including, but not limited to heavy metals, pesticides, petroleum 
products, or secondary effluent; 

D. Any act which results in draining, flooding, or disturbing the water level or table; 

E. Exterior alteration, construction, demolition, or reconstruction of a building, structure or infrastructure, 
including driving pilings or placing obstructions; 

F. Destroying or altering vegetation through clearing, harvesting, shading, pruning, or planting vegetation 
that would alter the character of the site; and 

G. Any act or use which would destroy natural vegetation; result in significant change in water level, 
water temperature, physical, or chemical characteristics of the wetland or stream; substantially alter the 
existing pattern of tidal flow, obstruct the flow of sediment, or alter the natural contours of a site. 

13.11.145 Pre-existing Uses/Structures. 
A. An established use or existing structure that was lawfully permitted prior to adoption of this chapter, 
but which is not in compliance with this chapter, may continue subject to the provisions of Tacoma 
Municipal Code (TMC) Chapter 13.11 Critical Areas Preservation and Section 13.06.630. 

B. Except as otherwise required by law, a legal pre-existing use or structure may continue unchanged; or 
modified only where the use or structure becomes less non-conforming, and where the modification will 
increase the buffer, and increase the functions of the critical area. 

C. All modifications for pre-existing structures, other than trails, shall conform to the current code 
provision to the maximum extent possible as determined by the Director of Planning and Development 
Services. 
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13.11.250 General Standards. 
A. General permit standards. No regulated activity or use shall be permitted within a Critical Area without prior 
approval and without meeting the provisions of this section. 

1. The applicant has taken appropriate action to first, avoid adverse impacts, then minimize impacts and finally, 
compensate or mitigate for unavoidable impacts; 

2. The result of the proposed activity is no net loss of Critical Area functions; 

3. The existence of plant or wildlife species appearing on the federal or state endangered or threatened species list 
will not be jeopardized; 

4. The proposal will not lead to significant degradation of groundwater or surface water quality; and 

5. The proposal complies with the remaining standards of this chapter, which include those pertaining to wetland 
compensation and the provision of bonds. 

 
13.11.270 General Mitigation Requirements. 
A. Unless otherwise provided in this Title, if alteration to a Critical Area, or its buffer is unavoidable, all adverse 
impacts resulting from a development proposal or alteration shall be mitigated using the best available science, so as 
to result in no net loss of critical area functions and values. In making a determination as to whether such a 
requirement will be imposed, and if so, the degree to which it would be required, the Director may consider the 
following: 

1. The long-term and short-term effects of the action and the reversible or irreversible nature of the impairment to or 
loss of the Critical Area; 

2. The location, size, and type of and benefit provided by the original and altered Critical Area; 

3. The effect the proposed work may have upon any remaining critical area or associated aquatic system; 

4. The cost and likely success of the compensation measures in relation to the magnitude of the proposed project or 
violation; 

5. The observed or predicted trend with regard to the gains or losses of the specific type of wetland or stream; and 

6. The extent to which the applicant has demonstrated a good faith effort to incorporate measures to minimize and 
avoid impacts within the project. 

B. Mitigation projects shall not result in adverse impacts to adjacent property owners. 

. . . 

E. Mitigation Sequencing. When an alteration to a critical area or its buffer is proposed, such alteration shall be 
avoided, minimized, or compensated for in the following order of preference. 

1. Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action. 

2. Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation, by using 
appropriate technology, or by taking affirmative steps to avoid or reduce impacts. 

3. Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment. 

4. Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations. 

5. Compensating for the impact by replacing, enhancing, or providing substitute resources or environments. 

6. Monitoring the required mitigation and taking remedial action where necessary. 

F. Mitigation for Lost or Affected Functions. Compensatory mitigation shall address the functions affected by the 
proposed project or alteration to achieve functional equivalency or improvement and shall provide similar critical 
area or buffer functions as those lost, except when: 

1. The lost critical area or buffer provides minimal functions as determined by a site-specific functional assessment, 
and the proposed compensatory mitigation action(s) will provide equal or greater functions or will provide functions 
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shown to be limiting within a watershed through a formal Washington state watershed assessment plan or protocol; 
or 

2. Out of kind replacement of wetland, stream or FWHCA type or functions will best meet watershed goals formally 
identified by the City, such as replacement of historically diminished critical areas. 

13.11.280 Conditions, Notice on Title, and Appeals. 
A. The Director shall have the authority, in accordance with Chapter 13.05, to attach such conditions to the granting 
of any permit under this chapter deemed necessary to mitigate adverse impacts and carry out the provisions of this 
chapter. . .  

B. Compensatory mitigation as a condition. As a condition of a permit or as an enforcement action under this 
chapter, the City shall require, where not in conflict with a reasonable economic use of the property, that the 
applicant provide compensatory mitigation to offset, in whole or part, the loss resulting from an applicant’s or 
violator’s action or proposal. 

 

 

13.11.700 Geologically Hazardous Areas. 
The 700 section contains the general provisions, including the following: 

13.11.710 Designation. 
13.11.720 Classification. 
13.11.730 General Development Standards. 

13.11.710 Designation. 
A. Designation of Geologically Hazardous Areas. Geologically hazardous areas include areas susceptible 
to erosion, sliding, earthquake, or other geological events. Areas susceptible to one or more of the 
following types of geo-hazards shall be designated as a geologically hazardous area: 

1. Erosion hazard; 
2. Landslide hazard; 
3. Seismic hazard; 
4. Mine hazard; 
5. Volcanic hazard; and 
6. Tsunami hazard. 

13.11.720 Classification. 
A. Classification of specific hazard areas. 

1. Erosion hazard areas. Erosion hazard areas generally consist of areas where the combination of slope 
and soil type makes the area susceptible to erosion by water flow, either by precipitation or by water 
runoff. Concentrated stormwater runoff is a major cause of erosion and soil loss. Erosion hazard critical 
areas include the following: 

a. Areas with high probability of rapid stream incision, stream bank erosion or coastal erosion, or channel 
migration. 

b. Areas defined by the Washington Department of Ecology Coastal Zone Atlas as one of the following 
soil areas: Class U (Unstable) includes severe erosion hazards and rapid surface runoff areas, Class Uos 
(Unstable old slides) includes areas having severe limitations due to slope, Class Urs (Unstable recent 
slides), and Class I (Intermediate). 
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c. Any area characterized by slopes greater than 15 percent; and the following types of geologic units as 
defined by draft geologic USGS maps: m (modified land), Af (artificial fill), Qal (alluvium), Qw (wetland 
deposits), Qb (beach deposits), Qtf (tide-flat deposits), Qls (landslide deposits), Qmw (mass-wastage 
deposits), Qf (fan deposits), Qvr and Qvs series of geologic material types (Vashon recessional outwash 
and Steilacoom Gravel), and Qvi (Ice-contact deposits). 

d. Slopes steeper than 25% and a vertical relief of 10 or more feet. 

2. Landslide Hazard Areas. Landslide hazard areas are areas potentially subject to landslides based on a 
combination of geologic, topographic, and hydrologic factors. They include areas susceptible because of 
any combination of bedrock, soil, slope, slope aspect, structure, hydrology, or other factors. Landslide 
hazard areas are identified as any area with all three of the following characteristics: 

a. Slopes steeper than 25 percent and a vertical relief of ten (10) or more feet. 

b. Hillsides intersecting geologic contacts that contain impermeable soils (typically silt and clay) 
frequently inter-bedded with permeable granular soils (predominantly sand and gravel), or impermeable 
soils overlain with permeable soils. 

c. Springs or groundwater seepage. 

d. Any area which has exhibited movement during the Holocene epoch (from 10,000 years ago to present) 
or that are underlain or covered by mass wastage debris of that epoch. 

e. Any area potentially unstable due to rapid stream incision stream bank erosion or undercutting by wave 
action. 

f. Any area located on an alluvial fan presently subject to, or potentially subject to, inundation by debris 
flows or deposition of stream-transported sediments. 

g. Any area where the slope is greater than the angle of repose of the soil. 

h. Any shoreline designated or mapped as Class U, Uos, Urs, or I by the Washington Department of 
Ecology Coastal Zone Atlas. 

3. Seismic hazard areas. . . 

4. Mine Hazard Areas. . . . 

5. Volcanic Hazard Areas. . .  

6. Tsunami hazard areas. . . . 

13.11.730 General Development Standards. 
The standards in this section apply only to geologically hazardous areas. Other critical area standards may 
apply to areas which are exempted from the standards for geologically hazardous areas. The following 
definitions apply to this section: 

“Geo-setback” is the minimum building setback from the applicable geo-hazard area. 

“Geo-buffer” is a zone within a geo-setback area required to be vegetated with either native or non-native 
vegetation. 

C. Specific Development Standards for Erosion and Landslide Hazard Areas. 

1. The development shall not increase surface water discharge or sedimentation to adjacent properties 
beyond pre-development conditions. Note that point discharges onto adjacent properties is not permitted 
without approved easements. Dispersed flows meeting pre-developed flows will be permitted provided 
other development standards can be met. 

2. The development shall not decrease slope stability on adjacent properties. 
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3. Such alterations shall not adversely impact other critical areas. 

4. The proposed development shall not decrease the factor of safety for landslide occurrences below the 
limits of 1.5 for static conditions and 1.2 for dynamic conditions. Analysis of dynamic conditions shall be 
based on a minimum horizontal acceleration as established by the current version of the International 
Building Code. 

5. Structures and improvements shall minimize alterations to the natural contour of the slope, and the 
foundation shall be tiered where possible to conform to existing topography. Terracing of the land; 
however, shall be kept to a minimum to preserve natural topography where possible. Structures and 
improvements shall be located to preserve the most critical portion of the site and its natural landforms 
and vegetation. 

6. Development shall be designed to minimize impervious lot coverage. All development shall be 
designed to minimize impervious lot coverage and should incorporate understructure parking and multi-
level structures within the existing height limit. 

7. Roads, walkways, and parking areas should be designed parallel to topographic contours with 
consideration given to maintaining consolidated areas of natural topography and vegetation. 

8. Removal of vegetation shall be minimized. Any replanting that occurs shall consist of trees, shrubs, 
and ground cover that is compatible with the existing surrounding vegetation, meets the objectives of 
erosion prevention and site stabilization, and does not require permanent irrigation for long-term survival. 

9. The proposed development shall not result in greater risk or need for increased geo-buffers on 
neighboring properties. 

10. Structures and improvements shall be clustered where possible. Driveways and utility corridors shall 
be minimized through the use of common access drives and corridors where feasible. Access shall be in 
the least sensitive area of the site. 
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