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SUMMARY

A. THE PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action is a rezone from Forest Recreation (FR), potential
Quarry Mining (QM) to Quarry Mining (QM) zoning and a Planned Unit Devel-
opment (PUD) in conjunction with the rezone request. - Total area of the
rezone is approximately 42 acres, of which about 16 acres is a previous
quarry that first operated in 1935. The site is located at the western
terminus of the A.R. Carmichael Road in the SW quarter of Section 22,
Township 24N, Range 7E, W.M. in King County, Washington. The action
sponsor, Raging River Mining Company, Inc. has requested the rezone in
order to resume and expand rock quarry operations at the proposed quarry
site and adjacent areas. It is the intention of the sponsor to provide
quarried rock of different sizes. The proposal raises the question of the
proper balance between availability, recovery and use of mineral deposits,
and other use of land in the County.

B. DIRECT AND INDIRECT IMPACTS

Earth

. The deposit of andesite rock near the Mitchell Hill area of King
County would be depleted by 10-18 million tons, assuming the quarry
remains in operation for at least the next 100 years. This figure
assumed a rate of removal of 50 truck round trips/day (150,000 tons/
year) .

. The removal of rock will extend back into the hill slope from 150-200
feet at the base of the quarry. Slopes are designed to provide essen-
tially vertical faces between benches, but could be modified to 2:1.

. The soil mantle at the site of operation would be removed.

« Erosion of the rock face would accelerate from physical and chemical
weathering. o

Alr Quality

. Significant amounts of dust would be generated by blasting, and
vehicle and plant operation.

. Some intermittent unpleasant diesel odors may occur as a result of
vehicle and plant operation.

Water

. A significant increase over natural undisturbed conditions in the
amount of storm water runcff may be anticipated as a result of the
large decrease in the site absorption characteristics.



. Significant changes in the configuration of the site's drainage
pattern may be expected as the mining operation changes the surface
characteristics of the site. Siltation would occur and erosion
would be accelerated on the fringe of the mined areas.

. Pollution of the local on-site drainage system may occur as a result

of oil and grease from plant machinery and operation, and accumulated
dust from mining operations.

Flora and Fauna

. All existing flora and fauna habitats would eventually be eliminated
by the proposal.

. Revegetation would be slow because of the complete removal of the
soil mantle and a lack of topsoil will discourage the relocation of
floral species.

Noise

. Significant noise pollution (up to 89 dBA) at 50' can be expected as
a result of the proposal. Noise from truck activity on the access
road is generally higher than equipment noise operating at the face
of the quarry. Truck movement on the access road is expected to be
the primary source of noise; the rock drill is expected to be the
second greatest noise producer.

. Noise from properly confined blasts (up to 89 dBA) at 50' will also
occur and its predicted occurrence would be twice/week. Because of
the importance of this element of the environment, noise has been
discussed in this document under the general heading "Special Is-
sues" (Section III).

Natural Resources

. Approximately 150,000 tons/yvear of andesite rock would be extracted
by the action sponsor. These rock deposits are considered non-—
renewable resources.

Risk of Explosion or Hazardous Emissions

. Blasting is a necessary part of the operation of a rock quarry. All
blasting would be confined and would be in accordance with federal,
state, and county regulations. If an unconfined blast occurred,
which is very unlikely, the noise level would be approximately 135
to 145 dBA at 200 feet from the blast.



Population/Housing and Community Attitudes

. At present there is controversy over the noise generation and visual
blight of the present proposal. The area has a stable semi-rural
character with very little other pressure for growth and change.

. If a public water system were developed, there might be greater
pressure for increased single family residential development. In
this situation the presence of a quarry in the immediate vicinity
may reduce or delay development.

Energy

. Energy use may be expected to increase by approximately 33% above
the level of previous quarry operations. Expected daily diesel fuel
use at the gquarry is 200 gallons, based on comparable operations in
another quarry.

Aesthetics

. Expansion of the quarry to the south and west would increase the
amount of exposed cliff face. The direction of quarry expansion is
away from existing residential areas and visually will be less obvi-
ous. Additionally, a buffer zone would be maintained in natural
conditions for view blockage from the highway and adjacent area.

. Impact on views is much more significant during the winter months
due to the high proportion of deciduous trees on the site.

Economic Factors

. Increasing present production to 150,000 tons/year would mean a
proportionate increase in tax revenues due the State of Washington
(i.e. from $12,000 to $18,000).

. A glight increase in property taxes due to King County may be expec-
ted but would not exceed $500/year.

. Increases in public costs as a result of the project are not signi-
ficant.

. An increase of up to 10 employees on-site could be expected as a
result of the proposal. Up to five indirect and induced jobs may
be expected.

. At the projected annual production figure of 150,000 tons, the pro-
posal would have a marginal effect on state-wide rock production.

. Within King County, the impact of the proposal would significantly
increase the availability of quarried rock. Only two other gquarries
operate intermittently in King County that provide a full range of
quarried rock for public use. Rock brought in from other counties



would be more expensive because of the significant transportation
costs.

. The increased quantity of rocks produced within King County would
tend to stabilize price for quarried rock.

. Should the Raging River Mining Company produce the 150,000 tons of
rock projected, and based on total rock production in King County
over a 45-year period, Raging River would be mining 15 to 20 percent
of the county's production.

C. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

No Action -

. No change in the present state of the proposed development site.

Limitation to Existing Mining Quarry Site

. This alternative would limit the proposal to the existing quarry
site of 16.27 acres.

Scale Down Level of Operation

. This alternative would limit the rate of extraction of quarried rock.

Increase Level of Production

. This alternative would increase rock production to meet market de-
mands in King County.

D. MITIGATING MEASURES

Air Quality

. Dust from quarry operations could be mitigated by frequent watering
of all roads and circulation areas on the site.

Water

. The action sponsor has prepared a drainage plan to mitigate the im-
pacts of the large increase in storm water runoff. It would include
sedimentation ponds on the site to prevent any increased sediment
buildup on the floodplain of the Raging River. This plan is included
in the document as Figure VIa and Figure VIb.



Noise

. Truck drivers would be instructed on procedures for minimizing noise
levels while operating on the quarry access roads. These procedures
include strict adherence to 15 mph speed limit and a complete ban on
the use of engine brakes.

. The surface of the access road would be improved to minimize bouncing
noise.

. FPitting trucks with noise mitigation equipment, such as engine com-
partment baffles and new model mufflers.

. Noise barriers or berms would be constructed adjacent to the access

route separating the proposed QM zone from the SE zoned property to
the north and south.

. Ample warning would be provided to mitigate human response to blasting.

. All blasting would be confined and would be subject to current federal,
state, and county regulations.

. A new rock drill would be used which has significantly lower noise
levels than rock drills used during previous operations.

. Limiting the hours of business operation of the quarry from 7 a.m.
to 5 p.m.

E. ADVERSE IMPACTS WHICH CANNOT BE MITIGATED

Earth

. Andesite rock deposits in the proposed rezone would be reduced by an
estimated 150,000 tons/yvear.

The soil mantle in the area of quarry operation would be removed.

. The existing hillside will be cut back from 150 to 200 feet, exposign
vertical cliff faces of bare rock. Slopes would be cut to State
mining regulations of 40 foot rise and 10 foot base.

Soil erosion around the edge of the quarry site would increase and

erosion of the cliff face would be accelerated. However, these im-
pacts would be minimal.

Flora and Fauna

. Any existing flora and faunal habitats would eventually be eliminated
by the proposed action. However, rehabilitation of areas will comply
to required state and county regulation. :



Air

. Dust would be generated from blasting.

Population/Housing and Community Attitudes

. Possible residential development south of Carmichael Road may be de-
layed by the presence of the rock quarry.

. The presence of the guarry would decrease land values in the area.

Aesthetics

. The view west across the Raging River valley would be negatively
impacted by the existence of the rock quarry, which would be parti-
cularly visible during winter months.

. View quality could be expected to improve as quarry operations move
south and west.
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THE PROPOSED ACTION






Section II

THE PROPOSED ACTION

The action sponsor, Raging River Mining, Inc., has proposed the rezone of
42,21 acres from Forest Recreation (FR), potential Quarry Mining (QM), to
Quarry Mining (QM) zoning in order to expand the operation of an existing
rock quarry. In order to satisfy present King County zoning, the action
sponsor has also made application for a Planned Unit Development. The
quarry is located on the Preston-Fall City Highway approximately 1-1/2
miles south of Fall City and at the western terminus of the A.R. Carmichael
Road in the SW4% of Section 22, Township 24N, Range 7E, W.M. (legal descrip-~
tion can be found in Appendix A). The proposed area is bounded on the east
by the Raging River and mixed deciduous-coniferous second growth forest on
the south, west, and north. The site is zoned FR potential Quarry Mining
on the west side of the Raging River and Suburban Estates (SE) on the east
side of the river. The developer is the Raging River Mining Company, Inc.,
Redmond, Washington (see Figure I).

A. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT

The proposed rezone consists of two land parcels on the western side of the
Raging River and the Carmichael access road. These include a presently
existing rock quarry site of 16.27 acres (owned by Raging River Mining,
Inc.) and a 25.94 acre parcel to the south purchased from G.B. Merz.
Operation of the quarry expansion will be integrated with the existing
quarry in a southerly direction on a demand basis.

A buffer zone of at least 75 feet is included in the expansion proposal for
the western boundary and the southern boundary along the Burlington Northern
Railroad. A minimum buffer of 200 feet is required from the high water line
of the Raging River. The buffer zone will maintain the existing vegetation
cover in an attempt to minimize adverse environmental impacts which shall.
be discussed in'a separate section (Figure II).

Access to the proposed rezone area is via the Carmichael Road and is.located
on the eastern side of the river. The proposal includes the construction
of a 300 foot long, 12 foot high, 24 foot wide sound barrier berm with 1:1
side slopes on both sides of the access route (see Figure III) in order to
mitigate nosie impacts on adjoining residential properties. In order to
construct the berm, there would also need to be a slight realigning and
widening of the Carmichael Road to the south of the existing line (Figure
III). The noise berm would be constructed of crushed rock material of
pea gravel size and soil from the rock quarry. The berm would be hydro-
seeded and planted with evergreen shrubs, bushes, or trees for slope sta-
bilization and to mitigate erosion. The berm would be maintained in good
condition at all times by the action sponsor.

The Carmichael Road will be composed of crushed rock and have drainage
ditches on either side of it. 0il and grease from passing trucks will be
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absorbed by the road surface. Any pollution not absorbed by the road
surface will be contained by seepage pits filled with gravel and/or rubble
to prevent pollution of the Raging River.

Raging River Mining, Inc. estimates 10-18 million tons of rock are avail-

able in the requested rezone area. Rock processing procedures can produce
rock varying in size from armor stone and rockery size (large rocks) down

to crushed material of pea gravel size,

Rock production requires blasting the quarry face wall to dislodge rock;
blasting occurs in response to market conditions unless otherwise regula-
ted by the County. Based on present operation conditions, two blasts/
week can be expected from the quarry.

Basic equipment required to operate the quarry include one rock drill, one
large bulldozer, two loaders, one rock crusher, two small cranes, one lub-
rication vehicle, two rock trucks, and one small pickup truck. One small
building for yard and administration personnel and a weigh scale with an
equipment house are the permanent buildings on site, with mobile personnel
shelters and temporary sanitary facilities required as quarry operations
move around the site.

B. UTILITIES AND SERVICES

The proposed rezone area would be serviced by Pacific Northwest Bell, Puget
Sound Power & Light Company, and Cascade Telephone Company. These are the

only utilities necessary for the operation of the site; no utilities would

require expansion.

C. DRAINAGE

Drainage and erosion control is necessary to prevent the transportation of
sediments to the Raging River. Present drainage is the result of intermit-
tent flow immediately during and after rainstorms. Rills and channels will
develop in areas altered by quarry operations, transporting sediment down-
slope to the Raging River. An interceptor system consisting of collector
ditches and settlement ponds would be incorporated with quarry operations
to mitigate the amount of sediment discharged into the river. The basic
concept of on-site water control ditches and sediment traps will be effec-
tive when constructed to fit site conditions. Drainage control measures
are incorporated for the existing area under the grading permit and have
been prepared by a professional Civil Engineer and submitted to the Depart-
ment of Public Works for approval under King County Ordinance No. 2281 and
2812 as amended {see Figure IV) and would be revised annually in accordance
with the grading permit process as quarry operations expand to the south.

11
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D. CONSTRUCTION

The only construction required for the proposed rezone relates to the
access road (the A. R. Carmichael Road), and construction of the noisge
berms.

As detailed in Figure III, the present road would be widened on the south,
and the noise berms would measure 12°' high, 300° long, and 24' wide, and
would be composed of crush rock and overburdened material brought from the
quarry and its surrounding. Soil from the quarry site would be placed over
the surface of the berm to provide vegetative support.

E. RELATIONSHIP TO EXISTING LAWS AND PLANS

Legislation

The proposed project must be consistent with, and is designed to be in
conformance with, the following legislation and codes:

Washington State Environmental Policy Act, 1971
(WAC 197-10-440)

Seattle~King County Noise Ordinance

King County Zoning Code

Plans and Policies

The following plans are in effect and apply to the proposed project:

King County Comprehensive Plan and Plan Supplement

Report on Policies and Standards Governing the Extraction and
Processing of Natural Resources, King County Policy De~
velopment Commission, March 1978

Extractive Industries Policy Options, King County Department
of Planning and Community Development, Division of Plan-
ning, December 1976

Hearing Examiner's File Nos. 134-74-R/135-74-P.
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Section XII

FORMAT OF THE FINAL EIS

The following sections of the Draft EIS are reprinted on pages 1-15:
Introduction
Table of Contents
Recipients of the Document
Summary
The Proposed Action
The following additions or changes are included in the Final EIS:
A. Noise Supplement
B. Washington Surface-mined Land Reclamation Act
requirements and restoration plans for the Raging

River Quarry

C. Litigation

Letters of Comment to the Draft EIS are on pages 25-66.
Comments to the Draft EIS and responses are on pages 67-85.
Comments to the June 1977 Draft EIS are on page 87.
Text changes to these pages in response to comments are made by
notation on the Errata Sheet included in this document on page 89.
Amended to the Final EIS:

Appendix D - Noise Studies
For other sections of the Draft EIS, including special issues
(pages 16-27), the analysis of the elements of the environment
(pages 28-57), and Appendices A-C, refer to the Draft Environ-

mental Impact Statement, Raging River Mining, Inc., Proposed
Planned Unit Development and Rock Quarry Rezone, August 1979.
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ADDITIONS OR CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIS

A, Noise

B. Reclamation

C. Litigation
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2. Noise Supplement

This section is included as a supplement to the Special Issues Section on
Noise of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, based on additional noise
studies taken at or within the vicinity of the Raging River Quarry, conduct-
ed by Hugh J. Parry, and by personnel at the King County Department of Public
Health. Comments raised in letters to the Draft EIS on the noise issue are
also presented.

The noise study, Raging River Quarry Noise Measurements by Hugh J. Parry,
August 8, 1976 and supplements to the noise measurements, September 10, 1976,
are included, along with the five previous noise studies in Appendix D of
the Final EIS, page 90.

Existing Conditions

Ambient noise in any area is the background noise made up of all the na-
tural and man-made noises generally considered to be contained with the
acoustical enviromnment of that general area. Ambient noise measurements
are made in order to establish a base for existing noise conditions, and
in order to have a fair reference base for existing conditions, a repre-
sentative collection of ambient noise data must be taken. The best time
to measure ambient noise in the daytime is during lunch breaks when equip~
ment is not operating. Because the quarry is not operating, present con-
ditions are representative of ambient sound levels. However, all noise
level measures, except the Health Department measurements, were conducted
during quarry operations, and "background” noise levels were conducted on
weekends, early in the day, or were not specified. The following table
presents data of ambient sound levels. The general source of ambient
noise is attributed to the river. These levels range from 36-67 dBA and
are influenced by distance from source and to a lesser extent due to sea-
sonal variations of river flow and stage of foliage development.

Background Noise Levels

Location
Study Date Noise Source dBA (Figure V)
I Oct. 16,17,18, 1976 river 46 min.
November 3, 1976 river 53 min.
2 January 14, 1975 river 50-65
3 May 3 river 54-67
4 January 29, 1976 background 54 2
5 October 1977 river (ambient) 46-58 2
October 1977 ambient (motorcycle) 46-62 3
6 August 28,29 ambient 54-60
County August 1979 ambient 36-60
Impacts

Hugh Parry Noise Study (Appendix D) Was conducted at two sites adjacent to
the Raging River Quarry: Site (1) 50 feet north of the Carmichael Road
and 50 feet east of the Raging River (northeast o©f the present quarry
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bridge); Site (2) the porch deck at the rear of the Guenther residence

(west side of the residence facing the quarry).
ducted between 5 August 1976 and 31 August 1976.
at an average of 67 truck trips per day for that month.

These studies were con-
The quarry was operating
The mean equiva-

lent energy average sound level for 15 operation samples of approximately

one hour duration is 62 decibles.
recorded at 0600 and 0630 on the weekend morning of August 28 and 29.

Ambient sound levels of 54 decibles were
Hugh

Parry states, "Of the fifteen measurements made during quarry operations,

eleven indicate violations
dBA) since WAC index wvalue
violation due to levels in
dB) ." Because King County
on a rural environment are

of the State code for the daytime limit (60
exceeds unity (l1). Of these, six were also in
excess of the maximum limit (base level + 15
standards for an industrial source intruding
more restrictive by three decibles than the

State standard, these studies indicate that all measurements made during
quarry operation are in violation of the noise ordinance.

The WAC and KC values were calculated from the equation:

Ty Ty

WAC (KC) = =+ + Is

5 T is

 Number of minutes in a one-hour interval that
sound levels exceed the base level by not more
than 5 dB

Where: Ty =

 Number of minutes in a one-hour interval that
sound levels exceed the base level by more
than 5 dB but not morxe than 10 dB

Number of minutes in a one-hour interval that
sound levels exceed the base level by more
than 10 dB but not more than 15 dB

Ty =

A code violation occurs when WAC (or KC) exceeds a value of unity (one).

Equipment noise sound levels from 50 feet of the operating machinery were
measured on site by D.R. Lehman (Study No. 3, Draft EIS), and equipment
sound levels are reported in the Hearing Examiners report of May 1975
(Table 5, p. 22, Draft EIS). These comparisons of equipment noise levels
are similar. Quarry equipment is located approximately 800 feet from rural
zoned properties and the noise level would decrease by approximately 22
decibles (Table 6). Sound levels measured at location 3, Study 5, indicate
that the operating D-8 caterpiller produced a sound range of 46 to 70 dBA.
Sound levels determined at this location best represent the potential sound
impact on rural properties from the industrial source.

The Parry report does not distinguish machinery noise from vehicular traf-
fic. Noise from caterpiller and drilling, and drilling alone are in vio-
lation of the State code, however, caterpiller alone is not in violation
of State code. ‘

Noise effects on humans has been described by the Environmental Protection
Agency. Continuous noise at high levels above 80 decibles is not only

20



irritating, it can cause hearing damage. Noise above 55 decibles can
interfere with speech communication, and noise above 35 decibles can cause
sleep interference. Other physical effects that can occur are blood pres-
sure rises and changes in heart rhythm.

Mitigating Measures

Truck noise levels on the County owned access road, as determined by Study
No. 5 and the Parry report, are in violation of the noise ordinance for an
industrial source impacting a rural receiving property. Maximum allowable
noise levels are dependent on the classification of the access road as a
public highway or private road. If the access road is considered a public
highway, the maximum permissible noise levels that apply are 86 dBA (less
than 35 mph) for trucks over 10,000 pounds, as measured at 50 feet from
the center of the lane of travel. If the access road is considered pri-
vate, then the more stringent noise controls, as described in the Draft
EIS, would apply. The Superior Court of the State of Washington for King
County on 26 January 1978, concluded that the County has the duty and re-
sponsibility to maintain all County roads, including the A.R. Carmichael
Road. However, the level of maintenance and extent of performance is
discretionary with the County. The County has not maintained the road for
several years.

The above studies do not consider barrier effectiveness. As stated by the
Department of Public Health, "mitigating measures will have to require the
use of berms as proposed and in addition all trucks must comply with the
County sound level for motor vehicles as stipulated in Ordinance 3139."
These mitigating measures are outlined in the Draft EIS.

Equipment noise levels would be primarily controlled by crushed rock earth
berms situated between the quarry equipment and the Raging River and resi-
dential properties to the east. Further controls for various equipment
are described as follows.

For earth-moving machines, such as the caterpillar, the total noise output
consists of engine noise, operating noise (such as knocking and abrasion},
and noise caused by the caterpiller track. Intake and exhaust mufflers
could be installed in the engine or the effectiveness of existing mufflers
can be improved. With optimal intake and exhaust mufflers, a reduction

in noise level of as much as 10 dBA can be achieved. The noise level can
be further reduced to about 3 dBA if dampening materials are applied to
sheet metal surfaces.

The sources of sound in the operation of compressors are in powering the
motor and the actual compressing. By placing the compressor in a special
sound-shielding skin, the sound level can be reduced by as much as 9 dBA.
Pitting the air intake and outlets openings with high quality mufflers
could reduce sound levels by as much as 20 dBA.
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B. RECLAMATION PLAN AND POLICIES

Rules and regulations relating to protection and restoration of lands
disturbed through surface mining that pertain to the Raging River Quarry
include preplanning, revegetation, water control, and performance bonds.
Operators may submit plans for the method of operation, for grading and
backfilling, and for reclamation of contiguous areas to be mined. The
requirements for reclamation plans shall be specified in Section 4(11l) and
Section 10 of the Surface-mined Land Reclamation Act, Chapter 64, Laws of
1970, Section 5 (RCE 78.44).

NEW SECTION, Sec. 10. The reclamation plan shall pro-
vide that reclamation activities, particularly those
relating to control of erosion, shall, to the extent
feasible, be conducted simultaneously with surface
mining and in any case shall be initiated at the
earliest possible time after completion or abandon-
ment of mining on any segment of the permit area. The
plan shall provide that veclamation activities shall
be completed not more than two years after completion
or abandonment of surface mining on each setment of
the area for which a permit is requested.

A reclamation plan will be approved by the department
if 1t adquately provides for the accomplishment of
the activities specified in the definition of "recla-
mation plan,'" section 4(11) of this act...

A reclamation plan (Permit No. 11047) for the Raging River Quarry has been
approved by the Department of Natural Resources under this Act.

The intention of the reclamation process shall be the "reasonable
protection of all surface resources subject to disruption from surface
mining..." where the objective is to "...reestablish on a continuing basis
the vegetative cover, soil stability, water conditions, and safety condi-
tions appropriate to the intended subsequent use of the area.”

Reclamation at the Raging River Quarry would proceed as the limits of
the quarry and expansion occurs to the south. Topsoil from the newly ex-
panded areas would be transferred to areas of previous excavation. These
areas would be reseeded and revegetated under approved methods as outlined
in the Act to provide soil stability, to prevent erosion, or to provide
screening. Revegetation shall be accomplished within two years upon com-
pletion of operations within the segment on which surface mining has oc-
curred.

Water diversion ditches or channels shall be constructed to control
surface water runoff, erosion, and siltation and to remove surface water
runoff to a safe outlet. These sediment and drainage controls shall be
maintained until surface mining and reclamation have been completed. The
basic concept of storm water and sediment control measures consist of
drainage ditches along the base of the excavated wall that would transfer
storm water to detention ponds where the suspended sediment would settle
prior to storm water release to the Raging River. Sedimentation and drain-
age plans are also subject to approval by King County Public Works under
Ordinance 2281.
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"Upon receipt of an operating permit, an operator....shall not com=-
mence surface mining until the operator has deposited with the department
an acceptable performance bond on forms prescribed and furnished by the
department" (Section 13). Such a bond has been retained by the State De~
partment of Natural Resources. The bond is an amount equal to the esti-
mated cost of completing the reclamation plan for the surface-mined area.
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C. LITIGATION

Certain legal actions have occurred or are pending, which will affect this
rezone and planned unit development application. Briefly, the background
and status of the rezone issue is as follows.

A grading permit was issued by King County to Raging River Mining, Inc. in
1973, authorizing the operation of the Raging River Quarry as a rock quarry.
The determination of King County at that time was that the quarry site was

" a lawful use of land which might be continued as a non-conforming use. On
or about March 18, 1975, a further determination was made by the Department
of Community and Environmental Development, Division of Land Use Management
and Division of Buildings, in connection with rezone petitions number 134-
74-R and 135-74-P, (Raging River Mining, Inc.), "that the use of the sub-
ject property as a quarry site does not violate section 21.52.030, speci-
fically subsection (2) of the King County Zoning Ordinance," and that the
quarry use proposed to be resumed at the site known as the Raging River
Quarry was a lawful use. That determination was appealed to the King
County Board of Appeals which, on August 14, 1975, rendered its written
decision in file number BA-75-P2, which sustained the determination of the
building division, that the rock quarry activity constituted a legal non-
conforming use, and that such use was still effective. That decision was
reviewed by the Washington State Superior Court in Cause No. 800693 for
King County, which on April 20, 1977 made an oral opinion reversing the
King County Board of Appeals. Judgment was entered on that opinion in June
1977. The quarry owners appealed, and on October 16, 1978, the Court of
Appeals of the State of Washington concluded that the Superior Court was

in error to decide that the quarry was not a lawful nonconforming use. Con-
sequently, the Court of Appeals reversed the decision of the Superior Court,
A petition for discretionary review was filed in the Supreme Court and de-
nied by that Court. The case was then remanded to the Superior Court with
instructions to remand the case to the King County Board of Appeals for
further proceedings in conformity with the Court of Appeals Decision. The
County Board of Appeals on May 18, 1979, reaffirmed its decision of August
14, 1975, sustaining the Building Department. The matter was again taken
before the Superior Court in Cause No. 864621, which on June 27, 1979, up-
held the Board of Appeals decision. This decision is to be treated as a
final decision, notwithstanding a subsequent appeal, unless a supersedeas
bond is filed. ©No such bond has been filed. At the time of writing the
draft EIS, there was no litigation pending. Since that time, however, an
appeal of the Superior Court decision of June 27, 1979, was filed in the
Supreme Court.

Following the June 1977 Superior Court decision, the County declined to
reissue the grading permit issued to Raging River Mining, Inc. As a result
of the decision in Cause No. 800693, Raging River Mining, Inc. asserted
that it was deprived of its property (income) and is seeking a return of
that property. That matter is set for trial in September of 1980.
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LETTERS OF COMMENT TO THE DRAFT EIS
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\
STATE OF ..~ DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY \
WASHINGTON \‘ coe Olympla, Washington 98504 i 206/753-2800 - ‘

Dixy Lee Ray Mail Stop PV-11

Governor 79 UCT‘O A”: 54

October 4, 1979

. o
— \ ol "J

DC LLU!V

Mark Mitchell

King County Building and Land
Development Division

450 King County Administration Bldg.
Seattle, Washingtgn 98104

St

Dear Mr. Mitchell: _

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft environmental
impact statement for the Raging River Mining Inc. planned unit development
and rock quarry. Headquarters and regional personnel have reviewed the
EIS and offer the following comments for your comnsideration.

Figure II (page 10) shows a 200 foot buffer zone, and the discussion
on page 8 indicates the 200 feet will be untouched. However, Figure
IV-B shows settling ponds along the river. Any development within 200
feet of the ordinary high water mark will require a shoreline substantial
development permit. The final EIS should clarify where development will
occur and should also discuss the shoreline area in more detail.

From the information presented in the noise section, it is difficult
to determine whether or not the quarry operations, including onsite
truck movement, would comply with the King County noise ordinance. Addi-
tional information is needed, including a description of measurement
locations, operating modes, noise monitoring equipment types, and measurement
procedures. Information presented in Table 2, would be more meaningful
{f 1t indicated where the trucks were operating and at what distance the
noise levels were measured. Table 4 presents noise data for the quarry
operation. Were the operations which were measured typical of existing
work? Will they be representative of future expanded operations? Pre-
dicted increases in existing noise levels due to quarry expansion and
the expected reduction due to the proposed mitigation measures should also
be determined.

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Nan Johnson of our
Northwest Regional Office (885-1900) or Mr. Ross Potter of our Noise
Section (753-6867).

.- Sincerely,

-

Barbara J. Ritchie

Environmental Review Section
BJR:mgh

cc: Raging River Mining, Inc. %gw
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STATE OF \
WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF FISH,ERIES
. 115 General Administration Building, Olympia, Washington 98504 206/753-6600
Dixy Lee Ray Mail Stop AX-11
Governor
T T COP R
October 1, 1979 Vo

King County Department of Planning and Community Development
Building and Land Development Division

450 King County Administration Building

Seattle, Washington 98104

Attention Mark Mitchell
Gentlemen:
Draft Environmental Impact Statement - Prorosed

Planned Unit Development and Rock Quarry Rezone
Raging River Mining, Inc., King County WRIA B-07

We have reviewed the above-referenced document and offer the following
comments.

1. The discussion of drainage and erosion is accurate. Mitigative
measures in the form of settling ponds and a large buffer zone
will greatly reduce the adverse impacts of the quarry on the
aquatic environment. -

2. The drainage plan referenced to on page 4 indicates that it
appears as Figure III. This should be changed to Figures IV a
and 1V b.

3. On page 38, reference is accurately made to salmon populations.
For your further information, coho salmon have been observed as
high in the system as river mile 11.0.

4, The third paragraph on page 39, listed as "Impacts", should be
reworded to describe what fauna habitats will eventually be
eliminated. We suspect "terrestrial fauna" is meant. If otherwise,
we would appreciate further discussion.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and if you have any questions,
contact our Natural Production Division, (206) 753-6650.

Sincerely,

/é"/ 4 r‘/ 6

Gordon/Sandis
Director

bg
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STATE OF DEPARTMENT OF GAME
WASHINGTON 600 North Capitol Way/Olympia, Washington 98504 206/753-5700
Dixy Lee Ray
Governor ;0
0.
. ‘¥6
October 3, 1979 Loty

Mark Mitchell

Building and Land Development Division
450 King County Administration Building
Seattle, Washington 98104

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT:
Proposed Planned Unit Development and Rock
Quarry Rezone: Raging River Mining Inc.
adjacent to Raging River, King County

Mr. Mitchell:
Your document was reviewed by our staff; our comments follow.

Your document is basically well written and we are pleased that you plan to leave
a 200 foot buffer strip between the river and the quarry. However, the draft
does not list mitigation measures that will be required.

There is no indication what the site will be used for over the long or short

term after rock has been removed. Will rehabilitation occur? Will rehabilitation
be phased or will potential rehabilitation be left until the entire site is

cleared in one hundred years. Will the proposal result in a pit or deep depression?
If so, is there any potential for storage and stockpiling of dredge spoil materials
from other projects in the county? Is there any guarantee that sedimentaion

ponds with silt and grease would be properly constructed and cleaned frequently?

We recommend you include a short and long term restoration plan in the final
impact statement. Buchart Gardens was at one time a rock quarry and if that could
be transformed into an extensive rose garden, proper landscaping with native
vegetation could return wildlife habitat value tothis land. If water ponds in
large depressed areas, potential exists to experiment with creation of wetlands.

Because what is acceptable now may not be acceptable 50 years from now, we
recommend the alternative that would limit the quarry site to the existing 16.27

acres. This would provide rock for 26 years of mining but would not remove
existing wooded acres.

28
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page 2

Mark Mitchell

October 3, 1979

Thank you for sending your document. We hope you find our comments helpful.

Sincerely,

THE DEPARTMENT OF GAME

Bob Zelgle;;;z;21§zg\Ecologlst

Environmental Affairs Program
Habitat Management Division

BZ:bj

cc: Agencies
Regional Manager
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o ON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Highway Administration Building, Olympia, Washington 98504 206/753-6005
Dixy Lee Ray
Governor

4 Al pd

bodonln s September 12, 1979

Mr. Mark Mitchell

Building and Land Development Division
450 King County Administration Building
Seattle, WA 98104

King County
Rezone for Raging River Quarry
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

We have reviewed the subject document and have no comments to offer regarding
the proposal.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this information.
Sincerely, -

ROBERT S. NIELSEN
Assistant Secretary
Public Transportation and Planning

S, ,/'/' > g |
/6452222%4>/ [
By: WM. P. ALBOHN
Environmental Plamner

RSN:ag
WPA/WBH

cc: J. D. Zirkle/T. R. Burke
Environmental Section
R. Albert



SERVING:

KING COUNTY
410 West Harrison St
P.O. Box 9863
Seattle, 96109

(206) 344-7330

KITSAP COUNTY

Dial Operator for Tol!
Free Number Zenith B38%
Bainbridge Island, 98110
Oiasl 344-7330

PIERCE COUNTY
213 Hess Building
Tacoma, 98402
(206} 383-5851

SNOHOMISH COUNTY
(206} 259-0288

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

CHAIRMAN: Gene Lobe, Commissioner Kitsap County; VICE CHAIRMAN: Patrick J. Gallagher, Commissioner Pierce County;
James B. Haines, Commissioner Snohomish County; Glenn K. Jarstad, Mayor Bremerton; William €. Moore, Mavor Everett; Mike Parker, Mayor Tacoma;
Harvey S. Poll, Member at Large;

‘\_/\

410 West Harrison Street, P.O. Box 9863 (206) 344-7330
Seattle, Washington 98109

CY e

[

Mr. M. Mitchell
King County Department of Planning

§ Community Development
Building & Land Development Division
Room 450
King County Administration Building
Seattle, Washington 98104

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

The following comments are submitted in response to the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for Raging River Quarry.

On page 11 it states the basic equipment includes one rock crusher.
It was not clear whether this is new equipment or not. This can

be a significant source of dust without any control. Agency Guide-
lines for Control of Rock Processing and Roads are enclosed. If

new facilities are installed or if existing facilities are modified
significantly, a permit application known as a Notice of Construction
and Application for Approval must be made to this Agency to comply
with Regulation I, Article 6.

On page 35, Mitigating Measures should include using dust control
o5 rocd processing equipeent. Paved roads should be cleaned
'srr'{su:;@,im,
Thany wvou § 0+ Tnr oo 725007 2 CiRmEe Y, Y

Very ;rul' your:,

AEHamubiollls

R. Dammkoehler
Alr Pollution Control Officer

s]

Enclosures

Charles Royer, Mayor Seattle; John D. Speliman, King County Executive; A. R. Dammkoehler, Air Poliution Control Offict
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Puget Sound Air Pollution Control Agency
Tacoma Branch Office ENGINEERING DIVISION Everett Branch Office %
The Hess Building, Room 213 ' Plan Review Section" 703 Medical Dental Building
901 Tacoma Ave. S. 410 W, Harrison . 2730 Colby Avenue
Tacoma, Washington 98402 Seattle, Washington 98119 Everett, Washington 98201
Telephone (206) 383-5851 Telephone (206) 344-7334 Telephone (206) 259-0288

GUIDELINES FOR CONTROL OF AIR POLLUTION FROM ROCK PROCESSING

Air pollution from rock processing equipment and adjacent roads must

be controlled so as to meet the requlirements of Regulation I, includ~-
ing Sections 9.03, 9.04, 9.09, 9.11, 9.12 and 9.15. Pursuant to Sec-
tions 9.12 and 9.15 of Regulation I the Control Officer has established
the following control measures as reasonable requirements and precau-
tions to prevent particulate matter from becoming airborne:

ROCK PROCESSING - CONTROL MEASURES

1. Hooding of dust emission points on belts, transfer points and
crushers and ducting the collected air to a baghouse or water
scrubber, or :

2. Application of a water or chemical mist near emission points,
(a pressure above 90 pounds per square inch and special noz-
zles may be required to produce a mist that is both effective
and yet not cause plugging of screens), or

3. A combination of 1 and 2 (as shown in Figure 3), or

4., Other control measures such as enclosure which comply with
Regulation I.

Vigible dust emissions from rock processiﬁg equipment are usually in-
dicative of improper design or operation.

ROADS, PILES, TRUCK LOADING, AND ROCK DRILLS - CONTROL MEASURES

1. Dust coming from in-plant roads shall be controlled by paving,
or nurfacing treatment which will control both air pollution
and mud carry out. A wheel wash syster may be required to
prevent mud carry out under some conditions.

2. Dust coming from fines piles shall be controlled by the use

of a dust suppressant or by providing covering to prevent
exposure to wind.

3. Dust coming from rock drills and truck loading shall be con-
trolled by hooding or application of a mist.

NOTICE OF CONSTRUCTION REQUIRED

An approved Notice of Comstruction is required prior to the installa-
tion or alteration of rock processing and/or control equipment. The
necessary Notice of Construction forms can be obtained by calling the
Plan Review Section (344-7334).

5/73
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MAINTENANCE AND HOUSEKEEPING

1. The spray sysfem shall be protected fromifreezing
during cold weather by insulation or a change in
spray feed formulation.

2. Fugitive dust shall be controlied by godd house-
keeping, including, but not limited to, the
following:

a. Sweeping and flushing of paved roads.

b. Wetting or chemical coating of unpaved low
traffic areas.

c. Chemical coating of exposed areas to prevent
windblown dust.

CONTROL METHODS

Figure 1 shows the arrangement of atomizing no::zles which

evelop a flat mist spray pattern. The noz:les are placed
on each end of a rubber shield te suppress cus: esissions {rotf
the bottom of the crusher discharge. Gwe noz:zles which fore a

cone shape mist spray are often used on the top ot a crusher to
control dust caused by crushing.

Figure 2 illustrates how & flal mist sprav can be applied ahead
of a transfer point to climinate dust. The mist should be
applied to the rock before the dust is airborne.

Figure 3 shows a combination mist and baghouse system for
crushing plants. The baghouse is believed to be 99% efficient
in reducing the emissions from a rock crusher.

Figure 4 shows a mist system for a rock crusher plant. The use
of a wetting agent reduces the quantity of liquid required for

effective control.
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Figure 1. anile arrangement for control of
dust emissions upon discharge of crusher.”
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%*Air Pollution Engineering Manual. AP40, pp. 341
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Figurg 2. Nozzle afrangement for control of dust
emissions from the inlet to the shaker screens.
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CEFeT

Puget Sound Air Pollution Control Agency

. 410 West Harrison Street, Seattle, Washington 98119 {206) 344-7330

e

éﬁIﬁELINES FOR CONTROL OF AIR POLLUTION FROM
PARKING LOTS, ROADWAYS AND OPEN AREAS

Air'poliﬁtion fromvprivate roads, parking lots and open areas ‘
shall be controlled so as to meet the requirements of Reg-
ulation I, including Sections 9.03, 9.04, 9.11 and 9.15.

Pursuant to Section 9.15 of Regulation I the Control Officer

has established the following control measures as reasonable
requirements and precautions ‘to prevent particulate matter ‘
from becoming airborne: : S

v ~ . ROADWAYS

- "~ Private roads shall be controlled by paving, oiling or other
" surface treatment which prevents visible dust emission and
mud carryout. Good housekeeping measures shall be used to
minimize the accumulatioh of mud or dust on the surface of
- roads. Unpaved shoulders shall be maintained in such a way
as to minimize visible dust being generated by wind or traffic.

PARKING LOTS

Parking lots shall be controlled by paving, oiling or other

-~ surface treatment which prevents visible dust emission and
mud carryout. Good housekeeping measures shall be used to
minimize the accumulation of mud or dust on the surface of
parking areas.

' OPEN AREAS

Unpaved open areas shall be controlled by vegetation cover or
other equally effective method of minimizing wind blown dust.

CONSTRUCTION, REPAIR AND CLEANING

BERVING:

KING COUNTY Visible dust generated by construction, repair and cleaning of
410 West Harrison St. roads and parking areas shall be minimized by methods such as
Seatile, 98119 wetting and the use of chemical suppressants. In addition, at

{206) 244-7330

the end of each shift all public roadways shall be cleaned of
KITSAP COUKTY mud and dust.

Dlal Oparator for Toll
Fres Number Zenith 8385

Bainbridge isiend, LOG STORAGE AREAS

Dial 344-7330

PIERCE COUNTY Visible dust from roadways within log storage area shall be
e e minimized by the use of water and/or chemical suppressants.
(206) 383-5851 In addition log storage areas shall be equipped with truck

SNOMOMISH COUNTY wash dokn facilities whereby trucks and/or log hauling equip-

s06 MesicarDentat pitg. MENT can be cleaned prier to entry upon public access roads.
Everett, 98201 oo ‘ : S \
{206) 259-0208 ‘ '

© Y. Form 50-164 4/74

BOARD OF DIRECTORS . . '

”

CHAIRMAN/;/ Gene Lobe, Commissloner Kitsap County: . v VICE CHAIRMAN: Govdon N. Johngton, faysr Tacoma; ’ Robert C. Anderson, Mayor Everott;
N, Richard’Forsgren, C ias) " homish € by Patrick J. Gallagher, Commissloner Plerce County; : Glenn K. Jarstad, Mayor Bremerton;
Harvey S. Poll, Member at Lnrgf; YT John DL Spoliman, King County Executive; Wes Uhiman, Mayor Seattie; A. R. Dammkoehier, Air Pollution Contret Officer.
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PSCO

G Grand Central on the Park e 216 First Avenue South e Seattle, WA 98104 e 206/464-7090
\ Puget Sound Council of Governments

October &, 1979 S

Mr. Mark Mitchell
Building and Land Development Division

450 King County Administration Building
Seattle, WA 98104

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

The King Subregional Council staff has reviewed the draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement for the Proposed Planned Unit Development
and Rock Quarry Rezone, and offers the following suggestions:

1. The final EIS should address the issue of
hazardous cargo shipments to the site,
noting the efforts of PSCOG to secure
Federal funds to study this general issue
in the region.

2. The final EIS should address the require-
ments of the State Surface-Mineral Land
Reclamation Act which applies to quarries
of over ten acres. The Department of
Natural Resources is the administering
agency.

3. The treatment of mitigating steps is non-
committal in parts of the draft EIS. Which
mitigation measures will be taken?

We hope that these comments will be helpful and trust that they
will be addressed in the final Environmental Impact Statement.

Sincerely

,;m Williams, Coordinator
King Subregional Council

JW/se
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Mumcnpallty of Metropolitan Seattle
ExchangeBldg. e 821 Second Ave., SeattIe,Washjngton 98104

October 3, 1979~ "

Mr. Edward Sand

Building and Land Development

450 King County Administration
Building

Seattle, Washington 98104

Dear Mr. Sand:

Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Raging River Mining, Inc.

Metro staff has reviewed this proposal and anticipates
no adverse impacts to its wastewater facilities or
the public transportation system.

The measures designed to minimize water guality
impacts are adequate and consistent with the
208 Areawide Water Quality Plan.

Thank you for the opportunity to review .and comment.
Very truly yours,

P

Rodney G. Proctor, Manager
Environmental Planning Division

RGP :apm
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Seattle -King County/DEPARTMENT or PusLic HeaLTH

I'U\_‘

LAWRENCE BERGNER, M.D., M.P.H.
Dirsctor of Public Health

400 Yesler Way

\;—,\

[

UebVelgr.z

S

Seattle, Washington 98104

cloalp: 3g

King County Department of Planning
and Community Development

Building and Land Development Division

King County Administration Building

Seattle, Washington 9810k

Attention:

Regarding:

Dear Sir:

Edward B. Sand, Manager,
Division of Building & Land Development

Draft EIS
Rezone for Raging River Quarry

(206) 625-2161

September 14, 1979

Personnel from our East District Service Center have reviewed
the above-referenced fraft EIS and found no adverse environmental

impact.

We, therefore, have no objection to the above project.

JN:zk1

DISTRICT SERVICE CENTERS:

CENTRAL

400 Yesler Way
Seattie 98104
625-2571

NORTH

1600 N. E. 150th
Seattle 98155
363-4765

Very truly yours,

(7 Sy

ohn Nordin, Chief

Environmental Health Services

39
EAST

2424 - 156th Ave.

Bellevue 98008
885-1278

SOUTHEAST

3001 N. E. 4th St.

Renton 98055
228-2620

SOUTHWEST
10821 8th Ave. S. W.
~Seattle 981456
244-6400



éeattle-King County/DEPARTMENT OFE PUBLIO HEALTH
400 Yesler Way Seattle, Washington 98104 (206) 625-2161

LAWRENCE BERGIER, M.D., M.P.H.

Oirector of Public Health . October 2 ’ 1979
. I
. o
Building and Land Development ?ﬂ
Attn: Mark Mitchell ' o i:,
450 ving County Administration Bldg. :;3' —
Seattle, WA 98104 o :
<. =
Re: Fkaging River Mining, Inc. ¥?(; ?? g
Dear Mr. Mitchell: . L -

~hant you for allowing us to review the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(pE1s) for the Raging River Mining, Inc. Our department feels that the
sponsnrs of the project have not adequately addressed the total problem of
noise. Site investigation by our noise personnel reveal that the area may be
much quieter than the five noise studies would indicate. The background
ambient sound level differs depending on the proximity to the Raging River ,
and the Preston - Fall City Road. The ambient sound level ranged from 36 dB(A)
as measured on the side of the Preston - Fall City Road to a high of 56 dB(A)
at the gate entrance to the quarry bridge crossing the river. Ambient sound
levels in the front yard of the adjacent residence to the North were measured
as 38-40 dB(A). The sound of traffic peaked at these residence in the range
of 55-60 dB(A).

The noise resulting from the track egress and ingress seems to have been
adequately described. The berming proposed to lessen the impact of the truck
passage seems to be adequate, although the people living east of the quarry
entrance still will be impacted by the 50 loaded trucks exiting per day and
by the noise of the quarry operation.

A second point of concern is that study five "indicates that during truck
movement noise level will be equal to or greater than 62 dB(A) 31.4% of the
time and will average 18 seconds per minute" or 18 minutes per hour. This
greatly exceeds the maximum permissible sound levels of Ordinance 3139 for an
industrial source impacting a rural receiver. Section 302 of the ordinance
does not provide for exceedance of the temporary exceedance levels. Mitigating
measures will have to require the use of berms as proposed and in addition, all

trucks must comply with the county sound level for motor vehicles as stipulated
in Ordinance 3139. » ,

The last point of concern regards the stationary ecuipment. This would
include the gravel crusher, compressors, and rock drill. The rock drill has
been adequately addressed in the EIS. However, no precautions have been
considered for the proposed rock crusher or compressors. A plan will have to

QXTRICT SERVICE CENTERS:

IS val NORTH EAST SOUTHEAST SOUTHWEST

oy “wggisr Way 1600 N. E. 150th 2424 - 156th Ave. 3001 N. E. 4th St. 10821 Bth Ave. S. W.
it Q8104 Seattle 98155 Bellavue 98008 Renton 98055 Seattie 98146
N1 363-4765 885-1278 228-2620 244-6400
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Mr. Mitchell : : L
Page 2 T
October 2, 1979

be sumbitted to the noise program, illustrating the use of natural berming for the
placement of the crusher. The best available technology will have to be used
for the compressors.

In conclusion, the Health Department is opposed to the passage of this project
until the noise problem has been completely addressed. This would include
presentation of mitigating measures to lessen the impact from the stationary
equipment at the gquarry (crusher and compressors). Extrement of the mitigating
measures is of primary importance. These measures must be instituted and
maintained if this operation is to work within the conditions stated in this :
draft Environmental Impact Statement and within the boundaries of Ordinance 3139.

If you have any questions, please contact either Curt Horner, Noise Program
Coordinator, at 625-2138 or Steven Nakashima at 625-2763.

Sincerely yours,

}ﬁ/w P Mosale

/’)
vy
(T,
John P. Nordin, Chief
Environmental Health Services

JPN:SN:sjg
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B 19 5931 Preston-Fall City Road SE
o R
o Fall City WA 98024

October 1, 1979

Mr. Mark Mitchell

Building and Land Division Division

450 King County Administration Building
Seattle WA 98104

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

Following are my comments on the Draft, Environmental Impact

Statement: Rezone for Raging River Quarry:

Upon reading this document, t;hough prepared by Shapiro

& Assoclates, Inc., was prepared mostly by information re-
ceived from the quarry, as it is certainly Opinionated,
sided with the Quarry side of the controversy. It is mis-
leading even when dealing withsupposed facts, and in certain
instances is downright untrue. Either these supposed facts
were knowingly told in error by the issuer, or more possibly
were given to the issuer by the Quarry. Here follows point

by poimt criticisms by me:

Page 4. Earth, last sentence. " . . . these impacts would
be minimal." Certainly an opinion, not a fact.

Page 4. Flora and Fauna. "Rehabilitation of areas will comply
. . ."etc. How can they promise that they will or can comply?
What if they are bankrupt? I think the "will'" should be
Changed to "could?, or possibly the whole subject should be
be deleted as unnecessary and meaningless.

Mitigating wmeasures., D, This whole section deals with things xk
that could be done. This does not say that it is guaranteed.
Language should be deleted or corrected. In fact, the whole

"Mitigating Measures" section could be deletad as being un-
necessary and meaningless.
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Page 2. SRREX Mitchell,.

Page 5, Noise, Biar 2. Experience from former operations do
not show that much thought was given to improvement of the
access road.

Page 5. Noise. Par, 3. "Pitting the trucks with noise miti-
gating equipment . . ." and ". . . new model mufflers." This
could bebpplied to company owned trucks, but certainly not
with trucks owned by others. Previous experience has shown
that some trucks were extremely noisy and I have been led to
believe these were company remsksy £ rut ls.

Page 5.;ﬁoise. Par., 4. Berms. The noise evaluation study by
Towne Richards % Chaudiere, Inc., Par. 4 of their letter,
ei+te statistics on berms quotes noise measurements made by
others., Detailed noise studies on berms by Hugh Parry are

not taken into consideration. I will comment later on on this
subject.

Page 5. Blasting. "Ample waening . . :b for blasting. Oper:a~
tors gave no warning on blasting to us on any blasts except i
once or maybe twice, 1 believe they made a statement in hearings
that some others were warned, but not the Andrews or Guenthers.
rthey said in hearings that notice would be given., S0 how can

we believe they would change their ways?

Page 5. Blasting. Par, 6. "All blasting would be confined , , ,"
During past operations a home next to us downstream was dam-
aged by rocks from a blast. This is a matter of record in the
past hearings, supported by photographs and statements by
witnesses.,

Page 5. Noise. Par, 7. "A new rock drill would be used . . .é

No assurance can be given that this would lower noise levels. An

opinion, not an establushed fact.
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Page 3. Sumexig Mitchell.

Page 5. Noise. Par. 8, Here again they might not comply, as
they have failed heretofore. How could they be forced to
comply? What, if any, penalfies?

Page 6. Air. No mention is made of dust generated by trucks
and equipment.

Page 6. Population. This should state that property values
would undoubtedly decrease. As a matter of fact, the King
County Appeals Board granted tax reduction assessments, based
on guarry operations to residences close to the quarry, In-

cluding ours.

Section II. The Proposed Action. Section A, Par. 3, Raxxx
Description of the Project. Refer to previous comments on berms.
And anyway, even if the berms were built, their effectiveness
would be much in doubt, as therefan be no berms along the
bridge over the Raging River. A 10-foot sight screen would be
useless for shutting out noise, Also, the approaches to the
bridge and the bridge itself are about the nearest part ot the
gquarry operation to the Andrew and Guenther residences.

Page 17. SPECIAL ISSUES. A. NOISE. The Noise 8Bontroversy.
Raxx First Par, The statement that there have been five noise
studies made is simply untrue. There was another, later and
comprehensime study made by Hugh Parry. If these studies are
to be in the book they should all be included. I believe that
Hugh Parry pointed out the minimal value of berms. Also, I
recall that the Hearing Examiner found that noise levels violated
both state pAd County regulations. And his recommendation was
that re-zondng not be granted.

{5 .
Page 18. Existing Conditions. Here again the eds does not give
all the information gathered on noise. One is led to believe
that the main culprits for noise generation are the river and
highway. In fact, highway noise is much less at residences 7
near to the Raging River than they are at the road. 1 believe
study of all theno

e B | —_

ise reports brought out at the re-zoning

- - R 2 1V o B - [ PR N a1 TIT
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Page 4. Mitchell,
to foist upon us.

Page 23. Noise from Blasting. Par. 2, starting with line 7.
The statement that "These studies have foung that although
structural damage will not mEEMXXXYXXX occur . . ." etc. In
fact,evidence was xxxgxnkgdxatxthﬁxhxaxingsxkhxkxaxx&xkxixmm
obtained about a blast which damaged a houseg.gRxR&&&MRIVxExxx
£9%&. Photos were obtained, also affidavits from the owner
and workmen at the site. This house was then owned by Fred
;4obbs; and the house was under construction. Unfortunately
-there were no zoning hearings after this event. Letter was
sent to Mr. Sand with affidavits and I believe photographs.
Copies of these should be available through your department.
The Guenthers also have copies. 1 do not have the exact date
this happened, but it is available,.

This dapage could easily have broken windows, and could have

- caused physical damage or even death upon hitting a person.
Why is the misleading in formation net in the EIS? The state-
ment that"damage will not occur" etc. is certainly an untrue
statement. If it happened once it can happen again. The state-
ment in the EIS 1s clearly not a fact, as was stated.

Page 24. Mitigating NMeasures. This whole section says what
"might be done." In fact, the mining company largely did not
comply with these actions, and there is no reason to believe

that they would in the fubure. I comment on the various para-
graphs: ’

Par., 1. I cannot believe they would comply any more than they
have in the past.

2. The very nature of a gravel roadway would make the roadway
almost impossible to maintain in a smooth condétion, especially
where the roadway meets the bridege. And how can these rules.

if adopted, be enforced? What penaljyies, if any? Ihey were not
well ehforced when the previous operation existed,
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Page 5. Mitchell,

4., 1 consider this section to be meaningless. {here is obviously
no way at present to regulate the trucking industry in matters
of safety and noise. All one has to do is to read the news-
papers. Recently there has been a spqt check on trucks on
Interstate 5. This affected only the tip of the iceberg. Many
trucks failed in both safety and noise items, including
mufflers. Of course there are King County Ordinances on the
subject, but%he County has no means of inspecting akl trucks.
certainlyhike the ones using the Carmichael Road to thy th ¢
quarry.

5. See previous comments on berms. And the worst noise from
traffic on Carmichael Road to the Andrew and Guenther resi-
dences is from the approaches to the bridge and on the gridge
itself. Also, I refer to the missing Hugh Parry study on the
berm study. |

The statement is made that the hourly truck traffic

would be reduced by 35%. This is either an error or a mis-
statement. Ty,e amount of traffic could be be reduced only by a
pedat666h of traffic.

pEPGeTIeN

p——

Page 27. B. Past Litigation, first paragraph. [his state-
ment is entirely untrue. There is at present an appeal filed
with the State Supreme Court that has not been acted upon.

General. It seems to me that some selected evidence from the
Hearings has been the basis of a lot of the material in the
BEIS. An Eis is supposed to be an unbiased document, but it
cannot be when it is being done for and I understand paid

for by the Quarry. I consider the whole thing mostly meaning-
less and should be gcrapped.;lf one is necessary it should

be unbiased to be ofx any value

Very truly yours cc Roger Leed

T a4 Guenthers
s 46
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October 3rd 1979

—O
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Edward B. Sand, Manager

Building and Land Development

King County Administration Building

Seattle, Washington 9810k .

Dear Mr. Sand:

This letter is in reference to the draft environmental impact statement for

the rezone for Raging River Quarry, issued August 30th 1979. I have previously
stated my standing to comment, which is based in part on my concern for the
well~being of close relatives, Gladys and Elmer Guenther, who will be particularly
harmed in health and economic standing if the rezone is granted.

If I understand properly the legal rationale for an EIS it is to provide policy-
makers with the pertinent information om which sound policy may be based. It is

an instrument of disclosure. Accordingly, it is essential that the EIS be thorough
and even-handed if it is to meet its legal requirement. It is not intended to be

a propaganda instrument for one side or the other, in which information is carefully
selected, empesized and interpreted in order to favor a given outcome. The decisinn,
in short, i5 the prerequisite of the artpropriate policy-makers, not the pa@rview of
those who prepare the IS,

I do not believe this draft reets that standard. Ibelieve it has selected, omitted
and misrepresented data and information in order to promote the interests of the
Raging River lYining Company. I shall enumerate many illustrations to underscore
that point, and request a response. :

Shapiro & Associates, Inc., has a good reputation, which makes this draft EIS

a disappointing andbuzzling document. The work it has deone is certainly an improvenent
over the previous draft EIS prepared by Raging River Mining Company,which I presure
has been d eservedly abandoneds However, the glaring lapses and misrepresentations
cause me to wonder if the applicant provided the necessary information to the

firme And finally, it is the responsibility of King County, in whose name the

EIS is released, tosee to its accuracy and adequacye.

The examples that follow are not exhaus®ive, but will®illustrate ny contention:

l. The draft TIS contends that blasting will take place twice per week at the
quarry operation. (Cf. ppe 2 and L) Furthermore, the average rate of removal
of rock is at a higher rate than when they were in operation 1975-1977.

Did the applicant provide Shapiro & Associates with the information about the
Tfrequency of blasts during that period? Is it not true that they were considerably
more frequent than twice e r week? Is it not the case that there were as many
as a half-dozen blasts in a single afternoon? In order that we might test the
credibility of the two-per-week assertion, I insist that Raging River lining
Company provide the full record of the dates and times of their blasts during
their previous operations. I am particularly interested at this point - and

at oth:rs - in knowing whether the consulting firm had accurate information and
failed to use it, or whether Ragihg River lining Company failed to provide
Shapiro & issociates with the pertinent information,
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2. The claim is made in the draft LIS that "A11l blasting would be confined" and
that an "unconfined blasts..is very unlikely." (Pp. 5 and 2.) If I properly
understadd the point, it is that "blowouts" (to use Albert Teller's word) - in
which abnormally high noise levels are created by the release of energy from

the hole - would notpccur or would not likely occur. It is reminiscent of lir.
Teller's testimony before the King Comnty Hearing lxaminer, on January 21st 1975,
as follows:

The question was posedz "How many times in a hundred blasts
would it /a blowout/ happen?" And my answer would be:
"Hone oY

Hugh Parry, noise consultantg for the residents, contended there likely would be

some incidents of blowoutse

Raging River Mining Company operated (with Albert Teller as its blasting consultant)
for about two years, and after that time it is incredible that the same misrepresen~
tations areteing made. The fact is that there were many blowouts -~ sanething on
the order of two per nmonthe Now maybe that is and maybe that isn't a strong factor
in arriving a2t a decision on the application, but it seems to me that the applicant,
Shapivo & Associates, and the County ought at least to represent the facts as they
are rather than as the applicant might wish people to believe them tobes

Here is my question, which I believe if pertinent to these proceedings, respecting
both the facts of the case and the credibility of ‘the applicant: iJere there or
were there not "blowouts" (or "unconfined blasts") during their operations during
1975 through 1977? Aside fram the applicant there are many people who live hear
the site who couwld provide information on this pointe

3. On July 10, 197k, Albert E. Teller of Ixplosives Internatioral wrote to

John Preibe /[sice/ the following: "411 blasting will he done during specific.
published hours, so as Lo avoid any impact upon the community from sudden,
unexpected noisese" That statement appears on page 79 of the draft els.
Subsequent to that statement, and other similar assurances, Raging River Mining
Company operated at the site under discussion. Analogous assurances are now
provided in the draft EI8, cf. pages.5 and 26. The question is what credence
should be given those assurances? I can think of no better test than to ascertain
previous performance measured against previous assurances., Is it true that
Raging River Hining Company so handled its blasting as "to avoid any impact upon
the community from sudden, unexpected noises.¥? lthat is the standard the cormany
said it wauld meet, so it certainly is a fair test. How well did it meet it?
That is pertinent to the current draft IS so Lhat one can assess the validity
of the statementse

Again, if the information is not fully and accurately forthcoming from the

applicant I suggest information be gather from residents of the surrounding area
in order to get at the facts of the retter. ‘
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i The draft EIS says that "Truck drivers would be instructed on procedures for
minimizing noise levels while operating on the quarry access roads." Thatwas
said previously, in similar language, and fairness demands that there is no
close congruence betwcen the assurance - or even the instruction, which it is
claimed actually occurred - and the observance by the drivers., I believe that
kind of unqualified statement, which strongly implies that there would be

a conforming behavior that experience contradicts, is a misleading statement.
Once again, if the applicant will not provide full and truthful information
there are alternative sourcese.

5. Similarly, the suggestion that hours of business operation would be limited
to 7200 AM to 5300 Pl leaves a great deal unszide. Raging River Mining Company
repeatedly and flagrantly violated its operating hours during its previous

period of operation - despite the fact that at that time they were considerably
more generous than those suggestede In order that a full and accurate basis

for decision be made, I think the record must reflect these earlier transgressions
because they are indicative of future behavior, aad of the enforcement burden
that would face the Countys

In this instance there is quite a detailed record, The Guenthers, aggravated by
the chronic violations, and by the gpparent inability of response by the County
(perhaps due to staff Iimitations), finally began keeping a daily account of
violations. So for at least a sustained pericd of time there is a careful
record of violations, kept to the minute. Of cowrse other neighbors &glso are
cognizant of the record, and King County finally became very threatening before
Raging River Mining Company curbed its violationse

6. Mo item in inquiry is covered as extensively in the draft EIS as thai of
noise. The authors of the report c:nsistently seem to reach a conclusion that
the quarry company can operate within the law and ®ith minimal impact upon
neighborse That conclusion is absoclutely fravdulent, and anyone making it
certainly risks their professional reputatione

On page 72 there is the summary conclusion of a consulting firm that was asked
to review several noise studies, and they conclude that,

seoWe do not believe the studies adequately addrdss the
question of compliance with applicable noise standardse

But m® rhaps the most unconscionable thing about the noise studies is that the
most extensive, most representative, and also most darming repcrt is entirely
omitted. That report was prepared by Hugh Parry, noise consultant, and was

ased on hours upen hours of recordings of actual operations during August 5,

6, 75 19, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, and 31, 1976. These are the only records made with
proper instrumentation during actual operations - when the operavor was not avare
that the record was being madc. I submit here the conclusion of Mre. Parry:

From 211 of thes: data it is clear to me t hat the quarry
operations are in violation of the .Jashington environmental
nolse code, the UesSe FPAL environmental nocise impact guidelines
and the proposed Kinc County noise ordinance, Further, it is
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my personal and professional opinion that the noise condition
created by the quairy is detrimental to the health and welfare
of the residents at the Guenther and Andrew propertiese

Hugh Je Parry
Septerber 10, 1976

There also were supplemental reports, including an evaluation of the reports
prepared by Dre. Pcter A. Breysse. The report af Cctober 10, 1976, concluded
that "there is no doubt the code is being excegeded by very large valuese"

I believe that Jares Young, attorney for Raging River lMining Company, made a
copy of lMr. Parry's reports, so they are in the hands of the ap}')licant;{.

"I do not know for a fact whether those reports are in the hands of King County,
but officials there are aware of them because I referred to them (item #9 under
"oise") when I commented on the previous draft EIS.

Did Shapiro & Issociates suppress the reports? Were the reports not given to
the consulting firm which was preparing the draft EIS? Did the staff of King
County fail to include Mrx Parry's study, when it completed the draft EIS?
These are very serious questions because they go to the matter of the integrity
under which the EIS draft was mrepared, and cast a reflection on the entire
documemt and processe Also, I might add, on these who have participated in
the preparation of the draft EIS.

response
On the occasion of my earlier draft EIS{(July 9th 1977) I demanded to know wh,y
the Parry reports, "which rust certainly represent the most extensive record
of actual, on-site information," were omitted from the draft ZISe I repeat
that demand, and this time with greater urgency. How can you possibly proceed
without it - and then fo on blithely to the umrarranted conclusions which
saturate the ncise scction of t he report? )

Freviously I asked why that report had been omitted. Iow one must ask why,
when that omission was pointed out, has it been repeated?

Te ILet me give another erxamnle of a statement that is simply false, and propose
a2 test of its On page 18 the draft ZIS szys the fellowing:

shen the quarry is not operating, the backsround npise levels are
generally hirher than the 57 dBA limit established by the noise
PN Vs i d

ordinance because of noise from the Raging River and treffic
on lLhe Preston-I'al 1 City Higlrraye

That is simply unirue. TForbunaigly, during the fuzust 1576 tests previously

mentdi oned, the equipment was run daily each morning prior to quarrying operabions
as to obtzin e record of backgnounc noisees ror a period of time, besides that,
2 noise monitor was provided by the "™nvircnmental Pqotection sigency, and I personnzaliy,
on several occasions, hcd the opporitunity to measure baclground neise. Of course,

ief one set out to misrepresent the case - for instance, by tvalting readings in a

[3%e}
R,
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windstorm and/or irrediately by the river (especially after a severc rainsiom
when the water would be abnermally high) and/or in some circumstance when an
abnormally large number of unusually hoisy vehicles were crowding the roadways -
in such circumstances you might get a reading like that suggested by the LIS,

or possibly even highere But that is not typicals

Herc is what I propose: Let's take a rcputable and inder ndent expert, and have

hin or her survey noise levels in the midst of the property owmed by Raging River
irinz Company, and on the front porch of the Guenthers, on any reascnably typical
dey, run the test for twenty-hour hours - or for seven consecutive days, or a

mc

I

k4
nth if you like - and establish a reliable indiwetion of the background noisee
assurc you that 57 d34 i1l not be ap. roachede Dut at any rate, re-read the
draft EIS statercnt on page 18 and then test its wveracitye

Iet's establish the facts of the case, and perrit the pulicymakers to make
the decisions, rather than prov1ﬂe false, misleading and selective informaticn
to try to lead them to the decision desired by thne applicante

8« I cuestion whether the noiss data presented on pases 20 - 23 is valid,

“’hile I am confident that Professor Eryesse nas reported the reading he actuvelly
made, I do notv believe they arc rcprosentuul re of the operating conditions of

a cuarry - wihich is what we are trying to discerms. The readings are made by

a person employed by the ap pl;cant, w;th equipment and employees provided by

the applicant, and I bclleve can be counted on to operate with a care that is

not normal or typical of actual operationse

Yuzh Parry - whose work receives scant atiention in the draft IIS - and much of
it is omitted eniirely -~ procesded in the following menncr: 1. He toolr the
DPAi-listed noise O‘OuLCWUS for the equipncnt the operators planned to use, and
applying knoumn, © enu_alcu_ly;w“ﬁfied properties of nolse, calculated the
1nrvels that would be received by neighborbhg rezidences, (n this basis he
cncluded vhe operation would not meet noise sbandards established by lav for
the r“oection of citizens., 2. He tested through many, many hours of actual
recordings, the actual oporations of Razing River L*nln“ Sompany av the site
in question, and andl yzed the data, prescenting the information 2wmi conclusions
in his reports previously referred to. e concluded that noise standards were
nou mete

.

How can vhe draft 5I5 take the applicant's cops 1l*a1t, whose tesis are conducved

ander such sanibized cendifi ons, and rely on 88T while ignoring the more
thorough, definitive, and wverifyable reports preparcd by Hugh Parry?
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9¢ The new provosal to rezone park of the SE area shows a certain azmouny of
imacinations If you cannot meet noise standards seek to alter zom_nb calepordase.
It does nothing to protect the citizenry, but it does provide a possible -
subtrefugce to evade protections established by lawe In that way we might

"solve" all the noise problems everywhere simply by raising noise standards so
high that they could never be violated. It is an inventive and altogether
irres:onsible proposal.

The Carmichacl Road is used solely by and for the bencfit of the applicante.
i

Fal

EN
Tt is indeed a County right-of-<irzy, but it is nov meinta ﬂd by the County
™
&

and the position of the County, and the Cifice of © rose-uting Attorney of
Ying County, is that the noise prosections piovided by l°v apnly to the
adjoining S“ gpnad propertiess The amplicant feels a nced Lo get around nolse
sSandards he finds it impossible to meet on that road, and h device-is to
0s3ly reduce protections and standards by a reclas *f icabion of the roads

1 LL _(‘.)

Tnstead of merely presenting the ra’tionale of the apilicanvy, with its various
emphazes and omissions, this "disilosure docurent¥ nighttoresent other views end
pers:cectives, such as the effects on residents, the lagal position taken by
_;nr Countr, and the history of the prorosal to reclassify vhe vicinity around

the roade Oncc again, let us get the full story before the policymakers rather
than trying to lead (or mislead)them.

10 m paze 23 of t e draft ZIS it says that "some human response may resuls
dsoa restlt of bla

L)
ct
',J
._
.

to Sp“culate on the meiier, beocause 2 large nurber of blasts

e aring 1975 - 1977, and evidencc can: be collected fron residents,
sl about ef i b5« Jhy has this evi > Nnov 7

hysicians, bcLL effect has this evidence notv been collected
osenvad, und instead there is the vague "may" used, which seems calculated

st doubt on whether there would, in fact, e any"huwnan response's

T an tewptpd h°r° Yo sumaorize information of which I am intinmately arare aboutb
the effects of bhe blasts on humaas in the vicinitye I will contenl myself
sim:ly lo aﬂk why it has not been included in ithe draft ZIS, and insist that it
be part of the final documente

1l. Since the draft LIS introduces the topic of tle effecis of noisec on the
human pon;laﬁioa, I ¢ ntend it should not be only confined to blasting, but
must inciude the entire range of noisce A5 I observed earlier (when the

j¢ 38w

revious draft BIS was ava lgbge for coment) u“ere is an extensive, »mw fessiona
literature on the effectis of ise on human b inzgs, end in this insuance we

have the added zood foruu (so to speals, of e_n able to collcct and mresent
information on acvual, ruuLcr than hypothetical, 1nhaCLs. “Thy does th: dralt EIS
not present such information? Is that not misleading, to omit that ldind of record
and data?
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12, The issue of berms as a device for reducing noise levels was dealt with at
length in the vproceedings before the Xing County Hearing Zxan iner. Once again,
those who prepared and presented the draft IS have simply selected infomatio:
that seems to benefit the applicant, and omitted information that detracts from
their case, ''hile I do not have the time, expertise and records at hand to
comprehensively add to the record, 1letl me give a particular exarple:

During the hearinzs (and in my previous comments on a draft ZIS) Hugh Parry
pointed out that there is no plan to contain noise emanating from the bridge.
The bridge is just about as close to the Guenther and indrews residences as

is the Carmichasl RHoad. If there is anything more aggravating than a

loud noise, !re Parry noted, it is loud noise cf a variable pitche. If the

berm had the effect of depressing noise levels somewhat (which is not clear, but
the applicant so contends) then as the trucks emerzed from behind the berm the
noise levels would instantly increase, and the vasble level would suddenly
alter when the truck was going in the opposite direction.

“Thy is this effect and impact omitted from the draft TIS, while & 1 kinds of
information, much of it highly dubious, is included? Is not lr. Parry's contention
gound, and in keeping with known principles of human response to noise?

13e “the King County Hearing Ixaniner previously concluded that a quarrying
operatvion so close to residences would be an "incompatible" use of land,

At that time no one thought about the risk to life from flying debrise.
However, when aging River Mining Company was operating Fred Hobbs and two
workmen at his home were very nearly killed when a large rock was blasted fronm
the guarry and struck his house. Hig hope, by the way, is a fair bit more
distant frem the site than sore other residences, including that of my
relatives. The incident was promptly, fully reported to theCountye.

“hy is this matver not treated in the draft EIS? On what grounds is such

a manifest threat to public safety omitted from the document? liot only
ought the physical threat be included, byt the psychological effect on people
living in the vicinity, who have the most manilest recason to fear for the
safety of their persons and property if a quarry opsration resumes in such
close proximity to their h mes, deserves comment,

Azain, I am interested in whether Shapiro = Associates have no‘ been provided
the information they need in order to complete a proper report, or whether
the information has been withheld 224 them.

i On page 23 is the folhowing statement: "There is evidence in the blast
consultant report which suggests that although no structural damaze would OCCUT.aes'
(emphasis added). That report is incluaded as Appendix C, and gives, the very
limited and arplicant-directed character of the study - "a blast typical
size at a location indicated by you the applicanE7..." This provides yet another
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illustration of the deceptive nature of the report. In the period 1975 to 1977
there were a large number of blasts there, and neither in noise impacts nor in
vibration do a substantial number of those blasts resemble the apparent "test".
Some of the blasts, it is true, are not particularly severe, and it seems that
their size, location, characteristics of the ground, and the care with which the
charges are set are among the factors in causing certain results. Bubt also
there has been b blast, for example, so severe that it shook books off the
shelves at the Guenther residence. Ffequently windows and pans are rattled by
the blastinge I am not aware in that limited period of any manifest structural
damage, and if that statement is confirmed by neighboring residents I think it
would be fair to include,

Again, what we have presented is the results of a very limited test, conducted by
a consultant selected by and paid by the applicant, under terms chosen by the

applicant, and then the complete omission of all information from actual operations.
The effect is to zive a completely distorted impression, and furthermore the
impression is given that that is the intention.

15. If my memory is correct of earlier testimony and information, this draft EIS
suggests an average operation (150,000 tons/year of rock removed) about 503 higher
than that previously proposeds It states that this involws a "rate of removal
of 50 truck round trips/gay." (Page 1.) On page 20 scme noise data is presented
which says that "during truck movement noise levels will be equal to or gﬁ%ter
than 6L dBA 31.L4% of the time and will average 18 seconds per minuteo"

I cannot figure out how many truck trips they are positing. I do know that it was
very common, previously, for the operation to have far, far more than 50 truck
round trips/day -~ and this was when they proposcd to operate at a lower levele.
Also it is certain that a "rate" of 50 truck round trips/day tells the reader
nothing about how many trucks there will be on any given day, or any given hour.
The noise standards are not measured against a hypothetical rate, but against
every single hour and every single day - it is the maximum operation which

is germene, not a rate of operation spread over a year.

The report must take a figure which represents the maximum, and test it against
standards.  For & relevant source, I suggest Raging River Mining Gompany provide
the figure of the largest number of truck-trips they experienced in any given day,
aad in any given hour, as a basis for the calculationse.

16, "Past litization" is treated in a severely limited and inaccurale manere
It is untrue, to begin with, that no ligitegion is pending relating to the legal
nonconforming use statuse I believe the report would be cenhaaced, and the
understanding of the reader would be illuminated, by a reasonally thorough
stmnary of the recent legal history of the site.
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17. The matter of the community's water supply is constantly omitted or glossed
over in these drat ZIS's., It is of course an important matter fart he people
living there, to have a secure sarce of water. (n page LO the report seems to
have equivoecating comments concerning the security of the well, which seen to

imply there is no problem, though it is conceivable there could be a problem,
depending on various circumstances including casing, soil conditions at the site,
etde No where does it say that the one man, a professional driller who dug the
well, who specifically knows the character of the well and the soil conditions,

has testified that in his professional judgment blasting at the Raging River lining
Company's mroperty will jeopardize the well, and hence the water supplye

Why are the authors of the report umrilling to report this fact? On page 4O
they even make reference to i, Cannon's testimony, but only for t he purpose
of giving the flow of the welle In short, they have the one, best sowrce of
specific information about the well, but do not present it. Why?

18. Page L1 provides another examcle of a completely misleading statement. It
seeks to make a case that there is community support for the quarry proposal by
referring to letters to Mre. Sand, expressing "A variety of opinions", dated June 28
through July 11, 1977. I believe that refers to a period of concerted effort
people associcted with the proposal made to find sympathizers. There have been
other, and far larger expressions of senbtiment, beginning 197L. These are part

of the record of the previous hearings - and they included names submitted by

the ap~licant as well a5 petitions and letters subnitted by the residentse.

But the point is this: If one is md: ing a point about c“mnunity sentiment,

why present that point, and select a specific period of time, which limits it

to expressions favorable to tne applicant? #gain, in this so-called “disclosure
documznt " the maddening thinz is to constantly be ¢ nfronied writh such selective
presentation of infformation which distorts rather than reveals the trubh. To
repeat an opening comment and assumption, dhe ZIS process is not intended o be
a propoganda instrument for one sided

19. Cn page 37 of the dralt ZIS it says, "luestions concurning the possible
impacts on the groundrater agulfer in the valley, from blasting of the andesite
rock, have becrn raiseds In response to this question, the blast consultant
(Shennon and ilson, personal comrmunication) indicates that very little or

not /sic./ effect woudd occur to the aquifer from blasting (see #8, Pisl: of x-
plosfons or Yazardous Znmissions)." The point of the passage seems quite
obscure, and ouszht to be clarified, Given the reference to "#8" it appcars

to be related Lo the water suprly and well cont rovorsy commented upon on

Pase LO - the iscue referred to above, where specific and pertinent knoyledge
proevided by the professional rho prepored ine well and srater s pﬁ‘v is onitued
while contradicbery greculavions arc encazed in by people who lack any specific
Imorledne of She case unider consi-crztion.

Flease put the periincnt facils of the case forwerd, whether or not they favor the
;rvl_cuhu, and quit sclecting and suprressing infornction In a manner that seems
clearl: calculnted to lead the reader to a predeter:ined {and olten umrarranted)

2 nclvsion,
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20. *en the authors of the report come face-to-face with facts that they find
alarard, they go Lo absurd lengths to try to evade or obscure theme Take

the issue of properbty values, for instances The report says *The presence of
the quarry may affect land valucs in the arez." (Page 6, emphasis added.)

Thinl: about that. ‘iz are speaxing of an opcoration that would invelve all the
Iinds of equipnent mentioned - bulldozers,; rock dr111er", roclk cru speru, blasting
etce - within a fou hundred feetv of residential properticse Scores of large
rmicks 1rould barge through a residentiel zone dailye. People who live there have
fonnd thet they often-r ere nushed beyond their endurance and had te vacate their
homce for days at a biwc, ”d also encountered ncise-~induced ncdical difficulties

ilsn, as 11lustrated by the Hobbs incident, debris from the blasts threatens
thomselves and +H01r homese So the rernort concludes that there '"may" be

zn effect on land values,

L suggest thab some rrofessional a,pra*sers be retained - independent persons,
not bcholden to the applicant - and aoveﬂ Lo assess the value of the properties
ifﬁﬁlgllr:Lubouu the presence of a guarrying operation such as the one proposede
There is simply no plausible question tk at vaiues will be effected; the only
ravional questlon is vo horr ~reat a degrec,

Agoin, it is insultinc to experience these repeated and repeatea misrepresentations
that so poison the entire IS process,.

2)e I recomend furthcr thab onz neoti only calculave the less of property values
and hich I belicve will be very substanticl - but also

that can be expecled - a i k

cormpare those losses with the velue of the property owved at the site by the
2agzing River lidning Companye ~7dthcul incurring any addicional cost one could
BLogin by presenting informebion on the values of all the propertia as assessed
b the XKino County ‘csassor's Cificee I recorriend that that be done.

“That one will fiad is that hores and other properiles that are aquite valuable
arc by thls projoct Delint vuv in Jeopordr by 2 properiy that is camparatively ]
lor in vzluee Last I lmew the entire 177acres omed by Razing Piver inins Compe
] eid! 1n e ! the sinslo unimroved lot omed br Tre indresse
in the nicipW“" was worth far more that
the Joonty is being asked Lo compromise ohe

“51 hemes and procerty in order to advance the interesus of

e P N YA e 7 -y e mmat ~ < X
Zincoe that is the provosdl, 1ot us of least have before us che Tigures, c©o
i ; AT s
= 1lcorakers can weizh them when maliing doclsionss
224 ax n e add egtinoies of

I
N 17y o
vaves thot —7ili be 1o
e ]
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TTith respect o alteraatives vo

23,

alternative - and opme that -7ill be proposed by the residenis

The zoninzg was
changz t hat was
Counuy Council

the status quo ante.
M is an ill-g otuc
_1'\‘1'1118. Lion tO th

vnuu incident is all
BEIS docuncnt, because

The histary of
n this draft

= -
‘ere ic the history:

USR]

the proposal (paze 63}, an obvious

- iz o restore
TR, not FR (pobtential Q. The "potential
accomplished through a flagran® misrepre-
L]

in the County files, and showld he included

it illuminates the current zoning status.

Jince zonins wags introduced in 19580 in that parl of Kinz County there has noh
Leen a provision for quarrying - or pouential Q7 - roflected in the zon rior
Lo mid-1%273., 'Mmbtil then quarrying was clearly not provided for in the n
catesorye.
71 1972 Zing Comntr (through the Folicy Developmzn® Comnission and the King County
Comcil) -ras engaced in extensive rezoning in east Yins County. Proper nciice ras
given, and in the area “HCWnaﬁd* the site in quesiion roughly £00 citizens and
land omers participated. “he preferred dcsi”n Sion for ths p“oper*" we are
eonsidzrinT -~ 2 wnaninous nreference, I belisve - ras flor ¥R, which was consistent
the preceding zone ab thet locations The maps were propared by the County
broucht back and shom the residenic of the areas
Subsequentlly, in mid-1973, Rasing Piver Mdning Ccrpany went before the Hing
County Council and asked for a regche Property oimers of the area were nov
notified that that property; was under consideravion by 1e Council. Purthormore,
the Ceounty Jouncil was told in an accompanying Lu¢f repory that they were
c“nsgﬁer nz "en opcrating quarry" - which was a blatanc faluch00,. Zeighborhngs
residen .u, however, did not lknmr of the proceeding (and in fact did not lcarn of
it for a% least 18 months), while those present wwho were noi familiar it the
cite and the siiuation - presumably the Council lembers - of coursc presumed they
-rere being told the truthe
That is how the "potential QI des3gnatlo ; gained - the conmbination of a
falschood, misrepresenting the status of the s? te, and the absense of neighboring
esidents irhc did nov ha"e novice thas the site wms under c onsideration and

uhpre_oreT*ero not pres

So the o3t obvious alternziive that
Whis wriler the mosl app: opriate alte
arristed prior to that reogretiable in

S
— sl

uded - and in the opinion of
tore the zoaing that

should b2
- ig to rus
in 19?3.

ks
ias]

i
cident

2li. Thers is rcason For seri is concern abous tre Razinz lliver, having such

2 largze blasting and carth-moving operation in such close proximity to an
irmportant surean, and onc thalt feoeds into the Sncqualnie Rigver. Thab cencern
has seen addressed in the draft TIS. Cnce again, hosever, there is no men*ion
of the perfornmance of the ayplicant during his previous period of operation,
and no atilermpt Lo compars the assurances nhe had easrlier m"O'J_dC\j{ with his
subsequent perforrance.  Thab, T submib, wreuld bz a sirmple and useful othod
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to pain particularly relsvant informabion wnich would help in making an informed
Judgmente

T sugest that an independent, lnowledgeable professional, of impeccable integrity,
be sent to scrubtinize the site oumed by Raging River .lining Company. Have himcor
her study and evaluate the systems in place for proteciing the river and observing
the lass that relate to erosion and u11tat10n. There was an operation going on
thers durinz the pericd 1975-1977, so the fair question is whether it was adesuate
in its Drotaction of Lhe Hezing Ziver, and whether it fully conformedw ith all
laws in effect at that time.

-

25. There are many vopics covered in this draft IS of which I am not infornezd
and have no wa; of testince T musi say, however, that my confidence in the
thoroughuess and even-handed pre ntation of those topics is low, given the
hzndl;ng accorded those subjects with which I anm Qm*llar.

Tn summary observabtion, we have here a somerhat unusudl situation, in which an
aprlicant for a rezone - who was uneble to gain the endorsementpf the ¥ing

County Hearin-t Ixamincr after very extemsive hcarings - nevertheless went ahead
with a ouarrying operation and continued until the court and the County stopped

hime Thef tiro vears of operabion provide#f the best rossible scurce of information
from which to calculate the impact of the proposal. It also provides an op ortunidy
to test the veracity of the anplicant, simply by reviewiny the assurances given

in 197L-1975 against the conduct in 1975-1977.

That kind of a record and evaluation should apyrear in the revised IS,

Murthermorz, I really object w the manner in which the ZIS process is prostituced
in this report, which sclects and slants information in order to advance the
causc of the applicant, rather than leaving the decision to the policymakers

and aiding them by providinw The inﬁarmation fully and impartially., This case
was heard by Bruce Laing, ¥ing County Heoring xargner, ithe record was very
lensthy, and the hearings were guite thoroughe e Z2ing, also, has a reputation
for ex Licnal fairness, expertisc, and imparticlity. Jifter his review of all
the tcsiimony he rcco mended againsi the regone, Decuuse he concluded that its
impact mode it an incompatible use of land va to the surrounding area

While T am nob cayins that 1t would be imp ssible Lo disajrec with “r laiAu,'

T am saving this: his conclucion would be ubtlerly imcomprehensible 1f it we

.

zsed on the ind of information presented in the draft IS, The partial monnsr

in which the draft IS5 snlocuu, orits, interprets and glanls infernavion males
the doc""nﬁu ""C“”“ ~telr unreliable sovrce on tnich & fairZminded mublic

KR TLL Y, Ll At UV ~ . 1 ] R R
a2sc a f ?¢-E e =+ ournink thobl that nust be correcied in its Tuture

versiono,
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“inally, the point has been made bafore thal much infermation is in the hands
of the residen*c of the surrounding area, and furthermore they make a suiltablc
object of inveslipation. ‘Jhzt, for instance, is the impact of ncise on the
community? Cne does not have to speculate, one can simply collect data on
the effects of the operation during 1975-1977. +he residents also can help
rrovide information that the applicant seems to be withholding from those
prep-ring the draft ZIS - such as the frequency of blasting. Cf course the
applicant hac the most thorough records of some of these matters, but if he
does not provide them for scruiiny lherc are other sources at least in part.

Yours sing

Enory Sundy
270 Dorffel Trive ILast
Seattile, Tashinston 98112
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Department of Ecology

Comment l: Figure 11 (page 10) shows a 200 foot buffer zone, and the dis-
cussion on page 8 indicates the 200 feet will be untouched. However, Figure
IV-B shows settline ponds along the river. Any development within 200 feet
of the ordinary high water mark will require a shoreline substantial devel-
opment permit. The final EIS should clarify where development will occur
and should also discuss the shoreline area in more detail.

Response l: The basic concept of on-site water control ditches and sediment
traps would be incorporated into the proposed expansion area under the gra-
ding permit and submitted to the Department of Public Works for approval.

Figure IVb is a preliminary drawing showing system design concept. Actual

construction plans would be prepared for the grading permit application.

It is understood that a substantial development permit under King County
Shoreline Management Code would be required if this system were constructed
within 200 feet of the Raging River,

Comment 2: From the information presented in the noise section, it 18
difficult to determine whether or not the quarry operations, including on-
stite truck movement, would comply with the King County noise ordinance.
Additional information is needed, including a description of measurement
locations, operating modes, noise monitoring equipment types, and measure-
ment procedures.

Resonse 2: An additional noise measurement, including site description,
instrumentation, and operating procedures, conducted within the vicinity
of the Raging River Quarry, is included in Appendix D.

Comment 3: Information presented in Table 2 would be more meaningful if
it indicated where the trucks were operating and at what distance the noise
levels were measured.

Response 3: The noise level sampling point was 50 feet north of the center
line of Carmichael Road and 200 feet west of the Preston-Fall City Highway
(Study No. 5, location 2, Figure V). Sound level measurements were made
for the entire length of the round trip-~from the time trucks either
stopped or slowed down to enter Carmichael Road until they reached the
loading site (entering) or completed the return journey (leaving).

Comment 4: Table 4 presents noise data for the quarry operation. Were
the operations which were measured typical of existing work? Will they be
representative of future expanded operations? Predicted increases in
existing noise levels due to quarry expansion and the expected reduction
due to the proposed mitigation measures should also be determined.

Response 4: Noise level data presented in Table 4 is representative of
normal construction operations with the D-8 tractor operating on the quarry
rock face. Noise levels at the sample location for this study would de-
crease as the quarry expands to the south. Quarry expansion denotes greater
rock excavation areas, not an increase in activity. Table 6 indicates how
sound levels decrease with distance. Berming by natural or artificial means
would further decrease equipment noise levels. Up to 22 4BA reduction of
truck noise levels occurred with the use of a berm (Noise Study #4).
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Department of Fisheries

comment 1: The drainage plan referenced to on page ¢ indicates that it
appears as Figure III. This should be changed to Figures IVa and IVb.

Response l: This comment has been incorporated into the Final EIS and is
noted on the Errata Sheet.

Comment 2: The third paragraph on page 39, listed as "Impacts", should be
reworded to describe what fauna habitats will eventually be eliminated.

We suspect "tervestrial fauna" is meant. If otherwise, we would appreci-
ate further discussion.

Response 2: The statement concerning elimination of fauna habitats refers
to those habitats established within the proposed areas to be excavated
and altered by quarry operations. These "terrestrial fauna" also include
avian species that have an established habitat in the area.

69



Department of Game

Comment 1: WLL11l rehabilitation occcur?

Response l: Rehabilitation is required for quarries over 10 acres in size
under the Washington Surface-mined Land Reclamation Act. This act is ad-
ministered under the Department of Natural Resources. The action sponsor
has established a rehabilitation plan with this agency. See page 22 of
this final EIS for a discussion on the requirements and proposed plan for
site restoration under the Act.

Comment 2: Will rehabilitation be phased or will potential rehabilitation
be left until the entire site is cleared in one hundred years.

Regponse 2: Short-term rehabilitation of the quarry site will be phased
as the operation moves in a southerly direction. The rate at which reha-
bilitation proceeds is dependent on the rate of extraction, controlled by
market demand.

Comment 3: W.Ll the proposal result in a pit or deep depression? If so,
is there any potential for storage and stockpiling of dredge spoil mater-
tals from other projects in the county?

Response 3: As shown in Figures IVa and IVb, Propeosed Drainage and Site
Grading Plans, excavation will not result in a pit or deep depression. The
use of the site for disposal of waste could be considered as a secondary
use of the quarry site or as an alternative to short or long-term rehabili-
tation.

Comment 4: Is there any guarantee that sedimentation ponds with silt and
grease would be properly constructed and cleaned frequently?

Response 4: The Department of Public Works, under the grading permit and
drainage ordinance, has authority to approve or disapprove the design and
construction of the sedimentation ponds. The grading permit is renewed
annually. Quality assurance of construction and maintenance is dependent
on site inspection by Public Works staff.

Comment 5: We recommend you include a short and long term restoration plan
in the final impact statement.

Response 5: A discussion on the requirements and proposed restoration pians
under the Reclamation Act are included as Revisions to the Draft EIS on

page
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Puget Sound Air Pollution Control Agency

Comment 1: On page 11, it states the basic equipment includes one rock
crusher. It was not clear whether this is new equipment or not. This can
be a significant source of dust without any control.

Response 1: The rock crusher on the quarry site is new machinery that is
equipped with atomizing spray nozzles capable of chemical or water appll—
cation to control the emission of dust.

Comment 2: On page 35, Mitigating Measures should include using dust con-
trol on rock processing equipment. Paved roads should be cleaned periodi-
cally.

Response 2: These comments have been incorporated into the Final EIS and
are noted on the Errata Sheet.
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Puget Sound Council of Governments

Comment l: The final EIS should address the issue of hazardous cargo ship-
ments to the site, noting the efforts of PSCOG to secure federal funds to
study this general issue in the region.

Response 1l: Hazardous cargo (explosives) for quarry blasting is delivered
to the site under State approved guidelines. The detonator and explosives
are shipped and stored in separate containers to eliminate the hazard of

an accidental charge set off during transportation and storage. Normally,
no explosives are stored on site, as the quantity of explosives ordered
and delivered are usually specified for a single blast. State approved
and licensed magazines exist on site if storage is required. The Puget
Sound Council of Governments has been awarded a federal grant to plan ways
to prevent problems in transportation of hazardous materials and respond
toaccidents. The study will identify types and amounts of hazardous cargo
moving through the region and how it is moved--by air, highway, waterway,
or rail. Agencies responsible for preventing or responding to accidents
involving hazardous materials will be identified. The council will develop
a prevention and response plan coordinating efforts of federal, state, and
local agencies.

Comment 2: The final EIS should address the requirements of the State Sur-
face-mineral (sic) Land Reclamation Act which applies to quarries of over
ten acres.

Response 2: The requirement set forth by the Washington Surface-mined Land
Reclamation Act that applies to the Raging River Quarry and proposed recla-
mation plans are outlined on pages 22 and 23 of this Final EIS.

Comment 3: The treatment of mitigating steps is noncomittal in parts of
the draft EIS. Which mitigation measures will be taken?

Response 3: The mitigating measures outlined in the Draft EIS describe
possible measures that would mitigate the impact created by the proposed
action. Implementation of all or some of these measures may be required
by King County Hearing Examiner as conditions of approval.
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Department of Public Health

Comment 1: Site investigation by our noise personnel reveal that the area
may be much quieter than the five noise studies would indicate.

Response l: The five noise studies that collected ambient sound levels
were conducted during seasonal differences when tree foliage development
and river stage create differences in sound absorbing and transmission
characteristics.

Comment 2: The berming proposed to lessen the impact of the truck passage
seems to be adequate, although the people living east of the quarry entrance
still will be impacted by the 50 loaded trucks exiting per day and by the
noise of the quarry operation.

Response 2: Those residents east of the highway would be most impacted by
noise generated on that road, which is under public jurisdiction and allowed
greater maximum permissible sound levels. The best available technology
would be required for trucks entering and exiting the access road subject to
the noise ordinance. Noise generated by the quarry equipment would comply
with maximum permissible noise levels at the receiving properties west of
the highway, and therefore is expected to be met on the east side of the
highway.

Comment 3: A second point of concern is that study five "indicates that
during truck movement noise level will be equal to or greater than 64 dB(A)
31.4% of the time and will average 18 seconds per minute" or 18 minutes per
hour. This greatly exceeds the maximum permissible sound levels of Ordinance
3139 for an industrial source impacting a rural receiver. Section 302 of
the ordinance does not provide for exceedance of the temporary exceedance
levels. Mitigating measures will have to require the use of berms as pro-
posed and in addition, all trucks must comply with the county sound level

for motor vehicles as stipulated in Ordinance 3139.

Response 3: Study five and the above conclusion does not consider barrier
effectiveness. The barrier may reduce the Lp sound levels to comply with
Ordinance 3139. Furthermore, the designation of the County owned access
road as a public highway has not been accepted by the County.

Comment 4: The last point of concern regards the stationary equipment.

This would include the gravel crusher, compressors, and rock drill. The
rock drill has been adequately addressed in the EIS. However, no precautions
have been considered for the proposed rock crusher or compressors. A plan
will have to be submitted to the noise program, illustrating the use of na-
tural berming for the placement of the crusher. The best available tech-
nology will have to be used for the compressors.

Response 4: These points are considered in additions or changes to the
Draft EIS. Please refer to Noise Supplement.
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Olen V. Andrew

Comment l: Page 4. Earth, last sentence. "...these impacts would be mini-
mal." Certainly an opinion, not a fact.

Response 1l: Page 4 does not contain any reference to Earth. The statement
on page 1 (B. Direct and Indirect Impacts, Earth): "Although the impact
would be minimal, erosion of the rock face would accelerate from physical
and chemical weathering.” Erosion over the entire site will increase above
natural conditions due to lack of protective vegetative cover and an in-
crease in physical and chemical weathering processes. Erosion will be
greatest in areas of highly fractured rock. Erosion rates will be greatest
immediately after removal of vegetation and within the first year after
rock excavation, with rates decreasing as equilibrium conditions are
reached. This may take many tens or even hundreds of years.

Comment 2: Page 4. Flora and Fauna. "Rehabilitation of areas will comply
..." ete. How can they promise that they will or can comply? What if they
are bankrupt? I think the "will" should be changed to "eould", or possibly

the whole subgect should be deleted as unnecessary and meaningless.

Response 2: Under the Washington Surface-mined Land Reclamation Act an
operator shall not commence surface mining until the operator has deposited
an acceptable performance bond on forms prescribed and furnished by the
Department of Natural Resources. Such a bond has been deposited by Raging
River Mining, Inc. See page 22 of this document for additional reclamation
requirements. ‘

Comment 3: Mitigating Measures. D. This whole section deals with things
that could be done. This does not say that it is guaranteed. Language
should be deleted or corrected. In fact, the whole "Mitigating Measures"
section could be deleted as being unnecessary and meaningless.

Response 3: The mitigating measures outlined in the Draft EIS describe

possible measures that would mitigate the impact created by the proposed
action. Implementation of all or some of these measures may be required
by King County Hearing Examiner as conditions of approval.

Comment 4: Page 5. DNoise, Par. 2. Experience from former operations do
not show that much thought was given to improvement of the access road.

Response 4: Again, improvement of the county access road could be a con-
dition of approval. '

Comment 5: Page 5. DNoise. Par. 3. "Fitting the trucks with noise miti-
gating equipment...” and "...new model mufflers.” [This could be applied
to company owned trucks, but certainly not with trucks owned by others.
Previous experience has shown that some trucks were extremely noisy and I
have been led to believe these were company trucks.

Response 5: The action sponsor indicates that company leased or rented
trucks have been retrofitted with noise mitigation equipment. These trucks
represent approximately 20% of truck traffic. Other trucks would be re-
quired to comply with King County Ordinance 3139.
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Comment 6: Page 5. Blasting. "Ample warning..." for blasting. Operators
gave no warning on blasting to us on any blasts except once or maybe twice.
I believe they made a statement in hearings that some others were warned,
but not the Andrews or Guenthers. They said in hearings that notice would
be given. So how can we believe they would change their ways?

Response 6: A warning whistle would be sounded at two minutes and 30 sec-
onds before each blast.

Comment 7: Page 5. Blasting. Par. 6. "ALLl blasting would be confined
..."" During past operations a home next to us downstream was damaged by
rocks from a blast. This is a matter of record in the past hearings, sup-
ported by photographs and statements by witnesses.

Response 7: The incident was reported during the hearings but no evidence
is located in the file on this subject.

Comment 8: Page 6. DNoise. Par. 7. "4 new rock drill would be used..."”
No assurance can be given that this would lower noise levels. An opinion,
not an established fact.

Response 8: A Halcodrill 150 has been obtained by the action sponsor.
This is a "down the hole" rock drill that will reduce noise levels by 60
to 70 percent as the drill head extends below the surface.

Comment 9: Page 5. DNoise. Par. 8. Here again they might not comply, as
they have failed heretofore. How could they be forced to comply? What,
if any, penalties?

Response 9: Maximum permissible noise levels allowed under Ordinance 3139
permit operation from 7 a.m. to 10 p.m., weekdays. There are no regula-
tions that enforce closure of business operation. The action sponsor could
perform quarry operations until 10 p.m. if in compliance with Ordinance 3139.

Comment 10: Page 6. Air. No mention is made of dust generated by trucks
and equipment.

Response 10. This section refers to Adverse Impacts Which Cannot be Miti-
gated. Dust generated by trucks and equipment is mentioned on page 1.
This dust would be mitigated by watering of roads and circulation areas on
the site. PSAPCA requires that dust generated from the rock crusher be
controlled by either bag house or water or chemical sprays.

Comment 11: Page 6. Population. This should state that property values
would undoubtedly decrease. As a matter of fact, the King County Appeals
Board granted tax reduction assessments, based on quarry operations to
residences close to the quarry, including ours.
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Response 11: This comment has been incorporated into the Final EIS and is
noted on the Errate Sheet. It should be noted, however, that the tax
assessments on such residences have not been increased as a result of the
closure of the quarry in 1977.

Comment 12: Page 17. SPECIAL ISSUES. A. NOISE. The Noise Controversy.
First Par, The statement that there have been five noise studies made is
simply untrue. There was another, later and comprehensive study made by
Hugh Parry. If these studies are to be in the book they should all be
ineluded.

Response 12: The Raging River Quarry Noise Measurements, and supplements
by Hugh J. Parry Noise Consulting, August 8, 1976, is included in Appendix
D. Comments concerning this study and others are included in Noise Supple-
ment, page 90.

Comment 13: Page 23. Noise from Blasting. Par. 2, starting with line 7.
The statement that "These studies have found that although structural dam-
age will not occur..." ete. In fact, evidence was obtained about a blast
which damaged a house.

Response 13: This section refers to structural damage that could result
to buildings from blast-induced seismic waves or air blast. We were un-
aware of the reported damage from a rxrock apparently thrown over 600 feet
from a quarry blast.

Comment 14: 2. The very nature of a gravel roadway would make the roadway
almost impossible to maintain in a smooth condition, especially where the
roadway meets the bridge. And how can these rules, if adopted, be enforced?
What penalties, if any? They were not well enforced when the previous op-
eration existed.

Response 14: Road improvement of the County owned access road does not
preclude the application of an asphalt surface.

Comment 15: The statement is made that the hourly truck traffic would be
reduced by 36%. This is either an error or a misstatement. The amount of
traffic could be reduced only by da reduction of traffic.

Response 15: This statement refers to the noise reduction resulting from

a noise berm that would effectively be similar to a 35% reduction in traffic.

Comment 16: Page 27. B. Past Litigation, first paragraph. This statement
18 entirely untrue. [There 1s at present an appeal filed with the State
Supreme Court that has not been acted upon.

Response 16: This comment has been incorporated into the Final EIS as
Section C, Additions and Changes to the Final EIS, page 24.
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Emory Bundy

Comment l: The draft EIS contends that blasting will take place twice per
week at the quarry operation (Cf. p. 2 and 11.) Furthermore, the average
rate of vemoval of rock is at a higher rate than when they were in operation
1975-1977. Did the applicant provide Shapiro & Associates with the informa-
tion about the frequency of blasts during that period? Is it not true that
they were comsiderably more frequent than twice per week? Is it not the case
that there were as many as a half-dozen blasts in a single afternoon?

Response l: The proposed rate of extraction of rock from the gquarry is
150,000 tons annually. Rock extraction figures for the two year period (1976
and 1977), indicate that 193,000 tons of rock were extracted during 17 months
of operation. This would be eguivalent to approximately 122,000 tons per year
if operation were to occur for 12 months. The proposed 150,000 tons annual
extraction is estimated based on market demand and represents a maximum value.
An estimated blast frequency of two per week would provide rock for this de-
mand. Exceptional demands for rock, such as for flood relief, may require
greater blasting frequencies. Additional blast other than the estimated two
per week, significantly smaller than the main confined blast, are set to dis-
lodge rock material that would otherwise be hazardous to safe quarry operation,
and to reduce large blocks of rock to a workable size.

Comment 2: Were there or were there not "blowouts” (or "unconfined blasts")
during their operations during 1975 through 19777

Response 2: All blastings were "confined" blasts, that is, no explosives
detonated in the open air. Blowouts occur when a blast is not properly con-
fined and could result in the ejection of small rock particles several hun-
dred feet. The action sponsor has no knowledge of blowouts occurring at the
Raging River Quarry between 1975 and 1977.

Comment 3: On July 10, 1974, Albert E. Teller of Explosives International
wrote to John Preibe [sic] the following: "ALL blasting will be done during
specific published hours, so to avoid any impact upon the community from sud-
den, unexpected noises.!" That statement appears on page 79 of the draft EIS.
Subsequent to that statement, and other similar assurances, Raging River Min-
ing Company operated at the site under discussion. Analogous assurances are
now provided in the draft EIS, cf. pages & and 26, The question is what cre-
dence should be given those assurances? I can think of no better test than
to ascertain previous performance measured against previous assurances. Is
it true that Raging River Mining Company so handled its blasting as "to avoid
any impact upon the community from sudden, unexpected noises?” That is the
standard the company said it would meet, so it certainly is a fair test.

How well did it meet it? That is pertinent to the curvent draft EIS so that
one can assess the validity of the statements.

Response 3: The action sponsor realizes that the suddeness of a blast can
have significant impact on human response. As a mitigating measure, an air
horn or other similar device, such as used by the logging industry would be
acquired. This whistle could be sounded not later than two and one half
minutes prior to blasting.
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Comment 4: Similarly, the suggestion that hours of business operation would
be limited to 7:00 am to 5:00 pm leaves a great deal umnsaid. Raging River
Mining Company repeatedly and flagrantly violated its operating hours during
its previous period of operation - despite the fact that at that time they
were considerably more generous than those suggested.

Response 4: Maximum permissible noise levels established by Ordinance 3139
are allowed from 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. Between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m., weekdays,
noise levels must be reduced by 10 dBA. There are no other regulations lim-
iting the business hours of the quarry.

Comment 5: No item in inquiry 1s covered as extensively in the Draft EIS as
that of noise. The authors of the report consistently seem to reach a con-
clusion that the quarry company can operate within the law and with minimal
impact upon neighbors. That conclusion ie absoulutely fraudulent, and anyone
making 1t certainly risks their professional reputation.

Response 5: Conclusive determination of information presented by the five
noise studies could not be determined due to the variability of testing con- .
ditions at and within the vicinity of the Raging River Quarry. The Noise
Section of the Draft EIS has attempted to clarify the admittedly difficult
and controversial situation surrounding the noise issue by on analysis of
those findings. Noise levels may be attained within the bounds of Ordinance
3139 by proper institution and maintenance of mitigating measures outlined

in the Draft EIS.

Comment 6: DBut perhaps the most unconscionable thing about the noise studies
18 that the most extensive, most representative, and also most damming report
18 entirely omitted...Did Shapiro & Associates suppress the reports? Were
the reports not given to the consulting firm which was preparing the Draft
EIS? Did the staff of King County fail to include Mr. Parry's study, when it
completed the Draft EIS?

Response 6: Hugh J. Parry report of August 8-10, 1976 is not in File Nos.
134-74-R, 135-74-P of BALD. Shapiro & Associates had no prior knowledge of
the report. This report is included as Appendix D. See also Noise Supple-
ment for discussion on page 90.

Comment 7: Here is what I propose: Let's take a reputable and independent
expert, and have him or her survey noise levels in the midst of the property
owned by Raging River Minining Company, and on the front porch of the Guen-
thers, on any reasonably typical day, run the test for twenty four hours -

or for seven consecutive days, or a month if you like - and establish a re-
liable indication of the background noise. I assure you that &7 dBA will not
be approached. But at any rate, re-read the Draft EIS statement on page 18
and then test its veracity.

Response 7: Ambient noise study at the quarry site was conducted in August
of this year by personnel from XKing County Department of Public Health (See
Letter of Comment, October 2, 1979). Sound levels ranged from 36 dB(A) near
the highway to 56 dB(A) near the river. In the front yard of the residence
to the north, noise measures were recorded as 38-40 dB(A) with traffic sound
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peaking at 55-60 dB(A). Ambient sound levels recorded by the five noise
studies were conducted at different seasons, when there are differences

in absorbing capabilities due to tree foliage and river discharge volumes.
The statement on page 18 is in error, and should be 49 dB(A), not 57 4B(A).
See Errata Sheet.

Comment 8: On page 23 of the draft EIS it says that "some human response
may result as a result of blasting.” I am tempted here to summarize in-
formation of which I am intimately aware about the effects of the blasts
on humans in the vicinity. I will content myself simply to ask why it has
not been included in the draft EIS, and insist that it be part of the final
document.

Response 8: Blasting will result in ground vibrations, ground-shock in-
duced air blasts, and associated noise created by the blast and falling
rock debris. The combined effect of groundshaking and noise on human
response 1s variable, depending on distance to the source and personal
health histories. The Draft EIS recognizes that some human responses may
occur.

Comment 9: Since the draft EIS introduces the topic of the effects of
noise on the human population, I contend it should not be only confined

to blasting, but must include the entirve range of noise. As I observed
earlier (when the previous draft EIS was available for comment) there is

an extensave, professional literature on the effects of noise on human
beings, and in this instance we have the added good fortune (so to speak)
of being able to collect and present information on actual, rather than
hypothetical, impacts. Why does the draft EIS not present such information?
Is that not misleading, to omit that kind of record and data?

Response 9: The effects of noise on human responses have been outlined

by the Envirommental Protection Agency and State Department of Ecology.
Continuous noise at high levels is not only irritating, but it can cause
damage to hearing or otherwise affect health. Excessive noise above 80
decibels can cause hearing loss. Noise above 55 decibels can interfere
with speech communication, and noise above 35 decibels can cause sleep
interference. Other physical effects from continuous and excessively loud
noise can result in blood pressure increases, and heart rhythm changes.
These reactions are usually temporary, but may become chronic., While en-
vironmental noise alone probably does not produce mental illness, the con-
tinual bombardment of noise on an already depressed person cannot be help-
ful. Stress is a factor in mental illness; noise can create stress--a
reaction to a person's inability to cope with tensions of daily living.

Comment 10: The issue of berms as a device for reducing noise levels was
dealt with at Zength in the proceedings before the King County Hearing
Examiner. Why is this effect and impact omitted from the draft EIS,
while all kands of information, much of it highly dubious, is ancluded7
Is not Mr. Parry's contention sound, and in keeping with known prtnctples
of human response to noise?
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Response 10: If there is a barrier alongside a roadway, or if the roadway
is depressed, there will generally be a reduction in noise levels. The
effect of the barrier is different for cars and trucks because of the dif-
ferent noise characteristics and will vary depending on the type of barrier.
Sound barriers can be constructed of boards, sheets of wood or metal, or
masonry. Walls of earth and piles of materials can also serve as sound
shields. The earth berm alongside the access road and a sight-sound

shield along the bridge will create a general reduction in sound level.
Barriers have been designed to provide attenuation over the range from 5

to 15 dBA, with the median value being 10 dBA. The 15 dBA value represents
the maximum practical design limit. The attenuation provided by a barrier
is dependent on the geometry of the source-barrier-receiver system.

Comment 1l: The King County Hearing Examiner previously concluded that a
quarrying operation so close to residences would be an "incompatible"” use
of land. At that time no one thought about the risk to life from flying
debris. However, when Raging River Mining Company was operating Fred Hobbs
and two workmen at his home were very nearly killed when a large rock was
blasted from the quarry and struck his house. His home, by the way, is a
fair bit more distant from the site than some other residences, including
that of my rvelatives. The incident was promptly, fully reported to the
County.

Why is thts matter not treated in the draft EIS? On what grounds is such
a manifest threat to public safety omitted from the document? HNot only
ought the physical threat be included, but the psychological effect on
people living in the vieinity, who have the most manifest reason to fear
for the safety of their persons and property if a quarry operation resumes
in such close proximity to their homes, deserves comment.

Response 1l: It is understood that the subject was brought up in the hear-
ings, however, there is no documentation in the file that could be addressed.
Guenthers stated that the rock was four inches in diameter and resulted in
damage to siding.

Comment 12: If my memory i¢ correct of earlier testimony and informationm,
this draft EIS suggests an average operation (150,000 tons/year of rock
removed) about 50% higher than that previously proposed. It states that
this involves a "rate of removal of 50 truck vound trips/day." (Page 1.)

The report must take a figure which represents the maximum, and test it
against standards. For a relevant source, I suggest Raging River Mining
Company provide the figure of the largest number of truck-trips they ex-
periences in any given day, and in any given hour, as a basis for the cal-
culations.

Response 12: Please refer to Response 1 concerning the rate of extraction.
Assume a 13 ton payload for a single truck and 22 ton payload for a double.
At 50 truck trips per day, this would amount to between 169,000 tons/year
(single only) to 286,000 tons/year (double only). A 50 truck trip day
represents one truck every 12 minutes for the hours of operation. Market
demand for construction materials is the greatest influencing factor on
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operations and cannot be reasonably predicted. However, the summer months
are the most productive construction periods. The maximum truck trips
recorded in any one day was 229 trips in July 1976. This unusual demand
for riprap was for emergency repair work on I-90 near Issaquah. Monthly
average daily trips for 1976 during this period were below the proposed 50
trips/day. In all fairness, to evaluate noise generated by the quarry
operations, one should also consider minimum days (2-3 truck trips). In
reference to noise levels (Table 2) created by truck traffic, the average
travel time for trucks entering or leaving via the access road is 52.8
seconds. If one assumes maximum (continuous) flow of truck traffic either
entering or leaving for one hour (approximately 60 trucks), noise levels
would be equal or greater than 64 dBA for 18 minutes. This does not take
into account the noise berm.

Comment 13: '"Past litigation" is treated in a severely limited and inac-
curate manner. It is untrue, to begin with, that no litigation is pending
relating to the legal nonconforming use status. I believe the report would
be enhanced, and the understanding of the reader would be illuminated, by

a reasonably thorough summary of the recent legal history of the site.

Response 13: These comments have been incorporated into the final EIS as
Section C, Additions and Changes to the Final EIS, page 24.

Comment 14: The matter of the community's water supply is constantly omitt-
ed or glossed over in these draft EIS's. It is of course an important matter
for the people living there, to have a secure source of water. On page 40
the report seems to have equivocating comments concerning the security of
the well, which seem to imply there is no problem, though it is conceivable
there could be a problem, depending on various circumstances including cas-.
ing, soil conditions at the site, ete. No where does it say that the one
man, a professtonal driller who dug the well, who specifically knows the
character of the well and the soil conditions, has testified that in his pro-
fessional judgment blasting at the Raging River Mining Company's property
will jeopardize the well, and hence the water supply.

Why are the authors of the report wmwilling to report this fact? On page 40
they even make reference to Mr. Cannon's testimony, but only for the purpose
of giving the flow of the well. In short, they have the one, best source of
specific information about the well, but do not present it. Why?

Response 14: R. J. Cannon in his letter to Mr. Guenther (Exhibit #42) states:
"In our opinion, there is a strong possibility that- extreme shaking of earth
could disturb a flowing well to a point where if a possible cavern has been
washed out beneath the pipe a cave-in could result.” He also indicated that
approximately 10,000 cubic feet of sand was discharged from the well during
the first week after drilling. It is assumed this sand was discharged through
a cavity in the sand substrate. The well is drilled to a depth of 385 feet.
An artesian flow of approximately 125 GPM taps the aquifer located approxi-
mately 200 feet deep. Mr. Cannon does not indicate in his letter that blast-
ing would directly jeopardize the well.
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Comment 15: Page 41 provides another example of a completely misleading
statement. It seeks to make a case that there is commnity support for the
quarry proposal by referring to letters to Mr. Sand, expressing "A variety
of opinions”, dated June 28 through July 11, 1977. I believe that refers
to a period of concerted effort people associated with the proposal made

to find sympathizers.

Response 15: The above letters to Mr. Sand refer to those received by
Building and Land Development as requested, for comment to the previous
Draft EIS, issued 10 June 1977. See comments to the June 1977 Draft EIS,

page 87.

Comment 16: On page 37 of the draft EIS it says, "Questions concerning the
possible impacts on the groundwater aquifer in the valley, from blasting of
the andesite rock, have been raised. In response to this question, the blast
consultant (Shannon and Wilson, personal communication) indicates that very
little or not [sic.] effect would occur to the aquifer from blasting (see #8,
Risk of Explosions or Hazardous Emissions).” The point of the passage seems
quite obscure, and ought to be clarified.

Response 16: According to Shannon and Wilson, whom are certified engineering
geologists, the maximum peak intensity of seismic energy created by a blast
was 0.26 inches per second (ips). This represents approximately 8% of 2.0
ips which is considered to be the threshold in which structural damage could
occur. The well is cased, and therefore would not suffer wall collapse.

The level of the groundwater table would not be affected by blasting. Water
is transmitted up the well by overpressure, creating an artesian situation.
Shannon and Wilson indicated that blasting would not effect the well. A sig-
nificant earthquake in the area, however, may result in a temporary disrup-
tion of flow.

Comment 17: When the authors of the report come face-to-face with facts
that they find awkward, they go to absurd lengths to try to evade or obscure
them. [Take the issue of property values, for instance. The report says
"The presence of the quarry may effect land values in the area." (Page 6,
emphasis added)

I suggest that some professional appraisers be retained - independent per-
sons, not beholden to the applicant - and asked to assess the value of the
properties with and without the presence of a quarrying operation such as the
one proposed. There is simply no plausible question that values will be
effected; the only rational question is to how great a degree.

Response 17: An appraisal of the subject properties was conducted by Yerkes
and Associates. The general conclusion regarding property values is as
follows: '

Since, no clear comparative sales pattern can be established show-
ing possible affect of the alleged problems on property values in

the vicinity of the guarry, and the future operation of the quarry
is unresolved, any assessment for loss in value as a result of the
alleged noise would be strictly subjective and unwarranted.
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Therefore, since the comparable market data available does not re-
flect any adverse influences, or is inconclusive, the subject pro-
perty has been valued as if the alleged noise problem does not
affect value.

Comment 18: Similarly, with reference to taxes, on page 52, please add es-
timates of tawxes that will be lost to the County due to the effects of the
proposal on neighboring properties.

Response 18: This evaluation cannot be determined in regards to response
17, In all fairness, however, it should be stated that the neighboring
property owners have not sought the reinstatement of higher tax assess-
ments following closure of the quarry in 1977 (see Response 11, Olen V.

Andrew) .
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Gladys and Elmer Guenther

Comment 1l: Turning to page 17 of the EIS, we find five noise studies listed
and 1t is stated that they are carried out at the site. The most important
and elaborate study made by our noise expert, Mr. Hugh Parry, and several
supplements have been omitted.

Response 1l: This report and supplements are included in the Final EIS as
Appendix D.

Comment 2: The omission of these noise studies show that the noise section
of the EIS is so imeomplete that it invalidates any conclusion which have
been drawn from the five studies and completely nullifies the letter from
Towme, Richards and Chaudiere, Inc. :

Response 2: The conclusion of Towne, Richards and Chaudiere, Inc. is that
"there is insufficient information to determine whether noise from the pro-
posed quarry operations would comply with King County and State of Washing-
ton noise limitations contained in King County Ordinance No. 3139 and WAC
173-60." The noise section of the Draft EIS attempted to present the data,
results, and conclusions of the five presented noise studies and to deter-
mine what noise levels could be expected from the proposed action.

Comment 3: "The frequency of blasting is relatively low, with a predicted
occurrence of twice a week." This statement is utterly irresponsible.

From our experiences, we have records to show that the mining company blas-
ted as frequently as six times in an afternoon.

Response 3: The proposed rate of extraction of rock from the gquarry could
be accomplished with an estimated blast frequency of two per week. Excep-
tional demands for rock, such as for flood relief, may require greater
blasting frequencies over a short time period. Quarry operators do not
deny that more blasts have occurred in the past. These additional blasts,
which are significantly smaller (approximately % to % stick dynamite), are
set to dislodge rock material created by the initial blast that would
otherwise be hazardous to safe quarry operations, and to reduce large
blocks of rock to a workable size,

Comment 4: The EIS says no positive determination can be made from exis-
ting data from the effects on the nearby well. We have a letter from the
drillers of this well, R. J. Cannon, that there is definite danger of
caving due to the blasts.

Response 4: R. J. Cannon, in his letter (Exhibit #42), states: "In our
opinion there is a strong possibility that extreme shaking of earth could
disturb a flowing well to a point where, if a possible cavern has been
washed out beneath the pipe, a cave-in could result." No mention of blas-
ting is mentioned. It is doubtful, based on Shannon and Wilson's study
that blasting could create extreme earth shaking.

Comment 5: Limiting hours of business will not be undertaken unless moni-
tored and enforced by the County.

84



Response 5: The applicant has proposed business hourxs from 7 a.m. to 5
p.m. to mitigate the noise impact after 5 p.m. From this operation, the
maximum permissible sound levels established by Ordinance 3139 must be
reduced to 10 dBA between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. weekdays. There are no re-
strictions that limit the operational hours of a business unless it is not
in conformance with the designated ordinance.

Comment 6: Quarry trucks are a serious driving hazard on a narrow two-lane
highway with many curves (Preston-Fall City Highway).

Response 6: According to King County Division of Traffic and Planning, the
Preston-Fall City Road can safely accommodate the truck traffic which would
be generated by the proposed gquarry, and the sight distance and turning
movements at the intersection of the A.R. Carmichael Road with the Preston-
Fall City Road will be adequate if a 35-foot radius is used at the inter-
section.

Comment 7: On page 27 it states ...'"presently no litigation pending rela-
ting to the legal nonconforming use statue." [This is not true as the non-
conforming use statue is now on appeal to the State Supreme Court.

Response 7: This comment is incorporated in the Final EIS as Section C,
Additions and Changes to the Final EIS, page 24.
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LETTERS OF COMMENT TO THE

JUNE 1977 DRAFT EIS
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Comments to the June 1977 Draft EIS

Letters of comment have been received from public agencies and interested
parties in response to the Draft EIS of June 1977. Building and Land De-
velopment has requested that an amended Draft EIS be prepared and recircu-
lated for public review. These comments raised by public agencies and
interested parties have been taken into consideration in the preparation
of the revised Draft EIS, issued August 30, 1979. The following list con-
tains the letters received:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Washington State Highway Commission

State Department of Ecology

State Department of Fisheries

State Department of Game

Puget Sound Air Pollution Control Agency

King County Department of Public Works (2 letters)
Fall City Business and Professional Associates
Fall City Chiropractic Center - G. L. Townsend
Parson Bros. - Famon Parsons

Lewis P. Stephenson

W. E. Lierley

Ellen M. Lierley

Robert M. Bauman

Carol and Chuck Roddewig

Elmer L. Guenther

Olen V. Andrew

Emory Bundy
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ERRATA SHEET
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ERRATA SHEET

Modifications to the text of the Draft EIS in response to comments are as
follows:

bPage

4., D, Mitigating Measures, Water

Page

Change Figure IIT to Figures IVa and IVb.

6. Population/Housing and Community Attitudes

Page

Change second statement to: The presence of the quarry would decrease
land values in the area.

18. Existing Conditions

Page

Change first sentence to: When the quarry is not operating, the back-~
ground noise levels are generally higher than 49 dBA limit established
by the noise ordinance (rural source, rural receiving property), be-
cause of noise from the Raging River and traffic on the Preston-~Fall
City Highway.

35. Air, Mitigating Measures

Add the following: Control of air pollution from rock processing
equipment shall meet, but not be limited to, prescribed sections of
Regulation I (PSAPCA). These include hooding of dust emission points
on belts, transfer points and crushers and ducting the collected air
to a bag house or water scrubber, or application of a water or chemi-
cal mist near emission points.
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Appendix D

Noise Studies

Noise Investigation, Quarry Operations, Raging River
Mining Company; Peter A. Breysse, October 17-19, 1975
and November 3, 1975.

Noise Study of Proposed Quarry Operation at Raging River;
Hugh J. Parry, Noise Consulting, January 14, 1975.

Noise Level Study, Raging River Quarry, operated by
Raging River Mining Company, Preston-Fall City; Donald
R. Lehman, King County, May 3, 1976.

Noise Investigation, Raging River Mining, Inc.; Peter A.
Bryesse, January 29, 1976.

Sound Level Survey, Raging River Mining Company; Peter
A. Bryesse, Octobexr 10, 1977.

Raging River Quarry Noise Measurements; Hugh J. Parry,

August 8, 1976, with supplements to noise measurements,
September 10, 1976.
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NOISE INVESTIGATION
QUARRY OPERATION
RAGING RIVER MINING COMPANY

Continuous monitoring of noise was accomplished from 1200 on October 17, 1975
to 1000 on October 19, 1975 and from 0800 to 1530 on November 3, 1975.
The following equipment was utilized:
1. Bruel and Kjaer Microphone amplifier 2603
2. B & K 1 inch condenser microphone with wind séreen
3. B & K Statistical Analyzer 4430
4. B & K Level Recorder - 2305
5. B & K Pistonphone (all equipment was periodically calibrated)
The monitoring station (Figure 1) was located approximately 90 feet from

the bank of the Raging River and 50 feet from the centerline of the quarry

‘access road.

RESULTS

Noise levels recorded on the strip chart were evaluated on an hourly basis
such that for each hour, maximum, minimum and average levels were determined. An
attempt was also made to note the number of vehicles passing on the Preston-Fall
City Highway and those vehicles passing the monitoring station that utilized the
quarry access road.

On October 17, 18, and 19 (Table 1) the minimum noise level (background river
noise) was 46 dBA. At no time during the working day, 0800 to 1700, did the
average hourly noise levels exceed 54 dBA while the maximum noise level due to
vehicles operating on the Preston-Fall City Highway was 73 dBA during the same
working period. During 0700 until 1700 on October 18th, all vehicles passing
the monitoring station on the quarry road were counted. One hundred and sixteen
vehicle passages were noted with the maximum noise levels ranging from Z?;fo 82 doh.

Most of the high noise levels resulted from vehicles bouncing over the road surface.

21



During the hours of 0800 through 1530 on November 3, 1975 (Table 2) the -
hourly noise level averages ranged from 54 to 56 dBA. It is interesting to
note that the minimum noise level due to the river was 53 dBA. On the otherhand
.the maximum noise level was 71 dBA.
A statistical analysis {Table 3) indicated that during the 7.5 hours of
monitoring 13.5 minutes exceeded 60 dBA and during 1.5 minutes of that time noise

levels ranged between 65 and 70 dBA. There was no measurable time over 70 dBA.

CONCLUSIONS:

As the result of this inQestigation along with the results of a previous
inVestigation, tﬁere is no doﬁbt that the quarry can operate within the
Maximum Environmental Noise Levels adopted by the Washington State Department
of Ecology (Table 4). )

It should be kept in mind that the measurements recorded in this investiga-
tion were taken dt a distance of approximately 50 feet from the centerline of the
ﬁuarry road. The nearest house is probably 100 to 150 feet away from the road so )
that the maximum noise levels at the nearest house resu]ting.from—vehicles operating
on the quarry access road would be 5 to 8 decibels lower. In any event certain
precautions can be taken to 1e§§en the impact of the peak noises. These precautions
included:

1. Instruct drivers on procedures for m{nimizing noise levels while operating

on the quarry access road.

2. Imbrove access road to minimize vehicle bouncing noise.

Furthermore, if after the above mentioned precautions have been carred out and
added noise control is deemed necessary, then a barrier or berm can be constructed

alongside the access road facing the residences.

Respectfully submitted,

(e € oo

Peter A. Breysse
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. TApL® 1.  NOIDE MEASUREMENTS
RAGING RIVER MINING COMPANY

TIME SOUND LEVELS dBj NO. VEHICLES ON
@-ﬂ“l?) -MAX. MIN.  AVE GUARLY ROAD,
|200-1300 13 46 st |
- Y3%00- 1900 o ©3
[4oo- 1S00 9 $3
| ISo0- Yoo ) | Sy
lboo-1To0 70 S
1T00-1000 19 5o
|Bo0-1900 60 So
900- 2000 - 66 - S0
2w00-Uo0 bbb | 49
Uoo-2wo bl 49
Lo-Boo o4 40
21300 -2e0 {2 48
2We0-000 09 49
0100-0wo b3 47
O00- 0300 (2 41
0390 -0do0 b0 41
- 0400-0500 o 47
- 0%00-0680 70 , 49
0600-0700 7§ 49
0700 -0800 (8 S |0 MAX SOUND LEeVELS
09m.0900 6% 54 10 % mauaEd From
09%-1000 70 S¢ b | 1+t 8rdva.
1000- 1160 (9 ) G4 \S
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SOUND LEVEWS dBA

TIME
3-18-18)  MAX. MIN.
100- 1200 & (8®) 4b
1200- 1300 11 (19)
1300- |400 G4 (82)
{400- |Soo 06 (80)
|So0- lboo (S (80)
lboo-1Too 70 (99)
\700-1800 (9 -
1800- 1900 — (9 (1)
1900 - 2000 70 (®))
2000-"2100 4
92100 - 2200  bb
2200-2300 (4
2300-2400 0l
(8- 19-1%) '
2¢00- 0100 (9
0100- 0200 bl
0200 - 0300 14
QRoo- (Moo bo
0400 - 0S0 0 09
0Soo- 0boo 70
0000 -0Too (9
0100-0800 (7
0800- 090 (9
0900 -1000  7]0

ANE,

53
49
S4
S5

SO

S0
So

50
So
49

49
ae
49

48

48
47
47
4
49
49
5)
51
50
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L TABLE 2. NDISE MEASUREMENTS “ !
RAGING RIVER MINING COMPANY

TIME SOUND LEVELS dRA. REMARKS. -~
(11-3-15) MAX. MIN. AVE. »

0800 - 0900 ) 53 Sb OVERCAST

0900- 1000 ol Sk SCATTERED SHOWERS.

1000 - 1100 10 N 56

1100 - {200 0 v 54

12.00- 1300 1 E S¢-

1300~ 1400 61 i;.f 5S

|400- 1S00 10 oL 5S

1S00 - 1S30 ©S ¥ SS

o

TABLE. 3 STATISTICAL DISTRIBUTION ANALYSIS
CHANNEL dBA RANGE TME

~ HouRs - MIN,
\ <40 = -
2 40- 45 - ~
> 4sS - S0 -
4. So- &S 4 3S
=3 S5- 6o 2
b 6o - 65 - |2
1 b5- 1o - .S
8 Jo0- 1S - -
9 15 - 8o - -
10 go - 5 - -
¥ §S- 90 - -
12 290 - -
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TABLE.4  ALLOWABLE NOISE LEVELS
DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

MAX 1MUM PERM\SSIBU&‘ ENUVILON MENTAL NOISS \
L EVELS. -

EDNA OF NOISE SOURCE ~ EDNA OF RECEIVING PROPERTY.
CUSS A dbA  CLASS B dBA (sS4,
CLAsS 4 (REesDaTiAL) 55 57 bo
- CLASS B (CommeRriaL) 57 6o b5
CLass ¢ (INDUSTRIAL) bo | S 7o

———. -

EPNA - ENUVIRONMENTAL DESIGNATION FOQ NOISE
ABATEMENT BEING AN AREA OR ZONE
WITHIN WHICH MAXIMUM PERMISSIBLE NOISE
LEVELS ARE ESTABLISHED

NOISE LEVELS MAY BE EXCEEDED FOR RECEWING
PROPERTY BY NO MORE THAN

| . 5 dRA FoR A TOTA\_ OF 1S MINUTES (N ANY
ONE HOUR

il. 10 dRA FOR. A TOTAL OF 5 MINUTES (N ANY |
ONE HOUR.

. 1S dBA FoR A TOTAL OF 1S MINUTES (N ANY
ONE HoyR.
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" 4, INTRODUCTION

v‘,,i
R

ijA ptudy of the noise from quarrying operations at Raging River has been performed.

L) Thig study shows that previous studies by and for the Raging River Minlng Corpor-

L'”r
'nf ation have been inadequate in defining the impact of quarry noises on nearby

[N

i residences, A comparison of existing noise levels around the Guenther and Andrew
[ ]

;i:residences with estimates of noise levels from all quarrying operations shows
that there will be a subgtantial increase in ambient noise levels and that

- {f;‘
3%¥§Federal and proposed State noise level standards will be exceeded.

“ o

A _ég_ 4 = Applicant asserts that the proposed development or its use will not

increase the existing noise level—of the area. In explanation, applicant
states that, "A quarry operation must create.-noise, however =--= the effect
; : of the noise will be held to a minimum. Addit%onally, the rural nature of

:; - the site and the lack of popuiation in the area minimize any adverse ef-

‘1§ects of noise levels."

The above statements are unclear and misleading. The result is only to
"1 say,; in effect, a quarry must make noise, but not any more than necessary
and since not many people live nearby the effect will be minimum, and

_hence there will be no noise. The fact is there will be noise, the noise

necessary to quarrying, and it will have an effect on the existing noise

'3/1 ' ~ levels and upon the people living nearby. These facts are demonstrated

-4 'S

in the present report sections, "Noise Estimates,” and "Criteria."
}:1;. o ! 100
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o
ARy 2y

RSSO |

- -




A
. ,’l

',,"i,ff‘.;mbit # 05 - Noise Investigation ;
”ﬁ;pomments: ! ‘3
:§§;P&Sé 1y Third paragraph: Barrier effect of gravel pile. Noise reduction of a - . ;
ig_. | barrier depends critically upon line-of-sight (L/S) distance betweenff"ff: ' 5
- ' source to barrier and depth of break in 1/S path created by the barrier. |
;f 'Barrier noise reduction ﬁiminishes with increased L/S distance (Ref. 1), |
Lo : ~ . .

‘ﬁF'Page 1, Fourth paragraph: Noise levels measured.on the riverbank are inappropriate . .,

in the present case since homes are located an- appreciable distancelfrom‘iﬁifﬁ:

3 the bank, Measurements made by HJPNC on 12-31-74 show that noise 1evels.ggi E ;
| ;}’due to the river are,Sé dBA and 50 dBA at side ana front, respectively}?éil'ﬁf; y
;;;qf 0. V. Andrew residence. Also, noise level of the river will change‘?7‘
"asviéh flow condiéions. I -
éﬁ%%?ags 2,.First paragraph: People do noﬁAlive on the bank of the river, Their - 4' L
: : ?: homes are 25 to 75 feet back from the bank and‘are shielded by the bank;v}; o

on the height and 1/S placement between the crusher and residences.

.~ " The exact amount is impossible {o predict. ‘ i"J;

[
L
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Effect of 250 foot rock face —
' Blasting noise —

,2'Rock drill noise

*Truck noise

Bridge and road construction noise-(\;3 n

o ) Y []
Hoise criteria

tﬂﬁ.'13. Noisse resulting from the operation of the subject property
i{f(c;ushing, blastlng,»quarrying) shall not exceed 62 dBA as measured

fjlf:pm any point along the Raging River.

Exhibit #05 states that noise from quarrying crusher operations will .
be 66 - 68 dBA at 800 feet from the crusher. The nearest point on

'4 the river is 700 feet from the initial crusher location where the levels

2'i<" would be about 1 dB higher than at 800 feet or about 67 - 69 dBA, These

Exhibit #07, Letter from Albert E, Teller, President of Explosives Internatlonal,
to Mr. John Preibe of Redmoor Corporation.

X"
Paragraph 3 = #Confined" blasting

1':\Commentz If all explosives are in well packed boreholes, the noise from blasting

:ai;;ﬂ‘xi_ iis probably negligible., However, in the case of a blowout or when ﬁsing

)
t

oy 102
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‘levels are 5 - 7 dBA higher‘than the 1imit set by the above addendum, <




a detonating cord even when covered with several inches of sand or dirt

will produce noise levels of 130-140 dBA peak at the nearest residences,

-

1" Exhibit #10 =Letter to King County from Raging River Mining, Inc.

1 : . : ' : o N

f?_Paragraph 3 « Explosives will be used to dislodge rock from the wall and break‘%mf.";'
bl - 4% into workable size,

[ ° . '

Syl . - P

'. types of operations are capable of producing 130-140 impulse peaks at:;;.

S ."‘ :‘ “;A 2 Lo i'-.4-"'-:. ,',, R ’ . ! I
w510 - the nearest residences, . ¢ L ytler ¢ - A
oL N . . FE VS . ' . [

Coiiar - i T

! 3 . . .
N A . . !

4

1

trucks (up to 80,000 # gross weight),

L afbus
1§ 5 2

‘gz S N - o ' .

~-""‘"q' Pi\’. ) *

L}

i&ﬁiﬁCommentx These equipment items will produce noise levels between 73 and 79 dBA

i r'.K_\'fn_W : .o | | |
Uit ST

134

N 'T’fgj,at the nearest residences. Rock drills are among the noisiest types
Pl ’ U . - .

“}‘of construction equipment. They rank second in level only to pile

i

" drivers. (See Figure 1 from U. S. EPA report). ‘

ngaragraph 4 = "e==, most all noise will be funneled up rather than out,"

LS

¢ This statement would only be 'true if the operations were located in

aragraph 4 = Operations will: use compressors, rock drills and heavy duty deiselnLi-,'

-
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Jﬁlwfﬁhibit # 12, "Vibration Damage"

1;ﬁhﬂf ' : ' .' ‘ i

.ﬁk,fhge 54 - Human Response

8,

-

Pl . IR 5
¢ﬁ! 'Ihxagraph 4 = "=== the average person can feel vibrations from one-hundredth i 'f
.-to one-thousandth of the magnitude required to damage homesi hence it v '
~is not difficult to understand the concern of individuals when they ;j '
can "feel" the vibration, ===
1'.‘;," . ‘
7, - ) 14_
l’\ ,
iy 143 !;'t:"v.—ii v A . . . . . : ) -
I}ﬂﬁT ' - ,
AgﬁiEComment:'Statement contradicts Exhibit #07 statements by Mr. Teller that, "Some
f.use of detonating cord will be used, but any surface work will be
> '371 covered with layers of dirt to eliminate the noise of detonation.” - .

" Further, tests by New York State Demartment of Transportation show limited
~§:}1 noise reduction by use of dirt coverings with resulting peak levels
:'5of up to 142 dB at 200 feet. These are equivalent to 130 dBA peak at .

the nearest residences. - . . ' ST
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" UNACCEPTABLE . NORMALLY UNACCEPTABLE

g¢;]Exceeds 80 dBA 60 minutes/24 hours Exceeds 65 dBA, 8 hours/24 hours

" ﬂl

oF . or |
f*ExQeeds 75 dBA, 8 hours/24 hours ~ Loud repetitive sounds on Site.:j-} 3
(Exceptions are strongly dlscouraged ~ (Approvals require noise attenuationjf:j,7;¢1
":3§and require a 102(2)C environmental ﬁeasures, the Regional Administrator's i

o

1;.“pstatement and the Secretary's concurrence and a 102(2)C environmental

'* approval,) " statement.)

-

"e== the degree of annoyance experienced from intrusive sounds depends

[

R upon the noise level increase above pre-existing levels as well as

'5¢}¢upon the existing levels,=e==

" “Some consideration should be given to additional abatement measures -

'~f‘ dBA. If the increase is over 10 dBA, the impact is considered serious

and warrants close attention,™

105

or alternate routing or compensation if the range increase is 5 = 10 - s

P




N """ .
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency - "Levels Document,” March 1974
' ! "

\' R
i ¢

41”

"Pagea D}O = 318 L widesbread complaints may be expected when the normalized
{ value of the outdoor day-night sound level of the intruding noise
‘th'exceeds the ambient noise by approximately 5 4B, and vigorous com- ;'"

' munity reaction may be expected when the excess approaches 20 dB. f-~lb}‘y

sound level values alone total 15 dB; i.e., Quite suburban or rural 1{7f'
i f; community (remote from large cities and from industrial activity apd:lf ;
.* " trucking), + 10 dB; No prior experience with the intruding noise, = '

| + 5 dB,

%;S§ate of Washington, "Proposed Maxlmum Env1ronmenta1 Noise Levels"‘
g : , -

('ff the physical effects are the possible psych01°gica1 effects. P8y0h01081031

. -3

‘l reactlons, similar to physical responses, involve a multiplicity of .

~ frequency, intermittency -- as well as the inappropriateness of the ~.'

Btimulus, interference with speech communications, and the unexpectedfi

",; ness of the noise. The type of noise, rather than the intensity, is

106 .

L‘ u l:, . ""

Environmental Designation. of Source‘_';-? " Residential Maximum Noise Levels . ,
~ (42A) A
LM, A (Quiet & Residential Areas) I - ¢ T L
(Industrlal Areas) | ‘-”" “f'q‘v . o 55 . f;

factors which vary with the characteristics of the sound - its 1ntensity,.g?”“




——— -

- usually the deciding factor in influencing emotional reactions. A

- e —- o,

sudden scream, a grating piece of chalk, and a dripping faucet -- all
’ involve different yet characteristic emotional responses., Unfortunately,
' our Jmowledge has not yet reached thé point where the complaint threshold if T
aﬁ.,iggf“asaociated with a given noise stimulus can be predicted with any degreq' v
. of reliability; the variations of human £esponses are simply too great.v
,Fuxthermore, we are totally ignorant of the overall long-term effectis

to our physical and psychological.well-ﬁeing from these continued

annoyances, "

i .
.

Location . '?'.' " Noise Source Noise Level '~ .
(dBA)

45" from River Edge at

side of house . ~:5~. ‘ River ' 56
) A

\_ga“, . A

I%zéndxew Residence _Front of house : ., . ' ... River ] 50 .

PR . RTINS C a 3 . e T

w@'ﬁndrew Residence 15! from river . = * River ' 63 LT
AT ‘ : L b R e '
wﬁif , S : ' \
& Guenther Residence 15' from river ; . River 64

‘0¥ Bridge |, U Riverbank S e River 65 :

E& 5@! NOISE SOURCE ESTIMATES FOR QUARRY AND CONSTRUCTION OPERATIONS o : f ‘ k
R } ) - . o N :‘
}ﬁéwﬂé;y 'Q ”- s \vﬁ . , ‘ e f&,{ .
;fﬁfx hﬂ&uck Noise (@ 50 ft): Reference 2 shows that 96 percent of all trucks over:f{f;itﬁﬂ

"; 26,000 pounds are deisel. Six-axle weight 1imit in Washington is 36,000 . .' .
" pounds, The 80,000 pound load limit for quarry trucks mentioned in Exhibit

vl # 11 must be for Class 9 or 10 (six-axle truck + trailef).

VIR | 107 .



'Range of deisel truck noises - 78 to 92 dBA (@ 50')

" Mean of deisel truck noises -~ 84.7 dBA (@ 50')

"' Therefore, truck noise at the nearest residence (200') = 85 = 6 = 79 DBA

1;7(25 :ound trip oferations per day).

A.} B
R

[ Y

Construction Noise (all pertinent equipment on.site)

Leq (dBA) @ 50! Leq (dBA) @ 200!

,éf-ﬂf'?ﬁ ‘ o D e (nearest residence)
,2"}'Ground Clearing o '  ;f;I {“, 84 78
jﬂ; Excavation . ’~,“'}-" ”iiiﬂ;; 5 : 88 "5‘ﬁf82“ { 
fﬁleoundations ll - "."88 SR 82.5
;i??'Erection ,;’ _ v-5' ;3*f:j’,' 79 13
:uW:(See:Table I-a from Reference‘4> l.‘f;f'
e . ' IR PR -

4
~

%" 80-°= 98 DBA @ 50' (from Reference_4).h Levels at nearest residence (850') .

e . B ¢

5 w111 be 55 - T3 dBA.

i

. From Reference 8: Peak noise levels from primacord or dynamite blowouts

" range from 140 = 150 dBC @ 200'. Reference 6 shows that dBA % dBC - 5 for

S

' # 05 data and private communication from the State of Washington, Department

of Ecology staff.

]
L
1 «
SR 108
o L G-11

_impulses, Therefore @ 800", blowouts™= 130 = 140 dBA (nearest residence).lﬂff:}ii
. E.' Rogk Crusher Nojse : .
,'57?_-? Estimated crusher noise level at residences = 65 - 66 dBA based on Exhibit o f?f;
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ol 6, prscusston . . - .
u&}vgﬁ' ' A !
n i'ﬂeview of the case file discloses eeveral inherent self-contradicting statements, ’
4’}-4’ '

kkﬁlt is believed that these significantly reduce the credibility of the contention

that existing ambient noise levels will not be affected. The noise studies { o

LI
-jﬁ?’performed for the application are vague as to the implications of quarrying

J.

&3 noiees and fail to address noises from construction, transportati on and blasting
%u
\4%3and drilling operations.

b |
{Tnghe exhibits fail to cite any noise criteria, Federal and proposed State as =

; ?&well as published literature indicate that all of these criteria would be ',“}Fﬁng,gJ#f‘i

”m;.aexiously exceeded by the quarrying operatlons. . o e I

7;1 Existing noise levels around the nearest residences are now oetween 50 and 56

«%ideA, whereas the 63 « 65 dBA levels exist only within 15 feet of the river bank
: -*

| f

iviﬂeound spreading losses, The latter depend on the ratio of distances betweenAllii: o =

- ‘ i i y

éﬁ gtwo points. Thue, the level at 60 feet from a source is 12 dB lower than at

:‘S

ot o ma i’ e b g

1 H concwsmy v

e G e e B s 4 20

. l

Quarrying operationa at the proposed Raging River site would create construction, -

transportation, blasting, drilling, and rock crushing noises that would be audible

at the nearest reeidences near the Raging River and would violate Federal and Ly
. ""..~ . “
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. 1. CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE RANGES

o From "Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations," U, S, EPA Report
: number NTID 300.1, 12-31=71 . :
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i~TYPICAL"RANG€s OF NOIS; LEVELS | AT CONSTRUCfION sxrss NITH A E
.50 dB(A) AhBIENT TYPICAL OF SUBURBAN RESIDENTIAL AREAS h

= a3 Industrial d
T T o7 Parking Garage,
& O0ffice Build- | ‘Religious, = T e s
.. ing, Hotel, * Amusement & . Public Works
‘ : ‘Hospital Recreations, .Roads & High-" -7 7 .27 o
Domest1c Schoo] Public Store, Service ways, Sewers, . .77 7 -
Housing WOrks_ .- - Station and Trenches S

RN § SR S ¥
Ground . .-8§ , ig ?g
Clearing | '103 1122 123

'BN .T.EnefgihAQerage dB(A)
-8 . "~ Standard Deviation
lOU ) ’ul“::‘«;’ NPL ‘ “'_;‘,. o -

e iean

TTT

qEnergy AQérave dB(A)
grstandard Deviation
CNPL i o=

| 88 75
+Excavation - 8 ° )
© .- .109 __.111‘ -

o - 88 ff:Energ§_Aﬁéraée dB(A)
8 ° -Standard Deviation

- 81 81
Foundations 10 17 =07
107 12u_»;;.

’175n;08 ‘

. .:»81_ 65 87 75 8l ‘,72 "?i;fQ ‘:78 N Energy Average dB(A)
Erection- 10 9 . 6 2 4 9 7 ~--9 11  Standard Deviation
07 87 99 719 - 107 91 - - 0103 108 ;_NPL il

TifEnergy Average dB(A)
'-:Standard Dev1ation
NPL et T

"};sé
1

Finishing

[ - All pertinentiequipment present at site i
. Il — Minimum required equipment present at site. " T

R Rt
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F*om “No:.se from Construction Equipment and Operatlons, U. S. EPA Report No. NTID 300 1, 12-31-71




;- REFERENCES AND BIBLIOGRAPHY . o .

_"Model Studies of Acoustic Barriers," -James E. Masiak, Masters Thesis,

MIP Department of Mechanical Englneering, August 1973,

’i"Transportation Equipment Noise Controls," . Environmental Protection -
Agency, Proposed Standards for Medium and Heavy Duty Trucks, Federal

Register, Wed., October 30, 1974. {”

SN e
B e ) .

2

- ®

PR
S

oy e . . IR

: »iéé" ‘il!‘:l
ity \(7
T

d
1['}

Viksne, Ao, "Measurement and Reduction of Noise from Detonating Cord Use

Bureau of Mines I 7678, 1972 LRy

n e \l( I . ., . . o e A 5
. v L MR B

a.ﬁ'navid E. Suuronen,

. -1
ott.

Y

"Noise Me;surement from Dynamite Blasting," Proceedings'

. of Inter-Noise T4, Washington,.D. C., September~October 1974. o
a';A ¢ e "'.'",‘..""' ",






&

RECEIVED
KING COUNTY ZONING &
SUBDIVISION EXAMINER

MAY 51975

P.M,

TR 313 1415]
A

NOISE LEVEL STUDY

RAGING RIVER QUARRY
OPERATED BY
RAGING RIVER MINING COMPANY
PRESTON-FALL CITY

- 7

Donald R. Lehman, Manager
Certified Safety Professional

‘éjéfé?;A)/E?chg(
el

2= 1
Tenin

May 3, 1976
r':')(/(/ #00@

.
=
L
~“'.~ -
-~ - H .
- . N
e e Bt e
- i : ..
o e R I
- A -~
IR _ -
PR .
. s .
"I/‘\;,' LT
g cen. T :
'/ * e . .
4 -: . - .

H-1



RING COUNTY | s‘*‘: |

SAFETY & WORKMAN'S COMPENSATION -
'MEMORANDUM

Te: Bruce C. Laing, Examiner, Zoning Dets: May 3, 1976 19

From: Donald R. Lehman, Manager

Subject: Noise Evaluatlon, Raging River Quarry, Preston-Fall City Road

At your request an evaluation of existing quarry noise levels was made to
determine the noise intrusion impact the operation has on surrounding multi-zoned
properties with consideration for the additional noise impact to be expected through
increased activity if a zoning change is approved.

Equipment used during testing included:

(1) Bruel and Kjoer, type 2209, Impulse Sound Level Meter with a type 2306
B-K Level Recorder (logarithmic Potentiometer) 50 dB adjustable range .
with wind screen. e

! X

(2) Bendix Sound Level Meter SLP-21, range 25-130 dB (ABC scales).
{3} Dwyer wind meter. : t
NOTE: The sound level meters used during testing were calibrated prior to

use and were re-calibrated several times during pressure reading proccdures A
to ensure accuracy of data collected. ‘

~ All records were taken under cloudy conditions with winds recording less than
5 mph. Sampling was terminated with onset of rain except for sampling continued from
the Andrews property after a sprinkling type rain started.

Quarry operators, John Priebe and Dennis Dougherty offered their cooperation
by allowling me to take readings 50 feet from various quarry equ1pment Results
were as listed:

OPERATING EQUIPMENT AT 50 FEET

Loader, front end, articulating 84 dBA
(Model 998 caterpillar)

Crusher, rock 85 dBA
Rock Screen, Hewitt Robins 85 dBA
P and A Grappler loader 78 dBA
6-wheeler dump truck, diesel (empty) 86 dBA

ADDITIONAL DATA COLLECTED

(1) Ambient river sound levels 2 feet from water edge produces a steady e
67 dBA, masking almost all quarry sound. Readings were taken on SE i
property 10 feet from the bridge. Ambient river levels produced 53 dBA o
on SE property {Gunther property). Ambient river levels 30 feet inside
SE property on lot #34 produced a steady 54 dBA.

{(2) The front end loader operating inside the quarry produced 54 dBA 90
feet inside SE property (on lot #28).

(3) Loaded double-axle dump truck leaving the quarry produces 89 dBA on
the edge of SE property situated parallel to the Carmichael Road. It
should aise be noted that trucks take 47 second to travel from the

114H -~



To: Bruce Laing Page 2
From: Donald R. Lehman May 3, 1976

(4)
(5)

(6)

N

(8)

(9)

bridge over Carmichael Road until they enter the Preston-Fall City
Road. GCenerally, 6 seconds are consumed while trucks wait to enter
the Preston-Fall City Road after stopping for the stop sign. Empty
trucks into the quarry produce an average of 86 dBA from the same
position. ~

According to Mr. Priebe, the average truck traffic will be approximately
50 round trips per day. Truck trips in the past have ranged from 25 to
115 round trips into the quarry per day.

A bulldozer pushing rock off the face of the quarry produced 63 dBA at
a position 100 feet inside the quarry parallel to the SE property.

For information, a jet aircraft flying high overhead produced 70 dBA
on SE property.

Readings were taken at the northwest corner of the Andrews home while
machinery was operating in the quarry. Levels were 3-4 dBA less at
this position than the 59 dBA observed on the Gunther property April
23, 1976. ‘

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency "Environmental Noise Standards"
are informational only and may be used as a guide by state or local
noise abatement activities. The EPA insists the guidelines are not to

be interpreted as a requirement established on the Federal level. The
"rules' therefore do not apply in this case. -

WAC 173-60, effective September 1, 1975, administered by Washington
State, Department of Ecology (DOE) entitled Maximum Environmental Noise
Levels is the predominant code applying in this case. Several important
requirements pertaining to the quarry operation which effects residential
properties are listed and will be referred to in the summation of this
report:

DEFINITIONS:

EDNA: Environmental Designation for Noisc ‘Abatement.

Class A Property: Land where humans reside and sleep.

Class B Property: Commercial, recreation, entertainment.

Class C Property: Industrial.

115 =~ /
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EDNA OF NOISE SOURCE

WAC 173-60-040

EDNA OF RECEIVING PROPERTY

CLASS A CLASS B CLASS C

CLASS A 55 dBA 57 dBA 60 dBA
CLASS B | 57 60 65
CLASS C K 60 65 70

NOTE: At any hour day or night limits for A or B may not be exceeded for

receiving property by more than:
(A} S5 dBA for a total of 15 minutes in any one hour period; or
{(B) 10 dBA for 5 minutes in any one hour, or

{C) 15 dBA for 1.5 minutes in any one hour.

EXPLANATION:

(1) A Class C property (Industrial) defined as noise source may not
exceed 60 dBA to a Class A receiving property except for duratlons
as listed in {(a), (b), and {(c) above.

(2) A Class B property (Commercial) defined as the noise source may
not exceed 57 dBA to a Class A, 60 dBA to a Class B, and 65 dBA
to a Class C, etc. except as noted in (a), (b) and (c) above.

WAC 173-60-Q50 EXEMPTIONS (7:00 a.m. - 10:00 p.m.)

{A) Sound caused by maintenance.

(B) Sound caused by blasting.,

" (€) Others, and

(D) Motor Vehicle noise regulated by WAC 173-62, operating on a
public highway and motor vehicles operating off public highways
except where sound is received by Class A EDNA's (residential

propertiesj.

NOTE: A public highway is defined as a right of way of any "way' maintained

by state, county or city {(WAC 173-62-010).

{10} King County proposed Ordinance No. 75-566 entitled "An Ordinance

relating to Noise Control: providing for administration. definine
offenses and prescribing penalties should be considered 1n tlnns matter.
Section 5 (e) limits sound intrusion into a residential district to

57 dBA if the sound source is a commercial property and 60 dBA if the
source is an Industrial property. Section 6 (B) may create greater
limitetions than the EPA standard and certainly Section 6 (a) will have
heavy impact on the weckend operation of the quarry because of the

10 dBA reduction over weekday allowable levels.

SUMMARY -
1.

Sound intrusion into Class SE {Class A EDNA) residential properties
measure 86 dBA caused by unloading trucks travelling Carmichael Road
into the quarry. On the trip out, sound levels measure 89 dBA. Measure-
ments were taken on both the Merz property {(lot #28) and the Russell
property (lot #26). Both parcels are classified as SE residential
(Class A EDNA).

1le
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To: Bruce Laing .
From: Donald R. Lehman —

SUMMARY {Continued)

2. . At the height of the operation approximately 150 trucks may run in
and out of the.quarry in one day. 150 trips with an average of 87 dBA
X 41 seconds X 2 ways = 12,300 scconds (3.42 hours) per day with noise

intrusion into SE property in excess of 86 dBA alongside the Carmichael
Road.

3. The Carmichael Road does not meet the definition of a Public Highway
since it is not maintained by State, County or a municipality and
therefore does not enjoy the higher allowahble sound levels listed in
WAC 173-62 "Motor Vehicle Noisc -Performance Standards."

4. Since the Carmichael Road is not classificed as a public highway as
defined, then it must be classified as cither an FR (Forest-Recrcation)
or an SE (Residential) property as was pointed out by Richard Elliott,
Deputy Prosecutor in his report datcd October 30, 1975.

Sound levels intruding onto a residential property trom an industrial property
may not exceed 60 dBA except for ar additijonal 15 dBA during l% minutes of any
given hour.

CONCLUSION

1. Truck traffic will introducec an average of 87 dBA onto SE residential
(Class A EDNA) properties bordering the Carmichacl Road for up to 3.42
_hours per day. Maximum allowable noisc intrusion at peak is 75 diA A
for not longer than 1) minutes in any onc hour or 12 minutes during a - -
regular 8-hour working day. A - ‘

2. Birms will not effectively rcducc the lecvels to an acceptable pressure.

3. The present quarm r sound levels intruding into SE residential propcrtles
are at the maximum levels allowed.

RECOMMENDATIONS | . S

The request for reclassification should be denied based upon excessive sound
intrusion onto residential properties caused by truck traffic passing through SE
land via the Carmichael Road. Anticipated Jevels will he 1700.% greater in duration

and at least 10 dBA higher than thc highest intermittent peals allowdd under present
state law.

i ]

| / 77
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NOISE INVESTIGATION
RAGING RIVER MINING INC.

At the request of John Priebe, Raging River Mining Inc., an
investigation (May 15, 1975) was conducted to determine noise levels
associated with operating large trucks to and from the quarry site at
Raging River,

Instruments:

B & K Precision Sound Level Meter Type 2204 with
wind screen

General Radio Sound Level Meter Type 1565 with
wind screen

Both meters were calibrated before and after this
survey utilizing a B & K pistonphone

Noise Measurement - Redmond Sand and Gravel Co.

One of the proposals that was presented at the last hearing to
provide protection from noise of passing trucks was to locate a berm
8 to 10 feet high alongside the road facing the homes. A question
was raised regarding the effectiveness of such a barrier.

In order to determine the value of such a berm a pile of gravel
approximately 8 feet high (see photos) was located at the Redmond Sand
and Gravel Company (Figure 1). The following vehicles: -

Truck . Load
A - 1974 Kenworth (10 wheeler - 10 yards) 76,100#
B - 1970 Kenworth (10 wheeler - 10 yards) 78,500#

were utilized to run back and forth past the berm while noise measurements
were conducted at two locations.

Results (Table I) indicated that at 50 feet from the center of the
road Truck A reached 77 to 80 dBA while accelerating to 15 MPH and
73 to 75 dBA while cruising at 12 MPH. Truck B cruising at 12 MPH
reached 76 to 77 dBA,

At 50 feet from the berm while passing in back of the berm Truck A
resulted in noise levels of 55 to 58 dBA and Truck B 65 dBA. At 125 feet
in front of the berm Truck A reached 54 dBA and Truck B 61 dBA.
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Noise Measurements - Raging River Quarry

" At the guarry, noise measurements were taken at two locations

(Figure 2) closely approximating the location of the nearest residence
on the other side of the quarry access road.

Results (Table 2) indicated that at 140 feet from the center of the
road and 75 feet from the river bank {location Y) noise levels from the

passing unloaded trucks ranged from 60 to 65 dBA and at location X66 to
67 dBA.

On the other hand the same trucks loaded while leaving the area

resulted in noise levels ranging.from 64 to 71 dBA at location X and
55 to 65 dBA at location Y.

Vehicles passing on the Preston-Fall City Highway resulted in noise
levels at location Y of 56, 63, and 65 dBA. The background level at this
location was 54 dBA.

A D-8 tractor while operating at the quarry resulted in a 2 dB
increase at location X over background of 56 dBA.

Noise levels resulting from the operation of a rock drill on top of

the cliff produced 80 dBA 75 feet from the drill and 50 dBA at the quarry
level.

Conclusions

Traffic noise from vehicles pass1ng on the highway already result in
noise levels at some of the residences in excess of 60 dBA. If results.
during this investigation can be considered as representing typical vehicle
operations then with the 8 to 10 feet berm the addition of 75 trucks
entering and leaving the quarry per day will not 1ikely produce any
appreciable increased noise impact on the residences in the area.

(itin s frraryoe
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. TABLE 2, NOISE LEVELS - QUARRY
RAGING RIVER MINING INC,

T TRUCKS UNLOADED - ENTLY Ro4D TO QuARLY

T CK Loc4TION X ? Y
A 66-61 dg4 60~V dRA
R -6 dBA  (0-GS dBA

T TRUCKS LOADED - ENTLY RoAD- LEAUING.

Tuck LOCATION X Y
A - Tyoooif , 4-TodBA SS-6S dBA

B - S, 0004 ¢y 71 dBA SS-b6 dBA

T TRuCks PASSING ON_HigHWAY ~4SHKPY

Thu LoCATION X Y
A 61 66
B 70 |

E \IEHtCLES PASSING ON H(&H(A/AY LOCATION B Y

CAR S db4
T b dBjA
T 4 dp4

BAKGROUND S& dBA

M D-& TRACTOL - OFEIATING IN QUARRY -LoCAaTioN-X
TRACTOIL OVERATING - S8-59 84
TRACTOR, NOT OPELATING (LNCH) 57 A BA

TL o DriLL
ToP OF CUFF - From DLl Bod.B4
BOTTOM 0F QuAnLY S0 dBA
E-_3120
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FIGURE 1. LOCATION OF SAMPLING POINTS
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(RAGING IVER MINING (NC )
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TABLE 1 NUISE LEVELS BERNE
REDMON( SAND AND GRAVEL 0.
(RAGING RIVER MINING INC.)

T 50 FT. FROM CENTER OF ROAD - NO BERM - TRUKS LOADED

TUCK A ~ 16uPH (ACCEENATING ) 17-8odbA
A ~ LMpPH 73-15 BA
B ~ ILMPH 2617 cIBA
1L, 50 FT. Fnom BERM - EXHAUST OPPOSITE SIDE - TRUCKS LOADED
Thucl APPRoACH BEHIND REWLM
| A - SS- SG6 dBA
A GS clBA S® dBA
B 1L R4 S dbs
B C o deA (5 dBA
T 15! FroM BERM - EXHAUST OPPoSITE SIDE - Thucks LOADED
TRUK ~ BEHIND BERM
A S3
A | S4
B o
B &l

TV 50 AND LT FLOM BEMM - EXHAUST FAUNG BELM: TRUGS UN(o
TUUL A (3 & & dsa (50') L0~ 63dps (LT
| B 0S-70 db4 (s0) oL~ 6o dRAQLS)

. LoapeER OPENATING. LOADING Thwu (L
IS To 70 FT B~ 81 dBA.
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Sound Level Survey
RAGING RIVING MINING COMPANY

At the request of Mr. Priebe a sound level investigation was conducted at
the Raging River Mining site.

Sound levels were determined utilizing a Bruel and Kjaer Type 4426. This
instrument was calibrated before and after the investigation. The instrument was
set to respond every 0.1 secs for a predetermined period of time. When sound levels
for individual vehicles were determined, the instrument, for uncoming vehicies, was
started when the truck entered the access road from the highway and was stopped
when theJthicles reached the loading site; for trucks feaving, the sound Tevel
monitor was started when the vehicles left the weigh station and was halted when
the vehicles were approximately 200 feet along the highway.

Except for the measurements conducted during lunch, the following equipment-
was operating:

1. D-8 Cat. - pushing rock over face
988 Loader - dump rock over side
956 Loader - feed crusher, load trucks

. P & H Grapple - breaking rockery rock, load trucks

T B W N

Crusher - making rock

6. Misc. dump trucks

Three locations were selected to make the meaﬁurements. (Figure 1):

1. Fifty feet from the centerline of the accéss road and at the right-of-way
marker.

2. Fifty feet from the centerline of the river directly opposite the
Gunther home.

3; Two hundred feet from the highway and 50 feet from the center of the
access road. Note at this location the microphone was placed 10 feet
above the ground since the sample site was lower than the surface of

the road.
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‘Sound. Level Survey ' : Page 2

Raging River Mining Company

Results:
Location 1

A series of 3 samples were collected from 10:20 am to 11:00 am. During
the initial measurement (Table 1) three trucks passed the sample site and
one aircraft overhead was noted. Sound levels ranged from 58 dBA to 74 dBA
with 87% of the time sound levels being 60 dBA and less.

From 10:30 to 10:46 (Table 2) the sound levels ranged from 46 dBA to
84 dBA. During this sample period a lowboy truck entered the property to
remove a piece of heavy eQuipment. The horn from this vehicle reached 84 dBA.
Three other trucks and one aircraft were noted.

A third sample from 10:50 to 11:00 am was determined (Table 3). During
this period sound levels ranged from 56 dBA to 74 dBA.

Location 2

| At 11:15 a ten minute sample indicated a range of sound levels from
54 dBA to 62 dBA. Two trucks left the site during this period. During the
Tunch period with all of the equipment idle two five minute samples were
collected. For the first 5 minute samb]e noise levels from 46 dBA to 58 dBA
were determined. During the second sample period sound levels were a steady
56 dBA. These lunch time measurements were indicative of background sound

levels resulting from the river.

Location 3

Tables 5 and 6 are results associated with the operation of the various
trucks. For incoming vehicles from the time they either stopped or slowed
down to enter the acﬁess road until they reached the loading site took on the
average one minute (two vehicles A and E), Vehicle C was not included in this

determination.
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" Sound Level Survey ' ' " Page 3

Raging River Mining Company

The average time of traverse from the weigh station to 200 feet along the
highway for four vehicles (B, D, F, G) was also one minute.

The highest sound level measured resulted from truck C, a county truck,
and was 80 dBA.

The average L]0 for the two incoming trucks was 69.5 dBA and the averége
L]0 for the vehicles leaving the site was 69.4 dBA. The LN signifies that N%
of the time the sound levels will be greater than the N value.

During the sampling period at location 3 the D-8 was operating at the face
approximately 1/2 the way up. Sound levels (Table 7) during this period ranged
from under 46 dBA to 70 dBA. With the D-8 operating back from the face the sound
levels ranged from 52 to 58 dBA.

In order to obtain a backgréund sound level at this location all of the
opgrating equipment was halted for 10 minutes. During this period sound levels
ranged from 46 dBA to 62 dBA. Unfortunately a motorcycle was oberating on a lot
directly across the highway from the‘access road when these measurements were

obtained.

Discussion:

Sound levels determined at location 3 best represents the potential sound
impact on the adjacent properties. The major source of sound ét this location
is the various vehicles utilizing the access road. The maximum noise 1eVels from
the geven vehicles passing station 3 was 80 dBA with the highest L]O being 75.8 dBA.

ane again reviewing past reports along with the results from this investigation
it can be concluded that all of the quarry operations are within the present State
and County noise standards.

If the access road is considered public then the only regulation that must

be followed deals with noise levels emitted from the vehicles measured at 50 feet
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Sound Level Survey o Page. 4

Raging River Mining Company

from the center of the lane of travel according to the following criteria:

Under 35 MPH Over 35 MPH
Vehicles over 10,000 # . 87 dBA 90 dBA
A1l others 77 dBA

No difficulty in meeting the above regulation should be edtquntered.
If the access road is considered a private road then the following standard
is appropriate:

Nearest Property Line

Rural to rural ~ 49 dBA
15 min/hr. 54 dBA

5 min/hr. 59 dBA

1.5 min/hr. . _ 64 dBA

_As a private road controls would be necessary and would include:
1. Instruct drivers on procedures for minimizing noise levels while
operating on the quarry access road.
2. Improve access road to minimize vehicle bouncing noise.
3. Construct a noise barrier or berm alongside the access road facing

the residences (from Fall City Highway to river).

Respectfully submitted,

url e

Associate Professor
(October 10, 1977)

PAB:rl
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- PGURE 1A ‘SOUND LEVEL MEASUNLEMENT
| | SAMPLE LOCATIONS

RAGING RUIVER. MINING (OMPANY

avod ALID VYL “NoledUd __—
o
:
!
".’J

ALG 31,1977  10US AM To 2130 M -
STILEAM Flow ~ MODENATE |
WEATHERL - WARM - SUNNY - Bigl CLouds - LIGHT WINDS
EQUIPMENT OPERATING |

D-8 CAT. PuSHING RoCK OUED FACE

08B LOADED - DUMP DoCK OVENL SIDE

96b LOADEL - FEED CRUSHER- LOAD TRUCKS

. PAND H GRLAPPLE- BREAKING RockENY RocK.- LOAD TRUCKS
CRUSHER - MAKING Rock,
MISC DUMP TRUCKS.
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T IABLE 1

(0220 AM

dBA
Lic 63
Lso 39.5
"Lgo 990

NO. TRUCkS,

ENTEIYNG
LEAVING
AINCNAFT

SOUND LEVEL MEASURREMENTS,

LouTioN L

RAGING ZIVETL MINING CoMPANY

| (bSdRA)

129

TmE {041 SET)

(OMIN, SAMPLE dB4.
. 5% 441%
bo 8od
b2 467
64 126
b S
b9 24
10 35"
72 33
14 S$3
10 0
JNGLE PoupsLE
- -
2. (Gravel) -



TABLE 2 SOUND LEVEL MEASUREMENTS
LOUATION 1

RAGING RIVEQ MINING COMPANY

10:40 AM b MIN. SAMPLE dB4  Time (Ousec)
dBA 4k 3
Lio ©9.3 48 3
Lso (08 50 2
90 58.5 52 fas
| 54 1
TRUS SINGLE  Doupe Sb 4-4
ENTEIUNG, { S8 420
LEAVING 2 (Gavey . bo TJo8
ANCIAFT t b2 559
LowW BoY ENTERED TO NEMOVE b4 {63
PIELE OF HEAVY EQUIPMENT bb 14|
HOoRN - B4 dRA. 69 |S0
10 82
T2 14
14 S
10 30
18 S
80 9
B2 13
94 14
D6 0
8 0
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- Time(£)

0.1
0.1
L2
4o.
20.0
1S.1
4.5
3.9
4.1
2.2
2.0
.8
1.0
0.l
0.2
0.3
0.3



 TABLE 3 SOUND LEVEL MEASUREMENTS
LoCATION 1

RAGING RIVERL WMINING COMPANY

10150 AM 10 MIN. SEMPLE diA TME(0ASEQ)  TIME (%)
o | £ 369 b
dBA. 58 4080 68.0
Lio b2.> bo 919 1€.2
Lso 9.0 62 281 4.6
Lgo SB.3 6a = O4 | 4
- b6 (oo (.6
| % 17 (.2
TRUCKS SINGLE  Double - To 20 0.2
ENTERING \ 12 2.1 0.2
LEAVING ) 1 14 38 0.%

ANMCUAFT 1 | 70 o) 0



" TABLE &

~ (LuncH TimE)

SOUND LEVEL MEASUREMENTS

LOATION 2
RAGING RIVER MINING COMPANY
LIS 10 MIN. SAMPLE dBA
-/ 54- 23
| BA 56 bS8
Lio 59.3 So 4-1779
| Lso £8.S | 60 126
1:8 9
TRUES SING LE |
LEAVING 2.
. Hl?@ TWO S MIN. SAMPLES. ST SAMPLE

des  TIME(Ousec)  TIME(Y)
46 2 -

49 3 -
So 4. ON
Y 13 04
S& 392 RS
Sh 2423 80.b
58 9 2.9
Lo S1
Lso | $6.S
Lgo SS.8

AIRCUAFT -00dR4

132
~ -G

TME (o sec)  TIME(L)

0.2
21. b r
©9. b
2.0
0.1
o

IND. UMPE
TIME(I e TiMe(

{ - .
2999 100
O o)
517.3

ST.o
56.S

NO BIRCRAFT



. TABLE §

LoCATION -3
RAGING RAVER MINING LOMPANY

SOUND LEVELS - Thucks

INCOM ING TR

Thuce LFaying

E\;‘Et swate B | sinete (arave siNGLE (counTy) sl&fé%@&néom@
8 onsee | o lorse [T sk | TYF [ I ] THE
o | 13 5.0 5 0.1
8 36 | Sb Z 0.3
co | 4l 64 2 0.S
52 | 206|322 | 2 0.3
54 bl 9.5 59 | g1 | 81 1S.0
Sb | 29 | 45 | 139 |05 | 19 34 | 1S (3.9
S8 | 22 | 34 | 1St |22 | 33 | 229 | 13§ | 25
50 | 41 73 1ol 148 | 18 | WS | 13 135
6 | 41 64 | b1 | 9.9 12 83 | 35 6.S
w4 |40 | 62 | 10 | (0.3 o | 69 | 35 6.S
% | 11 26 | 65 | 9s 8 | SS | 2 3.9
58 S | 07 S 01 8 Ss | 22 4.0
70 S 0.1 S 0.] o S.S 52 | Op
72 l ol | § 0] 8 5.5

14 <. | 0] 6 | 4.

76 S | 0] 6 4.

78 | | 0% 6 | 4l

80 Z 1.3

TAL | 639 679 144 $37

1o 4.3 CoS 5.9 10.0
Lso 53.9 (0.0 62.S S%S
Lgo 48.3 56.3 57.8 5S.%



. TABLE &

| QOUND LEVELS - TRUCKS
LOCATION -3

RAGING RUVERL MINING C(OMPANY

134

B [ e O S AP N N A
T A A PR R AR PR A
W
48
5o
52
Sq. .

S6 o 29 | 15 | 132 | 93 | 1S.6
se | 14 |13 | 191 | 348 | 81 | do
oo jos 19.1 s4 9.5 | U8 9.8
62 | 43 | 18 | 41 | 83 | 1t | 203

7 S Y 9.2 31 6S | 39 b.S
b | So | 9. 34 | 6o | 49 | 82
b9 b2 | 1.3 36 | ¢3 | 30 | So
To 43 1.9 4 1.3 58 9.7
T2 29 53 20 3.S
14 49 89 2 0.3
16 | 25 | 4s _

18
go

0TAL | 547 566 59s
Lio 74.8 T1.3 T10.0
Leo ©s.S £0.S (2.0
L g0 59.0 58.9 57.3




DY W o (RS R T T T A

LOCATION B
RAGING RIVER MINING COMPANY.

EEE I Y S

, SAVLE

g wan s - e me

ALL EQUIPMENT OfEUTING | ALL EQUIPMENT OfSNATING | NO EQUIPMENT orusTN
_ouNd | D-B. ON FACE D-% BACK FRLOM FACE MOTORCYCLE ON’
LEVEL - ~N 4'/7_ WAY U? ~ ‘h_ WAY UP { LoT Acp.oss}
dBA ~ | HIGHWAY
. TivME TIME TIME TIME TIME | TIME
0.1 SEC %o 0,1 SEC Yo 0.1sec % o.
‘4 156 1Sk
48 12 06 |
4p g 0.8 0 o
50 g 0.6 128 12.0
St 253 | 253 12 |2 1382 22.9
54 282 | 282 Gil N 20| 36.0
Sb 169 1.9 311 3| 138¢ 23.0
ss | 89 8.9 bb 6.6 292 | a8
o Y 0.S 26 oS
bl Y 0. 18 0.2
ot 'S 0.S |
7 4 04
- 08 S 0S
1o S 0.S
LTUTAL 1000 | looo booo -
Lio  58.8 1S S1.S
Lso RS §S.% gS.0
Lgo 46.3 4.9 sL.0
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HUGH J. PARRY NOISE CONSULTING  hugust 8, 1976

3060 NE 977TH STREET @ SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 928115 o (206G) 525.6828

RAGING RIVER QUARRY NOISE MEASUREMENTS

Measurements of acoustic noises were made at two sites on properties adjoining
the guarry between 8/5/76 and 8/31/76, The measurements were made witk cal-
ibrated sound level meters and tape recorders and the resulting recordings
were processed with a digital sound level converter and digital computer,

The instrumentation described in Appendix A (attached) conforms to the present
and proposed requirements for environmentcl noise measurements as specified

by Federal, State and local agencies.,
The two sites used in the measurements weres

(1) 50 feet north of the Carmichael Road and 50 feet east of the
Raging River (northeast of the present quarry bridge).

(2) the porch deck at the rear of the Guenther residence (west side
of the residence facing the gquarry). '

The resulting data are shown in Table 1 in terms of the current State of
' Washington environmental noise code (WAC) the propcsed King County noise
ordinance (August 4, 1976 revision) (KC) and the U, S, Environmental Protection
Agency recommended criterion energy average level (LEQ). Teble 1 is organized

in the following way:

PAGE comMy ITEM

1 0 Data Reference Number (Rec. No.)

1 1 Date of Measurement {Date)

1 2 Time of Measurement (Time)

1 3 Length of Measurement in Seconds (Samples)

1 4 Energy Average Sound Level (LEQ)

1 5 No. of Minutes Maximum Allowable (Base + 15 dEA)
was exceeded (Time Over)

1 6 WAC 173-60 Pase Noise Level Limit (WAC)

i 7 Nunber of Dzcibels the Noise Must Be Reduced to
Comply with WAC for the Given Base Level (»R)

1 8,9,10 (same as 5,6,7 for nighttime hours)
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PAGE COLUMN _ ITEM

2 0 Data Reference Number (Rec. No.)

2 1,2,3 §Same as Page 1 = 5,6,7 for WAC in Terms of KC
Time Over) (KC) (NR)

2 4,5,6 (Nighttime KC) (Time Over) (KC) (NR)

2 T Measurement Locations

2 8 * Quarry Activities

The WAC and KC values were-calculated from thé’equation:

T T T
1 + 2 + 3
WAC (KC) = = —
( ) 15 5 1.5
where: T1 = Number of minutes in a one-hour interval that sound

levels exceed the base level by not more than 5 4B

T = Number of minutes in a one-hour interval that sound
levels exceed the base level by more than 5 dB but
not more than 10 4B '

3 F Number of minutes in a one-hour interval that sound
levels exceed the base level by more than 10 dB but
not more than 15 dB

A code violation occurs when WAC (or KC) exceeds a value of unity (one).

Two WAC base levels were used in the calculations: 60 dBA for daytime (0700 -
2200 hours) and 50 dBA for nighttime (2200 - 0700 hours). The KC bases are
3 dB lower since that ordinance provides for one more sensitive land use than
does the State Code including suburban and forest-recreational zonings. These
base values all assume that the quarry property is zoned industrial. If this
is not the case and the property is technically forest-recreational then the
resulting indices would be higher by factors as large as 3 to 5 times those

shown in the table.

'

Table 1 shows that seventeen measurements were made, Of these fifteen were made
on weekdays when there were various quarry activities in progress., Two were
made on weekend days with no quarry activity: Saturday, August 28 and Sunday,
Avgust 29,
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0f the fifteen measurements made during quarry operations, eleven indicate
violations of the State code for the daytime limit (60 dBA) since the WAC
index value exceeds unity (1), Of these, six were also in violation due to
levels in excess of the maximum limit (Base Level + 15 dB)., Of these six,
two were measurements taken at the near-road side and the high levels are
due to trucks on the quarry road. One early morning measurement (1112.03)
violates to an even greater extent because of the nighttime base limit

(50 dBA) for activity before 0700 hours,

A1l sixteen of the measurements show violations using the proposed King

County standards that are 3 dB more restrictive, Sources of noise contributing
primarily to these results include various quarry activities, trucks on the
quarry road, the river, and possibly highway_vehicles. For the two locations
used there was virtually no highway traffic at Site 1 and virtually no audible
highway noise at Site 2, Site 2 1s completely shielded acoustically from the
highway by the Guenther house for all practical purposes. The following’
paragraph discusses the river noise factor and shows that there is no in-

fluence from that source in these measurements.

Note that the two sets of data (1008.10 and 1008.12) with no quarry activity
show average noise (LEQ) levels about 10 dB lower and insignificant WAC or KC
indices., The 10 dB factor indicates that the noise level is about twice as
loud when the quarry is operating as compared to non-operating, Also, 1local
EPA guidelines state that any increase exceeding 5 dBA is considered a signifi-
cant noise impact. These lower levels are due to the river at Site 2. Being

10 dB lower indicates the river contributes less than 1 dB to the data during
quarry operations.,

Some measurements were also made by the residents at Site 2 (above) on

previous occasions using a manual recording technique recommended by the
Washington Department of Ecology. These were made in accordance with my in-
structions regardiug instrument calibration, operation and record keeping usiug
a General Radio Model 1565-B Sound Level Meter and Model 1562 Calibrator,

These were provided to you by my letter of July 22, 1976 and also show vio-
lations of WAC 173-60, the results of those measurements are again summarized

in Table 2 attached.
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From all of these data it is clear to me that the quarry operations are in
violation of the Washington environmental noise code, the U. S. EPA’environf

.. mental noise impact guidelines and the proposed King County noise ordinance.

. Further, it is my personal and professional opinion that the noise condition

created by the quarry is detrimental to the health and welfare of the

residents at the Guenther and Andrew jijjgzﬁgzzik)xij;:ﬁt_~
SIGNED k \A_ALA
" Hugh J

a.n@r

September 10, 1976
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TABLE 1 - RAGING RIVER QUARRY NOISE

BASE €0 BASE 50

Rec., No, Date Time Samples LEQ Time Over*  WAC NR Time Over®  WAC NR
11111.01  8/5/76 0920 3555 59 0.01 0.58 0

11111.02  8/5/176 1020 2600 60 0,01 0.85 0

11111.03  8/5/76 1120 2593 59 0.04 0.26 0

11112.03  8/5/76 0600 3648 61 0.19 1.44 2 3,57 3,22 12
11112.04 8/6/76 0700 3600 63 0.41 2,16 4

1008.02 8/6/76 1000 3600 62 0 | 2.85 3

1008.03 8/6/76 1100 1800 62 0 2.77 4

1008.04 8/6/76 1230 3600 © 63 0.03 3.98 5

1008,05 8/7/76 = 0815 2808 63 0 2.51 4

1008.06 8/19/76 0800 5000 64 0 5.42 5

1008.08 8/26/76 1315 4998 €8 0 13.55 9

1008.09 8/27/76 1600 900 62 0 2.57 .3

-1008.10 8/28/76 0600 3600 54 0 0 0

1008.11 8/28/76 1600 1500 60 0 0.94 0

1008.12 8/29/76 0630 3600 54 0 0 0

1008.13 8/30/76 1400 5000 64 0 5.12 5

1008.14 8/31/76 1135 5000 64 0 5.25 5
NOTES s * « Time in minutes that maximum limit (Base level + 15 dB) exceeded.

LEQ is equivalent energy averaged sound level.
WAC refers to Washington Administrative Code 173-60, "Environmental Noise Limits."

NR values are the number of dB reduction required to meet WAC.
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TABLE 1 - RAGING RIVER QUARRY NOISE (Cont'd)

BASE 57 BASE 47
Rec, No, Time Over* XC NR Time Over* XC NR Location Quarry Activity
11111.01 0.01 2.98 3 Site 2 Quarry Trucks and Machinery
11111.02  0.01 3.44 3 Site 2 " " " "
11111.03  0.04 2.42 2 Site 2 " " " "
11112.03  0.87 1.64 5 4.07 5.66 15 Site 1  Quarry Trucks
11112.04 1.21 4.20 7 Site 1 Quarry Trucks
1008.02 0 6.36 6 Site 2 Quarry Trucks and Machinery
1008.03 0 6.28 7 Site 2 u " " "
1008.04  0.06 8.70 8 Site 2 " " " n
1008.05 0 Te12 7 Site 2 " " " "
1008.06 O 10.39 8 Site 2 Caterpiller and Drilling
1008.08  0.42 26.54 12 Site 2 Quarry Trucks and Machinery
1008.09 0 5.94 6 Site 2 u " " "
1008,.10 0 0.02 0 Site 2 None
1008.11 0 3.59 3 Site 2 Caterpiller
1008.12 0 0.02 0 Site 2 None
1008.13 0O 9.99 8 Site 2 Drilling
1008.14 0.02 10.84 8 Site 2 Drilling

Notes: #* -~ Time in minutes that maximum limit (Base Level + 15 dB) exceeded.
KC refers to proposed King County Noise Ordinance version dated 4 August 1976.




DATE
/ 3/4/16
3/4/76
3/4/76
3/5/76
3/5/76
3/8/76
3/9/76

3/12/76

TABLE 2 - SUMMARY OF MANUAL NOISE DATA

0910

1230

1450

03955

1400

1320

1305

0920

LOCATION

Site 2

Site 2

Site 2

Site 2

Site 2

Site 2

Site 2

Site 2
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AMBIENT LEVEL

(dBA) ‘
55-56
55-56
5556
55-56
55-56
5556
55-56

60-61

WAC INDEX

(Base 60)

2,86
2.85
2.18
3.93
2.91
1.90
2,20

6.51



HUGH _ PARRY NOISE CONSU TING

3060 NE 977TH STREET ® SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98115 e (206) 525.6828

APPENDIX A

INSTRUMENTATION

The basic acoustical measurement system used for acquiring the noise data
is shown in Figures A1 through A4. That part of the system used for acquiring
source noise recordings in the field is shown in Figures A1 and A2, while the
laboratory processing of those recordings is done with the systems shown in
Figures A3 and A4. The basic system shown in the figures include the follow=
ing instruments:

WANG 600-14-TP Computer

General Radio Type 1933 Sound Level Meter

Digital Acoustics DA 100 Sound Level Meter

Digital Acoustics DA 600 Magnetic Tape Interface

Digital Acoustics DA 126 Magnetic Tape Interface

Digital Acoustics DA Direct Interface

Sony TC-126 Cassette Magnetic Tape Recorder

Sony 800-B Reel-to-Reel Magnetic Tape Recorder

B & K Microphone Type 4133 or Type 4145 and Windscreen

B & X Sound Calibrator Type 4230_

General Radio Type 1562 Sound Level Calibrator

Wind Velocity Meter

Sling Psychrometer

Rolatape Measure Master

Tripod

A microphone and windscreen are fitted to the sound level meter during measure-
ments and the entire system is electrically and acoustically calibrated end-to-

end with a sound level calibrator that produces a known acoustic signal at 1000 Hz.

During all recordings the sound level meter is used in the A-weighted, “SLOW" mode
corresponding to the Type 1 standards of ANSI S1.4 (1971) and current and pend-
ing Federal, State and Local Regulations. The digital and analog output signals
from the DA 100 digital sound level meter are either recorded on magnetic tape
via the DA 126 Tgpe Interface and the Sony TC 126 and the DA 600 Tape-Computer
interface in the laboratory, or the DA 100 is directly connected via the DA 601
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interface. All actual calculation of sound levels are performed with the WANG
laboratories Model 600-14~TP Computer from the digitized values produced by
the DA 100 Sound Level Meter.
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HUGH ]J. PARRY NOISE CONSULTING

3060 NE 977H STREET @ SEATILE, WASHINGTON 98115 e (206) 525-6828
October 8, 1976
RAGING RIVER QUARRY NOISE MiBASUREMENTS

(Supplement)

Turther calculations have been made on the basic data given in our report of
the same title dated September 8, 1976 (Lxhibit 67). “The purpose ol these
calculations was to determine the Washington environmental noise limit code
(WAC 17%-60) values for quarry source property zoning of IF-R. ‘The WAC base
level for these calculations is 55 dBA or 5 dB less than used for most of

the index vulues rceported in kxhibit 67. The resulis of these new calculutions
arc shown in Table A-1.

As in Exhibit 67, WAC is the State code index value, NR is the munber of 4B
noisc reduction needed to comply with the code (for WAC to be equal io or

" less than unity), and the number of minutes that the limit value (Buse + 15 dB)

is exceeded for a normalized one-hour pericd is referred to as Pime Over.
Notice that the index value (WAC Base 55) is increased considerably in almost

all cases. In all cases the amount of noise reduction required is essentially

5 dB greater thun for the Base 60 data.

All of these data indicate that for the present actual zoning (F-R) there is
no doubt the code is being exceeded by very large valucs.

TABLE A-1

__BASE 55 _
REC. NO. LOCATION TTIME OVIER VIAC MR QUARRY aACTIVITY
11111.01 Site 2 0.01 5.00 5 Quarry Trucks and Machinery
11111.02 Site 2 0,01 5,66 5 “ " " "
11111.03 Site 2 0] 4,55 4 " " n L
11112.03 Site 1 1.74 1.49 7 Quarry Trucks
11111.04 Site 1 2.06 5.80 9 u n
1008.02 Site 2 0 10,22 8 Quarry Trucks and Machinery
1008.03% Site 2 0 9. %4 9 o " " n
1006,04 Site 2 0.18 1%,668 10 . " " " n
1008.05 - Site 2 0.21 12.02 9 I " 1 "
1008.06 Site 2 0.04 17.61 10 Caterpiller und Drilling
1008.08 Site 2 5.84 32,01 14 Quarry Trucks and Machinery
1008.09 Site 2 o 9.3%5 6 K u v "
1006.10 Site 2 0 0.55 0] None '
1008.11 Site 2 0 5.71 5 Calerpiller
1006.12 Site 2 0 0.72 0] None
1008.13% Site 2 0.12 16.53 10 Drilling
1008.14 Site 2 0.14 16,35 10 Drilling
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HUGH J. PARRY NOISE CONSULTING .

3060 NE 977H STREET © S’EATn_E, WASHINGTON 9B115 e (206} 525.6828

Septemﬁer 21, 1976 v}  , ‘Q.;. ' ”._”_fJJ"'

RAGING RIVER QUARRY NOISE MEASUREMENTS -

(Supplement)

Further calculations have been made on the basic data given in our report of

the same title dated September 8, 1976 (Exhibit 67). The purpose of these

calculations was to determine the Washington envrionmental noise limit code”{lﬁ'&l“

(WAC 173-50) values for quarry source property zoning of ¥-R. The WAC base
level for these calculations is 50 dBA, or 10 dB leas than used for most of .
the index values reported in Exhibit 67. The results of these new calculations
are shown in Table A-~1, '

As in Exhibit 67, WAC is the State code index value, NH is the number of dB
noise reduction needed to comply with the code (for WAC to be equal to or

less than unity), and the number of minutes that the limit value (Base + 15:dB)
is exceeded for a normalized one~-hour pericd is referred to as Time Over.
Notice that the index value (WAC Base 50) is increased considerably in almost -
all cases. In one case (1008,08) the index decreased because most of the noise
levels in that case exceed the maximum limit as can be seen from the fact that
the time over the maximum limit is 51.26 minutes. In all cases the amount of
noise reduction required is essentially 10 dB greater than for the Base 60 data.

All of these data indicate that for the present actual zoning (F-R) there is
no doubt the code is being exceeded by very large values.

»

TABLE A-1
BASE 50
Rec. No. Time Over WAC NR
11111.01 0.06 15.66 10
11111.02 0.38 17.15 10
11111.03 0.23 1%.55 9
11112.03 3.51 3.22 : 12
11112.04 4,68 12.42 14
1008.02 2.66 27.67 13
1008.03 3,03 24,18 14
1008.04 10.38 22.61 15
1008.05 7.58 23,40 14
1008.06 14.24 26,99 15
1008.08 51.26 5.80 19
1008.09 1.59 27.25 13
1008.11 0. 11 18.03% 10
1008.13 12:44 25.45 15
1008.14 10.48 31.46 15
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HUG " J. PARRY NOISE CON"TJLTING

3060 NE 877TH STHEET @ SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98115 @ (206) 525-6828

COMMENTS ON "NOISE INVESTIGATION QUARRY OPSRATION RAGING RIVER MINING.
COMPANY," by Peter A. Breysse, Associate Professor (undated)

INTRODUCTION

Measurement site was south of quarry road. There is no data to relate sound

levels from quarry on south side of road with north side at or near residences.

Acoustical conditions could be quite different due to equipment siting, shield-

ing by cliff and trees. Also, river conditions may be significantly different.

The text refers to continuous noise monitoring from 1200 on October 17, 1975
to 1000 on October 19, 1975; whereas the tables show 9/17/75 = 9/19/75. .

RESULTS
Page 1, Par. 2:

Page 2, Par. 1:

Page 2, Par. 2:

A comparison is made between "average' hourly noise level
and the "maximum® noise levels due to vehicles on the Preston-
Fall City Highway.

There is no technical definition given for “average" or
"maximum®” noise levels. In the literature on acoustics
these are used in a variety of different special ways all

giving different resulting numerical values,

It is difficult to understand why these so-called "“averege"

quarry noise levels are compared to "maximum" highway noise

levels.

States that truck neoise level maximums were 72-82 dBA but
Table 1 states 74-82 dBA. Does not give noise levels for

trucks noted as on highway,.

How was "minimum noise level of river" established separate

from quarry noise with quarry operating?

The statistical analysis was performed only on the data of
November 3, 1975 (Table 2) when the "maximum® noise level

was noted as 71 dBA.. Why wasn't a similar analysis perlormed
on the data from October 18 when the maxima ranged from

72 to 82 dBA, almost 10 dBA higher?
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Also, how were the truck noise levels of November 3 (Table 2)
processed? Are they included on Table 3? Truck noises on
9/18/75 (Table 1 - Cont'd) were 12 - 16 dB higher than the
"maximum” levels reported for 11/3/75 (Table 2).

CONCLUSIONS

Page 2, Par, 3: Given the previous comments, I cannot agiee with the un- .
qualified and unexplained s%atement that "there is no doubt

that the quarry can operate within . . . (WAC)."

. Again:
(a) The measurements were south of the quarry road,

(b) Only the lesser of two sets of noise data were used

to calculate State code indices,

(c) The method for processing truck noise is not explained,
Some procedure is implied because of the low "meximum

levels" shown in Table 2 compared to Table 1.

Page 2, Par. 4: The State code applies to land use zoning not to nearest

residence!

Page 2, Last Paragraphs: What are the procedures for drivers to minimize noise
levels? How many dBA reduction would be expected? How can

these Yinstructions" be enforced or guaranteed?

The use of a "barrier berm" along the side of the quarry

road has been considered previously. It cannot span the
bridge; it must be over 10 feet high because of truck

engine exhaust pipes and is purely speculative because of

the implied overflow of berm material on the suburban property

immediately adjacent to the roadl

411 of the controls recommended in the report relate to

truck noises that were apparently eliminated from the WAC
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estimates of Table 3! This seems inconsistent at least.

Finally, no information is given about the types of quarry
activity occurring on the test days, except to note a large
number of trucks on one day. There is no way to know if
drilling, crushing, rock piling, or loading or any of these
were practiced those days. Since the tests were done for
the guarry operator this daﬁa could have been logged at

the site for correlation with the noise data. This raises
the serious question of whether the tests were made on

days with typical or limited operations. What would a

typical day be like? What would a maximum day be like?

The above comments were prepared by HU

CONSULTING. M
SIGNED

Septembe

J. PARRY NOISE
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