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1 Environmental Summary & Fact Sheet

1.1 FACT SHEET

Title and Description of Pursuant to the Washington State Growth

Proposed Action Management Act {GMA), the Jefferson County Board
of County Commissioners (BoCC) is considering
adoption of eight (8) individual amendment proposals
to the 2004 Jefferson County Comprehensive Plan
and one (1) amendment to the Unified Development
Code (UDC). All eight (8) are site-specific amendment
proposals {one of which is for a Mineral Resource
Land Overlay (MRLO), that comprise the 2008
Comprehensive Plan Amendment Docket, which is the
“Final Docket’ for this year's annual amendment
cycle.!

This document is a combined Staff Report and State
Environmental Policy Act {(SEPA) Addendum for the
eight (8) site-specific proposed Comprehensive Plan
amendments and one (1) UDC amendment.  The
objective of this document is to analyze the proposed
amendments individually and cumulatively with regard
to Comprehensive Plan amendment criteria outlined in
Jefferson County Code (JCC) 18.45 and potential
environmental impacts under SEPA. Adoption of
Comprehensive Plan and UDC amendments is a non-
project action under SEPA and is not intended to
satisfy individual project action SEPA requirements
(i.e., the environmental review needed for future land
use or building permit applications).

Jefferson County Code 18.45.080 (1)(d) specifies that
recommendations from the Planning Department and
Planning Commission, and subsequent decision by
the Board of County Commissioners on these
proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment proposals
will come forward as deny, approve or approve with
modifications.

Following are brief descriptions of each of the eight (8)
proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan
and one (1) UDC amendment that are the subject of
this notice. Each case has a Master Land Use
Application (MLA) file number and Assessor's Parcel
Number (APN) for reference:

Site-Specific Comprehensive Plan Amendments:
1. MLAO08-32; Dave Holland/Davos Capital LLC;
corner of Arabian Lane and Hastings Avenue,
Port Townsend, WA, 14.02 acres (APN 001-
064-002); RR 1:10to 1:5.

2. MLAO08-56; Gioria Brown, Trustee, BG Brown

' The 2008 Comprehensive Plan Amendment Docket was established by the Board of County Commissioners
(BoCC) on July 7, 2008 following consideration of a Preliminary Docket containing thirteen (13) items.
1-1
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Proponent

Lead Agency

Trust (David Goldsmith, agent); one mile west
of the intersection of Eaglemount and Center
Roads, Chimacum, WA; 116 acres (APN 801-
091-010, application under number
801091002); for 80 acres, request is CF 1:80
to RF 1:40; and for 36 acres, request is CF
1:80 to RR 1:20 or AL 1:20.

3. MLAO08-89; Jeffrey and Tamara George; 472
South Edwards Road, Port Townsend, WA; 20
acres (APN 001-191-002); RR 1:20 to 1:10.

4, MLA08-73; James Jackson/Chimacum
Heights LLC; near Chimacum, WA; 120 acres
(APN 801-132-002); CF 1:80 to RR 1:10.

5. MLA08-84; Richard Broders/CMR
Partnership; 0.3 miles down Cleveland Street,
off Oak Bay Road near Port Hadlock, WA: 38
acres (APN 9801-121-001); RR 1:20 to RR 1:5.

6. MILA08-93; James Burnett/Pope Resources),
three miles west of the Hood Canal Bridge
immediately north of Highway 104, and
adjacent to the Shine Quarry, Port Ludiow,
WA 142 acres (APNs 821-324-002, 821-311-
001, 821-291-002, and 821-302-001); CF 1:80
to Mineral Resource Land Qverlay (MRLO).

7. MLAO08-96; Michael Holland/Blue Moon
Investments; intersection of Shine Road and
Highway 104; 0.50 acres (APN 821-333-001);
RR 1.5 to Rural Commercial {Neighborhood

- Visitor Crossroads (NC)).

8. MLA08-101; Catherine Hendy/Gerard
Company; 5411 Center Road, Chimacum,
WA; 8.5 acres and 1.2 acres {APNs 801-102-
004 and 801-102-002 respectively}; request is
to rezone less than 4 acres on the first parcel
from Resource Based Industrial (RBIZ) to
Light Industrial.

Suggested UDC Amendment:

1. MLAO08-389: Removing specific identification of
locations from Industrial zoning references and
changes reflecting the re-designation of the
Center Valiey Resource Based Industrial Zone
to Light Industrial.

The Jefferson County Board of County
Commissioners (BoCC) on behalf of the applicants for
the eight (8) site-specific amendment proposals.

Jefferson County Department of Community
Development (DCD)

Long-Range Planning

621 Sheridan Street

Port Townsend WA 98368

SEPA Responsible Official:
Stacie Hoskins, DCD Planning Manager
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Jefferson County 2008 Comprehensive Plan Amendment Staff Report & SEPA Addendum

September 3, 2008
(360) 379-4463

Contact Person(s):

Karen Barrows, Assistant Planner
DCD Long-Range Planning

(360) 379-4482

or

Joe! Peterson, Assistant Planner
DCD Long-Range Planning
(360) 379-4472

or

Ryan Hunter, Assistant Planner
DCD Long-Range Planning
(360) 379-4464

Jefferson County Department of Community
Development Long-Range Planning

September 3, 2008

For all eight amendment proposals:

» Oral comments are welcome at the Planning
Commission  public  hearing, 6:30 p.m,
Wednesday, September 17, 2008, at the
Washington State University (WSU) Extension
Office, Spruce Room, Port Hadlock, WA.

* Written comments will be accepted by DCD on
behalf of the Planning Commission through 4:30
p.m. on Friday, October 3, 2008. Send to:
Department of Community Development, 621
Sheridan Street, Port Townsend, WA 98368

The Planning Commission will hold a public hearing at
6:30 PM, Wednesday, September 17, 2008, at the
WSU Extension Office, Spruce Room, Port Hadlock,
WA, In mid-November, DCD expects to transmit to
the BoCC a final DCD Stafi Recommendation together
with the Planning Commission Recommendation for
all proposals on the 2008 Comprehensive Plan
Amendment Docket and the one related UDC
amendment.

A legislative decision from the BoCC on each of the
eight (8) Comprehensive Plan amendment proposals
and the one UDC amendment under consideration is
expected sometime prior to the end of the second
week in December 2008. The meeting schedules and
agendas for the Planning Commission and BoCC with
regard to this Docket are available on a Jefferson
County web page dedicated to the 2008
Comprehensive Plan annual amendment cycle
process. This web page can be accessed from the
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Appeal Information

Location of Background
Material and Documents
Incorporated by Reference

Relation to Other Documents

Cost to the Public

Jefferson County website:
http://www.co.jefferson.wa.us.

Issues relating to the adequacy of this SEPA
Addendum and other procedural issues may not be
appealed under the administrative appeal provisions
of JCC §18.40.330. Appeals of GMA actions (ie., a
legisiative decision by the BoCC) are heard first by the
Western Washington Growth Management Hearings
Board.

Background material and documents used to support
development of the Addendum are available for
inspection from 9:00 AM to 4:30 PM, Monday through
Friday, at the Jefferson County Department of
Community Development, 621 Sheridan Street, Port
Townsend WA 98368, (360) 379-4450. Appointments
are welcome,

A series of documents have been prepared by or on
behalf of Jefferson County {o evaluate the impacts of
the Jefferson County Comprehensive Plan and
development regulations (i.e., the Unified
Development Code (UDC) codified as Title 18 JCC),
including amendments to both the Plan and UDC.
These documents, listed in part 3 of this document,
“Supporting Record, Analyses, and Materials,” provide
substantial background information and offer previous
environmental descriptions and analyses. They are
incorporated herein by this reference. The reader is
encouraged to refer to these documents in conjunction
with this document for a broader understanding of the
issues and impacts analyzed.

In this document, descriptions of and references to the
contents of the proposed amendments have been
provided to the greatest extent possible, but do not
include all information from the Comprehensive Plan
amendment applications. For a more complete
understanding of the discussion presented within this
document, the Comprehensive Plan amendment
applications themselves should be consulted.

Copies of the 2008 Comprehensive Plan Amendment
Docket DCD Integrated Staff Report and SEPA
Addendum, or selected pages thereof, are available at
no cost from the Jefferson County Department of
Community Development (DCD) and are also
available for free on Compact Disk. The documents
can he downloaded in PDF format from the DCD web
page dedicated to the 2008 annual amendment cycle
(http:/iwww.co jefferson.wa.us). Copies of this
document are also available for inspection at DCD and
the Jefferson County Public Library at Port Hadlock.
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located further than a half-mile from the proposed irondale/Port Hadlock Urban Growth Area (UGA),
is currently in a deferred forest tax status, and is located outside a community water system service
area. A professional forester employed by the applicant stated in a 2007 Forest Management Plan
submitted to the County Assessor’s office that the property can produce some of the best quality
wood products available in the Puget Sound area today, and that the applicant was committed to a
concentrated effort to produce high quality wood products through state of the art forest
management techniques. The forested property is also located on a ridge visible from public areas,
which the Comprehensive Plan calls to preserve and protect {Comprehensive Plan, OSP 1.2(f), pg.
6-14). Finally, the Comprehensive Pian prohibits the subdivision of designated forest lands for
residential purposes (Comprehensive Plan, NRP 4.1, pg. 4-33). A rezone from Commercial Forest
to Rural Residential could circumvent this provision and undermine the integrity of the
Comprehensive Plan. Therefore, this proposal is not consistent with the various elements of the
Comprehensive Plan.

233.2 Cumulative Analysis of the Request for Change from Forest
Resource Land to Rural Residential Designation

The proposed amendment could cumulatively impact the land use and population growth
projections that are the bases of the Comprehensive Plan. If there are currently more rural
residential parcels than is needed to accommodate the 20-year projected population growth and its
allocation to rural areas, then additional rural residential lot creation may weaken the county's ability
to direct growth to urban areas, as called for in UGA-P 1.5 {Comprehensive Plan, pg. 2-23) and
Board of County Commissioners Resolution no. 55-03. Moreover, approving this proposal could set
a precedent and create further pressure o rezone forest lands, resulting in a cumulative loss of the
county's forest land and impacting the land use and popuiation growth projections that are the
bases of the Comprehensive Plan.

2.3.4 Request for Application of the Mineral Resource
Land Overlay to an Underlying Commercial
Forest Land Designation (1)

Requests for application of the Mineral Resource Land Overlay designation are subject to the
goals, policies, and implementation strategies contained in the Growth Management Act, County-
Wide Planning Policies, Jefferson County Comprehensive Plan, Jefferson County Code and
applicable clarifications from the Growth Management Hearings Board. Applications must be
evaluated using Mineral Resource Land classification and designation criteria set forth within the
Natural Resources Eiement of the Comprehensive Plan {see narrative at pages 4-6 and 4-7; and
NRGs 6.0, 7.0, 8.0 and 9.0, and NRPs 8.1 through 9.2). Relevant excerpts from this Natural
Resources Element narrative and goal and policy language include the following;

Mineral Lands

Classification and Designation of Mineral Lands

Based upon the criteria provided by the Department of Natural Resources, there are three key
issues that

need to be addressed in the designation and conservation of mineral resource lands:

1. Classifying the types of mineral resources that are potentially significant in Jefferson County;
2. Defining the amount and long-term significance of aggregate that is needed to meet the
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demand of
Jefferson County's projected population; and,
3. Determining how to balance a variety of land uses within mineral resource areas.

Future mineral resource lands consist of areas identified with the potential for the existence of
mineral resources. These areas:
» appear to contain the resource, based upon the information supplied by Department of
Natural Resources;
¢ are not primarily within critical areas, for example, high quality wetland areas; and,
o are at least 80 acres in size, of which one forty (40) acre parcel or two twenty (20) acre
parcels are currently vacant.

The criteria used to classify mineral resource lands in Jefferson County were based on the
guidelines provided by the state and an analysis of local conditions. Limited geological information
is available to accurately identify, evaluate, and designate mineral resources of long-term
commercial significance. U.8. Geological Survey Maps and Department of Natural Resources
surface mining data were reviewed to determine current and potential mineral resource lands of
long-term commercial significance.

Based upon this evaluation, and in conjunction with the analysis and assessment of forest resource
lands, a high degree of overlap between lands devoted to growing timber and land potentially
containing commercial mineral deposits was identified. Because of the amount of forest cover and
geology of Jefferson County, most mineral resources are located in forest resource lands,

Therefore, the inclusion of mineral extraction and primary processing as a permitted use on
designated forest land will protect mineral resource lands from the encroachment of incompatible
development, conserve the mineral resource land base of Jefferson County, and allow for its future
utilization by the mining industry. In addition, the County has included in this approach an action
item (item #8, p. 4-40, Comprehensive Plan) to perform an analysis to determine the 50-year
construction aggregate supply, so as to ensure that the lands to be protected will meet the 50-year
projected demand within an economically feasible distance to the market area or areas within
County jurisdiction. This satisfies the GMA requirements o not knowingly preclude opportunities
for future mining and, as the lands are identified, to inform nearby property owners of the potential
for future mining use of these areas in order to prevent or minimize potential conflicts.

The Natural Resource Lands Element and JCC Title 18 identify the extraction of sand, gravel, rock,
and minerals as a permitted use. The JCC provides development regulations for mining activities
such as size, clearing, stormwater controls and protection of critical areas.

The Land Use map of this Plan depicts the locations of existing mining operations which currently
operate under a Department of Natural Resources Surface Mining Reclamation Permit, and
provides an underlying land use designation. The Mineral Lands map accompanying this element
depicts the parcels regulated under DNR permits at the time of the Comprehensive Plan adoption,
although it should be noted that the mining operations for a number of the sites do not occupy the
entire parcel.

The Regulatory Framework for Mineral Lands

Once identified, lands under consideration for commercial mineral extraction must also be
evaluated to assess land use compatibility, economic issues, and environmental impacts. A matrix
{Table 4-3) accompanying NRP 6.2 is provided as a reference point for both the County and
applicant to assess the feasibility of designating and protecting the mineral resource and should be
linked to future land use decisions. Specific areas of review will include, at a minimum, the
following: compatibility with neighboring land uses; noise, traffic; visual impacts; water resources,
including surface water, ground water, and wetlands; soil, including erosion, slopes, flooding, and
contamination; and fish and wildlife habitat.
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Eventually, as the mineral resource is depleted, mining sites are abandoned, or the operations
discontinued for long periods of time. Reclamation of abandoned, depleted, or discontinued mines
creates opportunities for new uses compatible with current, ongoing and reclaimed adjacent land
uses. Reclamation reduces the dangers associated with some types of abandoned mines,
improves the aesthetics of the site, and can create environmental amenities, such as lakes, ponds,
wetlands, and forests. Reclamation is not the restoration of the site to pre-mining topography.

Reclamation plans are required by the Department of Natural Resources and will be considered by
Jefferson County during environmental assessment of proposed mining operations. Policies in this
Plan encouraging reclamation pians will be addressed through SEPA review of mining operations
regulated by the Department of Natural Resources. The State Department of Natural Resources
regulates mining sites of three (3) acres in size or larger.

MINERAL RESOURCE LANDS

GOAL:

NRG 6.0 Conserve and protect Mineral Resource Lands for long-term economic use.
POLICIES:

NRP 6.1  Adopt a final Mineral Lands Ordinance that includes criteria from the Interim Mineral
Lands Ordinance for classifying and designating Mineral Resource Lands of
commercial significance based on physical and topographic characteristics, distance
from populated areas, and the quality of the resource.

NRP 6.2  Adopt a final Mineral Lands Ordinance that includes a process for reviewing mineral
lands designation petitions which assesses the feasibility of designating mineral
resource lands according to Table 4.3, and considers compatibility with adjacent land
uses, economic issues and environmental impacts.

NRP 6.3  Adopt a final Forest Lands Ordinance that includes criteria from the interim ordinance
allowing mineral extraction and the primary processing of materials on designated
Forest Lands, provided that the extraction is conducted under a Washington State
Department of Natural Resources Surface Mining Permit and/or other applicable
permit and is performed in accordance with the guidelines for best management
practices established by Jefferson County.

NRP 6.4  Mitigate conflicts with adjacent land uses by zoning and regulations including
operation, siting, buffering and design requirements which minimize conflicts between
mineral extraction/primary processing activities and land use activities located adjacent
to designated mineral lands. '
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Matrix for Assessing Lands for designation as Mineral Resource Lands

NOT CONSIDER DESIGNATION | DESIGNATION | DESIGNATION
SUITABLE FOR DESIRABLE HIGHLY CRITICAL
FOR DESIGNATION DESIRABLE
DESIGNATION
QUALITY OF Low grade Variable but Deposit made Grade meets the | Concrete quality.
DEPOSIT deposit. located near use | economical to requirements for
area or mine by road construction
processing plant. | upgrading or can be
material, upgraded.
SIZE OF Small deposit. Small deposit Medium-size Large deposit Very large
DEPOSIT (less than 2,000 | deposit. (7.5 million tons) | deposit (10
tons) million tons).
ACCESS More than 20 Distance from Less than 10 Large deposit Within 5 miles of
DISTANCE miles from use use area is miles from the presently beyond | uses area.
FROM area. minimized dueto | use area; economical Adjacent to
MARKET access to alternative hauling distance highway with
interstate. access route to present use access for trucks.
available. areas. Near
highways: access
can be provided.
COMPATIBLE | Adjacent land Scattered Adjacent land imminent No incompatible
WITH use presently development suitable for incompatible land uses
NEARBY incompatible with | within outer development and | developmenton | existing or likely
AREAS mining range of impacts | within commuting | adjacent lands. in the
{appreciable of mining; owners | distance of use foreseeable
residential may not objectto | area. future (adjacent
development mining. land in national
within range of forest, operator's
excessive noise, ownership,
dust, blasting, agricultural land
vibrations, etc.) use).
IMPACT OF Noise level in Noise level in Noise at adjacent
NOISE adjacent adjacent residential areas
presently undeveioped less than 50
developed areas areas would dB(A) due fo
would clearly 1 exceed distance or
exceed /| standards for topographical
standards if /| likely use, but barrier, berm can
mining occurred. use of these be constructed
areas can be easily.
easily delayed or
economical
mitigation can be
provided by
barriers.
IMPACT OF Too close to Blasting no
BLASTING existing ) required;
subdivision, / permanent open
space between
/ quarry and other
uses;
topographical

barrier between
quarry and other
tand uses; only
occasional light
blasting; blasting
compatible with
adjacent uses.
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Comprehensive Plan Table 4-3 continued

NOT CONSIDER DESIGNATION | DESIGNATION | DESIGNATION
SUITABLE FOR DESIRABLE HIGHLY CRITICAL
FOR DESIGNATION DESIRABLE

DESIGNATION

IMPACT OF Only access is Slightly longer Alternative truck Adjacent to

TRUCK local road alternative route route can be built freeway with

TRAEFIC through exists. at reasonable access to site.
residential area. expense;

alternative
transportation
{conveyor, etc.,
can be used past
residential
streets).

VISUAL Mining would Mining activity Some activity Mining activity Activity screened

IMPACT destroy or create. | cannot be visible from can be easily by topography or

screened and residential areas, | screened by vegetation, or
would but no permanent | berms and/or appreciably
permanently alter | deterioration of vegetation. reduced by
landscape. landscape. distance.

SURFACE & Potentiat adverse | Water resources | Limited water No water

GROUND impacts to water | on site and can resources on site resources on site.

WATER resources on site. | be avoided. and can be

IMPACTS mitigated.

WETLANDS High quality High quality Lower quality Wetlands canbe | No or minimal

IMPACT wetlands wetlands only on | wetlands on site avoided on site. wetlands on site
throughout the a portion of site and can be and of low
site. and can be mitigated. quality.

avoided.

SLOPES Site located in Potential or Unstable siopes | Minimal slopes Level grade
active unstable historical on site can be throughout the mining with
slope area. unstable slopes. avoided. site, minimal slopes.

BIOLOGICAL | Rare and Site includes Species of Minor or No significant

IMPACT threatened/ priority wildlife Special Concern | temporary loss of | biological
endangered habitat that would | habitat located fish and wildlife resources,
plants or animals | be permanently on site, habitat. rehabilitation of
on site, moved by mining. site would

replace or create
habitat.

IMPACT OF Mining would Mining would Mining would

FLOODING cause erosion of create erosion create flood
adjacent hazard for roads, control channel
property; could bridges, and and would not
be prevented utility lines; damage adjacent
only at great however, these land.
expense. structures could

be strengthened
at reasonable
costs.
GOAL:
NRG 7.0  Provide for mitigation of potential adverse impacts associated with mining

extraction and processing operations.

POLICIES:

NRP 7.1

conditional use permits.

NRP 7.2

Require environmental review on all mineral lands designation requests and/or

Provide for the following factors in mineral resource land use decisions:

a. The range of environmental impacts, including short-term and long-term effects
arising over the lifetime of the proposal;
The ability of the site to confine or mitigate all operational impacits;

b.
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POLICIES:
NRP 8.1

NRP 8.2

NRP 8.3

NRP 8.4

NRP 8.5
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GOAL:

NRG 9.0

POLICIES:
NRP 9.1

NRP 9.2
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c. The compatibility of operations with adjacent land uses when mitigating
measures are applied;

d. The capacity of transportation facilities to handle safely the transport of products
from the site; and,

e. The adequacy of plans for reclamation of the site for appropriate future use.

Develop standards and guidelines to identify and address the impact of mining
operations on adjoining properties. Such conditioning should not have the intent of
rendering mining operations economically unfeasible.

Evaluate smail mining operations to determine when the cumulative impact of small
operations becomes a significant adverse impact upon the land or upon adjacent
lands.

Ensure that County mineral resource lands are restored to safe and useful
condition with enhancement and mitigation of damage to the function and
aesthetics of the environment and subsequent iand uses,

Develop requirements for reclamation plans for mineral extraction acfivities. These
requirements may exceed minimum State requirements.

Ensure that reclamation plans preserve the safety, function and value of adjacent
lands including aesthetic and environmental and water resource values.

Encourage reclamation plans which provide enhanced public value such as parks,
play-grounds, open space, trails, wetlands, and fish and wildlife habitat.

Encourage reclamation that occurs on an ongoing basis as mineral deposits are
depleted.

Avoid the potential for aquifer contamination in importing material used for reclamation
backfili or storage and in approving subsequent land use activities on reclaimed mining
lands.

Establish standards for performance bonds unless otherwise required for reclamation
activities to be provided prior to the initiation of mineral resource extraction land use
activities. '

Preserve water resource quality and quantity in the regulation of mineral
extraction activities.

Regulate mining operations to prevent adverse impacts to ground or surface water
quality.

Establish a preference for the protection of aquifers and recharge zones from the

effects of surface mining in the event that adverse impacts cannot be avoided through
best management practices.
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The proposal for application of the MRL Overlay designation will be reviewed consistent with this
narrative, goal and policy direction. A general description, criteria review, and staff
recommendation for the proposal is provided below.

2.3.41 MLAO08-93 (Burnett/Pope Resources)

Reference Number: MLA(08-93

Applicant: James Burnett/Pope Resources

Assessor Parcel Number(s): 821324002; 821311001, 821291002; and
821302001

Location: Three miles west of the Hood Canal Bridge immediately north of

Highway 104, and adjacent to Shine Quarry, Port Ludlow, WA

23411 General Description and Environmental Information

The proposed amendment would seek to apply the Mineral Resource Land (MRL) Overlay
designation to approximately 142 acres of CF 1:80 designated and zoned land. Because the
proposal is to apply an overlay designation to the subject properties, it would not seek to change
the underlying CF 1:80 land use designation and zoning.

The entire proposed MRL Overlay area is identified by the Jefferson County Assessor as
designated forestland (i.e., for deferred taxation purposes). Addition of the MRL Overlay would not
change the permissible dwelling unit densities on-site, which would continue to be restricted to one
dwelling per eighty acres consistent with the underlying CF 1:80 zoning. CF 1:80 would be the
subsequent use.

2.3412 Cumulative Impact Analysis

Pursuant to JCC 18.45.080(1)(b), the Planning Commission and Board of County Commissioners
must develop findings and conclusions that consider specific growth management indicators. Staff
findings, conclusions, and recommendation follow.

The Port Ludlow Master Planned Community
has continued to develop within the MPR zoned
area to the north. The resident population is
greater since the adoption of the
Comprehensive Plan

Whether circumstances related to the proposed
amendment andfor the area in which it is
located have substantially changed since the
adoption of the Comprehensive Plan

Whether the assumptions upon which the
Comprehensive Plan is based are no longer
valid, or whether new information is available
which was not considered during the adoption
process or any annual amendments fo the
Jefferson County Comprehensive Plan

The assumptions upon which the
Comprehensive Plan is based are presumed to
be valid.

Whether the proposed amendment reflects
current widely held values of the residents of
Jefferson County residents

The proposal reflects current widely held values
of the residents of Jefferson County residents
insofar as mineral extraction is conducted in the
county. However, it must be noted that other
values which are stated in the Comprehensive
Plan regarding avoidance of land-use conflicts
are also expressed by Jefferson County
residents.
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The proposed site-specific amendment meets
concurrency requirements for transportation
and does not adversely affect adopted leve! of
service standards for other public facilities and
services

The proposal does not affect any County roads.
The Washington Department of Transportation
recommends a Traffic Impact Analysis
regarding level of service and safety on SR104.

The proposed site-specific amendment s
consistent with the goals, policies, and
implementation strategies of the various
elements of the Comprehensive Plan

The proposed amendment is consistent with the
goals, policies and implementation strategies of
the Comprehensive Plan.

The proposed site-specific amendment will not
result in probable significant adverse impacts
to the county’s transportation network, capital
facilities, utilities, parks, and environmental
features that cannot be mitigated, and will not
place uncompensated burdens upon existing or
planned service capabilities

Potential impacts from mining activity as a result
of the MRLO are possible. Those impacts can
be mitigated through a combination of SEPA
mitigation measures and Conditions of
Approval,

in the case of a site-specific amendment to the
land use map, that the subject parcels are
physically suitable for the requested land use
designation and the anticipated land use
development, including but not limited to
access, provision of utilities and compatibility
with existing and planned surrounding land
uses

The subject parcels are suitable for the MRLO
as they contain known mineral resources.

The proposed site-specific amendment will not
create a pressure fo change the land use
designation of other properties, unless the
change of land use designation for other
properties is in the long-term best interests of
the county as a whole

The MRLO will not create pressure to place
mineral overlays on other properties.

The proposed site-specific amendment does
not materially affect land use and population
growth projections that are the bases of the
Comprehensive Plan

The MRLO designation is appropriate for the
underlying CF1:80 zoning. It may have an
effect on future use of the parcel for forestry.

If within an unincorporated urban growth area
(UGA), the proposed site-specific amendment
does not affect the adequacy or availability of
urban facilities and services to the immediate
area and the overall UGA

The proposal is not within a UGA.

The proposed amendment is consistent with
the Growth Management Act {(RCW 36.704),
the Countywide Planning Policies for Jefferson
county, any other applicable interjurisdictional
policies or agreements, and any other Iocal,
| state or federal laws

The proposal is consistent with GMA, CWPPs
and other applicable policies, agreements and
laws.
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In addition to the findings and conclusions required under JCC 18.45.080 (1) (b), the Planning
Commission and Board of County Commissioners must also develop additional findings and
conclusions as set forth under JCC §18.15.170 that consider specific criteria relative fo mineral
lands. Mineral Resource Lands of long-term commercial significance are those lands from which
the commercial extraction of minerals (i.e., sand, gravel, rock and other valuable aggregate or
metallic substances) can be anticipated within twenty (20) years, and which are characterized by

affirmative findings relative to all of the criteria set forth in the table below.

Has a known or potential extractable resource
in commercial quantities been verified by
submittal of a geologic and economic report
prepared by a qualified professional?

Yes. A geologic report has been submitted
verifying an extractable resource in commercial
quantities.

Is the parcel is a minimum of 10 acres in size?

Yes. As indicated previously, the proposed
overlay encompasses approximately 142 acres.

Is the subject property surrounded by parcels
no smaller than five acres in size on 100
percent of its perimeter?

The parcel is not surrounded by parcels smaller
than five acres on any side.

Does the current, or will the future, land use
designation have a residential density equal to,
or lower than, one (1) unit per five (5} acres?

Yes. The existing and future permissible
density of all areas within the proposed MRL
Qverlay is one dwelling unit per eighty acres
(CF 1:80).

is the proposed MRL Overlay outside the
shoreline designation, an urban growth area or
rural village center, and more than one-half
mile of any established or potential urban
growth area or rural village center boundary, as
shown on the official maps of the
Comprehensive Plan?

Yes, though portions of the MRL Overlay are
less than one-half mile of the Port Ludlow MPR.

Is the proposed MRL Overlay outside of
regulated wetland or fish and wildlife habitat
areas pursuant to Article VI-H and VI-1 of
Chapter 18.15 JCC [Ord. 8-06 § 1]?

No. There are regulated wetlands on the -
proposed MRLO.
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The following environmental analysis is presented in the format of the Non-Project Action
Supplemental Sheet fo the Environmental Checklist developed by the Deparniment of Ecology pursuant
to the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).

Supplemental Sheet for Nonproject Actions

Question #1. How would the proposal be likely to increase discharge to water; emissions to
air; production, storage, or release of toxic or hazardous substances; or production of noise?

The impacts would be commensurate with hard-rock surface mining. Pre-project materials provided by
the applicant shows surface water and a sedimentation pond with a discharge. Removal of hills which
current!y buﬁer Port Ludlow from noise dust and light could mcrease the effect of these hazards

measures.
Question #2 How would the proposal be likely to affect plants, animals, fish, or marine life?

Effects would be direct from removal of habitat and indirect from disturbance by mining activities and
discharge from the site. An initial inventory of plants, animals and natural communities of concern
would precede a Habitat Management Plan, as specified in the SEPA mitigation measures.

Question #3 How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural resources?

The natural resources would be depleted by their extraction, which is the purpose of the project.
Electricity, fossil fuels and water would be used for normal operation of the mine.

Question #4 How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally sensitive areas
or areas designated (or eligible or under study) for governmental protection; such as parks,
wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, threatened or endangered species habitat, historic or
cultural sites, wetlands, floodplains, or prime farmlands.

Project materials provided by the applicant show base mining depth {o be below the surface elevation
of existing wetlands. The potential effect of draining subsurface water from the wetlands or the buffers
could potentially be mitigated by not mining into the seasonal high water table. Along with SEPA
mitigation measures identified in Question #2, an initial inventory and rating of wetlands will provide
baseline conditions from which to apply conservation and mitigation pians.

Question #5 How would the proposal be likely to affect land and shoreline use, including
whether it would allow or encourage land or shoreline uses incompatible with existing plans?

Surface water drains from the MRLO area into Squamish Harbor and Hood Canal. Water quality and
impacts to Shorelines of the State could be a concern.

Question # How would the proposal be likely to increase demands on transportation or public
services and utilities?

The impacts from additional truck traffic on SR 104 would be analyzed in a Traffic Impact Analysis and
may require further mitigations such as road system improvements.

Question #7 Identify, if possible, whether the proposal may conflict with local, state, or federal
laws or requirements for the protection of the environment,

The proposal does not appear to conflict with any law. Environmental protections will be achieved
through SEPA mitigation measures and through Conditions of Approval.
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2.34.1.3 Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends approval with modifications and conditions of the proposed MRL Overlay
amendment. In general, the conservation of minerai resource lands occurs under the GMA, through
the natural resource lands designation process (RCW 36.70A.040 (3)(b) and 36.70A.170) and
through the adoption of development regulations to implement their conservation (RCW
36.70A.080(1)). GMA provides a measure of protection for natural resource activities, but there is
no requirement that rural lands be primarily devoted to these uses (ARD and Diehl v. Mason
County, WWGMHB Case No. 06-2-0005 (Final Decision and Order, 8-14-06). Rather, GMA
requires that land appropriate for mineral exiraction activities is not inappropriately converted for
residential purposes. ‘

In this instance, a Mineral Resource Overlay application is in close proximity to a Master Planned
Resort. Map A-7a characterizes the viewshed from anywhere along the Port Ludiow Master
Planned Resort. There are topographical features between the proposed mine site and the Resort
with the exception of the valley connecting on the east side of the area. This map also shows a
one-half mile buffer extending outward from the Resort. Planning decisions are guided by an effort
to balance two potentially conflicting land uses. The goals of the Comprehensive Plan provide a
general direction for both the conservation of Jefferson County’s natural resource lands and the
enhancement of resource based industries (Natural Resources Element, Jefferson County
Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 4).

It is the policy (NRP 1.4, Comprehensive Plan) of Jefferson County to protect resource industry
activities that are performed in accordance with applicable reguiations from being subject to legal
action as public nuisances. However, Jefferson County’'s strategy for maintaining compatibility
between activities on natural resource lands and adjacent land uses includes protection of those
nearby land uses from adverse impacts. Therefore, mitigating conflicts between mineral extraction

activities and other land use activities located adjacent to them may be accomplished by
requirements which minimize the conflict (NRP 6.4, Comprehensive Plan).

SEPA Mitigation Measures (18.40.760 (2)(b)(ii); 18.40.760 (4)(a)
SEPA mitigation measures are required to bring the probable impacts to a moderate level for the
Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance (MDNS). These mitigations include conducting the
appropriate project analysis for the proposed mining activities:

A. Visual Impact Analysis

B. Species and Habitat Inventory and development of a Habitat Management Plan

C. Stormwater Pollution Plan

D. Report on existing noise levels and a Supplemental Noise Report for lron Mountain
Quarry operation

Mine site {llumination Report: Light and Glare Analysis
Transportation Report with Transportation Impact Analysis

Hydro-geological report: Groundwater Supply and Water Quality of Recharge

r o m m

Wetland Inventory and Mitigation Analysis
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Jefferson County Conditions of Approval (18.45.080 (1)(d))

18.45.080 (1)(d) refers to the Planning Commission recommendation process. The findings and
conclusions shall include a recommendation to the Board that the project be denied, approved, or
approved with conditions or modifications.

Staff interprets JCC 18.20.240(g)(i)—increased off-site impacts resulting from alteration,
intensification, and expansion of existing gravel pits and surface mining operations—as providing
justification to consider JCC 18.40.530 for Conditional Use Permit criteria at the project level.
These criteria for review are not for the legislative action phase, however they will need to be
considered at the project level phase. ‘

Staff Recommendations for Conditions of Approval and Modification:

—

)

3)

4)

8)

9)

The MRL Overlay amendment shall not extend any closer than one-half mile to the Port
Ludiow Master Planned Resort boundary.

The proponent shall prepare and submit a habitat management plan with any formal
mining or stormwater application submitted to Jefferson County

Prior to approval and operation of a surface mine in the IMQ mineral resources overlay,
the proponent shall submit and satisfy all requirements of the Jefferson County Code
(JCC) Title 18 including, but not limited to:
a) Protection of critical areas per JCC 18.156.170 (8). Mining is prohibited
within regulated wetlands or their buffers. Mining is prohibited in Fish and Wildlife
Habitat areas or their buffers.
b) Submission of a drainage and erosion control plan, grading plan, and
aquifer recharge area report if applicable, which shall demonstrate that the
proposed activities will not cause degradation of groundwater or surface waters.

The proponent shall satisfy ali requirements of JCC 18.120.240 for mineral extraction,
mining, and reclamation including full compliance with the Washington State Surface
Mining Act (RCW 78.44).

The proponent shall satisfy all development standard requirements of JCC 18.30.

The proponent shall fulfill the requirements of the State Environmental Policy Act
(SEPA) found at RCW 43.21¢ and WAC 197-11.

All activities within the MRL overlay shall be subject to the standards of the latest
edition of the Department of Ecology Stormwater Management Manual for Western
Washington. Gravel mining operations shall, prior to approval and operation, obtain
from the Washington State Department of Ecology Water Quality Program a National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for process water, stormwater
and mine dewatering water discharges.

Mining shall be limited to a maximum depth of ten (10) feet above the seasonal high
water table as determined by the best available scientific data, and in concurrence with
Department of Ecology.

At the point of Development Permit application, the proponent shall meet the
requirements of JCC 18.20.240 (2)(c) by dedication of buffer zones and other
precautionary measures as appropriate to protect adjoining lands, wildlife habitat and
scenic resources from adverse impacts. .
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2.3.4.2 Cumulative Analysis of the Request for Application of the Mineral
Resource Land Overlay Designation to an Underlying Forest Resource Land
Designation

Iron Mountain Quarry is located in the Comprehensive Plan’s Shine, #8A planning unit. This area
has known mineral resource deposits and active quarries. The proposal would add an additional
142 acres (approximately) to the County MRL Overlay designation.

2.3.5 Request for Change from Resource-Based
Industrial Zone (RBIZ) Designation to Light
Industrial (1)

Requests for a change from Resource-Based industrial Zone to a Light Industrial Zone are subject
to the goals, policies, and implementation strategies contained in the Growth Management Act,
County-Wide Planning Policies, Jefferson County Comprehensive Plan, Jefferson County Code and
applicable clarifications from the Growth Management Hearings Board. Of greatest relevance is
Chapter 3 of the Comprehensive Plan. Of particular use are pages 3-18 to 3-22, and LNG 10.0,
11.0, and 12.0, which are copied below for convenience.

INDUSTRIAL LANDS

Rural Industrial

Rural land designated as rural industrial land in this Plan is based on existing industrial uses in
areas previously zoned as industrial. Pursuant to RCW 36.70A.070(5)(d), counties may recognize
areas of more intensive industrial development and contain them within logical boundaries to limit
infill development. Designated under this Plan are the following industrial zones: Port Townsend
Paper Milt as Heavy Industrial (HI), Glen Cove as light industrial and associated commercial (I.I/C),
Quilcene and Eastview Industrial Plat as light industrial (LI/M), and forest resource-based industrial
zones (RBIZ) at Gardiner, Center, and the West End. All areas meet the following minimum criteria
for designation of rural industrial land:

1. An area or use of more intensive industrial development in existence on July 1, 1890; and

3. An area that is not located on designated natural resource lands.

Port Townsend Paper Mill Heavy Industrial Area

The Port Townsend Paper Mill has provided employment for several generations of Jefferson
County residents. The mill property has been designated as heavy industrial (Hi) for the mill and
for activities ancillary to the mill. The property includes a water treatment lagoon and a port facility
on Port Townsend Bay that are directly related to aclivities at the mill. The mill is recognized as a
heavy industrial activity because it is a large-scale and intensive industrial activity that must meet
extensive environmental permitting requirements under industrial standards for air quality, water
quality, and wastewater treatment.

Glen Cove Industrial Area
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