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Good Quarry Tennessee Road Expansion 

Lewis County, Washington 

GeoDesign Project:  GoodCrush-5-01 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

On behalf of Good Crushing, Inc. (Good), GeoDesign, Inc. provides this letter to respond to the 

request for additional information submitted by Lewis County (County), dated January 8, 2020, 

as part of their application review for the proposed Good Quarry Tennessee Road (Good Quarry) 

expansion project.  The County requested that the applicant provide comment on project 

compliance with specific Lewis County Code (LCC) sections, to comment on compliance with the 

2001 mitigated determination of non-significance (MDNS) and 2001 Hearing Examiner decision 

from the previous County permitting effort, and to respond to comments submitted during the 

State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) notice and Special Use Permit (SUP) notice of application for 

the current project.  This response letter is organized to first address the relevant LCC code 

sections, then the 2001 documents, and then to address the public comments. 

 

LCC SECTION 17.142.020(3)(a) through (k) 

 

LCC section 17.142.020(3)(a) through (k) is summarized below in italics, and responses 

follow each portion of the code. 

 

(3) General Use Standards. The following criteria are used to help determine the 

conformance with the general findings for land uses: 

 

(a) The applicable portions of the Lewis County Code, and the Lewis County road 

development standards. 
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Response:  No new road development would be required for the proposed project.  The 

production of the mine and consequent truck traffic is not increasing with the expansion 

proposal, only the size of the permit boundary is increasing to include future aggregate 

resource.  The Evaline School District, which runs the Evaline School located on Schoolhouse 

Road, provided a letter responding to the SEPA notice stating that they have not 

experienced any issues with truck traffic from the existing Good Quarry (refer to letter 

number 10 of the public comments and responses).  All trucks are notified by the operator, 

via signs entering and leaving the site, not to use Schoolhouse Road.  Photos from the site 

directing drivers to not use Schoolhouse Road are provided in Attachment A of this 

response letter. 

 

(b) The handling and treatment of dangerous or hazardous waste in accordance with LCC 

Title 8, Chapter 173-303 WAC [Washington Administrative Code], and other applicable 

standards. 

 

Response:  Petroleum products will be used to power mobile equipment on the proposed 

expansion property.  Portable crushers and possibly a portable asphalt plant may also be 

powered using petroleum products, but these will be located on the existing Good Quarry 

site and outside of the critical aquifer recharge area (CARA) mapped over a portion of the 

existing quarry site.  Mining equipment will require occasional refueling and maintenance, 

and accidental fuel or oil spills are possible.  Best management practices (BMPs) will be 

employed onsite in accordance with the Spill Control Plan (SCP) required by the Washington 

State Department of Ecology’s (DOE’s) Sand and Gravel General Permit.  This permit and the 

associated SCP are required for all mine sites.  The BMPs in the SCP will be implemented to 

reduce the potential for accidental fuel or oil spills to occur.  Should a spill occur, the SCP 

will outline BMPs and procedures to quickly and completely clean up spills and remove spill-

contaminated materials to an approved disposal site. 

 

(c) The maximum environmental noise levels established by Chapter 173-60 WAC and 

incorporated herein by reference, together with any adjustments authorized therein. 

 

Response:  For the expansion property, perimeter berms and vegetated screens will be 

established to limit noise and visual impacts from the expansion.  Processing and 

occasional use of an asphalt plant will be restricted to portable equipment located in the 

mine floor at the current Good Quarry, in an incised depression and behind well-vegetated 

acoustical barriers to the north and northeast.  This will keep associated noise away from 

neighboring residents.  In accordance with the 2001 MDNS and SUP Hearings Examiner 

decision, an acoustic berm was installed along the northern and northeastern boundary of 

the current Good Quarry site.  Noise from operations will be maintained in conformance 

with maximum environmental noise levels established by Chapter 173-60 WAC. 

 

(d) The air quality standards adopted by the Southwest Clean Air Agency (SWCAA) and any 

SWCAA permit issued for a project. 

 

Response:  Processing and occasional use of an asphalt plant will be accomplished using 

portable equipment located in the mine floor and work area at the current Good Quarry, 
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which will keep potential air impacts away from neighboring residents and behind well-

vegetated barriers to the north and northeast.  Both of these portable operations will follow 

conditions required in their respective air permits under SWCAA.  The commercial access 

road on the existing Good Quarry site is paved to limit dirt and dust as trucks leave the site.  

Dust from blasting and mine traffic in the expansion area will be limited by the use of BMPs, 

including wetting of roadways and establishing lowered speed limits for mine traffic.  

Mobile equipment will utilize requisite emission control devices. 

 

(e) The terms of any permit issued for a project by a resource agency, including Washington 

State Department of Fish and Wildlife, HPA, water quality permit, Chapter 90.48 RCW, 

shoreline permit, Chapter 90.58 RCW, or permit issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

 

Response:  Hydraulic Project Approvals (HPAs) will be required by the Washington 

Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) for stormwater diversions, as discussed with WDFW 

staff in the field before the applicant submitted this application.  WDFW conducted a review 

of the non-fish bearing streams onsite on June 6, 2019.  Following their review, they 

provided a letter dated July 12, 2019 stating that the “…streams have limited flow and lack 

aquatic habitat.”  They agreed with the applicant’s proposal to convey flow from these 

ephemeral drainages through the floor of the quarry into the onsite stormwater system to 

maintain hydraulic continuity (i.e. convey flow to existing stormwater management ponds 

for the northern site area, and to proposed stormwater management ponds in the southern 

site area, which ultimately outlet to the same stream courses east of and outside the project 

area).  HPA applications will be submitted and approved through WDFW prior to 

implementing these stormwater diversions.  The site will otherwise not impact shorelines or 

jurisdictional waters of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

 

(f) Conditions imposed in any final environmental determination, mitigated determination of 

nonsignificance or final environmental impact statement under Chapter 43.21C RCW 

[Revised Code of Washington]. 

 

Response:  The results of the County’s SEPA review are forthcoming for this application. 

 

(g) Health standards for wells and drain fields as set forth in sections such as Chapters 8.40 

and 8.41 LCC. 

 

Response:  No wells or drain fields are proposed for the proposed project. 

 

(h) Flood hazard standards as set forth in Chapter 15.35 LCC. 

 

Response:  The site is not located in a flood plain or floodway. 

 

(j) Stormwater standards as set forth in Chapter 15.45 LCC. 

 

Response:  Stormwater will be managed in accordance with the Stormwater Pollution 

Prevention Plan (SWPPP) as part of the site’s Site Management Plan under the DOE’s Sand 

and Gravel General Permit.   
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The County stated during the pre-application meeting that the project would not require a 

County Stormwater Permit.  Stormwater will continue to be managed in accordance with the 

DOE Sand and Gravel General Permit.  Stormwater in the expansion area will be managed 

using the existing ponds and other facilities located in the current Good Quarry permit area 

until mine expansion requires development of additional facilities on the subject parcel to 

the south.  An engineered stormwater pond will be constructed on the southeastern site to 

manage stormwater for the southern portion of the expanded mine disturbance.  This pond 

will outlet and disperse treated stormwater to the wetland buffer area located in the 

southeastern site area.  Engineering calculations supporting this pond design and maps 

showing the overall layout for stormwater management were provided with the project 

application. 

 

(j) The supplemental requirements of Chapter 17.145 LCC. 

 

Response:  These requirements generally do not apply to the mine expansion project 

proposed by the applicant or are superseded by the requirements for surface mining under 

LCC 17.142.200. 

 

LCC SECTION 17.142.200(1) through (3) 

 

LCC section 17.142.200(1) through (3) are summarized below in italics, and responses follow 

each portion of the code. 

 

(1) Applicability. This section applies to the creation of new surface mining areas or the 

expansion of lawfully permitted activities beyond an approved [Washington Department of 

Natural Resources] DNR reclamation plan area in effect on July 26, 1999; provided, however, 

this does not cover any mining activity which is less than three acres in size. 

 

Response:  The currently permitted boundaries of the Good Quarry (DNR permit #70-012859) 

and Johnson Quarry (DNR permit #70-011245) are shown on the project maps provided with the 

application.  The proposed project would expand Good Quarry to eventually incorporate the 

Johnson Quarry and create one contiguous mine.  LCC section 17.142.200 applies to the 

proposed expansion. 

 

(2) Mine Development Standards. All permits issued pursuant to this section shall require the 

following minimum standards. The hearing examiner may increase buffers and mitigation when 

good cause is shown. 

 

(a) Setbacks/Screening. 

 

(i) A 50-foot setback from the mine property and from all abutting property, consistent 

with and subject to the reduction provisions of LCC 17.30.810, shall be maintained for 

areas of direct cut or fill connected with resource extraction operations. For mining 

operations, the setbacks may be increased when necessary to provide lateral support for 

abutting properties or public rights-of-way. 
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Response:  A minimum 50-foot setback has been incorporated into the mine plan for the 

proposed expansion project, as shown on the figures provided with the application. 

 

(ii) A 25-foot-wide screen, consisting of sight-obscuring vegetation, berms, or other 

methods approved by Lewis County, shall be maintained within the 50-foot setback on 

the mine property. This screen is meant to conceal the mine from public rights-of-way 

and/or property used for residential purposes. 

 

Response:  A minimum 25-foot screen is incorporated into the mine plan for the 

proposed expansion project, as shown on the figures provided with the application. 

 

(iii) Any direct extraction operation areas within a public utility right-of-way shall be 

subject to the written conditions of approval from the affected utility, which shall be 

incorporated into the permit. 

 

Response:  Any public utilities that service the onsite residence will be properly 

abandoned prior to the mine expanding near the residence.  No other public utility 

rights-of-way are located in the proposed extraction area of the expansion project. 

 

(iv) A 200-foot setback shall be maintained between any mining activity and any existing 

structure occupied for sleeping or eating purposes but not including accessory 

structures such as barns or outbuildings, existing at the date of application. 

 

Response:  No residential structures intended for human occupation, sleeping, or eating 

purposes are located within 200 feet of the proposed expansion area boundaries, other 

than the onsite residence, which will be demolished prior to mine expansion near the 

structure. 

 

(b) Road Use. To assure the maintenance and development of adequate county roadways, 

owners of surface mining operations may be required to enter into a haul route agreement 

with the county engineer upon adoption and implementation of a haul route agreement 

program. The haul route agreement shall address impacts immediately attributable to the 

project use. 

 

Response:  The proposed project will not impact traffic loads beyond what is already 

allowed for the current Good Quarry.  The production of the mine and consequent truck 

traffic is not increasing with the expansion proposal, only the size of the permit boundary is 

increasing to include future aggregate resource. 

 

(c) Traffic Safety. The operator may be required to install traffic improvement, control, and 

warning signs to assure adequate access and traffic safety. 

 

Response:  All trucks are notified by the operator, via signs entering and leaving the site, 

not to use Schoolhouse Road.  Photos from the site directing drivers to not use Schoolhouse 

Road are provided in Attachment A of this response letter.  The Evaline School District, 

which runs the Evaline School located on Schoolhouse Road, provided a letter responding to 



 6  GoodCrush-5-01:040320 

the SEPA notice stating that they have not experienced any issues with truck traffic from the 

existing quarry (refer to letter number 10 of the public comments and responses). 

 

(d) Noise/Bright Lights. 

 

(i) No development or activity shall exceed the maximum environmental noise levels 

established by Chapter 173-60 WAC. 

 

Response:  For the expansion property, perimeter berms and vegetated screens will be 

established to limit noise and visual impacts from the expansion.  Processing and 

occasional use of an asphalt plant will be restricted to using portable equipment located 

in the mine floor at the current Good Quarry, which is located in an incised depression 

and behind well-vegetated acoustical barriers to the north and northeast.  This will keep 

associated noise away from neighboring residents.  In accordance with the 2001 MDNS 

and SUP Hearings Examiner decision, a noise-attenuation berm was installed along the 

northern and northeastern boundary of the current Good Quarry site.  Noise from 

operations will be maintained in conformance with maximum environmental noise levels 

established by Chapter 173-60 WAC. 

 

(ii) Bright lights shall be shaded or shielded from adjoining residential properties. 

 

Response:  Head lights will be utilized on haul trucks and loading equipment as needed.  

Should emergency maintenance lighting be required, all temporary sources of overhead 

lighting will be hooded and directed at the specific area to avoid the escape of glare. 

 

(e) Surface Mining Operation within Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas. Surface mining 

operations within critical aquifer recharge areas (as designated in Chapter 17.38 LCC) shall 

meet the following standards: 

 

(i) Fuel tanks and oil drums shall be double containment construction and protected by 

bermed areas having adequate capacity to accommodate, contain, and allow the 

removal of petroleum spills. Fuel nozzles shall not contain locking devices. Fuel storage 

shall be above ground. Fueling of mobile equipment shall be located at least 20 feet 

above the seasonal high ground water level or within lined and bermed areas with 

adequate capacity to accommodate, contain, and allow the removal of petroleum spills. 

Where the nature of the operation is such that the machinery cannot be moved for 

fueling, or the aquifer is less than 20 feet from the surface, the hearing examiner may 

approve an alternative fueling plan which accomplishes aquifer protection. 

 

Response:  No fuel tanks or oil drums will be stored on the expansion area.  Any 

petroleum products stored on the current Good Quarry site will be stored using tanks 

and containment measures in accordance with the SCP per DOE’s Sand and Gravel 

General Permit requirements.  Mobile equipment will not be refueled within the CARA 

onsite, which represents a relatively small portion of the proposed project. 
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(ii) All operations shall maintain a fuels/hazardous waste management plan maintained 

by the operator and available on the site at all times. 

 

Response:  Site operations will use BMPs in accordance with the SCP per DOE’s Sand and 

Gravel General Permit requirements.  The DOE requires that this plan be onsite at all 

times. 

 

(iii) Surface mines shall not use any noxious, toxic, flammable, compactable, or 

combustible materials not specifically authorized by Lewis County department of health 

for backfill or reclamation. Noncontaminated process water used for gravel washing 

shall be routed to settling ponds to minimize off-site discharges. A general permit from 

the Department of Ecology for process and stormwater discharge may substitute for 

these requirements. 

 

Response:  Stormwater will to be managed in accordance with a Site Management Plan 

for the entire site, as required by the DOE Sand and Gravel General Permit.  Backfill 

operations will follow a clean soil policy and backfill plan for the entire site, which will 

be incorporated into the revised DNR permit that will be required following the County 

SUP approval process. 

 

(iv) On-site truck and equipment wash runoff shall be routed to retention facilities 

equipped with an oil-water separator prior to its release to settling ponds. 

 

Response:  No equipment washing will occur within the CARA on the expansion site. 

 

(v) Use of chemicals, petroleum or hazardous products, and disposal of such products, in 

concrete or asphalt plant operations within critical aquifer recharge areas shall meet 

the standards set forth in Chapter 90.48 RCW and Chapter 173-303 WAC. 

 

Response:  No concrete or asphalt batch plants will be located within the CARA on the 

expansion site.  Any future asphalt plant will be located outside of the CARA on the 

existing Good Quarry site. 

 

(f) Public Safety. Owners of surface mines shall ensure their operation(s) will not be 

hazardous to neighboring uses. Blasting activities shall be conducted so that ground 

vibrations comply with all state laws about peak particle velocity, air pressure, and other 

state requirements, including but not limited to Chapter 9 of the Blasting Guidance Manual 

identified below. All fly-rock shall be contained within the site. All activities shall comply 

with the standards set forth in official guidelines, including but not limited to Office of 

Surface Mining U.S. Department of Interior, Blasting Guidance Manual, 1987 ed., Explosives: 

WAC 296-52-493, Part F, or as revised. 

 

Response:  Blasting activities will be conducted so that ground vibrations comply with all 

state laws regarding peak particle velocity, air pressure, and other state requirements.  We 

have provided a blast vibration analysis report, dated March 17, 2020, that indicates blast 

activities at both existing quarries comply with state vibration thresholds.  All fly-rock will 
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be contained within the site.  All activities will comply with the standards set forth in official 

guidelines. 

 

(g) Surface Water Permit. A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) sand 

and gravel general permit or individual permit, as appropriate, shall be a condition of 

approval and incorporated herein by reference. 

 

Response:  Stormwater/surface water will to be managed in accordance with a Site 

Management Plan, as required by the DOE Sand and Gravel General Permit. 

 

(h) Hours of Operation. Regular hours of operation shall be between the hours of 6:30 a.m. 

and 7:00 p.m.; blasting shall only occur during the time period between 10:00 a.m. and 

4:00 p.m. Prior to any blast, 24-hour notice shall be given to all property owners or 

residences within 500 feet of any mine property line. If a blast does not occur as scheduled 

in a notification, 24-hour renotification shall be required. The hearing examiner may inquire 

into the proposed hours of operation and set additional limits when deemed necessary to 

protect quiet enjoyment of neighboring residential properties. The hearing examiner may 

include provisions for exceptions from established regular hours of operation. Extended 

hours may be requested and approved under conditions set by the hearing examiner, 

particularly for work on public works contracts where an emergency may require work 

outside regular hours. 

 

Response:  Current operations start and stop within the hours prescribed in the 2001 

County documents.  The proposed expansion activities would generally follow current 

County code requirements for operating hours, which are 6:30 am to 7 pm, with exceptions 

of night work that may be required by the need for reduced traffic on public projects or to 

provide emergency response.  The limitations for hours of blasting will be observed.  Prior 

to any blast, 24-hour notice will be given to all property owners or residences within 500 

feet of the mine permit boundary.  If a blast does not occur as scheduled in a notification, 

24-hour renotification will be provided.  The applicant requests using emailed notices to 

neighbors to the greatest extent possible, as this is a better reflection of modern 

communication methods and allows for timely updates of blasting schedule or 

cancellations. 

 

(3) Exceptions. This permit process shall not be applicable to mines regulated under federal 

mining laws. 

 

Response:  The site will not be regulated under federal mining laws other than for health and 

safety regulations administered by the Mine Safety and Health Administration (MSHA). 

 

LCC SECTION 17.150.020(2) 

 

LCC section 17.150.020(2) is summarized below in italics, and responses follow each portion of 

the code. 

 

(2) All Rural Area Uses. Any permit issued in rural areas shall meet the following conditions: 
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(a) Urban growth is prohibited in all rural area developments, except as otherwise allowed 

in Chapter 36.70A RCW, the Growth Management Act. 

 

Response:  The mineral extraction use is not “urban growth” as it is not incompatible with 

mineral resource extraction. RCW 36.70A.030 (25) 

 

(b) To accomplish this objective, the review authority (either the administrator or hearing 

examiner, depending on the permit) shall find that: 

 

(i) The project makes adequate provision to assure that the development is limited to 

rural development and rural governmental services. 

 

Response:  Urban services are not required, and the proposal is the continuation of a 

use permitted in the rural area. 

 

(ii) The project does not, directly or in concert with growth likely in the area affected, 

create a demand for urban governmental services or establish a form of “urban growth” 

that is prohibited outside urban growth areas. [Ord. 1283 §19, 2017; Ord. 1170B, 

2000]. 

 

Response:  Again, no urban services are directly required, nor will the proposed 

expansion of an existing use indirectly create any demand for urban services. 

 

LCC SECTION 17.150.030(1)(a) through (f) 

 

LCC section 17.150.030(1)(a) through (f) are summarized below in italics, and responses follow 

each portion of the code. 

 

(1) Special Characteristics of Rural Development. 

 

(a) Rural development refers to development outside of urban growth areas and outside 

designated long-term agricultural forest and mineral resource lands. Rural development can 

consist of a variety of residential, commercial and industrial uses and densities, including 

clustered residential development, at levels which are consistent with the preservation of 

rural character as defined in the Lewis County comprehensive plan. 

 

Response:  Rural character as defined in the Growth Management Act and the 

Comprehensive Plan include activities that support a rural-based economy.  This expansion 

of an existing extraction use is fully consistent with that character. 

(b) Rural development in Lewis County typically relies on existing facilities for school and 

fire, though existing facilities may be upgraded or expanded. 

 

Response:  No additional facilities will be required to support the proposal. 
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(c) Rural development commonly uses existing small towns and crossroad commercial 

facilities to meet local commercial needs. 

 

Response:  The proposal will require no additional commercial providers. 

 

(d) Rural residential development typically minimizes any impacts to the overall 

productivity of designated long-term resource lands within a one-mile radius of the 

proposed development. 

 

Response:  The existing use has been found compatible, and the proposal will maintain 

comparable buffers to those that exist in the current mine. 

 

(e) Clustered developments are considered appropriate for rural development if: 

 

Response:  This subsection is not applicable. 

 

(f) Industrial and commercial uses are appropriate forms of rural development if consistent 

with the requirements in RCW 36.70A.070(5)(d) and the descriptions of rural character in 

Lewis County comprehensive plan. [Ord. 1283 §19, 2017] 

 

Response:  As previously discussed, this expansion of an existing extraction use is fully 

consistent with that character. 

 

COMPLIANCE WITH 2001 COUNTY DOCUMENTS 

 

The County provided copies of the 2001 MDNS and the 2001 SUP Hearing Examiner Decision 

with their request for information for the Good Quarry expansion project.  However, there is a 

complex history of how the current Good Quarry came to be that must be explained prior to 

commenting on its compliance with the 2001 County documents. 

 

As explained in the 2001 SUP Hearing Examiner Decision, the current Good Quarry originally 

applied for a DNR surface mining permit in 1997 while the County did not have a surface mine 

permitting ordinance.  As part of the application review, the DOE conducted SEPA review and 

issued a MDNS in 1998.  Thereafter, the quarry received an approved DNR surface mining 

permit on October 30, 1998.  However, the DOE withdrew their MDNS finding in 1999, leading 

to additional project SEPA review by both DOE and the County in 2000.  The County also 

adopted a surface mine permitting ordinance in 2000.  The operator submitted for a County 

SUP thereafter.  Following multiple phases of SEPA review, the County finally issued an amended 

MDNS on January 18, 2001 (i.e., the 2001 MDNS).  Thereafter, the quarry project was subject to 

a public hearing.  The hearing examiner issued a decision with conditions approving the quarry 

proposal, which is finalized in an amended decision dated May 31, 2001 (i.e. the 2001 SUP 

Hearing Examiner Decision).  The Decision incudes recommendations from the County staff 

report dated April 16, 2001 that were informed by the 2001 MDNS and incorporated into the 

2001 SUP Hearings Examiner Decision. 

 



 11  GoodCrush-5-01:040320 

While the project was being reviewed under SEPA and for the County SUP, the County’s surface 

mine permitting ordinance was under review by the Western Washington Growth Management 

Hearing Board (WWGMHB).  The WWGMHB eventually ruled the County’s surface mine permitting 

ordinance was invalid by the time the public hearing was held for the SUP.  Also, during this 

process, members of the public filed appeals challenging the SEPA reviews and other rulings.  

As explained in the 2001 SUP Hearing Examiners Decision, the validity of the County’s surface 

mine permitting ordinance was still under review as of the hearing date, and other appeals were 

still in process. 

 

The following discussion lists the conditions from the 2001 SUP Hearing Examiner Decision in 

italics, including relevant staff report recommendations, and responds to compliance with these 

conditions.  Despite the outcome of the litigation during and after the 2001 SUP process, the 

mine operator has been in substantial compliance with the SUP conditions. 

 

2001 HEARING EXAMINER DECISION 

 

1. Construction of a 50,000 cubic foot acoustic berm on the north side of the mine together 

with an appropriately sized acoustic berm on the east side of the mine prior to any blasting 

or crushing.  The berms shall be a uniform 25’ height.  The berms shall be planted with 

native vegetation of such a height, width, and density to immediately mitigate noise and 

viewing of the mine site.  The berm on the east shall be sufficient to reduce any night sound 

levels to the acceptable standard. 

 

Response:  The berms were constructed and are evident in aerial images and the hillshade 

mapping on the County’s geographic information systems (GIS) website, as well as the 

topography shown on the figures provided with the application. 

 

2. All traffic related to quarry sales of rock or asphalt shall access from the Tennessee Road 

across the Jorgensen property.  No sales shall use the Rayburn Road.  Applicant shall obtain 

all necessary state and local permits to construct the private access road. 

 

Response:  Site access and commercial sales are currently served by a private 

roadway/driveway that was constructed from Tennessee Road across the former Jorgensen 

property (now owned by the operator) to the quarry entrance and scales. 

 

3. A petroleum spill response plan shall be prepared and approved by the County prior to any 

quarry activities.  The site shall be appropriately stocked with spill response materials. 

 

Response:  As previously discussed, a SCP is in place as part of the Site Management Plan 

for the current Good Quarry, as required by the DOE’s Sand and Gravel General Permit.  This 

includes having requisite spill response materials on hand. 

 

4. The on-site rock crusher shall be equipped with rubber conveyor belts. 

 

Response:  The onsite crusher is equipped with rubber conveyor belts. 
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5. Development of an asphalt plant, scale house and shop shall require Lewis County 

Environmental Services approval of a public water supply and well site inspection if a public 

water supply and well will be used to service said facilities. 

 

Response:  A Group B well was permitted and installed in accordance with this requirement.  

The CARA mapped over portions of the Good Quarry and proposed expansion is associated 

with this well. 

 

6. Solid waste disposal will comply with Lewis County Code 8.15.  Applicant will provide 

quarterly proof of proper disposal to Lewis County Community Development. 

 

Response:  Solid waste is managed using a contracted waste-management service.  The 

waste-management service visits the site one to two times per month to collect and properly 

dispose of waste materials. 

 

7. Applicant shall post surrounding roads with appropriate signage directing access to the 

quarry other than by use of the Schoolhouse Road.  The quarry site shall have signage 

directing customers not to use the Schoolhouse Road for access. 

 

Response:  All trucks are notified by the operator, via signs entering and leaving the site, 

not to use Schoolhouse Road.  Photos from the site directing drivers to not use Schoolhouse 

Road are provided in Attachment A of this response letter.  The County later determined 

that the applicant could not post signs on public roadways to prohibit truck traffic from 

using Schoolhouse Road, so no signs have been placed on public roadways. 

 

8. All blasting shall be in accordance with the recommendations contained in the report by Dr. 

Breeds. 

 

Response:  The applicant is no longer in possession of the report by Dr. Breeds, and we 

understand the County does not have a copy of this report either.  The 2001 staff report 

recommends various blasting requirements, as discussed below. 

 

9. The asphalt plant shall be located as far south as is practical on the Good property. 

 

Response:  An asphalt plant will be located as required in the mine floor and work area at 

the current Good Quarry, as far south as practical without encroaching into the expansion 

area. 

 

10. Applicant shall be required to provide the County with the name, address and local phone 

number of a qualified expert who can address concerns by affected citizens.  In addition, 

said expert shall file an annual report with the County verifying that the mitigating 

conditions are being complied with. 

 

Response:  During the initial years of operation, compliance with the SUP conditions was 

evaluated and reported by an outside consultant.  However, due to the outcome of litigation 
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over the SUP, this requirement became obsolete.  The County has appropriate resources to 

receive complaints and concerns from citizens. 

 

2001 STAFF REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following consist of recommendations from the 2001 County staff report that were not 

otherwise modified and incorporated into the 2001 SUP Hearing Examiner Decision. 

 

1. Regular hours of operation shall be between 6:30 AM and 7 PM as per LCC 17.115.030(19). 

 

Response:  In general, the site complies with this work-hour requirement except when the 

site must be open for night work, such as for public roadway projects or emergency 

response. 

 

2. Submit to LC Community Development, Planning Division, proof of water rights granted by 

the state Department of Ecology if existing wells are to be used. 

 

Response:  No existing wells are used at the site.  A Group B well was permitted and 

installed, as previously discussed. 

 

3. No surface water is to be withdrawn. 

 

Response:  No surface water is withdrawn, as there is little surface water other than what is 

stored in stormwater ponds, which are used to treat stormwater prior to discharge offsite. 

 

4. Stormwater management plan must comply with LCC 15.45 and be approved by Lewis 

County Public Works. 

 

Response:  The state DOE oversees stormwater management on mine sites through the 

Sand and Gravel General Permit and the Site Management Plan required therein.  Good 

Quarry is covered under the DOE general permit, which will be updated as needed if the 

proposed expansion is approved.  The DOE permit is adequate to protect water quality. 

 

5. Obtain NPDES permit for stormwater discharge if required by the state Department of 

Ecology for stormwater management… 

 

Response:  Good Quarry has a Site Management Plan under the DOE’s Sand and Gravel 

General Permit that includes discharge to the drainage downstream of the stormwater 

ponds onsite.  DOE has inspected these ponds, and discharge is approved. 

 

6. Blasting will be done only between the hours of 10 AM and 4 PM as per LCC 17.115.030(19). 

 

Response:  Blasting has been and will continue to be conducted within the prescribed hours 

allowed under LCC. 

 

7. Neighbors within 1,000 feet of the mine will be notified at least 24 hours in advance of any 

blasting done Monday through Thursday.  Blasting done Friday though Sunday will require 
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48 hours advance notice.  Notification will be in person, by phone call, or by registered 

letter, and shall specify the date and time of the anticipated blast.  Notification will also be 

provided to the Lewis County Department of Community Development, Planning Division. 

 

Response:  It is not clear if this recommendation was ever enforced, since earlier 

communications call for notice within 500 feet of the quarry, which is consistent with 

current County code.  Mailed notices were initially provided to residents within a 500-foot 

radius of the mine permit boundary after the current quarry began activity.  Over time, the 

mailed notices were often returned to the operator without being opened.  As an alternative, 

the operator adopted using the reader board on Tennessee Road to announce upcoming 

blasts. 

 

However, if this process is deemed to be inadequate, the applicant is ready to resume 

providing notices to the residents.  If the expansion project is approved, the applicant will 

provide notice within 500 feet of the expanded permit boundary, which will encompass a 

larger area than the existing mine boundary and increase overall communication with the 

neighbors of the mine vicinity.  The applicant requests using emailed notices to neighbors 

to the greatest extent possible, as this is a better reflection of modern communication 

methods and allows for timely updates of blasting schedule or cancellations.  This option 

would not have been as effective at the time the mine started but is now a common means 

of providing public information and notices. 

 

8. No explosives are to be stored onsite. 

 

Response:  Blasting agents are not stored on site.  Blasting agents are brought onto the site 

by a licensed blasting contractor at the time of their work for the specific task of conducting 

blasts.  Blasters must follow strict protocols regarding transport and use of blasting agents 

in accordance with state requirements. 

 

9. Construct appropriate fencing to discourage trespass… Heavy vegetation screen may be 

substituted for fencing upon County approval. 

 

Response:  A combination of fencing, berms, and vegetation are used to discourage 

trespass onto the site.  Not only is this in the best interests of the operator to limit access 

for possible injuries to trespassers or thefts off the site, but it is required by MSHA. 

 

10. All equipment shall be left inoperable when no mine staff are present on-site. 

 

Response:  Similarly, no equipment is left operable when mine staff are not onsite. 

 

11. All lighting shall be directed away from adjacent roads and homes.  Additional screening 

may be required for safety reasons at the County’s discretion. 

 

Response:  No lighting is located near adjacent roads other than the site entrance.  Berms 

and screens generally surround the site, preventing lights from affecting adjacent 
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properties.  Vegetated berms will be used for the proposed expansion to have the same 

effect for expanded operations. 

 

12. Discharge of petroleum or hazardous materials to any ditch, swale, or other non-impervious 

surfaced area, where migration to an aquifer is reasonably likely, is prohibited. 

 

Response:  Good Quarry has a Site Management Plan under the DOE’s Sand and Gravel 

General Permit that includes a SCP with BMPs to avoid spills or to quickly respond to them.  

There are strict guidelines for limiting spills to pervious surfaces, and reporting and cleanup 

requirements if one were to occur. 

 

13. Buried tanks of any petroleum or hazardous materials shall be prohibited.... 

 

Response:  There are no buried petroleum or hazardous materials tanks located on the site. 

 

14. Oil-water separators shall be required for impervious surface areas of 5,000 square feet or 

larger. 

 

Response:  The only impervious surface that would exceed this requirement is the paved 

roadway from Tennessee Road to the onsite scales.  The road is paved to remove and 

reduce dirt and dust as trucks leave the site and is a well-established BMP to limit offsite 

impacts.  We are not aware that the County specified or required oil-water separators during 

the permit process for construction of the roadway. 

 

RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 

The following responses address the 14 public and agency comment letters received by the 

County during the SEPA notice and SUP notice of application.  These responses address 

comments and concerns derived from each letter, summarized in italics, with responses 

following each comment.  Responses are not intended to and do not address unsupported 

claims.  In preparing these responses, the applicant requested that the County provide records 

of any complaints regarding the site and its operations for the past 10 years.  The responses 

below reflect complaints received by the County – or the lack thereof – from the relevant 

commenters. 

 

1. Ryan Skov – Chief Reclamation Geologist 

Washington Geological Survey 

Washington Department of Natural Resources (DNR) 

Comment:  Surface mine reclamation permit required per RCW 78.44. 

 

Response:  The applicant will submit a complete surface mine reclamation permit 

application to DNR as detailed in Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 78.44 once the SUP for 

mine expansion is approved. 
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2. Taylor Mizar – Forest Practices Coordinator 

DNR Pacific Cascade Region 

Comment:  If merchantable timber is removed/harvested as part of the proposal, a forest 

practices application (FPA) may be required (RCW 76.09 and WAC 222).  The FPA would 

need to meet the requirements of the Forest Practices Act and its rules. 

 

Response:  Following the DNR’s comment to Lewis County, a DNR forester met with the 

applicant for an on-site meeting on November 21, 2019.  As summarized on the DNR 

forester’s Informal Conference Note (PC-INC-19-15968), which was forwarded to Lewis 

County, DNR determined the site in question is non-forest land and no FPA is required.  

Should this determination be changed, the applicant will follow the Forest Practices Act and 

its rules for the removal/harvest of merchantable timber. 

 

3. Lewis County Department of Public Works 

Comment:  All new and non-permitted existing approaches will require Commercial Road 

Approach Permits. 

 

Response:  Applicant will apply for any new Commercial Road Approach Permits in addition 

to the existing permitted accesses if needed.  No additional commercial access is proposed 

with the expansion project. 

 

4. Dennis J Walsh & Claire M Walsh 

185 Barney Lane 

Comment:  In reviewing the documents that were sent to us concerning the above mentioned 

special use permit application I noticed that the map included with the documents does not 

indicate the accurate location for the well situated on our property.  Your map suggests the 

well is situated further away from the western boundary line than it actually is.  Based on 

your map, it appears that the well is situated 375 +/- feet from the boundary but it is 

actually located 120 +/- feet from the boundary line.  

 

Response:  Applicant will amend their maps for future submittals using the approximate 

location provided.  However, it is worth noting that the location indicated by the Walsh 

comment is in substantial tree cover approximately 200 feet west of the house location.  It 

would be unusual and difficult for a driller to install a well in this location, and it would take 

significantly more pipeline – with related material cost and expense to bury the pipeline – to 

reach the house for water supply from 200 feet away. 

 

5. Ted & Paulette Rautio 

124 Lentz Road 

Comment:  Water.  Our water has changed since the pit went in.  It has turned hard and 

leaves an orange reside [sic] in sinks, tubs, appliances. One reason we bought this place was 

the wonderful sweet water. That is gone since the pit started business. 

 

Response:  Good Quarry has been operating since 2003, and the Johnson Quarry (which is 

being incorporated into the expanded permit boundary) has been in operation since the 

1960s.  Additionally, the County Quarry located adjacent to the Johnson Quarry and south 
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of Hale Road has also been in operation since the 1960s.  No complaints have been received 

by the operator or County agencies for at least the past 10 years regarding the well water 

from this residence until the SEPA notice.  The Rautio property is located 3,000 feet 

northeast of Good Quarry and 4,800 feet from the Johnson Quarry.  Based on review of 

collected blast vibration data from previous blasting at the site, ground-borne vibrations 

would be significantly below thresholds used by federal and state agencies to prevent 

damage to offsite residential improvements at these distances.  The vibrations could be 

sensed by people in the house, but the severity of the vibrations should be below damage 

thresholds. 

 

Current and future operations are not proposing to operate into or below the groundwater 

table in the area of the mine.  A full hydrogeologic evaluation was submitted with the Good 

Quarry permit application in 2001.  GeoDesign reviewed well logs from wells installed more 

recently than the wells used for the previous evaluation, some of which were installed after 

mining began at the current quarry.  The water levels from those more recent wells are in 

agreement with the findings of the previous studies.  Using both the previous studies and 

the more recent well logs, the groundwater surface is interpreted below the expansion 

property as shown on the cross sections in the reclamation figure set provided with the SUP 

application (refer to Figure 7). 

 

Comment:  Rock Chips.  Shortly after they blast we get small chards [sic] of basalt rock 

coming out in our faucets to the point I have to take screens off and clean them as it plugs 

up the facets [sic].  

 

Response:  As noted above, several mines have been in operation since the 1960’s in this 

area.  Concerns regarding rock debris in wells have not been received by the operator or 

County agencies from any of the surrounding residences. 

 

Comment:  Noise.  Oh! The early morning wake up!  We live about one half mile from the pit 

and the noise from the rock crusher wakes us up very early in the mornings. Can't imagine 

what the people who live close hear! 

 

Response:  Current operations generally start and stop within the hours prescribed in the 

2001 County documents.  The proposed expansion activities would generally follow current 

County code requirements for operating hours, which are 6:30 am to 7 pm, with exceptions 

of night work that may be required by need for reduced traffic on public projects or 

emergency response.  Crushing is only conducted on an infrequent basis at the site.  No 

complaints have been received by the operator or County agencies for at least the past 10 

years regarding noise from this residence until the SEPA notice. 

 

Comment:  Trucks.  Part of the mitigation was the rock trucks were not to use School House 

Road. Trucks have been using School House Road. 

 

Response:  The Evaline School District, which runs the Evaline School located on 

Schoolhouse Road, provided a letter responding to this SEPA notice stating that they have 

not experienced any issues with truck traffic from the existing quarry (refer to letter number 
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10 of these comments and responses).  All trucks are notified by the operator, via signs 

entering and leaving the site, not to use Schoolhouse Road.  The applicant cannot control 

truck traffic outside of its mine operations that are not employees of the applicant, for 

example, County maintenance road work or private purchases of rock delivery.  The posted 

signs provide appropriate notice to these outside customers not to use Schoolhouse Road, 

which successfully prevent most of the truck traffic from using this route, based on the 

Evaline School District comment. 

 

Comment:  Signature.  How can you approve a Use Permit and set deadlines when the 

original permit is not signed by the company?  

 

Response:  We anticipate the County should respond to this comment.  The primary 

application forms were signed by the applicant and submitted at the County Planning office, 

but the required additional copies of the primary forms were not signed.  We discussed this 

with the County planner, who confirmed the primary forms were signed. 

 

Comment:  Notification.  A deadline for comments is set for November 27th but should be 

extended so… many more people should be notified by the county. 

 

Response:  We anticipate the County should respond to this comment.  We assume the 

County correctly followed their code-required notification protocols. 

 

6. Dorothy & Ron Lokey 

194 Schoolhouse Road 

Comment:  I live on Schoolhouse Road where Tennessee Road meets and my concern is that 

the trucks from the quarry are NOT to go up and down Schoolhouse, but they do.  Not every 

day, but from time to time and when they do, they are on Schoolhouse all day long.  The 

main reason for them not to use Schoolhouse is because of Evaline school at the end of my 

street off Avery Rd.  We do have quite a few walkers and children on this road because of 

the school.  The trucks do not go slow at all or at a decent speed.  Now with the expansion, I 

feel the truck traffic on my road will become worse.  

 

Response:  The Evaline School District, which runs the Evaline School located on 

Schoolhouse Road, provided a letter responding to this SEPA notice stating that they have 

not experienced any issues with truck traffic from the existing quarry (refer to letter number 

10 of these comments and responses).  All trucks are notified by the operator, via signs 

entering and leaving the site, not to use Schoolhouse Road.  The applicant cannot control 

truck traffic outside of its mine operations that are not employees of the applicant, for 

example, County maintenance road work or private purchases of rock delivery.  The posted 

signs provide appropriate notice to these outside customers not to use Schoolhouse Road, 

which successfully prevent most of the truck traffic from using this route, based on the 

Evaline School District comment. 

 

The production of the mine and consequent truck traffic is not increasing with the 

expansion proposal, only the size of the permit boundary is increasing to include future 

aggregate resource. 
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Comment:  Another problem that has gone on is the drivers using their Jake Brakes when 

going down Tennessee Rd to the stop sign at Pleasant Valley Rd. 

 

Response:  County ordinances allow for use of compression (Jake) brakes in most rural 

areas of the County unless an area is designated for compression brake restrictions (Lewis 

County Code [LCC] 10.27).  No designated areas for compression brake restrictions are 

listed in the vicinity of the existing quarry or proposed expansion. 

 

Comment:  Third problem is the blasting Good’s do from time to time, which has ruined my 

foundation and walkways around my home.  Never have we ever had a problem with 

cracking cement until the blasting began….  My family had our home since the 1970’s and 

my husband and I have been in the same home for 20 years now. 

 

Response:  Good Quarry has been operating since 2003, and the Johnson Quarry (which is 

being incorporated into the expanded permit boundary) has been in operation since the 

1960s.  Additionally, the County Quarry located adjacent to the Johnson Quarry and south 

of Hale Road has also been in operation since the 1960s.  The Lokey property is located 

4,000 feet east of Good Quarry and 3,300 feet from the Johnson Quarry.  Based on review of 

collected blast vibration data from previous blasting at the site, ground-borne vibrations 

would be significantly below thresholds used by federal and state agencies to prevent 

damage to offsite residential improvements at these distances.  The vibrations could be 

sensed by people in the house, but the severity of the vibrations should be below damage 

thresholds. 

 

Current and future operations are not proposing to operate into or below the groundwater 

table in the area of the mine.  A full hydrogeologic evaluation was submitted with the Good 

Quarry permit application in 2001.  GeoDesign reviewed well logs from wells installed more 

recently than the wells used for the previous evaluation, some of which were installed after 

mining began at the current quarry.  The water levels from those more recent wells are in 

agreement with the findings of the previous studies.  Using both the previous studies and 

the more recent well logs, the groundwater surface was interpreted below the expansion 

property as shown on the cross section in the reclamation figure set provided with the SUP 

application (refer to Figure 7). 

 

7. Sue Gabel 

(no address provided) 

Comment:  My main concern would be the addition of a portable asphalt plant on the 

existing floor of the quarry where I live.  I believe this would increase traffic on Tennessee 

which travels directly in front of my residence.  Also asphalt plants do emit odors, etc.  As it 

is now it seems that I always have dust in my home.  I hear the crusher during operating 

hours and of course the dump trucks traveling in front of my home.  Even though it is 

mentioned that there should not be an increase in this traffic I believe there will be if 

asphalt is being hauled.   

 

Response:  Anticipated traffic volumes include all trucks including asphalt haulers. 
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Comment:  When a blast does occur, yes, notice is given, but I have sat in the house heard 

the blast and it feels like the house shakes and the ground moves.  I realize any blasting 

within the additional quarry will be further South from me.  

 

Response:  Blasting at Good Quarry has been monitored for vibration at the permit 

boundary since operations began in 2003.  All blasting has met the vibration standards set 

by Chapter 296-52-67065 of the Washington Administrative Code (WAC). 

 

8. Shirley Lewis & Lona Lewis 

112 Salmi Road & 386 Hale Road West (respectively) 

Comment:  It appears that the edge of the mine will be 75 feet from the adjoining property 

lines.  How close will the perimeter berms and vegetation be to adjoining property line and 

roadways?  What kind of vegetation will be planted and how will buffer areas and berms be 

maintained?  How tall will berms be?  

 

Response:  Mining is permitted up to 50 feet from the adjoining property boundaries and 

the berms may encompass the entire setback according to LCC 17.142.200(2)(a)(i) and (ii).  

The outer 25 feet of the berms will be planted with native tree seedlings and maintained by 

removing deleterious vegetation.  Final height of the berms will be constructed to maximum 

height of 12-14 vertical feet. 

 

Comment:  We are concerned about an asphalt plant operating in the quarry. Has this been 

permitted in the quarry before? 

 

Response:  Yes, refer to hearing examiner approval decision by William C. Boehm dated May 

31, 2001. 

 

Comment:  Has this project been evaluated by a geologist certified in landslides and 

ground/hillside stability? 

 

Response:  Yes, refer to the narrative submitted with the expansion application regarding 

mined and reclaimed slope grades.  Furthermore, DNR will review subsequent reclamation 

permit application requiring Chapter 78.44 RCW standards are met for this mine operation.  

The proposed slopes for the expanded mining will meet these standards. 

 

Comment:  The application says that “clean inert fill” will be accepted to fill the mine.  We 

assume this means material that will be not contaminate soils or pollute air or water and 

will provide for a stable hillside.  What are some examples of clean inert fill from 

construction that will be accepted? 

 

Response:  “Clean inert fill” material typically includes native wet or dry soil and clean, 

uncontaminated fill dirt, clay, silt, sand, gravel, and rock.  The DNR reclamation permit 

application will include a Soil Importation and Clean Soil Policy, which includes soil 

monitoring protocols to prevent contaminated media from being imported onto the site. 
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Comment:  The hydrogeologic assessments for the reports date back to 1995, 1998, and 

2003 with an addendum done in 2019.  Do these documents take into account the increased 

population and addition residences built in this area, including the houses we are living in, 

since 2003? 

 

Response:  Yes, review of additional wells installed after the previous reports were prepared 

were included in our interpretation of the groundwater underlying the expansion area.  In 

particular, the well log data for the well owned by the commenter (Lewis well) was used to 

portray the groundwater surface shown on Figure 7 in the reclamation figure set.  Current 

and future operations are not proposing to operate into or below the groundwater table in 

the area of the mine. 

 

Comment:  We note that a well was drilled recently on the north side of Hale Road West just 

east of the Johnson pit.  What does this well have to do with the proposed project? 

 

Response:  The drilling conducted around the Johnson Quarry in 2019 was to explore 

subsurface conditions in anticipation of this application.  No wells were installed on the 

subject property as part of the drilling. 

 

Comment:  How often are mining operations inspected by government agencies, such as, 

Lewis County, DNR, Dept. of Ecology, etc.?  Are reports of these inspections available to the 

public online? 

 

Response:  DNR and DOE typically inspect mine sites annually.  These inspection reports are 

available to the public upon request, which typically are accomplished through public 

disclosure procedures with the relevant agency. 

 

Comment:  How long after mining stops would reclamation begin?  What is the timeline for 

reclamation?  What is the timeline projected for each phase and when is reclamation 

expected to end?  Is there a deadline set by Lewis County for reclamation to be completed? 

 

Response:  In accordance with DNR standards, the permit holder shall reclaim each segment 

of the mine within two years of completion of surface mining on that segment.  As stated in 

the application narrative, the mining disturbance will be reclaimed to forestry as mining 

progresses across the site.  Thus, reclamation will be conducted while mining is still active 

in other segments.  Timeline for reclamation is dependent upon completion of mining in 

each segment, which is in turn dependent upon market conditions.  Timeline projected for 

each phase is dependent upon completion of mining as stated above.  Lewis County defers 

to Washington State Surface Mining Act Chapter 78.44 RCW regarding reclamation timing. 

 

Comment:  How will Lewis County ensure that reclamation will be funded and completed?  

Will quarry profits be set aside annually, perhaps in an escrow account, to pay for 

reclamation? 

 

Response:  Lewis County defers to Washington State Surface Mining Act Chapter 78.44 RCW 

regarding insurance that reclamation will be funded.  The DNR requires a performance 



 22  GoodCrush-5-01:040320 

security from the permit holder, which is held by DNR until reclamation standards are met 

at the completion of mining.  This security is periodically adjusted by the DNR to reflect the 

amount of land and effort it would take to reclaim the site, so that the security would not be 

out of phase with the current state of site disturbance. 

 

Comment:  Will Lewis County’s assessments on adjoining properties be lowered and/or 

frozen until mine reclamation is completed? 

 

Response:  We anticipate the County should respond to this comment.  For consideration, 

we direct the County to a study completed by the Phoenix Center for Advanced Legal and 

Economic Public Policy Studies (Policy Paper Number 53, published March 2018) regarding 

the commonly held assumption that the presence of a quarry reduces property values.  

Researchers analyzed home prices and proximity to rock quarries and found “…no 

compelling statistical evidence that either the anticipation of, or the ongoing operation of, 

rock quarries negatively impact home prices.” 

 

8a. Shirley Lewis 

112 Salmi Road 

Comment:  The following birds were observed by Shirley Lewis at or near the property 

where the quarry is to expand: bald eagles, great blue heron, northern harriers, turkey 

vulture, and owls. 

 

Response:  Noted – The species observed by the operator were reported. 

 

9. Department of Ecology (DOE) 

Southwest Regional Office 

Comment:  WATER QUALITY INDUSTRIAL OPERATIONS UNIT:  Update Sand and Gravel 

General Permit coverages WAG501479 and WAG501492.  Both facilities are approved to 

conduct other crushed and broken stone mining and quarrying (NAICS 212319). 

 

Response:  The mine expansion will combine both DOE permits into one Sand and Gravel 

General Permit.  The Site Management Plan will be updated to reflect current site conditions 

included within the expanded 141.8-acre permit boundary. 

 

Comment:  SHORELANDS & ENVIRONMENAL ASSISTANCE:  The project proposal should avoid 

impacts to any wetlands and wetland buffers.  

 

Response:  The proposed mining operation is designed to avoid wetlands and their buffers. 

 

10. Cheryl McGee – Board chairman 

Evaline School District 

Comment:  While we have not previously experienced any issues created by traffic from the 

current operation at Good Quarry, as most haul trucks seem to have been routed from 

Tennessee Road to either Hale Rd East or Pleasant Valley Rd.  We would ask that notice of 

the school location be made and would request that haul traffic continue to be routed away 

from Schoolhouse Road as much as possible, specifically during the morning and afternoon 
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hours when students and staff would generally be coming to and going from the school 

grounds. 

 

Response:  Haul truck traffic will continue to be advised of the restrictions on Schoolhouse 

Road. 

 

11. Tammy Wells 

(mentions 100 block Lentz Road, northeast of the existing quarry) 

Comment:  Our well is full of sediment not there before the quarry.  Our water is also hard 

and polluted with metals and other minerals due to the frequent blasting.  And when there 

is a blast, the water gets markedly worse with sediment and taste.  We have had to replace 

several hot water heaters and holding tanks because of the sediment.  We cannot even wash 

clothes using only cold water because there is so much sediment, it clogs the screens in our 

washer. 

 

Response:  No complaints have been received by the operator or County agencies for at 

least the past 10 years regarding the well water from this residence until the SEPA notice.  

Good Quarry has been operating since 2003, and the Johnson Quarry (which is being 

incorporated into the expanded permit boundary) has been in operation since the 1960s.  

Additionally, the County Quarry located adjacent to the Johnson Quarry and south of Hale 

Road has also been in operation since the 1960s.  The 100 block of Lentz Road is located 

approximately 2,000 to 3,000 feet north and northeast of Good Quarry and 4,500 feet or 

more from the Johnson Quarry.  Based on review of collected blast vibration data from 

previous blasting at the site, ground-borne vibrations would be significantly below 

thresholds used by federal and state agencies to prevent damage to offsite residential 

improvements at these distances.  The vibrations could be sensed by people in the house, 

but the severity of the vibrations should be below damage thresholds. 

 

Current and future operations are not proposing to operate into or below the groundwater 

table in the area of the mine.  A full hydrogeologic evaluation was submitted with the Good 

Quarry permit application in 2001.  GeoDesign reviewed well logs from wells installed more 

recently than the wells used for the previous evaluation, some of which were installed after 

mining began at the current quarry.  The water levels from those more recent wells are in 

agreement with the findings of the previous studies.  Using both the previous studies and 

the more recent well logs, the groundwater surface was interpreted below the expansion 

property as shown on the cross section in the reclamation figure set provided with the SUP 

application (refer to Figure 7). 

 

12. April Jones 

132 Rayburn Road 

Comment:  My concerns are preservation of my water, well, springs and ponds.  My 

windows do not have their seals broken as they have in the past.  A cracked chimney which 

we had to take down and replace.  My concerns are not to lose my artesian well which is my 

water source for my house and outbuildings.  My concern is also the noise.  Constant sounds 

which sound like a war zone.  Blasts which scare my animals and clatter of rock.  Crushers 

that sound like machine gunfire.  My biggest concern is that nobody will care or give 
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compensation to people who live with the rock pit near them.  No one has seemed to care or 

regulate these people who just want money and were advised year ago not to develop a rock 

pit here as there were too many people and residences in the area.  Now there are twice as 

many people as there used to be. 

 

Response:  No complaints have been received by the operator or County agencies for at 

least the past 10 years regarding the well water from this residence until the SEPA notice.  

Good Quarry has been operating since 2003, and the Johnson Quarry (which is being 

incorporated into the expanded permit boundary) has been in operation since the 1960s.  

Additionally, the County Quarry located adjacent to the Johnson Quarry and south of Hale 

Road has also been in operation since the 1960s.  The Jones property is located 1,200 feet 

north of Good Quarry and 3,500 feet from the Johnson Quarry.  Based on review of collected 

blast vibration data from previous blasting at the site, ground-borne vibrations would be 

significantly below thresholds used by federal and state agencies to prevent damage to 

offsite residential improvements at these distances.  The vibrations could be sensed by 

people in the house, but the severity of the vibrations should be below damage thresholds. 

 

Current and future operations are not proposing to operate into or below the groundwater 

table in the area of the mine.  A full hydrogeologic evaluation was submitted with the Good 

Quarry permit application in 2001.  GeoDesign reviewed well logs from wells installed more 

recently than the wells used for the previous evaluation, some of which were installed after 

mining began at the current quarry.  The water levels from those more recent wells are in 

agreement with the findings of the previous studies.  Using both the previous studies and 

the more recent well logs, the groundwater surface was interpreted below the expansion 

property as shown on the cross section in the reclamation figure set provided with the SUP 

application (refer to Figure 7). 

 

Comment:  Also my property values seem low living next to a rock pit.  That is also a 

damage to me especially now when I may consider moving.  Most people in my area don't 

even know what is proposed for this area. I wasn't even notified but learned from a 

neighbor. 

 

Response:  We anticipate the County should respond to these comments.  Also, see the 

value study cited above. 

 

13. June Wristen and Shirley Westling 

(no address provided) 

Comment:  We have noticed that the various forms that require a signature by the owner or 

authorized representative are not signed by anyone.  Without the required signatures we 

wonder if this is a valid application. 

 

Response:  We anticipate the County should respond to this comment.  The primary 

application forms were signed by the applicant and submitted at the County Planning office, 

but the required additional copies of the primary forms were not signed.  We discussed this 

with the County planner, who confirmed the primary forms were signed. 
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Comment:  My property value went down $50,000 this year.  Other people in the 

neighborhood have also experienced their property values decreasing this year. The values 

set for various parcels are confusing to us and we wonder how they were arrived at.  Our 

personal reaction is to wonder if it is due to this, the Good Crushing, Inc application for 

expansion. 

 

Response:  We anticipate the County should respond to these comments.  Also, see the 

value study cited above. 

 

Comment:  (Regarding blasting protocols:)  For many years Good Quarry I has not complied 

with the SUP Blasting Protocols standards regarding 24 hour notice to be given to all 

property owners or residence within 500 feet of the mine permit boundary.  We telephoned 

Good’s Quarry two to three years ago and asked them to provide us with notification.  The 

person we spoke with said she would not send letters but would start calling us, which 

occurred a couple of times.  When they quit calling we contacted them again and were told 

that they notify the community by putting it up on their Good Quarry Reader Board, which 

is located on Tennessee Road. 

 

Response:  Mailed notices were initially provided to residents within a 500-foot radius of the 

mine permit boundary after the current quarry began activity.  Over time, the mailed notices 

were often returned to the operator without being opened.  As an alternative, the operator 

adopted using the reader board on Tennessee Road to announce upcoming blasts. 

 

However, if this process is deemed to be inadequate, the applicant is ready to resume 

providing notices to the residents.  If the expansion project is approved, the applicant will 

provide notice within 500 feet of the expanded permit boundary, which will encompass a 

larger area than the existing mine boundary and increase overall communication with the 

neighbors of the mine vicinity.  The applicant requests using emailed notices to neighbors 

to the greatest extent possible, as this is a better reflection of modern communication 

methods and allows for timely updates of blasting schedule or cancellations.  This option 

would not have been as effective at the time the mine started but is now a common means 

of providing public information and notices. 

 

Comment:  (Regarding geology and groundwater concerns:)  The mining operations are 

within a critical aquifer recharge area associated with a well located on the Good Quarry I 

Property. Our understanding was that it was initially permitted at 20 acres (when did this 

quarry get permitted to mine beyond the 20 acres). We did not receive notification of any 

prior SUP expansion.  

 

Response:  Both the 2001 SEPA determination and 2001 hearing examiner decision for the 

current mine state the approval is for a 32-acre mine. 

 

Comment:  What assessment was made for the wells of the surrounding area?  If this 

proposal is understood correctly, the hydrology reports presented are those from the 

original permitting process of Good Quarry I, many years ago.  Please require that current 

hydrology reports be obtained to establish how the water has been affected by 20 plus 
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years of mining in order to make a better educated guess as to how mining activities are 

likely to affect the future of the aquifer and the surrounding communities residential water 

use.  

 

Response:  Current and future operations are not proposing to operate into or below the 

groundwater table in the area of the mine, so impacts to local aquifers are not expected.  A 

full hydrogeologic evaluation was submitted with the Good Quarry permit application in 

2001.  GeoDesign reviewed well logs from wells installed more recently than the wells used 

for the previous evaluation, some of which were installed after mining began at the current 

quarry.  The water levels from those more recent wells are in agreement with the findings of 

the previous studies.  Using both the previous studies and the more recent well logs, the 

groundwater surface was interpreted below the expansion property as shown on the cross 

section in the reclamation figure set provided with the SUP application (refer to Figure 7). 

 

Comment:  On page 3 of the Project Summary, at the bottom of the page, the last sentence 

states “the primary water-bearing zone is located tens of feet below the proposed maximum 

depth of mining”. How many feet is tens of feet? 

 

Response:  Based on review of water wells and the proposed depth of mining, the floor of 

the mine will not approach within 10 feet of the groundwater surface and should range 

between 20 to 100 feet above groundwater.  The interpreted groundwater surface is shown 

on the cross sections on Figure 7 of the reclamation figure set.  DNR standards require that 

the mining not approach within 10 feet of the interpreted groundwater surface underlying 

the mine site. 

 

Comment:  We have observed that the aquifer that our well is on is affected by the mining 

activity next door, as described in our comment on the SEPA Environmental Checklist 

concerning how the blasting has affected our water, where we state “In addition to the 

extreme shaking from the blast we also have noticed our sinks and toilets fill up with a thick 

brown rusty looking sediment for days afterwards.  This is difficult to clean and there is 

some permanent staining.  We have had to put in a water filtration system so that we can 

safely wash our clothes and bathe.  

 

Response:  No complaints have been received by the operator or County agencies for at 

least the past 10 years regarding the well water from this residence until the SEPA notice.  

Effects from blasting are discussed under a subsequent comment from this residence. 

 

Comment:  (Regarding SEPA Environment Checklist, Item 3. Water-Question d. Proposed 

measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water, and drainage pattern 

impacts, if any:)  The answer states runoff will be redirected around active mining areas 

where practical. Where will it go if not practical?  

 

Response:  It would go into the quarry operations, then into stormwater management ponds 

for treatment and eventual release back into the watershed to the east. 
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Comment:  (Regarding SEPA Environment Checklist, Item 4. Plants-Question b.  What kind 

and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered:)  It is unclear whether the reclamation 

plan includes planting trees in all disturbed areas, including land that was previously used 

as agricultural and does not currently have any trees on it, or if the reclamation plan is to 

only replant trees where trees were standing at the time of the disturbance and reclaiming 

agricultural lands back to grasslands. 

 

Response:  Revegetation will consist of planting trees for forestry over the mine 

disturbance, consistent with the zoning designation of the parcel. 

 

Comment:  (Regarding SEPA Environment Checklist, Item 5 Animals:)  Should also include 

birds, eagle, crows, jays, squirrels, raccoon, possum, coyote, woodpeckers, humming birds, 

and others. 

 

Response:  The species observed by the operator were reported.  Crows, jays, and squirrels 

were added to the standard SEPA list of animals by the applicant. 

 

Comment:  (Regarding SEPA Environment Checklist, Item 7.  Environmental Health - 

Question a.  Are there any environmental health hazards? 3) Describe any toxic or 

hazardous chemicals that might be stored, used, or produced during the project’s 

development or construction, or at any time during the operating life of the project:)  Is 

dynamite or any other blasting agent, that is currently being used or is likely to be used in 

the future, considered to be a toxic or hazardous chemical that could potentially cause 

environmental damage? 

 

Response:  Blasting agents are not stored on site.  Blasting agents are brought onto the site 

by a licensed blasting contractor at the time of their work for the specific task of conducting 

blasts.  Blasters must follow strict protocols regarding transport and use of blasting agents 

in accordance with state requirements. 

 

Comment:  (Regarding SEPA Environment Checklist, Item 7.  Environmental Health - 

Question b. Noise, 2) What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with 

the project on a short-term or a long-term basis (for example: traffic, construction, 

operation, other):)  Please provide records establishing Good Quarry I blasted 6-12 times per 

year. We have not been notified when they were going to blast even though we understood 

they are required to notify us.  

 

Response:  Review of recent blasts from 2017 to 2019 indicate blast frequency ranged from 

2 to 4 blasts per year.  Records are provided in a blast vibration analysis report dated 

March 17, 2020.  Prior to 2017, the operator recalls blasting was generally 6 to 12 times per 

year but may have been less. 

 

Comment:  When there is a blast it is so loud and our land and house shake so vigorously 

that we don't know if it is coming from a blast next door or if it is an earthquake, or a 

bomb. 
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Response:  The applicant offers to monitor vibrations at the commenters’ property during 

the next two to three blasts to collect vibration data and compare them to state standards 

for ground-borne vibration thresholds, as well as to the findings summarized in the blast 

vibration analysis report. 

 

Comment:  In addition to the fear associated with the noise and extreme shaking from the 

blast we also have noticed our sinks and toilets fill up with a thick brown rusty looking 

sediment for days afterwards…  We have also experienced so much shaking throughout the 

years that our home has experienced some damages, such as separation at the seams 

between the walls and the floors, offset windows and doors, cracks in our pavement, 

separation of our gutters from our roofs.  Also, the doors of our metal pole building are 

offset enough that we can no longer close them all the way.  

 

Response:  Good Quarry has been operating since 2003, and the Johnson Quarry (which is 

being incorporated into the expanded permit boundary) has been in operation since the 

1960s.  Additionally, the County Quarry located adjacent to the Johnson Quarry and south 

of Hale Road has also been in operation since the 1960s.  No complaints have been received 

by the operator or County agencies for at least the past 10 years regarding blast-related 

damage to this residence until the SEPA notice.  The Wristen-Westling property is located 

approximately 1,200 feet northeast of the blast area at Good Quarry and 2,600 feet from 

the Johnson Quarry.  Based on review of collected blast vibration data from previous 

blasting at the site, ground-borne vibrations would be significantly below thresholds used 

by federal and state agencies to prevent damage to offsite residential improvements at 

these distances.  The vibrations could be sensed by people in the house, but the severity of 

the vibrations should be below damage thresholds. 

 

Comment:  In addition, the noise and vibration from a rock crusher travels a very long 

distance, much further than the properties located within the 500 feet of the quarry 

boundaries.  

 

Response:  This a County code determination. 

 

Comment:  If you do decide to give a SUP to this project please restrict the rock crusher to 

operating from 9 am to 5 pm, normal business hours. 

 

Response:  Current operations generally start and stop within the hours prescribed in the 

2001 County documents.  The proposed expansion activities would generally follow current 

County code requirements for operating hours, which are 6:30 am to 7 pm, with exceptions 

of night work that may be required by need for reduced traffic on public projects or 

emergency response.  Contracts typically require product to be delivered between 8 am to 5 

pm.  Product needs to be produced and loaded prior to and after normal delivery hours. 

 

Comment:  (Regarding SEPA Environment Checklist, Item 7.  Environmental Health - 

Question b. Noise, 3) Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any:)  Where 

is the rock crushing going to take place?  Why is the rock crusher not specifically addressed?  

Is a rock crusher usually described as mining equipment? 
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Response:  The rock crusher is part of the existing operation and will not change by the 

proposed expansion.  It will remain in its current location except for it being lower in 

elevation as the existing quarry floor is mined.  This is the best location for noise 

abatement, surrounded by rock highwalls currently on 3 sides and overall lower than the 

quarry entrance elevation, and with a noise abatement berm already installed on the 

northern side. 

 

Comment:  The Good Quarry I SUP was based on certain criteria.  This includes that a 

request for a portable asphalt mining equipment was denied.  

 

Response:  This is not the case.  The 2001 Hearing Examiner decision and staff report 

included therein plainly state the project contemplates use of an asphalt plant.  The 

operator was required to obtain appropriate permits from the County for a well to supply 

water for the plant, scale house, and shop.  The operator elected not to install the asphalt 

plant up to the present but was not denied from doing so. 

 

Comment:  (Regarding SEPA Environment Checklist, Item 8 Land and Shoreline Use – 

Question h.  Has any part of the site been classified as a critical area by the city or County?  

Site has a portion of a Category I critical aquifer recharge area (CARA) for the well located 

on the existing Good Quarry and 3 no-fish bearing streams:)  Are any of the wells of any of 

the residents in the surrounding area designated as Category I critical aquifer recharge 

area (CARA) that are at risk by quarry activity? 

 

Response:  Refer to County geographic information systems (GIS) data presented on Figures 

SUP-5, SUP-6, and SUP-7 regarding mapped CARA in the site vicinity.  The only Category 1 

CARA is the one associated with the existing Good Quarry well. 

 

Comment:  (Regarding SEPA Environment Checklist, Item 8 Land and Shoreline Use – 

Question j. Approximately how many people would the completed project displace:)  Many of 

our Evaline Community Members were either permanently or temporarily displaced by the 

original Good Quarry I, permitting process and subsequent mining activities.  

 

Response:  This project will not displace any residents except the one onsite and adjacent to 

the Johnson Quarry, which has been agreed upon with the landowner.  Some people in the 

surrounding area may choose to leave but are not being displaced by the mining operation. 

 

Comment:  (Regarding SEPA Environment Checklist, Item 13 Historic and cultural 

preservation – Question a.  Are there any buildings, structures, or sites, located on or near 

the site that are over 45 years old listed in or eligible for listing in national, state, or local 

preservation registers?  And Question b. Are there any landmarks, features, or other 

evidence of Indian or historic use or occupation:)  The children in the Evaline Community 

have been attending the Evaline School for over 100 years. 

 

Response:  The school building is located a mile east of the site, which would not qualify as 

near the site for consideration of historic value.  As previously discussed, truck traffic is 

instructed to avoid Schoolhouse Road, which the Evaline School District states has not 
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created issues.  It is up to the District if they wish to list their building for historical 

preservation. 

 

Comment:  (Regarding SEPA Environment Checklist, Item 14. Transportation – Question f.  

How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project or 

proposal:)  This question was not answered as it refers to a previous permit and does not 

provide adequate current information. 

 

Response:  The question was answered.  Because the proposed expansion project does not 

propose any change to the traffic pattern or volume already contemplated and approved, 

there is no new proposal regarding per-day traffic to address in this SEPA review. 

 

Comment:  (Regarding SEPA Environment Checklist, Item 14. Transportation – Question g.  

Will the proposal interfere with, affect or be affected by the movement of agricultural and 

forest products on roads or streets in the area:)  This question was not answered as it refers 

to a previous permit and does not provide adequate current information. 

 

Response:  The question was answered, see discussion on the previous comment. 

 

Comment:  (Regarding SEPA Environment Checklist, Item 16. Utilities:)  This application 

refers to a well on Good Quarry I so perhaps well water should be checked? 

 

Response:  The “well water” item was inserted into the SEPA form by the applicant. 

 

Comment:  (Regarding SEPA Environment Checklist, Page 17:)  No signature on page 17 of 

17. 

 

Response:  We anticipate the County should respond to this comment.  The primary 

application forms were signed by the applicant and submitted at the County Planning office, 

but the required additional copies of the primary forms were not signed.  We discussed this 

with the County planner, who confirmed the primary forms were signed. 

 

Comment:  Please advise us in writing as to whether or not we have been commenting on a 

legally valid and binding application. Who owns the property and who is authorized to sign 

the application?  

 

Response:  See discussion above on the previous comment.  Also refer to the Correction 

section of this response document. 

 

14. Lovejoy & Frank Schell 

102 Quarry Lane 

Comment:  When looking at the map entitled “County Critical Areas Overlay” that shows 

wells in the area, it does not show several private wells on Quary Lane, which includes our 

well.  
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Response:  The referenced map shows identified wells within 500 feet of the project 

boundary, as required by the County.  The Schell residence appears to be about 800 feet 

from the eastern boundary of the proposed project and was thus not included on the maps. 

 

Comment:  At present, whenever they blast it shakes our house (which is a well-built stick 

house built in 2005 as opposed to many manufactured homes on Quarry Lane).  About 2 to 

3 years ago I called Good Quarry to complain as they had set off a particularly large blast 

that really rattled our house and I am concerned about our well.  They informed me that 

their geologist has everything calculated and that I should not be feeling the blast.  I told 

them I'm sorry but we feel every blast you ever do and is it possible to set two smaller blasts 

instead of a large blast and accomplish the same thing.  He said that could possibly work 

but didn't say they would do that.  

 

Response:  The Schell property is located 3,400 feet southeast of the blast area at Good 

Quarry and 1,600 feet east of the Johnson Quarry.  Based on review of collected blast 

vibration data from previous blasting at the site, ground-borne vibrations would be 

significantly below thresholds used by federal and state agencies to prevent damage to 

offsite residential improvements at these distances.  The vibrations could be sensed by 

people in the house, but the severity of the vibrations should be below damage thresholds. 

 

To demonstrate this point, a vibration monitor was placed in the western backyard of this 

residence during a recent blast on March 20, 2020.  The blast was at the Johnson Quarry 

and located closer (about 1,700 feet away) than most of the other blasts that have occurred 

at Good Quarry (at least 3,400 feet away).  The vibration monitor measured peak vibrations 

at 0.14 inch per second, which is about 15 to 20 percent of the damage threshold, 

indicating the blast would not be likely to cause any damage.  The vibration monitor records 

for this blast are included in Attachment B. 

 

Comment:  The Johnson Quarry is even closer to our house and well than their present 

blasting site.  As it is, I have had five sheet rock nails back themselves out of our ceiling, a 

crack around the top corner of a wall in the master bath which is the end of our house 

closest to their property, our concrete front porch has settled over 2” and I am not a happy 

camper.  I could understand these problems if our house was built on land that had fill, but 

our land was virgin soil and a cow pasture for many years. 

 

Response:  See discussion above regarding blast data and damage thresholds.  It is common 

for homes to experience some settlement even on previously undeveloped land.  Pre-

existing soft areas need to be identified and mitigated during construction or they could 

have long-term impacts on the quality of construction.  The magnitude of settlement or 

possible differential settlement would depend on the diligence of the earthwork contractor 

preparing the subgrade for the house.  We suggest researching if there was any quality 

control or geotechnical engineering oversight of the construction to determine if the footing 

and slab subgrades were adequately prepared after being used as a pasture. 

 

Comment:  Also, the well with the red circle around it at the end of Quary Lane serves 10 

houses.  There used to be two wells tied together, but one quit and now they use their 



 32  GoodCrush-5-01:040320 

backup well (which is serviced by Thurston County) as their sole source of water.  If that 

well gets damaged, I'm sure you will have a lot of unhappy campers and no doubt some 

lawsuits.  Six of those houses are in the Quarry Lane Home Owners Association.  I have 

encouraged them to send in their comments, but like the saying goes, you can lead the 

horse to water but you can't make him drink. 

 

Response:  No complaints have been received by the operator or County agencies for at 

least the past 10 years regarding the well water from this shared well.  The mapped well is 

located approximately 2,900 feet southeast of the blast area at Good Quarry and 1,200 feet 

east of the Johnson Quarry.  This distance should prevent damage to the well from onsite 

blasting based on the previously referenced blast data review. 

 

Comment:  And I am sure our property values will also be affected to our detriment.  

 

Response:  We anticipate the County should respond to these comments.  Also, see the 

value study cited above. 

 

CORRECTION 

 

The printed application form had an error showing that the applicant owns the property for the 

proposed expansion.  In fact, the applicant secured a lease with the current landowner (Fries 

and Waller Rock Quarry, LLC) granting terms and permission to seek environmental and mining 

permits and to expand quarry operations onto the subject property.  This lease was recorded 

with the County under recording no. 3500280 LE on April 8, 2019.  The primary application 

form signed by the applicant at the County Planning counter was hand-corrected to correctly 

show the applicant does not own the property but is entitled to apply for the required permits 

to expand and operate the mine on the subject property.  Copies other than the primary 

submittal were not hand-corrected by the applicant. 

 

   

 

Please feel free to contact our office should you have questions. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

GeoDesign, Inc. 

 

 

 

Erick J. Staley, L.E.G. 

Principal Engineering Geologist 

 

Attachments 

One copy submitted (via email only) 

Document ID:  GoodCrush-5-01-040320-minlr-responses.docx 

© 2020 GeoDesign, Inc.  All rights reserved. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

 

 

 

SIGNS ON-SITE DIRECTING DRIVERS TO NOT USE SCHOOLHOUSE ROAD 
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ATTACHMENT B 

 

 

 

VIBRATION DATA FROM JOHNSON QUARRY BLAST 

MARCH 20, 2020 






