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BCC‐H‐1 11/4/2020

Shelley Kneip, 
League of Women 
Voters

LWVTC position is that this policy amendment is premature and 
should not be approved. It is premature because it is taken out of 
context with the full subarea plan update. The record shows that the 
science does not support change, and there are issues with the SEPA 
review that accompanied this application.

LWVTC feels this should be rejected and combined with the Nisqually 
Subarea Plan Update. Processing these separately is contrary to good 
planning. 

LWVTC feels the science does not support the amendment. The 
literature review didn't evaluate asphalt recycling near critical areas 
and salmon habitat. There are critical areas that will be impacted.

LWVTC has serious concerns with the County's SEPA process for 
planning in general as well as the DNS issued for the proposal. We 
didn't appeal solely due to the cost. SEPA requires agencies to 
consider environmental effects of a proposed action. Thurston 
County didn't conduct SEPA until after planning commission, which is 
a violation.

LWVTC also included a technical memorandum from County 
Hydrogeologist.

Comment recorded and included on the record.

The technical memo provided was developed for the  
mineral lands designation update to the Comprehensive 
Plan. Although it was not developed for RAP, there are 
some areas of overlap since asphalt batch plants are also 
subject to the mineral extraction code, 17.20 TCC. The 
Mead report attached to the memorandum (p. 11) states 
"asphalt batch plants present less risk to ground water 
than concrete plants" and that "the potential risk from 
asphalt plants is maintly from the effects of stormwater, 
vehicle fueling, and fuel storage and handling". 

Currently, the Subarea Plan allows for concrete recycling, 
but not asphalt recycling.

The SEPA process is initiated when a citizen‐application 
for a comp plan amendment is docketed and work 
begins. The environmental Checklist for this project was 
first received received Nov. 14, 2016 and a revised 
checklist on Jun. 19, 2017. Additional studies and review 
of the checklist occurred during the review of the 
amendment. The County issued a determination after the 
Planning Commission recommendation, which is standard 
process for Thurston County's non‐projects.

BCC‐H‐2 11/10/2020 Marian Bailey

Please do not change policy E.5. The Nisqually is part of a water 
recharge zone. This particular site is a CARA 1 ‐ that should be 
anough reason not to allow asphalt recycling. I do not believe the 
mitigation to prevent water pollution would actually work... over 
time with enough rain and standing water, it would percolate into 
the ground. Comment recorded and included on the record.
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BCC‐H‐3 11/11/2020 Jeff Zahir

I'm opposed to amending the policy. The impacts of placing high 
concentrations of hydrocarbons, sulphur and heavy metals in a river 
basin cannot be recovered. Fish and wildlife don't measure PPM of 
pollutants, they either like them or they don't. Please leave the 
existing language of Policy E.5 and consider bans on all accessory 
uses that introduce anything that wasn't in the environment before. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐4 11/11/2020 JJ Lindsey

I am against the proposed amendment. Please listen to many 
important stakeholders that have commented. Lakeside is the only 
entity that would profit from the change in regulations. There are 
plenty of other asphalt recyclers in the county. Asphalt recycling is 
toxic, and covering a pile with a tarp will result in pollution Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐5 11/13/2020 Howard Glastetter

I am in agreement with the proposal provided that RAP in the pit is 
covered and protected from weather. Preferably, covered by an 
unwalled metal building with an airspace above the stored RAP to 
ensure it is free from moisture.

The RAP request should not be done in a vacuum and should take 
into consideration an existing 10‐yr‐old permit request to mine into 
the aquifer at the same site. 

The Nisqually Subarea Plan protects rural lands from industrial 
dominance. There are also on‐going flooding issues. If RAP is 
allowed, there is a way to mitigate its effects. Finally any increase in 
production output at the Lakeside plant should not exceed the 
300,000 annual ton limit. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐6 11/14/2020 Sharon Herting
I support the League of Women Voters position in the 11/4/20 letter, 
and I am asking you to reject this docket item. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐7 11/15/2020 Maureen Canny
I support the League of Women Voters position in the 11/4/20 letter, 
and I am asking you to reject this docket item. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐8 11/15/2020 Hilarie Hauptman
I support the League of Women Voters position in the 11/4/20 letter, 
and I am asking you to reject this docket item. Comment recorded and included on the record.
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BCC‐H‐9 11/15/2020 Glen Anderson
I support the League of Women Voters position in the 11/4/20 letter, 
and I am asking you to reject this docket item. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐10 11/16/2020 Lee Riner
I ask that you reject this docket item, the Nisqually is a fragile 
exosystem and the aquifer and drinking water is in this area. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐11 11/16/2020 Lisa Ornstein

I support the League of Women Voters position in the 11/4/20 letter, 
and I am asking you to reject this docket item. I support recycling but 
it must be done at an appropriate site. This site is two miles upwind 
and upriver from the Nisqually National Wildlife Refuge, home to 
wildlife and endangered salmon. The area is extremely porous. The 
County has spent approximately $2.4 million purchasing 
development rights immediately adjacent. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐12 11/16/2020 Diana Moore
I support the League of Women Voters position in the 11/4/20 letter, 
and I am asking you to reject this docket item. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐13 11/16/2020 Carol Goss
I support the League of Women Voters position in the 11/4/20 letter, 
and I am asking you to reject this docket item. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐14 11/16/2020 Karol Erickson
I support the League of Women Voters position in the 11/4/20 letter, 
and I am asking you to reject this docket item. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐15 11/19/2020 Jon Ceazan
I support the League of Women Voters position in the 11/4/20 letter, 
and I am asking you to reject this docket item. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐16 11/19/2020 Rick Bartholomew
I support the League of Women Voters position in the 11/4/20 letter, 
and I am asking you to reject this docket item. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐17 11/22/2020 Beck Beswick
I support the League of Women Voters position in the 11/4/20 letter, 
and I am asking you to reject this docket item. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐18 11/23/2020 Joseph Diaz
RAP would help Lakeside be more competitive and reduce overall 
cost in raw materials Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐19 11/23/2020 Ryan Heathers

Use of RAP decreases the high cost per ton of asphalt and would 
allow for more competitive pricing with other companies. RAP is 
environmentally beneficial, reduces stockpiling and disposal of old 
asphalt,  Comment recorded and included on the record.
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BCC‐H‐20 11/23/2020 Laurel Smith

I ask that you amend the subarea plan to allow for asphalt recycling. 
It saves on valuable resources, reduces greenhouse gases, allows 
increased competition in the pavement marks, and can increase jobs 
in the industry. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐21 11/24/2020 Dusty Barringer I support the proposed amendment. Please vote for option 2. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐22 11/24/2020 Dan Wagner I support use of recycled asphalt in the area. Please vote in favor. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐23 11/24/2020

Dave Gent, 
Washington Asphalt 
and Pavement 
Association

WAPA strongly supports the amendment to allow asphalt recycling. 
Asphalt recycling is a standard practice, it is sustainable, it extends 
precious resources, is local, and science supports RAP use. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐24 11/24/2020
Roger Millar
WSDOT

This letter supports Lakeside Industries request for a Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment to allow the use of RAP. The WSDOT strongly 
supports the use of RAP throughout the state. Use of RAP is key in 
WSDOTs effort to improve sustainability of highways, with ~20% RAP 
used on most WSDOT projects. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐25 11/24/2020 Doug Smith Allow asphalt recycling Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐26 11/24/2020 John Escobedo
I support the proposed amendment. Asphalt recycling is encouraged 
and is safe and environmentally friendly. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐27 11/25/2020 Jim Holland

I support the proposed amendment. Utilization of recycled asphalt 
decreases the high cost/ton of asphalt and allows more competitive 
pricing that would reduce costs to public and private entities in 
Thurston County. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐28 11/25/2020
Gary Kittleman
Gary's Bulldozing

I support Lakeside's amendment to allow asphalt recycling in the 
Nisqually Subarea. This will help conserve existing mineral resources 
and petroleum products as well as reduce waste. Comment recorded and included on the record.
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BCC‐H‐29 11/25/2020 Chris Keikkila

I support the amendment to recycle asphalt in the Nisqually Subarea 
because it will increase market competitiveness in the asphalt paving 
industry. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐30 11/25/2020 Tony Hammett

I support option 2 to amend the Suparea Plan to allow asphalt 
recycling, and leave specific considerations to permit stage.  This 
option preserves resources and reduces waste. Comment from 
Planning Commission public hearing included. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐31 11/27/2020 Doug Smith
Support amendment to allow asphalt recycling, which is needed for 
Lakeside to remain competitive. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐32 11/30/2020 David Peterson

I am asking you to amend the Policy language in the Nisqually 
Subarea Plan. This reduces costs and keeps old asphalt away from 
the landfill. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐33 11/30/2020
Jeff Herriford
Lakeside Industries

Envionmental preservation is very important to me. Recycling 
asphalt is a sustainable practice and should be implemented in the 
area to keep the material from entering landfills or other dump sites. 
Please vote in favor to allow asphalt recycling Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐34 11/30/2020

Reid Wall
Kauman 
Construction

I support the proposed amendment to allow asphalt recycling. It is 
encouraged by local, state, and national agencies. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐35 11/30/2020
Karen Deal
Lakeside Industries

I am writing to reaffirm my support for Option 2 to allow asphalt 
recycling in the Nisqually Subarea without a policy‐level requirement 
for covered storage. Attached is my letter to the Planning 
Commission from earlier this year. Comment recorded and included on the record.
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BCC‐H‐36 11/30/2020

David Troutt
Nisqually River 
Council

The Nisqually River Council supports a complete and holistic 
assessment of this proposal in the context of the full subarea plan. IF 
the Commission moves forward, we strongly urge the inclusion of 
mandatory monitoring and best management practices as presented 
in the revised policy language under option 3. At a minimum, BMPs 
should require: hard weatherproof coverings for RAP, safe handling 
and treatment protocols for stormwater, development of regular on‐
site water quality monitoring, air quality standards not to be 
exceeded from cumulative impacts of asphalt and recycled asphalt 
production, no open groundwater connectons and assessment of the 
100‐year floodplain zone, and rigorous adaptive management 
protocols. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐37 11/30/2020

Aubrey Collier,
City of Lacey Public 
Works

This letter supports use of RAP and the request of Lakeside to 
remove the prohibition on asphalt recycling in the subarea. Use of 
RAP is a standard practice throughout the state. The City of Lacey 
most recently used a RAP mix on our 2018 overlay project with 
excellent results, and we plan to use it again in the future. The city 
does not have concerns over the location of RAP at the Lakeside 
facility. This site isn't within the City's wellhead protection area. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐38 11/30/2020 Richel Perkins
Please allow aspahlt recycling in the subarea. It reduces waste and 
preserves resources. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐39 11/30/2020 Esther Kronenberg

I support the League of Women Voters letter regarding the proposed 
change. The Commissioners are face with many difficult decisions. In 
this case, the cost benefit analysis should make a decision simple. 
Changing the plan would allow one multimillion dollar company to 
continue operations. There are other RAP facilities in the County. No 
one questions that recycling is better for the environment, but the 
costs of this are that there is a danger of contaminating 
groundwater. SEPA law states amendments cannot be piecemealed ‐ 
the county faces litigation in proceeding on this project further. 
Please put a final stop to this and make the easy decision in the 
public interest ‐ no! Comment recorded and included on the record.
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BCC‐H‐40 11/30/2020 Tami deBellis

I was on the original board that saved the tree bugger for the wildlife 
at the Nisqually Delta. I support the League of Women Voters and 
the positions stated in their November 4 letter. I ask that you reject 
the item that is up for a publit hearing on 12/1 Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐41 11/30/2020 Christy White

Previously there's been a moratorium on asphalt recycling ‐ times 
have changed, but not having such a plant has kept our water and 
aire to the highest standards. It is my understanding that some 
Planning Commission members took a tour of the site ‐ this seems to 
present some bias. Was there a public open house? Has there been 
any public unbiased study done? It seems only data provided by the 
industry. I hope you consider the decision to include very restrictive 
language. Everyone defaults to permit, permit equals installation. 
Leaving to the permit stage is an insurmountable burden to the 
public and leaves very little chance of impact to mitigate harm. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐42 12/1/2020 Dean Smith

Asphalt recycling is beneficial, people use it every day, and the state 
solid waste plan supports it. Please allow asphalt recycling in the 
subarea. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐43 12/1/2020

Kyler Danielson and 
Karen Deal, Lakeside 
Industries

(Letter to David Troutt, Nisqually Indian Tribe) Lakeside has publicly 
committed to working with the Nisqually Indian Tribe, Nisqually 
River Council, and Thurston County to incorporate adaptive 
management principals and conduct groundwater monitoring for 
RAP storage onsite. Upon amendment to the Nisqually Subarea Plan, 
Lakeside will seek a permit from the County. This letter memorializes 
our committements to colaborate with the Nisqually Indian Tribe for 
groundwater monitoring and data collection. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐44 12/1/2020

Doug Mah, Thurston 
Chamber of 
Commerce

Thurston Chamber of Commerce supports Option 3 as outlined by 
staff. This aligns with recycling, reuse, and uses feewer raw 
materials. It is a reasonable and balanced amendment to the 
Comprehensive Plan. Comment recorded and included on the record.
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BCC‐H‐45 12/1/2020

Eric Christensen, 
Water Resources 
Director City of 
Olympia

We support the efforts of manufacturers to recycle asphalt so long 
as it meets all federal, state, and local regulations and addresses 
environmental and health concerns.

To that end, we encourage Thurston County's support of a site‐
specific field study as part of evaluating this policy amendment, 
particularly with respect to reviewing environmental conditions 
within the Nisqually Subarea and incorporating Best Management 
Practices.

The Nisqually Subarea includes many environmentally sensitive 
areas: McAllister Geologically Sensitive Areas, Aquifer Recharge 
Areas, 100‐year floodplains, agricultural lands and drinking water 
wellhead protection areas. The City has the current water supply at 
the McAllister Wellfield ‐ we understand the risks to groundwater 
quantity and quality from land use activities in this area. RAP has the 
potential to leach contaminants at levels exceeding the Washington 
State Groundwater Quality Standards. In this vein, we value the 
County's consideration of appropriate locational siting and 
regulatory oversight of future facilities and the importance of Best 
Management Practices beyond covered stockpiles, to include 
stormwater management, pollutant prevention and control, and 
monitoring. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐46 12/1/2020 Pete Irwin
I support the amendment to allow asphalt recycling in the Nisqually 
Subarea. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐47 12/1/2020 Kate Benkert

I have read the League of Women Voters letter and it raises 
important points ‐ I am in support of their positions and request you 
defer the amendment until it can be reviewed with the Nisqually 
Subarea Plan. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐48 12/1/2020 Gordon Avery
I care about the environment and that's why I support asphalt 
recycling in the Nisqually Subarea. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐49 12/1/2020 Kristen Hatton Support asphalt recycling. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐50 12/1/2020 Tim Ames
Asphalt recycling is green and environmentally safe and uses less 
virgin oil. I support the amendment. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐51 12/1/2020 Kory Sisk
Please allow asphalt recycling ‐ its better to put material back into 
the roads rather than a landfill Comment recorded and included on the record.



Board of County Commissioner Public Hearing: CPA Docket Item CP‐11 ‐ Recycled Asphalt Policy Review
Comments Received 11‐04‐2020 to 12‐1‐2020

BCC‐H‐52 12/1/2020
Sue Danver, Black 
Hills Audubon

Black Hills Audubon is a signatory in the Nisqually Delta Association 
Settlement Agreement. The annual number of visitors to the 
Nisqually Wildlife Refuge is 200,000. For protection of the refuge's 
delicate ecosystem, we support the League of Women Voters 
comment.

Asphalt recycling will liekly generate contamination. Due to 
environmental, wildlife habitat, and wildlife concerns, Black Hills 
Audubon opposes the removal of the prohibition on manufacture of 
recycled asphalt. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐53 12/1/2020 Harriet Ammann

I support the League of Women Voters comment, including that this 
should be deffered to review with the Nisqually Subarea Plan 
Update. There are concerns about PAH emissions to air, harm to 
humans and ecosystems. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐54 12/1/2020 Loretta Seppanen

I support the League of Women Voters comment andposition ‐ this 
amendment should be rejected and combined with Nisqually 
Subarea Plan Update. Chipping away at the plan undermines the 
planning process. The community at large hasn't asked for this 
change, only the owner of the existing asphalt plant. Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐55 12/1/2020
Mark Segale, Segale 
Properties

I am writing in support of including recycled asphalt processing as an 
approved activity within the Nisqually Subarea. Recycling is a major 
step towards sustainability, and saves use of pertroleum products by 
decreasing need for new materials. It also conserves mineral 
resources, reduces waste, and keeps old asphalt out of landfills and 
dumpsites.  Comment recorded and included on the record.

BCC‐H‐56 12/1/2020 Forma Construction

Reusing asphalt has many benefits and can lower consts. Adopting 
either option 2 or 3 is a reasonable balanced amendment to the 
Comprehensive Plan. Comment recorded and included on the record.



From: Shelley Kneip
To: John Hutchings; Gary Edwards; Tye Menser
Cc: joshua.cumming@co.thurston.wa.us; jennifer.davis@cp.thurston.wa.us; Maya Teeple; Karen Tvedt
Subject: League of Women Voters Comments on #CPA-11
Date: Wednesday, November 4, 2020 2:51:29 PM
Attachments: ATT00001.htm

Ltr to BOCC re RAP.docx
3 - Tech Memo 33 - Hydrogeologic review of Mineral Extraction Code 08152018 (1).pdf

Dear Commissioners:  

1. Please find attached a letter from the League of Women Voters of Thurston County
opposing the consideration and/or approval of #CPA-11, concerning an amendment to the
Nisqually Subarea Plan (NSAP).

2. We also have attached a technical memo from the County's hydrogeologist, which we ask
to be reviewed and made part of the administrative record for #CPA-11.

-- 
Shelley Kneip
shelleykneip@gmail.com

BCC-PH-1
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Attachment (Ltr to BOCC re RAP.docx) has been reconstructed.
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Board of Commissioners						November 4, 2020

Thurston County

2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW # 269

Olympia, WA 98503



RE:  Amendment to the Nisqually Subarea Plan, #CPA-11





Dear County Commissioners:  



	The Thurston County League of Women Voters (LWVTC) has been following the Thurston County planning process over the years.  LWVTC’s position is that the proposed amendment to the Nisqually Subarea Plan to allow for recycled asphalt plants is premature and should not be approved.  It is premature because it is taken out of the context of a full subarea plan update.  The record also shows that the science that was reviewed does not support the change, and that there are issues with the SEPA review that accompanied this application. 



A.   #CPA-11; Asphalt Recycling.  Lakeside Industries applied for an amendment to the Nisqually Subarea Plan (NSAP) to allow asphalt recycling at a gravel mine site.  The LWVTC supports the recycling of asphalt generally, and acknowledges that there is abundant science to support the concept.  However, there is no science that shows asphalt recycling should occur in the fragile Nisqually ecosystem. 



 1. Reject #CPA-11 and combine it with the Nisqually Subarea Plan Update. The 2020/2021 docket lists updating the NSAP as a docket item (# CPA-6) and a “citizen initiated amendment” to change one small portion of the NSAP (#CPA-11).  Lakeside’s application has been severed from the update of the Nisqually Subarea Plan update process, which apparently has been deferred.  Considering the Lakeside proposal separately from the NSAP runs contrary to good planning. GMA requires that  “all proposals shall be considered concurrently  . . . so that the cumulative effect of the various proposals shall be maintained.”  RCW 36.70A.130(2)(a)(v).[footnoteRef:1]   [1:  While this provision pertains to annual amendments, it is still applicable here, where both the NSAP update and the RAP proposal were on the docket.  Taking RAP in isolation before the update undermines the planning process. ] 




Chipping away of a plan with small amendments here and there undermines the entire planning process.   Here, there is no reason to amend the Nisqually Subarea Plan other than a property owner asked for it.  Granting this application would render all the work done, and defended in court, to be cast aside and ignored. 

Making amendments to a plan in a piecemeal way will result in inconsistencies and oversights.  Should the update to the NSAP show there are more critical areas, including critical aquifer recharge areas (CARAs), the County may have little to no ability to stop a proposal if it an application has vested.  We see no justification for considering a property owner’s request outside of a major update, other than economic benefit to the property owner.  This proposed amendment should be done concurrently with the NSAP update, as good planning dictates.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Moreover, since the NSAP is incorporated into the County’s comprehensive plan, it should have been part of the comprehensive plan update process, which was also a fragmented review, undermining the purpose of good planning. ] 




2.  Science Does Not Support Amending the NSAP.  The County commissioned a literature review on the potential environmental impacts of RAP (“Herrera Report).[footnoteRef:3]  The literature review examined scientific papers that evaluated the potential of metals and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) to be released into the environment when asphalt is recycled.  The literature review did not evaluate the propriety of asphalt recycling at a gravel mine near critical areas and salmon habitat.    [3:  The County contracted with Herrera Consultants to prepare the report.  Lakeside Industries paid for the report.  One might question the objectivity of the report, particularly when Herrera frequently cites “Lakeside Industries” as a source for distinguishing conclusions.  See, e.g., Literature Review: Contaminant Leaching from Recycled Asphalt Pavement at 17, Herrera Environmental Consultants, May 2019.  ] 




The staff report summarizes the “key takeaways” from the Herrera Report as follows:  



· As a source of contaminants, RAP is highly variable. Factors contributing to variability in leachate from RAP appear to include how the asphalt was originally manufactured (e.g., the sources of crude oil and aggregate or whether coal tar or bitumen was used), how the RAP was used, the duration and degree to which it has weathered and been exposed to traffic or other pollution generating sources, and how long it is stored. 

· Laboratory testing indicated that there were typically some contaminants leached from RAP at concentrations that exceeded state groundwater quality standards. There were some Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs)[footnoteRef:4] that leached above Washington state groundwater quality standards with some frequency. Some metals were also leached, 10 primarily in low pH environments.  [4:  PAHs (carcinogenic)" or "cPAHs" means those polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons substances, PAHs, identified as A (known human) or B (probable human) carcinogens by the United States Environmental Protection Agency. These include benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, benzo(k)fluoranthene, benzo(a)pyrene, chrysene, dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, and indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene. WAC 173-340-200.
] 


· Testing indicated that there is a distinct initial flush of contaminants from RAP that can result in concentrations exceeding Washington State groundwater quality standards, but that these peak concentrations decrease quickly to below detection limits.

· Although this literature review specifically did not include an assessment of potential environmental impact from fate and transport of these contaminants, a number of the researchers suggested that the impact to the environment would be negligible if dilution and assimilation were considered. 

· Batch and column laboratory tests, while informative, are not necessarily representative of what can be expected under field conditions.



These “takeaways,” on their face, question the wisdom of changing one provision of the NSAP in isolation of a holistic update and without additional environmental review.  Bullet 2 explicitly states that “typically” contaminants leached from RAP at concentrations exceeding groundwater standards, and PAHs leached at high levels “with some frequency.”  This takeaway alone should give the Commissioners pause about proceeding.  Bullet 3 refers to a “distinct initial flush” of contaminants, but implies that those contaminants are diluted.  But the RAP process is continuous, so each time RAP is processed there will be an “initial flush.”  This summary conclusion brushes over logic in minimizing concerns.  Bullet 4 implies, without basis, that there would be negligible impact if dilution and assimilation is considered.  Dilution is not the solution to pollution.  



Thurston County has received a number of comments, several from distinguished individuals, stating that the science supports the proposed amendment.  Please read those comments carefully.  The “science” they are referring to is that science supports asphalt recycling, which we agree is a good concept.  There is no science in the record supporting the change to the NSAP, and in fact, the Herrera Report concludes that there is a potential for pollution.  No comments, other than applicant representatives, say science supports asphalt recycling in the Nisqually Subarea.  We do not believe there is science supporting this change.



The Board should reject the adoption of #CPA-11, or, at the very least, defer it until science shows that it will not cause environmental impacts. 



3.  Reject # CPA-11 because there are Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas and Fragile Ecosystems that will be impacted.  One of the major themes voiced by the applicant and staff is that the proposed amendment deals solely with the NSAP plan and not to a specific site.  However, given the history and the applicant, it is abundantly clear that the amendment will open the door for Lakeside to operate a RAP at its site on Durgin Road.  In 2004, Lakeside applied for a special use permit to recycle asphalt, despite the prohibition in NSAP.  This permit was denied and litigated.  The Court of Appeals decision upholding the denial contains abundant evidence regarding the purpose of the prohibition:  



The proposed asphalt facility would be approximately two miles upwind and upriver from the Nisqually National Wildlife Refuge, home to numerous wildlife species and endangered salmon.  The groundwater around the mine site is between four and fifteen feet below the extremely porous surface.  The site is also located in the County’s aquifer protection district.  The County has spent approximately $2.4 million to purchase development rights in the immediate area adjacent to the proposed facility to prevent environmental damage. 



Lakeside Industries v. Thurston County, 83 P.3d 433 (2004).  



The Court also noted that the NSAP is “a plan the County adopted to preserve the agricultural and pastoral character of the valley.”  Id.  The Lakeside site is bordered by long term agricultural lands.  The NSAP not only sets goals and policies to enhance agricultural uses, it also seeks to limit large-scale commercial development.  The NSAP, and the site, is blanketed with Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas (CARAs), which by definition, are susceptible to pollution. These factors should all be taken into consideration before amending the NSAP. 



B. #CPA-11; SEPA Process.  We have significant concerns with the County’s SEPA process for planning in general as well as the Determination of Nonsignificance (DNS) issued for this proposal.  We did not appeal the DNS issued solely due to the high fee required (close to $2,000). 



SEPA, the State Environmental Policy Act, Chapter 43.21C RCW, requires that all governmental agencies consider the environmental effects of a proposed action – “A Full Disclosure Law.”   It is as applicable to plan amendments as it is to specific project proposals.  Thurston County does not conduct a SEPA analysis until after the planning commission has reviewed, held public hearings, and made a recommendation on a proposal.  That means neither the planning commission nor the public has the benefit of an environmental analysis until it reaches the commissioners.  This violates SEPA.  



WAC 197-11-055, adopted by reference in Thurston County Code 17.09.020, requires that SEPA this consideration be done at the earliest possible point in the planning process 



(1) Integrating SEPA and agency activities. The SEPA process shall be integrated with agency activities at the earliest possible time to ensure that planning and decisions reflect environmental values, to avoid delays later in the process, and to seek to resolve potential problems.

(2) Timing of review of proposals. The lead agency shall prepare its threshold determination and environmental impact statement (EIS), if required, at the earliest possible point in the planning and decision-making process, when the principal features of a proposal and its environmental impacts can be reasonably identified.

(a) A proposal exists when an agency is presented with an application or has a goal and is actively preparing to make a decision on one or more alternative means of accomplishing that goal and the environmental effects can be meaningfully evaluated.

(i) The fact that proposals may require future agency approvals or environmental review shall not preclude current consideration, as long as proposed future activities are specific enough to allow some evaluation of their probable environmental impacts.

WAC 197-11-055.



 (2) The responsible official of the lead agency shall make the threshold determination, which shall be made as close as possible to the time an agency has developed or is presented with a proposal (WAC 197-11-784). If the lead agency is a GMA county/city, that agency must meet the timing requirements in subsection (6) of this section.



WAC 197-11-310.



Further, Thurston County Code 17.09.050 specifically states that the SEPA analysis should accompany the staff recommendation to the planning commission.  The SEPA review should have happened when the proposals were first submitted 



In May of this year, the Central Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings Board found a King County ordinance noncompliant with GMA because the SEPA review was done too late in the process  (FOSV v. King County, CPSGMHB Case no. 20-3-0004c, Order on Dispositive motions, 5/26/20).[footnoteRef:5]  FOSV (Friends of Sammamish Valley) involved King County’s development regulation regarding the wine and beverage industry in the Sammamish Valley.   [5:   https://www.gmhb.wa.gov/Global/RenderPDF?source=casedocument&id=6904] 




In FOSV, the County knew there were issues arising from a “burgeoning wine industry” in 2012.  In 2016, the County issued a consultant study on the issues, which included a series of policy recommendations.  From that, the County executive issued a series of policy changes, which included proposed regulations that went to the County Council for consideration in April 2018.  Public comments were considered during this process, but the SEPA determination was not issued until June 2019.  The Growth Board found that this violated SEPA.  A Board would find the same in Thurston County’s process,  



	In terms of issuing a DNS, the County also made a critical error, concluding it could not determine impacts until a site-specific proposal was submitted.  The Growth Management Hearings Boards have rejected this approach: 



[bookmark: _GoBack]Non-project actions are not exempt from adequate SEPA review. In fact, jurisdictions may not evade SEPA review by deferring analysis until later stages of actual development. This Board has often considered SEPA requirements in regards to nonproject actions.  Thus, when a city amends its comprehensive plan or changes zoning, a detailed and comprehensive SEPA environmental review is required.  SEPA is to function “as an environmental full disclosure law,” and the City must demonstrate environmental impacts were considered in a manner sufficient to show “compliance with the procedural requirements of SEPA.”



Olympians for Smart Development & Livable Neighborhoods, et al., v. City of Olympia, Case No. 19-2-0002c, Order Denying Motion to Dismiss, Allowing Supplementation f the Record, Granting Summary Judgment at 6, March 29, 2019.  (citing WAC 197-11-055(2)(a)(i), Alpine Lakes Protection Society v. DNR, 102 Wn. App 1, 16 (1999); quoting Association of Citizens Concerned about Chambers Lake Basin et al., v. City of Olympia, GMHB No. 13-2-0014 (Final Decision and Order, August 7, 2013) at 5 (footnotes omitted).



	In sum, for all the reasons set forth above, we urge the Board of Commissioners to defer the proposed amendment #CPA-11 for consideration at least until it can be considered concurrently with the NSAP update.  At that time, SEPA should be done early in the process, and most certainly before the planning commission considers it.   



Sincerely, 



-S- 



Shelley Kneip, Boardmember

League of Women Voters of Thurston County

shelleykneip@gmail.com

(360) 972-2269



Cc:	Joshua Cummings, Director, CPED 

	Jennifer Davis, Community Planning Manager, CPED

	Maya Teeple, Senior Planner, CPED
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layer of soil in place, contamination risk increases substantially (knowing this, reputable mine 
operators will usually proactively propose monitoring groundwater or surface water). 


3. Specific polluting activities. Mine-related water quality impairments are common, but can 
usually be traced to specific mining activities. Gravel washing, concrete plants, asphalt plants, 
onsite fueling, waste sludge/spoils pits, vehicle maintenance, machine shops and mine ponds 
have proven to be problematic sources of contamination at mineral extraction sites. Acid mine 
drainage (AMD) is a common outcome from coal mining and certain other types of mining 
activity. AMD can contain significant concentrations of toxic substances such as metals 
solubilized by low pH AMD. AMD can also be environmentally destructive. 


4. High water consumption. Likewise, high water use at some mineral extraction sites can be 
traced to specific mine practices. Dust control, dewatering, drilling mud mixing, hydrofracturing 
mix water, gravel washing, concrete mixing, equipment/truck washing and evaporative losses 
from ponds.  All consume large volumes of water. Depending on whether these activities are 
present, mineral extraction sites’ water use could reduce the water available for nearby 
groundwater or surface users, or streamflows needed for habitat. 


5. Lowered water levels. Surface water bodies and other habitats can also be affected by specific 
mineral extraction practices. Depending on specific mineral extraction practices such as dust 
control, dewatering, temporary or long-term permits for pumping for industrial usage, gravel 
washing, concrete mixing, equipment/truck washing and evaporative losses from ponds that can 
consume large volumes of water. Water levels can be lowered in streams, lakes, wetlands or 
other surface water features near a mineral extraction site, potentially negatively affecting the 
water body or habitat, damaging habitat quality. Rare, threatened or endangered species 
habitat can be affected, further complicating these effects. 


6. Protection of clogging layer. Most gravel mines with perennial wet ponds state their reliance on 
a “clogging layer” of fine-grained material forming a seal at the bottom of their mine pond. 
Similarly, hard rock mines and coal mines have pits for disposal that may be naturally lined with 
fines. Drilling fluids and hydrofracturing sites may depend on large open pits for fluid 
management and disposal. An effective natural “clogging layer” reduces the downward 
movement of water and contaminants. This protective layer naturally forms in many cases. If it 
is disturbed, sediment and other contaminants in the mineral extraction site pond can enter the 
groundwater system more readily, then move down gradient in the aquifer.  


7. Breaching aquifer confining layers. Mineral extraction can pierce confining layers separating 
upper and lower aquifers. Confining layers are critical to protecting Thurston County water 
supplies and water quality. Deep wells’ water quality relies on the protection provided by 
shallow confining layers. Piercing them during mineral extraction can expose deeper aquifers 
and public supply wells to new contamination and new water losses. State law prohibits this 
practice for water well construction (WAC 173-160). Oil and gas wells isolate their wells’ 
boreholes from drinking water supplies using effective well seals. 


8. Nearby water users may incur additional water treatment requirements. Water wells near 
mineral extraction sites’ ponds may incur new water treatment costs if the Washington State 
Department of Health or Thurston County Environmental Health determine that a public supply 
well has become ‘Under the Influence of Surface Water’ as a result of mineral extraction sites’ 
activity. 
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9. Illegal dumping. Mine pits are frequently used for illegal dumping. This practice is widespread 
and difficult to prevent. Preventing illegal dumping requires both security fencing and vigilance 
by mine operators. Unfortunately, with more mines near water wells, it represents a 
cumulatively-increasing potential source of new contamination. 


10. Noise. Certain mineral extraction activities are exceptionally noisy. Blasting by hardrock mining 
or coal mining for example, can be disruptive well beyond a property line. Oil and gas drilling, 
gravel mining, hard rock mining and coal mining may have specific practices that are of 
significant duration that may be objectionable because of unusual noise. 


11. Cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts from all of the above factors will occur as many more 
mines come into direct proximity with higher-density populations after the expansion of areas 
with a Mineral Lands designation. Cumulative impacts were not addressed in the current version 
of TCC 17.20. 


Recommendations 


Table 1 presents in spreadsheet format the following draft recommendations designed to ensure a 
balance of protection for the natural environment while permitting responsible economic development: 


1. Provide a Hydrogeologic Report for each new mine that includes: 
o Resource protection well installation and water level data collection; 


o Determination of aquifer properties such as, but not limited to: the groundwater flow 
direction, recharge areas, and discharge areas of groundwater; 


o Identify the source(s) and receptor(s) of physically-available water: 


 Identify  the mine’s water sources, including groundwater and surface water; 


 Identify surface water such as creeks, rivers, lakes and wetlands receiving water 
from the mined area;  


 Identify any sensitive receptors such as wetlands, habitat, lakes, streams, ponds, 
creeks, etc. within buffer areas or 6,000 feet downgradient of the site. 


o Identify the source(s) and receptor(s) of legally-available water: 


 Identify nearby water rights and U&A rights held by Tribes, and demonstrate 
that any identified reductions to others’ water availability are mitigated; 


 Determine that already-impaired waters are not impacted further. For example, 
the mine operator could demonstrate how they will prevent further depletion 
of streams closed to new water withdrawal permits; 


 Quantification of the volume of water affected by mining activity at each 
important receptor; 


o Estimation of the cumulative effects on surface water and groundwater from both 
mining and future development nearby, at the maximum then-current zoned 
development density; 
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2. Monitor groundwater quality, surface water quality, water levels and stream flows at/near 
most new mineral extraction sites.  Many of the mineral extraction site operators in Thurston 
County have already put groundwater monitoring systems in place, creating a de facto best 
practice for their industry. New site operators can clearly do the same. The components of each 
monitoring program can be negotiated along with the mine permit. At a minimum, monitor 
groundwater quality as a baseline and regularly thereafter, including at receptors such as supply 
wells. Appendix B (Mead, 1995) provides numerous examples of mine-related contamination 
travelling large distances in gravel deposits similar to those in Thurston County. These examples 
demonstrate that groundwater needs to be monitored up to 6,000 feet downgradient of the 
mine in gravel deposits. For this reason, monitoring of groundwater and surface water is needed 
up to 6,000 feet of a mine, including in creeks/rivers. Other types of mineral extraction site 
activities may require different downgradient distances depending on area geology. Site-specific 
and mining practice-specific hydrogeologic assessments would be required to determine the 
necessary water-quality monitoring distance.  


3. Make available data and models to support for these assessments. Mine permit applicants 
could use these data and models to evaluate the site, make predictive assessments and 
understand the framework for their projects. In addition, mine owners and operators collect 
additional data and perform independent modeling. 


4. Require fencing at new mineral extraction sites, to prevent illegal dumping. Large numbers of 
new mineral extraction sites near residential areas increase these risks; 


5. Include an assessment of cumulative effects at each new mineral extraction site, for both 
groundwater and surface water. The GMA cumulative effects assessment could use many 
methods, but include both the effects of the mineral extraction site itself, plus the effects of the 
maximum-allowable zoned development at all parcels nearby, downgradient within 6,000 feet, 
and at sensitive receptors. 


6. Include  measures to prevent reduction in water available for streamflows and other uses, in 
permits. Damage could occur through the mineral extraction site’s water use, or through its 
excavation/dewatering activities. The following are possible approaches for preventing these 
problems: 


A) Routinely require that most mineral extraction sites secure water rights; 


Or:  


B) Require that a mineral extraction site demonstrate that it does not require a water 
rights permit, or is exempt from permitting by the WA Department of Ecology. 


Or: 


C) Submit an analysis as part of the mineral extraction site’s Hydrogeologic Report that 
demonstrates no adverse impacts to adjacent water users, surface water flows/levels, 
or wetlands at the water use expected during operation and at full build-out of the 
mineral extraction site itself and adjacent land at the current maximum zoning density. 
The inclusion of adjacent land use at full-buildout is crucially important for meeting the 
GMA standard for an assessment of ‘Cumulative Effects.’ 
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7. Formulate and review a contingency plan to deal with unexpected impacts to surrounding 
water users, groundwater, surface water, water quality and wetlands/habitat.  


8. Preventive permitting measures can help prevent violations. County reviews only occur at 5-
year intervals, and not at all sites.  Five-year reviews of ongoing mineral extraction site 
operations indicate that a few operators’ compliance with permit requirements can be 
problematic. Thurston County has few inspectors and we only perform a few reviews to check 
compliance. We need to use strong permitting to forestall problems. 


9. No breaching of confining layers. The risks of breaching confining layers are too serious to allow 
unless County review of the hydrogeologic report indicates no risk to lower aquifers.  


10. Require maintenance of a clogging layer. Mineral extraction site operators’ practices can 
maintain a “Clogging Layer” of fine material at the base of wet pits, ponds, or lagoons as part of 
their Operations Plan. This clogging layer can be maintained by many methods, including using 
on-site fines, up to measures using artificially-added clay/silt, if natural fines do not sufficiently 
impede the vertical movement of water. 


 


 







Table 1 ‐ Recommended Water Protection 
Matrix for Expanded Mineral Lands 
Permitting
TCC 17.20 Mineral Extraction and Asphalt 
Production
8/20/2018


Mineral Extraction Activity
Hydrogelogic 


Report?


Site‐
Specific 


Test Wells?


Groundwater or 
Surface Water 


Monitoring During 
Mineral 


Cumulative 
Effects 


Assessment?


Mitigate Effects 
of  Water 


Consumption?


Water Rights 
(Permit) 
Required?


Protection 
Program for 
Clogging 
Layer?


Prohibition 
Recommended?


Contingency 
Plan?


Expanded Site‐
Specific  


Requirements?


Acid Mine Drainage Possible (AMD) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Possible


Asphalt Plant Yes Yes Yes Yes Possible Yes Possible


Blasting Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Possible


Breach of Confining Layer Yes Yes N/A Yes Possible Prohibited Yes N/A


Concrete Plant Yes Yes Yes Yes Possible Yes Yes Possible


Dry Barrow Pit (< 3 acres) Yes Possible Possible Yes Possible


Gravel Washing Yes Yes Yes Yes Possible Yes Yes Possible


Hydrofracturing for Oil/Gas Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Possible


Machine Shop Yes Yes Yes Yes Possible Yes Possible


Onsite Fueling Yes Yes Yes Yes Possible Yes Possible


Pits for waste, sludge, spoils or mixing Yes Yes Yes Yes Possible Yes Yes Yes Possible


Public or Private Supply Well within 6,000 feet Yes Yes Yes Yes Possible Yes Yes Possible


Stream, Lake, or Wetlands within 6,000 feet Yes Yes Yes Yes Possible Yes Yes Possible


Wet Mine Pond Yes Yes Yes Yes Possible Yes Yes Yes Possible
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


During the last several years, there has been a significant increase in the rnunber of presubmission 
conferences related to proposals for new gravel mines or expansions of existing mines. There have also 
been several applications for local special use permits submitted for new mines or expansions. Some of 
these applications or proposals have been for sites located in areas underlain by aquifers that are highly 
susceptible to contamination and that already have known ground water quality problems. 


Because of these proposals and applications, there has been a high degree of public interest in gravel 
mining within Thurston County. One of the primary concerns was about the environmental effects of 
gravel mining, especially on ground water quality. Although gravel mining is a relatively common 
industrial activity, its environmental effects are not well documented. In addition, regulatory agencies 
responsible for overseeing gravel mining usually have not required ground water quality monitoring as 
part of mining permit conditions. 


As a result, the Thurston County Health Department could not provide conclusive assurances that gravel 
mining was not having a harmful effect on ground water quality. In order to assure that ground water was 
not being adversely affected, the Thurston County Board of County Commissioners enacted a moratorium 
directing the Thurston County Planning Department not to accept any new Special Use Permit applications 
for gravel mining operations. The purpose of this moratorium was to allow staff time to study the 
environmental effects of gravel mining and the present system for overseeing and regulating mining. 


As of 1993, gravel mining had taken place on approximately 1,108 acres in Thurston County, which is 
0.23 per cent of the county's surface area. There are now approximately 107 acres of gravel pit lakes 
within the county, which equals 1.5 per cent of the total area of surface water in the county. By the year 
2023, it is estimated that there could be 287 acres of gravel pit lakes, equaling approximately 4.1 per cent 
of the total area of surface water in the county. 


The process of mining consists of a number of separate activities, such as excavating, screening, washing, 
asphalt or concrete making, vehicle maintenance and fueling. The environmental effects of gravel mining 
on ground water vary widely, depending on which specific activities take place on a given site. In order 
to evaluate these environmental effects, it is necessary to view each gravel mining operation as the sum 
of the environmental effects of these component activities. Each associated activity adds additional risks, 
which vary in size with the type and scale of that associated activity. 


The simplest form of gravel mining, excavating above the water table with no associated activities such 
as vehicle maintenance or asphalt batch plants, causes a relatively low risk to ground water quantity and 
quality. Because even the limited protection provided by the soil layer has been removed, these 
excavations are extremely sensitive to the introduction of any type of contamination. But because this 
type of mining is essentially a relatively simple process of loading unconsolidated materials, it does not 
pose a serious risk of introducing contaminants. 


Mining into an aquifer brings some additional risks for ground water quality. This includes potential 
increases in ground water turbidity and iron content, and local water level changes. The only cases found 
in this study in which turbidities were increased by gravel mining involved gravel washing operations. 
Significantly increasing the iron content of ground water by physically disturbing the aquifer materials 
requires a combination of heavily iron-coated aquifer materials, organic material, and bacteria that is very 
uncommon in Thurston County. There are a number of studies on record in which improved aeration of 
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by creating a gravel pit lake causes shifts in the local water table that depend on the ground water 
gradient, the permeability of the aquifer, and the size of the lake. For the geological conditions found in 
Thurston County, the additional risk presented by simple excavation within an aquifer is small. Well 
structured regulatory oversight and proper enforcement of a carefully-designed set of best management 
practices is necessary to minimize this risk. 


Concrete batch plants are a more serious risk to ground water quality, particularly if process waters are 
discharged to ground water without adequate treatment. These process waters can have high pH levels 
and there are a variety of cement additives that can significantly effect a wide variety of water quality 
parameters. The nature of most cement plant process water discharges is such that inadequate treatment 
of those waters will have a measurable and unacceptable effect on ground water. Concrete hatch plants, 
especially if there is any form of discharge, would require a high degree of regulatory oversight to avoid 
ground water quality degradation. 


Asphalt batch plants present less risk to ground water than concrete plants. The potential risk from asphalt 
plants is mainly from the effects of stormwater, vehicle fueling, and fuel storage and handling. However, 
asphalt plants are still a very significant source of risk to ground water quality and require adequate 
regulatory oversight. 


Petroleum leaks and spills resulting from vehicle and equipment fueling, maintenance, and washing are 
the most common threat to ground water associated with gravel mining. This risk varies depending on 
the scale of these activities and the degree of oversight provided by the mining operation management. 
That petroleum leaks and spills are a problem is clear from Department of Ecology incident reports. 
Because of the lack of ground water monitoring and follow-up investigations on these incidents, the actual 
degree of ground water impact is unknown. 


Creating gravel pit lakes lowers the water table in wells up-gradient from the lake and raises them on the 
down-gradient side. This is a relatively local effect, but can measurably affect water levels in wells very 
near to the gravel pit lake. 


Mining into an aquifer could potentially breach the hydrological barriers between different aquifers. If 
this were to happen, water in the two aquifers could mix, potentially affecting water quality or water levels 
in one or more aquifers. Many gravel pits in Thurston County are located close to the Vashon Till, a 
major aquitard, suggesting that the potential for intermixing of aquifer waters is significant. 


Abandoned gravel pits have often been used for the disposal of various types of non-inert solid wastes. 
The adverse effects of this practice are well documented and compelling enough that this practice should, 
in general, be completely discontinued. Only truly inert materials should be placed within gravel pits. 


In summary, gravel mining may have a complex array of environmental effects on ground water. This 
is because different mining operations will each consist of a different set of mining and processing 
activities. The environmental effects can only be understood by examining each separate activity in the 
mining operation. Each of these component activities has a different environmental effect and requires 
a different management approach to risk reduction Gravel mining, in general, poses low to moderate risks 
to ground water quality and quantity. But consistent regulatory oversight of project design, operation, 
monitoring and closure, and effective enforcement if necessary, can minimize the risk of ground water 
quality degradation. 
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l Introduction 


Although gravel mining is a widespread and common activity within Washington and the rest of the 
United States, its environmental effects are not well documented. Before any regulatory system for gravel 
mining can be properly designed and implemented, the environmental effects must be known and 
quantified. 


Modem civilization consumes a wide variety of resources in the course of its day-to-day activities. Some 
of these resources that society considers essential are obtained only by mining mineral deposits. Mining 
has taken place nearly everywhere in the world, including Thurston County. There are two main types 
of mining, underground mining and surface mining, depending on the location of the resource that is being 
mined. 


The types of mineral resources found within Thurston County are clay, quarry rock, iron oxides, coal, peat, 
metals, and sand and gravel. All of these are located near the earth's surface and so are classified as 
surface-minable resources. 


Deposits of geologically recent clays within the city of Centralia, just south of the Thurston County 
border, have been mined for many years. Potentially minable clay deposits are found in Thurston County 
in the late Eocene Northcraft Formation and the early Pleistocene Logan Hill Formation (Noble and 
Wallace, 1966). Because clay deposits are highly impermeable and do not easily permit infiltration of 
potentially contaminant-bearing waters, they are a low threat to ground water. 


Quarry rock was mined in the Tenino area for a number of years from sandstone layers within the upper 
part of the Mcintosh Formation (Noble and Wallace, 1966). Very limited mining of this formation for 
decorative and dimension stone has taken place in recent years and there is some potential for future 
expansion. The basalt of the Crescent Formation in the Black Hills and other locations in northwestern 
Thurston County have been mined for road ballast, rip-rap, and similar uses. The Northcraft Formation 
in the Bald Hills also has mined for similar uses. In most areas where minable stone is found there are 
very limited ground water resources and the potential for aquifer contamination is low. 


Iron oxides potentially suitable for pigment (umber) manufacture, are found in several locations (Valentine, 
1960). These deposits are small and were formed where iron-rich waters enter bogs or wetlands. The 
changes in environmental conditions caused iron to be precipitated as "bog iron". Occurrences are found 
near the Black River in Township 17 North, Range 3 West, section 25 and near Lake St. Clair in 
Township 17 North, Range 1 F.ast, sections 4 and 6. Because these deposits are in environmentally 
sensitive areas closely associated with wetlands, they are probably not minable. 


Significant coal deposits are found within the Skookumchuck Formation in southern Thurston County and 
northern Lewis County (Snavely and others, 1958). There is one large coal mine in southern Thurston 
County, which will probably continue to operate for many years into the future. This mine may seek to 
expand, or other parties may seek to open new mines in this area. Coal mining is regulated primarily by 
the Federal government and is not regulated by local land use permits. Coal mining can have very 
significant environmental effects, which are well documented in many studies. 


Valentine (1960) lists 23 areas totalling 2,988 acres within Thurston County that contain peat resources. 
Almost half of these peat resources are in the Black River valley between Black Lake and Littlerock:. 
Wetland restrictions would probably make this low-unit-value resource difficult to mine, although at least 
one peat mine in Thurston County has a valid Department of Natural Resources mining permit. Peat 
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mining could have several possible effects on ground water. These include increasing the levels of tannins 
and lignins, changing pH and color, increasing nitrate levels, and introducing pathogens. Because of the 
limited potential for peat mining in Thurston County, its potential environmental effects will not be 
discussed fi.nther in this report. 


There are few significant occurrences of metal ores within Thurston County. Gibson (1940) describes low 
levels of gold and silver within veins in basalt in the Black Hills. Unpatented mining claims were once 
filed for placer gold along Waddell Creek, and there are other scattered locations in the Black Hills where 
short exploratory tunnels were developed by prospectors. There are also scattered locations where copper
stained basalt can be found. None of these occurrences produced significant amounts of metals and the 
possibility of significant amounts being located in the future is very low. 


Sand and gravel are by far the most important mineral resource in Thurston County and the only resource, 
except coal, that bas been the target of significant mining activities. These resources are also generally 
located in areas of high ground water susceptibility. For those reasons, the environmental effects of sand 
and gravel mining are of far greater concern than other types of mining. This report will discuss only the 
effects that gravel mining may have on ground water. As used here, the term "gravel" will also refer to 
sand-siz.ed material. 


n Method'i of Stu<lY 


This study was conducted in three parts. The first part was a comprehensive review of published technical 
and scientific literature on the environmental effects of gravel mining on ground water. Computer 
bibliographic database searches were used extensively to locate sources, and an effort was made to locate 
useful unpublished data. The result was a very complete collection of information, world-wide in scope, 
related to gravel mining and ground water. 


The records of regulatory agencies that oversee gravel mining were also examined in order to assess the 
types and frequencies of complaints, records of inspection reports, and incidents that could have resulted 
in ground water contamination. This included records· on associated activities that commonly accompany 
gravel mining and covers events such as fuel spills and leaks, stormwater discharges, and other discharges. 
These listings include information on incidents up to 1993. It should be noted that these incident reports 
are only the regulatory agency's side of the incident and may not represent the full story. 


The information on the direct effects of gravel mining gathered in the first two parts of the study was used 
to study the cumulative effects of gravel mining in Thurston County. The cumulative effects study 
considered the individual effects of single gravel mines, the total area of mined sand and gravel deposits 
in Thurston County, and estimates of probable future demand for sand and gravel in Thurston County. 
This information was interpreted to evaluate the probable future effects of gravel mining in Thurston 
County based on different patterns of future mining activity. 


The area of gravel excavations in Thurston County was estimated using the ARC/CAD geographic 
information system ( GIS), along with the total area of ground water exposed by gravel excavations. The 
outlines of existing gravel pits were taken from digital Washington Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR) maps of Thurston County soils and DNR gravel mining records. Additional gravel excavations 
were digitiz.ed into the GIS from U. S. Geological Survey 7.5 minute series topographic maps and 1 :2,000 
airphotos. The areas of exposed water within gravel excavations were obtained from topographic maps 
and airphotos. 
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III. sl!!l!!l!ll!Y of mining practices 


There are three basic types of gravel mining operations, defined by their relationship to the water table; 
dry pit, wet pit, and dredging (Newport and others, 1974). In a dry pit, gravel is extracted above the water 
table. In a wet pit, gravel is being extracted from below the water table. In dredging operations, gravel 
is being extracted from existing water bodies, including lakes, rivers, and estuaries. Dredging operations 
are rare in Thurston County and will not be discussed. 


A dry pit is the simplest type of gravel mining 
and the equipment involved can range from small 
bucket loaders and dump trucks to large power 
shovels, bucketwheel excavators, and belt 
conveyors (Tepordei, 1992). Wet pits normally 
excavate gravel using either a drag-line excavator 
(Figure 1) or a drag scraper (Figure 2) (Landberg, 
1982). Both of these types of excavators have the 
main part of the excavating machinery above 
water, with a relatively simple bucket entering the 
water and doing the excavating. 


Figure 2 Drag-line scraper (from Landberg, 1982) 


Figure 1 
1982). 


(from Landberg, 


Gravel producers supply products for a wide 
variety of end uses. Most of these uses, especially 
construction or specialty applications have 
exacting requirements. These requirements 
include siz.e grading, strength, wear resistance, 
reactivity, and clay or organic material content 
(White and others, 1990). In order to meet these 


requirements, producers generally must process the gravel after it is mined. Processing methods include 
crushing the larger material, washing with water, and sizing with vibrating screens. The processed 
materials are transferred by combinations of conveyor belts, bucket elevators, and screw conveyors 
(Tepordei, 1992). 


Many Puget Sound area gravel producers have ready-mix concrete and/or asphalt batch plants on the 
property or within a short haul distance (White and others, 1990). Some companies also lease pit-floor 
space and sell gravel to other companies that manufacture products such as pre-cast concrete products. 
Many gravel producers also have vehicle fueling and maintenance facilities located near the gravel 
excavation site. 


IV. Direct mining effects 


The essence of gravel mining is the act of physically extracting the gravel. Everything else that happens 
between the extraction of the gravel and its end use should be classified as "associated activities". The 
primary environmental effects of gravel excavation are related to physically disturbing the aquifer materials 
and exposing the aquifer to the air by forming a lake. For mines excavating above the water table, the 
environmental problems are very similar to those posed by stormwater disposal in any other extremely 
environmentally sensitive area 
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Physical Effects 


Turbidity 


Turbidity is caused by the presence in water of suspended material such as clay, silt, fine organic material, 
plankton, or other fine inorganic or organic matter. Ground water normally has turbidity levels below 1.0 
N1U (nephelometric turbidity units) and levels above 5.0 N1U are easily seen in a glass of water (U.S. 
E.P.A., 1992). Turbidity can have other undesirable effects, but it is regulated in public water supplies 
primarily because it interferes with the action of chlorine as a disinfectant and provides organic precursors 
that may help form trihalomethanes (Driscoll, 1986). For this reason, the Washington State Department 
of Health established a primary maximum contaminant level of 1. 0 N1U for turbidity. In addition to 
reducing the effectiveness of disinfection, turbidity may also affect the taste of drinking water and cause 
sedimentation or staining of household fixtures. Other possible effects are clogging of well screens and 
wear on pumps or other machinery. In locations where ground water discharges to surface water, 
increasing the turbidity of ground water may have a hannful effect on the surface water ecosystem 


Gravel mine operators try to avoid gravel deposits that contain large amounts of silt and clay, which 
reduce the value of the deposit. Many gravel products must have a very low content of fine materials, 
and the need for extensive washing raises the cost of production. Examples are concrete aggregate, in 
which clay and silt reduces the strength of the concrete, and gravel for septic system drainfields, in which 
silt and clay can produce clogging of the drainfield. A high content of fines in the gravel deposit not only 
produces a large volume of turbid wash water, it also creates a problem of how to dispose of large 
amounts of silt and clay waste products. In general, even the best gravel deposit will contain some silty 
layers or some silt or clay coating on the gravel. 


Ground water turbidity may be increased by physically disturbing the aquifer materials by mining, gravel 
washing, or by incidental generation of turbid runoff from erosion of disturbed areas. This mining-related 
turbidity can enter the aquifer either by direct discharge into ground water exposed by mining or by 
infiltration into coarse materials exposed by mining operations. 


Gravitational settling and interstitial straining are the two main mechanical mechanisms by which turbidity 
is reduced in porous media, (Behoke 1969). . Gravitational settling occurs when the greater density of 
suspended particles causes them to sink out of the water. Interstitial straining occurs when transported 
particles are filtered out as the turbid solution flows between the grains of fine sediments. 


Friedman and Sanders (1978) summarized the results of other studies and concluded that very-coarse-silt
size spheres in still water would settle at 0.27 cm per second or less. Gibbs and others (1971) measured 
the gravitational settling rates in still water for silt-size glass spheres in water. They found that coarse-silt
size spheres (0.05 mm) settled at 0.2 cm per second and they predicted that fine-silt-sized spheres (0.01 
mm) would settle at less than 0.01 cm per second, or 28 feet per day. 


Most actual silt to clay-size particles are flattened or tabular rather than spherical and so would settle at 
a rate less than similar-size spheres because of their lower mass to diameter ratio. Based on a settling rate 
of less than 28 feet per day as given above, silt-size turbidity particles should settle out of suspension in 
a gravel pit lake relatively rapidly, probably within several days. 


As shown in Table 1, very fine clay particles can be as much as 40 times smaller than fine-silt-size 
particles. The empirical formula developed by Gibbs and others (1971) predicts that fine-clay-size spheres 
with a diameter of 0.00025 mm would settle at arate of0.000005964 cm per second in still water at 20° 
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C. This is approximately 0.017 
feet (0.2 inches) per day. 
This suggests that the very 
finest clay fractions of turbidity 
could settle out on a time scale 
measured in weeks or months. 
This settling rate is 
substantially slower than 
horiwntal ground water flow 
rates in Thurston County 
gravels. Sinclair and Hirschey 
(1992) estimated the mean 
ground water flow velocity in 
the Grand Mound/Scatter Creek 
area to be 16 feet per day, with 
values ranging from 1.3 to 60 
feet per day. Given a settling 
time of weeks or months and 
the rapid flow rates of some 
Thurston County aquifers, clay 
particles could travel relatively 
long distances. Using the 
settling rate of 0.017 feet per 
day, it would take 
approximately 1175 days (3.2 
years) for fine clay to settle 20 
feet. In that time, traveling at 
16 feet per day, the clay could 
travel approximately 3.5 miles. 


Size 


Silt 


Clay 


Table 1 
Grain Size Scale Used By American Geologists 


(Dietrich and others, 1982) . 


Grade Name mm mm 


coarse 1116 - 0.062-
1/32 0.031 


medium 1132 - 0.031 -
1164 0.016 


fme 1164 - 0.016 -
1/128 0.008 


very fine 11128 - 0.008 -
1/256 0.004 


coarse 11256 - 0.004 -
11512 0.002 


medium 11512 - 0.002 -
111024 0.001 


fme 111024 - 0.001 -
1/2048 0.0005 


very fine 112048 - 0.0005 -
1/4096 0.00025 


There are several effects that could modify the settling rates given above. Chemical action could cause 
clay particle to clump together, or flocculate, increasing the settling rate. Water currents could help keep 
particles in suspension longer than would be possible in still water, decreasing the settling rate. 


Clay minerals consist of interlocking sheets composed of silicon and oxygen atoms. These sheets are 
bound together by positively charged cations such as sodium, calcium, and potassium. The chemical sites 
that are occupied by these cations cause the clay particles to have a negative surface charge when those 
cation sites are empty. For this reason, suspended clay particles have a tendency to clump together in the 
presence of dissolved cations. This is why clay particles settle so quickly when they reach salt water. 
Thurston County ground water is generally low in dissolved cations, so the effect of chemical flocculation 
on clay settling rates would be expected to be very small. 


Sediment particles that are heavier than water can be kept suspended by the action of moving water. The. 
faster the water is moving, the larger the particles that can be kept suspended. Newport and others (1974) 
report studies indicating that currents of 0.18 miles per hour would suspend brick clay and currents of 0. 72 
mph would move fine mud and loam. The fastest ground water recorded in Thurston County, as discussed 
above, is 60 feet per day which equals 0.0005 mph. This is well below the amount of current needed to 
keep even the finest sediments in suspension. 
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Sediment clogging by turbid waters is a key factor in determining how far gravel mining related turbidity 
will travel. Behnke ( 1969) examined gravitational settling and interstitial straining together in a study 
of surface infiltration for artificial ground water recharge. He applied solutions containing 43-203 ppm 
of turbidity derived from suspensions of two different natural soils. The turbid solutions were applied to 
two sieved sands and two natural soils inside 85 cm long columns. The soils were packed to reproducible 
densities and the vertical head of the turbid solutions were kept constant. 


Behnke found that surface deposits that 
reduced flow developed within eight 
hours in all cases studied. With the 
solution containing 203 ppm turbidity, 
there was more than a six-fold reduction 
in flow in one hour. With a solution 
containing 4 3 ppm turbidity, it took 
slightly less than 4.5 hours for a similar 
reduction in flow to develop (Figure 3). 
He concluded that clogging is essentially 
a surface process, with detectable 
reductions in flow as little as 0.50 cm 
below the surface. He found that 
gravitational settling was the initial 
clogging mechanism, with interstitial 
straining becoming dominant later. Other 
studies generally agree that filtration of 
suspended material happens mainly at the 
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Figure 3 Flow rate of turbid solutions through fine sand as 
a function of time (from Behnke, 1969). 


recharge surface, but feel that some colloidal particles (1.0 to 0.1 microns) can penetrate to "appreciable 
distances" (Nightingale and Bianchi, 1977). 


Behnke also found that clogging was less rapid with combinations of the finer soils and coarser turbidities, 
where the suspended particles and soil particles were most similar in siz.e. For coarser textured soils (.25 
mm sand), the high silt turbidity produced the most rapid clogging. For the finer textured soils (.10 mm 
sand), the high clay turbidity produced the most rapid clogging. 


Behnke's study showed that the clogging layer becomes established within a matter of hours and that it 
takes place at or very near the surface. These results are most relevant to washing gravel or otherwise 
creating turbidity above the water table, where gravitational settling and water flow are parallel. In gravel 
pit lakes, these two processes occur in different locations in the lake because the force of gravity that 
governs gravitational settling is oriented vertically downward and ground water flow, which governs 
interstitial straining, flows horizontally. 


Durbec and others ( 1987) found that the amount of clogging in gravel pit lake walls in France varied 
significantly depending on pit morphology, vegetation on the walls, hank materials, and water turbidity. 
They also found that a superficial zone on the upper walls of gravel pit lakes is not greatly affected by 
clogging and another zone along the bottom and lower part of the walls of the gravel pit lake (Figure 4) 
is where most clogging occurs. Their study also found that clogging in the bottom of the gravel pit lake 
did not vary significantly throughout the pit and that the majority of the clogging was found in the upper 
10 cm of the bottom sediments. 
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Figure 4 Sediment clogging patterns in gravel pit lakes (from Durbec, 1987). 


Landberg (1982) cites German research showing that, due to ground water flow, clogging of the banks 
should start on the downgradient end of the gravel pit lake. If clogging was extensive, it could raise the 
water level in the lake, which could also raise the water level in the aquifer up-gradient from the lake. 
Landberg reported that Swedish studies had not found any lake with significant clogging. He suggested 
that this could be explained by the relatively recent age of the pits (less than 25 years). 


The studies described above produce a clear picture of the behavior of turbidity in gravel pit lakes. The 
silt fraction of turbidity should settle or be filtered relatively rapidly, probably over a matter of hours or 
days. The finer clay fraction could remain suspended for a much longer period of time. Sediment 
clogging happens primarily on the surface of the bottom and lower sides of the lake. The upper part of 
the banks of the gravel pit lake is largely unclogged and permits efficient hydrological exchange between 
the lake and the aquifer. 


1his information can be compared to data from several sites in the Pacific Northwest. The most complete 
data available on the movement oflow levels of turbidity through aquifer materials is from collector wells, 
called Ranney Collectors. These systems draw in water through horiz.ontal screened pipes placed beneath 
rivers or lakes (Figure 5). Surface water infiltrates into the screened pipes, flows into a central connector, 
and is pumped into the water system (Mikels, 1992). The horiz.ontal screened pipes are jacked into place 
so that they will not disturb the sediments below the surface water body. The studies cited involved 
collection pipes located from 8 - 21 feet below the river bottom 


Comparing the river and collector turbidity data shows that relatively low levels of turbidity are greatly 
reduced by passage through a short distance of aquifer materials. The remaining turbidity in the collector 
samples is probably the finer clay fraction. 


In response to local complaints, the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality studied well turbidity 
in the vicinity of a gravel extraction and washing operation near Milton-Freewater, Oregon (Mathiot, 
1978). The aquifer below this site consists of unconsolidated alluvial fan gravels of very high 
penneability. 


1his DEQ study found a turbidity plume that extended more than a mile to the north ( downgradient) of 
the gravel operation The average turbidity of the water being discharged from the washing operation into 
the pond at the site was 2,737 nephelometric turbidity units (NTIJ). Nearly all wells sampled within the 
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first 6,000 feet of the turbidity plume were measured at 5 
NIU or more. Many wells within the first 3,000 feet of 
the plume had turbidity levels of 10 NIU or more. Nearly 
all wells outside the plume had turbidities of 2 NIU or 
less. 


This data shows again that only a small percentage of the 
initial turbidity is transmitted through aquifer materials. 
However, if the initial turbidity levels are high enough, 
significant amounts of turbidity can be carried over a mile 
through very highly permeable aquifer materials. This 
should not automatically be taken to mean that a 6,000 
foot buffer zone around gravel mining operations is 
necessarily warranted. The actual distance that turbidity 
would travel would depend on local factors, which should 
be evaluated in a geohydrologic report before the start of 
mining operations. 


---~ 


·~ 


RfVER 


Simple gravel excavation probably will not produce 
turbidity levels that would be detectable off the mine site. 
Because of the higher turbidity loads they generate, gravel 
washing operations are more likely to produce turbidities 
that can migrate significant distances. The distance 
turbidity will be transported in ground water will vary 
between different sites depending on the type and siz.e of 


Figure 5 Cross-section through a Ranney 
Collector system (from Mikels and Bennet, 
1978). 


Table 2 
Turbidity Data From Ranney Collector Systems 


Mean Standard . 


Turbidity Deviation River River Turbidity 
System (NfU) (NfU) Source (NfU) 


Boardman, OR' 0.04 0.02 Columbia 0.9 - 13 


Fort Benton, MT' 0.05 <0.01 Missouri 1.5 - 34 


Kalama, WA' 0.30 0.03 Kalama 1.0 - 4.0 


Port Angeles, WA' 0.11 0.04 Elwha 0.6 - 35 


Sonoma County, CA' 
Collectors 1 & 2 0.12 0.04 Russian 1.1 - 20 
Collectors 3, 4, & 5 0.05 0.02 Russian 1.1 - 20 


Kennewick, WA2 0.13 0.04 Columbia 2.1 - 8.6 


Kalama, WA2 0.31 0.03 Kalama 0.9- 4.6 


1) Mikels and Bennett, 1978. Data are 1988 means. 
2) Mikels, 1992. Data represent 10 samples from 12/87 to 3/90. 
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the particles causing the turbidity, the pore sizes of the aquifer media, the ground water flow velocity, and 
the ionic strength of the ground water. 


There are many causes, other than gravel mining, that can increase turbidity in ground water (Table 3). 
Sandhu and others ( 1977) studied samples from 98 water sources in South Carolina and found that iron 


and colloidal material were chiefly responsible for turbidity in 19 percent of the water sources. The U.S. 
Geological Survey, in its aquifer characterization study of northern Thurston County (Dion and others, 
1994) found iron levels exceeded the state maximum levels (MCL) in 16 percent of the wells sampled and 
that manganese exceeded the MCLs in 30 percent of the wells sampled. 


Table 3 
Non-mining Sources of Ground Water Turbidity 


Source Cause. Reference 


poor well development fine sediments are washed from the Driscoll, 1986 
aquifer by well pumping 


changes in well pumping rates turbulent flow disturbs sediments Trela, 1986 


corrosion of distribution pipes colloidal and particulate iron Sandhu and others, 
1978 


artificial ground water recharge turbid surface waters are discharged Behnke, 1969 
( storrnwater) into ground water Nightingale and 


Bianchi, 1977 


sulfur turbidity chlorination of waters containing Lyn and Taylor, 
hydrogen sulfide 1992 


turbid surface waters turbid surface waters entering ground U.S. E.P.A, 1992 
water during floods periods 


changes in chemical conditions dissolved Fe, Mn, and other Trela, 1986 
(Eh-pH) substances form colloidal 


suspens10ns 


high organic matter content water source located near a marsh or Driscoll, 1986 
swamp 


Because of the many potential causes of turbidity in ground water, it may be difficult to determine the 
cause in a specific case. If sufficient pre-mine monitoring data is available, it may be possible to show 
whether the turbidity was a pre-existing condition unrelated to mining. If there are monitoring wells at 
the mine site that were sampled at the appropriate time, they might show the amount of turbidity generated 
by mining. Tracers, such as fluorescein dye, can be used in some cases to determine flow rates and 
directions. Each of these methods has some limitations. Often pre-mining sampling data is not available. 
Often monitoring wells are not present or were not sampled when the alleged turbidity was being 
generated. It is difficult to use tracers over long distances and introducing chemical tracers into a drinking 
water supply may be a controversial technique. 
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Another way to determine whether a particular gravel mine may be the cause of a turbidity problem is to 
look at the distance from the mine to the well of concern and the timing of the turbidity problem. If these 
factors and the approximate ground water velocity are known, it may be possible to determine whether 
turbidity related to the mine is a potential cause of the problem. Similarly, turbidity problems in wells 
located up-gradient from the mining operation in most cases can not be a result of the mining activity. 


Noble ( 1987) applied this method to show that a gravel pit in northern Lewis County was not the source 
of turbidity in a near-by well. The well was located 600 feet away from the edge of the gravel pit, 
hydrologically connected by sands and gravels of high penneability. The owners of the well complained 
of high turbidity 24 hours after flood waters from the Skookumchuck River had entered the gravel pit. 
The neighbors asserted that the pit was the source of the turbidity in their well, and requested that the pit 
operators install a benn to remedy the situation. Noble calculated that the ground water flow speed in that 
area was in the range of 1.3 - 13 feet per day, which is a typical range for ground waters in this area. It 
would be necessary to have a flow rate of 600 feet per day for the gravel pit to have been the source of 
the observed turbidity. Noble proposed as an alternate explanation that the rapidly rising water table 
caused by the flooding mobilized clay and silt in the aquifer in the immediate vicinity of the well. 


The sequence of mining operations can have a major effect on sediment clogging and turbidity transport. 
If gravel excavation starts at the up-gradient end of the gravel deposit and proceeds downgradient, the 
incipient aquifer clogging layer will be excavated along with the gravel, eliminating a significant form of 
aquifer protection. If mining starts at the downgradient side of the deposit, the clogging layer will be 
preserved as mining proceeds up-gradient. Development of the clogging layer can also be enhanced by 
early reclamation of the downgradient face of the excavation to increase vegetation growth. 


Planning the gravel mining operation to preserve the clogging layer is a possible best management 
practice. It can be useful in aquifer protection while still being low in cost to the mine operator. One 
disadvantage of using this teclmique to maximiz.e filtration is that it could produce enough clogging to 
cause a "dam" across the aquifer, potentially affecting local ground water flow patterns. The effect of this 
local change in aquifer permeability is not likely to be perceptible for more than a short distance from the 
site. Another disadvantage is that this teclmique may be in conflict with the most efficient sequence of 
mining operations for the site. 


Water temperature effects 


During the summer months, when the air temperature is greater than the ground temperature and input of 
heat from the sun is high, opening a gravel pit lake would tend to increase the temperature of the water 
passing through it. During the winter, the air is generally cooler than the ground, input of solar heat is 
greatly reduced, and water passing through a gravel pit lake would tend to be cooled. 


In northern Thurston County, ground water temperatures ranged from 8.5° to 14.5° C (47° to 58° F). 94 
per cent of the samples were between 9° and 12° C ( 48° to 54° F). This means that, based on average 
Olympia monthly temperatures, the effect of gravel pit lakes would be to cool ground water from October 
to April. The same effect would cause heating from May to September. 


This analysis does not fully account for the effect of solar heating, which is the largest source of heat 
input to lakes (Wetzel, 1983). Air temperature is partly a result of solar heating, but the direct input of 
sunlight is not considered here. This solar heating would tend to increase the summer heating action. 
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This is not expected to be large, due in part to the relatively rapid rate at which ground water moves, 
compared to other types of lakes. 


Sinclair and Hirschey (1992) estimated the mean ground water flow velocity in the Grand MOund/Scatter 
Creek area to be 16 feet per day, with values ranging from 1.3 to 60 feet per day. This would means that 
average ground water in that area would require at least 62 days to pass through a 1,000 foot long gravel 
pit lake. The average Olympia temperature for July is 63.1° F and the average for August is 62.7° F. This 
is approximately 9 to 15 degrees F higher than typical ground water temperatures. This suggests that, 
depending of the size of the gravel pit lake, local ground water temperatures could show seasonally 
variable temperature effects of up to several degrees from gravel pit lake formation. Because of the high 
thermal inertia of aquifer materials and the effects of dilution, the effect would be expected to be limited 
to an area several hundred feet downgradient of the gravel pit lake. 


Water level effects 


When a lake is formed by excavating gravel out of an aquifer, it inevitably causes a shift in the local 
ground water surface (Landberg, 1982). Before the lake was developed, the local water table was a gently 
sloping surface, with ground water flowing down the ground water gradient toward the areas where the 
water table is the lowest. The water table was sloping because the aquifer materials had a certain 
resistance to the passage of ground water. 
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Figure 6 Creating a gravel pit lake raises water levels on the downgradient end of the lake, and lowers 
them on the upgradient end (from Landberg, 1982). 


As soon as a lake is excavated, this resistance to the flow of ground water is removed. What was 
formerly the ground water table at the site of the lake becomes the lake surface. Like all open bodies of 
water, it is horiwntal and the water level in the lake at its center is equal to the old ground water table 
at that same point (Figure 6). This means that ground water levels immediately adjacent to the pit will 
be lowered at the up-gradient end of the lake and raised at the downgradient end. The amount of raising 
or lowering at the lake boundary is approximately one-half the length of the lake times the local ground 
water gradient. This effect is accentuated if a series of gravel pit lakes are formed parallel to the ground 
water gradient (Morgan-Jones and others, 1984) 


In Thurston County, ground water gradients range from 0 to approximately 50 feet per mile (Noble and 
Wallace, 1966). MOst ground water gradients are less than 20 feet per mile. This means that a ground 
water lake half a mile long in the direction of ground water flow, with a gradient of 20 feet per mile 
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would raise the water table approximately 5 feet at the downgradient bmmdary and lower the water table 
approximately 5 feet at the up-gradient end. 


Geoengineers (1992) studied a proposed gravel pit in southern Thurston County that would create a gravel 
pit lake approximately 4,400 feet long. The ground water gradient in that area is approximately 10 feet 
per mile. Geoengineers computer modeling estimated that the resulting lake level would be 4.6 feet below 
the ground water surface at the up-gradient end of the lake and 4.6 feet above the ground water level at 
the downgradient. They estimated, based on aquifer testing and computer modeling, that the effect of 
creating the lake would result in lowering the water table 0.5 feet at a well 300 feet up-gradient. 


Removing mined material from the aquifer 


Removing gravel from below the water table is equivalent, in short-term effects, to removing the same 
volume of water from the aquifer. After mining has finished, the effect is to increase the storage capacity 
(coefficient of storage) in the area of the lake (Landberg, 1982). This happens because the porosity is 
increased from approximately 25-40% for sand and gravel to 100% for open water. This means that more 
water can be extracted from wells near the lake with less drawdown in the water table because of the large 
amount of water available in the lake. 


Increased evaporation 


Geoengineers (1992) found that creating a gravel pit lake in southern Thurston County would increase 
evapotranspiration, causing a decrease in ground water recharge of 4.6 inches per year for each acre 
converted to open water. This is consistent with the range of decreases in recharge of 0.8 to 4.5 inches 
per year per acre reported in Shope (1990) for similar situations in New Hampshire. The decrease in 
recharge of 4.6 inches per year per acre is equivalent to an evaporation rate of 0.24 gallons per minute 
per acre or 126, 100 gallons per year per acre. 


ARC/CAD GIS analysis shows that there are now approximately 107 acres of gravel pit lakes in Thurston 
County. The evaporation loss from these lakes is equivalent to ground water withdrawals of 5,044,000 
gallons per year. A single new gravel mine proposed for the Violet Prairie area, if approved, would create 
4 acres per year of gravel pit lake. Other 
extraction operations will create new lakes 
at a roughly estimated rate of 2 acres per 
year. This will produce a significant 
increase in the evaporative losses to 
ground water (Table 6). By the year 
2023, this increase will amount to a 2.7-
fold increase over the 1993 rates. If 
distributed evenly over the whole of 
Thurston County, these losses are 
probably not critical. But if concentrated 
in particular areas, they may be sufficient 
to have a measurable impact. 


Table 6 
Predicted Evaporation Losses from Gravel Pit lakes 


Year Total Evaporative Losses 
Acreage (gal./year) 


1993 107 13,493,000 


2003 167 21,059,000 


2013 227 28,625,000 


2023 287 36,191,000 


Comparing the area of gravel pit lakes to other surface water bodies in Thurston County provides another 
perspective. ARC/CAD GIS analysis shows that there are 6,950 acres of surface water in Thurston 
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County. The 107 acres of existing gravel pit lakes amounts to 1.5 per cent of this area. The 287 acres 
of gravel pit lakes estimated to be developed by the year 2023 would be 4.1 per cent of the total area of 
the natural surface water bodies. 


Water chemistry effects 


Rasmussen (1985) compared the water quality in a gravel pit lake with water quality in the Big Sioux 
aquifer in eastern South Dakota. He found that the lake water had higher pH, lower alkalinity, lower 
calciwn hardness, lower magnesiwn hardness, lower total hardness, lower iron and manganese, and lower 
total dissolved solids than water from up-gradient and downgradient wells. A significant difference in 
these parameters between the up-gradient and downgradient wells was not apparent in all cases. He 
attributed the difference in these parameters between the wells and the lake to aeration of the lake waters 
and biological activity. Similar water quality patterns and conclusions are found in other masters theses 
that studied the same gravel pit lake and aquifer system (Kothari, 1985; Perry, 1986) and in a study from 
Hungary (Perjes, 1982). All these authors concluded that the mere presence of a lake caused by previous 
gravel mining did not degrade ground water quality. In general, they found the effects of increased 
aeration that lake formation provided had a beneficial effect on water quality. 


Labroue and others (1988) found measurable removable of nitrate from ground water in association with 
gravel-pit lakes. They found the highest denitrification in old unclogged lakes and no activity in recently
opened lakes or older, clogged lakes. In a separate paper, they suggest that reclaiming gravel pits with 
nitrate-fixing vegetation such as alder trees may improve water quality (Labroue and others (1986). 


Interchanges between aquifers 


Mining into ground water can potentially breach the hydrologic barriers that separate different aquifers. 
If this happens, water in the two aquifers can mix, potentially affecting the water quality or water levels 
in one or more of the aquifers. If the affected aquifers have different water quality, this can be an 
immediate problem Even if the affected aquifers have the same water quality, loss of that barrier between 
aquifers may become important in the future if the water quality in one aquifer deteriorates. In addition 
to potential· water quality effects, interchanges between aquifers can cause water level changes. 


Some differences in water quality among Thurston County aquifers are shown in Table 4. The aquifers 
are listed in order from shallowest to deepest, with the Vashon Recessional Outwash (Qvr) on the left and 
Tertiary Bedrock (Tb) on the right. Dion and others (1994) found that deeper aquifers are more likely 
to have higher concentrations of naturally occurring constituents, such as iron, manganese, and calcium 
They found that shallower aquifers were more likely to have hwnan-caused constituents, such as nitrates 
and other septage-related compounds. The data given in Table 4 are averages for all of northern Thurston 
County. Local variations in water quality among aquifers may be greater. 
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Table 4 
Average Water Quality In Thurston County Aquifers 


Constituent Qvr Qvt Qva Qf Qc TQu Tb 


Dissolved oxygen 6.5 5.7 5.7 4.0 2.2 0.2 0.5 


Specific conductance 118 140 128 142 150 144 190 


Sodium 5.2 6.0 5.8 6.0 6.7 7.6 20 


Nitrate 1.0 0.95 0.84 0.33 0.25 <.10 <.10 


Iron (ppb) 16 19 14 20 21 81 11 


Manganese (ppb) 3 2 3 8 6 52 3 


Hardness (as CaC03) 41 52 51 54 57 54 71 


Concentrations are in ppm unless noted. 
Specific conductance expressed as microsiemens per centimeter at 25° C. 


Washington State law related to the construction of water wells (Ch. 173-160-075) is very explicit that 
interconnections between aquifers are not allowed: 


"In constructing, developing, redeveloping, or conditioning a well, care shall be taken to preserve 
the natural barriers to ground water movement between aquifers and to seal aquifers or strata 
penetrated during drilling operations which might impair water quality or result in cascading 
water." 


In Thurston County, approximately 14 percent of existing gravel pits are located in areas where the surface 
soils are developed from the Vashon Till. This glacial hardpan unit is a primary aquitard that separates 
the overlying Vashon Recessional Outwash gravels from the underlying Vashon Advance Outwash sands 
and gravels. The fact that so many gravel pits are located close to a major aquitard suggests that the 
potential for causing intermixing of aquifers is significant. 


A recent example of the effect gravel mining can have on aquifer barriers between aquifers is provided 
by the 1993 High Rock Aquifer break incident near Monroe in northwestern Washington. Workers 
cleaning up a material slough at the base of a gravel slope breached fine silty sand deposits that were 
acting as a confming layer for the High Rock aquifer (Garland and Lisz:ak, 1994). The initial discharge 
from the breach was estimated at 2,000 gallons per minute (gpm). Over the course of several days, the 
flow decreased to 400-500 gpm An estimated 25,000 cubic yards of material was eroded by the water, 
causing sedimentation in a stream wetlands, adjacent property, and lake. Water levels in wells and 
discharges from springs were lowered as far as 1,500 feet from the break. It is estimated that water levels 
have dropped an average of four feet over an affected area of approximately 100 acres (Garland and 
Lisz:ak, 1994). This incident clearly demonstrates the need for gravel operators to clearly understand to 
location of aquifer boundaries below their operations. 
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Physical disturbance of aquifer materials 


When gravel is mined below the water table it disturbs the aquifer materials, Vvhich can have a number 
of physical and chemical effects. The main physical effect, as discussed above, is the generation of 
turbidity from suspended silt and clay particles. In most cases, gravel is relatively chemically stable in 
contact with water because any unstable components were removed by the erosional and depositional 
forces that formed the gravel deposit. The primary exceptions to this rule that are relevant to Thurston 
County involve calcium, and iron and manganese. 


The volcanic rocks that form the Black Hills and Bald Hills contain largely basalt and andesite (Noble and 
Wallace, 1966). These rocks contain approximately 5-7 per cent calcium (Dietrich and others, 1982) 
within calcium feldspar and other calcium minerals. As these minerals weather, calcium can be liberated 
in significant amounts. This process can be accelerated if gravel deposits containing significant amounts 
of basalt or andesite are mechanically disturbed by mining or crushing and washing. 


This potential addition of calcium is unlikely to have a harmful effect for two reasons. 1) Most Thurston 
County gravel deposits do not contain significant amounts of these volcanic rocks, Vvhich are highly 
undesirable in most types of gravel-based products because they are chemically reactive, lacking in 
physical strength, and produce clays upon decomposition. 2) Ground water in Thurston County is 
classified as moderately to highly aggressive. Aggressive waters have high dissolved oxygen or carbon 
dioxide contents, low alkalinity and hardness, and low pH (DeBarry and others, 1982). This means they 
tend to dissolve soluble materials from pipes and other plumbing materials that they contact. This can 
increase the amount of iron, lead, and copper delivered at the tap in drinking water supplies. 


Thurston County ground water, based on data from the northern part of the county, is neutral to slightly 
acidic, with a mean pH ranging from 6.6 in the shallowest aquifer (Vashon Recessional Outwash) to 7.8 
in the deepest (Tertiary Bedrock) (Dion and others, 1994). Sixty-four per cent of the samples in that study 
were soft and 30 per cent were described as moderately hard. Mean dissolved oxygen levels were 
moderately high, ranging from 6.5 in the shallowest aquifer to 0.5 in the deepest (Dion and others, 1994). 
The calculated Aggressive Index of average shallow northern Thurston County ground water is 9.4, Vvhich 
classifies it as highly aggressive (DeBarry and others, 1982). This means that an increase in dissolved 
calcium would be beneficial by reducing the aggressiveness of the ground water. 


Viswanathan (1990) describes an Australian study in Vvhich dredge mining for rutile sands (titanium ore) 
increased the iron content of ground water from 1 ppm to nearly 20 ppm The dredged sand was washed 
and the tailings, rich in iron and organic material, were redeposited in the excavated lagoons. Bacteria, 
feeding on the organic material, changed the iron from its insoluble oxidized state to the soluble reduced 
state. 


Some aquifers in Thurston County, such as the Deposits of the Penultimate Glaciation (formerly Salmon 
Springs) are stained with iron oxides (Dion and others, 1994) and there are accumulations of bog iron in 
other locations (Valentine, 1960). Iron-stained gravel bas a lower iron content than alluvial rutile deposits, 
Vvhich generally contain magnetite or other iron-rich minerals. In most cases, simply disturbing iron 
stained gravels would not liberate significant amounts of soluble iron. If abundant organic matter were 
present, such as manure from agricultural operations, it is possible that chemical changes caused by 
bacterial activity could increase the iron content in ground water. This potential liberation of iron may 
be counteracted in part by the effect of increased aeration in gravel pit lakes reducing iron levels, as 
discussed above under water chemistry effects. The presence of iron staining or accumulations is another 
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factor that should be discussed in the geohydrologic report prepared for permit applications for major 
gravel mining operations. 


Batch plant discharges 


Concrete batch plants are sometimes associated with gravel mining operations. Process water from these 
plants commonly has a very high pH (11 to 12) (Ecology, 1993). Some cement additives can also cause 
high biochemical oxygen or high nitrate concentrations in ground water. Some water quality data from 
concrete batch plants is given in Table 5. Storm water discharges from concrete plants can also introduce 
these same contaminants into ground water. 


Table 5 
Measured Concentrations of Some Pollutants in Concrete Washwater 


Number of 
Parameter Analyses Low High Mean 


pH 8+ 7.2 12.5 11.4 


Nitrate 6 0.3 24 6.8 


Chloride 3 15 96 55 


Sulfate 1 333 333 NIA 


Total Dissolved Solids 4+ 103 3600 2258 


BOD' 7+ 1 30 11.1 


Chemical Oxygen Demand 4+ <6.8 188 86 


Total Organic Carbon 4 16 54 32 


Total Phosphorus 2 0.01 0.29 NIA 


Oil and Grease 6+ <1 33 19 


Iron (total) 2 0.23 0.92 0.58 


Total Suspended Solids 2+ 1 45 NIA 


Alkalinity 3 57 2180 1056 


All measurements are given as parts per million (ppm). 
Data source is Department of F.cology (1993) 


Asphalt batch plants use different raw materials and produce a product that is very different from concrete. 
The ingredients used in making concrete are generally highly reactive, vdiile asphalt is more inert. Asphalt 
is also highly viscous and if spilled cannot penetrate into the ground. Asphalt plants do use a lot of 
complex machinery, vdiich requires cleaning, lubrication, and maintenance. ln addition, fuels are required 
to heat the asphalt and keep it in a semi-liquid form. Leaks, spills, accidents, and run-off from equipment 
and fueling areas can produce stormwater discharges that contain significant amounts of a variety of 
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chemicals, fuels, and other potential contaminants. This stormwater is the primary source of ground water 
risk related to asphalt plants. If the storm water is kept free of contamination and properly treated, the 
threat to ground water is relatively low. If storm water becomes contaminated or is disposed improperly, 
the possibility of measurable ground water contamination is significant. 


Hydrocarbon spills during mining 


Washington Department of Ecology files were searched for information related to sand-and-gravel mining 
operations. The search included 94 files from a 12-county area overseen by WDOEs Southwest Regional 
Office in Olympia Representative material from several more counties (King, Snohomish, and Skagit) 
was obtained at WDOE's Bellevue Office through the efforts of the Thurston County Citiz.ens' Planning 
Association. 


These files reveal more than 20 inspections or complaint investigations that cite problems with 
hydrocarbon spills and/or oil and fuel containment, storage and handling procedures. None of these 
reports confirms damage to groundwater or quantifies the area affected. It should be noted that these 
incident reports are only the regulatory agency's side of the incident and may not represent the full story. 
In a few cases removal of contaminated soil was required and in at least one instance a Spill Prevention 
Countermeasure Control Plan was initiated. (required by U.S. DOT regulations if more than 660 gal of 
aboveground oil storage on site). 


Defmite statements regarding ground water are not usually given and all the recorded incidents involve 
potential but unverified effects. There are occasional comments such as: "no contamination from the 
surface has reached the groundwater" or "migration of petroleum contamination through the soil did not 
occur". None of these reports confirms damage to ground water or quantifies the area affected by the 
problem Follow-up sampling is rarely mentioned, and when noted, it is generally to verify the removal 
of petroleum contaminated soils. These samples are invariably for total petroleum hydrocarbons in soils, 
not groundwater. Follow-up ground water sampling results were not on file for any of the incidents. 


Wells down-gradient from two gravel mines in Thurston County and one in Lewis County were sampled 
for total petroleum hydrocarbons as part of this study. No detectable hydrocarbons were found, at a 
detection limit of 0.5 ppm 


These incident reports and limited sampling are not a quantitative assessment of discharges from gravel 
mining operations, but they do provide some information about the relative frequency and type of 
hydrocarbon release incidents. While not common, incidents of this type represent a significant source 
of risk to ground water. The general lack of ground water quality monitoring for appropriate parameters 
makes it impossible to define the exact degree of risk 


Discharges to surface water 


In some cases, ground water does receive a substantial amount of recharge from surface waters. This is 
particularly common during winter months when surface water levels are high due to abundant rainfall. 
If ground water is being recharged by surface water, then any contaminants discharged to surface water 
by a mining operation could be indirectly introduced into ground water. 
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Department of Ecology records contain numerous gravel-mining-related incidents involving surface water 
(Appendix C). WQ sampling and analysis results not usually part of these records and if present are 
generally for pH and turbidity. Typical problems concern high-pH process water overflow from concrete 
batch plant ponds, fuel spills directly to surface waters from broken pipelines or damaged tanks, and turbid 
stormwater runoff. Few extraction operations (two in the files examined) have NP DES permits, although 
they are frequently recommended in reports. 


Discharges of these types to surface water can clearly have negative effects on plant and animal life and 
their habitat. In Thurston County, it has been well documented in studies on the Deschutes River and 
Scatter Creek that large amounts of water are interchanged between surface and ground water (Dion and 
others, 1994; Sinclair and Hirschey, 1992). Discharge of gravel-mining-related contaminants to surface 
water in an area of ground water recharge would have an effect similar to discharging those contaminants 
into a gravel pit lake. The primary difference would be that moving surface water would tend to dilute 
and transport the discharge waters. 


Post-mining effects 


Solid waste disposal 


Abandoned gravel mines have traditionally been attractive sites for solid waste disposal. This has often 
taken place without permits or regard for the consequences to ground water. Because of their extremely 
high aquifer susceptibility, ground water contamination has often take place. 


Sweet and Fetrow (1975) studied an abandoned gravel pit in northwestern Oregon in which 3,000 tons 
of wood wastes had been deposited. Leachate from the wood wastes lowered the pH, increased iron and 
manganese levels far above background, and caused high levels of lignin-tannin. These effects rendered 
a number of down-gradient public and private wells unusable. Goldthorp and Hopkin (1972) documented 
the migration of high levels of liquid industrial wastes that had been deposited in an abandoned gravel 
pit. Contamination of ground water from paint wastes deposited in an abandoned gravel pit is documented 
by the U. S. Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (1989). Morgan-Jones and others (1984) 
documented serious degradation of ground water quality down-gradient from abandoned gravel pits west 
of London that had been filled with a variety of waste materials. Numerous other well-documented cases 
are on record. 


Most sites identified as solid waste problems in Ecology records did not have Solid Waste Disposal 
Permits. Typical problems involved demolition material (concrete, asphalt), dumpinwstorage of 
woodwaste and petroleum contaminated soils at unpermitted pit sites. No follow-up monitoring of 
groundwater was conducted except at the Lakeside (Pacific Sand and Gravel) pit at Carpenter Road, which 
had to meet landfill closure requirements after the fact. The sampling results indicated that "no tested state 
Primary Maximum Contaminant Levels were exceeded in any of the surface or groundwater samples 
collected ... state Secondary Maximum Contaminant Levels for manganese and iron were exceeded in 
samples from some domestic wells and all site monitoring wells". No other data to substantiate or 
quantify groundwater effects was found in any of the files surveyed. 


There can be no doubt that poorly controlled disposal of solid wastes into gravel pits can lead to serious 
ground water contamination. The evidence for this is so compelling that the worst practices of the past 
regarding waste disposal into gravel pits must be absolutely forbidden. 
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Biological effects 


Gravel pit lakes have the potential to attract migratory waterfowl. These birds could potentially increase 
nitrate levels in ground water if present in large enough numbers. No data is available on these effects 
and any conclusions would be speculative. 


If gravel pit lakes were accessible to livestock, nitrate and bacteriological levels could potentially be 
significantly increased. It has been well documented in studies of the Henderson, Eld, and Totten Inlet 
watersheds that higher fecal coliform and nitrate levels are found in areas of streams where livestock have 
access to surface water or where manure storage drains to surface water (Taylor, 1984, 1986). 


Y. Onnulative Effects 


The total area of past and present gravel excavations is 1,064 acres as shown in Figure 7. This does not 
include the 44 known borrow pits, which are gravel excavations less than three acres in size. Assuming 
an average size of one acre for each borrow pit raises the total estimated mined area to 1,108 acres. The 
estimated area of ground water exposed by gravel mining is 40 acres. The total area of Thurston County 
is 487,040 acres, so gravel mining has taken place on 0.23% of the county's lands. 


The gravel mines with local and DNR permits are shown in Figure 7 and listed in Appendix A. There 
52 mines with DNR permits comprising 2,215.4 acres. There are also numerous other mines not listed 
that are classified by DNR as inactive or terminated. 


Gravel resources of Thurston County 


An attempt was made to map the potential gravel resources of Thurston County. A map was developed 
from digital Washington Department of Natural Resources maps of Thurston County soils that included 
.the following soils series: 


• Baldhill very stony sandy loam 
• Everett very gravelly sandy loam 
• Grove very gravelly sandy loam 
• Riverwash 
• Spana gravelly loam 
• Spanaway gravelly sandy loam 
• Spanaway stony sandy loam 
• Spanaway-Nisqually complex 
• Tenino gravelly loam 


Based on their textures, these were determined to be the soil types suitable for use as gravel. When this 
digital map was completed, the digital coverage of known gravel extraction sites was overlain to check 
whether it was consistent with the known patterns of gravel mining. 
When the two maps were overlain, the map of known gravel extraction sites did not agree well with the 
predicted gravel resources. A significant number of gravel pits lay outside the area shown to be suitable 
for gravel extraction, based on soil textures. To help resolve this problem the map of gravel pits was 
digitally overlain on a map of the geology, prepared by the U.S. Geological Survey. 
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Digital coverage for geology is currently only available for the northern part of Thurston County, as 
studied by Dion and others, (1994). This coverage included 76 per cent of the mined gravel acreage in 
the county, so it is a good basis for analysis. This showed that in the northern part of the county, 86 per 
cent of the area mined for gravel lies within the Vashon Recessional Outwash. 14 per cent of the area 
mined lies beneath areas mapped as Vashon Till. Vashon Till, also known as glacial hardpan, is a 
compressed mixture of clay, silt, sand, and gravel not usually thought of as being suitable for gravel 
extraction. However, Vashon Till is commonly closely associated with coarse sands and gravels, which 
are the probable target of the mining activities. 


Soil maps are based on the materials in the first five feet below the surface. Because mining operations 
can excavate sand and gravel substantially below that depth, they could potentially mine in some locations 
not shown as suitable on the soils map. Additional GIS analysis will be conducted to refine the prediction 
of gravel resources until it agrees with the data on gravel mine locations. This map and information will 
be presented in the final draft of this report. 


VI. Sl!!!!!l!3!Y and Conchl'Siom 


As of 1993, gravel mining had taken place on approximately 1,108 acres in Thurston County, which is 
0.23 per cent of the county's surface area. There are now approximately 40 acres of gravel pit lakes 
within the county, which is equivalent to 0.6 of the total area of surface water in the county. By the year 
2023, it is estimated that there will be 220 acres of gravel pit lakes, equaling approximately 3.2 per cent 
of the total area of surface water in the county. 


The environmental effects of gravel mining on ground water vary widely, depending on the specific 
activities that are taking place. In order to evaluate these environmental effects, it is necessary to view 
each gravel mining operation as the sum of the environmental effects of these component activities. F.ach 
associated activity adds an additional increment of risk, which varies in magnitude with the type and scale 
of the associated activity. 


The simplest form of gravel mining, excavating well above the water table with no associated activities 
such as vehicle maintenance or asphalt batch plants, causes a relatively low risk to ground water quantity 
and quality. Because the protective soil layer has been removed, these types of excavations are extremely 
sensitive to the introduction of any type of contamination. But this type of mining, because it is 
essentially a relatively simple process of loading unconsolidated materials, does not pose a serious risk 
of introducing those contaminants. 


Mining below the water table and into an active aquifer brings some additional minor risks to ground 
water quality. This includes the potential to increase ground water turbidity and iron content, and to affect 
local water levels. The only cases on record in which turbidities downgradient from gravel excavations 
have been increased significantly are when gravel washing operations are involved. Significantly 
increasing the iron content of ground water by physically disturbing the aquifer materials requires a 
combination of heavily iron-coated aquifer materials, organic material, and bacteria that is rather unusual. 
For the geological conditions found in Thurston County, the additional risk presented by simple excavation 
within an aquifer is small. Adequate management and proper enforcement of a well-designed set of best 
management practices is necessary to keep this risk at an acceptable level. 


Concrete batch plants represent a more serious threat to ground water quality, particularly if the process 
waters are discharged to ground water without adequate treatment. These process waters can have high 
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treatment of those waters will have a measurable and unacceptable effect on ground water. Concrete batch 
plants, especially if there is any form of discharge, would require a high degree of regulatory oversight 
if risk is to be held to an appropriate level. 


Asphalt batch plants are present a lower risk to ground water than concrete plant, primarily from 
stormwater, vehicle fueling, and fuel storage and handling. Like concrete plants however, asphalt plants 
are a very significant source of risk to ground water and require adequate regulatory oversight and 
enforcement. 


Petroleum leaks and spills resulting from vehicle fueling, maintenance, and washing are probably the most 
common major threat to ground water associated with gravel mining. 'This risk can be difficult to assess, 
because it is highly variable depending on the scale of these activities and the degree of oversight provided 
by the mining operation management. That a problem exists with petroleum leaks and spills is clear from 
Department of Ecology incident reports. Because of the lack of ground water monitoring and follow-up 
investigations on these incidents, the actual degree of ground water impact is llllknown. 


Creation of gravel pit lakes lowers the water table in wells up-gradient from the lake and raises them on 
the down-gradient side. 'This is a relatively local effect, but can measurably affect water levels in wells 
very near to the gravel pit lake. 


Abandoned gravel pits have often been used for the disposal of various types of solid wastes. The adverse 
effects of this practice are very well documented and compelling enough that this practice should, in 
general, be completely discontinued. Only truly inert materials should be placed within gravel pits. 


In summary, gravel mining has a complex array of environmental effects on ground water. 'This is largely 
because different mining operations will each have a different set of mining and processing activities that 
make up that operation. The environmental effects can only be understood by looking at each separate 
activity in the mining operation. E.ach of these component activities has a different environmental· effect 
and requires a different management approach to risk reduction. Gravel mining, in general, poses low to 
moderate risks to ground water quality and quantity. But adequate regulatory oversight of project design 
and approval, operation, monitoring and closure, and adequate enforcement are necessary if risks are to 
be kept to an acceptable level. 
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APPENDIX A 
EXISTING SURFACE MINING PERMIT SIIES - AS OF 1993 


SAND AND GRAVEL 


DNR 
Pennit 


Operator Name Sec. Township Range Pennitted Acres 


*I0442 J.D. Dutton, Inc. 36 I9 2W 5 
10835 Ted Sundberg 9 I8 2W 11 


*112I4 Department of Transnortation I8 I8 2W 4.7 
I0473 Tom l\1artin Construction 28 I8 2W 10 
10895 Carl Willrich 28 I8 2W 20 
11472 William Jones Co. 29 I8 2W 20 
1182I William Jones Co. 29 I8 2W 20 


. 


11832 William Jones Co. 29 I8 2W 5 
114I9 Tom l\1artin Construction 2 I8 IW 53 
10938 Pacific Sand and Gravel 9/10 I8 IW I2 
10385 Olvmnia Sand and Gravel 10 I8 IW 65 
I2I68 Olvmnia Sand and Gravel 10 I8 IW 33 
I0348 Pacific Sand and Gravel IO I8 IW 23 
I0706 Pacific Sand and Gravel I2 I8 IW 70 
10002 Holroyd Land Co. (Neilson/Pacific) I7 I8 IE 330 
10958 Thurston County I8 I8 IE 13 
I2500 Nisqually Sand and Gravel/Lakeside 28129 I8 IE 80 
I2633 Hard Rock Crushing 13/24 I7 3W 80 
1060I Arthur J. Mell 13 I7 2W 30 
11988 Milton Emerick (Fairview S&G) I8 I7 2W 80 


*I2116 Howard R Larson 22 17 2W IO 
I2115 Howard R Larson 28 I7 2W I2.5 
I2577 Tom l\1artin Construction 28 I7 2W 40 
110I6 Boe Sand and Gravel 6 I7 IW 10 
I26I5 Norman Hutson 6 I7 IW 5 
11766 Lacey Oaks Stables (Land Use Co.) 11 17 IW 9 
I2659 Great Western Supply/O'Neill 20/2I I7 IW IO 
I26I4 Milton Emerick 30 I7 IW 20 
1078I Thurston County 3I I7 IW 10 


*I22I7 Qui!!:!!: Brothers - McDonald 29 I7 2E 20 
I2592 Tom and Claudia Westbrook 9 I6 3W 5 
I2094 Department of Natural Resources 10 I6 3W I5 
Il337 James Hendricks 3I I6 3W 5 


*I0457 l\1artin Sand and Gravel .34 I6 3W 25 







SAND AND GRAVEL 


DNR Operator Name Sec. Township Range Pennitted Acres 
Pennit 
10349 Cascade Materials, Inc. 3 16 2W 50 
12285 Pacco, Inc. 5 16 2W 10 
11902 Kellis A Hamilton 25/36 16 2W 172 
12014 Washineton Asphalt Co. 28/29 16 2W 250 


*11360 Department of Transnortation 29 16 2W 32 
12640 Granger/Breen 33 16 2W 50 
11294 MA SegaJe, Inc. 5 16 lW 50 
10453 Thurston County 5 16 IE 22 
11703 Thurston County 24 16 2E 30 
10443 Pacific Sand and Gravel 1 15 3W 18 
10734 Dulin Construction, Inc. 2 15 3W 45 


*11914 Martin Sand and Gravel 2 15 3W 9.2 
10282 Cascade Hauling Co. 11 15 3W 28 
11110 Lewis County 11 15 3W 13 
10452 Martin Sand and Gravel 11 15 3W 30 


*10189 Cascade Hauling Co. 14 15 2W 4 
11089 Pacificoro Electric Ooerations 10/15 15 lW 150 
12602 North Fork Timber Company 11 15 lW 10 


2,215.4 
• LJstcu o· J.Jl'IK recoras as mactJve or termmatcu y 


a>AL 
DNR PERMITIED 


PERMIT OPERATOR NAME Sec. Township Range Arn.ES 


10145 Washington Irrigation and Development 13/24 
Co. 


15 2W 4,000 


4,000 


ROCK QUARRIES 


DNR PERMITIED 
PERMIT OPERATOR NAME Sec. Township Rame Arn.ES 


10496 Kaufman Brothers Construction 19/30 18 2W 40 
11831 Hodges Homes, Inc. 27 18 2W 2 


12140 Jones Ouarrv 29 18 2W 65 
12602 North Fork Timber 11 15 lW 10 
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APPENDIXB 


Potential Groundwater Problems Associated With Gravel Mining -
Hydrocarbon Spills and Runoff Recorded in WOOE Files 


Andennan Sand and (1990) WOOE inspection in response to complaint. "Sheen caused by ... waste oil 
Gravel (Belfair, Mason) spillage from past practices ... will send letter." 


Arlington Sand and (1987) Complaint initiated inspection which revealed "sigoificant quantity of various 
Gravel (Arlington, types of petroleum product in ponded and standing water on site" -- soil stnface 
Snohomish) around shop "saturated with oils". Sources of contamination were: leaking 


equipment, poor house-keeping practices, fuelling operations and inadequate cover or 
containment for stored waste oils. Found past evidence of oil having been washed 
into Stillaguamish River. Upgradient location of fuel tanks/pumps allows spills to 
flow toward river. Investigator recorded soil saturated with fuel to 2Y:z or 3 feet in 
vicinity of fuel islands. Notice of Violation (RCW 90.48) and penalty of $500.00 
recommended. 


Associated Sand and (1991) Follow-up investigation (soil borings and wells) on site from which 
Gravel (Everett, King) underground storage tank (US1) had been removed disclosed total petroleum 


hydrocarbons exceeding Model Toxic Control Act clean-up standards. Contamination 
is below a paved area and may extend beneath an on-site structure. Engineering firm 
recommends leaving in place until facility closes. 


B & L Construction and ( 1991) Inspection of 15 acres storage and maintenance area near gravel mining 
Trucking (Tacoma, operation revealed poor waste oil storage practices and uncontained leakage from 
Pierce) equipment. Operator advised to hire waste consultant/recycling firm. Sampling and 


follow-up inspection advised but not found in file. 


Cadman Sand and Gravel (1991) Drop-in inspection: "major environmental contamination risk at this facility is 
(Black Diamond, King) associated with handling and storage of petrochemicals." including uncovered 


uncontained storage tanks. Waste water from truck washing operation has measured 
pH of 11 and flows uncontained down a haul road "where it is completely percolated 
into the ground." No State Waste Discharge Permit at time of inspection. 


Corliss Redi-Mix (1989) "Some problem with chemical/oil storage and handling." Spillage on ground 
(Enumclaw, King) and cement additives stored outside containment area. "Asked for better practices and 


cleanup". 


Foran Landfill/Gravel (1992) Urban Bay Action Team (UBA1) inspection. No containment of 6,000 gallon 
(Tacoma, Pierce) diesel fuel tanks. Gravel around smaller tank heavily stained with oil. Open 


container of used oil. Inspector suggests covering and berming. 







Potential Groundwater Problems Associated With Gravel Mining -
Hydrocarbon Spills and Runoff Recorded in WOOE Files 


Gilbert Western Corp (1989) Waste oil tank overflow (oil flow valve directed oil outside containment 
(Camas, Clark) facility?). Not reported. Cleanup of oil contaminated soil and immediate repair of 


secondary-containment flow valve required. 


Lakeside Industries (1989) Malfunctioning gauge caused rupture of 12,000 gallon above-ground storage 
(Aberdeen, Gray's tank during fuel delivery. Approximately 100 gallons diesel oil "saturated a small 
Harbor) wetland area" connected to Chehalis River. Prompt response by Lakeside clean-up 


crew and proper agencies notified. Small section of wetland affected by removal of 
contaminated soil. No Spill Prevention Containment and Countermeasure Plan on 
site. 


Lakeside Industries Inspection revealed following violations at Hogum Bay Rd. asphalt plant: 
(Lacey, Thurston) 1. inadequate containment around all above-ground storage tanks (AGS1) 


2. cleaning of equipment with high pressure washer and use of petrolewn/detergents 
released as "effluent discharge to ground and/or waters of the state." No NPDES or 
State Waste Discharge permit. 


3. equipment maintenance pit "grossly contaminated" with petroleum and "suspected 
organic compounds". Soil removal required. 


Lakeside submitted a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan in 
accordance with 40CFR Sect. 112. 7 approx. 1 mo. later -- addressed all issues. No 
further correspondence found. 


· (1987) Crane collapsed and crushed a diesel tank (approx. 200 gallons discharged to 
ground). No follow-up correspondence or sample data in file. 


(1981) Former site for plant on Carpenter Rd. reportedly had record of fuel spills to 
ground. Fuel storage area formerly had drain to gravel pit. 


Lakeside Industries (1991) Complaint and follow-up investigation at asphalt plant. Approx. 1,000 cu 
(Anacortes, Skagit) yards of petroleum contaminated soil (PCS) was excavated and recycled through 


plant. "Confirrnational analyses indicated that cleanup standards were met." On-site 
drums removed. No further correspondence? 


Martin Construction (1990) RCRA compliance inspection of truck storage and maintainence facility. 
(Lacey, Thurston) Spillage of oil and other hazardous materials; improper storage of waste oil. 


Wastewater from steam cleaning system discharged directly to ground. "Evidence of 
extreme oil contamination" -- removal and treatment of soils required by WOOE. 
Connection with gravel mining operation not clear. 







Potential Groundwater Problems Associated With Gravel Mining -
Hydrocarbon Spills and Runoff Recorded in WOOE Files 


Meridian Aggregate (1991) Removal of underground storage tank exposed an area highly contaminated 
(Granite Falls, with waste motor oii apparently from many years of accumulation. Site had been 
Snohomish) used for equipment maintenance. "Visual observation disclosed veins of old motor 


oil" flowing. Site was excavated to remove all visable contaminated soil (sent to 
asphalt plant) and later sampling confirmed total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) 
within allowable limits. 


Quigg Brothers- (1992) Fuel transfer valve system apparently tampered with causing diesel fuel release 
McDonald (Aberdeen, to containment area and to several storm drain catch basins. No notification of 
Gray's Harbor) authorizing agency as per Ch. 90.56.280 RCW. Spill response plan and removal of 


petroleum-contaminated soils ordered by WOOE. 


R & R Joint Venture ( 1991) Inspection terms operation "unsatisfactory". No containment for lube racks 
(Vancouver, Clark) and fuel tanks. Poor solid waste disposal practices (waste oil, paint, cleaning 


compound, old batteries, etc.) on site. 


Robison Construction (1987) Improper on-site storage caused spillage of 1,000 gallons of diesel to ground 
(Tacoma, Pierce) and ultimately into Clear Creek. Tacoma-Pierce Co. Health requires clean-up 


involving excavation, testing of sediment residual BTX and landfarming of 
contaminated sediments. Spills prevention and management plan also required in lieu 
of permit revocation. 


S & W Sand and Gravel . (1989) Oil contaminated soil confirmed by laboratory tests (Geotechnical Testing is 
(Puyallup, Pierce) of the opiuion that "no contamination from the surface has reached the groundwater"). 


Soil to be removed to depth of 2 feet. S & W must stop allowing discharge of 
wastewater from steam cleaner to ground (oil/water separator will be required). 


Tucci and Sons (1991) Complaint investigation at gravel pit and asphalt plant. Diesel line from fuel 
(Puyallup, Pierce) tank to batch plant was underground and could not be determined to be leaking. 


Asphalt (source of complaint) leaked from above ground tanks but "hardens readily 
and does not appear to be a problem" Contaminated soil from another site stored 
in gravel yard - no cover or containment Soil staining around diesel refueling area. 
Follow-up inspection to confirm covering of contaminated soils and spill prevention 
at diesel refueling area recommended - not in file. 







Potential Groundwater Problems Associated With Gravel Mining -
Hydrocarbon Spills and Runoff Recorded in WDOE Files 


Washington Dept. of (1990) Complaint investigation. Gravel pit is primarily used for storing sand and 
Transportation (Elwa Pit, gravel, culverts and other construction material and for burning "roadside debris". 
Clallam) Observations: improper disposal of oil from application truck and maintenance shop 


oil/water separator and catch basin; improper disposal of pesticide rinseate from 
applicator truck; improper storage of chemicals. Sample results indicated petroleum 
contaminated soils were present in pit but did not comfinn pesticide contamination. 
DOT to undertake remedial action. "Since migration of petroleum contamination 
through the soil did not occur, site will not be listed on Site Ivfanagement Infonnation 
System" 


Woodworth and Co. (1991) Urban Bay Action Team inspection summary: improper storage of unlabeled 
(Tacoma, Pierce) wastes; "inevitable leakage" around hot mix asphalt plant. 


Misc. unconfirmed reports connected with hydrocarbons: 


(1990) Oil dumping and burying of used filters and antifreeze by trucking firm in Redmond (connection with gravel 
. . ?) 11lll1ll1g. 


(1990) Oil leakage from gear boxes and discharge of diesel oil from truck washing at asphalt plant in Silverdale. 


(1991) Early notice letter to gravel mining company in Kent advising inclusion in WDOE database of known or suspected 
contaminators under Model Toxics Control Act. lnfonnal report attached indicates "most significant contamination" was 
from leaking diesel fuel pumps. 


( 1991) "Groundwater contamination is likely" from UST excavations with standing water at abandoned aggregate supply 
site in Lynnwood. 


( 1991) Evidence of leakage of petroleum hydrocarbons from above ground storage tanks at trucking company in Anacortes. 
ASTs not bermed. 







APPENDIXC 


I Smface Water Problelll'l Associated with Gtavel Mining as Indicated by Material in "1JOE Files I 
Concrete Batch Facilities: 


Aggregate Supply (1973) "Settling ponds appear to be seeping contaminated water into a drainage 
(Bellevue, permitted to ditch" which feeds into a wetland adjoining Kelsey Creek. No follow-up? 
Lakeside Gravel) 


Associated Sand and Gravel Nwnerous (15) incidents of high pH wastewater and silt discharge to Pigeon Creek 
(Everett, King) in '89-'90 (some samples collected). Spill of 80 gallons of antifreeze from truck 


maintenance shop to creek in 1989. Penalties assessed for violations of NPDES 
permit. 


BO-MAC Sand and Gravel (1989) cement waste dwnped into creek (truck washout pond located adjacent). 
(Port Orchard, Kitsap) "General disregard of environmental regulations". 


Cadman Concrete (Monroe, (1991) Concrete batch plant - no State Waste Discharge Permit. High pH discharge 
Snohomish) (confirmed by lab analysis) from settling ponds to surface waters. 


Cadman Gravel Co. ( 1982) Concrete waste washed from cement truck into creek. 
(Redmond, King) 


Lakeside Gravel (Bellevue, (1987) Temporary batching operations were generating "significant volwne of 
King) wastewater" to sump (and then to?). "Likely that the disposal of wastewater is to 


waters of the state". Lakeside agrees to plug sump and pump and haul all 
wastewater to Issaquah site and to refrain from truck washing at this plant. 


Lonestar Northwest (1990) Notice of Violation for exceeding pH discharge limit issued by City of 
(Tacoma, Pierce) Tacoma Sewer Utility Division. "Illegal uncontrolled discharges" to Hylebos 


Waterway. No State Waste Discharge Permit. 


Shope Concrete Products (1990) High pH waste water and sediment-laden storm water being discharged into 
Co. (Puyallup, Pierce) storm water drainage system discharging to Puyallup River. Water samples taken; 


no State Waste Discharge Permit. 


Stoneway Concrete "Some 16 enforcement actions dating back to 1970" (1986) Backhoe operator struck 
(Renton, King) underground pipeline causing release of 70,000 gallons diesel oil (l,000 gallons 


directly to Green River) -- $10,000 penalty assessed. Nwnerous penalties assessed 
for discharge of untreated wastewaters. 


Stoneway Concrete (1978) Dragging of truck-wash sediment from settling basin "inadvertently opened a 
(Renton, King) discharge pipe" allowing high-pH turbid wastewater to enter Cedar River. Trout and 


salmon mortality in excess of 4,000 estimated. Other species not accounted for. 
Total damage to Cedar River resource estimated at 11,040.41. Not clear how much 
of this was actually collected: WDOE mitigated their $1,500 penalty for discharge to 
state waters to $250.00. 


(1969) Citizen complaint to Seattle Times results in inspection of facilities by Water 
Pollution Control Board. Violations of water pollution control laws and company's 
waste discharge permit were noted and deadline for compliance was set (this was 
apparently ignored). No evidence in file of any penalty for non-compliance. 


Note: total of 25 recorded "incidents" involving concrete plants found in the 
Southwest Office files plus the 16 "enforcement actions" referred to in Stoneway's 
file which remain unexplained. 







Smface Water Problems Associated with Gmvel Mining as fudicated by Material in WDOE Files 


Gravel Pit/ Sediment Pond Discharges: 


Active Construction (Gig (1990) Sediment-laden rainwater runoff from inactive pit discharges to county ditch 
Harbor, Pierce Co.) and then into McCormack Creek Inspector: "I have not been back or recontacted 


them because I am waiting for guidance regarding gravel pit issues from my 
supervisors." Mine operator apparently made attempts to solve the problem by 
redesigning and regrading of settling ponds. 


Anderman Sand and Gravel (1989) WDOE inspection in response to citizen complaints leads to notification of 
(Mason Co.) DNR (permitting agency) regarding water quality problems caused by erosion of 


steep slopes and colloidal nature of resultant turbidity. "The lower settling ponds 
appear to have reduced holding capacity" -- ponds overflow during large storms. 
Lab analysis report incomplete; no indication of location of high turbidity sample. 
Where are sample locations recorded? 


DNR issues Stop Work Order in January, followed by Provisional Surface Mining 
Permit for resumption of mining on a limited basis due to completion of remedial 
drainage control measures. "Violations of the state clean water statutes . . . are 
probably occurring as a result of unusually impermeable strata underlying the mine." 


Second Stop Work Order issued by DNR in December. Dept. official observed 
"significant volume" of sediment-laden water overflowing from pond and ultimately 
into Union River. 


(1990) WDOE testimony indicates that Anderman does not have and has not applied 
for a discharge permit and such permit could only be issued if the discharge were 
brought into compliance with state water quality standards. "To date, the WOOE 
has not taken formal compliance actions against Anderman" -- has instead 
coordinated enforcement with DNR Citizen complaint filed in November '90 
suggests that overflow problem has not been solved. 


Black River Sand and (1989) Turbid water discharge to Jenkins Creek (Class AA). Lab analysis of 
Gravel (Bellevue, King) samples shows 11.4 and 12.9 NTU in creek water. Penalty reduced to $500.00 due 


to mitigating circumstances (vandals disconnected power supply to pumps causing 
water to overflow settling pond dike). 


Canyon Sand and Gravel (1986-89) Complaints refer to silting-up of Canyon Creek due to runoff from 
(Tacoma, Pierce) undredged sedimentation ponds. "Has been a problem in the past." Inspections but 


no file record of sampling. 


Carl Carlson Gravel (Clark ( 1979) "Silt form the surface mine, caused by poor operating procedures and lack of 
Co.) erosion control, has created mud deltas in Mud Lake." Co. Planning Council 


questions DNR acceptance of reclamation plan that "does not meet the minimum 
requirements" of Chapter 78.44.030 RCW. WDOE order in file requires erosion 
control plan within 30 days, but subsequent correspondence indicates "no effort 
whatsoever has been taken to comply with the plans the applicant proposed." Clark 
Regional Planning Council urges WDOE to take enforcement action - no record of 
any action in file. Correspondence suggests that County will issue stop-work notice 
which will be in effect until Carlson obtains a grading permit. 


Concrete Nor'West (ML (1974 and 1980) Turbid water from gravel washing operation flowing into Sarnish 
Vernon, Skagit) River. Penalty of $500.00 assessed in '81 for violation of State Waste Discharge 


Permit and Chapter 90.48.080 RCW. 







Surface Water Problems Associated with Gravel Mining as llldicated by Material in WDOE Nies 


Friend and Rickalo (1989) O:unplaint alleges that retention-pond overflow produces "white foamy 
(Aberdeen, Gray's Harbor - material in creek". Inspection unable to confirm, but status of expired NPDES 
rock quarry) pennit and associated discharge monitoring reports uncertain Poor truck-washing 


practices noted. 


(1992) Unannounced inspection. Administrative extension issued on NPDES in 
1986: all site runoff must comply with state water quality standards. Vehicle 
maintenance area "well maintained". 


Hamlet Hilpert Gravel (1986) Adjoining property owners alleged that floodwaters from Skookumchuck 
(Lewis Co.) River have entered the gravel pit and contaminated the groundwater (causing local 


wells to become turbid). Mine is located on the floodplain. WOOE inspection 
reported inundation of "messy" fuel storage area at pit site - tanks had no locking 
system Recommendations: geologist review of turbidity issue and construction of 
bermed/sealed fuel storage area with appropriate sump above 100 yr. flood. 


(1987 - 88) WOOE ordered pit perimeter be diked to specification to prevent 
infiltration of floodwaters. 


(1991) Enforcement order issued in response to WOOE Shorelands Program 
inspection which disclosed that dike was not constructed as specified - "cannot 
adequately serve its intended purposes". 


(1992) Hilpert files Notice of Appeal alleglNG that operation was in "substantial 
compliance" with Flood Control Zone Pennit as amended and requests WOOE "be 
put to strict proof as to the allegation that the past or continued operation of the pit 
constitutes a threat of aggravated flooding". Outcome of appeal? 


Lakeridge Gravel - (1989) County issued cease-work order in response to 2 consecutive days ofWQ 
Lakeridge Paving violations. Wash water retention ponds overflowing. Dredging of ponds and ditches 
Co.(Pierce Co.) and installation of dry-screening process in progress. No NPDES pennit. 


Lakeside Gravel (Bellevue, (1973) $100.00 penalty for discharge of dichloromethane into unnamed creek Order 
King) of Termination of Pennit (no date) for surface discharge of waste water in a 


condition of> 50 N1U. 


Lakeside Industries (1987) $2000 penalty for discharge of oil to state waters (piping of underground 
(Issaquah, King) diesel storage tanks ruptured). Failed to notify WOOE as required by 90.48.360 


RCW. Lakeside contends: "due to the negligence of Lakeside Gravel Co. in 
controlling heavy surface water runoff, the road above our tanks washed out 
allowing water and sand and gravel to wash in and fill the dike. This caused the 
tanks to float, breaking off the service piping". They blame gravel co. since 
concrete containment around fuel tanks was adequate to control any on-site spill but 
could not handle the off-site stormwater runoff coming from the adjacent property. 







Surface Water Problelll'l Associated wifu Gravel Mining as Indicated by Material in WDOE Files 


Lakeside Sand and Gravel 
(Issaquah, King) 


Meridian Aggregate Co. 
(Mt. Vernon, Skagit) 


Olympia Sand and Gravel 
(Olympia, Thurston) 


Rainier Rock (Sumner, 
Pierce) 


(1988) EPA proposed Section 309(g) Administrative Penalty Action in response to 
allegations that Lakeside "discharged pollutants on 9 separate occasions to North 
Fork Creek". Pollutants included "soil particles", cement and cement waste and 
reached the creek via drainage ditch. $25,000 administrative penalty proposed - no 
Final Order in file, no water analysis records. 


(1987) $1000 penalty for lack of storrnwater controls causing "oil and muddy waters 
to enter Jordan Creek". $2000 penalty for separate incident involving discharge of 
cement waste water and turbid nmoff to N. Fork Issaquah Creek. 


(1982) $4000 penalty for discharge of contaminated wastewater to Jordan Creek (in 
violation of SWDP and RCW 90.48.080). 


(1978) $ 500 penalty for discharge of turbid industrial wastewater to Jordan Creek 
on 1/18/78. $2000 penalty for discharge of contaminated storrnwater causing 
turbidity in Jordan Creek on 10/20/78. Inspection report says "samples taken" -
results not in file. $2000 penalty for discharge of industrial process wastewater into 
Jordan Creek on 10/28/78. 


(1972) WDOE memorandum outlines apparent violations and possible corrective 
actions. Inspection of 9/19/72 in response to three complaints of turbid water 
discharge. "Both sludge lagoons were full of sludge" - treatment methods seem 
ineffective. 


(1971) DOE memorandum: Lakeside's temporary waste discharge permit renewal 
application not acceptable until adequate facilities are installed. 


(1988) $1000 penalty for wastewater discharge causing siltation of Carpenter Creek. 


(1983) Complaint alleges Olympia is polluting Woodland Creek. Field check: 
operator advised that discharge from lower settling pond is too turbid - "rehab" work 
on ponds is requested. 


(1981) Settling ponds are overflowing into Woodland Creek. "When heavy rains 
occur, groundwater infiltrates ponds causing discharge of silty water because wiers 
are by-passed. Nothing he (operator) can do about it." 


(1988) Heavy siltation of adjacent creek. "Current slopes in the pit cause almost all 
surface water to nm toward the creek". Transfer of surface mine permit and 
redesign of siltation ponds proposed to avoid DNR Stop Work Order then in 
process. 







Swface Water Problems Associated with Gmvel Mining as Indicated by Material in WDOE Nies 


Reserve Silica Cotp. 
(Ravensdale, King 
pennitted to L-Bar 
Products) 


Salmon Bay Sand & Gravel 
(Seattle, King) 


Stoneway Concrete. 
(Renton, King) 


Sunset Quarry (Issaquah, 
King) 


Woodworth and Co. (Pierce 
Co. - asphalt plant) 


(1991) Follow-up inspection. "Off-site flow of contaminated storm water has been a 
source of water quality violations the last two years". Reserve had submitted 
application for renewal of State Waste Discharge Permit. "Next pennit issued 
should require monthly inspection of berms which direct stormwater flow''. Oil, fuel 
and chemical container handling are very poor. 


Cement kiln-dust depository areas are capped, and vegetated and groundwater 
monitoring reports for the underlying aquifer are being submitted to SHW. 
"Michele Underwood said that no violations of ground water quality have been 
reported for the site". 


(1990) Inspection comments: surface area of settling ponds has decreased since last 
visit; yard and sump area are flooded and runoff is reaching surface waters; oil 
storage and handling has not been improved (no cover or containment); drainage 
ditch on property boundary has filled with sediment and needs to be cleaned out 
(again); no site plan has been submitted per last year's request. WOOE will require 
NPDES pennit? 


(1991) Letter from Seattle Engineering Dept. advised that Salmon Bay truck drivers 
were dumping concrete slush and gravel into storm sewers. Requests company 
review disposal practices with personnel. 


(1986) Penalty notice ($500.00) for release of turbid waters from settling ponds to 
Cedar River. 


(1991) DOE Notice of Violation: Sunset continued to discharge contaminated 
process wastewater and stormwater runoff into Tibbetts Creek; has been out of 
compliance with SWDP conditions since 1986. 1986 order to apply for NPDES 
pennit ignored. Condition of 1988 order to cease all discharges has not been met. 


Notice of King Co. Code Violation: failure to comply with request to correct code 
violations detailed in (1990) order. Specified work on sediment ponds to be 
completed within 10 days, long-term erosion, sedimentation, and drainage control 
plans to be prepared by civil engineer and submitted for review. Plans for restoring 
disturbed portions of affected creeks to be prepared by stream/wetland ecologist and 
coordinated with construction/drainage plans. Further correspondence indicates 
provisions of notice were later partially satisfied with "conceptual drainage plan" 
prepared without the professional assistance specified. No record of enforcement. 


( 1991) Sediment analysis of catch basin (unlined overflow pond which flows to city 
storm drain) downhill from plant yields arsenic, copper, lead and zinc ppm 
measurements below Sediment Quality Objectives established by EPA 


UBAT inspection reveals intennittent overflows of washwater from settling ponds, 
improper storage of potentially hazardous materials (referred to in associated 
summary of problems related to hydrocarbon spills) 


(1989) City of Tacoma Planning Dept. requests agency review ofWoodworth's 
methods of handling waste and storm water. "Turbidity problems are occurring in 
the waterway at the point where the storm water outfall line serving the gravel pit 
and surrounding area enters the waterway". Health Dept. responds that their staff 
had monitored the discharge to the storm drain from the Woodworth facility and 
found that turbidity parameters of WA State WQ standards had been exceeded. 
NPDES pennit should be required for this discharge but has not been obtained. 







APPENDIXD 


Potential Groundwater Problems Associated With Gravel Mining 
Solid Waste Disposal Incidents From WOE Files 


Nonpermitted: 


Anderman Sand and Gravel 
(Mason Co.) 


Fairview Sand and Gravel 
(Olympia, Thurston Co.) 


Fife Sand and Gravel (Pierce 
Co.) 


Lakeside Industries dba 
Pacific Sand and Gravel 
(Lacey, Thurston Co.) 


Permitted as landfills: 


Dietrich Landfill (Clark Co.) 


(1989) accepted approx 200 cu yards of contaminated soil from Belfair Texaco 
station fuel tank replacement project. Removal ordered by WOE, DNR 


(1992) Mason Co. Environmental Health issues Notice of Violation: operating 
wood waste landfill without a permit. Also in violation of Chapter 70.95 RCW 
for receiving of waste tires without permit. 


(1990) dumping concrete, asphalt and rebar. Possibility that County would 
amend permit to include use of site for this purpose. 


( 1991) complaints about piles of bark stored near creek 


( 1991) operated unpennitted Petroleum Contaminated Soil (PCS) treatment 
facility. Pierce Co. alleged that Fife had then expanded operations beyond 
restrictions in amended Unclassified Use Permit. NPDES permit to be required. 


Lakeside apparently operated demolition landfill 1971-1988, and for last couple 
of years was in violation of Solid Waste Regulations adopted in late 1985. 
Facility ceased operation in 1988 without regard for closure requirements of the 
new regulations. 


(1992) materials outside the definition of demolition (foundry ash, sheetrock, 
yard debris) were dumped at this former gravel mine which was classified as a 
demolition landfill under Solid Waste Permit. 















 


Appendix B  
 


Thurston County Code Chapter 17.20 
Mineral Extraction and Asphalt Production 


Text as of June 28th 2018 
 


 


 







• Chapter 17.20 - MINERAL EXTRACTION AND ASPHALT 
PRODUCTION[3] 


Sections: 


 


• 17.20.010 - Purpose. 


The purpose of this chapter is to increase the protection of ground and surface water from the 
effects of mineral extraction and asphalt plants, to lessen conflicts between mineral 
extraction/asphalt plants and nearby land uses, and to continue the availability of mined materials 
and asphalt to the citizens and commerce of the area. 


(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


(Ord. No. 14782, § 4(Att. C), 8-14-2012) 


• 17.20.020 - Application. 


A. 
Sections 17.20.040 through 17.20.190 apply to: 


1. 
All applications for special use permits for mineral extraction, asphalt plants, or accessory uses 
filed after the date of adoption; and 


2. 
All gravel mines and asphalt plants in existence on the date of adoption or for which special use 
permit applications have been filed before the date of adoption. 


3. 
Any reference to the phrase "date of adoption" used in this chapter shall mean August 14, 2012 for 
an asphalt plant and its accessory uses and June 28, 1993 for mineral extraction and its accessory 
uses. 


B. 
Sections 17.20.200 through 17.20.270 apply to applications for special use permits for mineral 
extraction, asphalt plants, and accessory uses filed after the date of adoption. 


C. 
References to "approval authority" in this chapter apply only to applications for special use permits 
for mineral extraction, asphalt plants, and accessory uses filed after the date of adoption. 


D. 
All mineral extraction and asphalt plant operations in existence on the date of adoption shall 
continue to be subject to the terms of all applicable law and permits. 


(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 
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(Ord. No. 14782, § 4(Att. C), 8-14-2012) 


• 17.20.030 - Implementation. 


A. 
The standards and requirements of this chapter governing applications for special use permits for 
mineral extraction, asphalt plants, and accessory uses are effective upon the date of adoption. 


B. 
The standards and requirements of this chapter governing gravel mines and asphalt plants in 
existence on the date of adoption shall be implemented within the time set out in the specific 
standard or requirement. If no such time is set out, standards and requirements applicable to 
existing gravel mines and asphalt plants shall be complied with within two years of the date of 
adoption. 


(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


(Ord. No. 14782, § 4(Att. C), 8-14-2012) 


• 17.20.040 - Spill prevention. 


A. 
Each mineral extraction and asphalt plant operation shall have in effect a hazardous materials and 
petroleum products spill prevention, detection and clean-up plan. For applications submitted after 
the date of adoption, the plan shall be reviewed and approved as part of the special use permit 
process. For gravel mines and asphalt plants in existence on the date of adoption, the plan shall 
be submitted to the health officer for review and approval within one year of such date of adoption. 


B. 
Spill plans shall include methods of prevention, detection, containment and clean-up of any and all 
hazardous materials or petroleum products possessed or stored on the mining or asphalt site. 
Such spill plans shall be reviewed by the health officer and shall be adequate to protect public 
health and safety. For these purposes, the mining or asphalt site shall not be limited to property 
under a department of natural resources reclamation permit, but shall include all contiguous 
property under the same ownership. 


C. 
A spill prevention plan which complies with Part 112 of Title 40 CFR or WAC 173-303-350 and 
which covers all petroleum products and hazardous materials possessed on the site is deemed to 
comply with the requirements of subsection (B) of this section. 


(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


(Ord. No. 14782, § 4(Att. C), 8-14-2012) 


• 17.20.050 - Fuel and hazardous materials. 


A. 
Above-ground or below-ground stationary tanks containing flammable or combustible liquids are 
subject to Chapter 14.32 and applicable state law. Both existing and newly permitted mines and 







asphalt plants are subject to the version of these standards in effect on the date of permit 
application. 


B. 
Reserved. 


C. 
Storage of fuel and hazardous materials is subject to applicable provisions of Thurston County 
Sanitary Code Article VI. 


D. 
Permanent on-site refueling stations shall be located outside the excavated area. 


E. 
Any fueling of stationary equipment on-site shall be accomplished with mobile tank vehicles. 


F. 
Fueling of mobile equipment and vehicles shall be conducted in accordance with an approved spill 
prevention plan provided in Section 17.20.040. 


G. 
Asphalt batch plants shall comply with fuel storage requirements specified above. Batch plants 
may incorporate petroleum-contaminated soils into asphalt products if specifically permitted by the 
department of ecology and the environmental health division. 


H. 
No solvents or solvent-based cleaners shall be used on or washed off equipment in ways that 
allow discharge to the environment, except for evaporation that is not in violation of other law. 
Vehicle and equipment maintenance shall be performed in accordance with an approved spill 
prevention plan provided in Section 17.20.040. For stationary equipment, the spill prevention plan 
shall include methods to prevent discharge of untreated wash water or leakage of petroleum 
products. Truck washing shall be conducted off-site when possible. 


(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


(Ord. No. 14782, § 4(Att. C), 8-14-2012) 


• 17.20.060 - Drainage and stormwater control. 


A. 
For applications submitted after the date of adoption, drainage shall be controlled in accordance 
with Chapter 15.05 TCC, the Drainage Design and Erosion Control Manual, or other applicable 
law. If no other standards apply, all drainage from the site of extractive operations or asphalt 
plants shall be controlled by dikes, barriers or drainage structures sufficient to prevent any silt, 
debris or other loose materials from filling any existing drainage course or encroaching on streets 
and adjacent properties or polluting any ground water. 


B. 
For gravel mines and asphalt plants in existence on the date of adoption, upon discovery of the 
discharge of pollutants to ground or surface waters, the health officer may require compliance 
with Chapter 15.05 TCC as necessary to remedy the discharge. 
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(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


(Ord. No. 14782, § 4(Att. C), 8-14-2012) 


• 17.20.070 - Wash and other process water. 


All process water, including all gravel wash water, shall be used, stored and disposed of in a 
manner that does not negatively affect ground or surface water. This may be accomplished 
through the following best management practices or other appropriate measures: 


A. 
Recycling and routing process water to settling ponds which have been lined with materials which will 


avoid interchange of process water with ground water; 


B. 
Avoiding the use of additives in process water which would cause sediments to become "solid waste" 


or "problem wastes" under WAC 173-304-100, "high-risk waste" under Article 5 of the Thurston 
County Sanitary Code, or dangerous waste or extremely hazardous waste under Chapter 70.105 
RCW; 


C. 
Avoiding the discharge of process water into any stormwater conveyance system unless the operator 


has a valid permit from the department of ecology to do so; 


D. 
Avoiding the discharge of stormwater drainage into any process water. 


(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


(Ord. No. 14782, § 4(Att. C), 8-14-2012) 


• 17.20.080 - Domestic water supplies. 


If any gravel mining operation or asphalt plant causes the water quality of any domestic water 
supply to fail to meet the drinking water quality standards of WAC 246-290, as amended, the mine 
or asphalt plant owner shall remedy the effect of the operation on the water supply through 
monetary payment to the water system owner, the provision of treatment methods and devices 
that are approved by the state department of health, or other correction of the specific water 
quality problem. This mitigation shall be approved by the health officer and the state department of 
health. 


Note: See Thurston County Sanitary Code Article III for regulations governing drinking water 
wells. 


(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


(Ord. No. 14782, § 4(Att. C), 8-14-2012) 


• 17.20.090 - Roads. 


A. 







Definitions. 


1. 
Internal roads are those roads which are internal to the site, and any connected external private 
roads or easements, that serve the mine and asphalt plant and accessory uses. 


2. 
Access roads are those roads, excluding private roads and easements which exclusively service 
the site, which are external to the site which serve as access to county collector or arterial roads. 
Collector and arterial roads are identified in the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan. 


3. 
Access is that point where the internal site road(s) intersect with a site access road or other public 
or private roadway. 


B. 
The following shall apply to new mining operations and asphalt plants or expansions of existing 
mining operations and asphalt plants upon which the active operation is situated: 


1. 
All internal roads, as defined in subsection (A)(1) of this section, required for public health and 
safety purposes shall meet the road standards. 


2. 
Accesses shall intersect existing streets and roads at locations and in a manner that will not 
endanger the safety of highway users and local residents and shall be in accordance with the 
Thurston County road standards, current edition. 


3. 
All access roads shall meet the requirements of the Thurston County road standards to ensure 
that roadway capacity, safety, and roadway structure are fully met. 


4. 
A traffic impact analysis of the roads used as primary haul routes for mining operations and 
asphalt plants shall be completed showing the estimated equivalent single axle loads (ESAL) for a 
minimum analysis period of twenty years. If the primary haul routes are unable to carry the 
increased ESALs as determined by the county, a road maintenance agreement may be required. 
These agreements may include, but are not limited to, safety, restoration, rehabilitation, and 
resurfacing of the affected roadways and/or financial participation in county road preservation 
projects. Road maintenance agreements may be executed by the director of roads and 
transportation services. 


5. 
A plan shall be prepared and implemented which addresses material entering the county right-of-
way as a direct result from mining operations and asphalt plants or accessory uses. The plan shall 
include methods to control material leaving the site and response should any material enter the 
right-of-way. Material may include, but is not limited to, rock, sand, mud, soil, water, asphalt, 
Portland cement concrete, and/or oil. The plan is subject to approval by the county engineer, and 
may be included in a road maintenance agreement. 


6. 
Proposed location of access and internal roads, and primary haul routes shall be provided with any 
required application. 







7. 
Additional off-site impacts of mining operations and asphalt plants on county roads shall be 
addressed through the SEPA process as specified in Chapter 17.09 TCC. 


C. 
The following shall apply to existing mining and asphalt plant operations: 


1. 
All internal roads required for public health and safety purposes shall meet the road standards. 


2. 
Every access shall intersect existing roads in a manner that will not endanger the safety of 
roadway users and local residents. 


(Ord. 13040 Attach. C § 2, 2003: Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


(Ord. No. 14782, § 4(Att. C), 8-14-2012) 


• 17.20.100 - Dust and smoke control. 


The operator shall obtain all required preconstruction approval permits from the Olympic Regional 
Clean Air Agency, and shall comply with all of the requirements of the Olympic Regional Clean Air 
Agency. In addition, the approval authority may require methods of dust control, such as water 
trucks or sprinklers, that will mitigate the mitigation of dust from the site. 


(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


(Ord. No. 14782, § 4(Att. C), 8-14-2012) 


• 17.20.110 - Noise. 


A. 
Noise levels shall comply with WAC 173-60. The operator shall ensure that noise levels are 
monitored by a technician with the qualifications contained in WAC 173-58, or acceptable 
qualifications as determined by the health officer, using instruments that meet the qualifications of 
WAC 173-58, at the property boundaries, at least quarterly after the initiation of the mining or other 
permitted activity, during normal operating conditions and periods, and until or unless the health 
department determines that such monitoring is not necessary. Noise monitoring reports shall be 
provided to the health department and the resource stewardship department. Mineral extraction 
and asphalt plant activity within the residential zoning districts of the county shall be considered a 
Class "A" EDNA pursuant to WAC 173-60-030 (2), the state noise standards. If the noise levels 
exceed the levels permitted by WAC 173-60, the health department or the resource stewardship 
department may take any enforcement measures necessary to ensure compliance with WAC 173-
60. 


B. 
The approval authority may require additional measures to control noise, such as placing rubber or 
urethane screens and liners or crushing and screening equipment, equipping loaders and dozers 
with ambient-sensitive back-up alarms, or muffling engine noise, if site conditions or the site's 
proximity to residential zoned properties or residential uses warrants them. 
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(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


(Ord. No. 14782, § 4(Att. C), 8-14-2012) 


• 17.20.115 - Hours of operation. 


A. 
Special use permits containing specific conditions regarding operating hours shall be governed by 
those conditions. 


B. 
For gravel mining, asphalt plants, and accessory uses within or adjacent to a residential zoning 
district, the hours of operation for excavating, processing and loading are limited to seven a.m. to 
seven p.m. Monday through Saturday. 


C. 
The following activities are exempted from the provisions of subsection (B) of this section: 


1. 
Excavation and loading necessitated by flood emergencies; 


2. 
On Monday through Saturday, the early morning processing of concrete necessary to provide 
beneficial strength; 


3. 
Hauling to jobs under contract with a public agency. However, for any such hauling outside of the 
hours provided in subsection (B) of this section, the operator shall post reasonable notice near the 
site, notify the director, and notify the legal newspaper of the county and at least one radio station 
covering the area of the site. 


(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


(Ord. No. 14782, § 4(Att. C), 8-14-2012) 


• 17.20.120 - Fencing. 


A. 
For applications filed after the date of adoption, fencing shall be installed where appropriate to 
safeguard safety or health. Warning signs may be required by the approval authority; such signs 
shall meet all requirements of Chapter 20.40 TCC. 


B. 
For existing gravel mines and asphalt plants, fencing, berms, natural barriers or some comparable 
deterrent shall be employed to prevent unauthorized dumping of materials on mining or asphalt 
plant sites. 


(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


(Ord. No. 14782, § 4(Att. C), 8-14-2012) 
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• 17.20.130 - Lighting. 


All lighting shall be limited to the lowest intensity which allows the permitted activity to be carried 
out in a safe manner. The lights shall be shielded and directed so that illumination affects only the 
premises of the site and does not result in glare outside of the permit site or on public rights-of-
way. 


(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


• 17.20.140 - Rehabilitation and conservation requirements. 


A. 
For mineral extraction applications filed after the date of adoption: 


1. 
If a reclamation plan is not required by the Washington Department of Natural Resources (DNR), 
the applicant shall submit a rehabilitation plan in conjunction with the application for special use 
approval. The rehabilitation plan shall provide that rehabilitation activities, particularly those 
relating to control of erosion, shall, to the maximum extent feasible, be conducted simultaneously 
with surface mining. The rehabilitation plan shall also include measures to conserve topsoil; 
interim reclamation for site stabilization, if necessary; post-reclamation erosion control measures; 
and a topographic map depicting the post-reclamation surface gradient. 


2. 
Final contours shall reflect or harmonize with the natural contours of the adjacent land. 


3. 
Rehabilitation shall include removal of all debris, temporary structures and stockpiles. 


4. 
A layer of arable soil of sufficient depth to sustain grass, shrubs or trees shall be provided in those 
parts of the operation where required. The approval authority shall determine the appropriate 
restorative cover. Native grasses are preferred as a restorative cover where appropriate. 


5. 
Water accumulating upon the site may be retained after the completion of such operation where 
the excavation cannot reasonably be drained by gravity flow; provided, that adequate provision 
shall be made to avoid stagnation, pollution and the danger of improperly controlled releases of 
such water from the site and danger to public, etc. 


6. 
The rehabilitation plans shall be reviewed by the approval authority to insure compliance with all 
provisions of this chapter, and compatibility with relevant land use plans. 


7. 
Plans may be amended from time to time by approval of the approval authority upon application by 
the owner. 


8. 
Final rehabilitation shall conform to zoning regulations at the time of implementation. 







9. 
Rehabilitation shall be completed within two years from the date of completion or abandonment of 
the subject site or portion of the site. 


B. 
Owners and operators of gravel mines not under DNR or county special use permit, whether or not 
in existence on the date of adoption, shall complete reclamation of exhausted or abandoned mines 
within two years after completion or abandonment of mining. 


(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


(Ord. No. 14782, § 4(Att. C), 8-14-2012) 


• 17.20.150 - Registration of gravel mines. 


A. 
Owners of all gravel mining operations shall submit completed registration forms to the county on 
an annual basis. For existing operations, initial forms shall be submitted to the county by not later 
than six months from date of adoption. Registration forms shall include: (1) location and ownership 
of parcel, (2) size and depth of mine, (3) current state and/or local permit status of mining activity 
on parcel, and (4) information contained on any annual report required by the department of 
natural resources. Fees shall be assessed as adopted by the board of Thurston commissioners. 


B. 
Owners of inactive or terminated gravel mines which have not completed any required reclamation 
shall also submit registration forms, but no fee will be charged. 


C. 
A mineral extraction use shall be considered vacated if the mining operator has not timely 
submitted a complete registration form and related fee to Thurston County per Section 
17.20.140 for three consecutive years, or if more than fifty percent of the permitted mining site has 
been converted to another use at any time, or if significant mining activity has ceased for a period 
of three consecutive years. "Significant mining activity" as used in this section means extraction, 
sale (or, in the case of Thurston County mining operations, application to a Thurston County 
project), and delivery for use of more than five hundred cubic yards of a mineral resource from the 
permitted mineral extraction area within a three-year period. 


(Ord. 13040 Attach. C § 3, 2003: Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


(Ord. No. 14782, § 4(Att. C), 8-14-2012) 


• 17.20.160 - Inspections. 


A. 
For applications filed after the date of adoption, the operator shall provide access to the site for the 
purpose of inspections to ensure compliance with the provisions of this chapter. The director may 
authorize a reasonable fee for such inspections. The operator will submit to either an inspection 
or, at the option of the director, a conference before commencing the extraction of mineral 
resources or asphalt plant operations. The inspection or conference shall be based on conditions 
and standards ordered by the approval authority to be complied with before the operations 
commence. 
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B. 
Gravel mines and asphalt plants, whether in existence on the date of adoption or subsequently 
permitted, shall be inspected annually for compliance with this chapter. The department, in 
consultation with the prosecuting attorney, shall establish in writing a program and schedule under 
which such inspections shall be carried out. This program shall prioritize inspections concerning 
fuel and petroleum products storage, spill prevention, spill occurrence and water pollution 
prevention in general. 


(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


(Ord. No. 14782, § 4(Att. C), 8-14-2012) 


• 17.20.170 - Vehicle preparation. 


All vehicles leaving the site shall comply with RCW 46.61.655 (escape of load materials and 
cleaning of vehicles). 


(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


• 17.20.180 - Site access. 


The operator shall employ reasonable site access control measures, such as locked gates, to 
prevent illegal dumping of solid waste. 


(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


• 17.20.190 - Contact. 


The operator shall visibly post his or her name, address and phone number, or the name, address 
and phone number of a designated person whom the public can contact, to report complaints or 
violations. Such signs shall comply with Chapter 20.40 TCC. 


(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


(Ord. No. 14782, § 4(Att. C), 8-14-2012) 


• 17.20.200 - Hydrogeological report. 


If a hydrogeological report is required by Chapter 17.15 TCC, the approval authority may require 
the report to include any of the following additional elements: 


A. 
Groundwater elevation of uppermost saturated zone based on at least one year of conservation water 


level data, including seasonal variations. Other reliable data may be employed upon approval by 
the health officer; 


B. 
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Locations on existing wells within one thousand feet of the excavation boundary. Well information 
including well logs, static water level, well depth, well elevation, estimated withdrawal rate and 
other relevant information shall be included as it may be available; 


C. 
Description of effects including water quality and water level changes expected to occur in any of 


these existing wells as a result of mining activity; 


D. 
Proposed final depth of excavation; 


E. 
If proposed mining will intercept an aquifer, background water quality for iron (Fe), manganese (Mn), 


turbidity, nitrate (NO 3 expressed as N), total petroleum hydrocarbons, and water chemistry 
parameters related to the ability of silts and clays to settle from water shall be determined as part 
of the report. Additional water quality parameters may be required on recommendation by the 
health officer if local conditions merit such inclusion. When adequate and reliable water quality 
background data exists it may be used by approval of the health officer. If background water 
quality data does not exist, water quality background shall be based on methods acceptable to the 
department of ecology or be based on at least six sampling events of data generally collected 
once per month. The health officer may accept other methods of determining background 
parameters if performed according to methods approved by the Environmental Protection Agency 
or the United States Geological Survey; 


F. 
An analysis of turbidity (for mineral extraction) and water chemistry (for mineral extraction and asphalt 


production) as related to the proposal. This includes a professional estimate of how far turbidity 
might be expected to be transported, based on overlying soil type, earth materials lateral to the 
mining activity, particle composition, pore sizes within the aquifer, the groundwater flow velocity, 
and the chemistry of the groundwater; 


G. 
Estimated effects of stormwater and process water. 


(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


(Ord. No. 14782, § 4(Att. C), 8-14-2012) 


• 17.20.210 - Groundwater monitoring. 


A. 
For those projects for which a hydrogeological report is required by Chapter 17.15 TCC, a water 
quality monitoring system shall be devised and submitted to the environmental health division for 
approval, and shall become part of the special use permit conditions. Monitoring wells, surface 
water sampling points, parameters and schedules for sampling shall be included. Water sampling 
may include on and off-site locations as required by the health officer. Point of compliance as 
defined in WAC 173-200-060 shall be based on specifics of the site as determined from review of 
the hydrogeological report. 


B. 
If mining is conducted in an aquifer, water sampling wells shall be monitored quarterly for water 
level and water quality. Sampling frequency may only be reduced when two years of base line 
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data have been accumulated. Sampling parameters for exposed aquifers less than one acre in 
size shall be done semi-annually or as approved by the health officer. 


(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


(Ord. No. 14782, § 4(Att. C), 8-14-2012) 


• 17.20.220 - Well separation. 


To preserve water quality, the approval authority shall determine the minimum horizontal distance 
to be maintained between an excavation or asphalt plant, and any well used as a potable water 
supply in existence at the time of permit application. Location of wells in relation to the mine or 
asphalt plant and groundwater flow direction and depth of excavation shall be considered in these 
determinations. 


(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


(Ord. No. 14782, § 4(Att. C), 8-14-2012) 


• 17.20.230 - Setbacks—Mineral extraction. 


No extraction shall be conducted closer than one hundred feet to the boundary of any district in 
which extraction is permitted or allowed by special use nor closer than one hundred feet from the 
property boundary at the time of application. However, the setback may be reduced by the 
approval authority if, due to topography, or adjoining easements or designated resource lands of 
long-term commercial significance, the purposes of this chapter can be met with the reduced 
setback. The setback area shall not be used for any other use in conjunction with extraction 
except access streets, berms, fencing, landscaping and signs. 


(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


(Ord. No. 14782, § 4(Att. C), 8-14-2012) 


• 17.20.240 - Landscaping and screening. 


A berm around the perimeter of the site is required unless the operator can demonstrate that one 
is not necessary to mitigate noise and visual impacts. The side slopes of the berm shall not 
exceed 1.5:1 ratio. Berms shall be at least eight feet in height. The approval authority may reduce 
the required berm height below eight feet if resulting noise impacts will not exceed the applicable 
standard and any resulting visual impacts will be consistent with the purposes of this chapter. 
Berms shall be planted and erosion control measures shall be taken as may be approved by the 
approval authority. Planting and berms shall begin at a point not closer to a street than the ultimate 
right-of-way line. The approval authority may require additional planting pursuant to Chapter 
20.45 TCC. The approval authority shall consider site conditions, proximity to residential uses, and 
existing views from neighboring properties, in setting specific conditions for landscaping, screening 
and berming, including increased berm height. 


(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


(Ord. No. 14782, § 4(Att. C), 8-14-2012) 
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• 17.20.250 - Stockpiles. 


Stockpiles shall not exceed one hundred feet in height as measured from ground level before 
excavation, and shall be set back twice the height of the stockpile from the edge of the nearest 
property boundary as measured from the center of the stockpile. The approval authority shall 
consider all reasonable measures, including additional stockpile setbacks to prevent any materials 
or wastes deposited upon any stockpile from being washed, blown or otherwise transferred off the 
site by normal causes or forces. The operator shall provide a survey by a registered land surveyor 
certifying the height of any stockpiles on the site at any time requested by the director, to ensure 
compliance with this section. 


(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


• 17.20.260 - Control of vibration. 


No ground vibration caused by blasting or machinery shall exceed the limits established by state 
regulations. Further regulations may be required to mitigate impact on adjoining properties. 


(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


• 17.20.270 - Parking. 


The operator shall provide at least one off-street parking space for each employee and at least two 
additional off-street parking spaces for visitors. The operator shall mark all parking spaces with 
paint, bumper stops, curbing or similar devices. 


(Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993) 


• 17.20.280 - Violations and enforcement. 


Violations of this chapter shall be enforced through the provisions of Title 26 TCC. 


(Ord. No. 15274, § 2(Att. B)X, 2-23-2016) 


Editor's note— Ord. No. 15274, § 2(Att. B)X, adopted Feb. 23, 2016, amended § 17.20.280 in its 
entirety to read as herein set out. Former § 17.20.280 pertained to civil infractions, and derived 
from Ord. 10368 § 3 (part), 1993; Ord. No. 14782, § 4(Att. C), 8-14-2012. 
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Board of Commissioners November 4, 2020 
Thurston County 
2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW # 269 
Olympia, WA 98503 

RE:  Amendment to the Nisqually Subarea Plan, #CPA-11 

Dear County Commissioners:   

The Thurston County League of Women Voters (LWVTC) has been following the 
Thurston County planning process over the years.  LWVTC’s position is that the 
proposed amendment to the Nisqually Subarea Plan to allow for recycled asphalt 
plants is premature and should not be approved.  It is premature because it is taken 
out of the context of a full subarea plan update.  The record also shows that the science 
that was reviewed does not support the change, and that there are issues with the 
SEPA review that accompanied this application.  

A. #CPA‐11;	 Asphalt	 Recycling.  Lakeside Industries applied for an
amendment to the Nisqually Subarea Plan (NSAP) to allow asphalt recycling at a gravel 
mine site.  The LWVTC supports the recycling of asphalt generally, and acknowledges 
that there is abundant science to support the concept.  However, there is no science 
that shows asphalt recycling should occur in the fragile Nisqually ecosystem.  

1. Reject	#CPA‐11	and	combine	 it	with	the	Nisqually	Subarea	Plan	Update. The
2020/2021 docket lists updating the NSAP as a docket item (# CPA-6) and a “citizen 
initiated amendment” to change one small portion of the NSAP (#CPA-11).  Lakeside’s 
application has been severed from the update of the Nisqually Subarea Plan update 
process, which apparently has been deferred.  Considering the Lakeside proposal 
separately from the NSAP runs contrary to good planning. GMA requires that  “all 
proposals shall be considered concurrently  . . . so that the cumulative effect of the 
various proposals shall be maintained.”  RCW 36.70A.130(2)(a)(v).1   

Chipping away of a plan with small amendments here and there undermines the 
entire planning process.   Here, there is no reason to amend the Nisqually Subarea Plan 
other than a property owner asked for it.  Granting this application would render all 
the work done, and defended in court, to be cast aside and ignored.  

1 While this provision pertains to annual amendments, it is still applicable here, where both the 
NSAP update and the RAP proposal were on the docket.  Taking RAP in isolation before the 
update undermines the planning process.  
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Making amendments to a plan in a piecemeal way will result in inconsistencies 
and oversights.  Should the update to the NSAP show there are more critical areas, 
including critical aquifer recharge areas (CARAs), the County may have little to no 
ability to stop a proposal if it an application has vested.  We see no justification for 
considering a property owner’s request outside of a major update, other than 
economic benefit to the property owner.  This proposed amendment should be done 
concurrently with the NSAP update, as good planning dictates.2 

2. Science	Does	Not	Support	Amending	the	NSAP.		The County commissioned a
literature review on the potential environmental impacts of RAP (“Herrera Report).3  
The literature review examined scientific papers that evaluated the potential of metals 
and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) to be released into the environment 
when asphalt is recycled.  The literature review did not evaluate the propriety of 
asphalt recycling at a gravel mine near critical areas and salmon habitat.    

The staff report summarizes the “key takeaways” from the Herrera Report as 
follows:   

 As a source of contaminants, RAP is	highly	variable. Factors contributing to
variability in leachate from RAP appear to include how the asphalt was
originally manufactured (e.g., the sources of crude oil and aggregate or whether
coal tar or bitumen was used), how the RAP was used, the duration and degree
to which it has weathered and been exposed to traffic or other pollution
generating sources, and how long it is stored.

 Laboratory testing indicated that there were typically some contaminants
leached from RAP at concentrations that exceeded	 state	groundwater	quality
standards. There	were	some	Polycyclic	Aromatic	Hydrocarbons	(PAHs)4	that
leached	above	Washington	state	groundwater	quality	standards	with	some
frequency.	 Some metals were also leached, 10 primarily in low pH
environments.

 Testing indicated that there	 is	a	distinct	 initial	 flush	of	contaminants from
RAP that can result in concentrations exceeding Washington State groundwater

2 Moreover, since the NSAP is incorporated into the County’s comprehensive plan, it should 
have been part of the comprehensive plan update process, which was also a fragmented 
review, undermining the purpose of good planning.  
3 The County contracted with Herrera Consultants to prepare the report.  Lakeside Industries 
paid for the report.  One might question the objectivity of the report, particularly when Herrera 
frequently cites “Lakeside Industries” as a source for distinguishing conclusions.  See, e.g., 
Literature Review: Contaminant Leaching from Recycled Asphalt Pavement at 17, Herrera 
Environmental Consultants, May 2019.   
4 PAHs (carcinogenic)" or "cPAHs" means those polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons substances, 
PAHs, identified as A (known human) or B (probable human) carcinogens by the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency. These include benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, 
benzo(k)fluoranthene, benzo(a)pyrene, chrysene, dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, and indeno(1,2,3-
cd)pyrene. WAC 173-340-200.
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quality standards, but that these peak concentrations decrease quickly to below 
detection limits. 

 Although this literature review specifically did not include an assessment of
potential environmental impact from fate and transport of these contaminants,
a number of the researchers suggested that the impact to the environment
would be negligible if dilution and assimilation were considered.

 Batch and column laboratory tests, while informative, are not necessarily
representative of what can be expected under field conditions.

These “takeaways,” on their face, question the wisdom of changing one provision of 
the NSAP in isolation of a holistic update and without additional environmental review.  
Bullet 2 explicitly states that “typically” contaminants leached from RAP at 
concentrations exceeding groundwater standards, and PAHs leached at high levels 
“with some frequency.”  This takeaway alone should give the Commissioners pause 
about proceeding.  Bullet 3 refers to a “distinct initial flush” of contaminants, but 
implies that those contaminants are diluted.  But the RAP process is continuous, so 
each time RAP is processed there will be an “initial flush.”  This summary conclusion 
brushes over logic in minimizing concerns.  Bullet 4 implies, without basis, that there 
would be negligible impact if dilution and assimilation is considered.  Dilution is not	
the solution to pollution.   

Thurston County has received a number of comments, several from 
distinguished individuals, stating that the science supports the proposed amendment. 
Please read those comments carefully.  The “science” they are referring to is that 
science supports asphalt recycling, which we agree is a good concept.  There is no 
science in the record supporting the change to the NSAP, and in fact, the Herrera 
Report concludes that there is a potential for pollution.  No comments, other than 
applicant representatives, say science supports asphalt recycling in the Nisqually 
Subarea.  We do not believe there is science supporting this change. 

The Board should reject the adoption of #CPA-11, or, at the very least, defer it 
until science shows that it will not cause environmental impacts.  

3. Reject	#	CPA‐11	because	there	are	Critical	Aquifer	Recharge	Areas	and	Fragile
Ecosystems	that	will	be	impacted.		One of the major themes voiced by the applicant and 
staff is that the proposed amendment deals solely with the NSAP plan and not to a 
specific site.  However, given the history and the applicant, it is abundantly clear that 
the amendment will open the door for Lakeside to operate a RAP at its site on Durgin 
Road.  In 2004, Lakeside applied for a special use permit to recycle asphalt, despite the 
prohibition in NSAP.  This permit was denied and litigated.  The Court of Appeals 
decision upholding the denial contains abundant evidence regarding the purpose of 
the prohibition:   

The proposed asphalt facility would be approximately two miles upwind 
and upriver from the Nisqually National Wildlife Refuge, home to 
numerous wildlife species and endangered salmon.  The groundwater 
around the mine site is between four and fifteen feet below the extremely 
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porous surface.  The site is also located in the County’s aquifer protection 
district.  The County has spent approximately $2.4 million to purchase 
development rights in the immediate area adjacent to the proposed facility 
to prevent environmental damage.  

Lakeside	Industries	v.	Thurston	County,	83 P.3d 433 (2004).   

The Court also noted that the NSAP is “a plan the County adopted to preserve 
the agricultural and pastoral character of the valley.”  Id.		The Lakeside site is bordered 
by long term agricultural lands.  The NSAP not only sets goals and policies to enhance 
agricultural uses, it also seeks to limit large-scale commercial development.  The NSAP, 
and the site, is blanketed with Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas (CARAs), which by 
definition, are susceptible to pollution. These factors should all be taken into 
consideration before amending the NSAP.  

B. #CPA‐11;	SEPA	Process.	 	We have significant concerns with the County’s
SEPA process for planning in general as well as the Determination of Nonsignificance 
(DNS) issued for this proposal.  We did not appeal the DNS issued solely due to the 
high fee required (close to $2,000).  

SEPA, the State Environmental Policy Act, Chapter 43.21C RCW, requires that all 
governmental agencies consider the environmental effects of a proposed action – “A 
Full Disclosure Law.”   It is as applicable to plan amendments as it is to specific project 
proposals.  Thurston County does not conduct a SEPA analysis until after	the planning 
commission has reviewed, held public hearings, and made a recommendation on a 
proposal.  That means neither the planning commission nor the public has the benefit 
of an environmental analysis until it reaches the commissioners.  This violates SEPA.   

WAC 197-11-055, adopted by reference in Thurston County Code 17.09.020, 
requires that SEPA this consideration be done at the earliest possible point in the 
planning process  

(1) Integrating SEPA and agency activities. The	SEPA	process	shall	be
integrated	with	 agency	 activities	 at	 the	 earliest	possible	 time	 to	 ensure	
that	planning	and	decisions	reflect	environmental	values,	to	avoid	delays	
later	in	the	process,	and	to	seek	to	resolve	potential	problems. 

(2) Timing of review of proposals. The lead agency shall prepare its
threshold determination and environmental impact statement (EIS), if required, 
at	the	earliest	possible	point	in	the	planning	and	decision‐making	process, 
when the principal features of a proposal and its environmental impacts can be 
reasonably identified. 

(a) A	proposal	 exists	when	 an	 agency	 is	presented	with	 an
application or has a goal and is actively preparing to make a decision on 
one or more alternative means of accomplishing that goal and the 
environmental effects can be meaningfully evaluated. 

(i) The	 fact	 that	proposals	may	require	 future	agency
approvals	 or	 environmental	 review	 shall	 not	 preclude	
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current	consideration, as long as proposed future activities are 
specific enough to allow some evaluation of their probable 
environmental impacts. 

WAC 197-11-055. 

(2) The responsible official of the lead agency shall make the threshold
determination, which	 shall	 be	made	 as	 close	 as	 possible	 to	 the	 time	 an	
agency	has	developed	or	is	presented	with	a	proposal (WAC 197-11-784). If 
the lead agency is a GMA county/city, that agency must meet the timing 
requirements in subsection (6) of this section. 

WAC 197-11-310. 

Further, Thurston County Code 17.09.050 specifically states that the SEPA 
analysis should accompany the staff recommendation to the planning commission. 
The SEPA review should have happened when the proposals were first submitted  

In May of this year, the Central Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings 
Board found a King County ordinance noncompliant with GMA because the SEPA 
review was done too late in the process  (FOSV	v.	King	County,	CPSGMHB Case no. 20-3-
0004c, Order on Dispositive motions, 5/26/20).5  FOSV (Friends of Sammamish Valley) 
involved King County’s development regulation regarding the wine and beverage 
industry in the Sammamish Valley.   

In FOSV,	the County knew there were issues arising from a “burgeoning wine 
industry” in 2012.  In 2016, the County issued a consultant study on the issues, which 
included a series of policy recommendations.  From that, the County executive issued a 
series of policy changes, which included proposed regulations that went to the County 
Council for consideration in April 2018.  Public comments were considered during this 
process, but the SEPA determination was not issued until June 2019.  The Growth 
Board found that this violated SEPA.  A Board would find the same in Thurston 
County’s process,   

In terms of issuing a DNS, the County also made a critical error, concluding it 
could not determine impacts until a site-specific proposal was submitted.  The Growth 
Management Hearings Boards have rejected this approach:  

Non-project actions are not exempt from adequate SEPA review. In 
fact, jurisdictions may not evade SEPA review by deferring analysis 
until later stages of actual development. This Board has often 
considered SEPA requirements in regards to nonproject actions. 
Thus, when a city amends its comprehensive plan or changes zoning, 
a detailed and comprehensive SEPA environmental review is 
required.  SEPA is to function “as an environmental full disclosure 
law,” and the City must demonstrate environmental impacts were 

5  https://www.gmhb.wa.gov/Global/RenderPDF?source=casedocument&id=6904	
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considered in a manner sufficient to show “compliance with the 
procedural requirements of SEPA.” 

Olympians	 for	 Smart	Development	&	 Livable	Neighborhoods,	 et	 al.,	 v.	City	 of	Olympia,	
Case	No.	19‐2‐0002c,	Order Denying Motion to Dismiss, Allowing Supplementation f the 
Record, Granting Summary Judgment at 6, March 29, 2019.  (citing WAC 197-11-
055(2)(a)(i), Alpine	Lakes	Protection	Society	v.	DNR,	102 Wn. App 1, 16 (1999); quoting 
Association	of	Citizens	Concerned	about	Chambers	Lake	Basin	et	al.,	v.	City	of	Olympia,	
GMHB No. 13-2-0014 (Final Decision and Order, August 7, 2013) at 5 (footnotes 
omitted). 

In sum, for all the reasons set forth above, we urge the Board of Commissioners 
to defer the proposed amendment #CPA-11 for consideration at least until it can be 
considered concurrently with the NSAP update.  At that time, SEPA should be done 
early in the process, and most certainly before the planning commission considers it.    

Sincerely,  

‐S‐		
	
Shelley Kneip, Boardmember 
League of Women Voters of Thurston County 
shelleykneip@gmail.com 
(360) 972-2269

Cc: Joshua Cummings, Director, CPED  
Jennifer Davis, Community Planning Manager, CPED 
Maya Teeple, Senior Planner, CPED 
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Comment also included the County Hydrogeologist's Report, 
which is available online:

https://www.thurstoncountywa.gov/planning/
planningdocuments/3%20-%20Tech%20Memo%2033%20-%
20Hydrogeologic%20review%20of%20Mineral%20Extraction%
20Code%2008152018.pdf
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From: marian
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: comment on NSAP Asphalt Recycling
Date: Tuesday, November 10, 2020 6:34:57 PM

I wish the current policy to stay in place with no changes. Please do not allow asphalt reprocessing to
occur.  Almost all of the Nisqually Subarea is part of water recharge zone. This particular site
is part of the Nisqually Critical Aquifer Recharge Area-Category 1. That is more than
enough reason to not allow asphalt reprocessing – do not allow pollution of the water
source to occur. I do not believe the mitigation to prevent water pollution would actually
work… over time, with enough rain, and standing water… it would percolate into the ground
and water system.
Please stop this proposal from moving forward….
Marian Bailey, Olympia Resident

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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From: Jeff Zahir
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: Recycled Asphalt Policy
Date: Wednesday, November 11, 2020 12:34:18 AM

Jeff Zahir

806 Avalon Court SE
Olympia, Washington 98513

Speaking in opposition to the proposed amendment of policy E.5 in the Nisqually subarea plan.

While recycling, in general, is laudable and I’m sure many technologies exist to ensure that the
facility won’t leach or have any short term impacts.  But that guarantee has been made in several
places (Hanford, Boeing/Duwamish River, Asarco/Hylebos creek) where years later, after the
developer left, the permit-granting agency explained “We couldn’t have known this would happen”
or “the state of the art back then made this standard practice.  We know better now.”.  
Logging, like gravel pits, is an extractive industry.  Now take that log and treat it with chemonite or
creosote.  Once it's served its purpose consider whether your first choice for disposal would be to
store it in the clear-cut forests the trees originated from. 
The impacts of placing high concentrations of hydrocarbons, Sulphur and heavy metals in the middle
of a river basin cannot be warranted because it cannot be recovered.  Fish and wildlife do not
measure parts per million thresholds of VOCs or aromatic hydrocarbons.  They either like the smell
of it or they don’t.  Any taint of the basic components of asphalt in this environment will only be
known long after its impact.  By that time there won’t be anything to say but “We couldn’t have
known this would happen”.

Please leave the existing language of Policy E.5 and consider bans on all accessory uses that
introduce anything that wasn’t in the natural environment before the principal use was permitted.

Thank you,

Jeff Zahir
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From: jhawk@gglbbs.com
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: Asphalt Recycling/Comp. Plan Amendment
Date: Wednesday, November 11, 2020 1:51:53 PM

Dear Commissioners, 

I stand strongly against amending the Comprehensive Plan to allow
asphalt recycling in and around the Nisqually watershed.

Frankly, this shouldn't take you long to come to agreement about...if~
1) You prioritize the water shed's value as a precious and irreplaceable
resource...
2) You understand why the rules are in place already for this region, and
why it's off limits now...and,
3) You listen to important stakeholders such as the Nisqually Tribe, local
citizens, and many others.

The Nisqually Valley is listed as 'critical' area. Major water wells
which service our entire region are found there. The Nisqually
River is quite near Lakeside Industries. 
Lakeside, the only entity to profit by such a change in regulations, was the
'citizen' which requested the change. (Very dubious use of the word
'citizen' on the County's part...it's a corporation, folks, with ulterior
motive.) 

As far as an overall plan county-wide, there are already plenty of other
asphalt recyclers in the county.

Asphalt recycling is a toxic activity with potential for serious pollution in
the water table and surrounding areas. 
"Covering" a pile of recycled asphalt with something as flimsy as a tarp
(which is what the 'limited' option would allow)....is ridiculous. You're
looking at absolute pollution in that scenario. 
This is not to even speak of the increased truck traffic and its
accompanying problems.

Science has already told us this is an activity which has no belonging in an
area such as the Nisqually. There is ZERO reason to challenge that now,
and seriously compromise the Comp. Plan and all its careful
measurements--simply to serve a company which cares more for a bottom
line, than for the community which surrounds it. 

You must consider that MANY others have spoken to you much more
elegantly and knowledgeably than I, about the science, the dangers, etc. 

In cases such as this, we must hold our aquifers as the highest voice, as
they speak for us all. Water is a non-negotiable resource.
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VOTE NO on any changes to the Comp. plan, regarding this proposal.

Thank you~
JJ Lindsey
Olympia, WA
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Howard Glastetter 
11110 Kuhlman Road SE 
Olympia, WA 98513-9605 

November 13, 2020 

Thurston County Community Planning and Economic Development 
Attn: Maya Teeple, Senior Planner 
Thurston County Courthouse, Building 1 
2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW 
Olympia WA, 98502  

Dear Ms. Teeple, 

I have sent variations of this email as a public response to Lakeside Industries’ docket 
attempts to remove the “No-RAP” provision from Goal E-5 of the 1992 Nisqually Sub-
Area plan.  They want to reprocess Recycled Asphalt Pavement (RAP) at their Holroyd’s 
Gravel Pit site in lower Nisqually Valley.  I have done this over the past several years.  I 
am now agreeing with the proposal to allow RAP in Holroyd’s pit provided it is 
covered and protected from weather, preferably with an unwalled metal building (see 
included photo) with an airspace above the stored RAP to insure it is free from moisture 
and will not leach into the permeable soil of Holroyd’s gravel mine. 

However, I am adding to this issue the concern that this RAP request should not be done 
in a vacuum.  Holroyd, itself, has a ten-year-old request into Thurston County to mine 
100 feet below the water table in this same pit.  The request has become dormant over the 
years, but I suspect this will not be the case for long.  I am concerned that, once this RAP 
issue is settled, Holroyd’s past request will become active again.  This issue will rise 
from the dust.  The ecological impact of this possible double hit in this Nisqually Valley 
“wellhead protection area” would be substantial.  It should not happen, and a flag should 
be raised by the Planning Commission that any possibility of this should require a full 
Environmental Impact Statement.  I understand that Holroyd’s current license requires no 
mining below 20 feet above the mean level of the aquifer under the pit.     

Back to the RAP issue.  The overall goal of the November 1992 Nisqually Sub-Area Plan 
was to “Maintain the existing rural environment of the Nisqually planning area with 
the primary emphasis on preserving … its rural, aesthetic character for future 
generations.” (Page17).  This overall goal has been in the forefront of the 1992 Plan as 
well as ongoing public and private efforts to restore and maintain the Nisqually River 
Valley.  The no-RAP provision of Policy E.5, along with the other E goals (Page 20-21, 
attached) was designed to protect the rural character from industrial dominance.    

The county has an obligation to defend this well thought out plan and strengthen it when 
it comes up for renewal.  However, business impacts have increased, rather than be 
phased out as the plan has required.  Examples:   
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1) A mined out pit at Yelm Highway and Reservation Road, in the Nisqually Sub-Area, 
has been converted to a construction waste site (The Sub-Area Plan (Goal E.1.) and DNR 
require mined out pits to be reclaimed).    Stumps and construction material, including 
RAP, are hauled in from as far as Mason County.  This operation is in the Nisqually Sub-
Area, contiguous to the McAllister Springs Sensitive Area - above Lacey and Olympia 
municipal wells.  People in county government are aware of this.   
2) After the flood of 1996, neighbors could only replace lost homes by putting them on 
high foundations.  No lot filling was allowed.  However, the gun factory, in the middle of 
the neighborhood, was given permission to put 20,000 cubic yards of fill on their 1996 
flood inundated property.  They have yet to use this filled area.  That filled part of the 
property is now for sale. 
3) Lakeside got into the valley on a technicality and now wants to add the RAP storage 
and recycling to their process.  This would have an increased truck traffic impact on the 
valley and, unless they use Best Management Practices (BMPs) it opens the door to 
possible water and air pollution.          
 

There are ongoing concerns with flooding. In 1996, much of the lower Nisqually Valley 
was under floodwaters, including portions of the Holroyd gravel mine. Due to past rail 
line, bridge, and highway construction the Nisqually River has been artificially forced to 
the higher east side of the valley. When the river has major floods, it naturally flows to 
the west, above the rail line, through the Durgin Road Tunnel upstream, from the 
Holroyd Gravel Mine. If floodwaters enter the pit, aquifer groundwater could be 
infiltrated by pollutants from RAP storage in the pit, if RAP were allowed.  (Flooding in 
Nisqually Valley will continue to be an issue as long as Tacoma Power continues to top 
off the Alder Lake Reservoir in the fall/winter seasons.)   

Goal E.5 states: “… the reprocessing of asphalt shall not be allowed due to water 
quality concerns”.   Note: RAP is recycled pavement.  When it is ground up the surface 
area dramatically increases and allows greater leaching of chemicals in the RAP.   Please 
see next paragraph.  Yellow highlighting is mine.   

http://www.rmrc.unh.edu/tools/uguidelines/rap131.asp “For unbound applications, 
leachability from the RAP may also be a concern. This same leachability would be a concern 
if RAP were stockpiled or stored and exposed to precipitation.”  What this URL is saying is 
that using RAP as one would use raw gravel for a road or driveway would cause more 
leaching into the soil than, say, a solid road made of bound asphalt.  The reason being, that 
increased surfaces of the unbound RAP particles would have far more surface area to leach 
from than a hard surface road (much the same as a RAP stockpile exposed to the weather). 

 
If RAP is allowed, there is a way to mitigate its effects.  Below is the “Best Practice” to 
reduce moisture in RAP.  It allows RAP to be processed at a lower temperature, reducing 
the cost of producing asphalt.  There are two additional side benefits to this.  Less heat 
means less energy, reducing air pollution.  Keeping RAP dry also prevents chemical 
leaching into the ground water.  This is a win for the asphalt company (less cost) and the 
neighborhood (less water/air pollution).   
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The un-walled building cover technique was also recommended in two different articles 
in the handout we used when I was on the Thurston County Asphalt Advisory Task Force 
(AATF) in 2007-8.  A Lakeside employee told me they had no intention of doing this.   
  
Note of caution: This still would not solve the problem of having a large source RAP pile 
in the pit.  Suppose Lakeside could have RAP at their site.  If Lakeside were to maintain a 
source RAP pile of the size they had when they were at the Hogum Bay Olympia Landfill 
a few years ago, it likely would create a water pollution problem.  They had an irregular 
pile 60+ feet in height and around 150 feet across at the base.  That may have been 
marginally ecologically acceptable because the water table could be around 100 feet 
below ground level at the Hogum Bay site.  The current permeable gravel floor at 
Holroyd’s is about 4 to 15 feet above an aquifer water table, even less in wintertime.  
Holroyd’s pit is also in the Nisqually 100-year floodplain.  I have photos that show they 
were flooded in 1996. 
 
Below is a comment from an industrial journal showing that covering RAP is a BMP that 
is a financial advantage to an asphalt plant. 
 
http://www.morerap.us/files/rap-best-practices.pdf 
Stockpiling to Minimize Moisture 
Moisture content of aggregates and RAP is a primary factor affecting an asphalt 
plant’s production rate and drying costs. Some contractors have implemented 
creative approaches to reducing moisture content in stockpiles. The best  
practice to minimize the accumulation of moisture in stockpiles is to cover the 
stockpile with a shelter or building to prevent precipitation from getting to the 
RAP. Second to that, it is a good practice to use conical stockpiles to naturally 
shed rain or snow, and to place the stockpile on a paved and sloped surface to 
help water drain from the pile. Irregular-shaped stockpiles with surface 
depressions that will pond water should be corrected by shaping the pile as it is 
being built with the front-end loader or a small dozer. However, the use of heavy 
equipment on the top of RAP stockpiles should be minimized to avoid 
compaction of the RAP. Likewise, it is also recommended that RAP stockpiles 
be limited to 20 feet in height to reduce the potential for self-consolidation of the  
stockpile. 
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Final thoughts:   
Lakeside RAP storage at the Hogum Bay site did not meet “Best” or even “Second Best” 
practices.  Will they do better in Holroyd’s pit?  They have agreed to cover the RAP if 
the Sub-Area plan allows it.  Let us hope so.  The aquifers below and near the pit are the 
source of drinking water for some as well as farm / garden irrigation for many in the 
valley.  RAP should not pollute the aquifers, nor should they be mined into.     
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Lakeside knew RAP was not allowed before they built their new plant at Holroyd’s 
pit. The County Commissioners and two court decisions ruled they could not use RAP in 
Nisqually Valley.  ORCAA reaffirmed they could not, due to Sub-Area Plan rules. They 
chose to push their way into this rural residential area, anyway.  Since then, they have 
been posturing that they have been treated unfairly.   
 
Holroyd’s pit is close to being mined out.  DNR and the Sub-Area Plan say they must 
move out when that happens.  Will they?  Or will they want increase truck traffic and 
change infrastructure to haul in gravel from another pit as well as RAP?  This would 
also be in violation of the Sub-Area Plan.  (Goal E.5 says: ”The reprocessing of 
imported mineral resources shall not be the primary accessory use … .”   Gravel is a 
mineral and is supposed to come from inside the pit. 
 
I would like to add a final thought.  If RAP is allowed in the pit, Lakeside will be able to 
bid on projects that require RAP as part of the final product.  This could allow industrial 
activity to increase at this site.  Lakeside agreed to not exceed 300,000 Tons of asphalt 
production per year.  Any increase in production output should not exceed the 300,000-
ton annual limit.                        
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Sincerely, 
 
 
Howard Glastetter 
howard.glastetter@comcast.net 
(360)556-1574 
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Maya Teeple

From: Sharon Herting <seherting@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, November 14, 2020 3:25 PM
To: County_Commissioners; Maya Teeple
Subject: Docket Item CP-11 Recycled Asphalt (RAP)

I support The League of Women Voters of Thurston County’s positions stated in their letter to the BoCC on November 4, 
2020. I am asking you to reject the Docket Item CP‐11 Recycled Asphalt that is up for a public hearing on 12/1/2020. 
There is no science that shows asphalt recycling should occur in the fragile Nisqually ecosystem.  

Sincerely,  

Sharon Herting 
3200 Capital Mall Dr., SW, H201 
Olympia, WA 98502 

“The path will open up as you travel it. There will be companions.” Jean Shinoda Bolen 
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Maya Teeple

From: maureen canny <mocanny@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, November 15, 2020 4:09 PM
To: County_Commissioners
Cc: Maya Teeple
Subject: Item CP-11-Recycled Asphalt (RAP)

Dear Commissioners Menser, Hutchings and Edwards, 

We support The League of Women Voters of Thurston County’s positions stated in their  letter to 
the BoCC on November 4, 2020. We asking you to reject the Docket Item CP‐11 Recycled 
Asphalt that is up for a public hearing on 12/1/2020. There is no science that shows asphalt 
recycling should occur in the fragile Nisqually ecosystem.  

Sincerely, 

Kent and Maureen Canny 

T.C residents‐District 2
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Maya Teeple

From: Hilarie Hauptman <hilariehauptman@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 15, 2020 4:10 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: Fwd: Docket Item CP-11 Recycled Asphalt (RAP)

To Whom it May Concern: 

I support The League of Women Voters of Thurston County’s positions 
stated in their  letter to the BoCC on November 4, 2020. I am asking you 
to reject the Docket Item CP‐11 Recycled Asphalt that is up for a public 
hearing on 12/1/2020. There is no science that shows asphalt recycling 
should occur in the fragile Nisqually ecosystem.  Thank you for your 
efforts and attention to this critical environmental issue. 

Sincerely, Hilarie Hauptman 

1247 Irving St. SW, Tumwater, WA 98512 
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Maya Teeple

From: Glen Anderson <glenanderson@integra.net>
Sent: Sunday, November 15, 2020 5:14 PM
To: County_Commissioners; Maya Teeple
Subject: Protect our local environment!!!  REJECT Docket Item CP-11 Recycled Asphalt!!!

Decent	people	–	VOTERS	–	demand	that	you	protect	our	local	environment	from	reckless,	stupid,	
environmentally	destructive	projects	such	as	the	Recycled	Asphalt	proposal	(Docket	Item	CP‐
11)!!!	

The League of Women Voters of Thurston County does smart research and produced a smart 
statement.  See their 	letter	to	the	BoCC	on	November	4,	2020.  

VOTERS	DEMAND	THAT	YOU	REJECT the Docket	Item	CP‐11	Recycled	Asphalt	either before or 
promptly after the Tues. Dec. 1 public hearing. 

Recently I had an e-mail conversation with someone who is always angry that nonviolent people are not angry enough at 
right-wingers, racists, and other opponents of human rights.  He keeps angrily denouncing the nonviolent people for not being 
angry enough or strong enough in opposing them.  

Martin Luther King, Jr., said something relevant to the kind of contentiousness in that e-mail exchange.  Contentiousness that 
fails to practice honest understanding and real compassion is actually a form of violence.  MLK wrote: 

“The ultimate weakness of violence is that it is a descending spiral, begetting the very thing it seeks to 
destroy.  …  Returning violence for violence multiples violence, adding deeper darkness to a night already devoid of 
stars.  Darkness cannot drive out darkness; only light can do that.  Hate cannot drive out hate; only love can do that.” 

King’s insight is fully consistent with the point that I make in the workshops I conduct to help people organize nonviolent 
grassroots movements for social and political change.  I explain that conflict has always existed, and conflict always will 
exist.  What nonviolence does is change	the	dynamics of the conflict – rewrite	the	script about how the 
conflict will play out.  Nonviolence	is	courageous	and	proactive	and	powerful. 

Don’t let anyone mislead you into thinking that Martin Luther King was a wimp, or that he was soft on racism.  He was very 
boldly courageous in fighting racism with the only strategy that can succeed:  strategic nonviolence.   

The	real	remedy	for	right‐wing	cruelty	–	and	anger	of	some	left‐wing	people	who	
are	“triggered	by	it	–	is	profound	nonviolence,	and	understanding,	and	compassion.	

Glen Anderson (360) 491-9093 glenanderson@integra.net 
See insights and resources in my blog’s categories for “Nonviolence” and “Organizing” at 
www.parallaxperspectives.org  

The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been  
mov ed, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the  
correct file and location .

Virus-free. www.avast.com  
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Maya Teeple

From: northbeachcomm@cs.com
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2020 8:11 AM
To: Tye Menser; John Hutchings; Gary Edwards
Subject: Docket Item CP-11 Recycled Asphalt; Thurston County Commissioners

Nov 16, 2020 
Subject: Docket Item CP-11 Recycled Asphalt (RAP) 

Hello BOCC; Commissioner Tye Menser, Commissioner John Hutchings and 
Commissioner Edwards; 

             I am asking you to reject the Docket Item CP-11 Recycled Asphalt that is up for a 
public hearing on 12/1/2020. There is no science that shows asphalt recycling should 
occur in the fragile Nisqually ecosystem. The aquifer for our area, the drinking water,  is 
near this  activity; recycled asphalt. 

The farms grow local food  near this "recycled asphalt" work. 

Our beautiful Nisqually River is in the heart of this valley. 

This Nisqually Valley  is deemed a "critical area". We cannot allow asphalt recycling to be 
in this valley. 
Please reject the docket item CP-11. The Public "Zoom"  hearing is on DEC. 1, 4pm; I 
want to speak. 

People say we must have jobs, we must have this activity. 
Jobs are important, but this recycled asphalt work can be done elsewhere! 

Sincerely,  
John and Lisa Newman 
2103 Harrison AVE 
OLY., WA  
98502 
360-956-0255
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Maya Teeple

From: Lisa Ornstein <lisa.ornstein@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2020 9:23 AM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: Docket Item CP-11 Recycled Asphalt (RAP)

I am asking you to support rejection by the Board of County Commissioners of the Docket Item CP-11 
Recycled Asphalt that is up for a public hearing on 12/1/2020. 

Whie I generally support the recycling of asphalt, such recycling must be done at appropriate site 
locations, or else not only are the ecological benefits lost, but additional damage to the surrounding 
environment may result. This is the case with the site request targeted by Lakeside Industries in their 
request for an amendment to the Nisqually Subarea Plan to allow asphalt recycling at a gravel mine. 
The proposed asphalt facility would be built approximately two miles upwind and upriver from the 
Nisqually National Wildlife Refuge, home to numerous wildlife species and endangered salmon. The 
groundwater around the mine site is between four and fifteen feet below the extremely porous 
surface. The site is also located in the County’s aquifer protection district. The County has spent 
approximately $2.4 million to purchase development rights in the immediate area adjacent to the 
proposed facility to prevent environmental damage. 

As a taxpayer and a Thurston County resident, I expect the Planning Commission to prioritize public 
welfare over the interests of individual property owner. I also expect the Planning Commission to 
rigorously comply with SEPA and DNS protocols in the interest of citizens, and not expediency or 
private interests. Process has been flawed in both these matters. 

I support The League of Women Voters of Thurston County’s positions stated in their letter to the 
BoCC on November 4, 2020. 

I therefore urge you to support the deferment by the Board of County Commissioners of the proposed 
amendment #CPA-11 for consideration at least until it can be considered concurrently with the NSAP 
update. At that time, SEPA should be done early in the process, and most certainly before your 
Planning Commission considers it. 

Sincerely, 

Lisa Ornstein 
3010 28th Ave. SE 
Olympia, WA 98501 
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Maya Teeple

From: dianam1814 <dianamoore1814@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2020 12:10 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: Docket item CP-11 Recycled Asphalt

Ms. Teeple and the Thurston County Commissioners,

As a county resident, I am writing to advocate for the position that The 
League of Women Voters of Thurston County stated in their letter to the 
Board of Commissioners on November 4 of this year. I urge you to reject 
docket item CP‐11 that is scheduled for a hearing on December 1 of this 
year. It would be unconscionable to allow asphalt recycling to be carried 
out in the delicate Nisqually River ecosystem. 

Sincerely, 
Diana Moore 
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Maya Teeple

From: Carol Goss <cgosslink@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2020 4:05 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: BoCC Comprehensive Plan

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed amendment #CPA-11: Nisqually Subarea Plan being considered 
for a Recycling Asphalt Plant. The potential for contaminants polluting such a sensitive area - a wildlife sanctuary, where 
groundwater and vital aquifer recharge areas can be impacted is unthinkable, let alone being deliberately planned for.  

The 11/4/20  letter to BoCC from the Thurston LWV states, 
"The proposed asphalt facility would be approximately two miles upwind and upriver from the Nisqually National Wildlife Refuge, 
home to numerous wildlife species and endangered salmon.  The groundwater around the mine site is between four and fifteen
feet below the extremely porous surface.  The site is also located in the County’s aquifer protection district.  The County has spent 
approximately $2.4 million to purchase development rights in the immediate area adjacent to the proposed facility to prevent
environmental damage.”  

Please push the pause button until a complete, comprehensive SEPA study can ascertain how this plant can function without 
damaging the area AND to what costs and benefits to the residents of Thurston County.  The quality and quantity of our water 
supply may very well depend on it.  

Thank you, 
Carol Goss and Glen Simmelink 
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Maya Teeple

From: karol.erickson@comcast.net
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2020 8:44 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: FW: Docket Item CP-11 Recycled Asphalt (RAP)

I’m writing to say that I agree with the positions stated by the League of Women Voters, Thurston 
County, in their  letter to the BoCC on November 4, 2020. Please reject the Docket Item CP‐11 
Recycled Asphalt that is up for a public hearing on 12/1/2020.  Asphalt recycling shouldn’t occur in 
the sensitive Nisqually ecosystem.  

Thank you, 

Karol Erickson 
1731 Medallion Loop NW 
Olympia, WA 98502 
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Maya Teeple

From: Jon Ceazan <jdceazan@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2020 12:55 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: Docket Item CP-11 Recycled Asphalt (RAP)

I support the League of Women Voters of Thurston County's positions stated in their letter to the BoCC on November 
4th, 2020. I am asking you to reject the Dockett Item Cp‐11 recycled Asphalt that is up for a public hearing on 
12/1/2020. There is no science that shows asphalt recycling should occur in the  fragile Nisqually ecosystem. 
Respectfully, 
Jon Ceazan 
303 41st Ave NE, Olympia WA 98506 
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Maya Teeple

From: Jennifer Davis
Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2020 12:46 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: Fwd: Docket item CP-11 Recycled Asphalt (RAP)

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Ramiro Chavez <ramiro.chavez@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Date: November 19, 2020 at 12:31:00 PM PST 
To: Joshua Cummings <joshua.cummings@co.thurston.wa.us>, Jennifer Davis 
<jennifer.davis@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Subject: FW: Docket item CP‐11 Recycled Asphalt (RAP) 

FYI 

Ramiro Chavez, P.E., PgMP 
County Manager  
Thurston County 
Ramiro.Chavez@co.thurston.wa.us 
(360) 754‐2960

From: County_Commissioners <county.commissioners@co.thurston.wa.us>  
Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2020 11:53 AM 
To: Robin Campbell <robin.campbell@co.thurston.wa.us>; Robin Courts 
<robin.courts@co.thurston.wa.us>; Ramiro Chavez <ramiro.chavez@co.thurston.wa.us>; Kelli Lee 
<kelli.lee@co.thurston.wa.us>; John Hutchings <john.hutchings@co.thurston.wa.us>; Gary Edwards 
<gary.edwards@co.thurston.wa.us>; Tye Menser <tye.menser@co.thurston.wa.us>; Thomasina Cooper 
<thomasina.cooper@co.thurston.wa.us>; Katelyn Johnson <katelyn.johnson@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Subject: FW: Docket item CP‐11 Recycled Asphalt (RAP) 

From: Rick Bartholomew 
Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2020 7:52:39 PM (UTC+00:00) Monrovia, Reykjavik 
To: County_Commissioners 
Subject: Docket item CP-11 Recycled Asphalt (RAP) 

I support The League of Women Voters of Thurston County’s positions stated 
in their  letter to the BoCC on November 4, 2020. I am asking you to reject 
the Docket Item CP-11 Recycled Asphalt that is up for a public hearing on 
12/1/2020. There is no science that shows asphalt recycling should occur in 
the fragile Nisqually ecosystem. 

Sincerely, 
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Rick Bartholomew 
7429 Timberlake Dr. SE 
Olympia, WA  98503 
  
360-701-5257 
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Maya Teeple

From: Becky Beswick <bbeswick@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 22, 2020 9:03 AM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: Docket Item CP-11 Recycled Asphalt (RAP)

I support The League of Women Voters of Thurston County’s positions stated in their  letter to the BoCC on November 4, 2020. I am 
asking you to reject the Docket Item CP-11 Recycled Asphalt that is up for a public hearing on 12/1/2020. There is no science that 
shows asphalt recycling should occur in the fragile Nisqually ecosystem.  

Sincerely, 
Becky Beswick 
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Maya Teeple

From: Joseph Diaz <flyingracer@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, November 23, 2020 3:17 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: Lakeside Industries RAP Amendment 

To the Commissioners, 

My name is Joseph Diaz. 

I, like many others have a family and depend on Lakeside Industries to make a living. I have been with Lakeside 
Industries for 5yrs, and they have been really good to me and my family.  

In these very competitive times, if RAP was used, it would help Lakeside Industries bid at a more competitive rate with 
other companies. Most other companies use RAP in there mix, which reduces the overall cost in raw materials.  

Please help Lakeside Industries stay competitive so the families that rely on them can continue to prosper in this 
economy.  

Kind regards, 
Joseph Diaz 
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Maya Teeple

From: Ryan Heathers <ryanh@activeconstruction.com>
Sent: Monday, November 23, 2020 3:11 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: LAKESIDE INDUSTRIES CP11 RECYCLED ASPHALT POLICY

Hello, 

I am writing to comment on the upcoming vote regarding the use of Recycled Asphalt in Thurston County and by 
Lakeside Industries.   ACI performs many Public and Private Civil projects in the Puget Sound region and many in the 
Thurston County area every year.  A current Thurston County project ACI has in progress is the Mullen Road 
Improvement. 

The use of Recycled Asphalt decreases the high cost per ton of asphalt and would allow more competitive pricing with 
asphalt companies/plants in other counties and would help decrease the cost of asphalt in Thurston County.  Currently, 
a number of paving projects in Thurston County are supplied outside of the County resulting in dollars going to non‐local 
companies and higher asphalt prices.   The Mullen Road project will be paved by a Subcontractor and Asphalt Plant from 
Pierce County. 

Recycling of Asphalt can be beneficial to the environment as it reduces the stockpiling/disposal of old asphalt by reusing 
in new roadways.  Often times, the old asphalt since it cannot be recycled in new asphalt mix is trucked many miles and 
sometimes out of Thurston County to be disposed of. 

ACI has found Lakeside Industries to be a great company to work with and its integrity, Culture, Reputation, People and 
Environmental awareness are second to none.   

Thanks, 

R 
H 

RYAN HEATHERS | Construction Manager/ Estimator 
O: 253 248‐1091 | M: 253 606‐8638 | F: 253 248‐1092 |  
“GET ACTIVE” 

P.O. Box 430, Puyallup, WA 98371 | www.activeconstruction.com | ryanh@activeconstruction.com 
ACI is an Equal Opportunity Employer | FOLLOW US:    
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Maya Teeple

From: Laurel Smith <laurelswim@mac.com>
Sent: Monday, November 23, 2020 1:17 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: RAP amendment Nisqually sub area plan

Maya: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the RAP amendment. My comment to the Commissioners is below. 

Dear Commissioners:  

As a lifetime resident of Thurston County, I ask that you amend the Nisqually Subarea Plan to allow for asphalt recycling. 
Thank you for the opportunity comment on this amendment.  

Recycling asphalt is the right thing to do. The people of Thurston County drive on asphalt every day. The use of RAP 
saves on valuable resources, reduces greenhouse gases, allows increased competition in the pavement market, and can 
increase jobs in the industry.  

According to the state’s solid waste plan, construction and demolition waste makes up one third of the solid waste 
generated in the state. This amendment would allow for tons of asphalt pavement to be recycled and avoid the landfill.  

The impact of recycling is low and the benefits are immense. Please support asphalt recycling.  

Best regards, 

Dean Smith 

7711 119TH Lane SW 

Olympia WA 98512 

Thurston County Resident 
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Maya Teeple

From: Dusty Barringer <Dusty.Barringer@lakesideindustries.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2020 9:25 AM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: CP-11: Allow Asphalt Recycling in the Nisqually Subarea

 Asphalt recycling reduces waste and preserves natural resources. I support Lakeside Industries’ amendment
to allow asphalt recycling in the Nisqually Subarea. Please vote in favor of asphalt recycling in the Nisqually
Subarea.

  ‐Christopher Paige 

 Lakeside Industries’ asphalt recycling amendment is good for the economy and supports local jobs. They are
a wonderful company to work for so please vote for Option 2 and allow asphalt recycling in the Nisqually
Subarea!

‐Dusty Barringer 
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Maya Teeple

From: Dan Wagner <Dan.Wagner@lakesideindustries.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2020 10:08 AM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: CP-11: Allow Asphalt Recycling in the Nisqually Subarea

Good Morning!  

I support the use of recycled asphalt in the Nisqually Subarea.  Asphalt recycling reduces waste and preserves natural 
resources.  Please vote in favor of asphalt recycling in the Nisqually Subarea.  

Thank you 

Dan Wagner 
Project Manager, Lacey Division 
Lakeside Industries, Inc. 
Office (360) 491‐5460 
Cell (360) 250‐0184 
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Washington Asphalt Pavement Association 

November 24, 2020 

Thurston County Community Planning and Economic Development 

Attn: Maya Teeple, Senior Planner 

Thurston County Courthouse, Building 1 

2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW 

Olympia WA, 98502 

Transmitted via email to: maya.teeple@co.thurston.wa.us 

RE: WAPA Comments on CP:11: Comprehensive Plan Amendment to Nisqually Subarea Plan Asphalt 

Recycling Policy E.5 

Dear Commissioners: 

The Washington Asphalt Pavement Association (WAPA) strongly supports an amendment to the Thurston 

County's Comprehensive Plan to allow asphalt recycling in the Nisqually Subarea. 

WAPA represents asphalt pavement material producers/paving contractors at the state level and has served this 

function since its founding in 1954. WAPA promotes improved communication and understanding within the 

entire hot mix asphalt (HMA) industry. WAPA member companies own and operate 60+ asphalt plants, which 

produce 98% of the hot mix asphalt (HMA) manufactured statewide. WAPA continuously partners with relevant 

local, state, and national agencies and industry partners to develop and refine the use of recycled asphalt 

pavement (RAP) in HMA. 

Asphalt Recycling is a Standard Practice: 

RAP use has been a broadly accepted standard in Washington for over 25 years and RAP represents more than 

20% of the annual HMA volume produced for both the public and private markets for asphalt paving. Across the 

state and country, we know of no other agency, county, or municipality that restricts the stockpiling RAP and its 

use in HMA is nearly universal. The Washington State Dept. of Transportation specifications allow for 20% RAP 

use in every standard HMA formulation, without exception. 

RAP stockpiling is well regulated by state sand and gravel general permits and RAP has never been linked, even 

remotely, to impacting groundwater in any way. The material is widely recognized as environmentally safe and 

benign. In fact, it is not uncommon for agencies to encourage RAP to be incorporated into their pavement mixes 

or to use it as a high quality road embankment (generally as inert fill or road base materials) or as a replacement 

for virgin crushed rock, either in the roadway section or in road shouldering applications. 

Asphalt Recycling is Sustainable: 

Recycled asphalt is a sustainable material for constructing pavements. About 90 million tons of asphalt pavement 

is reclaimed each year nationwide and over 95 percent of that total is reused or recycled. In 2019, about 1.1 

million tons of RAP was incorporated into new pavement mixtures throughout Washington state. 

Washington Asphalt Pavement Association 
451 SW 10th Street, Suite 110A 

Renton WA 98057 

(425) 207-8814 * Fax (425) 970-3178
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Asphalt Pavement Industry Survey on Recycled Materials and Warm-Mix Asphalt Usage: 2019 
Executive Summary 

The results of the asphalt pavement industry survey for the 2019 construction season show that asphalt mixture 
producers have a strong record of employing sustainable practices and continue to increase their use of recycled 
materials and warm-mix asphalt (WMA). The use of recycled materials, particularly reclaimed asphalt pavement (RAP) 
and reclaimed asphalt shingles (RAS), conserves raw materials and reduces overall asphalt mixture costs, allowing road 
owners to achieve more roadway maintenance and construction activities within limited budgets. WMA technologies 
can improve compaction at reduced temperatures, ensuring pavement performance and long life; conserve energy; 
reduce emissions from production and paving operations; and improve conditions for workers. 

The objective of this survey, first conducted for the 2009 and 2010 construction seasons, was to quantify the use of 
recycled materials, primarily RAP and RAS, as well as the use of WMA technologies by the asphalt pavement industry. 
For the 2019 construction season, the National Asphalt Pavement Association (NAPA) conducted a voluntary survey 
of asphalt mixture producers across the United States on tons produced, along with a survey of state asphalt 
pavement associations (SAPAs) regarding total tons of asphalt pavement mixture produced in their state. 

Asphalt mixture producers from 48 states, one U.S. territories, and the District of Columbia completed the 2019 
construction season survey. A total of 212 companies and a total of 1,101 production plants were represented in the 
survey. 

A degree of fluctuation in year-to-year comparisons of data is influenced by which companies responded to the 2019 
construction season survey versus prior year survey respondents. Respondents to the 2019 construction season 
survey decreased by 60 companies compared to 2018. Of the companies responding to the 2019 survey, 20 did not 
respond to the 2018 construction season survey. 

The following are highlights of the survey of usage during the 2019 construction season: 

Reclaimed Asphalt Pavement 
 Asphalt mixture producers remain the country’s most diligent recyclers, with more than 94 percent of asphalt 

mixture reclaimed from old asphalt pavements being put back to use in new pavements and the remaining 
6 percent being used in other civil engineering applications, such as unbound aggregate bases. 

 The total estimated tons of RAP used in asphalt mixtures was 89.2 million tons in 2019. This is a nearly 
8.5 percent increase from the 2018 construction season and represents a nearly 59.3 percent increase from 
the total estimated tons of RAP used in 2009. Since 2009, total asphalt mixture tonnage has increased only 
17.7 percent. 

 The percentage of producers reporting use of RAP was at 97.7 percent of respondents, up 0.3 percent from 
2018. Three producers reported landfilling a minor amount (52,550 tons, or 0.013 percent) of RAP during 
2019. 

 RAP usage during the 2019 construction season is estimated to have reduced the need for 4.5 million tons 
(24 million barrels) of asphalt binder and more than 84 million tons of aggregate with a total estimated value 
of more than $3.2 billion. 

 The total estimated amount of RAP stockpiled nationwide at the end of the 2019 construction season was 
about 138 million tons. 

BCC-PH-23



8 | Information Series 138 (10th edition)

 Reclaiming 97 million tons of RAP for future use saved about 58.9 million cubic yards of landfill space, and 
more than $5.3 billion in gate fees for disposal in landfills. 

 The use of RAP in new asphalt mixtures reduced greenhouse gas emissions in 2019 by 2.4 million metric 
tons of CO2e, which is equivalent to the annual emissions of 520,000 passenger vehicles 

Reclaimed Asphalt Shingles 
 The total estimated tons of RAS used in asphalt mixtures decreased 12.5 percent to an estimated 921,000 

tons in 2019. This reversed the increase in the use of RAS reported during the 2018 construction season, 
with utilization at about 53 percent below the 2014 peak level of reported usage. 

 The total estimated amount of RAS stockpiled nationwide at the end of the 2019 construction season was 
about 1.14 million tons, a 16.5 percent decrease from 2018. 

 RAS usage during the 2019 construction season is estimated to have reduced the need for 184,200 tons 
(more than 1 million barrels) of asphalt binder and about 460,000 tons of aggregate with a total estimated 
value of more than $103 million. 

 Reclaiming 611,000 tons of unprocessed RAS for future use saved about 370,000 cubic yards of landfill 
space, and more than $33 million in gate fees for disposal in landfills. 

Other Findings 
 The use of softer binders and recycling agents with mixtures incorporating RAP and RAS was reported 

nationwide. There was little correlation between the level of RAP and RAS used and the use of softer 
binders and/or recycling agents. 

 Other recycled materials commonly reported as being used in asphalt mixtures during the 2019 construction 
season were recycled tire rubber, blast furnace slag, steel slag, cellulose fibers, and fly ash. 

 Nearly 1.3 million tons of other recycled materials was reported as being used in nearly 8.3 million tons of 
asphalt mixtures by 52 companies in 24 states during the 2019 construction season. 

Warm-Mix Asphalt Technologies 
 The estimated total tonnage of asphalt pavement mixtures produced with WMA technologies for the 2019 

construction season was 164.5 million tons. This was a 4 percent increase from the estimated 157.7 million 
tons of WMA in 2018, driven largely by increased WMA tonnage in the commercial and residential sector. 

 Mixtures produced with WMA technologies made up 38.9 percent of the total estimated asphalt mixture 
market in 2019. About 47.9 percent (78.8 million tons) of these mixtures were produced with a temperature 
reduction of at least 10°F. 

 Production plant foaming, representing 51 percent of the market in 2019, remains the most commonly used 
warm-mix technology, despite decreasing about 12.2 percent since the 2018 construction season. 

 Chemical additive technologies accounted for a little more than 48 percent of the market in 2019, an 
increase of 14 percent from their use in the 2018 construction season. 

 A continued increase in the use of chemical additive WMA technologies and a decrease in plant-based 
foaming technologies has been seen in the survey since 2011. 

 About 62 percent of survey respondents produce asphalt with WMA technologies; 130 producers in 44 
states reported using WMA technologies. 

 The use of WMA technologies to produce asphalt mixture at reduced temperatures reduced greenhouse gas 
emissions in 2019 by 0.05 – 0.21 million metric tons of CO2e, which is equivalent to the annual emissions of 
11,000 to 46,000 passenger vehicles. 
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November 23, 2020 

Mr. Joshua Cummings, Director 
Resource Stewardship 
Thurston County Planning Commission 
2000 Lakeridge Drive SW 
Olympia, WA  98502 

Re:  Public Hearing –Comprehensive Plan Docket Item CP-11 Recycled (Reclaimed) 
       Asphalt Policy 

Dear Mr. Cummings: 

This letter supports Lakeside Industry’s request for a Comprehensive Plan amendment to 
allow the use of Reclaimed Asphalt Pavement (RAP) at its facility in Thurston County.  

The Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) strongly supports the 
use of RAP throughout the state. Asphalt pavement is the most recycled material in the 
country today, far exceeding other materials and the asphalt industry remains the 
country’s number one recycler.  Based on data from the National Asphalt Pavement 
Association, of the 97 million tons of RAP reclaimed, contractor’s reused 89.2 million 
tons in new asphalt pavements in 2019.  This is a nearly 8.5 percent increase from the 
2018 construction season and represents a nearly 59.3 percent increase from the total 
estimated tons of RAP used in 2009, when this annual survey was first conducted. Also, 
the survey evaluated greenhouse gas emissions for the first time and found that RAP 
usage saved 2.4 million metric tons of CO2e, the equivalent of removing 520,000 
passenger vehicles from the road. Use of RAP is safe, efficient, cost effective, and 
reduces the environmental impact of our State’s highways and roadways.   

As mentioned above, the use of RAP is a key part of WSDOT’s efforts to improve the 
sustainability of Washington’s highways.   On most WSDOT projects, approximately 20 
percent RAP is used and in certain situations, WSDOT allows more. The use of RAP 
conserves limited resources and landfill space. 

I encourage you to amend the county’s Comprehensive Plan to allow use of RAP.  My 
agency relies on RAP to increase the sustainability of highway materials.  Please let me 
know if you have any questions.   

Sincerely, 

Roger Millar, PE, FASCE, FAICP 
Secretary of Transportation 
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Maya Teeple

From: Doug Smith <Doug.Smith@lakesideindustries.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2020 2:46 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: CP-11: Allow Asphalt Recycling in the Nisqually Subarea

Sent from my iPhone 
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Maya Teeple

From: John Escobedo <johnescobedo60@icloud.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2020 4:07 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: CP-11: Allow Asphalt Recycling in the Nisqually Subarea

‐          I support Lakeside Industries’ amendment to allow asphalt recycling in the Nisqually Subarea because they are a 
great partner in the community. Asphalt recycling is encouraged by local, state, and national agencies because it is safe 
and environmentally friendly. Please vote to allow asphalt recycling in the Nisqually Subarea. 

 ‐ John Escobedo  
   Johnescobedo@icloud.com 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Maya Teeple

From: Jim Holland <JimH@activeconstruction.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2020 9:45 AM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: LAKESIDE INDUSTRIES CP11 RECYCLED ASPHALT POLICY

Dear County Commissioners, 

I am writing to comment and support Thurston County changing the language of Policy E.5 in the Nisqually Subarea Plan 
to allow for asphalt recycling within the subarea. Active Construction Inc constructs and has constructed many Public 
and Private Civil projects in the Puget Sound region with many in Thurston County and plans to construct many more in 
the future in Thurston County. 

The utilization of Recycled Asphalt decreases the high cost per ton of asphalt and would allow more competitive pricing 
with asphalt companies/plants in other counties and would help decrease the cost of asphalt in Thurston County to the 
owner whether that be Public or Private.  

Adopting the use of Recycled Asphalt is beneficial to the environment keeping the recycled asphalt in the area as it 
lessens wear‐n‐tear on the roadways with less travel, less fuel emissions and it makes sense to adopt the utilization of 
Recycled Asphalt as other jurisdictions have in utilizing Recycled Asphalt in our new roadways.   

ACI recognizes Lakeside Industries as a superior company to work with as they have great Integrity, great Culture, great 
Reputation, great People and their Environmental awareness is second to none. We ask that Thurston County change 
the language of Policy E.5 in the Nisqually Subarea Plan to allow Asphalt Recycling in the subarea. 

Best Regards, 

‐Jim 

JIM HOLLAND | Project Manager/ Estimator 
O: 253 248-1091 | M: 253 495-8286 | F: 253 248-1093 | 
“GET ACTIVE” 

P.O. Box 430, Puyallup, WA 98371 | www.activeconstruction.com | jimh@activeconstruction.com 
ACI is an Equal Opportunity Employer | FOLLOW US:   

IMPORTANT/CONFIDENTIAL: This e-mail message (and any attachments accompanying it) may contain confidential information. The information is
intended only for the use of the intended recipient(s).  Delivery of this message to anyone other than the intended recipient(s) is not intended to waive any 
privilege or otherwise detract from the confidentiality of the message.  If you are not the intended recipient, or if this message has been addressed to you in
error, do not read, disclose, reproduce, distribute, disseminate or otherwise use this transmission, rather, please promptly notify the sender by reply e-mail, 
and then destroy all copies of the message and its attachments, if any. 
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Maya Teeple

From: Chris Heikkila <fastmoon15@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2020 2:58 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: CP-11: Allow Asphalt Recycling in the Nisqually Subarea

Lakeside Industries is a great place to work. I support their amendment to allow asphalt recycling in the Nisqually Subarea 
because it will increase market competitiveness in the asphalt paving industry. Please vote to allow asphalt recycling in the 
Nisqually Subarea. 
Sincerely,  Chris Heikkila 
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�If LAKESIDE
"T'� INDUSTRIES 

Thurston County Community Planning 

2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW 

Olympia, WA 98502 

RE: Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Docket Item CP-11 

Recycled Asphalt Policy Amendment 

P.O. Box 7016 / Issaquah, WA 98027 
ph: 425.313.2600 / lakesideindustries.com 

Dear Thurston County Planning Commission and Board of County Commissioners: 

Lakeside Industries is seeking this minor text amendment to the Nisqually Subarea Plan to allow 

for asphalt recycling within the Subarea. We ask that the Planning Commission and the Board 

of County Commissioners approve the amendment as written. 

Lakeside Industries' Durgin Road asphalt plant is a state-of-the-art facility that employs over 40 

employees for its operations. Our employees are members of the community who care about 

the environment where they live. Our asphalt plant provides road construction materials to 

residential, commercial, and industrial properties in the community. Thurston County residents 

drive on roads paved by Lakeside Industries every day. We ask that the County approve the 

amendment to the Nisqually Subarea Plan to allow for asphalt recycling, so that we can seek a 

permit amendment to recycle asphalt at our Durgin Road Plant. 

Asphalt recycling preserves natural resources. The use of recycled asphalt decreases the 

need for newly-mined aggregate and reduces the amount of asphalt cement required in 

manufacturing asphalt. Petroleum and aggregates that would otherwise be needed to produce 

new asphalt would be directly replaced with recycled asphalt on a 1: 1 basis. 

Asphalt recycling results in 0% waste. Any recycled asphalt is effectively removed from the 

waste stream. It should be understood that these are very large amounts of reclaimed asphalt 

typically measured in the hundreds of thousands of tons. This is RAP that would otherwise go into 
a landfill. 

Asphalt recycling requires no additional energy or materials. Unlike most other recyclables, 

very little additional energy is required to recycle asphalt. To recycle asphalt, the recycled material 

is simply ground up and introduced into the already heated mix. No chemicals or additives are 

used. 

Asphalt recycling is encouraged nationwide. National, state, and local governmental 

agencies support and encourage the use of recycled asphalt. The National Federal Highway 

Administration (FHA) "supports and promotes the use of recycled highway materials in 

pavement construction in an effort to preserve the natural environment, reduce waste, and 

provide a cost effective material for constructing highways."1 Additionally, Washington State law

1 https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/pavement/recycling/rap/ 

An equal opportunity employer/ WA. ST. CONT. REG. NO. LAKESIDE"274JD /OR.ST. CONT. REG. NO. CCB 108542 
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specifically requires that the state's preference for recycled content must be a factor in state 
capital improvement projects.2

Asphalt recycling is an important aspect of an industry essential to economic growth. 
Economic growth, including growth in housing, retail, and commercial sectors, cannot occur 
without adequate roads and infrastructure. Roads and infrastructure cannot be built without 
aggregate and asphalt. Asphalt recycling is a key aspect of everyday operations in road 
construction because it ensures an adequate supply of natural resources to support growth and 
development for years to come. 

Asphalt recycling is especially critical during economic downturns. The use of recycled 
asphalt would encourage greater market competition for road construction in Thurston County 
because it is more cost-effective to recycle asphalt. Particularly in this challenging time of 
pandemic and reduced local tax income, increased market competition could result in cost 
savings for the County and its taxpayers. 

We appreciate the County's time and efforts in moving this amendment forward, and we ask 
that you approve of this amendment. 

Sincerely, 

Tony Hammett 
Regional Manager 

e� 
Jeff Herriford 
Division Manager 

Signing in support and agreement of the comments presented in this letter: 

Signature Name Address 

2 RCW 39.04.133 (1) (''The state's preferences for the purchase and use of recycled content products shall be

included as a factor in the design and development of state capital improvement projects.") 
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Maya Teeple

From: Doug Smith <Doug.Smith@lakesideindustries.com>
Sent: Friday, November 27, 2020 8:09 AM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: CP-11: Allow Asphalt Recycling in the Nisqually Subarea

Commissioner’s, thank you for your time. I have lived in Thurston county for 60 years and have worked at lakeside for 42 
years. To continue to be competitive and be good stewards of our land we really need this permit to recycle . Thanks 
for your time. Douglas Smith  

Sent from my iPhone 
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Maya Teeple

From: David Peterson <davidp@activeconstruction.com>
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2020 7:48 AM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: LAKESIDE INDUSTRIES CP11 RECYCLED ASPHALT POLICY

Dear County Commissioners, 

I am writing to ask you to change the language of Policy E.5 in the Nisqually Subarea Plan to allow for asphalt recycling 
within the subarea. The cost of asphalt seems to continue to rise. Allowing contractors to incorporate recycled materials 
into the mix can help reduce these costs and allow for the tax dollar of the residents to stretch further. The environment 
also benefits from a recycled mix as it keeps less of the old asphalt away from the landfill. 

Lakeside Industries is a leader in the asphalt industry for Washington State and has built a culture that helps improve the 
workforce of this State. This policy change would not only help the good people at Lakeside Industries, but all those that 
have the opportunity to do business in the County. Thank you for taking the time to consider making this policy change. 

Sincerely, 

David 

DAVID PETERSON | Project Manager/ Estimator 
O: 253 248-1091 | M: 253 606-9590 | F: 253 248-1093 | 
“GET ACTIVE” 

P.O. Box 430, Puyallup, WA 98371 | www.activeconstruction.com | davidp@activeconstruction.com 
ACI is an Equal Opportunity Employer | FOLLOW US:   

IMPORTANT/CONFIDENTIAL: This e-mail message (and any attachments accompanying it) may contain confidential information. The information is
intended only for the use of the intended recipient(s).  Delivery of this message to anyone other than the intended recipient(s) is not intended to waive any
privilege or otherwise detract from the confidentiality of the message.  If you are not the intended recipient, or if this message has been addressed to you in
error, do not read, disclose, reproduce, distribute, disseminate or otherwise use this transmission, rather, please promptly notify the sender by reply e-mail, 
and then destroy all copies of the message and its attachments, if any. 
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Maya Teeple

From: Jeff Herriford <jeff.herriford@lakesideindustries.com>
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2020 7:58 AM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: CP-11: Allow Asphalt Recycling in the Nisqually Subarea

To whom it may concern,  

As someone that has grown up in Southwest Washington and fished most the rivers in the area the last thing that I 
would do is align myself with a company and a cause that I thought would damage something that I and many other 
Washingtonians hold so dearly, which is salmon fishing.  Being a father now I look forward to showing my kids one day 
how to fish these rivers.  Environmental preservation is something that is very important to me, my family and Lakeside 
Industries.  Recycling asphalt is a sustainable practice and one that should be implemented in the area to keep the 
material from entering landfills or other dump sites.  Let Lakeside Industries reuse the natural resources that have 
already mined which will extend the life of the mines we already have.  Please vote for Lakeside’s amendment to allow 
asphalt recycling.  Thank you  

Jeff Herriford, Operations Manager | Lakeside Industries, Inc.  
t 360.491.5460 | f 360.459.3858 | c 360.562.3320 | jeff.herriford@lakesideindustries.com 
Lacey Division | 11125 Durgin Rd SE | Olympia, WA 98513 | www.lakesideindustries.com 
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Maya Teeple

From: Reid Wall <reid@kaufmancd.com>
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2020 10:09 AM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: CP-11: Allow Asphalt Recycling in the Nisqually Subarea

‐ I support Lakeside Industries’ amendment to allow asphalt recycling in the Nisqually Subarea because they are a 
great partner in the community. Asphalt recycling is encouraged by local, state, and national agencies because it is 
safe and environmentally friendly. Please vote to allow asphalt recycling in the Nisqually Subarea.   

Reid Wall 
P: 360‐491‐5230 Ext:115 
F: 360‐491‐5296 
C: 360‐480‐8736 
www.kaufmancd.com 
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November 30, 2020 

Via Email to Maya Teeple at maya.teeple@co.thurston.wa.us 

Thurston County Board of County Commissioners 
c/o: Maya Teeple, Senior Planner 
2000 Lakeridge Drive SW 
Olympia, WA 98502 

Re:  Lakeside Industries’ Comments on CP:11: Nisqually Subarea Asphalt Recycling 
Amendment 

Dear Commissioners: 

I am writing to reaffirm my support for the Option #2 of the Recycled Asphalt Amendment for the 
Nisqually Subarea, which would allow asphalt recycling in the Nisqually Subarea without a cover 
requirement.  

Please see my attached letter, which I sent to the Planning Commission earlier this year. 

Thank you for your time and consideration of this amendment.  

Sincerely,  

Karen Deal 
Director, Environmental and Land Use 
Lakeside Industries, Inc.  
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VIA EMAIL to shannon.shula@co.thurston.wa.us, maya.teeple@co.thurston.wa.us, and 
jennifer.davis@co.thurston.wa.us 

 
October 7, 2020 

 
Thurston County Community Planning 
2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW 
Olympia, WA 98502 
 
RE:  Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Docket Item CP-11 - Recycled Asphalt Policy  
 
Dear Thurston County Planning Commission and Board of County Commissioners:  

For over ten years, Lakeside Industries, Inc. (Lakeside) has sought this amendment to the Nisqually 
Subarea Plan to allow for asphalt recycling. We appreciate the County’s willingness to consider this 
amendment and we ask that the Planning Commission vote for Option 2, which allows for asphalt 
recycling in the Nisqually Subarea and allows the County’s permitting staff to determine best 
management practices for operations based on site-specific factors. 

Our Company 

Lakeside is a family-owned company of locally managed regional divisions in the Pacific Northwest. We 
operate fourteen plants which manufacture asphalt mix for construction of paved surfaces and our local 
union employees provide road paving construction services. In the Nisqually Subarea, Lakeside operates 
an asphalt plant at Durgin Road and has an office which supports our road paving construction crews. We 
do not conduct any mineral extraction activity within the Nisqually Subarea and our application is not 
associated with Holroyd’s mine expansion permit process. This amendment for asphalt recycling is a 
separate review.   

Lakeside’s Plant on Durgin Road is a state-of-the-art facility. It has a sophisticated, engineered 
stormwater system that has functioned without issue since the Plant opened in 2008. All stormwater on 
site stays within the Plant’s boundaries and does not enter the nearby Holroyd mine. Lakeside’s 
stormwater is collected, treated, and infiltrated in accordance with Department of Ecology guidelines. In 
addition to Ecology’s monitoring and testing requirements, groundwater has been regularly monitored by 
a qualified third party since 2007 with no issues. Groundwater monitoring shows that the Plant’s 
stormwater system has operated as designed, without issue, even during flooding events.  

Asphalt Recycling is Sustainable 

Lakeside is recognized nationally for our progressive safety and environmental programs, sustainable 
operations, and quality products and services. One key aspect of our environmental sustainability is 
recycling of Reclaimed Asphalt Pavement (RAP). Asphalt recycling is a common, sustainable practice 
that is encouraged nationwide. The recycling process is simple:  Asphalt roads are removed, resized into 
smaller more manageable chunks, mixed with some virgin aggregate and asphalt cement (the glue that 
holds the aggregate and RAP together), and then construction crews pave roads with the new mix.  

There are over 3,500 asphalt plants in the United States and, to our knowledge, no other asphalt plant is 
prohibited from recycling asphalt. 
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Governmental, educational, and private research entities have thoroughly evaluated the potential impacts 
associated with RAP. Most of that effort occurred after the Nisqually Subarea Plan was approved in 1992. 
The research resulted in a body of technical information and scientific evidence supporting the fact that 
RAP is inert and poses no threat to water quality, particularly when considering dilution, infiltration, and 
stormwater treatment.  

History of the Amendment 

Lakeside submitted its first application to remove the prohibition against asphalt recycling from the 
Nisqually Subarea Plan in 2005. At that time, the County rejected the amendment due to staff resource 
concerns.1 Lakeside resubmitted its application five times between 2005 and 2017. The common reason 
for rejection from the Docket was the same: limited staff resources. While the County repeatedly rejected 
Lakeside’s proposal, it re-approved another contractor’s permit application to allow for storage and 
recycling of RAP within the Nisqually Subarea – where it is currently prohibited.  

After over 10 years of continuous proactive communication and outreach, in May of 2017 our proposal 
was formally listed for serious consideration on the 2017/2018 Official Docket. The following year, 
Lakeside entered into a Contract with Thurston County to mitigate the Staff resource concerns and help 
ensure timely review of the project. The County, in order to expedite its review process, found it 
necessary to hire an external consulting firm. Lakeside formally agreed to provide payment for services 
provided by the County and the County’s consultant. Since 2018, Lakeside has funded over one hundred 
thousand dollars towards this amendment. Attached is a chronology of key dates and decisions 
associated with Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment application. 

Throughout this process, Lakeside has provided the County with significant volumes of scientific 
information and both public and private entity support for our request to allow asphalt recycling in the 
Nisqually Subarea. We are hopeful that the County will soon finalize approval of our proposal based on 
the overwhelming scientific evidence that RAP is environmentally beneficial for reuse.   

Next steps  

We ask that you approve Option 2, which allows recycling of asphalt in the Nisqually Subarea and relies 
on County permitting staff to determine the appropriate mitigation measures to avoid impacts to water 
quality. Upon completion of this first step of amending the Nisqually Subarea Plan, Lakeside is committed 
to working with the County Staff, the Nisqually River Council, the Nisqually Tribe and other interested 
citizens during the next permitting phase, to incorporate adaptive management principles and conduct 
groundwater monitoring as it pertains to RAP storage on-site.   

Additionally, we recognize that the Nisqually Subarea is a unique, beautiful area. While the scientific 
evidence and real-world evaluation has shown no groundwater impacts from decades of outdoor storage 
of RAP across the country, Lakeside is willing to eliminate any lingering water quality concerns by 
covering RAP stored on our site. 

Sincerely,  

 
 
 
Karen Deal 
Director, Environmental and Land Use 
Lakeside Industries, Inc.  

 
1 In a February 16, 2006 letter, the Director of the County’s Development Services Department explained: 
“Staff resources are not available in the current amendment cycle to address the project.” 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

Lakeside Industries – Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Amendment Applications 

Chronology of Key Dates and Decisions 

December 25, 2005 1st Application - Lakeside submits a Comprehensive Plan Amendment seeking a 
minor text amendment to the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan – Nisqually 
Sub-Area Plan, Policy E.5.  The application was signed on December 25, 2005. An 
application fee of $2,500 was paid to the County on January 5, 2006.   

February 16, 2006 Thurston County rejects the application on the basis that “Staff resources are not 
available in the current amendment cycle to address the project.”  The County 
further states “The Board welcomes you to re-submit your application for 
consideration for the 2007 Docket.” (February 16, 2006 Letter from Michael 
Welter, Thurston County Planning Director to James Hatch, Lakeside Industries) 

November 14, 2008 2nd Application - Lakeside re-submits a Comprehensive Plan Amendment seeking 
a minor text amendment to the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan – 
Nisqually Sub-Area Plan, Policy E.5.   

May 6, 2009 During a Thurston County Board Briefing held to Finalize the Official Docket of 
Comprehensive Plan Amendments, Thurston County staff recommends removal 
of Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment from the Docket.  The staff 
recommends the Lakeside’s proposal is a Low-Priority Discretionary Amendment 
that should be worked on only as staffing allows.  

July 13, 2011 Lakeside meets with County Commissioner (Sandra Romero) and the only two 
members of the public who oppose Lakeside’s Durgin Road facility operations.  
The meeting was held to facilitate public understanding and acceptance of 
Lakeside’s proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment.  The meeting was to 
openly address concerns and how they would be mitigated.  It was clear the only 
concern to the two members of the public was any increase in truck traffic. 

November 14, 2011 3rd Application - Lakeside re-submits a Comprehensive Plan Amendment seeking 
a minor text amendment to the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan – 
Nisqually Sub-Area Plan, Policy E.5.   

November 14, 2011 Lakeside meets with County Commissioner (Sandra Romero) to discuss the 
application. 

November 22, 2011 Lakeside meets with County Commissioner (Karen Valenzuela) to discuss RAP 
and the application.  Provided staff (Thurston County Resource Stewardship 
Director) with information on RAP as requested. 

June 20, 2012 Lakeside holds an open house at the Durgin Road facility for Thurston County 
Commissioners, staff, and the Nisqually Indian Tribe.   
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Lakeside Industries – Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Amendment Applications 

Chronology of Key Dates and Decisions 

February 14, 2013 Thurston County Board Briefing indicates that the Preliminary Docket is 
proposed to include Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment.  The Board 
Briefing includes a list of public comments received in support of Lakeside’s 
proposal. 

March 12, 2013 Lakeside meets with Thurston County staff (Scott Clark and Jeremy Davis) to 
discuss the application. 

April 3, 2013 Lakeside meets with County Commissioner (Cathy Wolfe) to discuss the 
application. 

April 29, 2013 Lakeside meets with County Commissioner (Sandra Romero) to discuss the 
application. 

May 16, 2013 Lakeside meets with County Commissioner (Karen Valenzuela) to discuss the 
importance of the application.   

June 25, 2013 Thurston County Planning Director informs Lakeside via e-mail that the Docket 
will be taken before the Board on Tuesday, July 11, 2013.  The Director states 
“Only those projects that are regulatory mandates, grant funded, directed by the 
Board, or serve the broader public interest such as school districts and fire 
stations will be on the docket.  As indicated at the May 29th Board briefing, there 
is not sufficient staff or time to take on any additional issues.  The next 
opportunity to get new topics on the docket will be in 2014.  Staff will publish the 
next opportunity to get on the docket in late 2013.  I will ensure you are notified 
of when the preliminary docket opens for the 2014 process.” (June 25, 2013 
Email from Scott Clark, Thurston County to Dean Smith, Lakeside Industries 
Division Manager) 

July 11, 2013 Lakeside becomes aware that there may be an error in the date on which the 
Board will set the final Docket and contact the Planning Director to which 
Lakeside receives the following email response: 

“Regarding the date, that was my error, I was probably looking at the June 
Calendar which shows a Tuesday June 11th.  Yes the docket went to the Board for 
adoption on Tuesday July 9th.  Please keep in mind the public comment period 
for the Lakeside element of the docket closed in March.  The July 9th meeting was 
not a public hearing on the docket, simply the adoption thereof.” (July 11, 2013, 
Email from Scott Clark, Thurston County, to Tim Thompson, Lakeside 
Representative) 

November 14, 2013 4th Application - Lakeside re-submits a Comprehensive Plan Amendment seeking 
a minor text amendment to the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan – 
Nisqually Sub-Area Plan, Policy E.5.   
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Lakeside Industries – Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Amendment Applications 

Chronology of Key Dates and Decisions 

August 5, 2014 County Commissioner’s Briefing on the Comprehensive Plan  
Preliminary Docket.  Meeting occurred prior to the opening of the official 
comment period on the Preliminary Docket.  During the meeting, public 
comments were made in support of placing the Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment request on the Final Docket. 

October 1, 2014 Letter from Tim Lee, CEO, Lakeside Industries, to Thurston County Board of 
Commissioners thanking County for including Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment request in the Preliminary Docket and further offering to pay for all 
staff time needed to review the request.  “As you know from my letter of 
September 30, we are willing to deposit funds with the County to pay for the 
review of our request to the County can, if necessary pay overtime for existing 
staff, and/or hire new staff, and/or hire a third party planner to process our 
request.  We are ready and willing to work with you and your Staff to help you 
get the additional staffing resources you need for this process.” (October 1, 2014 
Letter from Tim Lee to Thurston County Board of Commissioners, Subject: 
Lakeside Industries Request for Docket for Comprehensive Plan Amendment) 

November 6, 2014 Thurston County Board Briefing – 2015 Preliminary Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment Docket Briefing – Review of Public Comments – Finalize Official 
Docket.  Staff Recommendation: “Final Docket: Staff recommends Option 1, that 
the board extend the existing docket without any new projects, including the 
four citizen initiated amendment items.”  Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment request was one of the four citizen initiated amendment items.  The 
primary rationale was limited resources and staff time. 

February 20, 2015 Lakeside reconfirms willingness to mitigate staff resource issues and pay for 
staffing needs.  “…you have made clear that the County does not have current 
staff to review the Lakeside request in 2015.  Therefore, Lakeside hereby 
reconfirms its willingness to pay for a new County staff person or a third party 
consultant to perform all the actions necessary to process the Lakeside request.”  
(February 20, 2015, Letter from John W. Hempelmann to Scott Clark, Director 
Department of Resource Stewardship, RE: Processing Lakeside Industries 
Request to Amend the Nisqually Subarea Plan). 

November 14, 2016 5th Application - Lakeside re-submits a Comprehensive Plan Amendment seeking 
a minor text amendment to the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan – 
Nisqually Sub-Area Plan, Policy E.5.   

May 11, 2017 Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment request is listed for consideration 
on the Thurston County 2017/2018 Official Docket of Comprehensive Plan 
amendments by the Board of County Commissioners. (May 11, 2017, Letter from 
Celinda Adair, Associate Planner to Karen Deal, Lakeside Industries, Subject: 
Project Number 2016105567 Policy Amendment to Nisqually Sub-Area Plan). 
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Attachment A Page 4 of 5 

Lakeside Industries – Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Amendment Applications 

Chronology of Key Dates and Decisions 

July 15, 2017 Thurston County holds Public Meeting “Kick-off” to provide general information 
to the public on the proposed amendment.  

March 20, 2018 Lakeside Industries, Inc. enters into Contract for Payment of Services with 
Thurston County to provide the funding necessary for the County to complete 
Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment proposal review process in a timely 
manner. 

Consultant is hired by Thurston County for Literature Review of Potential 
Environmental and Public Health Implications of Asphalt Recycling.  

June 20, 2019 Thurston County holds a Public Meeting where the consultant provided a 
presentation on the consultant’s literature report and a question-and-answer 
session was held with public attendees.  

July 19, 2019 Thurston County provides a presentation to the Nisqually River Council on the 
amendment with a high-level summary of the consultant’s report and next steps.  

February 6, 2020 Community Planning briefs the Board of County Commissioners on the 
2020/2021 Comprehensive Plan Docketing.  

April 2, 2020 Community Planning briefs the Board of County Commissioners on the 
2020/2021 Comprehensive Plan Docketing. 

April 15, 2020 Community Planning briefs the Board of County Commissioners on the 
2020/2021 Comprehensive Plan Docketing. The Commissioners hold preliminary 
votes on each Comprehensive Plan Docket Item.  

Board of County Commissioners unanimously vote in favor of keeping Lakeside’s 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment proposal on the Official 2020/2021 
Comprehensive Plan Docket. 

However, the Board of County Commissioners were divided on whether the 
Nisqually Subarea Plan Update should be included on the Official 2020/2021 
Docket. Commissioner Menser voted for it to be on the Official Docket, 
Commissioner Hutchings supported it on the Preliminary Docket, and 
Commissioner Edwards voted against its inclusion on the Docket. After some 
discussion, Commissioner Hutchings changed his vote regarding Nisqually 
Subarea Plan Update and voted in favor if its inclusion on the 2020/2021 Docket.  

April 28, 2020 Board of County Commissioners officially adopts the 2020/2021 Comprehensive 
Plan Docket, which includes both the Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment proposal and the Nisqually Subarea Plan Update. 
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Attachment A Page 5 of 5 

Lakeside Industries – Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Amendment Applications 

Chronology of Key Dates and Decisions 

May 7, 2020 Thurston County Board of County Commissioners hold a briefing to discuss 
prioritization of docket items.  

Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment tied 3rd out of 6 Citizen-Initiated 
Amendments.  

The Board of County Commissioners votes separately on prioritization of the six 
County-Initiated Amendments. The Nisqually Subarea Plan Update is ranked as 
the last priority of County-Initiated Amendments.  

July 15, 2020 Thurston County Planning Commission holds a Work Session on Lakeside’s 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment.  

August 5, 2020 Thurston County Planning Commission holds a Work Session on Lakeside’s 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment. 

September 2, 2020  Thurston County Planning Commission holds a Work Session on Lakeside’s 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment with guests.  

October 2020 To date, Lakeside has funded over $100,000 towards the review of Lakeside’s 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment proposal. 
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Maya Teeple

From: Emily McCartan <emily@nisquallyriver.org>
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2020 12:24 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Cc: David Troutt; Phyllis Farrell; Justin Hall
Subject: NRC Comments on Nisqually Subarea RAP policy change
Attachments: Final NRC 2020 RAP Hearing Letter 10.7.20.pdf

Hi Maya, 
 
The Nisqually River Council is resubmitting our earlier comment letter on the proposed RAP policy change to the 
attention of the Board of County Commissioners for tomorrow's hearing. Please let me know if you have any questions!  
 
Thanks very much, 
 
Emily 
 
 
Emily McCartan (she/hers) 
Nisqually River Council Program Coordinator 
Nisqually River Foundation 
(360) 438‐8715 (o)* 
(360) 528‐9221 (c)* 
emily@nisquallyriver.org 
nisquallyriver.org  
Follow us on Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram 
*Please note: I am working remotely during the coronavirus pandemic. Cell phone or email are the best ways to contact 
me. Be safe and stay healthy! 
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Thurston County Planning Commission 
2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW 
Olympia, WA 98502 

October 7, 2020 
Dear Planning Commissioners, 

The Nisqually River Council (NRC) appreciated the opportunity to speak with you on 
September 4, 2020 at the work session concerning Lakeside Industries’ proposal to 
amend Policy E.5 of the Nisqually Sub-Area Plan to allow recycled asphalt (RAP). 
As stated in my comments and in the Council’s prior letters (dated March 22, 2017 
and Oct. 21, 2019), the NRC supports a complete and holistic assessment of this 
proposal in the context of the full Sub-Area plan. We remain concerned that the 
separation of the two compromises the transparency and integrity of the community 
planning process, and urge that the Sub-Area plan review be expedited to ensure that 
these connections are not lost. 
If the Commission moves forward with a recommendation to allow RAP in the 
Nisqually Subarea, the Nisqually River Council strongly urges the inclusion of 
mandatory monitoring and best management practices (BMPs) in the revised policy 
language (Option 3). At a minimum, BMPs should require: 

• Hard weatherproof coverings for RAP piles;
• Safe handling and treatment protocols for stormwater to prevent contact with

RAP material;
• Development of regular on-site water quality monitoring and reporting in

consultation with the Nisqually River Council and Thurston County;
• Air quality standards not to be exceeded from the cumulative impacts of

asphalt and recycled asphalt production;
• No open groundwater connections and assessment of the 100-year floodplain

zone as updated by FEMA in 2020, to protect the sensitive environmental and
water supply resources in the vicinity; and

• Rigorous adaptive management protocols with specified triggers for remedial
action.

We expect that the upcoming SEPA review process will include further study to 
determine the best specific local practices appropriate to this site. If this process 
moves forward, we request that these initial findings be presented in full to the NRC, 
as a representative body of community stakeholders, and that the NRC and County 
receive annual monitoring reports on site-specific conditions and BMP performance. 
In their comments to the Commission, Lakeside has already indicated their 
willingness to implement similar practices at this site. We greatly appreciate their 
commitment to safeguarding water quality in the Nisqually Valley. These safeguards 

Nisqually River Council 
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should be included in the updated policy, along with regular public reporting to the NRC and community 
stakeholders, so that these assurances are clear, transparent, and permanent in protecting the sub-area’s 
environment and residents – the reason the Sub-Area Plan was created. 

When it was originally developed in 1992, the Nisqually Sub-Area Plan took a balanced and broad-based 
approach to ensuring fair opportunities for business while affirmatively protecting the rural and environmental 
values of this unique part of Thurston County. While we understand that staffing constraints have delayed the 
complete Sub-Area Plan review, separating it from this proposal divorces it from other considerations that could 
significantly change the risks of storing RAP at the proposed site. As I stated on September 4, the NRC remains 
concerned about Holroyd’s pending proposal to mine below the water table within the sub-area. This proposal 
would expose municipal and residential water sources and sensitive habitat to a much higher risk of 
contamination from accident or flooding, particularly in conjunction with recycled asphalt. Policy provisions 
must be in place to ensure that open groundwater connections will not exist in close proximity to asphalt 
recycling if RAP is permitted in the Nisqually sub-area. 

The Nisqually River Council expects to participate in the development and review of an individual permit for a 
project proposed under this policy. We are committed to a rigorous approach to adaptive management, 
monitoring and reporting through the permitting process. Once again, the Nisqually River Council appreciates 
the opportunity to stay informed and provide input during the review of the recycled asphalt policy and the rest 
of the Nisqually Sub-Area Plan. We look forward to continuing to work with Thurston County, Lakeside, and 
our valley community members to protect this unique and important place. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
David A. Troutt 
Chair 
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Public Works • 420 College Street SE, Lacey, WA 98503 • 360.491.5600 • www.ci.lacey.wa.us            

November 30, 2020 

Thurston County Board of County Commissioners 

c/o Maya Teeple, Senior Planner  

2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW  

Olympia WA, 98502 

SUBJECT: Asphalt Recycling 

To Whom It May Concern, 

I’m writing this letter in support of the use of Reclaimed Asphalt Pavement (RAP), and the request by 

Lakeside to allow stockpiling of recycled asphalt at their Durgin Rd Plant located in Thurston County and 

remove the prohibition on asphalt recycling in the Nisqually Subarea Plan. 

The use of these recycled materials is not only allowed, but encouraged.  Recycling of these materials 

reduces cost, reduces waste, and conserves our natural resources.  Use of RAP is standard practice 

throughout Washington State and is specified in the WSDOT Standard Specifications which are used on 

all WSDOT projects and in most County and City projects as well.  The City of Lacey most recently used a 

RAP mix on our 2018 Overlay project with excellent results and we plan to use it again on future 

projects.   

The City does not have any concerns over the location of the recycled asphalt stockpile at the Lakeside 

Durgin Rd plant.  The plant location is not within the City’s wellhead protection area. 

Sincerely, 

Aubrey S. Collier, P.E., S.E. 

Design and Construction Manager 

Department of Public Works 

cc: Roger Schoessel, City Engineer, City of Lacey 

Jeff Herriford, Operations Manager, Lakeside Industries 

CITY COUNCIL 

ANDY RYDER 

Mayor 
CYNTHIA PRATT 

Deputy Mayor 

LENNY GREENSTEIN 

MICHAEL STEADMAN 

CAROLYN COX 
ED KUNKEL 

MALCOLM MILLER 

CITY MANAGER 

SCOTT SPENCE  
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Maya Teeple

From: Richel Perkins <Richel.Perkins@lakesideindustries.com>
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2020 1:53 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: CP-11: Allow Asphalt Recycling in the Nisqually Subarea

Lakeside Industries’ asphalt recycling amendment is good for the economy and supports local jobs.  Moreover, asphalt 
recycling reduces waste and preserves natural resources. I support Lakeside Industries’ amendment to allow asphalt 
recycling in the Nisqually Subarea. Please vote in favor of asphalt recycling in the Nisqually Subarea.  

Thank you, 

Richel Perkins, 
Employee at Lakeside Industries 
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Maya Teeple

From: Esther Grace Kronenberg <wekrone@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2020 5:23 PM
To: Tye Menser; Gary Edwards; John Hutchings; Ramiro Chavez; Maya Teeple
Subject: RAP in the Nisqually Valley

Dear Commissioners, 

I write in support of the positions of the League of Women Voters of Thurston County and the Sierra Club regarding the proposed change in the 
Comprehensive Plan that would allow RAP recycling in the Nisqually Valley. 

Commissioners are charged with making some very difficult decisions that affect many constituent groups.  In this case, your decision should 
be easy with a simple cost benefit analysis of the proposal. 

The benefits of changing the Plan would allow just one multimillion dollar company, Lakeside Industries, which owns 18 other plants in the 
Pacific Northwest, to continue operations at their Holroyd site.  Lakeside employs 55 workers and supplies material for local road projects, so 
the County might save some money, though there are other RAP facilities operating in the county.  No one questions that recycling asphalt is 
better for the environment, though since the COVID pandemic, it seems clear we won’t be needing as many roads since many more of us are 
telecommuting. 

These are the costs of this project - A very clear danger of contaminating the groundwater  and critical aquifer recharge areas that people in the 
valley and beyond rely on for drinking water,  poisoning of the Nisqually Wildlife Refuge and its fish stocks and of the prime  agricultural lands of 
the Nisqually Valley, increased truck traffic, destruction of the rural quality of the Valley that was the purpose of the 1992 sub-Area Plan, the 
possibility for yet more polluting industrial activity at the site, and the failure to reclaim the mine and return it to subsequent uses as required by 
DNR.  I need not delineate the dangers further, as the Sierra Club letter makes them graphically clear. 

There are other costs besides the physical.  The League’s letter makes clear that the SEPA review and the science used to support the change 
were inadequate.  SEPA is a full disclosure law which states amendments cannot be piecemealed by considering them separately from the 
planning process for the Nisqually Valley, as was done in this case to satisfy a private corporation that had the funds to bankroll the process, 
unlike the public which would have had to pay $2000 just to appeal the Determination of Nonsignificance issued for this proposal.  The County 
risks further litigation in proceeding on this project, and worse, exposes the County’s handling of this matter to charges of corrupt influence, 
thereby jeopardizing citizens’ faith in a government established to serve them.  The League letter also clarifies the inadequacy of the scientific 
data used and paid for by Lakeside Industries to support their proposal. 

Further, Lakeside knew from the beginning that RAP would not be allowed.  Nevertheless, they have pushed this project for over a decade and 
consumed a huge amount of County taxpayer funded staff time researching and litigating, but the prohibition has stood.  When the business 
friendly County Commission was elected in 2016, they brought it up yet again and got it to this point we now confront. 

As a member of the League’s Water Study team, I know we have serious problems with both water quantity and water quality, and that the 
projected effects of increased population and climate change will only exacerbate them.   We cannot afford to be cavalier with our water supply 
and our agricultural lands just to satisfy the bottom line of a multimillion dollar company.   
The government is supposed to work for the little people like us, not for the corporations, not for the highest bidder who can afford to bring up 
the same issue over and over again in the hope they can eventually force their plans on a weakened populace and a complacent government. 

I find it highly offensive that wealthy businesses continue to defy the will of the people, sap the energy of our county government,  and deny the 
serious and fateful environmental consequences of their actions for which they assume no responsibility.  This is shameful.  Please put a final 
stop to this and make the easy decision in the public interest- NO! 

Thank you. 
Esther Kronenberg 
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Maya Teeple

From: Tami deBellis <t4509@icloud.com>
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2020 6:26 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Cc: County_Commissioners
Subject: Say NO Recycled Asphalt Plant (RAP) Near the Nisqually Watershed!

Docket Item CP‐11 Recycled Asphalt (RAP) 

I was on the original board that saved the tree buffer for the wildlife at the nisqually delta. I grew up on John Luhr road. I 
support The League of Women Voters of Thurston County’s positions stated in their  letter to the BoCC on November 4, 
2020. I am asking you to reject the Docket Item CP‐11 Recycled Asphalt that is up for a public hearing on 12/1/2020. 
There is no science that shows asphalt recycling should occur in the fragile Nisqually ecosystem.  

Sincerely,  
Tamara deBellis 
Tumwater, Washington  

Sent from my iPhone 
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Maya Teeple

From: Thomasina Cooper
Sent: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 8:38 AM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: FW: C. White-Asphalt Recycling Comments 12/1/20

Hi Maya, 
Please see comment for the record below. 

Thank you! Hope you have a good day! 
Thomasina  

From: Christy White <wc6517@scattercreek.com>  
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2020 10:03 PM 
To: Tye Menser <tye.menser@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Subject: C. White‐Asphalt Recycling Comments 12/1/20 

Hello Tye, 

Unfortunately I will not be able to be at the hearing tomorrow evening, but I wanted to share my thoughts again on this 
proposal. 

Previously there has been a moratorium on Asphalt Recycling in Thurston County.  Times have changed yes, but not 
having  such a plant has kept our water and air quality at the highest standards. 

The miners(mineral lands) and like industries are hot and heavy for the resources available in our County.  Let's look and 
support industries that are not polluting or destructive in the County first. 

It is my understanding that some Planning Commission members may have taken a tour of the proposed site.  This 
seems to me to present some bias. Was there a public open house for the public to come and see?  Has there been any 
public unbiased study done?  It seems only to be data provided by the industry. 

I hope you will consider in this decision to include very restrictive language.  Everyone defaults to the permit.  Permit 
equals installation.  At the permit stage the public has an insurmountable burden and very little chance of any impact to 
mitigate harm. 

Thank you,  Christy White, Delphi Valley 
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Maya Teeple

From: Dean Smith <deansmith7711@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 9:36 AM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: RAP amendment Nisqually Subarea Plan

Maya: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the RAP amendment. My comment to the 
Commissioners is below.  

Dear Commissioners:  

As a lifetime resident of Thurston County, I ask that you amend the Nisqually Subarea 
Plan to allow for asphalt recycling. Thank you for the opportunity comment on this amendment.  

Recycling asphalt is the right thing to do. The people of Thurston County drive on asphalt every 
day. The use of RAP saves on valuable resources, reduces greenhouse gases, allows increased 
competition in the pavement market, and can increase jobs in the industry.  

According to the state’s solid waste plan, construction and demolition waste makes up one third 
of the solid waste generated in the state. This amendment would allow for tons of asphalt 
pavement to be recycled and avoid the landfill.  

The impact of recycling is low and the benefits are immense. Please support asphalt recycling.  

Best regards, 
Dean Smith 
7711 119th Lane SW  
Olympia, WA 98512 
Thurston County Resident 
Former Employee, Lakeside Industries 
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November 30, 2020 

Via email to troutt.david@nisqually-nsn.gov 

Nisqually Natural Resources 
Nisqually Indian Tribe 
c/o David Troutt, Natural Resources Director 
620 Old Pacific Highway  
Olympia, WA 98513 

RE:  Lakeside Industries’ Commitment to Coordination and Transparency during the 
Asphalt Recycling Permitting Phase for the Durgin Road Plant 

Dear Mr. Troutt: 

As you know, for over ten years, Lakeside Industries (Lakeside) has sought an 
amendment to the Nisqually Subarea Plan to allow for asphalt recycling.  More recently, 
during meetings with the Thurston County Planning Commission and County 
Commissioners, Lakeside has publicly committed to working with the Nisqually Indian 
Tribe, the Nisqually River Council, and Thurston County to incorporate adaptive 
management principals and conduct groundwater monitoring as it pertains to reclaimed 
asphalt pavement (RAP) stockpile storage on site.1  

Upon completion of the first step to amend the Nisqually Subarea Plan, Lakeside will be 
seeking a permit from the County to allow asphalt recycling at its Durgin Road Facility.  
At this time, these adaptive management principles will be formally applied in 
collaboration with the Nisqually Indian Tribe through coordination with the Nisqually 
River Council.  With this letter, we are memorializing these commitments as follows:  

• Lakeside will collaborate with the Nisqually Indian Tribe, Nisqually River Council,
and Thurston County to evaluate the facility’s existing groundwater monitoring
plan and modify as necessary to ensure data collected supports monitoring for
RAP impacts;

1 Please see my letter to Thurston County dated October 7, 2020 and the public record of a Thurston 
County Planning Commission meeting on September 2, 2020. 
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• Lakeside will provide an annual groundwater monitoring report to the Nisqually 
Indian Tribe, Nisqually River Council, and Thurston County for review; and 

• Lakeside, Nisqually Indian Tribe, and Nisqually River Council will collectively 
review the data, discuss results, and define changes to RAP storage best 
management practices as necessary to mitigate impacts. 

 
We value your partnership and mutual trust. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
 
Karen Deal 
Environmental and Land Use Director 
Lakeside Industries, Inc.  
 
 
cc:  Thurston County Commissioner Edwards (gary.edwards@co.thurston.wa.us), 
Commissioner Hutchings (john.hutchings@co.thurston.wa.us), and Commissioner 
Menser (tye.menser@co.thurston.wa.us) 
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December 1, 2020 

Thurston County Commissioners 
Thurston County Courthouse 
Building One, Room 269 
2000 Lakeridge Drive SW 
Olympia, WA 98502-1045 

Commissioners Hutchings, Edwards, and Menser:  

Re:  2020-2021 Comprehensive Plan Amendment regarding Recycled Asphalt Policy 

Thank you for the opportunity to address the 2020-2021 Comprehensive Plan Amendment regarding Recycled 
Asphalt Policy (RAP), Policy E.5 of the Nisqually Subarea Plan.   

 The Thurston County Chamber strongly supports the Planning Commission’s recommendation and
recommends that the Commission approve an amendment to the Nisqually Subarea Plan, Policy E.5, to
allow for asphalt recycling within the subarea.

The Thurston Chamber supports Option 3 as outlined by staff.  The Chamber believes that quality raw material for 
infrastructure and building construction is critical to the greater Thurston County community and aligns with 
values of recycling, reuse and using resources in the most responsible manner.  In addition, many public bids 
require the use of RAP and the ability to have a source close to work sites means less expense for both private and 
public entities.  This also means utilizing fewer raw materials and hauling asphalt less road miles and thus a 
reduction in carbon footprint, a practice that should be supported. 

The adopting Options 3 is a reasonable and balanced amendment to the Comprehensive Plan.  The use of RAP is a 
sustainable practice that, when made operational, will reduce the need for mining for new aggregate and reduces 
construction time and cost for infrastructure projects.  It will enable local industries to be more competitive and 
help create new, temporary, and permanent jobs.   

Again, thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Comprehensive Plan Amendment regarding 
Recycled Asphalt Policy, Policy E.5 of the Nisqually Subarea Plan. Please feel free to contact us by calling (360) 
357-3362 or emailing DSchaffert@thurstonchamber.com if you have questions regarding our comments.

Sincerely, 

Doug Mah 
Director, Public Policy Division 

Cc: David Schaffert, President and CEO 

BCC-PH-44



SENT VIA E‐MAIL  

December 1, 2020 

Thurston County Community Planning and Economic Development 
Attn: Maya Teeple, Senior Planner 
Thurston County Courthouse, Building 1 
2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW 
Olympia, WA 98502 

Dear Ms. Teeple: 

SUBJECT:  Recycled Asphalt Policy E.5, Comprehensive Plan Amendment Docket Item CP11 
Comments for BoCC December 2020 Public Hearing 

The City of Olympia appreciates this opportunity to comment on the non‐project policy amendment requested 
by Lakeside Industries involving gravel mine expansion and associated recycled asphalt facility in the Nisqually 
Subarea.  We have been following the topic of asphalt recycling for several years and maintain support of our 
2006 Zero Waste Resolution to increase the use of recycled materials and divert waste from the landfill.  We 
support the efforts of asphalt manufacturers to utilize and offer recycled asphalt materials so long as the 
remanufacturing process meets all applicable Federal, State, and local regulations, and addresses environmental 
health concerns.  

To that end, we are encouraging Thurston County’s support of a site‐specific field study as part of evaluating this 
policy amendment, particularly with respect to reviewing environmental conditions within the Nisqually Subarea 
and incorporating Best Management Practices.  

As you are aware, the Nisqually Subarea includes the environmentally vulnerable McAllister Geologically 
Sensitive Area, extreme aquifer sensitivity Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas, 100‐year floodplains, agricultural 
lands and drinking water wellhead protection areas.  Having transitioned our former primary water supply, the 
McAllister Springs, to our current primary water supply, the McAllister Wellfield in 2014, we understand the 
risks to groundwater quantity and quality from land use activities in this area.  Although our modeled McAllister 
Wellfield wellhead protection area is within the policy amendment area, it is hydraulically upgradient of the 
Lakeside Industries property.  However, hydrogeological conditions vary considerably across the Nisqually 
Subarea and important water resources, such as McAllister Springs and Medicine Creek, and the shallow aquifer 
system that supplies other public and private water systems and many private well users are at risk from land 
use activities as well.   

We understand the proposed policy amendment would allow for recycled asphalt processing in the area and 
that a specific project is not proposed at this time.  We are aware that recycled asphalt pavement (RAP) has 
potential to leach contaminants at levels exceeding Washington State groundwater quality standards depending 
on the source, prior use, condition and storage of the RAP.  In this vein, we value the County’s thoughtful 
consideration of appropriate locational siting and regulatory oversight of possible future recycling facilities and 
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Maya Teeple, Senior Planner 
December 1, 2020 
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the importance of Best Management Practices beyond covered stockpiles, to include such protective measures 
as stormwater management, pollutant prevention and control, and monitoring. 
 
With the right combination of allowed special use, proper facility siting with respect to environmental 
conditions, best management practices, and compliance with all Federal, State and local requirements, we 
believe the manufacture and use of recycled asphalt products can extend raw resources and contribute to 
achieving Zero Waste.  
 
I’ll be happy to discuss our position on this proposed policy amendment further.  Please contact me at 
360.570.3741 or via email at echriste@ci.olympia.wa.us.  You may also contact Donna Buxton, City of Olympia 
Groundwater Protection Program Manager, at 360.753.8793 or dbuxton@ci.olympia.wa.us. 
 
Sincerely,   
 
 
 
Eric Christensen 
Water Resources Director 
Public Works Department 
 
EC:js 
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Maya Teeple

From: Pete Irwin <Pete.Irwin@lakesideindustries.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 2:06 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: CP-11: Allow Asphalt Recycling in the Nisqually Subarea

I support Lakeside Industries’ amendment to allow asphalt recycling in the Nisqually Subarea because they are a great 
partner in the community. Asphalt recycling is encouraged by local, state, and national agencies because it is safe and 
environmentally friendly. Please vote to allow asphalt recycling in the Nisqually Subarea.   

I work at lakeside and am the soul provider for my beautiful family. 

Peter Irwin 
1810 Goddard Rd SW Tenino Wa 

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 
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Maya Teeple

From: Kate Benkert <kabenkert@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 2:16 PM
To: County_Commissioners
Cc: Maya Teeple
Subject: Docket Item CP-11 Recycled Asphalt (RAP) -  Request to Defer

Dear Commissioners: 

With great interest I have read today the November 4, 2020 letter to the you from the The League of Women Voters of 
Thurston County.  It raise important points regarding both planning process, the science of PAHs, and the lack of 
information of potential impacts to the Nisqually ecosystem.  I am in support of their positions as presented and request 
that you defer the proposed amendment #CPA‐11 for consideration until it can be considered concurrently with the 
Nisqually Sub‐Area Plan.  Granting variances to approved plans defeats the purpose of planning in the first place.  
Thurston County can do better! 

Thank you for considering my comments. 

Kate Benkert 
333 Sherman St NW 
Olympia, WA 98502 
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Maya Teeple

From: Gordon Avery <gordon.avery.1958@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 1:15 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: CP-11: Allow Asphalt Recycling in the Nisqually Subarea

I care about the environment in my community, and that’s why I support asphalt recycling in the Nisqually Subarea. Please vote 
for Lakeside’s amendment to allow asphalt recycling. 
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Maya Teeple

From: Kristen Hatton <Kristen.Hatton@lakesideindustries.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 2:23 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: CP-11: Allow Asphalt Recycling in the Nisqually Subarea

Save on waste! Recycle asphalt products. 
Kristen Hatton  

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 
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Maya Teeple

From: Tim Ames <timames82@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 2:52 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: CP-11: Allow Asphalt Recycling in the Nisqually Subarea

Hello my name is Tim Ames and I work for Lakeside industries in their durgin road asphalt plant.  Ive worked for many 
asphalt producers in this state all of which are able and capable of using recycled asphalt products. I like the idea of 
using a recycled asphalt product not only because it's green and environmentally safe but also better for the 
environment and uses less virgin oil. I hope you will give us a chance to not only use these products to lower our foot 
print on our environment but also to stay competitive and growing in a this very competitive market. 

Thanks  
Tim Ames  
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Maya Teeple

From: kory sisk <otrguy2@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 2:35 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: CP-11: Allow Asphalt Recycling in the Nisqually Subarea

I work for lakeside industry and I really believe the the recycling of asphalt would be a great thing to be able to put the 
material back into the roads instead of it just sitting around in a landfil area or where ever it sits and it being an eyesore. 
The thing is you have to recycle everything in Thurston County but you can't recycle asphalt makes no sense. Please 
allow lakeside to recycle the asphalt to make it cheaper on the raw payers to repair the roads  

Thank you very much for your time 
Kory sisk 

Get Outlook for Android 
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A Washington State Chapter of the National Audubon Society
P.O. Box 2524, Olympia, WA 98507

(360) 352-7299       www.blackhills-audubon.org

Black Hills Audubon Society is a volunteer, non-profit organization of more than 1,300 members in Thurston, Mason, and Lewis 

Counties whose goals are to promote environmental education and protect our ecosystems for future generations.

Black Hills Audubon Society is a 501(c)(3) non-profit organization.  Contributions are deductible to the extent allowed by law.

December 1, 2020 

Thurston County Board of County Commissioners 
2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW  
Olympia, WA  98503 
VIA Email 

RE:  Public Hearing Comment on the Nisqually Subarea Plan, #CPA-11 

Dear County Commissioners: 

Protecting ecosystems for future generations is so important to Black Hills Audubon 
Society (BHAS) that it is on our letterhead above. Becoming a 501(c3) organization 
in the early 1980s, BHAS currently has 1200 members.  Our primary mission is to 
promote environmental education and protect quality wildlife habitat and lands of 
abundant and/or diverse birds and other wildlife species.  

State Audubon was instrumental in the establishment of the Billy Frank Jr. National 
Wildlife Refuge (BFNWR) in1974.  In the 1990s, BHAS was a signatory in the 
Nisqually Delta Association Settlement Agreement which stopped a large pier from 
being established near the Refuge.  This summer, after an extended period of 
negotiation with a gravel mine, BHAS also co-signed an agreement to restore 
Sequalitchew Creek, just north of the Nisqually Delta. 

The annual number of visitors at the BFNWR is 200,000 (2020).  And in this year of 
Covid-19, NWR has been a welcomed local area for hiking and birding.  Additionally, 
in 2009, a multi-million-dollar effort, including the removal of old farm dikes, 
enabled restoration of 57 hectares of the original estuary.   As part of this effort, 
much research has occurred. In 2009, monthly bird censuses were conducted.  We 
assume annual bird counts continue.  The restoration is likely to improve Nisqually 
River salmon runs. 
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For decades BHAS has led and still leads weekly birding walks at the refuge with an 
average attendance of 20.  We are highly invested in maintaining the health and 
well-being of the BFNWR. 

For the protection of the Refuge’s delicate ecosystem, we support both the League of 
Women Voter (LWVTC) and the Sierra Club’s comments on the Nisqually Subarea 
Plan, #CPA-11.  The LWVTC conclusion is: 

“...the proposed amendment to the Nisqually Subarea Plan to allow for 
recycled asphalt plants is premature and should not be approved.  It is 
premature because it is taken out of context of a full subarea plan update.  
The record also shows that the science that was reviewed does not support 
the change, and that there are issues with the SEPA review that accompanied 
this application.” 

Asphalt Recycling 

Asphalt recycling will likely generate contamination.  Long term low-dose exposures 
to polycyclic aromatic carbons (PAHs) have been linked to cancers of the lung, 
stomach, skin and bladder.  PAHs can be potent immune suppressants.  Any change 
in exposure needs to be carefully evaluated for its potential health impacts.  Increase 
in human exposure should be avoided. We provide other links to PAHs below. 

A statement from the American Asphalt website is rather alarming:  

“Asphalt’s status as a highly sustainable product is not only on account of the 
fact that it can be reused over and over, but also because it utilizes many 
waste products that would typically be sent to the landfill.  Tire rubber, slags, 
foundry sand, glass, and even pig manure are incorporated in the asphalt 
mixture saving hundreds of acres of landfill space.” 

The proposal seems to suggest converting the wildlife area to a fee-free landfill for 
airborne wastes.   

We support LWVTC’s comments on the “takeaways’ of the Herrera Report :  the 
review of potential pollution on site and downstream into the Nisqually Delta and 
Puget sound.  There is an admission, and an apparent dismissal, of pollution, 
including PAHs.   BHAS finds this conclusion problematic. 
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Conclusion 

Due to environmental, wildlife habitat, and wildlife concerns, Black Hills Audubon 
Society opposes the removal of the prohibition of the manufacture of recycled 
asphalt from the Sub Area 5 section of the Comprehensive Plan. 

Respectfully, 

Sue Danver, BHAS Conservation Committee Member 
Sam Merrill, BHAS Conservation Committee Chair 

References 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1469515/

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2221169115300034

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1110062114200237
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Maya Teeple

From: Harriet Ammann <h.ammann@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 3:24 PM
To: county.comissioners@co.thurston.wa.us
Cc: Maya Teeple
Subject: Docket Item CP-11 Recycled Asphalt (RAP) -Request to Defer

Dear Commissioners: 

Today I read the November 4, 2020 letter to you from The League of Women Voters of Thurston County 
regarding the proposed amendment  #CPA ‐11.  I support their positions as presented and request that you defer until it 
can be consider together with the Nisqually Sub‐Area Plan.  The LWV letter raises important concerns regarding the 
planning process itself, the science regarding PAHs, and the lack of information about the potential impacts to the 
Nisqually ecosystem.  The Restoration of the Nisqually Estuary was a hard‐fought battle over many years and was a 
significant achievement.  It involved The Nisqually tribe and Northwest Indian Fisheries plus other agencies on the local 
state and federal levels.   

As a retired Senior Toxicologist for the Department of Ecology Air Quality Program and former Senior 
Toxicologist for Washington Department of Health Environmental Health Programs, I have particular concerns about 
potential PAH emissions to the air, and the harm to humans and to the ecosystem of the watershed and the Billy Frank 
Jr. National Wildlife Refuge, the Nisqually River, and the estuary. 

We act too frequently to grant variances without undergoing the needed processes of evaluation, thus defeating 
the purpose of planning in the first place. 

I ask again to defer the proposed amendment #CPA‐11 for consideration until it can be considered with the 
Nisqually Sub‐Area plan. 

Thank you for considering my comment. 

Harriet M. Ammann Ph.D.333 Sherman St NW Olympia, Wa 98502 
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Maya Teeple

From: Thurston County | Send Email <spout@co.thurston.wa.us>
Sent: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 3:28 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: RAP Item 11

This email was created by the County Internet web server from the email masking system. Someone from the 
Public has requested to contact you with the following information:

To: Maya Teeple

Subject: 

From: Loretta Seppanen

Email (if provided): laurel.lodge@comcast.net

Phone: (if provided):  

Message: 
As a member of the Thurston County League of Women Voters I am aware of and support the position 
of the League on Docket #CPA-11: Reject and combine the proposal with the soon to be commenced 
community action to update the Nisqually Subarea Plan. That plan was adopted in 1992 following at 
least five years of community discussion, part of which related to protecting nearly 1,000 acres of 
farmland sitting right to the west of the major mined area in the Nisqually Subarea.  

Chipping away at the many years of work of the community is a good planning, but rather undermines 
the entire planning process. The community at large has not asked for this change, only the owner of 
the existing asphalt plant. This is not a minor change as it requires used asphalt to be hauled into the 
area and crushed rather than using sand and gravel mined at the site for asphalt production. 
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PO Box 11489 Olympia WA 98502  |  P 3607545788  |  FORMACC.COM

December 1, 2020 

Thurston County Planning Commission 
Thurston County Courthouse Complex 
Building #1, Room 152 
2000 Lakeridge Drive SW 
Olympia, WA 98502 

To:  Thurston County Planning Commissioners 

Re:  Ordinance No 02020-004 – Urban Forestry Management Plan 

Thank you for the opportunity to address the 2020-2021 Comprehensive Plan Amendment regarding 
Recycled Asphalt Policy, Policy E.5 of the Nisqually Subarea Plan.   

FORMA Construction and our local clients recommends that the Planning Commission amend the 
Nisqually Subarea Plan, Policy E.5 to allow for asphalt recycling within the subarea.    

The ability to store, reuse or even use recycled asphalt as a local building material option has many 
benefits.  A few are if there’s a site that accepts asphalt to be recycled lowers redevelopment costs and 
adds to a projects reuse goals.  Being able to buy and place recycled asphalt for temp construction 
surfacing helps maintain a clean and safe site and helps with storm water controls.  And buying asphalt 
that has a recycled content lowers the cost of that system.   

The adopting Options 2 or 3 is a reasonable and balanced amendment to the Comprehensive Plan.  The 
use of RAP is a sustainable practice and reduces construction time and cost for infrastructure projects.  It 
will enable local industries to keep cost lower and help keep project budget in check.   

Again, thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
regarding Recycled Asphalt Policy, Policy E.5 of the Nisqually Subarea Plan. Please feel free to contact 
us by calling (360) 754-5788 or emailing Drew@formacc.com if you have questions regarding our 
comments. 

Sincerely, 

Drew Phillips, Principal  
FORMA Construction Company 
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Board of County Commissioner Public Hearing ORAL comments: CPA Docket Item CP‐11 ‐ Recycled Asphalt Policy Review
Comments Received 11‐04‐2020 to 12‐1‐2020                                  

Unique ID Date Commenter Name Type of Comment Summary County Response

BCC‐Oral‐1 12/1/2020 John Petitt Support

Everyone here drove on an asphalt road. You don't just lay over the 
road, you rip it up before relaying asphalt. The other day you had a 
hearing regarding mining. All that's going to happen with this 
amendment is you tear up the road, recycle, reuse it, and then put it 
back on the road.

This gas can is more likely to pollute the environment than a recycled 
asphalt plant would. The water doesn't drain down into the aquifer. 
There's always a reason to delay and kick the can down the road. Comment recorded.

BCC‐Oral‐2 12/1/2020 Dean Smith Support
I ask you to vote to allow asphalt recycling. It can increase jobs in the 
industry, the benefits are immense. Comment recorded.

BCC‐Oral‐3 12/1/2020
William Dempsey, 
Lakeside Industries Support

I acknowledge the concerns of the opposition. With these concerns, 
all RAP piles will be covered with a roof. I would be ashamed if this 
request resulted in pollution of air or water. If we are found to 
contribute to pollution we will stop immediately. Comment recorded.

BCC‐Oral‐4 12/1/2020 Norm Dicks Support

As a former congressmen one of our efforts was to protect the 
Nisqually Delta. I respectfully urge you to approve the proposed 
amendment to allow asphalt recycling. It reduces greenhouse gases 
and reduces waste as well as the need for gravel mining. Recycled 
asphalt is not the total answer, only a partial answer. Prohibiting a 
greenhouse gas reducing activity isn't acceptable. Comment recorded.

BCC‐Oral‐5 12/1/2020 Tom Gaetz Support

I'm speaking in strong support of the proposed amendment. 
Recycled materials are strongly used in state projects. Use of RAP has 
profound impact. Comment recorded.

BCC‐Oral‐6 12/1/2020

David Troutt, 
Nisqually Indian 
Tribe, Nisqually 
River Council Support

Shared goal to protect the rural nature of the Nisqually Valley, and to 
protect the environment. The prohibition was put in there 
intentionally to protect the rural aspect of the valley. After the 
consultant review, we understand that there are actions that can be 
taken to protect the environment from degradation, and in working 
with the applicant we better understand the need. We support the 
modification of the subarea plan with the understanding that 
Lakeside will be implementing unique BMPs and adaptive 
management, as well as water quality monitoring. This isn't the 
perfect solution ‐ we were hopeful that the Subarea Plan would be 
here first. We would like to see a modification which isn't in the 
current language that RAP not be allowed near open groundwater 
connections. Comment recorded.



Board of County Commissioner Public Hearing ORAL comments: CPA Docket Item CP‐11 ‐ Recycled Asphalt Policy Review
Comments Received 11‐04‐2020 to 12‐1‐2020                                  

BCC‐Oral‐7 12/1/2020 Lee Riner Against

The Nisqually Subarea was designated as a critical area. I believe we 
shouldn't allow this recycled asphalt to go forward. My concern is 
this is about money. How do we way jobs and water quality for 
future generations. Comment recorded.

BCC‐Oral‐8 12/1/2020 Esther Kronenberg Against

I am seconding the positions of the League of Women Voters and the 
Sierra Club, to include dwindling water resources and affecting 
agriculture lands. The benefits exist solely to Lakeside Industries. The 
people will pay the price if there is harm. Lakeside knew that RAP 
wasn't allowed when the sited there. They've brought up this 
amendment year after year. This is a waste of taxpayer dollars that 
should have been spent serving the citizens rather than big business. 
The Nisqually is not the place for RAP. Comment recorded.

BCC‐Oral‐9 12/1/2020 John Hempelmann Support

We've been involved in addressing RAP in the Nisqually Subarea for 
almost 15 years now. There has never been a comprehensive plan 
issue that has been more studied than this issue. There has been 
extraordinary public comment on this item. The review that has been 
undertaken has been comprehensive, thorough, and based on good 
science. That's the reason I believe that your planning commission 
voted unanimously. Early concerns of the Nisqually Tribe and Friends 
of the Nisqually have changed ‐ RAP should be allowed with the best 
management practices as recommended by the Planning 
Commission. Comment recorded.

BCC‐Oral‐10 12/1/2020 Phyllis Farrell Against

We object to the proposal to remove the prohibition on recycled 
asphalt. Let me be clear, recycling asphalt is the right thing to do. 
Even though Lakeside is a good neighbor and employer, the Nisqually 
Subarea is too risky to allow this use in a floodplain, close to the 
river. Previous attempts to repeal the language have been rejected 
for good reason. Comment recorded.

BCC‐Oral‐11 12/1/2020
Kyler Danielson, 
Lakeside Industries Support

This is a policy concern, not a permit. Permit concerns like proximity 
to river are addressed at permit stage. Some folks have commented 
that there are facilities that handle RAP and they are right, but not 
many of them have an asphalt so that they can reprocess it back into 
asphalt. We hope that you support this amendment. Comment recorded.

BCC‐Oral‐12 12/1/2020 Janine Terrano Support

I urge you to support the proposed amendment. Some folks have 
cited groundwater concerns, but do not include the data to back it 
up. Climate change is real and this amendment would help to 
address that. Comment recorded.



Board of County Commissioner Public Hearing ORAL comments: CPA Docket Item CP‐11 ‐ Recycled Asphalt Policy Review
Comments Received 11‐04‐2020 to 12‐1‐2020                                  

BCC‐Oral‐13 12/1/2020 David Gent Support

I am a professional engineer and director of the Washington Asphalt 
Pavement Association. Asphalt recycling is a sustainable activity. It 
will extend natural resources ‐ every ton reused extends land 
resources in the County and delays the need to open new mines, and 
minimizes need for trucking. RAP has multiple benefits. Option 3 
allows for asphalt recycling in concert with environmental 
protection. Comment recorded.

BCC‐Oral‐14 12/1/2020 Doug Mah Support

The proposed amendment aligns with the values of recycling and 
reuse to meet future needs. Many current bids use future bids ‐ this 
means lower cost for public and private sector bids. This also reduces 
the need for mining new aggregate. Adopting the Planning 
Commission's recommendation is a reasonable change to the plan. Comment recorded.

BCC‐Oral‐15 12/1/2020
Tim Thompson, 
Lakeside Industries Support

I commend the Board on taking the action to conduct a study on 
RAP. That led to the letter from Lakeside to the Nisqually Indian Tribe 
that addresses the remaining environmental concerns. I urge you to 
approve the amendment. Comment recorded.

BCC‐Oral‐16 12/1/2020
Tony Hammett, 
Lakeside Industries Support

I am asking you to approve the amendment to allow asphalt 
recycling. Its an environmentally responsible thing to do. It preserves 
raw materials. 100% of reclaimed asphalt can be recycled. Comment recorded.

BCC‐Oral‐17 12/1/2020 Howard Glastetter Support

I submitted a written comment that is more than this 3 minute 
comment can cover. I agree that RAP should be acceptable, provided 
that it is protected by weather from a metal unwalled building. 
Lakeside is a local and regional producer. I've been advocating for 
this BMP for 15 years. Secondly, this should've been decided with 
the Nisqually Subarea Plan ‐ no more changes should be made 
outside the plan update. This change could be an easy time to tell 
the truth if the policy is amended, with monitoring at Lakesides 
facility. Comment recorded.

BCC‐Oral‐18 12/1/2020
Karen Deal, Lakeside 
Industries Support

In 2005 we first submitted a RAP amendment. We resubmitted 5 
times. In 2017 it was finally docketed. Since then we've paid over 
100k for the County to conduct their independent environmental 
review. I urge you support the proposed amendment. Comment recorded.

BCC‐Oral‐19 12/1/2020
Jeff Herriford, 
Lakeside Industries Support

I recommend you review the record for comments from the City of 
Lacey, WSDOT, and other agencies. Use of RAP reduces greenhouse 
gases, can increase jobs and competitiveness. I urge you to support 
the amendment. Comment recorded.
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BCC‐Oral‐20 12/1/2020
Nate Lawver, Labors 
Local 252 Support

We care deeply about our environment. The science is in favor of the 
proposed amendment. Lakeside would develop sound practices to 
protect the environment. I urge you to approve the amendment 
today, not next year. Comment recorded.

BCC‐Oral‐21 12/1/2020 Richie Myer, Union Support I urge you to support the proposed amendment.  Comment recorded.

BCC‐Oral‐22 12/1/2020 Jim Oakes Support

I own a small asphalt company in Shelton and we work with 
Lakeside. Asphalt recycling in the Nisqually Subarea would benefit us 
by lowering price and increasing competitiveness. We ask that you 
approve the amendment Comment recorded.

BCC‐Oral‐23 12/1/2020

Kevin Tedrick, 
International Union 
of Operating 
Engineers 212 Support

We support the proposed amendment to allow asphalt recycling in 
the Nisqually Subarea. It's a sustainable practice used and is 
environmentally friendly. Science, evident and support are 
overwhelming. Comment recorded.

BCC‐Oral‐24 12/1/2020 Sue Danver Against

I support the comments of the League of Women Voters and the 
Sierra Club, and I am opposed to the proposed amendment. PAHs 
are harmful to humans and wildlife. I'm also concerned about floods ‐ 
will the material be high off the ground? Comment recorded.

BCC‐Oral‐25 12/1/2020 Maureen Canny Against

In the correct site, RAP is a good thing. Tonight we are talking about 
allowing it in a sensitive area, and that is a bad thing. Changing the 
plan to allow now is premature ‐ we urge you to include this review 
with the Nisqually Subarea Plan. Piecemeal approach is not 
appropriate. Please do not remove the prohibition. Comment recorded.

BCC‐Oral‐26 12/1/2020 Shelley Kneip Against

We support RAP but not at sensitive sites. This is a blanket 
amendment that would be applied to the whole subarea. How many 
others would be allowed? We urge the commissioners to defer this 
proposal until it can be incorporated into the Subarea Plan process. Comment recorded.
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Maya Teeple

From: Dave Knutzen <Dave.Knutzen@nmt.us>
Sent: Wednesday, December 2, 2020 4:03 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: Lakeside testimony

Hello Maya – I was on the call last night for the lakeside recycled asphalt meeting and was planning on submitting public 
comment.  Near the end of the meeting for some reason I lost connection.  I was able to get back on in time for them to 
announce the last 4 digits of my cell phone (1320) and asked if I had comment however I could not get myself 
unmuted.  I was unable to make my comment.  If you could enter this into the record I would appreciate it. 
 
“Thank you Commissioners for hearing my comments which have been highlighted in previous written comments.  For 
the record my name is David Knutzen and I reside in west Olympia.  After hearing the comments this evening, I want to 
take you back to the comments made by David Trout and Tim Thompson.  It is apparent that Lakeside has done two 
critical steps in my professional opinion on how to move a project of this nature forward. First and foremost work with 
the tribes.  Get them involved and work through the details so they are accepting the project and second have 
independent science involved in evaluating and managing for the associated risks. These two steps are critical in 
movement forward as these two steps brings us closer to a finished product that policy makers can rely on having 
honest facts.  There are basic facts in relation to Recycled Asphalt.  RAP minimize our use of fresh/raw resources, lowers 
our greenhouse gas emission, protects our ground water and is a true step forward in conservation/resource 
management.  The use of best management practices and data to make adjustments when needed is a critical factor 
Lakeside has agreed to as well.  Being the CEO of a fish tagging company and previously a biologist for WDFW, I have 
spent a career informing policy makers to follow the science in making decisions.  Independent science and data are 
critical to bringing parties together and not apart.  Lakeside has done these necessary steps over this decade long 
process and I encourage the commission to approve the use of RAP at the Nisqually facility.  Thank you for your time.” 
 
 
Dave Knutzen 
Northwest Marine Technology 
360‐791‐1320 
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Maya Teeple

From: Sherry Gallington <vsgall2@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 5:55 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: CP-11: Allow Asphalt Recycling in the Nisqually Subarea

 Asphalt recycling reduces waste and preserves natural resources. I support Lakeside Industries’
amendment to allow asphalt recycling in the Nisqually Subarea. Please vote in favor of asphalt
recycling in the Nisqually Subarea.

 Thank you for your time,
 Sherry Gallington

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPad 

BCC-PH-57 (LATE comment, not in 
matrix)
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Maya Teeple

From: Mary Watt <maryphoenix@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, December 5, 2020 7:17 PM
To: County_Commissioners; Maya Teeple
Subject: NO to Asphalt Recycling Plant

I support The League of Women Voters of Thurston County’s positions stated in their letter to the BoCC on November 4, 
2020. I am asking you to reject the Docket Item CP‐11 Recycled Asphalt that is up for a public hearing on 12/1/2020. 
There is no science that shows asphalt recycling should occur in the fragile Nisqually ecosystem.  

Sincerely,  
Mary Watt 
5170 SE 30th Ave SE, Apt K8 
Lacey, WA 98503 

Have a beautiful day. 

Mary 
maryphoenix@gmail.com 

BCC-PH-58 (LATE comment, not in 
matrix)
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Maya Teeple

From: Kelli Lee
Sent: Thursday, December 10, 2020 4:11 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: Fwd: Asphalt recycling - Nisqually area

Hi Maya! 

Please see public comment below. 

Thanks! 

Kelli Lee 
Executive Aide to John Hutchings 
Thurston County Commissioner, District #1 

From: Thurston County | Send Email <spout@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Sent: Thursday, December 10, 2020 4:04:23 PM 
To: John Hutchings <john.hutchings@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Subject: Asphalt recycling ‐ Nisqually area  

This email was created by the County Internet web server from the email masking system. Someone from the 
Public has requested to contact you with the following information:

To: John Hutchings

Subject: 

From: Robert Swanson

Email (if provided): kswanson007@centurylink.net

Phone: (if provided):  3609516202

Message: 
Greetings, 
As a concerned citizen I totally agree with the concept expressed by former Congressman Norm Dicks; 
“that asphalt recycling reduces waste at landfills, greenhouse gas emissions and the need for more 
mining.” His words however are completely out of context with the issue of potentially allowing an 
asphalt recycling facility to locate in a floodplain close to the river with its potential to pollute this 
pristine areas ecosystems salmon stocks, along with ground and drinking water supplies. Your vote for a 
policy change would open the door for any if not all of these ecological disasters to happen.  
Therefore, I would ask the following questions. Why is this area so attractive that Lakeside Industries 
has gone to great length to petition the board over the years at least five times to amend the existing 
policy? What is wrong with locating this recycling operation at another of their many statewide asphalt 
operation sites? Although promising to be good stewards of this critical area by following good 

BCC-PH-59 (LATE comment, not in 
matrix)
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managing practices. Who would be responsible for monitoring compliance by Lakeside regarding any 
required protection requirements?  
In spite of the fact that David Troutt, the natural resource director with the Nisqually tribe now supports 
this amendment by stating; “Lakeside for many years has done a really good job of producing their 
materials in a way that is sensitive to the neighborhood, sensitive to the community, and without issue 
without complaint, without fault.” Notwithstanding this interesting testimonial due to the fact that 
Native Americans have a history of being much better stewards of land than many politicians whose 
primary land use concerns are for monetary gain. His support has little to offer regarding an operational 
plan by Lakeside Industries to ensure their proposed operation would not cause unrepairable harm to 
the environment. 
Although Lakeside Industries would seem to have a record of being a good neighbor in this critical area. 
Unfortunately, by voting for any version of the amendment for policy change on this controversial issue 
could allow this industry and possibly others a foothold opportunity to construct and operate future 
industrial sites of even more controversial use.  
A thought you might also consider before voting, is the fact that over time business ownerships often 
change. Even though Lakeside Industries today is not a worldly conglomerate, in the near or distant 
future this could change: bringing with it new management having none or at best little concern for the 
natural beauty of this local area of natural wonder.  
Bob Swanson 

BCC-PH-59 (LATE comment, not in 
matrix)
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Unique ID Date Commenter Name Summary County Response

Post‐PC‐H‐1 10/11/2020 Blaine Firch
From the residents perspective, the no recycled asphalt rule was our only win. Consider the Tacoma Asphalt Plan Fire on 10/10/20. I hope 
the County and associated environmental agencies would want this addressed in full. Comment recorded

Post PC‐H‐2 10/7/2020 Carolyn Treadway
Please do not approve the proposed amendment. These Nisqually lands have been Tribal lands ‐ the Tribe takes care of the earth and 
protects it for future generations. Please do not allow this destruction to happen. Comment recorded

Post PC‐H‐3 10/7/2020 Barb Scavezze Please do not allow the recycling of toxic asphalt in the Nisqualyl Subarea. Comment recorded

Post PC‐H‐4 10/15/2020 Lee Riner
Please consider past comment, the citizens do not want recycled asphalt in the subarea. This area is a critical area with the Nisqually River 
and farmland. For staff to say this is a determination of non‐significance and there is no significant deterioration seems proposterous. Comment recorded.

Post PC‐H‐5 10/21/2020 Phyllis Farrell

I object to the DNS regarding the Recycled Asphalt Proposal. I have the following questions and comments:
‐ Is there science documenting environmental effects that may be applied to sites similar to the proposed RAP facility? Is there clear 
science proving there will be no adverse effects that would warrant a change?
‐ Based on climate change projections, what are NOAA projects for floods that might impact the site?
‐ If the site was inundated, would the environmental effects to soils, groundwater, marine life and drinking water supplies be insignificant? 
Does the county have hydrological projections for a flood scenario, or even projections for leaking or runoff from the site?
‐ Laboratory testing cited in the DNS indicated leaching would exceed Washington Water Quality Standards. If this possibility exists, how 
can that warrant a DNS?
‐ The third party consultant did not look at other best management practices that might impact leachate, but the DNS assumes the risk is 
insignificant?
‐ Researchers assume minimal environmental effects from contaminants if dilution and assimilation were considered ‐ really? Maybe in an 
isolated flat plain, but in a floodplain close to a river?
‐ Who assumes responsibility in the event there are significant environmental consequences from the County zoning and permitting at the 
RAP site? The County for a DNS determination or the applicant? Will the applicant be required to post a bond for damages?
‐ On p. 4 of Env. Checklist form, applicant indicated NA for the amount of impervious surfaces to the site ‐ it is my understanding the 
management practices being discussed require a hard surface storage area, won't this be an impervious surface?
‐ The applicant indicated there were no environmental health risks from exposure to chemical etc., wasn't there an asphalt plant explosion 
in Tacoma just last week?
‐ The applicant indicated NA on page 13 for the number of vehicular trips per day associated with the project... How many trucks will be 
associated with the project?
‐ Recycling asphalt is a prudent thing to do, but Thurston County has other sites that can recycle asphalt ‐ it is too risky to be storing RAP 
piles in a floodplain close to the river. 
I urge the County to deny the application for reasons such as the site is in an environmentally fragile area, there are still the same water 
quality concerns as cited in the 1992 language, and increased truck traffic would adversely affect local traffic. Comment recorded.

Post PC‐H‐6 10/26/2020 Loretta Seppanen

I request that you support RAP Option 1 (no change), or at the October 29 briefing you recommend postponing a decision pending 
additional staff work. Bringing in an asphalt recycling facility is inconsistent with the Subarea Plan and Comprehensive Plan. In addition, 
continuing to use mined area for industrial purpose precludes the opportunity to reclaim the area and use at least a portion for farmland. 
Finally, the evidence that a recycling facility will have little negative environmental impact is weak. I urge you to ask for more staff work on 
these issues and to postpone a decision until analysis is complete, or to act now to approve option 1, no change. Comment recorded

Post‐PC‐H‐7 10/27/2020
Phyllis Farrell, South 
Sound Sierra Club

South Sound Sierra Club opposes the proposal to allow the manufacture fo recycled asphalt in the Nisqually Valley. There have been 
previous attempts to revoke the prohibition and they have failed for good reason. Number of questions recited that were provided in 
previous SEPA comment (Post‐PC‐H‐5). Comment recorded

Post‐PC‐H‐8 10/27/2020 Tony Wilson
I have attached the court case for your record. I urge you to let this proposal wait until another time when an adequately credentialed 
governmental agency can review ecological significance of the site and the necessary and prudent mitigation required to protect water. Comment recorded

Post‐PC‐H‐9 10/28/2020 Karen Valenzuela Pleease vote for Option 1 ‐ no change, to protect agricultural lands in the subarea. Comment recorded
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Post‐PC‐H‐10 10/28/2020 Kyler Danielson, Lakes

Some comments mention the Tacoma facility fire. The facility where the fire took place operates with many different liquids, some at much 
higher temperatures than the Lakeside facility. Additionally, RAP is made up of the same content as the roadways we drive on, manageable 
chunks of pavement are added to the asphalt mix at a later stage. Asphalt recycling does not result in added risk of explosion or fire on site. Comment recorded
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Maya Teeple

From: Thurston County | Send Email <spout@co.thurston.wa.us>
Sent: Sunday, October 11, 2020 6:42 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: CP11, Comments from valley resident

This email was created by the County Internet web server from the email masking system. Someone from the 
Public has requested to contact you with the following information:

To: Maya Teeple

Subject: 

From: blaine h firch

Email (if provided): blainef@comcast.net

Phone: (if provided):  13606281064

Message: 
Just a few comments from a long time Nisqually resident that was involved when Lakeside finally was 
allowed to move into Holroyd's site.  
I know the "no" recycled asphalt rule has been an issue with Lakeside ever since they were allowed to 
put in their plant. From the valley residents perspective, that was our only win. I understand Lakesides 
financial concern but having all the gravel they need right outside their door should mitigate that. The 
long term big picture needs to be kept in mind as part of being a responsible business in Nisqually 
valley. The things I am not hearing about are the planned storage conditions of the recycled asphalt 
while waiting to be used and any containment plans of the leeched materials from the rain. CONSIDER 
TACOMA ASPHAULT PLANT FIRE 10/10/2020. 
I would hope the county and associated environmental agencies would want this addressed in full to 
every body's satisfaction to contain the run off and keep it out the McCallister water shed. I feel the bar 
should be set high for this issue and all provided testing should be scrutinized in fine detail. This 
comment based on previous air quality testing submitted for initial permits.  
Last comment regards this proposal being brought up by citizens seems a bit confusing knowing this is 
business driven by Lakeside.  

Blaine Firch

Post-PC-H-1



From: Carolyn Treadway
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: 2020/2021 Official Comprehensive Plan Docket Item CP-11 
Date: Wednesday, October 07, 2020 5:45:49 PM

Dear Shannon Shula:

We are joining many others in asking that you NOT approve the proposed amendment that 
would change the language of Policy E.5 in the Nisqually Subarea Plan. 
We are very opposed to allowing any toxic asphalt recycling in the Nisqually Subarea—let 
alone recycling hundreds of tons of asphalt in these precious lands.

These Nisqually lands have been Tribal lands since time immemorial. The Tribes have lived in 
harmony with the Earth, taking care of it to protect it and preserve it for many generations to 
come. Unfortunately, our larger American society does not have a similar preservation ethic. 
Nonetheless, we DO need to preserve the Nisqually Valley, which holds the aquifer that 
provides drinking water for this region and for its large, fertile agricultural area. Both the 
aquifer and the agricultural lands would be dangerously at risk—or destroyed— by 
reprocessing asphalt in this Valley.

Please do NOT allow this destruction to happen.

Most sincerely,

Carolyn W. Treadway
Roy C. Treadway
Lacey, WA

Post PC-H-2

mailto:carolyn@planetcare.us
mailto:shannon.shula@co.thurston.wa.us


From: Barb Scavezze
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: opposed to amendment to change language of Policy E.5 in Nisqually Subarea
Date: Wednesday, October 07, 2020 7:26:42 PM

Dear Shannon,

I am opposed to the proposed amendment that would change the language of Policy E.5 in the
Nisqually Subarea Plan, which would allow for asphalt recycling within the subarea. 

Please do NOT allow the recycling of toxic asphalt in the Nisqually Subarea. This is not an
appropriate location for this facility.

The Nisqually Valley has been deemed a "critical area", it has the aquifer for the drinking
water for our area, and it is a huge agricultural area. "Re-processing" hundreds of tons of
asphalt will destroy the Nisqually aquifer - our drinking water.

Thank you,
Barb Scavezze
Olympia

Post PC-H-3

mailto:barb@scavezze.com
mailto:shannon.shula@co.thurston.wa.us
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Maya Teeple

From: Thomasina Cooper
Sent: Thursday, October 15, 2020 10:11 AM
To: Maya Teeple
Cc: Kelli Lee
Subject: FW: : NISQUALLY VALLEY..........Comments.. DNS for Asphalt Recycling

Hi Maya‐ 
Below please find public comment for the record re: RAP. 

Thank you so much!  
Thomasina  

From: northbeachcomm@cs.com <northbeachcomm@cs.com>  
Sent: Thursday, October 15, 2020 9:44 AM 
To: Tye Menser <tye.menser@co.thurston.wa.us>; John Hutchings <john.hutchings@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Subject: : NISQUALLY VALLEY..........Comments.. DNS for Asphalt Recycling 

Subject: NISQUALLY VALLEY............ DNS for Asphalt Recycling 

Hello Thurston County Commissioners; 

Thurston County is taking comments  for the "Sub-area Plan"  on Asphalt 
recycling in the Nisqually Valley. 
I hope that our county commissioners know how many people have sent in comments 
regarding 
 Asphalt and Lakeside Industries in the Nisqually Valley, over the years. 
We have hundreds of comments regarding this issue, most of them saying they do not 
support  
changing the language regarding this Asphalt processing procedure.  

  The Nisqually Valley has been designated a "Critical Area". 
This is because of the Nisqually River there, 
the agriculture, and the water wells there for our entire county.   
The water wells are a major source of water for Olympia, Lacey, etc. 

   For the Thurston County staff 
to say; "There will be  "No significant deterioration" (DNS; Determination of Non-
significance) from this proposed rule,  
allowing asphalt plants forever in the Nisqually valley, 
seems ludicrous. Right? The regular  flooding of the valley, the asphalt piles sitting out in 
the rain, it all seems like 
a tragedy waiting to happen. The facts show "recycled asphalt is more of a pollutant than 
processing regular asphalt". 

Post-PC-H-4
SEPA Comment
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This entire proposal was pushed by Lakeside Industries, the asphalt plant group there. 
They are pushing this Sub-area Plan change, in the Valley? 

Sincerely  
Lee Riner 
2103 Harrison Ave. 
Oly., WA 
360-956-0022
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Maya Teeple

From: Phyllis Farrell <phyllisfarrell681@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2020 9:17 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: RAP  Determination of Non Significance
Attachments: CP11_RAP_SEPA-Packet_DNS_10092020.pdf

Greetings Maya,  Thank you for your assistance in this process. 

I object to the DNS regarding the proposal by Lakeside Industries to remove the prohibition on the 
manufacture of recycled asphalt in the Thurston Comprehensive Plan section of SubArea 5. 

I have the following questions and comments: 

Is there science documenting environmental effects that may be applied to sites similar to the proposed RAP facility?  
Since water quality concerns were cited as the reason for the RAP prohibition in the 1992 Plan, is there clear science 
proving there will be no adverse effects that would warrant a change in the Comp Plan language? I think the burden of 
proof is on the applicant.   

Based on Climate Change projections, what are the NOAA projections for floods that might impact the site?  

If the site was inundated, would the environmental effects to the soils, groundwater, marine life and drinking water 
supplies be insignificant?   Does the County have hydrological projections for a flood scenario? Or, even projections for 
leaking or runoff from the site? 

Laboratory testing cited in the DNS indicated leaching would exceed Washington Water Quality Standards.  If this 
possibility exists, how can that warrant a DNS?  

The third‐party consultant literature review (Herrera Environmental Consultants, “Contaminant Leaching from Recycled 
Asphalt Pavement”, May 14, 2019) did not evaluate how best management practices, fate and transport, natural 
attenuation to soils, or hydrogeological conditions might impact leachate from recycled asphalt pavement.  But the DNS 
assumes this risk is insignificant?  

6e. Researchers assume minimal environmental effects from contaminants if dilution and assimilation were considered.  
Really?  Perhaps this might apply to a site in an isolated flat plain, but in a floodplain close to a river?    

Who assumes responsibility in the event there are significant environmental consequences from the County zoning and 
permitting of RAP at the site?   The County for a DNS determination or the applicant?  Will the applicant be required to 
post a bond for damages?  

On p. 4 of the Applicant’s Environmental Elements form ..1 g..the applicant indicated NA for amount of impervious 
surfaces to the site.   It is my understanding the management practices being discussed require a hard surfaced storage 
area.  Won’t this be an impervious surface?  

The applicant indicated there were no environmental health risks from exposure to toxic chemical, fire or explosions, 
spill or hazardous waste.  Wasn’t there an asphalt plant fire and explosion in Tacoma just last week?    

The applicant indicated NA on page 13 for the number of vehicular trips per day associated with the completed project 
and NA for measures to reduce or control transportation impacts.   How many trucks per day will be associated with this 
project?  

Post-PC-H-5
SEPA Comment
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Recycling asphalt is a prudent thing to do....we all drive on roads and recycling reduces the effects of manufacturing all 
new asphalt....but Thurston County has other sites that may recycle asphalt.  It is too risky to be storing RAP piles and 
increasing the amount of manufacturing....in a floodplain close to the river, salmon stocks and local drinking water 
supplies (CARAs). 

I urge the County to deny the application due to the reasons the site is in an environmentally fragile area, there are still 
the same water quality concerns specified in the 1992 language, and increased truck traffic will adversely affect local 
traffic and the rural environment that was a goal of the 1992 Plan. 

 
 

Respectfully, 

 
 

Phyllis Farrell 

 
 
Sent from Outlook 



From: Kelli Lee
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: FW: My request of you on RAP ahead of the Thursday BoCC briefing
Date: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 8:50:16 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Hi Maya!

Please see public comment below.

Thanks!
Kelli

From: Sandler & Seppanen <Laurel.Lodge@Comcast.Net> 
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2020 9:32 PM
To: John Hutchings <john.hutchings@co.thurston.wa.us>
Subject: My request of you on RAP ahead of the Thursday BoCC briefing

Commission Hutchings,

I have been thinking more about the Recycled Asphalt Plant proposal in the Nisqually Sub-area. You will
hear a staff briefing on this issue on Thursday morning. I request that you support RAP Option 1 (no
change) or at the October 29 briefing you recommend postponing a decision pending additional staff
work. In making this request I recognize the public benefit in recycling asphalt in general, but not in the
Nisqually Sub-area.

In the Nisqually Sub-area, bringing in asphalt to operate a recycling facility, no matter how carefully that
work is done, is inconsistent, as noted below, with the Sub-area Plan and the Thurston County
Comprehensive Plan. In addition, continuing to use the mined area for an industrial purpose precludes
the opportunity to reclaim the area and use at least a portion of it for farmland to mitigate farmland lost
elsewhere. Finally, the evidence that a recycling facility will have little negative environmental impact in
this environmentally sensitive area is weak. I urge you to ask for more staff work on these issues and to
postpone a decision until that staff analysis is complete or act now to approve Option 1, no change in the
Sub-Area Plan.

Inconsistent with the Nisqually Sub-area Plan and the county’s Comprehensive Plan

The Nisqually Sub-area Plan expresses a community vision for mining as a temporary activity. The minded
land, according to the plan, is to be reclaimed for other uses when a mine is played-out. Policy E5 of the
Nisqually Sub-Area plan clearly states: “The reprocessing of imported mineral resources shall not be
the primary accessory use…” That policy also states that any allowed accessory use at the mines such as
concrete pipe and septic tank construction, “shall be discontinued once reclamation of the pit is
completed.” The intent in the sub-area plan is to mine and engage in limited accessory activities until the
mine is played-out, then reclaim the land. In seeking a change to the sub-area plan, the mining
companies ask for a direction change inconsistent with the community vision as stated in the plan.

The policy of Thurston County Comprehensive Plan requires that reclamation be planned from the start
of mining. There should be no unplanned continued and extended mining company use after mining

Post-PC-H-6
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ends. In chapter 3, Goal 7, Objective A, Policy 4 states: “Restoration of mineral extraction sites should
occur as the site is being mined. The site should be restored for appropriate future use and should blend
with the adjacent landscape and contours.”
 
Do Not Lose the Opportunity to Reclaim Mined Land in Support of Agriculture
 
From a community perspective, farmland would be a higher and better land use in the location of the
two Nisqually area mines than using the space to bring in used asphalt to recycle. The map below shows
the mined area between two areas that in 1992 that were designated by the county as Long-term
Agricultural of Commercial Significance. Nisqually Ag Land is adjacent to the mined area on its northwest
side and Long-term Ag land is directly to the east. In the past, despite rocky soil, it is likely that farms
were situated on the connecting land between the two agricultural areas.
 
As the county loses farmland at a rapid pace, nearly 3,000 acres a year, it is important to plan to reclaim
land for farming. The two operators of mines in the Nisqually Valley should reclaim land that could serve
the nearby farmland. That effort would benefit of the community goal of no net loss of farmland.
 
Weak Scientific Evidence in Support of Minimal Environmental Harm from RAP in the Nisqually Valley
 
Only in regard to air pollution is there strong evidence of minimal environmental harm from RAP, and
that applies only under normal operating conditions. Evidence submitted supports de minimis harm at
this site due to controls in place to handle such pollution (Olympic Region Clean Air Agency, 2013).
However, it should be noted there is no mention of air pollution problems due to fire at the plant as
experienced October 11 at a RAP in Tacoma. There, neighbors were told to shelter in place due to
dangerous chemicals in the air, according to newspaper reports.
 
In other regards the scientific evidence is weak, a major concern for this environmentally sensitive area.
Approximately 81% (7,347 of roughly 9,000 acres) are classified as areas of extreme aquifer sensitivity
and rapid recharge. However, the Herrera literature review looked at mostly lab-based studies not
relevant to the Nisqually site because they assumed low acid conditions. A single field study in more
acidic conditions like those of the Nisqually area showed inconclusive contamination results.
 
The issue of the impact on water quality of increasing impervious surfaces at the site being considered
for RAP needs to be addressed since increasing impervious surfaces in sensitive aquifers can negatively
impact water quality. The applicant’s SEPA Environmental Checklist indicates “NA” for impervious
surfaces at the site, yet the Best Management Practice discussed by the applicant requires hard surfaced
storage of recycled asphalt.
 
For these reasons, I request that you support RAP Option 1 (no change) or at the October 29 briefing you
recommend postponing a decision pending additional staff work.
 
Loretta Seppanen
Olympia WA



From: Jennifer Davis
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: FW: RAP Nisqually Valley
Date: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 12:25:24 PM
Attachments: ATT00001.htm

RAP3 ltrBOCC10.27.20.docx
CP11_RAP_SEPA-Packet_DNS_10092020.pdf

From: Ramiro Chavez <ramiro.chavez@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 12:24 PM
To: Joshua Cummings <joshua.cummings@co.thurston.wa.us>; Jennifer Davis
<jennifer.davis@co.thurston.wa.us>
Subject: FW: RAP Nisqually Valley

FYI

Ramiro Chavez, PE, PgMP
County Manager
Thurston County
(360) 754-2960
chavezr@co.thurston.wa.us

From: County_Commissioners <county.commissioners@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 12:09 PM
To: Robin Campbell <robin.campbell@co.thurston.wa.us>; Robin Courts
<robin.courts@co.thurston.wa.us>; Ramiro Chavez <ramiro.chavez@co.thurston.wa.us>; Kelli Lee
<kelli.lee@co.thurston.wa.us>; John Hutchings <john.hutchings@co.thurston.wa.us>; Gary Edwards
<gary.edwards@co.thurston.wa.us>; Tye Menser <tye.menser@co.thurston.wa.us>; Thomasina
Cooper <thomasina.cooper@co.thurston.wa.us>; Katelyn Johnson
<katelyn.johnson@co.thurston.wa.us>
Subject: FW: RAP Nisqually Valley

From: Phyllis Farrell
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 7:06:56 PM (UTC+00:00) Monrovia, Reykjavik
To: County_Commissioners
Cc: ramiro.chavez@thurston.wa.us; kevin.hansen@thurston.wa.us
Subject: RAP Nisqually Valley

Greetings Commissioners,

The South Sound Sierra Club Group opposes the proposal to allow the manufacture of recycled
asphalt (RAP) in the Nisqually Valley.  I have attached the letter which includes questions about the

DNS (also attached).  I am hoping you can ask these questions of staff at the Oct. 29th  9:00 am
briefing.
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Thurston County Board of County Commissioners				October 27, 2020

2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW

Olympia, WA 98502	



Gentlemen:



The South Sound Sierra Club Group, representing over 1400 members and supporters in Thurston County, objects to the proposal by Lakeside Industries to remove the prohibition on the manufacture of recycled asphalt in the Nisqually valley being considered in the Nisqually Subarea Plan review.



The goal of the 1992 Nisqually Sub-Area Plan was to “Maintain the existing rural environment of the Nisqually planning area with the primary emphasis on preserving its rural, aesthetic character for future generations.”  There was a no-Rap provision of Policy E.5 which states “the reprocessing of asphalt shall not be allowed due to water quality concerns.”



There have been previous attempts to amend or revoke the prohibition, but they have failed for good reasons. The Nisqually subarea includes critical aquifer recharge areas (CARAs) and the McAllister Geologically Sensitive Area, which is a CARA.  By definition, CARAs are vulnerable to contamination.  



Thurston County successfully litigated this provision against Lakeside Industries in 2004.   https://caselaw.findlaw.com/wa-court-of-appeals/1389372.html  The court noted:  



“The proposed asphalt facility would be approximately two miles upwind and upriver from the Nisqually National Wildlife Refuge, home to numerous wildlife species and endangered salmon.   The groundwater around the mine site is between four and fifteen feet below the extremely porous surface.   The site is also located in the County's aquifer protection district.   The County has spent approximately $2.4 million to purchase development rights in the immediate area adjacent to the proposed facility to prevent environmental damage.”



 The site area is close to the Nisqually River, in a 100year floodplain and close to drinking water sources.  Recycled asphalt could potentially leach harmful chemicals threatening water quality and

Nisqually River fish stocks.  Increased truck traffic would impair the rural character of the area.



We have the following questions that relate to the Determination of Non Significance (DNS,attached):



Is there science documenting environmental effects that may be applied to sites similar to the proposed RAP facility?  Since water quality concerns were cited as the reason for the RAP prohibition in the 1992 Plan, is there clear science proving there will be no adverse effects that would warrant a change in the Comp Plan language? The burden of proof should be on the applicant.

Based on Climate Change projections, what are the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) projections for floods that might impact the site?

If the site was inundated, would the environmental effects to the soils, groundwater, marine life and drinking water supplies be insignificant?   Does the County have hydrological projections for a flood scenario?

Laboratory testing cited in the DNS indicated leaching would exceed Washington Water Quality Standards.  If this possibility exists, how can that warrant a DNS?

The third-party consultant literature review (Herrera Environmental Consultants, “Contaminant Leaching from Recycled Asphalt Pavement”, May 14, 2019) did not evaluate how best management practices, fate and transport, natural attenuation to soils, or hydrogeological conditions might impact leachate from recycled asphalt pavement.  But the DNS assumes this risk is insignificant?

On page two of Maya’s Memorandum (6e): Researchers assume minimal environmental effects from contaminants if dilution and assimilation were considered.  Really?  Perhaps this might apply to a site in an isolated flat plain, but in a floodplain close to a river?  

Who assumes responsibility in the event there are significant environmental consequences from the County zoning and permitting of RAP at the site?   The County for a DNS determination or the applicant?  Will the applicant be required to post a bond for damages?

On p. 4(1g) of the Applicant’s Environmental Elements form, the applicant indicated NA for the amount of impervious surfaces to the site.   It is our understanding the management practices being discussed require a hard-surfaced storage area.  Won’t this be an impervious surface?

The applicant indicated there were no environmental health risks from exposure to toxic chemical, fire or explosions, spill or hazardous waste.  Wasn’t there an asphalt plant fire and explosion in Tacoma just last week?  

The applicant indicated NA on page 13 for the number of vehicular trips per day associated with the completed project and NA for measures to reduce or control transportation impacts.   How many trucks per day will be associated with this project?

The Nisqually River Council letter of October 7th indicated qualified approval of the removal of the prohibition contingent upon specified BMPs and the denial of a permit by Holroyd to mine below the water table.  We commend the Nisqually Tribe’s efforts to accommodate Lakeside Industries, who has been a good neighbor and a good local employer.  However, it is our understanding these are two separate issues…can a Comprehensive Plan amendment approval preclude a separate mining permit before that process is even completed?

Recycling asphalt is a prudent thing to do; we all drive on roads and recycling reduces the effects of manufacturing of all new asphalt. However, Thurston County has other sites that may safely recycle asphalt.  It is too risky to be storing RAP piles and increasing the amount of manufacturing asphalt in a floodplain and close to the river, salmon stocks and local drinking water supplies (CARAs).  



The South Sound Sierra Club Group opposes the removal of the prohibition of the manufacture of recycled asphalt from the Sub Area 5 section of the Comprehensive Plan due to environmental concerns.



Respectfully,





Phyllis Farrell, Chair

South Sound Sierra Club Group

phyllisfarrell681@hotmail.com 					
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 COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
 
John Hutchings 
      District One 


Gary Edwards 
      District Two 


Tye Menser 


      District Three 


COMMUNITY PLANNING &  


ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
Creating Solutions for Our Future  Joshua Cummings, Director 


 


2000 Lakeridge Drive SW, Olympia, Washington  98502       


Website:  www.co.thurston.wa.us/permitting 


SEPA DETERMINATION OF NONSIGNIFICANCE (DNS) 


 


 
Proponent/ Thurston County Community Planning and Economic Development 


Department 


Lead Agency          2000 Lakeridge Drive SW, Building #1 


 Olympia, WA  98502 


  Contact: Maya Teeple, (360) 545-2593 


 


Description of Proposal This is a citizen-requested amendment to the Nisqually Subarea Plan, a 


component of the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan. The applicant 


requests to amend Policy E.5 of the Nisqually Subarea Plan to allow for 


asphalt pavement recycling. This is Docket Item CP-11 on the 2020/2021 


Official Comprehensive Plan Amendment Docket. 


 


 No specific site plan has been proposed as part of the policy amendment 


request. Because the proposed text amendments are not associated with a 


specific development proposal, they are being reviewed as a Non-project 


Action, in accordance with the requirements of the State Environmental 


Policy Act (SEPA).  All specific proposals will be required to apply for 


project specific permits and meet all current regulations at the time of 


application. 


 


Project No. 2016105567 


SEPA Folder No: 17-107649 XA 


 


Location of Proposal Nisqually Subarea, Northeast Thurston County 


 


Threshold Determination  The lead agency for this proposal has determined that it does not have a 


probable significant adverse impact upon the environment.  An 


Environmental Impact Statement is not required under RCW 


43.21C.030(2)(c).  This decision was made after review by the Lead Agency 


of a completed Environmental Checklist and other information on file with 


the Lead Agency.  This information is available to the public upon request 


or at: https://www.thurstoncountywa.gov/planning/Pages/comp-plan-cp11-


home.aspx    


 



http://www.co.thurston.wa.us/permitting

https://www.thurstoncountywa.gov/planning/Pages/comp-plan-cp11-home.aspx

https://www.thurstoncountywa.gov/planning/Pages/comp-plan-cp11-home.aspx
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Responsible Official          Joshua Cummings, Director  


 


Date of Issuance:  October 9, 2020 


Comment Deadline:   October 23, 2020 


Appeal Deadline:  October 30, 2020  


 


 
 


      __ 
 Jennifer Davis, Community Planning Manager 
 


This Determination of Nonsignificance (DNS) is issued under WAC 197-11-340.  The lead agency will 


not act on this proposal for 14 days from the date of issue or until the appeal period has passed, if 


applicable.  No permits may be issued, and the applicant shall not begin work until after the comment 


and any appeal periods have expired and any other necessary permits are issued.  If conditions are added, 


deleted, or modified during the 14 day review period, a modified DNS will be issued. Otherwise, this 


DNS will become final after the expiration of the comment deadline and appeal period, if applicable. 


 


Appeals 


Threshold determinations may be appealed pursuant to TCC 17.09.160 if:  (1) a written notice of appeal, 


meeting the requirements of TCC 17.09.160(D), and the appropriate appeal fee is received by the 


Thurston County Community Planning and Economic Development Department within seven (7)  


calendar days of the last day of the comment period on the threshold determination and; (2) the person 


filing the appeal is an aggrieved party and submitted written comments prior to the comment deadline, 


per the requirements of TCC 17.09.160(B). 


 


NOTE:  The issuance of this Determination of Nonsignificance does not constitute project approval.  


The applicant must comply with all applicable requirements of Thurston County Departments and/or the 


Hearing Examiner prior to receiving permits. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 


TO: Jennifer Davis, Community Planning Manager 


 


FROM: Maya Teeple, Senior Planner 


 


DATE: September 25, 2020 


 


SUBJECT: Lakeside Recycled Asphalt Policy Amendment SEPA review – DNS   


 


The applicant requests a Comprehensive Plan amendment to the Nisqually Subarea Plan. The request 


would change policy E.5 of the Nisqually Subarea Plan to allow for asphalt recycling. Currently 


asphalt recycling is prohibited under policy E.5 due to water quality concerns. 


No specific site plan has been proposed as part of this comprehensive plan amendment request, and as 


such, is a non-project action proposal. Evaluation by Thurston County Staff of the applicants SEPA 


checklist, as well as additional internal analysis includes the following: 


1. The Nisqually Subarea is approximately 9,000 acres or rural lands in northeastern Thurston 


County, and includes the Billy Frank Jr. Nisqually Wildlife Refuge and portions of: The 


Nisqually Indian Reservation, Joint Base Lewis-McChord (JBLM), and the McAllister 


Geologically Sensitive Area (MGSA). Additionally, the subarea includes 1,288 acres of Long-


Term Agriculture and Nisqually Agriculture.  


2. The Nisqually Subarea includes many environmentally sensitive areas. These include but are 


not limited to the McAllister Geologically Sensitive Area, critical aquifer recharge areas 


(CARAs), wetlands, steep slopes, wellhead protection areas, and 100-year floodplains.  


3. Approximately 81% (7,347 acres of roughly 9,000) of the subarea are classified as a CARA I. 


CARAs are areas that provide for infiltration of water to replenish the aquifer and groundwater 


sources. CARA I areas are of extreme aquifer sensitivity with rapid recharge.  


4. Hydrogeological conditions vary considerably across the Nisqually Subarea. Permeability, 


groundwater flow, and depth to groundwater vary with the individual site. Specific 


hydrogeologic conditions are evaluated at the site-scale, at the time of permitting, as required 


under Title 24 and Chapter 17.20 of the Thurston County Code. 



http://www.co.thurston.wa.us/permitting
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5. This proposal is not likely to deplete energy or natural resources. The amendment is legislative 


and programmatic in nature. Site-level projects that may occur as a result of this amendment 


are likely to minimize the need for raw resources in asphalt production. 


6. A third-party consultant conducted a review of contaminant leaching from recycled asphalt 


pavement (Herrera Environmental Consultants, “Contaminant Leaching from Recycled Asphalt 


Pavement”, May 14, 2019). Due to a wide range of testing materials and protocols across 


literature, only broad summaries can be made from this report: 


a. As a source of contaminants, RAP is highly variable. Factors contributing to variability 


in leachate from RAP appear to include how the asphalt was originally manufactured 


(e.g., the sources of crude oil and aggregate or whether coal tar or bitumen was used), 


how the RAP was used, the duration and degree to which it has weathered and been 


exposed to traffic or other pollution generating sources, and how long it is stored. 


b. Laboratory testing indicated that there were typically some contaminants leached from 


RAP at concentrations that exceeded state groundwater quality standards. There were 


five polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) that were measured above state 


groundwater quality standards with some frequency (i.e., in 50 percent or more of the 


studies where detection limits were adequate). Some metals were also leached, 


primarily in tests run under low pH environments. 


c. Testing indicated that there is a distinct, initial flush of contaminants from RAP that can 


result in concentrations exceeding Washington State groundwater quality standards, but 


that these peak concentrations decrease quickly to below detection limits as more water 


is flushed through the RAP. 


d. Both batch and column tests indicated that there were typically some contaminants 


leached from RAP at concentrations that exceeded Washington State groundwater 


quality standards. Typically, these exceedances occurred during initial flushing of the 


RAP. 


e. Although this literature review specifically did not include an assessment of potential 


environmental impact from fate and transport of these contaminants, a number of the 


researchers suggested that the impact to the environment would be negligible if dilution 


and assimilation were considered. 
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f. While some portion of the contaminants is likely generated from components of asphalt 


itself, exposure to roadways (and traffic) was identified as a major contributor of 


contaminants that were available for leaching in three of the studies (Metha et al. 2017; 


Birgisdottir et al. 2007; and Norin and Strömvall 2004). 


g. Batch and column laboratory tests, while informative, are not necessarily representative 


of what can be expected under field conditions. 


7. The third-party consultant literature review (Herrera Environmental Consultants, “Contaminant 


Leaching from Recycled Asphalt Pavement”, May 14, 2019) did not evaluate how best 


management practices, fate and transport, natural attenuation to soils, or hydrogeological 


conditions may impact leachate from recycled asphalt pavement.  


8. The Thurston County Environmental Health (TCEH) Sanitary Code (Article V) requires that 


facilities that recycle asphalt obtain a solid waste permit from environmental health. Article V, 


section 13.2 states that “No recycling of asphalt shall be maintained, established, substantially 


altered, expanded or improved without a permit obtained pursuant to Section 8 of this Article 


and shall be subject to the provisions of Chapter 173-350 WAC that are applicable to facilities 


required to obtain a permit.” According to section 8.4.1 of Article V, permits must be renewed 


on an annual basis. 


9. The proposed amendments do not alter or eliminate any requirements in the Thurston County 


Code or the TCEH requirements as listed in the Sanitary Code. All future development must 


comply with the Thurston County Code and Thurston County Sanitary code, associated 


policies, and applicable Washington Administrative Code.  


10. A new special use permit or an amendment to a special use permit to recycle asphalt is subject 


to current county regulations and may trigger any or all of the following: SEPA review, clean 


air agency permit, stormwater management plan, pollutant prevention and control plan, 


emergency clean-up plan, a site plan depicting where and how recycled asphalt will be 


processed and stored on the property, and a noise attenuation plan to demonstrate there is no 


public nuisance related to regulated noise decibels. 


11. Washington State Department of Ecology issues a stormwater general permit to limit the 


amount of pollution that drains into lakes, rivers, and marine waters. These permits are guided 


by both the federal water pollution permit program and by state laws. 
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12. This proposal has no clearly identifiable conflicts with local, state or federal laws to protect the 


environment. As previously stated, all any future project-specific application is subject to 


review under and must comply with regulations in effect at the time of submittal, such as the 


Thurston County Code, including the Critical Areas Ordinance and State Environmental Policy 


Act; the Thurston County Sanitary code; associated policies; and applicable Washington 


Administrative Code.  
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THURSTON COUNTY 


THURSTON COUNTY 


RESOURCE STEWARDSHIP 


THURSTON COUNTY
RECEIVED 


JUN 2 2 2017 wswwa;w s r 
SINCE 11151 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 


"USE BLACK INK ONLY" 


1 .  Applicant: Lakeside Industries, Inc. 


Address: P.O. Box 7016 


Issaquah, WA 98027 


Phone: (425) 313 -2600 


Cell: (425) 864-5081


E-Mail Address: karen.deal@lakesideindustries.com


2. Point of Contact: _K_ a_r_e _n_D_e_a _l _______ _


Address: P.O. Box 7016


Issaquah, WA 98027 


Phone: (425) 313-2660


Cell: (425) 864-5081


E-Mail Address: karen. deal@lakesideindustries.com


4. Property Address or location:


3. 


RESOURCE STEWARDSHiP 


Owner: NA


Address: NA 


NA 


Phone: NA 


Cell: 


E-Mail Address: NA


. NA - Nisqually Sub-Area; Reference Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Map M-15


5. Quarter/Quarter Section/fownship/Range: _N_A_ - _R_ e_f_C_ o_m_.p_P_ l_a _n _M_a_.p_M_-1_5 ____________ _ 


6. Tax Parcel#: Nisgually Sub- Area - Ref Comp Plan Map M-15


7. Total Acres: 8,980 - Ref Comp Plan Map M-15


8. Permit Type: Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment


9. Zoning: Multiple Zones - Ref Comp Plan Map M-15


10. Shoreline Environment: McAllister Creek, Nisgually River, Nisgually Reach - Ref Comp Plan Map M-15


11. Water Body: See response to 10 above.


12. Brief Description of the Proposal and Project Name:


Proposal Proponent, Lakeside Industries, is seeking a text amendment to the Thurston County
Comprehensive Plan - Nisqually Sub- Area Plan (NSAP). Specifically, Lakeside is seeking an amendment to
Policy E.5 of the NSAP. Proposal Name: NSAP Policy E.5 Amendment.
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THURSTON COUNTY 
ii■-•- ., .. 


SINCtl&U 


To be Completed by Applicant 


1. E!rtl!


THURSTON COUNTY 


RESOURCE STEWARDSIDP 


ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS 


a. General description of the site (check one):


□ Flat


D Rolling


0 Hilly


D Steep Slopes


D Mountainous


18] Other: Variable terrain within Affected Geographic Area


b. What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)?
- -


.. 


NA


c. What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand gravel,
peat, muck)? If you know the classification of agricultural soils, specify them and
note any prime farmland.


NA 


d. Aie there surface indicators or history ofunstable soils in the immediate vicinity?
If so, describe.


NA 


e. Describe the purpose, type, and approximate quantities of any filling or grading
proposed. Indicate source of fill.


'NA


f. Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use? If so, generally
describe.


NA
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Thurston County 
Resource Stewardship 
Environmental Elements 


To be Completed by Applicant 


(2) Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent to (within 200 feet)
the described waters? If yes, please describe and attach available plans,


(3) 


(4) 


No


Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be placed in or 
removed from surface water or wetlands and indicate the area of the site 
that would be affected. Indicate the source of fill material. 


I
NA 


Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions? Give 
general description, purp.ose, and approximate quantities iflmown. 


No 


( 5) Does the proposal lie within a 100-year flood plain'! If so, note location on
the site plan .


!No


(6) Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to surface
waters? If so, describe the type of waste and anticipated volume of
discharge.


No


b. Grom1d


(1) Will ground water be withdrawn, or will water be discharged to ground
water? Give general description, purpose, and approximately quantities if
known.


'.No


Evaluation for 


Agency Use Only











































THURSTON COUNTY 
SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS 


(Do not use this sheet for project actions) 
THURb'TON COUNTY 


... 


Non-project proposals are those which are not tied to a specific site, such as adoption of plans, policies, or ordinances. 


Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful to read them in conjunction with the list of the elements of 
the environment. When answering these questions, be aware of the extent the proposal, or the types of activities likely 
to result from the proposal, would affect the item at a greater intensity or at a faster rate than if the proposal were not 
implemented. Respond briefly and in general terms. 


To be Completed by Applicant 


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


There will be no new or modified impacts to the air, water or local
environment.


Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are: 


There is no increase in emissions or water discharges or production of 
noise. 


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


Storage and recycling of RAP at approved and permitted hot-mix asphalt
facilities will not affect plants, animals, fish, or marine life.


Proposed measures to protect or conserve plants, animals, fish, or marine life are: 


No measure beyond those already required by Special Use Permits 
(specifically Lakeside's SUPT990457) are proposed. 


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


No energy or natural resources will be depleted. The proposal results in a
conservation of energy and natural resources.


Proposed measures to protect or conserve energy and natural resources are:


Recycling RAP protects and conserves energy and natural resources and
diverts a recyclable product from the landfill thus conserving landfill space.
Recycling RAP decreases construction time and associated indirect energy
and natural resource consumption.
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Thurston County 
Resource Stewardship 
Supplemental Sheet for Nonproject Action 


To be Completed bv Applicant 


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


NA. This proposal will have no additional or changed impacts.


Proposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce impacts are: 


NA 


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


NA. This proposal will not affect land or shoreline use.


Proposed measures to avoid or reduce shoreline and land use impacts are 


NA 


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


NA. This proposal will not increase demands.


Proposed measures to reduce or respond to such demand(s) are: 


NA 


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


No conflicts. Recycling of RAP is permitted by Thurston County subject to
the requirements of TCC 17.20 and 20 .54.
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Thank you for your service.
 
Respectfully,
 
Phyllis Farrell, Chair,
South Sound Sierra Club Group
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
 

https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986


Thurston County Board of County Commissioners October 27, 2020 
2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW 
Olympia, WA 98502  

Gentlemen: 

The South Sound Sierra Club Group, representing over 1400 members and supporters in Thurston County, 
objects to the proposal by Lakeside Industries to remove the prohibition on the manufacture of recycled 
asphalt in the Nisqually valley being considered in the Nisqually Subarea Plan review. 

The goal of the 1992 Nisqually Sub-Area Plan was to “Maintain the existing rural environment of the 
Nisqually planning area with the primary emphasis on preserving its rural, aesthetic character for future 
generations.”  There was a no-Rap provision of Policy E.5 which states “the reprocessing of asphalt shall 
not be allowed due to water quality concerns.” 

There have been previous attempts to amend or revoke the prohibition, but they have failed for good 
reasons. The Nisqually subarea includes critical aquifer recharge areas (CARAs) and the McAllister 
Geologically Sensitive Area, which is a CARA.  By definition, CARAs are vulnerable to contamination.  

Thurston County successfully litigated this provision against Lakeside Industries in 2004.   
https://caselaw.findlaw.com/wa-court-of-appeals/1389372.html  The court noted:   

“The proposed asphalt facility would be approximately two miles upwind and upriver from the 
Nisqually National Wildlife Refuge, home to numerous wildlife species and endangered salmon. 
The groundwater around the mine site is between four and fifteen feet below the extremely porous 
surface.   The site is also located in the County's aquifer protection district.   The County has 
spent approximately $2.4 million to purchase development rights in the immediate area adjacent to 
the proposed facility to prevent environmental damage.” 

 The site area is close to the Nisqually River, in a 100year floodplain and close to drinking water sources.  
Recycled asphalt could potentially leach harmful chemicals threatening water quality and 
Nisqually River fish stocks.  Increased truck traffic would impair the rural character of the area. 

We have the following questions that relate to the Determination of Non Significance (DNS,attached): 

Is there science documenting environmental effects that may be applied to sites similar to the proposed 
RAP facility?  Since water quality concerns were cited as the reason for the RAP prohibition in the 1992 
Plan, is there clear science proving there will be no adverse effects that would warrant a change in the 
Comp Plan language? The burden of proof should be on the applicant. 

Based on Climate Change projections, what are the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA) projections for floods that might impact the site? 

If the site was inundated, would the environmental effects to the soils, groundwater, marine life and drink-
ing water supplies be insignificant?   Does the County have hydrological projections for a flood scenario? 

http://?


Laboratory testing cited in the DNS indicated leaching would exceed Washington Water Quality Stand-
ards.  If this possibility exists, how can that warrant a DNS? 

The third-party consultant literature review (Herrera Environmental Consultants, “Contaminant Leaching 
from Recycled Asphalt Pavement”, May 14, 2019) did not evaluate how best management practices, fate 
and transport, natural attenuation to soils, or hydrogeological conditions might impact leachate from recy-
cled asphalt pavement.  But the DNS assumes this risk is insignificant? 

On page two of Maya’s Memorandum (6e): Researchers assume minimal environmental effects from con-
taminants if dilution and assimilation were considered.  Really?  Perhaps this might apply to a site in an 
isolated flat plain, but in a floodplain close to a river?   

Who assumes responsibility in the event there are significant environmental consequences from the 
County zoning and permitting of RAP at the site?   The County for a DNS determination or the applicant?  
Will the applicant be required to post a bond for damages? 

On p. 4(1g) of the Applicant’s Environmental Elements form, the applicant indicated NA for the amount 
of impervious surfaces to the site.   It is our understanding the management practices being discussed re-
quire a hard-surfaced storage area.  Won’t this be an impervious surface? 

The applicant indicated there were no environmental health risks from exposure to toxic chemical, fire or 
explosions, spill or hazardous waste.  Wasn’t there an asphalt plant fire and explosion in Tacoma just last 
week?   

The applicant indicated NA on page 13 for the number of vehicular trips per day associated with the com-
pleted project and NA for measures to reduce or control transportation impacts.   How many trucks per 
day will be associated with this project? 

The Nisqually River Council letter of October 7th indicated qualified approval of the removal of the prohi-
bition contingent upon specified BMPs and the denial of a permit by Holroyd to mine below the water ta-
ble.  We commend the Nisqually Tribe’s efforts to accommodate Lakeside Industries, who has been a 
good neighbor and a good local employer.  However, it is our understanding these are two separate is-
sues…can a Comprehensive Plan amendment approval preclude a separate mining permit before that pro-
cess is even completed? 

Recycling asphalt is a prudent thing to do; we all drive on roads and recycling reduces the effects of 
manufacturing of all new asphalt. However, Thurston County has other sites that may safely recycle 
asphalt.  It is too risky to be storing RAP piles and increasing the amount of manufacturing asphalt in a 
floodplain and close to the river, salmon stocks and local drinking water supplies (CARAs).   
 
The South Sound Sierra Club Group opposes the removal of the prohibition of the manufacture of 
recycled asphalt from the Sub Area 5 section of the Comprehensive Plan due to environmental concerns. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Phyllis Farrell, Chair 
South Sound Sierra Club Group 
phyllisfarrell681@hotmail.com       

http://?


From: Jennifer Davis
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: FW: Lakeside asphalt recycling
Date: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 5:03:43 PM
Attachments: LAKESIDE INDUSTRIES v. THURSTON COUNTY _ FindLaw.pdf

From: Ramiro Chavez <ramiro.chavez@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 4:43 PM
To: Joshua Cummings <joshua.cummings@co.thurston.wa.us>; Jennifer Davis
<jennifer.davis@co.thurston.wa.us>
Subject: FW: Lakeside asphalt recycling

FYI

Ramiro Chavez, PE, PgMP
County Manager
Thurston County
(360) 754-2960
chavezr@co.thurston.wa.us

From: County_Commissioners <county.commissioners@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 3:14 PM
To: Robin Campbell <robin.campbell@co.thurston.wa.us>; Robin Courts
<robin.courts@co.thurston.wa.us>; Ramiro Chavez <ramiro.chavez@co.thurston.wa.us>; Kelli Lee
<kelli.lee@co.thurston.wa.us>; John Hutchings <john.hutchings@co.thurston.wa.us>; Gary Edwards
<gary.edwards@co.thurston.wa.us>; Tye Menser <tye.menser@co.thurston.wa.us>; Thomasina
Cooper <thomasina.cooper@co.thurston.wa.us>; Katelyn Johnson
<katelyn.johnson@co.thurston.wa.us>
Subject: FW: Lakeside asphalt recycling

From: Tony Wilson
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 10:13:14 PM (UTC+00:00) Monrovia, Reykjavik
To: County_Commissioners
Subject: Lakeside asphalt recycling

Good day Commissioners,
I spoke briefly this afternoon about the indivisibility of
approving of the Lakeside Gravel proposal to rescind the
prohibition of asphalt recycling in the Nisqually "sub
area". Please note that the representatives of the
company then refuted my comments and one stated that

Post-PC-H-8
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LAKESIDE INDUSTRIES v. THURSTON COUNTY


Court of Appeals of Washington,Division 2.


LAKESIDE INDUSTRIES, a joint venture of Red Samm Mining Co., Inc., a Washington


corporation, and Black River Sand & Gravel, Inc., a Washington corporation;  Nielsen


Paci�c Ltd., a Washington corporation;  and Holroyd Company, Inc., a Washington


corporation, Respondents/Cross-Appellants, v. THURSTON COUNTY, a municipal


corporation;  Friends Of Nisqually, a Washington non-pro�t corporation;  and The


Nisqually Indian Tribe, Appellants/Cross-Respondents.


No. 29188-6-II.


Decided: January 13, 2004


 Elizabeth Petrich, Attorney at Law, Barnett N. Kalikow, Kalikow & Gusa PLLC, Olympia, WA, Bill


Tobin, Attorney at Law, Vashon, WA, for Appellants. Alexander Weal Mackie, Perkins Coie LLP,


Olympia, WA, John William Hempelmann, Cairncross & Hempelmann PS, Seattle, WA, for


Respondents.


Lakeside Industries applied for a special use permit to construct an asphalt manufacturing and  


recycling plant in the Nisqually Valley. Although the County opposed the project, it issued


Lakeside a mitigated determination of non-signi�cance under the State Environmental Policy Act


(SEPA).   Finding that the project met the speci�c conditions of the county code, a hearing


examiner approved the permit.   But the county commissioners reversed the decision,


concluding that the project was not consistent with the general purposes of the Nisqually Sub-


Area Plan, a plan the County adopted to preserve the agricultural and pastoral character of the


valley.   Lakeside appealed to the Mason County Superior Court, which reinstated the hearing


examiner's decision to allow asphalt manufacturing but rejected Lakeside's request to recycle


asphalt.   The County and several citizen groups appeal;  Lakeside appeals the denial of its


request to recycle asphalt.   Because the commissioners lacked legal authority to apply the sub-


area plan's general purpose to deny a use the County's zoning code speci�cally allowed, we


a�rm the trial court.


FACTS


Lakeside applied for a Special Use Permit to build an asphalt production and recycling facility in


the Nisqually Valley Planning Area. The proposed facility would be located within the Holroyd


gravel mine, which operates within the area under a valid use permit allowing the facility to
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expand mineral extraction operations.   The Holroyd site is subject to the Nisqually Sub-Area


Plan. Under the sub-area plan, the County evaluates special land uses for compatibility with the


“Agricultural/Pastoral Character” of the Nisqually Valley.   Clerk's Papers (CP) at 401.


The Board of County Commissioners adopted the sub-area plan in 1992.   The County readopted


it in 1995, when it amended its Comprehensive Plan to comply with Washington's Growth


Management Act.


The proposed asphalt facility would be approximately two miles upwind and upriver from the


Nisqually National  Wildlife Refuge, home to numerous wildlife species and endangered salmon.


  The groundwater around the mine site is between four and �fteen feet below the extremely


porous surface.   The site is also located in the County's aquifer protection district.   The County


has spent approximately $2.4 million to purchase development rights in the immediate area


adjacent to the proposed facility to prevent environmental damage.


Thurston County staff conducted a project environmental review and concluded the proposed


asphalt facility did not comply with the sub-area plan.   Speci�cally, the reviewing agency denied


Lakeside's use permit request after concluding the facility failed to meet the sub-area plan


policies regarding rural environment, commercial development, and asphalt reprocessing.  


Local citizens were also skeptical about whether the asphalt plant was consistent with the sub-


area plan policies.   Nevertheless, the County issued a Mitigated Determination of Non-


Signi�cance, concluding the asphalt plant would not have probable adverse signi�cant impacts


on the environment.   A local citizen group, Friends of the Nisqually (Friends), and the Nisqually


Indian Tribe appealed the non-signi�cance determination, asking the County to produce a full


Environmental Impact Statement.


On review, the Thurston County hearing examiner upheld the non-signi�cance determination and


granted the use permit after concluding the project was consistent with applicable county plans


and codes.   Among other things, the hearing examiner considered area zoning and project


impacts to groundwater, drainage, tra�c, �ooding, noise, and air quality.   Friends and the


Nisqually Tribe appealed the use permit approval to the Board.


After a closed hearing, the Board concluded the proposed Lakeside asphalt plant was not


consistent with sub-area plan policies because:  (1) the sub-area plan generally prohibits new


industrial uses, (2) the sub-area plan speci�cally prohibits asphalt recycling, (3) the existing


extraction gravel site never processed asphalt, and (4) the proposed  asphalt plant does not


preserve the area's existing rural character.   Accordingly, on September 17, the Board reversed


the hearing examiner's approval of Lakeside's use permit.   On October 24, Lakeside appealed


the Board's use permit denial to Mason County Superior Court under Washington's Land Use


Petition Act (LUPA).


On November 9 and 14, Friends and the Nisqually Tribe �led answers to Lakeside's LUPA petition


and challenged the hearing examiner's non-signi�cance determination.   Friends and the


Nisqually Tribe also moved to dismiss or change venue, claiming Mason County Superior Court


lacked jurisdiction to hear Lakeside's LUPA petition based on article IV, section 6 of the


Washington Constitution and RCW 4.12.010.


The Mason County Superior Court denied a venue change, ruling that the Board was not a “court”


under the constitutional language. The court also dismissed Friends' and the Nisqually Tribe's


non-signi�cance determination challenge because they had not �led their appeal within LUPA's


21-day statutory time limit.
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After considering the case on the merits, the court reversed the Board's decision to deny


Lakeside's use permit, but it concluded that the sub-area plan precluded asphalt recycling within


the plan's area.


ANALYSIS


I. Standard of Review


 When reviewing a superior court's decision on a land use petition, we stand in the same


position as the superior court.  Biermann v. City of Spokane, 90 Wash.App.  816, 821, 960 P.2d


434 (1998) (citation omitted).   A party who seeks relief under LUPA carries the burden of


meeting one of the standards in RCW 36.70C.130(1).  Scho�eld v. Spokane County, 96


Wash.App. 581, 586, 980 P.2d 277 (1999).   Under LUPA, we review the decision of the local


jurisdiction's body or o�cer with the highest level of authority to make the determination,


including those with authority to hear appeals.  RCW 36.70C.020(1);  Citizens to Preserve


Pioneer Park LLC v. City of Mercer Island, 106 Wash.App. 461, 474, 24 P.3d 1079 (2001).   Here,


the Board did not alter any of the hearing examiner's �ndings of fact.   Accordingly, the Board


acted as an appellate body in its review and it was bound by the hearing examiner's �ndings of


fact.   Maranatha Mining, Inc. v. Pierce County, 59 Wash.App. 795, 802, 801 P.2d 985 (1990).


 The relevant standards for granting relief are, therefore, whether the Board erroneously


interpreted the law and whether the Board made a clearly erroneous application of the law to the


facts.  RCW 36.70C.130(1)(b), (d).  Whether the Board erroneously interpreted the law is a


question of law reviewed de novo.  Scho�eld, 96 Wash.App. at 586, 980 P.2d 277.   And the


Board has made a clearly erroneous application of law to the facts if we are left with the de�nite


and �rm conviction that it committed a mistake.  Scho�eld, 96 Wash.App. at 586, 980 P.2d 277.


II. Con�ict Between Sub-Area Plan Policy and Speci�c Zoning Code


 Generally, a speci�c zoning ordinance will prevail over an inconsistent comprehensive plan.  


Weyerhaeuser v. Pierce County, 124 Wash.2d 26, 43, 873 P.2d 498 (1994) (citing Cougar


Mountain Assoc. v. King County, 111 Wash.2d 742, 757, 765 P.2d 264 (1988)).   Because a


comprehensive plan is a guide and not a document designed for making speci�c land use


decisions, con�icts concerning a proposed use are resolved in favor of the more speci�c


regulations.  Citizens for Mount Vernon v. City of Mount Vernon, 133 Wash.2d 861,  873, 947 P.2d


1208 (1997).   Thus, to the extent the comprehensive plan prohibits a use that the zoning code


permits, the use is permitted.   Weyerhaeuser, 124 Wash.2d at 43, 873 P.2d 498.   But where the


zoning code itself expressly requires a site plan to comply with a comprehensive plan, the


proposed use must satisfy both the zoning code and the comprehensive plan.   See


Weyerhaeuser, 124 Wash.2d at 43, 873 P.2d 498.


Thurston County Code (TCC) 20.54.040 [zoning code] states in part:


1.  Plans, Regulations, Laws. The proposed use at the speci�ed location shall comply with the


Thurston County Comprehensive Plan and all applicable federal, state, regional, and Thurston


County laws or plans.


2. Underlying Zoning District.   The proposed use shall comply with the general purposes and


intent of the applicable zoning district regulations and subarea plans.


3. Location. No application for a special use shall be approved unless a speci�c �nding is


made that the proposed special use is appropriate in the location for which it is proposed.   This


�nding shall be based on the following criteria:
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a.  Impact. The proposed use shall not result in substantial or undue adverse effects on


adjacent property, neighborhood character, natural environment, tra�c conditions, parking, public


property or facilities, or other matters affecting the public health, safety and welfare.   However,


if the proposed use is a public facility or utility deemed to be of overriding public bene�t, and if


measures are taken and conditions imposed to mitigate adverse effects to the extent reasonably


possible, the permit may be granted even though the adverse effects may occur.


TCC 20.54.040.


TCC 20.54.070 Use-Speci�c Standards reads in part:


21.  Mineral Extraction.   Mineral extraction and accessory uses are subject to the following


provisions and the provisions of Chapter 17.20 TCC, the Thurston County Mineral Extraction


Code:


a.  Accessory Uses.


 i. The following accessory uses are allowed only when expressly permitted in a special use


permit issued by the approval authority:  ․ asphalt production (batching or drum mixing), concrete


batching, storage or use of fuel, oil or other hazardous materials, and equipment maintenance.


ii. Accessory [uses] are permitted only in conjunction with an existing mineral extraction


operation.   Recycling of asphalt or concrete is permitted as an accessory use only in


conjunction with a permitted crusher and in accordance with any health department


requirements.


TCC 20.54.070(21).


The sub-area plan prohibits “large scale commercial development within the Nisqually Valley,


while recognizing existing commercial activities and designated commercial areas.”   CP at 400.


  The sub-area plan also seeks to “[m]inimize the addition of new commercial activities within


the planning area by prohibiting commercial expansion of properties not currently zoned beyond


the existing lot and use [and] promote the relocation of existing commercial uses to zoned


areas.”   CP 400 (Policy E.1).


 The County argues its land use regulations require that all special uses comply with both


speci�c and general standards expressed in the zoning code and in any comprehensive or


applicable sub-area plan.   Thus, the County maintains that Lakeside's proposed use must meet


the speci�c policies of the sub-area plan.   And, according to the County, the sub-area plan is


ambiguous because it prohibits large scale commercial development but also recognizes the


use of mined out gravel pits for new operations.   Because of this ambiguity, according to the


County, we should defer to the Board's interpretation that asphalt manufacturing, as a large scale


commercial development, is prohibited in the Nisqually Valley.


 A statute is ambiguous when it is amenable to two reasonable interpretations.  Wingert v.


Yellow Freight Sys. Inc., 146 Wash.2d 841, 852, 50 P.3d 256 (2002) (citation omitted).   If the


statute is ambiguous, we construe it to give effect to legislative intent.  Whatcom County v. City


of Bellingham, 128 Wash.2d 537,  546, 909 P.2d 1303 (1996) (citation omitted).   We also defer


to a statutory interpretation of the administrative agency charged with administering and


enforcing the statute.  Hama Hama Co. v. Shorelines Hearings Bd., 85 Wash.2d 441, 448, 536


P.2d 157 (1975).
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We do not �nd the sub-area plan ambiguous.   While the plan does prohibit new large scale,


commercial development, it also recognizes existing commercial activities and does not


expressly prohibit asphalt production within the planning area.   Instead, the sub-area plan


recognizes existing mining operations and allows for new mining operations with su�cient


visual buffers.   And the plan allows accessory uses within the mined out portion of a gravel pit


after a site review.   The plan speci�cally identi�es the Holroyd mine as an o�cial mineral


resource within the Nisqually Valley.   Finally, the County's zoning code speci�cally allows


asphalt production as an accessory use on land permitted for washing, sorting, or crushing of


rock or gravel.   TCC 20.54.070(21).   Thus, the sub-area plan as a general policy prohibits large


scale commercial development;  but it does not speci�cally exclude asphalt production.   Rather


the plan, together with the zoning code, speci�cally allows asphalt production if the project


quali�es for a special use permit.


III. Hearings Examiner Decision-The Board Decision


In approving Lakeside's special use permit, the examiner considered area zoning and the


project's likely impacts to groundwater, drainage, tra�c, �ooding, noise, and air quality.   The


examiner found that the asphalt plant the County zoning code speci�cally authorized would not


signi�cantly impact these sensitive areas.


 The Board did not alter the examiner's �ndings but essentially concluded that the asphalt plant


was inconsistent with the sub-area plan's general purposes, including the prohibition of large


scale commercial development.   But the Board may not invoke the plan's general purpose  


statements to overrule the speci�c authority granted by the zoning code to manufacture asphalt


as an accessory use to mining.   See Weyerhaeuser, 124 Wash.2d at 43, 873 P.2d 498.   The


Board's decision violates the rule that speci�c zoning laws control over general purpose growth


management statements, and fails to provide meaningful standards for review of a county


decision to deny a permit.  Sunderland Family Treatment Servs. v. City of Pasco, 127 Wash.2d


782, 797, 903 P.2d 986 (1995).


 But the County argues it can, nevertheless, consider special use permits on a case-by-case


basis.   It points to Nisqually Sub-Area Plan Policy E.6, which allows the County to “[e]valuate all


the allowable and special uses within the 1/5 zone [the Nisqually Valley] to determine if they


would be compatible with the ‘Agricultural/Pastoral Character’ of the Nisqually Valley.”   CP at


401.   The County explains that it has not yet done a legislative evaluation of which special uses


are compatible with the Nisqually Valley.   Thus, according to the County, it can make this


determination on a case-by-case basis.   We disagree.   The County's case-by-case argument is


simply another way of allowing it to reject a speci�cally allowed special use (asphalt


manufacturing) by invoking the general purpose statement underlying the sub-area plan.   And


again, a case-by-case approval procedure would provide no �xed standards for an applicant or a


reviewing court.


Finally, the County argues that Weyerhaeuser v. Pierce County, 124 Wash.2d 26, 873 P.2d 498


(1994), allows it to test Lakeside's application against the sub-area plan's standards.   In


Weyerhaeuser, the court held that where the zoning code expressly requires a proposed use to


comply with the County's comprehensive plan, the comprehensive plan standards must be met.  


Weyerhaeuser, 124 Wash.2d at 43, 873 P.2d 498.   The applicant proposed to build a land�ll in an


area zoned rural-residential with a recommended low-density residential use.  Weyerhaeuser,


124 Wash.2d at 42, 873 P.2d 498.   But the property was zoned “G,” which allowed a land�ll use.


  The court held that although the land�ll was not a residential  use, the comprehensive plan did


not proscribe the use.   Rather, the land�ll �t within the rural-residential classi�cation because of


the extremely broad nature of the comprehensive plan.  Weyerhaeuser, 124 Wash.2d at 44, 873
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P.2d 498.   Similarly, the sub-area plan allows accessory uses to existing mining operations and


it recognizes the Holroyd site as an existing mine.   And the zoning code allows asphalt


manufacturing as an accessory use.   Further, the sub-area plan allows existing commercial


activities;  only the broad purpose statement to preclude new large scale commercial


development could conceivably prohibit Lakeside's proposed plant.   Thus, the proposal �ts


within the plan's broadly stated commercial development purpose to allow existing activities with


accessory uses but preclude new large scale activities.


We conclude that the Board either wrongly interpreted the law or misapplied the law to the facts


when it reversed the hearing examiner.   We a�rm the trial court's decision reinstating the


hearing examiner's decision with one modi�cation.


IV. The LUPA Appeal-Filing Time


 Thurston County's Code does not permit a party to appeal a SEPA decision to the Board.  


TCC.17.09.160(k).   The County Code also requires judicial appeals of a hearing examiner's


decision to commence within the time period provided for appealing the underlying


governmental action.   TCC 17.09.160(T)(1).   Under LUPA, a “land use petition is barred, and the


court may not grant review, unless the petition is timely �led with the court and timely served.”


RCW 36.70C.040(2);  Chelan County v. Nykreim, 146 Wash.2d 904, 932, 52 P.3d 1 (2002).   A


LUPA petition is timely only if  it is �led and served within 21 days of the issuance of the land use


decision.  RCW 36.70C.040(3);  Nykreim, 146 Wash.2d at 932, 52 P.3d 1.   A land use decision


becomes issued three days after it is mailed by the local jurisdiction.  RCW 36.70C.040(4)(a).  


Where procedural requirements are not met, the court lacks jurisdiction to hear the appeal.  


Overhulse Neighborhood Ass'n. v. Thurston County, 94 Wash.App. 593, 597, 972 P.2d 470 (1999)


(citations omitted).   LUPA's purpose is to reform the court's review of land use decisions made


by local jurisdiction by establishing uniform, expedited appeal procedures in order to provide


consistent, predictable, and timely judicial review.  Nykreim, 146 Wash.2d at 932, 52 P.3d 1.


 Furthermore, SEPA appeals must combine review of SEPA issues with the related government


action on the merits.  State ex rel. Friend Rikalo Contractor v. Grays Harbor County, 122 Wash.2d


244, 249, 857 P.2d 1039 (1993).   Linking the two precludes “judicial review of SEPA compliance


before an agency has taken �nal action on a proposal, foreclose[s] multiple lawsuits challenging


a single agency action and deny[s] the existence of ‘orphan’ SEPA claims unrelated to any


government action.”  Grays Harbor County, 122 Wash.2d at 251, 857 P.2d 1039.


When Lakeside applied for a use permit, the County issued a Mitigated Determination of Non-


Signi�cance (MDNS).  Friends appealed the non-signi�cance determination, requesting the


County to undertake a full environmental review and issue an Environmental Impact Statement.  


The hearing examiner upheld the determination and granted the use permit.


Friends, along with other appellants, appealed the hearing examiner's decision to the Board.  


The Board reversed the hearing examiner's use permit approval.   Lakeside appealed the Board's


decision on day 20 of the appeals period.   Friends cross-appealed the non-signi�cance


determination within 21 days of Lakeside's LUPA petition, but not within 21 days of the Board's


decision.   The trial court denied  Friends' determination challenge because the 21-day LUPA


appeals period had lapsed.


 Because a SEPA decision cannot be appealed without appealing the underlying land use


decision, Friends argues that its �rst opportunity to appeal the hearing examiner's non-


signi�cance determination decision was in response to Lakeside's appeal of the Board's


decision.   Friends contends the legislature did not contemplate the scenario where the SEPA
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threshold determination favors the permit applicant, but the permit is ultimately denied on


appeal.   Friends also maintains the court should interpret LUPA to:  (1) allow the 21-day appeal


period to start running when the appeal of the permit denial is �led, or (2) allow a SEPA challenge


as a counterclaim to the LUPA petition.


The court has not, however, permitted counterclaims in administrative appeals.  King County v.


Cent. Puget Sound Growth Mgmt. Hearings Bd., 138 Wash.2d 161, 180, 979 P.2d 374 (1999).   In


King County, the court explained:


If cross-petitions could be �led at any time, once the County �led its appeal of a particular issue


decided by the [GMA] Board, all issues that had been before the Board would be subject to


appeal during the litigation.   Thus, no participant in the original administrative decision could


consider an issue �nalized.


King County, 138 Wash.2d at 180, 979 P.2d 374.


 And when a statute's language is clear and unambiguous, we lack authority to construe it to


reach a result not plainly stated.  Stone v. Southwest Suburban Sewer Dist., 116 Wash.App. 434,


438, 65 P.3d 1230 (2003).   Here, RCW 36.70C.040(3) provides that a LUPA petition is timely if it


is �led and served on the appropriate parties “within twenty-one days of the issuance of the land


use decision.”   LUPA's 21-day �ling period is unambiguous.


Moreover, RCW 36.70C.040(3) did not prevent Friends from �ling a timely appeal.   Friends could


have anticipated that Lakeside would likely appeal the Board's action.   While Friends had only


one day to �le, it had 20 days to prepare its  appeal.   The substantive portion of Friends' answer


to Lakeside's petition is four pages long.   But the portion of the answer discussing the merits of


Friends' non-signi�cance determination argument is just over two pages.   Accordingly, an even


shorter document could have been prepared and �led in a day in order to comply with RCW


36.70C.040(3).   And if necessary, Friends could have amended its original answer under CR 15.


  See RCW 36.70C.030(2) (“superior court civil rules govern procedural matters under this


chapter to the extent that the rules are consistent with this chapter”).


V. Jurisdiction


 Washington law allows parties to commence any action against a county in the superior court


of that county or in the superior court of either of the two nearest judicial districts.  RCW


36.01.050.   The statute addresses venue, not jurisdiction.  RCW 36.01.050 (venue of actions);  


Shoop v. Kittitas County, 149 Wash.2d 29, 37, 65 P.3d 1194 (2003).


 RCW 4.12.010(1) states that actions “[f]or the recovery of, for the possession of, for the


partition of, for the foreclosure of a mortgage on, or for the determination of all questions


affecting the title, or for any injuries to real property,” shall be commenced in the county in which


the subject of the action is situated.   Friends argues that under RCW 4.12.010, the Mason


County Superior Court lacked jurisdiction to hear the case.   We disagree.


RCW 4.12.010 expressly refers to actions “affecting title.”   Black's Law Dictionary de�nes “title”


as:


1.  The union of all elements (as ownership, possession, and custody) constituting the legal


right to control and dispose of property;  the legal link between a person who owns property and


the property itself .


2.  Legal evidence of a person's ownership rights in property;  an instrument (such as a deed)


that constitutes such evidence.
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Black's Law Dictionary at 1493 (7th ed.1999).


 This LUPA action does not affect title.   The superior court reviewed the hearing examiner's


decision and the Board's reversal of that decision.   Nothing in any of these decisions altered or


affected legal title to the property or caused any legal injury to the property.   Accordingly, RCW


4.12.010 does not apply.


 Friends next argues that article IV, section 6 of the Washington Constitution grants appellate


jurisdiction here only to the Thurston County Superior Court.  Article IV, section 6 grants the


superior courts appellate jurisdiction in cases arising in justice and other inferior courts in their


respective counties as may be prescribed by law.   Friends reasons that the Mason County


Superior Court was acting as an appellate court in reviewing the Board's decision.


 The parties argue about whether this is an appellate proceeding and whether the constitutional


grant of authority actually limits superior court appellate jurisdiction or whether the legislature


may expand that jurisdiction.   But we need not decide these issues because this is not an


appeal from a justice or other inferior Mason County court.   See, e.g., Chinn v. Superior Court of


San Joaquin County, 156 Cal. 478, 105 P. 580, 581 (1909);  Cox v. Superior Court in and for Pima


County, 73 Ariz. 93, 237 P.2d 820 (1951);  State ex. rel Kellogg v. Dist. Court of First Judicial Dist.,


13 Mont. 370, 34 P. 298 (1893).   For example, the Chinn court stated, “a board of supervisors


may exercise judicial functions, [but] it is by no means an inferior court within the meaning of


that term as employed in the Constitution relative to the appellate jurisdiction of the superior


courts.”   Chinn, 105 P. at 581.   Rather, “ ‘inferior courts' has a well-recognized meaning.   They


are courts established for the administration of justice, charged with the exercise of judicial


power as a substantive duty, but with limited jurisdiction in that regard.”  Chinn, 105 P. at 581.


VI. Friends' Due Process Challenge


Friends argues that it was denied due process because the hearing examiner may have had a


pecuniary interest in  granting the permit.   Friends does not suggest that the examiner had a


direct interest.   Rather, Friends points to Supreme Court dicta in Lutheran Day Care v.


Snohomish County, 119 Wash.2d 91, 829 P.2d 746 (1992), cert. denied, 506 U.S. 1079, 113 S.Ct.


1044, 122 L.Ed.2d 353 (1993), that “some commentators have concluded that individuals


performing quasi-judicial acts” may not receive absolute quasi-judicial immunity.  Lutheran Day


Care, 119 Wash.2d at 109-10, 829 P.2d 746.   Friends reasons that a hearing o�cer who reads


the Lutheran Day Care dicta could recognize that he or she will be liable only for denying a


permit, not for granting one.   And this, according to Friends, creates at least a “small monetary


interest in the outcome.”   Friends Br. at 33.   We disagree.


 The language in Lutheran Day Care is clearly dicta.   The Supreme Court did not decide that


hearing examiners could be liable for denying a land use permit.   Nor did the court even hint as


to what its position on the issue might be.   We conclude the language is too speculative to


create an actual monetary interest by the examiner in the outcome.   In addition, to the extent


the challenge suggests an appearance of fairness violation, Swift v. Island County, 87 Wash.2d


348, 361, 552 P.2d 175 (1976), Friends' argument comes too late.   A party must raise an


appearance of fairness objection as soon as the party knows of the problem.  RCW 42.36.080;  


Org. to Preserve Agric. Lands v. Adams County, 128 Wash.2d 869, 887-88, 913 P.2d 793 (1996).


Lutheran Day Care was decided in 1992.   If Friends believed the hearing examiner lacked an


appearance of fairness, it should have raised the issue before the hearing began.


VII. Cross-Appeal-Asphalt Recycling







/


The Nisqually Area Sub-Plan states in relevant part:


The reprocessing of imported mineral resources shall not be the primary accessory use and the


reprocessing of asphalt shall not be allowed due to water quality concerns.   These activities


shall  be discontinued once reclamation of the pit is completed in accordance with the WDNR


standards.


CP at 401 (Policy E.5).   Relying on this speci�c prohibition of asphalt reprocessing, the trial


court upheld the Board's decision to the extent it disallowed asphalt reprocessing.


 Lakeside contends that shortly after the County adopted the above sub-area plan language, a


staff study showed that in fact asphalt reprocessing would not signi�cantly affect water quality.


  Still later, according to Lakeside, the County adopted a new County Mineral Extraction Code


that allowed asphalt recycling with a special use permit and did not distinguish between the


Nisqually Valley and other county areas.   Thus, Lakeside reasons, the County effectively


removed the asphalt recycling provision of the sub-area plan when it passed the later mineral


extraction code.   We disagree for several reasons.


 First, Lakeside's argument requires us to �nd that the County repealed the asphalt recycling


provision of the sub-area plan by implication.   But repeals by implication are not favored.  


Tollycraft Yachts Corp. v. McCoy, 122 Wash.2d 426, 439, 858 P.2d 503 (1993).   More


importantly, the County re-enacted the plan in 1995, several years after the County passed the


new Mineral Extraction Code on which Lakeside premises its argument.   And the 1995 plan


contains the same asphalt recycling prohibition as the 1992 plan.


Second, the Thurston County Code expressly requires any land use decision to comply with “all


applicable federal, state, regional, and Thurston County laws or plans.”   TCC 20.54.040(1).  


Although we have held that the County's speci�c zoning regulations control over a sub-area


plan's general purpose statement, the plan is speci�c in prohibiting asphalt recycling.   And this


speci�c plan prohibition is not inconsistent with the speci�c zoning code.   The two can be read


together to allow asphalt manufacturing with a special use permit county-wide but allow asphalt


recycling only outside the Nisqually Valley.


 A�rmed.


FOOTNOTES


1.   A land use decision becomes issued three days after it is mailed by the local jurisdiction.  


RCW 36.70C.040(4)(a).


2.   Article IV, section 6 provides in relevant part:  “[the superior courts] shall have such


appellate jurisdiction in cases arising in justices' and other inferior courts in their respective


counties as may be prescribed by law.”


3.   TCC 17.09.160(k) provides:Hearing Examiner's Decision on Appeals of Threshold


Determinations for Project Actions is Final.   The decision of the hearing examiner on an appeal


of a threshold determination for a project action is �nal.   The hearing examiner shall not


entertain motions for reconsideration.   The decision of the hearing examiner may only be


appealed to Superior Court in conjunction with an appeal of the underlying action in accordance


with RCW 43.21C.075, the State Environmental Policy Act and Section 17.09.160T of this


section.


4.   Allowing for the three-day LUPA mailing requirement.
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ARMSTRONG, J.


We concur:  HOUGHTON, P.J., and BRIDGEWATER, J.
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there was no settled litigation regarding the site as an
asphalt recycling site. 
I wanted to provide the case law from the record at
Findlaw. That case was settled in 2004 after Lakeside
and others sued the county. There are also other records
dating back to 1992, when the prohibition was made
part of county code, detailing all the myriad reasons why
it was being done in that area and not in any other areas
of the county. 
Below are some points from the court record, and I have
attached a PDF of that court decision for your review. 
I, again, urge you to let this proposal wait until another
time when an adequately credentialed governmental
agency can provide a review of the ecological
significance of the site and the necessary and prudent
mitigation required to protect the water table and the
river from permanent damage. 
Tony Wilson
 

Thurston County successfully litigated this provision against Lakeside Industries in
2004. https://caselaw.findlaw.com/wa-court-of-appeals/1389372.html The court
noted:

 

“The proposed asphalt facility would be approximately two miles
upwind and upriver from the Nisqually National Wildlife Refuge,
home to numerous wildlife species and endangered salmon.   The
groundwater around the mine site is between four and fifteen feet
below the extremely porous surface.   The site is also located in the
County's aquifer protection district.   The County has spent
approximately $2.4 million to purchase development rights in the

immediate area adjacent to the proposed facility to
prevent environmental damage.”

https://caselaw.findlaw.com/wa-court-of-appeals/1389372.html


From: Thomasina Cooper on behalf of Tye Menser
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: FW: RAP
Date: Wednesday, October 28, 2020 8:28:25 AM

Hi Maya,

Please add the comment below to public record.

Thanks bunches!
Thomasina

From: karen valenzuela <karenvalenzuela@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 28, 2020 7:04 AM
To: Tye Menser <tye.menser@co.thurston.wa.us>
Subject: RAP

Commissioner:

Please choose Option 1 -- no change to the Comp Plan. No reason to extend non-conforming heavy
industrial use in the beautiful agriculturally zoned Nisqually Valley, and lots of compelling reasons
against this request. Please preserve our dwindling ag lands!

Thank you,
Karen Valenzuela

Post-PC-H-9
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From: Kyler Danielson
To: Maya Teeple
Cc: Karen Deal
Subject: Response to Comments
Date: Wednesday, October 28, 2020 2:03:04 PM

Maya:

I understand that there have been a few comments referencing the October 11, 2020 fire that
occurred at the Gardner Fields facility in Tacoma. 

To dispel misinformation and inaccurate comparisons between Lakeside’s Durgin Road Plant and the
Tacoma facility, we want to clarify that Lakeside Industries’ asphalt pavement manufacturing
facilities are different from the Tacoma asphalt processing facility in both the mechanics of the plant
and the products produced. The facility where the fire took place operates with many different
liquids, some at much higher temperatures than the asphalt pavement manufacturing facilities we
operate. Our facilities produce asphalt pavements, the product used to pave road surfaces.  And
unlike the Tacoma facility, Lakeside Industries does not manufacture hazardous liquid materials for
sale.

Additionally, Recycled Asphalt Pavement (RAP) is made up of the same content as the roadways we
drive on. To recycle RAP, manageable chunks of pavement are simply added to the asphalt mix at a
later stage of manufacture. Asphalt recycling does not result in any added risk of explosion or fire on
site.

Please contact me if the County has any questions about the significant differences between
Lakeside’s Durgin Road Plant and the Tacoma facility. Additionally, please add this comment to the
record.

Best,
Kyler

Kyler M. Danielson (she/her/hers)
Land Use Project Manager
Lakeside Industries, Inc.
T: 425.313.2602 | C: 425.416.0249 
PO Box 7016 l Issaquah, Washington  98027
www.Lakesideindustries.com

Post-PC-H-10
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Maya Teeple

From: Tim Ames <timames82@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 2:52 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: CP-11: Allow Asphalt Recycling in the Nisqually Subarea

Hello my name is Tim Ames and I work for Lakeside industries in their durgin road asphalt plant.  Ive worked for many 
asphalt producers in this state all of which are able and capable of using recycled asphalt products. I like the idea of 
using a recycled asphalt product not only because it's green and environmentally safe but also better for the 
environment and uses less virgin oil. I hope you will give us a chance to not only use these products to lower our foot 
print on our environment but also to stay competitive and growing in a this very competitive market. 

Thanks  
Tim Ames  

BCC-PH-50



Planning Commission Public Hearing: CPA Docket Item CP‐11 ‐ Recycled Asphalt Policy Review 
Comments Received 09-16-2020 through 10-07-2020
Unique 
ID Date Commenter Name Source

Type of 
Comment Summary

County 
Response

Response 
Method

Response 
Date

PC‐H‐1 9/8/2020 Kathleen O'Connor Email Against

Please do not accept any motions to consider or allow 
recycled asphalt in Nisqually Subarea. Citizens have said no 
with scientific backing. Please stop. 

Received and 
recorded. Email 9/24/2020

PC‐H‐2 9/14/2020 Howard Glastetter Mail/PostcAgainst

Sent copy of letter and exhibit sent to DS related to the 
Special Use Permit for the Holroyd Gravel Pits. Letter 
outlined concerns and implications of the site related to 
pollution of foreign materials, affects on ground water, 
lakes, streams, and other water sources. 

Received and 
recorded. Email 9/21/2020

PC‐H‐3 9/20/2020 Marianne Tompkins Email Against

Opposed to the new language. Please do not recycle toxic 
asphalt. "Re‐processing" hundreds of  tons of asphalt will 
destroy the Nisqually aquifer/our drinking water. 9/24/2020

PC‐H‐4 9/26/2020 Glen Anderson Email Against
Strongly oppose. Must protect our fragile environment. 
Prevent the proposed asphalt plant at Nisqually. 

Received and 
recorded. Email 9/28/2020

PC‐H‐5 10/1/2020 Bonnie Blessing Email Policy Ques

Inquiry if RAP includes copper. What kind of asphalt was 
used. Impact of repaving on amphibian behavior. Did the 
County assess copper and PAH content of RAP?

Received, 
responded 
and recorded. Email 10/1/2020

PC‐H‐6 10/4/2020

Barbara Craven/ TC 
Storm & Surface 
Water Citizens' 
Advisory Board Email Against

Oppose changing the language in the zoning to allow it. Any 
leaching affects our vulnerable Nisqually River and its 
wildlife. Even a rain cover my not be sufficient. A 
conservative approach is best.

Received and 
recorded. Email 10/5/2020

PC‐H‐7 10/5/2020 Loretta Seppanen Email Against

Nisqually contains some of the best Ag land. Keep the 
subarea unchanged. Urge the county to transition mines 
back into Ag land to connect vital farmlands. Farms would 
be a higher and better land use in this location.

Received and 
recorded. Email 10/6/2020



Planning Commission Public Hearing: CPA Docket Item CP‐11 ‐ Recycled Asphalt Policy Review 
Comments Received 09-16-2020 through 10-07-2020

PC‐H‐8 10/6/2020
Doug Mah/ Thurston 
County Chamber Email Support

Strongly recommends that the PC amend policy E.5 to allow 
for asphalt recycling with the subarea. Supports option 2 or 
option 3. Believes that the quality of raw material for 
infrastructure and building construction is critical to the 
greater community and aligns with values of recycling reuse 
and using resources in responsible manner. Reasonable and 
balanced amendment to the Comprehansive Plan. 

Received and 
recorded. Email 10/6/2020

PC‐H‐9 10/6/2020 Howard Glastetter Email Change Req

If RAP is allowed, prodcution of asphalt will likely increase 
ath ethe Holroyd site. There should be a clause that limits 
the prodcution to not exceed 300,000tons of RAP per year. 
Statement to include "shall not exceed" their origianl county 
agreement production limits. 

Received and 
recorded. Email 10/6/2020

PC‐H‐10 10/6/2020 Connie Campbell Email Against

Opposed to the proposed amendment to allow asphalt 
recycling. Please do not recycle toxic asphalt in the Nisqually 
Subarea. The Nisqually Valley was deemed a critical area 
with aquifer for drinking water and is a huge agricultural 
area. Re‐processing asphalt will destroy our drinking water.

Received and 
recorded. Email 10/7/2020

PC‐H‐11 10/6/2020 Wayne Olsen Email Against

Agree that recycling toxic asphalt is better for the 
environment, however, the location for the proposed facility 
couldn't be worse. The site is close to McAllister Springs and 
another wellhead near the Nisqually River. Proximity to a 
National Wildlife Refuge and salmon‐bearing river are also 
concerns. Noxious fumes and leakage of toxic materials 
through soils could ruin these assets. Loss of the salmon run 
may also constitute a violation of treaty rights with the 
Nisqually Nation.  

Received and 
recorded. Email 10/7/2020



Planning Commission Public Hearing: CPA Docket Item CP‐11 ‐ Recycled Asphalt Policy Review 
Comments Received 09-16-2020 through 10-07-2020

PC‐H‐12 10/7/2020 Esther Kronenberg Email Against

Strong opposition to the proposed rule change that would 
allow asphalt recycling in some of the County's most 
valuable farmland. Threats to water quality and the rural 
nature of the area, and threats of climate change. The mine 
lies within the Nisqually floodplain. The mine is close to 
exhausted, therefore its must be reclaimed. The best use for 
this mined out area is to be reclaimed as agricultural land. 
The county should deny this request in the interest of the 
people who will be served by restoration of this land to 
provide food and environmental protection, rather than to 
abet the special interests and profits of one mining 
company. 

Received and 
recorded. Email 10/7/2020

PC‐H‐13 10/7/2020
Karen Deal/ 
Lakeside Industries Email Support

Ask the PC to vote for Option 2, to allow asphalt recycling 
and allows permitting staff to determine best management 
practices. Lakeside has sought this amendment for over 10 
years. They do not conduct any mineral extraction activity 
and is not associated with Holroyd's mine expansion permit 
process. RAP is a common, sustainable practice that is 
encourage nationwide. Committed to working with the 
County and stakeholders to incorporate adaptive 
management principles and groundwater monitoring as it 
pertains to RAP storage on‐site.

Received and 
recorded. Email 10/7/2020

PC‐H‐14 10/7/2020 David Hillman Email Information
Requested information to send PDF letter. Incorrect email 
sumitted. Returned email.

Received and 
recorded. Email 10/7/2020

PC‐H‐15 10/7/2020
Kyler Danielson/ 
Lakeside Industries Email Support

Ask the PC select Option 2 because asphalt recyling is good 
policy, is consistent wit the County's plans, this is the right 
time to approve, it is supported by science, and ensures that 
BMPs will be site‐specific. 

Received and 
recorded. Email 10/7/2020



Planning Commission Public Hearing: CPA Docket Item CP‐11 ‐ Recycled Asphalt Policy Review 
Comments Received 09-16-2020 through 10-07-2020

PC‐H‐16 10/7/2020 Marcie Cleaver Email Against

Recycling asphalt has it's benefits, however siting needs to 
be done in a thoughtful manner. Putting a plant near the 
Nisqually agricultural are where water infiltrates into 
aquifers is a mistake. Many petroleum poducts contain 
carcinogens. Do not site plants in a water sensitive area. 
Please look a broader impact of such a location.

Received and 
recorded. Email 10/7/2020

PC‐H‐17 10/7/2020 Collis Hillman Email Against

Support Option 1, make no changes. Prohibit reprocessing to 
help ensure environmental protection for humans, wildlife 
and the water wells. Corporation push for something that is 
dangerous for their purpose of making mire money is the 
antithesis of stewardship for this vibrant area.

Received and 
recorded. Email 10/7/2020

PC‐H‐18 10/7/2020 Eva Lang Email Against

Concern for the welfare of the water, people wildlife and 
environment of Nisqually. Support Option 1 to make no 
changes to the current policy E.5. Residents are against 
having there drinking water contaminated by allowing 
reprocessing of asphalt in a critical area. Research shows 
that contaminants would leach into the groundwater.  The 
site is in a flood plain and flooding would be devastating for 
the Wildlife refuge and Nisqually Estuary. Local fishing would 
suffer. It would be dangerous to allow. Protect the sacred 
waters of Nisqually for generations to come. 

Received and 
recorded. Email 10/7/2020

PC‐H‐19 10/7/2020 Lisa Ceazan Email Against

Request Option 1 remain unchanged and that the county 
urge mining operators to transitions the mines back to 
agricultural land to reconnect these two vital farmland 
areas. Would benefit essential goal of no net loss of 
farmland. Extremely sensitive salmon habitat, as well as 
safety of local residents from the potential of chemicals 
leaching into water.

Received and 
recorded. Email 10/7/2020



Planning Commission Public Hearing: CPA Docket Item CP‐11 ‐ Recycled Asphalt Policy Review 
Comments Received 09-16-2020 through 10-07-2020

PC‐H‐20 10/7/2020

Emily 
McCartan/Nisqually 
River Council Email Change Req

NRC supports a complete and holistic assessment of this 
proposal. NRC strongly urges the inclusion of mandatory 
monitoring and BMPs in the revised policy language (Option 
3). Minimum BMPs should require hard weatherproof 
coverings for RAP piles, safe handling and treatment 
protocols for stormwater, regular on‐site water quality 
monitoring, air quality standards, no open groundwater 
connections and assessment of the 100‐year floodplain 
zone, and rigorous adaptive management protocols. SEPA 
review process will include further study to determine the 
best specific local practices for this site. Safeguard for water 
quality should be included in the updated policy along with 
regular public reporting to that the assurances are clear and 
transparent. 

Received and 
recorded. Email 10/7/2020

PC‐H‐21 10/7/2020 David Hillman Email Against

Citizens oppose the proposed change. This sort of industry is 
not allowed by the land use plan and pollution does not 
belong in one of the worlds most beautiful places. Deny the 
badly written and ill thought out proposal by Lakeside 
Industries. Say "NO!" to corporate special interest who do 
not care about the safety and quality of the people's water.

Received and 
recorded. Email 10/7/2020



From: tolumpia
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: Asphalt in Nisqually
Date: Friday, September 18, 2020 10:05:06 PM

Board of County Commissioners, 
Please do not accept any motions to consider or allow recycled asphalt in the Nisqually
subarea. Citizens have said no, with scientific backing, over and over again. Please stop. 
Sincerely,
Kathleen O'Connor 

PC-H-1
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From: Marianne Tompkins
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: Re: 2020/2021 Official Comprehensive Plan Docket Item CP-11
Date: Sunday, September 20, 2020 4:37:54 PM

Dear Shannon,

The proposed amendment would change the language of Policy E.5 in the Nisqually
Subarea Plan to allow for asphalt recycling within the subarea. I am opposed to this. 
Please do not recycle toxic asphalt in the Nisqually Subarea. It doesn't  seem to
matter that the Nisqually Valley was deemed a "critical area", or that it has the aquifer
for the drinking water for our area, or that it is a huge agricultural area. "Re-
processing" hundreds of tons of asphalt will destroy the Nisqually aquifer/ our drinking
water.

I want to attend the public hearing by Zoom. When/ how is the link available? Thank
you. 

Regards,
Marianne Tompkins
360.545.5229

PC-H-3
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From: Maya Teeple
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: FW: I VERY, VERY STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposed asphalt plant at Nisqually!!!!!!!!!
Date: Monday, September 28, 2020 10:00:05 AM

Please include on the comment record.

Maya Teeple |  Senior Planner
Thurston County Community Planning & Economic Development
Community Planning Division
2000 Lakeridge Dr SW, Bldg 1, Olympia, Washington 98502
Cell (Primary): (360) 545-2593
Maya.Teeple@co.thurston.wa.us | www.thurstonplanning.org

*Please note, as of September 1, 2020 my primary number has changed to 360-545-2593.

From: Thomasina Cooper <thomasina.cooper@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Sent: Monday, September 28, 2020 8:42 AM
To: Maya Teeple <maya.teeple@co.thurston.wa.us>
Cc: Kelli Lee <kelli.lee@co.thurston.wa.us>; Robin Courts <robin.courts@co.thurston.wa.us>
Subject: FW: I VERY, VERY STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposed asphalt plant at Nisqually!!!!!!!!!

Hi Maya,

I hope you are well! The commissioner’s received the below public comment regarding the Nisqually
RAP. I’m not sure who is working on this- if it’s not you, will you pass it along to the right staff?

Thanks so much!
Thomasina

From: Glen Anderson <glenanderson@integra.net> 
Sent: Saturday, September 26, 2020 9:30 PM
To: Tye Menser <tye.menser@co.thurston.wa.us>; John Hutchings
<john.hutchings@co.thurston.wa.us>; Gary Edwards <gary.edwards@co.thurston.wa.us>
Subject: I VERY, VERY STRONGLY OPPOSE the proposed asphalt plant at Nisqually!!!!!!!!!

Elected officials ABSOLUTELY MUST PROTECT our fragile environment!

I am APPALLED and HORRIFIED that local governments (Port, County, etc.) keep approving
STUPID, RECKLESS projects that hurt the environment!

I IMPLORE YOU to PREVENT the proposed asphalt plant at Nisqually!
I will CAMPAIGN AGAINST any candidate who fails to vigorously oppose it now!

PC-H-4
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Martin Luther King’s famous “Letter from a Birmingham Jail” deserves to be read and re-read every
now and then.  When some nice Christian ministers expressed concern that King did things that
landed him in jail, he re-directed their attention to the underlying problems of severe racial injustice
that he had confronted nonviolently.  I urge you to read his entire letter.  This short quotation
provides the flavor:

"You deplore the demonstrations taking place in Birmingham. But your statement, I am sorry to say,
fails to express a similar concern for the conditions that brought about the demonstrations. I am
sure that none of you would want to rest content with the superficial kind of social analysis that
deals merely with effects and does not grapple with underlying causes. It is unfortunate that
demonstrations are taking place in Birmingham, but it is even more unfortunate that the city's white
power structure left the Negro community with no alternative. In any nonviolent campaign there are
four basic steps: collection of the facts to determine whether injustices exist; negotiation; self
purification; and direct action."
-- Martin Luther King, Jr.

Glen Anderson (360) 491-9093 glenanderson@integra.net
See the parts of my blog, www.parallaxperspectives.org, dealing with:
- Race
- Nonviolence
- Organizing

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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From: Maya Teeple
To: bonnie.blessing@gmail.com
Cc: Shannon Shula
Subject: RE: Recycled asphalt plant
Date: Thursday, October 01, 2020 1:27:22 PM

Hi Bonnie,

As of now, the proposed change to Policy E.5 would allow for asphalt pavement to be recycled. It does not specify the
chemical composition of RAP beyond that. Chemical composition of RAP will depend on what source it is coming from.
The County hired a consultant to look at the potential contaminants (PAHs and metals, including Copper) that come
from RAP in a few different studies and how often they exceeded Washington State Groundwater Standards – you can
read more about that in the consultant report:
https://www.thurstoncountywa.gov/planning/planningdocuments/LitRev_LeachingfromRAP_20190514_webversion.pdf

CPED would be responsible for the special use permit required to process recycled asphalt. A solid waste permit would
also required from Thurston County Environmental Health, and a stormwater general permit would be required from
the Washington State Department of Ecology, who monitors discharge of pollution into waters.

I’m copying Shannon Shula, who will add your comment to the record for the Planning Commission to consider. Thank
you for taking the time to comment and raise this point on the proposed amendment.

Maya Teeple |  Senior Planner
Thurston County Community Planning & Economic Development
Community Planning Division
2000 Lakeridge Dr SW, Bldg 1, Olympia, Washington 98502
Cell (Primary): (360) 545-2593
Maya.Teeple@co.thurston.wa.us | www.thurstonplanning.org

*Please note, as of September 1, 2020 my primary number has changed to 360-545-2593.

From: Thurston County | Send Email <spout@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Sent: Thursday, October 1, 2020 12:56 PM
To: Maya Teeple <maya.teeple@co.thurston.wa.us>
Subject: Recycled asphalt plant

This email was created by the County Internet web server from the email masking system. Someone from
the Public has requested to contact you with the following information:

To: Maya Teeple

Subject:

From: Bonnie Blessing

Email (if provided): bonnie.blessing@gmail.com

Phone: (if provided):  3609436629

Message:
Is the RAP plant allowed to include copper in the RAP? Did the prpoject proponent or Thurston
determine Cu content of RAP? Some RAP has added copper slag. Soil copper influences white
blood cell count and survival of Plethodon cinereus a salamander. Copper degrades salmon
habitat. Its found in brake linings so I assume its icnorporated into asphalt. OF course this will
change soon w/ the brake laws.
I led stream team surveys at Champion Drive for migrating amphibians. After Thurston repaved it
in 2012, amphibians were just halted on the road surface. It was surface related. Thurston repaved

PC-H-5
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a few years later and amphibians would move across surface. Was this surface RAP? It was a high
friction surface treatment w/ glossy black surface. . I'd love to find out what type of asphalt was
used in 2012 on Champion drive. The repaving with normal asphalt seemed to minimize dangerous
amphibian behavior.
Did the county assess copper and PAH content of RAP?



From: Maya Teeple
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: FW: Nisqually Sub-area plan review re asphalt
Date: Monday, October 05, 2020 7:48:09 AM

I have responded to citizen confirming receipt. Please include on the record for PC Public Hearing
Comments RE: RAP.

Maya Teeple |  Senior Planner
Thurston County Community Planning & Economic Development
Community Planning Division
2000 Lakeridge Dr SW, Bldg 1, Olympia, Washington 98502
Cell (Primary): (360) 545-2593
Maya.Teeple@co.thurston.wa.us | www.thurstonplanning.org

*Please note, as of September 1, 2020 my primary number has changed to 360-545-2593.

From: Barbara Craven <cravenbarb@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Sunday, October 4, 2020 3:35 PM
To: Maya Teeple <maya.teeple@co.thurston.wa.us>
Subject: Nisqually Sub-area plan review re asphalt

To: Thurston County Community Planning & Economic Development
Date:  October 4, 2020

The request by Lakeside to allow asphalt recycling along the Nisqually River is
concerning, and I oppose changing the language in the zoning to allow it.

Mr. Herrara's report stated that asphalt piles are variable in their leaching of
contaminants, and that some leach hazardous chemicals above Washington State
limits.  Therefore, I maintain that no piles can be accepted, nor can the testing of one
individual pile be relied upon, such as the testing done by Public Health some years
ago, and submitted by proponents of allowing an asphalt recycling operation on the
Nisqually, to evaluate the potential harm from asphalt recycling piles.  Further,
proponents of Lakeside's proposal cited Federal guidelines, not Washington State's,
in referring to contaminants exceeding limits.  They've mis-characterized Herrara's
conclusions, and ignored his finding that initial leakage from a pile is more significant
than later leakages by pointing to the latter as the most important point, which it's not.

Any leaching affects our vulnerable Nisqually River and its wildlife.

I am sympathetic to industry and its needs, to Thurston County's economic
quandaries, and to the needs of the public to have asphalt roads to drive on. 
However, it is not possible to replace rivers, and once an asphalt recycling plant is
allowed, no amount of intention written into the documents will assure me that the
plant and its asphalt piles will be inspected and regulated in a way that prevents
leaching.  Even a rain cover, a good idea, may not be sufficient.  When we don't know
what will happen, a conservative approach is best.
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I wish Lakeside the best in finding a site where contaminated groundwater from
asphalt recycling will be well dispersed by the time it reaches rivers and drinking
water wells.
 
Barbara Craven, Past Chair
Thurston County Storm and Surface Water Citizens' Advisory Board
 
 



From: Sandler & Seppanen
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: FW: Comment on Comp Plan Amendment 2020-2021 Docket Item 11
Date: Monday, October 05, 2020 11:50:00 AM

Shannon Shula,

Please include this comment in the record for the October 7 Hearing.

Now is the time for the county to move mining companies to put their money behind their claim that
mined-out sites can be reclaimed for the other uses valued by the community; that mining is a vital,
generally temporary, land use. Making a played-out mine into another recycled aggregate facility,
turns a temporary mine and its accessory functions permanent. The Nisqually Sub-area contains
some of the counties best ag land. Designated Nisqually Ag Land is adjacent to the mined area on its
northeast side mines and Long-term Ag land is directly to the west. My guess is that in the past,
farms, not a mine, connected those to ag areas.

I ask the county to keep the subarea plan unchanged (Option 1). Further, I ask the county to urge
mining operators to transition the mines back into ag land to reconnect these two vital farmland
areas. That effort would benefit of the community goal of no net loss of farmland. Another way to
word the options are – reclaim the mined land for ag or use it permanently for aggregate recycling
with or without the requirement of Best Management Practices. From a community perspective,
farms would be a higher and better land use in this location.

Loretta Seppanen
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Farmland preservation advocate
2919 Orange Street
Olympia, WA



From: Maya Teeple
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: FW: Thurston Chamber - Comments on the 2020-2021 Comprehensive Plan Amendment regarding RAP
Date: Tuesday, October 06, 2020 8:49:09 AM
Attachments: Thurston Chamber Comments - Planning Commission RAP 10062020.pdf

I have responded to citizen confirming receipt. Please include on the record for PC Public Hearing Comments RE:
RAP.

Maya Teeple |  Senior Planner
Thurston County Community Planning & Economic Development
Community Planning Division
2000 Lakeridge Dr SW, Bldg 1, Olympia, Washington 98502
Cell (Primary): (360) 545-2593
Maya.Teeple@co.thurston.wa.us | www.thurstonplanning.org

*Please note, as of September 1, 2020 my primary number has changed to 360-545-2593.

From: Doug Mah <Doug@dougmahassociates.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2020 8:38 AM
To: Maya Teeple <maya.teeple@co.thurston.wa.us>
Cc: Joshua Cummings <joshua.cummings@co.thurston.wa.us>; David Schaffert
<dschaffert@thurstonchamber.com>
Subject: Thurston Chamber - Comments on the 2020-2021 Comprehensive Plan Amendment
regarding RAP

Hi Maya –
Please find the attached comments from the Thurston Chamber on the 2020-2021 Comprehensive
Plan Amendment regarding Recycled Asphalt Policy (RAP), Policy E.5 of the Nisqually Subarea
Plan. 

Specifically, the Thurston County Chamber strongly recommends that the Planning Commission
amend the Nisqually Subarea Plan, Policy E.5, to allow for asphalt recycling within the subarea.  

We plan to provide comment at the Planning Commission’s public hearing on Wednesday and hope
to include the attached as part of the commission’s meeting information.  Please let me know if you
have any questions regarding our comments.  Thank you.
- Doug
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October 6, 2020  
 
Thurston County Planning Commission  
Thurston County Courthouse Complex 
Building #1, Room 152 
2000 Lakeridge Drive SW 
Olympia, WA 98502 
 
To:  Thurston County Planning Commissioners 
 
Re:  2020-2021 Comprehensive Plan Amendment regarding Recycled Asphalt Policy 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to address the 2020-2021 Comprehensive Plan Amendment regarding Recycled 
Asphalt Policy (RAP), Policy E.5 of the Nisqually Subarea Plan.   
  


 The Thurston County Chamber strongly recommends that the Planning Commission amend the Nisqually 
Subarea Plan, Policy E.5, to allow for asphalt recycling within the subarea.    


 
The Thurston Chamber supports Option 2 or Option 3 as outlined by staff.  The Chamber believes that quality raw 
material for infrastructure and building construction is critical to the greater Thurston County community and 
aligns with values of recycling, reuse and using resources in the most responsible manner.  In addition, many 
public bids require the use of RAP and the ability to have a source close to work sites means less expense for both 
private and public entities.  This also means utilizing fewer raw materials and hauling asphalt less road miles and 
thus a reduction in carbon footprint, a practice that should be supported. 
 
The adopting Options 2 or 3 is a reasonable and balanced amendment to the Comprehensive Plan.  The use of 
RAP is a sustainable practice that, when made operational, will reduce the need for mining for new aggregate and 
reduces construction time and cost for infrastructure projects.  It will enable local industries to be more 
competitive and help create new, temporary, and permanent jobs.   
 
Again, thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Comprehensive Plan Amendment regarding 
Recycled Asphalt Policy, Policy E.5 of the Nisqually Subarea Plan. Please feel free to contact us by calling (360) 
357-3362 or emailing DSchaffert@thurstonchamber.com if you have questions regarding our comments. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Doug Mah 
Director, Public Policy Division  
 
 
Cc: David Schaffert, President and CEO 







 

 

October 6, 2020  
 
Thurston County Planning Commission  
Thurston County Courthouse Complex 
Building #1, Room 152 
2000 Lakeridge Drive SW 
Olympia, WA 98502 
 
To:  Thurston County Planning Commissioners 
 
Re:  2020-2021 Comprehensive Plan Amendment regarding Recycled Asphalt Policy 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to address the 2020-2021 Comprehensive Plan Amendment regarding Recycled 
Asphalt Policy (RAP), Policy E.5 of the Nisqually Subarea Plan.   
  

 The Thurston County Chamber strongly recommends that the Planning Commission amend the Nisqually 
Subarea Plan, Policy E.5, to allow for asphalt recycling within the subarea.    

 
The Thurston Chamber supports Option 2 or Option 3 as outlined by staff.  The Chamber believes that quality raw 
material for infrastructure and building construction is critical to the greater Thurston County community and 
aligns with values of recycling, reuse and using resources in the most responsible manner.  In addition, many 
public bids require the use of RAP and the ability to have a source close to work sites means less expense for both 
private and public entities.  This also means utilizing fewer raw materials and hauling asphalt less road miles and 
thus a reduction in carbon footprint, a practice that should be supported. 
 
The adopting Options 2 or 3 is a reasonable and balanced amendment to the Comprehensive Plan.  The use of 
RAP is a sustainable practice that, when made operational, will reduce the need for mining for new aggregate and 
reduces construction time and cost for infrastructure projects.  It will enable local industries to be more 
competitive and help create new, temporary, and permanent jobs.   
 
Again, thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Comprehensive Plan Amendment regarding 
Recycled Asphalt Policy, Policy E.5 of the Nisqually Subarea Plan. Please feel free to contact us by calling (360) 
357-3362 or emailing DSchaffert@thurstonchamber.com if you have questions regarding our comments. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Doug Mah 
Director, Public Policy Division  
 
 
Cc: David Schaffert, President and CEO 



From: Howard Glastetter <howard.glastetter@comcast.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2020 3:38 PM
To: Maya Teeple <maya.teeple@co.thurston.wa.us>
Subject: RE: October 7 RAP Meeting Comment

Maya,

The point I was making is Lakeside can’t now bid on projects that require RAP.  If they get E.5
changed, they will be allowed to.  Hence, they will be in a position to increase production by also
doing these jobs that they are currently locked out of.  The county insisted on the annual 300,000
tons per year prior to Lakeside building their plant in the valley.  However Lakeside built a plant that
can produce 700,000 tons annually (and tried to get ORCAA approval for that amount after they
agreed to the county limits of 300,000).  The point I was making is they should not exceed their
county agreed to limit of 300,000.

-Howard

From: Maya Teeple <maya.teeple@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2020 8:55 AM
To: Howard Glastetter <howard.glastetter@comcast.net>
Subject: RE: October 7 RAP Meeting Comment

Hi Howard,

Thank you for this additional comment. I will include it on the record for the Planning Commission’s
consideration.

You bring up a good point regarding production limits. Allowing a facility to recycle asphalt will not
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necessarily increase the tonnage of hot-mix asphalt produced at a facility, because permits for
individual facilities limit both the hourly and annual production quantities for a given plant. In order
to go above whatever the current limit is in their permit, Lakeside would need to amend that special
use permit.

Maya Teeple |  Senior Planner
Thurston County Community Planning & Economic Development
Community Planning Division
2000 Lakeridge Dr SW, Bldg 1, Olympia, Washington 98502
Cell (Primary): (360) 545-2593
Maya.Teeple@co.thurston.wa.us | www.thurstonplanning.org

*Please note, as of September 1, 2020 my primary number has changed to 360-545-2593.
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From: Howard Glastetter <howard.glastetter@comcast.net> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2020 8:41 AM
To: Maya Teeple <maya.teeple@co.thurston.wa.us>
Subject: October 7 RAP Meeting Comment

Maya,

I’m adding one more comment,

If RAP is allowed, Lakeside's Holroyd site will qualify to bid on paving jobs that require RAP as part of
their mix.  This means production of asphalt there will likely increase.  There should be a clause that
if RAP is allowed, original agreed to production limits by Lakeside and Thurston County (i.e., 300,000
tons of RAP per year, 300 tons per hour) cannot be exceeded.  Best Management Practices (BMPs)
also call for onsite storing of RAP to be under an unwalled building.  Lakeside's Holroyd site is a large
plant capable of regional production – and should a have the very best BMPs at this sensitive site.   

The plant is capable of producing more than twice the asphalt that was originally agreed to, even
though these limits were agreed to before the plant was built.  There should be a statement that
Lakeside shall not exceed their original county agreement production limits.

I would also like the ten year old comments I sent you concerning Holroyd’s ten year old request to
mine below the water table to be on record for this meeting.  I noticed that Lakeside’s RAP SEPA
statement said they had no knowledge of other major changes in the works at this site.  I find that
hard to  believe.  The Holroyd request to mine 100 feet below the water table would be even more
ecologically significant than Lakeside’s RAP request.

Sincerely,

Howard H Glastetter
Howard.glastetter@comcast.net
Cell (360)556-1574

Everything should be as simple as it can be, but no simpler. 
Albert Einstein
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From: Connie Campbell
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: RE: 2020/2021 Official Comprehensive Plan Docket Item CP-11
Date: Tuesday, October 06, 2020 10:09:24 PM

Dear Shannon,

I am opposed to the proposed amendment that would change the language of Policy E.5 in the
Nisqually subarea Plan to allow for asphalt recycling with this subarea.  Please do not recycle
toxic asphalt in the Nisqually Subarea.  The Nisqually Valley was deemed a critical area as it
has the aquifer for the drinking water for our area and is  a huge agricultural area. Re-
processing hundreds of tons of asphalt will destroy the Nisqually aquifer which destroys our
drinking water!

Thank you,
~Connie Campbell
 Concerned Citizen
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From: Wayne Olsen
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: 2020/2021 Official Comprehensive Plan Docket Item CP-11
Date: Tuesday, October 06, 2020 10:42:37 PM

Dear Shannon,

The proposed amendment would change the language of Policy E.5 in the Nisqually Subarea Plan to allow for
asphalt recycling within the subarea.

I agree that recycling toxic asphalt is better for the environment than making new asphalt for every job. However,
the proposed location for this asphalt recycling facility couldn’t be much worse.  The western end of the northern
site is extremely close to McAllister Springs and the northeast end of that site is close to another wellhead near the
Nisqually River, both providing drinking water for our area. Survival of a National Wildlife Refuge a mile to the
north, and the Nisqually as salmon-bearing river nearby are two additional reasons that approving this change to the
subarea plan would be pure folly. Noxious fumes and leakage of toxic materials through the soils could ruin these
natural assets forever. Loss of the salmon run as a result of this recycling facility may also constitute a violation of
treaty rights with the Nisqually Nation.

I am opposed to this proposed amendment.

Thank you,

Wayne Olsen
2010 Cardinal LN SE
Lacey, WA 98503
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From: Maya Teeple
To: Esther Grace Kronenberg
Subject: RE: Docket Item CP-11
Date: Wednesday, October 07, 2020 11:19:54 AM

Thank you for your comment. It will be included on the record for the Planning Commissioner's consideration.

Maya Teeple | Senior Planner
Thurston County Community Planning & Economic Development
Community Planning Division
2000 Lakeridge Dr SW, Bldg 1, Olympia, Washington 98502
Cell (Primary): (360) 545-2593
Maya.Teeple@co.thurston.wa.us | www.thurstonplanning.org

*Please note, as of September 1, 2020 my primary number has changed to 360-545-2593.

-----Original Message-----
From: Esther Grace Kronenberg <wekrone@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 7, 2020 11:06 AM
To: Maya Teeple <maya.teeple@co.thurston.wa.us>
Subject: Docket Item CP-11

Hello,
We write in strong opposition to the proposed rule change that would allow the processing of recycled asphalt in the
Nisqually Valley, site of some of the County’s most valuable farmland.

The original Nisqually sub-area plan specifically forbid this use as a threat to water quality and the rural nature of
the area.  The intervening decades have only emphasized these threats with increased development and the threats of
climate change.  The mine lies within the Nisqually floodplain, yet the environmental checklist claims it does not,
and does not even consider the risk to water quality.   It is a dishonest document.

Further, according to RCW 78, all mines must have reclamation plans in place to return the mined out area to its
best use.  It is clear this mine is close to exhausted.  Therefore, it must be reclaimed.  Considering it lies between 2
large swaths of prime agricultural land, that climate change is threatening the quality of our natural resources and
that the County has set a goal of no net loss of  farmland, the best use for this mined out area is to be reclaimed as
agricultural land. 

Mining companies need to honor their obligations to mitigate the effects of their operations and return the land they
have profited from to previous best uses.  It is clear from the Nisqually Sub-area Plan that agriculture is that best
use.  Lakeside Industries should not be allowed to ignore the purpose of RCW 78 by inventing an ancillary use that
was specifically forbidden when it began its operations.  RAP can be processed in more appropriate locations.  The
County should deny this request in the interests of the people of Thurston County who will be better served by
restoration of this land to provide food and environmental protections for everyone, rather than to abet the special
interests and profits of one mining company.

Respectfully submitted,
Warren and Esther Kronenberg
Olympia, WA

Sent from cyberheaven
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From: Karen Deal
To: Shannon Shula
Cc: Maya Teeple; Jennifer Davis
Subject: Public Comment - Planning Commission Public Hearing RE Official Comprehensive Plan Amendment Docket Item

CP-11
Date: Wednesday, October 07, 2020 12:05:23 PM
Attachments: ACOR-075-FINAL-Letter from Karen Deal re RAP Amendment w attachment.pdf

Dear Shannon,

Please accept the attached document as public comment on the Official Comprehensive Plan
Amendment Docket Item CP-11.

Regards,
Karen
Karen Deal, Environmental & Land Use Director

Lakeside Industries, Inc. |6505 226th Place S.E. - Suite 200|P.O. Box 7016|Issaquah, WA,  98027
Phone:  (425) 313-2660|Cell:  (425) 864-5081| karen.deal@lakesideindustries.com
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VIA EMAIL to shannon.shula@co.thurston.wa.us, maya.teeple@co.thurston.wa.us, and 
jennifer.davis@co.thurston.wa.us 


 
October 7, 2020 


 
Thurston County Community Planning 
2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW 
Olympia, WA 98502 
 
RE:  Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Docket Item CP-11 - Recycled Asphalt Policy  
 
Dear Thurston County Planning Commission and Board of County Commissioners:  


For over ten years, Lakeside Industries, Inc. (Lakeside) has sought this amendment to the Nisqually 
Subarea Plan to allow for asphalt recycling. We appreciate the County’s willingness to consider this 
amendment and we ask that the Planning Commission vote for Option 2, which allows for asphalt 
recycling in the Nisqually Subarea and allows the County’s permitting staff to determine best 
management practices for operations based on site-specific factors. 


Our Company 


Lakeside is a family-owned company of locally managed regional divisions in the Pacific Northwest. We 
operate fourteen plants which manufacture asphalt mix for construction of paved surfaces and our local 
union employees provide road paving construction services. In the Nisqually Subarea, Lakeside operates 
an asphalt plant at Durgin Road and has an office which supports our road paving construction crews. We 
do not conduct any mineral extraction activity within the Nisqually Subarea and our application is not 
associated with Holroyd’s mine expansion permit process. This amendment for asphalt recycling is a 
separate review.   


Lakeside’s Plant on Durgin Road is a state-of-the-art facility. It has a sophisticated, engineered 
stormwater system that has functioned without issue since the Plant opened in 2008. All stormwater on 
site stays within the Plant’s boundaries and does not enter the nearby Holroyd mine. Lakeside’s 
stormwater is collected, treated, and infiltrated in accordance with Department of Ecology guidelines. In 
addition to Ecology’s monitoring and testing requirements, groundwater has been regularly monitored by 
a qualified third party since 2007 with no issues. Groundwater monitoring shows that the Plant’s 
stormwater system has operated as designed, without issue, even during flooding events.  


Asphalt Recycling is Sustainable 


Lakeside is recognized nationally for our progressive safety and environmental programs, sustainable 
operations, and quality products and services. One key aspect of our environmental sustainability is 
recycling of Reclaimed Asphalt Pavement (RAP). Asphalt recycling is a common, sustainable practice 
that is encouraged nationwide. The recycling process is simple:  Asphalt roads are removed, resized into 
smaller more manageable chunks, mixed with some virgin aggregate and asphalt cement (the glue that 
holds the aggregate and RAP together), and then construction crews pave roads with the new mix.  


There are over 3,500 asphalt plants in the United States and, to our knowledge, no other asphalt plant is 
prohibited from recycling asphalt. 







Governmental, educational, and private research entities have thoroughly evaluated the potential impacts 
associated with RAP. Most of that effort occurred after the Nisqually Subarea Plan was approved in 1992. 
The research resulted in a body of technical information and scientific evidence supporting the fact that 
RAP is inert and poses no threat to water quality, particularly when considering dilution, infiltration, and 
stormwater treatment.  


History of the Amendment 


Lakeside submitted its first application to remove the prohibition against asphalt recycling from the 
Nisqually Subarea Plan in 2005. At that time, the County rejected the amendment due to staff resource 
concerns.1 Lakeside resubmitted its application five times between 2005 and 2017. The common reason 
for rejection from the Docket was the same: limited staff resources. While the County repeatedly rejected 
Lakeside’s proposal, it re-approved another contractor’s permit application to allow for storage and 
recycling of RAP within the Nisqually Subarea – where it is currently prohibited.  


After over 10 years of continuous proactive communication and outreach, in May of 2017 our proposal 
was formally listed for serious consideration on the 2017/2018 Official Docket. The following year, 
Lakeside entered into a Contract with Thurston County to mitigate the Staff resource concerns and help 
ensure timely review of the project. The County, in order to expedite its review process, found it 
necessary to hire an external consulting firm. Lakeside formally agreed to provide payment for services 
provided by the County and the County’s consultant. Since 2018, Lakeside has funded over one hundred 
thousand dollars towards this amendment. Attached is a chronology of key dates and decisions 
associated with Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment application. 


Throughout this process, Lakeside has provided the County with significant volumes of scientific 
information and both public and private entity support for our request to allow asphalt recycling in the 
Nisqually Subarea. We are hopeful that the County will soon finalize approval of our proposal based on 
the overwhelming scientific evidence that RAP is environmentally beneficial for reuse.   


Next steps  


We ask that you approve Option 2, which allows recycling of asphalt in the Nisqually Subarea and relies 
on County permitting staff to determine the appropriate mitigation measures to avoid impacts to water 
quality. Upon completion of this first step of amending the Nisqually Subarea Plan, Lakeside is committed 
to working with the County Staff, the Nisqually River Council, the Nisqually Tribe and other interested 
citizens during the next permitting phase, to incorporate adaptive management principles and conduct 
groundwater monitoring as it pertains to RAP storage on-site.   


Additionally, we recognize that the Nisqually Subarea is a unique, beautiful area. While the scientific 
evidence and real-world evaluation has shown no groundwater impacts from decades of outdoor storage 
of RAP across the country, Lakeside is willing to eliminate any lingering water quality concerns by 
covering RAP stored on our site. 


Sincerely,  


 
 
 
Karen Deal 
Director, Environmental and Land Use 
Lakeside Industries, Inc.  


 
1 In a February 16, 2006 letter, the Director of the County’s Development Services Department explained: 
“Staff resources are not available in the current amendment cycle to address the project.” 







Attachment A Page 1 of 5 


ATTACHMENT A 
 


Lakeside Industries – Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Amendment Applications 


Chronology of Key Dates and Decisions 


December 25, 2005 1st Application - Lakeside submits a Comprehensive Plan Amendment seeking a 
minor text amendment to the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan – Nisqually 
Sub-Area Plan, Policy E.5.  The application was signed on December 25, 2005. An 
application fee of $2,500 was paid to the County on January 5, 2006.   


February 16, 2006 Thurston County rejects the application on the basis that “Staff resources are not 
available in the current amendment cycle to address the project.”  The County 
further states “The Board welcomes you to re-submit your application for 
consideration for the 2007 Docket.” (February 16, 2006 Letter from Michael 
Welter, Thurston County Planning Director to James Hatch, Lakeside Industries) 


November 14, 2008 2nd Application - Lakeside re-submits a Comprehensive Plan Amendment seeking 
a minor text amendment to the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan – 
Nisqually Sub-Area Plan, Policy E.5.   


May 6, 2009 During a Thurston County Board Briefing held to Finalize the Official Docket of 
Comprehensive Plan Amendments, Thurston County staff recommends removal 
of Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment from the Docket.  The staff 
recommends the Lakeside’s proposal is a Low-Priority Discretionary Amendment 
that should be worked on only as staffing allows.  


July 13, 2011 Lakeside meets with County Commissioner (Sandra Romero) and the only two 
members of the public who oppose Lakeside’s Durgin Road facility operations.  
The meeting was held to facilitate public understanding and acceptance of 
Lakeside’s proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment.  The meeting was to 
openly address concerns and how they would be mitigated.  It was clear the only 
concern to the two members of the public was any increase in truck traffic. 


November 14, 2011 3rd Application - Lakeside re-submits a Comprehensive Plan Amendment seeking 
a minor text amendment to the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan – 
Nisqually Sub-Area Plan, Policy E.5.   


November 14, 2011 Lakeside meets with County Commissioner (Sandra Romero) to discuss the 
application. 


November 22, 2011 Lakeside meets with County Commissioner (Karen Valenzuela) to discuss RAP 
and the application.  Provided staff (Thurston County Resource Stewardship 
Director) with information on RAP as requested. 


June 20, 2012 Lakeside holds an open house at the Durgin Road facility for Thurston County 
Commissioners, staff, and the Nisqually Indian Tribe.   
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Lakeside Industries – Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Amendment Applications 


Chronology of Key Dates and Decisions 


February 14, 2013 Thurston County Board Briefing indicates that the Preliminary Docket is 
proposed to include Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment.  The Board 
Briefing includes a list of public comments received in support of Lakeside’s 
proposal. 


March 12, 2013 Lakeside meets with Thurston County staff (Scott Clark and Jeremy Davis) to 
discuss the application. 


April 3, 2013 Lakeside meets with County Commissioner (Cathy Wolfe) to discuss the 
application. 


April 29, 2013 Lakeside meets with County Commissioner (Sandra Romero) to discuss the 
application. 


May 16, 2013 Lakeside meets with County Commissioner (Karen Valenzuela) to discuss the 
importance of the application.   


June 25, 2013 Thurston County Planning Director informs Lakeside via e-mail that the Docket 
will be taken before the Board on Tuesday, July 11, 2013.  The Director states 
“Only those projects that are regulatory mandates, grant funded, directed by the 
Board, or serve the broader public interest such as school districts and fire 
stations will be on the docket.  As indicated at the May 29th Board briefing, there 
is not sufficient staff or time to take on any additional issues.  The next 
opportunity to get new topics on the docket will be in 2014.  Staff will publish the 
next opportunity to get on the docket in late 2013.  I will ensure you are notified 
of when the preliminary docket opens for the 2014 process.” (June 25, 2013 
Email from Scott Clark, Thurston County to Dean Smith, Lakeside Industries 
Division Manager) 


July 11, 2013 Lakeside becomes aware that there may be an error in the date on which the 
Board will set the final Docket and contact the Planning Director to which 
Lakeside receives the following email response: 


“Regarding the date, that was my error, I was probably looking at the June 
Calendar which shows a Tuesday June 11th.  Yes the docket went to the Board for 
adoption on Tuesday July 9th.  Please keep in mind the public comment period 
for the Lakeside element of the docket closed in March.  The July 9th meeting was 
not a public hearing on the docket, simply the adoption thereof.” (July 11, 2013, 
Email from Scott Clark, Thurston County, to Tim Thompson, Lakeside 
Representative) 


November 14, 2013 4th Application - Lakeside re-submits a Comprehensive Plan Amendment seeking 
a minor text amendment to the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan – 
Nisqually Sub-Area Plan, Policy E.5.   
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Lakeside Industries – Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Amendment Applications 


Chronology of Key Dates and Decisions 


August 5, 2014 County Commissioner’s Briefing on the Comprehensive Plan  
Preliminary Docket.  Meeting occurred prior to the opening of the official 
comment period on the Preliminary Docket.  During the meeting, public 
comments were made in support of placing the Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment request on the Final Docket. 


October 1, 2014 Letter from Tim Lee, CEO, Lakeside Industries, to Thurston County Board of 
Commissioners thanking County for including Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment request in the Preliminary Docket and further offering to pay for all 
staff time needed to review the request.  “As you know from my letter of 
September 30, we are willing to deposit funds with the County to pay for the 
review of our request to the County can, if necessary pay overtime for existing 
staff, and/or hire new staff, and/or hire a third party planner to process our 
request.  We are ready and willing to work with you and your Staff to help you 
get the additional staffing resources you need for this process.” (October 1, 2014 
Letter from Tim Lee to Thurston County Board of Commissioners, Subject: 
Lakeside Industries Request for Docket for Comprehensive Plan Amendment) 


November 6, 2014 Thurston County Board Briefing – 2015 Preliminary Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment Docket Briefing – Review of Public Comments – Finalize Official 
Docket.  Staff Recommendation: “Final Docket: Staff recommends Option 1, that 
the board extend the existing docket without any new projects, including the 
four citizen initiated amendment items.”  Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment request was one of the four citizen initiated amendment items.  The 
primary rationale was limited resources and staff time. 


February 20, 2015 Lakeside reconfirms willingness to mitigate staff resource issues and pay for 
staffing needs.  “…you have made clear that the County does not have current 
staff to review the Lakeside request in 2015.  Therefore, Lakeside hereby 
reconfirms its willingness to pay for a new County staff person or a third party 
consultant to perform all the actions necessary to process the Lakeside request.”  
(February 20, 2015, Letter from John W. Hempelmann to Scott Clark, Director 
Department of Resource Stewardship, RE: Processing Lakeside Industries 
Request to Amend the Nisqually Subarea Plan). 


November 14, 2016 5th Application - Lakeside re-submits a Comprehensive Plan Amendment seeking 
a minor text amendment to the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan – 
Nisqually Sub-Area Plan, Policy E.5.   


May 11, 2017 Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment request is listed for consideration 
on the Thurston County 2017/2018 Official Docket of Comprehensive Plan 
amendments by the Board of County Commissioners. (May 11, 2017, Letter from 
Celinda Adair, Associate Planner to Karen Deal, Lakeside Industries, Subject: 
Project Number 2016105567 Policy Amendment to Nisqually Sub-Area Plan). 
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Lakeside Industries – Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Amendment Applications 


Chronology of Key Dates and Decisions 


July 15, 2017 Thurston County holds Public Meeting “Kick-off” to provide general information 
to the public on the proposed amendment.  


March 20, 2018 Lakeside Industries, Inc. enters into Contract for Payment of Services with 
Thurston County to provide the funding necessary for the County to complete 
Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment proposal review process in a timely 
manner. 


Consultant is hired by Thurston County for Literature Review of Potential 
Environmental and Public Health Implications of Asphalt Recycling.  


June 20, 2019 Thurston County holds a Public Meeting where the consultant provided a 
presentation on the consultant’s literature report and a question-and-answer 
session was held with public attendees.  


July 19, 2019 Thurston County provides a presentation to the Nisqually River Council on the 
amendment with a high-level summary of the consultant’s report and next steps.  


February 6, 2020 Community Planning briefs the Board of County Commissioners on the 
2020/2021 Comprehensive Plan Docketing.  


April 2, 2020 Community Planning briefs the Board of County Commissioners on the 
2020/2021 Comprehensive Plan Docketing. 


April 15, 2020 Community Planning briefs the Board of County Commissioners on the 
2020/2021 Comprehensive Plan Docketing. The Commissioners hold preliminary 
votes on each Comprehensive Plan Docket Item.  


Board of County Commissioners unanimously vote in favor of keeping Lakeside’s 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment proposal on the Official 2020/2021 
Comprehensive Plan Docket. 


However, the Board of County Commissioners were divided on whether the 
Nisqually Subarea Plan Update should be included on the Official 2020/2021 
Docket. Commissioner Menser voted for it to be on the Official Docket, 
Commissioner Hutchings supported it on the Preliminary Docket, and 
Commissioner Edwards voted against its inclusion on the Docket. After some 
discussion, Commissioner Hutchings changed his vote regarding Nisqually 
Subarea Plan Update and voted in favor if its inclusion on the 2020/2021 Docket.  


April 28, 2020 Board of County Commissioners officially adopts the 2020/2021 Comprehensive 
Plan Docket, which includes both the Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment proposal and the Nisqually Subarea Plan Update. 
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Lakeside Industries – Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Amendment Applications 


Chronology of Key Dates and Decisions 


May 7, 2020 Thurston County Board of County Commissioners hold a briefing to discuss 
prioritization of docket items.  


Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment tied 3rd out of 6 Citizen-Initiated 
Amendments.  


The Board of County Commissioners votes separately on prioritization of the six 
County-Initiated Amendments. The Nisqually Subarea Plan Update is ranked as 
the last priority of County-Initiated Amendments.  


July 15, 2020 Thurston County Planning Commission holds a Work Session on Lakeside’s 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment.  


August 5, 2020 Thurston County Planning Commission holds a Work Session on Lakeside’s 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment. 


September 2, 2020  Thurston County Planning Commission holds a Work Session on Lakeside’s 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment with guests.  


October 2020 To date, Lakeside has funded over $100,000 towards the review of Lakeside’s 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment proposal. 
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VIA EMAIL to shannon.shula@co.thurston.wa.us, maya.teeple@co.thurston.wa.us, and 
jennifer.davis@co.thurston.wa.us 

 
October 7, 2020 

 
Thurston County Community Planning 
2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW 
Olympia, WA 98502 
 
RE:  Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Docket Item CP-11 - Recycled Asphalt Policy  
 
Dear Thurston County Planning Commission and Board of County Commissioners:  

For over ten years, Lakeside Industries, Inc. (Lakeside) has sought this amendment to the Nisqually 
Subarea Plan to allow for asphalt recycling. We appreciate the County’s willingness to consider this 
amendment and we ask that the Planning Commission vote for Option 2, which allows for asphalt 
recycling in the Nisqually Subarea and allows the County’s permitting staff to determine best 
management practices for operations based on site-specific factors. 

Our Company 

Lakeside is a family-owned company of locally managed regional divisions in the Pacific Northwest. We 
operate fourteen plants which manufacture asphalt mix for construction of paved surfaces and our local 
union employees provide road paving construction services. In the Nisqually Subarea, Lakeside operates 
an asphalt plant at Durgin Road and has an office which supports our road paving construction crews. We 
do not conduct any mineral extraction activity within the Nisqually Subarea and our application is not 
associated with Holroyd’s mine expansion permit process. This amendment for asphalt recycling is a 
separate review.   

Lakeside’s Plant on Durgin Road is a state-of-the-art facility. It has a sophisticated, engineered 
stormwater system that has functioned without issue since the Plant opened in 2008. All stormwater on 
site stays within the Plant’s boundaries and does not enter the nearby Holroyd mine. Lakeside’s 
stormwater is collected, treated, and infiltrated in accordance with Department of Ecology guidelines. In 
addition to Ecology’s monitoring and testing requirements, groundwater has been regularly monitored by 
a qualified third party since 2007 with no issues. Groundwater monitoring shows that the Plant’s 
stormwater system has operated as designed, without issue, even during flooding events.  

Asphalt Recycling is Sustainable 

Lakeside is recognized nationally for our progressive safety and environmental programs, sustainable 
operations, and quality products and services. One key aspect of our environmental sustainability is 
recycling of Reclaimed Asphalt Pavement (RAP). Asphalt recycling is a common, sustainable practice 
that is encouraged nationwide. The recycling process is simple:  Asphalt roads are removed, resized into 
smaller more manageable chunks, mixed with some virgin aggregate and asphalt cement (the glue that 
holds the aggregate and RAP together), and then construction crews pave roads with the new mix.  

There are over 3,500 asphalt plants in the United States and, to our knowledge, no other asphalt plant is 
prohibited from recycling asphalt. 



Governmental, educational, and private research entities have thoroughly evaluated the potential impacts 
associated with RAP. Most of that effort occurred after the Nisqually Subarea Plan was approved in 1992. 
The research resulted in a body of technical information and scientific evidence supporting the fact that 
RAP is inert and poses no threat to water quality, particularly when considering dilution, infiltration, and 
stormwater treatment.  

History of the Amendment 

Lakeside submitted its first application to remove the prohibition against asphalt recycling from the 
Nisqually Subarea Plan in 2005. At that time, the County rejected the amendment due to staff resource 
concerns.1 Lakeside resubmitted its application five times between 2005 and 2017. The common reason 
for rejection from the Docket was the same: limited staff resources. While the County repeatedly rejected 
Lakeside’s proposal, it re-approved another contractor’s permit application to allow for storage and 
recycling of RAP within the Nisqually Subarea – where it is currently prohibited.  

After over 10 years of continuous proactive communication and outreach, in May of 2017 our proposal 
was formally listed for serious consideration on the 2017/2018 Official Docket. The following year, 
Lakeside entered into a Contract with Thurston County to mitigate the Staff resource concerns and help 
ensure timely review of the project. The County, in order to expedite its review process, found it 
necessary to hire an external consulting firm. Lakeside formally agreed to provide payment for services 
provided by the County and the County’s consultant. Since 2018, Lakeside has funded over one hundred 
thousand dollars towards this amendment. Attached is a chronology of key dates and decisions 
associated with Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment application. 

Throughout this process, Lakeside has provided the County with significant volumes of scientific 
information and both public and private entity support for our request to allow asphalt recycling in the 
Nisqually Subarea. We are hopeful that the County will soon finalize approval of our proposal based on 
the overwhelming scientific evidence that RAP is environmentally beneficial for reuse.   

Next steps  

We ask that you approve Option 2, which allows recycling of asphalt in the Nisqually Subarea and relies 
on County permitting staff to determine the appropriate mitigation measures to avoid impacts to water 
quality. Upon completion of this first step of amending the Nisqually Subarea Plan, Lakeside is committed 
to working with the County Staff, the Nisqually River Council, the Nisqually Tribe and other interested 
citizens during the next permitting phase, to incorporate adaptive management principles and conduct 
groundwater monitoring as it pertains to RAP storage on-site.   

Additionally, we recognize that the Nisqually Subarea is a unique, beautiful area. While the scientific 
evidence and real-world evaluation has shown no groundwater impacts from decades of outdoor storage 
of RAP across the country, Lakeside is willing to eliminate any lingering water quality concerns by 
covering RAP stored on our site. 

Sincerely,  

 
 
 
Karen Deal 
Director, Environmental and Land Use 
Lakeside Industries, Inc.  

 
1 In a February 16, 2006 letter, the Director of the County’s Development Services Department explained: 
“Staff resources are not available in the current amendment cycle to address the project.” 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

Lakeside Industries – Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Amendment Applications 

Chronology of Key Dates and Decisions 

December 25, 2005 1st Application - Lakeside submits a Comprehensive Plan Amendment seeking a 
minor text amendment to the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan – Nisqually 
Sub-Area Plan, Policy E.5.  The application was signed on December 25, 2005. An 
application fee of $2,500 was paid to the County on January 5, 2006.   

February 16, 2006 Thurston County rejects the application on the basis that “Staff resources are not 
available in the current amendment cycle to address the project.”  The County 
further states “The Board welcomes you to re-submit your application for 
consideration for the 2007 Docket.” (February 16, 2006 Letter from Michael 
Welter, Thurston County Planning Director to James Hatch, Lakeside Industries) 

November 14, 2008 2nd Application - Lakeside re-submits a Comprehensive Plan Amendment seeking 
a minor text amendment to the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan – 
Nisqually Sub-Area Plan, Policy E.5.   

May 6, 2009 During a Thurston County Board Briefing held to Finalize the Official Docket of 
Comprehensive Plan Amendments, Thurston County staff recommends removal 
of Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment from the Docket.  The staff 
recommends the Lakeside’s proposal is a Low-Priority Discretionary Amendment 
that should be worked on only as staffing allows.  

July 13, 2011 Lakeside meets with County Commissioner (Sandra Romero) and the only two 
members of the public who oppose Lakeside’s Durgin Road facility operations.  
The meeting was held to facilitate public understanding and acceptance of 
Lakeside’s proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment.  The meeting was to 
openly address concerns and how they would be mitigated.  It was clear the only 
concern to the two members of the public was any increase in truck traffic. 

November 14, 2011 3rd Application - Lakeside re-submits a Comprehensive Plan Amendment seeking 
a minor text amendment to the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan – 
Nisqually Sub-Area Plan, Policy E.5.   

November 14, 2011 Lakeside meets with County Commissioner (Sandra Romero) to discuss the 
application. 

November 22, 2011 Lakeside meets with County Commissioner (Karen Valenzuela) to discuss RAP 
and the application.  Provided staff (Thurston County Resource Stewardship 
Director) with information on RAP as requested. 

June 20, 2012 Lakeside holds an open house at the Durgin Road facility for Thurston County 
Commissioners, staff, and the Nisqually Indian Tribe.   
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Lakeside Industries – Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Amendment Applications 

Chronology of Key Dates and Decisions 

February 14, 2013 Thurston County Board Briefing indicates that the Preliminary Docket is 
proposed to include Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment.  The Board 
Briefing includes a list of public comments received in support of Lakeside’s 
proposal. 

March 12, 2013 Lakeside meets with Thurston County staff (Scott Clark and Jeremy Davis) to 
discuss the application. 

April 3, 2013 Lakeside meets with County Commissioner (Cathy Wolfe) to discuss the 
application. 

April 29, 2013 Lakeside meets with County Commissioner (Sandra Romero) to discuss the 
application. 

May 16, 2013 Lakeside meets with County Commissioner (Karen Valenzuela) to discuss the 
importance of the application.   

June 25, 2013 Thurston County Planning Director informs Lakeside via e-mail that the Docket 
will be taken before the Board on Tuesday, July 11, 2013.  The Director states 
“Only those projects that are regulatory mandates, grant funded, directed by the 
Board, or serve the broader public interest such as school districts and fire 
stations will be on the docket.  As indicated at the May 29th Board briefing, there 
is not sufficient staff or time to take on any additional issues.  The next 
opportunity to get new topics on the docket will be in 2014.  Staff will publish the 
next opportunity to get on the docket in late 2013.  I will ensure you are notified 
of when the preliminary docket opens for the 2014 process.” (June 25, 2013 
Email from Scott Clark, Thurston County to Dean Smith, Lakeside Industries 
Division Manager) 

July 11, 2013 Lakeside becomes aware that there may be an error in the date on which the 
Board will set the final Docket and contact the Planning Director to which 
Lakeside receives the following email response: 

“Regarding the date, that was my error, I was probably looking at the June 
Calendar which shows a Tuesday June 11th.  Yes the docket went to the Board for 
adoption on Tuesday July 9th.  Please keep in mind the public comment period 
for the Lakeside element of the docket closed in March.  The July 9th meeting was 
not a public hearing on the docket, simply the adoption thereof.” (July 11, 2013, 
Email from Scott Clark, Thurston County, to Tim Thompson, Lakeside 
Representative) 

November 14, 2013 4th Application - Lakeside re-submits a Comprehensive Plan Amendment seeking 
a minor text amendment to the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan – 
Nisqually Sub-Area Plan, Policy E.5.   
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Lakeside Industries – Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Amendment Applications 

Chronology of Key Dates and Decisions 

August 5, 2014 County Commissioner’s Briefing on the Comprehensive Plan  
Preliminary Docket.  Meeting occurred prior to the opening of the official 
comment period on the Preliminary Docket.  During the meeting, public 
comments were made in support of placing the Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment request on the Final Docket. 

October 1, 2014 Letter from Tim Lee, CEO, Lakeside Industries, to Thurston County Board of 
Commissioners thanking County for including Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment request in the Preliminary Docket and further offering to pay for all 
staff time needed to review the request.  “As you know from my letter of 
September 30, we are willing to deposit funds with the County to pay for the 
review of our request to the County can, if necessary pay overtime for existing 
staff, and/or hire new staff, and/or hire a third party planner to process our 
request.  We are ready and willing to work with you and your Staff to help you 
get the additional staffing resources you need for this process.” (October 1, 2014 
Letter from Tim Lee to Thurston County Board of Commissioners, Subject: 
Lakeside Industries Request for Docket for Comprehensive Plan Amendment) 

November 6, 2014 Thurston County Board Briefing – 2015 Preliminary Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment Docket Briefing – Review of Public Comments – Finalize Official 
Docket.  Staff Recommendation: “Final Docket: Staff recommends Option 1, that 
the board extend the existing docket without any new projects, including the 
four citizen initiated amendment items.”  Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment request was one of the four citizen initiated amendment items.  The 
primary rationale was limited resources and staff time. 

February 20, 2015 Lakeside reconfirms willingness to mitigate staff resource issues and pay for 
staffing needs.  “…you have made clear that the County does not have current 
staff to review the Lakeside request in 2015.  Therefore, Lakeside hereby 
reconfirms its willingness to pay for a new County staff person or a third party 
consultant to perform all the actions necessary to process the Lakeside request.”  
(February 20, 2015, Letter from John W. Hempelmann to Scott Clark, Director 
Department of Resource Stewardship, RE: Processing Lakeside Industries 
Request to Amend the Nisqually Subarea Plan). 

November 14, 2016 5th Application - Lakeside re-submits a Comprehensive Plan Amendment seeking 
a minor text amendment to the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan – 
Nisqually Sub-Area Plan, Policy E.5.   

May 11, 2017 Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment request is listed for consideration 
on the Thurston County 2017/2018 Official Docket of Comprehensive Plan 
amendments by the Board of County Commissioners. (May 11, 2017, Letter from 
Celinda Adair, Associate Planner to Karen Deal, Lakeside Industries, Subject: 
Project Number 2016105567 Policy Amendment to Nisqually Sub-Area Plan). 



Attachment A Page 4 of 5 

Lakeside Industries – Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Amendment Applications 

Chronology of Key Dates and Decisions 

July 15, 2017 Thurston County holds Public Meeting “Kick-off” to provide general information 
to the public on the proposed amendment.  

March 20, 2018 Lakeside Industries, Inc. enters into Contract for Payment of Services with 
Thurston County to provide the funding necessary for the County to complete 
Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment proposal review process in a timely 
manner. 

Consultant is hired by Thurston County for Literature Review of Potential 
Environmental and Public Health Implications of Asphalt Recycling.  

June 20, 2019 Thurston County holds a Public Meeting where the consultant provided a 
presentation on the consultant’s literature report and a question-and-answer 
session was held with public attendees.  

July 19, 2019 Thurston County provides a presentation to the Nisqually River Council on the 
amendment with a high-level summary of the consultant’s report and next steps.  

February 6, 2020 Community Planning briefs the Board of County Commissioners on the 
2020/2021 Comprehensive Plan Docketing.  

April 2, 2020 Community Planning briefs the Board of County Commissioners on the 
2020/2021 Comprehensive Plan Docketing. 

April 15, 2020 Community Planning briefs the Board of County Commissioners on the 
2020/2021 Comprehensive Plan Docketing. The Commissioners hold preliminary 
votes on each Comprehensive Plan Docket Item.  

Board of County Commissioners unanimously vote in favor of keeping Lakeside’s 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment proposal on the Official 2020/2021 
Comprehensive Plan Docket. 

However, the Board of County Commissioners were divided on whether the 
Nisqually Subarea Plan Update should be included on the Official 2020/2021 
Docket. Commissioner Menser voted for it to be on the Official Docket, 
Commissioner Hutchings supported it on the Preliminary Docket, and 
Commissioner Edwards voted against its inclusion on the Docket. After some 
discussion, Commissioner Hutchings changed his vote regarding Nisqually 
Subarea Plan Update and voted in favor if its inclusion on the 2020/2021 Docket.  

April 28, 2020 Board of County Commissioners officially adopts the 2020/2021 Comprehensive 
Plan Docket, which includes both the Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment proposal and the Nisqually Subarea Plan Update. 
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Lakeside Industries – Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Amendment Applications 

Chronology of Key Dates and Decisions 

May 7, 2020 Thurston County Board of County Commissioners hold a briefing to discuss 
prioritization of docket items.  

Lakeside’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment tied 3rd out of 6 Citizen-Initiated 
Amendments.  

The Board of County Commissioners votes separately on prioritization of the six 
County-Initiated Amendments. The Nisqually Subarea Plan Update is ranked as 
the last priority of County-Initiated Amendments.  

July 15, 2020 Thurston County Planning Commission holds a Work Session on Lakeside’s 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment.  

August 5, 2020 Thurston County Planning Commission holds a Work Session on Lakeside’s 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment. 

September 2, 2020  Thurston County Planning Commission holds a Work Session on Lakeside’s 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment with guests.  

October 2020 To date, Lakeside has funded over $100,000 towards the review of Lakeside’s 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment proposal. 

 
 
 



From: Thurston County | Send Email
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: RAP comment
Date: Wednesday, October 07, 2020 12:06:23 PM

This email was created by the County Internet web server from the email masking system.
Someone from the Public has requested to contact you with the following information:

To: Shannon Shula

Subject:

From: David HIllman

Email (if provided): davidhillmanb@hotmail.com

Phone: (if provided): 

Message:
Hi Shannon,

I would like to send a PDF that contains a letter for the RAP comments due later
today. How do I do this?

Thanks!

-David

PC-H-14

mailto:do_not_reply@co.thurston.wa.us
mailto:shannon.shula@co.thurston.wa.us


From: Kyler Danielson
To: Shannon Shula; Maya Teeple; Jennifer Davis
Subject: Public Comment - CP-11 - RAP
Date: Wednesday, October 07, 2020 1:37:19 PM
Attachments: ACOR-075-2020-10-07 Letter from KMD re RAP Amendment.pdf

Shannon:

I’m attaching my comment letter for consideration by the Planning Commission in advance of
today’s public hearing on CP-11 regarding asphalt recycling.

Thank you,
Kyler

Kyler M. Danielson (she/her/hers)
Land Use Project Manager
Lakeside Industries, Inc.
T: 425.313.2602 | C: 425.416.0249 
PO Box 7016 l Issaquah, Washington  98027
www.Lakesideindustries.com

PC-H-15

mailto:Kyler.Danielson@lakesideindustries.com
mailto:shannon.shula@co.thurston.wa.us
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October 7, 2020 
 
Thurston County Community Planning 
2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW 
Olympia, WA 98502 


Via email to shannon.shula@co.thurston.wa.us, maya.teeple@co.thurston.wa.us, and 
jennifer.davis@co.thurston.wa.us.  
 
RE:  Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Docket Item CP-11 - Recycled Asphalt Policy  
 
Dear Thurston County Planning Commission:  


Lakeside Industries is seeking a minor text amendment to the Nisqually Subarea Plan to allow 
for asphalt recycling within the Subarea. We ask that the Planning Commission and the Board 
of County Commissioners select Option 2 to adopt Lakeside’s proposed amendment as written 
because:  


 Asphalt recycling is good policy; 
 Asphalt recycling is consistent with the County’s plans;  
 This is the right time to approve the amendment; 
 Asphalt recycling is supported by science; and 
 Option 2 ensures that best management practices will be site-specific.  


Asphalt recycling is good policy.  


As County staff has explained, asphalt is one of the most recyclable materials. Nearly all 
removed asphalt can be recycled or stockpiled for future use. A letter to the County from Tony 
Hammett and Jeff Herriford explained numerous benefits to asphalt recycling. Specifically, it 
noted that asphalt recycling preserves natural resources, results in 0% waste, requires no 
additional energy or materials, is encouraged nationwide, is an important aspect of an industry 
essential to economic growth, and is especially critical during economic downturns.  


The County’s prohibition of asphalt recycling was adopted in the 1992 Nisqually Subarea Plan. 
Based on records from that time period, the County’s decision to adopt this prohibition was not 
based on any scientific study or report. The record does not include any documentation or data 
to support the claim that asphalt recycling would harm water quality. 


Asphalt recycling is consistent with the County’s plans. 


Asphalt has been called the “ultimate recyclable product” and the use of Recycled Asphalt 
Pavement (RAP) is a standard practice in Washington and throughout the world. Reprocessing 
asphalt is consistent with the vision in Thurston County’s Comprehensive Plan. It preserves the 
human environment by encouraging jobs in the community. It preserves the natural environment 
by encouraging protection of mineral resource lands, limiting the carbon footprint of asphalt 







paving, and preventing unnecessary waste in landfills. It promotes economic health by reducing 
the cost of asphalt manufacturing, which supports local asphalt paving businesses and property 
owners.  


Asphalt recycling is also consistent with Thurston County’s Solid Waste Management Plan, 
which has an overall goal of reducing waste per capita. The plan recommends:  


- reducing construction and demolition debris by promoting the availability of existing facilities 
that accept used building materials for reuse and supporting the expansion of those 
services countywide,  


- promoting the availability of existing construction and demolition recycling facilities in the 
region and supporting the establishment of new facilities in Thurston County,  


- evaluating options to increase the recovery of construction and demolition materials, and  
- collaborating with building and planning departments to explore options to increase the 


recovery of construction and demolition materials.  


This is the right time to approve the amendment.  


Lakeside first applied for this amendment to be added to the docket over ten years ago and then 
reapplied numerous times. The County repeatedly rejected this amendment due to staffing 
concerns. Eventually, the amendment was added to the 2017/2018 Official Docket. Since then, 
it has undergone significant study and analysis. Lakeside has paid over $100,000 to mitigate the 
County’s staff resource concerns and support the County’s impartial study of this amendment.  


The County Commissioners supported a separate review of Lakeside’s Amendment and the 
Nisqually Subarea Plan Update to prevent further delay of a proposal that could benefit the 
region. In fact, the County Commissioners considered and prioritized items on its 2020/2021 
Docket earlier this year. At that time, the County Commissioners unanimously voted in favor of 
retaining Lakeside’s amendment on the Official Docket. Lakeside’s Amendment was tied as the 
third priority out of six Citizen-Initiated Amendments.  


The County has also considered whether to update its entire Nisqually Subarea Plan. They 
were divided on whether the Nisqually Subarea Plan Update should stay on the Official Docket. 
Although the Nisqually Subarea Plan Update was ultimately included on the Official Docket, the 
County Commissioners included it as the last priority of County-Initiated Comprehensive Plan 
Docket Items. To our knowledge, there has been no further action on the Nisqually Subarea 
Plan in 2020.  


Asphalt recycling is supported by science. 


Numerous scientists, experts, specialists, educators, and governmental entitles have found no 
concern with asphalt recycling. The County contracted with Herrera Consultants to analyze the 
available research on contaminant leaching from RAP. The Herrera Literature Review initially 
assessed over 100 articles regarding leachate from RAP. On this fact alone, it is clear that RAP 
leachate has been subject to significant study and analysis for decades.1  


 
1 Please see my letter from June 12, 2019 on the Herrera Literature Review.  







For years, local,2 state, and national subject matter experts have analyzed the studies to 
determine whether concern is warranted. The data and science support asphalt recycling and 
do not find a concern to water quality. To Lakeside Industries’ knowledge, no other jurisdiction 
prohibits asphalt recycling. 


Option 2 ensures that best management practices will be site-specific.


We ask that the Planning Commission approve Option 2 and allow asphalt recycling as 
Lakeside’s amendment proposed. As we mentioned as a previous Planning Commission 
meeting, Lakeside Industries has committed to covering any RAP stockpile at its Durgin Road 
Plant. However, covering is not always a feasible option for other sites. To our knowledge, no 
other jurisdiction prohibits asphalt recycling or requires covering for RAP stockpiles.  


County permitting staff is empowered to require certain mitigation measures or safeguards 
during the permitting process. The County can determine the most appropriate mitigation for the 
applicable site at the permitting level. For these reasons, we believe that the most prudent 
amendment would be Option 2. 


Thank you for your time and consideration of this important amendment.  


Sincerely,  


 
 
 
Kyler Danielson 
Land Use Project Manager 
Lakeside Industries, Inc.            


2 In fact, Thurston County’s own Public Health Department issued a letter one month after the Nisqually 
Subarea Plan was adopted explaining that “a waste asphalt recycling operation presents none to very 
minimal environmental health concerns.” 







October 7, 2020 
 
Thurston County Community Planning 
2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW 
Olympia, WA 98502 

Via email to shannon.shula@co.thurston.wa.us, maya.teeple@co.thurston.wa.us, and 
jennifer.davis@co.thurston.wa.us.  
 
RE:  Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Docket Item CP-11 - Recycled Asphalt Policy  
 
Dear Thurston County Planning Commission:  

Lakeside Industries is seeking a minor text amendment to the Nisqually Subarea Plan to allow 
for asphalt recycling within the Subarea. We ask that the Planning Commission and the Board 
of County Commissioners select Option 2 to adopt Lakeside’s proposed amendment as written 
because:  

 Asphalt recycling is good policy; 
 Asphalt recycling is consistent with the County’s plans;  
 This is the right time to approve the amendment; 
 Asphalt recycling is supported by science; and 
 Option 2 ensures that best management practices will be site-specific.  

Asphalt recycling is good policy.  

As County staff has explained, asphalt is one of the most recyclable materials. Nearly all 
removed asphalt can be recycled or stockpiled for future use. A letter to the County from Tony 
Hammett and Jeff Herriford explained numerous benefits to asphalt recycling. Specifically, it 
noted that asphalt recycling preserves natural resources, results in 0% waste, requires no 
additional energy or materials, is encouraged nationwide, is an important aspect of an industry 
essential to economic growth, and is especially critical during economic downturns.  

The County’s prohibition of asphalt recycling was adopted in the 1992 Nisqually Subarea Plan. 
Based on records from that time period, the County’s decision to adopt this prohibition was not 
based on any scientific study or report. The record does not include any documentation or data 
to support the claim that asphalt recycling would harm water quality. 

Asphalt recycling is consistent with the County’s plans. 

Asphalt has been called the “ultimate recyclable product” and the use of Recycled Asphalt 
Pavement (RAP) is a standard practice in Washington and throughout the world. Reprocessing 
asphalt is consistent with the vision in Thurston County’s Comprehensive Plan. It preserves the 
human environment by encouraging jobs in the community. It preserves the natural environment 
by encouraging protection of mineral resource lands, limiting the carbon footprint of asphalt 



paving, and preventing unnecessary waste in landfills. It promotes economic health by reducing 
the cost of asphalt manufacturing, which supports local asphalt paving businesses and property 
owners.  

Asphalt recycling is also consistent with Thurston County’s Solid Waste Management Plan, 
which has an overall goal of reducing waste per capita. The plan recommends:  

- reducing construction and demolition debris by promoting the availability of existing facilities 
that accept used building materials for reuse and supporting the expansion of those 
services countywide,  

- promoting the availability of existing construction and demolition recycling facilities in the 
region and supporting the establishment of new facilities in Thurston County,  

- evaluating options to increase the recovery of construction and demolition materials, and  
- collaborating with building and planning departments to explore options to increase the 

recovery of construction and demolition materials.  

This is the right time to approve the amendment.  

Lakeside first applied for this amendment to be added to the docket over ten years ago and then 
reapplied numerous times. The County repeatedly rejected this amendment due to staffing 
concerns. Eventually, the amendment was added to the 2017/2018 Official Docket. Since then, 
it has undergone significant study and analysis. Lakeside has paid over $100,000 to mitigate the 
County’s staff resource concerns and support the County’s impartial study of this amendment.  

The County Commissioners supported a separate review of Lakeside’s Amendment and the 
Nisqually Subarea Plan Update to prevent further delay of a proposal that could benefit the 
region. In fact, the County Commissioners considered and prioritized items on its 2020/2021 
Docket earlier this year. At that time, the County Commissioners unanimously voted in favor of 
retaining Lakeside’s amendment on the Official Docket. Lakeside’s Amendment was tied as the 
third priority out of six Citizen-Initiated Amendments.  

The County has also considered whether to update its entire Nisqually Subarea Plan. They 
were divided on whether the Nisqually Subarea Plan Update should stay on the Official Docket. 
Although the Nisqually Subarea Plan Update was ultimately included on the Official Docket, the 
County Commissioners included it as the last priority of County-Initiated Comprehensive Plan 
Docket Items. To our knowledge, there has been no further action on the Nisqually Subarea 
Plan in 2020.  

Asphalt recycling is supported by science. 

Numerous scientists, experts, specialists, educators, and governmental entitles have found no 
concern with asphalt recycling. The County contracted with Herrera Consultants to analyze the 
available research on contaminant leaching from RAP. The Herrera Literature Review initially 
assessed over 100 articles regarding leachate from RAP. On this fact alone, it is clear that RAP 
leachate has been subject to significant study and analysis for decades.1  

 
1 Please see my letter from June 12, 2019 on the Herrera Literature Review.  



For years, local,2 state, and national subject matter experts have analyzed the studies to 
determine whether concern is warranted. The data and science support asphalt recycling and 
do not find a concern to water quality. To Lakeside Industries’ knowledge, no other jurisdiction 
prohibits asphalt recycling. 

Option 2 ensures that best management practices will be site-specific.

We ask that the Planning Commission approve Option 2 and allow asphalt recycling as 
Lakeside’s amendment proposed. As we mentioned as a previous Planning Commission 
meeting, Lakeside Industries has committed to covering any RAP stockpile at its Durgin Road 
Plant. However, covering is not always a feasible option for other sites. To our knowledge, no 
other jurisdiction prohibits asphalt recycling or requires covering for RAP stockpiles.  

County permitting staff is empowered to require certain mitigation measures or safeguards 
during the permitting process. The County can determine the most appropriate mitigation for the 
applicable site at the permitting level. For these reasons, we believe that the most prudent 
amendment would be Option 2. 

Thank you for your time and consideration of this important amendment.  

Sincerely,  

 
 
 
Kyler Danielson 
Land Use Project Manager 
Lakeside Industries, Inc.            

2 In fact, Thurston County’s own Public Health Department issued a letter one month after the Nisqually 
Subarea Plan was adopted explaining that “a waste asphalt recycling operation presents none to very 
minimal environmental health concerns.” 



From: Marcie Cleaver
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: Comments on Recycled Asphalt Plant
Date: Wednesday, October 07, 2020 2:11:24 PM

Hello Shannon,

I would like to submit my comments about the Recycled Asphalt Plant

In general, recycling asphalt has it’s benefits.
However, siting such a facility needs to be done in a thoughtful manner.

Putting such a plant near the Nisqually agriculture land area where water
infiltrates into aquafers is a mistake in my opinion.

· First, such a plant has gas emissions that will settle on the soil, plant
foliage and onto surrounding  food growing lands. Many petroleum

products/byproducts contain carcinogens including volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) No one wants to eat food or breath air contaminated with these
products. Do you want to live near one? There is a known increase risk of
various types of cancer in asphalt workers.
https://www.osha.gov/archive/oshinfo/priorities/asphalt.html  

· Common sense says to not site such a plant in a water sensitive area.
Given most of the drinking water in Thurston County
Is ground water the potential for contamination is greatly increased. Rain
will pick up these chemicals where they can be carried
to streams, down into the soil and water table.  Do you want to be
drinking well water near this site? This water also flows out to Puget
Sound via the Nisqually River. The salmon and orca do not need more fat
soluble pollutants in their environment/water. Salmon don’t do well with
such pollutants and the apex predator, the orca, will accumulate more of
these pollutants in their bodies.  Both of these species
have enough challenges to their viable existence.

·
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The needed infrastructure, transportation and road impact is not
desirable in such an area.

 
Please look at the broader impact of such a location, I don’t perceive it as being
well thought out for the long term affects this asphalt
Plant will bring with it.
 
Cordially,
 
Marcie Cleaver
Thurston County Resident
 
 



From: Thurston County | Send Email
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: NSAP Policy E.5
Date: Wednesday, October 07, 2020 2:24:36 PM

This email was created by the County Internet web server from the email masking system.
Someone from the Public has requested to contact you with the following information:

To: Shannon Shula

Subject:

From: Collis J Hillman

Email (if provided): cj_hillman@hotmail.com

Phone: (if provided):  206-940-1972

Message:
I unequivically support Option 1. Make no changes to the current policy E.5 of the
Nisqually Subarea Plan. Continue to prohibit reprocessing of asphalt to help ensure
environmental protection for humans and wildlife and specifically the water we
drink (wells.) Scientists have already voiced their opinion on this and having a
corporation push for something that is dangerous for their purpose of making
more money is the antithesis of stewardship for this vibrant area.
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From: Thurston County | Send Email
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: NSAP Policy E.5
Date: Wednesday, October 07, 2020 3:16:36 PM

This email was created by the County Internet web server from the email masking system.
Someone from the Public has requested to contact you with the following information:

To: Shannon Shula

Subject:

From: Eva Lang

Email (if provided): evamlang@hotmail.com

Phone: (if provided): 

Message:
It is with the gravest concern for the welfare of the water, people, wildlife, and
environment of Nisqually that I strongly support Option 1 to make no changes to
the current policy E.5 of the Nisqually Subarea Plan, and to continue to prohibit
reprocessing of asphalt. There is too much at stake if reprocessing of asphalt were
allowed. An overwhelming majority of Nisqually residents are against having their
drinking water contaminated by allowing reprocessing of asphalt in such a critical
area for many major watersheds, medicine creek, and the Nisqually River. There is a
strong case as to why the current subplan specifically prohibits reprocessing of
asphalt. If Thurston County allows reprocessing of asphalt in the Nisqually Subarea,
groundwater would become contaminated and affect residential wells, along with
the Nisqually Tribal Reservation, which lies next to the border of the proposed
reprocessing site. The research shows that contaminants would leach into the
groundwater on a daily basis. The proposed reprocessing site is also in a flood
plain, which has been submerged in the past by the river. Regular flooding of this
site over time would be devastating for the Nisqually Federal Wildlife Refuge and
Nisqually Estuary. The dictionary defines refuge as "a condition of being safe or
sheltered from pursuit, danger, or trouble". If the Nisqually River and estuary
became exposed to the contaminants that a reprocessing plant would leach, it
would endanger the local wildlife and environment during a time when climate
change and endangered species are in a dire state. Local fishing would suffer, along
with the potential to damage the growing conditions for local businesses such as
National Fish and Oyster, which has been family owned and operated at Nisqually
Reach since the early 1900's. It would be dangerous to allow reprocessing of
asphalt, and most illogical considering all that is at stake. Let's do the right thing
and protect the sacred waters of Nisqually for generations to come.
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From: Lisa Ceazan
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: Comment on RAP (Hearing 10/7/2020)
Date: Wednesday, October 07, 2020 3:29:57 PM

Dear Thurston Planning Commission,

In agreement with the recommendations of the South Sound Community Farmland Trust and the Nisqually
River Council, I request that:

1) the subarea plan (Option 1) remain unchanged and that the county urge mining operators to transition
the mines back into agricultural land to reconnect these two vital farmland areas. This would be of benefit
to the essential county goal of no net loss of farmland.

2) that in the decision-making process, extremely sensitive salmon habitat, as well as the safety of local
residents, be taken into consideration, specifically the potential for chemicals from asphalt recycling to
leach into and contaminate waters.

Sincerely, 
Lisa Ceazan
303 41st Ave NE
Olympia, 98506

PC-H-19

mailto:lisa.lisaceazan@outlook.com
mailto:shannon.shula@co.thurston.wa.us


From: Emily McCartan
To: Maya Teeple
Cc: Shannon Shula
Subject: Re: For NRC Review: New and Revised letters regarding Nisqually Community Forest and RAP
Date: Wednesday, October 07, 2020 4:03:24 PM
Attachments: Final NRC 2020 RAP Hearing Letter 10.7.20.pdf

Literally JUST hit send - sorry to be last minute! Lots of back and forth on this one. :)
Attached again here.

Thanks so much!

Emily

Emily McCartan (she/hers)
Nisqually River Council Program Coordinator
Nisqually River Foundation
(360) 438-8715 (o)*
(360) 528-9221 (c)*
emily@nisquallyriver.org
nisquallyriver.org 
Follow us on Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram
*Please note: I am working remotely during the coronavirus pandemic. Cell phone or email
are the best ways to contact me. Be safe and stay healthy!

On Wed, Oct 7, 2020 at 4:01 PM Maya Teeple <maya.teeple@co.thurston.wa.us> wrote:

Hi Emily,

I didn’t receive a final comment letter from the NRC. Just checking in to make sure we
aren’t missing anything!

Maya Teeple |  Senior Planner

Thurston County Community Planning & Economic Development

Community Planning Division

2000 Lakeridge Dr SW, Bldg 1, Olympia, Washington 98502
Cell (Primary): (360) 545-2593
Maya.Teeple@co.thurston.wa.us | www.thurstonplanning.org

*Please note, as of September 1, 2020 my primary number has changed to 360-545-2593.

From: Emily McCartan <emily@nisquallyriver.org> 
Sent: Monday, October 5, 2020 4:52 PM
Subject: For NRC Review: New and Revised letters regarding Nisqually Community Forest
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Thurston County Planning Commission 
2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW 
Olympia, WA 98502 


October 7, 2020 
Dear Planning Commissioners, 


The Nisqually River Council (NRC) appreciated the opportunity to speak with you on 
September 4, 2020 at the work session concerning Lakeside Industries’ proposal to 
amend Policy E.5 of the Nisqually Sub-Area Plan to allow recycled asphalt (RAP). 
As stated in my comments and in the Council’s prior letters (dated March 22, 2017 
and Oct. 21, 2019), the NRC supports a complete and holistic assessment of this 
proposal in the context of the full Sub-Area plan. We remain concerned that the 
separation of the two compromises the transparency and integrity of the community 
planning process, and urge that the Sub-Area plan review be expedited to ensure that 
these connections are not lost. 
If the Commission moves forward with a recommendation to allow RAP in the 
Nisqually Subarea, the Nisqually River Council strongly urges the inclusion of 
mandatory monitoring and best management practices (BMPs) in the revised policy 
language (Option 3). At a minimum, BMPs should require: 


• Hard weatherproof coverings for RAP piles; 
• Safe handling and treatment protocols for stormwater to prevent contact with    


RAP material; 
• Development of regular on-site water quality monitoring and reporting in 


 consultation with the Nisqually River Council and Thurston County; 
• Air quality standards not to be exceeded from the cumulative impacts of 


 asphalt and recycled asphalt production; 
• No open groundwater connections and assessment of the 100-year floodplain  


 zone as updated by FEMA in 2020, to protect the sensitive environmental and 
 water supply resources in the vicinity; and 


• Rigorous adaptive management protocols with specified triggers for remedial  
 action. 


We expect that the upcoming SEPA review process will include further study to 
determine the best specific local practices appropriate to this site. If this process 
moves forward, we request that these initial findings be presented in full to the NRC, 
as a representative body of community stakeholders, and that the NRC and County 
receive annual monitoring reports on site-specific conditions and BMP performance. 
In their comments to the Commission, Lakeside has already indicated their 
willingness to implement similar practices at this site. We greatly appreciate their 
commitment to safeguarding water quality in the Nisqually Valley. These safeguards 
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should be included in the updated policy, along with regular public reporting to the NRC and community 
stakeholders, so that these assurances are clear, transparent, and permanent in protecting the sub-area’s 
environment and residents – the reason the Sub-Area Plan was created. 


When it was originally developed in 1992, the Nisqually Sub-Area Plan took a balanced and broad-based 
approach to ensuring fair opportunities for business while affirmatively protecting the rural and environmental 
values of this unique part of Thurston County. While we understand that staffing constraints have delayed the 
complete Sub-Area Plan review, separating it from this proposal divorces it from other considerations that could 
significantly change the risks of storing RAP at the proposed site. As I stated on September 4, the NRC remains 
concerned about Holroyd’s pending proposal to mine below the water table within the sub-area. This proposal 
would expose municipal and residential water sources and sensitive habitat to a much higher risk of 
contamination from accident or flooding, particularly in conjunction with recycled asphalt. Policy provisions 
must be in place to ensure that open groundwater connections will not exist in close proximity to asphalt 
recycling if RAP is permitted in the Nisqually sub-area. 


The Nisqually River Council expects to participate in the development and review of an individual permit for a 
project proposed under this policy. We are committed to a rigorous approach to adaptive management, 
monitoring and reporting through the permitting process. Once again, the Nisqually River Council appreciates 
the opportunity to stay informed and provide input during the review of the recycled asphalt policy and the rest 
of the Nisqually Sub-Area Plan. We look forward to continuing to work with Thurston County, Lakeside, and 
our valley community members to protect this unique and important place. 


 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
David A. Troutt 
Chair 







and RAP

 

Dear NRC Members and friends,

 

Following comments and discussion today between David and CAC members, please see a
revised version of the NRC's draft letter to the Thurston Planning Commission on the
Recycled Asphalt proposal. If you have further comments to this letter, please let me know
as soon as possible or by 12pm on Wednesday, 10/7 at the latest. Comments are due to the
County by 4pm and the Planning Commission's public hearing on this proposal begins at
7pm on Wednesday (further information
here: https://www.thurstoncountywa.gov/planning/Pages/comp-plan-cp11-home.aspx).

 

Also attached is a new letter for your review, supporting the Nisqually Community Forest's
application for a Community Forest Program Acquisition Grant through the State RCO
office. Please send comments to me by 5pm on Thursday, 10/8.

 

Finally, please see below for currently open positions with Puget Sound conservation
districts' Regional Forest Stewardship Program, from Rene' Skaggs (please contact Rene'
with questions at ReneS@piercecd.org.

 

The Regional Forest Stewardship Program supports hiring three Forest Stewardship
Program Coordinators who will work as Area Foresters and deliver forest stewardship
services. This includes developing an outreach strategy and marketing program to
market services to small and non-industrial private forest landowners, delivering
planning and assessment-based technical assistance that identifies forest stewardship
priorities, collecting forest mensuration data and creating maps for use in forest
stewardship plans, assisting forest landowners on preparing and submitting cost-share
applications, and planning and implementing forest stewardship practices in
partnership with forest landowners and managers.

 

Here’s some details associated with the hiring process and the positions -

The position announcement and application materials can be accessed on our
Better Ground web site - https://betterground.org/pscd/partner-resources/.
Applications will be received until the positions are filled, but priority
consideration will be given to applicants who submit their materials by Sunday
10/4/20.
The positions are grant funded through March 2022, and the team of Area
foresters will work with other PSCD staff to secure additional funding to extend
the positions.

https://www.thurstoncountywa.gov/planning/Pages/comp-plan-cp11-home.aspx
mailto:ReneS@piercecd.org
https://betterground.org/pscd/partner-resources/


Positions include full benefits.
This is a unique opportunity to build a programmatic approach to deliver forest
stewardship services throughout the central and south Puget Sound region using
an Area Forester model.
This is an opportunity to join the team of Puget Sound conservation districts
which are working with private landowners and residents to steward forest
resources and improve the health of Puget Sound.

 

Thanks,

Emily

 

Emily McCartan (she/hers)

Nisqually River Council Program Coordinator

Nisqually River Foundation

(360) 438-8715 (o)*

(360) 528-9221 (c)*

emily@nisquallyriver.org

nisquallyriver.org 

Follow us on Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram

*Please note: I am working remotely during the coronavirus pandemic. Cell phone or email
are the best ways to contact me. Be safe and stay healthy!
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Thurston County Planning Commission 
2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW 
Olympia, WA 98502 

October 7, 2020 
Dear Planning Commissioners, 

The Nisqually River Council (NRC) appreciated the opportunity to speak with you on 
September 4, 2020 at the work session concerning Lakeside Industries’ proposal to 
amend Policy E.5 of the Nisqually Sub-Area Plan to allow recycled asphalt (RAP). 
As stated in my comments and in the Council’s prior letters (dated March 22, 2017 
and Oct. 21, 2019), the NRC supports a complete and holistic assessment of this 
proposal in the context of the full Sub-Area plan. We remain concerned that the 
separation of the two compromises the transparency and integrity of the community 
planning process, and urge that the Sub-Area plan review be expedited to ensure that 
these connections are not lost. 
If the Commission moves forward with a recommendation to allow RAP in the 
Nisqually Subarea, the Nisqually River Council strongly urges the inclusion of 
mandatory monitoring and best management practices (BMPs) in the revised policy 
language (Option 3). At a minimum, BMPs should require: 

• Hard weatherproof coverings for RAP piles; 
• Safe handling and treatment protocols for stormwater to prevent contact with    

RAP material; 
• Development of regular on-site water quality monitoring and reporting in 

 consultation with the Nisqually River Council and Thurston County; 
• Air quality standards not to be exceeded from the cumulative impacts of 

 asphalt and recycled asphalt production; 
• No open groundwater connections and assessment of the 100-year floodplain  

 zone as updated by FEMA in 2020, to protect the sensitive environmental and 
 water supply resources in the vicinity; and 

• Rigorous adaptive management protocols with specified triggers for remedial  
 action. 

We expect that the upcoming SEPA review process will include further study to 
determine the best specific local practices appropriate to this site. If this process 
moves forward, we request that these initial findings be presented in full to the NRC, 
as a representative body of community stakeholders, and that the NRC and County 
receive annual monitoring reports on site-specific conditions and BMP performance. 
In their comments to the Commission, Lakeside has already indicated their 
willingness to implement similar practices at this site. We greatly appreciate their 
commitment to safeguarding water quality in the Nisqually Valley. These safeguards 
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should be included in the updated policy, along with regular public reporting to the NRC and community 
stakeholders, so that these assurances are clear, transparent, and permanent in protecting the sub-area’s 
environment and residents – the reason the Sub-Area Plan was created. 

When it was originally developed in 1992, the Nisqually Sub-Area Plan took a balanced and broad-based 
approach to ensuring fair opportunities for business while affirmatively protecting the rural and environmental 
values of this unique part of Thurston County. While we understand that staffing constraints have delayed the 
complete Sub-Area Plan review, separating it from this proposal divorces it from other considerations that could 
significantly change the risks of storing RAP at the proposed site. As I stated on September 4, the NRC remains 
concerned about Holroyd’s pending proposal to mine below the water table within the sub-area. This proposal 
would expose municipal and residential water sources and sensitive habitat to a much higher risk of 
contamination from accident or flooding, particularly in conjunction with recycled asphalt. Policy provisions 
must be in place to ensure that open groundwater connections will not exist in close proximity to asphalt 
recycling if RAP is permitted in the Nisqually sub-area. 

The Nisqually River Council expects to participate in the development and review of an individual permit for a 
project proposed under this policy. We are committed to a rigorous approach to adaptive management, 
monitoring and reporting through the permitting process. Once again, the Nisqually River Council appreciates 
the opportunity to stay informed and provide input during the review of the recycled asphalt policy and the rest 
of the Nisqually Sub-Area Plan. We look forward to continuing to work with Thurston County, Lakeside, and 
our valley community members to protect this unique and important place. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
David A. Troutt 
Chair 



From: David Hillman
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: Re: RAP comment
Date: Wednesday, October 07, 2020 4:27:59 PM
Attachments: Nisqually Subarea Plan Policy E.5 Analysis.pdf

An overwhelming number of Nisqually Subarea citizens have declared their opposition to the
proposed change to section E.5 of the Nisqually Subarea Plan. Rightfully so. This sort of
industry is not allowed by the land use plan and is outlined redundantly all throughout the
document. This sort of pollution does not belong in one of the worlds most beautiful places.

Only industry types and their allies/employees are for it and the citizens of the Subarea are
unanimously against it.

If the Commissioners truly work for the people then they should listen to them and deny the
badly written and ill thought out proposal brought by a "citizen" named Lakeside Industries
Inc.

Say "NO!" to corporate special interests who do not care about the safety and quality of the
people's water. 

Listen to THE PEOPLE! 

Stop this idiot plan now. 

From: Shannon Shula <shannon.shula@co.thurston.wa.us>
Sent: Wednesday, October 7, 2020 3:52 PM
To: David Hillman <davidhillman@hotmail.com>
Subject: RE: RAP comment

David,
I have not received an attachment from you.
Warm regards,
Shannon

From: David Hillman <davidhillman@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 07, 2020 3:44 PM
To: Shannon Shula <shannon.shula@co.thurston.wa.us>
Subject: Re: RAP comment

Thanks Shannon,

I have sent you an email with the attachment. Can you please confirm that you received it and
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also confirm that the email and the letter in the PDF has made it into the comments?

Thanks again,
David

From: Shannon Shula <shannon.shula@co.thurston.wa.us>
Sent: Wednesday, October 7, 2020 2:36 PM
To: davidhillman@hotmail.com <davidhillman@hotmail.com>
Subject: FW: RAP comment

David,

You can email me the PDF. This is my second attempt at responding to your email. The first email
bounced back.

Best,

Shannon Shula
Associate Planner
Thurston County Community Planning & Economic Development
2000 Lakeridge Drive SW, Olympia, WA 98502
(360) 786-5474 | shannon.shula@co.thurston.wa.us

Email may be considered a public record subject to public disclosure under RCW 42.56

From: Thurston County | Send Email <spout@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 07, 2020 12:06 PM
To: Shannon Shula <shannon.shula@co.thurston.wa.us>
Subject: RAP comment

This email was created by the County Internet web server from the email masking system.
Someone from the Public has requested to contact you with the following information:
To: Shannon Shula
Subject:
From: David HIllman
Email (if provided): davidhillmanb@hotmail.com
Phone: (if provided): 
Message:
Hi Shannon,

I would like to send a PDF that contains a letter for the RAP comments due later
today. How do I do this?

Thanks!

-David

mailto:shannon.shula@co.thurston.wa.us
mailto:davidhillman@hotmail.com
mailto:davidhillman@hotmail.com
mailto:shannon.shula@co.thurston.wa.us
mailto:spout@co.thurston.wa.us
mailto:shannon.shula@co.thurston.wa.us
mailto:davidhillmanb@hotmail.com












Planning Commission Public Hearing: CPA Docket Item CP‐11 ‐ Recycled Asphalt Policy Review 
Oral Comments Received on 10/7/2020

Unique ID Date Commenter Name Type of Comment Summary County Response Response Date

PC‐H‐Oral‐1 10/7/2020 Phyllis Farrell Against

Option 1 ‐ do not amend the policy. Flood, climate 
change, aesthetics, truck traffic are all impacted by 
this. WAC 197‐11‐055 states that SEPA should be 
integrated. SEPA should be done before the PC make a 
recommendation.

Comment recorded. Planning commission 
requested more information in the 
meeting regarding SEPA. Staff stated SEPA 
starts when applicant submitted 
application in 2017, other consultant 
studies can be used in that consideration. 
Determination is not issued until after a 
recommendation is made ‐ this is the 
current standard operating procedure for 
all amendments. 10/7/2020

PC‐H‐Oral‐2 10/7/2020 Jeff Herriford Support
RAP would be covered. Site has good stormwater 
management. Comment recorded. 10/7/2020

PC‐H‐Oral‐3 10/7/2020 Tony Hammond Support Approve option 2 Comment recorded. 10/7/2020

PC‐H‐Oral‐4 10/7/2020 Dave Knutzen Support

Leader of fish…worldwide. The data is overwhelming. 
RAP reduces greenhouse gases. Just require monitoring 
and adaptive management. Comment recorded. 10/7/2020

PC‐H‐Oral‐5 10/7/2020
Doug Mah/ Thurston 
County Chamber Support

Strongly support policy amendment (either option 2 or 
3) ‐ recycled asphalt is critical to TC community. Comment recorded. 10/7/2020

PC‐H‐Oral‐6 10/7/2020 Tim Thompson Support

I was a consultant for LSI and do enviro agreements.
Science and data should drive the decision. Three
things must happen 1) agree to cover 2) monitoring is a 
principle component of the operation and it will
continue 3) commitment to adaptive management.
With these in place the environmental risk has been
managed. Comment recorded. 10/7/2020

PC‐H‐Oral‐7 10/7/2020 Howard Glastetter Change Requested

This is an opportunity to tetst below a RAP pile. As the
Herrera study stated pollution may be more so under
piles than as in laboratory tests Comment recorded. 10/7/2020

PC‐H‐Oral‐8 10/7/2020 Karen Deal/ Lakeside Support

We have stated we will continue to monitor if recycling 
is permitted and are committed to working with the 
county and community through the permit process. Comment recorded. 10/7/2020

PC‐H‐Oral‐9 10/7/2020 Kyler Danielson/ LakeSupport

Since the 1992 prohibition there have been numerous 
changes and new literature. I support option 2 as it 
leaves BMPs to the site‐specific level, there are many 
other BMPs like stormwater management. Not all 
facilities can have a cover.  Comment recorded. 10/7/2020

Oral Comments Received
Audio is official record



Planning Commission Public Hearing: CPA Docket Item CP‐11 ‐ Recycled Asphalt Policy Review 
Oral Comments Received on 10/7/2020

PC‐H‐Oral‐10 10/7/2020 Bard Scavazze Against

I'm in opposition to the proposed amendment. Asphalt 
is toxic. It's not appropriate for this location. I'm not 
against recycling, this is a sensitive location. Comment recorded. 10/7/2020

PC‐H‐Oral‐11 10/7/2020 Dean Smith Support

I've worked for LSI for 42 years. For 25 years we've 
been working on this proposal. The first 13 years were 
getting the asphalt plant sited. The last 12 weve been 
trying to recycle at the facility. Comment recorded. 10/7/2020

Oral Comments Received
Audio is official record



2020/2021 Comprehensive Plan Docket Item CP‐11 
Recycled Asphalt Policy Review
Public Comments Received Before Planning Commission Hearing

Uniqu
e ID Date Commenter Name Source Summary County Response

Response 
Date

1 5/24/2019 Howard Glastetter Email

Would like to submit a final variation of a comment made over the past several years on the Nisqually Valley 
issue in an attached comment emailed on March 5, 2017 in response to Goal E‐5 of the Nisqually Subarea Plan.  
The no‐RAP provision was designed to protect the rural character from industrial dominance. Three sites were 
referenced as having business impacts. There are ongoing concerns with flooding and the impact on water 
quality. The best practice for using RAP in asphalt production is to keep it dry under an un‐walled building or a 
cover that allows air in, but keeps moisture out. Lakeside RAP storage at Hogum Bay does not meet "Best" or 
even "Second Best" practices.  Confirmed receipt. 5/24/2019

2 5/26/2019 EJ Zita Email Would like to be added to the mailing list. Added to mailing list and confirmed 5/26/2019

3 5/28/2019 Howard Glastetter Email

Is unable to attend the meeting and would like the comments sent in attached document available at the 
meeting. Noted that the literature review was even‐handed and concluded that RAP leaches chemicals and is an 
issue of concern, albeit somewhat minor in this area. Prefaced with a comment on the Lakeside operation at 
Holroyd Gravel Mine and that the operation is state of the art, rarely smells of any hot asphalt; Lakeside is a 
good neighbor.

Commented on Toxicity Testing in New Jersey on page 10, referring to permeable soiled gravel mines; notes that 
highly acidic mining environment could be interpreted as coal mines, but did research that shows there are no 
major coal mines in NJ and metal mining is a thing of the past, so the assumption should be toxicity testing as it 
relates to permeable soiled gravel mines. 

Notes that he knows of 3 homes in the Valley below Holroyd’s mine with red/brown turbidity, which is most 
commonly iron contamination according to the link provided.

Also, page 19 relating to Cu and Zn tests exceeding U.S. EPA WQLs. Notes asphalt roofing shingles are also 
recycled, and some come with copper to prevent moss buildup, as well as landowner introduced zinc. 

Nisqually Valley is a wellhead protection area, and a rural area. Residents get their water from wells. Lacey City 
well is close to Lakeside’s asphalt plant, which sits in the permeable soil of Holroyd’s gravel mine. RAP deliveries 
to the pit would also mean increased truck traffic. Mentions "this site is a very sensitive part of the valley and 
could become a stressed one."

If RAP were ever allowed, it should be under cover and out of the weather before and during its use. Please see a 
past comment on RAP that I resubmitted May 24, 2019.  It shows weather protection is an industrial “Best 
Practice”." Confirmed receipt 5/28/2019

From this point in the document onward, this matrix and the pages behind it are all 
comments received prior to the Planning Commission public hearing comment period.
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4 6/12/2019
Kyler Danielson, 
Lakeside Industries Email

RAP materials have been successfully recycled since the 1970s. Herrera analyzes the potential for leachate and 
generally concludes that the impact to the environment from RAP is limited or negligible. The review includes 
several inaccurate statements and excludes important information which may create unnecessary cause for 
concern. Additionally, Herrera did not consider Best Management Practices (BMPs), available to eliminate 
concerns regarding leachate. For example, Lakeside would be willing to cover its RAP stockpiles within the 
Nisqually Subarea to mitigate for concerns of initial flushing.

RAP is critical to sustainable use of natural resources, does not harm fisheries, water quality, other habitat or 
humans. Asphalt, including RAP, is used to line fish hatchery ponds and drinking water reservoirs.

Use of RAP is a standard practice in Washington and is consistent with the vision in the Comprehensive Plan. It 
preserves the human environment by encouraging jobs in the community and preserves the natural 
environment by encouraging protection of mineral resource lands, limiting the carbon footprint of asphalt 
paving, and prevents unnecessary waste in landfills.

Prohibition of RAP in the NSAP is due to water quality concerns. One month after its adoption, Thurston County 
Public Health Department to the position that asphalt recycling poses minimal environmental health concerns.

Herrera Review found limited or no cause for concern. The three key conclusions are 1) RAP is highly variable, 2) 
contaminants leached in laboratory tests sometimes exceed state groundwater quality standards, and 3) The 
initial flush can result in concentrations exceeding groundwater quality standards, but these concentrations 
decrease quickly. Based on these conclusions, RAP is not an environmental concern. While RAP may leach some 
contaminants at first flush, they quickly decrease below detection limits creating a negligible overall impact.

Other points were raised regarding Herrera Literature Review:
 ‐The review does not accurately reflect local condi ons or local RAP impacts.
 ‐The review presents informa on in a manner that exaggerates study results.
 ‐The review summarized conclusions that are quite dissimilar from the conclusions in the underlying studies.
 ‐The review has a limited scope and does not consider Best Management Prac ces that would prevent leachate  Confirmed receipt 6/12/2019



5 6/13/2019
Howard Marks, David 
Gent WAPA/NAPA Email

We strongly question the credibility and validity of the literature review and recommend it be removed from the 
public record.

In 2017, about 1.2 million tons of RAP was used in new pavement mixtures in Washington state alone. A recent 
study by UW identified 63 existing RAP stockpiles of significant volume containing approximately 1.4 million tons 
of RAP distributed across the state. Nationwide, 99% of RAP collected is put back to use in pavement, saving 
more than 48 million cubic yards of landfill space annually. The report mischaracterizes study results and is of 
questionable relevance to the issue. Issues of the report include:

 ‐The review contains numerous inconsistencies
 ‐The review mischaracterizes findings and conclusions from analyzed studies
 ‐Credibility and validity of the revised dra  ques oned

In summary, we emphasize the following:
 1)In decades of environmental and transporta on agency studies, and in decades of independent academic 

research, including those mischaracterized in the Revised Draft, there appears limited if any concern associated
with stormwater runoff or leachate from RAP stockpiles.

 2)Across the U.S., we know of no other agency, county, or municipality that restricts the stockpiling of RAP. All 
recognize the material as environmentally safe.

 3)Summaries of the iden fied studies (in the Literature Review) significantly mischaracterize the original 
research results to such an extent that it raises real concerns about the validity and credibility of the findings. Confirmed receipt 6/13/2019

6 6/13/2019 Pamela Keeley Email No asphalt recycling plant without consultation with Nisqually Tribe. Honor the treaties. No more pollution! Confirmed receipt 6/13/2019

7 6/13/2019 Benita K. Moore Email
Asphalt recycling plant off reservation road in Nisqually – Ground water contamination will happen. There has 
been no meaningful consultation with the Nisqually Tribe and no environmental impact study.  Confirmed receipt 6/13/2019

8 6/13/2019 Beverly Finlay Email
Please respect Native Americans. Conduct surveys, do research. Clean water is the most precious resource on 
this planet. Confirmed receipt 6/13/2019

9 6/14/2019 Karen White Email

Asphalt plants do not belong near the water. Asphalt is harmful to fish, contains PHA and bitumen which reduces 
their fat stores, causes their muscles to stiffen and causes kidney damage, reducing their first year of survival at 
sea. Confirmed receipt 6/14/2019

10 6/14/2019 Phyllis Farrell Email

I am opposed to the proposal by Lakeside Industries to remove policy language that prohibits asphalt 
reprocessing (recycling) within the Subarea. It is prohibited due to water quality concerns. That has not changed. 
Piles of asphalt are known to leach toxic chemicals affecting groundwater. It is preposterous to consider this 
proposal given the proximity to the Nisqually River. Environmental effects of increased truck traffic should be 
considered as well. Confirmed receipt 6/14/2019

11 6/14/2019 David Hillman Email

The literature review indicates that chemicals and metals are leached into surface and groundwater from 
stockpiles. The review also concludes “as a source of contaminants, RAP is highly variable…”

What I take from this review is that pollutants can vary widely and significantly in type and concentration. It is 
impossible to know exactly what types of chemicals and metals are present in any particular RAP stockpile. This 
RAP review solidly supports the original language in policy E.5. I am strongly against changing the language in 
section E.5 of the Nisqually Subarea Plan to allow asphalt recycling. Confirmed receipt 6/14/2019
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12 6/14/2019 Julie Hillman Email

RAP can widely vary in the type of pollutants and concentration. It would be impossible to know.

This RAP review solidly supports the original language in policy E.5. I am strongly against changing the language 
in section E.5 of the Nisqually Subarea Plan to allow asphalt recycling. Confirmed receipt 6/14/2019

13 6/14/2019 Daniel Hull Email

I am not in favor of changing the language in section E.5 of the Nisqually Subarea Plan to allow asphalt recycling. 
I have read the literature review which clearly states that this can and does have an effect on the environment. 
The Nisqually watershed is one of the finest in the state, this is not an activity we should change language to 
allow. Please add me to mailing list. I am alarmed that many of the residents in my area had no idea about this. Confirmed receipt 6/14/2019

14 6/14/2019 Ryan Ransavage Email

Asphalt is a key building material in supporting physical and economic growth of the state. Department of 
Ecology regulates runoff from operations that recycle pavement. The limits of the discharge have been 
determined through years of study and research.

Thurston County should consider the requirements DOE has determined. These limits have been set to ensure 
minimal degradation to waters of the state and the overall environment. 

Miles Sand & Gravel supports RAP operations be allowed within all areas of Thurston County when meeting 
current regulatory standards from solid waste rules and Sand and Gravel permit conditions. Confirmed receipt 6/14/2019

15 6/14/2019 Numerous Mail/Postc

42 signatures on petition.

We the undersigned submit this document as a public comment on the literature review. RAP poses concerns 
over possible leaching. Leachate can exceed state groundwater quality standards.

We urge the Thurston County Commissioners to 1) Hire consultants to do additional study and 2) NOT to rezone 
this area to permit RAP.

16 6/15/2019 Faith Morgan Email No to asphalt plant. Confirmed receipt 6/15/2019

17 6/16/2019 Esther Kronenberg Email

I oppose the processing of recycled asphalt at the Holroyd site for the following reasons:
 1)The lower Nisqually Valley is classified by Thurston County as a wellhead protec on area. It is protected as a

rural environment.
 2)The water sources for residents are wells. Lacey City well is less than half a mile from Lakeside’s asphalt plant.
 3)Lakeside knew RAP was not allowed before they built their plant at Holroyd’s pit. Two court decisions 

reaffirmed they could not use RAP in the Nisqually Valley. Olympia Region Clean Air Agency (ORCAA) reaffirmed 
they could not, due to Subarea plan rules. 

 4)If Lakeside is allowed to process recycled asphalt, best prac ces should be enforced. Confirmed receipt 6/16/2019
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18 6/17/2019 Sandra Herndon Email

Please accept this comment from the League of Women Voters.

I am writing to express concern about the proposed recycled asphalt plant in the Nisqually. The League believes 
that concerning water resources is the overriding consideration. The consultants report is laboratory based. They 
state that laboratory tests are not necessarily representative of field conditions.

We ask that planning not move forward with this plan. Confirmed receipt 6/17/2019
19 6/18/2019 Kathy Lawhon Email Please do not allow water plant here. We are running out of water. Confirmed receipt 6/18/2019

20 6/19/2019 Howard Glastetter Email
Found a 1/3/2000 memo from the 1992 Subarea Plan project Manager that gives a history of how policy E.5 
evolved. Will share that memo with me tomorrow. Confirmed receipt 6/19/2019

21 6/22/2019 Madeline Bishop Email

Please do NOT remove policy language that prohibites recycled asphalt. We need a phase 2 investigation. 1. The 
lower Nisqually valley is a wellhead protection area and is also protected as a rural environment. 2) The water 
sources are from wells, and the Lacey City well is close to Lakeside's asphalt plant. This plant sits aon permeable 
soil and in the 100‐year floodplain. 3) Lakeside knew RAP was not allowed before they built their plant at 
Holroyds. Two court decisions reaffirmed they could not use RAP. DNR requires they must move out when the 
pit is mined, will they? Confirmed receipt 6/24/2019

22 6/20/2019 Dave Newborne Open HousThere should be NO approval for asphalt recycling. NO approval to change the comp plan. Confirmed receipt 6/20/2019

23 6/20/2019 Open Hous

This proposal makes a mockery of the effort to restore the Nisqually estuary. The millions of dollars invested in 
the restoration project will be a waste if this proposal is allowed. How can Thurston County guarantee the safety 
of groundwater if this is allowed to happen? How can the county guarantee that the internal committee and 
commissioners will not take bribes from Lakeside Industries? I see this as a form of silent genocide against the 
Nisqually Tribe. It’s absolutely appalling that Lakeside Industries is making this proposal. 6/20/2019

24 6/20/2019 Open Hous
Issues with field studies (in this report tonight). “Swedish study” Conclusion: “underestimating contaminants”. 
We should not allow recycled asphalt in the Nisqually Valley. 6/20/2019

25 6/20/2019 Open Hous

I am against this proposal. After living in the county for 30 years, I know that the Nisqually Area is special. It is 
unique. It has our city of oly drinking water at the Allison Springs wellhead. We must not pute this area with 
more trucks, recycled asphalt, etc. 6/20/2019

26 2/21/2019 Kyler Danielson, LakesEmail Consultant report exaggerates findings, not credible or valid. 

Confirmed receipt. Noted that 
while the County concurs on some 
of the issues raised in their 
comment, other items will be 
treated as a public comment and 
should be submitted during the 
written comment period on the 
report. 2/21/2019

27 2/21/2019
Howard Marks, David 
Gent WAPA/NAPA Email Consultant report exaggerates findings, not credible or valid. Should be removed from the record Confirmed receipt. 2/21/2019
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28 11/6/2018 Kyler Danielson, LakesEmail
The draft Consultant report should include more U.S. studies. Foreign studies are not representative of local 
asphalt and conditions. The report also does not account for differences in regulatory standards.

Confirmed receipt. Noted the 
comment about US versus foreign 
studies and relevant differences 
that may impact the results of the 
study. Staff considered, and then 
revised the SOW for consultant to 
add 3 additional US‐based studies 
to have a more equal 
representation in the report. 11/8/2018

29 6/28/2019 David Hillman Email

100% of the citizens that submitted are against the policy change. Those in favor of the change are employees of 
the asphalt industry, and I am sure that few of them are citizens of the Nisqually Subarea. Of the four people in 
favor of the change, one works for the company that submitted the policy request. One is from Maryland, one is 
from Renton, and one is from Puyallup. All four of their comments were most likely drafted by their lawyers and 
they were on the clock when they signed their names.

The tally for those against is 54 and those in favor is 4 ‐ that is a 14:1 ratio. The Nisqually is one of the cleanest 
watersheds and estuaries in the United States, land use is held to a high standard. Lakeside must conform to the 
same stringent policies in this unique place. The people demand this policy be rejected as soon as possible. If it 
moves forward, then more study and public comment is required (Phase 2). In light of public opposition, it would 
be off if this policy skipped Phase 2. Confirmed receipt. 6/27/2019

30 7/6/2019 Madeline Bishop Email

I am very concerned about the proposed policy change for the Nisqually Subarea that would be the first step 
towards issuing permits to recycle asphalt. Citizens are put at a disadvantage since Lakeside can hire experts to 
testify, as seen in the 2000 decision to allow the asphalt plant to move to the Nisqually.  What circumstances 
would make it likely that contamination would occur? Incidents such as regulations not followed, earthquake, 
flood, acidic rain, excessively dirty asphalt, slow amounts building up over time etc.   And are you willing to take 
the risk? I care about the water quantity, water quality and preservation of farmland. Confirmed receipt 7/8/2019

31 6/20/2019 Howard Glastetter Email

Attached is a memorandum by Steve Morrison, the project manager of the original 1992 Subarea Plan. This was 
used to reject Lakeside's request to put a plant in the Nisqually Valley. Courts allowed Lakeside in due to a 
county WAC that said an sphalt plant was an accessory use to a gravel mine. That law was changed from 
accessory use to permitted use to prevent this from happening again. There is more to this issue than: "Is RAP 
OK or not OK"  Confirmed receipt

32 7/9/2019 Robert Clark Email Add me to the email list.
Added to mailing list and confirmed 
with sender. 7/9/2019

33 7/10/2019 Phyllis Farrell Email
Lakeside's recycled asphalt policy E.5 in the Nisqually area shouldnot be considered due to flooding, proximity to 
the river, wells, etc. Comfirmed receipt 7/10/2019

34 7/11/2019 Vera Spooner Mail/PostcProtect water. Allowing RAP would be a violation of the subarea plan Comment recorded. 7/11/2019
35 7/11/2019 A. R. Kuischur Mail/PostcNo Recycled Asphalt in the Nisqually. Comment recorded. 7/11/2019
36 7/11/2019 Shelley C Mail/PostcProtect water. Allowing RAP would be a violation of the subarea plan Comment recorded. 7/11/2019
37 7/11/2019 LWV Mail/PostcProtect water. Don't allow RAP in the Nisqually. Comment recorded. 7/11/2019
38 7/11/2019 Charlotte Persons ‐ LWMail/PostcProtect water. Allowing RAP would be a violation of the subarea plan Comment recorded. 7/11/2019
39 7/11/2019 Barbara Buchan ‐ LWVMail/PostcProtect water. Allowing RAP would be a violation of the subarea plan Comment recorded. 7/11/2019
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40 10/4/2019 Nisqually River CounciEmail

The NRC requests the Board to require on‐the‐ground field studies of RAP leachate behavior in our region prior 
to moving forward with any change to current policy. Per their March 2017 letter, a narrow review may have 
unintended consequences that could be avoided through an adaptive management of the entire plan. 

The Subarea is critical for local water supply and ESI‐listed species. Additionally, this study should be considered 
in pair with other concurrent proposals, such as the potential for sub‐aquifer mining. THE NRC continues to 
support a holistic view of the Plan. Comment recorded.  10/21/2019

41 11/17/2019 Phyllis Farrell ‐ LWV Email

List of points for which the League of Women Voters supports or opposes measures based on. Stated that 
depending on certain policy for Nisqually Subarea Plan or Recycled Asphalt Policy, if there is scientific evidence 
to support/oppose the LWV measures, they could weigh in. Measures include: "Policies and procedures to 
preserve a natural estuarine environment for the Nisqually Delta should be supported; Any land or water uses 
which affect the Delta should be compatible in type and intensity with is ecological balance;; Changes to the 
ecosystem of the Nisqually River basin, Delta, and Nisqually Reach should be made only after their effect upon 
the Delta is considered; The state should assume primary responsibility for developing management goals and 
strategies for this area of statewide concern; priority must be given to implementation of a comprehensive, 
regionwide plan for the management of the area..." Comment recorded.

42 9/10/2018 Howard Glastetter Email

The recent Thurston County Hydrological report says nothing about reprocessing ground up recycled asphalt 
pavement (RAP) in the permeable soil of gravel mines. Yet, there is a current study going on with this issue for 
the Nisqually Sub‐Area. There are tests that can be done under the remainder of RAP piles at the old Lakeside 
Hogum Bay site, that could show whether or not leaching of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons are occurring here 
due to RAP wet weather storage. However, the Sub‐Area study is only doing a summary of what has been 
written in the past.

Comment recorded. The hydro 
study is specific to the mapping of 
the mineral lands designation, and 
does not specifically address 
recycling of asphalt. This is being 
considered as a separate policy 
consideration. 9/11/2018

43 1/15/2020 Howard Glastetter Email

The code should discuss batching and recycling as entirely separate entities. The code should also be specific 
that accessory uses must be consistent with Subarea Plans.

I strongly believe that there should be a statement that says : “Storage and processing of RAP, if allowed, should 
meet Best Management Practices that will prevent or strongly mitigate leaching of weather related water into 
soils or aquifer below the plant”.

Code language to be addressed 
with the RAP review 1/16/2020

44 1/21/2020 David Hillman Email Requested update on schedule Provided schedule 1/21/2020

45 7/6/2020 Howard Glastetter Email
Resubmitted past comments on the issue regarding the origination of Policy E.5, the consultant report, water 
quality concerns and best management practices to mitigate impacts. Comment recorded for the record.

46 7/14/2020 Esther Kronenberg Email

Processing RAP at the Holroyd site is extremely risky to our water resources, and these resources can never be 
replaced once tainted. Extreme weather events are happening more frequently. RAP was a bad idea in 1992 
when the original plan was adopted. Since then we've added more people, and in 2020 its a worse idea and even 
more dangerous now. The only beneficiaries are a few employees and one company. The risks are potentially 
catastrophic. Comment recorded. 7/15/2020
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47 7/14/2020 Madeline Bishop Email

I oppose RAP in the Nisqually Suabrea for the following reasons: 1) the lower Nisqually is a wellhead protection 
area; 2) water sources are from wells mostly and there is the City of Lacey well, Holroyd is on permeable soil and 
sites in the 100‐year floodplain; 3) Lakeside knew RAP was not allowed before they built their new plant at 
Holroyd; 4) The pit is mined out and DNR should reclaim it; 5) a section of the pit is over the aquifer and 
dangerous toxins can infect the aquifer. Comment recorded 7/15/2020

48 7/14/2020 Phyllis Farrell Email

The goal of the plan is to protect existing rural environment of the Nisqually Planning area for future 
generations. The subarea has critical aquifer recharge areas and mcallister geologically sensitive area ‐ these 
areas are sensitive to contamination. The site is close to the Nisqually River and in the 100 year floodplain. RAP 
leachate could threaten water quality and Nisqually River fish stocks. There has not been a SEPA process for this 
proposal; the Planning Commission should have this information before making any recommendations. South 
Sound Sierra Club Group opposes the removel of the RAP prohibition. Comment recorded 7/15/2020

49 7/15/2020 Howard Glastetter Email

I have a comment regarding the Policy E.5. One sentence reads: “The proposed amendment would allow the 
recycling of asphalt pavement to occur as an accessory use within the mined‐out portion of gravel pits within the 
Nisqually Subarea”.

I believe the term “accessory use” is currently incorrect and should be changed to “permitted use”.  

Comment recorded. Responded 
about the policy and permitted vs. 
accessory use. 7/15/2020

50 7/15/2020 Howard Marks, NAPA Email

We ask that Thurston County amend the Nisqually Subarea Plan to allow for recycling in the subarea. We 
previously expressed concern over the consultant's report and have contracted with a university to conduct a 
review of existing literature ‐ the result is different than what the County's consultant identified. Comment recorded. 7/15/2020

51 7/15/2020
Karen Tvedt, League 
of Women Voters Email

The LWVTC has concerns about Lakeside Industries' request to allow asphalt recycling in the Nisqually Subarea. 
This policy protects the subarea. If a change were to be made there would need to be circumstances that 
warrant the change. There have been no change in circumstances. Making a change to an established plan is not 
sound land use policy. A mined out gravel pit is likely one of the worst sites for RAP because the ground is very 
porous. Finally SEPA should be done at the earliest opportunity.

Comment recorded. The 
Applicant's environmental checklist 
has been included with the 7‐15‐
2020 Planning Commission memo. 
A determination will be completed 
prior to a public hearing with the 
Board of County Commissioners. 7/15/2020

52 7/30/2020 Howard Glastetter Email

This comment is supplemental to several other comments I've submitted over the years. Holroyd has a request 
to mine 80 feet below the water table ‐ this should be considered ecologically unacceptable and there should be 
an agreement that this will not happen if RAP is allowed in the pit. Furthermore, Goal E.5 states that 
reprocessing of imported mineral materials shall not be the primary accessory use. This indicates that more than 
50% must come from the pit (less than 50% must be imported). Finally, I'd like to comment on option 3, which 
mentions tarping as an acceptable BMP. This would work if air space were between the tarp and the pile, but 
without it, the tarp will cause existing water to be held inside the pile. Lakeside's Aberdeen currently uses this 
tarp/airspace technique and it cuts processing costs while reducing air pollution. Comment recorded 7/30/2020
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53 7/30/2020 Lee Blankenship email

I find it appalling that a government body would stand in the way of a proven environmentally friendly practice 
with far‐reaching environmental benefit. As a scientist, the objections to this project are simply not credible. I 
urge you to follow the science and data. You should require monitoring of potential water runoff and use 
adaptive management principles to address issues that arise. I ask that you approve this the policy amendment 
request. Comment recorded. 7/30/2020

54 7/30/2020 Loren Cohen Email

I am in support of this request. Lakeside is a trusted employer in the labor and construction industry. Recycling 
asphalt is a sustainable environmental practice that is needed to support economic recovery, and it is a common 
practice. It lessens environmentasl impacts and reduces air emissions. Comment recorded. 7/30/2020

55 7/30/2020 Kent and Maureen Ca Email
We ask that you do not allow RAP in the Nisqually Valley. This area has productive farmland, please consider the 
health of the citizens. Comment recorded. 7/30/2020

56 7/31/2020 Jana Wiley Email
Do not allow RAP in the subarea. There is no compelling data that there would be no harm to people that live 
here, or the land, water and air. Comment recorded. 7/31/2020

57 8/3/2020

Thurston County 
Chamber of 
Commerce Email

Raw material for infrastruction is critical to the Thurston County Community. This amendment aligns with values 
of recycling and reuse. This policy contributes to environmental degradation and creates economic 
disadvantages. Please correct the policy to allow for asphalt recycling. Comment recorded. 8/3/2020

58 8/3/1930 Dave Knutzen Email

I urge you to follow the science and amend the Nisqually Subara Plan to allow for recycled asphalt at Lakeside's 
facility. Recycling asphalt uses less energy, reduces air emissions, decreases the need for other natural resources, 
and is a practice that EPA and WA Dept of Ecology endorses. Please end decades of bad environmental policy. Comment recorded. 8/4/2020

59 8/4/2020 Norm Dicks Email

Science supports benefits of the use of recycled asphalt, including reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, 
reduced need to mine aggregate, and reduces need to landfill material. As a former congressmen that fought for 
protection of this area, I urge you to listen to the science and take action to encourage recycled asphalt. The 
county can require monitoring of any impacts as all other counties do. I urge you to listen to  FDOT, WSDOT, 
DOE, EPA, the Labor Community and the Business community, and to move forward immediately with this 
proposal. Comment recorded. 8/4/2020

60 8/4/2020 Curt Smitch Email

I had the opportunity to appear before the Board in 2014 to put this amendment on the docket. Thurston 
County has been dragging its feet to embrace a viable environmental practice. As an Olympia resident and 
former Assistant Regional Director of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, I strongly recommend you take necessary 
steps to approve Lakeside's application.  Comment recorded. 8/4/2020

61 8/5/2020 Jeff Herriford ‐ LakesidEmail

We ask that the Planning Commission approve this amendment as written, so that we can seek a permit to 
recycle asphalt. Asphalt recycling preserves natural resources, results in 0% waste, requires no additional energy 
or materials, is encouraged nationwide, is an important aspect of an industry essential to economic growth, and 
is critical during economic downturns. Letter also includes 42 signatures of support. Comment recorded. 8/5/2020

62 8/5/2020 Rick Hicks, Joint CouncEmail
We urge you to forward a favorable recommendation to the Thurston County Board of Commissioners. We 
made the same recommendation in Devember 2011. This is an environmentally friendly and sustainable practice. Comment recorded. 8/5/2020

63 8/5/2020 Kevin Tedrick, Local 61Email

Asphalt recycling is a sustainable practice that results in zero waste and can save landfill space. It is practiced 
throughout the united states. There is no clear evidence that asphalt ecycling poses a real threat to water 
quality. Comment recorded. 8/5/2020

64 8/3/2020 Russ Walpole ‐ TeamsMail/Postc
I ask that you approve the proposed amendment. This is a sustainable practice that results in zero waste and 
helps protect resources Comment recorded. 8/14/2020

65 9/2/2020 Jody Disney Email I am concerned about the aquifer and water. I do not support allowing Lakeside to recycle RAP at this location. Comment recorded. 9/2/2020
66 9/2/2020 Jan Dillon Email I support your efforts in the Nisqually. Comment recorded. 9/2/2020

67 9/2/2020 Annabel Kirschner Email
I strongly oppose asphalt recycling in the Nisqually. During the 1990s the County prohibited this activity based on 
water quality concerns. Time has not lessened these concerns. Comment recorded. 9/2/2020
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68 9/2/2020 Shari Silverman Email Please do not revoke the prohibition on recycled asphalt in the Nisqually Subarea. Keep the 1992 plan as is. Comment recorded. 9/2/2020

69

9/12/2020 
and 
8/21/2020 Howard Glastetter Email

The first attachment contains concerns I have had over the years with Lakeside’s attempt to reprocess RAP in 
Holroyd’s pit. The second contains observations about serious flaws in Holroyd’s almost ten year old original 
application to mine 100 feet below the water table in their valley pit. I don’t have electronic referenced 
attachments to the second document, but can get to hard copies if needed. The third document contains my 
observations about the Herrera RAP Study Document that was submitted to the county last year.

I think the Planning Commission needs to be aware of both these high impact issues before any decision is made 
on either one.  The Nisqually Sub‐Area Plan will be meaningless if both Lakeside’s and Holroyd’s requests get 
approved before the rest of the plan gets discussed.  

If the Planning Commission wants to rule on Lakeside’s request, they should also make a written judgement that 
Holroyd’s Request shall not be considered separately from reconsidering the rest of the 1992 Sub‐Area Plan.  Comment recorded. 9/21/2020
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Public Comments Received Before Planning Commission Hearing



Maya Teeple

From: Howard Glastetter <howard.glastetter@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, May 24, 2019 3:31 PM
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: Comments on the Herrera Review.
Attachments: Proposed Docket Ammendment 1703.doc

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Shannon, 

I will study the review and get my comments to you when I finish.  In the meantime, I’d like to submit a final variation of 
one of my comments that I’ve made over the past several years on this Nisqually Valley issue.  The comments (attached) 
relate to the Herrera report and are already on record over the years at Thurston County in similar forms.  The main 
point I’d like to emphasize now (as I have in the past) is that best practice for using RAP in asphalt production is to keep 
it dry under an un‐walled building or a cover that allows air in, but keeps moisture out.  Lakeside does this now at their 
Aberdeen, Washington plant.  It allows asphalt pavement to be created at a lower temperature (due to not having to 
evaporate water in the RAP pile).  This saves production cost and reduces both air and water pollution.  It is a win for all 
parties. 

‐Howard   

Howard H Glastetter 
Howard.glastetter@comcast.net 
(360)491‐6645

Everything should be as simple as it can be, but no simpler.  
Albert Einstein 
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Emailed to Thurston County March 5, 2017 

This email is a public response to Lakeside Industries’ latest docket attempt to remove 
Goal E-5 from the 1992 Nisqually Sub-Area plan.  They want to reprocess Recycled 
Asphalt Pavement (RAP) at their Holroyd’s Gravel Pit site in lower Nisqually Valley. 

The overall goal of the November 1992 Nisqually Sub-Area Plan was to “Maintain the 
existing rural environment of the Nisqually planning area with the primary 
emphasis on preserving … its rural, aesthetic character for future generations.” 
(Page17).  This overall goal has been in the forefront of the 1992 Plan as well as ongoing 
public and private efforts to restore and maintain the Nisqually River Valley.  The no-
RAP provision of Policy E.5, along with the other E goals (Page 20-21, attached) was 
designed to protect the rural character from industrial dominance.    

The county has an obligation to defend this well thought out plan and strengthen it when 
it comes up for renewal.  However, business impacts have increased, rather than be 
phased out as the plan has required.  Examples:   
1) A mined out pit at Yelm Highway and Reservation Road, in the Nisqually Sub-Area,
has been converted to a construction waste site (The Sub-Area Plan (Goal E.1.) and DNR
require mined out pits to be reclaimed).    Stumps and construction material, including
RAP, are hauled in from as far as Mason County.  This operation is located in the
Nisqually Sub-Area, contiguous to the McAllister Springs Sensitive Area - above Lacey
and Olympia municipal wells.  People in county government are aware of this violation.
2) After the flood of 1996, neighbors could only replace lost homes by putting them on
high foundations.  No lot filling was allowed.  However, the gun factory, in the middle of
the neighborhood, was given permission to put 20,000 cubic yards of fill on their 1996
flood inundated property.  They have yet to use this filled area.  That filled part of the
property is now for sale.
3) Lakeside got into the valley on a technicality and now wants to add the RAP storage
and recycling to their process.  This would have an increased truck traffic impact on the
valley and opens the door to possible water and air pollution.

There are ongoing concerns with flooding. In 1996, much of the lower Nisqually Valley 
was under floodwaters, including portions of the Holroyd gravel mine. Due to past rail 
line, bridge and highway construction the Nisqually River has been artificially forced to 
the higher east side of the valley. When the river has major floods, it naturally flows to 
the west, above the rail line, through the Durgin Road Tunnel upstream, from the 
Holroyd Gravel Mine. If floodwaters enter the pit, aquifer groundwater could be 
infiltrated by pollutants from RAP storage in the pit, if RAP were ever allowed.  
(Flooding in Nisqually Valley will continue to be an issue as long as Tacoma Power is 
allowed to top off the Alder Lake Reservoir in the fall/winter seasons.)  Goal E.5 states: 
“… the reprocessing of asphalt shall not be allowed due to water quality concerns”.   
Note: RAP is recycled pavement.  When it is ground up the surface area dramatically 
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increases and allows greater leaching of chemicals in the RAP.   Please see next 
paragraph.  Yellow highlighting is mine.   

http://www.rmrc.unh.edu/tools/uguidelines/rap131.asp “For unbound applications, 
leachability from the RAP may also be a concern. This same leachability would be a concern 
if RAP was stockpiled or stored and exposed to precipitation.”  What this URL is saying is that 
using RAP as one would use raw gravel for a road or driveway would cause more (possibly 
unacceptable) leaching into the soil than, say, a solid road made of bound asphalt.  The reason 
being, that increased surfaces of the unbound RAP particles would have far more surface area 
to leach from than a hard surface road (much the same as a RAP stockpile exposed to the 
weather). 

If RAP is allowed, and I’m not recommending it, there is a way to mitigate its effects.  
Below is the “Best Practice” to reduce moisture in RAP.  It allows RAP to be processed 
at a lower temperature, reducing the cost of producing asphalt.  There are two additional 
side benefits to this.  Less heat means less energy, reducing air pollution.  Keeping RAP 
dry also prevents chemical leaching into the ground water.  This is a win for the asphalt 
company (less cost) and the neighborhood (less water/air pollution).   

The un-walled building cover technique was also recommended in two different articles 
in the handout we used when I was on the Thurston County Asphalt Advisory Task Force 
(AATF) in 2007-8.  A Lakeside employee told me they had no intention of doing this.   

Note of caution: This still would not solve the problem of having a large source RAP pile 
in the pit.  Suppose Lakeside were allowed to have RAP at their site.  If Lakeside were to 
maintain a source RAP pile of the size they had when they were at the Hogum Bay 
Olympia Landfill a few years ago, it likely would create a water pollution problem.  They 
had an irregular pile 60+ feet in height and around 150 feet across at the base.  That may 
have been marginally ecologically acceptable, because the water table could be around 
100 feet below ground level at the Hogum Bay site.  The current permeable gravel floor 
at Holroyd’s is about 15 to 20 feet above an aquifer water table, even less in wintertime.  
Holroyd’s pit is also in the Nisqually 100-year floodplain.  I have photos that show they 
were flooded in 1996. 

http://www.morerap.us/files/rap-best-practices.pdf 
Stockpiling to Minimize Moisture
Moisture content of aggregates and RAP is a primary factor affecting an asphalt 
plant’s production rate and drying costs. Some contractors have implemented 
creative approaches to reducing moisture content in stockpiles. The best  
practice to minimize the accumulation of moisture in stockpiles is to cover the 
stockpile with a shelter or building to prevent precipitation from getting to the 
RAP. Second to that, it is a good practice to use conical stockpiles to naturally 
shed rain or snow, and to place the stockpile on a paved and sloped surface to 
help water drain from the pile. Irregular-shaped stockpiles with surface 
depressions that will pond water should be corrected by shaping the pile as it is 
being built with the front-end loader or a small dozer. However, the use of heavy 
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equipment on the top of RAP stockpiles should be minimized to avoid 
compaction of the RAP. Likewise, it is also recommended that RAP stockpiles 
be limited to 20 feet in height to reduce the potential for self-consolidation of the 
stockpile. 
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Final thoughts:   
Lakeside RAP storage at the Hogum Bay site did not meet “Best” or even “Second Best” 
practices.  Would they do better in Holroyd’s pit?  The jury is out on that.  The aquifer 
below the pit is the source of drinking water for some as well as farm / garden irrigation 
for many in the valley.   

Lakeside knew RAP was not allowed before they built their new plant at Holroyd’s 
pit. The County Commissioners and two court decisions ruled they could not use RAP in 
Nisqually Valley.  ORCAA reaffirmed they could not, due to Sub-Area Plan rules. They 
chose to push their way into this rural residential area, anyway.  Since then, they’ve been 
posturing that they have been treated unfairly.   

Holroyd’s pit is close to being mined out.  DNR and the Sub-Area Plan say they have to 
move out when that happens.  Will they?  Or, will they want increase truck traffic and 
change infrastructure to haul in gravel from another pit as well as RAP?  This would 
also be in violation of the Sub-Area Plan.  (Goal E.5 says: ”The reprocessing of 
imported mineral resources shall not be the primary accessory use … .”   Gravel is a 
mineral and is supposed to come from inside the pit.          

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Howard Glastetter 
howard.glastetter@comcast.net 
(360)491-6645
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From: EJ Zita
To: Maya Teeple
Cc: Shannon Shula
Subject: Recycled Asphalt Plant info
Date: Sunday, May 26, 2019 1:40:57 PM

Hi, Shannon and Maya, please do put me on the mailing list for this.  Thank you for your work, and for letting us
know.  

I understand that public comment is due 14 June, and the hearing is 20 June.

Best, Zita

E.J. Zita, Commissioner, Port of Olympia, District 3

ejz@portolympia.com * 360-481-9315 * www.portolympia.com

We're working for sustainable economics, community benefit, and environmental stewardship at the Port
of Olympia.  
My personal response may not represent all Port perspectives.
If you do not receive a response within a week, please try again.  Thank you - Zita

-----Thurston County Community Planning <wwm-webmaster@co.thurston.wa.us> wrote: -----
To: ejz@portolympia.com
From: Thurston County Community Planning <wwm-webmaster@co.thurston.wa.us>
Date: 05/22/2019 10:30AM
Subject: Consultant Literature Review on Recycled Asphalt Now Available Online. Public Info Meeting on the
Report on June 20, 2019.

From Thurston County Government

COMMUNITY PLANNING
(Formerly Long Range Planning)

Webmail sent May 22, 2019

Hello from Community Planning 

Consultant Literature Review on Recycled Asphalt Now
Available Online.

The public is invited to submit written comment on the
report, and attend an informational public meeting on June

20, 2019. 
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Citizens can now review and provide comments on the literature
review conducted by Herrera Environmental Consultants. This
literature review was conducted as part of a proposed policy change.
The proposal would amend a single policy within the Nisqually
Subarea Plan to remove language that currently prohibits asphalt
recycling within the subarea.

A public meeting will be held by Community Planning to provide
information on the literature review. Herrera Environmental
Consultants will give a presentation on the report at this meeting
beginning at 6:30 PM. 

What:   Public Information Meeting on the Consultant Literature Review as
part of the Proposed Amendment to the Nisqually Subarea Plan Recycled
Asphalt Policy (Policy E.5)
When:  Thursday, June 20, 2019
Time:    6:00 p.m. - 7:30 p.m. 

A presentation will begin at 6:30 p.m.
Where: Lacey Community Center, Meeting Rooms 1 & 2 at 6729 Pacific
Ave. SE in Olympia, 98502

Persons with disabilities requiring reasonable accommodations to
participate in the meeting should call the staff contact listed below to
request ADA accommodation at least five days prior to the public
meeting. Persons with speech or hearing disabilities may call via
Washington Relay: 711 or 800-833-6388.

HOW TO SUBMIT WRITTEN COMMENTS & PROVIDE INPUT

The public may submit mailed or emailed comments on Herrera
Environmental Consultant's literature review report. Comments can
be emailed to Shannon Shula, Associate Planner, at
Shannon.Shula@co.thurston.wa.us, hand delivered, or mailed to:

Thurston County Community Planning and Economic Development
Attn: Shannon Shula, Associate Planner
2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW
Olympia WA, 98502

Comments must be received no later than 5:00 p.m. on Friday, June
14, 2019.

LEARN MORE ONLINE

View additional information regarding the meeting, the County's
review process, and opportunities for public involvement online at the
2017/2018 Official Comprehensive Plan Amendment Docket - Item 11
(Recycled Asphalt Policy Consideration) webpage.
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HOW TO GET MORE INFORMATION OR TALK TO SOMEONE 

If you have questions, please contact Shannon Shula by email
at Shannon.Shula@co.thurston.wa.us or call 360-786-5474.

Sincerely,

Thurston County Community Planning Staff

SUBSCRIBE TO OUR EMAIL LIST

VISIT OUR WEBSITE

Thurston County Planning Department,
2000 Lakeridge Drive S.W., Olympia, WA 98502

SafeUnsubscribe™ ejz@portolympia.com

Forward this email | Update Profile | About our service provider
Sent by wwm-webmaster@co.thurston.wa.us in collaboration with

Constant Contact

Try email marketing for free today!
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Comments on Herrera’s Contaminant Leaching from RAP document 
By Howard Glastetter 
11110 Kuhlman Road SE 
Olympia, WA 98513 
Howard.glastetter@comcast.net 
Cell: (360)556-1574 

May 28, 2019 

The Herrera document was based on available, easily accessed, online studies; most of which have been 
around for several years.  The report was even-handed and concluded that recycled asphalt pavement 
(RAP) leaches chemicals and is an issue of concern, albeit somewhat minor in this area. 

I’d like to preface my comments on the document with an observation of the Lakeside operation at 
Holroyd Gravel Mine.  Their operation is state of the art.  It is very rare to smell any odor of hot asphalt 
from the pit.  Nisqually neighbors get a whiff of it when covered trucks drive by, but that’s it.  Lakeside 
employees have been respectful ladies and gentlemen.  So, Lakeside is a good neighbor. 

A couple comments in Herrera’s document caught my eye.  I knew that New Jersey had very stringent 
rules about RAP.  On page 10 of the document, under Toxicity Testing in New Jersey, it states: RAP “… 
could be used as an unbound material in all environments except those which are highly acidic PH < = 4), 
such as mines … (Note: the assumption is that the authors are referring to coal- and metal-type mines 
and not gravel-type …)”  I did a little research, see below. 

https://www.sourcewatch.org/index.php/New_Jersey_and_coal#Major_coal_mines 

Major coal mines 
There are no coal mines in New Jersey.[18] 

https://www.state.nj.us/dep/njgs/pricelst/gsreport/gsr25.pdf 
The introduction to the PDF says: Sand and gravel production in New Jersey is a $100 million annual 
business with 786 mining operations, around 100 of which are active. 
- - - - - - - - -
Metal mining in New Jersey appears to be a thing of the past and was done via tunneling and not open
pit.  So, a better Herrera assumption would be that the “authors are referring to permeable soiled
gravel mines”.   I’m familiar with wells at 3 different homes in Nisqually Valley below Holroyd’s mine.
They all contain a certain amount of red / brown turbidity, which I believe is caused, to a certain extent,
by gravel mining in the pit.  See below.
- - - - - - - -
https://www.reference.com/home-garden/causes-well-water-suddenly-turn-brown-f7f4fce6acfcb870

“The most common cause of brown well water is iron contamination. A sudden change in 
water-color means that the contaminant is newly introduced to the well, and it may be caused by 
industrial contamination, rusty plumbing fixtures or natural iron leaching from the ground”.  
Nisqually valley soil contains iron. 

- - - - - - - - -
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Back to the Herrera document: A point was made (page 17 - Comparison Studies to 
Expected conditions in Nisqually) that “European RAP tests may not relate to U.S. tests, 
because asphalt pavement was made there with tar as an additive until 1975 and emits more 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons than RAP produced from bitumen which is what has been 
used in the U.S. since WW 2.”   

Page 19 item 1 made me pause.  It stated that tests showed: “Cu and Zn (copper and zinc) also exceeded 
U.S. EPA WQLs”.  This reminded me that there is a more modern ingredient that is popular in U.S. 
asphalt production: recycled asphalt roofing shingles.  Some of the more expensive shingles come 
impregnated with copper flakes to prevent moss buildup.  Many home owners put zinc on asphalt roofs, 
either as metal strips, liquid applications, or solid zinc flake applications to do the same thing.  Does 
reprocessing these used shingles add these metals to asphalt roads that will eventually be ground up, 
returned and stored to open weather at an asphalt plant site?  I’m not seriously suggesting this as the 
source of Cu and Zn metals found in the above test.  I mention it because, most of us are initially pleased 
to hear about recycling.  However, as Einstein said: “Everything should be as simple as it can be, but no 
simpler”.   The reprocess should be safe.  Keep RAP dry when storing it over a permeable floored gravel 
mine. 

The Herrera study painted Nisqually Valley with a broad brush.  I’d like to add a few details.  The lower 
valley is classified by Thurston County as a Wellhead Protection Area.  It is also protected, as a rural 
environment, by a Thurston County Sub-Area Plan.   

The water sources for all residents in the lower valley are from wells.  Many residents, but not all, get 
drinking water from a Lacey City well next to the Nisqually River - less than a half mile from Lakeside’s 
Asphalt Plant.  The plant sits in the permeable soil of Holroyd’s Gravel Mine at the very beginning of the 
Nisqually Delta in lower Nisqually Valley.  The pit was once the end of a glacier.  There is a capped-
artesian-springs well just across Old Pacific Highway from the pit.  These springs obviously run under the 
pit and likely continue through rural residential land to Puget Sound.  (There was, until recently, a 
capped artesian spring pipe near the board walk in the tide lands at the Nisqually Delta sanctuary.)  This 
mine / industrial activity is up-river from many homes that have private wells because Lacey Water 
doesn’t serve them.  Holroyd’s Pit, itself, has a several-year-old active request at the county to mine the 
pit from its current permeable floor level to 80 feet below the water table.  Delivering RAP to the pit 
would also mean increased truck traffic on the two-lane roads in the valley.  So, this site is a very 
sensitive part of the valley and could become a stressed one. 

If RAP were ever allowed, it should be under cover and out of the weather before and during its use.  
Please see a past comment on RAP that I resubmitted May 24, 2019.  It shows weather protection is an 
industrial “Best Practice”. 

Sincerely, 

Howard Glastetter  
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June 12, 2019 
Via email 

Thurston County Community Planning & Economic Development 
Attn: Shannon Shula, Associate Planner 
2000 Lakeridge Drive SW 
Olympia, WA 98502 

Re:  Lakeside Industries’ Comments on Herrera Review Literature Review - 
Leaching from Recycled Asphalt Pavement 

Dear Shannon: 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Literature Review on Contaminant Leaching 
from Recycled Asphalt Pavement (“RAP”) prepared by Herrera Environmental Consultants, Inc.  
and dated May 14, 2019 (“Herrera Review”).  

RAP materials “have been successfully reused and recycled into new asphalt pavements since 
the 1970s.”1 The Herrera Review analyzes the potential for leachate from RAP and generally 
concludes that the impact to the environment from RAP stockpiles is limited or negligible. 
Unfortunately, the Herrera Review includes several inaccurate statements and excludes 
important information, which may create unnecessary concern. We address those issues below. 

Additionally, the Herrera Review did not consider or address the various best management 
practices (“BMPs”) available to eliminate any possible concerns regarding RAP leachate. For 
example, Lakeside would be willing to cover its RAP stockpiles within the Nisqually Sub-Area to 
mitigate any possible concerns with the “initial flushing” identified in the Herrera Review.  

Background 

There is a good reason why no city or county in the United States, other than the Nisqually 
Subarea in Thurston County, prohibits the use of RAP in new asphalt production. RAP is safe 
for use in producing new asphalt and it is the most recycled product in the Country. RAP is 
critical to sustainable use of our natural resources. RAP does not harm fisheries, water quality, 
other habitat or humans. Asphalt, including asphalt with RAP, is used to line fish hatchery ponds 
and drinking water reservoirs.  

Asphalt has been called the “ultimate recyclable product” and the use of RAP is a standard 
practice in Washington and throughout the world. Reprocessing asphalt is consistent with the 

1 Mehta et al. (2017), pg. 1. 
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vision in Thurston County’s Comprehensive Plan. It preserves the human environment by 
encouraging jobs in the community. It preserves the natural environment by encouraging 
protection of mineral resource lands, limiting the carbon footprint of asphalt paving, and 
preventing unnecessary waste in landfills. It promotes economic health by reducing the cost of 
asphalt manufacturing, which supports local asphalt paving businesses and property owners.  

Thurston County adopted the Nisqually Sub-Area Plan in November 1992. As adopted, the 
Nisqually Sub-Area Plan prohibits the use of RAP in the mined-out portion of a gravel pit based 
on “water quality concerns.” One month after its adoption, the Thurston County Public Health 
Department took the position that “a waste asphalt recycling operation presents none to very 
minimal environmental health concerns.” See Attachment 1. Despite the Thurston County Public 
Health Department’s finding, the Nisqually Sub-Area Plan still prohibits the use of RAP in the 
Nisqually Sub-Area. Lakeside Industries requested an amendment to the Nisqually Sub-Area 
Plan to remove this prohibition. To further advance the County’s understanding of water quality 
impacts from RAP, the County contracted with Herrera to analyze available leaching research.  

The Herrera Review found limited or no cause for concern 

The Herrera Review’s ultimate conclusions find limited or no cause for concern caused by 
leaching of RAP. The purpose of the Herrera Review was to “review available research on direct 
measurements of leachate from RAP.”2 After an initial assessment of over 100 articles, the 
Herrera Review analyzed eight “highly rated” studies by Aydilek et al., Legret et al., Mehta et al., 
Birgisdóttir3 et al., Norin and Strömvall, Kang, et al., Morse et al., and Brantley and Townsend.4 
Consistent with its purpose, the Herrera Review came to three key conclusions: 

 RAP is highly variable;
 Some contaminants leached from RAP in laboratory tests at concentrations exceeding

state groundwater quality standards; and
 The initial flush of contaminants from RAP “can result in concentrations exceeding

Washington state groundwater quality standards, but these peak concentrations
decrease quickly to below detection limits as more water is flushed through the RAP.”

The Herrera Review also noted in its conclusions: “a number of the researchers suggested that 
the impact to the environment would be negligible if dilution and assimilation were considered.”5  

Based on the Herrera Review’s conclusions, leachate from RAP is not an environmental 
concern. While RAP may leach some contaminants at first flush, levels decrease to below 
detection limits quickly, creating a negligible overall impact. Despite these clear conclusions, the 
Herrera Review contains inaccurate statements and excludes contextual information.  

2 Herrera Review, Executive Summary.  
3 The Herrera Review repeatedly misspells this author as either “Birgisdottir” or “Birgisdotter.” (See e.g. 
Herrera Review, pg. 19).   
4 On page 19 of the Herrera Review, Brantley and Townsend is misspelled as “Brently and Townsend.” 
5 Herrera Review, pg. 18.  

Comment # 4

21



The Herrera Review does not accurately reflect local conditions or local RAP impacts.  

The Herrera Review makes inaccurate statements or excludes crucial information regarding 
local conditions relevant to the impact of RAP in the Nisqually Sub-Area. First, three of the 
studies analyzed in the Herrera Review were conducted in Europe, where road usage is quite 
dissimilar from the U.S. Popular vehicle manufacturers and models in Europe are not as 
common in the U.S. Diesel fuel is more prevalent in Europe. European road products are also 
different. For example, in Scandinavia, where the Birgisdóttir and Norin and Strömvall studies 
were performed, studded tire road wear and winter de-icing solutions are more prevalent than in 
the Nisqually Sub-Area. These differences likely influenced data in the studies.  

Additionally, the Herrera Review incorrectly asserts that rainwater in the Puget Sound region is 
quite acidic; however, more recent analysis determined that local rainwater is not as acidic as 
Herrera’s Review declared. The Norin and Strömvall study used water with a pH of 4.0 or 4.5 for 
its batch tests. The Herrera Review relied on a 1977 document to assert that “the acidic test 
conditions used in the [Norin and Strömvall] batch tests are not too low to represent expected 
conditions in Nisqually.” Fortunately, the Pacific Northwest does not currently experience such 
acidic rainfall. For the last thirty years, pH in the Puget Sound region has ranged between 
approximately 5.0-5.3.6 The pH scale is logarithmic. Thus, a pH of 4.0 is ten times more acidic 
than a pH of 5.0. For this reason, acidic test conditions used in the Norin and Strömvall study 
were, in fact, too low to represent expected local conditions.  

The Herrera Review presents information in a manner that exaggerates study results.  

The Herrera Review presents information in an ineffective manner. For example:  

 Tables included in the Herrera Review depict data in ranges. This does not consider that
the highest number in the range can be (and often is) an outlier, which consequently
highlights the rare exceedances.

 In some instances, a range should be provided in a table but is not. For example, the
Legret et al. (2005) study found 0.055 µg/L of dibenzo(a,h)anthracene in column tests on
Day 2 of the study; however, that concentration decreased to below detection levels for
every additional test. Table 2 shows the exceedance without noting the numerous
samples with no dibenzo(a,h)anthracene detected.

 A couple studies used RAP from highly contaminated property, such as a gas station7

and a roadway containing lead paint.8 Such samples were not representative of RAP
that would be accepted for recycle in Thurston County. The Thurston County Code does
not allow recycling of asphalt from a gas station9 and lead is no longer used in paint.

6 See data from the National Atmospheric Deposition Program/National Trends Network. 
7 The Birgisdóttir study used RAP from a gas station.  
8 The Mehta study used RAP containing lead paint.  
9 TCC 20.54.070 (3.1) (“The source of Recycled Asphalt Pavement (RAP) shall only be from highways, 
roadways, runways, paring lots and shall not be from a contaminated site such as a Superfund site or 
Model Toxic Control Act (MTCA) site.”).  
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 The Herrera Review Table 1 includes batch test data the Norin and Strömvall column,
but the Norin and Strömvall authors did not conduct batch tests – the data was taken
from a separate study.10 Herrera’s decision to incorporate data from a separate study
conflicts with its stated goal to use only primary data sources in its literature review.11

The Herrera Review’s summarized conclusions are quite dissimilar from the conclusions 
in the underlying studies. 

The Herrera Review provided two to three sentence summaries of the studies,12 but those 
summaries inaccurately reflect the key conclusions of the report. Namely, the following are 
direct quotes from several of the study conclusions that are not reflected in the Herrera Report:  

Aydilek: “[Water Leach Test (WLT)] and [Column Leach Test (CLT)] results could not be 
compared due to differences in liquid-to-solid ratios (20:1 for WLT versus 0.1:1 for CLT), test 
durations (18 hours for WLT versus two months for CLT), and test conditions (static for WLT 
versus dynamic for CLT). Nonetheless, both tests provided an insight into the leaching 
potential of RAP. RAP did not release excessive amounts of toxic metals in either 
case.”13  

Legret: “The various extraction methods used during this study, as well as the batch and 
column experiments, have shown that pollutant leaching is rather weak for most of the studied 
parameters. Concentrations in the solutions derived from batch leaching tests generally 
remained below EC limit values for drinking water….In all instances however, assessments 
were restricted, with leachate concentrations generally falling below detection limits.”14 

Mehta: “RAP may be used as an unbound material in all environments except those which 
are highly acidic (pH ≤ 4) such as, but not limited to, mines with sulfur-containing minerals or 
landfills where other materials may decompose creating an acidic environment.”15 

Birgisdóttir: “Concentrations of PAHs that are found above the Danish soil quality criteria near 
roads in Denmark paved with bitumen-based asphalt is very unlikely to be caused by leaching 
of PAHs from the asphalt.”16 

Unfortunately, the Herrera Report does not adequately present these and other study 
conclusions.  

10 Herrera Review, Table 1, footnote h. The Herrera Review explains in a footnote that the data attributed 
to Norin and Strömvall was taken from another study, stating that “[r]esults reported are from batch tests 
performed during previous research (Larsson 1998) that were performed on finely ground material.”  
11 Herrera Review, pg. 2 (“The remaining sources were sorted with the objective of including only those 
that serve as primary data sources; studies that did not contain data or that summarized data collected by 
others were excluded.”) 
12 See Herrera Review, pg. 19. 
13 Aydilek et al. (2017), pg. 70 (emphasis added). 
14 Legret et al. (2005), pg. 3684.  
15 Mehta et al. (2017), pg. 4 and 84. 
16 Birgisdóttir et al. (2007), pg. 1420. 
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The Herrera Review has a limited scope and does not consider Best Management 
Practices that would prevent leachate and/or transport of materials.  

Best management practices could prevent leachate altogether or could prevent transport of 
materials to ground or surface water. However, the authors of the Herrera Review note, “[t]he 
study scope was specifically constrained to summarizing research on direct leaching of 
pollutants. For example, it does not account for use of best management practices (BMPs) such 
as covering the material to reduce the amount of precipitation that comes into contact with the 
RAP, thereby limiting leachate formation. It also does not address fate and transport as leached 
materials move over or through ground and water.”  

While it is clear from the conclusions of the analyzed studies that there is limited or no cause for 
concern of leaching from RAP, numerous BMPs could address and prevent leaching and 
transport of materials, including storm water controls and/or installation of a cover (e.g. a tarp or 
shed) to prevent rainfall on RAP piles. The ultimate decision whether to permit the recycling of 
asphalt within the Nisqually Sub-Area should be based on all relevant information, including the 
availability of BMPs.  

Asphalt stockpiling is currently allowed throughout Thurston County 

Asphalt recycling is allowed throughout Thurston County, with the small exception of the 
Nisqually Sub-Area. In fact, facilities within the Nisqually Sub-Area are permitted to recycle and 
stockpile RAP as long as the facility is not located within the “mined-out portion of a gravel pit.” 
Several facilities in Thurston County have been recycling asphalt for years.    

Conclusion  

Relevant studies and data show that RAP leachate is not an environmental concern. 
Notwithstanding these findings, BMPs can even further ensure that RAP creates zero impact on 
water quality within the Nisqually Sub-Area.  

Thank you again for your time and consideration on this important issue.  

Sincerely, 

Kyler Danielson 
Land Use Project Manager 
Lakeside Industries 

Enclosure 

cc: Maya Teeple, Associate Planner, Thurston County 
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Attachment 1 
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/ 
I 

RECE!VED 

DEC 1 51992 
1111.H, .. m.,,, 1..u. rl..>l.NNING DEPT. 

COUNTY COMISSIONER3
George L. Barner, Jr. 

District One 
Diane Oberque!I 

District Two 
Linda Medcalf 

District Three 

THURSTON COUNTY PUBLIC l-IBALTH AND 
\V/\ S H I N «. T O N

S!SCE l!:ISZ SOCIAL SERVICES DEPARTh1ENT 

December 15, 1992 

Michael Kain 
Thurston County Planning Department 

Re: Policy statement - Asphalt/concrete recycling 

Dear Mike, 

Parrick M. Libbey, Director 
Dian.a T. Yu, MD, MSPH 

Health Officer 

This is a reply to your recent request for a position response 
from the health department with regard to site specific use for 
recycling of waste concrete and asphalt. After review and 
consultation with DOE and the initial examination of the Jone's 
Quarry S.U.P. for the on-site recycling of concrete_and asph9,.ltJ 

9_ur ___ g�part:rtl§D,'l;__J�_�§ ___ t�)qm ____ J:::._ti_�-§:pp:r:-_9_�c::::h that a J waste asphalt-, 
l -recyclirig·--operation presents none to very minimal environmental/

r-:- ·-.... hea 1th concerns ,_/-------- ---------- , ________ _ 
\.' -...______ ____________________ _ 

\ .. 

____ --_-:) Formerly, our department's greatest concern was the 
,

✓ possibility of leaching PAH's from the asphalt materials to ground
or surface waters. Present research and information suggests that
this is not a serious problem as PAH's are basically insoluble in
water and adsorb well to organic soils. If future information
about asphalt indicates otherwise, then our department will
reassess our current approach.

However, as a condition of issuance of a solid waste permit 
for such a facility, other parameters would need to be addressed: 

1) the hydrogeological characteristics of the site would need
to be assessed, ie., waste material would not be stored in
a wetlands or flood plain area, nor should the material
have direct contact with surface or groundwater or placed
on excessive slopes.

2) all waste materials received at the site is to be
quantified (by weight or volume) and the source of the
material must be known. For instance, if the waste
asphalt or concrete came from a known industrial site or

petroleum spill, this material would not be suitable for
recycling. The operator would be obligated to turn away
the rnateri?l or test the material prior to acceptance.

3) Surface water run-off at the site would need to be
addressed.

Environmental Health Division: 2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW, Olympia, Washing, ATTACHlvfENT "1 
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page 2 

The recycling of waste materials is also in concert with 
stated county and Washington State goals to divert waste items from 
landfilling to a more beneficial use. Asphalt and concrete 
recycling definitely support these goals and the county should be 
supportive if site specific proposals can meet the appropriate 
solid waste permitting criteria. 

I hope this will help in future determinations about this 
issue. If you have further inquiries, please contact me at 786-
5461. 

Sincerely,~ . 

f ~ ( it,1~-'v - -/.!>. /J 

( hn Libby~ 
\ lid Waste Program 

cc: Gregg Grunenfelder 
Jane Hedges 

\~I ........,.,. 
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June 13, 2019 

Thurston County Community Planning & Economic Development 
Attn: Shannon Shula, Associate Planner 
2000 Lakeridge Drive SW 
Olympia, WA 98502 

Transmitted via email to: 
Shannon.Shula@co.thurston.wa.us 

NAPA/WAPA comments regarding Literature Review of RAP leachate 

The industry appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on Herrera Environmental 
Consultant’s Literature Review entitled “Contaminant Leaching from Recycled Asphalt Pavement” 
(“Literature Review” or “Report”) as its findings could greatly impact asphalt pavement facility 
operations. Based on our reading of the Report, we strongly question the credibility and validity of the 
Literature Review and recommend it be removed from public record. Supporting evidence for this 
statement is available below 

To our knowledge, the Nisqually Sub-Area’s prohibition of storage and use of RAP, a valuable recycled 
material that has been stockpiled and used across the U.S. for at least four decades with no adverse 
environmental or health impacts, is a first. Because of the importance and implications associated with 
Thurston County’s upcoming decision, and due to the serious mischaracterizations in the Literature 
Review, we find it necessary to provide our written response as part of the public comment process. 

National Asphalt Pavement Association (“NAPA”) is a 501(c)(6) trade association representing asphalt 
pavement material producers and paving contractors at the national level. Last year, the approximately 
3,500 asphalt plants across the country produced more than 350 million tons of asphalt pavement 
mixture and employed some 250,000 individuals in the production and placement of asphalt-based 
pavements. The continued use of RAP in asphalt pavements is critical to ensure the nation’s paved 
roadway surfaces are economically constructed and smooth, safe, and quiet for the travelling public. 

Washington Asphalt Pavement Association (“WAPA”) likewise represents asphalt pavement material 
producers/paving contractors at the state level and has served this function since its founding in 1954.  
WAPA member companies own and operate 60+ asphalt plants which produce 98% of the hot mix 
asphalt (“HMA”) manufactured statewide.  WAPA continuously partners with the Washington State 
Department of Transportation and the American Public Works Association of WA to develop and refine 
the use of RAP in HMA.  RAP use has been a broadly accepted standard/technology in Washington for 
over 20 years and represents in excess of 20% of the annual HMA volume produced for both the public 
and private market.  

Introduction 

Across the country, as part of everyday maintenance, repair, and construction activity, old asphalt 
pavement material is removed from roads and parking lots and then reclaimed for future use. In 2017, 
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about 1.2 million tons of RAP was used in new pavement mixtures in Washington state alone. A recent 
study by the University of Washington identified 63 existing RAP stockpiles of significant volume 
containing approximately 1.4 million tons of RAP distributed across the state, all of which is destined to 
be incorporated into new pavements.  Nationwide, more than 99% of RAP collected is put back to use in 
new asphalt pavements, saving more than 48 million cubic yards of landfill space annually and helping to 
reduce the cost of new pavement mixtures compared to all-virgin-material mixes. 

Because use of RAP is now ubiquitous, many state transportation and environmental agencies have 
investigated the environmental implications of RAP stockpiles. These agency investigations, along with 
the majority of independent academic research studies, have not found reason for concern from the 
storage of, and stormwater runoff from, RAP stockpiles. As of year-end 2017, over 100 million tons of 
RAP was stockpiled in the U.S., and decades of monitoring runoff from RAP stockpiles has similarly found 
no reason for concern associated with stormwater runoff from RAP stockpiles.  For example, Virginia 
Department of Transportation (“DOT”) conducted a literature review of RAP leachate, similar to 
Thurston County’s review, and concluded that although “concern has been expressed that lechate [sic] 
resulting from flood or rainfall could be contaminated by such recycled asphalt and thus have negative 
environmental consequences, … [r]esults of numerous field studies and standardized tests, including the 
Toxicity Characteristic Leachate Procedure (TCLP) test, suggest that typical RAP can be used as ‘clean fill’ 
without undue negative environmental consequences.”1  

The Literature Review Report stands in stark contrast to these decades of proven findings. 
Unfortunately, the Report mischaracterizes study results and is of questionable relevance to the issue of 
the environmental implications of RAP stockpiles. The Report also fails to address the numerous issues 
with many of the studies initially raised in comments previously submitted to the County. 

Holistic Assessment of RAP Stockpiling 

Before we call to your attention a few of the report’s most serious misstatements and 
mischaracterizations, we think it important to holistically assess the potential for environmental harm 
from RAP stockpiles. 

RAP is no different than typical asphalt pavement surfaces. The primary source of contaminants of 
concern come not from the asphalt material itself, but instead from emissions associated with 
continuous vehicular traffic. For this reason, the case can be made that runoff from RAP stockpiles is a 
less likely source for stormwater contaminant runoff than in situ hardscape (i.e. existing road surfaces) 
because, beyond an initial flushing, as documented in the Literature Review, no further contaminants 
would leach from a RAP stockpile.  This is intuitive and incontrovertible.     

Similar with other state DOTs, the Washington State DOT and the Federal Highway Administration have 
allowed RAP to be used in a number of different roadway and highway applications for decades, 
including as a crushed rock supplement and as common fill and side-slope fill (see WSDOT Standard 
Specification 9-03.21(1)E).     

1 See http://vtrc.virginiadot.org/rsb/RSB4.pdf 
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The Literature Review Contains Numerous Inconsistencies 

As mentioned, there are a number of inconsistencies and misstatements in the Literature Review; 
however, instead of identifying misstatements that should have been revised, we will highlight several 
mischaracterizations that lead us to question the report’s overall credibility and validity. 

First, the issue of potential RAP leachate on water quality has already been addressed by many state and 
federal agencies since the 1990s and most recently in 2017. Although the Literature Review identifies 
two comprehensive state/federal agency studies (Mehta et al. (2017) and Aydilek et al. (2017)), The 
Report’s summary of these comprehensive reports focuses on a few insignificant, individual factors in 
certain water quality standards from testing apparatuses purposefully designed to over-estimate 
potential leachate. 

Second, Herrera Environmental Consultants do identify that some foreign studies (e.g., Norin and 
Stromvall, 2004) may be non-representative of typical U.S. asphalt pavement production practices, 
specifically because coal tar was historically used in some European countries. Herrera further states 
that because of “this and other sources of variability, only broad summaries can be drawn from the 
research.” However, it remains unclear why the Literature Review relies heavily on the Norin and 
Stromvall (2004) study to illustrate excessive PAH leachate, even though it acknowledges coal tar 
contains thousands of times more PAHs than bitumen.  

Last, the Literature Review Report relies on studies without analyzing or considering how differences in 
pH, RAP characteristics, testing conditions, and storage conditions influence the analysis. The studies 
cited all analyze differing material under differing circumstances that are not necessarily consistent with 
the conditions in Thurston County. 

The Literature Review Mischaracterizes Findings and Conclusions from the Analyzed Studies 

While the Literature Review Report attempts to characterize the impact of RAP leachate, it 
mischaracterizes the reviewed literature to such an extent that its findings should not be relied upon. 
Instead, Thurston County should rely on the numerous state and federal agency characterizations of RAP 
leachate potential in deciding whether to allow RAP stockpiling in the Nisqually Sub-Area.  

Although we are concerned with the entirety of the Literature Review, our letter focuses on a few 
examples to demonstrate how the Report mischaracterizes studies.  

Mehta et al. (2017) 
The “Mehta et al.” study from 2017 was an almost $500,000, 100-page study, which included extensive 
toxicity testing conducted by both Columbia University and Rowan University, and sponsored by both 
the U.S. DOT and the New Jersey DOT. The study “abstract,” which describes the purpose and findings of 
the study, states:  

The primary goal of this study was to investigate the environmental impacts of reclaimed 
asphalt pavement (RAP) while it is freshly processed (i.e., fresh HMA) and after subjecting 
it to accelerated weathering. ... The results of these experiments showed that high 
molecular weight polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) can elute from the weathered 
RAP materials, but none was above EPA guidelines. These released pollutants were largely 
attenuated in the soils. ... Based on the results, RAP may be used as an unbound material 
in all environments except those which are highly acidic (i.e., pH ≤ 4). 
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In direct contrast to the Mehta et al. study’s stated findings, the Literature Review’s summary of Mehta 
et al. (2017) states the following:  

Lead was close to or higher than US EPA drinking water standards for a number of the 
weathered NORTHRAP samples in batch tests ... [and] ... benzo(a)anthrazene [sic] was 
detected at levels of concern based on 1995 US EPA human health advisory levels. In the 
experiments conducted with a strong solvent, many of the PAHs exceeded US EPA 2016 
Clean Water Act criteria. 

Further, the Report concludes: “While some portion of the contaminants is generated from components 
of the asphalt itself, exposure to roadways (and traffic) was identified as a major contributor of 
contaminants that were available for leaching in three of the studies (Mehta et al. 2017, ...).” 

Based on the above-quoted summaries, we do not find evidence from the original study to support the 
Literature Review’s “summary.” In fact, it would be likely that strong solvents will certainly dissolve 
asphalt pavement, releasing PAHs typically bound and unavailable in RAP. How this has relevance to the 
issue of PAH leachate from RAP is questionable. 

Aydilek et al. (2017) 
A similar comprehensive 250-page study sponsored by Maryland State Highway Administration (MSHA) 
and conducted by University of Maryland in 2017 (Aydilek et al. 2017) addressed a similar issue as 
Mehta et al. (2017), specifically the MSHA “expressed concern over the limited guidance on the use of 
RAP in highway shoulder applications and the lack of information on ... exposure of pavement to 
chemicals generated from the ‘vehicle exhaust, gasoline, lubricating oils, and metals ...’ frequently found 
in many RAP stockpiles...” Aydilek et al. summarizes their study’s purpose and conclusions as:  

A research study was undertaken to investigate the environmental impacts associated 
with RAP on highway base and shoulders in Maryland. A battery of laboratory pH-
dependent leaching tests and toxicity characteristics leaching procedure (TCLP) tests 
were conducted to determine the environmental suitability of RAP. … The following 
conclusions can be made: ... The concentrations of all metals, except As, in the pH-
dependent leaching tests were below the U.S EPA WQL within the drinking water pH (pH 
6.5–9). Based on literature, As is most probably present in its oxidizing form [As(V)] in the 
leachates of Maryland RAPs and does not present any concern ... The TCLP concentrations 
of all metals were below the U.S EPA WQL. The TCLP concentrations of most polycyclic 
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) were below the detection limits. ... In surface waters, the 
concentrations of metals leached from RAP were below the EPA water quality limits 
(WQLs) for protection of aquatic life and human health in freshwaters .... 

Other similar conclusions were drawn by the study authors and summarized in the publication 
abstract as: 

The concentrations of all metals released during the water leach tests were below the 
water quality limits, except for copper. Column leach tests yielded generally low or non-
detectable metal concentrations. The deviation from this trend occurred for copper and 
zinc concentrations, but they fell below the regulatory limits at 4 and 0.5 pore volumes of 
flow, respectively. ... Concentrations of all metals from RAP conformed to the water 
quality standards in surface waters after passing through the natural formation. 
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June 13, 2019 NAPA/WAPA comments regarding Literature Review of RAP leachate page 5 of 6

Compare the directly-quoted findings above to the summary in the Literature Review: 

Aydilek et al. (2017) reported that Cu, Al, B, Ba, Co, Mn, Ni, and Zn exceeded Maryland’s 
ATLs in either batch or column tests. Of those, Cu and Zn also exceeded US EPA WQLs. 

Again, the original study does not support the Report’s selective summary, which fails to 
comprehensively and accurately reflect the conclusions from the original study.  

Birgisdóttir et al. (2007) 
In the case of conclusions from the Birgisdóttir et al. (2017) study, we must bring to light significant 
inaccuracies in the Literature Review. Birgisdóttir et al. (2017) specifically looked at the ability of PAHs to 
leach or transfer from asphalt pavement to soil adjacent to the road. The study focused on two types of 
asphalt pavement: one in use for over 20 years at a gas station and one on a typical roadway. In each 
sample, the study analyzed both the lower courses (base material) and the upper roadway wearing 
courses. In both cases, regardless of the levels of PAHs in the lower courses, the upper courses showed 
higher PAH concentration, and as expected, the gas station contaminated surface course had 
substantially elevated PAH concentrations as compared to the roadway surface material. As the 
Literature Review correctly points out, only one asphalt sample showed PAH concentrations higher than 
Danish soil criteria — that sample was from the surface course of the gas station. This is to be expected; 
the surface of the wearing course pavement at the gas station included decades of potentially spilled 
gasoline and diesel fuel. These fuels, in contrast to asphalt, include lighter-end, more mobile PAHs that 
can potentially migrate a short distance from the source (e.g., 1 meter in this study). The key distinction 
is that asphalt PAHs are not mobile and are essentially “locked in” to the RAP. Asphalt, by its chemical 
nature, simply cannot readily migrate into the environment. Even using the most contaminated 
asphaltic samples, the study authors found:  

Assuming that the PAHs leached are accumulated in the uppermost 5 cm of the soil (or 
gravel) under and 1 m next to the road ... the concentration of those PAHs ... after 25, 50, 
and 100 years of leaching ... is far below the Danish soil quality criteria, and it can be 
expected that leaching of PAHs from bitumen based asphalt will only slightly influence 
the amount of PAHs in soils near roads. 

Compare these direct study findings to the synopsis provided in the Literature Review: “the total 
content of PAHs in the wear course exceeded Danish soil quality criteria.” The Literature Review Report 
also surprisingly asserted that: “exposure to roadways was identified as a major contributor of 
contaminants that were available for leaching.” 

Conclusions in the Literature Review are not supported by the plain language of the Birgisdóttir study. 

Credibility and Validity of the Revised Draft Questioned 

As evidenced above, we strongly question the credibility and validity of the Literature Review. We 
encourage both Thurston County and the Report’s authors to have direct dialogue with the original 
research study authors in order to fully understand their original research study results and we implore 
Thurston County to not rely on summarizations of these studies by Herrera Environmental, a third party.  
We also urge Thurston County to recognize the plain, overwhelming reality that RAP is stockpiled, 
processed, and recycled continuously throughout the state and across the country, in thousands of 
jurisdictions, without incident and to the net benefit of the public. 
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Summary 

Instead of comparing the Literature Review’s summary statements for the five other studies to the 
actual findings of the study authors, we emphasize the following: 

1) In decades of environmental and transportation agency studies, and in decades of independent
academic research, including those mischaracterized in the Revised Draft, there appears limited
if any concern associated with stormwater runoff or leachate from RAP stockpiles.

2) Across the U.S., we know of no other agency, county, or municipality that restricts the
stockpiling of RAP. All recognize the material as environmentally safe.

3) Summaries of the identified studies (in the Literature Review) significantly mischaracterize the
original research results to such an extent that it raises real concerns about the validity and
credibility of  the findings.

We encourage Thurston County to closely review our comments, to take into account the decades of 
environmentally safe management of RAP stockpiles in Washington state and across the nation, and to 
understand the importance of RAP as a sustainable recycled material for roadbuilding, the use of which 
has significant public benefits. 

Over the decades, NAPA has accumulated numerous research articles reviewing RAP leachate and we 
are happy to provide those references to Thurston County, as well as to have an open discussion of any 
RAP leachate concerns. 

Best Regards, 

Howard Marks, Ph.D., JD, MPH David Gent, P.E. 
Vice President, Environment, Health & Safety Executive Director 
National Asphalt Pavement Association Washington Asphalt Pavement Association 
5100 Forbes Blvd. 451 SW 10th Street, Suite 110A 
Lanham, MD 20706 Renton WA 98057 
(301) 731-4748 (425) 207-8814
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Maya Teeple

From: Thurston County | Send Email <spout@co.thurston.wa.us>
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2019 2:16 PM
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: Asphalt Recycling Plant

This email was created by the County Internet web server from the email masking system. Someone from the 
Public has requested to contact you with the following information: 

To: Shannon Shula 

Subject: Asphalt Recycling Plant 

From: Pamela Keeley  

Email (if provided): pamkeeley@mac.com 

Message: 
NO asphalt recycling plant without consultation with Nisqually Tribe. Honor the treaties. No more 
pollution! 

Revised 1/22/2017
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Maya Teeple

From: Thurston County | Send Email <spout@co.thurston.wa.us>
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2019 2:16 PM
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: recycling asphalt plant NO

This email was created by the County Internet web server from the email masking system. Someone from the 
Public has requested to contact you with the following information: 

To: Shannon Shula 

Subject: recycling asphalt plant NO 

From: Benita K. Moore 

Email (if provided): ebby253@gmail.com 

Message: 
ASPHALT RECYCLING PLANT OFF RESERVATION ROAD IN NISQUALLY... GROUND WATER 
CONTAMINATION WILL HAPPEN ! THERE HAS BEEN NO MEANINGFUL CONSULTATION WITH THE 
NISQUALLY TRIBE ... NO ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY #WATERPROTECTORS #AIRQUALITY  

Revised 1/22/2017
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Maya Teeple

From: Thurston County | Send Email <spout@co.thurston.wa.us>
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2019 2:16 PM
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: Nisqually Nation environmental health!

This email was created by the County Internet web server from the email masking system. Someone from the 
Public has requested to contact you with the following information: 

To: Shannon Shula 

Subject: Nisqually Nation environmental health! 

From: Beverly Finlay 

Email (if provided): berafin@yahoo.com 

Message: 
PLEASE RESPECT NATIVE AMERICANS! Let's pretend this Tribe were white folk. Treat THESE FOLK with 
the same respect. Conduct surveys, DO RESEARCH honestly! Clean water is the most precious resource 
on this Planet - RESPECT THE PLANET AND HER PEOPLE! 

Revised 1/22/2017
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Maya Teeple

From: Shannon Shula
Sent: Friday, June 14, 2019 11:07 AM
To: Karenlwhite1962@yahoo.com
Cc: Maya Teeple
Subject: Fw: Asphalt plant 

Karen, 

Thank you for submitting your comment for the recycled asphalt policy review. We have received your email and it will 
be added to the public comments. 

Sincerely, 

Shannon Shula 
Associate Planner 
Thurston County Community Planning & Economic Development 
2000 Lakeridge Drive SW, Olympia, WA 98502 
(360) 786-5474 | shannon.shula@co.thurston.wa.us

Email may be considered a public record subject to public disclosure under RCW 42.56 
________________________________ 
From: Thurston County | Send Email <spout@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Sent: Friday, June 14, 2019 6:19:32 AM 
To: Shannon Shula 
Subject: Asphalt plant 

This email was created by the County Internet web server from the email masking system. Someone from the Public has 
requested to contact you with the following information: 
To: Shannon Shula 
Subject: Asphalt plant 
From: Karen white 
Email (if provided): Karenlwhite1962@yahoo.com 
Message: 
Asphalt plants don’t belong near water!,asphalt is harmful to fish,it contains PHA and bitumen reducing their fat stores 
,causing their heart muscle to stiffen and causes kidney damage,reducing their chance of survival their first year at sea. 
Revised 1/22/2017 
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Maya Teeple

From: Thurston County | Send Email <spout@co.thurston.wa.us>
Sent: Friday, June 14, 2019 3:58 PM
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: Nisqually Sub Area Plan Review

This email was created by the County Internet web server from the email masking system. Someone from the 
Public has requested to contact you with the following information: 

To: Shannon Shula 

Subject: Nisqually Sub Area Plan Review 

From: Phyllis Farrell 

Email (if provided): 7600 Redstart Dr. SE, Olympia, WA 98513 

Message: 
I am opposed to the current proposal by Lakeside Industries to amend the Nisqually Subarea Plan Policy 
E.5 to remove the existing policy language that prohibits asphalt reprocessing (recycling) within the
Nisqually Subarea. The current plan prohibits the manufacture of recycled asphalt in the Nisqually area
due to water quality concerns. That has not changed. Piles of recycled asphalt are known to leach toxic
chemical affecting groundwater. I find it preposterous to consider the proposal given the proximity of
the Nisqually River and potential flooding. The environmental effects of increased truck traffic should
be considered as well.

I am not opposed to the manufacture of asphalt (we all use roads), but the Nisqually sub area's 
groundwater should not be jeopardized. 

Respectfully, 

Phyllis Farrell 

Revised 1/22/2017
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Maya Teeple

From: David Hillman <davidhillman@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 14, 2019 2:54 PM
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: Recycled Asphalt Pavement Literature Review

I have read the literature review concerning recycled asphalt pavement (RAP) contaminant leaching that was prepared by Herrera 
Environmental Consultants, Inc. 

It indicates that chemicals and metals are leached into surface and ground water from stockpiles of RAP at levels that exceed 
Washington State groundwater quality standards.  One of the studies reviewed (Norin and Strömvall) concluded that their findings:  

”clearly show that the release of organic pollutants from asphalt storage could cause environmental problems.” 

The literature review also concludes this: "As a source of contaminants, RAP is highly variable. Factors contributing to variability in 
leachate from RAP appear to include the asphalt manufacturing process, the RAP source, the duration and degree to which it has 
weathered and been exposed to pollution generating sources, and how long it is stored." 

What I take from this and other parts of the review is that the pollutants can vary widely and significantly in type and concentration. 
The stockpiled RAP can come from sources as varied as a heavily used highway, to a shopping center parking lot, to a roadway or 
storage area at a toxic industrial site. It would be nearly impossible to know exactly what kinds of chemicals and metals are present 
in any particular RAP stockpile. Thus the citizens of the Nisqually Sub-Area would have little to no idea exactly what metals and toxic 
chemicals are entering their creeks, rivers, fisheries, estuary, shellfish farms, farmland irrigation sources, and most importantly, their 
drinking water. Nor would they know at what concentrations these variably unknown contaminants are leaching into their 
ecosystem and water supply.  

In talking over the RAP literature review with family, neighbors, and friends in the Nisqually Sub-Area, and in reading the Nisqually 
Sub-Area Plan, I have come to the conclusion that this RAP literature review solidly supports the original language in section E.5 of 
the Nisqually Sub-Area Plan that prohibits asphalt recycling in the Sub-Area. The fact that the that the proposed language change in 
section E.5 is a 180 degree stance to the original language obviously points out that THE RECYCLED ASPHALT PAVEMENT LITERATURE 
REVIEW DOES NOT SUPPORT THE PROPOSED LANGUAGE CHANGE IN ANY WAY. 

I will quote a part of the RAP literature review introduction, as it efficiently and very clearly explains my point: 

"Between the time when RAP is removed and when it is reused, it must be stockpiled. When stockpiled, precipitation falling onto the 
stockpile can result in contaminants leaching from the RAP. These contaminants can then be transported to nearby surface waters 
or infiltrated to groundwater. The latter is especially a concern in areas where the groundwater is more vulnerable to contamination 
due to fast-draining soils and where it is used as a drinking water supply, such as in the Nisqually area of Thurston County. Because 
of concerns about RAP leaching contaminants while it is stockpiled, the Nisqually Sub-Area plan of the Thurston County 
Comprehensive Plan specifically prohibits the use of mined-out gravel pits for the reprocessing of asphalt due to water quality 
concerns." 

To make myself perfectly clear, after reading the above mentioned materials I have reached this conclusion: As a resident and citizen 
of the Nisqually Sub-Area, I am strongly against changing the language in section E.5 of the Nisqually Sub-Area Plan to allow asphalt 
recycling. 

Warmest Regards, 
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David Hillman 
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Maya Teeple

From: Julie <cj_hillman@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 14, 2019 2:57 PM
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: Recycled Asphalt Pit (RAP)

I have read the literature review concerning recycled asphalt pavement (RAP) contaminant leaching that was prepared by Herrera 
Environmental Consultants, Inc. 

It indicates that chemicals and metals are leached into surface and ground water from stockpiles of RAP at levels that exceed 
Washington State groundwater quality standards.  One of the studies reviewed (Norin and Strömvall) concluded that their findings:  

”clearly show that the release of organic pollutants from asphalt storage could cause environmental problems.” 

The literature review also concludes this: "As a source of contaminants, RAP is highly variable. Factors contributing to variability in 
leachate from RAP appear to include the asphalt manufacturing process, the RAP source, the duration and degree to which it has 
weathered and been exposed to pollution generating sources, and how long it is stored." 

What I take from this and other parts of the review is that the pollutants can vary widely and significantly in type and concentration. 
The stockpiled RAP can come from sources as varied as a heavily used highway, to a shopping center parking lot, to a roadway or 
storage area at a toxic industrial site. It would be nearly impossible to know exactly what kinds of chemicals and metals are present 
in any particular RAP stockpile. Thus the citizens of the Nisqually Sub-Area would have little to no idea exactly what metals and toxic 
chemicals are entering their creeks, rivers, fisheries, estuary, shellfish farms, farmland irrigation sources, and most importantly, their 
drinking water. Nor would they know at what concentrations these variably unknown contaminants are leaching into their 
ecosystem and water supply.  

In talking over the RAP literature review with family, neighbors, and friends in the Nisqually Sub-Area, and in reading the Nisqually 
Sub-Area Plan, I have come to the conclusion that this RAP literature review solidly supports the original language in section E.5 of 
the Nisqually Sub-Area Plan that prohibits asphalt recycling in the Sub-Area. The fact that the that the proposed language change in 
section E.5 is a 180 degree stance to the original language obviously points out that THE RECYCLED ASPHALT PAVEMENT LITERATURE 
REVIEW DOES NOT SUPPORT THE PROPOSED LANGUAGE CHANGE IN ANY WAY. 

I will quote a part of the RAP literature review introduction, as it efficiently and very clearly explains my point: 

"Between the time when RAP is removed and when it is reused, it must be stockpiled. When stockpiled, precipitation falling onto the 
stockpile can result in contaminants leaching from the RAP. These contaminants can then be transported to nearby surface waters 
or infiltrated to groundwater. The latter is especially a concern in areas where the groundwater is more vulnerable to contamination 
due to fast-draining soils and where it is used as a drinking water supply, such as in the Nisqually area of Thurston County. Because 
of concerns about RAP leaching contaminants while it is stockpiled, the Nisqually Sub-Area plan of the Thurston County 
Comprehensive Plan specifically prohibits the use of mined-out gravel pits for the reprocessing of asphalt due to water quality 
concerns." 

To make myself perfectly clear, after reading the above mentioned materials I have reached this conclusion: As a resident and citizen 
of the Nisqually Sub-Area, I am strongly against changing the language in section E.5 of the Nisqually Sub-Area Plan to allow asphalt 
recycling. 

Thanks! 

Collis J Hillman CJ_Hillman@Hotmail.com 
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Maya Teeple

From: Thurston County | Send Email <spout@co.thurston.wa.us>
Sent: Friday, June 14, 2019 3:57 PM
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: Nisqually Asphalt Recycling

This email was created by the County Internet web server from the email masking system. Someone from the 
Public has requested to contact you with the following information: 

To: Shannon Shula 

Subject: Nisqually Asphalt Recycling 

From: Daniel Hull 

Email (if provided): nrnc@nisqullyestuary.org 

Message: 
Comment: Hello planning professionals, 
I am writing to let you know that I am not in favor of changing the language in section E.5 of the 
Nisqually Sub Area plan to allow asphalt recycling. I have read the literature review witch clearly states 
that this can and does have an effect on the environment. Seeing at Nisqually is one of the finest 
Watershed where Communities, Non Profits, State, Tribe and Federal entities have worked together 
over the years to have over 70% of the Nisqually Watershed protected, I truly feel that this is not an 
activity we should change language to allow. There should be much better places to do an activity like 
this that will not harm one of the finest Watersheds in Washington State. 

I am somewhat alarmed that many of the residents in my area had know idea about this. Please add me 
to your mailing list as I can help spread the word to the people in my community.  

Daniel A. Hull 
Chair of the Nisqually Aquatic Reserve Citizen Stewardship committee. 
120 citizens Strong. 

Revised 1/22/2017
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Maya Teeple

From: Ryan Ransavage <Ryan.Ransavage@miles.rocks>
Sent: Friday, June 14, 2019 5:08 PM
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: Comments on the Recycled Asphalt literature Review

Below are comments regarding the Recycled Asphalt Literature Review. 

The concern to protect the environment is a concern of all citizens of Washington State. Asphalt is key building material 
key in supporting the physical and economic growth of the state.  Currently, the Department of Ecology (DOE) regulates 
the runoff from operations that recycle pavement.  The limits of the discharge limits have been determined through 
years of study and research. Limits have been changed for the majority of discharge limits.  One of the items that is 
directly regulated within the DOE Sand & Gravel General Permit is Recycled Asphalt.  DOE has determined that water 
discharged to ground are only limited to pH monitoring and oil sheen monitoring.  Discharges to Surfacewater are not 
currently allowed (S&G General Permit Table 2).  RAP also has operational limits put in place regarding material handling 
practices for RAP and Recycled Concrete aggregate. 

It seems appropriate for Thurston County to consider the requirements DOE has determined.  These limits have been set 
to ensure minimal degradation to waters of the state and the overall environment.  It seems inappropriate for Thurston 
County to subvert the standards set by DOE as they have both determined impact level and are responsible for 
compliance with both the national and state clean water act.   

Miles Sand & Gravel supports RAP operations be allowed within all areas of Thurston County when meeting current 
regulatory standards from solid waste rules and Sand and Gravel General Permit conditions. 

Thank you 

RYAN RANSAVAGE
Office: 253.833.3705 x 436 
Mobile: 253.377.1760 
400 Valley Ave NE  • Puyallup, WA 98372-2516 
WWW.MILES.ROCKS 
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RECYCLED ASPHALT PLANT (RAP) in the NISQUALLY SUBAREA? WE SAY NO! 

We the undersigned submit this document as public comment to the Consultant Literature Review 

Report by Herrera Environmental Consulting. Key summary points from this review include: 

"Recycled asphalt pavement (RAP) is typically asphalt that has been removed from roadways or parking lots during 

repair and replacement of the roadway surface. It is then reused extensively in the creation of new roadway surfaces. 

Concerns over possible leaching of pollutants from RAP stem from the original composition of the asphalt as well as 

from the pollutants added during its use, for example, when the RAP has been taken from roadways where it has been 

exposed to vehicle traffic and the metals and petroleum products that are associated with that use." 

"Contaminants [can] leach from RAP at concentrations that exceeded state groundwater quality standards. 

There were five polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) that were measured above state groundwater 

quality standards ... Some metals were also leached, primarily in tests run under low pH environments [e.g. in 

much of Thurston County]." https://www.thurstoncountywa.gov/planning/Pages/comp-plan-cp11-home.aspx 

Based on Herrera's review, we urge Thurston County Commissioners 
• To hire consultants to do additional study
• And NOT to rezone this area to permit RAP

ILJN 14 ?1111.l 

Return these signatures to §/J.gB.Bfill�/iJJla@fiiBllJE§.ffjfjJN.aJJ.§ by 5:00 on Friday 14 June (or band-
deliver to the County Courthouse - Planning Division 

. ·-' , ___ _,4 lvtt-. -ai v_, ._ , '-"--....i 
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RECYCLED ASPHALT PLANT (RAP) in the NISQUALLY SUBAREA? WE SAY NO! 

We the undersigned submit this document as public comment to the Consultant Literature Review 

Report by Herrera Environmental Consulting. Key summary points from this review include: 

"Recycled asphalt pavement (RAP) is typically asphalt that has been removed from roadways or parking lots during 
repair and replacement of the roadway surface. It is then reused extensively in the creation of new roadway surfaces. 
Concerns over possible leaching of pollutants from RAP stem from the original composition of the asphalt as well as 

from the pollutants added during its use, for example, when the RAP has been taken from roadways where it has been 
exposed to vehicle traffic and the metals and petroleum products that are associated with that use." 

"Contaminants [can] leach from RAP at concentrations that exceeded state groundwater quality standards. 

There were five polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) that were measured above state groundwater 

quality standards ... Some metals were also leached, primarily in tests run under low pH environments (e.g. in 

much of Thurston County]." https://www.thurstoncountywa.gov/planning/Pages/comp-p1an-cp11-home.aspx 

Based on Herrera's review, we urge Thurston County Commissioners 
• To hire consultants to do additional study
• And NOT to rezone this area to permit RAP

NAME ADDRESS EMAIL (optional) 

---.. 

--

Return these signatures to §Bfill-fW.B-:ElJIJ.@@fii:lJJJd.EsttiELWa_JJ.s by 5:00 on Friday 14 June (or hand
deliver to the County Courthouse - Planning Division 
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RECYCLED ASPHALT PLANT (RAP) in the NISQUALLY SUBAREA? WE SAY NO! 

We the undersigned submit this document as public comment to the Consultant Literature Review 

Report by Herrera Environmental Consulting. Key summary points from this review include: 

"Recycled asphalt pavement (RAP) is typically asphalt that has been removed from roadways or parking lots during 

repair and replacement of the roadway surface. It is then reused extensively in the creation of new roadway surfaces. 

Concerns over possible leaching of pollutants from RAP stem from the original composition of the asphalt as well as 

from the pollutants added during its use, for example, when the RAP has been taken from roadways where it has been 

exposed to vehicle traffic and the metals and petroleum products that are associated with that use." 

"Contaminants [can] leach from RAP at concentrations that exceeded state groundwater quality standards. 

There were five polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) that were measured above state groundwater 

quality standards ... Some metals were also leached, primarily in tests run under low pH environments [e.g. in 

much of Thurston County]." https://www.thurstoncountywa.gov/planning/Pages/comp-plan-cp11-home.aspx 

Based on Herrera's review, we urge Thurston County Commissioners 
• To hire consultants to do additional study
• And NOT to rezone this area to permit RAP

NAME ADDRESS 

LJ1-t.,u£.Ei.J�-;-!4/lo£.. 
5 1 t, /,(;l ,8 14 1-r I'?/ F vf-/2.-i>( .s �

.s. /.3t:. /(7('-< .... 9q,,:; 9.d:--

EMAIL (optional) 
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_.._ • ._._...,r·1�1i:...1-.1 v1-n'tl1vL...;> 

Return these signatures to fill.a_EJiW.Ei.§.twJ.a..@ffJ.lhldf§ffifj. We-Id§ by 5:00 on Friday 14 June (or hand
deliver to the County Courthouse - Planning Division 
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Maya Teeple

From: Thurston County | Send Email <spout@co.thurston.wa.us>
Sent: Saturday, June 15, 2019 7:46 PM
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: Asphalt plant

This email was created by the County Internet web server from the email masking system. Someone from the 
Public has requested to contact you with the following information: 

To: Shannon Shula 

Subject:  

From: Faith Morgan  

Email (if provided):  

Message: No to the plant!!! 

Revised 6/15/2019
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Maya Teeple

From: Esther Grace Kronenberg <wekrone@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, June 16, 2019 11:10 PM
To: Shannon Shula
Subject: RAP in Nisqually Valley

Dear Ms. Shula, 
Please excuse the lateness of this comment.  I only became aware of it this weekend. 

I stand opposed to the processing of recycled asphalt at the Holroyd site for the following reasons. 

1. The lower Nisqually valley is classified by Thurston County as a Wellhead Protection Area.  It is also protected, as a
rural environment, by a Thurston County Sub-Area Plan.

2. The water sources for all residents in the lower valley are from wells.  Many residents, but not all, get drinking water
from a Lacey City well next to the Nisqually River - less than a half mile from Lakeside’s Asphalt Plant.  The plant sits in
the permeable soil of Holroyd’s Gravel Mine at the very beginning of the Nisqually Delta in lower Nisqually Valley.  The
mine sits in the 100 year floodplain of the Nisqually River.

3. Lakeside knew RAP was not allowed before they built their new plant at Holroyd’s pit.  Two court decisions
reaffirmed they could not use RAP in Nisqually Valley.  Olympic Region Clean Air Agency (ORCAA) reaffirmed they could
not, due to Sub-Area Plan rules. Department of Natural Resources ( DNR) and the Sub-Area Plan say they have to move
out when the pit is mined out.  Will they?  Or, will they want increased truck traffic and change infrastructure to haul in
gravel from another pit as well as RAP?  This would also be in violation of the Sub-Area Plan.  Doesn't the County have an 
obligation to honor its own plans and policies that are made with public input for the public good, or can they be ignored 
to further private interests?  If not, isn't this government for the highest bidder?

4. If Lakeside is allowed to process recycled asphalt pavement (RAP), best practices state that asphalt be processed at a
lower temperature to reduce air pollution, and  kept under cover and out of the weather before and during its use to
prevent chemical leaching into the groundwater.  Keeping the RAP stockpile below 20 feet high and covered with a
shelter or building to minimize moisture is essential to protecting the ground water, especially as the permeable soil of
the Holroyd pit is only 15 feet above an aquifer water table.

Thank you for including these comments. 
Esther Kronenberg 
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Maya Teeple

From: Sandra Herndon <sherndon@hctc.com>
Sent: Monday, June 17, 2019 7:52 AM
To: Shannon Shula
Cc: Karen Fraser; Karen Verrill; EJ Zita; Paula Holroyde; Carol Goss
Subject: recycled asphalt plant

    Please accept this comment from the League of Women Voters even though it was due on Friday.  Thank you.  slh 

TO:  Thurston County Community Planning 

FROM:  Thurston League of Women Voters, Sandra Herndon, President 

I am writing to express grave concern about the proposed recycled asphalt plant in Nisqually.  The League believes that 
concerning water resources, the overriding consideration should be protecting the quantity and the quality of the water 
resource.  It is critical always to err on the side of safety and caution when it comes to human health. 

The consultant's report is based on laboratory tests and specifically states that in order to be definitive, testing under 
field conditions would be necessary.  They state what all researchers know, that "batch and column laboratory tests, 
while informative, are not necessarily representative of what can be expected under field conditions."  The literature 
review specifically did not include an assessment of potential environmental impact of contaminants. 

Given the significance of the issues involved and the consequences of placing this plant in Nisqually, we ask the planning 
group not to move ahead with this plan. 

slh 
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Maya Teeple

From: Shannon Shula
Sent: Tuesday, June 18, 2019 12:45 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: FW: That freaking water plant

RAP comments? 

From: Thurston County | Send Email [mailto:spout@co.thurston.wa.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 18, 2019 12:05 PM 
To: Shannon Shula <shannon.shula@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Subject: That freaking water plant 

This email was created by the County Internet web server from the email masking system. Someone 
from the Public has requested to contact you with the following information:

To: Shannon Shula

Subject: 

From: Kathy Lawhon

Email (if provided): 

Message: Please do not allow this water plant here. We are fast running out of water, and the 
idea of letting them profit off the water they will then sell back to us, is insane. We are already 
in moderate drought in Seattle and Tacoma, and summer is just getting started. This is crazy.

Revised 6/15/2019
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Maya Teeple

From: Howard Glastetter <howard.glastetter@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, June 19, 2019 1:03 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: Nisqually Sub-Area Goal E-5

Maya, 

I dug up a copy of a January 3, 2000 Memo from, 1992 Sub‐Area Plan Project Manager, Steve Morrison to Donald 
Krupp.  The memo gives the history of how the (E.5.) No RAP provision evolved.  I didn’t think of it until I was discussing 
the Sub‐Area at the NRC’s Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) last evening.  I found it today and will give you a copy 
tomorrow.  I think it gives significant insight to the thinking that went into the E.5 policy and should be part of the 
current consideration about changing it.  As I recall, the memo was part of Thurston County Planning Department’s 
recommendation to reject Lakeside’s move to Holroyd’s pit.  I think you will find it very interesting. 

‐Howard  

Howard H Glastetter 
Howard.glastetter@comcast.net 
(360)491‐6645

Everything should be as simple as it can be, but no simpler.  
Albert Einstein 
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Maya Teeple

From: Thomasina Cooper
Sent: Monday, June 24, 2019 8:57 AM
To: Christina Chaput; Maya Teeple
Subject: FW: Recycled asphalt processed in Nisqually

Hi Chris and Maya, 

Tye received the input below. Are one of you keeping the record of public comment? If not you, who should I send it to? 

Thank you! 
Thomasina  

From: Madeline Bishop <mfbishop.bishop@gmail.com>  
Sent: Saturday, June 22, 2019 10:47 AM 
To: Gary Edwards <gary.edwards@co.thurston.wa.us>; John Hutchings <john.hutchings@co.thurston.wa.us>; Tye 
Menser <tye.menser@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Cc: Ramiro Chavez <ramiro.chavez@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Subject: Recycled asphalt processed in Nisqually 

Please do NOT remove the policy language that currently prohibits recycled asphalt from being processed in the 
Nisqually area.  We need a 'Phase 2' investigation of this issue.  

The Thurston County  League of Women Voters report  of this issue: 

1. The lower Nisqually valley is classified by Thurston County as a Wellhead Protection Area.  It is also
protected, as a rural environment, by a Thurston County Sub‐Area Plan.

2. The water sources for all residents in the lower valley are from wells.  Many residents, but not all, get
drinking water from a Lacey City well next to the Nisqually River ‐ less than a half mile from Lakeside’s Asphalt
Plant.  The plant sits in the permeable soil of Holroyd’s Gravel Mine at the very beginning of the Nisqually
Delta in lower Nisqually Valley.  The mine sits in the 100 year floodplain of the Nisqually River.

3. Lakeside knew RAP was not allowed before they built their new plant at Holroyd’s pit.  Two court decisions
reaffirmed they could not use RAP in Nisqually Valley.  Olympic Region Clean Air Agency (ORCAA) reaffirmed
they could not, due to Sub‐Area Plan rules. Department of Natural Resources ( DNR) and the Sub‐Area Plan say
they have to move out when the pit is mined out.  Will they?  Or, will they want increased truck traffic and
change infrastructure to haul in gravel from another pit as well as RAP?  This would also be in violation of the
Sub‐Area Plan.  Doesn't the County have an obligation to honor its own plans and policies that are made with
public input for the public good, or can they be ignored to further private interests?  If not, isn't this
government for the highest bidder?

COMMENT #21



COMMENT #22

COMMENT #23



COMMENT #23



COMMENT #24

COMMENT #25



COMMENT #26



COMMENT #26



COMMENT #26



COMMENT #26



COMMENT #26



COMMENT #26



COMMENT #26



COMMENT #26



Attachment 1 

COMMENT #26



/ 
I 

THURSTON COUNTY 
\VASHIN(;TON 

S!SCE l!:ISZ 

December 15, 1992 

Michael Kain 

RECE!VED 

DEC 1 51992 
u11.H\.J1v1• i...u. rl..>l.NNING DEPT. 

COUNTY COMISSIONER3 
George L. Barner, Jr. 

District One 
Diane Oberque!I 

Dist rice Two 

Linda Medcalf 
District Three 

PUBLIC 1-IBALTH AND 
SOCIAL SERVICES DEPARTh1ENT 

Parrick M. Libbey, Director 
Dian.a T. Yu, MD, MSPH 

Heairh Officer 

Thurston County Planning Department 

Re: Policy statement - Asphalt/concrete recycling 

Dear Mike, 

This is a reply to your recent request for a position response 
from the health department with regard to site specific use for 
recycling of waste concrete and asphalt. After review and 
consultation with DOE and the initial examination of the Jone's 
Quarry S.U.P. for the on-site recycling of concrete_and._c;_ru2.tH!ltJ 
()_ur. __ g~part:rtl§D'I;._ h.~§ ___ t~Jqm .... J:::._ti_~_§:PP:t:"£~C::::h that a J waste asphalt-, 

\ ·recyclirig·--operatian presents none to very minimal environmental/ 
r-:- ·'--health concerns._/~------- -------------------'-' ........... __________ .....--------
, _____ --_-:) Formerly, our department's greatest concern was the 

,/ possibility of leaching PAH's from the asphalt materials to ground 
or surface waters. Present research and information suggests that 
this is not a serious problem as PAH's are basically insoluble in 
water and adsorb well to organic soils. If future information 
about asphalt indicates otherwise, then our department will 
reassess our current approach. 

However, as a condition of issuance of a solid waste permit 
for such a facility, other parameters would need to be addressed: 

1) the hydrogeological characteristics of the site would need 
to be assessed, ie., waste material would not be stored in 
a wetlands or flood plain area, nor should the material 
have direct contact with surface or groundwater or placed 
on excessive slopes. 

2) all waste materials received at the site is to be 
quantified (by weight or volume) and the source of the 
material must be known. For instance, if the waste 
asphalt or concrete came from a known industrial site or 
petroleum spill, this material would not be suitable for 
recycling. The operator would be obligated to turn away 
the materi~l or test the material prior to acceptance. 

3) Surface water run-off at the site would need to be 
addressed. 

Environmental Health Division: 2COO Lakeridge Dr. SW. Olympia, Washingi ATTAC:H1vfENT "~ 
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The recycling of waste materials is also in concert with 
stated county and Washington State goals to divert waste items from 
landfilling to a more beneficial use. Asphalt and concrete 
recycling definitely support these goals and the county should be 
supportive if site specific proposals can meet the appropriate 
solid waste permitting criteria. 

I hope this will help in future determinations about this 
issue. If you have further inquiries, please contact me at 786-
5461. 

Sincerely,~ . 

f ~ ( it,1~-'v - -/.!>. /J 

( hn Libby~ 
\ lid Waste Program 

cc: Gregg Grunenfelder 
Jane Hedges 

\~I ........,.,. 
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THURSTON COUNTY 
SINCli 1852 

Scott Schimclfenig-

COUN'I'Y COMMISSIONJLJ1S 

Cathy Wolfo 
District One 

Sandra Romero 
District Two 

1\aren ValenzuehJ 
District Three 

PUBLIC HEALTH AND 
SOCIAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

Sherri McDonald, HN, MPA, 
Director 

Diana T. Yu, MD, MSPH 
Health Officer 

January 22, 2010 

The Hazardous Waste staff was recently asked to help the Public Works Department determine if the 
recycled asphalt material (RAP) currently stored at the Waste and Recovery Center (W ARC) is 
contributing to pollution. To determine this, I consulted a local laboratory to ensure that any sample 
collected was analyzed for the chemical contaminants that arc most likely to be associated with RAP. 
The analytcs that were selected were; metals (MTCA 5 - arsenic, cadmium, chromium, mercury and 
lead), total petroleum hydrocarbons (diesel extended range which includes longer petroleum 
hydrocarbon chains like oils), and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (including the carcinogenic 
hydrocarbons). 

On January 6°', I walked around the area where the RAP is stored (in the rain) and determined that 
the rain water that comes off the RAP material, and reaches the ground surface, combines with runoff 
from the upland landfill. To ensure that the sample collected constitutes only runoff from the RAP 
and no other source, I decided the most appropriate sample would be collected from rainwater 
dripping off the RAP pile (before it hits the ground). 

On January 8 and 9, l collected two sets of samples in glass containers and poured them into 
appropriate sample bottles and hand delivered one set to an analytical lab and the other sample set 
was provided to Lakeside Industry personnel. 

The attached laboratory data is the results of the analysis. The sample analysis shows that the RAP 
was not contributing arsenic, cadmium, chromium, mercury or lead into the stormwatcr runoff. 
Total petroleum hydrocarbons (oils and diesclO were not detected in the runoff sample and neither 
were there any detectable polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAI-I's). 

Although only one sample was collected from the RAP pile, there docs not appear to be variability in 
the material stored, so collecting multiple samples from various points is unlikely to create a different 
result. At this time it docs not appear that the RAP material is contributing pollution via stormwatcr 
runoff. If you have any questions or would like further clarification, please contact me. 

Patrick Soderberg 
Hazardous Waste Specialist 
Thurston County Health Department 

Attachment: Libby Labs analytical data 

412 Lilly Rd. NJ~., Olympia, Washington 9850G-5132 
(3GO) 8G7-2500 FAX (3GO) 867-2()01 TDD (360) 8()7-2603 TDD(800)-()58-6381I 

www .co. thu rs ton. wa. us/hca Jt;h 
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February 21, 2019 

Thurston County Community Planning & Economic Development 
2000 Lakeridge Drive SW 
Olympia, WA 98502 

Transmitted via email to: 
maya.teeple@co.thurston.wa.us 
shannon.shula@co.thurston.wa.us 

NAPA/WAPA comments regarding RAP leachate report 

Recently, Lakeside Industries consulted with their national and state asphalt pavement associations for 
assistance in reviewing a draft report, issued by Herrera Environmental Consultants, Inc. (“Herrera”), to 
assess whether contaminants leach from reclaimed asphalt pavement (“RAP”). It is our understanding 
the County intends to rely on Herrera’s review in determining whether to amend the Nisqually Sub-Area 
Plan’s prohibition of the use of RAP. Because of the importance of and implications associated with 
Thurston County’s upcoming decision, and due to the serious mischaracterizations in Herrera’s revised 
draft literature review entitled “Contaminant Leaching from Recycled Asphalt Pavement,” (“Revised 
Draft”) we find it necessary to provide our own written response directly to Thurston County. 

National Asphalt Pavement Association (“NAPA”) is a 501(c)(6) trade association representing asphalt 
pavement material producers and paving contractors at the national level. Last year, the approximately 
3,500 asphalt plants across the country produced more than 350 million tons of asphalt pavement 
mixture and employed some 250,000 individuals in the production and placement of asphalt-based 
pavements. The continued use of RAP in asphalt pavements is critical to ensure the nation’s paved 
roadway surfaces are economically constructed and smooth, safe, and quiet for the travelling public. 

Washington Asphalt Pavement Association (“WAPA”) likewise represents asphalt pavement material 
producers/paving contractors at the state level and has served this function since its founding in 1954.  
WAPA member companies own and operate 60+ asphalt plants which produce 98% of the hot mix 
asphalt (“HMA”) manufactured statewide.  WAPA continuously partners with the Washington State 
Department of Transportation and the American Public Works Association of WA to develop and refine 
the use of RAP in HMA.  RAP use has been a broadly accepted standard/technology in Washington for 
over 20 years and represents in excess of 20% of the annual HMA volume produced for both the public 
and private market.  

Introduction 

Across the country, as part of everyday maintenance, repair, and construction activity, old asphalt 
pavement material is removed from roads and parking lots and then reclaimed for future use. In 2017, 
about 1.2 million tons of RAP was used in new pavement mixtures in Washington state alone. A recent 
study by the University of Washington identified 63 existing RAP stockpiles of significant volume 
containing approximately 1.4 million tons of RAP distributed across the state, all of which is destined to 
be incorporated into new pavements.  Nationwide, more than 99% of RAP collected is put back to use in 
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new asphalt pavements, saving more than 48 million cubic yards of landfill space annually and helping to 
reduce the cost of new pavement mixtures compared to all-virgin-material mixes. 

Because use of RAP is now ubiquitous, many state transportation and environmental agencies have 
investigated the environmental implications of RAP stockpiles. These agency investigations, along with 
the majority of independent academic research studies, have not found reason for concern from the 
storage of, and stormwater runoff from, RAP stockpiles. As of year-end 2017, over 100 million tons of 
RAP was stockpiled in the U.S., and decades of monitoring runoff from RAP stockpiles has similarly found 
no reason for concern associated with stormwater runoff from RAP stockpiles.  For example, Virginia 
Department of Transportation (“DOT”) conducted a literature review of RAP leachate, similar to 
Thurston County’s review, and concluded that although “concern has been expressed that lechate [sic] 
resulting from flood or rainfall could be contaminated by such recycled asphalt and thus have negative 
environmental consequences, … [r]esults of numerous field studies and standardized tests, including the 
Toxicity Characteristic Leachate Procedure (TCLP) test, suggest that typical RAP can be used as ‘clean fill’ 
without undue negative environmental consequences.”1  

The Revised Draft stands in stark contrast to these decades of proven findings. Unfortunately, the 
Revised Draft mischaracterizes study results and is of questionable relevance to the issue of the 
environmental implications of RAP stockpiles. The Revised Draft also fails to address the numerous 
issues with many of the studies initially raised in Lakeside Industries’ written comments, dated 
November 6, 2018. 

To ensure the credibility and validity of the report’s findings, we strongly recommend that Thurston County 
or their environmental consultant, Herrera, contact the authors of the studies identified and summarized 
in the Revised Draft to ensure the Revised Draft’s conclusions accurately reflect the studies’ findings. 

Holistic Assessment of RAP Stockpiling 

Before we call to your attention a few of the report’s most serious misstatements and 
mischaracterizations, we think it important to holistically assess the potential for environmental harm 
from RAP stockpiles. 

RAP is no different than typical asphalt pavement surfaces. The primary source of contaminants of 
concern come not from the asphalt material itself, but instead from emissions associated with 
continuous vehicular traffic. For this reason, the case can be made that runoff from RAP stockpiles is a 
less likely source for stormwater contaminant runoff than in situ hardscape (i.e. existing road surfaces) 
because, beyond an initial flushing, as documented in the Revised Draft, no further contaminants would 
leach from a RAP stockpile.  This is intuitive and incontrovertible.     

Similar with other state DOTs, the Washington State DOT and the Federal Highway Administration have 
allowed RAP to be used in a number of different roadway and highway applications for decades, 
including as a crushed rock supplement and as common fill and side-slope fill (see WSDOT Standard 
Specification 9-03.21(1)E).     

1 See http://vtrc.virginiadot.org/rsb/RSB4.pdf 
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The Revised Draft Contains Numerous Inconsistencies 
 
As mentioned, there are a number of inconsistencies and misstatements in the partially revised text of 
the Revised Draft; however, instead of identifying misstatements that should have been revised, we will 
highlight several mischaracterizations that lead us to question the report’s overall credibility and 
validity. 
 
First, the issue of potential RAP leachate on water quality has already been addressed by many state and 
federal agencies since the 1990s and most recently in 2017. Although the Revised Draft identifies two 
comprehensive state/federal agency studies (Mehta et al. (2017) and Aydilek et al. (2017)), The Revised 
Draft’s summary of these comprehensive reports focuses on a few insignificant, individual factors in 
certain water quality standards from testing apparatuses purposefully designed to over-estimate 
potential leachate. 
 
Additionally, the Revised Draft notes that the foreign studies are “less applicable” due to differences in 
manufacturing process, the make and model of vehicles, and other factors.  At the same time, it 
incorrectly asserts that a Swedish study is the “most directly applicable” study in the Report. It is unclear 
how the Revised Draft can reconcile this inconsistency.  
 
In fact, the Revised Draft relies on studies without analyzing or considering how differences in pH, RAP 
characteristics, testing conditions, and storage conditions influence the analysis. The studies all analyze 
differing material under differing circumstances that are not necessarily consistent with the conditions 
in Thurston County. 
 
The Revised Draft Mischaracterizes Findings and Conclusions from the Analyzed Studies 
 
While the Revised Draft attempts to characterize the impact of RAP leachate, it mischaracterizes the 
reviewed literature to such an extent that its findings should not be relied upon. Instead, Thurston 
County should speak directly with the study authors identified in the Revised Draft, or it should rely on 
the numerous state and federal agency characterizations of RAP leachate potential in deciding whether 
to allow RAP stockpiling in the Nisqually Sub-Area.  
 
Although we are concerned with the entirety of the Revised Draft, our letter focuses on a few examples 
to demonstrate how the Revised Draft mischaracterizes studies.  
 
Mehta et al. (2017) 
The “Mehta et al.” study from 2017 was an almost $500,000, 100-page study, which included extensive 
toxicity testing conducted by both Columbia University and Rowan University, and sponsored by both 
the U.S. DOT and the New Jersey DOT. The study “abstract,” which describes the purpose and findings of 
the study, states:  
 

The primary goal of this study was to investigate the environmental impacts of reclaimed 
asphalt pavement (RAP) while it is freshly processed (i.e., fresh HMA) and after subjecting 
it to accelerated weathering. ... The results of these experiments showed that high 
molecular weight polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) can elute from the weathered 
RAP materials, but none was above EPA guidelines. These released pollutants were largely 
attenuated in the soils. ... Based on the results, RAP may be used as an unbound material 
in all environments except those which are highly acidic (i.e., pH ≤ 4). 
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In direct contrast to the Mehta et al. study’s stated findings, the Revised Draft’s summary of Mehta et al. 
(2017) states the following:  

 
Lead was close to or higher than US EPA drinking water standards for a number of the 
weathered NORTHRAP samples in batch tests ... [and] ... benzo(a)anthrazene [sic] was 
detected at levels of concern based on 1995 US EPA human health advisory levels. In the 
experiments conducted with a strong solvent, many of the PAHs exceeded US EPA 2016 
Clean Water Act criteria. 
 

Further, the Revised Draft concludes: “While some portion of the contaminants is generated from 
components of the asphalt itself, exposure to roadways was identified as a major contributor of 
contaminants that were available for leaching in three of the studies (Mehta et al. 2017, ...).” 
 
Based on the above-quoted summaries, we do not find evidence from the original study to support the 
Revised Draft’s “summary.”  
 
Aydilek et al. (2017) 
A similar comprehensive 250-page study sponsored by Maryland State Highway Administration (MSHA) 
and conducted by University of Maryland in 2017 (Aydilek et al. 2017) addressed a similar issue as 
Mehta et al. (2017), specifically the MSHA “expressed concern over the limited guidance on the use of 
RAP in highway shoulder applications and the lack of information on ... exposure of pavement to 
chemicals generated from the ‘vehicle exhaust, gasoline, lubricating oils, and metals ...’ frequently found 
in many RAP stockpiles...” Aydilek et al. summarizes their study’s purpose and conclusions as:  
 

A research study was undertaken to investigate the environmental impacts associated 
with RAP on highway base and shoulders in Maryland. A battery of laboratory pH-
dependent leaching tests and toxicity characteristics leaching procedure (TCLP) tests 
were conducted to determine the environmental suitability of RAP. … The following 
conclusions can be made: ... The concentrations of all metals, except As, in the pH-
dependent leaching tests were below the U.S EPA WQL within the drinking water pH (pH 
6.5–9). Based on literature, As is most probably present in its oxidizing form [As(V)] in the 
leachates of Maryland RAPs and does not present any concern ... The TCLP concentrations 
of all metals were below the U.S EPA WQL. The TCLP concentrations of most polycyclic 
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) were below the detection limits. ... In surface waters, the 
concentrations of metals leached from RAP were below the EPA water quality limits 
(WQLs) for protection of aquatic life and human health in freshwaters .... 

 
Other similar conclusions were drawn by the study authors and summarized in the publication 
abstract as: 

 
The concentrations of all metals released during the water leach tests were below the 
water quality limits, except for copper. Column leach tests yielded generally low or non-
detectable metal concentrations. The deviation from this trend occurred for copper and 
zinc concentrations, but they fell below the regulatory limits at 4 and 0.5 pore volumes of 
flow, respectively. ... Concentrations of all metals from RAP conformed to the water 
quality standards in surface waters after passing through the natural formation. 
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Compare the directly-quoted findings above to the summary in the Revised Draft:  
 

Aydilek et al. (2017) reported that Cu, Al, B, Ba, Co, Mn, Ni, and Zn exceeded Maryland’s 
ATLs in either batch or column tests. Of those, Cu and Zn also exceeded US EPA WQLs. 

 
Again, the original study does not support the Revised Draft’s selective summary, which fails to 
comprehensively and accurately reflect the conclusions from the original study.  
 
Birgisdóttir et al. (2007) 
In the case of conclusions from the Birgisdóttir et al. (2017) study, we must bring to light significant 
inaccuracies in the Revised Draft. 
 
Birgisdóttir et al. (2017) specifically looked at the ability of PAHs to leach or transfer from asphalt 
pavement to soil adjacent to the road. The study focused on two types of asphalt pavement: one in use 
for over 20 years at a gas station and one on a typical roadway. In each sample, the study analyzed both 
the lower courses (base material) and the upper roadway wearing courses. In both cases, regardless of 
the levels of PAHs in the lower courses, the upper courses showed higher PAH concentration, and as 
expected, the gas station contaminated surface course had substantially elevated PAH concentrations as 
compared to the roadway surface material. As the Revised Draft correctly points out, only one asphalt 
sample showed PAH concentrations higher than Danish soil criteria — that sample was from the surface 
course of the gas station. This is to be expected; the surface of the wearing course pavement at the gas 
station included decades of potentially spilled gasoline and diesel fuel. These fuels, in contrast to 
asphalt, include lighter-end, more mobile PAHs that can potentially migrate a short distance from the 
source (e.g., 1 meter in this study). The key distinction is that asphalt PAHs are not mobile and are 
essentially “locked in” to the RAP. Asphalt, by its chemical nature, simply cannot readily migrate into the 
environment. Even using the most contaminated asphaltic samples, the study authors found:  
 

Assuming that the PAHs leached are accumulated in the uppermost 5 cm of the soil (or 
gravel) under and 1 m next to the road ... the concentration of those PAHs ... after 25, 50, 
and 100 years of leaching ... is far below the Danish soil quality criteria, and it can be 
expected that leaching of PAHs from bitumen based asphalt will only slightly influence 
the amount of PAHs in soils near roads. 

 
Compare these direct study findings to the synopsis provided in the Revised Draft: “the total content of 
PAHs in the wear course exceeded Danish soil quality criteria.” The Revised Draft also surprisingly 
asserted that: “exposure to roadways was identified as a major contributor of contaminants that were 
available for leaching.” 
 
Conclusions in the Revised Draft are not supported by the plain language of the Birgisdóttir study.  
 
 
Credibility and Validity of the Revised Draft questioned 
As evidenced above, we strongly question the credibility and validity of the Revised Draft and 
recommend it be removed from public record. We encourage Thurston County to have direct dialogue 
with the study authors in order to understand their study results and not rely on summarizations of 
these studies by a third party.  We also urge Thurston County to recognize the plain, overwhelming 
reality that RAP is stockpiled, processed, and recycled continuously throughout the state and across the 
country, in thousands of jurisdictions, without incident and to the net benefit of the public. 
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Summary 
Instead of comparing the Revised Draft’s summary statements for the five other studies to the actual 
findings of the study authors, we emphasize the following: 
 

1) In decades of environmental and transportation agency studies, and in decades of independent 
academic research, including those mischaracterized in the Revised Draft, there appears limited 
if any concern associated with stormwater runoff or leachate from RAP stockpiles. 

2) Across the U.S., we know of no other agency, county, or municipality that restricts the 
stockpiling of RAP. All recognize the material as environmentally safe. 

3) Summaries of the identified studies (in the Revised Draft) significantly mischaracterize the 
original research results to such an extent that it raises real concerns about the validity and  
credibility of  the findings. 

 
We encourage Thurston County to closely review our comments, to take into account the decades of 
environmentally safe management of RAP stockpiles in Washington state and across the nation, and to 
understand the importance of RAP as a sustainable recycled material for roadbuilding, the use of which 
has significant public benefits. 
 
Over the decades, NAPA has accumulated numerous research articles reviewing RAP leachate; some of 
those relevant articles were provided to Herrera after the initial draft report was released. NAPA is 
happy to provide those references to Thurston County, as well as to have an open discussion of any RAP 
leachate concerns. 
 
Best Regards, 
 

  
Howard Marks, Ph.D., JD, MPH David Gent, P.E. 
Vice President, Environment, Health & Safety Executive Director 
National Asphalt Pavement Association Washington Asphalt Pavement Association 
5100 Forbes Blvd. 451 SW 10th Street, Suite 110A 
Lanham, MD 20706 Renton WA 98057 
(301) 731-4748 (425) 207-8814 
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November 6, 2018 

Shannon Shula 
Maya Teeple 
Thurston County Community Planning & Economic Development 
2000 Lakeridge Drive SW 
Olympia, WA 98502 

Re:  Lakeside Industries Comments on 
Draft Literature Review - Contaminant Leaching from Recycled Asphalt Pavement 

Dear Shannon and Maya: 

Thank you for this opportunity to provide stakeholder comments on the Draft Literature Review 
by Herrera Environmental Consultants, Inc. regarding Contaminant Leaching from Recycled 
Asphalt Pavement (“Herrera Review”). Based on our assessment, Lakeside Industries requests 
that the final draft of the Herrera Review limit its consideration to applicable U.S. studies in 
comparable leaching environments.  

Background 

Asphalt has been called the “ultimate recyclable product” and the use of RAP is a standard 
practice in Washington and throughout the world. Reprocessing asphalt is consistent with the 
vision in Thurston County’s Comprehensive Plan. It preserves the human environment by 
encouraging jobs in the community. It preserves the natural environment by encouraging 
protection of mineral resource lands, limiting the carbon footprint of asphalt paving, and 
preventing unnecessary waste in landfills. It promotes economic health by reducing the cost of 
asphalt, which supports local asphalt paving businesses and property owners.  

Thurston County’s Nisqually Valley Sub-Area Plan currently prohibits the use of RAP due to 
water quality concerns; therefore, this literature review is an important step in the process of 
evaluating the potential for contaminant leaching from RAP and associated impacts to water 
quality.  Based on the following analysis, we request the final draft of the Herrera Review focus 
conclusions based on applicable U.S. studies which better reflect the effects of U.S. 
manufactured asphalt paving mixtures on water quality. 

The most applicable U.S. studies found limited or no cause for concern 

The Herrera Review analyzed available research regarding leaching of pollutants from RAP. It 
started with 101 information sources, then limited the sources based on the date of the study 
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and whether the study was a primary data source. The remaining 33 studies were rated low, 
moderate, and high. The Herrera Review then focused on only five studies.  

Of the five studies reviewed, only two of the studies were conducted in the U.S. Both U.S. 
studies found that leaching from RAP in typical local rainfall is not a cause for concern. First, the 
Maryland study from October 2017 concluded that “RAP from sources in Maryland does not 
release excessive amounts of toxic elements” and “if any kind of a weighted average were to be 
applied to the results, the concentrations for all constituents would be well below the most 
stringent standards.” Herrera Review, pgs. 4-5. Additionally, the New Jersey study from May 
2017 concluded: “Leaching of some PAHs and Pb may occur under acidic environments such 
as landfills, but typical New Jersey rainfall is expected to elute negligible contaminants.” Herrera 
Report, at 8.  

The Herrera Review considers foreign studies that are not representative of local asphalt 
and conditions  

The Herrera Review considered three other studies, which were all conducted in Europe on 
foreign pavements and applied European standards.1 U.S. and European pavement and road 
usage are quite dissimilar. There are vast differences in asphalt pavement design, petroleum 
binder, material makeup, and conditions of use.  

Accumulation of constituents on European RAP is unlike RAP from the U.S. The types of fuel 
used, the makes and models of vehicles, and the products used on roads can influence the 
types of constituents found. Popular vehicle manufacturers and models in Europe are not as 
common in the U.S. In Scandinavia, studded-tire road wear and winter de-icing solutions are 
more prevalent than in the U.S and certainly more prevalent than in Western Washington and 
Thurston County. These differences likely influenced the constituents found. 

Asphalt mixes in Europe vary from mixes in the United States. The presence of coal tar in 
European pavement may have contributed to increased PAH levels in the European studies 
cited in the Herrera Review. Many European pavement mixes have used coal tar as a full or 
partial replacement to bitumen, whereas coal tar has not been similarly used in U.S. since World 
War II. According to the Norin/Stromvall study, Sweden used coal tar as “a substitute, an 
additive or as an adhesive agent in asphalt until 1975” and “tar contains approximately 103 to 
105 times more PAH than the bitumen used today.” See Norin and Stromvall 2004, pgs. 323-4.  

Additionally, a typical asphalt paving mix design in Scandinavia incorporates a “cutback” 
petroleum solvent – a highly volatile and PAH-rich petroleum product – to account for the cold 
climate. Such a mix has been eliminated from U.S. pavement design for decades, with the rare 
exception of some winter pothole patching materials. 

The Herrera Review does not account for differences in regulatory standards 

1 The Norin/Stromvall study from 2004 was conducted in Sweden, the Legret study from 2005 was 
conducted in France, and the Birgisdottir study from 2007 was conducted in Denmark. 
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Regulatory standards cited throughout the Herrera Review are not applicable to Washington 
State. Review of regulatory standards from other jurisdictions provides an inapplicable view of 
the impacts from RAP. For example, the Norin/Stromvall study from 2004 compares its findings 
to “Swedish recommended values for groundwater in polluted soils at gas stations” and the 
Herrera Review notes exceedances of these Swedish standards. Herrera Review, pg. 12. 
Swedish standards for groundwater in soils at gas stations are irrelevant to the regulatory 
framework in Washington.  

The Herrera Review analyzes studies from aggressive leaching environments, makes 
unsupported conclusions, and uses ambiguous language that overstates impacts  

Multiple studies cited in the Herrera Review analyze impacts in aggressive environments that 
are inapplicable to the proposed RAP storage in Washington. The Birgisdottir study from 
Denmark analyzed a sample of RAP taken from pavement at a gas station, where fuel drips are 
highly more likely than a roadway or parking lot. Herrera, pg. 9. The Norin/Stromvall study was 
“performed in southwest Sweden where precipitation is quite acidic; therefore, the 
concentrations may not reflect what might occur in Washington.” Herrera Review, at 18. The 
batch test in the New Jersey Metha study used acidified water “to simulate a very aggressive 
leaching environment, such as would occur in a landfill.” Herrera Review, pg.7. The Herrera 
Study provides data from a batch test in the Norin/Stromvall study but does not provide any 
further details about the acidity of the water used. See Herrera Study, pgs.10-11, 13-14.  

In its “Summary and Conclusions,” the Herrera Review states that “vehicle traffic definitely was 
the major contributor of contaminants that were available for leaching.” Herrera Review, pg. 18. 
Other portions of the Herrera Review do not support this finding.  

The Herrera Review confusingly uses the term “fresh” asphalt to refer to asphalt that was taken 
directly from a road when the road surface was being milled. The Norin/Stromvall study referred 
to the same asphalt as “not stored” because it was not kept in storage for two years before 
testing. The use of the term “fresh” carries connotations that the asphalt was new or recently 
mixed, whereas “not stored” does not carry the same connotations.  

The Norin/Stromvall study identified that the top 1-inch or “scarified” RAP had the greatest 
leaching potential of PAHs. However, there was a real difference in the surface area of the 
scarified RAP versus the “dug” RAP. It is unclear whether the study’s finding was due to the 
vehicle surface contamination (as suggested by the authors) or to the difference in surface area. 

Thank you again for your time and consideration on this important issue. 

Sincerely, 

Lakeside Industries  
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From: Thomasina Cooper
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: FW: Nisqually Subarea Plan proposed policy amendment E.5.
Date: Thursday, June 27, 2019 8:14:13 AM

Hi there-

I received the below public comment on the Nisqually Subarea Plan.

Thanks!
Thomasina

From: Thurston County | Send Email <spout@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Sent: Thursday, June 27, 2019 6:00 AM
To: Thomasina Cooper <thomasina.cooper@co.thurston.wa.us>
Subject: Nisqually Subarea Plan proposed policy amendment E.5.

This email was created by the County Internet web server from the email masking system.
Someone from the Public has requested to contact you with the following information:

To: Thomasina Cooper

Subject:

From: David Hillman

Email (if provided): davidhillman@hotmail.com

Message: Hi Thomasina,

I sent this to Commissioner Menser and because I wish to be thorough, I am now
sending it to you:

I have been following the developments of the proposed amendment to The
Nisqually Subarea Plan Policy E.5. After reading all of the public comments
concerning the environmental review, I have compiled some noteworthy points
that I would like to share.

An overwhelming number of citizens (actually 100% of the citizens that submitted)
are against the policy change. I'm not counting the one woman who is against the
water plant, but she was surely confused and should not count as either for or
against the policy change.

100% of the submissions that are in favor of the change in policy are employees of
the asphalt industry. I am certain that few (if not zero) of these people are citizens
of the Nisqually Subarea.
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Of the four people in favor of the policy change, one works for the company that
has submitted the paperwork for the policy change, one is from Maryland, one is
from Renton, and one is from Puyallup. All four submitted "their" comments on
asphalt industry letterhead that were almost assuredly drafted, not by them, but by
their lawyers. All four of them were almost assuredly on the clock when they signed
their names.

Despite a very low awareness level of the proposed policy amendment among the
citizenry at large, the tally for those against the policy change is 54. As mentioned
before, the tally of those that are for the policy change is 4. This is nearly a 14 to 1
ratio. This is not counting the 120 members of Nisqually Aquatic Reserve Citizen
Stewardship Committee or the uncounted members of the Thurston League of
Women Voters. This count certainly makes a final tally of several hundreds of
citizens vs. 4 industrialists. Many of these citizens found out about the situation at a
very late date, and much commentary was submitted at the last moment. Very few,
if any, had help from lawyers, or were on the clock.

Two main themes stood out to me as I read all of the comments:

Vehement opposition by citizens. Not only did 100% of the citizens say no, most
said it loudly and with passion.

Assertions by industrialists that RAP was allowed everywhere else except The
Nisqually Subarea. As few (or zero) of these four people actually live in the
Nisqually Subarea, I can understand their ignorance as to how special and unique
this place is. 

Because the Nisqually Subarea is home to one of the cleanest watersheds and
estuaries in the United States, we citizens are held to a higher standard concerning
land use. My neighbors and I for example, must have our septic tanks inspected
every 3 years, and dye tested every 6 years. We are also not allowed to add
bedrooms to our existing one-family structures due to the stringent rules
surrounding septic systems. No new septic systems are allowed except to replace a
failing existing system. These new systems must meet stringent specifications. I
knew this when I bought my house.

Despite how inconvenient and unfair they think it is, Lakeside Industries Inc. must
conform to the same sort of stringent policies in this unique and special place. Just
like me and everyone else in my neighborhood. 

When I think about where all of this is headed, using the above comment
submission data plus reading the recent environmental review and using The
Nisqually Subarea Plan as a guide, I must come to the following conclusions: 

The current language across the entirety of The Nisqually Subarea Plan, the
findings of the recent environmental review, and THE WILL OF THE PEOPLE OF THE
SUBAREA demand that this proposal amendment to policy E.5. be rejected as soon
as possible.
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If for whatever reason, the proposed policy amendment somehow moves forward,
then much more study and additional public comment is required. I believe this is
known as phase 2. Increased public outreach on the proposed policy change is in
order as well.

In light of the emphatic and overwhelming public opposition, it would be very odd
indeed if the proposal to amend policy E.5. moves forward by skipping phase 2,
especially given the absolute lack of citizen support for the proposed change, and
the non-existent support of businesses other than asphalt industrialists.

Thank you for taking the time to read this.

David Hillman
Nisqually Subarea Citizen

 

Revised 6/15/2019
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From: Madeline Bishop
To: Tye Menser; John Hutchings
Cc: Maya Teeple; Ramiro Chavez
Subject: Recycling Asphalt
Date: Saturday, July 6, 2019 8:19:04 AM

Are you will to take the risk with our water?   

I am very concerned abut the proposed policy change for the Nisqually Subarea that would be
the fist step towards issuing permits to recycle asphalt.  County Overview Recycled Asphalt 
Policy E.5 Amendment

It appears that citizens are put at a disadvantage since Lakeside can afford to hire experts to
testify for their side as seen in the 2000 decision to allow the asphalt plant to move to
Nisqually : Special Use Permit allowing Asphalt Production at Holroyd

My question is:
What circumstances would make it likely that contamination would occur? Incidents such as
regulations not followed, earthquake, flood, acidic rain, excessively dirty asphalt, slow
amounts building up over time etc.   And are you willing to take the risk?

I care about the water quantity, water quality and preservation of farmland.

Sincerely,
Madeline Bishop
9529 62nd Ave SE Olympia, WA 98513  
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From: Howard Glastetter
To: Gary Edwards
Cc: Maya Teeple
Subject: E.5
Date: Sunday, June 30, 2019 9:14:07 AM
Attachments: IMG_20190622_0002_E5Memo.pdf

Commissioner Edwards,

I thought you might like to review the above attached PDF before you make a decision on this E.5
issue.  It was written by Steve Morrison, the project manager of the original 1992 Sub-Area Plan. 
The memo was used as part of the support for Development Services recommendation to reject
Lakeside’s request to put a plant in Nisqually Valley.  Courts allowed Lakeside to get in due to a
county WAC that said an asphalt plant was an accessory use to a gravel mine.  That law was changed
from accessory use to permitted use to prevent this sort of thing from happening again.  There is
more to this issue than: “Is RAP OK or not OK”.

-Howard

Howard H Glastetter
Howard.glastetter@comcast.net
(360)491-6645
Cell: (360)556-1574

Everything should be as simple as it can be, but no simpler. 
Albert Einstein
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THUBSTON REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL
2404 HEHITAGE COUBT SW #B OLYtflPIA, WASHINGTON 98502.6031
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TO:


FROM:


DATE: January 3, 2000


SUBJECT: History of thc Nisqually Valley Sub-Area Planning Process


INTRODUCTION:


Per our telephone conversation of the week of December 13, lggg,l havc
reviewed the Nisqualhr Sub-Arcir I.and Use Plan and Zoning (1992) regarding the
proposed placement of an asphalt batch plant within the valley. In 1989 I was
assigned the Nisqually Sub-Area Planning Process as part of Thurston Regional
Planning Council's conuact with Thurston County. My work included preparation
of the emergency ordinance (O-ll9316) up through the adoption of the sub-area
plan by the Thurston Counly Board ofCommissioners in November I992. I will
summarize those sections which I believe are relevant to your question.


FIT.II)TNG"S:


Ordinance No. 9316 started the planning process and established several of thc
"thernes" which were important tkoughout the planning process. Water Quality
Protection and Meintein the Rurrt Cherncter were noted in several findings.
Finding l2 idendfied that land use aaivities near McAllister Springs (a regional
water source) had becn recently regulated by the Board of Health. Finding 8


idcntified the valley as comprised of low densiry uses such as agriculture forestry,
undeveloped lurd and the Nisqualty Wildlife Refuge. Several of the Findings (such


as 6, 7, 8, 9, I0 and l1) identified that the Nisqually Valley could be threatened by


surrounding development. Thc purpose of the Sub-fuea Plan was to create a


development pattern which was consistent with the County Comprehensive Plan


and which would not lead to "irreparablc damage to sensitive Breas alohg the
tributaries. flood plains and bluffs of the Nisqually River and McAllister Creek."


[Finding l9]


Don Krupp


Steven Morrisond lV'L
/


.-.;


Provlding Vsionary Leadership on Regional Plans, Policies andlssues
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l'hese two themes were also very imponant in the early phases of the sub-area plan, The 1988
Thurston County Comprehensive Plan provided guidance as well and the recently adopted
Washington State Growth Management Act. The goa.ls and policies of the sub-area plan are listed
on pages 17 -27 of the adopted plan. A.lthough the 12 categortes are not noted in the sub-area plan
as bcing in priority order, those first few categories werc more important that the ones at the end.
" 1 . Rural Charactcr" was the first category because this was of oveniding importance to all. This
was followed by "2. Water Resources" and then by "5. Commercial Development".


l'hc adoptcd Nisqually Sub-Area PIan policy which speaks most direaly to the proposed batch plant
is Policy E.5, which reads:


I.ike all policies in the sub-area plan, there was an evolution of this poliry. The earliest policy
statcmcnt I could find regarding this topic was from Nisgually Bulletin #8- Draft Vision Statement:
September 20, 1990. The policy can be found in section E Commercial Development.


"3. Identifi existing mineral extractions, and establish guidelines for the design and locations of
any ncw opcrations."


It was changed slightly in Ni.sgually Rulletin #9, Final Vision Statement: December 13, t990.


"3. Rccognizc cxisting mincral cxtraction opcrations, rcquire 8ny ncw operations to be visually
buffered from adjacent properties and roads, aad prohibit the location of any new facilities
north of the Burlington Northern Railroad to protect the visual integrity of the Nisqually
valley viewshed."


The policy further evolved into the earliest complete draft of the sub-area plarL Committee Draft -
Oaober t o9l. The wording changed to a form sirnilar to that which was ultimately adopted. That
policy read as follows:


"E.5. AJIow accessory uses to be located inside the mined out portion of a gravel pit through the


site plan review process. Reproccssing of imported mineral resources shall not bc the primary
acccssory use and thcsc activities shall be discontinued once reclamation of the pit is
completed in accordance with the WDNR standards."
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As I recall, this was one of thc latcr policies to be added to the sub-area plan. I believe that discussion


regarding this policy was desired by both Holroyd and a planning committee member from the
environmental community. This discussion was clearer than most since it occurred on the day I took
pictures of the sub-area planning committcc at the Nisqually Tribal Center.


The addition ofthc types ofuses came after discussions with what this policy would really mean. [...
"Examples of allowable uses would indude concrete pipe andlor septic tenk construction and
the recycling of used concrete- ..."] Since the pit atready provided concrete products, then the
rcprooessing'of concrete products was not seen as muclr of a change in use.


I also recall discussion about the reprocessing of broken up highways. Concretewas not a concem,


(as noted abovc) but asphalt was not dcsired, [... "thc reprocessing of esphalt shall not be allowcd
due to watcr quality concerns. ..."1 The rationale for tlat was clearly the concern over water
quality and the fact that asphalt produaion was not a part of Holroyd's operations.


Thc last point was the extent ofthe aaivity. I"... The reprocessing of imported minernl resources


shall not be the primuy Rccessorl use ..."J. Another poliry in ihe Commercial Development
caregory provided the guidance which limited the need for further explanation, This other policy was


E.l. which reads in put'. "Minimize the addition and new commercial activilieswilhin the planning
area by prohibiting commercial axryruion of properlies nol currently zoned beyond the extsting lot
and use ... od prohibit ke ux o/mined out gravel pit,r /rtr commercial and industrial uses. " This
parallels the Goal for the Commercial Development scction which read: "Prohiblt large scale
commercial development within the'Ni.sgually Yalley, while recognizlng existing commercial
actiities and desigated commercial areas. " I find the operative words in this goal to be "existing
commercial aaivities.'


The planning committee redrafted the poliry 8.5. to its 6nal wording. It was unchanged from August
1992 n rhe Planning Commission Draft Sub-Area Plan to its adoption by the Board in November.


Nisqually Bulletin #14 (August 1992) indicated that there were no public hearing comments about


this policy ar the Planning Commission level. I do not have any records of theBoard of County


Commissioner's public hearing.


CONCI IISION


I do not recall any specific planning committee disarssion regarding a batch plant in the valley. lf this


had been raised, I believe it would have been immcdiately rejected as befurg inconsistent with the sub-


arca plan on several accounts.


i;irst, it conJlias with the Comntercial Developmenl goal which is "recognizing existing commercial


activities." The planning committee added a limited amount of flexibility within the mined out pit to
o.nly deal with recycled products. It also clearly prohibited the use of mined out gravel pits for
commercial and industriat uses by Policy E.1 .
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Secondly, a batch plant would appear to far excced the level of intensiry of "accessory activities."
Ordinance No. 93 l6 (the emcrgency downzone) was issued because of the possible adverse impacts
of intense land uses adjacent to and within the Nisqually Valley. Under the proposed batch plant
scenario, the gravel mine would Bppear to be accessory use and thc batch plant the primary use.


Lastty, the issue of water quality is a tnrmp card to both previous issues. If the committee had water
quality concerrLs regarding the handling of asphalt with an "accessory" recycling operation, then those
concerns would be doubled with a batch plant operation.


I hope this history is useful. Should you have any additional questions, please contact me.


20rp
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MF'MORAI{nIJM

TO:

FROM:

DATE: January 3, 2000

SUBJECT: History of thc Nisqually Valley Sub-Area Planning Process

INTRODUCTION:

Per our telephone conversation of the week of December 13, lggg,l havc
reviewed the Nisqualhr Sub-Arcir I.and Use Plan and Zoning (1992) regarding the
proposed placement of an asphalt batch plant within the valley. In 1989 I was
assigned the Nisqually Sub-Area Planning Process as part of Thurston Regional
Planning Council's conuact with Thurston County. My work included preparation
of the emergency ordinance (O-ll9316) up through the adoption of the sub-area
plan by the Thurston Counly Board ofCommissioners in November I992. I will
summarize those sections which I believe are relevant to your question.

FIT.II)TNG"S:

Ordinance No. 9316 started the planning process and established several of thc
"thernes" which were important tkoughout the planning process. Water Quality
Protection and Meintein the Rurrt Cherncter were noted in several findings.
Finding l2 idendfied that land use aaivities near McAllister Springs (a regional
water source) had becn recently regulated by the Board of Health. Finding 8

idcntified the valley as comprised of low densiry uses such as agriculture forestry,
undeveloped lurd and the Nisqualty Wildlife Refuge. Several of the Findings (such

as 6, 7, 8, 9, I0 and l1) identified that the Nisqually Valley could be threatened by

surrounding development. Thc purpose of the Sub-fuea Plan was to create a

development pattern which was consistent with the County Comprehensive Plan

and which would not lead to "irreparablc damage to sensitive Breas alohg the
tributaries. flood plains and bluffs of the Nisqually River and McAllister Creek."

[Finding l9]

Don Krupp

Steven Morrisond lV'L
/

.-.;

Provlding Vsionary Leadership on Regional Plans, Policies andlssues
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l'hese two themes were also very imponant in the early phases of the sub-area plan, The 1988
Thurston County Comprehensive Plan provided guidance as well and the recently adopted
Washington State Growth Management Act. The goa.ls and policies of the sub-area plan are listed
on pages 17 -27 of the adopted plan. A.lthough the 12 categortes are not noted in the sub-area plan
as bcing in priority order, those first few categories werc more important that the ones at the end.
" 1 . Rural Charactcr" was the first category because this was of oveniding importance to all. This
was followed by "2. Water Resources" and then by "5. Commercial Development".

l'hc adoptcd Nisqually Sub-Area PIan policy which speaks most direaly to the proposed batch plant
is Policy E.5, which reads:

I.ike all policies in the sub-area plan, there was an evolution of this poliry. The earliest policy
statcmcnt I could find regarding this topic was from Nisgually Bulletin #8- Draft Vision Statement:
September 20, 1990. The policy can be found in section E Commercial Development.

"3. Identifi existing mineral extractions, and establish guidelines for the design and locations of
any ncw opcrations."

It was changed slightly in Ni.sgually Rulletin #9, Final Vision Statement: December 13, t990.

"3. Rccognizc cxisting mincral cxtraction opcrations, rcquire 8ny ncw operations to be visually
buffered from adjacent properties and roads, aad prohibit the location of any new facilities
north of the Burlington Northern Railroad to protect the visual integrity of the Nisqually
valley viewshed."

The policy further evolved into the earliest complete draft of the sub-area plarL Committee Draft -
Oaober t o9l. The wording changed to a form sirnilar to that which was ultimately adopted. That
policy read as follows:

"E.5. AJIow accessory uses to be located inside the mined out portion of a gravel pit through the

site plan review process. Reproccssing of imported mineral resources shall not bc the primary
acccssory use and thcsc activities shall be discontinued once reclamation of the pit is
completed in accordance with the WDNR standards."
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As I recall, this was one of thc latcr policies to be added to the sub-area plan. I believe that discussion

regarding this policy was desired by both Holroyd and a planning committee member from the
environmental community. This discussion was clearer than most since it occurred on the day I took
pictures of the sub-area planning committcc at the Nisqually Tribal Center.

The addition ofthc types ofuses came after discussions with what this policy would really mean. [...
"Examples of allowable uses would indude concrete pipe andlor septic tenk construction and
the recycling of used concrete- ..."] Since the pit atready provided concrete products, then the
rcprooessing'of concrete products was not seen as muclr of a change in use.

I also recall discussion about the reprocessing of broken up highways. Concretewas not a concem,

(as noted abovc) but asphalt was not dcsired, [... "thc reprocessing of esphalt shall not be allowcd
due to watcr quality concerns. ..."1 The rationale for tlat was clearly the concern over water
quality and the fact that asphalt produaion was not a part of Holroyd's operations.

Thc last point was the extent ofthe aaivity. I"... The reprocessing of imported minernl resources

shall not be the primuy Rccessorl use ..."J. Another poliry in ihe Commercial Development
caregory provided the guidance which limited the need for further explanation, This other policy was

E.l. which reads in put'. "Minimize the addition and new commercial activilieswilhin the planning
area by prohibiting commercial axryruion of properlies nol currently zoned beyond the extsting lot
and use ... od prohibit ke ux o/mined out gravel pit,r /rtr commercial and industrial uses. " This
parallels the Goal for the Commercial Development scction which read: "Prohiblt large scale
commercial development within the'Ni.sgually Yalley, while recognizlng existing commercial
actiities and desigated commercial areas. " I find the operative words in this goal to be "existing
commercial aaivities.'

The planning committee redrafted the poliry 8.5. to its 6nal wording. It was unchanged from August
1992 n rhe Planning Commission Draft Sub-Area Plan to its adoption by the Board in November.

Nisqually Bulletin #14 (August 1992) indicated that there were no public hearing comments about

this policy ar the Planning Commission level. I do not have any records of theBoard of County

Commissioner's public hearing.

CONCI IISION

I do not recall any specific planning committee disarssion regarding a batch plant in the valley. lf this

had been raised, I believe it would have been immcdiately rejected as befurg inconsistent with the sub-

arca plan on several accounts.

i;irst, it conJlias with the Comntercial Developmenl goal which is "recognizing existing commercial

activities." The planning committee added a limited amount of flexibility within the mined out pit to
o.nly deal with recycled products. It also clearly prohibited the use of mined out gravel pits for
commercial and industriat uses by Policy E.1 .
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Secondly, a batch plant would appear to far excced the level of intensiry of "accessory activities."
Ordinance No. 93 l6 (the emcrgency downzone) was issued because of the possible adverse impacts
of intense land uses adjacent to and within the Nisqually Valley. Under the proposed batch plant
scenario, the gravel mine would Bppear to be accessory use and thc batch plant the primary use.

Lastty, the issue of water quality is a tnrmp card to both previous issues. If the committee had water
quality concerrLs regarding the handling of asphalt with an "accessory" recycling operation, then those
concerns would be doubled with a batch plant operation.

I hope this history is useful. Should you have any additional questions, please contact me.

20rp
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Maya Teeple

From: Thurston County | Send Email <spout@co.thurston.wa.us>
Sent: Tuesday, July 9, 2019 7:57 AM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: Nisqually subarea recycled asphalt policy

This email was created by the County Internet web server from the email masking system. Someone from the 
Public has requested to contact you with the following information:

To: Maya Teeple

Subject: 

From: Robert Clark

Email (if provided): rdclark147@gmail.com

Message: 
Add me to the email list for the Nisqually recycled asphalt policy changes. 
Thanks, 
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October 21, 2019 

Thurston County Board of Commissioners 
Thurston County Courthouse 
2000 Lakeside Drive SW 
Olympia, WA 98502 

Dear Board of Commissioners, 

The Nisqually River Council (NRC) appreciates the ongoing updates we receive from County 
staff on the Nisqually Sub-Area Plan review, and the related proposal to change the current 
policy prohibiting recycled asphalt pavement (RAP) within the Nisqually Sub-Area. As stated 
in our letter of March 22, 2017, the NRC supports a collaborative and inclusive effort to 
update the Sub-Area Plan, and we appreciate the County’s work to keep us informed and 
involved in the process. 

At the NRC meeting on July 19, 2019, County staff presented the findings from the Phase I 
RAP study, which reviewed the literature on contaminant and leachate potential from RAP. 
As noted in that presentation, this Phase I study did not look at local conditions in the 
Nisqually sub-area or best management practices (BMPs). There remain significant questions 
about the possible impacts of RAP on water quality in the Nisqually Valley that cannot be 
answered without further study. The NRC urges the Board of County Commissioners to 
require on-the-ground field studies of RAP leachate behavior in the Thurston County region 
prior to moving forward with any change to the current policy.  

The NRC’s March 2017 letter also noted that “we do not support a narrow review of a 
proposal to modify the plan relative to recycled asphalt….A narrow consideration may have 
unintended consequences that can be avoided through a complete adaptive management look 
at the entire plan.” The Nisqually Sub-Area is critical for local water supply and for ESA-
listed species, including Chinook salmon, steelhead, and southern resident orcas. Further 
studies of the proposal to bring RAP into the Nisqually sub-area should be considered 
alongside other concurrent proposals, particularly the potential for sub-aquifer gravel mining 
and the potential risks posed to groundwater supplies from these activities happening 
simultaneously. In addition to field studies, the NRC supports a rigorous comparative review 
of BMPs related to RAP storage and processing to minimize precipitation contact, runoff, and 
other risk factors to our groundwater and surface water resources. 

Since it was adopted in 1992, the Nisqually Sub-Area Plan has done a good job of balancing 
economic activities with protections for the sub-area’s rural character and natural resources. 
The NRC continues to support a complete and holistic review of the Plan based on the best 
available science and consultation with our community stakeholders about their goals and 
priorities for the sub-area over the coming decades. Once again, we appreciate the continued 
partnership with Thurston County throughout this process. 

Sincerely, 

David A. Troutt 
Chair 

Nisqually River Council 
12501 Yelm Highway l Olympia WA 98513 l (360) 438-8715 

Counci l Membership 

Pierce County 

Thurston County 

Lewis County 

Cities of Yelm, Eatonville 
& Roy 

Tacoma Public Utilities 

Puget Sound Partnership 

UW Pack Forest 

WA Dept. of Natural 
Resources 

WA Dept. of Fish & 
Wildlife 

WA Dept. of Ecology 

WA Parks & Recreation 
Commission 

WA Conservation 
Commission 

WA Dept. of Agriculture 

WA Dept. of 
Transportation 

WA Dept. of Commerce 

WA Secretary of State 

Nisqually Indian Tribe 

Department of Defense, 
Joint Base Lewis-McChord 

Billy Frank Jr. Nisqually 
National Wildlife Refuge 

Gifford Pinchot National 
Forest 

Mount Rainier National 
Park 

Nisqually River Citizens 
Advisory Committee 
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From: Phyllis Farrell
To: Howard Glastetter
Cc: David Troutt; Emily McCartan; Lois Ward; fredndanrc@aol.com; Ed Kenney; Maya Teeple
Subject: Re: LWV state positions on Nisqually Delta
Date: Sunday, November 17, 2019 9:23:52 AM

Thanks!  I agree the positions are somewhat dated, but what resonated with me was the
priority of natural values over economic interests in order to preserve a natural  estuarine
environment.  If the manufacture of recycled asphalt jeopardizes the estuarine   Environment
based on scientific evidence/conclusions, the LWV could weigh in.

The LWV is a non profit, non partisan organization that neither supports nor opposes
candidates or parties and promotes civic engagement and good governance.  It advocates for
legislation and policies based on its positions which are developed from research, study and an
extensive bipartisan consensus process. The LWV supportS or opposes proposals based on
alignment with the positions.

Phyllis 

Phyllis 

Sent from my iPad

On Nov 17, 2019, at 8:31 AM, Howard Glastetter <howard.glastetter@comcast.net> wrote:

Phyllis,igh In

Those are nice ideas.  However, they don’t beat a strong, reasonably fair, Subarea Plan
– which acts like a neighborhood covenant.

Thurston County’s gravel mining regulations have been recently compromised by
outside county interests within the state.  Other counties, plus industrial interests,
want the rich gravel deposits here ewhat moto be viewed as a regional, rather than a
county resource.  Up until now, Thurston County was only required to designate
enough gravel mining land to cover internal needs for the next 50? years.  This was the
state rule for all counties and maybe still is for those outside Thurston.

So, addressing the sub-area plan upgrade and even expanding it, if possible, is a very
necessary high priority that will aid in reaching some of the goals below.

-Howard

From: Phyllis Farrell <phyllisfarrell681@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, November 15, 2019 10:00 PM
To: howard.glastetter@comcast.net
Cc: David Troutt <troutt.david@nisqually-nsn.gov>; Emily McCartan
<emily@nisquallyriver.org>; Lois Ward <loisward@comcast.net>;
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fredndanrc@aol.com; Ed Kenney <baldhillssolar@gmail.com>
Subject: LWV state positions on Nisqually Delta

FYI....just now noticed this piece in the LWV Program in Action publication 2019-
2021:

Nisqually Delta (1981)
 The League of Women Voters of Washington believes that:
 ND-1: Policies and procedures to preserve a natural estuarine environment for
the Nisqually Delta should be supported.  
ND-2: Any land or water uses which affect the Delta should be compatible in
type and intensity with its ecological balance.
 ND-3: Changes to the ecosystem of the Nisqually River basin, Delta and
Nisqually Reach should be made only after their effect upon the Delta is
considered. 
ND-4: The state should assume primary responsibility for developing
management goals and strategies for this area of statewide concern. 
 ND-5: Priority must be given to implementation of a comprehensive, region-
wide plan for the management of the area. Any mechanism for planning,
management and enforcement should recognize natural values over economic
interests, long term effects over short term interests and statewide over local
interests

The LWV supports or opposes measures based on the alignment with the above
positions.  As you know, the LWV is a non profit, non partisan organization that
neither supports nor opposes candidates or parties.  It does advocate on issues
based on positions.  Positions are determined using studies taking usually 2-3
years.  Scientific research is gathered, questions are developed around issues and
there is an extensive  process to develop positions based on questions on which
there is a consensus.  Positions are based on science, social justice and good
governance principles and a non partisan process... and are therefore considered
credible and respected. 

The positions are dated 1981, but may still apply to any measures affecting the
Nisqually watershed and delta.

Phyllis

Sent from Outlook
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From: Maya Teeple
To: Allison Osterberg (osterba@co.thurston.wa.us)
Subject: FW: Mineral Lands Comment
Date: Tuesday, September 11, 2018 7:45:00 AM

FYI – Received this comment on the hydro report.

Maya Teeple
Associate Planner, M.S.P.
Community Planning & Economic Development | Thurston County
360.786.5578 | www.thurstonplanning.org  

From: Thurston County | Send Email [mailto:spout@co.thurston.wa.us] 
Sent: Monday, September 10, 2018 7:30 PM
To: Maya Teeple <maya.teeple@co.thurston.wa.us>
Subject: Mineral Lands

This email was created by the County Internet web server from the email masking system.
Someone from the Public has requested to contact you with the following information:

To: Maya Teeple

Subject: Mineral Lands

From: Howard Glastetter

Email (if provided): howard.glastetter@comcast.net

Message:
The recent Thurston County Hydrological report says nothing about reprocessing
ground up recycled asphalt pavement (RAP) in the permeable soil of gravel mines.
Yet, there is a current study going on with this issue for the Nisqually Sub-Area.
There are tests that can be done under the remainder of RAP piles at the old
Lakeside Hogum Bay site, that could show whether or not leaching of polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons are occurring here due to RAP wet weather storage.
However, the Sub-Area study is only doing a summary of what has been written in
the past.

Revised 1/22/2017
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From: Howard Glastetter
To: Maya Teeple
Cc: phyllisfarrell681@hotmail.com
Subject: RE: Jan 22 Mineral Lands Planning Meeting
Date: Thursday, January 16, 2020 8:57:09 AM

Maya,

The rules below are good (e.g., the plant in the valley attempted to begin running their plant with
diesel oil, even though their tests to  get in the valley were done with natural gas).  I still feel strongly
that there should be a statement that says: “Storage and processing of RAP, if allowed, should meet
Best Management Practices that will prevent or strongly mitigate leaching of weather related water
into soils or aquifer below the plant”.

-Howard

From: Maya Teeple <maya.teeple@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Sent: Thursday, January 16, 2020 10:04 AM
To: Howard Glastetter <howard.glastetter@comcast.net>
Cc: phyllisfarrell681@hotmail.com
Subject: RE: Jan 22 Mineral Lands Planning Meeting

Hi Howard,

Thanks for that feedback.

I’m working with Development Services on code language regarding asphalt plants and recycling, but
it is running separately from the county-wide mineral lands update. Most of the code changes
related to the mineral lands update are about interpretation of a county-wide designation map,
hydrologic protection measures, noise, and components related to discussions on co-designation
with agriculture.

For clarity reasons, I’ll be addressing any language surrounding asphalt (specifically asphalt recycling)
with the Lakeside initiated ‘recycled asphalt policy’ review, and not the mineral lands update.
Asphalt plant/production requires a special use permit – it has its own section separate from mineral
extraction in the Special Use Permit Code, TCC 20.54. Under that section it does state that location
needs to be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and Subarea Plans (see excerpted text below).
Asphalt recycling specifically has little mention in the code, so I hear your comment in that some
clarifying language may be useful.

3.1  Asphalt Production. Asphalt plants (hot mix or batch plants) are subject to the following
provisions:

a. Setbacks. The emissions point source at an asphalt plant shall be separated by a
distance of at least five hundred feet from public parks and public preserves,
which include parks, regional trails, national wildlife refuges, state conservation
areas, wild life areas, and other government owned preserves, or three hundred
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feet from the boundary of any residential zoning district with an existing or zoned
density of greater than one dwelling unit per five acres, urban growth areas, and
any residential lot less than one acre in size.

b. Asphalt plants are allowed in the rural resource industrial (RRI), light industrial
(LI), and rural residential resource one dwelling unit per five acres (RRR1/5)
zoning designations or within a permitted gravel mine located within selected
zoning designations as reflected in Table 1. Existing asphalt plants located within
a permitted mineral extraction use area may apply for a new special use permit
when the extraction activity ceases.

c. The location of asphalt plants shall be consistent with the Thurston County
Comprehensive Plan, which includes, but is not limited to, sub-area plans.

d. Prior to commencing operation, the asphalt plant operator shall provide evidence
to the county that the facility has received coverage under the state's National
Pollution Discharge Elimination Systems (NPDES) general permit applicable to
asphalt plants, unless it provides written confirmation of an exemption from the
agency with jurisdiction over such permit.

e. Asphalt plants shall provide necessary space to accommodate delivery trucks on
the site.

f. Asphalt plants shall have County approved haul routes.
g. The source of Recycled Asphalt Pavement (RAP) shall only be from highways,

roadways, runways, parking lots and shall not be from a contaminated site such as
a Superfund site or Model Toxic Control Act (MTCA) site. The asphalt plant
operator shall provide semiannual reports to the county documenting the source of
all recycled asphalt pavement brought to the production site.

h. Asphalt plants shall comply with the requirements and best management practices
of the Thurston County Drainage Design and Erosion Control Manual, as
amended.

i. Asphalt plants shall be fueled by natural gas, propane, or an alternative fuel with
the same or less hazardous emissions or waste as natural gas or propane.

j. The operation shall obtain and maintain a solid waste permit from Thurston
County environmental health for operations that recycle asphalt.

k. Asphalt plants shall meet all applicable requirements of Chapter 17.20 TCC,
Mineral Extraction and Asphalt Production.

Maya Teeple
Senior Planner 
Thurston County  |  Community Planning Division
Community Planning & Economic Development Dept.
2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW, Olympia, WA 98502
www.thurstonplanning.org
(360) 786-5578

From: Howard Glastetter <howard.glastetter@comcast.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 7:37 PM
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To: Maya Teeple <maya.teeple@co.thurston.wa.us>
Cc: phyllisfarrell681@hotmail.com
Subject: Jan 22 Mineral Lands Planning Meeting

Maya,

I have a couple comments on pages 64 and 65 of the agenda documents.

These pages discuss gravel mine Accessory Uses.  There are several mentions of concrete batching
and recycling.  Most people, reading these pages, would be inclined to visualize cold concrete that
goes into a cement truck.  There is no mention of asphalt concrete.  It would seem to me that both
should be mentioned and briefly discussed as separate entities.

I was on the Asphalt Advisory Task Force in 2007.  We were all in agreement that an asphalt plant in
a gravel mine was a Permitted –not- an Accessory Use.  I understand this is how county rules still
view it today.  So, I suggest a little wording be added to these two pages to show subtle differences
of these two products.  It should also be mentioned that sub-area plans may also affect what
“accessories” are allowed to be permitted in a gravel mine.

Again, If pages 64 and 65 are treating concrete as both hot asphalt and water based cement, it’s a
little confusing and even misleading.  There should be a brief separate discussion of both processes.

-Howard
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From: Thurston County | Send Email
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: Nisqually Sub Area Plan section E.5 - asphalt reprocessing
Date: Sunday, January 19, 2020 1:40:24 PM

This email was created by the County Internet web server from the email masking system.
Someone from the Public has requested to contact you with the following information:

To: Maya Teeple

Subject:

From: David Hillman

Email (if provided): davidhillman@hotmail.com

Message:
Hi Maya,
I have not received any emails in a while concerning the proposed amendment.
What is the latest news? What is the schedule for any meetings? Where is the
process at this point? Thanks!
-David Hillman
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From: Howard Glastetter
To: "Esther Grace Kronenberg"; "Lisa Riener"; "Maureen Canny"
Cc: Maya Teeple; "Phyllis Farrell"
Subject: RE: Nisqually Subarea Asphalt Recycling
Date: Monday, July 6, 2020 8:50:47 PM
Attachments: ATT00001.htm

RAP Comment 1905.docx
ATT00002.htm
Proposed Docket Ammendment 1703.doc
IMG_20190622_0002.pdf

Folks,

Here are my comments (attached) on this issue.  The first two (Word) documents are what I have
submitted in the past and still should be in the latest County comment record file on this issue.  The
PDF document is an interesting explanation of how the E.5 wording came about in the first place.  It
was written by Steve Morrison over 20 years ago.  He was the lead in writing the 1992 Sub Area Plan.
 The short document is well worth a read.

The Planning Commission, back then,  recommended not allowing the asphalt plant to come into the
valley.  The Hearings Examiner over-road the recommendation.  The BoCC at the time reversed the
Hearings Examiner.  Two later court cases reversed the BoCC.  The asphalt plant got into the valley
on a technicality.  County rules at the time allowed any gravel mine to have an asphalt plant as an
“Accessory Use”.  That rule has been changed.  An asphalt plant now is defined as a ‘Permitted Use”,
requiring an Environmental Impact Statement.  The asphalt plant was not allowed to process
recycled asphalt pavement (RAP) because Goal E.5 of the 1992 Sub Area Plan prohibited it.

What I’m writing, including the attachments, should be considered a comment for the meeting, if
Maya approves.

-Howard

From: Esther Grace Kronenberg <wekrone@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, July 6, 2020 7:13 PM
To: Lisa Riener <northbeachcomm@cs.com>; Maureen Canny <mocanny@comcast.net>; Howard
Glastetter <howard.glastetter@comcast.net>
Subject: Fwd: Nisqually Subarea Asphalt Recycling

Looks like it’s time for this issue coming up.  Howard, can you please remind us of salient points to
write to Planning?  Flood zone, groundwater pollution, original Nisqually plan specifically forbid it.
 Please copy us your comment.  Thanks,
Esther

Sent from cyberheaven 

Begin forwarded message:

From: Madeline Bishop <mfbishop.bishop@gmail.com>
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Attachment (RAP Comment 1905.docx) has been reconstructed.

Comments on Herrera’s Contaminant Leaching from RAP document

By Howard Glastetter

11110 Kuhlman Road SE

Olympia, WA 98513

Howard.glastetter@comcast.net

Cell: (360)556-1574



May 28, 2019



The Herrera document was based on available, easily accessed, online studies; most of which have been around for several years.  The report was even-handed and concluded that recycled asphalt pavement (RAP) leaches chemicals and is an issue of concern, albeit somewhat minor in this area.



I’d like to preface my comments on the document with an observation of the Lakeside operation at Holroyd Gravel Mine.  Their operation is state of the art.  It is very rare to smell any odor of hot asphalt from the pit.  Nisqually neighbors get a whiff of it when covered trucks drive by, but that’s it.  Lakeside employees have been respectful ladies and gentlemen.  So, Lakeside is a good neighbor.



A couple comments in Herrera’s document caught my eye.  I knew that New Jersey had very stringent rules about RAP.  On page 10 of the document, under Toxicity Testing in New Jersey, it states: RAP “… could be used as an unbound material in all environments except those which are highly acidic PH < = 4), such as mines … (Note: the assumption is that the authors are referring to coal- and metal-type mines and not gravel-type …)”  I did a little research, see below. 



https://www.sourcewatch.org/index.php/New_Jersey_and_coal#Major_coal_mines

Major coal mines

There are no coal mines in New Jersey.[18]



https://www.state.nj.us/dep/njgs/pricelst/gsreport/gsr25.pdf

The introduction to the PDF says: Sand and gravel production in New Jersey is a $100 million annual business with 786 mining operations, around 100 of which are active.

- - - - - - - - -

Metal mining in New Jersey appears to be a thing of the past and was done via tunneling and not open pit.  So, a better Herrera assumption would be that the “authors are referring to permeable soiled gravel mines”.   I’m familiar with wells at 3 different homes in Nisqually Valley below Holroyd’s mine.  They all contain a certain amount of red / brown turbidity, which I believe is caused, to a certain extent, by gravel mining in the pit.  See below.   

- - - - - - - -

https://www.reference.com/home-garden/causes-well-water-suddenly-turn-brown-f7f4fce6acfcb870

“The most common cause of brown well water is iron contamination. A sudden change in water-color means that the contaminant is newly introduced to the well, and it may be caused by industrial contamination, rusty plumbing fixtures or natural iron leaching from the ground”.  Nisqually valley soil contains iron.

- - - - - - - - -

[bookmark: _GoBack]Back to the Herrera document: A point was made (page 17 - Comparison Studies to Expected conditions in Nisqually) that “European RAP tests may not relate to U.S. tests, because asphalt pavement was made there with tar as an additive until 1975 and emits more polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons than RAP produced from bitumen which is what has been used in the U.S. since WW 2.”  

Page 19 item 1 made me pause.  It stated that tests showed: “Cu and Zn (copper and zinc) also exceeded U.S. EPA WQLs”.  This reminded me that there is a more modern ingredient that is popular in U.S. asphalt production: recycled asphalt roofing shingles.  Some of the more expensive shingles come impregnated with copper flakes to prevent moss buildup.  Many home owners put zinc on asphalt roofs, either as metal strips, liquid applications, or solid zinc flake applications to do the same thing.  Does reprocessing these used shingles add these metals to asphalt roads that will eventually be ground up, returned and stored to open weather at an asphalt plant site?  I’m not seriously suggesting this as the source of Cu and Zn metals found in the above test.  I mention it because, most of us are initially pleased to hear about recycling.  However, as Einstein said: “Everything should be as simple as it can be, but no simpler”.   The reprocess should be safe.  Keep RAP dry when storing it over a permeable floored gravel mine.

 

The Herrera study painted Nisqually Valley with a broad brush.  I’d like to add a few details.  The lower valley is classified by Thurston County as a Wellhead Protection Area.  It is also protected, as a rural environment, by a Thurston County Sub-Area Plan.  



The water sources for all residents in the lower valley are from wells.  Many residents, but not all, get drinking water from a Lacey City well next to the Nisqually River - less than a half mile from Lakeside’s Asphalt Plant.  The plant sits in the permeable soil of Holroyd’s Gravel Mine at the very beginning of the Nisqually Delta in lower Nisqually Valley.  The pit was once the end of a glacier.  There is a capped-artesian-springs well just across Old Pacific Highway from the pit.  These springs obviously run under the pit and likely continue through rural residential land to Puget Sound.  (There was, until recently, a capped artesian spring pipe near the board walk in the tide lands at the Nisqually Delta sanctuary.)  This mine / industrial activity is up-river from many homes that have private wells because Lacey Water doesn’t serve them.  Holroyd’s Pit, itself, has a several-year-old active request at the county to mine the pit from its current permeable floor level to 80 feet below the water table.  Delivering RAP to the pit would also mean increased truck traffic on the two-lane roads in the valley.  So, this site is a very sensitive part of the valley and could become a stressed one.



If RAP were ever allowed, it should be under cover and out of the weather before and during its use.  Please see a past comment on RAP that I resubmitted May 24, 2019.  It shows weather protection is an industrial “Best Practice”.



Sincerely,





Howard Glastetter  







   


Attachment (Proposed Docket Ammendment 1703.doc) has been reconstructed.

Emailed to Thurston County March 5, 2017

This email is a public response to Lakeside Industries’ latest docket attempt to remove Goal E-5 from the 1992 Nisqually Sub-Area plan.  They want to reprocess Recycled Asphalt Pavement (RAP) at their Holroyd’s Gravel Pit site in lower Nisqually Valley.

The overall goal of the November 1992 Nisqually Sub-Area Plan was to “Maintain the existing rural environment of the Nisqually planning area with the primary emphasis on preserving … its rural, aesthetic character for future generations.” (Page17).  This overall goal has been in the forefront of the 1992 Plan as well as ongoing public and private efforts to restore and maintain the Nisqually River Valley.  The no-RAP provision of Policy E.5, along with the other E goals (Page 20-21, attached) was designed to protect the rural character from industrial dominance.   


The county has an obligation to defend this well thought out plan and strengthen it when it comes up for renewal.  However, business impacts have increased, rather than be phased out as the plan has required.  Examples:  


1) A mined out pit at Yelm Highway and Reservation Road, in the Nisqually Sub-Area, has been converted to a construction waste site (The Sub-Area Plan (Goal E.1.) and DNR require mined out pits to be reclaimed).    Stumps and construction material, including RAP, are hauled in from as far as Mason County.  This operation is located in the Nisqually Sub-Area, contiguous to the McAllister Springs Sensitive Area - above Lacey and Olympia municipal wells.  People in county government are aware of this violation.  


2) After the flood of 1996, neighbors could only replace lost homes by putting them on high foundations.  No lot filling was allowed.  However, the gun factory, in the middle of the neighborhood, was given permission to put 20,000 cubic yards of fill on their 1996 flood inundated property.  They have yet to use this filled area.  That filled part of the property is now for sale.

3) Lakeside got into the valley on a technicality and now wants to add the RAP storage and recycling to their process.  This would have an increased truck traffic impact on the valley and opens the door to possible water and air pollution.         

There are ongoing concerns with flooding. In 1996, much of the lower Nisqually Valley was under floodwaters, including portions of the Holroyd gravel mine. Due to past rail line, bridge and highway construction the Nisqually River has been artificially forced to the higher east side of the valley. When the river has major floods, it naturally flows to the west, above the rail line, through the Durgin Road Tunnel upstream, from the Holroyd Gravel Mine. If floodwaters enter the pit, aquifer groundwater could be infiltrated by pollutants from RAP storage in the pit, if RAP were ever allowed.  (Flooding in Nisqually Valley will continue to be an issue as long as Tacoma Power is allowed to top off the Alder Lake Reservoir in the fall/winter seasons.)  Goal E.5 states: “… the reprocessing of asphalt shall not be allowed due to water quality concerns”.   Note: RAP is recycled pavement.  When it is ground up the surface area dramatically increases and allows greater leaching of chemicals in the RAP.   Please see next paragraph.  Yellow highlighting is mine.  


http://www.rmrc.unh.edu/tools/uguidelines/rap131.asp “For unbound applications, leachability from the RAP may also be a concern. This same leachability would be a concern if RAP was stockpiled or stored and exposed to precipitation.”  What this URL is saying is that using RAP as one would use raw gravel for a road or driveway would cause more (possibly unacceptable) leaching into the soil than, say, a solid road made of bound asphalt.  The reason being, that increased surfaces of the unbound RAP particles would have far more surface area to leach from than a hard surface road (much the same as a RAP stockpile exposed to the weather).


If RAP is allowed, and I’m not recommending it, there is a way to mitigate its effects.  Below is the “Best Practice” to reduce moisture in RAP.  It allows RAP to be processed at a lower temperature, reducing the cost of producing asphalt.  There are two additional side benefits to this.  Less heat means less energy, reducing air pollution.  Keeping RAP dry also prevents chemical leaching into the ground water.  This is a win for the asphalt company (less cost) and the neighborhood (less water/air pollution).  

 


The un-walled building cover technique was also recommended in two different articles in the handout we used when I was on the Thurston County Asphalt Advisory Task Force (AATF) in 2007-8.  A Lakeside employee told me they had no intention of doing this.  

 


Note of caution: This still would not solve the problem of having a large source RAP pile in the pit.  Suppose Lakeside were allowed to have RAP at their site.  If Lakeside were to maintain a source RAP pile of the size they had when they were at the Hogum Bay Olympia Landfill a few years ago, it likely would create a water pollution problem.  They had an irregular pile 60+ feet in height and around 150 feet across at the base.  That may have been marginally ecologically acceptable, because the water table could be around 100 feet below ground level at the Hogum Bay site.  The current permeable gravel floor at Holroyd’s is about 15 to 20 feet above an aquifer water table, even less in wintertime.  Holroyd’s pit is also in the Nisqually 100-year floodplain.  I have photos that show they were flooded in 1996.

http://www.morerap.us/files/rap-best-practices.pdf

Stockpiling to Minimize Moisture

Moisture content of aggregates and RAP is a primary factor affecting an asphalt

plant’s production rate and drying costs. Some contractors have implemented

creative approaches to reducing moisture content in stockpiles. The best 

practice to minimize the accumulation of moisture in stockpiles is to cover the

stockpile with a shelter or building to prevent precipitation from getting to the

RAP. Second to that, it is a good practice to use conical stockpiles to naturally

shed rain or snow, and to place the stockpile on a paved and sloped surface to

help water drain from the pile. Irregular-shaped stockpiles with surface

depressions that will pond water should be corrected by shaping the pile as it is

being built with the front-end loader or a small dozer. However, the use of heavy

equipment on the top of RAP stockpiles should be minimized to avoid

compaction of the RAP. Likewise, it is also recommended that RAP stockpiles

be limited to 20 feet in height to reduce the potential for self-consolidation of the 

stockpile.

 


 [image: image1.emf]

 


Final thoughts:  

Lakeside RAP storage at the Hogum Bay site did not meet “Best” or even “Second Best” practices.  Would they do better in Holroyd’s pit?  The jury is out on that.  The aquifer below the pit is the source of drinking water for some as well as farm / garden irrigation for many in the valley.  

Lakeside knew RAP was not allowed before they built their new plant at Holroyd’s pit. The County Commissioners and two court decisions ruled they could not use RAP in Nisqually Valley.  ORCAA reaffirmed they could not, due to Sub-Area Plan rules. They chose to push their way into this rural residential area, anyway.  Since then, they’ve been posturing that they have been treated unfairly.  

Holroyd’s pit is close to being mined out.  DNR and the Sub-Area Plan say they have to move out when that happens.  Will they?  Or, will they want increase truck traffic and change infrastructure to haul in gravel from another pit as well as RAP?  This would also be in violation of the Sub-Area Plan.  (Goal E.5 says: ”The reprocessing of imported mineral resources shall not be the primary accessory use … .”   Gravel is a mineral and is supposed to come from inside the pit.                    

 


Thank you for your consideration.

 


Sincerely,


Howard Glastetter


howard.glastetter@comcast.net

(360)491-6645
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THURSTON REGIONAL PI-ANNING COUNCIL
2404 HEHITAGE COURT SW *B OLYMPIA, WASHINGTON 9850?.6031


MEMORANNIIM


TO:


PROM:


DATE:
*b-


SLIBJECI': History of thc Nisqually Valley Sub-Area Planning Process


INTRODUCTION:


Per our telephone conversation of thc week of December ,3, 1999, I havc
reviewed the Nisqually Sub-Arca I.and Use Plan and T.oning (1992) regarding the
proposed placement of an asphalt batch plant within the valley. In 1989 I was
assigned the Nisqually Sub-Area Planning Process as part of Thursron Regional
Planning Council's conuact with Thurston County. My work included preparation
of the emergency ordinance (o-l/9316) up through the adoption of the sub-area
plan by the Thurston Counly Board o[Commissioners in November 1992. I will
summarize those sections which I believe are relevant to your question.


FTNITTTIGS:


Ordinance No. 9316 started the planning process and established several of the
"thernes" which were important tkoughout the planning process. Water Qualify
Proteclion nnd Meintnin the Rurrl Clmrncter were noted in several findings-
Finding I2 identified that land use activities near McAllister Springs (a regional
water source) had been recently regulated by the Board of Hedth. Finding 8
idcntified the vallcy as comprised of low density uses such as agricuhure forestry,
undeveloped land and the Nisqualty Wildlife Refuge. Several of the Findings (such
as 6, 7, 8, 9, I0 and l1) identified that thc Nisqually Valley could be threatened by
surrounding development. Thc purpose of the Sub-fuea Plan was to create a


development pattern which was consistent with the County Comprehensive Plan
and which would not lead to "irreparablc damage to sensitive areas alohg the
tributaries. flood plains and bluffs of the Nisqually Rivcr and McAllister Creek."
[Finding l9]


Don Krupp


Steven Morrison


January 3, 2000


...i;


Provlding Visionary Leadership on Ragional Plans, Poln#es and lssues
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THURSTON REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL
2404 HEHITAGE COURT SW #B OLYIflPIA, WASHINGTON 98502.6031


MEMOR^ NNIIM


TO:


FROM:


DATE: January 3, 2000


SUBJECT: History of thc Nisqually Valley Sub-Area Planning Process


INTRODUCTION:


Per our telephone conversation of the week of December ,3, 1999, I havc
reviewed the Nisqualhr .Sub-Arca I.and Use Plan and Zoning (1992) regarding the
proposed placement of an asphalt batch plant within the valley. In 1989 I was
assigned the Nisqually Sub-Area Planning Process as part of Thurnon Regional
Planning Council's conuact with Thurston County. My work included preparation
of the emergency ordinance (O-ll93l6) up through the adoption of the sub-area
plan by the Thurston County Board of Commissioners in November 1992. I v/ill
summarizc those sections which I believe are relevant to your question.


FTNN)TNG}S:


Ordinance No. 93I6 started the planning process and established several of thc
"thernes" which were important tkoughout the planning process. Wrter Qualify
Protection and Meintein the Rurat Cherncler were noted in several findings.
Finding l2 identified that land use activities near McAllister Springs (a regional
water source) had becn recently regulated by the Board of Health. Finding 8


idcntified the valley as comprised of low densiry uses such as agriculture forestry,
undeveloped land and the Nisqualty Wildlife Refuge. Several of the Findings (such


as 6, 7, 8, 9, I0 and l l) identified that the Nisqually Valley could be threatened by


surrounding development. Thc purpose of the Sub-fuea Plan was to create a


development pattern which was consistent with the County Comprehensive Plan


and which would not lead to "irreparablc damage to sensitive areas alohg the
tributaries. flood plains and bluffs of the Nisqually River and McAllister Creek."


[Finding l e]


Don Krupp


Steven Morrison dtVtu
/


..j;


Provlding Vsionary Leadership on Regional Plans, Polries and lssues


I
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January 3, 2000


I'hese two themes were also very imponant in the early phases of thc sub-area plan. The 1988
Thurston CountJr Comlrehensive Plan provided guidance as well and the recently adopted
Washington State Growth Management Act. The goals and policies of the sub-area plan are listed
on pages 17 -27 of the adopted plan. Although the 12 categortes are not noted in the sub-area plan
as bcing in priority order, those first few categories were more important that the ones at the end.
" l . Rural Charactcr" was the first category bccause this was of overriding importance to all. This
was followed by "2. Water Resources" and than by "5. Commercial Development".


1'hc adoptcd Nisqually Sub-Area PIan policy which speaks most direaly to the proposed batch plant
is Policy E.5. which reads:


I.ike all policies in the sub-area plan, there was an evolution of this poliry. The earliest policy
staterncnt I could find regarding this topic was from Nisqirally Bulletin #8- Draft Vision Statement:
September 20, 1990. The policy can be found in section E Commercial Development.


"J. Identifi existing mineral extractions, and establish guidelines for the design and locations of
any ncw operations."


h was changed slightly in Ni.sgually Rulletin #9, Final Vision Statement: December 13, 1990.


"3. Rccognizc cxisting mincral cxtraction operations, require any ncw operations to be visually
buffered from adjacent properties and roads, and prohibit the location of any new facilities
north of the Burlington Northern Railroad to protect the visual integrity of the Nisqually
valley viewshed."


The poliry further evolved into the earliest complete draft of the sub-area plar\ Committee Draft -
Ooober I q9i. The wording changed to a form sirnilar to that which was ultimately adopted. That
policy read as follows:


"E.5. AJlow accessory uses to be located inside the mined out portion of a gravel pit ttuough the


site plan review process. Reprocessing of imported mineral resources shall not bc the primary
acccssory use and thesc activities shall be discontinued once reclamation of the pit is
completed in accordance with the WDNR standards,"
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As I recall, this was one of thc later policies to be added to the sub-area plan. I believe that discussion


regarding this policy was desired by both Holroyd and a planning committee member from the
environmental community. This discussion was clearer than most since it occurred on the day I took
pictures of the sub-area planning committcc at the Nisqually Tribal Center.


The addition ofthc types ofuses came after discussions with what this policy would really mean. [...
"Examples of allowable uses would indude concrete pipe andlor septic tank construction end
the recycling of used concrete- ..."] Since the pit already provided concrete products, then the
rcprooessing'of concrete products was not seen as much of a change in use.


I also recall discussion about the reprocessing of broken up highways. Concrete was not & concem,


(as noted abovc) but asphalt was not dcsired, [... "thc reprocessing of asphalt shall not be allowcd
due to watcr quality concerns. ..."1 The rationale for tlat was clearly the concern over water
quality and the fact that asphalt produaion was not a part of Holroyd's operations.


The last point was the extenl ofthe aaivity. I"... The reprocessing of imported mineral resources


shall not be the primuy flccessorl use ..."J. Another poliry in ihe Commercial Development
caregory provided the guidance which limited the need for further explanation, This other policy was


E.l. which reads in pur. "Minimize the addition and new commercial aclivilieswilhin lhe planning
area by prohibiting commercial expwion of properlies nol currently zoned beyond the extsting lol
and use ..- and prohibit ke ux o/mined out gravel pit,sfor commercial and industrial uses. " This
parallels the Goal for the Commercial Development section which read: "Prohiblt large scale
commercial development vithin the'Ni.squally Yalley, while recognizlng exisling commercial
activities and desigaled commercial areas. " I find the operative words in this goal to be "existing
commercial aaivities.'


The planning committee redrafted the poliry 8.5. to its final wording. It was unchanged from August
1992 n the Planning Commission Draft Sub-Arca Plan to its adoption by the Board in November.


Nisquall,v Bulletin #14 (August 1992) indicated that there were no public hearing comments about


this policy at the Planning Commission level, I do not have any records of the Board of County


Commissioner's public hearing.


CONCI IISION


I do not recall any specific planning committee discussion regarding a batch plant in the valley. If this


had been raised, I believe it would have been immcdiately rejected as being inconsistent with the sub-


arca plan on several accounts.


I;irst, it conllias with the Comntercial Developmenl goal which is "recognizing existing commercial


activities." The planning committee added a limited amount of llexibility within the mined out pit to
pnly deal with recycled'products. It also clearly prohibited the use of mined out gravel pits for
commercial and industriat uses by Policy E.1 .
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Secondly, a batch plant would appeff to far exceed the level of intensity of "accessory activities."
Ordinance No. 93 l6 (the emcrgency downzone) was issued because of the possible adverse impacts
of intense land uses adjacent to and within the Nisqually Valley. Under the proposed batch plant
scenario, the gravel mine would Bppear to be accessory use and the batch plant the primary use.


Lastiy, the issue of water quality is a tnrmp card to both previous issues. If the committee had water
quality concerrLs regarding the handling of asphalt with an "accessoqy" recycling operation, then those
concerns would be doubled with a batch plant operation.


I hope this history is useful. Should you have any additional questions, please contact me.


20:rp







Date: July 6, 2020 at 4:55:00 PM PDT
To: Esther Kronenberg <wekrone@gmail.com>
Subject: Fwd:  Nisqually Subarea Asphalt Recycling


FYI
Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Madeline Bishop <mfbishop.bishop@gmail.com>
Date: July 6, 2020 at 3:57:44 PM PDT
To: Lisa Ceazan <lisa.lisaceazan@outlook.com>
Subject: Fwd:  Nisqually Subarea Asphalt Recycling

FYI

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Maya Teeple <maya.teeple@co.thurston.wa.us>
Date: July 6, 2020 at 3:21:19 PM PDT
To: Madeline Bishop <mfbishop.bishop@gmail.com>
Subject: RE:  Nisqually Subarea Asphalt Recycling


Hi Madeline,
 
The County is getting ready to take this policy review
forward to the Planning Commission. I’ll be discussing the
policy review, and the public comments we’ve received
(including comments requesting additional studies). The first
discussion is tentatively next Wednesday, July 15 – if you
receive the Community Planning webmailers, you’ll get a
notice with more information about that meeting.
 
Planning Commission meetings are open to the public and
there is a public comment opportunity to address the
Commissioners (limited to 3 minutes) at the beginning of
each meeting. Meeting materials will be posted towards the
end of the week here:
https://www.thurstoncountywa.gov/planning/Pages/pc-
meetings.aspx
 
 

Comment #45
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Maya Teeple
Senior Planner 
Thurston County  |  Community Planning Division
Community Planning & Economic Development Dept.
2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW, Olympia, WA 98502
www.thurstonplanning.org
(360) 786-5578 
 
From: Madeline Bishop <mfbishop.bishop@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, July 6, 2020 2:57 PM
To: Maya Teeple <maya.teeple@co.thurston.wa.us>
Subject: Nisqually Subarea Asphalt Recycling
 
Could you update me on the status of Nisqually
Subarea Asphalt Recycling? Last I heard we had
requested a Phase 2 which will include more detailed
research.  

Thanks,
Madeline Bishop
Olympia Indivisible

Comment #45
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Comments on Herrera’s Contaminant Leaching from RAP document 
By Howard Glastetter 
11110 Kuhlman Road SE 
Olympia, WA 98513 
Howard.glastetter@comcast.net 
Cell: (360)556-1574 
 
May 28, 2019 
 
The Herrera document was based on available, easily accessed, online studies; most of which have been 
around for several years.  The report was even-handed and concluded that recycled asphalt pavement 
(RAP) leaches chemicals and is an issue of concern, albeit somewhat minor in this area. 
 
I’d like to preface my comments on the document with an observation of the Lakeside operation at 
Holroyd Gravel Mine.  Their operation is state of the art.  It is very rare to smell any odor of hot asphalt 
from the pit.  Nisqually neighbors get a whiff of it when covered trucks drive by, but that’s it.  Lakeside 
employees have been respectful ladies and gentlemen.  So, Lakeside is a good neighbor. 
 
A couple comments in Herrera’s document caught my eye.  I knew that New Jersey had very stringent 
rules about RAP.  On page 10 of the document, under Toxicity Testing in New Jersey, it states: RAP “… 
could be used as an unbound material in all environments except those which are highly acidic PH < = 4), 
such as mines … (Note: the assumption is that the authors are referring to coal- and metal-type mines 
and not gravel-type …)”  I did a little research, see below.  
 
https://www.sourcewatch.org/index.php/New_Jersey_and_coal#Major_coal_mines 

Major coal mines 
There are no coal mines in New Jersey.[18] 

 
https://www.state.nj.us/dep/njgs/pricelst/gsreport/gsr25.pdf 
The introduction to the PDF says: Sand and gravel production in New Jersey is a $100 million annual 
business with 786 mining operations, around 100 of which are active. 
- - - - - - - - - 
Metal mining in New Jersey appears to be a thing of the past and was done via tunneling and not open 
pit.  So, a better Herrera assumption would be that the “authors are referring to permeable soiled 
gravel mines”.   I’m familiar with wells at 3 different homes in Nisqually Valley below Holroyd’s mine.  
They all contain a certain amount of red / brown turbidity, which I believe is caused, to a certain extent, 
by gravel mining in the pit.  See below.    
- - - - - - - - 
https://www.reference.com/home-garden/causes-well-water-suddenly-turn-brown-f7f4fce6acfcb870 

“The most common cause of brown well water is iron contamination. A sudden change in 
water-color means that the contaminant is newly introduced to the well, and it may be caused by 
industrial contamination, rusty plumbing fixtures or natural iron leaching from the ground”.  
Nisqually valley soil contains iron. 

- - - - - - - - - 
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Back to the Herrera document: A point was made (page 17 - Comparison Studies to 
Expected conditions in Nisqually) that “European RAP tests may not relate to U.S. tests, 
because asphalt pavement was made there with tar as an additive until 1975 and emits more 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons than RAP produced from bitumen which is what has been 
used in the U.S. since WW 2.”   

Page 19 item 1 made me pause.  It stated that tests showed: “Cu and Zn (copper and zinc) also exceeded 
U.S. EPA WQLs”.  This reminded me that there is a more modern ingredient that is popular in U.S. 
asphalt production: recycled asphalt roofing shingles.  Some of the more expensive shingles come 
impregnated with copper flakes to prevent moss buildup.  Many home owners put zinc on asphalt roofs, 
either as metal strips, liquid applications, or solid zinc flake applications to do the same thing.  Does 
reprocessing these used shingles add these metals to asphalt roads that will eventually be ground up, 
returned and stored to open weather at an asphalt plant site?  I’m not seriously suggesting this as the 
source of Cu and Zn metals found in the above test.  I mention it because, most of us are initially pleased 
to hear about recycling.  However, as Einstein said: “Everything should be as simple as it can be, but no 
simpler”.   The reprocess should be safe.  Keep RAP dry when storing it over a permeable floored gravel 
mine. 
  
The Herrera study painted Nisqually Valley with a broad brush.  I’d like to add a few details.  The lower 
valley is classified by Thurston County as a Wellhead Protection Area.  It is also protected, as a rural 
environment, by a Thurston County Sub-Area Plan.   
 
The water sources for all residents in the lower valley are from wells.  Many residents, but not all, get 
drinking water from a Lacey City well next to the Nisqually River - less than a half mile from Lakeside’s 
Asphalt Plant.  The plant sits in the permeable soil of Holroyd’s Gravel Mine at the very beginning of the 
Nisqually Delta in lower Nisqually Valley.  The pit was once the end of a glacier.  There is a capped-
artesian-springs well just across Old Pacific Highway from the pit.  These springs obviously run under the 
pit and likely continue through rural residential land to Puget Sound.  (There was, until recently, a 
capped artesian spring pipe near the board walk in the tide lands at the Nisqually Delta sanctuary.)  This 
mine / industrial activity is up-river from many homes that have private wells because Lacey Water 
doesn’t serve them.  Holroyd’s Pit, itself, has a several-year-old active request at the county to mine the 
pit from its current permeable floor level to 80 feet below the water table.  Delivering RAP to the pit 
would also mean increased truck traffic on the two-lane roads in the valley.  So, this site is a very 
sensitive part of the valley and could become a stressed one. 
 
If RAP were ever allowed, it should be under cover and out of the weather before and during its use.  
Please see a past comment on RAP that I resubmitted May 24, 2019.  It shows weather protection is an 
industrial “Best Practice”. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Howard Glastetter   
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Emailed to Thurston County March 5, 2017 
 
 
This email is a public response to Lakeside Industries’ latest docket attempt to remove 
Goal E-5 from the 1992 Nisqually Sub-Area plan.  They want to reprocess Recycled 
Asphalt Pavement (RAP) at their Holroyd’s Gravel Pit site in lower Nisqually Valley. 
 
The overall goal of the November 1992 Nisqually Sub-Area Plan was to “Maintain the 
existing rural environment of the Nisqually planning area with the primary 
emphasis on preserving … its rural, aesthetic character for future generations.” 
(Page17).  This overall goal has been in the forefront of the 1992 Plan as well as ongoing 
public and private efforts to restore and maintain the Nisqually River Valley.  The no-
RAP provision of Policy E.5, along with the other E goals (Page 20-21, attached) was 
designed to protect the rural character from industrial dominance.    
 
The county has an obligation to defend this well thought out plan and strengthen it when 
it comes up for renewal.  However, business impacts have increased, rather than be 
phased out as the plan has required.  Examples:   
1) A mined out pit at Yelm Highway and Reservation Road, in the Nisqually Sub-Area, 
has been converted to a construction waste site (The Sub-Area Plan (Goal E.1.) and DNR 
require mined out pits to be reclaimed).    Stumps and construction material, including 
RAP, are hauled in from as far as Mason County.  This operation is located in the 
Nisqually Sub-Area, contiguous to the McAllister Springs Sensitive Area - above Lacey 
and Olympia municipal wells.  People in county government are aware of this violation.   
2) After the flood of 1996, neighbors could only replace lost homes by putting them on 
high foundations.  No lot filling was allowed.  However, the gun factory, in the middle of 
the neighborhood, was given permission to put 20,000 cubic yards of fill on their 1996 
flood inundated property.  They have yet to use this filled area.  That filled part of the 
property is now for sale. 
3) Lakeside got into the valley on a technicality and now wants to add the RAP storage 
and recycling to their process.  This would have an increased truck traffic impact on the 
valley and opens the door to possible water and air pollution.          
 

There are ongoing concerns with flooding. In 1996, much of the lower Nisqually Valley 
was under floodwaters, including portions of the Holroyd gravel mine. Due to past rail 
line, bridge and highway construction the Nisqually River has been artificially forced to 
the higher east side of the valley. When the river has major floods, it naturally flows to 
the west, above the rail line, through the Durgin Road Tunnel upstream, from the 
Holroyd Gravel Mine. If floodwaters enter the pit, aquifer groundwater could be 
infiltrated by pollutants from RAP storage in the pit, if RAP were ever allowed.  
(Flooding in Nisqually Valley will continue to be an issue as long as Tacoma Power is 
allowed to top off the Alder Lake Reservoir in the fall/winter seasons.)  Goal E.5 states: 
“… the reprocessing of asphalt shall not be allowed due to water quality concerns”.   
Note: RAP is recycled pavement.  When it is ground up the surface area dramatically 
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increases and allows greater leaching of chemicals in the RAP.   Please see next 
paragraph.  Yellow highlighting is mine.   

http://www.rmrc.unh.edu/tools/uguidelines/rap131.asp “For unbound applications, 
leachability from the RAP may also be a concern. This same leachability would be a concern 
if RAP was stockpiled or stored and exposed to precipitation.”  What this URL is saying is that 
using RAP as one would use raw gravel for a road or driveway would cause more (possibly 
unacceptable) leaching into the soil than, say, a solid road made of bound asphalt.  The reason 
being, that increased surfaces of the unbound RAP particles would have far more surface area 
to leach from than a hard surface road (much the same as a RAP stockpile exposed to the 
weather). 
 
If RAP is allowed, and I’m not recommending it, there is a way to mitigate its effects.  
Below is the “Best Practice” to reduce moisture in RAP.  It allows RAP to be processed 
at a lower temperature, reducing the cost of producing asphalt.  There are two additional 
side benefits to this.  Less heat means less energy, reducing air pollution.  Keeping RAP 
dry also prevents chemical leaching into the ground water.  This is a win for the asphalt 
company (less cost) and the neighborhood (less water/air pollution).   
  
The un-walled building cover technique was also recommended in two different articles 
in the handout we used when I was on the Thurston County Asphalt Advisory Task Force 
(AATF) in 2007-8.  A Lakeside employee told me they had no intention of doing this.   
  
Note of caution: This still would not solve the problem of having a large source RAP pile 
in the pit.  Suppose Lakeside were allowed to have RAP at their site.  If Lakeside were to 
maintain a source RAP pile of the size they had when they were at the Hogum Bay 
Olympia Landfill a few years ago, it likely would create a water pollution problem.  They 
had an irregular pile 60+ feet in height and around 150 feet across at the base.  That may 
have been marginally ecologically acceptable, because the water table could be around 
100 feet below ground level at the Hogum Bay site.  The current permeable gravel floor 
at Holroyd’s is about 15 to 20 feet above an aquifer water table, even less in wintertime.  
Holroyd’s pit is also in the Nisqually 100-year floodplain.  I have photos that show they 
were flooded in 1996. 
 
http://www.morerap.us/files/rap-best-practices.pdf 
Stockpiling to Minimize Moisture 
Moisture content of aggregates and RAP is a primary factor affecting an asphalt 
plant’s production rate and drying costs. Some contractors have implemented 
creative approaches to reducing moisture content in stockpiles. The best  
practice to minimize the accumulation of moisture in stockpiles is to cover the 
stockpile with a shelter or building to prevent precipitation from getting to the 
RAP. Second to that, it is a good practice to use conical stockpiles to naturally 
shed rain or snow, and to place the stockpile on a paved and sloped surface to 
help water drain from the pile. Irregular-shaped stockpiles with surface 
depressions that will pond water should be corrected by shaping the pile as it is 
being built with the front-end loader or a small dozer. However, the use of heavy 
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equipment on the top of RAP stockpiles should be minimized to avoid 
compaction of the RAP. Likewise, it is also recommended that RAP stockpiles 
be limited to 20 feet in height to reduce the potential for self-consolidation of the  
stockpile. 
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Final thoughts:   
Lakeside RAP storage at the Hogum Bay site did not meet “Best” or even “Second Best” 
practices.  Would they do better in Holroyd’s pit?  The jury is out on that.  The aquifer 
below the pit is the source of drinking water for some as well as farm / garden irrigation 
for many in the valley.   
 
Lakeside knew RAP was not allowed before they built their new plant at Holroyd’s 
pit. The County Commissioners and two court decisions ruled they could not use RAP in 
Nisqually Valley.  ORCAA reaffirmed they could not, due to Sub-Area Plan rules. They 
chose to push their way into this rural residential area, anyway.  Since then, they’ve been 
posturing that they have been treated unfairly.   
 
Holroyd’s pit is close to being mined out.  DNR and the Sub-Area Plan say they have to 
move out when that happens.  Will they?  Or, will they want increase truck traffic and 
change infrastructure to haul in gravel from another pit as well as RAP?  This would 
also be in violation of the Sub-Area Plan.  (Goal E.5 says: ”The reprocessing of 
imported mineral resources shall not be the primary accessory use … .”   Gravel is a 
mineral and is supposed to come from inside the pit.                     
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Sincerely, 
 
 
Howard Glastetter 
howard.glastetter@comcast.net 
(360)491-6645 
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THURSTON REGIONAL PI-ANNING COUNCIL
2404 HEHITAGE COURT SW *B OLYMPIA, WASHINGTON 9850?.6031

MEMORANNIIM

TO:

PROM:

DATE:
*b-

SLIBJECI': History of thc Nisqually Valley Sub-Area Planning Process

INTRODUCTION:

Per our telephone conversation of thc week of December ,3, 1999, I havc
reviewed the Nisqually Sub-Arca I.and Use Plan and T.oning (1992) regarding the
proposed placement of an asphalt batch plant within the valley. In 1989 I was
assigned the Nisqually Sub-Area Planning Process as part of Thursron Regional
Planning Council's conuact with Thurston County. My work included preparation
of the emergency ordinance (o-l/9316) up through the adoption of the sub-area
plan by the Thurston Counly Board o[Commissioners in November 1992. I will
summarize those sections which I believe are relevant to your question.

FTNITTTIGS:

Ordinance No. 9316 started the planning process and established several of the
"thernes" which were important tkoughout the planning process. Water Qualify
Proteclion nnd Meintnin the Rurrl Clmrncter were noted in several findings-
Finding I2 identified that land use activities near McAllister Springs (a regional
water source) had been recently regulated by the Board of Hedth. Finding 8
idcntified the vallcy as comprised of low density uses such as agricuhure forestry,
undeveloped land and the Nisqualty Wildlife Refuge. Several of the Findings (such
as 6, 7, 8, 9, I0 and l1) identified that thc Nisqually Valley could be threatened by
surrounding development. Thc purpose of the Sub-fuea Plan was to create a

development pattern which was consistent with the County Comprehensive Plan
and which would not lead to "irreparablc damage to sensitive areas alohg the
tributaries. flood plains and bluffs of the Nisqually Rivcr and McAllister Creek."
[Finding l9]

Don Krupp

Steven Morrison

January 3, 2000

...i;

Provlding Visionary Leadership on Ragional Plans, Poln#es and lssues
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THURSTON REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL
2404 HEHITAGE COURT SW #B OLYIflPIA, WASHINGTON 98502.6031

MEMOR^ NNIIM

TO:

FROM:

DATE: January 3, 2000

SUBJECT: History of thc Nisqually Valley Sub-Area Planning Process

INTRODUCTION:

Per our telephone conversation of the week of December ,3, 1999, I havc
reviewed the Nisqualhr .Sub-Arca I.and Use Plan and Zoning (1992) regarding the
proposed placement of an asphalt batch plant within the valley. In 1989 I was
assigned the Nisqually Sub-Area Planning Process as part of Thurnon Regional
Planning Council's conuact with Thurston County. My work included preparation
of the emergency ordinance (O-ll93l6) up through the adoption of the sub-area
plan by the Thurston County Board of Commissioners in November 1992. I v/ill
summarizc those sections which I believe are relevant to your question.

FTNN)TNG}S:

Ordinance No. 93I6 started the planning process and established several of thc
"thernes" which were important tkoughout the planning process. Wrter Qualify
Protection and Meintein the Rurat Cherncler were noted in several findings.
Finding l2 identified that land use activities near McAllister Springs (a regional
water source) had becn recently regulated by the Board of Health. Finding 8

idcntified the valley as comprised of low densiry uses such as agriculture forestry,
undeveloped land and the Nisqualty Wildlife Refuge. Several of the Findings (such

as 6, 7, 8, 9, I0 and l l) identified that the Nisqually Valley could be threatened by

surrounding development. Thc purpose of the Sub-fuea Plan was to create a

development pattern which was consistent with the County Comprehensive Plan

and which would not lead to "irreparablc damage to sensitive areas alohg the
tributaries. flood plains and bluffs of the Nisqually River and McAllister Creek."

[Finding l e]

Don Krupp

Steven Morrison dtVtu
/

..j;

Provlding Vsionary Leadership on Regional Plans, Polries and lssues

I
Comment #45



;RCI,l:TH CU HIJUHNLT HLNIJ lU.UeUglOpmen! SgfU l(;e:; JL)t- a.t, 4avo a. lqrrt hJl, r.EJ

l'

MEMORANDLM
Page 2

January 3, 2000

I'hese two themes were also very imponant in the early phases of thc sub-area plan. The 1988
Thurston CountJr Comlrehensive Plan provided guidance as well and the recently adopted
Washington State Growth Management Act. The goals and policies of the sub-area plan are listed
on pages 17 -27 of the adopted plan. Although the 12 categortes are not noted in the sub-area plan
as bcing in priority order, those first few categories were more important that the ones at the end.
" l . Rural Charactcr" was the first category bccause this was of overriding importance to all. This
was followed by "2. Water Resources" and than by "5. Commercial Development".

1'hc adoptcd Nisqually Sub-Area PIan policy which speaks most direaly to the proposed batch plant
is Policy E.5. which reads:

I.ike all policies in the sub-area plan, there was an evolution of this poliry. The earliest policy
staterncnt I could find regarding this topic was from Nisqirally Bulletin #8- Draft Vision Statement:
September 20, 1990. The policy can be found in section E Commercial Development.

"J. Identifi existing mineral extractions, and establish guidelines for the design and locations of
any ncw operations."

h was changed slightly in Ni.sgually Rulletin #9, Final Vision Statement: December 13, 1990.

"3. Rccognizc cxisting mincral cxtraction operations, require any ncw operations to be visually
buffered from adjacent properties and roads, and prohibit the location of any new facilities
north of the Burlington Northern Railroad to protect the visual integrity of the Nisqually
valley viewshed."

The poliry further evolved into the earliest complete draft of the sub-area plar\ Committee Draft -
Ooober I q9i. The wording changed to a form sirnilar to that which was ultimately adopted. That
policy read as follows:

"E.5. AJlow accessory uses to be located inside the mined out portion of a gravel pit ttuough the

site plan review process. Reprocessing of imported mineral resources shall not bc the primary
acccssory use and thesc activities shall be discontinued once reclamation of the pit is
completed in accordance with the WDNR standards,"
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As I recall, this was one of thc later policies to be added to the sub-area plan. I believe that discussion

regarding this policy was desired by both Holroyd and a planning committee member from the
environmental community. This discussion was clearer than most since it occurred on the day I took
pictures of the sub-area planning committcc at the Nisqually Tribal Center.

The addition ofthc types ofuses came after discussions with what this policy would really mean. [...
"Examples of allowable uses would indude concrete pipe andlor septic tank construction end
the recycling of used concrete- ..."] Since the pit already provided concrete products, then the
rcprooessing'of concrete products was not seen as much of a change in use.

I also recall discussion about the reprocessing of broken up highways. Concrete was not & concem,

(as noted abovc) but asphalt was not dcsired, [... "thc reprocessing of asphalt shall not be allowcd
due to watcr quality concerns. ..."1 The rationale for tlat was clearly the concern over water
quality and the fact that asphalt produaion was not a part of Holroyd's operations.

The last point was the extenl ofthe aaivity. I"... The reprocessing of imported mineral resources

shall not be the primuy flccessorl use ..."J. Another poliry in ihe Commercial Development
caregory provided the guidance which limited the need for further explanation, This other policy was

E.l. which reads in pur. "Minimize the addition and new commercial aclivilieswilhin lhe planning
area by prohibiting commercial expwion of properlies nol currently zoned beyond the extsting lol
and use ..- and prohibit ke ux o/mined out gravel pit,sfor commercial and industrial uses. " This
parallels the Goal for the Commercial Development section which read: "Prohiblt large scale
commercial development vithin the'Ni.squally Yalley, while recognizlng exisling commercial
activities and desigaled commercial areas. " I find the operative words in this goal to be "existing
commercial aaivities.'

The planning committee redrafted the poliry 8.5. to its final wording. It was unchanged from August
1992 n the Planning Commission Draft Sub-Arca Plan to its adoption by the Board in November.

Nisquall,v Bulletin #14 (August 1992) indicated that there were no public hearing comments about

this policy at the Planning Commission level, I do not have any records of the Board of County

Commissioner's public hearing.

CONCI IISION

I do not recall any specific planning committee discussion regarding a batch plant in the valley. If this

had been raised, I believe it would have been immcdiately rejected as being inconsistent with the sub-

arca plan on several accounts.

I;irst, it conllias with the Comntercial Developmenl goal which is "recognizing existing commercial

activities." The planning committee added a limited amount of llexibility within the mined out pit to
pnly deal with recycled'products. It also clearly prohibited the use of mined out gravel pits for
commercial and industriat uses by Policy E.1 .
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Secondly, a batch plant would appeff to far exceed the level of intensity of "accessory activities."
Ordinance No. 93 l6 (the emcrgency downzone) was issued because of the possible adverse impacts
of intense land uses adjacent to and within the Nisqually Valley. Under the proposed batch plant
scenario, the gravel mine would Bppear to be accessory use and the batch plant the primary use.

Lastiy, the issue of water quality is a tnrmp card to both previous issues. If the committee had water
quality concerrLs regarding the handling of asphalt with an "accessoqy" recycling operation, then those
concerns would be doubled with a batch plant operation.

I hope this history is useful. Should you have any additional questions, please contact me.

20:rp
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Maya Teeple

From: Esther Grace Kronenberg <wekrone@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 14, 2020 6:15 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: CP-11 Recycled Asphalt Policy

Dear Ms. Teeple, 
Please include this email as part of the public comments on the above matter. 

I write as a private citizen who is also a member of the League of Women Voters of Thurston County's Water Study 
team.  For the past 2 years, we have been learning about and educating the public about water issues in Thurston 
County through a series of public forums.  What has stood out from these meetings is the precariousness of our water 
resources, both as to the quantity necessary for adequate instream flow to support the aquifers and our salmon, and the 
water quality, which is deteriorating due to more development, more pollution, more septic systems, more cars, etc.   

The 1992 sub‐area plan for the Nisqually Valley states as a primary goal to “Maintain the 
existing rural environment of the Nisqually planning area with the primary 
emphasis on preserving … its rural, aesthetic character for future generations.”  It specifically excludes recycled asphalt 
processing (RAP) due to water quality concerns for good reasons.  The Holroyd site is within 1/2 mile of a Lacey City well, 
as well as to the Nisqually River, which flooded as recently as 1996.  The lower valley is designated a Wellhead 
Protection Area by the County as well as a rural area that should be protected as such.  The bottom of the pit floor is a 
mere 15‐20 feet above the underlying aquifer.  RAP is extremely likely to leach chemicals into the aquifer.  The 
Plan's  Goal E.5 says: ”The reprocessing of imported mineral resources shall not be the primary accessory use," which is 
what RAP is. 

The Holroyd mine has been mined out and needs to be reclaimed under DNR rules and the sub‐Area plan.  Processing 
RAP at the site is extremely risky to our water resources that can never be replaced or ameliorated once tainted. It is not 
a question of if the Nisqually will overflow its banks, but only a matter of when, especially with extreme weather events 
becoming more frequent. 

RAP was a bad idea in 1992 when the Nisqually plan was adopted and the population of  Thurston County was about 
160,000.  Since then, about another 100,000 people live here with all the negative effects that increased development 
and population inevitably brings ‐  less water for more people, for salmon and wildlife, including threatened 
species,  and worse water quality, in addition to the uncertainties of the climate crisis. 

If it was a bad idea in 1992, it is an absolutely horrible and crazy idea in 2020.  There is nothing that has happened in the 
last 28 years that makes it safer or more feasible.  On the contrary, it's an even more dangerous proposition now.  The 
only beneficiaries are a few employees of one company, which has many other operations around the state that could 
do the work that is proposed here.  The risks and potentially catastrophic consequences of this operation will be inflicted 
on and borne by all the residents of Thurston County and its wildlife and environment.  Why this is even being 
considered by the County is puzzling and somewhat disconcerting.  It should never have been accepted for consideration 
at all. 

The County must stand by the original sub‐Area Plan for the Nisqually Area and reject this proposed policy completely 
and forever.   

Thank you for protecting our vital, essential and irreplaceable water resources. 

Sincerely, 

Esther Kronenberg 
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Maya Teeple

From: Madeline Bishop <mfbishop.bishop@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 14, 2020 6:49 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: RAP

Please accept my testimony opposing allowing a Recycle Asphalt Plant in the Nisqually Sub Area. 

1. The lower Nisqually valley is classified by Thurston County as a Wellhead Protection Area. It is also protected, as
a rural environment, by a Thurston County Sub-Area Plan.
2. The water sources for all residents in the lower valley are from wells. Many residents, but not all, get drinking
water from a Lacey City well next to the Nisqually River - less than a half mile from Lakeside’s Asphalt Plant. The plant
sits in the permeable soil of Holroyd’s Gravel Mine at the very beginning of the Nisqually Delta in lower Nisqually Valley.
The mine sits in the 100 year floodplain of the Nisqually River.

3. Lakeside knew RAP was not allowed before they built their new plant at Holroyd’s pit. Two court decisions reaffirmed
they could not use RAP in Nisqually Valley. Olympic Region Clean Air Agency (ORCAA) reaffirmed they could not, due to
Sub-Area Plan rules. The Department of Natural Resources ( DNR) and the Sub-Area Plan say they have to move out
when the pit is mined out.

4. The pit is mined out and DNR should reclaim it.

5. A section of the pit is over the aquifer and dangerous toxins can damage our water supply.

Madeline Bishop 

9529 62nd Ave SE 

Olympia, WA 98513  
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July 14, 2020 

Thurston County Planning Commission 
2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW 
Olympia, WA 98502  

Re: Recycled Asphalt in Nisqually Valley 

Greetings Commissioners, 

The South Sound Sierra Club Group, representing over 1400 members and supporters in Thurston 
County, objects to the proposal by Lakeside Industries to remove the prohibition on the manufacture of 
recycled asphalt in the Nisqually valley being considered in the Nisqually Subarea Plan review. 

The goal of the 1992 Nisqually Sub-Area Plan was to “Maintain the existing rural environment of the 
Nisqually planning area with the primary emphasis on preserving its rural, aesthetic character for 
future generations.”  There was a no-Rap provision of Policy E.5 which states “the reprocessing of 
asphalt shall not be allowed due to water quality concerns.” 

There have been previous attempts to amend or revoke the prohibition, but they have failed for good 
reasons. The Nisqually subarea includes critical aquifer recharge areas (CARAs) and the McAllister 
Geologically Sensitive Area, which is a CARA.  By definition, CARAs are vulnerable to contamination.  

Thurston County successfully litigated this provision against Lakeside Industries in 2004.   
https://caselaw.findlaw.com/wa-court-of-appeals/1389372.html  The court noted:   

“The proposed asphalt facility would be approximately two miles upwind and upriv-

er from the Nisqually National Wildlife Refuge, home to numerous wildlife species 

and endangered salmon.   The groundwater around the mine site is between four 

and fifteen feet below the extremely porous surface.   The site is also located in the 

County's aquifer protection district.   The County has spent approximately $2.4 mil-

lion to purchase development rights in the immediate area adjacent to the proposed 

facility to prevent environmental damage.”

 The site area is close to the Nisqually River, in a 100 year floodplain and close to drinking water 
sources.  Recycled asphalt could potentially leach harmful chemicals threatening water quality and 
Nisqually River fish stocks.  Increased truck traffic would impair the rural character of the area. 
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To my knowledge there has not been a SEPA determination of this proposal.  I understand Lakeside 
Industries paid for an environmental study, but WAC 197-11-055 states: “the SEPA process shall be 
integrated with agency activities at the earliest possible time to ensure that planning and decisions 
reflect environmental values, to avoid delays later in the process, and to seek to resolve potential 
problems.”  The Planning Commission should have this information before making any 
recommendations. 

The South Sound Sierra Club Group opposes the removal of the prohibition of the manufacture of 
recycled asphalt from the Sub Area 5 section of the Comprehensive Plan due to environmental 
concerns. 

Respectfully, 

Phyllis Farrell, Chair 
South Sound Sierra Club Group 

Cc: Maya Teeple 
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Maya Teeple

From: Howard Glastetter <howard.glastetter@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2020 11:48 AM
To: Maya Teeple
Cc: phyllisfarrell681@hotmail.com
Subject: Memorandum to Recycled Asphalt Policy Amendment

Maya, 

I have a comment on the “Applicant Request” paragraph of the above document written for tonight’s meeting.  One 
sentence reads: “The proposed amendment would allow the recycling of asphalt pavement to occur as an accessory use 
within the mined‐out portion of gravel pits within the Nisqually Subarea”. 

I believe the term “accessory use” is currently incorrect and should be changed to “permitted use”.  When I was on the 
Asphalt Advisory Task Force in 2007 – 8, we recommended changing the term “accessory use” to “permitted use” in 
relation to allowing asphalt plants in gravel mines.  This would require an Environmental Impact Statement to bring in a 
plant.  The term “accessory use” implies a legal right (e.g. an accessory use to a police uniform is a holster containing a 
loaded pistol).  Prior County Codes described an asphalt plant as an accessory use to a gravel mine.  This was the legal 
technicality that allowed Lakeside build their asphalt plant into the valley in the first place. 

I believe, this request should be subject to the latest “permitted use” County Rules, since it is a new request under the 
updated rules.   

‐Howard   

Howard H Glastetter 
Howard.glastetter@comcast.net 
Cell (360)556‐1574 

Everything should be as simple as it can be, but no simpler.  
Albert Einstein 
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July 15, 2020 

Ms. Maya Teeple  
Thurston County Community Planning & Economic Development 
2000 Lakeridge Drive SW  
Olympia, WA 98502 
(via email maya.teeple@co.thurston.wa.us) 

RE: Docket Item CP-11 

Ms. Teeple: 

The National Asphalt Pavement Association (“NAPA”) urges approval of Thurston County’s 2020-2021 
Comprehensive Plan Docket Item CP-11, Recycled Asphalt Policy Amendment. This amendment would allow for 
asphalt recycling in the Nisqually Subarea. 

The stockpiling and processing of reclaimed asphalt pavement (“RAP”) is vital to our nation’s infrastructure 
needs. Across the country, as part of everyday maintenance, repair, and construction activity, old asphalt 
pavement material is removed from roads and parking lots and then reclaimed for future use. Nationwide, more 
than 99% of RAP collected is put back to use in new asphalt pavements, saving more than 48 million cubic yards 
of landfill space annually, reducing the cost of new asphalt pavement mixtures, and minimizing life-cycle 
greenhouse gas emissions associated with pavement manufacturing. 

A year ago, NAPA sent a comment letter to Thurston County regarding your consultant’s review of RAP leachate 
potential. At that time, we expressed significant concerns about the validity of that review. In the interim, we 
have contracted with a nationally-recognized university that is conducting a more thorough review of existing 
information; their preliminary results are quite different than what your consultant identified. Information from 
the current study is slated to be published in a peer-reviewed journal. In short, the university’s preliminary 
findings are similar to the vast majority of existing peer-reviewed literature, indicating the stockpiling of RAP 
creates no undue environmental burden nor poses environmental risk or hazard. 

Because use of RAP is now ubiquitous due to its benefits, many state transportation and environmental agencies 
have thoroughly investigated the environmental implications of RAP stockpiles. These agency investigations, 
along with the majority of independent academic research studies, have not found reason for concern from the 
storage of, and stormwater runoff from, RAP stockpiles. Across the U.S., we know of no other agency, county, or 
municipality that restricts the stockpiling of RAP. All recognize the material as environmentally safe. 

For these reasons, we ask that Thurston County amend the Nisqually Subarea Plan to allow for asphalt recycling 
within the subarea. We are more than happy to share the breadth of published research on this issue. 

Best Regards, 

Howard Marks, PhD 
Vice President – Environment, Health & Safety 

NAPA is a 501(c)(6) trade association representing asphalt pavement material producers and paving contractors at the 
national level. Last year, the approximately 3,500 asphalt plants across the country produced more than 350 million tons of 
asphalt pavement mixture and employed some 250,000 individuals in the production and placement of asphalt-based 
pavements. The continued use of RAP in asphalt pavements is critical to ensure the nation’s paved roadway surfaces are 
economically constructed and smooth, safe, and quiet for the travelling public. 
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From: Karen Tvedt
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: LWVTC-Comments on CP-11 Recycled Asphalt Policy
Date: Wednesday, July 15, 2020 2:29:27 PM
Attachments: image.png

Thurston County Planning Commission

Re:  Concerns re Comprehensive plan Docket Item CP-11

Dear Commissioners: 

The League of Women Voters of Thurston County (LWVTC) is a nonpartisan organization
that does not support or oppose any candidate or party.  That being said, LWVTC does
take positions on issues.  LWVTC promotes a healthy and clean environment and sound
land use planning. 

The LWVTC has concerns about Lakeside Industries’ request that Thurston County
amend the Nisqually Subarea plan to allow recycling of asphalt pavement (RAP) in
mined-out gravel pits.  Sound land use planning is planning for the long term.  The
current plan protects this valuable subarea.  If a change is made to a plan, there should
be some kind of change in circumstances triggering the need for such a change.  As far as
we can tell, there has been no change in circumstances regarding this issue.  Making a
change to an established plan simply because it has been requested is not sound land use
planning.

The Applicant’s proposal, even if warranted at some places in the Nisqually Subarea, is
far too broad and opens up the entire area to RAP uses.  A mined-out gravel pit is likely
one of the worst sites to place such an activity, since RAP releases a number of harmful
chemicals.  As the Court of Appeals noted in its 2004 decision, on this very proposal, the
soils on the site are very “porous.”  The Court decision describes the site as
approximately two miles upriver from the Nisqually National Wildlife Refuge, home to
numerous wildlife species and endangered salmon. 

Moreover, the Nisqually subarea includes critical aquifer recharge areas (CARAs) and the
McAllister Geologically Sensitive Area, which is a CARA.  By definition, CARAs are
vulnerable to contamination.  We believe the science behind protecting CARAs supports
no change in the current plan.
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Finally, the County has elected to do a SEPA analysis on proposed changes to the
comprehensive plan after the planning commission review.  We believe SEPA analysis
should be done at the earliest opportunity, and certainly before the planning commission
makes its recommendation.  The planning commission should know what the
environmental repercussions may be while considering this request.

Thank you for considering our comments.  Let us know if you have any questions. 

Sincerely,

Karen Tvedt, President
League of Women Voters of Thurston County
tvedtkl@msn.com
360-584-4526
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Further Comments on Docket Item 11 

Howard Glastetter 
11110 Kuhlman Road SE 
Olympia, WA 98513 
Howard.glastetter@comcast.net 
Cell: (360)556-1574 

July 30, 2020 

I would like the following to be included in the record of the Planning Commission meeting on August 5, 
2020.  I am giving these comments in reaction to the memorandum created for the August 5, 2020 
meeting.  

I have several comments on record over the years on Goal E.5 of the Thurston County 1992 Nisqually 
Valley Sub-Area Plan.  This is clarifying information I hope will add to what I have already said and help 
to resolve this issue.   

It should be remembered that Holroyd Gravel Mine has (an active?) decade old request with the County 
to mine the pit that contains Lakeside’s plant to eighty 80 feet below the water table.  I believe this 
should be considered ecologically unacceptable.  There should be an agreement that this will not 
happen if RAP is allowed in the pit.   

Please note page 13 of 15 of the August 5, 2020 memorandum.  Goal E.5 also states: “The reprocessing 
of imported mineral materials shall not be the primary accessory use”.  RAP is an “imported mineral”.  
Interestingly so is gravel.  The point is the word “primary” means more that 50%.  Therefore, this 
appears to mean that more than 50% of mineral product must come from inside the pit.  This is 
reasonable because the primary use purpose of the pit is mining.  Any “accessory” industrial use is 
secondary and “… shall be discontinued once reclamation of the pit is completed in accordance with 
WDNR standards” also according to E.5.         

Finally, I would like to make a comment on Option 3, also on page 13.  It mentions that tarping may be 
used as a way of keeping RAP piles dry.  This would work if there is air space between the tarp and the 
top of the pile.  Otherwise, the tarp will cause any existing water to be held inside the pile and would 
require more heat (air pollution) to process it.  Lakeside’s plant in Aberdeen currently uses this tarp / 
airspace technique.  It cuts processing costs while reducing air pollution.   

Sincerely, 

Howard Glastetter  
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July 27, 2020 

Dear Planning Commission Members, 

I am writing to you on behalf of Lakeside Industries and their more than a decade long effort to bring 

recycled asphalt to Thurston County. As a former Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 

employee, fishing scientist, and a resident of Thurston County, I find it appalling that a government body 

would stand in the way of a proven environmentally friendly practice with far-reaching environmental 

benefit. Working to find and support processes and products that are the most environmentally friendly, 

have the lowest carbon impact, and are used for our crumbling infrastructure would seem to be a logical 

win for the County. Instead, Thurston has blocked every attempt to bring this important advancement 

to our community. 

Over the years I have listened to some of the concerns with Lakeside's application. As a scientist, the 

objections are simply not credible. I would urge you to follow the science and data. You should require 

monitoring of potential water runoff and use adaptive management principles to address issues if any 

arise. Taking these steps will ensure the best environmental outcome. 

I would ask that you reverse over a decade of bad environmental policymaking and recommend to the 

County Commissioners that they approve Lakeside's application to make recycled asphalt. 

Respectfully, 

Lee Blankenship 

Chief Scientist 

Northwest Marine Technology 
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July 30, 2020 

SENT VIA EMAIL ONLY 

Thurston County Planning Commission 
Maya Teeple, Senior Planner 
maya.teeple@co.thurston.wa.us 

Dear Planning Commissioners, 

I am writing you in support of Lakeside Industries and their request to make recycled asphalt. Lakeside is a 
trusted employer in the labor and construction industry. I grew up in Thurston County, my family still does 
business there, and we remain active in the community.  

We believe it is time for Thurston County to join in supporting this sustainable environmental practice that is 
needed to support our economic recovery. I urge you to recommend Lakeside’s application. As a commercial 
builder and developer, using recycled asphalt is a common practice and on most Federal and State contracts it 
is a requirement. Recycled asphalt reduces air emissions and lessons the environmental impacts of asphalt 
production that is needed for construction and our roads. 

Sincerely, 

Loren M. Cohen 
Managing Director 
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Maya Teeple

From: Thurston County | Send Email <spout@co.thurston.wa.us>
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2020 6:06 PM
To: Maya Teeple
Subject: Nisqually Valley

This email was created by the County Internet web server from the email masking system. Someone from the 
Public has requested to contact you with the following information:

To: Maya Teeple

Subject: 

From: Kent and Maureen Canny 

Email (if provided): mocanny@comcast.net

Phone: (if provided):  360-438-7424

Message: 
Dear Ms. Teeple, 
Below is a letter sent to the BoCC. 
Thank you. 

Dear Commissioners Menser, Hutchings and Edwards, 

We are submitting these as public comments as you decide on the matter of recycled asphalt processing 
(RAP) in the Nisqually Valley. 

We strongly urge you to NOT allow RAP in the Nisqually Valley. Without enumerating the huge number 
of concerns that you must have certainly heard by now, RAP would be an environmental disaster for the 
water-sensitive, shallow-aquifer areas of the Valley. Besides fouling the productive farmland, please 
consider the health of citizens, from RAP chemicals leeching into water sources and the obvious 
problems with flooding of the Nisqually River.  

Please retain the protective plan over this sensitive area. The health and safety of people and our 
environment must come before profits.  

Thank you, 
Kent and Maureen Canny 
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Maya Teeple

From: PlanningCommission
Sent: Friday, July 31, 2020 9:13 AM
To: Maya Teeple
Cc: Polly Stoker
Subject: FW: Asphalt Recycling

Please see below for a written comment 

From: Thurston County | Send Email <spout@co.thurston.wa.us>  
Sent: Thursday, July 30, 2020 5:40 PM 
To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Subject: Asphalt Recycling 

This email was created by the County Internet web server from the email masking system. Someone from the 
Public has requested to contact you with the following information:

To: Planning Commission

Subject: 

From: Jana Wiley

Email (if provided): Janalynwiley@aol.com

Phone: (if provided):  

Message: 
How many times to the citizens of Thurston County need to say NO to Lakeside regarding dirty asphalt 
recycling in a estuarine/delta environment? NO should mean NO. I would like to see compelling data 
that there would be NO harm to the people that live around there or the land, air and water. 
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July 27, 2020 

Dear Thurston County Planning Commission, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Lakeside Industries application to recycle asphalt at their 

facility on Durgin Road. While this process has taken over a decade to come to a conclusion, I am 

encouraged that the process is moving forward.  

The Chamber believes that quality raw material for infrastructure and building construction is critical to 

the greater Thurston County community and aligns with values of recycling, reuse, and using resources 

in the most responsible manner. Most public bids require the use of recycled asphalt and the ability to 

have a source close to work sites means less expanse for both private and public entities. It also means 

utilizing less raw materials and hauling asphalt less road miles and thus a reduction in carbon footprint, 

a practice should be supported.  

Recycled asphalt is being used across the nation safely as a best environmental practice. It is both 

illogical and concerning that after a decade Thurston County still has prohibition against the use of 

recycled asphalt at Lakeside’s Durgin Road facility. This policy actually contributes to environmental 

degradation and creates economic disadvantages to Lakeside needlessly. The time has truly come to 

correct the policy and allow Lakeside to recycle asphalt.  

The Chamber urges you to recommend Lakeside’s application. 

Sincerely,  

David Schaffert 
President/CEO  
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Northwest Marine Technology, Inc. 

July 27, 2020 

Dear Planning Commission, 

I am writing to you today on behalf of Lakeside Industries and their decade long effort to 
bring Thurston County up to date on best environmental practices by allowing recycled 
asphalt. As the CEO of Northwest Marine Technology and a Thurston County resident, I 
would urge you to follow the science and amend the Nisqually subarea plan to allow for 
recycled asphalt at Lakeside’s Durgin Road facility.  

My company, Northwest Marine Technology, has been a leader in protecting endangered 
fish species throughout the world for decades. I have always encouraged leaders in our 
state to follow the science to determine the best environmental practices in the protection 
of salmon. Recycling asphalt uses less energy, reduces air emissions, decreases the need for 
other natural resources, and is a practice that the Environmental Protection Agency and the 
Washington Department of Ecology endorses. Put simply, it is an environmental practice 
that should be applauded not punished.  

I would urge you to allow Lakeside to recycle asphalt and end decades of bad environmental 
policy. It is time for Thurston County to join the rest of the State of Washington and the 
nation and embrace this sustainable environmental practice that is needed to support our 
fish and economic recovery.  

Thank you, 

Dave Knutzen  
CEO,  
Northwest Marine Technology 
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July 27, 2020 

Dear Planning Commission Members, 

I write to you today concerning Lakeside Industries applications to recycle asphalt at its Durgin  Road Facility. 
Put simply, after more than 10 years of inaction Lakeside should be afforded the opportunity to recycle 
asphalt.  

Thurston County’s inaction flies in the face of the science that clearly demonstrates the benefits of the use of 
recycled asphalt which includes the reduction of greenhouse emissions, reduces the need to mine for new 
aggregate, and reduces the need to landfill this material.  Furthermore, as a former Democratic Congressman 
who has fought for over 40 years to protect our environment including the protection of the Nisqually Delta, 
the Nisqually Wildlife Refuge and the Fish and Wildlife in the Nisqually Basin, I would urge you to listen to 
the science and take action to encourage recycled asphalt. The County can require monitoring of any impacts 
of recycled asphalt as all other counties do across the State. We invest hundreds of millions of dollars in an 
attempt to address the decline of Puget Sound, I find it reprehensible that Thurston County  is stuck in the past 
defending a non-environmentally friendly construction practice.  

I respect the difficulty of elected and appointed officials in making land-use decisions.  However, I have found 
that there is never a good excuse to not follow what the science tells us about the risks and the benefits of 
decisions that affect our land, water, and air.  I would urge you to listen to FDOT, WSDOT, DOE, EPA, the 
Labor Community, and the Business Community and move forward immediately to recommend Lakeside’s 
proposal to recycle asphalt.  

Respectfully, 

Norm Dicks  
Former Member of Congress 
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July 27, 2020 

Dear Planning Commission Members, 

I had the opportunity in 2014 to appear before the Thurston County Board of Commissioners to urge 

them to put the Lakeside Industries petition to produce recycled asphalt at their Durgin Road facility on 

the tier one planning docket. For well over a decade, Thurston County has been dragging its feet to 

embrace a viable environmental practice that has proven benefits to our air quality.  

As an Olympia resident and former Assistant Regional Director of the United States Fish and Wildlife 

Service, I would strongly recommend you take the necessary step to approve Lakeside’s application to 

recycle asphalt. After over ten years, it is time we objectively evaluate Lakeside’s application and the 

benefits of recycled asphalt. Recycled asphalt uses less energy, reduces air emissions, decreases the 

need for other natural resources and is a practice that the Environmental Protection Agency and the 

Washington Department of Ecology endorses. As a scientist, I was astounded and very disappointed that 

Thurston County would not join the 21st century’s best environmental practices and allow Lakeside to 

recycle asphalt. There is simply no excuse to allow environmental degradation when economically viable 

best practices like recycling are available.  

Thurston County has the opportunity to correct the failure of the previous Commission and restore 

sound science decision making by approving Lakeside’s application. You should require Lakeside to cover 

the asphalt piles to reduce risk of runoff and have them conduct ongoing monitoring to measure any 

impacts, if any, to water quality. Thank you for your consideration.  

Thank you, 

Curt Smitch, PhD 
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Thurston County Community Planning 

2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW 

Olympia, WA 98502 

RE: Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Docket Item CP-11 

Recycled Asphalt Policy Amendment 

P.O. Box 7016 / Issaquah, WA 98027 
ph: 425.313.2600 / lakesideindustries.com 

Dear Thurston County Planning Commission and Board of County Commissioners: 

Lakeside Industries is seeking this minor text amendment to the Nisqually Subarea Plan to allow 

for asphalt recycling within the Subarea. We ask that the Planning Commission and the Board 

of County Commissioners approve the amendment as written. 

Lakeside Industries' Durgin Road asphalt plant is a state-of-the-art facility that employs over 40 

employees for its operations. Our employees are members of the community who care about 

the environment where they live. Our asphalt plant provides road construction materials to 

residential, commercial, and industrial properties in the community. Thurston County residents 

drive on roads paved by Lakeside Industries every day. We ask that the County approve the 

amendment to the Nisqually Subarea Plan to allow for asphalt recycling, so that we can seek a 

permit amendment to recycle asphalt at our Durgin Road Plant. 

Asphalt recycling preserves natural resources. The use of recycled asphalt decreases the 

need for newly-mined aggregate and reduces the amount of asphalt cement required in 

manufacturing asphalt. Petroleum and aggregates that would otherwise be needed to produce 

new asphalt would be directly replaced with recycled asphalt on a 1: 1 basis. 

Asphalt recycling results in 0% waste. Any recycled asphalt is effectively removed from the 

waste stream. It should be understood that these are very large amounts of reclaimed asphalt 

typically measured in the hundreds of thousands of tons. This is RAP that would otherwise go into 
a landfill. 

Asphalt recycling requires no additional energy or materials. Unlike most other recyclables, 

very little additional energy is required to recycle asphalt. To recycle asphalt, the recycled material 

is simply ground up and introduced into the already heated mix. No chemicals or additives are 

used. 

Asphalt recycling is encouraged nationwide. National, state, and local governmental 

agencies support and encourage the use of recycled asphalt. The National Federal Highway 

Administration (FHA) "supports and promotes the use of recycled highway materials in 

pavement construction in an effort to preserve the natural environment, reduce waste, and 

provide a cost effective material for constructing highways."1 Additionally, Washington State law

1 https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/pavement/recycling/rap/ 

An equal opportunity employer/ WA. ST. CONT. REG. NO. LAKESIDE"274JD /OR.ST. CONT. REG. NO. CCB 108542 
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specifically requires that the state's preference for recycled content must be a factor in state 
capital improvement projects.2

Asphalt recycling is an important aspect of an industry essential to economic growth. 
Economic growth, including growth in housing, retail, and commercial sectors, cannot occur 
without adequate roads and infrastructure. Roads and infrastructure cannot be built without 
aggregate and asphalt. Asphalt recycling is a key aspect of everyday operations in road 
construction because it ensures an adequate supply of natural resources to support growth and 
development for years to come. 

Asphalt recycling is especially critical during economic downturns. The use of recycled 
asphalt would encourage greater market competition for road construction in Thurston County 
because it is more cost-effective to recycle asphalt. Particularly in this challenging time of 
pandemic and reduced local tax income, increased market competition could result in cost 
savings for the County and its taxpayers. 

We appreciate the County's time and efforts in moving this amendment forward, and we ask 
that you approve of this amendment. 

Sincerely, 

Tony Hammett 
Regional Manager 

e� 
Jeff Herriford 
Division Manager 

Signing in support and agreement of the comments presented in this letter: 

Signature Name Address 

2 RCW 39.04.133 (1) (''The state's preferences for the purchase and use of recycled content products shall be

included as a factor in the design and development of state capital improvement projects.") 
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JOIN1 COUNCIi Ol 1EAMS 'l:RS NO 28 

14675 Interurban Ave S, Suite 301 
Tukwila, Washington 98168 

Affiliated with the lnternatiana! Bratherhaad af Teamsters 

(206) 441-7470 • Fox (206) 441-3157

August 5, 2020 

Ms. Jennifer Davis 
Community Planning Manager 
Thurston County Courthouse Complex 
2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW 
Olympia, WA 98502 

Re: Lakeside Industries 

Dear Thurston County Planning Commission: 

Rick Hicks, President 

On behalf of the more than 55,000 active Teamsters members and their families, Joint 
Council of Teamsters No. 28 (JC-28) urges you to forward a favorable recommendation 
of Lakeside Industries application to recycle asphalt to the Thurston County 
Commissioners. JC-28 made this same recommendation in December of 2011, and we 
think that after more than 10 years, Thurston County should embrace this sustainable 
environmental practice. 

The Teamsters Union has had a long and positive working relationship with Lakeside 
Industries. We know them to have genuine concern about the health and welfare of their 
workers and they are committed to the local communities they operate in. The 
overwhelming amount of data and science supports recycling asphalt. It reduces air 
emissions, uses less energy, and is highly recommended by the Washington Department 
of Ecology and the Environmental Protection Agency. 

Once again in 2020, we are asking you to follow the best available science and allow 
Lakeside Industries to recycle asphalt at their Durgin Road facility. Thank you for your 
consideration of our request. 

Respectfully, 

JOINT COUNCIL OF TEAMSTERS NO. 28 

/./ll 
RICK HICKS, PRESIDENT 

RH:dm 
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1555 South Fawcett Avenue 

PO Box 1735 

Tacoma WA 98401-1735 

BUS: 253.572.9612 

FAX: 253.591.9882 

August 5, 2020 

Thurston County Community Planning 

2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW 

Olympia, WA 98502 

RE: Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Docket Item CP-11 

Recycled Asphalt Policy Amendment 

To Whom it May Concern: 

Todd J. Mickelson 
Business Manager I Financial Secreta,y 

Kevin A. Tedrick 
President 

Christina L. Hall 
Recording-Corresponding Secret my 

I ask that you approve Lakeside Industries' proposed amendment to allow asphalt recycling in the Nisqually Subarea. 

Asphalt recycling is a cost-effective, sustainable practice that results in zero waste. Recycling asphalt can save over 60 

million cubic yards of landfill space per year.1 This well accepted recycling practice throughout the United States and

the world conserves our precious natural resources while allowing federal and local agencies to deliver quality 

pavements to the traveling public in a cost-effective manner. 

For years, Lakeside has sought a text amendment to Thurston County's Nisqually Subarea Plan to allow for asphalt 

recycling. The Subarea's rule has been in place for almost two decades and presumes a potential threat to water 

quality, yet there is no clear evidence that asphalt recycling poses a real threat to water quality as the rule suggests. In 

fact, asphalt recycling is a common practice encouraged throughout Thurston County and supported by local, state, 

and federal agencies. Asphalt recycling is part of normal operations for asphalt plants across the country and world. 

Sincerely, 

Kevin A. Tedrick 
President - Business Representative 
IUOE Local 612 

1 National Asphalt Pavement Association. "Asphalt for Recycling and Energy Reduction."

https ://www. asp ha I tpavem ent. org/i nd ex. ph p ?option =com_ content& view=a rticl e&id =20 l&lte mid =495 
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CHAUFFEURS, TEAMSTERS & HELPERS UNION 
LOCAL NO. 252 

Affilinterl with the /11ternntio11nl Brotherhood of Ten111sters 

217 East Main Street, Centralia, WA 98531 • (360) 736-9979 • Fax (360) 330-0377 

®�•· 

July 29, 2020 

Thurston County Community Planning 

2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW 

Olympia, WA 98502 

THURSTON COUNlY 
RECEIVED 

AU3 03 202� 

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

RE: Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Docket Item CP-11 Recycled Asphalt Policy Amendment 

To Whom it May Concern: 

I ask that you approve Lakeside Industries' proposed amendment to allow asphalt recycling in the 

Nisqually Subarea. 

Asphalt recycling is a cost-effective, sustainable practice that results in zero waste. Recycling asphalt can 

save over 60 million cubic yards of landfill space per year.1 This well accepted recycling practice 

throughout the United States and the world conserves our precious natural resources while allowing 

federal and local agencies to deliver quality pavements to the traveling public in a cost-effective 

manner. 

For years, Lakeside has sought a text amendment to Thurston County's Nisqually Subarea Plan to allow 

for asphalt recycling. The Subarea's rule has been in place for almost two decades and presumes a 

potential threat to water quality, yet there is no clear evidence that asphalt recycling poses a real threat 

to water quality as the rule suggests. In fact, asphalt recycling is a common practice encouraged 

throughout Thurston County and supported by local, state, and federal agencies. Asphalt recycling is 

part of normal operations for asphalt plants across the country and world. 

Sincerely, 

Russ Walpole, Secretary Treasurer 

Teamsters Union Local #252 

217 East Main Street 

Centralia, WA 98531 

360-736-9979

1 National Asphalt Pavement Association. "Asphalt for Recycling and Energy Reduction."

https://www.asphaltpavement.org/index.php?option==com_content&view==article&id==201&ltemid=495 
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Maya Teeple

From: Polly Stoker
Sent: Wednesday, September 2, 2020 4:21 PM
To: jodyannette1@gmail.com
Cc: Jennifer Davis; Maya Teeple
Subject: RE: Comment to the Thurston County Planning Commission

Hello Ms. Disney, 
Thank you for your comment. I will forward to the Planning Commissioners and upload to the PC website today. 
Sincerely, 

Polly Stoker 

Thurston County Community Planning & 
Economic Development (CPED) 
360‐786‐5473 
Cell 360‐972‐6785 
stokerp@co.thurston.wa.us 
2000 Lakeridge Dr SW 
Building One, 2nd Floor 
Building Development Center 

From: jodyannette1@gmail.com <jodyannette1@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2020 4:13 PM 
To: Polly Stoker <polly.stoker@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Subject: Comment to the Thurston County Planning Commission 

Dear Polly, 

As a Thurston County Resident I am deeply concerned about our Aquifer and the quality of our water.  I do not support 
allowing the Lakeside Company to recycle asphalt (RAP) in the Nisqually Valley location.  There are existing areas in 
Thurston County to recycle asphalt which do not include the potential of contaminating water in the Nisqually Valley. 

There is an existing ruling and plan from the 1980s to prevent this type of venture.  Do not remove it as it protects all of 
us from illness and exposure to toxins in the water.  RCW78.44.010 states “comprehensive regulations of mining and 
thorough reclamation of mined lands is necessary to prevent or mitigate conditions that would be detrimental to the 
environment and to protect the general welfare, health, safety, and property rights of the citizens of the 
state.”   Lakeside needs to clean up this site after using it as is required by law and to not be able to avoid doing what is 
required and what they were well informed of when they entered into this mining venture. 

Thank you in advance for being good stewards of our natural environment. 

Sincerely, 
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Jody A. Disney RN, PhD 
1609 Evergreen Park Lane SW 
Oly, WA 98502 

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Maya Teeple

From: Polly Stoker
Sent: Wednesday, September 2, 2020 4:04 PM
To: Jan Dillon
Cc: Jennifer Davis; Maya Teeple
Subject: RE: Nisqually watershed

Hello Ms. Dillon, 
Thank you for your comment. I will forward to the Planning Commission and upload to the PC website today. 
Sincerely, 
Polly Stoker 

Polly Stoker 

Thurston County Community Planning & 
Economic Development (CPED) 
360‐786‐5473 
Cell 360‐972‐6785 
stokerp@co.thurston.wa.us 
2000 Lakeridge Dr SW 
Building One, 2nd Floor 
Building Development Center 

From: Jan Dillon <diljr@outlook.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2020 3:20 PM 
To: Polly Stoker <polly.stoker@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Subject: Nisqually watershed 

I support your efforts and appreciate what you're doing for the Nisqually watershed. 
Jan Dillon 

Sent from my Verizon LG Smartphone 
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Maya Teeple

From: Polly Stoker
Sent: Wednesday, September 2, 2020 3:49 PM
To: Annabel Kirschner
Cc: Jennifer Davis; Maya Teeple
Subject: FW: Lakeside mining request
Attachments: Lakeside mining .pdf

Hello Ms. Kirschner, 
Thank you for your comment. I will forward to the Planning Commission and upload to the PC website today. 
Sincerely, 
Polly Stoker 

From: Annabel Kirschner <kirschner01@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2020 3:46 PM 
To: Polly Stoker <polly.stoker@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Subject: Lakeside mining request 

As my attached letter shows, I STRONGLY OPPOSE any consideration of recycling asphalt in the Nisqually 
aquifer area. 

Comment #67



September 2, 2020

Thurston County Planning Commission:  

It is my understanding that a mining company, “Lakeside”?, is seeking permission to store recycled 
asphalt (RAP) at its operation in the Nisqually watershed.

Why are you even considering this request??

During the 1990's, the county prohibited this type of activity in the Nisqually area because of the 
fragility of the aquifer and water quality concerns.  Time has NOT lessened these concerns but made 
them more pressing.  

The company has almost mined out its operation there.  It is now time for them to reclaim the land 
instead of polluting it further.  It appears that they are trying to avoid an obligation they knew about all 
along.

Obviously Lakeside only cares about its profits and not about the quality of the environment.  Pulling 
this kind of stunt should  lead the county to ban them from any further operations here.  

Once again, I must ask why are you even considering this?  You should have referred Lakeside to the
1990's decision and sent them on their way.  This is a waste of your time and our time.  It leads me to 
wonder if one of the county or planning commissioners have a special interest in Lakeside Mining.  I 
can think of no other reason for this request to be on the table.  

Annabel Kirschner
1008 Loete Ct. SE  98501
kirschner01@gmail.com
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Maya Teeple

From: Polly Stoker
Sent: Wednesday, September 2, 2020 12:59 PM
To: Shari Silverman
Cc: Maya Teeple; Jennifer Davis
Subject: RE: No to Lakeside request 

Hello Ms. Silverman, 
Thank you for your comment. I will forward to the Planning Commission and upload to the website today. 
Sincerely, 
Polly Stoker 

Thurston County Community Planning & 
Economic Development (CPED) 
360‐786‐5473 
Cell 360‐972‐6785 
stokerp@co.thurston.wa.us 
2000 Lakeridge Dr SW 
Building One, 2nd Floor 
Building Development Center 

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Shari Silverman <silverman.shari@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2020 12:20 PM 
To: Polly Stoker <polly.stoker@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Subject: No to Lakeside request  

For inclusion in the public record Thurston County Planning Commission 

Commissioners, 

Please do not revoke the prohibition on recycled asphalt in the Nisqually Subarea Plan. This prohibition of recycled 
asphalt was established years ago and has served Thurston County well during all this time.  

Lakeside Inc built their plant fully knowing the 1992 Niaqually Subarea Plan was in effect.  

To allow recycled asphalt to impact an aquifer and multiple acres of farmland would be harmful to the health and 
livelihoods of Thurston residents would be a grave injustice to our community.  

Please keep the 1992 Nisqually Subarea Plan as is.  

Thank you, 

Shari Silverman 
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2775 Tuscany Ln SW 
Tumwater 
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From: Howard Glastetter
To: Maya Teeple
Cc: "Emily McCartan"
Subject: Lakeside"s Request
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 8:50:17 AM

Maya,

I misunderstood a comment David Troutt made a couple NRC Zoom meetings ago.  He talked about
Lakeside’s RAP request, then mentioned Holroyd’s secondary request.  I took that comment to mean
that Holroyd’s back burner request had become active.  Holroyd’s pit has had a ten-year-old request
to mine 100 feet below the water table at their site.  My recent comments to you reflect that I
thought this request had moved from passive to active.

I think it is good for the Planning Commission to be aware of the Holroyd request, because I’ve been
told by county employees that it is open / active.  However, it is not my intention to exaggerate this
secondary issue beyond what is occurring.

-Howard

Howard H Glastetter
Howard.glastetter@comcast.net
Cell (360)556-1574

Everything should be as simple as it can be, but no simpler. 
Albert Einstein
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From: Howard Glastetter
To: Maya Teeple
Cc: "Emily McCartan"
Subject: Holroyd Aquifer Mining Request
Date: Saturday, September 12, 2020 8:58:46 AM
Attachments: Holroyd Lake 1102.doc

Maya,

David Trout mentioned, at the last RAP-in-the-Sub-Area meeting, that the Holroyd Pit still wants to
mine well below the water table, via a drag shovel.  David pointed out and I also commented that
this should not happen.  Holroyd made this request ten years ago and has evidently kept it active,
but has been quietly waiting until Lakeside gets to process RAP before making their move.  This is
probably a technique to reduce a concern about two pit permitted uses doubling ecological impacts.

When this mine-below-the-water-table issue came up, ten years ago, I submitted a letter (above) to
the county.  I do not have the attachments in electronic form, but it should all be on record at the
county.  If needed, I could come up with hard copies.  The attached letter, without its attachments,
is still easy to visualize and follow.

I think the Planning Commission should be aware of this second issue while evaluating Lakeside’s
request, which is much larger than RAP (protected from weather) reprocessing.  It combines to make
a single very large issue that should not be considered as two separate issues.  My letter outlines
some of the impacts of going below the water table in this very sensitive area.  

Thank you,

Howard H Glastetter
Howard.glastetter@comcast.net
Cell (360)556-1574

Everything should be as simple as it can be, but no simpler. 
Albert Einstein
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Howard Glastetter                


11110 Kuhlman Road SE   


Olympia, WA 98513-9605                                       


February 22, 2011


Thurston County Development Services


Resource Stewardship Department


Attn: Mr. Tony Kantas 


2000 Lakeridge Drive SW


Olympia WA 98502-6045


Dear Mr. Kantas,


The following is a close copy of a letter I sent to Mike Kain on June 16, 2010 after hearing about the following Holroyd Gravel Pit request (Case #: 2010100505, Mine Expansion Special Use Permit #: 10 101562 ZM).  In the near future, I will try to review and respond to any other case documents available since my original observations.   


The purpose of this letter is to add observations to Holroyd Co. Inc. & Neilsen Pacific LTD’s February 25, 2010 request for a Special Use Permit.  The Holroyd company wants to continue mining part of the valley floor of their pit, converting it to a 120-foot deep, 2,018 feet long, 1,700 feet wide lake.  This translates into an 80-acre lake.  I’ve read their request and related exhibits.  I'm not trained in geology or hydrology, but I still know there are some implications to this request that have not been addressed.


 


I have lived in three different locations in the valley over the past 40+ years, including a home on a 5-acre lot, just north of Holroyd’s, across Old Pacific Highway.   I have been publicly involved with issues affecting the valley during much of that time.  So, I have some views that could aid in evaluating the above Special Use Permit request.


   


I’ll summarize some concerns about this request.  Water seeks the low point and some issues have not been addressed.  Most of the exhibits were written before the 1996 flood, the 2001 earthquake and the 2007 addition of an asphalt plant at the site.


 


Nothing is said about potential pollution from the new asphalt plant that would be contiguous to the new lake.  The plant is in the map of the site, but that’s it.  The plant currently wants to import recycled asphalt pavement (RAP) to use in its industrial process.  This foreign material can contain pollution, beyond asphalt binders and gravel.  Page 2 of Holroyd’s Exhibit A, written in 1995, says an asphalt plant would be a contamination concern to a pit with open ground water.


 


Lost Lake lies just south of the pit (Attachment #1, #2 – location l), just across the railroad tracks.  The water level of this lake is 85 feet, roughly 60 feet higher than the current pit floor.  Could Lost Lake drain if a 120-foot deep lake were dug two hundred yards down stream from it?  There are artesian springs north of the pit, just across Old Pacific Highway (Attachment 2 – location 2).  The high-pressure source of these artesian wells, likely runs under the pit and could be intercepted by the new lake.  This could have a greater effect on the proposed lake's level than any Holroyd exhibits indicate.


 


The water sources flowing underground to McAllister springs are southwest of Holroyd's (Attachment 2 location 3).  This is the current and future water supply needed by Olympia and Lacey. The Nisqually River runs about a half mile east of the pit, before it curves further east along the rail line.  Over the years, the river has been forced to the higher side of the valley by rail line and highway construction.  Emergency Manager, Andrew Kinney can verify this.  The 1996 flood in the valley affected the pit and would have flooded any lake in the pit.  I have included a 1996 aerial photo (Attachment 3) of the pit taken, by my son, a few hours after the flood peaked.


The Olympian discussed future municipal wells in the McAllister Springs Sensitive Area, above McAllister Springs, southwest of Holroyd's pit (Attachment 4 – 9/8/2008 News Article).  The article pointed out concerns about well extraction affecting local lake levels (e.g., Saint Clair, Pattison, Long).  Could an 80-acre / 120-foot deep lake at Holroyd's affect these lakes?  Could it affect future municipal wells above McAllister Springs?  


 


Native Americans have a small enclave reservation (Attachment 2 – location 5) just east of Durgin Road from the pit.  The land level of this small neighborhood is not much higher than the expected level of the proposed lake.  Additionally, residential lots owned by Holroyd surround this enclave.  The Holroyd lots have been filled with mine overburden and fill from other sources.  Would seepage from the new lake affect this neighborhood?  The fill, on Holroyd’s lots, has prevented enclave drainage (Attachment 5) of prior Nisqually River floodwaters (e.g., February 1996, November 1995).      


 


There are hydraulic effects in the valley now.   I lived across from the pit from 1973 to 1990.  The well on that property was so full of iron it was unfit for washing or drinking.  Fortunately, we were able to hook up to city water and use the well for irrigation only.   Currently, I live ¼ mile northeast of the pit.  My shallow irrigation well here has less iron, but is still noticeable.   However, from season to season, I can see slight indentions in my lawns that indicate significant hydraulic activity.  I'm not saying these hydraulics have anything to do with the pit, but there is a lot of water movement under properties in the valley. 


 


Holroyd’s Exhibit B, page 3 indicates, “the salt-water estuary is about 3 miles from the proposed lake".  My map indicates it's more like 2 miles.  Pages 10 and 11 of Exhibit B discount the probability of saline encroachment of local farm wells as a result of the man-made lake.  Recently, the nature preserve dikes on the delta were breached to allow salmon enhancement advantages.  Salt water now daily flows to within a few dozen feet of I-5 (Attachment 2 – location 6) about a mile away from the proposed lake.  Could this, coupled with the proposed 120 feet deep lake, affect farmers' wells just south of I-5?  Incidentally, there is visible artesian spring hydraulics coming out of a six-inch pipe in the brackish tidal area just north of the beginning of the new delta boardwalk.   


 


These are questions and issues that I have observed that need addressing as part of the county's evaluation of this Special Use Permit.  


Sincerely,


Howard H. Glastetter


Attachments




From: Howard Glastetter
To: "Emily McCartan"; troutt.david@nisqually-nsn.gov
Cc: baldhillssolar@gmail.com; Gary Edwards; phyllisfarrell681@hotmail.com; Maya Teeple; Kevin Hansen
Subject: Follow Up to Today"s NRC Meeting
Date: Friday, August 21, 2020 2:26:05 PM
Attachments: ATT00001.htm

Proposed Docket Ammendment 1703.doc
Holroyd Lake 1102.doc
ATT00002.htm
RAP Comment 1905.docx

Folks,

The above comments are an attempt to back up some of the concerns I brought up at today’s
meeting.  They are already on record in Thurston County at various locations.  The first attachment
contains concerns I have had over the years with Lakeside’s attempt to reprocess RAP in Holroyd’s
pit.  The second contains observations about serious flaws in Holroyd’s almost ten year old original
application to mine 100 feet below the water table in their valley pit.  I don’t have electronic
referenced attachments to the second document, but can get to hard copies if needed.  The third
document contains my observations about the Herrera RAP Study Document that was submitted to
the county last year.

As I stated at the meeting:  RAP should only be allowed in the pit under an unwalled building
protected from rain and snow.  This is the asphalt industrial recognized Best Management Practice
(BMP).  Holroyd should not be allowed to mine below the water table.  If these two things happen
separate from the upgrade of the well thought out Nisqually Sub-Area Plan, it might as well be
tossed into the waste basket.

-Howard

Howard H Glastetter
Howard.glastetter@comcast.net
Cell (360)556-1574

Everything should be as simple as it can be, but no simpler. 
Albert Einstein
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Attachment (Proposed Docket Ammendment 1703.doc) has been reconstructed.

Emailed to Thurston County March 5, 2017

This email is a public response to Lakeside Industries’ latest docket attempt to remove Goal E-5 from the 1992 Nisqually Sub-Area plan.  They want to reprocess Recycled Asphalt Pavement (RAP) at their Holroyd’s Gravel Pit site in lower Nisqually Valley.

The overall goal of the November 1992 Nisqually Sub-Area Plan was to “Maintain the existing rural environment of the Nisqually planning area with the primary emphasis on preserving … its rural, aesthetic character for future generations.” (Page17).  This overall goal has been in the forefront of the 1992 Plan as well as ongoing public and private efforts to restore and maintain the Nisqually River Valley.  The no-RAP provision of Policy E.5, along with the other E goals (Page 20-21, attached) was designed to protect the rural character from industrial dominance.   


The county has an obligation to defend this well thought out plan and strengthen it when it comes up for renewal.  However, business impacts have increased, rather than be phased out as the plan has required.  Examples:  


1) A mined out pit at Yelm Highway and Reservation Road, in the Nisqually Sub-Area, has been converted to a construction waste site (The Sub-Area Plan (Goal E.1.) and DNR require mined out pits to be reclaimed).    Stumps and construction material, including RAP, are hauled in from as far as Mason County.  This operation is located in the Nisqually Sub-Area, contiguous to the McAllister Springs Sensitive Area - above Lacey and Olympia municipal wells.  People in county government are aware of this violation.  


2) After the flood of 1996, neighbors could only replace lost homes by putting them on high foundations.  No lot filling was allowed.  However, the gun factory, in the middle of the neighborhood, was given permission to put 20,000 cubic yards of fill on their 1996 flood inundated property.  They have yet to use this filled area.  That filled part of the property is now for sale.

3) Lakeside got into the valley on a technicality and now wants to add the RAP storage and recycling to their process.  This would have an increased truck traffic impact on the valley and opens the door to possible water and air pollution.         

There are ongoing concerns with flooding. In 1996, much of the lower Nisqually Valley was under floodwaters, including portions of the Holroyd gravel mine. Due to past rail line, bridge and highway construction the Nisqually River has been artificially forced to the higher east side of the valley. When the river has major floods, it naturally flows to the west, above the rail line, through the Durgin Road Tunnel upstream, from the Holroyd Gravel Mine. If floodwaters enter the pit, aquifer groundwater could be infiltrated by pollutants from RAP storage in the pit, if RAP were ever allowed.  (Flooding in Nisqually Valley will continue to be an issue as long as Tacoma Power is allowed to top off the Alder Lake Reservoir in the fall/winter seasons.)  Goal E.5 states: “… the reprocessing of asphalt shall not be allowed due to water quality concerns”.   Note: RAP is recycled pavement.  When it is ground up the surface area dramatically increases and allows greater leaching of chemicals in the RAP.   Please see next paragraph.  Yellow highlighting is mine.  


http://www.rmrc.unh.edu/tools/uguidelines/rap131.asp “For unbound applications, leachability from the RAP may also be a concern. This same leachability would be a concern if RAP was stockpiled or stored and exposed to precipitation.”  What this URL is saying is that using RAP as one would use raw gravel for a road or driveway would cause more (possibly unacceptable) leaching into the soil than, say, a solid road made of bound asphalt.  The reason being, that increased surfaces of the unbound RAP particles would have far more surface area to leach from than a hard surface road (much the same as a RAP stockpile exposed to the weather).


If RAP is allowed, and I’m not recommending it, there is a way to mitigate its effects.  Below is the “Best Practice” to reduce moisture in RAP.  It allows RAP to be processed at a lower temperature, reducing the cost of producing asphalt.  There are two additional side benefits to this.  Less heat means less energy, reducing air pollution.  Keeping RAP dry also prevents chemical leaching into the ground water.  This is a win for the asphalt company (less cost) and the neighborhood (less water/air pollution).  

 


The un-walled building cover technique was also recommended in two different articles in the handout we used when I was on the Thurston County Asphalt Advisory Task Force (AATF) in 2007-8.  A Lakeside employee told me they had no intention of doing this.  

 


Note of caution: This still would not solve the problem of having a large source RAP pile in the pit.  Suppose Lakeside were allowed to have RAP at their site.  If Lakeside were to maintain a source RAP pile of the size they had when they were at the Hogum Bay Olympia Landfill a few years ago, it likely would create a water pollution problem.  They had an irregular pile 60+ feet in height and around 150 feet across at the base.  That may have been marginally ecologically acceptable, because the water table could be around 100 feet below ground level at the Hogum Bay site.  The current permeable gravel floor at Holroyd’s is about 15 to 20 feet above an aquifer water table, even less in wintertime.  Holroyd’s pit is also in the Nisqually 100-year floodplain.  I have photos that show they were flooded in 1996.

http://www.morerap.us/files/rap-best-practices.pdf

Stockpiling to Minimize Moisture

Moisture content of aggregates and RAP is a primary factor affecting an asphalt

plant’s production rate and drying costs. Some contractors have implemented

creative approaches to reducing moisture content in stockpiles. The best 

practice to minimize the accumulation of moisture in stockpiles is to cover the

stockpile with a shelter or building to prevent precipitation from getting to the

RAP. Second to that, it is a good practice to use conical stockpiles to naturally

shed rain or snow, and to place the stockpile on a paved and sloped surface to

help water drain from the pile. Irregular-shaped stockpiles with surface

depressions that will pond water should be corrected by shaping the pile as it is

being built with the front-end loader or a small dozer. However, the use of heavy

equipment on the top of RAP stockpiles should be minimized to avoid

compaction of the RAP. Likewise, it is also recommended that RAP stockpiles

be limited to 20 feet in height to reduce the potential for self-consolidation of the 

stockpile.

 


 [image: image1.emf]

 


Final thoughts:  

Lakeside RAP storage at the Hogum Bay site did not meet “Best” or even “Second Best” practices.  Would they do better in Holroyd’s pit?  The jury is out on that.  The aquifer below the pit is the source of drinking water for some as well as farm / garden irrigation for many in the valley.  

Lakeside knew RAP was not allowed before they built their new plant at Holroyd’s pit. The County Commissioners and two court decisions ruled they could not use RAP in Nisqually Valley.  ORCAA reaffirmed they could not, due to Sub-Area Plan rules. They chose to push their way into this rural residential area, anyway.  Since then, they’ve been posturing that they have been treated unfairly.  

Holroyd’s pit is close to being mined out.  DNR and the Sub-Area Plan say they have to move out when that happens.  Will they?  Or, will they want increase truck traffic and change infrastructure to haul in gravel from another pit as well as RAP?  This would also be in violation of the Sub-Area Plan.  (Goal E.5 says: ”The reprocessing of imported mineral resources shall not be the primary accessory use … .”   Gravel is a mineral and is supposed to come from inside the pit.                    

 


Thank you for your consideration.

 


Sincerely,


Howard Glastetter


howard.glastetter@comcast.net

(360)491-6645



Howard Glastetter                


11110 Kuhlman Road SE   


Olympia, WA 98513-9605                                       


February 22, 2011


Thurston County Development Services


Resource Stewardship Department


Attn: Mr. Tony Kantas 


2000 Lakeridge Drive SW


Olympia WA 98502-6045


Dear Mr. Kantas,


The following is a close copy of a letter I sent to Mike Kain on June 16, 2010 after hearing about the following Holroyd Gravel Pit request (Case #: 2010100505, Mine Expansion Special Use Permit #: 10 101562 ZM).  In the near future, I will try to review and respond to any other case documents available since my original observations.   


The purpose of this letter is to add observations to Holroyd Co. Inc. & Neilsen Pacific LTD’s February 25, 2010 request for a Special Use Permit.  The Holroyd company wants to continue mining part of the valley floor of their pit, converting it to a 120-foot deep, 2,018 feet long, 1,700 feet wide lake.  This translates into an 80-acre lake.  I’ve read their request and related exhibits.  I'm not trained in geology or hydrology, but I still know there are some implications to this request that have not been addressed.


 


I have lived in three different locations in the valley over the past 40+ years, including a home on a 5-acre lot, just north of Holroyd’s, across Old Pacific Highway.   I have been publicly involved with issues affecting the valley during much of that time.  So, I have some views that could aid in evaluating the above Special Use Permit request.


   


I’ll summarize some concerns about this request.  Water seeks the low point and some issues have not been addressed.  Most of the exhibits were written before the 1996 flood, the 2001 earthquake and the 2007 addition of an asphalt plant at the site.


 


Nothing is said about potential pollution from the new asphalt plant that would be contiguous to the new lake.  The plant is in the map of the site, but that’s it.  The plant currently wants to import recycled asphalt pavement (RAP) to use in its industrial process.  This foreign material can contain pollution, beyond asphalt binders and gravel.  Page 2 of Holroyd’s Exhibit A, written in 1995, says an asphalt plant would be a contamination concern to a pit with open ground water.


 


Lost Lake lies just south of the pit (Attachment #1, #2 – location l), just across the railroad tracks.  The water level of this lake is 85 feet, roughly 60 feet higher than the current pit floor.  Could Lost Lake drain if a 120-foot deep lake were dug two hundred yards down stream from it?  There are artesian springs north of the pit, just across Old Pacific Highway (Attachment 2 – location 2).  The high-pressure source of these artesian wells, likely runs under the pit and could be intercepted by the new lake.  This could have a greater effect on the proposed lake's level than any Holroyd exhibits indicate.


 


The water sources flowing underground to McAllister springs are southwest of Holroyd's (Attachment 2 location 3).  This is the current and future water supply needed by Olympia and Lacey. The Nisqually River runs about a half mile east of the pit, before it curves further east along the rail line.  Over the years, the river has been forced to the higher side of the valley by rail line and highway construction.  Emergency Manager, Andrew Kinney can verify this.  The 1996 flood in the valley affected the pit and would have flooded any lake in the pit.  I have included a 1996 aerial photo (Attachment 3) of the pit taken, by my son, a few hours after the flood peaked.


The Olympian discussed future municipal wells in the McAllister Springs Sensitive Area, above McAllister Springs, southwest of Holroyd's pit (Attachment 4 – 9/8/2008 News Article).  The article pointed out concerns about well extraction affecting local lake levels (e.g., Saint Clair, Pattison, Long).  Could an 80-acre / 120-foot deep lake at Holroyd's affect these lakes?  Could it affect future municipal wells above McAllister Springs?  


 


Native Americans have a small enclave reservation (Attachment 2 – location 5) just east of Durgin Road from the pit.  The land level of this small neighborhood is not much higher than the expected level of the proposed lake.  Additionally, residential lots owned by Holroyd surround this enclave.  The Holroyd lots have been filled with mine overburden and fill from other sources.  Would seepage from the new lake affect this neighborhood?  The fill, on Holroyd’s lots, has prevented enclave drainage (Attachment 5) of prior Nisqually River floodwaters (e.g., February 1996, November 1995).      


 


There are hydraulic effects in the valley now.   I lived across from the pit from 1973 to 1990.  The well on that property was so full of iron it was unfit for washing or drinking.  Fortunately, we were able to hook up to city water and use the well for irrigation only.   Currently, I live ¼ mile northeast of the pit.  My shallow irrigation well here has less iron, but is still noticeable.   However, from season to season, I can see slight indentions in my lawns that indicate significant hydraulic activity.  I'm not saying these hydraulics have anything to do with the pit, but there is a lot of water movement under properties in the valley. 


 


Holroyd’s Exhibit B, page 3 indicates, “the salt-water estuary is about 3 miles from the proposed lake".  My map indicates it's more like 2 miles.  Pages 10 and 11 of Exhibit B discount the probability of saline encroachment of local farm wells as a result of the man-made lake.  Recently, the nature preserve dikes on the delta were breached to allow salmon enhancement advantages.  Salt water now daily flows to within a few dozen feet of I-5 (Attachment 2 – location 6) about a mile away from the proposed lake.  Could this, coupled with the proposed 120 feet deep lake, affect farmers' wells just south of I-5?  Incidentally, there is visible artesian spring hydraulics coming out of a six-inch pipe in the brackish tidal area just north of the beginning of the new delta boardwalk.   


 


These are questions and issues that I have observed that need addressing as part of the county's evaluation of this Special Use Permit.  


Sincerely,


Howard H. Glastetter


Attachments



Attachment (RAP Comment 1905.docx) has been reconstructed.

Comments on Herrera’s Contaminant Leaching from RAP document

By Howard Glastetter

11110 Kuhlman Road SE

Olympia, WA 98513

Howard.glastetter@comcast.net

Cell: (360)556-1574



May 28, 2019



The Herrera document was based on available, easily accessed, online studies; most of which have been around for several years.  The report was even-handed and concluded that recycled asphalt pavement (RAP) leaches chemicals and is an issue of concern, albeit somewhat minor in this area.



I’d like to preface my comments on the document with an observation of the Lakeside operation at Holroyd Gravel Mine.  Their operation is state of the art.  It is very rare to smell any odor of hot asphalt from the pit.  Nisqually neighbors get a whiff of it when covered trucks drive by, but that’s it.  Lakeside employees have been respectful ladies and gentlemen.  So, Lakeside is a good neighbor.



A couple comments in Herrera’s document caught my eye.  I knew that New Jersey had very stringent rules about RAP.  On page 10 of the document, under Toxicity Testing in New Jersey, it states: RAP “… could be used as an unbound material in all environments except those which are highly acidic PH < = 4), such as mines … (Note: the assumption is that the authors are referring to coal- and metal-type mines and not gravel-type …)”  I did a little research, see below. 



https://www.sourcewatch.org/index.php/New_Jersey_and_coal#Major_coal_mines

Major coal mines

There are no coal mines in New Jersey.[18]



https://www.state.nj.us/dep/njgs/pricelst/gsreport/gsr25.pdf

The introduction to the PDF says: Sand and gravel production in New Jersey is a $100 million annual business with 786 mining operations, around 100 of which are active.

- - - - - - - - -

Metal mining in New Jersey appears to be a thing of the past and was done via tunneling and not open pit.  So, a better Herrera assumption would be that the “authors are referring to permeable soiled gravel mines”.   I’m familiar with wells at 3 different homes in Nisqually Valley below Holroyd’s mine.  They all contain a certain amount of red / brown turbidity, which I believe is caused, to a certain extent, by gravel mining in the pit.  See below.   

- - - - - - - -

https://www.reference.com/home-garden/causes-well-water-suddenly-turn-brown-f7f4fce6acfcb870

“The most common cause of brown well water is iron contamination. A sudden change in water-color means that the contaminant is newly introduced to the well, and it may be caused by industrial contamination, rusty plumbing fixtures or natural iron leaching from the ground”.  Nisqually valley soil contains iron.

- - - - - - - - -

[bookmark: _GoBack]Back to the Herrera document: A point was made (page 17 - Comparison Studies to Expected conditions in Nisqually) that “European RAP tests may not relate to U.S. tests, because asphalt pavement was made there with tar as an additive until 1975 and emits more polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons than RAP produced from bitumen which is what has been used in the U.S. since WW 2.”  

Page 19 item 1 made me pause.  It stated that tests showed: “Cu and Zn (copper and zinc) also exceeded U.S. EPA WQLs”.  This reminded me that there is a more modern ingredient that is popular in U.S. asphalt production: recycled asphalt roofing shingles.  Some of the more expensive shingles come impregnated with copper flakes to prevent moss buildup.  Many home owners put zinc on asphalt roofs, either as metal strips, liquid applications, or solid zinc flake applications to do the same thing.  Does reprocessing these used shingles add these metals to asphalt roads that will eventually be ground up, returned and stored to open weather at an asphalt plant site?  I’m not seriously suggesting this as the source of Cu and Zn metals found in the above test.  I mention it because, most of us are initially pleased to hear about recycling.  However, as Einstein said: “Everything should be as simple as it can be, but no simpler”.   The reprocess should be safe.  Keep RAP dry when storing it over a permeable floored gravel mine.

 

The Herrera study painted Nisqually Valley with a broad brush.  I’d like to add a few details.  The lower valley is classified by Thurston County as a Wellhead Protection Area.  It is also protected, as a rural environment, by a Thurston County Sub-Area Plan.  



The water sources for all residents in the lower valley are from wells.  Many residents, but not all, get drinking water from a Lacey City well next to the Nisqually River - less than a half mile from Lakeside’s Asphalt Plant.  The plant sits in the permeable soil of Holroyd’s Gravel Mine at the very beginning of the Nisqually Delta in lower Nisqually Valley.  The pit was once the end of a glacier.  There is a capped-artesian-springs well just across Old Pacific Highway from the pit.  These springs obviously run under the pit and likely continue through rural residential land to Puget Sound.  (There was, until recently, a capped artesian spring pipe near the board walk in the tide lands at the Nisqually Delta sanctuary.)  This mine / industrial activity is up-river from many homes that have private wells because Lacey Water doesn’t serve them.  Holroyd’s Pit, itself, has a several-year-old active request at the county to mine the pit from its current permeable floor level to 80 feet below the water table.  Delivering RAP to the pit would also mean increased truck traffic on the two-lane roads in the valley.  So, this site is a very sensitive part of the valley and could become a stressed one.



If RAP were ever allowed, it should be under cover and out of the weather before and during its use.  Please see a past comment on RAP that I resubmitted May 24, 2019.  It shows weather protection is an industrial “Best Practice”.



Sincerely,





Howard Glastetter  







   



Emailed to Thurston County March 5, 2017 
 
 
This email is a public response to Lakeside Industries’ latest docket attempt to remove 
Goal E-5 from the 1992 Nisqually Sub-Area plan.  They want to reprocess Recycled 
Asphalt Pavement (RAP) at their Holroyd’s Gravel Pit site in lower Nisqually Valley. 
 
The overall goal of the November 1992 Nisqually Sub-Area Plan was to “Maintain the 
existing rural environment of the Nisqually planning area with the primary 
emphasis on preserving … its rural, aesthetic character for future generations.” 
(Page17).  This overall goal has been in the forefront of the 1992 Plan as well as ongoing 
public and private efforts to restore and maintain the Nisqually River Valley.  The no-
RAP provision of Policy E.5, along with the other E goals (Page 20-21, attached) was 
designed to protect the rural character from industrial dominance.    
 
The county has an obligation to defend this well thought out plan and strengthen it when 
it comes up for renewal.  However, business impacts have increased, rather than be 
phased out as the plan has required.  Examples:   
1) A mined out pit at Yelm Highway and Reservation Road, in the Nisqually Sub-Area, 
has been converted to a construction waste site (The Sub-Area Plan (Goal E.1.) and DNR 
require mined out pits to be reclaimed).    Stumps and construction material, including 
RAP, are hauled in from as far as Mason County.  This operation is located in the 
Nisqually Sub-Area, contiguous to the McAllister Springs Sensitive Area - above Lacey 
and Olympia municipal wells.  People in county government are aware of this violation.   
2) After the flood of 1996, neighbors could only replace lost homes by putting them on 
high foundations.  No lot filling was allowed.  However, the gun factory, in the middle of 
the neighborhood, was given permission to put 20,000 cubic yards of fill on their 1996 
flood inundated property.  They have yet to use this filled area.  That filled part of the 
property is now for sale. 
3) Lakeside got into the valley on a technicality and now wants to add the RAP storage 
and recycling to their process.  This would have an increased truck traffic impact on the 
valley and opens the door to possible water and air pollution.          
 

There are ongoing concerns with flooding. In 1996, much of the lower Nisqually Valley 
was under floodwaters, including portions of the Holroyd gravel mine. Due to past rail 
line, bridge and highway construction the Nisqually River has been artificially forced to 
the higher east side of the valley. When the river has major floods, it naturally flows to 
the west, above the rail line, through the Durgin Road Tunnel upstream, from the 
Holroyd Gravel Mine. If floodwaters enter the pit, aquifer groundwater could be 
infiltrated by pollutants from RAP storage in the pit, if RAP were ever allowed.  
(Flooding in Nisqually Valley will continue to be an issue as long as Tacoma Power is 
allowed to top off the Alder Lake Reservoir in the fall/winter seasons.)  Goal E.5 states: 
“… the reprocessing of asphalt shall not be allowed due to water quality concerns”.   
Note: RAP is recycled pavement.  When it is ground up the surface area dramatically 
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increases and allows greater leaching of chemicals in the RAP.   Please see next 
paragraph.  Yellow highlighting is mine.   

http://www.rmrc.unh.edu/tools/uguidelines/rap131.asp “For unbound applications, 
leachability from the RAP may also be a concern. This same leachability would be a concern 
if RAP was stockpiled or stored and exposed to precipitation.”  What this URL is saying is that 
using RAP as one would use raw gravel for a road or driveway would cause more (possibly 
unacceptable) leaching into the soil than, say, a solid road made of bound asphalt.  The reason 
being, that increased surfaces of the unbound RAP particles would have far more surface area 
to leach from than a hard surface road (much the same as a RAP stockpile exposed to the 
weather). 

 
If RAP is allowed, and I’m not recommending it, there is a way to mitigate its effects.  
Below is the “Best Practice” to reduce moisture in RAP.  It allows RAP to be processed 
at a lower temperature, reducing the cost of producing asphalt.  There are two additional 
side benefits to this.  Less heat means less energy, reducing air pollution.  Keeping RAP 
dry also prevents chemical leaching into the ground water.  This is a win for the asphalt 
company (less cost) and the neighborhood (less water/air pollution).   
  
The un-walled building cover technique was also recommended in two different articles 
in the handout we used when I was on the Thurston County Asphalt Advisory Task Force 
(AATF) in 2007-8.  A Lakeside employee told me they had no intention of doing this.   
  
Note of caution: This still would not solve the problem of having a large source RAP pile 
in the pit.  Suppose Lakeside were allowed to have RAP at their site.  If Lakeside were to 
maintain a source RAP pile of the size they had when they were at the Hogum Bay 
Olympia Landfill a few years ago, it likely would create a water pollution problem.  They 
had an irregular pile 60+ feet in height and around 150 feet across at the base.  That may 
have been marginally ecologically acceptable, because the water table could be around 
100 feet below ground level at the Hogum Bay site.  The current permeable gravel floor 
at Holroyd’s is about 15 to 20 feet above an aquifer water table, even less in wintertime.  
Holroyd’s pit is also in the Nisqually 100-year floodplain.  I have photos that show they 
were flooded in 1996. 
 
http://www.morerap.us/files/rap-best-practices.pdf 

Stockpiling to Minimize Moisture 
Moisture content of aggregates and RAP is a primary factor affecting an asphalt 
plant’s production rate and drying costs. Some contractors have implemented 
creative approaches to reducing moisture content in stockpiles. The best  
practice to minimize the accumulation of moisture in stockpiles is to cover the 
stockpile with a shelter or building to prevent precipitation from getting to the 
RAP. Second to that, it is a good practice to use conical stockpiles to naturally 
shed rain or snow, and to place the stockpile on a paved and sloped surface to 
help water drain from the pile. Irregular-shaped stockpiles with surface 
depressions that will pond water should be corrected by shaping the pile as it is 
being built with the front-end loader or a small dozer. However, the use of heavy 
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equipment on the top of RAP stockpiles should be minimized to avoid 
compaction of the RAP. Likewise, it is also recommended that RAP stockpiles 
be limited to 20 feet in height to reduce the potential for self-consolidation of the  
stockpile. 
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Final thoughts:   
Lakeside RAP storage at the Hogum Bay site did not meet “Best” or even “Second Best” 
practices.  Would they do better in Holroyd’s pit?  The jury is out on that.  The aquifer 
below the pit is the source of drinking water for some as well as farm / garden irrigation 
for many in the valley.   
 
Lakeside knew RAP was not allowed before they built their new plant at Holroyd’s 
pit. The County Commissioners and two court decisions ruled they could not use RAP in 
Nisqually Valley.  ORCAA reaffirmed they could not, due to Sub-Area Plan rules. They 
chose to push their way into this rural residential area, anyway.  Since then, they’ve been 
posturing that they have been treated unfairly.   
 
Holroyd’s pit is close to being mined out.  DNR and the Sub-Area Plan say they have to 
move out when that happens.  Will they?  Or, will they want increase truck traffic and 
change infrastructure to haul in gravel from another pit as well as RAP?  This would 
also be in violation of the Sub-Area Plan.  (Goal E.5 says: ”The reprocessing of 
imported mineral resources shall not be the primary accessory use … .”   Gravel is a 
mineral and is supposed to come from inside the pit.                     
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Sincerely, 
 
 
Howard Glastetter 
howard.glastetter@comcast.net 
(360)491-6645 
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Howard Glastetter                 
11110 Kuhlman Road SE    
Olympia, WA 98513-9605                                        
 
February 22, 2011 
 
Thurston County Development Services 
Resource Stewardship Department 
Attn: Mr. Tony Kantas  
2000 Lakeridge Drive SW 
Olympia WA 98502-6045 
 
Dear Mr. Kantas, 
 
The following is a close copy of a letter I sent to Mike Kain on June 16, 2010 after 
hearing about the following Holroyd Gravel Pit request (Case #: 2010100505, Mine 
Expansion Special Use Permit #: 10 101562 ZM).  In the near future, I will try to review 
and respond to any other case documents available since my original observations.    
 
The purpose of this letter is to add observations to Holroyd Co. Inc. & Neilsen Pacific 
LTD’s February 25, 2010 request for a Special Use Permit.  The Holroyd company wants 
to continue mining part of the valley floor of their pit, converting it to a 120-foot deep, 
2,018 feet long, 1,700 feet wide lake.  This translates into an 80-acre lake.  I’ve read their 
request and related exhibits.  I'm not trained in geology or hydrology, but I still know 
there are some implications to this request that have not been addressed. 
  
I have lived in three different locations in the valley over the past 40+ years, including a 
home on a 5-acre lot, just north of Holroyd’s, across Old Pacific Highway.   I have been 
publicly involved with issues affecting the valley during much of that time.  So, I have 
some views that could aid in evaluating the above Special Use Permit request. 
    
I’ll summarize some concerns about this request.  Water seeks the low point and some 
issues have not been addressed.  Most of the exhibits were written before the 1996 flood, 
the 2001 earthquake and the 2007 addition of an asphalt plant at the site. 
  
Nothing is said about potential pollution from the new asphalt plant that would be 
contiguous to the new lake.  The plant is in the map of the site, but that’s it.  The plant 
currently wants to import recycled asphalt pavement (RAP) to use in its industrial 
process.  This foreign material can contain pollution, beyond asphalt binders and gravel.  
Page 2 of Holroyd’s Exhibit A, written in 1995, says an asphalt plant would be a 
contamination concern to a pit with open ground water. 
  
Lost Lake lies just south of the pit (Attachment #1, #2 – location l), just across the 
railroad tracks.  The water level of this lake is 85 feet, roughly 60 feet higher than the 
current pit floor.  Could Lost Lake drain if a 120-foot deep lake were dug two hundred 
yards down stream from it?  There are artesian springs north of the pit, just across Old 
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Pacific Highway (Attachment 2 – location 2).  The high-pressure source of these artesian 
wells, likely runs under the pit and could be intercepted by the new lake.  This could have 
a greater effect on the proposed lake's level than any Holroyd exhibits indicate. 
  
The water sources flowing underground to McAllister springs are southwest of Holroyd's 
(Attachment 2 location 3).  This is the current and future water supply needed by 
Olympia and Lacey. The Nisqually River runs about a half mile east of the pit, before it 
curves further east along the rail line.  Over the years, the river has been forced to the 
higher side of the valley by rail line and highway construction.  Emergency Manager, 
Andrew Kinney can verify this.  The 1996 flood in the valley affected the pit and would 
have flooded any lake in the pit.  I have included a 1996 aerial photo (Attachment 3) of 
the pit taken, by my son, a few hours after the flood peaked. 
 
The Olympian discussed future municipal wells in the McAllister Springs Sensitive Area, 
above McAllister Springs, southwest of Holroyd's pit (Attachment 4 – 9/8/2008 News 
Article).  The article pointed out concerns about well extraction affecting local lake levels 
(e.g., Saint Clair, Pattison, Long).  Could an 80-acre / 120-foot deep lake at Holroyd's 
affect these lakes?  Could it affect future municipal wells above McAllister Springs?   
  
Native Americans have a small enclave reservation (Attachment 2 – location 5) just east 
of Durgin Road from the pit.  The land level of this small neighborhood is not much 
higher than the expected level of the proposed lake.  Additionally, residential lots owned 
by Holroyd surround this enclave.  The Holroyd lots have been filled with mine 
overburden and fill from other sources.  Would seepage from the new lake affect this 
neighborhood?  The fill, on Holroyd’s lots, has prevented enclave drainage (Attachment 
5) of prior Nisqually River floodwaters (e.g., February 1996, November 1995).       
  
There are hydraulic effects in the valley now.   I lived across from the pit from 1973 to 
1990.  The well on that property was so full of iron it was unfit for washing or drinking.  
Fortunately, we were able to hook up to city water and use the well for irrigation only.   
Currently, I live ¼ mile northeast of the pit.  My shallow irrigation well here has less 
iron, but is still noticeable.   However, from season to season, I can see slight indentions 
in my lawns that indicate significant hydraulic activity.  I'm not saying these 
hydraulics have anything to do with the pit, but there is a lot of water movement under 
properties in the valley.  
  
Holroyd’s Exhibit B, page 3 indicates, “the salt-water estuary is about 3 miles from the 
proposed lake".  My map indicates it's more like 2 miles.  Pages 10 and 11 of Exhibit B 
discount the probability of saline encroachment of local farm wells as a result of the man-
made lake.  Recently, the nature preserve dikes on the delta were breached to allow 
salmon enhancement advantages.  Salt water now daily flows to within a few dozen feet 
of I-5 (Attachment 2 – location 6) about a mile away from the proposed lake.  Could this, 
coupled with the proposed 120 feet deep lake, affect farmers' wells just south of I-5?  
Incidentally, there is visible artesian spring hydraulics coming out of a six-inch pipe in 
the brackish tidal area just north of the beginning of the new delta boardwalk.    
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These are questions and issues that I have observed that need addressing as part of the 
county's evaluation of this Special Use Permit.   

Sincerely, 

Howard H. Glastetter 
Attachments 

Comment #69



Comment #69



Comment #69



Comment #69



Comment #69



Comment #69



Comment #69



Comment #69



Comment #69



Comment #69



2020/2021 Comprehensive Plan Docket Item CP‐11
Recycled Asphalt Policy Review
Public Comments
Uniqu
e ID Date Commenter Name Summary County Response

O‐1 7/15/2020
Charlotte Persons ‐ 
BHAS

I'm in opposition of this request. Leachate leaks into ground and contaminates the water. No SEPA has been 
done. This applies to the whole subarea Comment recorded.

O‐2 7/15/2020 Tony Hamon I ask you to approve this amendment. It's a standard practice around the world and reduces raw materials Comment recorded.

O‐3 7/15/2020 Phyllis Farrell
I am against this amendment. Leachate is a toxin to groundwater. I remind you of a Nisqually River Council letter 
that this policy should be reviewed holistically with the entire plan. Comment recorded.

O‐4 7/15/2020 John Adams Lakeside is a good steward and employer. I support this amendment. Comment recorded.

O‐5 7/15/2020 Christy White I'm in opposition of this amendment. Comment recorded.

O‐6 7/15/2020 Jeff Herriford
We ask that you approve this policy. It's allowed throughout the County. We are unaware of any other 
jurisdiction that prohibits RAP. Proper BMPs can mitigate concerns of leachate and this is a sustainable practice. Comment recorded.

O‐7 7/15/2020 Tim Thomson There is overwhelming data that recycled asphalt is good for the environment. Science and data unites us. Comment recorded.

O‐8 7/15/2020 Bill Dempsey
I'm the production manager of the site. I invite the commission to come out and see technology that's used for 
recycling and asphalt production. My contact is 425‐864‐0844. Comment recorded.

O‐9 7/15/2020
Kyler Danielson, 
Lakeside Industries

I request that you approve this amendment. Over 20 years ago the county prohibited RAP in this area. There is 
more science available to show that its not as harmful as previously thought. BMPs can mitigate for concern of 
water quality issues. Comment recorded.

O‐10 7/15/2020 Howard Glastetter RAP should not be approved in a vacuum. If it is approved, BMPs are a MUST. BMPs mean less pollution. Comment recorded.

O‐11 7/15/2020 Esther Kronenberg

Protecting water quality is critical. Once pollution is in the water you can't get it out. The plan hasn't changed 
over 20 years and there is no catalyst to change this policy. We need to conserve our natural resources and clean 
water. Comment recorded.

O‐12 7/15/2020 Emily McCartan

We are mindful of the need for sustainable practices. Significant work has gone into this watershed, moreso than 
any other watershed. Before this proposal goes any further there needs to be site specific studies to ensure 
quality is maintained or improved. Comment recorded.

O‐13 8/5/2020 Tony Hammond
Here to ask that you approve Lakeside's request for an amendment. Currently, we have to send asphalt 
elsewhere, to a landfill or another recycling facility. This would allow use to reuse it on site. Comment recorded.

O‐14 8/5/2020 Loretta Seppanen
Think about the farmland in the Nisqually Subarea. I ask that staff show you this farmland in this area on a map 
before you make any decisions. Comment recorded.
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O‐15 8/5/2020 Tim Thompson
Data and science should guide decisions. Thurston County is behind by continuing to prohibit this practice in this 
area. Comment recorded.

O‐16 8/5/2020
Kyler Danielson, 
Lakeside Industries

The Herrera report repeatedly found there was no cause for concern. You can review a letter I have on file 
regarding the report. Additionally there are already several BMPs in place at the Lakeside facility. As your staff 
will present, the code already requires many BMPs. Lakeside supports option 2 and requests that there be no 
addition requiring BMP for covering. This should be determined at the permit level through the site‐review 
process rather than required outright. Comment recorded.

O‐17 8/5/2020

David Schaffer, 
Thurston County 
Chamber of 

The Chamber is supportive of this amendment. If there is a decline in economy, RAP can increase opportunity for 
the industry. Comment recorded.

O‐18 8/5/2020
Jeff Herriford, 
Lakeside Industries Here to ask that you support this amendment. It was nice to see some of the Commissioner's the other week. Comment recorded.

O‐19 8/5/2020 Howard Glastetter

I'm a resident of the Nisqually Valley, Lakeside is my neighbor. They are a good neighbor. I was involved on the 
asphalt task force in the early 2000s. As part of that task force, keeping RAP covered was identified as a BMP at 
that time. It keeps costs lower for processing, and reduces exposure of leachate. The cheap way is tarping ‐ 
Lakeside implements this at their Aberdeen plant. The Nisqually Subarea is a sensitive area and warrants the 
extra protection. Comment recorded.

O‐20 9/2/2020 Howard Glastetter

I've submitted comments over the years. Lakeside's pit is a CARA I, residents get water from nearby wells. Kevin 
Hansen wrote a hydro report for the mineral lands project that states asphalt plants pose less risk than concrete 
plants, but stormwater is still a risk. An unwalled building will mitigate stormwater concerns. Comment recorded.

O‐21 9/2/2020 Phyllis Farrel

I oppose the removal of prohibition of RAP. Previous attempts to change have failed for good reason. This area 
has CARA and McAllister Geologically Sensitive Areas. The County successfully litigated in 2004. This site could 
leach, truck traffic may impact area. Also no SEPA has been done, and the PC should have this before decisions 
are made. Comment recorded.

O‐22 9/2/2020 Shelley Kneip

Commenting on process tonight ‐ RAP, mineral lands, SMP. Planning Commission should have all of the 
information before making a decision. County states SEPA is delayed until after PC review and that isn't right, the 
SEPA must be considered at the earliest time possible. Comment recorded.

O‐23 9/2/2020 Annabel Kirschner
Recycled asphalt ‐ why are we considering this? Nothing has changed since the plan was adopted in 1992, policy 
should not be changed. Comment recorded.

O‐24 9/2/2020 Christy White

I'd like to echo Shelley's comment about SEPA. The planning commission should continue to look at areas for 
process improvements, speakers can come in to talk abou the issue more and the Planning Commission can see 
both sides. Comment recorded.
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