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5.1.4 East Blair 1 Terminal 1 

The East Blair 1 Terminal is proposed for construction on the Blair Peninsula.  The expected 2 
completion year for the terminal is 2013.  The East Blair 1 Terminal would include a 2,300-foot 3 
(705-meter) wharf, a 110-acre (45-ha) container yard, and an on-dock intermodal rail yard. 4 

5.1.5 Puyallup Tribe/SSA Marine Container Terminal 5 

The container terminal will have two berths for ships. It will be located on 180 acres (73-ha), 6 
with both the Puyallup Tribe and SSA Marine contributing property. As part of the agreement, 7 
SSA Marine will transfer ownership of its 52-acre (21-ha) parcel on the East Blair Waterway to 8 
the Puyallup Tribe. Construction of the facility is estimated for completion in 2012.  9 

5.2 ANALYSIS OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 10 

The cumulative impacts of these concurrent developments are discussed by resource area below. 11 
Implementing Navy disposal action, as essentially a transfer of title, would not contribute to any 12 
direct cumulative impacts to any of the resources analyzed in this document. Therefore, the 13 
discussion of cumulative impacts for each resource does not include further analysis of Navy 14 
disposal. Relevant cumulative impacts associated with the NMCRC reuse are described below. 15 

5.2.1 Land Use 16 

The proposed action and Alternative 1 would result in the development of the site with additional 17 
industrial uses related to Port and/or cargo container facilities, which would be consistent with 18 
existing zoning and land use designations for the site. While both the proposed action and 19 
Alternative 1 would result in a change from the existing military use that has occurred at the site 20 
to industrial and Port-related uses, the change would be similar in nature to the other base 21 
closures that have occurred. Combined with future regional development, each reuse alternative 22 
would contribute to a cumulative development of the Peninsula with Port-related and maritime 23 
uses. The increased conversion of the Blair Peninsula to these uses would be consistent with land 24 
use plans of the City of Tacoma and the Port. These plans contain policies, implementation 25 
measures, and programs designed to ensure that future development would be compatible with 26 
existing and planned land uses, would proceed in an orderly fashion, and would contribute to 27 
community goals and objectives for land use. The proposed action and Alternative 1 would be 28 
implemented in a manner that would not create land use conflicts with existing or future land 29 
uses in the area. Therefore, the reuse alternatives’ incremental contribution to regional 30 
cumulative land use impacts would not be significant. 31 

Several cumulative projects would occur on the Blair Peninsula: the Blair-Hylebos Terminal 32 
Redevelopment Project, the East Blair 1 Terminal, and the Puyallup Tribe/SSA Marine 33 
Container Terminal.  Each of these projects, in combination with either the proposed action or 34 
Alternative 1 would result in further conversion of the Blair Peninsula to maritime and 35 
Port-related uses.  These uses are consistent with the long-term planning for the Blair Peninsula, 36 
and would not result in cumulative land use impacts. The remaining two cumulative projects, 37 
The Point at Northshore and the Emerald Queen Casino Expansion, are not located on the Blair 38 
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Peninsula.  The Point at Northshore is located approximately 1.4 miles (2.3 km) north of the 1 
NMCRC site, and the Emerald Queen Casino is located approximately 3 miles (5 km) southwest 2 
of the NMCRC site.  These projects are not located in near enough proximity to the site to result 3 
in land use incompatibilities.  Therefore, no significant cumulative land use impacts would 4 
occur. 5 

5.2.2 Visual Resources 6 

The majority of the Blair Peninsula is characterized by Port-related maritime activities.  The 7 
Peninsula consists of relatively flat land, covered by existing buildings, support structures, and 8 
infrastructure.  In combination with the three other projects that are proposed for the Blair 9 
Peninsula, the cumulative visual effect would result in the continuation of development of Port-10 
related and maritime uses that are similar in nature to the types of uses already occurring in the 11 
immediate vicinity.  Implementation of either the proposed action and Alternative 1 would result 12 
in similar visual changes at the NMCRC site – the removal of existing structures and the 13 
construction of Port-related and maritime uses.  Because these uses would be similar to those 14 
already occurring in the area, the development of either the proposed action or Alternative 1, in 15 
combination with other projects proposed for development on the Blair Peninsula, would not 16 
result in significant cumulative effects on visual resources.  Visual impacts from construction 17 
activities, such as from construction staging or lighting, would be short-term. These impacts, 18 
combined with potential construction impacts from NMCRC site reuse construction, would not 19 
be cumulatively significant. Given the industrial and developed nature of the area, the 20 
development of cumulative projects in combination with the proposed action or Alternative 1, 21 
the new light sources associated with these projects would not result in significant impacts due to 22 
the number of existing light sources in the area. The Point at Northshore and Emerald Queen 23 
Casino Expansion are located at a distance from the NMCRC site, and would not contribute to 24 
significant changes in the viewshed or impact visual resources when considered in combination 25 
with the proposed action or Alternative 1.   26 

5.2.3 Socioeconomics 27 

The proposed action and Alternative 1 would contribute to the generatation of jobs; however, 28 
these jobs are anticipated to be filled by persons living locally.  Four of the five cumulative 29 
projects would generate new jobs, while the proposed Point at Northshore project would result in 30 
the construction of 864 dwelling units.  The City of Tacoma currently has an approximately nine 31 
percent vacancy rate for residential dwellings.  It is anticipated that jobs created as a result of 32 
cumulative projects and the NMCRC site reuse would be filled by persons already living within 33 
the area; however, if some relocation to the area occurs as a result, the existing residential 34 
vacancies and the proposed 864 residential-unit project at Northshore could accommodate 35 
persons relocating without causing the need for the construction of large amounts of residential 36 
dwelling units.  Therefore, cumulatively, the proposed action or Alternative 1, in combination 37 
with other projects occurring in the area would not have a significant effect on regional housing 38 
demand and would therefore not be cumulatively considerable.  39 
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5.2.4 Cultural Resources 1 

Resuse of the NMCRC site would result in the removal of all structures at the site; however, 2 
none of the structures are considered eligible for the National Register of Historic Places and 3 
NMCRC reuse would not result in any significant impacts to historic resources. Therefore, the 4 
reuse of the NMCRC site would not contribute to a significant cumulative impact to historic 5 
resources.  Neither the proposed action nor Alternative 1 would be anticipated to result in 6 
significant impacts to archaeological resources, due to fill activities and industrial activities that 7 
have historically occurred on the site and surrounding area.  It is anticipated that the three other 8 
cumulative projects proposed for the Blair Peninsula would similarly have low potential for 9 
archaeological resources for the same reasons. While the remaining two cumulative projects may 10 
or may not have potential to impact archaeological resources, the reuse of the NMCRC site via 11 
the proposed action or Alternative 1 would not contribute to cumulatively considerable impacts 12 
to archaeological resources. 13 

5.2.5 Transportation 14 

The traffic analysis presented in Section 4.5 calculated traffic to be generated by the proposed 15 
action and Alternative 1, added it to projected traffic from probable future development, 16 
distributed the trips to the transportation network, and then determined the impact. The 17 
background traffic forecasts considered development of pipeline projects including The Point at 18 
Northshore, Emerald Queen Casino Expansion, and the East Blair 1 Terminal. The analysis 19 
assumed a build out year of 2013.   20 

The proposed action and Alternative 1 would contribute a small increment to projected traffic 21 
volumes in the area. The proposed action would result in 120 new daily trips, while Alternative 1 22 
would reduce trips attributable to the NMCRC site by 51.  The proposed action and Alternative 1 23 
would both reduce PM peak hour trips attributable to the site, as industrial type uses typically 24 
generate higher traffic during off-peak hours when roadways are less congested.  Given that 25 
neither alternative would result in significant traffic impacts, and given that the traffic forecasts 26 
used in the analysis included traffic generated by the cumulative projects identified, the disposal 27 
and reuse of the NMCRC site would not contribute to cumulatively significant traffic impacts.  28 

5.2.6 Air Quality 29 

The geographic scope of impacts on air quality is the Puget Sound area. Falling within the 30 
boundaries of the Puget Sound area are stationary source emissions within the NMCRC site, 31 
mobile source emission from people travelling to and from the NMCRC site, and power plant 32 
emissions from facilities providing power to the site. All of these affect the concentration of 33 
pollutants at locations distant from the site within the Puget Sound area. Cumulative air quality 34 
concerns include potential local CO effects due to cumulative traffic congestion and cumulative 35 
regional emissions of ozone precursors and particulate matter.  36 

Ozone precursors and particulate matter emissions associated with NMCRC site reuse (see 37 
Tables 4.6-1 and 4.6-2 in section 4.6) would be added to similar emissions from other sources of 38 
regional growth and would contribute to cumulative air pollutant emissions in the Puget Sound 39 
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Area. Cumulative air quality issues in the Puget Sound area are being addressed through 1 
compliance with Washington-adopted standards. The Puget Sound area is classified as 2 
attainment/unclassified for the NAAQS for all pollutants except PM2.5, for which it was recently 3 
designated as a nonattainment area. The proposed action and Alternative 1 would not have 4 
significant cumulative air quality impacts because projected reuse-generated emissions would 5 
not exceed de minimis thresholds for CO and PM10 and are below major source thresholds of 100 6 
tons per year for all other pollutants.  While NMCRC reuse, in combination with other 7 
development occurring within the area, would generate emissions that could contribute to 8 
significant cumulative air quality impacts, individual projects that would exceed emission 9 
thresholds would be required to implement measures to reduce emissions, thus reducing any 10 
significant cumulative air quality impacts.  11 

5.2.7 Noise 12 

Noise conditions are inherently localized, because noise levels decrease quickly with increasing 13 
distance from the noise source. Very few noise sources are audible at distances beyond two miles 14 
(3.2 km). Cumulative noise effects are limited primarily to local effects of cumulative traffic 15 
conditions or combined effects of adjacent development. Given the industrial nature of the Blair 16 
Peninsula, the reuse of the NMCRC, in combination with cumulative projects is the area, would 17 
not result in cumulatively considerable noise impacts.   18 

5.2.8 Biological Resources 19 

The NMCRC site reuse (the proposed action or Alternative 1) would not combine with other 20 
projects to result in cumulatively significant effects on biological resources. The proposed action 21 
and Alternative 1 would not result in any direct impacts to biological resources associated with 22 
the terrestrial portions of the NMCRC site.  While there are sensitive species located within the 23 
Hylebos and Blair waterways which could be adversely affected as a result of degradation of 24 
water quality if the NMCRC site reuse results in the release of contaminants, compliance with 25 
NPDES Construction Discharge Permit (and related local standards), the reuse would not impact 26 
these species. Similarly, the three cumulative projects that are also located on the Blair Peninsula 27 
could adversely affect species in the Hylebos and Blair Waterways, contributing to a cumulative 28 
impact. However, these projects would also require compliance with NPDES Construction 29 
Discharge Permit (and related local standards), ensuring that no significant, cumulative impact to 30 
sensitive species and habitat in the waterways would occur.  The other two cumulative projects 31 
are located at some distance from the waterway and would not contribute to any cumulative 32 
biological impacts of sensitive species located in the waterways. The proposed action, 33 
Alternative 1, and each of the cumulative projects would be required to adhere to applicable 34 
requirements to protect biological species, including the MBTA. Compliance with these 35 
requirements would ensure cumulatively considerable impacts to biological resources would be 36 
less than significant.  37 

5.2.9 Geology and Soils 38 

The NMCRC site is in a seismically active area subject to periodic earthquakes. Both the 39 
proposed action and Alternative 1, in conjunction with other projects occurring in the area, 40 
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would expose more persons to earthquake hazards. Other geotechnical constraints, such as 1 
liquefaction and lateral spreading, might present hazards in specific areas. Adherence to 2 
recommendations contained in site-specific geotechnical reports, building codes, and grading 3 
ordinances, and implementation of region-wide erosion control plans would avoid significant 4 
cumulative impacts because exposure would not result in risks higher than commonly accepted. 5 

5.2.10 Water Resources 6 

Possible cumulative impacts from development of structures in coastal areas include impacts 7 
associated with changes in flooding patterns and water quality impacts. While the poroposed 8 
action or Alternative 1 would result in alterations to drainage facilities on-site, overall existing 9 
drainage patterns would not be substantially altered.  Similarly, other projects occurring in the 10 
area are likely to include modifications to drainage on each site; however, as Blair Peninsula and 11 
surrounding areas are urbanized and contain extensive development, the drainage alternations 12 
that could occur with other projects would likely not significantly alter overall drainage patterns 13 
in the area. Land use and drainage patterns would not be substantially altered and no impacts are 14 
expected in these areas. Construction and operational activities of cumulative projects occurring 15 
in the area could result in potential water quality impacts associated with erosion, hazardous 16 
materials use, and demolition debris.  However, the proposed action and Alternative 1 and other 17 
projects occurring in the area would be required to comply with applicable NPDES requirements 18 
ensuring cumulative water quality impacts would be less than significant.  19 

5.2.11 Utilities 20 

The proposed action or Alternative 1, in combination with cumulative regional development, 21 
would result in increased demand for utilities (potable water and fire protection distribution, 22 
wastewater collection and treatment, stormwater collection, electrical and natural gas, 23 
telecommunications, and solid waste systems) in the City of Tacoma.  The increased regional 24 
demand could require construction of new and enlarged utility systems and upgrading of existing 25 
utility infrastructure. Construction of utility systems and facilities to serve regional growth and 26 
development would proceed under the direction of the utility providers. Both the proposed action 27 
and Alternative 1 would include development of utility systems and facilities that would 28 
adequately serve the reuse development without impacting services in the region and therefore 29 
would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact.  30 

5.2.12 Public Services 31 

The proposed action and Alternative 1, in conjunction with other area development, would result 32 
in a cumulative increase in demand for public services. However, development restrictions 33 
would not allow for construction of a reuse alternative until all public services can be provided. 34 
Further, reuse of NMCRC would not result in the development of other projects in the area 35 
which may further increase the demand for public services. Therefore, NMCRC reuse 36 
development under any of the proposed action or Alternative 1 would not incrementally 37 
contribute to a cumulative impact on the ability to provide these services. 38 
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5.2.13 Hazardous Materials and Waste 1 

Similar reuse of contaminated properties with residual levels of contamination could result in a 2 
greater potential for exposure of the public to hazardous substances. Implementing various 3 
remedial actions pursuant at each of these sites to remove, manage, or isolate any potentially 4 
hazardous substances prior to conveyance would minimize the potential for a significant 5 
cumulative impact.  6 

Implementation of the proposed action and Alternative 1 would result in the use of hazardous 7 
materials and the generation of hazardous wastes at the NMCRC site. Similar to the NMCRC 8 
site, future development in the area would be required to comply with all applicable federal, 9 
state, and local regulations governing the use, storage, transfer, and disposal of hazardous 10 
materials. Additionally, future development in the vicinity of the NMCRC site would be required 11 
to cooperate with ongoing site investigations and/or remedial actions occurring in the area. 12 
Therefore, development at NMCRC under any of the proposed action or Alternative 1 would not 13 
incrementally contribute to a cumulative impact from hazardous materials or waste. 14 
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CHAPTER 6.0 1 
OTHER CONSIDERATIONS REQUIRED BY NEPA 2 

This chapter addresses additional considerations required by NEPA, including the irreversible or 3 
irretrievable commitment of resources; the relationship between short-term uses of the 4 
environment and long-term productivity, the identification of any irreversible and irretrievable 5 
commitments of resources; means to mitigate or monitor environmental impacts; probable 6 
adverse environmental effects that cannot be mitigated; and a discussion of Executive Order 7 
12898 (Environmental Justice, 59 Fed. Reg. 7629 [Feb 11, 1994]) and Executive Order 13045 8 
(Environmental Health and Safety Risks to Children, 62 Fed. Reg. 19885 [April 21, 1997]).  9 

6.1 Relationship Between Local Short-term Use of the Human Environment and 10 
Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-term Natural Resource Productivity 11 

NEPA requires an analysis of the relationship between an action’s short-term impacts on the 12 
environment and the effects that these impacts may have on the maintenance and enhancement of 13 
the long-term productivity of the affected environment.  The analysis covers the extent to which 14 
both disposal and reuse involve tradeoffs between short-term environmental gains at the expense 15 
of long-term losses, or vice versa. Because the NMCRC site has been developed, redevelopment 16 
under the Proposed Action or Alternative 1 would do little to negatively affect the short or long-17 
term productivity of the area. Disposal and subsequent reuse of NMCRC could however result in 18 
both short- and long-term environmental gains that would enhance productivity of the site. 19 
Improved access to the Blair Peninsula as a result of the Taylor Way extension and realignment 20 
and improved utility infrastructure for the peninsula would be both a short- and long-term gain. 21 
Long-term gains would also include increases in jobs as a result of the overall Port 22 
redevelopment project (which the disposal and subsequent reuse of the NMCRC site would 23 
contribute to).   24 

6.2 Irreversible or Irretrievable Commitment of Natural or Depletable Resources 25 

NEPA requires that an EA analyze the extent to which the proposed alternatives’ primary and 26 
secondary effects would commit nonrenewable resources to uses that future generations probably 27 
would be unable to reverse.  Resources that are irreversibly or irretrievably committed to a 28 
project are those that are used on a long-term or permanent basis. This includes the use of 29 
non-renewable resources such as metal and fuel, and other natural or cultural resources. These 30 
resources are irretrievable in that they would be used for this action when they could have been 31 
used for other purposes. Human labor is also considered an irretrievable resource. Another 32 
impact that falls under this category is the unavoidable destruction of natural resources that could 33 
limit the range of potential uses of that particular environment.  Disposal and subsequent reuse of 34 
Navy property would constitute an irreversible or irretrievable commitment of military resources 35 
and land uses. Reuse of the property would provide for responsible long-term resource 36 
management and makes no irreversible resource commitments.  37 
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Implementing any of the reuse alternatives would require short-term commitments of both 1 
renewable and nonrenewable energy and material resources for demolition of on-site structures, 2 
and commitments for construction of the structures and infrastructure improvements required for 3 
implementation. These developments would represent a very large commitment of financial 4 
resources but would not represent an irreversible commitment of NMCRC surplus property to 5 
the proposed uses. 6 

Equipment used during demolition activities at NMCRC would consume petroleum fuels, such 7 
as gasoline and diesel. This temporary energy expenditure would occur over the short term and 8 
would not substantially increase the overall demand for electricity or natural gas. Implementing 9 
the reuse of the site as part of the overall Port redevelopment plan would consume large volumes 10 
of nonrenewable fossil fuel as a result of increased trips generated by trucks, trains, and ships. 11 
The increase in development likely would result in an increase in the annual amount of energy 12 
consumed in heating, air conditioning, and other operational uses of energy. Infrastructure 13 
improvements would be provided as part of the overall Port redevelopment plan to meet 14 
increased demand. 15 

The proposed action would result in minor irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources.  16 
Under the proposed action, construction would require the consumption of materials typically 17 
associated with construction (e.g., concrete, etc).  In addition, the use of construction vehicles at 18 
the location would result in the consumption of additional fuel, oil, and lubricants. The use of 19 
electrical power during construction would also result in an irreversible or irretrievable 20 
commitment of resources in the form of fossil fuel.  The proposed action would result in the 21 
development of the NMCRC site as a part of the overall Port redevelopment plan. The 22 
commitment of resources for construction, including construction materials and fuels, would be 23 
an irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources; however, the proposed action would 24 
only be a small piece of the overall construction of the Port redevelopment plan, and the 25 
proposed action’s commitment of irretrievable resources is small fraction of those required for 26 
the overall redevelopment plan. 27 

6.3 Means to Mitigate and/or Monitor Adverse Environmental Impacts 28 

Measures to compensate for direct effects to hazardous materials are incorporated into the 29 
proposed action.  By including these compensatory and monitoring measures in the project 30 
design, the proposed action would not result in any significant adverse environmental impacts. 31 
Therefore, no additional mitigation and/or monitoring measures would be implemented. 32 

6.4 Any Probable Adverse Environmental Effects that Cannot be Avoided and are 33 
 Not Amenable to Mitigation 34 

There are no probable adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided or are not amenable 35 
to mitigation. 36 
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LIST OF PREPARERS 

This report was prepared by HELIX Environmental Planning, Inc. for the Navy.  Members of the 1 
HELIX professional staff as well as subconsultants who contributed to the report preparation are 2 
listed below: 3 

Project Management 4 
Julie McCall, Project Manager 5 

B.A., Geography 6 
 

Michael Schwerin, Project Principal/Quality Assurance 7 
M.A., Geography 8 

Technical Analysts 9 
Sheryl Horn, Planner 10 
 B.S., Environmental Science 11 
 
Dennis Marcin, Senior Environmental Specialist 12 
 B.S., Geology 13 
 
Charles Terry, Acoustician 14 
 B.S. Mechanical Engineering 15 
 
Debbie Leonard, Biologist 16 
 B.A., Geography 17 
 
GIS & Graphic Design 18 
Katherine Fuller 19 

M.A., Geography 20 
 

Cultural Resources - Hardy Heck Moore, Inc. (HHM) 21 
David Moore, Historian/Project Director 22 
 B.A. History 23 
 
Laurie Gotcher, Historian, Project Manager 24 
 B.A., History 25 
 
Tara Dudley, Architectural Historian 26 
 M.S., Historic Preservation 27 
 
Transportation – Transpo Group 28 
Stefanie Fishman, PE, PTOE – Senior Transportation Engineer,  29 

B.S. Civil Engineering and MS Civil Engineering (emphasis in Transportation) 30 
 
Dan McKinney, Associate Principal 31 

B.A. Geography (emphasis in Transportation Planning and GIS) 32 



April 2009 Chapter 8.0 List of Preparers 
 

Draft EA for the Disposal and Reuse of NMCRC Tacoma Page 8-2 

Jesse Birchman, EIT – Transportation Engineer 1 
B.S. Civil Engineering and MS Civil Engineering (emphasis in Transportation) 2 

 
Hazardous Materials – AMEC Earth and Environmental Inc. 3 
 
Barry Snyder, Manager, Aquatic Sciences 4 

M.S. Marine Environmental Research  5 
B.S. Marine Science 6 

 
Cherilyn Inouye, Geologist, Environmental Scientist III 7 

B.S. Geology and Geophysics 8 
 



April 2009 9.0 References 
 

  
Draft EA for the Disposal and Reuse of NMCRC Tacoma Page 9-1 

CHAPTER 9.0 1 
REFERENCES 2 

 
A.C. Kindig & Co.   3 

2008  Port of Tacoma Blair-Hylebos Terminal Redevelopment Project Water Quality  4 
Technical Report, Draft EIS.  September 2. 5 

 
A.C. Kindig & Company (Kindig) 6 

2008 Port of Tacoma Blair-Hylebos Terminal Redevelopment Project Water Quality 7 
Technical Report, Draft EIS.  September 2. 8 

 
AGI Technologies (AGI Technologies 1995) 9 

1995 Fax to Ecology September 15, 1995.  Draft Site Plan and Draft Petroleum  10 
Hydrocarbon Characterization of LNAPL Port of Tacoma/721 Alexander Avenue, 11 
Tacoma, Washington. 12 

 
Anchor Environmental, LLC (Anchor 2001) 13 

2001 Navy Bank Surface Sediment Characterization. Prepared for Port of Tacoma and  14 
OCC Tacoma. Prepared by Anchor Environmental LLC and Conestoga-Rovers & 15 
Associates. June 27. 16 

 
Anchor Environmental, LLC (Anchor 2004) 17 

2004 Operations, Monitoring, and Maintenance Plan (OMMP), Mouth of the Hylebos 18 
Waterway (Segments 3, 4, and 5), Tacoma, Washington, Final (100 Percent) 19 
Design Submittal. Prepared for Occidental Chemical Corporation and Port of 20 
Tacoma. Prepared by Anchor Environmental, LLC and Hart Crowser, Inc. June. 21 

 
Associated Press  22 

2008 Humpback Whale Visiting Puget Sound http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/ 23 
localnews/2004445798_webwhale29m.html  Accessed October 16, 2008. 24 

 
Barnhart, R.A.  25 

1988  Species Profiles: Life Histories and Environmental Requirements of Coastal  26 
Fishes and Invertebrates (Pacific Southwest), Pacific Herring. U.S. Fish and 27 
Wildlife Service Biological Report 82(11.79). U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, TR 28 
EL-82-4. 14 pp. 29 

 
Blasland, Bouck & Lee, Inc. (BBL) 30 

2004 Hylebos Waterway Summary of Analytical Results for Soil and Groundwater 31 
Samples, for Port of Tacoma. September 24. 32 

 
Burkett, Esther E.  33 

1995 Marbled Murrelet Food Habits and Prey Ecology. Chapter 22 in USDA Forest  34 
Service Gen. Tech. Rep. PSW-152.  35 

 
City of Tacoma 36 

2008 City of Tacoma website, http://www.cityoftacoma.org/. accessed October 29, 37 
2008. 38 



April 2009 9.0 References 
 

  
Draft EA for the Disposal and Reuse of NMCRC Tacoma Page 9-2 

 2007a Comprehensive Plan, Generalized Land Use Element, amended December 11. 1 
2007b Tacoma Municipal Code, Land Use Regulatory Code, Title 13, revised February. 2 
 

City of Tacoma Fire Department  3 
2008 Tacoma Fire Department Strategic Plan 2008-2012, Available at: 4 

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/Page.aspx?hid=7909  5 
2008 City of Tacoma Fire Department website, 6 

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/Page.aspx?nid=168, accessed November 3, 2008. 7 
 
City of Tacoma Police Department 8 

2008 City of Tacoma Police Department website, 9 
http://www.cityoftacoma.org/Page.aspx?nid=170, accessed November 3, 2008. 10 

 
Conestoga-Rovers & Associates (CRA 2008) 11 

2008 Draft Site Characterization Report. Volume 1 – Text and Appendices,  12 
Groundwater and Sediment Remediation, Occidental Chemical Corporation, 13 
Tacoma, Washington. July. 14 

 
Dames & Moore  15 

1981 Commencement Bay Study. Prepared for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle  16 
District, Washington. Volumes III and VII. 17 

1992 NAVFAC Drawing #6379841, Specification #12-93-4060 Sheet 2 of 4 UST  18 
Removal.  July 7. 19 

 
Day, Christopher 20 
 2008 Email to Cherilyn Inouye (AMEC Earth& Environmental, Inc.).  November 12. 21 
 
Department of the Navy Base Realignment and Closure Program Management Office 22 

2006 Final Environmental Condition of Property Report for the Naval & Marine Corps 23 
Reserve Center, Tacoma, Washington.  May 5. 24 

 
Dewey, T. and M. Potter  25 

2002 "Falco peregrinus" (On-line), Animal Diversity Web.  26 
http://animaldiversity.ummz.umich.edu/site/accounts/information/Falco_peregrin27 
us.html. Accessed October 22, 2008. 28 

 
Ebasco (Ebasco 1994) 29 

1994 Hylebos Waterway Summary of Analytical Results for Soil and Groundwater  30 
Samples for Port of Tacoma.  September 24 31 

 
Environmental Laboratory.  32 

1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual. Technical Report Y-87-1. U.S.  33 
Army Engineer Waterways Experiment Station, Vicksburg, Mississippi. 100 pp. 34 
with appendices. 35 

 
ENSR Corporation 36 

2008 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment – Naval and Marine Corps Reserve  37 
Center.  June. 38 

 



April 2009 9.0 References 
 

  
Draft EA for the Disposal and Reuse of NMCRC Tacoma Page 9-3 

Falcon, Erin, John Calambokidis, Gretchen Steiger, Mark Malleson, and John Ford  1 
2005 Humpback Whales in the Puget Sound/Georgia Strait Region. Proceedings of the  2 

2005 Puget Sound/Georgia Basin Research Conference. 3 
http://www.engr.washington.edu/epp/psgb/2005psgb/proceedings/papers/A2_FA4 
LCO.pdf  Accessed October 16, 2008. 5 

 
Fisheries and Oceans Canada  6 

2008 Killer Whales Serve as Sentinels for Ocean Pollution. July 21. http://www.dfo- 7 
mpo.gc.ca/science/Publications/article/quebec/killerwhales_e.htm  Accessed 8 
October 21, 2008. 9 

 
GeoEngineers 10 
 2008a Earth/Geology Discipline Report, Blair-Hylebos Terminal Redevelopment 11 

 Project. Port of Tacoma, Washington.  September 3. 12 
 2008b Groundwater Discipline Report, Blair-Hylebos Terminal Redevelopment  13 

 Project  Draft EIS, Tacoma, Washington.  September 3. 14 
 
Grette AssociatesLLC  15 

2008 Blair-Hylebos Terminal Redevelopment Project. Plants and Animals Technical  16 
Report Draft. Prepared for Port of Tacoma. September 5. 17 

 
Hardy, Heck, Moore & Meyers 18 

1997 Cultural Resources Survey and Assessment, Naval & Marine Corps Reserve 19 
Center, Tacoma, Washington. 20 

 
Hardy Heck Moore, Inc. 21 

2008 Historic Resources Survey (Update) of Naval & Marine Corps Reserve Center  22 
(N&MCRC) Tacoma, Washington. November. 23 

 
Hayes, Gerald E. and Joseph B. Buchanan.  24 

Washington State Status Report for the Peregrine Falcon. Washington Department of 25 
Fish and Wildlife, Olympia. 77 pp. 26 

 
Hylebos Cleanup Committee (HCC)  27 

1999 Hylebos Waterway Pre-remedial Design Program, Commencement Bay,  28 
Nearshore/Tideflats Superfund Site.  Pre-remedial Design Evaluation Report.  29 
December 10. 30 

 
Jeffries, Steven J., Patrick J. Gearin, Harriet R. Huber, Don L. Saul and Darrell A. Pruett  31 

2000 Atlas of Seal and Sea Lion Haulout Sites in Washington. Washington Department  32 
of Fish and Wildlife, Wildlife Science Division, 600 Capitol Way North, Olympia 33 
WA. pp. 150. 34 

 
Kennedy/Jenks Consultants (KJC) 35 
 2008 Port of Tacoma Final Draft Stormwater Technical Report, Blair Hylebos 36 

 Terminal Redevelopment Project.  September 3. 37 
 



April 2009 9.0 References 
 

  
Draft EA for the Disposal and Reuse of NMCRC Tacoma Page 9-4 

Local Redevelopment Authority for the Navy Marine Reserve Center-Tacoma 1 
2007 Local Redevelopment Authority for the Navy Marine Reserve Center-Tacoma 2 

Redevelopment Plan, October 3 
2008 Local Redevelopment Authority for the Navy Marine Reserve Center-Tacoma 4 

Redevelopment Plan, February 27 5 
 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. 2008. Commencement Bay, WA. 6 

http://www.darrp.noaa.gov/northwest/cbay/index.html  Accessed October 20, 2008. 7 
 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Fisheries, Office of Protected Resources  8 

2008 Steller Sea Lion (Eumetopias jubatus).  9 
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/species/mammals/pinnipeds/stellersealion.htm  10 
Accessed October 17, 2008. 11 

 
National Marine Fisheries Service  12 

2008a Puget Sound Chinook ESU THREATENED. http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/ESA- 13 
Salmon-Listings/Salmon-Populations/Chinook/CKPUG.cfm  Accessed October 14 
20, 2008.  15 

 
2008b. Puget Sound Steelhead DPS THREATENED. http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/ESA-16 

Salmon-Listings/Salmon-Populations/Steelhead/STPUG.cfm  Access October 20, 17 
2008. 18 

 
2008c. Puget Sound/Strait of Georgia Coho ESU SPECIES OF CONCERN. 19 

http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/ESA-Salmon-Listings/Salmon-20 
Populations/Coho/COPUG.cfm  Accessed October 20, 2008. 21 

 
2007. Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss). http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/ESA-Salmon-22 

Listings/Salmon-Populations/Steelhead/  Accessed October 20, 2008. 23 
 
2006. Endangered and Threatened Species; Designation of Critical Habitat for the 24 

Southern Resident Killer Whale; Final Rule. 71 FR 69054 69070, November 26. 25 
 
2005. Endangered and Threatened Species; Designation of Critical Habitat for 12 26 

Evolutionarily Significant Units of West Coast Salmon and Steelhead in WA, OR, 27 
and ID; Final Rule. 70 FR 52630, September 2.  28 

 
1993. Designated Critical Habitat; Steller Sea Lion; Final Rule. 50 CFR 225.202, August 29 

27. 30 
 

National Marine Mammal Laboratory. 2008a. Marine Mammal Education Web – Humpback 31 
Whales. http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/nmml/education/cetaceans/humpback.php  Accessed 32 
October 16, 2008. 33 

 
2008b. Steller Sea Lions, NMML Research–Biology. 34 

http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/nmml/alaska/sslhome/biology.php  Accessed October 35 
17, 2008. 36 

 



April 2009 9.0 References 
 

  
Draft EA for the Disposal and Reuse of NMCRC Tacoma Page 9-5 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command North West 1 
2008 Memorandum to File: Documentation for Response Complete for Remediation of 2 

Petroleum Contaminated Soil at Tacoma WA NAVOSPTCEN from NAVFAC 3 
NW (John Gordon and Pamela Kromholtz).  April 2. 4 

 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest Division  5 

2003 Disposal and Reuse of Naval Station Treasure Island. Final Environmental Impact 6 
Statement. June. 7 

 
Naval Energy and Environmental Support Activity (NEESA) 8 

1988 Preliminary Assessment Report.  May. 9 
 

Pacific Fishery Management Council. 2005. Amendment 18 (Bycatch Mitigation Program), 10 
Amendment 19 (Essential Fish Habitat) to the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery 11 
Management Plan for the California, Oregon, and Washington Groundfish Fishery. 12 
November. 13 

 
1999. Appendix A, Identification and Description of Essential Fish Habitat, Adverse 14 

Impacts, and Recommended Conservation Measures for Salmon. Amendment 14 15 
to the Pacific Coast Salmon Plan. August. 16 

 
NW Struction General Contracting, Inc.  (NW Construction) 17 

1993 UST Decommissioning Report, Site Assessment Report Contract No.44255-93-C- 18 
4060, UST Removal Project, Navy Reserve Center, 1100 East Alexander, 19 
Tacoma, Washington.  November. 20 

 
Ralph, C. John, George L. Hunt, Jr., Martin G. Raphael, and John F. Piatt.  21 

1995 Chapter 1, Ecology and Conservation of the Marbled Murrelet in North America:  22 
An Overview. USDA Forest Service Gen. Tech. Rep. PSW-152.  23 

 
Severson Construction (Severson) 24 

1996 Underground Storage Tank Removals at Various Pacific Northwest Naval  25 
Facilities.  March 25. 26 

 
SSA Marine website 27 

http://www.ssamarine.com/050107_PRX.html, accessed 2 December 2008 28 
 
Stinson, Derek W., James W. Watson, and Kelly R. McAllister.  29 

2001 Washington State Status Report for the Bald Eagle. Washington Department of  30 
Fish and Wildlife, Olympia. 92 pp. 31 

 
Svobodová, Z., R. Lloyd, J. Máchová, and B. Vykusová.  32 

1993 Water Quality and Fish Health. EIFAC Technical Paper. No. 54. Rome, FAO. 59  33 
pp. 34 

 
Tacoma Pierce County Health Department 35 

1993 Permit # 93-087.  Underground Storage Tank Removal Permit.  August 8. 36 
 



April 2009 9.0 References 
 

  
Draft EA for the Disposal and Reuse of NMCRC Tacoma Page 9-6 

Tacoma Public Utilities 1 
 2006  2006 Comprehensive Water Plan Update, Volume 1. 2 
 
University of Washington (UW) 3 

2008 UW Climate Impacts Group and the Washington Department of Ecology,   Sea  4 
Level Rise in the Coastal Waters of Washington State.  January. 5 

2005 Climate Change and its Effects on Puget Sound. Climate Impacts Group, Center 6 
for Science in the Earth System.  October. 7 

 
URS Consultants (URS)  8 

1996 Historical Survey of the Navel and Marine Corps Reserve Center, Tacoma,  9 
Tacoma Washington.  January. 10 

 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 11 

2003 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System, State Program Status. April 14.  12 
http://cfpub2.epa.gov/npdes/statestats.cfm  Accessed October 21, 2008. 13 

2004 Five-Year Review Report, Commencement Bay Nearshore/Tideflats, Superfund  14 
Site, Tacoma, Washington. December 29. 15 

 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2008a. Bull Trout Species Profile. 16 

http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/SpeciesReport.do?spcode=E065  Accessed October 15, 17 
2008. 18 

 
2008b. Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Revised Critical Habitat for the 19 

Marbled Murrelet; Proposed Rule. 50 CFR Part 17, July 31. 20 
 

2005a. Endangered and Threatened Wildlife Plants; Designation of Critical Habitat for 21 
the Bull Trout; Final Rule. 50 CFR Part 17, September 26. 22 

 
2005b. Final List of Bird Species to Which the Migratory Bird Treaty Act Does Not 23 

Apply. Federal Register Vol. 70, No. 49 / Tuesday, March 15. 24 
 

1996. Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Final Designation of Critical 25 
Habitat for the Marbled Murrelet; Final Rule. 50 CFR Part 17, May 24. 26 

 
U.S. Geological Survey 27 
 2008 Description of Cascade Range Earthquakes and Seismicity, Available at: 28 

 http://vulcan.wr.usgs.gov/Volcanoes/Washington/Seismicity/description_washing29 
ton_seismicity.html.  30 

 
Washington Birder. 2008. Washington State County Checklist.    31 

http://www.wabirder.com/docs/checklist_fall08.xls  Accessed February 4, 2009. 32 
 
Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology ), and Washington Department of Community, 33 
Trade, and Economic Development (CTED) 34 

2006 Impacts of Climate Change on Washington’s Economy; A Preliminary 35 
Assessment of Risks and Opportunities.  November. 36 

 



April 2009 9.0 References 
 

  
Draft EA for the Disposal and Reuse of NMCRC Tacoma Page 9-7 

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2008. Species of Concern in Washington State. 1 
http://wdfw.wa.gov/wlm/diversty/soc/soc.htm  Accessed October 15, 2008.  2 

 
2000. Puget Sound Chum Salmon. http://wdfw.wa.gov/fish/chum/chum-5.htm  Accessed  3 

October 22, 2008. 4 
 

1997. Forage Fish, Biology, Pacific Herring. http://wdfw.wa.gov/fish/forage/herring.htm  5 
Accessed October 16, 2008. 6 

 
Washington State Department of Health 7 
 1994 Special Report, Radon in Washington.  June. 8 
 
Weather.com 9 
 2008 Average Annual Precipitation for Tacoma, Washington, available at: 10 

 http://www.weather.com/outlook/driving/interstate/wxclimatology/monthly/g11 
 raph/USWA0441?from=36hr_bottomnav_driving. 12 

 
Wiles, G.J.  13 

2004 Washington State Status Report for the Killer Whale. Washington Department of  14 
Fish and Wildlife, Olympia. 106 pp. 15 



April 2009 9.0 References 
 

  
Draft EA for the Disposal and Reuse of NMCRC Tacoma Page 9-8 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 




