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Appendix A – Comments Received on the Draft EIS 

Comment Letters 

Appendix A of the Final EIS contains copies of all comment letters received on the Draft EIS. This 
introduction explains the organization of comments and responses and describes how to locate 
a response to an individual comment. Comment letters/emails were initially organized by date 
received, and by the type of entity providing the comments, in the following order:  

▪ Government agencies/tribal governments 

▪ Organizations 

▪ Individuals 

▪ Draft EIS public meeting comments 

Each comment letter/email received was given an identifying number, and each individual 
comment within that letter was numbered sequentially (e.g., 1-1). Similarly, using a verbatim 
transcript of the meeting, each speaker at the virtual public meeting and each individual 
comment by that speaker was assigned an identifying number (e.g., T1-1).  

Appendix A also contains several exhibits (in table format) that enable a reader to find their 
letter, an individual comment, and the issue category/sub-category number in Chapter 3 of the 

Final EIS that provides a response to the comment. The exhibits, organized by the entity type as 
shown above, list each comment letter received; the number and the general topic/issue of 
each comment within that letter (e.g., 1-1, which corresponds to Letter No. 1, comment No. 1); 
and typically a 2- or 3-digit numerical identifier for the response category (e.g., 3.5.1) that 
responds to that particular comment, with the full response included in the Final EIS (generally 
in Chapter 3). Responses are generally organized by SEPA element of the environment (e.g., 
Earth), and by groups of related response comments. Within each element of the environment, 
comments are briefly summarized followed by a response; responses may be further divided 
into sub-categories (e.g., geologic hazards). If a response contains supplemental or updated 
technical information, or corrects an error in the Draft EIS, this is identified in context. 

Table of Exhibits 
Exhibit A-1 Comments from Agencies and Tribes ....................................................................... A-2 

Exhibit A-2 Comments from Organizations ................................................................................. A-8 

Exhibit A-3 Comments from Individuals .................................................................................... A-15 

Exhibit A-4 Comments from May 20, 2020 Public Hearing ....................................................... A-27 
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Exhibit A-1 Comments from Agencies and Tribes (Letters 1–9) 

Letter # Commenter Issues See Final EIS Section  

1 Washington 
Department of 
Ecology (Ecology) 

1. Input to wetlands 3.5.2(2), 3.4.3(1) 

2. Use of dispersion trenches in wetland buffers 3.4.4(1) 

3. Swales in parking lots 3.4.4(1) 

4. WQ monitoring of stormwater wetlands 3.4.4(1) 

5. Roof runoff 3.4.4(1), 3.5.2(1) 

6. Buffer averaging 3.5.2(1), 3.4.3(1) 

7. Affected environment 3.6.1 

8. Areas of concern 3.6.2 

9. Feasibility study/ cleanup alternatives 3.6.1 

10. Protective measures during construction 3.6.1, 3.6.5 

11. Worker exposure 3.6.5 

12. Water quality 3.4.4(1) 

13. Water rights 3.14 

2 Washington 
Department of 
Archaeology and 
Historic Preservation 
(DAHP) 

1.Consult with tribe on TCP 3.10.4 

2. Agree with the historic district eligibility; include 
Japanese settlement 

3.10.1 

3. Incorporate rehab of buildings and sites 3.10.1 

4. Tax credits available 3.10.1 

5. Avoid impacts to historic district 3.10.1 

6. Develop interpretive plan for Japanese settlements 3.10.3(1) 

7. More investigation of Japanese settlements 3.10.3(2) 

8. Additional survey in Planning Areas (PA) 2 & 3 3.10.2 

9. Recommendations for documentation 3.1.3 

3 Snoqualmie Tribe1  1. Overview of concerns See responses to 3-2 through 
3-91 (below) 

2. Significance of Falls/TCP 3.10.4 

3. Impacts to Salish Lodge 3.11.17 

4. Summary of SEPA 3.1 

5. Alternatives similar 3.1.2(1) 

6. No information for PA 2 & 3 3.1.2(2) 

7. Insufficient infrastructure 3.11.12, 3.11.13 

8. Population & housing 3.7, 3.8.1 

 

 

 
1 Letter No. 44 (Matthew Baerwalde), requesting an extension of the comment period, was inadvertently 
categorized as from an Individual rather than from a Government Agency/Tribe. Apologies for the mistake. 



December 2021 | Snoqualmie Mill PCI Plan Final EIS | Appendix A A-3 

 

Letter # Commenter Issues See Final EIS Section  

9. Alternative to maximize environmental benefits/ 
move Mill Pond Road farther from river 

2.4, 3.4.2(3) 

10. How will owner enforce COVID-19 restrictions 3.1.3(4)  

11. Earth - seismic impacts 3.2.5 

Air   

12. Air quality/CO-construction 3.3 

13. Greenhouse Gases (GHG) 3.3 

14. Asbestos 3.6.1 

15. Green building technology 3.1.2(2), 3.1.2(5)  

16. Data questions 3.11.4 

Water Resources   

17. Water resources/Snoqualmie River 3.4.2(1)(3) 

18. Direct discharge 3.4.1(1), 3.4.2(2) 

19. Borst Lake 3.4.3(2) 

20. Temperature TMDL 3.5.1(2), 3.4.2(2) 

21. Water quality sampling 3.4.2(1)(3), 3.5.1(2) 

22. Consider alternatives to direct discharge 3.4.2(2), 3.4.4(1), 3.5.1(2) 

23. Evapotranspiration 3.2.1, 3.5.2(2)  

24. Move Mill Pond Road farther 3.4.2(3) and 3.5.1(1) 

25. Dogs/RVs near river 3.5.1(2) 

26. Temperature TMDL 3.2.1(2), 3.4.2(2), 3.5.1(2) 

27. Grading, use natural flood controls 3.4.1(1)(2) 

28. Stormwater planning, erosion 3.4.1(1)(2) 

29. Reexamine groundwater recharge 3.2.1, 3.4.1(1) 

30. Consider alternative to improve flood storage 3.4.1(2) 

31. Maintain flows to wetlands and streams 3.5.2(2) 

32. Questions significant unavoidable adverse impacts- 
depends on future phases; any temperature impacts 
are significant. 

3.4.2(1)(2)(3), 3.5.1(2) 

33. TMDL 3.4.2(2), 3.5.1(2) 

Plants & Animals   

34. Human impacts to wildlife 3.5.3(1) 

35. Inaccurate description of vegetation along river 
bank 

3.5.1(1) 

36. Statement of poor water quality in stream not 
demonstrated 

3.4.2(1), 3.5.1(2) 

37. Alternative location of Mill Pond Road 3.4.2(3) and 3.5.1(1) 

38. Wetland hydrology 3.4.3(1), 3.5.2(2) 

39. Human impact to wildlife 3.5.3(1) 

40. Disturbance of elk 3.5.3(1) 
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Letter # Commenter Issues See Final EIS Section  

41. Construction impacts to wildlife 3.5.3(1) 

42. Channel migration 3.2.4 

43. Assumptions about impervious area uncertain 3.4.3(3) 

44. Increase setback from river near PA 1 3.4.2(1)(3), 3.5.1(1) 

45. Bigger setback to enhance hyporheic zone 3.4.2(1)(3), 3.5.1(1) 

46. More analysis of wetland hydrology 3.4.3(1) 

47. Temperature TMDL 3.4.2(3), 3.5.1(2) 

48. Displacement of elk 3.5.3(c)  

49. Minim 165-ft buffer from river 3.4.2(1)(3), 3.5.1(1), 3.5.3(1) 

50. More information on wildlife underpass needed 3.4.2(3), 3.5.3(1) 

51. Wildlife corridor will not reduce impacts of a 
mixed-use employment center 

3.5.3(1) 

52. No Action Alternative would not impact wildlife 3.5.3(1) 

53. Include alternative that increases setback from 
river 

3.4.2(3), 3.5.1(1), 3.8.1, 
3.8.5 

54. More detail for wildlife corridor needed 3.5.3(1), 3.8.1 

55. Environmental health 3.6.1, 3.6.2 

Land Use/Plans & Policies   

56. More intensive land use 3.8.5, 3.9 

57. PA 2 & 3 too vague to evaluate highest impact 
scenario. Outdoor concert venue should be considered 
worst case. 

3.1.2(2), 3.1.2(4), 3.8.5, 3.9 

58. Plan would not provide opportunities for 
environmental enhancement 

3.4.2(1)(3), 3.8.1, 3.8.5, 3.9 

59. Open space may be overestimated since no firm 
plans for PA 2 & 3 

3.1.2(2), 3.8.1, 3.10.4 

60. Bigger setback from river 3.8.1 

61. Unpermitted fill – Comprehensive Plan requires to 
be removed; may affect baseline for flood calculations 

3.8.5 

Housing   

62. No affordable housing; average household size 
inconsistent with Census 

3.8.1, 3.8.5 

63. No low-income housing 3.8.1 

Aesthetics   

64. 55-ft building too high; not consistent with 
surrounding landscape character 

3.9 

65. More view studies needed 3.9 

66. Visual impacts in different seasons 3.9 

Cultural Resources   

67. Cultural resources report not complete 3.10.1, 3.10.2, 3.10.4 

68. Limited info and errors re: Tribe 3.10.4 
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Letter # Commenter Issues See Final EIS Section  

69. Old/incomplete information used 3.10.4 

Transportation   

70. No mitigation of alternatives to address traffic 3.11.5, 3.11.10 

71. Construction impacts – dust control 3.11.8 

72. Transportation system inadequate; total traffic 
unclear since PA 2 & 3 not specific 

3.11.13 

73. Burden of improvements will fall to City, King 
County, Tribe. Improvements should be built before 
development occurs 

3.11.12 

74. SR 202 bridge replacement could damage 
environmental resources and should be analyzed 

3.11.2 

75. Need for construction management plan 3.11.8 

76. Event space traffic 3.11.16 

77. Outdoor performance space will cause impacts 3.11.16 

78. Peak hour wait times at intersections will be 
substantial and frustrating 

3.11.2, 3.11.13 

79. Assumed increases in transit service are speculative 3.11.10 

80. Traffic impacts to Snoqualmie Falls/Salish Lodge 
and TCP 

3.11.17 

Parks   

81. Question about Riverwalk; questions about park 
needs; additional impacts 

3.1.3 

Public Services   

82. Police Dept. info/impacts not accurate 3.13 

83. Fire Dept. info outdated; schools are over 
capacity; impacts of COVID-19 on hospitals 

3.13.2 

84. Insufficient information on water supply 3.14 

Fiscal Impacts   

85. Various statements about economies of scale, need 
for staff; socioeconomic effects of increased traffic, 
pollution not evaluated. 

3.15 

86. Does not analyze (indirect) costs to Tribe 3.11.17, 3.15.6 

Master Drainage Plan (MDP)   

87. Direct discharge 3.4.3 

88. Asserts departure from KCSWDM re: hydrology 3.4.3 

89. Questions infeasibility of infiltration 3.2.1(1), 3.3.3 

90. Flood storage  3.4.1 

91. Does not address how Comprehensive Plan 
requirement to remove unpermitted fill will be 
complied with 

3.8.1(h) 

4 Tulalip Tribes 1. Insufficient alternatives 3.1.2(1) 

2. Mitigation 3.1.2(2) 
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Letter # Commenter Issues See Final EIS Section  

3. PA 2 & 3 impacts 3.1.2(2) 

4. Additional study needed 3.1.2(4) 

5. Improve environmental conditions 3.2.1, 3.4.2(3), 3.5.1(1) 

6. Flooding 3.4.1(2) 

7. Unpermitted fill 3.8.1(h) 

5 King County Historic 
Preservation Program 

1. Concurs with finding of significance 3.10.1 

2. Additional mitigation for Japanese community site 3.10.3 

3. Historic district 3.10.1 

4. PA 1 - monitoring required; additional test pits 3.10.3 

6 King County Dept. of 
Natural Resources 
(DNR) and Parks and 
Recreation Division 

1. Access to Snoqualmie Valley Trail (SVT) needed 3.4.2(3), 3.13.2 

2. Impacts to rural trail from urban land use 3.13.2 

3. Increased use of King County trails 3.13.2 

4. Fence southern boundary 3.4.2(3), 3.13.2 

5. Status of SVT Pre-Annexation Agreement access 
easement 

3.4.2(3), 3.13.2 

7 King County Dept. of 
Local Services 

1. No analysis of consistency with 2002 Interlocal 
Agreement (ILA) 

3.8.3 

2. Water supply – overcommitted allocating need for 
water rights 

3.14 

3. Noise from outdoor performance space 3.12 

4. Notice to rural residents per ILA   

5. Channel migration 3.4.1(1) 

6. Floodway analysis 3.4.1(1) 

7. Revisions to flood maps (process) 3.4.1(1) 

8. ILA provisions regarding flooding 3.4.1(1) 

9. Drainage outfall through Mill Pond revetment 3.4.1(1) 

10. Basic treatment may not protect salmon 
downstream 

3.1.2(1), 3.4.4(1) 

11. No support for statement that stormwater quality 
will improve 

3.4.2(1)(3) 

12. Identify liquefaction areas 3.2.5 

13. Lift station engineering   

14. Use of toxic chemicals-treated logs, creosote 3.6.2, 3.6.7 

15. How much soil in PA 2 & 3 needs remediation? 3.6.6 

16. Coordinate traffic management for events with 
King County 

3.11.9 

8 Snoqualmie Valley 
Watershed 

1. Concerns about any change in flow regime of river, 
reduction in imperious surface from development, and 
loss of site as flood storage 

3.2.1, 3.4.1(1) 
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Letter # Commenter Issues See Final EIS Section  

Improvement District 
(WID) 

2. Compare Proposal to historical conditions/ 
unpermitted fill 

3.4.1(1) 

9 Snoqualmie 
Watershed Forum 

1. Impervious surfaces, water temperature 3.1.1, 3.2.1, 3.4.2(1)(2)(3), 
3.4.4(1), 3.5.1(2) 

2. New impervious surfaces 3.4.4(1) 

3. Greater protection of riparian health 3.4.2(1)(3), 3.5.1(1) 

4. Revised rule re: Waters of US/ Jurisdiction 3.4.2(3), 3.5.2(3) 

5. Buffer impacts 3.4.2(1)(3), 3.5.2(1) 

6. Impacts to Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas (CARA) 3.2.1 

7. Water supply deficient/scale back project 3.14 

8. Minimize development and channel migration zone 
(CMZ) 

3.2.4 

9. Bull trout 3.5.2(1), 3.5.4(1) 

10. More detail for alternatives 3.1.2(1)(4) 
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Exhibit A-2 Comments from Organizations (Letters 10–17) 

Letter # Commenter Issues See Final EIS Section 

10 Dana Hubanks, 
Snoqualmie 
Community Action 
Network (SCAN) 

1. Request extension of comment period due to 
pandemic 

3.1.1 

2. Complaints about past public records requests 3.1.3(4) 

3. City violated 180-day limit for EIS preparation 3.1.2(3) 

4. Needs time to raise money to hire experts 3.1.3(4) 

11 Cristie Coffing,  
SCAN 

(13 comments + 3 attachments: JACL resolution, DN Traffic Study, Cost of Growth 
Study)  

1. 3-minute speaking limit at public meeting violated 
SEPA rules 

3.1.1(2) 

2. City violated 180-day limit for EIS preparation 3.1.2(3) 

3. Incorporates Japanese American Citizens League 
Resolution of potential significance of Mill site; 
representative from JACL was not present at an on-site 
meeting 

3.10.3 

4. Trenches/artifacts; question about listing on register 3.10.2, 3.10.3 

5. Manage archaeological sites separately from 
historic industrial resources; questions how will be 
managed 

3.10.3 

6. Where is trench No. 5? 3.10.3(1) 

7. No consultation with JACL & Japanese Cultural & 
Community Center of WA; summarizes their concerns 

3.10.3 

8. Light pollution from industrial uses and concert venue 
not addressed adequately 

3.9 

9. Traffic not addressed adequately; references DN 
Traffic Study 

3.11.13 

10. Water supply not adequate 3.14 

11. Climate change not addressed 3.3 

12. Revise project to reflect COVID 19, loss of retail, 
limits on gathering, decrease in consumer activity 

3.8.5 

13. Growth does not pay for itself 3.15.4 

12 Washington Trust for 
Historic Preservation 

1. Concurs w/conclusion of eligibility for listing 3.10.1 

2. Recommend that entire site be nominated to 
National Register as mitigation; and that site’s history 
be interpreted on-site. 

3.10.1, 3.10.3 

3.Try to preserve all remaining historic elements in PA 
2 & 3 

3.10.1, 3.10.3 

4. If impacts to resources in PA 2 & 3 are unavoidable, 
rehabilitate the most significant historic elements of site 

3.10.3 

13A Karen Yoshitomi, 
Japanese Cultural & 
Community Center of 
WA 

1. Conduct further consultation w/DAHP 3.10.2, 3.10.3 

2. Should be further investigation/full archaeological 
survey of PA 1 

3.10.3 
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Letter # Commenter Issues See Final EIS Section 

13B David Inouie, 
Japanese American 
Citizens League 
(JACL) 

1. Additional survey needed 3.10.3 

14 Cynthia Krass, 
Snoqualmie Valley 
Preservation Alliance 
(SVPA) 

1. Flooding-unpermitted fill 3.4.1(1) 

2. Insufficient range of alternatives; range too narrow; 
no significant differences in impacts; purpose of 
Proposal not stated; consider removal of all 
unpermitted fill as an alternative and pre-condition to 
PCI Plan approval 

3.1.2(1), 3.8.5 

3. Analysis of flooding impacts insufficient 3.4.1(1)(2) 

4. Defers too much analysis to later stages; fails to 
evaluate cumulative effects 

3.1.2(2) 

5. Aquifer recharge 3.2.1 

6. Tokul Creek 3.2.2 

7. Water supply 3.14 

8. GMA consistency 3.8.1 

9. Compliance with MTCA 3.6.2 

10. North Wellfield 3.6.3 

11. Analysis to establish case for development in CMZ 
not included 

3.2.4 

15 Dana Hubanks,  
SCAN 

1. Requests revised Draft EIS. Includes Attachments A-F 3.1.1 

2. Should be withdrawn to provide appropriate 
analysis 

3.1.2(4) 

15A Attachment A: 
Bricklin & Neuman 

1. Requests extension of comment period 3.1.1 

2. More analysis/detail needed 3.1.2(4) 

3. Borst Lake impacts not analyzed 3.4.3(2), 3.6.7 

4. Contamination not analyzed adequately 3.6.1 

5. Mitigation discussion not adequate 3.1.2(6) 

6. Defers analysis – inappropriate phased review 3.1.2(2), 3.1.2(4) 

7. Alternatives too similar, not adequate 3.1.2(1), 3.1.2(2)  

8. Inconsistent with Comprehensive Plan policies 3.8.1 

9. Withdraw/reissue Draft EIS 3.1.2.(4) 

15B Attachment B: Cooke 
Scientific/Sarah 
Cooke 

1. Borst Lake omitted 3.6.7 

2. Release of toxins from ground-disturbing activity 3.6.7 

3. Prior violations with Ecology 3.1.3 

4.Wetland delineations are too old 3.5.2(3) 

5. SMP not updated 3.8.1 E 

6. Discharge of wine effluent during flooding  3.4.5 

7. Impacts to on-site wetlands 3.4.3(1), 3.4.3(3) 

8. Recommends conditions of approval 3.4.5 
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Letter # Commenter Issues See Final EIS Section 

15C Attachment C: 
Practical 
Environmental 
Solutions/Pam 
Jenkins 

1. Suspected contaminated areas 3.6.1 

2. Simultaneous construction and remediation 3.6.1, 3.6.5 

3. Groundwater monitoring wells 3.6.1, 3.6.2, 3.6.3 

4. Impact of groundwater on surface water 3.6.1, 3.6.4 

5. Project site groundwater and Borst Lake 3.6.7 

6. Well decommissioning 3.1.3 

7. Ecology's capacity to engage in cleanup 3.6.1 

8. No Action Alternative and remediation 3.6.1 

9. Potential contaminants in PA 1, 2, 3, and railways 3.6.1, 3.6.4 

10. Oil and herbicides 3.6.1, 3.6.4 

11. Potential contamination in ditch sediment 3.6.1, 3.6.4 

12. Planning Area 2 lumber strapping area 3.6.1, 3.6.4 

13. Planning Area 2 transformer T-18 area 3.6.1, 3.6.4 

14. Planning Area 3 UST area 3.6.1, 3.6.4 

15. Planning Area 3 AST area 3.6.1, 3.6.4 

16. Planning Area 3 Morbark area 3.6.1, 3.6.4 

17. Planning Area 3 PCP dip tanks 3.6.12, 3.6.4 

18. Planning Area 3 transformers T-12 and T-17 3.6.1, 3.6.4 

19. Planning Area 3 boiler ash fill area 3.6.1, 3.6.4 

20. Planning Area 3 vehicle wash pad 3.6.1, 3.6.4 

21. Planning Area 3 other areas of concern 3.6.1, 3.6.4 

22. Summary of comments and conclusions 3.1.3 

15D Attachment D: DN 
Traffic Consultants/ 
Gary Norris  

1. Traffic counts 3.11.1 

2. Trip generation 3.11.2 

3. Trip distribution 3.11.3 

4. Traffic forecasting and modeling 3.11.4 

5. Pedestrian/bicycle impacts 3.11.5 

6. Safety impacts 3.11.6 

7. Traffic on bridges 3.11.7 

8. Construction impacts 3.11.8 

9. Regional transportation system 3.11.9 

10. Transit service 3.11.10 

11. Road conditions 3.11.11 

12. Timing & funding of improvements 3.11.12 

15E Attachment E:  
Paul Eisenberg 

1. Require assurances for mitigation 3.1.2(6) 

2. Management of obligations, conservation 
easements, enforcement 

3.1.2(6) 

3. Buffer impacts, mitigation 3.5.2(1) 
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Letter # Commenter Issues See Final EIS Section 

4. Reevaluate land use: retail could change post-
pandemic 

3.8.5, 3.15.1 

5. More analysis of school impacts 3.1.2(4), 3.13 

6. Traffic: impacts of outdoor performance space; 
increased use of trails 

3.11.16 

7. Earthquake risks - liquefaction, subsidence; mitigate 
for potential large earthquake 

3.1.2(4), 3.2.5 

8. Air quality impacts not mitigated 3.1.3(3), 3.3 

9. Evaluate green energy options; heat from pavement 3.1.2(5) 

10. More detailed analysis of flood events needed to 
demonstrate that zero rise is possible 

3.4.1(1) 

11. Impacts on wildlife not described, no mitigation 
proposed 

3.5.3(1) 

12. Operational impacts not evaluated – police, fire, 
water, sewer; wastewater issues from wineries, vat 
cleaning 

3.4.5, 3.13. 3.14 

13. More detail on water quality impacts to wetlands 3.5.1(2), 3.5.2(1)(2) 

14. Analyze/mitigate runoff and recharge during 
flood events 

3.1.1 

15. No thorough site evaluation or consultation with 
Tribe re: cultural resources 

3.10.4 

16. More historic information needed 3.10.2 

17. More discussion of impacts/risks of legacy 
contamination 

3.6.1 

15F Unsigned Attachment 1. Requests extension of comment period because City 
has not fulfilled public records requests for documents 
necessary to understand the Draft EIS 

3.1.1(3), 3.1.3(4) 

2.Acknowledges that SCAN comments may be 
unorganized and duplicative 

3.1.3.(4)  

3. Regional urban project will impact rural and 
resource uses – not consistent with Countywide Planning 
Policies (CPPs). Impacts not addressed in regional SEPA 
documents 

3.7, 3.8.1, 3.8.2 

4. Use SEPA to fill gaps in code (“SEPA gaps”) – 
inadequate concurrency system; insufficient regulations 
for flooding, stormwater, groundwater 

3.1.3(4), 3.8.4, 3.8.5 

5. Health Dept. noise standards 3.12 

6. Impacts to off-site properties, neighboring 
jurisdictions and tribes 

3.1.2(4), 3.7 

7. Does not consider cumulative impacts 3.7 

8. Draft EIS does not consider all environmental 
reviews conducted by other agencies on the site 

3.1.2(4) 

9. Should analyze impacts of full range of 
discretionary/flexibility options that are available 
under the code and could be taken during PCI Plan 
review 

3.1.3(5) 
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Letter # Commenter Issues See Final EIS Section 

10. Assumes floodplain impacts will be analyzed later; 
more detailed review needed now 

3.4.1(1) 

11. Assumes no air quality/GHG impacts because no 
adopted standards. GHG emissions should be 
evaluated apart from City’s overall emissions 

3.1.3(4), 3.3 

12. Identify environmental and health risks of each 
chemical present on site and analysis of risk of release 

3.6.1 

13. Should not defer characterizing contaminants in PA 
2 & 3. No reasonable basis for conclusion of low risk 
of release, fire or explosion 

3.6.1 

14. Evaluate PA 3 steep slopes in detail now so as not 
to foreclose options 

3.2.9 

15. Basic stormwater treatment not sufficient; should be 
enhanced based on proximity to fish-bearing waters 

3.4.4(1) 

16. Police service analysis not sufficient 3.13 

17. Evaluate impacts on City facilities (City hall, public 
works, police station) in greater detail 

3.13 

16 Kathryn Graham, 
SCAN 

1. Identifies several comments incorporated by 
reference 

3.16 

Environmental Health   

2. Potential of contamination to spread through 
groundwater to North Wellfield 

3.6.3 

3. Contaminants of concern remaining after 
Weyerhaeuser cleanups. Monitor earthwork during 
Phase 1 to evaluate migration of groundwater 
contamination from PA 2 & 3 

3.6.1, 3.6.4 

4. Need plan to protect CARA during construction 3.1.3(3), 3.2.1 

5. Building design - objects to 55-ft height 3.1.3(3), 3.8.4(b), 3.9 

6. Noise – amphitheater noise a public nuisance 3.12 

17 Lacy Linney,  
SCAN 

1. General statement of various concerns, which are 
addressed in specific comments. 

3.1.3(2) 

2. Development next to river is too risky to allow 3.1.3(3) 

3. City should take some ownership of cleanup   

4. No access to public transportation 3.11.5, 3.11.10 

5. Water for PA 2 & 3 not addressed 3.14 

6. Potential for sprawl in surrounding areas 3.7 

7. Buildout could take 20 years, not 15 3.8.5 

8. Construction traffic will affect traffic flow 3.11.8 

9. Air quality - project not limiting emissions 3.1.3(3), 3.3 

10. City should require more sustainable features 3.1.3(3) 

Water Quality   

11. Concerned about additional runoff to river 3.5.1(2) 

12. Should require “full elimination of pollutants” from 
stormwater 
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13. No construction staging in wetlands 3.5.2(1) 

14. Any increase in population is significant 3.7 

15. Buildings too high; will spoil views 3.1.3(3), 3.9 

Traffic   

16. Downplays indirect impacts 3.11.13 

17. Road improvements should be in place before 
development occurs 

3.1.2(6), 3.11.12 

18. Haul road impacts on wetlands 3.5.2(1(), 3.5.2(2) 

19. Same issue as #17-17  3.1.2(6), 3.11.12 

20. Noise - impact of amphitheater (misquotes 
statement about Proposal, not amphitheater) 

3.12 

21. Water – no water for PA 2 & 3 3.14 

22. Water - disagrees with “dry season” 3.14 

23. Water - disagrees with demand of wine 
production 

3.14 

24. Fill - City should act re: unpermitted fill 3.8.1 

25. Require updating of adopted utility plans 3.14 

26. Development work has occurred; violates Pre-
Annex agreement (no develop until PCI Plan approved 

3.8.1 

27. Disagrees that housing will be affordable; not a 
fully contained community, residents will shop in 
Snoqualmie 

3.7 

28. Impact of event space 3.8.5 

29. City should require “net zero” impact from 
development 

3.1.3(3) 

30. No way to access site without impacting critical 
areas 

3.5.3(2) 

31. SR 202 bridge replacement unfunded 3.11.7 

32. City should push sustainability much harder 3.1.3(3) 

33. Disagrees that development will increase tourism 3.1.3(3) 

34. Winemaking process is wasteful and involves 
chemicals 

3.1.3(3) 

35. Consider impacts to sensitive receptors (river, 
wetlands) 

3.5.3(2) 

36. Cleanup plan needed before PA 1 develops 3.6.1 

37. Cleanup or fully scoped plan before any 
development 

3.6.1 

38. Is fenced area temporary?   

39. Site cleanup  3.6.1 

40. Cleanup should not be “congruently”  3.6.1 

41. Winemaking is too close to the river; risk of 
accidental release 

3.1.3(3), 3.4.5 
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42. Misquotes/conflates impacts of haul road and 
impacts of PA 1 

3.1.3(3) 

43. Understates risk of impacts to water resources from 
winemaking 

3.5.1(2) 

44. Risk of spills from accidents not mitigated since 
required road improvements not approved 

3.1.3(3), 3.11.12 

45. Disagrees with stated benefit of redevelopment 3.1.3(3) 

46. Project would be very visible from every direction 3.9 

47. Outdoor performance space will impact traffic and 
noise 

3.1.3(1), 3.12 

48. Should not approve anything before Ecology 
approves SMP 

3.1.3(2) 
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Letter # Commenter Issues See Final EIS Section 

18 Nancy Thomas 1. Outdoor performance space: noise 3.1.3(1), 3.12 

2. Outdoor performance space: traffic 3.11.16 

19 Dave Eiffert 1. Clarify whether outdoor performance space 
included in Proposal 

3.1.3(1), 3.8.5 

2. Water sources 3.14 

20 Natalie Williams 1. Preserve natural design of Mill Pond Road 3.11.11 

21 Dave Eiffert 1. Supports except the outdoor performance space 3.1.3(1) 

22 Lisa Ozaeta 1. Supports except the amphitheater 3.1.3(1) 

23 Helene Baradat 1. Supports except the amphitheater 3.1.3(1) 

24 Maria Cristina Berg 1. Supports except the amphitheater 3.1.3(1) 

25 Rob & Ashleigh 
McCann 

1. Opposed to the amphitheater; clarify if in or out 3.1.3(1) 

26 a. Sharilyn Lux; 
b. Peggy Shepard 

1. Concern about “grave site” 
2. Question about appeal procedures 

3.10.4 
3.1.3 

27 Li Hsi  1. Opposed to amphitheater 3.1.3(1) 

28 Richard Scheel 1. Request retraction of Draft EIS, until public meetings 
can be held 

3.1.1(4) 

29 Richard Scheel 1. Requests in-person public meetings on Draft EIS 3.1.1(1) 

30 David Eiffert 1. Public meeting or public hearing 3.1.1(1)  

2. Noise from amphitheater 3.1.3(1), 3.12 

31 Cristie Coffing 1. Requests public hearing (WAC 197-11-535) 3.1.1(1) 

32 Julie Lake 1. Requests public hearing per WAC 3.1.1(1)  

33 Monica Lowney 1. Requests in-person public hearing per WAC 3.1.1(1) 

2. Public hearing 3.1.1(1) 

34 Haley Williamson 1. Requests in-person public hearing per WAC 3.1.1(1) 

35 Xandra Trostel 1. Requests in-person public hearing per WAC 3.1.1(1) 

36 Elaine Armstrong 1. Requests in-person public hearing per WAC 3.1.1(1) n 

37 Wayne A. Russell 1. Requests in-person public hearing per WAC 3.1.1(1)  

2. Form of notice, public hearing, notifying adjacent 
unincorporated King County  

3.1.1 

38 Christina Omalie 1. Do not develop site – do not need more buildings 3.1.3(1) 

39 Kolbi Tabakci 1. No benefit to City from project 3.1.3(1) 

2. Request public meeting per WAC 3.1.1 

40 Kristina Huntley 1. Opposes amphitheater, but retail ok 3.1.3(1) 

41 Xandra Trostel 1. Postpone public meeting, virtual meeting not 
adequate 

3.1.1 

42 Philip Williamson 1. Requests public meeting per WAC 3.1.1 

43 Julie Christensen 1. Requests public meeting per WAC 3.1.1(1) 
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44 Matthew Baerwalde 
(Snoq. Tribe)2  

1. Requests extension of comment period 3.1.1(3) 

45 Philip Williamson 1. Requests public meeting per WAC 3.1.1(1) 

46 Dawn Harper Generally opposes project:   

1. Flooding 3.1.3(1), 3.4.1 

2. Traffic 3.1.3(1), 3.11.13 

3. Wildlife 3.1.3(1), 3.5 

4. History 3.1.3(1), 3.10 

5. Opposes project 3.1.3(1) 

47 Ike Balmer 1. Requests public hearing per WAC 3.1.1 

48 Emily Lee General concerns:   

1. Flooding 3.1.3(2), 3.11.13 

2. Wildlife 3.1.3(2), 3.5 

3. Traffic 3.1.3(2), 3.11.13 

4. History 3.1.3(2), 3.10 

49 Dawn Harper 1. Requests in-person meeting 3.1.1 

50 Emily Lee 1. Requests in-person public hearing per WAC 3.1.1 

51 Andrea Williamson 1. Requests public hearing 3.1.1 

52 Mike Akers 1. Requests public hearing per WAC 3.1.1 

2. Studies not sufficient (traffic, wetlands, 
environmental, social) 

3.1.2(4) 

53 Emily Lee 1. Requests in-person public hearing 3.1.1(1) 

54 Amy Kosche 1. Requests in-person public hearing 3.1.1(1) 

55 Greg Balmer 1. Requests in-person public hearing 3.1.1(1) 

56 Philip Williamson 1. Question about timing of public hearing 3.1.1(1) 

57 Dick Scheel Timing Questions:  

1. 180-day window for completing Draft EIS (per SMC 
19.04.080 C) 

  

3.1.2(3) 

58 Emily Lee 1. Statement about preference for in-person meeting 3.1.1(1) 

59 Dana Hubanks 1. Requests in-person public hearing per WAC 3.1.1 

60 Dave Eiffert 1. Snoqualmie Merchant’s Association Survey – 
opinions regarding project summary of responses 

3.1.3(1) 

61 Amanda Rich 1. Generally opposes based on site’s historic value, 
traffic, wildlife impacts  

3.1.3(1) 

 

 

 
2 Letter No. 44 (Matthew Baerwalde), requesting an extension of the comment period, was inadvertently 
categorized as from an Individual rather than from a Government Agency/Tribe. Apologies for the mistake. 
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62 Monica Lowney No comment on Draft EIS. Questions the City staff 
regarding distribution list 

3.1.3(4) 

63 Julie Lake 1. Objects to timing of public meeting 3.1.1(1) 

2. Questions rezoning of parcels to SF and Heavy 
Industrial 

3.8.5 

64 Julie Lake 1. Zoning 3.7 

2. Heavy industrial use 3.8.5 

65 Jill Brandenburg 1. Non-city residents’ “voices” should be heard 3.1.3(4) 

2. Non-EIS comment about City government  3.1.3(4) 

66 Lesley Sheppard 1. Forwarded letter to City Council raising various 
concerns asking them to read EIS carefully and to 
confirm information on impacts (floodplain, 
contamination, traffic, schools, PA 2 & 3, Mill Pond, 
SMP) 

3.1.3(2) 

67 Alison Uno 1. Supplemental review (PA 2 & 3) 3.1.2(2), 3.1.2(4), 3.11.12 

2. Figures and maps water adequate 3.1.3(2) 

3. Borst Lake impacts 3.4.3(2), 3.11.16, 3.6.7 

4. Bull trout 3.5.4(1) 

5. Wildlife 3.5.3(1), 3.11.13 

6. Wetland buffers 3.5.2 

7. Uses in central open space incompatible 3.1.3(3) 

8. Use pervious materials where possible 3.1.3(3) 

9. Invasive species 3.5.3(1) 

10. Choose alternative with more jobs 3.8.5 

11. Traffic impacts – noise, bicycles, and mitigation 
(trail system connections) 

3.11.5, 3.11.6, 3.11.13, 3.12 

12. Noise from outdoor performance facility 3.1.3(1), 3.12 

13. Traffic from events 3.1.3(1), 3.11.16 

14. Traffic on rural road 3.11.9 

15. Emergency access for flood events 3.11.13 

16. Traffic counts 3.11.1 

17. No analysis of electric power 3.1.2(5) 

18. Viability of retail not analyzed 3.8.5, 3.15.1 

68 Mary Norton 1. Inconsistent whether amphitheater included in project 3.8.5(5) 

2. Open space categories 3.8.5(5) 

3. Problems with maps 3.1.3(1) 

4. Multiple Comprehensive Plan problems/conflicts 3.8.1 

5. Traffic analysis 3.11.1 

6. Noise analysis 3.12 

7. View analysis 3.9 

8. Borst Lake not analyzed 3.4.3(2), 3.6.7 
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9. Buffer averaging; is river exempt from water 
quality controls? 

3.4.4(1)3.5.2(1) 

10. Impact of floods on services 3.13 

11. Emergency management in floods; recovery after 
floods 

3.13 

12. Recovery after floods. Water conveyance in 
floodway 

3.1.3(3)  

13. Effect on downtown businesses 3.15.2 

14. Trail connections 3.11.5 

15. Should not build in floodplain 3.1.3(1) 

69 Richard Scheel 1. EIS not completed in 180 days per SMC 
19.04.080(C) unless applicant agrees 

3.1.2(3) 

2. Gov’s proclamation 20-28 prohibits taking “action”; 
AG Guidance, March 26 – not “necessary and routine” 

3.1.1(2), 3.1.1(3), 3.1.3(3) 

3. City should withdraw EIS and reissue after 
emergency 

3.1.1(4) 

70 Patricia Fels  
(PTF Architects) 

1. Maintain existing buildings. Attachment: 2006 
Rehabilitation Study of Power House 

3.10.5 

71 Konnie Surmann 1. Does not address traffic 3.11.13 

72 Wayne Russell 1. Timing of meeting 3.1.1 

2. Problems with process, public records request 3.1.1(2) 

3. 30-day extension 3.1.1(3) 

4. Illegal berm/fill 3.8.1 

5. Traffic, new bridge 3.11.7, 3.11.16 

73 Maxine Loveless 1. Requests in-person public meeting per WAC 3.1.1(1) 

74 Michelle Huelmann 1. Requests in-person hearing per WAC 3.1.1(1)  

75 Karen Eggleston 1. Requests in-person hearing 3.1.1(1) 

76 Adrian Eggleston 1. Requests in-person hearing 3.1.1 

77 Richard Scheel  
(see letter No. 69) 

Resubmits previous comments on process Refer to Letter No. 69 

78 Suzy & Don Berger 1. OK with project; object to amphitheater (is it in or 
out?) 

3.1.3(1) 

79 Richard Scheel 1. Problems with Zoom meeting (time, login, time limit) 3.1.1(1) 

80 Richard Scheel 1. ID of referenced documents not included in Draft EIS Refer to City website 

81 Natalie Williams Thanks for notice of extension 3.1.1(3)  

82 Robin Gray 1. Opposed to project 3.1.3(1) 

83 Aiko Mizumori 
Canfield 

1. Commemorate history of site 3.10.3, 3.10.5 

84 Fuzzy Fletcher 1. Procedures: 180-day time limit per SMC for EISs; 
Gov’s proclamation regarding “actions”; withdraw 
Draft EIS 

3.1.1 

2. Coalition of small police agency not an alternative 
to SPD police 

3.13 
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3. Statement regarding call data 3.13 

4. Lack of data regarding commercial calls 3.13 

5. Need for ladder track and two firefighters 3.13 

6. Old data in response time 3.13 

7. “Could” vs “will” 3.1.2(6) 

8. Timing of demand vs mitigation 3.11.12 

9. “could vs “will” 3.1.2(6) 

10. Tourism impacts 3.13 

11. Payment for ladder track 3.13 

12. Timing of mitigation 3.13 

13. Redevelop Alternative impacts 3.1.3(1) 

14. Fiscal impacts adverse until most of project 
developed 

3.15.3 

15. Supports No Action 3.1.3(1) 

85 Thyra Demetrick 1. Not consistent with rural feel 3.1.3(3), 3.9 

2. General concerns about traffic, noise, light, 
character 

3.1.3(1) 

3. Don’t need more retail 3.8.5, 3.15 

4. Leave site as it is 3.1.3(1) 

86 Janelle McCarty 1. Supports more affordable housing, people of color, 
some economic diversity 

3.8.5 

87 Josh Bennett 1. Opposes project, but supports DirtFish 3.1.3(1) 

88 Andrew Rossiter 1. Preserve DirtFish 3.8.5 

89 Riley Wilkins 1. Supports no development of site 3.1.3(1) 

90 Antonio Gil 1. Opposes project 3.1.3(1) 

91 Daniel Giorello 1. Opposed to development in Snoqualmie 3.1.3(1) 

92 Taylor R. Faires 1. Preserve DirtFish 3.8.5 

93 Michelle Twohig  1. Water pollution 3.1.3(1) 

2. Traffic 3.11 

3. Competition with downtown 3.15.2 

4. Opposes project 3.1.3(6) 

94 Michelle Twohig 1. Need environment compliance for site 3.6.1 

95 Rachel Kramer 1. Concerns about contamination and traffic 3.1.3(2), 3.11.15 

96 Carson Bolt 1. Development doesn’t benefit community; prefers 
park, museum, Farmer’s Market 

3.1.3(1) 

97 Jim Simon 1. Unwise use of floodplain  3.4.1(1) 

2. Background info 3.4.1(1) 

3. Flood area designation outdated 3.4.1(1) 

4. Reasons to protect floodway 3.4.1(1) 
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5. Rise in base floodplain in computations 3.4.1(1) 

6. Flood data and cites letters/memos from King 
County 

3.4.1(1) 

7. Fails to reference magnitude of 2009 flood 3.4.1(1) 

8. Flood data 3.4.1(1) 

9. FEMA regulations 3.4.1(1) 

10. Questions adequacy of hydraulic analysis 3.4.1(1) 

11. Phased review not appropriate 3.1.2(2), 3.4.1(1) 

12. Modeling not appropriate, worst-case analysis 
requested 

3.4.1(1) 

13. Supplemental EIS required 3.4.1(1) 

14. Disagrees with elevation of floodplain used to 
calculate compensatory storage 

3.4.1(1) 

15. Provide data regarding amount permit fill 3.4.1(1) 

16. Gravel bars 3.2.6 

17. Rain storms 3.2.6 

18. Conveyance capacity assumption incorrect 3.4.1(1) 

19. Analyze floodplain per conditions over past 66 
years 

3.4.1(1) 

20. Borst Lake OHWM not determined 3.4.1(1), 3.4.3(2) 

21. Project will modify natural floodplain 3.4.1 

22. Anomalies in gauge record 3.1.3(3) 

23. No analysis of sediment transport 3.2.6 

24. Statement of potential flood monetary damage 3.1.3(3) 

25. Statement about impacts 3.1.3(3) 

26. Public services disrupted during floods  3.11.13, 3.13 

27. Substantial cumulative impacts 3.1.2(2) 3.1.2(4) n 

28. Incomplete analysis and flooding impacts - FIRM 
maps incorrect/2010 LOMR incorrect 

3.4.1(1) 

98 Sheri Bucy 1. Opposed to performance space 3.1.3(1)(2) 

2. Concern about contamination 3.1.3(2) 

3. Traffic impacts 3.1.3(3), 3.11.16 

99 Monica Lowney 1. Comment on Fisher Avenue intersection 3.1.3(4), 3.11.12 

2. Question about project pro rata share 3.11.12 

3. Question about signal funding 3.11.12 

100 Kristin Cernak 1. Opposed to development because of traffic 3.1.3(1) 

2. Opposed to outdoor performance area 3.1.3(1) 

3. Keep development to south of the river 3.1.3(2) 

101 Dawn Harper 1. Project not in best interest of community 3.1.3(1) 

102 Erin McEachran 1. Submits information on stormwater violations  3.1.3(4) 
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103 Karen Ruppert 1. Wants more analysis of PA 1 contamination 3.6.1, 3.6.2 

104 Anna Boranian 1. Opposes project 3.1.3(1) 

2. Light pollution 3.9 

3. Wildlife 3.5.3(1) 

4. Historic significance 3.1 

5. Displacement of wildlife 3.5.3(1) 

105 Tim Welborn 1. Neighborhood to NE excluded  3.1.3(1), 3.9 

2. Future uses not specific enough 3.1.3(1), 3.8.5 

3. Outdoor performance space 3.1.3(1) 

4. Views, light 3.1.3(1), 3.9 

5. Noise 3.1.3(1), 3.12 

106 Mark Sollitto 1. Defer approval of PA 2 & 3 until cleaned up 3.1.3(3), 3.6.1 

2. Floodway boundary arbitrary 3.1.3(3), 3.4.1(1) 

3. Show calculations for new flood storage by parcel; 
update maps for floodway & CMZ 

3.4.1(1) 

4. King County maps show additional critical areas 3.5.3(2) 

5. Wineries will need to upgrade sewage treatment 
facilities 

3.14 

6. Show/describe regional conservation system 3.14 

7. Transfer density from mall site to somewhere else 3.1.3(3) 

107 Sharilyn Lux 1. No shoulders on Mill Pond Road – unsafe 3.11.6 

2. Police Dept. can’t protect public 3.13 

3. Insufficient fire service available 3.13 

4. I-90 weigh station 3.1.3(4) 

5. Traffic study timing; wrong 3.11.1 

6. Water supply 3.14 

7. Bridges 3.11.7 

8. Crime statistics 3.1.3(3) 

9. Incorrect information cover letter 3.1.2(4)  

10. Police Dept. procedures 3.1.3(3), 3.11.7 

11. Criticism of Mayor’s mgmt. 3.1.3(3) 

108 Denise Di Santo 1. Objects to EIS timing pandemic 3.1.1 

2. Phase 2/3 too general 3.1.2(4) 

3. Transportation impacts/data, noise, police, costs not 
assessed 

3.15 

4.Contamination, fill, berms, and CARA 3.2.2, 3.4.1(1), 3.6.1, 3.6.2 

5. Floodplain; larger setback from river, impact on 
flood elevation from fill and berm removal 

3.4.1(1), 3.4.2(3)  

6. MDP – no detail Ph 2/3, new imperious surface 3.1.2(2), 3.1.3(3), 3.2.2 
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7. Stormwater discharges to river 3.4.3 

8. Water supply adequacy 3.14 

9. Water quality – wastewater BOD/TSS; costs to 
upgrade WWTP 

3.14 

10. Impact to river temp, facilities in floodplain, flood 
prevention costs 

3.1.2(5), 3.4.2, 3.8.1(i) 

11. Downstream risks not considered 3.4.1(1)(2) 

12. More public participation needed 3.1.3(3)  

109 Jeff Glaser and Claire 
Nold-Glaser 

1. Reiterate points in DN Traffic Study attachment 3.16 

2. Do not support Proposal 3.1.3(1) 

110 Sandra Larson Tevis 1. Opposed to concert venue/noise 3.1.3(1), 3.12 

2. General comment on flooding, pollution, environment 3.1.3(2) 

111 Elaine Armstrong 1. Housing will not be affordable 3.1.3(3) 

2. Details of economic benefit 3.1.2(4) 

3. Cleanup plan 3.6.1 

4. Housing will not be affordable 3.1.3(3) 

5. Assumed decline in CO2 not accurate 3.1.3(3), 3.3 

6. No green bldgs. 3.3 

7. Should not rely on previous contamination reports 3.1.3(3), 3.6.1 

8. Affordable housing 3.1.3(3) 

9. Light and glare not addressed 3.1.2(1), 3.1.2(3) 3.9 

10. Noise from amphitheater 3.12 

11. Old soil studies used 3.2.7 

12. Added fill recently 3.1.2(4), 3.4.1 

13. Steep slope areas are hazard areas 3.2.7, 3.2.8,  

14. Future geotech analysis needed now 3.2.9 

15. various geotech issues 3.2.9 

16. GHG targets apply 3.3 

17. Traffic data and impacts 3.1.2(3), 3.3, 3.11.2, 3.11.4, 
3.11.16 

18. Cleanup data 3.6.1, 3.6.4 

19. Melissa Leong statement – more study of phase 1 
needed 

3.6.2 

20. Exhibit 3.9-18 photo not accurate 3.1.2(3), 3.9 

21. Need dark sky for amphitheater 3.9 

22. Lead levels in groundwater 3.6.3 

23. Traffic counts 3.9, 3.11.1, 3.14 

24. Transit questions 3.11.4, 3.11.10 

25. Disagrees with am & pm peak trips 3.1.2(3) 
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26. Fisher Avenue intersection 3.11.12, 3.11.18 

27. Amphitheater trips underestimated 3.1.2(3), 3.11.16 

28. Refers to other letters & experts submitted by 
SCAN 

3.16 

112 Karen Meador 1. Unique history – wants on-site museum 3.10.5 

113 Dana Hubanks 1. Was not notified of Draft EIS publication 3.1.1(3) 

2. Site contamination not discussed sufficiently 3.6.1 

3. Draft EIS vague, not enough detail 3.1.2(4) 

4. Wetland analysis does not discuss history of site, 
Japanese barracks, or use of site for parking or for 
golf tournament 

3.1.3(3), 3.10.3 

5. Incomplete discussion of river health, not enough 
detail, overgeneralized 

3.1.2(3), 3.1.2(4), 3.1.3(3), 
3.4.2 

6. Relies on draft SMP 3.8.1 

7. Requests extension of comment period 3.1.1 

114 Lacey Linney Refer to letter #17 (SCAN) 3.16 

115 Monica Lowney Supplement to previous comments with references to 
other letters: Pam Jenkins, Sarah Cooke, Gary Norris, 
Bricklin, KC-DNR, KC Permitting, Ecology, several 
individual letters 

3.16 

116 H. Wentink 1. Timing of traffic counts 3.11.1 

2. Flooding will carry toxins downstream 3.6.2 

3. Review process should not go forward during 
pandemic 

3.1.1 

117 Maura T. Callahan 1. EPA designated as hazardous site 3.11.11 

2. Tourism effects on water use 3.14 

3. Noise from amphitheater 3.1.3(1), 3.12 

4. Traffic 3.11.11 

5. Compliance  3.1.3(4) 

118 Julie Lake 1.Stormwater discharge violations 3.1.3(4), 3.4.1(1) 

2. Environ mitigation identified in professional 
comments 

3.16 

3. Comment period should be extended 3.1.1(3) 

4. No alternatives 3.1.2(1) 

5. Public Records Act (PRA) request 3.1.3(4) 

6. Condition of bridges 3.11.7 

7. Effect on downstream businesses 3.15.2 

8. Opposed to concert venue 3.1.3(1), 3.5.3(1)  

119 Monica Lowney 1. Negative impacts on rural and resource uses not 
consistent with CPPs; not considered in regional SEPA 
documents 

3.8.1 

2. Traffic analysis doesn’t consider City’s inadequate 
concurrency system 

3.8.4, 3.11.18 
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3. City code doesn’t adequately address all significant 
environmental issues; SEPA gaps 

3.1.3(4), 3.8.4 

4. will violate Health Dept. noise standards 3.12 

5. Impacts to all off-site properties not considered; 
impacts to neighboring jurisdictions and tribes are not 
considered 

3.7 

6. Does not consider cumulative impacts of pipeline 
projects 

3.7 

7. Does not consider all environmental reviews on site 
and impacted properties 

3.1.2(4) 

8. Identify impacts from all discretionary options 
available under the code 

3.8.4 

9. Defers analysis of floodplain impacts 3.4.1(1) 

10. Assumes no air quality/GHG impacts because no 
standards. Should estimate GHG emissions for project 

3.3 

11. ID and evaluate risks to health and environment for 
each toxic chemical 

3.6.1 

12. Should not defer characterization of contaminants; 
PA 1 characterization not sufficient; no basis to assume 
risk of fire/explosion is low 

3.6.2 

13. Steep slopes on adjacent sites should be evaluated 
now 

3.2.8, 3.2.9 

14. More detailed review of SMP needed 3.1.2(4) 

120 Auryel van Gemert 1. Incorporate comments from Ecology and SCAN 
specialists 

3.16 

2. Should not build on hazardous site 3.1.3(1) 

3. Traffic congestion 3.1.1(3), 3.11 

4. Destruction of habitat 3.1.1(3), 3.5.3 

5. Do not cut down trees 3.1.3(3),  

121 Wayne Russell 1. Borst Lake left out; issues weir 3.4.3(3), 3.6.6 

2. Fill in floodplain; illegal berm fill 3.4.1(1), 3.8.1(H) 

3. Maintenance of stormwater wetlands 3.4.4 

4. Comments on existing conditions info – berm; fill 3.4.1, 3.8.1(H) 

5. Realignment of Mill Pond Road & project entrance 
will require fill 

3.1.3(4) 

6. Truck traffic will increase on haul road 3.11.13 

7. SR 202 bridge will need to be replaced 3.11.7 

8. Fill & compensatory storage are a concern 3.4.1(1) 

9. Maintenance of stormwater system 3.1.3(4) 

10. Borst Lake weir 3.4.1(1) 

11. 2010 LOMR should have excluded north side of 
river 

3.4.1(1) 

12. Stormwater treatment; additional imperious; 
decrease in groundwater recharge 

3.2.2, 3.4.4(1) 
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13. Outfall & wildlife crossing not feasible 3.1.3(4), 3.5.3(1) 

14. Speculates that City & applicant changed 
floodway to floodplain on 2010 LOMR 

3.1.3.(4) 

15. Mitigation not sufficient; significant unavoidable 
adverse impacts 

3.1.2(2)3.1.2(6) 

16. Comments on issues outside EIS & project 3.1.3(4) 

17. Wetland along haul road stagnant 3.1.3(2), 3.5.2(1) 

18. Misc. mentions of wildlife 3.5.3(1) 

19. Private mgmt. of outfall a concern 3.1.3(2), 3.5.2(1)  

20. Disagrees w/figures in MDP appendix 2.1.3(3)  

21. uncertainties re: City plans for sewer water 3.14 

22. Statements about Borst Lake weir 3.4.1(1) 

23. Structures planned in CMZ; presumes impact from 
project; significant unavoidable adverse impacts 

3.2.4 

24. Too many variables in EIS 3.1.2(4), 3.1.3(4) 

25. Comments about public process/appeals 3.1.3(4) 

122 Richard Scheel 1. Draft EIS process invalid 3.1.1(3) 

2. Referenced document not available 3.1.1(4) 

3. SMP not approved by Ecology 3.5.2(2), 3.8.1 

4. Water system plan not valid; expired in 2019 3.14 

5. Entire contaminated site must be addressed 3.6.1 

6. Effect on salaries 3.1.1(4) 

7. Redevelopment would require more police 3.13 

8. Fiscal studies do not include damages to roads from 
construction 

3.1.2(5), 3.15 

9. Who pays for infrastructure not clear/consistent 3.1.3(3), 3.11.12, 3.15 

10. Fiscal Analysis should estimate different/non-wine 
business 

3.8.5, 3.15 

11. Competition from new business space and existing 
vacancies 

3.15.2 

12. Visitors to PA 1 will not visit downtown – distance 
and road access 

3.1.3(3) 

13. Negative impact on existing businesses 3.5.3(1), 3.15.2 

14. Lower paying jobs will have to commute 3.1.1(4), 3.11.2 

15. Fiscal needs to look at “worst-case outcome” for 
City 

3.15.5 

16. Includes other letters by reference 3.16 

123 Dick Scheel  1. City water plan outdated; several issues identified 
with 2013 water plan. Issues with wellfield, 
contamination, CARA, others 

3.14 

2. Inadequate assessment of Superfund designation 3.1.1(3), 3.6.1 
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3. Pre-Annexation Agreement requires removal of 
berm and illegal fill 

3.8.1 

4. Comprehensive Plan requires sufficient cleanup; 
encourages assessment of Mill Pond. 

3.8.1 

5. Comments on Ecology NPDES permit 3.1.1(4) 

124 Kathleen Schneider 1. Could the project change from PCI Plan to 
Redevelopment Alternative?  

3.1.2(1) 

2. No commitment to mitigate/pay 3.1.2(6), 3.1.3(3) 

3. Increased road maintenance costs 3.15 

4. Too many wineries 3.8.5 

5. Projected revenue overly optimistic 3.15 

6. Floodplain maps are old; they want to remove PA 1 
from floodplain 

3.4.1(1) 

7. Are Powerhouse and Planer buildings important? 3.10.5 

8. Date for new I-90 ramp completion optimistic 3.1.3(3) 

9. Erosion control 3.1.2(2) 

10. What if fuel standards are reduced (air quality)? 3.3 

11. Potential impact of treated/warmer stormwater 3.5.1(2) 

12. Use of “may” vs “would” for mitigation; blackberry 
removal 

3.1.2(6) 

13. Use of “should” vs “must” 3.1.2(6) 

14. Winery permits needed from Ecology, DOH 3.8.1 

15. Questions adequacy of water and sewer facilities 3.1.3(3), 3.14 

16. Extent of wetland buffer encroachment 3.5.2(1) 

17. Who will be responsible for maintenance in the 
future if the project sells? 

3.1.3(4) 

18. Can’t tell if the Proposal complies with the SMP 
since it is not adopted 

3.8.1 

125 Jeff Glaser & Claire 
Nold-Glaser (SCAN) 

1. Bridges 3.11.7 

2. Construction traffic impacts  3.11.8 

3. Potential traffic diversion through valley 3.11.9 

4. Have observed increased traffic, noise, accidents on 
SR 202 

3.11.15 

5. Transportation analysis in EIS inadequate; cites DN 
Traffic Study conclusion 

3.1.3(3) 

6. Construction impacts capacity, pavement 3.1.2(5) 

7. Project should not proceed until funding is secured 
for all improvements 

3.1.3(3), 3.11.12, 3.13 

8. Does not support project 3.1.3 
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Exhibit A-4 Comments from May 20, 2020 Public Hearing (Letters T1–T21) 

Letter # Commenter Issues See Final EIS Section 

T1 Richard Scheel 1. EIS not completed in 180 days 3.1.2(3) 

2. Publication not consistent with Governor’s 
proclamation 20-28 

3.1.1(2) 

3. Not consistent with Attorney General guidance 3.1.1(3) 

4. Withdraw EIS 3.1.1(4) 

T2 Cynthia Krass, 
Snoqualmie Valley 
Preservation Alliance 

1. Evaluate downstream impacts 3.4.1(2) 

2. Loss of flood storage 3.4.1(1) 

3. Effects on groundwater and base flow 3.2.2 

4. Consistency with Comprehensive Plan policies on 
removal of fill 

3.8.1 

5. What are impacts to Threatened & Endangered 
(T&E) species 

3.5.3(1) 

6. Requests extension of comment period 3.1.1 

T3 Elaine Armstrong, 
Citizens Climate 
Lobby 

1. Housing will not be affordable 3.8.1 

2. Traffic assumptions not accurate 3.1.3(3) 

3. Maintain housing at affordable rents 3.8.5 

4. Can LEED certification be required/enforced? 3.1.2(5) 

5. Timing of traffic studies 3.11.1 

6. Questions assumption that more efficient cars will 
reduce GHG 

3.1.3(3), 3.3 

7. Questions statement that small project will not affect 
GHG 

3.1.3(3) 

T4 Haley Williamson 1. Wants longer extension 3.1.1 

2. Impacts outside city 3.1.2(5) 

3. Validity of traffic data 3.1.1(3) 

4. Summer traffic 3.11.1, 3.11.16 

5. Growth around High School 3.11.2(3) 

T5 Monica Lowney, 
Sierra Club 

1. 180-day rule 3.1.2(3) 

2. Violates Governor’s proclamation 3.1.1 

3. In-person meeting; objects to 3-minute speaking limit 3.1.1 

4. Include Borst Lake 3.4.3, 3.6.7 

5. Soil samples for PCBs not sufficient 3.1.3(3), 3.6.1, 3.6.4 

6. Army Corps did not comment on berm around Borst 
Lake 

3.1.3(4) 

7. Fire equipment can’t reach height of proposed 
buildings 

3.11.13, 3.13  

8. Truck traffic/weight 3.11.11 

9. Do not allow pesticide spraying near waterways 3.1.3 

10. Recognize Japanese workers’ history 3.1.3 
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T6 Gary Norris, DN 
Transportation 
(SCAN) 

1. Traffic counts 3.11.1 

2. Trip generation 3.11.2 

3. Safety impacts 3.11.6 

4. Bridges 3.11.7 

5. Regional road system impacts 3.11.9 

6. Pedestrians/bikes 3.11.5 

7. Funding not identified 3.11.12 

8. Market analysis needed 3.1.3(4), 3.15.1 

T7 Carol Fix 1. Requests extension 3.1.1 

2. Site access not identified 3.8.5 

3. High School traffic not included 3.11.4 

4. Weekend traffic 3.11.16 

T8 Lesley Sheppard 1. Heavy industrial 3.8.5 

2. Project is in floodplain 3.8.1 

3. SMP not addressed 3.8.1 

4. Borst Lake not addressed 3.4.3, 3.6.7 

T9 Annie McElroy 
Johnson 

1. Unincorporated residents can’t vote on issues 3.1.3(4) 

2. Extend comment period 3.1.1 

3. Not enough detail on biology 3.1.2(4), 3.5.3(1) 

4. Not enough detail on mitigation 3.1.2(4)(6) 

5. Impacts to wildlife 3.5.3(1) 

6. Impacts to bikes and wildlife from traffic  3.5.3(1)  

T10 Amanda Rich 1. Level of Service (LOS) 3.11.4 

2.Timing of traffic counts 3.11.1 

3.Traffic noise 3.12 

4. Impacts to services; hospitals not included 3.1.2(5), 3.13 

T11 Auryel van Gemert 1. Concerned about climate change 3.3 

2. Impacts to river/fisheries 3.5.1(1), 3.5.1(2), 3.5.4 

3. Impacts to wildlife/T&E species 3.5.3(1) 

T12 Julie Lake, SCAN 1. In-person meeting and extension of comment period 3.1.1 

T13 Tom Wood 1. GHG – Redevelopment Alternative/amphitheater 3.3 

2. LOS for I-90 modeling (no eastbound estimate) 3.11.9 

T14 Wayne Russell 1. Unhappy about process; not transparent 3.1.3(4) 

2. Review period 3.1.1 

3. Berm’s effect on FIRM designation (changed from 
floodway to floodplain); disagrees with BFE 

3.4.1(1) 

4. Wildlife underpass not feasible 3.1.3(1) 

T15 Kim Lingo 1. Unhappy with process during pandemic 3.1.1 

T16 Ray Nelson 1. Extend process 3.1.1 
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T17 Denise di Santo 1. Downstream effects on T&E species 3.4.2, 3.5.4 

2.Concern about potential entrainment of contaminants 3.1.3(2), 3.1.3(3) 

3. Weekend traffic 3.1.1(3), 3.11.16 

4. Delay process 3.1.1 

T18 Cristie Coffing, SCAN 1. Historic - JACL 3.10.3 

2. Survey trenches 3.10.2 

3. No management of cultural resources 3.10.1 

4. Trench #5 not identified 3.10.2(1) 

5. Location of trenches redacted 3.10.2(1)  

T19 Sharilyn Lux 1.Inconsistencies in EIS cover memo (jobs, open space) 3.1.2(4) 

2. No shoulders on Mill Pond Road 3.11.5, 3.11.6 

3. Safety for concert goers 3.11.6 

4. Peak hours not accurate (High School) 3.1.3(3) 

5. Signal wait times not accurate 3.1.3(3) 

6. Roads not adequate for truck traffic 3.1.3(3)  

T20 Gregg Balmer 1. Inadequate time to review Draft EIS 3.1.1 

2. Infrastructure inadequate (roads, sewer) 3.13 

3. Who will pay to upgrade; growth should pay 3.13, 3.15 

4. Project not consistent with King County growth plans 3.8.2 

T21 Christine Iverson 
Stinson 

1. Inadequate analysis of Meadowbrook bridge 3.1.3(3) 3.11.7 

2. Not enough time to review 3.1.1, 3.13 

 

Copies of the comment letters and public hearing transcript are presented on the following 
pages. The comments have been “annotated” in the right margin to correspond to the letter 
numbers and issues as presented in the exhibits above (e.g., 1-1, 1-2, etc.).  
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From: Mark Hofman <MHofman@snoqualmiewa.gov>
Sent: Friday, July 24, 2020 10:25 AM
To: Richard Weinman
Subject: Fw: Snoqualmie Mill Plan
Attachments: DN Traffic Consultants report (1).pdf

 
 

From: jeff glaser <fishlip999@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, July 10, 2020 5:24 PM 
To: Mark Hofman <MHofman@snoqualmiewa.gov> 
Subject: Snoqualmie Mill Plan  
  

 CAUTION: This email originated from outside the City of Snoqualmie. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

To: Mark Hofman, Community Development Director, City of Snoqualmie 

From: Jeff Glaser and Claire Nold-Glaser 

Date: July 10, 2020 

Re: Snoqualmie Mill Plan 

We are writing to express concern regarding the proposed development at the Snoqualmie Mill site. We are 
newer members of the Snoqualmie Community Action Network and have lived in Fall City since 1994.  

We are nowhere near expert in the understanding of the multiple serious issues related to this development, 
but perhaps that makes our understanding of the problematic nature of this development even clearer. It 
doesn’t take an advanced degree to understand the negative effect of any phase of this development. 

The primary reading and studying that we’ve done includes the DEIS, the developer’s website: 
Snoqualmiemill.com, the Snoqualmie Mill Planned Commercial/Industrial Application and the DN Traffic 
Consultants Review of the Mill Property, see attached. 

The DN Traffic Consultants Review should cause anyone who travels on the relevant roads and bridges cited to 
have grave concern about the future of these passages. These findings also clearly indicate the lack of 
substantial research done by Snoqualmie Mill Ventures LLC. Specific issues of concern include: 

      The DEIS failed to address the impact of project generated traffic on Snoqualmie Valley Bridges 
particularly the Railroad Avenue Bridge and the Meadowbrook Bridge. 
      The study of the Railroad Bridge showed failure of the bridge supports. An updated study of the 
bridge should be performed to determine current condition and what needs to be done to ensure 
safety of the bridge. 
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      The DEIS erroneously analyzed the Meadowbrook Bridge as a two-lane signal-controlled 
intersection. The bridge is in fact a single lane bridge and requires a special approach to the 
analysis which considers the capacity constraints of the bridge. 
      The DEIS fails to completely identify, analyze, and mitigate the impacts of construction activity 
on the study area roadways and intersections. 

  
Our property in Fall City abuts the Fall City-Redmond Road, so this point is especially concerning to us:  

      The DEIS fails to discuss the potential for traffic diversion through the valley. Currently, 
congestion at the at I-90/SR 18 forces traffic to divert to other routes for access to I-90 including 
Exit 22 – Preston/Fall City, Exit 27 – Snoqualmie/North Bend and Exit 31 in North Bend. The analysis 
should identify the potential for traffic to divert to alternative routes. 

Over the years we have lived in our home, there has been a marked increase in traffic volume, related noise 
pollution and car crashes on Highway 202. 

In the conclusion of the DN Traffic Consultant’s report, the following points are made: 

      The DEIS for the Snoqualmie Mill Site PCI proposal fails to adequately address the traffic and 
transportation related impacts of the proposed Snoqualmie Mill Site PCI project. In general, the 
DEIS highlights many of the issues, but fails to do the in-depth analysis necessary to understand 
the impact of the proposed action. The DEIS analysis has attempted to apply national data to 
analyze the conditions when local data is available and would better represent the Snoqualmie Mill 
Site project and the environment in which it is placed. The DEIS should be redone to provide a 
significant and in-depth analysis of the project traffic impacts.  
      The study failed to sufficiently address the traffic related issues associated with the anticipated 
construction. The impact of construction traffic is significant on roadway capacity and the impact 
on pavement. These conditions should be known and understood as part of the DEIS process. The 
Applicant should be encumbered with the cost of improving the pavement after construction. The 
cost could range from resurfacing through an overlay or complete reconstruction of the road if the 
pavement fails. 
      The project should not be allowed to proceed until funding is secured for all improvements 
necessary to provide an acceptable level of service. If public funds are not available, the 
Snoqualmie Mill Site project should provide a bond for the cost to construct these improvements. 

It is abundantly clear to us that the haste Snoqualmie Mill Ventures LLC has exhibited runs contrary to the 
statement on their website that includes, “Thoughtful design standards uphold the vision and heritage of the 
property and surrounding valley. By respecting the spectacular natural surroundings and encouraging green 
building practices, Snoqualmie Mill represents a perfect opportunity for the right business development and 
commercial space.”  
  
We do not support any phase or plan of the proposal put forth by Snoqualmie Mill Ventures LLC. 
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