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Comment:  

Patrick Reynolds  

Muckleshoot Indian Tribe Fisheries Division, Habitat Program 

39015—172nd Avenue SE 

Auburn, WA  98092 

  

March 15, 2024 

  

Puyallup City Hall 

Attn: Knutson Farms DEIS comments 

333 South Meridian 

Puyallup, WA 98371 

  

  

RE:         KNUTSON FARMS INDUSTRIAL PARK PROJECT, DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT, PIERCE COUNTY, WASHINGTON, PUYALLUP RIVER BASIN.  

  

  

Dear O icials: 

  

I reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and related appendices concerning 
the proposed Knutson Farms Industrial Park Project (Project).  

  

The Project proposes to obliterate farmland for up to 2.6 million square feet of building area in 
seven warehouses on the approximately 188-acre Knutson Farm property located within 
unincorporated Pierce County, Washington, and the UGA of the City of Puyallup.  



  

The Project proposes a stormwater outfall that will impact the Puyallup River floodplain and 
channel migration zone (CMZ).  The Project will impose additional constraints for future levee 
setback projects envisioned by Pierce County as integral to the County’s Flood Hazard 
Management Plan.  The Project also proposes a trail and warehouses within riparian areas that will 
adjoin future levee setback projects envisioned by Pierce County.   

  

  

Technical concerns 

  

These technical comments on behalf of the Habitat Program at Muckleshoot Indian Tribe Fisheries 
Division (MITFD) seek protection of aquatic and riparian resources, and preservation of means to 
restore those resources in interest of fish production.    

  

We request City of Puyallup require the Final Environmental Impact Statement to identify specific 
and e ective mitigation for Project impacts to floodplain, CMZ, and riparian environments, or 
absent that, deny approval of the Project under authorities of WAC 197-11-660, which specifies 
substantive authority and mitigation. 

  

WAC 197-11-768 explains that “Mitigation” means: 

  

(1) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; 

(2) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation, by 
using appropriate technology, or by taking a irmative steps to avoid or reduce impacts; 

(3) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the a ected environment; 

(4) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations 
during the life of the action; 

(5) Compensating for the impact by replacing, enhancing, or providing substitute resources or 
environments; and/or 

(6) Monitoring the impact and taking appropriate corrective measures. 

  

The DEIS proposes insu icient mitigation for Project impacts to floodplain, CMZ, and riparian 
environments, including this: 



  

·        ER-3. Develop Geotechnical Assessment from a WA Licensed Geotechnical Engineer. 

·        SW-1 Evaluate the outfall erosion issues prior to Hearing Examiner hearing and prior to County 
and Hearing Examiner approval and final Project permitting and take corrective action as needed to 
redesign, repair, or relocate the stormwater outfall structure or components of the Project-wide 
stormwater management plan in relation to future flow increases from the Project site. 

·        SW-2. Re-evaluate current stormwater management strategy. 

  

These proposed mitigation measures merely yield future assessments, evaluations, or plans that 
should be evaluated in the EIS, not afterward.  They comprise speculative mitigation outcomes for 
material environmental impacts, absent specific requirements for mitigation specified by WAC 197-
11-768, such as avoiding, minimizing, rectifying, reducing, eliminating, compensating, or 
monitoring impacts for appropriate corrective measures.  

  

  

Conclusion 

  

We request City of Puyallup require the FEIS to identify specific and e ective mitigation, as 
described in WAC 197-11-768, for impacts to floodplain, CMZ, and riparian environments, rather 
than accept the speculative mitigation proposed in the DEIS via future assessments, evaluations, 
plans (e.g., ER-3, SW-1, SW-2).  

  

We incorporate here by reference all previous comments submitted by MITFD to Pierce County or 
other agencies regarding environmental review or permitting for proposed development in the Plan 
area.  My colleague Dr. Martin Fox will forward that correspondence separately, and we request that 
you reconsider all recommendations therein, whichever remain outstanding for action in the DEIS. 

  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS for Knutson Farms Industrial Park Project, 
and for your attention of need to define e ective mitigation for Project impacts in the FEIS.     

  

Please feel free to contact me or Dr. Martin Fox (copied on this email) with any questions about 
these matters.  

  

Sincerely, 



  

Patrick Reynolds 

  

Muckleshoot Indian Tribe Fisheries Division 

Habitat Program



Muckleshoot Indian Tribe 

Commenter: Fox, Martin 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

Dear O icials: 

  

To follow up on Mr. Reynolds letter below, I am providing two comment letters we sent on previous 
Notices. Although some concerns brought forth in these comments have been satisfactorily 
addressed, several outstanding concerns remain. For example, the development footprint, new 
levee facility, and a recreational trail eliminate riparian protections, which should begin at the outer 
edge of the Channel Migration Zone as per WAC 222-23-010, WAC 222-16-010.  To support the 
importance of these riparian protections, the Puyallup and Chambers Watersheds Salmon 
Recovery Lead Entity has since produced The Salmon Habitat Protection and Restoration Strategy 
for the Puyallup and Chambers Watersheds (2018), which is designed to provide a scientific 
framework for identifying priorities and strategies to support protection and restoration of salmon 
habitat. In this document, an area identified as the Core Salmon Habitat and Flood Zone Protection 
Corridor is provided, which is deemed essential to preserve and protect natural river processes that 
promote salmon habitat. The Knutson Farms Industrial Park Project is proposed to be built 
immediately adjacent to this corridor, with no riparian bu er as recommended by this strategy (see 
below figure). In order for this corridor to function properly, the recommended 200-ft riparian bu er 
is needed to provide shade, wood inputs, and other functions necessary to maintaining conditions 
known to provide habitat that supports salmon production. 

  

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comment on the DEIS for this project, and we look forward 
to working with the City to resolve our concerns in order to protect our fisheries resources. 

  

Sincerely, 

  

Martin J. Fox, Ph.D. 

Fisheries Biologist 

Muckleshoot Indian Tribe Fisheries Division 

39015 172nd Ave SE 

Auburn, WA 98092 



253-876-3121 

martin.fox@muckleshoot.nsn.us 
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MUCKLESHOOT INDIAN TRIBE 
Fisheries Division 

39015 - 172nd Avenue SE  Auburn, Washington  98092-9763 
Phone:  (253) 939-3311      Fax:  (253) 931-0752 

  
 

May 10, 2017 
 
Mr. Dennis Hanberg 
Responsible Official  
Pierce County Planning and Land Services 
2401 S. 35th St., Suite #2 
Tacoma, WA 98409 
 
 
RE: KNUTSON FARMS PROPOSED WAREHOUSE/INDUSTRIAL PARK, MITIGATED 

DETERMINATION OF NONSIGNIFICANCE: ENV. APP. #792210, FAMILY APP. #: 
792206, 792212, 7922136, 840137.  

 
 
Dear Mr. Hanberg,   
 
Our Habitat Program staff have reviewed the Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance and updated 
materials for the Knutson Farms warehouses project referenced above.  In addition to comments we sent 
previously for this project, we offer the following additional comments in the interest to protect and 
restore the Tribe’s treaty-protected fisheries resources.  
 
Project design changes and additional impact concerns 
We appreciate the applicant’s efforts to modify and reduce some of the development and infrastructure 
impacts upon the Puyallup River floodplain and channel migration zone (CMZ).  However, as proposed, 
the project  will still encroach into the Puyallup River floodplain and CMZ  encroach into an identified 
levee setback site;, and  substantially compromise opportunities  to restore  a viable riparian buffer that  
provides shade, wood recruitment, and other riparian functions to the river, particularly if the proposed 
pedestrian trail is placed along margin of mapped floodplain and CMZ areas.  To address these concerns, 
we recommend that the proposal be further modified to avoid development within the floodplain and 
CMZ to retain the opportunity for a future levee setback project with a functional riparian area that allows 
for broader river processes and restoration of salmon habitat.  The proposal should be modified as 
follows:  
 
 

 Remove all stormwater infrastructure from mapped floodplain and CMZ areas, 
 Add a 175-foot riparian buffer zone along landward margin of mapped floodplain area, and 
 Relocate proposed pedestrian trail within landward edge of 175-foot riparian buffer zone. 
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Based on recent discussion, we understand that Forterra would be interested to purchase land needed for a 
175-foot riparian buffer along the landward margin of mapped floodplain area.   
 
 
Project information missing from the MDNS materials 
The Master Application for Knutson Farms Industrial Park applies to Administrative Design Review and 
Short Plat (Note: the Pierce County PALs provided link at 
https://palsonline.co.pierce.wa.us/palsonline/permitinfo?applPermitId=792210 appears not to be 
functional).  In reviewing materials under this permit number, it does not appear that requirements for 
Pierce County’s Administrative Design Review have been met.   For example, an adequate site plan with 
all graphic items, including trail systems, limits of construction showing existing and proposed grade 
changes, does not appear to be available. We obtained a copy of the site plan from Pierce County Parks 
who is working with the developer to incorporate a pedestrian trail system.  
 
A complete and accurate description of proposed floodplain infrastructure is also needed for evaluation of 
project impacts to fisheries resources and the CMZ, including compliance with ESA requirements per the 
National Marine Fisheries Service’s Biological Opinion for FEMA’s National Flood Insurance Program.   
Therefore, we recommend that Pierce County require revisions to the application materials to address 
these deficiencies and re-notice this project to reviewers, including the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe 
Fisheries Division, accordingly.  
 
 
Conflicts with Pierce County Flood Plan 
The revised proposal also conflicts with the 2013 Pierce County Rivers Flood Hazard Management Plan 
(FHMP).  This plan identifies the Knutson Farms floodplain as a compensatory storage area for an $11M 
flood control project (see attached), which is also part of a $341M flood control plan proposed by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers and Pierce County (see attached).  The revised NOA includes new floodplain 
infrastructure (i.e. storm water outfalls and possibly trails) that will limit or prohibit County/Corps plans 
for compensatory flood storage in the project area.   
 
The revised proposal also conflicts with the proposed Levee Setback Project Site #5 (a.k.a., the ‘Sumner 
Levee Setback”) (Reinhart and Abbe, 2014) which is located adjacent to the proposed development site 
and includes a portion of one of the proposed warehouses (Building A) (Figure 1).  Further, the proposed 
development extends close to mapped floodplain and CMZ areas, leaving insufficient space to restore a 
functional riparian buffer along the setback site.  The remaining riparian buffer would be further 
constrained if the proposed Foothills Trail is sited along the perimeter of development, as  illustrated in 
Figure 1.  The warehouse development proposal should be modified to provide a sufficiently wide 
riparian buffer (minimum of 175 feet) along the levee setback site.  The Foothills Trail should be located 
within landward edge of a 175-foot riparian buffer at margin of the identified levee setback site.  These 
previously identified concerns are still outstanding.  Pierce County should acquire the mapped floodplain 
and CMZ areas in the project area for implementation of the levee setback project identified here.    
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Incomplete Wetlands Analysis  
The applicant has not adequately demonstrated that no wetlands exist on the site.  Based on the figure 
provided in appendix B2 “Pierce County Critical Areas Map” within the Critical Areas Assessment 
Report (Soundview Consultants, Sept. 2016), wetlands are mapped within footprints of the proposed 
buildings B, D, and E.  These wetlands are also identified in Pierce County’s Supplemental Wetland 
Inventory (courtesy of the Pierce County GIS data portal,2016) (Figure 2). The wetlands analysis in the 
Critical Areas Report states there are no wetlands in these identified areas but fail to provide adequate 
supporting information, particularly the assessment of hydric soils. According to Soundview’s wetland 
analysis, the soil plots sampled do no coincide with any of these mapped wetlands (Figure 2). Soil plots 
should have been sampled in these mapped areas to demonstrate there are in fact no wetlands at these 
locations.  
 
 
Stormwater 
The environmental checklist states that “stormwater will be discharged directly into the Puyallup River 
through one existing outfall that will be upgraded and one proposed new outfall to the Puyallup River.” 
Both of these outfalls  and their maintenance over time will limit channel migration in mapped CMZ 
areas, contrary to current requirements of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).  
Specifically, FEMA identified compliance options available to affected communities, noting minimum 
criteria for CMZs that specify “No activity is allowed that limits the natural meandering pattern of the 
channel migration zone”  (see: https://www.fema.gov/media-library-data/1383594225852-
50e43955144099bf0eb34d2e5c5b3839/FAQ_Compliance_Options.pdf ).  The stormwater infrastructure 
planned for the proposed warehouse development project is inconsistent with FEMA’s efforts to protect 
listed salmon species in the Puget Sound region.        
 
 
Conflicts with Alderton-McMillin Community Plan 
As noted in the Master Application for the Knutson Farms Industrial Park, the proposed development is 
within the Alderton-McMillin Community Plan area. This plan describes policies and action steps for 
desired future conditions that focus on three main areas: improving hillside development; flooding, and 
stream restoration.   
 
This Community Plan states: “It is the goal of this community plan to sustain the health, beauty, and 
function of the unique natural ecosystems of the valley for future generations. The valley’s abundant 
rivers and wetlands, fertile soils, clean air, forested hillsides, and open spaces provide numerous 
recreational opportunities, homes and habitat for fish and wildlife, and a healthy local food supply for the 
urban areas. The valley’s natural resources should be protected and where degraded, should be 
restored.” 
 
The Alderton-McMillin Community Plan adopted environment policies that prioritize alleviation of 
flooding, reduction of erosion and sedimentation, improvement of water quality and aquatic habitat, and 
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stream corridor restoration.   One of the plan’s action items include  
 
“Work with the Public Works and Utilities Department – Water Programs Division to prioritize property 
acquisition within flood hazard areas.”   
 
Industrial development of the Puyallup valley’s floodplain and farmland is not identified as a focus, 
whereas the implementation of the aforementioned levee setback project more aligns with these 
objectives.  
 
 
Recommendations 
Pierce County should require modifications to the proposal as we have recommended above. The County 
should specifically preclude any new infrastructure in mapped floodplain and CMZ areas.  Infrastructure 
should be setback a minimum of 175 feet from the edge of the proposed levee setback to accommodate a 
riparian buffer, and the pedestrian trail if desired (Figure 3).  Stormwater from this project should be 
routed into a regional treatment facility rather than directly into the river to reduce risks to water quality 
and limit channel migration processes.  In addition, the County should prioritize property acquisition of 
mapped floodplain and CMZ areas within the project so the levee setback project for the site can be fully 
implemented. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to review this proposal and request that Pierce County provide a written 
response to these concerns.  If you have questions, please contact me at 253-876-3121.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
Martin Fox, Ph.D. 
Fisheries Biologist  
 
 
 
CC: Marcia Lucero, Pierce County 

Russ Ladley, Puyallup Tribal Fisheries 
 Janet Curran, NMFS 
 Chris Conklin, WDFW, Region 6 
 Kim Van Zwalenburg, WDOE, Southwest Region 

 
 
 
Reference 
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Reinhart, M.A. and T. Abbe. 2014. Update of Levee Setback and Flood Plain Reconnection Feasibility Study, Puyallup, 

Carbon, and White Rivers, Pierce County, Washington. Prepared for: Pierce County Public Works & Utilities, Surface 
Water Management, Tacoma, Washington. Natural Systems Design, Inc. Seattle, WA 
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Figure 1. Knutson Farm Warehouse Site development plan shown with proximity to the Pierce County 100-year flood plain, 
the proposed the Sumner Levee Setback site (project #5 of Reinhart and Abbe 2014), and the currently proposed location of a 
pedestrian trail. 
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Figure 2. Map of wetlands depicted on Pierce County Supplemental Wetlands Inventory and the CWI delineations. Only the 
CWI wetlands are acknowledge as wetlands in Soundview Consultant’s Critical Areas Report (SEP, 2016). 
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Figure 3. MITFD recommends a 175- development setback to accommodate a 150-ft riparian buffer and space for the planned 
25-ft pedestrian trail to remain outboard of this riparian buffer. 

 













Puyallup Tribe of Indians 

Commenter: Anderson, Lisa 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

Attached are the comments from the Puyallup Tribe of Indians. 

Lisa A.H. Anderson 

Law O ice 

Puyallup Tribe of Indians







































City of Sumner 

Commenter: Kosa, Michael 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hello, 

Please see the attached for the City’s [Sumner] DEIS comments.  If there are any questions or 
concerns, feel free to contact me. 

Regards, 

Michael



 

March 14, 2024 
 
Puyallup City Hall 
A n: Knutson Farms EIS comments 
333 South Meridian 
Puyallup, WA 98371 
comment@knutsonfarmseis.org 
 
 
RE: Knutson Farms DEIS Comments – City of Sumner 

 

To Whom it May Concern: 

The City of Sumner (City) has completed a review of the published Knutson Farms DEIS for the proposed 
development (Site) and is providing the following comments.  A en on to our input is greatly 
appreciated, and I would like to acknowledge and thank City of Puyallup staff for reaching out directly to 
the City during the comment period to discuss the project prior to the comment period deadline. 

Below are comments related to the project: 

 

Comments regarding Knutson Farms Industrial Park Project Traffic Analysis Report (Final), December 
2023 prepared by HDR: 

Comment 1, Trip Distribu on Page 10, 12-13: The descrip on on page 10 of the traffic report on the trip 
distribu on does not disclose the basis of the distribu on assump ons. Addi onal detail should 
be provided on the sources and assump ons for the trip distribu on, and those sources and 
assump ons should be reevaluated per the discussion below. 

Based on a coordina on mee ng with the City of Puyallup and HDR, we understand that the basis 
of the trip distribu on is exis ng traffic counts and considers the majority of freight traffic coming 
to/from the Site to be to nearby Regional Manufacturing and Industrial Centers (MICs) in  
Frederickson and the Port of Tacoma.  However, this freight traffic distribu on did not account for 
the much closer Sumner-Pacific MIC located less than 2 miles away and is only a short 5-minute 
drive from the Site.  The City believes that some or even most of the Site freight traffic could 
originate or arrive at the Sumner-Pacific MIC, causing a significant amount of traffic.  The Sumner-
Pacific Regional MIC, the largest in Pierce County, has both na onal and interna onal industrial 
uses and a racts over 6000 local and regional trips daily.  With Amazon warehousing 
infrastructure and a Costco regional distribu on facility, it is likely that complementary or direct 
suppor ng warehouse space may be a tenant for the Site.  This would cause a drama c increase 
in traffic over projec ons and overwhelm Sumner’s Traffic Avenue, Sounder Sta on and Sumner 



 

Town Center, a designated Countywide center, with stopped traffic for hours every day, impac ng 
regional transit commuters, business ac vity, and increasing carbon emissions. Truck travel to the 
MIC would be expected to use Traffic Avenue, which is a T-2 truck route. Even traffic leaving the 
Site and heading to SR 410 via the Traffic Avenue ramps will have a drama c impact on City of 
Sumner traffic, as there will be addi onal vehicles at the SR 410 interchange that will impede travel 
into/out of the City via Traffic Avenue and into and out of the Sounder sta on for both buses and 
vehicles. 

While the use of traffic counts provides an understanding of current travel pa erns, regional 
considera on should be given to the loca on of the Site.  Freight heading to/from des na ons 
north of the Site such as the Port of Sea le and Snoqualmie Pass via Interstate 90 will have to 
u lize the very congested regional transporta on system including SR 167. Due to daily backups 
on an overcapacity SR 167, the City of Sumner experiences regional cut-through traffic with freight 
and commuters alike avoiding the conges on along SR 167 by u lizing City of Sumner local roads 
that were not built to handle this level of traffic. Although WSDOT has future improvement 
projects for southbound SR 167, funding is not in place at this me and the meline is unknown.  
Even with all planned improvements, the long-term travel demand modeling for the study area 
and the City of Sumner shows regional cut-through will con nue even a er state highway 
improvements are complete (SR 167 Master Plan, Planning and Environmental Linkages Study, 
June 2023). Given the loca on of the Site and the horizon year of 2026, it is an cipated that the 
Site will significantly add regional cut-through vehicles to the City street network.  The dra  
Transporta on Management Plan forecast modeling being developed by the City of Sumner in 
coordina on with the 2024 City of Sumner Comprehensive Plan Update indicates that commuters 
will use the SR 167/24th Street E interchange and travel via W Valley Highway E to Traffic Avenue/E 
Main Avenue to access the Site.  There is also the very prac cal considera on that no ma er what 
models say or how you sign routes, every driver now uses a phone to map their route, and every 
mapping app directs vehicles from this loca on to any points north with the first step of “Get on 
WA-410 West in Sumner....”    

The current distribu on of 5 percent of the traffic to/from Sumner appears to be an underes mate 
given regional conges on and the MIC. The proposed project trip distribu on should be adjusted 
to consider regional travel pa erns and truck travel to/from the Sumner MIC before reassessing 
the Site’s impact to intersec ons north of the Site toward and into Sumner.  The City does not 
support the 5 percent of trips to/from Sumner, as it finds this to be inaccurate.  The City expects 
this to be significantly higher due to the factors described above.  The City feels that a mistake 
in this assump on could have significant implica ons depending on the final use and tenants at 
the Site.  The need for addi onal mi ga on measures should be considered a er this reanalysis 
is complete. 

 



 

Comment 2, Puget Sound Gateway Program: The Puget Sound Gateway Program is a significant project 
in the study area that combines the SR 509 Comple on Project in King County and the SR 167 
Comple on Project in Pierce County to complete cri cal missing links in Washington state's 
highway and freight network. Construc on of the Gateway Program is an cipated to be completed 
by 2029. The EIS Record of Decision for the SR 167 por on of the project was completed in 2007 
and has been updated as appropriate since that me.   

While the City understands the horizon year of the proposed project is 2026, the Gateway Program 
has been planned for decades and will change travel pa erns to and from the Site.  This project 
will alter poten al impacts and require different mi ga on measures for the proposed project. 
Given that the Gateway Program would be completed 3-years a er the project horizon year and 
it is likely that the proposed project will be phased and may not be fully completed and occupied 
by 2026, a sensi vity analysis of the model should be conducted to determine a before-and-a er 
assessment of traffic pa erns due to Gateway Program comple on to evaluate changes in project 
impacts and mi ga on measures. The EIS should consider if required mi ga on measures should 
be adjusted assuming short-term impacts could be mi gated with the Gateway Program while 
long-term impacts could result with the an cipated changes in travel pa erns. The City does not 
feel that the Gateway Program currently under construc on by WSDOT has been analyzed and 
accommodated in the provided Traffic Analysis. 

 

Comment 3, Mi ga on Measures Page 58: The traffic report iden fies mi ga on measures for the study 
intersec ons along Traffic Avenue including the SR 410 interchange. The mi ga on measures 
should consider the following:   

 Traffic Avenue/Cannery Way & Traffic Avenue/State Street – The Sumner traffic signal equipment is old 
and outdated. There is no interconnect along the Traffic Avenue corridor. In order to implement the 
proposed traffic signal retiming and coordination, the traffic signal equipment at both intersections will 
need to be upgraded and signal interconnect will need to be installed along the corridor. In addition, the 
City is planning to install a HAWK signal on Traffic Avenue at Maple Street. The HAWK signal should also be 
interconnected as part of this project. The traffic study should include the HAWK signal in the VISSIM 
analysis of the proposed traffic mitigation measure to confirm that the proposed improvements mitigate 
the project impact with consideration of the new signal. The City has provided the City of Puyallup with the 
HAWK signal plans and is available to answer questions to assist in the VISSIM modeling.  Additional WSDOT 
and BNSF coordination will be required to extend coordination to the two signals at SR 410 ramps and also 
to coordinate with the two at-grade railroad crossings.  The City supports the proposed mitigation in 
concept, but the need identified does not accurately reflect the full scope of improvements that will be 
required. 
 

 E Main Avenue & SR 410 Westbound/Thompson Street – The traffic report proposes to restripe Thompson 
Street to provide only one left-turn lane instead of two left-turn lanes and then eliminating the split phasing 
at the intersection. The existing channelization was part of the traffic improvement the City implemented 



Pierce County Parks Department 

Commenter: Odell, Ti any 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

Good morning, 

Attached is a comment letter from Pierce County Parks regarding the Knutson Farms Draft EIS 
issued by City of Puyallup. 

Best, 

Ti any Odell, Senior Planner







Pierce County Planning & Public Works 

Commenter: Ga ney, Sean 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

Good morning, 

Attached you will find a cover letter and compilation of comments from Pierce County Planning & 
Public Works regarding the Knutson Farms Industrial DEIS issued by the City of Puyallup.  

  

Thanks, 

Sean 
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Knutson Industrial Park DRAFT EIS 

Comments from Pierce County Planning and Public Works 

 

General Comments 

1. The DEIS places inappropriate emphasis on the City of Puyallup’s (City) comprehensive 
plan and regulations. 
 
a. The City’s comprehensive plan is not applicable to the project site.  The County’s EC 

zoning, which is established through its own comprehensive plan, allows the 
proposed use. 
 

b. The discussion of the City’s development regulations and comprehensive plan is 
confusing and unhelpful.  It appears the City is incorrectly assuming that the County 
will apply the City’s comprehensive plan goals and development regulations to a 
project located in the unincorporated areas of Pierce County.  

 
c. Overall, there is more analysis and discussion of the City’s comprehensive plan than 

the applicable County plans and development regulations.  
 
d. There are multiple attempts within the DEIS to implement the City’s comprehensive 

plan and zoning regulations via SEPA onto a project site located in unincorporated 
Pierce County.  
 

e. Land use goals from the plans appear to be cherry picked to support opposition to 
the project. 
 

f. Land use goals are treated as restrictive zoning or development regulations.  
 
g. Annexation is discussed as if it will be happening in the near future when there is no 

indication that annexation will occur prior to final decision on land use applications.   
 

2. The DEIS does not present reliable or adequate information for proposed mitigation 
measures.  

 
a. There is a lack of analysis of existing mitigation measures in the Pierce County Code 

(PCC). It does not appear that WAC 197-11-660(1)(g) was taken into consideration by 
the authors of the DEIS.  It is not always clear where the mitigation measures are 
coming from or why they are being proposed. 
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b. Proposed Mitigation measures appear arbitrary, unsupported by evidence-based 
findings, or contrary to Pierce County plans and regulations.  

 
i. The DEIS proposes extensive mitigation measures for this project which are 

purportedly consistent with the City’s goals, plans, and regulations but those 
same mitigation measures are missing from commercial and industrial 
developments within the City limits.  

 
ii. The DEIS lacks citations to source documents and therefore, the source for the 

identified impacts is not clear or unknown.  For example, the discussion 
regarding potential impacts to hydrology and groundwater lack citations to 
source materials and therefore, do not appear to be supported by evidence 
based findings. 

 
iii. The DEIS contains an extensive discussion of impacts from the flow of City water 

through an outfall located within unincorporated Pierce County, but the 
document does not include any discussion of what City did or is doing to mitigate 
impacts caused by development within City limits. 

 
3. The DEIS is inconsistent and confusing. 

 
a.  The identified impacts and the proposed mitigation measures do not always match 

up with each other.  For example, “Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts” are 
preceded by discussions of mitigation measures that would avoid those impacts.  In 
other areas, mitigation measures are proposed for impacts that are identified as 
having no significant impact.  There is an overall lack of internal logic and consistency.    

 
b.  It would be helpful if the DEIS findings are arranged so that Significant Adverse 

Impacts and the associated proposed mitigation are clearly identified.  
 
c. The DEIS advocates for the retention of Agricultural Use while arguing that this same 

agricultural use is responsible for impacts that will continue to increase in the form of 
pesticides, damage to wetlands, and erosion. While then continuing to suggest 
mitigation that is counter to preserving agricultural land or preventing pollution 
sources. 

 
4. The DEIS is not organized or formatted for practical use, but instead is unwieldy and 

difficult to use in a meaningful manner.  
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a. The DEIS is overlength.  An EIS is required to be clear, concise, and to the point per 
WAC 197-11-400 and 197-11-425(2).  The draft EIS exceeds the 150 page limit set 
under WAC 197-11-425(4).   
 

b. The DEIS is repetitive in parts. For example, there are multiple and duplicative 
descriptions of the project.  In the discussions of hydrology, surface water, and 
ground water, the same language is repeated over and over.  The entire document 
should be more concise and readable.    
 

c. Figures throughout the DEIS do not properly scale and often contain incorrect or out 
of date information. 
 

Specific Comments 
 

1. Pagination is off or inconsistent. Each section starts with a page 1 except for Section 3 
“Project Description”.  Table of Contents includes “Error- Bookmark not defined” in 
some of the spots where the page numbers should be. 

 
2. PDF p. 26 (page 1-5) The overlay depicted in figure 1-3 is confusing and repeated 

throughout the DEIS.  Several alleged “site constraints” are combined with “view 
corridors” and “trail corridors” that are not recognized in the Pierce County Code.   The 
diagram and its “site constraints” appear to be a representation of what the City would 
like to see happen and is based on the City’s comprehensive plan which is not applicable 
to the project site.  

 
3. PDF pp. 165-167 (pages 4-71 thru 4-73) Section 4.2 Surface Waters: Wetlands.  The 

2021 SCJ Alliance report has not been formally submitted to the County by the applicant 
for review.  The SCJ alliance report was attached as an appendix to the DEIS. The SCJ 
Alliance wetland delineation report findings conflict with the 2016 delineation report 
from Soundview Consultants.  The 2021 SCJ Alliance report does not contain adequate 
data for the County to determine the accuracy of the report findings or to resolve the 
conflicting findings in the two reports.    

 
4. PDF pp. 30-69 (Table 1-1 Summary of Impacts by Resources and Alternative) 

Throughout the entire table there is a failure to clearly identify specific impacts which 
need to be addressed.  
 
a. Hydrologic impacts are speculative and based on incorrect assumptions of where 

development would be occurring. Wetlands A, B, and C are all within protected 
buffers (Floodplain, shoreline jurisdiction, and wetland buffers). 

 
b. Table 1-1 does not clearly identify project impacts.  
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c. Table 1-1 does not clearly identify which mitigation measures would be required by 
PCC and what additional mitigation measures are being proposed by the City.   

 
d. Table 1-1  Some categories may be outside of stated scope of DS. Health and Safety 

as shown in the table is more the purview of L&I and OSHA.  WAC 197-11-408 
requires that the DEIS be prepared according to the scope decided upon by the lead 
agency in its scoping process. 

 
5. PDF p. 132  (page 4-38) Land Use Impact:  Tables 4-6 & 4-7 appear to be incorrectly 

labeled and cited. (Both tables on page.) 
 
6. PDF pp. 134-136 (pages 4-40 thru 4-42)  Pierce County Comprehensive plan analysis:  

Pierce County Shoreline components missing. 
 
7. PDF pp. 120-141 Section 4.2.2: This seems like a general list and not an analysis.    
 
8. PDF pp. 142-170  Section 4.2.3: Proper analysis of this section cannot be completed 

without the appropriate project area data being included. Areas included in as 
development are well within protected floodways, shoreline and wetland buffers. 

 
9. PDF p. 145 (page 4-51) paragraph one:  Also consider WAC 173-26-231 Shoreline 

Modifications which addresses armoring to protect a structure and any modification of 
the shoreline. This WAC also covers Shoreline stabilization and the principles to build, 
maintain, or modify.  

 
10. PDF p. 146 (page 4-52) Assertions: The City could have appealed the HPA or contacted 

WDFW with concerns about the work. This sounds like a disagreement between licensed 
engineers.  City experts reviewed the plans which were prepared by a licensed engineer.  

 
11. PDF p. 204 (page 4-110) Section 4.2.6 is labeled “Significant Unavoidable Adverse 

Impacts”, but in other parts of the DEIS, mitigation measures are proposed to mitigate 
those impacts.  

 
12. PDF pp. 310- 313.  Table 4-20 is entitled “Applicable Regulations” but then refers to City 

plans and regulations that are not applicable to the project.  There is no current 
annexation application, and no pre-annexation zoning map has been developed or 
adopted by the City.  Annexation is not anticipated anytime in the near future.  
Continued references to City plans and regulations are confusing and not helpful.  

 
13.  PDF p. 313 Table 4-21 : Each of the City of Puyallup designations in this table represents 

Future Land Use map designations from the CPCP, but no pre-annexation zoning map 
has yet been developed or adopted by the City. Continued references to City plans and 
regulations are confusing and not helpful. 
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14. PDF p. 314-315: (pages 4-220 thru 4-221) The allegations in this section are not 
supported by the documentation provided. R1903 is a City resolution that should be 
included as an Appendix or associated document. Citation of Cardwell, 2008 is from 
what documentation? Is this a quote, is it from an email, is it from a study or official 
document? Those agreements discussed in the above should be properly referenced 
and produced in order to provide accurate emphasis. 

 
15. PDF p. 317 Figure 4-41: This overlay is confusing and deceptive.  It is not clear why the 

city’s future land use zoning, which has not been officially developed or adopted, is 
being included in the DEIS.  The overlay represents the City’s goals and desires rather 
than applicable County zoning and regulations.   

 
16. PDF p. 320 (page 4-226) As discussed above, the City does not have adopted pre-

annexation zoning designations on the parcels located within the Project site. City 
zoning designations of land in the UGA will be determined at the time of annexation, if 
annexation were ever to occur. Until that time, County zoning governs development 
that occurs in the unincorporated areas of Pierce County.  

 
17. PDF p. 322 (page 4-228) No Action Alternative: Areas zoned EC are to be used for 

commercial and industrial uses per the Alderton McMillan (AM) Community Plan.  
Moreover, AM LU 8 recognizes and designates the McMillin Park of Industry area for 
rural industrial uses. The DEIS impact analysis appears to assume that no commercial or 
industrial use is allowed in EC zone within the AM community plan area and this is an 
incorrect assumption.  Additionally, prime farmland in unincorporated Pierce County 
has been zoned ARL or FL which is not recognized or discussed in the DEIS. 

 
18. PDF pp. 323- 324 (page 4-229 thru 4-230) The project is consistent with County zoning 

and future land use designations, but the project is inconsistent with some of the City’s 
future goals and desires for this area. There are many elements that are in alignment 
with County’s Comprehensive Plan and Community Plan.  Even under the City’s plan, 
large portions of the project site would likely be heavy commercial and car parks 
resulting in a large quantity of the very non-point source pollution the City wishes to 
avoid.   

 
19. PDF p. 325-342 (pages 4-231 thru 4-247) The basis of some of the City’s consistency 

determinations is not clear. The City’s Future Land Use Map (FLUM) as referenced in 
Table 4-21 states that “Various zoning designations could apply upon annexation; no 
pre-annexation zoning map has yet been developed or adopted by the City.”  But in 
other parts of the DEIS, the City’s future land use plans and goals are portrayed as 
something that is final and complete and forms the basis of the City’s consistency 
analysis.     
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20. PDF pp. 323-342 (pages 4-231 thru 4-247)  The County does not agree with the City’s 
conclusion that the proposal is inconsistent with the County’s comprehensive plan or 
development regulations.  The zoning for the project site is EC which was established via 
the County’s comprehensive plan and allows the proposed use.  The goals and policies 
contained in Table 4-22 appear to be cherry picked in order to build an argument of 
inconsistency instead of a fair and balanced analysis.  The City has failed to take into 
account the permit application review process and existing mitigation measures 
contained in Pierce County development regulations.  
 

21. PDF pp. 323-342 (pages 4-231 thru 4-247) Additionally, due to ongoing appeals and 
litigation initiated by the City, the County has been unable to take action on the 
pending project applications.  The City asserts that lack of “approved” plans supports 
findings of “inconsistent” or “inconclusive” without recognizing that the litigation has 
prevented the County from reviewing and approving plans until the environmental 
review is complete.  Furthermore, it appears that the City has failed to request or 
obtain the desired plans from the applicant in order to complete its own environmental 
analysis.    

 
22. Additional specific comments regarding the City’s consistency analysis are as follows: 

 
a. PDF p. 325 (page 4-231) Environmental Element Goal ENV-8: This is above and 

beyond current BMP's as Ecology has yet to release a BMP related to oxidant 
pollutant. This is also above and beyond latest and best science. Ecologies standards 
can be found at; https://ecology.wa.gov/Waste-Toxics/Reducing-
toxicchemicals/Addressing-priority-toxic-chemicals/6PPD. Also, this is saying the 
proposal is inconsistent with the policy, but these would be covered by many of the 
development permits required for a development of this kind. 

 
b. PDF p. 325 (page 4-231) Env-9: It is not inconsistent as explained by County 

floodplain manager Dennis Dixon in consultation meetings between the City and the 
County.   

 
c. PDF p. 326 (page 4-232) Env 15: Stormwater design will be required at application of 

site development permits and would need to be properly designed prior to issuance 
of permits. 

 
d. PDF p. 326 (page 4-232) Env-15.5: PCC requires these issues to be evaluated during 

review of wetland and shoreline applications. The county already has requirements 
as stated above to review for these impacts. 
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e. PDF p. 326 (page 4-232) LU-4.2.6:  Historically, the County attempts to downzone 
the project area were met with resistance from the City who requested that the EC 
zoning be maintained.  The City’s new planning goals also allow for warehouse and 
other commercial and industrial development at the project site, so the finding of 
“inconsistency” is not accurate.   The fact that the project proposal does not align 
exactly with the City’s new vision for the project site does not mean that proposal is, 
on the whole, inconsistent or that coordination has not occurred.      

 
f. PDF p. 326  (page 4-232) LU-44 and LU 44.2: Improper citation these should be LU 54 

and LU 54.2 
 
g. PDF p. 327 (page 4-233) All mentions of LU 4X should be LU 5X incorrect citation of 

comprehensive plan throughout. 
 
h. PDF p. 327 (page 4-233) LU-44.5 and LU 44.11: The consistency determination is not 

accurate.  AM LU-8.8 addresses specifically which kind of industrial uses should be 
allowed.  

 
i. PDF p. 328 (page 4-234) LU-46.1 should be LU-55.1  The finding entered here should 

be the same for 54.5 and 54.11. It is unclear why the DEIS deviates so drastically 
policy to policy. 

 
j. PDF p. 328 (page 4-234)  LU-47 should be LU-56 The finding of “inconsistent” seems 

counter to the discussion that is in the determination. It is stated that all modes are 
being provided but there will not be a desired connection east west to Van Lierop 
Park. Based on the provided discussion, it should be consistent. Additionally, PCC has 
requirements for connectivity for pedestrian and bicycle traffic integrated into our 
design manuals and regulations this has not been analyzed in this DEIS. 

 
k. PDF p. 328 (page 4-234) Reference to LU-47 should be LU-56.X in the document. 

Incorrectly cited. 
 
l. PDF p. 328 (page 4-234) LU-47.5: Last section of this is difficult to understand. Is the 

determination that views to Van Lierop Park will be impacted or that views from Van 
Lierop Park will be impacted? Was the park established prior to proposal with the 
intent to preserve views or after proposal? The impact is not quite clear in writing. 
Previous images show the impacts due to views originating from the park is that 
what is being communicated? 

 
m. PDF p. 328  (page 4-234) LU-47.8: A finding of  “inconclusive” is not accurate.  LU 

56.8  is consistent with county development regulations and policy. 
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n. PDF p. 329  (page 4-235) General: Findings of “inconsistent” do not take into 
account Pierce County development regulations or the County’s permit review 
process.  For example, if a project is within shoreline jurisdiction, then a far more 
expansive master plan is required. Most developers do not provide a master plan 
until such time as a majority of their permits for wetland studies, steep slope, 
shoreline review and other such possible impacts are better understood. That is 
primarily to avoid planning some component that is not allowed by regulations, such 
as a pedestrian pathway constructed of hard surfaces in the floodway. 

 
o. PDF p. 329 (page 4-235) LU-47.9: LU-57.9 is the correct citation. The finding of 

“inconsistent” is perfunctory and does not take into consideration Pierce County 
development regulations or permit application review processes.  Additionally, it 
appears the City’s findings of inconsistency are based on the City’s failure to obtain 
the plans needed to complete its environmental analysis.  

 
p. PDF p. 329 (page 4-235) LU-47.X: References to LU-47.X should be LU-57.X 
 
q. PDF p. 330 (page 4-236) Goal LU-4 and LU-4.2.6: This Inconsistent finding is difficult 

to understand based on historic planning that has occurred in this area. Historically 
the County attempted to downzone the area to Rural 10 but did not pursue this 
option at the request of the City. The City’s Future Land Use Map (FLUM) as 
referenced in Table 4-21 states that “Various zoning designations could apply upon 
annexation; no pre-annexation zoning map has yet been developed or adopted by 
the City.”  But in other parts of the DEIS, the City’s future land use goals are 
portrayed as something that is final and complete. It cannot be both.  

 
r. PDF p. 330 (page 4-236) PR-1.3: Consistency Determination: Inconsistent. The City 

asserts that the Project would disrupt the existing park system that supports region-
wide park and recreation opportunities, including within the City of Puyallup and the 
City of Sumner. This does not seem accurate.  There is a regional trail connection 
that has been proposed. Offsite improvements could also be the result of review 
analysis. It is unclear how the proposal is inconsistent based on the DEIS 
documentation. 

 
s. PDF p. 330 (page 4-236) PR-5: Consistency Determination.  While it appears that 

views will be impacted from Van Lierop Park it is unclear why there is no discussion 
of view conflicts originating from commercial uses to the west as they are nearly just 
as impactful.   

 
t. PDF p. 330 (page 4-236) PR-5.7 Buffer facilities from incompatible uses: The 

inconsistent finding here is disregarding the PCC review required for approval. 
Saying this is inconsistent is once again determining that this proposal doesn’t meet 
something that is mitigated by PCC regulations which require buffering to be in place 
for any approval of site development. 
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u. PDF p. 331 (page 4-237) PR-10: This analysis is not clear. It states that the trail will 
connect existing facilities but is inconsistent because the proposed trail is not on the 
Pierce County Parks, Recreating, and Open Space Plan (PROS). Applying that same 
logic, Puyallup Riverwalk and Van Lierop park should not be connected within the 
County as they are not covered by PROS either. This is a strange determination. 

 
v. PDF p. 331 (page 4-237)  PR-10 and PR- 17.  The City appears to be assuming that it 

is the applicants’ responsibility to provide a connected system of trails and to 
develop a regional trail route. While the applicant is proposing to assist with those 
efforts based on the proposal presented by the City, there does not look to be a 
conflict. The AM community plan allows for commercial and industrial uses in the EC 
zones. 

 
w. PDF p. 331  (page 4-237) PR-17, 19, 19.3: The City is determining that non-existent 

portions of the proposal are “inconsistent.”  This inconsistent determination appears 
to argue that the City of Puyallup would like a trail connected directly with the 
shoreline, within a floodway and introducing even more environmental impacts. 

 
x. PDF p. 331 (page 4-237) PR-19.3: It is stated repeatedly by the City of Puyallup that 

the proposal does not include a pedestrian connection to the shoreline. If it is not 
proposed, then it is inapplicable not inconsistent. 

 
y. PDF p. 331 (page 4-237) PR-21  The County disagrees that the proposed trail is 

inconsistent with Goal PR-21. This is not inconsistent. It is inapplicable.  
 
z. PDF p. 332  (page 4-238) AM LU-1, LU 1.2: This stated inconsistency is only viable 

when confusing land use, zoning and character. When comparing the entirety of the 
Land Use portion of the Alderton-McMillan plan the EC zoning is supposed to consist 
of commercial and industrial uses with a preference for agricultural associated uses. 
Additionally, per the AM community plan, AM LU-1 applies to Rural Residential zone 
and not to the EC zone which is designated for industrial uses. 

 
aa. PDF p. 332 (page 4-238) AM D-1 and 1.X: Once again the City’s determination of 

inconsistency is inaccurate. There may be a misunderstanding on what agricultural 
land is defined as within the comprehensive plan and what agricultural activities 
(current use) are. The preservation of agricultural lands are those lands zoned 
Agricultural Resource Land (ARL) and Farm Land (FL). The complaints levied here 
would also be resolved during site development review i.e.: LID design and 
development criteria required by the storm design manual, landscape buffers 
required due to 18J design regulations, and outdoor lighting plan under 18J design 
standards. 
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bb. PDF p. 333 (page 4-239) 18S.40.050 PCC Commercial, Civic and Industrial PCSMP: 
This entire section is attempting to make administrative decisions on a project that is 
yet to be re-reviewed by the County. There also does not appear to be any 
coordination with the applicant to determine these particular or specific 
components.  Additionally, References to 18S are erroneous as the shoreline 
applications are vested to former PCC Title 20.  It appears that the City has failed to 
obtain the plans necessary to complete its environmental analysis and then defaults 
to a finding of “inconsistency.” 

 
23. PDF p. 342 (page 4-248) LU-1: This is unclear, but it appears that the City is operating 

under the assumption that the City’s development regulations should apply to 
development outside of their jurisdiction. Also, once again the FLUM is mentioned as 
existing which contradicts earlier statements in the DEIS. The County’s policy priority to 
preserve Agricultural Resource Land is not impacted by this proposal. 

 
24. PDF p. 342 (page 4-248) LU-3: This is covered by PCC and Design Regulations 
 
25.  PDF p. 342  (page 4-248) LU-4: Conservation Easement is already being provided and 

has been proposed. 
 
26. PDF p. 343 (page 4-249) Alternative 1-Rail Transport: As the applicant said there is no 

desire to develop this as a rail associated development it is unclear how this was 
determined to be an alternative. Under Operations Impacts it is stated “Alternative 1 
would be similar to those described for the proposed Project in that they would be 
consistent with County zoning and future land use designations, but inconsistent with 
the City’s future land use designations.” This has not been reflected in previously 
presented documentation within the DEIS. 

 
27.  PDF p. 343 (page 4-249) end of Paragraph 3 states that Alternative 1 would cause 

significant environmental impact due to conflict with land use plans, policies, or 
regulations.  Then, within the mitigation section, it is stated that the impacts are less 
than significant. This inconsistency within the DEIS makes it difficult to determine what 
is being communicated. 

 
28. PDF p. 349 (page 4-255) 4.6.3 Affected Environment: Residential Areas: it is listed here 

that single family residences to the east would have their view to Puyallup River 
impacted. This view is not previously listed in 4.6.3. This does not appear to be an 
impact as the homes to the east are predominantly on the east side of the river and the 
development would not block the view to the river. 
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29. PDF p. 350 Figure 4-45: KOP 2,3, and 4 would not be impacted in the way the narrative 
describes. KOP 3 would still have a view of Rainier and the Puyallup River KOP 2 is 
looking the wrong direction for Mount Rainier and still has an unobstructed view to the 
north of Puyallup River. KOP 4 is directly viewing and already established structure and 
would not be affected by the expansion listed in this DEIS. 
 

30. PDF p. 357 to 359 (pages 4-263 thru 4-265) AES-2: This is presented as an attempt to 
enforce City of Puyallup’s regulations and policies as a form of mitigation. An 
environmental impact statement analyzes environmental impacts and must be used by 
agency decision makers, along with other relevant considerations or documents, in 
making final decisions on a proposal, rather than attempting to impose one agency’s 
goals and desires upon a project located outside of their jurisdiction. 

 
31. Aquifer Recharge per PCC 18E.50 should be referenced wherever critical areas are listed 

or referenced.  Aquifer Recharge is discussed later in the document, but not in the initial 
outline of PC critical areas to be addressed. 

 
32. PDF p. 147 (Page 4-53) states “the current PCSWDM allows for direct surface 

stormwater outfall to the Puyallup River after ‘basic’ water quality treatment”.  This is 
not accurate.  Enhance Treatment is required for projects that discharge directly to fresh 
waters that have aquatic life.   

 
33.  PDF pp. 148, 149 (Pages 4-54 & 4-55): Why compare the old single event model 6-mo 

24-hr storm to the current continuous simulation model 91% volume requirement?  
Stating the PCSWDM allows storms larger than the 6-mo 24-hr storm event to go 
untreated is not only incorrect, but disingenuous. 

 
34. Proposed mitigation associated with stormwater management is confusing, 

unsupported by evidence based findings, or contrary to Pierce County stormwater 
regulations. 
 
a. Several mitigation items are noted as “should” be done.  Mitigation should be 

supported by evidence-based findings that require specific mitigation and are 
consistent with existing County development regulations. 

 
b. Wetland hydroperiod protection is incorrectly referenced repeatedly through the 

DEIS.  Wetland Category, habitat score and sensitive species are the main criteria set 
to determine how wetlands are protected per PC Stormwater Manual Min. 
Requirement #8.  Wetland “C” is the only Category II wetland that potentially 
requires hydroperiod protection.  Wetlands A, B & D only require General Protection 
and Protection from Pollutants per PC Stormwater Manual. 

 
c. Note that this project is subject to PC Stormwater Manual Minimum Requirement 

#5, List #3 as feasible.   
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d. Remove all reference to the 2019 Ecology Stormwater Manual.  Stormwater 
requirements are not vested for this project.  This project will be regulated by the 
Pierce County Stormwater Manual in effect at time of site development permit 
issuance.   

 
35. PDF p. 4 (page iii) 

 
a.  The "Fact Sheet" is not showing Pierce County Planning and Public Works as a single 

entity.  
 

b. Under the list of county permits it is not showing the approved 2016 Flood Boundary 
Delineation Survey (permit 844049) that finds a larger regulated flood hazard area 
than what is on the FEMA mapping.  

 
c. The list is missing the Aug 2022 Boundary Line Adjustment (permit 995208) that 

changed the parcel boundaries. The flood hazard area and parcel boundaries should 
have been utilized in the DEIS. 

 
36. PDF pp. 15-21 (pages xiv-xx) Under the Acronyms and Abbreviations listing: 

 
a. ft3/s is listed as cubic feet per second where "cfs" is the more commonly accepted 

acronym and is the term used in FEMA's Flood Insurance Study. 
  
b. MS4 is listed as "municipal storm sewer system" which only has three "s" whereas 

the NPDES permit calls out MS4 as a "Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System", 
note the word separate is missing in several citations in the document. 

  
c. SMMWW is listed as "Stormwater Management Plan for Western Washington" but 

cited in the document as the more commonly understood "Stormwater 
Management Manual for Western Washington". The Pierce County Stormwater and 
Site Development Manual - PCSWSDM is not mentioned but would be the governing 
manual for development rather than the Ecology manual. 

  
37. PDF p. 26  Figure 1-3 The Figure shows constraints including CMZ, SMA, Riparian Buffer, 

Erosion Hazard area and Shoreline Buffer but does not list the County regulated Deep 
and/or Fast Flowing water (DFF) Floodway, the FEMA defined floodway or the Channel 
Migration Zone (CMZ) Floodway which covers much of the area riverward of the 
"proposed pedestrian trail" in yellow that includes many of the "proposed trail" in 
green. There is a proposed trail (in green) showing a crossing of the Puyallup River. This 
proposal should be cited as it would be extremely difficult to construct given the 
multiple floodways that are up to 1,200 feet wide in this location.  
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38. PDF pp. 30-31 (pages 1-9, 1-10) Table 1.1 Section 4.1 The table emphasizes the Channel 
Migration Zones which is only one of three Pierce County regulated floodways. The 
Deep and/or Fast Flowing water (DFF) Floodway has a much larger impact on the project 
and acts to extend the Shoreline Management jurisdiction farther from the ordinary 
high water or channel migrations zone areas. In the Volcanic section, a mitigation 
recommendation is to comply with Pierce County Code Title 18E.60. In the case of flood 
hazards a similar mitigation strategy to comply with Pierce County Code Title 18E.70 is 
not listed. The DEIS is silent on where the County has required, during preliminary short 
plat permitting, to avoid the flood hazard area with one exception that allowed for a 
stormwater management outfall. 

 
39. PDF p. 35 (pages 1-14 thru 1-16) Table 1-1 Section 4.2 The table discusses Wetlands 

impacts but then combines Floodplains and Shorelines into one section and then the 
first paragraph of this crowded table is reiterating that floodplain wetlands were 
discussed in a previous section. The table then has additional sections for "Riverbank 
Flood and Erosion", "Floodplains " and "Shorelines". In none of these is there a 
discussion of risk from river flooding, deep and/or fast moving water (that is a life safety 
issue), the FEMA defined floodway to ensure conveyance or any part of the purposes of 
Title 18E.70.010. A simple recognition that flooding actually causes harm and should be 
avoided would be helpful. The initial submittal for this project included structures in the 
floodway(s) and due to the implantation of the County's critical areas ordinance Title 
18E.70 the project was modified to remove all development from the flood hazard area 
except the previously noted stormwater outfall. A mitigation strategy that recommends 
complying with Title 18E.70 is expected in this DEIS but is grievously missing. It should 
be noted that any trail in the lower flood hazard area is a potential life safety risk, could 
have a short term life due to channel migration risks and would have ongoing 
maintenance issues including sediment disposal after flood events. A mitigation item 
that should be listed is that the project is proposing a quitclaim to the County that will 
facilitate the construction of a long planned setback levee in this location that would 
reconnect the floodplain and restore natural river processes. 

 
40. PDF p. 75 (page 3-6) Table 3-1 lists parcel 0420252006 owned by Pierce County PPW but 

does not describe how this public property is part of the project or impacted. 
 
41. PDF pp. 114-116 (pages 4-20 thru 4-22) Channel migration zones are discussed and the 

DEIS identifies the study done for Pierce County in 2003 and the ordinance that 
prohibits development in the areas identified at severe risk. In many other parts of this 
document city standards are held up and compared to the County standards, but in this 
area, none are mentioned. The DEIS should note the Critical Area Ordinances enforced 
by the County that are more restrictive than the City's. 
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42. PDF pp. 124-125 (pages 4-30 thru 4-31) The DEIS gives a broad overview of the FEMA 
National Flood Insurance Program but does not mention the requirement to be in the 
program (44 Code of Federal Regulations parts 59 & 60) but lists a guidance document 
that has no binding authority. The DEIS also mentions the Endangered Species Act but 
does not mention the National Marine Fisheries Services' Biological Opinion written to 
FEMA where following the minimum NFIP regulations leads to a jeopardy 
determination. The 2008 NMFS Biological Opinion list required reasonable and prudent 
alternatives for FEMA and any NFIP participating community in the Puget Sound area to 
follow. 

 
43. PDF p. 132 (page 4-38) The DEIS mischaracterizes the Pierce County flood hazard code. 

It says that "In general, new development in a flood zone is discouraged, but may be 
allowed with proper engineering, mitigation and floodproofing." PCC Title 18E.70.040 B 
(floodway) and C (flood fringe) prohibit new development except for a few special 
circumstances. This section also leaves out the important PCC 18E.40 Fish and Wildlife 
reference document of the NMFS Biological Opinion that is utilized as best available 
science (see 18E.10.140 Appdx_A F.15). 

 
44. PDF p. 139 (pages 4-44 thru 4-45) This section is described as a comparison between the 

City and County flood hazard codes. It does not mention the Deep and/or Fast Flowing 
water (DFF) Floodway in the County code that has a significant impact on this project, 
nor that the City has no comparable life safety standard. The County's DFF Floodway 
standard is based on a Bureau of Reclamation report that established a relationship to 
depth and velocity where a child or small adult could be swept away and perish. The 
County also has a CMZ Floodway standard, and neither is part of the PMC Chapter 
21.07. Pierce County Code also requires critical areas to be placed in a protected tract, 
hence the projects proposed large tract that will be preserved for open space. 

 
45. PDF p. 142 (page 4-48) Figure 4-8 is not showing the Pierce County regulated flood 

hazard areas. In 2016 the County required a flood boundary delineation survey that 
showed all the regulated flood hazards including the maximum extent of the floodplain, 
based on elevation, that exceeded the FEMA mapped areas in places. Additionally, the 
mapping included the CMZ and DFF floodways which as contiguous floodways extending 
from ordinary high water extend the shoreline management boundary. This graphic 
should be replaced with the approved flood survey document. This graphic does show 
the surveyed "project boundary" that excludes the historic channel oxbow of the 
Puyallup River, which should be shown on all project graphics. 

 
46. PDF p. 166 (page 4-72) Figure 4-15 this is labeled as showing the on-site floodplain but 

does not show the surveyed flood hazard areas as mentioned in the earlier comment. 
 

47. PDF p. 169 (page 4-16) Figure 4-16. This figure is showing an inaccurate floodplain 
boundary. 
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48. PDF pp. 170-171 (pages 4-76 thru 77) The floodplain impacts make no mention of 
flooding on the opposite bank where SR-410 is closed during large floods which causes 
significant traffic impact within the City. Additionally, a senior mobile home park 
repetitively floods, both of which are mentioned in the County's 2013 River Hazard 
Management Plan. The County has numerous setback levee studies (2008, 2014, and 
2021) that identify this site a potential project. This DEIS lists none of these studies. 

 
49. PDF p. 258 (page 4-164) The DEIS is redundant in repeating its generalizations of the 

critical area ordinance and the floodplain code specifically. This does not appear to add 
to what was written on page 4-38. 

 
50. PDF p. 271 (page 4-177) Figure 4-34 is misleading as it does not show the regulated 

flood hazard areas on the site. 
 
51. PDF p. 278 (page 4-184) The DEIS references PCC Chapter 18E.70.040.A.1, a provision in 

the flood code that is reserved for "New construction done by or for Pierce County". The 
citation is not applicable to this project that is a private development. 

 
52. PDF p. 375 (page 4-281) The DEIS needs to describe the potential impacts and long term 

viability to their REC-4: Modify the Site Plan to Provide a New Trail Location. The 
proposed trail location is in the life safety DFF Floodway and where a future set-back 
levee is planned. It is also an area identified at severe risk of channel migration. The DEIS 
extensively addresses the sedimentation and maintenance issues near the stormwater 
outfall, this recommendation to place a new facility in a similar location should be 
evaluated with the same rigor. 

 
53. Outfall.  Throughout the DEIS, erosion near the existing outfall is portrayed as a 

negative impact.  This is based on an assumption that the existing riverbank will stay in 
its current location.  This assumption is faulty because it fails to recognize the biological 
importance of riverbank erosion on healthy river systems, the migrating nature of the 
Puyallup River, and the County’s future plans to construct a setback levee to restore the 
connection between the river and its natural floodplains.  The County’s floodplain 
engineers were not consulted about these issues prior to the DEIS being issued which 
has resulted in an incomplete and unbalanced analysis of the impacts of the outfall.     

 
54.  DEIS Section 4.9 “Transportation” General Comments 

 
a. The DEIS generally fails to identify adopted City or County standards or policies for 

identified recommended mitigation measures.  
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b. The DEIS uses queue lengths and travel times as “measures of effectiveness,” but 
fails to clearly describe the methodology for these measures or explain how these 
measures were used to identify project impacts and potential mitigation. The DEIS 
also fails to link these measures of effectiveness with adopted standards and 
policies.   

 
c. The DEIS does not connect specified road improvement mitigation with the project 

action impacts and does not provide analysis explaining how the recommended 
mitigation fully mitigates identified impacts.  

 
d. It is unclear if the roadway “proportional factor” identified as a mitigation measure 

is tied to any adopted City or County standards or policies.  Further, costs and scope 
of identified roadway corridor improvement project are not specified so it is difficult 
to evaluate if the capital improvement project components are tied to Knutson 
Farms Industrial project impacts.  Project components and associated costs should 
be described and quantified, at least in terms of a range of costs that the roadway 
proportional factor would be applied.  

 
e. There appears to be redundancy between specific road improvements identified as 

mitigation, pavement improvements and the fee in lieu of mitigation.  This needs be 
evaluated to ensure that mitigation is not duplicated and is proportionate to project 
impacts. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Knutson Farms Industrial Park Project (Lead 
Agency File No(s). p-19-0141).  Ecology’s comments are attached. 

  

[ Statewide SEPA Register No. 202305877  ] 

  

Have a great day, 

  

  

Joe Thomas



 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
Southwest Region Office 

PO Box 47775, Olympia, WA 98504-7775 • 360-407-6300 
 
March 14, 2024 
 
 
 
Chris Beale, SEPA Contact 
City of Puyallup 
Development Services Department 
333 South Meridian 
Puyallup, WA  98371 
 
Dear Chris Beale: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft environmental impact statement for 
the Knutson Farms Industrial Park Project (p-19-0141) as proposed by Tim Berry. The 
Department of Ecology (Ecology) reviewed the environmental checklist and has the following 
comment(s): 
 

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT: Derek Rockett (360) 995-3176 
 
The applicant proposes to demolish an existing structure(s).  In addition to any required 
asbestos abatement procedures, the applicant should ensure that any other potentially 
dangerous or hazardous materials present are removed prior to demolition.  It is important 
that these materials and wastes are removed and appropriately managed prior to 
demolition.  It is equally important that demolition debris is also safely managed, especially 
if it contains painted wood or concrete, treated wood, or other possibly dangerous 
materials.  Please review the “Dangerous Waste Rules for Demolition, Construction, and 
Renovation Wastes,” on Ecology’s website at: Construction & Demolition Guidance.  All 
removed debris resulting from this project must be disposed of at an approved site.  All 
grading and filling of land must utilize only clean fill.  All other materials may be considered 
solid waste and permit approval may be required from your local jurisdictional health 
department prior to filling.  Contact the local jurisdictional health department for proper 
management of these materials. 
 
TOXICS CLEANUP: Diana Ison (360) 999-9593 
 
This property is within a quarter mile of three known or suspected contaminated sites.  The 
sites are Puyallup Landfill A, Facility Site Identification (FSID) # 49172; Hwy 410 at Traffic 
Ave Overpass, FSID # 58749; and Pasquier Panel Products Inc, FSID # 16398677. To search 
and access information concerning these sites 
see http://www.ecy.wa.gov/fs/ and https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/gsp/SiteSearchPage.aspx .  
If contamination is suspected, discovered, or occurs during the proposed development of a 
warehouse complex on this 188-acre property, testing of the potentially contaminated 
media must be conducted.  If contamination of soil or groundwater is readily apparent, or is 
revealed by sampling, the Department of Ecology must be notified.  Contact the 



Chris Beale 
March 14, 2024 
Page 2 
 

Environmental Report Tracking System Coordinator at the Southwest Regional Office at 
(360) 407-6300. For assistance and information about subsequent cleanup and to identify 
the type of testing that will be required, contact Diana Ison with the Toxics Cleanup 
Program at the Southwest Regional Office at (360) 999-9593. 
 
WATER RESOURCES:  Charlotte Lattimore (360) 407-6066 
 
Under RCW 90.03.350, a Dam Safety construction permit is required for those dams or ponds that 
can impound a volume of 10 acre-feet or more of water or other liquids above ground level. If the 
Knutson Farms Industrial Park project includes the construction of a stormwater pond or ponds, or 
any other impoundment that can meet or exceed the above referenced criteria, you will need to 
apply for a dam construction permit.  To determine if a Dam Safety construction permit is required 
for your project, the applicant must submit a set of construction plans to: 
 
WA Department of Ecology 
Dam Safety Office 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, WA 98504-7600 
 
The construction permit application can be found by entering the following link into your search 
engine: 
https://apps.ecology.wa.gov/publications/summarypages/ecy07038.html  
 
For additional information, please contact Charlotte Lattimore by e-mail at clat461@ecy.wa.gov or 
by telephone at (360) 407-6066. 

 
Ecology’s comments are based upon information provided by the lead agency.  As such, they 
may not constitute an exhaustive list of the various authorizations that must be obtained or 
legal requirements that must be fulfilled in order to carry out the proposed action. 
 
If you have any questions or would like to respond to these comments, please contact the 
appropriate reviewing staff listed above. 
 
Department of Ecology 
Southwest Regional Office 
 
(JKT:202305877) 
 
cc: Derek Rockett, SWM 
 Diana Ison, TCP 
 Charlotte Lattimore, WR 



Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department 

Commenter: Dilworth, Erin 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

Please find attached comments from the Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department on the 
Knutson Farms Industrial Park EIS (PROJECT ID P-19-0141). 

  

Thank you,







Washington Department of Transportation 

Commenter: Larson, Andrew 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/22/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hi Chris, 

Here are the comments from Tra ic for the Vissim model and EIS document. 

Andrew Larson, PE 

Development Services Engineer (he/him/his) 

(360) 900-9541



Olympic  Region          PLANS,  SPECIFICATIONS AND ESTIMATE  
Review Comment Disposi t ion Form 

Project Title: SR 410 – Knutson Farms EIS Job Charge #:  

Reviewer (name & office) Sarah Bogue – Traffic Design 
         Kun Yi – Traffic Design 

                                         Daniel Grimm – Traffic Design                                      
Date of Review Comments:   12/20/2023 

Responses By: 
 
Date of Disposition: 

Comment 
No. 

Sht or Pg. 
Review Comment Status 

Code Designer’s Response 

 

Status Code Legend:    A = Incorporated       B = Open/Under Review     C = Evaluated/Not Incorporated     D = Beyond Scope/Not Evaluated 
All “B” and “C” responses require explanatory comments. 

 
4/16/2024  Page 1 of 2 

1.  GEN Please include traffic counts from SR 162 in appendices.   

2.  PDF p19 
For clarity, consider adding “-“ (minus) sign for displaced trips 
from single family houses. 
 

  

3.  PDF p26 
Per WSDOT Vissim protocol, all state facility segments must 
have GEH < 3.0 (https://wsdot.wa.gov/sites/default/files/2021-
03/TrafficOps-VISSIM-Protocol.pdf).  

  

4.  PDF p28 For clarity, add legend to Table 6 for “XX (XX)”.    

5.  PDF p34 Consider adding LOS standard for SR 162 and SR 512.   

6.  PDF p94 
For information only: SR 410/Main Street has been identified 
on the ADA inventory as multiple features being 
noncompliant.  

  

7.  
Section 
5.2/PDF 

p90 

Abnormal weather and improvements in vehicle technology 
are not reliable predictors of safety performance and should 
not be listed at all. On the other hand, project improvements 
typically have reliable and quantifiable CMFs used for 
predictive analysis of safety performance, and each should 
be listed and applied for each proposed mitigations such as 
the signal phasing at SR 410/E Main Ave, new signal at 
Shaw Rd E/5th Ave E, roundabout at SR 162/80th St E. 

  

8.  
Section 
5.2.1 to 

5.2.4/PDF 
p90 to p91 

In short, the key difference between these scenarios (A, B, 
and D) are how much traffic volume changes, and which 
intersections the traffic volumes change at. The qualitative 
assumption seems to be that "No significant safety impacts 
are expected" from any of Scenarios A, B, and D. However, I 
believe for at least no action & scenario A, a predictive 
analysis should be done for to provide support for this claim. 
The quantified analysis should provide predictive crash 
frequency for all study intersections as it is an indicator of 
future performance, not just the 31 of 35 that existed since 
2015. The current qualitative evaluation is general 
speculation and should not blanket every intersection in the 
study. If scenario A shows no significant difference than no 
action scenario, then scenario B and D will follow the same 
conclusion as the latter have objectively less traffic volume 

  



Olympic  Region          PLANS,  SPECIFICATIONS AND ESTIMATE  
Review Comment Disposi t ion Form 

Project Title: SR 410 – Knutson Farms EIS Job Charge #:  

Reviewer (name & office) Sarah Bogue – Traffic Design 
         Kun Yi – Traffic Design 

                                         Daniel Grimm – Traffic Design                                      
Date of Review Comments:   12/20/2023 

Responses By: 
 
Date of Disposition: 

Comment 
No. 

Sht or Pg. 
Review Comment Status 

Code Designer’s Response 

 

Status Code Legend:    A = Incorporated       B = Open/Under Review     C = Evaluated/Not Incorporated     D = Beyond Scope/Not Evaluated 
All “B” and “C” responses require explanatory comments. 

 
4/16/2024  Page 2 of 2 

and area of impact. Scenario C and E are currently unlisted in 
this section, but as described in the previous comment, there 
are quantifiable CMFs available for the proposed 
improvements and such CMFs should be applied to the 
predictive analysis results of Scenario A. 
 

9.  PDF p14 Please further document the COVID adjustment done on 
2021 traffic data. 

  

10.  PDF p18 
Please document sources or methodology for project trip 
distributions. Was a planning model used? Engineering 
judgment? 

  

11.  PDF p42-
81 

LOS and Delays reported here do not always match their 
counterparts in Attachment C (PDF p402 onward). 

  

12.  PDF p80 
Consider further labeling in Tables 48, 49 explicitly stating 
how Scenario E has a roundabout at 80th and SR-162.  This 
mitigation will trigger the need for an ICE. 

  

13.  PDF p74 
Please clarify why Scenario D has less delay than No Action 
for SR 410/E Main.  Does Scenario D have signal 
optimization? 

  

14.      

 



EIS Document Comments 

Comment #10: 

“Please document sources or methodology for project trip distribu ons. Was a planning model used? 
Engineering judgment?” 

 

(Above is from PM distribu on of trips in Scenarios A, C, PDF page 20) 

 

Comment #12: 

“LOS and Delays reported here do not always match their counterparts in A achment C (PDF p402).” 

 

(Above is from Table 49, Scenario E PM, PDF page 81) 

  

(Above is from Intersec on Summary, PM Peak Hour, Scenario E, PDF page 404) 

 

 



Vissim Model Comments 

Comment #1: 

“143rd currently doesn’t have an east leg at SR-162. Are these links meant to balance volumes along SR-
162? The east leg does not interact with southbound SR-162. Is the west leg here also for volume 
balancing?” 

 

(Above is from Scenario E PM model) 

 

Comment #2: 

“Node results in model outputs do not seem to match what was listed in the report.” 

  

(Above is from Scenario E PM model) 



Comment # 

Reported results differ in Synchro for No Build (2026) and Scenario A (2026) 

 

 



Applicant: Running Bear Development Partners, LLC 

Commenter: Archer, Margaret 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

Greeting. 

  

Attached are comments from the Knutson Farms Industrial Park Applicant Running Bear 
Development Partners, LLC. Also attached is a letter from Tim Berry presenting proposed new 
mitigation measures for the Knutson Farm Industrial Park project to be considered with the 
Applicant’s comments.  The attached comments are supplemental to the comments submitted 
yesterday by the Applicant’s consultant Richard Wienman. 

  

Thank you for your consideration. Please let me know if you have di iculties opening or accessing 
the attachments. 

Margaret Archer



Reply to: 
Tacoma Office 
1201 Pacific Ave., Suite 2100 
Tacoma, WA 98402 

(253) 620-6500 
(253) 620-6565 (fax) 

 
Seattle Office 
520 Pike St, Suite 1515 
Seattle, WA 98101 

 
 

(206) 676-7500 
(206) 676-7575 (fax) 

 
Law Offices | www.gth-law.com 

 
[4888-3700-3949] 

 
 

Margaret Y. Archer   
Direct: (253) 620-6550 

E-mail: marcher@gth-law.com 

March 15, 2024 

Chris Beale 
City of Puyallup 
Knutson Farms Industrial Park Project 
  Designated EIS Contact Person 
Puyallup City Hall 
333 S. Meridian 
Puyallup, WA 98371 

Meredith Neal 
City of Puyallup 
SEPA Responsible Official 
Puyallup City Hall 
333 S. Meridian 
Puyallup, WA 98371 
 
(Sent via email to comment@kuntsonfarmseis.org ; CBeale@PuyallupWA.gov; and 
MNeal@PuyallupWa.gov)   

RE: Knutson Farms Industrial Park Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Beale and Ms. Neal: 

We represent Running Bear Development Partners, LLC, the Knutson Farms Industrial Park 
(“KFIP”) Applicant. This letter is presented as additional comment on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) the City issued as the project’s SEPA Lead Agency on December 14, 
2023. This comment letter is more general in nature and should be considered with the 
detailed DEIS comments submitted under separate cover on March 14, 2024, by the 
Applicant’s EIS Consultant Richard Weinman, Weinman Consulting, LLC, and the March 15, 
2024, letter from Tim Berry, through which KFIP presents new proposed mitigation measures 
to address certain environmental concerns raised in the DEIS.  

More specifically, this comment letter focuses on KFIP’s more general and overriding concern 
that the City of Puyallup is improperly exploiting its role as the SEPA Lead Agency to advance 
its own planning and political agenda. More specifically, the City is attempting to employ the 
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EIS process to unlawfully impose its own Comprehensive Plan, vision, and regulations on the 
Knutson Farms property. In doing so, the City has failed to achieve the core purpose of an EIS, 
which is to conduct an unbiased, data-based analysis of probable significant adverse project 
impacts, reasonable alternatives, and possible mitigation that complies with SEPA and other 
statutory and constitutional law.  

It is challenging to cull from the 500+ page DEIS which of the discussed impacts are 
potentially ssignificant project  impacts (the only category of impacts that require study under 
SEPA), and what specific mitigation measures are recommended to address potentially 
significant project impacts, much less how and to what extent identified potential measures 
will mitigate identified impacts to a level of nonsignificance. Notably, volunteered mitigation 
measures that KFIP communicated to the City in 2019,  which measure are substantial for 
the KFIP proposal. The City never mentioned, much less appropriately considered the 
volunteered mitigation. When potential mitigation measures are identified, the City fails to 
show a nexus between the potential mitigation and potentially significant project impacts. The 
City likewise fails to demonstrate that suggested measures are proportionate to project 
impacts and were properly formulated with consideration of Pierce County’s zoning and Pierce 
County’s mitigating development regulations as SEPA requires. Instead, the City’s DEIS 
presents potential mitigation measures and a “Reduced Intensity Alternative” that, in large 
part, are designed to address inconsistencies between the City’s Comprehensive Plan and the 
County’s Comprehensive Plan. The DEIS purports to acknowledge that the Knutson Farms 
property is subject to Pierce County’s zoning and regulations and not the City’s, but then 
repeatedly elevates and applies City policies and regulations to the project in disregard of 
County policies and regulations. Moreover, as discussed below, the City has done so based 
on false or improper premises.   

Our client has long been concerned that the City would use the SEPA process to advance its 
own agenda and obstruct the KFIP project. The concern is well founded. Soon after our client 
submitted the revised project application in March 2016, which reduced the project size, the 
City’s leadership, staff and attorneys actively mobilized its opposition to the KFIP project. The 
Council dedicated more than an hour of its regular meeting on May 10, 2016 to publicly 
declare their displeasure and formulate a strategy to challenge the project, which strategy 
included galvanizing public opposition. Reflective of this position, one Council Member stated: 

I would like to see that we get some talking points put up on the 
website so the people can more than just, I don’t like it. I mean, 
I don’t know that there’s anybody besides developers that like 
warehouses. 

The Council’s message was received. Public records reveal that City Engineer Mark Palmer 
emailed his staff after the meeting concluded: “Defin[it]e interest from most of the council to 
prevent Knutson development through the SEPA process.” 
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After the City prevailed in subsequent litigation to gain Lead Agency status in 2019, Mayor 
John Palmer publicly confirmed the City’s intent on his Facebook page.  

After a long process with the landowners and the County, the City 
adopted a plan for this area (part of Puyallup's urban growth 
area) in 2009. Unless the developer alters its proposal, the next 
step is to develop an EIS and mitigate this proposal to be more 
consistent with the City's land use plan and not allow trucks to 
bring Shaw Road to a standstill. 

Alarmed by this statement, KFIP’s attorney wrote to the City Attorney on October 14, 2019: 

We understand that this development has become highly 
politicized. Following the Supreme Court’s decision, Mayor 
Palmer implied on Facebook that the City will exploit is official 
role as Lead Agency and use the EIS process to leverage proposal 
changes to conform to the City’s zoning rather than the zoning 
applicable to the project. … We trust that City staff, while in the 
role of Lead Agency, will not allow the process to be politicized, 
but will engage in normal discussions with our client regarding 
the scope and use of studies already completed, including 
studies prepared for the SEPA appeal hearing before the Pierce 
County Examiner, so that the EIS may be prepared efficiently and 
consistent [with] SEPA rules. 

Unfortunately, KFIP’s expressed concern was more than a worry; it was prescient. The City 
employed the EIS process exactly as Mayor Palmer stated it would be. The City “develop[ed} 
an EIS and [seeks to] mitigate this proposal to be more consistent with the City's land use 
plan.” 

But the DEIS does not comply with SEPA and does not provide a useful tool upon which the 
County can rely to make its permitting decisions. The DEIS proposes mitigation measures and 
alternatives that Pierce County, as the permitting agency, cannot lawfully impose upon the 
KFIP project. While SEPA authorizes the County, as the permitting jurisdiction, to exercise 
substantive SEPA authority to impose mitigation measures, SEPA also directs that the County 
may do so only to the extent directly attributable to the identified significant adverse project 
impacts. RCW 43.21C.060; WAC 197-11-660(1)(d). SEPA also requires that potential 
mitigation measures must be formulated with consideration of relevant regulatory schemes -
- where existing regulations adequately address a proposed project's probable specific 
adverse environmental impacts, no further mitigation should be imposed. RCW 43.21C.240. 
Moreover, SEPA directs that imposed mitigation must be based on adopted written policies of 
the County. WAC 197-11-660 1(a). Finally, State statutes and constitutional law requires the 
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County to make a project-specific determination that each imposed mitigation measure is 
“reasonably necessary” as a result of an identified project-specific impact. RCW 82.02.020; 
Isla Verde Int’l Holdings, Inc. v. City of Camas, 146 Wn.2d 740, 755, 764, 49 P.3d 867 (2002). 
Thus, each mitigation measure must be specifically linked to and proportionate to the 
development’s actual impact. Id. Indeed, if the County attempted to impose upon KFIP the 
“Reduced Intensity Alternative” (and the associated substantial open space designed to 
benefit the City), the action would not only be contrary to applicable law, but would constitute 
an unconstitutional taking of the Knutson Farms property without just compensation.  

KFIP urges the City to course correct before issuing the Final EIS. But as KFIP has expressed 
repeatedly in the four years that followed the 2019 court decision authorizing the City to 
assume the Lead Agency role, the City must work expeditiously to complete the EIS as SEPA 
requires. RCW 43.21C.0311; WAC 197-11-948(3). We have long passed the two-year period 
that our State Legislature considers an appropriate amount of time to complete the EIS 
process. The SEPA regulations also urge the SEPA Lead Agency to issue the Final EIS within 
60 days following the close of the DEIS comment period. WAC 197-11-460.  

Nonetheless, KFIP recognizes that the significant deficiencies in the DEIS cannot realistically 
be corrected in 60 days. However, KFIP does expect the City to work as efficiently as possible 
to correct the deficiencies; and we believe that this can reasonably be completed within 120 
days.  

Frankly, many of the deficiencies could have been avoided had the City consulted with KFIP 
during the review process in the preceding years.1 The KFIP team stands ready to meet with 
the City to discuss mitigation measures, especially with regard to traffic mitigation, which as 
presented in the DEIS, were too vague and ambiguous to allow KFIP to conduct any 
meaningful evaluation for comment. We also are available to discuss KFIP’s New Proposed 
Mitigation as presented in Mr. Berry’s March 15, 2024 letter. KFIP hopes that, moving 
forward, the City will accept our request to confer.         

The remainder of this letter addresses some of the foundational assumptions that the City 
incorrectly used to justify an extraordinary and atypical SEPA review process that elevated the 

 

1 KFIP appreciated receiving a preliminary copy of the DEIS in October 2019, but even then, the City advised that 
it would not accept substantive comment from KFIP until the DEIS was issued and the formal comment period 
opened. By email dated May 4, 2024, City Attorney instructed KFIP: 

The City is willing to extend the applicant review period as requested as long as you understand that this 
will extend the issuance of the draft EIS by a comparable period of time. Also, the applicant review period 
is not a time for substantive comments that would result in revisions to the draft EIS. It is possible that 
comments might result in correction of scriveners errors but consideration of any substantive comments 
as well as any resulting revisions will likely be taken into consideration during the normal comment 
period along with any other comments that are received from the public. 

KFIP adhered to the City’s instruction. 
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City’s political vision, zoning and regulations over and with disregard to Pierce County’s zoning, 
policies and regulations.  

TThe Court Decision Regarding Lead Agency Status Was Not Critical Of The County’s 
Environmental Review.  And It Did Not Contemplate That The City’s SEPA Review Would 

Disregard And Jettison The County’s Review And Conclusions Without Due Consideration. 

Prior to the City assuming the SEPA Lead Agency role, Pierce County conducted extensive 
environmental review of the KFIP proposal. The County evaluated the project impacts, applied 
its own regulations to determine if they were sufficient to mitigate significant impacts and, 
imposed additional measures as necessary to mitigate impacts to a level of nonsignificance. 
Ultimately, the County’s environmental review process was enhanced by a nearly three-week 
County appeal hearing in 2017, which allowed the City to present expert testimony on traffic 
and critical area impacts. After review and evaluation of the City’s, the County’s, and KFIP’s 
combined expert environmental study, the Pierce County Hearing Examiner concluded that 
the County’s review and conclusions regarding required mitigation measures generally 
complied with SEPA and local regulations. But the Hearing Examiner also modified some of 
the County’s imposed conditions to further address the City’s concerns and, particularly to 
better mitigate traffic impacts.  

Significantly, in October 2019, despite that the County’s MDNS and Preliminary Short Plat 
approval (and all the conditions they imposed) were voided by the court’s Lead Agency 
decision, KFIP confirmed in writing that it voluntarily accepted all MDNS and Short Plat 
approval conditions, as modified by the Pierce County Hearing Examiner, formally 
incorporating these volunteered mitigation measures as elements of the KFIP project. 
Unfortunately, the DEIS fails to consider or even acknowledge the volunteered mitigation 
measures.  

Instead, the City infers in the DEIS, and continues to infer in its communications with the 
public, that Pierce County’s prior environmental review was inadequate, requiring the City to 
disregard the prior evaluation and essentially conduct a wholly new review. Not only is this 
untrue, but the City’s failure to consider the County’s evaluation of the mitigating effect of 
County regulations contravenes one of SEPA’s mandates. 

KFIP acknowledges that the City prevailed in the legal contest for Lead Agency status and, as 
a result, the City rightfully assumed the role. But that victory did not license the City to proceed 
with a review that contravenes SEPA’s requirements and purpose.  

Importantly, in concluding that Puyallup is an agency with jurisdiction qualified to assume the 
SEPA Lead Agency role, our appellate court did not conclude that the County’s environmental 
review was inadequate or that the environmental study presented by KFIP was insufficient. In 
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its first decision on the Lead Agency issue, the court acknowledged the significant 
environmental study that had already been done: 

As required by the Pierce County Code and the County's 
environmental review under SEPA, the Applicants obtained and 
submitted professionally prepared studies analyzing the 
potential impacts and mitigation measures including a traffic 
impact analysis; a critical areas assessment report; flood surveys 
and studies including a flood boundary delineation survey, 
conceptual flood plain compensatory storage plan, 
compensatory flood plain volume table, and flood plain cross 
sections; a preliminary storm drainage report; and a geotechnical 
engineering report.  

City of Puyallup v. Pierce County, 8 Wn. App.2d 323, 330, 438 P.3d 174 (2019). The court 
later clarified that, while it concluded that the City was procedurally entitled under the SEPA 
regulations to assume the Lead Agency role, the scope of the court’s decision “is narrow:”  

[T]his court ruled that Puyallup had jurisdiction to assume lead 
agency status after the County issued an MDNS, which rendered 
the MDNS void. See 8 Wn. App. 2d at 351-52. But the court did 
not opine that the County's SEPA review leading to the MDNS 
violated SEPA. 

City of Puyallup v. Pierce County, 20 Wn. App. 2d 466, 474, n. 2, 500 P.3d 216 (2021), as 
amended on reconsideration in part (June 1, 2022), rev. denied, 200 Wn. 2d 1010, 518 P.3d 
207 (2022).  

The court also confirmed that invoking the Lead Agency assumption process did not “prevent 
reliance on information gathered or reviews generated during the prior process.” Id. at 472. 
And, when the City asked the court void all prior environmental study and review and 
affirmatively authorize the City to effectively start its EIS review from scratch, the court 
unequivocally denied the request. The court of appeals concluded: “Neither the regulations 
nor the case law supports the scorched earth approach Puyallup included in its proposed 
order. Because such an order is contrary to law, we refuse to instruct the trial court to adopt 
it.” Id. at 474.  

But the City nonetheless did employ such a scorched earth approach. The City’s approach not 
only unnecessarily cost KFIP detrimental delay and expense, but it also served to undermine 
the quality of the DEIS. 

Proper SEPA review is not conducted in a vacuum, but must consider other local and state 
laws that provide environmental protections. SEPA standards and policies are not elevated 
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above specific zoning ordinances. Victoria Tower Partnership v. City of Seattle, 59 Wn. App. 
592, 600, 800 P.2d 380 (1990). Rather, SEPA is an overlay of law that supplements – fills 
gaps in – existing regulatory and statutory law as necessary to ensure deliberate consideration 
of environmental review in the land use permitting process. Id.; SEAPC v. Cammack II 
Orchards, 49 Wn. App. 609, 615, 744 P.2d 1101 (1987); Bellevue Farm, supra, 100 Wn. App. 
at 353. Thus, an EIS must evaluate significant impacts accordingly; and potential mitigation 
measures in particular must be formulated with consideration of relevant regulatory schemes 
and appropriately tailored so as not to create duplicative environmental review. RCW 
43.21C.240. Project environmental review should not require additional studies or mitigation 
where existing regulations have adequately addressed a proposed project's probable specific 
adverse environmental impacts. Id. See also, RCW 36.70B.030 (Intent-Findings-1995 c 347 
§§ 404 and 405). SEPA compliance is thus achieved when the local jurisdiction determines 
that a project's environmental impact will be mitigated through its own development 
regulations to meet SEPA requirements. In re King County Hearing Examiner, 135 Wn. App. 
312, 325, 144 P.3d 345 (2006); Anderson, supra, 86 Wn. App. at 302. See also, Butler & 
King, 24 Washington Practice, Environmental and Law Practice, § 16.16 (2007). 

Contrary to SEPA’s mandate, the DEIS review fails to consider the mitigating effect of Pierce 
County’s critical area regulations. Not only did the City fail to consider the prior County 
evaluation and application of County regulations to the KFIP project, the City largely 
disregarded County regulations altogether. It also failed to consult with the County. This review 
was not sanctioned by the appellate court decision on Lead Agency. To the contrary, the City’s 
failure to appropriately consider County regulations is contrary to SEPA. 

TThe City Council Resolution No. 1903 Regarding Potential Future Agreement To Set Aside 
AAgricultural Land Was Never Implemented And Is Not A Legitimate Basis For Any Mitigation 

Measure Or The “Reduced Intensity Alternative.”   

In the DEIS and in its town hall meetings, City staff has represented that, in 2004, Puyallup 
and Pierce County entered a “verbal agreement” to set aside at least 160 acres of land 
within the Puyallup UGA for farmland. City staff has further represented that this “verbal 
agreement” led to the adoption of Puyallup Resolution No. 1903 in 2004, which the DEIS 
states “required adoption of an approach to planning the area that would set aside 160 
acres of land for farming.” (DEIS at page 4-221.)  City Staff has represented that Puyallup’s 
2009 Comprehensive Plan included the Rural Buffer Residential (RBR) designation, which 
was implemented with the Agriculture, Residential and Open Space zoning district that 
Puyallup now seeks to impose on the KFIP project, even though the site remains in Pierce 
County’s jurisdiction. The City has publicly claimed that the County failed to implement its 
side of this alleged agreement. At the January 11, 2024 virtual town hall, City staff 
represented that the ”Reduced Intensity Alternative” was effectively intended to enforce the 
supposed verbal agreement with the County.  
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The City’s representations are inaccurate and have misled the public. Notably, while the 
DEIS references City Resolution No. 1903, it does not append the Resolution. The document 
belies the City’s representations. 

This resolution was adopted when Neil VanLierop and Roger Knutson were considering 
petitioning for annexation. The City authorized circulation of the annexation petitions for all 
properties in the vicinity. Pierce County subsequently commenced a comprehensive plan 
amendment that would have removed the VanLierop and Knutson properties from the UGA. 
Through Resolution 1903, the City asked Pierce County to leave the UGA (and with that the 
EC zoning) intact to allow the annexations planned at that time to proceed forward. The City 
publicly committed in the Resolution No. 1903 that, in return, the City would complete a Pre-
Annexation Development Agreement/Master Plan for the entire annexation area.  

Resolution 1903 set forth specific proposed terms for a Pre-Annexation Development 
Agreement for the Knutson and VanLierop Annexation Area. Those terms did, as Puyallup 
has recently represented in the DEIS process, include a plan to preserve approximately 160 
acres for farmlands or open space. But both Knutson and Van Lierop not only had the 
benefit of industrial zoning for their properties, they had both already filed development 
applications that vested to the County’s EC zoning. The City’s “land set-aside vision” could 
only be achieved if these private property owners voluntarily forfeited their property rights.  

Resolution 1903 thus acknowledged that the property owners would not sacrifice their 
development rights and agree to annexation without compensation for the sacrificed 
property rights. To entice the landowners to participate in the desired development 
agreements, the Proposed Terms of Pre-Annexation appended to Resolution No. 1903 
included a plan for compensation to Knutson and Van Lierop. Specifically, the Proposed 
Terms of Pre-Annexation provided: 

As consideration for dedications/reservations /open space set-
asides made in the target area, landowners/partners would 
receive development rights/credits/infrastructure bonuses, 
subject to further negotiation, that could be used to develop 
other sites with higher densities for residential uses or credits for 
system development and other infrastructure charges 
associated with commercial uses, possibly in other parts of the 
City; 

* * * 

 Owners would receive development incentives in return for 
dedications; 

Properties to the West of 134th would be zoned commercial, and 
those owners dedicating property in accordance with the pre-



Gordon Thomas Honeywell LLP 

March 15, 2024 
Page 9 

 
Law Offices | www.gth-law.com 

 
[4888-3700-3949] 

 

 

annexation development agreement will receive credits for parts 
or all of Water, Sanitary and Storm System Development Charges 
and Capital Facility Charges. This will constitute purchase of 
development rights from affected property owners; … 

Of course, the development agreement never came to light, the owner incentives were never 
adopted, and Resolution 1903 was never implemented by the City. In response to a direct 
inquiry on the issue, the City informed Roger Knutson by letter dated July 6, 2010, that the 
City would not enter into the contemplated development agreement. Notably, in that same 
letter, the City informed Knutson: 

We respectfully note that Resolution 1903 was a resolution and 
not an ordinance. The distinction is important: An ordinance is 
the “local law of a municipal corporation, duly enacted by the 
proper authorities, prescribing general, uniform and permanent 
rules of conduct, relating to the corporate affairs of the 
municipality.” In contrast, a resolution is less solemn and formal 
than an ordinance and, “generally speaking, is simply an 
expression of the opinion or mind of the body concerning some 
particular item of business or matter of administration coming 
within its official cognizance.” (Legal citations omitted, emphasis 
in original.) 

Ultimately, in the absence of the promised development agreement and associated 
compensation, Knutson rightfully chose to decline the requisite consent to be annexed. 

Of course, the industrial zoning designation Employment Center (“EC”) has been attached to 
the Knutson Farms property since the 1990s and that zoning designation remains in effect 
today. Regardless of the political desires of the respective jurisdictions to change the zoning 
when Resolution 1903 was adopted, that never happened. By no means was there any 
agreement with Pierce County that can be enforced. No laws were passed and no written 
agreements were signed. The City  has no legal authority whatsoever, under SEPA or 
otherwise, to “enforce” a purported “verbal agreement” with Pierce County, especially at the 
expense of a private landowner’s property rights. 

AAnnexation Is Neither Imminent Nor Likely In The Foreseeable Future And Does Not Provide 
A Lawful Basis For The City To Use The EIS Review Process To Impose City Zoning Upon The 

KFIP Project  

Though the Knutson Farms property is within the Urban Growth Area and borders the Puyallup 
city limits, no portion of the property is situated within the City. The City repeatedly infers 
throughout the DEIS that annexation into the City is certain. But the property has not been 
annexed in the 30 years that followed the UGA designation in 1994. Moreover, annexation of 
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a site of this size and value, if it is to occur, will likely require owner consent. See RCW 
35A.14.100-.150. Annexation in the foreseeable future is speculative at best. Given the City’s 
enduring opposition to this project, such consent is unlikely. Regardless, because the project 
is wholly within unincorporated Pierce County; and the Knutson Farms property is not subject 
to a pre-annexation agreement or joint planning agreement. It is beyond dispute that County 
regulations exclusively apply. The City’s efforts to impose the City’s zoning on the KFIP project 
is unlawful. 

Finally, even if the Knutson Farms property was annexed, the City would annex the property 
subject to KFIP’s development application that is vested to the Pierce County Code in effect 
at the time of application. Annexation, even if it were to occur, would not strip KFIP of this 
valuable and constitutionally protected property right without payment of just compensation 
as our constitution requires. The City cannot invoke the SEPA review process to unlawfully 
impose its own zoning and vision and effectively take the Knutson Farms property.  

TThe DEEIS Unlawfully Affords Priority Status To The City’s Van Lierop Park Over KFIP’s 
Property Rights. 

In addition to elevating and placing undue emphasis on the City’s Comprehensive Plan, the 
DEIS also affords the Van Lierop Park priority status over the KFIP project, which again, is 
wholly consistent with the County’s industrial zoning. The DEIS especially emphasizes project 
impacts to views from Van Lierop Park. The DEIS seeks to impose substantial open space 
requirements on the KFIP project, taking KFIP’s property to create expansive view and trial 
corridors to mitigate these impacts. 

But the DEIS fails to acknowledge that the KFIP vested project application pre-dates the Van 
Lierop Park. The potential impacts of the future development consistent with the neighboring 
industrial zoning were well-known to the City when in planned for and created the park – and 
the KFIP project in particular was known to the City. Notably, the concept plan for Van Lierop 
Park and the viewshed encompassing Mt. Rainier, were first presented at an open house in 
2017, years after the complete KFIP project application vested. A “context graphic” presented 
at the 2017 open house confirmed this fact. The graphic explicitly identifies the “future 
Knutson industrial development” and, presents a plan for that known future development, 
depicting tall, solid vegetation that “buffers the park from future industrial development.” The 
City’s 2018 SEPA checklist for the park’s Phase 1 design and construction, acknowledges that 
views of Mt. Rainier could be obstructed by unidentified “future industrial development.” The 
same SEPA checklist also embraced the road and stormwater improvements that will 
necessarily accompany the expected KFIP development to successfully avoid the imposition 
of measures that otherwise would have been required to mitigate traffic and stormwater 
impacts from the City’s planned park development and use. 

























Applicant: Running Bear Development Partners, LLC 

Commenter: Berry, Tim 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

Greeting. 

  

Attached are comments from the Knutson Farms Industrial Park Applicant Running Bear 
Development Partners, LLC. Also attached is a letter from Tim Berry presenting proposed new 
mitigation measures for the Knutson Farm Industrial Park project to be considered with the 
Applicant’s comments.  The attached comments are supplemental to the comments submitted 
yesterday by the Applicant’s consultant Richard Wienman. 

  

Thank you for your consideration. Please let me know if you have di iculties opening or accessing 
the attachments. 

Margaret Archer









Weinman Consulting 

Commenter: Weinman, Richard 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

Dear Ms. Neal & Mr. Beale: 

I am submitting comments on the Knutson Farms Draft EIS in 2 electronic files:  a comment letter 
and a companion table of comments (Attachment 1).  

My thanks to the City of Puyallup for the opportunity to comment.      

Richard Weinman 

Weinman Consulting, LLC 

206.295.0783 

Richardw-llc@comcast.net
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Environmental Coalition 

Commenter: Kirkland, Kirk 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hello Chris. 

Please find comment letter from the  Environmental Coalition on the proposed conversion of 
Knutson Farm to a Warehouse District. 

Can you tell me who will decide on the alternatives and what is the next step in the process of 
issuing a conditional use permit? 

Thank you
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Environmental Coalition ________________________________________ 

3114 N. Alder Street, Tacoma, WA 98407  
 

 
To:  Chris Beale, Project Manager 
Date:  March 15, 2024 
 
Subject Conversion of Knutson Farm & Countywide Planning Policies  
 
City of Puyallup   
333 South Meridian 
Puyallup, WA 98371 
 
cbeale@puyallupwa.gov 
 
Chris Beale: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Environmental Impact Statement for a 
Warehousing, Distribution, and Freight  Movement facility of up to 2.6 million square 
feet of building area on the approximate 162-acre Knutson  Farm property located within 
unincorporated Pierce County. 

The Environmental Coalition is an environmental group that advocates for 
environmental protections in growth in Pierce County.  One of our primary goals is the 
preservation of working farms and working forests.  The proposed Knutson farm 
conversion area under consideration for development has just been plowed and the 
fields are ready to provide another crop this year as they have for decades.   

The Environmental Coalition recommends that the City of Puyallup select the NO 
ACTION alternative in the EIS.  Our concerns about this projects conversion of land is 
listed below 
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1  Farmland Protection:  

State law requires protection of farmland. RCW 36.70A. 060 directs county to adopt 
regulations to protect agriculture lands.  RCW.36.70A.177 Ag lands of long-term 
commercial significance discourages non agriculture  activities on agriculture land.  The 
conversion of a farm land that has grown daffodils and other farm products since the 
1950s is in violation of these state statues, but is also outrageous.  

Pierce County strategic plan for agriculture policies on agriculture land reported 
in 2006 – “The most intense mix of agriculture and development is taking place in 
the Puyallup Valley where there has been a steady conversion of open land to 
development uses.  The accompanying table shows the location of Pierce 
County’s remaining agricultural land.  

 
The strategic plans calls for the “Preservation of farmland and nurturing a 
prosperous agriculture sector will require a sustained policy commitment and well 
conceived, concerted action.   

We urge the city to cooperate with Pierce County to designate this area as 
farmland which the county failed to do in 2015 when Agriculture lands of  
significance were redesignate in Puyallup Valley.. Converting this land to a 
commercial warehouse district of 2.6 million square feet  on 162 acres farm 
property is in violation of Countywide Planning Policies.   

We recommend the No Action Alternative of the EIS. 

2   Future Annexation of this area will not help  
the  city meet  growth management's employment targets:  

 

Pierce County's  Buildable Lands report (2022) states, “land uses which are 
concentrated in office environments, or retail and service uses centered in Urban 
Centers have much higher employment densities that land uses which typically 
require larger footprints such as warehousing and industrial and manufacturing 
uses”. How does a large, sprawling warehouse contribute to meeting employment 
targets? 
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In proposing to convert this agriculture land under the jurisdiction of Puyallup into a 
Warehouse District is in violation of Countywide Planning Policy policies agreed to 
by city of Puyallup and Pierce County in 2022.  

"The designation of agricultural lands per the Growth Management Act includes 
lands that are not already characterized by urban growth and that have long-term 
significance for the commercial production of food or other agricultural products.” 
[RCW 36.70A.170(1)(a)].  

The Washington Administrative Code Section 365-196-480 includes guidelines 
for designating agricultural lands pursuant to RCW 36.70A.050. Although the 
Growth Management Act does not expressly require a countywide planning 
policy on agricultural lands, the requirement was added by the Interlocal 
Agreement: Framework Agreement for the Adoption of the Countywide Planning 
Policy (Pierce County Council. The Resolution was first passed as No. R91-172, 
in September 24, 1991)." 

 
In Particular, the Puget Sound Regional Council VISION 2050 "seeks to permanently 
protect these key agricultural resource lands. These Multicounty Planning Policies calls 
for conserving the region’s natural resource lands, establishing best management 
practices that protect the long-term integrity and productivity of these lands, limiting the 
conversion of these lands, and ensuring that development does not adversely impact 
these lands." 
 
The City of Puyallup and Pierce County Council are members of the Regional Council 
and must conform to the Multiplicounty planning policies agreed to in the creation of 
Vision 2050. And these two jurisdiction are parties of record who agreed on the most 
recent update of the Pierce County Planning Policies update in Adopted May 17, 2022. 
 
In evaluating the city's Environmental Impact Statement for this project, the city can only 
abide by the No Action Alternative.  Any other decision is arbitrary and capricious and in 
violation of countywide polices which call for: 
 

AG-7 Jurisdictions choosing to designate agricultural lands, shall coordinate 
agricultural land preservation policies with other Countywide Planning Policies 
through: 
 
"7.2 Ensuring that public facility and service extension, even if not directly serving 
the  agricultural lands, do not stimulate the conversion of agricultural land or 
make its  preservation and protection more difficult;  

 
According to the state Court of Appeal Decision in April 2019 between City of 
Puyallup and Knutson farms, the court recognized that the city had extended 
services for  this  Knutson project site which is within  the City’s sewer area, and 
a portion of the site is in the City’s water service area".   
 
Extending such services is not inacordance with planning policies that direct  the 
city to "avoid the extension of urban services to areas intended for continued 
agricultural use"  and by providing service extension to the area around Knutson 
Farms, the city did in fact "stimulate the conversion of agricultural land" and did 
make its  "preservation and protection more difficult."   
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In addition, AG-1 of Countywide  Planning Policies calls for "jurisdictions choosing to 
designate agricultural lands of long-term commercial significance, shall do so using the 
methodology and criteria stated in WAC 365-190-050. Cities are encouraged to 
coordinate their agricultural resource lands designations with the County and adjacent 
jurisdictions and are encouraged to adopt the same criteria. 
 

1.1 Consistency with WAC 365-190-050 shall be based on the following factors: 
1.1.1 The land is not already characterized by urban growth; 
1.1.2 The land is used or capable of being used for agricultural production; and 
1.1.3 The land has long-term commercial significance for agriculture 

 
The proposed conversion of the Knutson farming area is outside the city's boundary 
which is "not characterized by urban growth". It is currently plowed and planted farm 
land and it is obviously "used for agriculture production". And since 1950 the property 
has been used for faming as a "long term commercial significance for agriculture." 
 

3 Flood hazard areas -  

The local office of the U.S. geological Survey has provided Puyallup Valley farmers 
information about the increase of rainfall in the future to change from 35 inches to 50 
inches per year in the coming decades.  This flooding is caused by global warming and 
is already causing floods in other parts of the county. 

With no changes in the Mud Mountain Dam, the Puyallup River which starts flowing 
from the Carbon, Mowich and Puyallup glaciers on Mt Rainier is likely to cause high 
water in winter flooding that will exceed the river banks along SR 410.  The river levy is 
not high enough to contain the expected flooding.  

Siting a warehouse district with large parking lots and building site of 2.6 million square 
feet  which collects rainwater that will add to the water level upstream and cause 
serious flooding on lower Puyallup Valley farms.  In addition, state law prohibits building 
in floodway and frequently flooded areas.  

The proposal would add significant impervious surfaces to an already at-risk area, that 
is currently acting as flood control for other areas of the Puyallup River. It is 
irresponsible and potentially dangerous to permit conversion of agriculture lands and 
allow urban development of this magnitude at this location. 
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If the Puyallup Planning Department chooses  to issue a permit for this project, it will be 
acting in an arbitrary and capricious manner. It is odd for the city of Puyallup to change 
agriculture designation of an adjacent jurisdiction to a commercial development. And it 
is arbitrary for the city to covert  Agriculture lands without first honoring the Countywide 
Planning  policies requirement to preserve agriculture lands when annexing productive 
agriculture lands.. 

We urge the City of Puyallup to choose the no Action Alternative. 

 

Kind regards, 
 
Kirk Kirkland  
______________________________ 
253 761 1693 | kirkkirkland9@gmail.com 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Foothills Rails-to-Trails Coalition 

Commenter: Miles, Shayla 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

To Whom It May Concern: 

Attached is a document which contains the Foothills Rails-to-Trails Coalition's comments regarding 
the Knutson Farm Draft EIS. We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on this issue. 

Please let us know if you have any questions.  

Thank you, 

Shayla



Mailing address: PO Box 192 Puyallup, WA 98371      foothillscoalition.org  



Mailing address: PO Box 192 Puyallup, WA 98371      foothillscoalition.org  





ForeverGreen Trails 

Commenter: Leveen, Larry 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

Attached, please find our comments on the EIS process. Please let us know if you have any 
questions. 

Thank you.









Friends of Pierce County 

Commenter: Johnson, Larry 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

Good Afternoon Mr. Beale, 

Please find our attached letter in response to the Puyallup Warehouse Proposal (Knutson Farms 
EIS).  

Please confirm receipt of said attachment. 

Thank you, 

Larry Johnson 

Vice President 

Friends of Pierce County
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FOPC@comcast.net 

 
March 14, 2024 
 
 
Chris Beale, Project Manager 
City of Puyallup   
333 South Meridian 
Puyallup, WA 98371 
 
cbeale@puyallupwa.gov 
 
 
RE: Knutson Farms EIS  
 
 
Dear Mr. Beale: 

Friends of Pierce County, founded in 2003, is a non-profit environmental group that advocates for 
environmental protections in growth in Pierce County. 

Friends of Pierce County strongly recommends that the City of Puyallup select the NO ACTION 
alternative in the DNS.  Our concerns from this project are listed below: 

1) Farmland Protection: State law requires protection of farmland. RCW 36.70A. 060 directs 
county to adopt regulations to protect agriculture lands.  RCW.36.70A.177 Ag lands of long-term 
commercial significance discourages non ag activities on ag land.  
Pierce County strategic plan for agriculture policies on agriculture land reported in 2006 – “The 
most intense mix of agriculture and development is taking place in the Puyallup Valley where 
there has been a steady conversion of open land to development uses.  The accompanying table 
shows the location of Pierce County’s remaining agricultural land.  
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“Preserving farmland and nurturing a prosperous agriculture sector will require a sustained policy 
commitment and well-conceived, concerted action”.   
 
We urge the city to redesignate this area as farmland after Pierce County failed to do so in the 
past. The city has an opportunity to preserve this fertile land and let it be used for agriculture. 
 

2) Future Annexation into this area will not help the city meet growth or employment targets: 
Pierce Co Buildable Lands report (2022) states, “land uses which are concentrated in office 
environments, or retail and service uses centered in Urban Centers have much higher employment 
densities that land uses which typically require larger footprints such as warehousing and 
industrial and manufacturing uses”. How does a large, sprawling warehouse contribute to meeting 
employment targets? 
There is concern that this area would be included in the city’s Urban Growth Area as a result of 
this project. The site is not currently within the city’s UGA. Allowing this development now can 
only mean that the city’s UGA will be expanded in the future to accommodate this development. 
State law requires that jurisdictions, “Identify reasonable measures, other than adjusting urban 
growth areas.” This is the first step in annexation and we urge the city to look for other areas for a 
scaled back version of this project within the city limits. 
 

3) Flood hazard areas - State law prohibits building in floodway and frequently flooded areas. The 
proposal would add significant impervious surfaces to an already at-risk area, that is currently 
acting as flood control for other areas of the Puyallup River. Flooding is only predicted to 
increase with climate change. It would be irresponsible and potentially dangerous to allow a 
construction of this magnitude at this location. 
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4) Pollution from storm water runoff and loss of flood control measures from natural soil 
infiltration - The project site of 162 acres, with 2.6 million square feet of building area, will 
contain 108 acres of impervious surface or 66% of the site.  
 
The developer’s current stormwater outfall system is failing and the proposal is to add 7 more 
warehouses to a failing stormwater system. This cannot be permitted. Pierce County 
Stormwater Management and Site Development Manual, Volume I, Minimum Technical 
Requirements and Site Planning, states, “If the proposed project will result in the addition of new 
impervious or hard surface amounting to 25 percent or more of existing impervious/hard surface, 
providing that the site is greater than 1 acre in size with 50 percent or more impervious/hard 
surface, or the county determines developed site contributes to existing water quality, flooding, or 
erosion problem, the entire site must be brought up to current stormwater standards”. 
 
An at-risk area for flooding with an at-risk developer is another reason this project should be 
denied. 
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5) Risks to Threatened Chinook Salmon - The increase in runoff from this site will contribute 

more pollution load into the Puyallup River. National and Oceanic Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA)  reported in a letter  “New development (e.g., buildings) in floodplains reduces available 
fish refugia, likely increases stormwater effects on the adjacent stream, and likely becomes a new 
source of pollutants (e.g., lawn chemicals, stored chemicals, road runoff, etc.)”. 
With a NOAA listed stock in the Puyallup River of Chinook Salmon, this project could present a 
continual taking of a Threatened species.  
 

6) Negative Traffic Impacts - The traffic impacts of this development are suggested to be as large 
as 6,000 large vehicle trips daily. In the SEPA checklist for this project, it is acknowledged to be 
classified as an “environmentally sensitive” area. This proposal does not fit this property. 

 

We urge you to select the No Action Alternative. This project does not belong at this location. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions. 

Thank you for considering our comments. 
 

Larry Johnson 

Larry Johnson 
Vice President 
Friends of Pierce County 

 



Puget Soundkeeper Alliance 

Commenter: Furman, Kelse 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

Good morning,  

Please see attached comments and confirm receipt. Thank you.  

Best,  

Kelsey



March 15, 2024 

Puyallup City Hall 
Attn: Knutson Farms EIS comments 
333 South Meridian  
Puyallup, WA 98371 
 
Lead Agency:  
Chris Beale, Senior Planner 
City of Puyallup 
333 South Meridian  
Puyallup, WA 98371 
 
Sent via email: comment@knutsonfarmseis.org 
 
RE: KNUTSON FARMS INDUSTRIAL PARK PROJECT DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT COMMENT 

Dear Puyallup City Hall: 

Thank you for accepting these comments on behalf of Puget Soundkeeper. The Knuston 
Farms Industrial Park (KFIP) Project, if approved will result in significant adverse 
impacts and we strongly oppose it. As an organization whose mission is to protect and 
preserve the waters of the Puget Sound we are particularly concerned that the project is 
directly adjacent to the Puyallup River and as the DEIS points out, will “result[] in 
significant adverse impacts to surface water systems.” Pg. 4-111. 

Soundkeeper urges the City to consider our comments on the DEIS and deny the 
proposal. The KFIP project is currently environmentally unsound and the significant 
environmental impacts, as demonstrated by the DEIS, will not be reasonably mitigated.  

1. THE PROJECT WILL HAVE SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS ON WATER 
AND SPECIES. 

The devastating impacts of building the proposed industrial park include significant 
consequences for the waters running adjacent to and under the site – including critical 
protected wetlands, a river where ESA-protected species are present, and a vital aquifer 
– and for local stormwater management. Because the mitigation measures fail to 
adequately examine or address these impacts, this project must not be allowed to 
proceed as is.  

A. The industrial park will introduce toxic tire chemicals into the waters 
running through and adjacent to the project site. 



Introducing almost 9,000 new vehicles per day into the area (see pg. 4-87) will not only 
significantly worsen traffic, air quality, and increase greenhouse gas emissions at a time 
when Puyallup should be working to reduce both, but it will also introduce toxic fish-
killing chemicals from tires into Puyallup waters.  

Tire manufactures use a chemical called 6PPD to protect rubber elastomers in tires from 
ground level ozone. 6PPD-quinone is a transformation product of 6PPD. When it rains, 
stormwater flows over roads and carries road chemicals into nearby waterways. 
Recently, scientists identified 6PPD-quinone as the cause of well documented fish death 
in the watersheds in urban areas. 

The threat of introducing toxic tire chemicals into waterways is especially likely for the 
KFIP because it would be sited on critical wetlands, adjacent to Puyallup River, and an 
important aquifer sits below the area. Chinook, steelhead, bull trout, and coho -- species 
listed for protection or of concern under the Endangered Species Act – will be 
significantly impacted by increased 6PPD/q from the project area. However, the KFIP 
avoids any effort to minimize this risk:   

“under the current proposal, potential water quality impacts to listed species in the 
River during both Construction Phases and Operations Phases from the increase in 
direct flows to the river from paved areas containing the 6PPD pollutant are neither 
avoided nor minimized. No effective treatment designed to remove 6PPD from the 
pavement runoff prior to sending it to the river is proposed.”  

Pg. 4-103 (emphasis added).  

Protecting these listed species from this significant adverse impact should be a priority. 
Especially since the White River merges with the Puyallup River approximately 0.5 
mile downstream from the KFIP site and supports the last Spring Chinook salmon run 
in the South Puget Sound. The DEIS highlights that this issue “suggests a need for 
reassessment or redesign of KFIP stormwater management plan and/or facilities.” Pg. 
4-54. We agree. The use of low impact development (LID), and bioinfiltration must be 
required in the new stormwater systems to better manage runoff from the proposed 
impervious surfaces before discharging to the Puyallup River. Simply “re-evaluating” 
and “considering broad application” is not enough. See pg. 4-105.

If the KFIP project continues as proposed, it will likely involve illegal “take” of 
protected species and fail to comply with federal law as noted in the DEIS:  

“The currently proposed Project stormwater management plan does not implement 
BMPs that may be used to minimize this pollutant prior to discharge into the Puyallup 
River. With no BMPs using prescriptive infiltration, sorption, filtration or sedimentation 
treatment, potential for minimizing levels of 6PPD-q (soluble) and fine sediment or tire 
particles containing 6PPD (solid or precipitate) is low. Without appropriate treatment, 



research indicates a moderate to high potential for illegal take of listed and sensitive 
species near the stormwater outfall, and potential for downstream impacts to other 
species from bioaccumulation.”  

Pg. 4-181 (emphasis added).  

Unless and until KFIP can guarantee the use of LID, bioinfiltration, and assure adequate 
mitigation and protection to at-risk species, we urge the City to deny this project.  

B. The Project undermines stormwater management. 

The KFIP project will dramatically change what happens to stormwater on the project 
site’s 188 acres, with a myriad of significant unavoidable adverse impacts. Increasing 
impervious surfaces results in greater runoff volumes and faster rates and is a major 
contributor of pollutants. This can lead to significant changes in hydrology and water 
quality and impacts habitat biological diversity, increases flooding, sediment movement, 
and surface erosion.  

The project proposes increasing the existing impervious surface from less than 5 percent 
to more than 75 percent. Pg. 4-144. This means that stormwater at the site that was 
previously absorbed by soil, native plants, wetlands, etc. would be diverted to run off 
into the Puyallup River and lead to increased potential of erosion.   

The outfall structure was originally built without appropriate assessment of additional 
hydraulic impacts from significantly greater future KFIP outfall volumes. Pg. 4-50. 
Construction of the outfall has already resulted in unpermitted placement of large 
boulders and increased bank erosion under current conditions. This will only get worse 
with increased runoff volumes for the KFIP project. 

According to the DEIS, the proposed “stormwater management would lead to faster 
runoff to the river, and a reduction in stored groundwater volumes below the high 
terrace on the KFIP site, which currently slows flows to the floodplain and river over 
time.” Pg. 4-144. It goes on to point out the need for design changes, and without them 
“on-site wetland hydrology would not be maintained, and the on-site wetland 
hydroperiods would change over time, eventually resulting in loss or reduction in 
surface area of on-site floodplain wetlands.” Pg. 4-144.  

The project will impede the recharge of the aquifer on which the project site sits. KFIP 
is proposing to build over an aquifer recharge area, where groundwater is currently able 
to seep into the aquifer because of the lack of a confining layer. Please note, the 
maximum impervious surface coverage for the KFIP site is 60 percent. Pg. 4-144. This 
is in place to protect aquifer recharge areas. Pg. 4-119. The DEIS provides no reasoning 
or information as to why KFIP can exceed this maximum by 15 percent, or how it will 
properly do so.  



The City cannot approve this project as is. The 60 percent maximum is critical for 
protecting aquifer recharge areas. While protecting the aquifer now is essential, its 
importance will grow as climate change causes increasingly long periods of extreme 
heat and drought.  

Finally, there is scientific consensus that climate change has caused and will continue to 
cause, intensification of heavy precipitation, including rainfall. With more rainwater 
accumulating more quickly, existing stormwater systems, especially ones built without 
proper assessment of additionally hydraulic impacts in the first place, will certainly not 
be able to handle the level of water introduced during increasingly extreme weather 
events. The DEIS fails to analyze this issue.  

2. THE SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ANALYSIS LACKS 
NECESSARY INFORMATION AND PROPER MITIGATION. 

An EIS is supposed to provide the decision makers and public with a complete and 
impartial discussion of the proposed project. It is also intended to provide information 
to agencies, applicants, and the public to encourage the development of environmentally 
sound proposals. 

A. The DEIS lacks the necessary information to properly inform the 
decision maker, other agencies, and public. 

The DEIS shows that the proposal lacks detailed information, testing, or assessments to 
show the complete picture. See e.g. pg. 4-103 (“Potential water quantity impacts to 
Wetlands A, B, and C during construction phases and operations phases are neither 
avoided nor minimized, due to a lack of any information about on-site wetland 
hydroperiods, as is needed to properly design infiltration facilities that could be used to 
maintain these wetlands. Potential water quality and quantity impacts to Wetland D are 
neither avoided nor minimized, due to the lack of any fill permit review and approval 
process and lack of an associated approved mitigation plan.”); see also pg. 4-104 
(noting the lack of scour analysis and assessment); see also pg. 4-234 (“due to the clear 
lack of master planning of the overall Project” it is inconsistent with Pierce County 
policy. Moreover, there is “a lack of details regarding overall site management and 
maintenance approaches”); see also pg. 4-240 (“The Applicant has not provided 
building designs and a conclusion” regarding the City’s natural environment element of 
the comprehensive plan “cannot be made at this time.”).  

These are just a few examples where the proposal fails to provide sufficient information 
to the decision maker, other agencies, and public to make a fully informed decision, 
properly comment, and encourage the development of environmentally sound 
proposals.  



B. The proposal is not environmentally sound and lacks proper mitigation. 

The environmental review process involves the development of mitigation measures 
that will reduce adverse environmental impacts. Here, the mitigation measures are non-
existent or fail to reduce adverse impacts.  

For example, filling at Wetland D will result in direct loss of wetland. Wetlands are 
important because among other functions, they provide important habitat, flood control, 
and act as a natural pollutant filter. According to the DEIS there is no fill permit or 
mitigation plan designed to compensate for the losses associated with wetland filling. 
Pg. 4-111.  

It also appears, as mentioned previously, that without design changes, “on-site wetland 
hydrology would not be maintained, and the on-site wetland hydoperiods would change 
over time, eventually resulting in loss or reduction in surface area of on-site floodplain 
wetlands.” Pg. 4-144. So, any attempt to claim that retaining wetlands is mitigation for 
this project is absurd. A proposal that causes ultimate destruction of its “mitigation” 
simply lacks any mitigation. 

Please note, the Project is inconsistent with numerous Pierce County goals and policies. 
See Table 4.22 (i.e. “there is no current plan from the Project for assessment, repair or 
replanting to address existing current conditions, including loss of planted habitat 
mitigation vegetation surround and outside of the outfall structure …” and “the Project 
does not include adaptive management for critical areas.”).  

An EIS is supposed to provide the decision makers and public with probable significant 
adverse environmental impacts and mitigation measures that would avoid or minimize 
adverse impacts. That is not the case here. More mitigation is needed to sufficiently 
reduce adverse environmental impacts before the City approves the project. 

3. THE PROJECT LACKS A REASONABLE RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES. 

Alternatives are one of the basic building blocks of an EIS. They should present options 
in a meaningful way for decision makers. It is important that selected alternatives 
represent a range of options which then provide the decision maker with the option to 
evaluate and compare the merits of different choices. The DEIS includes a range of 
options primarily focused on variations of the proposed project intensity. It should 
include an alternative that truly minimizes environmental impacts, such as those that 
prioritize reduced density and conservation. 

The Applicant’s objectives for the Project include:  

• Provide additional manufacturing, warehousing, and shipping capacity in 
Pierce County;  



• Improve nearby arterial traffic corridors to meet the growing economic 
demands for such services in the Sumner/Puyallup valley;  

• Create new manufacturing/warehousing/shipping jobs in Pierce County; and  
• Preserve and integrate open space into development plans for the site to 

provide for flood storage, habitat, environmental mitigation, and passive 
recreation.  

• Complete construction within 5 years of the issuance of a Final EIS, or by 
2029. 

Alternative 2 reduces the site footprint of the facility from about 2.6 million square feet 
to about 1.7 million square feet. Pg. 4-146. There is no specific objective requiring a 
certain number of warehouses or new jobs. One of the objectives is to preserve the open 
space for flood storage and environmental mitigation. Alternative 2 addresses all the 
objectives and preserves the open space the best. If the City approves the KFIP project, 
it should approve Alternative 2.  

While Alternative 2 better fulfills the KFIP objectives but is still not enough because it 
fails to protect listed species in the Puyallup river from 6PPD and does not address the 
need to maintain current hydrology sources for wetland habitats during construction. 
See 4-208.  

4. THE PROJECT’S PARKING LOT SIZE IS UNREASONABLY LARGE. 

KFIP could reduce some adverse impacts associated with the impervious surface area 
by decreasing the amount of parking spaces in favor of retaining non-developed area. 
The DEIS notes that during operations, the seven warehouses are anticipated to employ 
up to approximately 1,500 individuals. Pg. 3-17. There would be three shifts per day, 
which would result in approximately 500 employees on the Project site at any time. The 
proposal, however, includes 1,730 car parking spots and 473 parking spaces for trailers. 
Pg. 3-9.  

The proposal does not specify why it needs 1,230 more parking spaces than the number 
of employees on the site at any time. The currently proposed parking lot size is 
unreasonable and unnecessarily causes more environmental harm. The proposal can 
significantly reduce parking spaces (thus reducing impervious surface area) and 
increase open space for more environmental mitigation. This feasibly attains the 
proposal’s objectives but at a lower environmental cost and decreased level of 
environmental degradation. 

5. CONCLUSION 

If the project moves forward as proposed it will result in significant adverse impacts to 
the environment. As an organization committed to protecting and preserving the waters 



Puyallup River Watershed Council 

Commenter: Dillon, Angela 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

Please accept the attached comments on behalf of the Puyallup River Watershed Council. 

  

Thank you,







Commenter: Aaron, Daniel 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/14/2023 7:52:27 PM 
 

Comment:  

Placing warehouses here is absolutely abhorrent in every way. The landscape is beautiful, draws 
visitors, and keeps Puyallup looking like a beautiful city and not just another Kent. I can't believe 
anything other than a rail project would be put here. This new warehouse called the "Red Dot 
Corporation" is an eye sore to all residents and makes our lives actively miserable with all the 
trucking tra ic. Shame on the council, shame on Puyallup Community Development, and shame 
on Puyallup Public works for even considering this.





Commenter: Adams, Jessica 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/14/2023 7:30:30 PM 
 

Comment:  

Please don't do this to the beautiful valley. We were known to have the 3rd richest soil in the country 
in our Valley. Now you want to cover it with concrete? We don't need to continue to become Fife! 
This is infuriating and breaks my Puyallup born and raised heart.





Another point that has been poorly talked about is how this will a ect the wildlife and the bird 
migration. I believe that there has not been enough studies about the bird migration in that field. I 
watch every year hundreds upon hundreds of di erent ducks and geese and other birds migrate in 
and out of the area, about two di erent cycles a year they will migrate to and from.  However, this 
was not discussed at all in the DEIS and I think it is a gross oversight. I believe the county has a 
responsibility to ensure that they are not damaging the migration pattern of these birds. I'm pretty 
sure that that is a federally protected stance. There's also an abundance of owls, hawks, coyote and 
deer. 

  

The DEIS says that one of the warehouses would sit right upon a wetland that is right near my home. 
I don't need a DEIS to tell you that that is a wetland!! There has been so much water at one point in 
time that it flooded into my neighbor’s property and therefore he had to use a pump to move the 
water so that it did not flood our properties. It's a wetland! You cannot build upon it. Furthermore, 
there gas pipe running through the field!! There is no way that you can safely build upon that without 
a taking it out and what kind of environmental concern with that have? Not to mention the safety 
factor for flammable material. 

  

It's very simple. This project does not fit here. When you drive through the valley of Auburn, Kent, 
Sumner, and Fife you see acres upon acres of warehousing. It is ugly. It is gross. It is not conducive 
to people wanting to live here in the valley of Western Washington. It does not make people want to 
move here and set down roots here and grow communities here. It drives people away. It pollutes 
our beautiful landscapes, our clean air and our clean water. Why in the hell do we need more 
warehouses!! When you drive through these industrial parks within the valley, all you see is “For 
Lease” signs left and right. We don't need more warehousing in this damn country! What we need is 
more farmland. Food Insecurities are growing by the tens of thousands every year. Many bee 
species, which are responsible for pollinating the very food that we rely on, are on the brink of 
extinction! Can you please tell me how warehouses are going to help bees pollinate food!! How 
warehouses are going to grow food to feed us!!! 

  

It's illogical, and it's irrational, and it is an injustice to human beings who live here. If those who are 
responsible for planning and approving this hideous project have a soul you would stand up and do 
what is right. Pierce County has the power to do what is right here. But will they???...... Probably 
not. So, knowing that, I implore those who are making the final decision to go with "reduced 
intensity" alternative that was carefully and thoughtfully been engineered by the City of Puyallup. It 
was designed to alleviate significant impacts on; tra ic, farmland loss, wetland destruction, 
stormwater runo  killing salmon, the visual, noise, and rural character that impacts Farm 12, Van 
Lierop Park, Rails to Trails, Foothill Trail and those that actually live in the neighborhood. [image of 
reduced intensity plan] Please do what is right before it is too late!!!



Commenter: Alhade , Anjovon 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 1/17/2024 
 

Comment:  

Okay. Are you ready for this name? 

Anjovon Alhade . A-N-J-O-V-O-N A-L-H-A-D-E-F-F. I didn't pick it. Anyway, so I live o  of 139th 
Avenue Court East. Literally we're building esses (phonetic) horse pasture, my fricking house. Yeah. 
I'm not happy. And so I bought my house about eight years ago and I'm walking my dog and I see the 
big yellow sign that says public use notice. That's where it began. And I start the residential area all 
behind me and, unfortunately, we are stuck in unincorporated Pierce County. I can see the City of 
Puyallup sign from my front door. I can see Farm 12 from my front door, and this beautiful field that I 
get to watch the sun set every night. I called city -- or the county and I got some snarky lady on the 
phone that basically said, well, you're lucky that they're not wanting to build cars there, but they can 
do whatever they want. Have a nice day. That's the treatment that I got from the county. So as much 
as I appreciate everything that City of Puyallup have done, and I've talked to many di erent council 
people, John Palmer. I've gone to a lot of di erent meetings and it's kind of a shame that all of those 
previous public comments that we've already done are not included. And I think that's not right 
because a lot of us have sent in a lot of documentation and spent a lot of time logging our 
comments and our concerns and for those to just kind of not be included is not right. But anyway. I 
talked to plenty of council members, and I do appreciate everything, absolutely everything that the 
City of Puyallup has done to the point of legal action to fight over who has rights to the land. I know 
that wasn't cheap to, you know, the Puyallup taxpayers. So thanks, guys. I would gladly pay that tax, 
but I'm again stuck in unincorporated Pierce County. So what happens in that land directly a ects 
every single house down 80 to the Oregon Highway. And one thing that is not covered in there at all 
is our property value. If I want to sell my house with a ginormous warehouse next to it, what do you 
think is going to happen to my property value? Is there anybody here from Pierce County? From the 
county? No, didn't think so because they don't give a shit. They don't. And so I don't think we should 
give them an inch. And if it is that Pierce County or City of Puyallup pulls all of the permits, don't get 
a damn one of them. It is not okay for them to do that to us, and all those people who live down in 
here. Tra ic is horrendous already. Love Farm 12 but damn, I can barely get through without having 
to stop and wait for somebody to figure out where they're going to park. Right? It's already bad and 
it's just a restaurant. It's a joke. It does not belong there. When you look all around you, you have 
Mount Rainier view. You have the Rails to Trails. You have the Riverwalk Trail. It's a beautiful pasture 
area. All this beautiful farmland. And we're going to stick warehouses there? It does not fit.I don't 
think that Puyallup should give them anything. As much as I appreciate all the hard work that's gone 
into this and we're going to give them the best case scenario that best fits the area and still allow 
you to have warehouses, it's too much of a concession. Way too much of a concession. We need to 
fight harder. At one point in time I had talked to a council member and there was talk about -- I can't 
remember the exact term but like a super bill to where it was put out that maybe Puyallup would 
buy the land from the developer and expand the Van Lierop Park and be able to annex all of us that 
are stuck in unincorporated Pierce County. I don't know what ever happened to that. I watched 



every measure that came through and referendum. Never saw it on the bill. I'm curious where that 
idea went. I understand that maybe people who live up in South Hill and up in Meridian up there 
may not give two shits about what happens down in the 

valley. But again, all of us that live down 80th, we just get to sit there and watch it And we have no 
control over it. Annex the area however possible you can do it so we can at least vote on what 
happens to our own property values in the area. I'd like to see City of Puyallup put a little bit more 
e ort behind that if possible. This is great, all the work, but it's too much of a concession. The other 
part that I am very concerned about is I didn't need the EIS statement to tell you that that's a 
wetland in front of my house. I can see it every winter and every spring. One thing that really wasn't 
discussed is the wildlife that happens in that area. There's a lot of deer. There's a lot of hawk. A lot 
of eagles. There's a migration for di erent types of geese and birds. And coyotes in the area. And so 
what happens to the wildlife? I didn't see that really brought up in the EIS statement either. There's a 
lot of runo . I'm pretty sure my house, my front yard is a wetland. It's ridiculous. I lose fences all the 
time because of it. I love the portion where they're saying you really probably won't be able to build 
here because of it but there's more there than just that. And when you start putting buildings in that 
area, where does that water go? And is it going to come into our land? There's three houses that run 
o  of 139th Avenue on the private dirt road. Is that going to come into our area and is Pierce County 
going to pay for the damage? So there's way more that needs to happen here. So, you know, as 
much as I want to say just get rid of F and G because that helps my area, but the whole thing, it's 
just too much of a concession. So anyway, I think that's about all I wanted to say. Again, I do 
appreciate everything that City of Puyallup has done but we just can't. Just can't.The answer is no. 
The answer is no.



Commenter: Alhade , Anjovon 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

Warehouse development concerns, Mitigation concerns



Commenter: Anderson, Ms. 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/15/2023 11:58:58 AM 
 

Comment:  

Please limit any warehouses or trains at this site. The green space is greatly needed in this area. 
Pierce County and the Puget Sound region already have plenty of empty warehouse spaces. We do 
not need more tra ic on these roads or more warehouses at this location.  The green space is better 
for community health and wildlife health to avoid noise pollution.  The green space is better for air 
quality and water quality.  The bucolic nature of this area o ers a small road with limited noise and 
ample birdwatching, biking, dog walking, and other recreational pursuits for community members.   
Please do not sacrifice this green space with a scenic view of the mountains nearby the river for a 
quick buck.



Commenter: Anspach, Jason 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/28/2024 8:40:41 PM 
 

Comment:  

Puyallup has a rich history of agriculture. Its farm lands should be preserved, allowing Puyallup to 
remain a city, beautiful and capable of self-sustaining life.   I would urge the plan to not be approved 
on those grounds.



Commenter: Anspach, Caleb 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/5/2024 9:15:00 AM 
 

Comment:  

To whom this may concern,  This plan is not a good idea. The reason so many people get up in arms 
against these new developments is because they know they're not getting a fair trade. No one wants 
to see some of the only farmland left turned into a warehouse district. The city has had a long 
history of aggressively developing beautiful natural areas into tra ic inducing sprawl, (south hill) 
often at the expense of the core downtown, which should be the primary area of interest. If the city 
really feels a need to "grow" then they should be doing it by creating walkable developments zoned 
for mixed use in the downtown / valley area, not by building warehouses on a farm.



Commenter: Anspach, Jennifer 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/5/2024 
 

Comment:  

Good morning! I strongly oppose the proposed project on the Knutson farms property.  I have lived 
in this beautiful region my entire 45 years and it is extremely sad to see over and again the 
development of land that is our heritage.  Puyallup and the surrounding area is so unique.  The 
topography not only provides beauty and peace for our souls but also establishes a sense of pride 
in our community.  Filling natural land with warehouses is an extreme mistake that will have 
negative impact on the future of our community and our environment.



Commenter: Arend, Christine 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/21/2024 5:38:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

As a lifelong community member, the idea to build more ugly warehouses on beautiful Puyallup soil 
is an atrocity. There are so many empty warehouses available now (Canyon Road being just one 
example). Instead of adding more concrete, please consider turning this farmland into a green 
space or a community park.



Commenter: , Arianna 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/17/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hello, 

As residents in the Puyallup Highlands we will be directly impacted by these buildings.  

Tra ic before the warehouse complex construction was bad, pierce county had a tra ic study done 
and the results clearly stated that tra ic was already congested up Shaw road, throughout east 
main as well as smaller roads in the general area. The study confirmed that building the complex 
would make it worse. I’m shocked that pierce county would continue the project after those results.  

This will not benefit the residents of the surrounding area at all. Home values will drop, pollution 
will increase and impact salmon coming up the Puyallup river and overall be devastating to the 
farmland and natural in our area.  

Thank you for the consideration  

Arianna



Commenter: Armatis, Ashley 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/11/2024 3:28:41 PM 
 

Comment:  

No action. Please do not develop this land. Keep as farm land. We don't have enough left. 
Warehouses are not needed in the Puyallup valley. This will have awful environmental impact as 
well as tra ic impact.



Commenter: Ashley, Renee 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/14/2023 6:54:24 PM 
 

Comment:  

I truly do not understand how more share houses are what we need?!  The roads can not support 
the amount of large trucks that will be on the road. Tra ic at the 410/ Tra ic Ave intersection already 
gets backed up ridiculously.the impact these warehouses are going to have on our community is 
stupendous! This just shows the amount of greed there is in our government thinking about the 
money before the people who live and use the roads here.



Commenter: Austin, Laura 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/14/2023 7:31:28 PM 
 

Comment:  

What exactly are these building going to be used for? Is it necessary or would the land be better 
used for the city as actual farm land? While Puyallup is growing, it is still a small town and the 
people who occupy this area enjoy that small town feel and look. Warehouses, dealerships and 
complexes going up everywhere, destroying the land and scenery is not the answer the citizens 
want or need.



Commenter: Baez, April 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/14/2024 10:52:00 AM 
 

Comment:  

I would really like to see a no build alternative and Puyallup telling Pierce County that the city will 
deny all water and sewer permits to this development and deny use of their roadways. This should 
be a fail-safe approach as Pierce County has demonstrated they are lacking in any moral and 
ethical behavior thus far to this project. However, it was mentioned to be "too high of a bar" to 
propose a "no build alternative."  Therefore, priority must be given to mitigating tra ic congestion 
and preserving the natural beauty of the farmland surrounding Van Lierop Park. The Reduced 
Intensity Alternative preserves the shoreline bu er and removes warehouses A and C from the map, 
but it is not enough. It is unclear to me if Alternative 2 is complaisant to the warehouses situated 
next to the park. Certainly, warehouses "F" and "G" cannot be constructed in any way as they 
completely block or interfere with the Mt. Rainier view from Van Lierop Park and sit on a wetland. 
These two buildings cannot be allowed to happen.  A preferred alternative has to be clear that the 
buildings north of the park: B, D, and a smaller version of E are the ONLY warehouses that can be 
permitted to be built. These three warehouses have to be the maximum allowable through a 
preferred alternative. It also has be made clear that nothing could be built in the future on any areas 
of site constraints.  Tra ic revisions recommended in the EIS must occur no matter the outcome, 
but I am not convinced they are enough to e ectively manage tra ic flow from the industrial park 
and expected future growth. For example, the possible McDonald's, 7/11, co ee shop, and housing 
at the East Town Crossing currently being built across from Safeway on Shaw Rd. Tehaleh is also 
currently constructing a new multilane road project to better connect its growing community to 
Orting Highway in the McMillin area. I also worry it would be too hazardous to have heavy semi-
truck tra ic in an area with increasingly more pedestrians and bicyclists traveling to and from the 
park and the Foothills Trail.  Thank you Puyallup for the EIS and providing the community a voice. 
Puyallup has to make clear in the final EIS the growth that has happened and future growth within 
this residential area cannot accommodate seven industrial warehouses. The "New Legacy" of Van 
Lierop Farm, with its stunning view of Mt. Rainier, is very special to the community and it has to be 
honored, not destroyed. I urge you to watch Pierce County Television's video on Youtube titled "Van 
Lierop Farm Begins a New Legacy." Thank you for your time and hard work.



Commenter: Baez, April 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

Concerns regarding warehouses, Conservation of farmlands, Tra ic revisions/concerns, Concerns 
of reduced alternatives



Commenter: Baghirov, Raechelle 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/12/2024 8:20:51 PM 
 

Comment:  

Please don't build this. We as residents do not want this in our community. The impact on tra ic will 
make it miserable for those living in the Shaw Road area and our local elementary school.



Commenter: Baghirov, Rae 
Source: Email 

Date: 12/18/2024 10:54:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

As a local resident I am extremely disappointed that this is still moving forward. We do not want this 
mega warehouse in Puyallup and it will only make it extremely di icult for residents who have to 
commute and live here to compete with the large trucks this will bring. The impact for our schools 
will be devastating for the school buses and families who have to pick up and drop o . Please don’t 
build here. 

Raechelle Baghirov



Commenter: Barr, Adam 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/14/2023 10:25:07 PM 
 

Comment:  

Keep the warehousing out of downtown Puyallup. No more apartments either. Keep the Puyallup 
valley a small town with less concrete. Put the warehouses in fife or tacoma.



Commenter: Barry, Vanessa 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/21/2024 7:06:00 AM 
 

Comment:  

I have lived in the city of puyallup for 5 years and in the surrounding area for 24 years. Since buying a 
house in the city of Puyallup, I feel so connected to our town and all that it has to o er. I love the 
Rainier views when driving from Main st to Shaw rd and walking from Farm 12 down the trail and 
being surrounded by nature. The thought that all that land could be turned into a bunch of 
warehouses makes me sick. Too much of our beautiful area had been destroyed by warehouses 
being built. It adds nothing to the culture and community and destroys what makes the Puyallup 
valley so special. 100% against this!!



Commenter: Beck, Ed 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/4/2024 
 

Comment:  

I'm writing to voice my strong opposition to the proposed warehouses o  of Shaw Rd.  

When my wife and I were deciding where to raise our family we chose Puyallup because of its blend 
of suburban and rural areas. It was a nice city in which we felt had a good balance. I've been 
comfortable with most of the development we've seen in the past 30 years, but these warehouses 
are monstrosities.  

Besides being environmental catastrophes, they destroy the iconic image of Mt. Rainier over 
Puyallup tulip fields.  

I can say without a doubt that with the current plans we would not choose Puyallup as the place to 
raise our family.  

Ed Beck



Commenter: Beck, Jane 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/11/2024 
 

Comment:  

City of Puyallup – 

  

Please reject the plan for 7 additional warehouses in the Knutson Farms.  

  

I am very disappointed to see plans for additional warehouses, I had hoped that we had all learned 
a lesson with the first warehouse on how it changed the character of the area.  Previously the area 
was an attractive area to show visitors to our city, a family and farm friendly area.   These were the 
qualities that had us move to Puyallup.    

  

The area along E Main street where the warehouses are proposed has a nearly unobstructed view of 
Mount Rainier.  This spot was used frequently in pictures of Puyallup, especially when da odil were 
in season.  With the new warehouses this would not be the view I would want to show people 
interested in coming to our city.  

  

In addition to the above, an additional 7 warehouses would make the Van Lierop park very 
unappealing to visit, I am not sure why anyone would be interested in visiting what looks like an 
industrial parking lot.  This would also cause us to lose more farm land, once that land has been 
paved over we will not be getting it back. 

  

I am not sure that a Missouri developer cares about Puyallup. 

  

Jane Beck



Commenter: Beeler, Kris 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

To whom it may concern, 

I have been a resident of Puyallup for over 25 years and I was a teacher in the Sumner School 
District for 26 years.  I drove the roads to Sumner and past Knutson farms daily and have seen first 
hand the increase of tra ic over the years.  I believe it would be a great inconvenience and safety 
concern for the citizens of Puyallup and Sumner to build more warehouses in the area!   

I also walk and ride my bike from Farm 12 parking area and enjoy the beauty of the outdoor space 
and the bike trail.  More warehouses will detract from this special location in our community. 

I strongly support th Reduced Intensity proposal  for development.  We need to maintain our tra ic 
safety and convenience and the beauty of our city. 

Thank you, 

Kris Beeler 



Commenter: Belcher, Lore 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

I am against the 7 new warehouses. The tra ic is already tremendous on the bridge and Shaw Road.  
During peak hours one has to sit through two or more lights at the bridge and tra ic backs up all the 
way up the hill on Shaw road. The increase in tra ic would be a nightmare. 

  

One truck access to the warehouses is on the bridge, yet the turning lane for the access is not much 
longer than one semi with a long trailer which will also contribute to the backups if there are two 
semis. 

  

The second access to the warehouses would be next to The Farm 12 restaurant, the start of the 
walking trail,  and Van Lierop Park.  The noise and exhaust would ruin the enjoyment outdoors. Farm 
12 is a unique restaurant with large outdoor seating and its enjoyment and the enjoyment of the 
park and trail would be diminished. 

  

I live in the Puyallup Highlands and drive Shaw road to the bridge and also over the bridge almost 
daily. This will be a nightmare and may a ect our property values. I would never have purchased a 
home in the highlands if I had known this would happen. I am already unhappy with the current 
backups, but I can’t imagine the horror once these warehouses go in and with it the additional 
tremendous increase in tra ic. 

  

My preference would be no new warehouses!!! But if this fails,  a reduction to 3 warehouses and 
1.00 million sq. ft. and the resulting reduction in trucks/cars would be the lesser evil. 

  

As an aside: I go over the bridge to Sumner several times a week and see these huge Semis with 
trailers turn from the freeway exit on Tra ic Avenue to the small streets towards Sumner. They take 
up both lanes to make a turn. It is scary. I also see sometimes more than one of them crossing the 
railroad tracks by The Old Cannery in Sumner, making slow turns across the tracks. By the time they 
have cleared, the light is read again and I have to sit through another light. 

I know the city of Puyallup was not able to prevent this from happening, because it is Pierce County. 
However, could the City of Puyallup change its zoning so that no large tractor trailers are allowed 
during certain hours. That may curb the intent for so many warehouses. I don’t know if bridge or the 



road next to Farm 12 belongs to Puyallup. By limiting the semi truck ours to certain times, e.g. 
nights, it may help with the tra ic. 

Sincerely, 

Waltraud Lore Belcher 

Puyallup Highlands



Commenter: Benkovich, Julie 
Source: Voicemail 

Date: 1/31/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hello, this is Julie Bank of it's that's be like boy. B e n k OVI CH a resident of Puyallup. It is atrocious 
to cover up more Farmland. We need places to drain our water shed to cover with concrete and 
buildings is horrible. I can't imagine the tra ic impact on the area. It's already you can't go between 
Trail up in Sumner on a weekday and get through all the tra ic. I think it's a very poor idea. I'm sad 
that Knutson are Wanting to make that much money. Anyway, thank you.



Commenter: Bennett, Debi 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/4/2024 2:20:17 PM 
 

Comment:  

Curious to know plans for infrastructure to handle this project.  We are already dealing with a tra ic 
issue in this area.   Your thoughts please.



Commenter: Bennett, Andrea 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/25/2024 12:14:07 PM 
 

Comment:  

Why this is an insane idea: 1) It is so close to the river and will had so much car tra ic that there is 
no way to keep ground pollution out of the river. 2) There is nothing that could be done to alleviate 
the amount of tra ic this will bring. It is already backed up during rush hour and school pick-up in 
that area. 3) For a city that prides itself on its small businesses I can't help but see how this is going 
to be a hindrance to Farm 12. The view alone is a selling point for events. Who will want to get 
married there when your back drop is a warehouse. Also the tra ic will make it that much harder to 
get into it. Step by Step provides such a vital service we should do everything in our power to help 
and not hinder them. 3) So many walkers, runners and bikers use the trail there. It seems 
impossible to be able guarantee the safety of those using the greenbelt.  4) There are other sites 
deemed useable for warehouses. Look out towards fife, etc. These places have been zoned 
specifically for this use. Why try to force this small site into warehouse use.   I know we live in a 
changing world and farm space is often only as valuable as its monitory worth. But sometimes 
things should be left as is. What happens when our whole world is warehouses and we have run out 
of greenspace? Puyallup should keep it's promise of this land remaining untouched.



Commenter: Bennett, Andrea 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/7/2024 9:57:00 AM 
 

Comment:  

I have some concerns about the impact of these warehouses to our community. Here are some of 
them: 1) The amount of increased tra ic. An estimated 900 to 1,250 large trucks will travel Shaw 
Road, East Pioneer, East Main, and Highway 162. An estimated increase of 5,000 to 8,000+ cars 
depending on which proposal is accepted. This tra ic congestion does not include the apartment 
complex (and a McDonald's and 7-Eleven) that has started construction on the southeast corner of 
Shaw Road and East Pioneer. All of this means a lot of tra ic impacting the safe access of students 
and parents to Shaw Road Elementary School and the Seventh Day Adventist School located on 
Shaw Road.   2) Impacts to Farm 12/Step by Step and Van Lierop Park. Farm 12 has worked hard to 
put in a program to help lift low income mothers out of poverty by giving them employable skills. 
They have built a teaching kitchen, restaurant, event center, and bakery. Building the main access 
road to the warehouses on the little traveled road on the west side of Farm 12 would greatly 
increase the noise, tra ic congestion, and access to their site. Having a warehouse just north of the 
restaurant and a warehouse blocking the view of Mt. Rainier, means due to noise and lack of a view 
that dinners and people planning events would hesitate to book there.   3) Impacts to the Puyallup 
River. Storm water from the warehouses is to be filtered and run o  into the river. The existing 
warehouse has already experienced some failures to its filtering system. Do we really want to risk 
contaminated water from trucks and the warehouses going into the river? How hard will the 
impacts be to the flora and fauna supported by the river?   4) Need for the additional warehouses. 
Do we need additional warehouses? The existing warehouse on Shaw Road is not fully in use. 
Another new warehouse was also built to the west of Shaw Road on East Main. It is not fully in use 
either. There are designated industrial sites nearby (Sumner, Frederickson, and Fife). My 
understanding is those sites are not fully utilized either.   5) Infrastructure impacts. There would 
need to be substantial changes to infrastructure on East Main to the freeway on ramps in Sumner, 
Highway 162 (proposed tra ic circle for large truck movement from East Pioneer), East Pioneer, 
Shaw Road and the roads around Farm 12, Van Lierop Park and the Foothills Trail. We have so many 
other places that are already set up for warehouses that a no change proposal is my main choice 
but if we have to have some warehouses, I think the least impactful would be the preferred 
alternative put forth by the citizen's group. In an ever changing world let's keep some of our land 
beautiful and unmared by a modern touch.



Commenter: Bennett, Danielle 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

The Knutson Farm warehouse proposal is unacceptable for this location! Please see the preferred 
alternative. This must be scaled back to mitigate tra ic impacts, protect farmland, preserve the 
quality of our wonderful Farm 12 and Van Lierop Park, protect wetlands and wildlife, and avoid 
killing salmon with harmful stormwater runo .  The attached map is a recommended alternative. 
[image of reduced intensity alternative]



Commenter: Berg, David 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

Please adopt the reduced intensity alternative proposed to try to protect existing greenspace, 
farmland, and parks. The continuous creep of warehouses onto the land in that area, along with the 
tra ic they would add to a corridor that cannot handle existing tra ic, should be opposed. The idea 
that Puyallup will build a new park in the area, and then surround that park with warehouses, is 
absurd. 

David Berg 

20 year Puyallup resident



Commenter: Bero, Diane 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/4/2024 1:56:31 PM 
 

Comment:  

I was never for this large truck farm.  A roundabout on Hwy 162 & 80th  is detrimental to everyone 
who uses Hwy 162.  The tra ic will slow to a standstill with semi trucks trying to make the corner, 
resulting in backups at both Hwy 410/162 interchange and further east on Hwy 162.  Currently, 
tra ic is backed up to East Pioneer in the mornings waiting to access Hwy 410.  Tra ic would be 
about 30 miles of trucks (truck length x # trips) which will have a severe impact.  East Pierce County 
is already choking with tra ic with standstill tra ic even on weekends.  Another lane needed on 
Hwy 410, Hwy 167 and Hwy 162.  Using rails makes more sense, but must have an overpass over 
80th so tra ic can move.  Improvements to Shaw and E Pioneer will need improvement to 
accommodate more train tra ic.  Shaw Rd backs up to Main St.  Retiming lights will not be much 
help as it takes semi truck so long to get going that any gain will not be realized.  Losing the view of 
Mt Rainier should  not be allowed for those using the new Van Lierope's Park.  This project is 
impacting everyone who lives or drives through the area, so basically, all in Puyallup/So Hill, 
Sumner, Orting, Graham/Kapowsin/Bonney Lake.  Hwy 162 has never had the attention/money 
needed to make it a good transportation road for trucks.



Commenter: Bittenbender, Caryl 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/21/2024 8:12:58 PM 
 

Comment:  

Please do not allow all these warehouses to be built on the Knutsen Property.  It will cause more 
congestion than our community can handle. There is a need for community sports fields - why not 
put up some community place for soccer fields, and other needed fields and recreational play 
fields or courts for pickle ball. The loss of farmland is also such a concern.  Overall, these 
warehouses would be a blight on this land and the tra ic congestion that it will bring to this area is 
unacceptable and ludacris.



Commenter: Bledsoe, David 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/17/2024 11:58:39 AM 
 

Comment:  

My concern is that approximately 5acres of Knutson property abutted against my property on the 
Puyallup River. I have met with Aron Roger's son in law a several encounters over the last 4 years to 
maintain there parcel that a ects my property, from overgrowth weeds animal infestations and. 
They never responded or took action to resolve these issues. I do not want to have to also put up 
with the proposed development that the EIS . Any and all suggestions and support would be 
incitful!!!



Commenter: Blondino, Sandra 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/22/2024 5:15:36 PM 
 

Comment:  

So looking forward to this connection. I'm in support of completing this link.



Commenter: Blythe, Leanne 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/11/2024 
 

Comment:  

Please reconsider the approval of the building of 7 Mega Warehouses for the Knudson Industrial 
Warehouse Project. 

I oppose these large warehouses being built on the Shaw Road Area Farmland.  This is a beautiful, 
lush valley with amazing views that would be better used for Parks, Sports Complexes and smaller 
businesses that provide services to the residents in the surrounding communities.  These 
warehouses would create extra tra ic with large trucks coming and going and add to the gridlock on 
already tra ic congested roads; East Main, Pioneer and Shaw Road.  Shaw Road in particular is only 
2 lanes from 1 block South of Pioneer to 23rd Avenue and can't handle any more tra ic.  As it is, the 
tra ic backs up all the way to East Main during the evening commute. 

While my preference would be to have no new warehouses, I plead with you to consider building no 
more than 3 smaller warehouses built closer to the railroad tracks and away from the foothills trail. 

Sincerely, 

Leanne Blyth



Commenter: Booth, Michelle 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/8/2024 8:54:32 PM 
 

Comment:  

This is a terrible idea.  We need more greenspace, not more ugly warehouses.  Why doesn't 
Puyallup, Sumner and Orting incentivise farmers to keep farmland? This is close to the river which 
floods and erodes. 512 and 167 can't handle more trucks either. Resential landscapes are getting 
ruined with all of the pollution and overhead these operations cause. I vote no on all of this.  Big 
push to go green with cars but this is ok? It is a crime what you are doing to our area.



Commenter: Bowers,  
Source: Email 

Date: 2/26/2024 
 

Comment:  

Building on the most fertile ground in the valley can only be described as greed by the local 
government to destroy it. Further more the tra ic would be impacted by already congested and at 
capacity roads. You will raise our taxes because of more commercial property and then raise it 
again when it's determined the infrastructure won't support the increased tra ic. Puyallup is large 
enough and doesn't need growth just to satisfy the city's father's power interest!



Commenter: Bowes, Amanda 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/30/2024 5:20:17 AM 
 

Comment:  

Build in the Port of Tacoma! Farmlands do not need warehouses but the port is set up for the space, 
the tra ic and environment



Commenter: Bowser, Mitch 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/24/2024 
 

Comment:  

The fact that this project exists is insane. The ecological damage that this would create without any 
real economic benefit outside of some out of state Missouri kid is beyond o ensive. This will add 
cars/noise/damage the existing environment and harm existing residents through negative health 
outcomes, negative quality of life outcomes and negative economic outcomes making Seattle even 
harder to get too.  

This is truly shameful. 

Sincerely, 

Mitch B. a Puyallup resident for many years 





So I know, and I was there with the two engineers, and the person that happened to be there 
speaking from there was my upperclassman from Washington State University Soils. He was a soils 
expert talking about the levee.  

So I think you people need to go look at some laws. And the pipeline setback area is 660 feet each 
direction, has been since about 2003 and for natural gas. And there is no natural gas pipeline 
supposed to be anywhere in any liquefaction soil.  

It's prohibited because of what happened in the 1989 earthquake in San Francisco when the 
liquefied area, the area liquefied during the San Francisco earthquake and pipes broke all over. And 
there was major fliers and gas line breaks.  

And they had problems putting it out. I think you need to check your laws and reconsider this 
because liability is extensive at this point. And again, I would highly recommend calling in some 
state experts and looking at the design because you don't need it.  

And you have violated the National Building, International Building Code for a long time, along with 
others. Because we are a home rule state, means you are the enforcement for every state law. And I 
think that you need to know that.  



Commenter: Sue Braaten, Carole 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 1/17/2024 
 

Comment:  

Carole Sue Bratten, C-A-R-O-L-E S-U-E 

B-R-A-A-T-E-N, Fife, Washington. My major is agricultural science. I also worked on the Growth 
Management Map over 35 years ago. This is not where we wanted to go. By the way, Washington 
state holds five of the top 

tillable agricultural soils in the entire world. We are standing on it down in the valley. That's where it 
is. If you want food resources, that's where you have to go. When you destroy them, you destroy the 
food for everyone, not just this place. I want you to know that is the first and foremost. 

Second, there is a geological hazard area. It 

means that -- and also, the building codes and a lot of the laws are taken out of context. Every 
geological hazard area means that the Washington State Department of Geology has determined 
that those areas are too dangerous to build in for human habitation. That valley soil grows great 
food crops. It's one of the world's most dangerous liquefaction soils there is. It's high. The water 
table is high. It causes buildings to topple, sink, and collapse. And it's against the building code, the 
International Building Code, it has been for over 30 years, to build in any liquefaction area. It's 
against the Growth Management Act to build in any liquefaction area. It's been against the Sta ord 
Act, which I had passed in the late 1970s, which was written in 1974 by the Federal Government. All 
seismic hazard areas are illegal. Volcano eruption areas, Mount Rainier erupted in the 1840s. 
Erupted again in 1870 and one more time. We're not talking recent. You have two dam break areas, 
Mud Mountain Dam, Electron Dam. If that comes down, you cannot evacuate the people out. I live 
in Fife. It's scary and terrifying to me. I have warehouses behind me. I can tell you about 
warehouses. I'm going to have to take my mom and walk out of there if I can make it. I'm surrounded 
by landslide hazards. I'm in a tsunami zone and a lot more in the lahar. You put more people in 
danger down here. It's incompetent.This is a no go. 

 As of September 1990, the Growth Management Act, that developer had a right to change that 
property and move 

 his right to develop in a developable area. It's considered unsuitable. Get the experts in. Let me see 
that engineering seal of somebody who says it is. I'll turn them in. It's time we stop and think of who 
we're putting safety those people have to evacuate down out of that valley. Now, flood plain 
engineer Dennis Dixon told me they figure one house for every 20 acres and they can barely get 
people out during a flood. Think of a lahar. 

Farmhouse. Maximilan Dixon, who runs the 

 Emergency Management, says nobody listens. Nobody. Time has come. We all have to stand up. If 
you want to do a favor, make your (indiscernible) comment out five miles. There's a liquid natural 



gas plant that can explode and hit here. People need to start standing up and saying the word no. 
It's not that we don't want development; we want competent development. The water aquifer is 
down below us, but the problem is you're running water into that already decertified -- I know 
because the United States Army Corps of Engineers decertified that levy in 2007. I was at the 2006 
meeting. The person who spoke was my upper classman in soil science. He was part of the 
teaching group. They told them to stop building warehouses. You're putting pressure against the 
levy. I was at that meeting. It's time we start to look at what dangers we're putting everybody in. You 
have to evacuate. Now, those fields, they sink, topple, and collapse, and you say it's a buildable 
soil. You're a liar. You better have that bond.But if you turn it around and say we realize, we're going 
to call the State Department of Geology and have the experts come in. What of the buildings are 
actually not buildable and didn't get built to code? What did the land developers do? That's where 
we need to go. And it's that dangerous. It's time we stop playing with people's lives. It's not just 
because I'm an agricultural science major. Almost everybody's dead o  of those committees that I 
was in. I was the youngest person. I expected to see the valley almost all agricultural soil. Why? 
Because it's too doggone dangerous for people to live in. 

I don't want to see a building collapse on workers. I don't want to see a landslide like Oso 
comedown. I don't want to see the dams break during the nine magnitude earthquake that we're 
supposed to have in the valley liquify when my grandfather and two uncles worked the Port of 
Tacoma and my grandfather was in the ship that moved. Three days later o  Gig Harbor came a six 
tsunami. In the 1930s, when my mom was a little girl, she stood and watched with my grandfather 
as all of the Puyallup Valley, from one side to the other, was flooded so much it took people down 
the river. People's lives were lost. People's homes were lost. It's time you start looking -- the entire 
port was flooded. We almost had that in the 2009 evacuation. Ask both Maximillion Dixon and 
Dennis Dixon. He stood in the emergency -- I talked to him -- he stood in that emergency o ice. He 
was the one who was calling whether I-5 got closed. We had a mandatory evacuation out of Fife. 
Mandatory. You don't get to stay. It's no choice. You leave. How are you going to get everybody out of 
here right now? That's what I want to see. I want to see a cumulative impact of say each and every 
house. Each and every thing. How are you getting the children out? Is that school safe to be in in a 
liquefaction area? Will they collapse on the children? And not only that, the Pipeline Safety Act 
2003. Guess what? 660 foot back. What happened to everybody? Nobody's following the rules 
anymore? We don't care about laws? The tanking for di erent tanks, like the LNG that's out in Port 
of Tacoma. Like the tank that's over in Fife. The aboveground tank ended before 1972. My God, 
people. We've got to start looking at what we've done to ourselves. How many people are in danger 
from those tanks exploding that don't even know it? Or the pipelines in the liquefaction area? It's 
time we do a hazard management, a water aquifer runo , hydrologists. Get the state hydrologists. 
Get the experts down here to talk to you. Not somebody like me. Not like somebody that others that 
don't look at the actual impacts. I will tell you, Maximillian Dixon told me 

 personally, he said, I'll go anywhere they want. I talked to Tim Walsh, who was then considered the 
national tsunami expert at Department of Geology. I didn't even know who at first I was talking to. 
He spoke to me for a long time. I found out through a public request of information I was in a 
tsunami area in Fife. I knew of a lahar. I knew of the liquefaction. I pleaded with them to look at the 
building codes. Pleaded. You cannot make the area stable enough. They will still sink, topple, and 
collapse. That's why it's prohibited. Thank you for your time. Thank you. I appreciate you.



Commenter: Braaten, Carole 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

Warehouse development concern



Commenter: Braaten, Carole 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

Dear Pierce County Planning Dept. and City of Puyallup Planning Dept.,  
 
 

1.       Under FACT SHEET and elsewhere Critical and vital Information has been left out 
of the Knutson Farms Industial Park Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Statements/DEIS not intentionally but unknowingly Making the DEIS Inadequate 
according to R.C.W. 36.70A  State laws Full copies of state  and federal laws full 
copies of the laws , maps and information for the public in professionally done 
documents for the people need to be included also is a complete and total Rebuttal 
to Anything stated in the FEIS after it is finished before closing so citizens and 
people are allowed to disbute information given: 

 
 

a. R.C.W 86 -Floodplains/ Floodway and the federal laws on floodplains 1930's, 
National Flood Insurance of 1968 Act limits any building whatsoever in Any known 
Floodway or Flood plain of 500 years scientifically mean it can happen every 7-8 
years. The Zoning MUST be Farmland, Commerical Agriculture or opens Space. The 
definition of Farmland is land surrounded by pieces of Acreage.  

b. R.C.W. 36.70 Planning act... zoning hazardous earthquake areas/Liquefaction soil - 
as Commercial Agriculture. 1952 due to the April 13, 1949 Tacoma earthquake that 
liquefied the entire Port of Tacoma and Puyallup Valley, and elsewhere. 
Liquefaction Causing building to sink, topple and collapse,  cracks, soil sinking, 
sand boils, sand volcanos, sinking areas by the Puyallup River. 

c. Federal law Stafford Act of 1974- Mitigation of hazardous areas Prohibiting 
building in these areas 

i.  Volcano Eruption areas, 
ii. Lahar areas,   

iii. Dam Break Areas 
iv. Mud flow 
v. Debris Flows 

vi. Erosion Hazard- including abandon Oxbows of River Bends 
vii. Earthquake fault lines 

viii. Liquefaction Soils- Soils that cause buildings to sink topple and collapse 
during major earthquakes 



ix. Landslide hazards/Seiche 
x. Floodplains 

xi. Storm Surge 
xii. Tsunami Hazard  

d. R.C.W. 36.70A - full law Growth Management Act so people can read the entire 
document. 

e. R.C.W. 36.70A Definition Geological Hazard Areas- Are Not suited to any 
residential, commercial or industrial development due to the threat they pose 
to human safety. ....... 

f. Make Note R.W.C on the state Geology Division has them map All Geological 
Hazard areas that are to Dangerous for Any residential, Commerical or 
industrial development  

g. W.AC. 365-190, 195,196,- ---Critical Areas Must be Protected , Agricultural lands 
Preservation, Geological Hazard Areas, Flood plains, Wildlife habitat, Wetlands 
and Water Aquifer Recharge Areas 

h. Best Use Land Management , Using Best Available Science not Best Available 
Revenue for the land developer or local lead agency or County,. R.C.W. 43.21.C 
safety, human welfare, health, human Quality of life ,etc. 

i. R.W.C 43.21C- including public safety, welfare and quality of life- can be used to 
Deny any land development use by citizens. 

j. International Building Code/ IBC- the Code has Prohibited building in any 
Liquefaction soil for over 30 years this  this is well Known by All land developers, 
builders and Geo Engineers and Geological Technical Engineers and Geologist.... 
IBC state decades ago that .... The Knutson Farm is unbuildable land for any 
industrial endangering human life and the developers know this the maps are fully 
listed in the International Building Code and have been for decades. Zoning is 
Commerical Agriculture the land developers knowingly purchased land only 
useable as Farm land they have no come back on the county Planning or other 
planning whatsoever because they do not have the IBC code book and rely on the 
developer to up hold the laws which they have NOT.  

k. R.C.W Natural Pipeline safety laws and setback codes 2003- No building in any 
Liquefaction soil also the set backs required of at least 600 or more feet for 
public safety.- Only 1 county and 3 cities have up dated their codes for 
compliance. Any and all natural gas Pipeline in Liquefaction soil should be removed 
and State and federal Experts in the field should be called in for safety reasons...just 
due too pipeline safety. 

3. City of Puyallup Taking the lead agency is Important in Exposing that Prohibited and 
illegal building, lack of explaining Immedient Threats of danger, disastrous, injury 
and harm, extremely harmful impacts, land management, wrong zoning, 
Accumulative Environmental Impacts and more needs to be taken on by the city of 
Puyallup Planning dept. what they are doing and going to the state Court can save 
thousands of lives that have been put in  imminent threat of danger by illegal land 
development by developers.. 



4. Although well done the Knutson Farms Industrial Park Projects DEIS misses 
information some which is above for all readers to be adequately and sufficiently 
informed and to make the DEIS adequate and Comply to and with the laws R.C.W. 
36.70A Growth Management Act and W.A.C. 365-190,195, 196 which I personally 
worked on the round tables that created the law. 

a. The SEPA /State Environmental does not have to be in the order that is on the 
SEPA 197 if Any the land site location is found to be in ANY 

i.  Geological Hazard Area mapped by the State of Washington 
Division of Geology, the United State Geological Survey/USGS, 
Soil Conservation maps- if just one hazard is found the property 
MUST be Zoned either Commerical Agriculture or Open space for 
Public Safety 

ii. Any known 500 year Floodplain/ Flood Way 
iii. Prime Agricultural Land-Which is the Knutson Farm land,  
iv.  etc or a combination  
v. Also A look back on properties that may have been illegally developed 

because Geo Engineers and Land Developers did not state on the 
documents that the building could never be sufficiently engineered 
to be safe and the land was to remain Commerical Agriculture or 
open Space to  

b. Proper Historic information and understanding of dangerous areas 
and Geological Hazard that CAN NEVER Be SUUFFIECNTLY Mitigated by 
Geo Engineering needs to be understood.... Many Geo Engineers will never 
tell you or explain to the Public or to Local Jurisdictions or Councils this fact 
about Geological Hazards that are mapped,  but they avoid it that mapped 
Geological Hazards Never can be Sufficiently Mitigated to be safe. By law 
in Washington state if anyone misleads either local jurisdictions or 
councils on these facts they can be Criminal Charged with misleading 
them. 

6. Evacuation routes maps out of the Valley for dam breaks, Lahars, Flood plains etc 
that warehouse interfere with a mass evacuation and escape from the Valley floor. 
More open land is needed for public safety  

7. Above are just some of the information that has to be included. Also, Washington 
state is a HOME RULE STATE and state and federal Agencies that should be 
commenting have to be invited to Comment.  

     I personally have more knowledge and understanding of reading and totally 
comprehending the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/DEIS this needs an Extension 
of at least 6 months for citizens to be able to obtain full copies of laws , maps and 
information and to contact other people/agencies that were not included and should be: 

1.       State of Washinton, Department of Natural Resource Division of 
Geology- their Geologist, Geological Engineers, Hydrology , Landslide hazard 



experts etc. ask them if any of the land is usable foe any building type of building... 
a  hay barn is different then a warehouse 

2. State of Washington Department - Emergency Management - Maximillion 
Dixion or the person that holds that position now. 

3. Pierce County Emergency  
4. Pierce county Flood Plain Engineer - Dennis Dixion- about the January 2009 

mandatory Evacuation due to flooding of the entire Puyallup Valley from Orting, 
Puyallup, Unincorporated Pierce County, Fife, and Port of Tacoma....  Current 
status he says that just for flooding there should be no greater density than 1 
farmhouse per evey 20 acers to be able to escape from the valley. 

5. federal United states Soil Conservation and Pierce Conservation district and the 
State of Washington Department of Agriculutre.  

6. Puyallup Tribe of Indians - Salmon Impacts a 
7. Federal migratory birds and Water fowle  EPA experts - of over wintering habitats.  

   My back university background is from Washington State University/WSU I am a 
Agricultural Science major which entails a broad field of scientific dispends including but 
not limited to: Soil Science (many of the classes the same one that building geo engineers/ 
geological technical engineers take, I pasted engineering section), Crop 
science, Hydrology(water)/Drainage/ irrigation, Animal Science, Forestry, Agricultural 
Economics, Statistics, Biology, Botany, Adult Continuing Education and more. I have been 
Critical Area Certified for year originally dating back to the late 1970's so I have an 
understanding of Critical areasthat are Agricultural lands, Flood plain areas, Geological 
Hazard Areas/steep slope,  that some can kill, injury and harm people .  
 I am requesting an extension of the period of time for public comment: 

8.  Many of the agencies both state and federal who have extraordinary expertise on 
this land site location and surrounding areas were never invited to comment on this 
site location and need to comment on this land site location and document. These 
agencies should have been the first to contact. 

9. FACT SHEET - should have start off with Location and history because both 
make the Land Zoning incorrect as Any Urban Growth or Employment Center/ 
EC or EZ zoning and Prohibit this zoning according to state laws R.C.W 36.70A, 
W.A.C. 365- 190,195,196, R.C.W 43.21C, R.C.W. 86, Stafford Act of 1974, 
International Building Code/IBC...Knutson Farms was correctly zoned as 
Commerical Agriculture and should stay that way complying with state and 
federal laws......  why does the Land developer, the County and the Geo Engineers 
think that the Knutson Farm location is out side of any Geological Hazard Areas 
Please Explain in detail use state maps and USGS ? Please Supply All of the peer 
Reviewed by Geologist state and federal in Oral and written documents provide the 
dates the publication and the reviewers names, their qualification , where and when 
the presentation happened who did it and when of why you disagree with the State 
and federal Geologist and when they state and federal geologist changed the maps 
to agree with the Industial, commercial and resident Zoning? To comply with W.A.C. 



365-190,195,196... year done. Other wise the zoning can not be industial and must 
be Commerical Agriculture or Open space. 

a. History of the Area of the site location and surrounding areas making the 
land site location prohibited, unsuitable and illegal to developed any 
residential, commercial or industrial zoning and only zoning of Commerical 
Agriculture or Open Space for: 

i. For thousands of years the Puyallup Valley has been located in the 
Volcano Eruption, Lahar, debris flow for Mt. Rainer the last larger 
eruption was in the later 1840's the largest eruptions 5,000 years 
ago covers the Valley floor to Port of Tacoma in 30-60 ft of hot 
mud as Mt. St. Helens did in May 18,1980. Some state there have 
been minor eruptions in the 1870's 1890's and later...Knutson Farms 
is in a Geological Hazard Area that can never be suffiencetly 
Mitigated by Any Geo Engineering whatso ever making the land 
unsuitable for residential, Commerical or industiral development 
R.C.W. 36,70A, W.A.C. 365-190,195,196, R.C.W. 43.21C Public 
Safety. The Zoning can be Open Space or Commerical Agriculture No 
Warehouse can be allowed in this area it is Unsuitable and 
Prohibited... Any geo engineer that says that they can do so needs 
to be turned in to the State of Washington Engineer Licensing on a 
Complaint Form which is above .....Provided to me By the state 
Engineering/ geologist Licensing for the State of Washington. 

1. NOTE*** Tim Walsh Assitance Geologist (2nd in command at 
the state Geology divison until he retired )  who I have 
personal spoken with put up All of the Volcano Erutpion 
Evacuation signs out of the Puyallup Valley in 1987. Local 
jurisdiction per state laws on volcano erutpion areas for safety 
were contacted with all information after the Mt. St. Helens 
eruption of  May 1980 after the state Legislature ruled in 
Sept of 1980. Rapid evacuation out of the Valley for the 
people of the Valley is needed during any major event. The 
hillsides could fail. Warehouse now pose a major threat to the 
evacuation of all the Valley truck congestion  mass evacuation 
slowing rapid escape from the Valley floor. More Farms and 
open space are needed for Public safety. Are you stating that 
all the Volcano Eruption Warning Signs Must be taken down 
and are Wrong  and that there is no danger?  

ii. The Puyallup Valley has a history of historic Flooding that has 
Catastrophically damaged the Valley in the past. The Knutson Farm is 
located in the 500 year Flood way/ flood plain meaning the land site 
location can flood every 7-8 years. The area has repeatedly flooded 
most recently over topping areas of the Levy in 2009 etc.1917 the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers finished the Straightening of 
the Puyallup river creating the Levy which Knutsons farms is by that 



year the highest known flood went over the banks by over 30ft high 
from on side of the Valley to the other side . Electron Dam was put in 
to mitigate the flooding in about 1924 to control flooding of the 
Puyallup River only to in the 1930's when my mom was a child to 
watch the Valley flood again in the 2nd highest flood Flooding the 
entire Valley and Port of Tacoma. In January 2009 I and my mom and 
thousands of other people in the Puyallup River Valley from Orting, 
Sumner, Puyallup, Fife and Port of Tacoma were under a DECLARED 
MANADTORY Flood Evacuation which Dennis Dixion was overseeing 
along with Emergency Management...the Cities were ALL unprepared 
and it was everyone for themselves by the time emergency locations 
were set up by unprepared cities.... Knutsons Farms is in the Historic 
Flood Plain of the Puyallup River Valley and can not be zoned EC or 
Industrial under the Flood Plain Act R.C.W. 86, Stafford Act of 1974, 
R.C.W 36.70A Growth Management Act, W.A.C. 365, R.C.W. 43.21C 
the land was Correctly zoned Commerical Agriculture or must be 
zoned open space. How Will you evacuate people with the truck 
traffic congestion during a flood, dam break and lahar answer each? 

iii. Historical water from the higher elevations of the Pierce County flow 
into the Puyallup river Valley setting in the Valley soil causing a high 
water table of the soil called Liquefaction. This is the Soil which make 
the Knutson Farm so good for growing Prime Agricultual Crops. 
Liquefaction Soil is considered on of the most dangerous Soils in the 
world because the soil turns to liquid during major earthquake violent 
shaking causing buildings to sink, topple and collapse especially 
industrial and high rises. There is No known Geo Engineering for 
Liquefaction soil the International Building code Prohibits building in 
ANY Liquefaction Soil whatsoever for over 33 years and the San 
Francisco Earthquake and the Marina District damage. Liquefaction 
Soil can NOT be zoned residential , commercial or industrial only 
Commerical Agriculture or open Space. Knutsons Farm was zoned 
Correctly as Commerical Agriculture and no warehouse can be 
located in this area The Stafford Act of 1974 prohibits building, R.C.W. 
36.70A, W.A.C. 365 -190,195,196 Best Available Science, R.C.W. 
43.21C Public Safety. In April 13, 1949 a major earthquake hit the 
entire area the Puyallup Valley Liquefied and did so again in the 
1960's quake, in the 2001 Jan quake the Valley was seconds from 
liquefaction. Is the Developer, the builders, and geo engineers stating 
there is no liquefaction soil and the soil is safe to build on? Is Pierce 
County Planning stating that there is no liquefaction soil and the land 
is safe to building on yes or no? The zoning is Wrong if you disagree 
with the state maps you MUST PROVIDE to all the people the new 
approved maps, the oral reasons, the documentation, who did it 



when and where the information was published who peer reviewed 
the information Provide all please/  

iv. Knutson Farm is located in 2 dam Break areas Electron Dam and Mud 
Mountain Dam that can fail during a major earthquake event sending 
the lakes behind the dams flooding into the Valley floor where the 
warehouse would be located. It has been Prohibited by federal laws 
to build in any dam break areas due the potential lose of human life 
those areas are to be zoned Commerical Agriculture or Open space 
no known Geo Engineering is possible.  

v. The Puyallup Valley and Knutson Farms is located the major 
Earthquake region of the Cascadia Earthquake Subduction Fault goes 
of every 250-300 years January 26,1700 and the Seattle fault line. 
Both putting out 9 magnitude earthquake at a 5 minute shake time 
and are over due for the Pacific Northwest these will take down every 
bridge from Souther British Columbia Canada to Norhtern California 
and cause all the Puyallup Valley to Liquefy far, far worst than in 1949 
causing Catastrophic Failure to especially Commerical and industrial 
buildings and residential buildings. Knutson Farm can not be zoned 
urban anything or commercial or industrial any one who states so 
should be turned into the State of Washington Engineer Licensing so 
they can investigate the person and remove the license and fine them 
and investigate all buildings they have signed off on . International 
Building Code/IBC also has a shake intensity map . 

vi. The Landslide Hazards on both sides puts the property at risk. 
Especial over on the Bonney Lake side where a massive Fire Scare 
burn damaged Vegetation and trees because of the hill elevation and 
destabilization the hill could give way like Oso, Washington slide only 
one of the state of Washington Division of Geology or the United 
States Geological Survey experts with can access this area they have 
the correct license endorsements. The run out could be massive and 
toward Knutson Farm site. 

b. The property land site location is right on the Already DECERTIFIED in 2007 
because of over building Puyallup River Levy. I was personally at the Valley 
wide meeting in Fife and Puyallup as the United states Army Corps of 
Engineers told the Cities and others in January 2006 to Stop building on and 
by the Puyallup river Levy and by the Oxbows/ the Abandon Puyallup River 
Channel when the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers strainghted the Levy. My 
upper classman from Soil Science WSU, was the presenter for the Soil 
Scienst part along with 2 Engineers. We talked later about the cities and 
others refusing to stop building putting Hydrological/ water pressure against 
the LEvy by infilling causing damage to the River Levy causing our Flood 
Insurance to increase.... Zoning this area industrial is totally endangering 
down stream citizens on the Levy even more and is reckless endangerment 
of human life and structures...Any more Building but the Levy can Cause 



Levy Failure by the many floods that we have had ... This are must stay Farm 
Land or open space for public safety.... The Water Run off from these 
warehouse will run down River all thew Fife Warehouse and other Puyallup 
warehouse contributing to Valley flooding have not had an Accumulative 
Impact Statement Done in 30 years. I and thousands of people who have 
lived in the Puyallup Valley for decades lives are being put endanger of 
flooding and  

c. A Accumulative Impact of the Entire area is need for the River Levy, 
Agricultural Soil Impacts and more adding the entire County together. before 
any further building, for Agriculture, hydrology, food production, Wildlife 
habitat loss and more... Truck traffic impacts health and safety. 

10. The Entire Puyallup Valley according to the United State Soil Conservation maps 
has some of the Worlds most Valuable Tillable Agricultural Soils. Puyallup  Valley 
soil is 2nd only in the Nation to the California Valleys for food and Crop production 
per acer. World wide it is considered 3rd to 5 most Valuable soil for food production 
and Agriculture. Of the top 20 Agriculture soils in the World , Washington state has 5 
of the top tillable Agricultural Soils at one time estimated Washington state could 
feed the entire Continent of Africa by its self..... Best Use Land Management, NOT 
best revenue , Using Best Available Science is Required the Worst possible use the 
this Prime Agricultural Soils is a warehouse. But it is said by some because of the 
Lahars and flooding we have the 1st to the 3rd deepest tillable agricultural soil going 
hundreds of feet deep.  

11. The Knutson Farm is located on the Water Aquifer Recharge areas that Must Be 
protected by state laws and federal laws... Massive areas of the Valley have be put 
under concrete and asphalt causing the loss of water evaporation going into the 
upper atmosphere and into the jet stream and  

12. The Zoning is ALL Wrong   
13. Not enough documentation on Wildlife impacts.... 
14. Hydrology Impacts down stream, Levy impacts.  
15. Quality of life,  
16. Noise and pollution from etc Warehouses , the warehouse are right behind my 

home in Fife the Impacts to life would make up and should be in a entire other 
Supplemental Impact Statement, Traffic interfering with mass evacuation, noise 
day and night, water pushed on to other surrounding properties flooding those 
properties 

17. Ther can be no ponds the Water table in the Valley is to high and the warehouse and 
land development is displacing water off site to surrounding properties, farms lands 
causing more flooding. 

Extend the time for more people to comment especial Food Banks 
Thank you,  
Carole Sue Braaten 
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WASHINGTON DIVISION OF GEOLOGY AND EARTH RESOURCES
GEOLOGIC MAP GM-51

Areas underlain by artificial fill and recent
(Holocene) deposits of the Puyallup River and
major streams (such as Chambers Creek).

Areas underlain by recent (Holocene) beach and
landslide deposits and sandy outwash, glacial lake,
and ice contact deposits from the recession of the 
latest (late Pleistocene) continental glaciation 
(Vashon Stade) of the Fraser Glaciation.  The 
liquefaction susceptibility of these sandy glacial 
deposits is greatest where they are disturbed by 
grading and in areas with a shallow ground-water 
table.

Areas underlain by all other Pleistocene glacial
and nonglacial deposits.

Areas underlain by recent (Holocene) peat deposits,
mainly in the Puyallup Valley.  Peat is not susceptible
to liquefaction but may undergo permanent displacement
or loss of strength as a result of earthquake shaking.  
Also, sand beds within the peat deposits may be liquefiable.

Liquefaction susceptibility:  HIGH

Liquefaction susceptibility:  LOW TO MODERATE

Liquefaction susceptibility:  VERY LOW

Peat deposits

Area of filled tide flats

Areas encompassed by abandoned channels and bar
and swale topography may have enhanced liquefaction
susceptibility

Abandoned channels and meander bend cut-offs 
of the Puyallup River and Wapato Creek

Bar and swale topography—Areas associated with
prior courses of the Puyallup River; lines indicate
bar crest lineaments

Areas of historic liquefaction
Number refers to Table 2 in the map report

EXPLANATION

HIGH

LOW TO
MODERATE

VERY LOW

PEAT DEPOSITS

Division of Geology and Earth Resources
Ron Teissere - State Geologist

WASHINGTON

Map location consists of all of the Tacoma South and Puyallup 
and parts of the Gig Harbor, Tacoma North, Poverty Bay, 
and Steilacoom 7.5-minute USGS topographic quadrangles.

Lambert conformal conic projection
1927 North American Datum

Transportation sources:
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Pierce County Geographic Information Services Division
Other base map information:

Washington Department of Natural Resources
Geographic Information System database 2001

Cartography by Doug Willoughby and Anne Heinitz
Editing and production by Karen D. Meyers and Jaretta M. Roloff

WHAT IS LIQUEFACTION?

LIQUEFACTION is a phenomenon in which strong earthquake shaking 
causes a soil to rapidly lose its strength and behave like quicksand. 
Liquefaction typically occurs in artificial fills and areas of loose sandy 
soils that are saturated with water, such a low-lying coastal areas, lake 
shores, and river valleys. When soil strength is lost during liquefaction, 
the consequences can be catastrophic. Movement of liquefied soils can 
rupture pipelines, move bridge abutments and road and railway 
alignments, and pull apart the foundations and walls of buildings.

Ground movement resulting from liquefaction caused massive damage 
to highways and railways throughout southern Alaska during the 1964 
Good Friday earthquake. Liquefaction was a contributing factor to the 
severe building damage that occurred in the Marina District of San 
Francisco during the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake. Control of the 
ensuing fires in the Marina District was severely hampered because 
water lines in the area were broken by liquefaction-induced ground 
movement. Damage cause by liquefaction to the port area of Kobe, 
Japan, during the 1995 earthquake resulted in billions of dollars in 
reconstruction costs and lost business.

 WHAT IS A LIQUEFACTION SUSCEPTIBILITY MAP?

A LIQUEFACTION SUSCEPTIBILITY MAP provides an estimate of the 
likelihood that the soil will liquefy as a result of earthquake shaking. 
This type of map depicts the relative hazard in terms of high, moderate, 
or low liquefaction susceptibility. The hazard zones shown on this map 
were determined using geologic mapping and quantitative analysis of 
data from more than 500 geotechnical borings drilled in the study area.

HOW CAN THIS MAP BE USED?

LIQUEFACTION HAZARD MAPS such as this can be used for many 
different purposes by a variety of users. For example:

Emergency managers can determine which critical facilities and 
lifelines are located in hazardous areas.

Building officials and engineers can select areas where detailed 
geotechnical studies should be performed before new 
construction or retrofitting older structures.

Facilities managers can assess the vulnerability of corporate and 
public facilities, including schools, and recommend actions 
required to minimize earthquake damage and loss.

Insurance providers can determine relative seismic risk to aid in 
the calculation of insurance ratings and premiums.

Land use planners can recommend appropriate zoning and land 
use in high hazard areas to promote long-term mitigation of 
earthquake losses by reducing vulnerability.

Private property owners can guide their decisions on retrofitting, 
purchasing, and upgrading their properties.

This map is meant only as a general guide to delineate areas prone to 
liquefaction. It is not a substitute for site-specific investigation to assess 
the potential for liquefaction for any development project. Because the 
data used in the liquefaction susceptibility assessment have been sub- 
divided on the basis of regional geologic mapping, this map cannot be 
used to determine the presence or absence of liquefiable soils beneath 
any specific locality. This determination requires a site-specific 
geotechnical investigation performed by a qualified practitioner. For 
additional information, refer to the enclosed map report. 
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award number 99HQGR0073.  The views and conclusions contained in 
this document are those of the authors and should not be interpreted as 
necessarily representing the official policies, either expressed or implied, 
of the U.S. Government.  Additional support was provided by the 
Washington Department of Natural Resources.

EXAMPLES OF HISTORIC LIQUEFACTION EFFECTS

The strong ground shaking that occurs during an earthquake can cause 
loose, sandy soil layers to become more compacted as the sand grains 
rearrange themselves.  This is similar to the effect of shaking a sugar 
container to make more space at the top.  Liquefaction occurs if the 
spaces between the sand grains are water saturated at the time of the 
earthquake.  As the sand layer compacts during the earthquake, the 
ground water is expelled under pressure and will often vent to the surface.

The following two photographs document liquefaction effects in a 
residential neighborhood in Puyallup (site 9) that were caused by the 
1949 Olympia earthquake.  In the upper photograph, the street is flooded 
with standing water over two feet deep.  This is the ground water expelled 
from the underlying loose soil as as result of liquefaction; there were no 
reported breakages in the water lines servicing the area.  The lower 
photograph shows that expelled ground water can carry significant 
amounts of liquefied sand to the ground surface, depositing it in cone-
shaped piles called sand blows.
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Commenter: Braeger, Andrew 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/14/2024 10:03:08 AM 
 

Comment:  

There is urgent need for safe trail connections between the Foothills Trail, Riverwalk Trail, Sumner 
Link Trail, and Interurban Trail.



Commenter: Bristow, Libbie 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/30/2024 9:59:32 AM 
 

Comment:  

Absolutely not!  There are warehouses in that area that aren't even being used.  NO MORE 
warehouses.  They are a blight on our beautiful valley that you all keep giving away.



Commenter: Bristow, Libbie 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

There should not be any more warehouses in the Puyallup Valley.  They are ruining the ground and 
the landscape, plus they remain empty.



Commenter: Bryan, Tana 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/6/2024 10:53:52 PM 
 

Comment:  

No more warehouses in our beautiful valley any more!  Ruining this area.  Will be too much truck 
tra ic.



Commenter: Bryan, Tana 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/17/2024 11:24:07 AM 
 

Comment:  

No more warehouses!



Commenter: Bryan, Tana 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/13/2024 
 

Comment:  

None is the best solution to everything.



Commenter: Buchanan, Sherry 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/26/2024 
 

Comment:  

I recommend the "reduced intensity" alternative. 

Sherry Buchanan



Commenter: Carr, Christine 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/13/2024 
 

Comment:  

I'm extremely opposed to adding 7 more warehouses on Shaw Road area farmland. 

This alternative reduces the number of new warehouses to three (1M sq. ft.), reduces tra ic 
impacts by 60%, protects farmland surrounding Van Lierop Park and Farm 12 that connects to the 
floodplain, protects wetlands, reduces the stormwater impacts to salmon, and concentrates the 
new warehouses in one area near the existing warehouse.  Citizen Group Protect Puyallup 
recommends this compromise alternative be the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS issued by the 
City of Puyallup later this year to appropriately mitigate the impacts of this massive proposal that is 
incompatible with this location. 



Commenter: Case, Scott 
Source: Email 

Date: 12/15/2023 9:30:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

With the increase of the property becoming More warehouse expansion I would like to ensure semi 
trucks are not allowed to use Shaw Road until the City, Council have increased the roads south of 
Knutson Farm.    

I suggest that the same be reviewed by the State and County for SR-162 the main road which has 
been single lane each way for over 70 years!  Getting to, or out of Sumner using the backroad will 
take longer - how many semis and worker's vehicles are headed to the roads below South Hill 
Puyallup?   

Thank you, 

Scott Case



Commenter: Castillas, Sue 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

Warehouse development concerns, Mitigation concerns



Commenter: Cecchetto, Caitlyn 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/2/2024 4:47:23 PM 
 

Comment:  

My preferred option is to leave the site as is. This is an especially important area of Puyallup. The 
river, the wetlands, the riparian zone, the farmland, the passing roads, Van Lierop Park, and 
Foothills Trail will each be diminished or fully destroyed by this proposed action. The only proposed 
benefit this o ers to the community is jobs, and Puyallup is currently in a period of historically low 
unemployment rates. The reality is that we are not hurting for more low paying jobs. I do not support 
harming the strengths of my city and increasing the burden on its infrastructure for such a negligible 
benefit to the community. The area as it currently is serves the community; the proposed action 
serves someone else.   Since that's not an option though, I put my support behind Alternative 2. 
Should an option that further restricts warehouse development become available, I will support 
that instead. Once you make that land industrial, you can't put it back the way it was. This decision 
will last forever and it should be given the gravity it deserves.



Commenter: Chalk, Jimmy 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/13/2024 
 

Comment:  

We don't need it any more buildings until we can fix the existing tra ic. we just don't have the 
infrastructure or commitment to fix it it's a nightmare to drive down that road imagine owning a 
home and dealing with it everyday



Commenter: Chisholm, Chris 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/22/2024 9:34:00 AM 
 

Comment:  

I appreciate this EIS. However, the proposed action is an e ort to go back on an agreement the 
landowner made after years of community meetings over a decade ago. Because the landowner 
and developer backtracked, the City of Puyallup has the right to recommend a No Action Alternative 
and send a message to the county that Puyallup stands united against warehouses on this 
farmland.   Not only has the landowner moved the goal posts on how this land was supposed to be 
used, but then they cost taxpayers of Puyallup untold millions of dollars in sta  time and legal fees 
over years of unfounded litigation. Having lost in court, they got their out-of-state developer to 
sponsor a Political Action Committee in 2019 to funnel hundreds of thousands of dollars into 
campaigns opposing city council members with institutional history of the original land use 
agreement. With just a couple thousand dollars, local citizens rallied against that development PAC 
and crushed the pro-warehouse candidates they supported. The people of Puyallup have spoken. 
We do not want warehouses on this farmland.  For the above reasons, the Proposed Action is a 
nonstarter, and the Rail Line Alternative is also a nonstarter because it reduces little tra ic and 
would create worse backups because of railroad crossings. The only alternative that the City of 
Puyallup should recommend to the county is No Action. There is no legal basis to object to the No 
Action Alternative because ultimately, the county will decide whether to permit any development 
anyway, and the city's recommendation should simply reflect an alternative the people of Puyallup 
have said we want.  The city needs to stand up and speak clearly that we recommend no action.  If 
the landowner and developer want to come up with their own plan that fits within the community's 
original land use agreement, let them do that work. We should not hand them the Reduced Density 
Alternative. Again, they need to make that plan themselves. If that plan comes in, that's when the 
City should start an EIS and base it on our latest comprehensive plan. If the landowner and 
developer continue to delay, they risk future comp plans that further restrict development. Our 
community has spoken clearly that we want to protect farmland and make sure sure that any 
development in the area in question is consistent with current realities. Those realities now include 
Farm 12 and its Step-By- Step program, as well as the new Van Lierop Park. The new reality also 
includes horrible tra ic that has developed on Shaw Road over the past decade. Any proposal 
needs to improve that tra ic, not make it worse.   Our comprehensive plan should recommend 
zoning that's consistent with the status of our reality and what's expected in the next 20 years. 
Development should conform to the new vision and reality. Alternative 2 of this EIS just givs them a 
guess for what they should have done themselves.  Instead, we must give them the No Action 
alternative so the county can decide what to do with recommendation from the city and people of 
Puyallup, sending a message that we want none of their proposed action.



Commenter: Chisholm, Chris 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 1/17/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hi. Chris Chisholm, C-H-R-I-S C- H-I-S-H-O-L-M. I live near Clark -- Clark Street Park. And I also 
really want to appreciate sta  for working on this so hard and so long. You know, we fought a long 
time -- including former council members, one who just spoke -- for years former Planning 
Commission members to even get to the point where we, the city, you know, fought to be able to do 
this EIS. I really appreciate that it's happening. That said, because these developers and the 
landowner moved the goal posts 10-plus years ago going back on the agreement that they made, 
the landowner made to follow the land use plan that was to develop and agreed upon in 2009, we're 
now at this point where we, the taxpayers and the city have to pay for this environmental impact 
statement. Incredible, you know, knowledge and skilled sta  members put in countless hours and 
hired consultants to do alternatives like the whale proposal which is obviously a nonstarter 
because it's just -- reduces tra ic very little and creates way worse tra ic because of the road 
crossings. Appreciate, you know, that that was done because it kind of has to be done as far as this. 
But you know, not only did they move the goal post but then they also got this Running Bear, you 
know, multinational corporation based in Missouri to develop a plan but also start a political, a PAC 
to funnel hundreds of thousands of dollars in 2009 to support candidates to replace these council 
members who are protective of this land, to try to replace them with people that were pro 
warehouse, pro-development. I started a PAC to counter with $2,500. Crushed those candidates. 
The people of Puyallup have spoken. We do not want warehouses. The only alternative that the City 
of Puyallup can recommend to the county is no action because, you know, yes, the city has to 
consider legal considerations. You know, let's realistically allow based on what the previous land 
use agreements were. But that'sfor the county to decide. The city needs to stand up and speak 
clearly that we recommend no action. That we recommend no action because they put together a 
proposal that is moving the goal post way outside beyond, twice as far beyond the bounds of our 
land use plan that was agreed upon in 2009, that they agreed upon, the landowners. So if they move 
the goal post -- you know, if they want to come up with their own plan that fits within our land use 
agreement, let them do that work. I appreciate that you did this work on Alternative 2 and 
everything. That sort of fits in with our land use plan that was agreed in 2009 but that was their job. 
They need to make a plan that fits in with it and then we do an EIS based on that plan and have an 
alternative that is going to be consistent with our new comp plan which does need to change to 
protect more farmland in that area, to protect -- to make sure that  it's consistent with Farm 12, 
step-by- step with Van Lierop Park. That comp plan needs to take that area into consideration. Also, 
look at the horrible tra ic on Shaw Road. That's what's been discussed. That's going to increase 
because of those new developments that are already going in there kitty-corner from this. And so 
the City of Puyallup has no choice but to recommend no action on their proposal. We can't just 
hand them a proposal Alternative 2 that fits sort of within our comp -- old comp plan that 
wasagreed to in 2009. That's already 15 years ago. Things have changed. Shaw Road, oh, my gosh, 
complete change compared to 2009. We need to have a new comp plan that  recommends zoning 



to that area that's consistent with the current status of our reality now and what's expected in 
thenext 20 years. And then development that they should propose within that area should conform 
to the new vision, new reality. So I appreciate all the work you did. I know ithad to be done. The City 
of Puyallup cannot recommend to the county Alternative 2. That's just giving them work that they 
should have done themselves. The county then can decide with recommendation from the City of 
Puyallup, the people of Puyallup, knowing that we do not want any of this proposal that they're 
putting out there. The county, that's the next step. They can decide whether to approve or not. And 
they need to hear it clear from us. No.



Commenter: Ciocca, Anthony 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/4/2024 4:22:46 PM 
 

Comment:  

All 3 options will worsen the already horrible tra ic along Shaw Road, especially at the 
intersections of Pioneer and Main. What is the plan to mitigate tra ic problems for citizens of 
Puyallup?



Commenter: Coleman, Mary 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/15/2023 12:50:17 PM 
 

Comment:  

Please stop allowing warehouses to be built on the amazing Puyallup soil and farmland! Negatives 
impacts to our farming community, that feeds us all, are not worth it.  Please do not allow this to 
happen.



Commenter: Colombo, Joseph 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/11/2024 3:44:14 PM 
 

Comment:  

I am choosing the "No Action" option. No warehouses should be built on that parcel of land. 
Instead, a ordable housing and/or more green space should be investigated.



Commenter: Colombo, Joe 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 1/17/2024 
 

Comment:  

Joe Colombo, J-O-E C-O-L-O-M-B-O. First of all, I wanted to join everybody else in thanking the city 
for doing this work. I know it was a lot of work. I know how many hours must have gone into this. So 
thank you very much. I want to add my voice to the symphony of others who have been here this 
evening and say that the city really does need to propose the no action option. I drive 23rd and then 
hook up to Shaw Road and go down to Safeway, and that road is abysmal at the best of times. And if 
we add any sort of warehouses down at that area it's just going to be impossible. Somebody else 
mentioned what it's going to be like when the fair occurs. Oh, my goodness. I can't imagine what it's 
going to be like when the fair is in town to get around that intersection. Also, I also wanted to 
mention, just kind of add to what Chris aid. What might have been, you know, seen as a possibility 
10 years ago isn't what we need today. I know that you've already spoken and said that we can't 
have this be something like housing. Unfortunately, we desperately need housing. But we don't 
need the warehouses. It's just there's plenty elsewhere that can be used. We simply don't need 
them at this time. So I suggest the city give the no action option and move forward from there. 
Thank you for your time.



Commenter: Conley, Joe 
Source: Email 

Date: 1/26/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hello, 

Been walking my dog at Farm 12 area and seen a pair of Bald eagles repeatedly feeding on the land 
where the proposed warehouse is to be built. (see attached video from today)   

Got it on video today and just wondered if this was taken into consideration for the SEPA?  Know the 
pair must live close. :" Bald eagles live within two and a half miles of the coast, bays, rivers, lakes, 
or other bodies of water, reflecting the availability of their main food source. They typically nest in 
large, mature, accessible trees, as well as cli s and man-made structures." 

Please consider this while making your decision on the development of this land. 

Thank you, 

Joe



Commenter: Conley, Joseph 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/12/2024 1:54:03 PM 
 

Comment:  

Subject: Urgent Appeal to Preserve Farmland and Wildlife Habitat in Puyallup, WA  Dear Members 
of the City Council,  I am writing to you today with a deep sense of urgency and concern regarding 
the proposed construction of seven warehouses on precious farmland in Puyallup, WA. As a 
resident deeply invested in the well-being of our community and environment, I implore you to halt 
this development project immediately.  The farmland in question not only serves as a vital source of 
sustenance for our community but also plays a critical role in supporting local wildlife, including 
the majestic bald eagles that grace our skies. These warehouses, if built, would irreversibly disrupt 
the delicate balance of our ecosystem, endangering the habitats of numerous species and 
potentially leading to irreversible ecological damage.  Our region's bald eagles, in particular, are a 
symbol of strength, resilience, and freedom. They are not only a source of pride for our community 
but also a testament to the natural beauty and biodiversity that we must strive to protect. Allowing 
the construction of warehouses on their habitat would not only betray our duty to preserve our 
natural heritage but also undermine the values that make Puyallup a special place to live.  
Furthermore, the farmland in question is a vital asset for our community's food security and 
agricultural sustainability. With the growing importance of local food systems and the increasing 
need to protect arable land, it is essential that we prioritize the preservation of farmland for future 
generations.  I understand the importance of economic development, but it should never come at 
the expense of our environment, wildlife, and long-term well-being. There are alternative locations 
for industrial development that would not compromise our natural heritage or jeopardize the future 
of our community.  Therefore, I urge you to reconsider the approval of this development project and 
explore alternative solutions that prioritize the preservation of farmland and wildlife habitat in 
Puyallup. Our community's future depends on the decisions we make today, and I implore you to 
choose wisely.  Thank you for your attention to this urgent matter. I trust that you will act in the best 
interests of our community and the environment we all share.  Sincerely,  Joe Conley



Commenter: Conley, Lauren 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

Also have you taken into consideration the road into this proposed facility? The roads all around all 
backroads and have only enough space for residential tra ic. Semi-trucks that are 50 ft or even less 
do not have a larg diameter of turning radius and the road is not su icient for these warehouses and 
will cause unnecessary tra ic. The science logic warehouse is barely half full and the semi-trucks 
seem to already have di icult exiting and entering the warehouse facility. Please do not ruin this 
beautiful nature area with warehouses that will go to waste.



Commenter: Cook, Charlene 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/6/2024 7:15:00 AM 
 

Comment:  

I am opposed to the original proposal for the 7 warehouses.  I live just o  of Shaw Road and we are 
already having to plan trips around certain times of the day due to heavy tra ic that makes it 
di icult to leave our development. More tra ic, especially with apartments going in at the bottom of 
the hill on Pioneer and Shaw, will substantially increase the tra ic congestion. With 2 elementary 
schools on Shaw Road, we are also concerned with how added congestion will a ect the safe 
access to school for children and parents. A second concern is the impact on Farm 12/Step by 
Step. Their commitment to providing skills for low income mothers and lifting in them out of poverty 
through their teaching kitchen, restaurant, bakery, and event center will be greatly impacted by the 
warehouses. Putting a road west and right next to Farm 12 with large trucks traveling on it will make 
it extremely noisy. Large warehouses north and east of them will be unsightly and no matter how 
many bu ers will substantially raise the noise level. People will not want to dine there much less 
hold important events if it is noisy, unsightly, and without the iconic view of Mt. Rainier. Those same 
problems also will impede the intended use of Van Lierop Park. I know a number of families who get 
family pictures in the park in the wildflowers with the mountain in the background.  I am concerned 
about the impacts of the warehouses on the Puyallup River and the flora and fauna supported by 
the river. If there has already been problems with the storm water filters on the existing warehouses, 
how much more can we expect with even more warehouses and the huge of amounts of storm 
water runo  containing contamination from heavy truck tra ic and materials being produced at the 
warehouses? Do we even need all that warehouse space? The existing warehouse and the new one 
on East Main to the west of Shaw Road are not being fully used. We have nearby areas that are 
designated as industrial sites (Sumner, Frederickson, Fife) that have empty space available. Why 
build something that will be a blight to our view and the entrance to our city when they may sit 
empty for years! If given a vote, I would urge you to choose not to place any more warehouses on 
this site. My second choice would be the preferred alternative proposed by the citizen's committee 
which suggests a smaller footprint of warehouses and leaves intact the areas close to the river, 
Farm 12, and Van Lierop Park.



Commenter: Coonley, Lauren 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

I walk my dog every day at farm 12 and I have seen on multiple occasions a pair of American bald 
eagles. This is where the proposed ware house is to be built.   Are you taking into consideration 
SEPA?  Because they must have to live close that I see them constantly.  "Bald eagles live within two 
and a half miles of the coast, bays, rivers, lakes, or other bodies of water, reflecting the availability 
of their main food source. They typically nest in large, mature, accessible trees, as well as cli s and 
man-made structures."



Commenter: Crane, Sarah 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/13/2024 
 

Comment:  

We all of the city of Puyallup's best interest in mind. Let's work together and choose a better 
"reduced intensity" alternative as shown in the attached picture.   

Thank you so much for your consideration as we work together to make Puyallup a great place for 
many years to come.  

-Sarah Crane





Commenter: Cribbin, Vicki 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/6/2024 10:08:36 PM 
 

Comment:  

So sad that beautiful valley soil that is great farm land would be paved over for industrial building. 
Once paved over the great valley soil will never be again. Shame on those that think only of profit 
and not what our beautiful city needs. Farm land, playgrounds for children.



Commenter: Crivello, Jayme 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/15/2023 12:09:08 AM 
 

Comment:  

Strongly opposed to this. We want and need our green spaces. We don't want this eyesore and 
more tra ic. Just stop building already.



Commenter: Crouchet-Klein, Kathleen 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/23/2024 10:58:46 AM 
 

Comment:  

STOP this ridiculous ruination of the valley and surrounding areas.  I was born and raised here and I 
am appalled and embarrassed by the lack of sensitive growth in this area.  The contractors/big 
companies have bought this area and plundered it by permission of the City of Puyallup and Pierce 
County.  I am opposed to any and all large businesses building here.  Just take a look at how the 
shipping companies along 167 look.  Some of the most fertile soil has had buildings and concrete 
put on it.  Puyallup in the making!





Commenter: Cunningham, Andriana 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

I have been farming in Washington for the past four years. Three of those years has been in 
Puyallup. I cannot overstate how important it is to keep this land available for farming. It gets harder 
every year for new farmers to find land and be able to provide our community local and nutritious 
food. Turning this land into warehouses would also be turning our backs to the tradition of farming 
in Puyallup and the future of farmers in this area. My partner (who is an electrician in the IBEW) and 
I both understand the possibilities these warehouses bring in terms of employment and economic 
growth, however we both understand that sacrificing prime farmland for future generations is not a 
just tradeo .



Commenter: Cutshall, Al 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/22/2024 5:14:57 PM 
 

Comment:  

I totally agree with this trail improvment.



Commenter: Davis, Laura 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/14/2023 8:01:08 PM 
 

Comment:  

The last thing our community  needs is to lose the last bit of beautiful farm land. We absolutely  do 
not  need semis and tra ic..what a horrible plan for our community



Commenter: Davis, Nancy 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/26/2024 11:24:00 AM 
 

Comment:  

I am opposed to the 7 additional warehouses being built on the Knutson Farms property. We've 
lived o  23rd and Shaw Road since 2001 and have seen an unreasonable/unsustainable increase in 
tra ic on Shaw Road, to the point we wait for long periods to turn o  24th Ave CT SE onto Shaw 
Road. Puyallup does not have the infrastructure to support a significant increase in vehicle tra ic in 
this area. Between this proposal, the building of new apartments, new houses and retail between 
122nd and E Main Street, along Shaw Road will cause additional serious degradation of the already 
terrible road conditions on Shaw Rd (i.e.: lengthy tra ic backups, delays in turning onto/o  of Shaw 
Rd, single lane each direction (North and Southbound) for literally thousands of vehicles currently 
(semi's, personal vehicles) utilizing this route. We saw a huge increase in vehicle tra ic, including 
semi-trucks as soon as the overpass opened between Pioneer and Main Street. The negative results 
include longer wait times to access Shaw Road, as well as damage to Shaw Road, and what 
appears to be increased tra ic accidents. Please STOP the planned expansion and focus on 
improving and widening Shaw Road from E Main St out to Military Road, to accommodate the 
increased daily tra ic.



Commenter: Davis, Penny 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/6/2024 
 

Comment:  

Warehouse Proposed Project- quite awhile back there was a lengthy article in the News Tribune that 
more farmland was needed -Now a private  owner of farmland is trying to pollute the area with 
selling to moneyed people who will pour asphalt & concrete in one of the most beautiful areas of 
farmland & Mount Rainier views. If the council is interested in maintaining the concern for climate 
reduction then addition of asphalt & concrete should never be part of the plan since proven to 
generate additional heat into the air as well as the pollution of diesel from large trucks. There are 
thousands of people in the area who will be  impacted with  the noise, heat, trucks, cars etc.  With 
the building of additional dwelling units across from Safeway creating increased auto tra ic we 
homeowners do not  need additional challenges of the warehouses. Empty land should  never 
indicate an area for concrete just because.  Sumner has a di erent situation with their warehouses 
because they are extended into an outlying area. By the way there are also restaurants nearby the 
fields who happen to have outdoor seating.  Again this seems to be a renewed battle with moneyed 
people who are not considering impacts of pollution, climate control, & citizens. Remember we 
also have train noise daily.  

Penny Davis



Commenter: Davis, Penny 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

Warehouse development concerns, Noise pollution concerns, Tra ic impact, Community charity 
choir for Puyallup



Commenter: De Groot, David 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/24/2024 10:05:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

EIS INPUT ON THE VAN LIEROP WAREHOUSE PROPOSAL Air pollution  Typically, a long-haul truck 
idles about 1,800 hours per year, using about 1,500 gallons of diesel. The average heavy duty diesel 
engine burns around. 8 gallons of fuel per hour. Burning of diesel fuel Carbon footprint Burning one 
gallon 10,180 grams CO2/ gallon Driving one mile (on average) 404 grams of CO2 emitted On 
average, each idling truck produces about 21 tons of carbon dioxide (C02) and 0.3 tons of nitrogen 
oxides (NOx) annually. Diesel exhaust also contains particulates, sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, 
hydrocarbons, and various other toxins. Water Pollution How much 6PPD do you contribute to the 
environment? For reference, a typical passenger car with four tires will contribute between 140 and 
700 grams of 6PPD to the environment and 18-wheeler semi-truck will contribute 3600 and 18,000 
g of 6PPD, over the course of a year (Tian et al. 2020). This contribution comes from general wear of 
the tire, as 6PPD makes up 2% of vehicle tires (Extance 2020).  As stated herein, 6PPD isn't as large 
of a concern as its transformation product, 6PPD-quinone. 6PPD is relatively unstable, reacting 
with compounds commonly found in our air. The mechanism which forms 6PPD-quinone occurs 
when 6PPD is exposed to ozone. (B)oth 6PPD and 6PPD-quinone are very water soluble and will 
dissolve in available water. The solubilities are 563 Â± 203 ug/L and 67 Â± 5 ug/L, respectively (Tian 
et al. 2020). This means that all available of the 6PPD and 6PPD-quinone will be washed away 
during a sustained rain, into nearby streams, killing the coho salmon in them. THE EFFECT OF TIRE 
WEAR PARTICLES ON COHO SALMON POPULATIONS ON THE US WEST COAST. By Benjamin Liu-
May May 13, 2022 https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/bf113a76485f48779bf49a7cf8d896ae 
TRUCK TIRE POLLUTION 6PPD and 6PPD-quinone https://ecology.wa.gov/blog/january-
2023/saving-washington-s-salmon-from-toxic-tire-dust Other water pollution â€“ Many large 
warehouse facilities have a place where drivers can wash down their rigs. Washing of trucks can 
release solvents, oil, grease and other contaminants harmful to the soil and waterways. Sound 
pollution â€“ The noise of heavy trucks can carry for long distances, particularly in humid weather 
conditions. Trains can be heard far up onto South Hill. Adding to engine noise is the fact that many 
truckers ignore posted prohibitions against the use of compression breaks. Noise from the o -
ramps at SR512/E. Pioneer have a potentially significant impact on the surrounding residential 
neighborhoods. Tra ic E ects â€“ "Tra ic is the most important factor influencing pavement 
performance. The performance of pavements is mostly influenced by the loading magnitude, 
configuration and the number of load repetitions by heavy vehicles." Pavement Deterioration and its 
Causes Sharad.S.Adlinge, Prof.A.K.Gupta IOSR Journal of Mechanical & Civil Engineering The 
number of heavy trucks as well as increased automobile tra ic related to the warehouses is likely 
to have a significant accelerating e ect on our Puyallup street system. I doubt that either the 
developer , the operator, or the trucks using our roads to access the warehouses intend to 
compensate the city on and ongoing basts for the ongoing damage they will cause. Rail service is 
proposed by the Meeker line, which has a grade-level crossing at Shaw road. Unless an alternate 
connection to the BNSF line is created, there will be an unspecified number of (very slow) local train 



crossings that will cause further delays on an already overtaxed arterial. In short, there are so many 
harms that this proposed project will inflict on the city of Puyallup, its residents, and the 
environment that there is no moral way this project can be allowed to proceed. It would be totally 
unconscionable if the financial interests of one corporation were to override the health and well-
being of an entire city.  David De Groot



Commenter: De Groot, David 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/24/2024 10:06:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

EIS INPUT ON THE VAN LIEROP WAREHOUSE PROPOSAL Air pollution  Typically, a long-haul truck 
idles about 1,800 hours per year, using about 1,500 gallons of diesel. The average heavy duty diesel 
engine burns around. 8 gallons of fuel per hour. Burning of diesel fuel Carbon footprint Burning one 
gallon 10,180 grams CO2/ gallon Driving one mile (on average) 404 grams of CO2 emitted On 
average, each idling truck produces about 21 tons of carbon dioxide (C02) and 0.3 tons of nitrogen 
oxides (NOx) annually. Diesel exhaust also contains particulates, sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, 
hydrocarbons, and various other toxins. Water Pollution How much 6PPD do you contribute to the 
environment? For reference, a typical passenger car with four tires will contribute between 140 and 
700 grams of 6PPD to the environment and 18-wheeler semi-truck will contribute 3600 and 18,000 
g of 6PPD, over the course of a year (Tian et al. 2020). This contribution comes from general wear of 
the tire, as 6PPD makes up 2% of vehicle tires (Extance 2020).  As stated herein, 6PPD isn't as large 
of a concern as its transformation product, 6PPD-quinone. 6PPD is relatively unstable, reacting 
with compounds commonly found in our air. The mechanism which forms 6PPD-quinone occurs 
when 6PPD is exposed to ozone. (B)oth 6PPD and 6PPD-quinone are very water soluble and will 
dissolve in available water. The solubilities are 563 Â± 203 ug/L and 67 Â± 5 ug/L, respectively (Tian 
et al. 2020). This means that all available of the 6PPD and 6PPD-quinone will be washed away 
during a sustained rain, into nearby streams, killing the coho salmon in them. THE EFFECT OF TIRE 
WEAR PARTICLES ON COHO SALMON POPULATIONS ON THE US WEST COAST. By Benjamin Liu-
May May 13, 2022 https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/bf113a76485f48779bf49a7cf8d896ae 
TRUCK TIRE POLLUTION 6PPD and 6PPD-quinone https://ecology.wa.gov/blog/january-
2023/saving-washington-s-salmon-from-toxic-tire-dust Other water pollution â€“ Many large 
warehouse facilities have a place where drivers can wash down their rigs. Washing of trucks can 
release solvents, oil, grease and other contaminants harmful to the soil and waterways. Sound 
pollution â€“ The noise of heavy trucks can carry for long distances, particularly in humid weather 
conditions. Trains can be heard far up onto South Hill. Adding to engine noise is the fact that many 
truckers ignore posted prohibitions against the use of compression breaks. Noise from the o -
ramps at SR512/E. Pioneer have a potentially significant impact on the surrounding residential 
neighborhoods. Tra ic E ects â€“ "Tra ic is the most important factor influencing pavement 
performance. The performance of pavements is mostly influenced by the loading magnitude, 
configuration and the number of load repetitions by heavy vehicles." Pavement Deterioration and its 
Causes Sharad.S.Adlinge, Prof.A.K.Gupta IOSR Journal of Mechanical & Civil Engineering The 
number of heavy trucks as well as increased automobile tra ic related to the warehouses is likely 
to have a significant accelerating e ect on our Puyallup street system. I doubt that either the 
developer , the operator, or the trucks using our roads to access the warehouses intend to 
compensate the city on and ongoing basts for the ongoing damage they will cause. Rail service is 
proposed by the Meeker line, which has a grade-level crossing at Shaw road. Unless an alternate 
connection to the BNSF line is created, there will be an unspecified number of (very slow) local train 



crossings that will cause further delays on an already overtaxed arterial. In short, there are so many 
harms that this proposed project will inflict on the city of Puyallup, its residents, and the 
environment that there is no moral way this project can be allowed to proceed. It would be totally 
unconscionable if the financial interests of one corporation were to override the health and well-
being of an entire city.  David De Groot



Commenter: De Groot, David 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/4/2024 8:47:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

There is no alternative given in the project alternatives that provides more benefit to our city and its 
citizens than the harm it will cause. in terms of (1) heavy vehicle trips, (2) the potential for flooding 
that built-up pads for buildings and paved areas will have on nearby natural and residential areas, 
and (3) the social e ects of noise, air pollution, tra ic congestion and degradation of our 
infrastructure all argue against this project. If one alternative must be accepted, the leas damaging 
would be Alternative 2 - reduced project size.



Commenter: DeGroot, David 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/26/2024 
 

Comment:  

Air pollution  

Typically, a long-haul truck idles about 1,800 hours per year, using about 1,500 gallons of diesel. 

The average heavy duty diesel engine burns around. 8 gallons of fuel per hour. 

Burning of diesel fuel Carbon footprint 

Burning one gallon 10,180 grams CO2/ gallon 

Driving one mile (on average) 404 grams of CO2 emitted 

On average, each idling truck produces about 21 tons of carbon dioxide (C02) and 0.3 tons of 
nitrogen oxides (NOx) annually. Diesel exhaust also contains particulates, sulfur dioxide, carbon 
monoxide, hydrocarbons, and various other toxins. 

Water Pollution 

How much 6PPD do you contribute to the environment? 

For reference, a typical passenger car with four tires will contribute between 140 and 700 grams of 
6PPD to the environment and 18-wheeler semi-truck will contribute 3600 and 18,000 g of 6PPD, 
over the course of a year (Tian et al. 2020). This contribution comes from general wear of the tire, as 
6PPD makes up 2% of vehicle tires (Extance 2020).  

As stated herein, 6PPD isn’t as large of a concern as its transformation product, 6PPD-quinone. 
6PPD is relatively unstable, reacting with compounds commonly found in our air. The mechanism 
which forms 6PPD-quinone occurs when 

6PPD is exposed to ozone. (B)oth 6PPD and 6PPD-quinone are very water soluble and will dissolve 
in available water. The solubilities are 563 ± 203 ug/L and 67 ± 5 ug/L, respectively (Tian et al. 2020). 
This means that all available of the 6PPD and 6PPD-quinone will be washed away during a 
sustained rain, into nearby streams, killing the coho salmon in them. 

THE EFFECT OF TIRE WEAR PARTICLES ON COHO SALMON POPULATIONS ON THE US WEST 
COAST. By Benjamin Liu-May May 13, 2022 
https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/bf113a76485f48779bf49a7cf8d896ae 

TRUCK TIRE POLLUTION 6PPD and 6PPD-quinone 

https://ecology.wa.gov/blog/january-2023/saving-washington-s-salmon-from-toxic-tire-dust 



Other water pollution – Many large warehouse facilities have a place where drivers can wash down 
their rigs. Washing of trucks can release solvents, oil, grease and other contaminants harmful to the 
soil and waterways. 

Sound pollution – The noise of heavy trucks can carry for long distances, particularly in humid 
weather conditions. Trains can be heard far up onto South Hill. Adding to engine noise is the fact 
that many truckers ignore posted prohibitions against the use of compression breaks. Noise from 
the o -ramps at SR512/E. Pioneer have a potentially significant impact on the surrounding 
residential neighborhoods. 

Tra ic E ects – “Tra ic is the most important factor influencing pavement performance. The 
performance of pavements is mostly influenced by the loading magnitude, configuration and the 
number of load repetitions by heavy vehicles.” 

Pavement Deterioration and its Causes Sharad.S.Adlinge, Prof.A.K.Gupta IOSR Journal of 
Mechanical & Civil Engineering 

The number of heavy trucks as well as increased automobile tra ic related to the warehouses is 
likely to have a significant accelerating e ect on our Puyallup street system. I doubt that either the 
developer , the operator, or the trucks using our roads to access the warehouses intend to 
compensate the city on and ongoing basts for the ongoing damage they will cause. 

Rail service is proposed by the Meeker line, which has a grade-level crossing at Shaw road. Unless 
an alternate connection to the BNSF line is created, there will be an unspecified number of (very 
slow) local train crossings that will cause further delays on an already overtaxed arterial. 

In short, there are so many harms that this proposed project will inflict on the city of Puyallup, its 
residents, and the environment that there is no moral way this project can be allowed to proceed. It 
would be totally unconscionable if the financial interests of one corporation were to override the 
health and well-being of an entire city. 

David De Groot 



Commenter: DeGroot, David 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 1/17/2024 
 

Comment:  

David De Groot, D-A-V-I-D D-E G-R- O-O-T. One of the things that is so evident when you look at the 
map is that that area is an island. And what I mean by that is that it's bordered on two sides by 
railroad tracks, one side by a river, and another side by an elevated road. There is not really good 
access in or out. I think that's been established. What's more, there's not even a way of making 
good access in or out of that place. So the nature of the site is that it's inappropriate for the kind of 
development that's being proposed. Number one. Number two, this issue of the number of trucks 
coming in. Trucks bring with them some problems, one of the problems being a common rubber 
preserver that the tires, which is called 6PPD, which goes to 6PPD quinone, which is highly toxic to 
fish. And another one is that in large developments like this, truckers often hose down their trucks. 
And the hosing down of the trucks produces or releases oil, grease, sludge, various kinds of 
solvents. And the question is, what kind of surface, you know, this is going into presumably surface 
water elimination. And so the question is, is there a treatment for the kinds of toxic materials that 
would typically wind up coming o  of a site like this? That's one thing. The other thing is in terms of 
air quality, the number of trucks coming in often do something called idling. And so they tend to not 
turn o  diesel engines. They idle. And one diesel truck idling for a year puts out hundreds and 
hundreds of pounds of carbon and other kinds of toxins. And we're talking about hundreds of 
trucks. Now, of course, they're not idling all day. No truck is idling all day but no truck is there all the 
time. We're talking about many trucks that you have a full day of various trucks idling. And then you 
have a full year of many trucks idling. And we're talking about air pollution here. This is going to 
a ect the community as well. 

 The other thing is noise pollution. I can tell you that under human conditions, the sound of trains 
running on the tracks, not the whistles being blown but just the sound of the wheels on the tracks 
can be heard far up onto South Hill. And it's a habit of truckers to joyfully ignore signs about not 
using compression brakes. And I think about the trucks coming o  of 512 onto Pioneer. They're 
going to be using their compression brakes and that's all homes around there. That's all residential. 
And they're going to hear that. And the hopes, you know, much of the city is going to hear that. 
There's going to be noise of the trucks running. There's going to be noise of the Jake brakes or the 
compression brakes. And the idea that we have to keep in mind as well is that what we're going to 
hear about is the jobs that are created. Modern warehouses are going more and more to be 
mechanized and computerized. The number of jobs is shrinking. And as someone said earlier, if you 
drive through Sumer, for instance, or Kent, almost every warehouse, almost everyone has a sign 
outside saying either 

available or for lease. They're not even full. And so the question is, if they're not full, they're doing us 
no good, anyone any good. And if they are full, they're doing us harm with noise and pollution. That 
place is simply not suitable for their construction. Thank you.



Commenter: DeGuiseppi, Elise 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/4/2024 11:23:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

I strongly favor Alternative 2, because it has fewer warehouses and more open space and trails. I 
actually dread any further development in the city that brings warehouses, truck tra ic and noise.



Commenter: DeRosier, DeAnn 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/28/2024 5:20:38 PM 
 

Comment:  

Thank you for the presentation you uploaded. I was able to listen to it and all of the questions after.   
I would really like to see a no build here for many reasons, one of which is because there are already 
so many areas in Sumner and Puyallup being built up with warehouses. However, understanding 
that is not a likely outcome, the reduced site intensity alternative sounds better than having seven 
large warehouses on this site. I would really like to see it reduced by half, at least.    I am concerned 
about the visual impact of seeing warehouses, and also wonder if you have looked at the impact it 
would have on both Mama Stortinis restaurant and Toscanos restaurant. The outdoor seating at 
Toscanos currently has an amazing view of Mt. Rainier which is part of the reason people enjoy that 
venue. It appears both restaurants would lose their view. I am not sure how much this would a ect 
their businesses but needs to be looked at. You talked about the view from the park, but not from 
this area. I also drive along Main Street regularly and love seeing the mountain as I drive through 
that area. Maintaining the view of Mt. Rainier from the park is also important. That has become a 
very popular area for families and people to get out and walk and ride their bikes.   I am not sure if 
you also know that geese have used these fields as a stop-over place on their migration, which 
would definitely be a ected by paving over the majority of this area. It makes me sad to see more 
bird habitat and migration areas going away. The other problem with so much pavement going in, is 
there is nowhere for water to sink into the ground, replenishing groundwater and any underlying 
aquifers. Cutting this project in half would allow for leaving some of this habitat.   I am happy that 
there will be a trail extension, though a concern I have is if this trail ends up being partially 
secluded, it could also draw homeless, as other parts of trails in the area have.   I am happy to hear 
that rail line is probably not an option, since the purpose of the Shaw Road overpass was to avoid 
having to stop at more rail signals than necessary and adding rail crossings would definitely 
negatively impact tra ic in the area. Tra ic in the Shaw Road area is already bad in the evening and 
often backs up all the way over that overpass to Main Street. This will also be negatively impacted 
by the increase in truck tra ic all these warehouses will create.  I believe the wetlands, including 
wetland D, need to be preserved. We have lost so much agricultural land and bird and small animal 
habitat already to warehouse development in Sumner and Puyallup, I hate to see more of it go away. 
There is also the issue of the wetland being fed by groundwater, which if paved over, that wetland 
will disappear. Please don't let that happen.   I am also worried about the impacts from so many 
more tires from vans and large trucks so close to the Puyallup River. There are already problems 
with salmon numbers going down, and I would hate to see those even further negatively impacted 
by this project due to tire byproduct contamination and other runo  problems. During heavy rain 
events, there could also be runo  from the paved property causing silt to enter the Puyallup River 
which would also negatively impact fish habitat.  I am very concerned about the added truck tra ic 
in the area, on Shaw Road as mentioned above, and especially on 80th, which is a narrow 
residential road. Those folks would be heavily impacted with noise from trucks, tra ic going by 
regularly making it harder for them to come and go, as well as the road degradation caused by such 



tra ic. Tied into this, the thought of warehouses F and G right there next to peoples' homes, is 
awful, even with a tree or wall bu er. I don't believe anyone should have a warehouse in their 
backyard after choosing to make their home in a farm valley.     It is sad to see our farmland 
disappearing. I have loved living in Puyallup because of the open spaces, pretty views and small 
town feel, and am tired of so many areas being sold o  and made into warehouse communities, no 
longer nice areas with pretty views. Please do your best to make this smaller than the huge seven-
warehouse design you showed, maintaining the wetlands, bird and small animal habitat, and the 
views of our majestic Mt. Rainier.  Thank you for listening.  DeAnn DeRosier



Commenter: Desteman, Monica 
Source: Voicemail 

Date: 2/10/2024 
 

Comment:  

Monica Destiny Mo n ICA d e s t e m a n. Hi I want to Voice my opinion on the consume Bond 
warehouses. I feel like they should not be put in place there because of the tra ic and beautiful 
view from our park that's already put in place there. You don't want to look at warehouses 
surrounding a beautiful green area and Landscaping knowing interview. Crazy tra ic flow in the area 
you might be. Thank you very much. Bye. Bye.



Commenter: Diaz, Grace 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/27/2024 11:02:00 AM 
 

Comment:  

Please stop this madness! Farmland is crucial for our survival, and not storage. These fertile Lands 
need protection.



Commenter: Dildine, Ryan 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/26/2024 
 

Comment:  

Why build more warehouses on perfectly good farmland but I guess the city like the income from 
building this kind of stu  how about making it into a park instead of paving over it.



Commenter: Dittus, Lynette 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/13/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hello, I am a resident of Puyallup who lives close to the proposed warehouses in the valley. My kids 
and I often walk to their school at Shaw Road and it is already dangerous on that street with no 
sidewalks. Adding warehouses and the tra ic that would bring on 142nd, along with the Foothills 
Trail tra ic and the Farm 12/Fika tra ic, would be dangerous. People already walk in front of tra ic 
at Farm 12 because they park close to the trail instead of in the farm 12 parking lot. I have seen 
several people almost get hit. Adding huge trucks to that route that have the inability to stop fast 
would be very unwise. There are also bikers and walkers that constantly veer into 142nd just 
because they are not looking. There’s also a proposed park that would lose a beautiful nature 
experience. Last but not least, Puyallup used to be known for its beautiful farming soil, when we 
moved in 15 years ago, those fields were full of tulips. It was gorgeous. My neighbor’s house butts 
up to those fields. Taking some of the last Puyallup Valley soil and covering it with warehouses is 
very sad to Puyallup history. Even if an on-ramp was added from the freeway, our freeways can 
barely handle the tra ic that’s already there. It is already impossible to get o  the freeway in a 
timely manner. This area is full to overflowing.  

Thank you for your consideration, from a lifelong citizen of Puyallup.  

Lynette Mix



Commenter: Dooley, Linda 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/17/2024 6:25:25 PM 
 

Comment:  

I attended the meeting presentation on 1/17/24 at Pierce College. I studied the displays that were 
displayed. My comment is I don't see why we need some many warehouses on this site. I feel the 
developers and Puerce County should honor the original agreement that the City of Puyallup is 
showing on its display. We have lots of empty warehouse space in the area and I don't see why we 
need more in the area proposed. These warehouses would destroy all views of Mt Rainier from the 
valley. I also think that the acreage originally agreed upon as park land should be maintained. 
Warehouses could be built in the future if needed. Unless it can be shown that these warehouses 
will all be filled long term, then I don't think this should be granted. Once we lose the agricultural 
land, there's no going back. In addition, this area is in a high tra ic area that already has significant 
problems.



Commenter: Downes, Nathaniel 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/5/2024 9:44:03 AM 
 

Comment:  

This is a bad idea, pure and simple. We already have more warehouse space than can be utilized. 
This is also bad for revenue on a dollar per acre approach. If this land must be developed, use it for 
a ordable mixed used housing. Study after study shows that gives the most benefit overall. 
https://www.strongtowns.org/journal/2024/2/2/citizen-development-higher-value-per-acre



Commenter: Downs, Timothy 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

The proposed warehousing development on the approximate 188-acre Knutson Farm property 
located in the city's Urban Growth Area will forever damage precious farmland, and eliminate 
alternative uses in a sensitive and potentially scenic area. 

We have lived near Shaw Road and Forest Green Boulevard since the mid 1970’s and this 
development has the potential to have more adverse impacts on the environment, and quality of 
life, than any project in the recent 50 year history of this area. 

I hold a degree in Forest Resource Management from UW, and an MBA from SPU and can hold 
opposing points of view for land use.  As such, obvious negative impacts include: 

Loss of wildlife habitat,  and lost potential for wild ecosystem development. 

Adverse impacts in soil percolation as born out in Soil Science that will create excessive run o  and 
destroy Puyallup River water and salmon habitat.  Permanently. 

Increased tra ic, estimated to be 8,700 cars and trucks a day.  The area is already the poster child 
for poor and unscientifically managed tra ic, and the increase load will produce more pollution, 
tra ic noise, tra ic accidents, crime related to tra ic density, road wear, and tra ic accidents. 

Shaw Road is already a complete tra ic nightmare due to poor planning, and  the additional load 
will unequivocally destroy the quality of life for local residents.  This area has a long history of poor 
land use planning, that must end.  I had an Economics Professor who wrote his Ph. D. dissertation 
in Economics at UW on the correlation between poor Pierce County land use planning, and an 
underperforming Pierce County economy. The work was in the 1980’s at the University of 
Washington.  That legacy continues, and please understand - it must end.  

The net economic impact of warehouses in the area in my initial assessment is financially negative, 
excluding the  positive impact for warehouse owners/investors who get the sweetheart deals on low 
cost land outside of  the  Seattle corridor.   Artificial Intelligence  will automate all warehouse jobs in 
just a few short years. We will be left with a concrete waste land, run by robots, in our back yard.  
Spectacular views of Mt. Rainier forever tarnished by concrete monstrosities. 

I am extremely saddened by the visible decline in this once beautiful and scenic rural area, and 
development equals suburban blight.  My first recommendation is a “no action” stance on any new 
development. 

In lieu of no action, we support a reasonable alternative as summarized below -    

A best case "reduced intensity" alternative is shown in the attached picture.  This alternative 
reduces the number of new warehouses to three (1M sq. ft.), reduces tra ic impacts by 60%, 
protects farmland surrounding Van Lierop Park and Farm 12 that connects to the floodplain, 



protects wetlands, reduces the stormwater impacts to salmon, and concentrates the new 
warehouses in one area near the existing warehouse.  Citizen Group Protect Puyallup recommends 
this compromise alternative be the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS issued by the City of 
Puyallup later this year to appropriately mitigate the impacts of this massive proposal that is 
incompatible with this location. Sincerely, 

Gail and Timothy Downs, long-time residents of Puyallup since 1977.



Commenter: Durgin, Sam 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

I am a resident of Puyallup living very near to this proposed site. I grew up in Pierce County and have 
lived in Puyallup for over 10 years now, and in that time I have seen Puyallup grow more and more 
congested with industrial zoning and warehouses. I understand that there are economic factors to 
consider, but I believe that it is also important to preserve some amount of literal as well as 
figurative breathing room for the residents of this area, and not look at every piece and parcel of 
open space or agricultural land as potential sites for giant warehouses or high density Residential 
buildings. East Main is already a highly tra icked area, especially where this proposed site would 
be. The addition of large volumes of trucks going in and out would turn certain streets into parking 
lots, Not to mention destroy the relatively bucolic quiet that residents of the areas have come to 
know and enjoy. I respectfully but firmly urge those involved to shelve this particular project and 
find a more suitable location away from such a densely populated residential area, that is already 
dealing with large amounts of tra ic, commuters, and increasing noise from the growth of the area. 
Thank you.



Commenter: Eaton, Robert 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/23/2023 4:18:03 AM 
 

Comment:  

Another city putting up massive warehouses. Fife, Sumner, auburn, Bonney lake. I don't understand 
the need for such logistics. Is there that much need for storage and freight in this area? These are 
beautiful fields that will never come back in all of these cities. It's a shame.



Commenter: Eckert, Carol 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/19/2023 6:54:15 PM 
 

Comment:  

I am a retired science educator and I am once again dumbfounded that we are contemplating 
covering rich agricultural land and open space with warehouses.   This is a prime wetland area for 
migrating birds and animals. Keystone species of plant and trees, like Garry Oaks, will be impacted 
due to construction and heavy tra ic when finished.   Please, someone, take a stand for our future. 
Say no to more buildings and save the open space and green land for our future.



Commenter: Edmonds, Craig 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/26/2024 1:39:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

How could more warehouses be needed if the first warehouse, Lifescience Logistics is empty, and 
has been since it was built two years ago?  We need more open space, not warehouses.



Commenter: Edson, Heather 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/22/2024 3:06:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

I am against all these warehouses going into Puyallup. Our City is not set up for industrial 
warehouses; we are a farming community with beautiful, rich land that needs to be utilized. The 
tra ic congestion is already far beyond tolerable, and then keep bringing in these trucks and more 
tra ic makes things worse. They barely fit on the roads, di iculty maneuvering turns; as I watch 
them cruise on Main Street and downtown Meridian all day long. This is so appalling that our City 
Representatives would even be allowing these types of things to be pushed through. We should be 
focusing more on local small business, small local organic farming and supporting those 
businesses, not becoming a Fife where no one wants to live and is all industrial. Keep that for them 
and o  167!



Commenter: Eims, Penny 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/26/2024 
 

Comment:  

I am sending my preference for the land development in the Van Lierop Park area. Shaw Road and 
Main Street already have an unacceptable amount of tra ic. After 3:30 pm it is literally dangerous to 
get out of our neighborhood (Deer Creek) to access Shaw Road, not to mention the backups in 
conjunction with the Shaw Road Elementary tra ic and the pending tra ic impact from the 
apartments being built across the street from the Shaw Road Safeway.  

Aside from the tra ic concerns are the issues with the open areas currently enjoyed by people living 
in the area and visiting Farm 12. Puyallup has grown too quickly, with not enough infrastructure 
support and the addition of multiple warehouses will only make things worse.  

Please help preserve what is left of Puyallup's beauty - once this land is gone, it is gone forever.  

Thank you, 

Penny Eims 

Penny Eims 

AnimalVictory.org 

https://nationalanimalnews.com/



Commenter: Elly, Dr. 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

Dear Mr. Beale and City of Puyallup 

  

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the mega warehouse project proposed for Knudson 
Farms. Climate Pierce County is a coordinating council for several environmental organizations 
who share concerns on climate impacts in Pierce County.  Many of the impacts are made worse by 
the choices we make in land use that then perpetuates a cycle of more impacts.  This proposed 
project is one of those that make things worse by 

·         increasing GHG emissions through tra ic which increases warming that leads to changed 
weather patterns and makes it harder for the city, the county and the state to reach its GHG 
emission reduction targets, 

·       increasing GHG emissions through removing land and vegetation that sequesters carbon by 
paving over with impervious surfaces, 

·         increasing air temperatures near a river from the heat island e ect of large buildings which 
may also increase water temperatures in an already stressed salmon bearing river that needs to 
stay cool, 

·         increasing stormwater runo  that is already causing erosion with the potential of altering the 
river flow leading to more erosion, 

·         killing salmon with pollutants from tires in the stormwater which in turn flows into Puget Sound 
and does the opposite of restoring that to health  

·         paving over or drying up wetlands that depend on water infiltration, which cycles back to 
increased polluted stormwater because it is no longer being filtered 

·         disruption of biodiversity making use of the rich soil, wetlands, and vegetation now 

·         disruption of migratory birds travel 

·         the usual cycle of more tra ic leading to the decision to widen roads and develop more 

·         the loss of growing capacity by taking out productive farm land with rich soil which reduces the 
opportunity to provide fresh local produce for our communities 

  

Some Vision 2050 policies that are not being followed with this development: 

MPP En -5 Locate development that minimizes the impact to natural features, 



MPP En – 14 Identify and protect wildlife corridors both inside and outside the UGA 

MPP En – 16 Preserve and enhance habitat to support healthy wildlife and accelerate the recovery 
of salmon, orca… 

MPP En-17 Maintain and restore the hydrologic functions and water quality within the regions 
ecosystems and watersheds to recover the health of Puget Sound. 

MPP CC – 4 Protect and restore natural resources that sequester and store carbon such as forests, 
farmlands, wetlands, estuaries and urban tree canopies. 

MPP DP -37 Ensure that development in rural areas is rural in character and is focused into 
communities and activity areas. 

MPP DP – 45 Avoid growth in rural areas that cannot be su iciently served by roads, utilities, and 
services at rural levels of service. 

  

By these policies the proposed project should not even be considered.  It is misplaced in the middle 
of a rural area.  The City of Puyallup intended to have the land be designated as agricultural land in 
2003; in 2008 a deal was made that half could be developed and half would remain agricultural 
land.  Pierce County did not follow through with the city’s desires.  The current Countywide Planning 
Policies has an entire section dedicated to a jurisdiction choosing to designate agricultural lands 
and what they must do to preserve it.  This project does not align with those policies. 

  

This project bordering on flood plain area, a fish and wildlife area because of the Puyallup River and 
Van Lierop park, wetlands, and recharge areas, comes under Countywide Planning Policies 

Env 3.3 Provide protection for environmentally sensitive lands through the provisions of appropriate 
bu ers when development is allowed and  

Env 3.4 Adopt a “no net loss” approach. 

  

Agricultural lands are considered natural resource lands and there too the Countywide Planning 
Policies in ENV 7.4 Adopting a “no net loss” approach where applicable.  

  

Comprehensive Plan policies are built on Vision 2050 and the current Countywide Planning 
Policies.  In both the City’s and the County’s updated comprehensive plans these policies should 
be reflected.  

  

The Washington Growth Management Act has these goals: 

  



• Maintain and enhance natural resource-based industries, including productive timber, 
agricultural and fisheries industries. 

• Encourage the conservation of productive forest lands and productive agricultural lands, and 
discourage incompatible uses. 

• Encourage the retention of open space and development of recreational opportunities, conserve 
fish and wildlife habitat, increase access to natural resource lands and water, and develop park. 

• Protect the environment and enhance the state's high quality of life, including air and water 
quality, and the availability of water 

  

Taken together, the State, the Puget Sound Region, and the County all support that this project is 
not appropriate for the area.  The existing infrastructure does not support the project, there is no 
attention being paid to no net loss of agricultural resource land, there is no attention being paid to 
no net loss of wetlands, there is insu icient bu er to protect the river banks from erosion at the 
stormwater exit pipe, there is no filtration of the stormwater to prevent pollutants from getting into 
the river and into the sound and so forth.  This project should not move forward without significant 
time spent reworking it and figuring out how to meet the policies that have been adopted.  

  

Often the argument is made for jobs, but warehouse jobs are low density, meaning few workers for 
the amount space taken up.  The economic value of the warehouses lies mostly in property taxes at 
the cost of air and water pollution, loss of natural resource lands, and loss of open space lands for 
enjoyment.  A warehouse next to a park doesn’t make sense.  Multiple warehouses next to a 
treasured river is also not pleasant to see regardless of its harmful impacts.  This project should be 
developed elsewhere, not in rural Pierce County in such a beautiful location. 

  

Thank you for your time.  Please adopt the No Action alternative and do not increase the number of 
warehouses at this location. 

  

  

On behalf of Climate Pierce County,



Commenter: Engels, Tracy 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

Thank you for passing this along.  

Tracy





Commenter: Engels, Tracy 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

Warehouse development concerns, Mitigation concerns



Commenter: England, Katie 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/26/2024 4:49:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

We are overrun already with extreme tra ic issues on/near Shaw Rd! Having lived here for over 25 
years, the growth is very disappointing. We do not want any more warehouses in this area & by our 
schools & wonderful valley community. It personally a ects my family on a daily basis. Please 
consider hearing the public's voices on this & come up with a better plan.  Alternative 2 in the DEIS 
reduces the warehouses and associated tra ic by 35%, protects 40 acres of farmland, and adds 
bu er walls around Van Lierop Park.  Alternative 2 is a good start, but it still has unacceptable 
significant impacts.   A better "reduced intensity" alternative is shown in the attached picture.  This 
alternative reduces the number of new warehouses to three (1M sq. ft.), reduces tra ic impacts by 
60%, protects farmland surrounding Van Lierop Park and Farm 12 that connects to the floodplain, 
protects wetlands, reduces the stormwater impacts to salmon, and concentrates the new 
warehouses in one area near the existing warehouse.    Thank you.



Commenter: Erickson, Lucas 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/14/2023 7:56:18 PM 
 

Comment:  

Your plans to put warehouses everywhere are ruining our city and bringing excess trafic to an 
already horrendous tra ic situation! You all should be ashamed of your greed.



Commenter: Erickson, Sarah 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/13/2024 
 

Comment:  

Alternative 2 is not good enough.   

Tra ic is already a nightmare without additional workers and truck tra ic.  Tra ic onto 410, up Shaw 
Road, and in and out of Orting needs to be resolved 1st before adding more tra ic.  

What happened to this area being for the community.  There is not enough parking for the park and 
bike trail.  Where is the park and activity fields? 

Please don't turn our valley into a bunch of warehouses.  Preserve the beauty of our city and our 
farmland.



Commenter: Fahnstrom, Barbara 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/14/2023 9:34:43 PM 
 

Comment:  

No on ruining the beautiful property in the Puyallup valley with warehouses



Commenter: Field, Kim 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/12/2024 8:45:53 AM 
 

Comment:  

I would like to know one changes wet lands to " open space" if a pussy willow grows in it then it's 
wet lands. Filling the wet land is not the right answer. It is only going to cause trouble somewhere 
else. The trail connections is a joke it in the heart of a flood plain it will erode faster than it can be 
maintained. We need to look at better option  and keep it agriculture warehouses don't add beauty 
or maintain the vision of the community As well as van warehouses vs trucks warehouse the 
outcome is the same we do not have the tra ic infrastructure in place to handle what we already 
have down there. I am not in support of this



Commenter: Field, Kim 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hello! 

A better "reduced intensity" alternative is shown in the attached picture.  This alternative reduces 
the number of new warehouses to three (1M sq. ft.), reduces tra ic impacts by 60%, protects 
farmland surrounding Van Lierop Park and Farm 12 that connects to the floodplain, protects 
wetlands, reduces the stormwater impacts to salmon, and concentrates the new warehouses in 
one area near the existing warehouse.  Citizen Group Protect Puyallup recommends this 
compromise alternative be the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS issued by the City of Puyallup 
later this year to appropriately mitigate the impacts of this massive proposal that is incompatible 
with this location.  Note: although the "no action" alternative with no new warehouses is preferred 
by most of us, it's probably not a realistic option unfortunately. 

I am also concerned with the Foothills Trail, Van Lierop Park and the Riverwalk connection. 1: We 
need to make sure that Van Lierop Park trail/path is connected. 2: it must be aesthetically pleasing 
with either park settings for maintained green space. No one wants to run/walk along warehouses 
or roads. Finally 3: Very important! The current proposal hast the Riverwalk connection in a natural 
flood plain. This needs to be addressed. As is it will cause erosion below the trail costly clean up 
and closures to the trail and finally this connection will need to be replaced sooner and cost 
community tax payer more or leave it unusable.  

As a business owner who use the trail for said business, a recreational user of the trail and a 
resident of the community. I feel moving forward with any plan without these issues being 
discussed and rectified is not suitable. 

Sincerely  

Kim Field 

Executive Director  

All Things Fun Sports! 

Resident of  City of Puyallup District 2



Commenter: Fitzgerald, Chuck 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/13/2024 
 

Comment:  

I moved to the area in 1979 from the Midwest. I realize things change, but adding 7 warehouses on 
Shaw Road would be horrible in my opinion. Save some of our previous soil/please don't pour huge 
amounts of CONCRETE 

Thanks 

Chuck Fitzgerald



Commenter: Fitzgerald, Chuck 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

Please reduce the warehouse building to a maximum of THREE 

Chuck Fitzgerald



Commenter: Fleming, George 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/19/2024 
 

Comment:  

Dear City Council, 

As ten year residents of the Puyallup Highlands community, My wife and I have observed tra ic on 
Shaw Road increase from a lightly traveled roadway (except during high commute times)  to a high 
volume and nearly constantly busy arterial. Our ability to safely merge onto Shaw Road northbound 
from Highlands Blvd is already a ected by tra ic volume, speed, lack of a tra ic signal and by 
limited sight distance of approaching northbound vehicles.  

Once we are able to merge onto northbound Shaw Road, we often encounter tra ic backed up by 
motorists stopped waiting to turn left onto 12th Ave SE or into Shaw Elementary. We also have to 
keep an eye out for pedestrians (including elementary school-age children) walking along the 
shoulder between Highlands Blvd and 12th Ave SE to get to Shaw Elementary or to the Safeway 
shopping center at Shaw Road and E Pioneer. 

What I’ve described are the “current conditions” o Shaw Road, and no longer limited to just peak 
commute hours. It seems obvious (at least to us) that these conditions will be greatly exacerbated 
by this industrial warehouse project.   

It further seems to us that the commercial entity developing the Knutson industrial Warehouse 
Project be required to provide ‘mitigation’ for the cascading negative e ects on tra ic congestion 
and pedestrian safety on the roadways approaching the warehouse campus.  

This might begin with the following: 

 Widen Shaw Road from 12th Ave SE north beyond Shaw Elementary to provide a two-way 
left turn lane to mitigate tra ic hesitations and stoppages from left-   during motorists.  

 Widen Shaw Road to four lanes between Highlands Blvd and 12th Ave SE to include left turn 
bays for both intersections and provide pedestrian sidewalks. 

 Consider a tra ic signal at Shaw Road and Highlands Blvd. There are numerous school 
buses entering and exiting the Highlands and Crystal Ridge communities   via Highlands Blvd 
and the lack of a tra ic signal increases the potential for a serious and potentially tragic accident at 
this intersection.  

We can only speculate, but it seems reasonable to believe that this project, if allowed to proceed as 
proposed will have a negative impact on local property values. Also, the preservation of precious 
farmland and the existing Van Lierop Park and Farm 12 should be important to this community. 

We ask that the Council act to reduce the proposed 7 new warehouses to 3 and provide protections 
against further warehouse development at this site. 





Commenter: Fortner, Tirzah 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/23/2024 6:47:52 AM 
 

Comment:  

Please do not allow this warehouse and rail line development. The wetland rules and building 
bu ers need to be followed. Knutsen should consider moving into existing warehouse space in 
Sumner, instead of destroying the valley to build their own. There's plenty of existing warehouse 
space sitting vacant around the area.



Commenter: Fraser, Tom 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

I would like to retain this project in farm land. We have lost so much land to concrete warehouses. 
This valley was the most beautiful farm land. Now it has turned into greed.



Commenter: Fuchs, Ashley 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/14/2023 9:38:26 PM 
 

Comment:  

DO NOT COVER THE REMAINING SMALL AMOUNT OF FARM LAND WITH CONCRETE. Puyallup 
valley has the best soil- don't do it please



Commenter: Geldien, Wendy 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/13/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hi there -  

As a second generation member of this community, we are upset with the continued selling of our 
beautiful farmland to large warehouse projects. These projects create too much tra ic than this 
area can handle. We are at our limit and adding thousands more trucks to our streets an 
unacceptable burden to residents and our fragile ecosystem, never mind the eyesore and light 
pollution.  

If the Knutson Farm project must happen, can we please better protect our community by reducing 
the intensity and lessening the scope, such as in the illustration below?  

Thank you for your time and consideration.  

Wendy  

Community resident [image of preferred alternative: reduced intensity alternative]



Commenter: Gibson, Marie 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/20/2024 5:27:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

I am very concerned about the proposed development. These warehouses would put a very big 
strain on tra ic along Shaw Rd, Pioneer, Valley Av, and 80th. This is an area that already has heavy 
tra ic. It also seems this would put a great strain on the environment so close to the Puyallup river. I 
am very unhappy about  putting unsightly warehouses in this area.



Commenter: Girl, Banana 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/17/2023 9:58:56 AM 
 

Comment:  

The amount of unused warehouses I drive by between Kent and Puyallup already says enough is 
enough. Stop encroaching on viable land that is used for generations of family livelihoods for greed 
and development that is not necessary. In the years I've lived in the valley, I watched warehouses be 
erected on both sides of East and West Valley from Auburn to Sumner, creating eyesores where 
once was open fields and views of the mountain. Same with the route past Carpinito Bro Farms in 
Kent, there are now countless warehouses that aren't even finished being built yet! Listen to your 
citizens, the people living and working in these areas, the humans who have to witness even more 
land being taken until soon there is nothing left that is untouched by the hands of the blue collar 
man. Use the warehouses you already have! Leave the land alone. Leave the Knutson family alone, 
before they face the same reality that Spooner Farms did back in 2018 along E Main in Puyallup.



Commenter: Gray, Roan 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/8/2024 6:40:48 PM 
 

Comment:  

This is not right! I don't see any tra ic or trucks at the warehouse that is already there. Is it empty? 
We need to preserve our lands! Plant more produce, or let it be!



Commenter: Green, Daniel 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/30/2024 5:58:14 PM 
 

Comment:  

I do not think this project should be approved.  The tra ic will be ruinous and detrimental to the 
environment.  How will they manage that many trucks in and out of the complex without adding an 
overwhelming amount of tra ic and all of the negitive associations.





Commenter: Gustaves, Clay 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

The site maps for the proposed action and all alternatives should show the Williams Pipeline ROW 
as a site constraint in red. The Williams Pipeline ROW Contract states that the Grantor agrees not to 
build, create or construct or to permit to be built, created or constructed any obstruction, building, 
engineering works or other structures over or that would interfere with Grantees rights to construct, 
maintain, inspect, operate, protect, repair, replace, alter or remove interstate natural gas 
transmission pipelines. Parking lots would require engineering review and approval and our right of 
way contract would need to be amended with conditions for parking lot approval. I have not 
received any recent communication from the property owner or their authorized agents seeking 
approval for this proposed encroachment, and at this point in time it does NOT have Williams 
approval.



Commenter: Hackbarth, Sandra 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/13/2024 
 

Comment:  

You do not have the roads (Pioneer and East Main) to support the 1,000 plus semi-trucks that will 
travel in and out daily.



Commenter: Hale, Debra 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

It's too bad that stopping the warehouse development altogether is not likely to happen. 

The "reduced intensity alternative" seems the next best proposal. 

  

Thank you for the information, and giving Puyallup residents an opportunity to have a voice in this. 

  

Deb Hale



Commenter: Hamilton, Kat 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/2/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hello-  

As someone who lives in this neighborhood, (down the street from Farm 12) we are asking that you 
consider the sustainable prosperity of our community and future generations and reconsider the 
building of these proposed warehouses.  

First and foremost we DO NOT have the infrastructure to logistically support such a development. 
Roundabouts are not the answer and if anything, it will lead to more tra ic, not to mention the fact 
that this is an emergency evacuation route WHEN there is a lahar. Please also consider the 
geographical placement and impact this will have, including the impact on the puyallup river, our 
health and the health of our children. These warehouses should not be built in residential 
neighborhoods, nor down the street from an elementary school.  Studies have shown that air 
pollution increases in neighborhoods where warehouses are built and that warehouses do not 
improve an area economically. 

We have been told that the plan below is the least impactful option for building warehouses.  I 
would propose none but if nothing else, this would be the lesser evil. [image of reduced intensity 
plan] Thank you for your consideration.  

Kat Hamilton 



Commenter: Hampton, Monae 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/13/2024 
 

Comment:  

To whom it may concern,  

Adding in 3 warehouses let alone 7 is a clear indication that the Knutson Farm Inc. warehouse 
proposal is unacceptable and the company has not in fact done their homework. Tra ic in this area 
in particular is at an all time high and if 3 warehouses go up I suspect the Knutson Farm Inc. 
business isn’t going to be very productive in regards to product moving in and out quickly because 
trucks are going to be in standstill tra ic all hours of the day. Not only would this increase tra ic for 
all residents and nearby businesses but the ROI Knutson Farm Inc. is expecting will in turn not be 
lucrative and the community will su er for it.  

Furthermore, these warehouses are going to negatively impact local residents, potentially driving 
them out of the community which then impacts local business and as many have already stated, 
the run o  from these warehouses will also negatively impact the salmon. Pacific salmon enrich 
terrestrial and freshwater ecosystems and are culturally important around the world.  

Please take into consideration the negative impact these warehouses will have on this community 
and have Knutson Farm Inc. move their warehouses in a location that is better suited for their 
business and surrounding communities. Don’t let them destroy what little we have here.  

Thanks, 

Monae Munchrath



Commenter: Hansen, Robert "Doc" 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/9/2024 
 

Comment:  

I first would like to thank the city for making a Determination of Significance (DS) on this very 
important issue.  Having been in this position being the Environmental O icial in several 
jurisdictions, I know the political pressures that sta  are placed under to make these types of 
decisions and I know it took a lot of guts to reach this point. Thanks for the opportunity to comment 
on this project and discuss the significant impacts it might have on community's soils, geologic 
hazards, wetlands and wildlife habitats and tra ic, all of which are very important issues, not only 
to the landowners adjacent to the project, but also to all land owners, residents and businesses 
throughout the City of Puyallup and lands adjacent to the City.  I would also like to thank the city 
planning and engineering e orts critiquing this massive study.  As a professional in this field for over 
40 years, I find this DEIS very informative and thorough in its evaluation and critique of the 
professional studies submitted by the applicant, i.e. (Soils and Geotechnical studies, Wetlands 
analysis, Wildlife analysis and Tra ic Study).  I agree with most of the mitigative measures that will 
be adopted if the project goes forward.  I think it is clear after the analysis that outside of no 
development, only Option 2 should be considered because Option 1 as proposed by the applicant 
can not adequately mitigate many of the potential or existing significant impacts identified by the 
studies, particularly those related to surface water flow, erosion, wildlife and tra ic.  The river and 
wetland bu ers currently proposed by the applicant are insu icient to mitigate wildlife and 
stormwater impacts, flooding, or significant tra ic from such a development outlined in Option 1. 
The potential chiseling of the water banks of the Puyallup River can potentially move the bu ers 
inward toward the proposed warehouses creating flooding and property damage consequences. 
Secondly, I strongly recommend that you consider changing the language of mitigative measures so 
that they become mandatory. As you know as professional planners when developing a 
comprehensive plan, policies are written so that flexibility is permitted under unforeseen 
circumstances.  Therefore, policies are written with the modal verb "should."  However, when 
mandating an action resulting from detailed analysis, the verb is always "shall."  Throughout the 
document, in most cases, mitigative measures identified are labeled as "should" rather than "shall."  
Some examples:  • ER-3: Develop Geotechnical Assessment from a WA Licensed Geotechnical 
Engineer. A geotechnical engineer licensed in Washington State would be retained to develop a 
geotechnical assessment to determine the presence of geologic hazards, including active landslide 
hazards, seismic hazards, and shoreline erosion hazard areas, in accordance with Title 18E.80.030 
PCC, Title 18E.90.030 PCC, and Title 18E.110.030 PCC. The geotechnical engineer should also 
review and approve all grading, erosion, and drainage control plans prior to construction to assist in 
reducing liquefaction and landslide risks from and to the Project. The licensed engineer of record 
should determine the appropriate foundation, footing, and structural design to conform to the 
International Building Code standards for seismic and landslide hazards and establish bu ers to 
site the Project away from shoreline erosion/ channel migration hazard zones in accordance with 
best practices.  • ER-4: Prepare and Implement SWPPP for Erosion and Sedimentation Hazards. 



Consistent with the Clean Water Act (CWA) and NPDES permit program, and the PCSWDM, the 
Applicant should implement a Construction SWPPP that will satisfy the requirements of the NPDES 
General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction Activities. The 
Construction SWPPP should include measures for temporary erosion and sedimentation control 
and identify a regular inspection and maintenance schedule for all erosion control structures. The 
SWPPP should include descriptions of all BMPs to be implemented during construction to minimize 
erosion and sediment entering surface waters. Erosion and sedimentation control measures 
should be implemented at the beginning of the construction process and maintained throughout all 
phases of construction. Measures may include, but are not limited to, installation of a stabilized 
construction entrance, a wheel wash, silt fences, seeding, mulching, and dust control, and all other 
BMPs as recommended by a KNUTSON FARMS INDUSTRIAL PARK PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT STATEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS DECEMBER 2023 4-18 licensed civil engineer. 
Additional erosion control supplies, including sandbags and channeling materials, should be 
stored on-site for emergency use. The Project site should be monitored for erosion on a weekly 
basis and after large rainfall events, and corrective action should be taken as needed. Soil 
stockpiles should be stabilized and protected from erosion, and soils should also be stabilized 
before a holiday or weekend if needed, based on forecasts of precipitation.  • ER-5: Prepare 
Emergency Site Management Plans for large scale weather events for Erosion and Sedimentation 
Hazards. Due to the presence of active floodway, floodplain, and known severe CMZ areas that 
present a risk of large-scale geological impacts to the site, the Applicant should prepare emergency 
site management plans that would be implemented in the event of large-scale weather events that 
may cause flooding on or directly adjacent to the Project site. The Applicant should consult with 
Pierce County Surface Water Management, Emergency Management, and Planning Departments 
on the site emergency management planning pursuant to approval during site development 
approval permitting processes. (Pages 111, 112)  Sub SW-1.  • Evaluate the outfall prior to Hearing 
Examiner hearing and prior to County and Hearing Examiner approval and final KFIP permitting and 
take corrective action as needed to meet PCC 18E Performance Standards over time and to be 
consistent with the Pierce County Comprehensive Plan policies listed in Section 4.2.2 and with the 
standard for subdivision approval. This mitigation should include: KNUTSON FARMS INDUSTRIAL 
PARK PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS DECEMBER 
2023 4-104  ▪ The new monitoring plan prepared by an engineer should consider recent flooding 
and sediment loads (discussed in Section 4.2.4), high energy river flows, and should provide a clear 
record of design and purpose of each component of the outfall. The monitoring plan should explain 
the range of expected impacts of river flood hydraulics during standard and extreme (10 to 100-year 
storms) flood events, sediment deposition within the outfall, and both current and future 
stormwater discharge volumes and rates. The plan should provide specific guidance about how 
much sediment deposition, erosion or loss of planted vegetation is allowed or expected as part of 
"normal" outfall facility function and should provide maintenance recommendations for repair 
when the outfall functions are failing to meet defined performance standards.  ▪ The definition of 
"failure" must be provided, as well as contingency plans designed to address indications of current 
failure or imminent failure. – To ensure that any redesign or repair is adequate, the Project 
proponent should monitor the structure at least annually in perpetuity, and ideally after each 
overbank flood event, to ensure that the structure is still safe, intact, and functioning as designed. 
Regular monitoring would ensure that responses to indications of degradation would be timely and 



would not wait for serious or catastrophic failures. – To provide information critical to assessment 
of outfall function, KFIP should carry out a new scour analysis using current cross sections of the 
river, since the previous cross section surveys discussed in Section 4.2.3 are now more than 10 
years old. The new scour analysis should include assessment of impacts of both current and future 
flow volumes from upland basins—both Viking (current) and all future indicated basin runo  in the 
Viking and KFIP contributing basins. The new scour analysis should provide updated feedback as to 
the type, minimum size, orientation, and extent (along the riverbank) of any proposed riverbank 
protection or stabilization materials. –   SW-3. Hydrogeologist/Geotechnical engineer assessment 
of steep slopes and location of proposed infiltration facilities.  • As part of permit review and 
consistent with PCC 18E.80 (Landslide Hazard Areas), a geotechnical engineer or equivalent 
should evaluate the steep, sandy slopes below the currently proposed infiltration trench locations 
to determine whether the sandy floodplain terrace slopes would withstand hydraulic loading 
pressures from the proposed infiltration facilities.   – Hydroperiod monitoring should take place over 
at least one wet season and include initial infiltration testing in proposed infiltration areas, and 
installation of long-term monitoring wells with water level dataloggers in constructed infiltration 
areas and in wetland areas to determine groundwater levels and document that hydrology timing 
and volumes are adequate to maintain and preserve historic wetland conditions.  – Monitoring 
should also evaluate and define the purpose of each infiltration trench within the context that most 
of the currently proposed infiltration trench locations are not sited hydrologically upslope from 
Wetlands A, B and C, and none are proposed near Wetland D. Therefore, the currently proposed 
infiltration facilities may not provide hydrology at the right locations to e ectively support the on-
site wetlands but may provide other floodplain benefits.   "A geotechnical engineer licensed in 
Washington State would be retained to develop a geotechnical assessment" but "The geotechnical 
engineer should also review and approve all grading, erosion, and drainage control plans prior to 
construction" and "the Applicant should implement a Construction SWPPP that will satisfy the 
requirements of the NPDES" and "The Construction SWPPP should include measures for temporary 
erosion and sedimentation control and identify a regular inspection and maintenance" and "The 
Project site should be monitored for erosion on a weekly basis and after large rainfall events, and 
corrective action should be taken as needed."    Many more examples exist. I understand that often 
the mitigative measures are sometimes meant to be suggestive to decision makers, and the word 
"shall" can be interpreted just as suggestive and displays the serious nature of the mitigation.  I 
strongly recommend that sta  and the Council consider doing a word search of "should" in 
mitigative measures and replace it with the mandatory "shall" where appropriate. Such mandated 
language will prevent future potential conflictive and confrontational consequences.  Thank you for 
your consideration Doc Hansen



Commenter: Hansen, Doc 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

Concerns of mitigation measures





Commenter: Hassett, Leslie 
Source: Email 

Date: 1/18/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hello, I'm an interested citizen as to what happens with this project. I was a resident of WA for over 
10 years. I moved out of state by necessity for employment reasons. I'm eyeing Puyallup as a 
potential retirement city and I've identified some neighborhoods of interest, some are close to the 
proposed project. I hope to move within the next year or two.  I'm interested in Puyallup because of 
the intentional emphasis on resources for seniors and the active community of seniors and 
interesting things for all ages. Puyallup is less expensive than Seattle but within a short distance. My 
main concern with this project is noise.  I read in the EIS where the noise issue was listed as an 
impact and proposed mitigation strategies.Here's my question:  What measures are the engineers 
and others involved with approving or denying using to determine if mitigation measures actually 
su iciently mitigate noise for people with sensory sensitivities?  I am autistic and sounds and noise 
a ect me much more than most other people. I'm not alone in the autistic community. Although 
there would be restrictions on time of day of tra ic in and out of the site with none allowed at night, 
still, daytime noise could make going outside unbearable and actually eliminate that area as a 
possible residence. Is the city and engineers using a noise measuring process that accounts for 
sensory issues of autistic people? I'm not just speaking for myself. I wonder if there are autistic 
people already living nearby who may not know about the project proposal or who do not wish to 
speak up and divulge their identity. I hope that measuring of noise mitigation will take into a ect 
this special population. Thank you for your consideration. 

Leslie Hassett



Commenter: Hassur, Mike 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/6/2024 
 

Comment:  

My wife and I are adamantly opposed to adding 7 new warehouses in this area.  The tra ic in this 
area of Shaw Road is already bad enough.  We support the "reduced intensity alternative" shown in 
the attached map. 

Thank you. 

Mike Hassur and Kathy Uruski [image of reduced intensity plan]





Commenter: Hassur, Michael 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

Preferred Option for Knutson Farm Development...  [image of reduced intensity alternative]





Commenter: Healy, Robert 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/13/2024 
 

Comment:  

I appreciate the City of Puyallup taking over the role of lead SEPA agency for this project and the 
burden that entails.  Of the alternatives presented, alternative 2 is the best. However, I do have 
concerns: 1) I am concerned that the tra ic impacts to Sumner could be underestimated since the 
Sumner 167 entrance is closer that the Puyallup entrance. 2) The impacts of a warehouse in the line 
of sight from the Park to Mount Rainer, is simply unacceptable. 3) The proposed open space and 
trail should be better thought out and grounded with the City of Sumner's future plans for a trail 
system along the Puyallup River. Overall, the developer seems to be missing an opportunity, to 
develop the property while maximizing public and ecosystem benefits. They could partner with the 
Puyallup Tribe or Port of Tacoma to create valuable fish habitat, a trail system with the City of 
Sumner, and additional public use space, while still building the warehouse complex that support 
good paying jobs. I urge the developer to engage in those conversations and make this a better 
project.



Commenter: Helgeson, Trevor 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/20/2024 11:46:06 AM 
 

Comment:  

We don't want or need this. There is plenty of warehouse space around in places like Tacoma, Kent, 
and Tukwila. We need that land more than the warehouse space.



Commenter: Hembrow, Juanita 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/17/2024 
 

Comment:  

Greetings! 

I'm writing as a concerned citizen of downtown Puyallup.  My family has lived here since 1976, after 
moving from California.  I grew up in the Santa Clara valley where I saw miles of orchards plowed 
over to make way for housing developments and expressways.  Some call this "Progress," but at 
what cost?  By the time we left, urban sprawl had engulfed the entire bay area, forming one huge, 
amorphous glob, without visible city limits.  There was no individual town character, water was not 
safe to drink, and the air was not safe to breathe.  My husband and I have always hoped that growth 
in the Puyallup valley would be di erent, and wiser. 

By comparison to cities in California, Puyallup was a small town when we arrived, with a "small 
town" character and feel.  We'd found a wholesome community where we could raise our children.  
This is still their "hometown," even with all the changes we've seen over the years.  It is still a 
pleasant town, and has so far managed to retain a somewhat "small town" atmosphere.  This is 
what draws new people, and retains its longtime residents.  But it is painful to see Puyallup's 
famously rich "valley soil" become covered over by asphalt and tra ic jams!   

Nothing and nowhere stays the same forever, but Change needs to be carefully, thoughtfully 
governed in order to preserve a city's best qualities and character, while also protecting its health 
and environment.   

Instead of growing miles of da odils that this area was long known for, there are now powerful 
outsiders and business concerns who want to grow miles of warehouses and asphalt.  By its very 
nature, large commercial interests are seldom concerned with preserving a city's healthy 
surroundings and its endearing attributes.  We, Puyallup's citizens, have to make sure we preserve 
what we value here.  

Will Big Business be building (and financing) the infrastructure needed for truck transport to and 
from their warehouses, or will they be asking taxpayers to help cover those costs?  Tra ic flow in our 
downtown has increasingly been impacted by very long trains, hauling all kinds of dangerous cargo, 
cutting the town in half for longer periods of time.  So how can our roads possibly be expected to 
survive additional tra ic from heavy commercial loads hauled over their surfaces?   

If Big Business is permitted to build warehouses here, they should at the very least be required to 
mitigate any and all negative impacts to our community, as well as contribute toward the 
preservation and betterment of the city.  They should help foot the bill for parks, theaters, and other 
"beautification" projects.  And hopefully, it goes without saying, they need to be held financially 
liable for any spills, contamination or other damages they contribute to our environment.  They 
should not be allowed to reap profits by converting fertile farmlands to commercial interests 



without mitigating their impacts and contributing a good share of those profits toward city 
improvements. 

Then, and only then, might they claim their impacts to be "in the name of Progress." 

Thank you for (hopefully) taking our concerns to heart, 

Juanita Hembrow (and family)



Commenter: Henderson, Hunter 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/18/2023 12:45:55 PM 
 

Comment:  

Once again some of the most premier farm land in the county is being developed into something 
that won't feed our people. These low quality jobs and finite jobs through the supply chain are not 
enough to merit the destruction of ecosystem and prime farm land. We need homes. We need 
parks. We do not need more 6PPD-Q entering our systems and poison our bodies  We do not need 
more emissions and trucks on the road.  Just because something can happen doesn't mean it 
should. Black people in the USA could not vote till 1964, was that right? Was that justice and 
equality for all? No.  But it was the law. Once again,  just because something is happening doesn't 
mean it should.  Stop the warehouse.



Commenter: Henley McKinnon, Lauren 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/5/2024 3:05:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

Subject: Concerns Regarding Knutson Farms Environmental Impact Statement  Dear City of 
Puyallup,  I hope this message finds you well. I am writing to express my concerns regarding the 
proposed warehousing development on the Knutson Farm property, particularly in relation to the 
plots marked as E, F, and G. I am an avid supporter of the public spaces and trails in the area, and I 
believe that the large scope of the project, especially in these specific areas, may have significant 
negative impacts on the open space views, public access, and the connectivity of existing trails in 
Pierce County.  Over the last two decades, the community and the county have invested 
considerable time and e ort to develop a network of bike paths and river walks, fostering a 
connection between rails and trails. The areas marked as E, F, and G have become crucial in this 
endeavor, providing a unique opportunity to maintain and enhance beautiful open space access 
along this remaining corridor.  The existing public park views and trail spaces are a testament to the 
dedication of Pierce County and the public in creating recreational spaces that have become an 
integral part of our community. It is disheartening to think that the proposed development could 
potentially obstruct these views and limit public access, undermining the progress made in the 
past 20 years.  I urge the City to reconsider the full development of the entire Knutson Farm plot, 
especially in light of the incoming housing developments and the growing need for recreational 
spaces. The changing needs and weather patterns in the river basin should also be taken into 
account when planning for the future of this area. Preserving open space, creating recreational 
areas, or establishing open space preserves could o er more sustainable and community-oriented 
alternatives.  Moreover, the presence of existing tenants in the A and B spaces raises questions 
about the urgency of developing the entire plot. Without a clear understanding of the necessity for 
such expansive development, it seems premature to sacrifice the potential for additional 
recreational spaces or open space preserves that could benefit the community at large.  I 
appreciate the City's commitment to gathering input and conducting an objective analysis through 
the Environmental Impact Statement. I hope that these concerns will be thoroughly considered 
during the review process. Preserving the beauty and accessibility of our open spaces should be a 
priority, and I trust that the City will make informed decisions that align with the long-term interests 
of the community.  Thank you for your time and consideration.  Sincerely, Lauren Henley McKinnon



Commenter: HenleyMcKinnon, Lauren 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/5/2024 3:58:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

Subject: Concerns Regarding Knutson Farms Environmental Impact Statement  Dear City of 
Puyallup,  I hope this message finds you well. I am writing to express my concerns regarding the 
proposed warehousing development on the Knutson Farm property, particularly in relation to the 
plots marked as E, F, and G. I am an avid supporter of the public spaces and trails in the area, and I 
believe that the large scope of the project, especially in these specific areas, may have significant 
negative impacts on the open space views, public access, and the connectivity of existing trails in 
Pierce County.  Over the last two decades, the community and the county have invested 
considerable time and e ort to develop a network of bike paths and river walks, fostering a 
connection between rails and trails. The areas marked as E, F, and G have become crucial in this 
endeavor, providing a unique opportunity to maintain and enhance beautiful open space access 
along this remaining corridor.  The existing public park views and trail spaces are a testament to the 
dedication of Pierce County and the public in creating recreational spaces that have become an 
integral part of our community. It is disheartening to think that the proposed development could 
potentially obstruct these views and limit public access, undermining the progress made in the 
past 20 years.  I urge the City to reconsider the full development of the entire Knutson Farm plot, 
especially in light of the incoming housing developments and the growing need for recreational 
spaces. The changing needs and weather patterns in the river basin should also be taken into 
account when planning for the future of this area. Preserving open space, creating recreational 
areas, or establishing open space preserves could o er more sustainable and community-oriented 
alternatives.  Moreover, the LACK of existing or fully rented out tenants in the A and B spaces raises 
questions about the urgency of developing the entire plot. Without a clear understanding of the 
necessity for such expansive development, it seems premature to sacrifice the potential for 
additional recreational spaces or open space preserves that could benefit the community at large.  
I appreciate the City's commitment to gathering input and conducting an objective analysis for 
additional uses of these spaces. I hope that these concerns will be thoroughly considered during 
the review process. Preserving the beauty and accessibility of our open spaces should be a priority, 
and I trust that the City will make informed decisions that align with the long-term interests of the 
community.  Thank you for your time and consideration.  Sincerely, Lauren Henley McKinnon 
(revised)



Commenter: Hernandez, Leticia 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/1/2024 10:20:55 AM 
 

Comment:  

Leave this great soil land as is. This is not a safe location for the community traveling these roads to 
be faced with semi overloads. The roads are designed for neighborhood not commercial tra ic. We 
have tons of accidents at the Shaw & Pioneer intersection & congestion. I can't imagine car/ semi 
accident on this busy intersection.



Commenter: Hernandez, Heather 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/21/2024 7:12:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

The Knutson Farm warehouse project must either be stopped or significantly reduced. Constructing 
2.65 million square feet of warehouses over fragile farmlands and ecosystems is a grave mistake. 
This valley holds some of the most fertile land in the country, and to pave over it and construct 
warehouses is absolutely shameful. In addition to this, the added 8,724 cars and trucks added to 
this already congested arterial is setting up our community for disaster and irreversible damage 
from pollution to the valley floor. I'd like to request the following changes: Reduce new warehouses 
from 7 to 3  Reduce to 1 million square feet Reduce added trucks and cars to this already congested 
area  Connect the Foothills Trail the the Riverwalk Trail Your community is counting on you, 
Puyallup! Protect our precious farmlands and salmon.



Commenter: Hobbs, Amy 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/25/2024 4:34:38 PM 
 

Comment:  

My family and I do not want this here. My family has lived in the Sumner and Puyallup valley since 
the 40's. Four generations of us, and this project is not giving back to the area what it's taking away. 
Stop this project.



Commenter: Hoebelheinrich, Carolyn 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

Please do not allow more warehouses in our valley!  There are already  many warehouses locally 
that are not fully utilized.  We do not need more to destroy our farmland, further negatively impact 
the river ecosystem, obstruct our views, and add to the tra ic on our already overburdened road 
infrastructure.  I was born and raised in this valley and am saddened by the erosion of the small 
town feeling/community we used to have here.  More commercialization is not the way to go for our 
town and greater valley area.



Commenter: Ho , Gary 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/9/2024 
 

Comment:  

I support the reduced intensity alternative. 

Thank you. 

Gary Ho





Commenter: Hopkins, John 
Source: Email 

Date: 1/18/2024 
 

Comment:  

At this time I am commenting as an individual . However I wear many hats …. 

Supervisor Pierce Conservation District. 

Chair Friends of the Riverwalk. 

Incoming board member for Foothills Rails to Trails Coalition . 

Also former Mayor of Puyallup, during one of the most contentious times in the life of this project. 

To be clear, I don’t like this project in the least. It’s simply the wrong location for warehouses. 

However Alternative 2 does the least damage . So I’ll hold my nose and accept it if additional 
mitigation measures are enacted . 

My first comment is to commend the EIS for its thorough study …well done !! 

Reasons for my general opposition… 

The project is next to the Puyallup River . This is a sensitive environmental area for obvious reasons . 

I believe that the River has actually flowed, or at least occasionally flooded the “green area “ on the 
map …the contours are a clue . Any development should be set back from that zone, and bu ered 
with riparian planting . I would actually propose further set backs . I would also propose working 
with the Pierce Conservation district. Water quality and riparian habitat are major areas of their 
expertise. 

A footnote is that the observed storm water treatment system from the existing warehouse is 
woefully inadequate. It should never have been allowed. 

Regarding tra ic….The large trucks especially will cause contamination with debris from tires and 
brakes that is particularly harmful to fish . The large trucks also have a major impact on roads and 
tra ic …just ask Sumner how their warehouses have a ected their roads. Even the smaller local 
roads like Inter Ave will be adversely a ected. 

Regarding trails….The link from the Riverwalk trail to the Foothills trail is of paramount importance . 

I consider the blocking of the passage under the bridge to be an illegal closing of a public footpath . 

How the path is routed is a matter of taste, engineering and maintenance . Personally I would prefer 
a route at a higher elevation than the riverbank, owing to the potential flooding concern. Others will 
prefer adjacent to the river. 





Commenter: Hopkins, John 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/13/2024 
 

Comment:  

FROM….FRIENDS OF THE RIVERWALK 

AS A SUB SET OF THE FOOTHILLS RAILS TO TRAILS COALITION WE HAVE REVIEWED, SUPPORT 
AND AGREE WITH THEIR COMMENT LETTER IN ITS ENTIRETY. 

WE EMPHASIZE THAT THE MITIGATED REDUCED IMPACT PROPOSAL IS THE PRAGMATIC 
SOLUTION. 

WE ALSO THINK THAT THE TRAIL ROUTING ALONG THE RAISED BANK IS THE LIKELY PRACTICAL 
OUTCOME, AND WILL ALSO BE EASIER TO MAINTAIN. THIS FURTHER NECESSITATES MITIGATION 
BY MEANS OF WAREHOUSE SETBACKS OR SIZE REDUCTIONS. 

WE APPRECIATE SUCH A COMPREHENSIVE STUDY, AND LOOK FOR POSITIVE OUTCOMES . 

THANK YOU, 

JOHN HOPKINS



Commenter: Hopkins, John 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

Comments regarding trails, Concerns of trails



Commenter: Hopp, Vicky 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/25/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hello. 

I am a 43 year resident of Puyallup and am greatly concerned with this development known as 
Knutson Farms.  The increased tra ic of this proposed development is not acceptable in this 
location. 

Respectfully, 

Vicky Hopp



Commenter: Huckee, Tricia 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

[Note this comment was provided twice under separate emails]  

As a longtime resident of the area I would like to request that the warehouse project be reduced (if 
not stopped completely).  I would like to request the following changes: 

• Reduce New Warehouses from 7 to 3 (1 Million square feet) 

• Reduce the Amount of Tra ic 

• Save Precious Farmland 

• Protect Surroundings & View at Van Lierop Park and Farm 12 

• Protect Salmon, Wildlife, and Wetlands 

• Connect the Foothills Trail to Riverwalk Trail 

Thank you for being open to these changes, 

Tricia Huckee



Commenter: Hunt, James 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/24/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hello, 

I am writing to ask you to Please stop Puyallup from becoming ware house city.  What was once 
some of the most beautiful fields in the world are being paved over perhaps never again to be seen.  
Not only does natural beauty su er, but so does wildlife and vegetation and wetlands.  I was under 
the impression that beaver were in that area.  

Again - please do your best to help to retain the natural beauty of Puyallup and the wonderful 
lifestyle that we enjoy.  Warehouses, trucks, tra ic, concrete - please stop this as much as possible. 

JIm Hunt 

resident since 1979 - when Van Lierop’s and the area had flowers.



Commenter: Hunt, Bart 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/24/2024 
 

Comment:  

I have been trying to find good produce in this area since I am not a farmer. We need areas to help 
give us produce instead of Turing our valley into more storage warehouses. We have seen this in 
Kent and we need to preserve the land we can still use. Please don’t build more warehouses.



Commenter: Hunter, Joanna 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/29/2024 8:03:10 AM 
 

Comment:  

Farm land!  Cover it all up and where do we get our food?  Buy it from another state?  Puyallup is 
morphing into an unrecognizable metropolis, losing its country charm.  No more warehouses!!!



Commenter: Jacobson, Charles 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/1/2024 
 

Comment:  

As a citizen of Puyallup and frequent Shaw Road over pass user plus bicycle trail user I want to 
support the "reduced intensity" alternative to this entire project. 

I for one can for see a mess of tra ic over that overpass which would mitigate all of the e ort to 
improve tra ic flow on Shaw and on E Main to Hiway 410.  I worry about increased Puyallup River 
pollution esp with tire debris that is toxic to salmon. 

the noise and increased truck fumes will not add to the health of the environment as  well.  Finally 
we need to secure farm land for the future not cover it with cement.  cjacobson



Commenter: Jasionkowski, Kim 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/22/2024 2:08:16 PM 
 

Comment:  

We don't need any more warehouses in downtown Puyallup. You don't improve the roads to 
accommodate all the trucks going to and from the warehouses. Tra ic is already horrible and now 
you want to make it worse. It's just build, build, build. I hope the City of Puyallup can do something 
to stop this. I know it's the county allowing this to happen (not surprised).







Commenter: Johnson, Brett 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

Greetings City Planners and Councilmembers,  I do not believe the Knutson Farms project was 
permitted by the county in the spirit of protecting rural lands. These lands have been farmed for 
more over a century. Before that, they were wetlands, forests, and other natural areas. They should 
have been protected as Agricultural Resource lands, yet Pierce County decided to rezone most of 
the area as "Employment Center". In light of this, I without reservation support the "No Action" 
Alternative.  With that said, I realize these projects may be di icult or impossible to stop outright. If 
a compromise must be reached, I would support a further-reduced version of the "Reduced-
Intensity" Alternative. The areas in the Northeast are designated by the City of Puyallup as "Rural 
Bu er Residential", and should remain in that classification. Zero warehouses should be built in 
those areas. Please maintain the City's zoning for open space along the river. I would hope that 
some of it might be restored as habitat for wildlife in the future instead of being paved for parking 
lots.  In the southern part of the proposed project, Building F would obstruct views from Van Lierop 
Park, and plans for Building G are drawn well within wetland D and its surrounding bu er. Both 
buildings should be excluded from the plan in favor of something far less intrusive. Rather than 
filling in the wetland, the city should protect it and encourage plantings etc. to make it more 
functional, not less.  Additionally, a connecting trail should be included in the plan from Van Lierop 
Park to the proposed trail system near the Puyallup River. Currently, the proposal shows a parking 
lot in the area where a trail would make sense. Again, the entire southern portion of the project, 
including buildings F, G, and surrounding parking lots, should be removed in their entirety.  In 
conclusion, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would need to be reduced further for this project to 
have any measure of balance with its surroundings. Four warehouses would still be possible to 
build on the north-central portion of the property. Expanding Open Space along the Puyallup River 
and removing Buildings F and G in favor of less intrusive uses would represent a significant 
improvement.  Thank you for your time and consideration. I hope the City of Puyallup will settle on 
an alternative that makes the most sense for the future of our local community and the natural 
environment.



Commenter: Johnson, Brett 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 1/17/2024 
 

Comment:  

Thanks. So it's Brett, B-R-E-T-T, Johnson, J-O-H-N-S-O-N. 

I'm a Puyallup kid at heart. I grew up, was born and raised o  of Shaw Road. I'm actually going to 
visit my folks right after this. I live in Tacoma. I'm here on behalf, actually, of the Tacoma Audubon 
Conservation community. And we are opposed generally to these kinds of warehouse projects. 
They're taking away our open space, covering up our rich Puyallup Valley soil. I don't know if you've 
ever felt that soil before but it's unique. It's special. And we need to protect as much of that as we 
can. And we're also concerned about habitat. You know, along the river, of course, and the 
wetlands, but also the potential for restoring habitat in the future. And if we have a bunch of 
warehouses sitting around it's really hard to do that. So I'm thinking not just in the near future but 
inthe far future, you know, what do we want this place to look like? What legacy are we going to be 
leaving our kids, our community, and our future society? So there's a lot of considerations here 
beyond just dollars and cents and the legal ins and outs. And we've got to think bigger picture. But if 
no action is not possible with the way that the county does things, and they've been doing this for 
decades and it's been really hard to watch as I've grown up and seen Puyallup change this much. 
We need to stand up and do something. But if we have to accept an alternative, we're going to have 
to start with Alternative 2 and pare it down as much as possible. And try to get as much land set 
aside for open space as possible. Properly remove warehouses F and G on the southside because 
of wetlands, because of the view from the park. Reorient the rest of it so we can maximize the 
legacy for our future. Thank you.



Commenter: Johnston, Sondra 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/16/2023 11:54:25 AM 
 

Comment:  

Any planning to install 4- or  5-lane roads for public use in the area?



Commenter: Johnstone, Fred 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/25/2024 11:32:24 AM 
 

Comment:  

While I hate to see farmland permanently destroyed, it sounds like the warehouse complex is 
inevitable. I am a very active foothills trails user and would love to see that connect with the river 
trail. Hopefully this will inspire the city to actually create a bicycle corridor throught downtown 
towards Tacoma. I know there is one planned as part of the 167 project but that could take years. I 
live o  of Canyon Road and otherwise have to cycle on the sidewalk on the Shaw road overpass 
over to the river Trail.





Commenter: Judah, Liesl 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/16/2023 7:53:00 AM 
 

Comment:  

There is zero chance that the additional 1400 heavy vehicles per day wouldn't have a negative 
impact on the quality of life for those living here. There are multiple elementary schools near by- the 
fumes from that tra ic adding to the already congested Shaw road. The new bridge in sumner over 
410 is helpful for tra ic but would prove useless against another 1400. We don't need another 
warehouse much less 7



Commenter: Kajca, Peter 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/24/2024 10:04:25 AM 
 

Comment:  

this plan is just bad start to finish. it will make our roads way more over crowded. will create more 
pollution. our roads are not built for this and will not be fixed for many years if this passes, and at 
what cost. plus we just don't need more wear-houses around this area, we have plenty, and they are 
not at 100% full. we can do so much better than these two proposals. but the big thing is this will 
not make puyallup a place people will want to come to, no it will make it a place to stay away from!



Commenter: Kajca, Laurie 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/25/2024 9:26:44 AM 
 

Comment:  

I support the NO ACTION alternative none of the proposed warehouse facilities would be build.  I do 
not support alternative 1 Rail alternative  or alternative 2 reduced intensity alternative. Neither 
alternative will reduce the environmental impact to the puyallup river and tra ic and noise 
reduction and quality of life to my community.  I do not feel that we need seven more warehouses 
when the existing warehouses in the area and surrounding communities are sitting empty or half 
full.



Commenter: Kajca, Peter 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/26/2024 9:33:20 AM 
 

Comment:  

i think i might have made a mistake with my last comments.  I want no action proposal as my  
comments to you.  i think this would be a big mistake if any of the other proposals went forward.  
puyallup and this great of this area does not need more wear houses. the roads will never be able to 
handle the extra tra ic, and the noise from more trucks , or more trains would be just miserable for 
the whole area. doing any of these wear houses would not make puyallup a place to come to , but 
stay away from.



Commenter: Kajca, Laurie 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/26/2024 
 

Comment:  

As described in the DEIS, the proposal would result in many negative impacts to the Puyallup area 
such as: tra ic congestion from 8,724 cars and trucks per day, 130 acres of destroyed farmland, 
stormwater runo  that would kill salmon, loss of wetlands, and visual and noise impacts to popular 
Van Leroy Park and Farm 12.  The purpose of the DEIS is to identify alternatives that would mitigate 
these impacts.   

Alternative 2 in the DEIS reduces the warehouses and associated tra ic by 35%, protects 40 acres 
of farmland, and adds bu er walls around Van Leroy Park.  Alternative 2 is a good start, but it still 
has unacceptable significant impacts.  

A better "reduced intensity" alternative is shown in the attached picture.  This alternative reduces 
the number of new warehouses to three (1M sq. ft.), reduces tra ic impacts by 60%, protects 
farmland surrounding Van Lierop Park and Farm 12 that connects to the floodplain, protects 
wetlands, reduces the stormwater impacts to salmon, and concentrates the new warehouses in 
one area near the existing warehouse.  Citizen Group Protect Puyallup recommends this 
compromise alternative be the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS issued by the City of Puyallup 
later this year to appropriately mitigate the impacts of this massive proposal that is incompatible 
with this location.  Note: although the "no action" alternative with no new warehouses is preferred 
by most of us, it's probably not a realistic option unfortunately.My husband and I previously 
submitted our comments that we support the NO ACTION alternative. We also realize that the No 
Action is probably not going to happen. Therefore we strongly support the Reduced Intensity be the 
Preferred Alternative in the final EIS decision. 

Peter and Laurie Kajca



Commenter: Kajca, Peter 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

Warehouse development concerns, Tra ic impact concerns







Commenter: Kenyon, Steven 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/20/2023 10:00:09 AM 
 

Comment:  

Re. Knutson Farms project I see the studies on tra ic and potential projects to help fix them. But 
the impact goes beyond those locations. Drivers learn where to go to avoid those trouble spots. 
Pushing tra ic further away and impacting routes that are not in your study. You need to expand the 
study out further. Thank you.



Commenter: Kibiger, Lynae 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/4/2024 10:05:11 AM 
 

Comment:  

The natural environment on this land is home to several agricultural farms key that feed our 
community.  The warehouse project should be limited or canceled. The massive build would spoil 
the land and contribute to pollution of the Puyallup River from roadway run o . The 2 lane road is 
inadequate for semi tra ic and access to the farms and Orting.   As assessment of need should be 
part of the decision for the city, with already built and empty multiple warehouses along Pioneer. As 
a Puyallup resident I am not in support of this project.





Commenter: Kirk, Bethany 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/14/2023 8:01:22 PM 
 

Comment:  

I strongly oppose this. How can the roads/infrastructure even begin to accommodate the truck 
tra ic associated with a warehouse complex of this size? The roads in and around this area are 
already too congested. I honestly can't believe this is even being considered.



Commenter: Kirk, Bethany 
Source: Email 

Date: 1/7/2024 8:35:00 AM 
 

Comment:  

I want to attend this meeting. Please share the invite/link so I can share my (entirely negative) 
feedback about this (outrageously irresponsible) plan to turn the valley into a warehouse hellscape, 
with all the associated increased truck-tra ic, noise, pollution, and general chaos. 

VERY CONCERNED CITIZEN, 

Bethany Kirk



Commenter: Kirk, Bethany 
Source: Email 

Date: 1/8/2024 9:22:00 AM 
 

Comment:  

Thank you, Chris. I have a few more questions: 

1. When/where will public comments/ discussion occur? Other than via submitting comments for 
the DEIS (which I did).   

2. I’ve heard there is another meeting on the 17th at Pierce College. Is that  correct? If so, please 
provide details for that meeting. 

2. What is the process for this project? In particular, I am unclear about the following: 

      a. Who are the persons making decisions and/or leading this work, for the city and for the 
county? 

RESPONSE: Pierce County is responsible for final site de 

      b. What does the city do with/about the DEIS comments at the conclusion of comment period, 
and what bearing do they have on a final outcome? 

      c. What are the next few steps in the process? 

      d. Who makes the final decision and when is that anticipated to occur? 

3. I’ve heard that it is a county project, but because it in the city’s planned annexation area we did 
the DEIS. Should I - and other concerned citizens - be contacting someone at the county about this 
project/process, as well? 

4. Is there a public-friendly, online source for all this information? Can I sign up for updates and 
alerts to stay informed as this project moves forward?  Like everyone else, I have a full- time job and 
a myriad of other responsibilities, and do not have any more time to sleuth around the internet 
trying to find all this info. 

Appreciate the help. 

Thanks, 

Bethany Kirk



Commenter: Kirk, Bethany 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

My first preference is no action, I.e., no new warehouses built on the property. My second choice 
would be Alternative 2 - Reduced Intensity Alternative. The downtown Puyallup area simply cannot 
accommodate the increase in tra ic the planned complex would bring. It cannot even 
accommodate the increase in tra ic resulting from Alternative 2. It already takes me 15 minutes to 
drive the 2.5 miles from my house to Farm 12 mid-week, mid-mornings - during the slowest of 
tra ic times. Add several thousand more vehicles a day to these roads and residents will be locked 
in our neigbborhoods, choking on exhaust smoke from all the trucks. This will ruin the quality of life 
for thousands of families.



Commenter: Kohli, Mary 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/26/2024 
 

Comment:  

The preferred alternative is my choice.  I personally don’t want any warehouses in Puyallup.  The 
tra ic is already ridiculous. [image of reduced intensity alternative]



Commenter: Kunze, Amalia 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/11/2024 9:23:53 AM 
 

Comment:  

I strongly oppose the proposed warehouses at the Knutson farm site. An archeological study for one 
should be done be fore anything further is done with the laned. The warehouses will increase 
congestiona, noise and evironmental pollution and create a terrible eyesore. I think a mixed 
development of residence, smaller store fronts and restaurants and a larger park footprint would be 
more attractive less congested and more environmentally friendly, and will revitalize the area.



Commenter: Lane, Staley 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/30/2024 2:02:33 PM 
 

Comment:  

You claim that there is climate change and then pave a chunk of natural land? Won't be much of an 
environmental impact. Tell that to the salamanders, frogs, insects and deer that inhabit the area. 
Not to mention the waste water run o  into the river. Say it like it is, it is greed. You don't care about 
the environmental impact because you don't live here. You're rich and we have no say in this. 
Because you don't care. Puyallup will be another dump just like seattle. Full of smog and people 
crying about extinction and such when it could have been thwarted by not paving over farm land. 
Disgusting. Hippocrits. Hope you have the day you deserve.



Commenter: Lee, Keun-Hae 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/29/2024 2:03:45 PM 
 

Comment:  

I oppose the approval of the warehouse construction permit. 1) increased tra ic in an already 
congested area of Puyallup. This area is already in need of a tra ic solution that allows residents to 
move freely and quickly to neighborhoods along Shaw road. Additional warehouse tra ic will 
further add pressure to this congested tra ic zone. 2) Puyallup is in desperate need of additional 
housing and recreation areas. Additional housing would benefit local restaurants and businesses 
already in this corridor in a way that additional warehouses would not. 3) Quality of life will be 
negatively impacted. The city is in desperate need of additional recreational spaces for residents in 
this area. Expanded parking and plans for additional recreational areas in this area are already in 
development. They will be negatively impacted by the warehouses. The county is not interested in 
the needs of Puyallup citizens. Please put community over quick profit.



Commenter: Leisner, Andrew 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/26/2024 6:09:00 AM 
 

Comment:  

As a Valley resident (Fife & Puyallup) for the last 36 years, I've watched farm after farm be converted 
into warehouses. Warehouses that cover the natural, fertile, valley soil and replace it with concrete 
and asphalt. The history of these towns is in farming and with every warehouse we allow, we give up 
on that history and cave to the commercial greed of landlords who can't fill their warehouse 
spaces. I ride my bike through Van Lierop park regularly on my way to the Foothills Trail to ride 
through additional farm lands for miles. When I ride past the current warehouse, I see it mostly 
dormant with little activity. There are no trucks at the dock doors, no cars in the parking lots and yet 
we want to add more empty space to our beautiful valley. What will happen to the view of the 
mountain we love from the swing bench? Our scenery makes Puyallup what it is. What will happen 
to the ability to commute rather free of big rigs on Shaw and Pioneer? The roads are not designed for 
that much heavy tra ic and they create risk to the pedistrians using the sidewalks and crosswalks. 
As DOT tightens drive time regulations on truckers, their sense of urgency to make their deliveries 
increases and their respect for local laws decreases. Adding this much warehouse space in this 
area is unacceptable and mitigation work needs to be done to stop the sprawl of commercial greed.



Commenter: Levy, Judith 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/28/2024 
 

Comment:  

I am writing to say I feel this proposal is TOO large and should be scaled back.  This would add too 
much truck tra ic which is damaging to the roads.  It would also decrease the area for rainwater to 
be absorbed and would result in increased water flowing into the Puyallup River with the possibility 
of flooding.  

                                              Thank you, 

                                              Judith  Levy



Commenter: Linden, Krista 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Knutson Farm EIS and the impact this 
development will have on our community. I am the Founder and CEO of Step By Step, Farm 12, Fika, 
and our soon- to-be Early Learning Center, all of which is located on the Van Lierop homestead 
property. Our facility is adjacent to the City of Puyallup's Van Lierop Park, as well. I appreciate the 
city's e orts to mitigate the impacts the warehouse development will have on the city, its citizens, 
and those who do business in the city. When I was desiring to buy the Van Lierop property in 
2014/2015, I attended a lot of public meetings and I know what the city and its citizens want to see 
happen on this land, the gateway to the city. Thankfully, we were able to purchase the land and with 
the support of city council, city sta , and the community we have worked together to create 
something that everyone can be proud of. Farm 12 and its enterprises (along with Van Lierop Park) 
are known and loved around the region. While I support a landowner being able to do what they are 
allowed to do on their property, I also understand that we cannot underestimate the very profound 
impacts this development will have on our city forever, not just on our infrastructure, but the vision 
we've had for this area. We can't undo this once it's done, but we have the opportunity to very 
thoughtfully plan it out, now. The proposed warehouse complex, even at the reduced scale 
presented in the EIS, is going to dramatically change our community, and not in the way we hoped. 
When I saw the increased tra ic count during the public forum, it seemed impossible that that 
many vehicles could even come close to being manageable. It is a significant concern to us. 
Between the park, Farm 12, Fika, Step By Step and the Early Learning Center, we have a lot of 
children on and around our site and they will soon be crossing 33rd street. Having so many cars and 
trucks creates a huge safety concern for us.    After reviewing the EIS, I would like to suggest that 
33rd street be vacated between Step By Step and Van Lierop Park. I also would like to see the 
warehouses concentrated to the north and keep the view corridor free, allowing for open 
space/farmland on the southeast side of Van Lierop Park. I also recommend the EIS add specific 
language about the impacts to the Farm 12/Fika/Step By Step site, as I describe above.    Thank you 
for your all the time and resources the city has committed to this development. It is clear that the 
desire is there to be thoughtful and proactive when it comes to how we want the gateway to our city 
to present itself now and into the future.  Sincerely,  Krista Linden



Commenter: Lindholm, Michael 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/30/2024 6:29:30 AM 
 

Comment:  

Seriously tho, nobody wants these buildings built! Tra ic is already bad enough on the entire road of 
shaw.





Commenter: Loney, Kelley 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

Warehouse development concern



Commenter: Luppino, Janae 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/14/2023 6:59:06 PM 
 

Comment:  

Sumner orting highway is already terrible for tra ic this plan looks to connect further an already 
maxed out road.



Commenter: Maahs, Kathy 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/29/2024 10:43:15 AM 
 

Comment:  

Please don't let more of our farm land be bull dozed to support big warehouses. Once coved that 
farm land will be useless to future families. At the very least down scale the project and save as 
much farm land as you can. Even if it means buying the land  . Thank You Kathy M



Commenter: Macadangdang, Craig 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/28/2024 9:21:00 AM 
 

Comment:  

RE: Warehouse Proposal on Shaw Road Farmland Update  I favor the adoption of the "Reduced 
Intensity" Alternative.  Craig Macadangdang City of Puyallup Resident  AÂ better "reduced intensity" 
alternativeÂ is shown in the attached picture.Â  This alternative reduces the number of new 
warehouses to three (1M sq. ft.), reduces tra ic impacts by 60%, protects farmland surrounding 
Van Lierop Park and Farm 12 that connects to the floodplain, protects wetlands, reduces the 
stormwater impacts to salmon, and concentrates the new warehouses in one area near the existing 
warehouse.Â  Citizen Group Protect Puyallup recommends this compromise alternative be theÂ 
Preferred AlternativeÂ in the Final EIS issued by the City of Puyallup later this year.



Commenter: Mahoney, Roberto 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/5/2024 7:48:24 PM 
 

Comment:  

Hello,  I grew up in Puyallup and lived there for 25 years. Growing up in a diverse community with 
farms, great green spaces, and many active people. The foothills trail is an excellent trail. Next to a 
section of that was Van Leriop da odil field. Unfortunately that area became a warehouse area. 
Then with this area is a proposed warehouse area now. Why does this have to be the MO of the city 
now? Too many city and county council people who are getting rich by making land deals and 
receiving kick backs perhaps? Why can't the land be converted to a park like Hyde Park in London? 
There is absolutely nothing wrong with not developing farm land to house warehouses. Leave it 
zoned in such a way that it becomes one of the better parks in Puyallup.



Commenter: Mamic, Helen 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/7/2024 
 

Comment:  

The city should never have rezoned Knutson property in the first place....wasn't Knutson on the city 
council when this happened?    

Money, money, money...that's all the city of Puyallup wants.



Commenter: Marckmann, Cydne 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/13/2024 
 

Comment:  

Please stop the warehouse growth projected for the Knutson Farm land parcel and limit it to 3 
warehouses. The tra ic on Shaw Road is already miserable and this will make it exponentially 
worse. There is no infrastructure to support this decision-in our roads, our water supply, our 
sewage. In addition, converting this water absorbing soil to concrete will impact the run-o  into our 
creeks which are vital to our salmon ecosystem.  

Think of everyone for generations this decision will impact and not just the pockets of those who are 
contributing to the city council’s campaign co ers.  

Cydne Marckmann, DNP, ARNP, FAANP



Commenter: Martineau, Nicole 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hello, 

I’m writing to oppose the addition of 7 more warehouses on Shaw Road area farmland near Van 
Leroy Park and Farm 12.  It’s my hope that we can encourage those involved to choose an option 
that preserves more historic farmland, reduces tra ic congestion and provide the best option to 
continue a common sense and thoughtful trail connection.  This project is far from congruent or 
representative of the community I grew up in.  I understand that change can be good, but this is the 
kind of change we can do without.  Thank you for your consideration. [attached image of reduced 
intensity alternative]





Commenter: Maston, Teresa 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/3/2024 9:00:42 PM 
 

Comment:  

As a home owner and someone who pays taxes in this area I would like for this project to not take 
place. I feel that the flooding will have sever impacts on the environment and surrounding areas as 
well as e ect the wild life in our community. I also am not interested in the light pollution that will 
impact me.



Commenter: McDonald, Mary 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/28/2024 
 

Comment:  

Good morning, 

My husband and I have been Puyallup residents for 43 years; our home located approximately 1 
mile east of Van Lierop Farms.  We have considerable concern regarding the Knutson Farm 
Industrial proposal to add 7 more warehouses on Shaw Road area farmland near Van Lierop Park 
and Farm 12.  Over the years we have witnessed significant congestion on Shaw Road which 
negatively impacts quality of life for all.  Whether it is school dismissing at Shaw Road Elementary 
with buses and parents attempting to reenter tra ic or folks just trying to navigate after grocery 
shopping at Safeway or commuting home.  What is the threshold or breaking point regarding 
numbers of cars and tra ic for this community? 

An additional concern is the loss of wetlands should this project go unquestioned.  We live on the 
base of the 21st St SE hillside.  When we purchased our home in 1980, the land above us was 
designated wetlands.  Development of homes above us has resulted in the displacement of water 
necessitating mitigation with large trenches in many yards.  Has a thorough study been conducted 
regarding the impact of this proposal to the existing wetlands?  Is it sound to build large concrete 
warehouses over fertile wetland? 

Now, to the issue of storm water runo  with resulting  impact to our salmon.  It is believed that a 
recently born orca has died in our Puget Sound waters.  These creatures depend upon the salmon 
population for their food source.  Storm water runo  increases the toxic pollutants released into 
marine habitats.  Does it make sense to make e orts to save the orca while conducting business 
that threatens their survival? 

I strongly urge a reconsideration of the proposed magnitude of this project.  It is time to live our 
values and promote quality of life.



Commenter: McKean, Paul 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

Good Evening, 

  

I only have a few comments regarding this project.  I'm totally against this project, every vacant plot 
of land in Puyallup doesn't need any more warehouses or apartment complexes.  I realize this 
project is too far along to be stopped so it needs to be limited if possible.  I know a lot of work has 
been put into the impact study, but I think the tra ic part is wrong, if you build warehouses or 
buildings this will bring a lot more tra ic than the study accounts for.  All you have to do is look at 
Shaw Road during rush hour, it's a mess.  Since Puyallup is becoming home to many warehouses 
just look at 512 and Canyon during late afternoon a total mess, I never drive on Meridian during later 
afternoons or on weekends, it's parking lot.  Changing the timing of the lights on Shaw or making 
improvements is a band-aid approach, during the Fair, a bigger mess!  The study talks about no 
Amazon centers, sounds nice on paper but what happens in a few years when business models 
change?  Once money has been spent on the project changes will come, and I know the leadership 
in Puyallup will cave like they always do, every time the Fair asks the city says yes, no matter the 
impact on the citizens. 

  

v/r, 

  

Paul McKean



Commenter: McNamara, Karen 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 1/17/2024 
 

Comment:  

Yes. I'm Karen McNamara. It's 

spelled K-A-R-E-N, and my last name is McNamara. It's 

capital M, small c, capital N-A-M-A-R-A. I live in the Deer 

Creek subdivision, which is just o  of 16, just as you 

start up Shaw Road. And right now I can barely get out of 

my subdivision on a daily basis. They really -- the times that I actually can get out is when the tra ic 
is backed clear down to Pioneer Crossing and some soul is kind enough 

 to stop and allow the tra ic. And they wait and let you and somebody from Shaw Road coming 
down, zooming down Shaw 

Road while the light is stopped and get out. But you take your life in your hand whenever you travel 
out that way. 

Last Friday night, my husband and I left our 

subdivision by the method I just described, and drove down to The Old Canner in Sumner, and the 
tra ic going back south on Shaw Road was back clear up to Toscanos. And that was at 5:30 at night. 
Well, first of all I should say I appreciate so much the fact of how much hard work that you all are 
doing to mitigate this because I know that the county has gone back on their agreement and that's 
not right. So I want to say I appreciate how hard the city has been working to try and mitigate this. 
But just like the speaker before me, this is absolutely unacceptable. They do not need these 
warehouses. The warehouses they built on East Main are not full. The warehouse that's o  this, 
whatever you call that, Martin or 

Fifth or whatever where they built that little extension o  the top overpass over the land is not full. 
You drive down and you take 167 to go north right by Sumner and thosewarehouses are not full. And 
once this farmland is gone, it will be gone. It will be gone. We will never get this 

back. It's our food. It's our water. It's our noise. It's our tra ic. This is unacceptable because 
somebody wants to store a bunch more stu .And I'm concerned about the light industrial. What 
exactly does that mean? We had that fire down o  15th where an entire, huge section of the city 
was told you can't 

go outside because they had chemicals in that building that were causing huge environmental 
problems. 



And the other thing I noticed in your impact is this is a major corridor for the fair. And when the fair --
I don't see a single slide that talks about the tra ic impact when the fair happens. Because right 
now as somebody who lives along that corridor, try to get home from anywhere north during the fair, 
now that it's gone to a full month 

down in the fall, and two months in the spring, and God knows how many more weeks they're going 
to add onto that, where are you going to put all those cars? Where's all that stu  going to come 
from? There's not enough time. I mean, it took forever to get a left turn lane o  East Main to get 

onto the freeway. And now you're talking about proposing to widen that. 

And I'm worried about the storm drain runo . Go park there during fishing season. Everyone parks 
on East 

Main to get down to the river to fish. What's that stormwater going to do to the fish that are coming 
down the river? And what's going to happen if, God forbid, Mount Rainier blows up and we have a 
lahar and it comes balling down the valley? Because right now according to the thing, when Mount 
Rainier spit a few years ago and the lahar came through, they said that my subdivision would 
probably not be impacted because of the way the land flows right there. That finger sticks out by 
Farm 12, but that my backyard would be filled to 20 feet because I live at the base of the 
subdivision. I am concerned about the tra ic that's coming down Shaw Road. You're going to cut 
down trees. You already have a huge water reservoir o  Shaw Road and it's full half the time. The 
valley floods. The water drains o  that hill like crazy. You have school buses that cross there and you 
have two huge school complexes. We have the development of Pioneer Crossing. And yeah, it's 
nice to have Safeway right there and MOD Pizza. But the reality is you're also allowing in the city to 
put a huge apartment complex directly to the west across the street from there and you want to add 
a McDonald's to that for God's sakes. You cannot get out on Shaw Road as it is. The county should 
not be allowed to do this kind of project. They absolutely should not be. We are the ones that 
livehere. These people building Knutson, on Knutson land, they're not going to live here. They're not 
the ones who are taking the time to drive home every night in the tra ic. They're not the ones who 
raise their families in this community. And I appreciate so much that you want to keep the view 
thing. But realistically, your lovely picture that you always cut out for Puyallup, it takes a picture of a 
mountain with the da odils, that's all gone. It's going to be gone. So whatever you can do, I 
appreciate the hard work that you're doing but we need to have more public input onthis. Go home 
and tell all your friends and neighbors because this is not acceptable at all. The alternative should 
be no project, period. Thank you.



Commenter: Metzger, Bud 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

KF warehouse development concerns, Environmental concerns associated, Tra ic impact



Commenter: Meysenburg, Shelly 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/6/2024 9:36:28 PM 
 

Comment:  

Please please please stop ruining our city!!! That's all I need to say!



Commenter: Michael, Jordan 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/17/2024 10:52:21 AM 
 

Comment:  

After learning about this Knutson Farms EIS project today 17 Jan 24, as an active resident of 
Puyallup I do not support this project and development of additional warehousing across this 
acreage of land. I'm sorry but the board members considering the approval of this really needs to 
consider importance of the land, the area, the property and business owners around this area and 
disapprove to move forward with this. First, puyallup is home and holds historic value of protecting 
tribal lands, terrain and other land agreements in the entire state in favor of protecting our 
environment and ecosystem in the Puget Sound. Expansing of warehousing development would go 
against those values and other environmental department agencies in the area. Two, the land is 
predominantly farmland and encourage some small business stakeholders and local crops that 
drive some of the popular farmers markets in the area hence the name "Knutson Farms EIS." The 
mere fact the name of the project alone drives me to believe you are driving away space and land to 
maintain these lands, businesses, and stakeholders for the local economy and a large reason why 
this area is so popular away from city limits and that is my second argument against the project. 
And lastly, for the peer pleasure of local residents and better opportunities we DO NOT need more 
warehousing in this area. After looking at a GIS geography model within 100 miles center of this 
acreage you desire for this project we already have hundreds of acreage north in Sumner, along the 
Highway all the way to Auburn of warehousing space. What's the immediate need for more? It's not 
necessary and the simple enjoyments of these farm areas including Knutson Farms, and Farm12 
small business owners do not want to foster an environment of warehousing storage space, excess 
tra ic of semis and supply distribution to an overly crowded area already for tra ic. Also, if I recall 
there was a park project ongoing right next door to Farm12 to expand the use of the outdoor space 
for public safety and recreation? What ever happened to that? Ultimately, this is not the project this 
area needs right now, and we need to reconsider this on all levels. Maintain the farmlands the way 
they are or a possible solution would be to invest resources that equip and protect the farmlands, 
the space for recreational and pleasure of the environment many people use in this area to include 
the trails, the Orting greenbelt trail and the great small business products by Farm12 and Knutson 
farms that grow this community to what Puyallup stands for. Thank you for your time. I hope my 
comment is received, respectfully, and is considered in the veto of progressing this project.



Commenter: Michael, Jordan 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/17/2024 10:56:04 AM 
 

Comment:  

After learning about this Knutson Farms EIS project today 17 Jan 24, as an active resident of 
Puyallup I do not support this project and development of additional warehousing across this 
acreage of land. I'm sorry but the board members considering the approval of this really needs to 
consider importance of the land, the area, the property and business owners around this area and 
disapprove to move forward with this. First, puyallup is home and holds historic value of protecting 
tribal lands, terrain and other land agreements in the entire state in favor of protecting our 
environment and ecosystem in the Puget Sound. Expansing of warehousing development would go 
against those values and other environmental department agencies in the area. Two, the land is 
predominantly farmland and encourage some small business stakeholders and local crops that 
drive some of the popular farmers markets in the area hence the name "Knutson Farms EIS." The 
mere fact the name of the project alone drives me to believe you are driving away space and land to 
maintain these lands, businesses, and stakeholders for the local economy and a large reason why 
this area is so popular away from city limits and that is my second argument against the project. 
And lastly, for the peer pleasure of local residents and better opportunities we DO NOT need more 
warehousing in this area. After looking at a GIS geography model within 100 miles center of this 
acreage you desire for this project we already have hundreds of acreage north in Sumner, along the 
Highway all the way to Auburn of warehousing space. What's the immediate need for more? It's not 
necessary and the simple enjoyments of these farm areas including Knutson Farms, and Farm12 
small business owners do not want to foster an environment of warehousing storage space, excess 
tra ic of semis and supply distribution to an overly crowded area already for tra ic. Also, if I recall 
there was a park project ongoing right next door to Farm12 to expand the use of the outdoor space 
for public safety and recreation? What ever happened to that? Ultimately, this is not the project this 
area needs right now, and we need to reconsider this on all levels. Maintain the farmlands the way 
they are or a possible solution would be to invest resources that equip and protect the farmlands, 
the space for recreational and pleasure of the environment many people use in this area to include 
the trails, the Orting greenbelt trail and the great small business products by Farm12 and Knutson 
farms that grow this community to what Puyallup stands for. Thank you for your time. I hope my 
comment is received, respectfully, and is considered in the veto of progressing this project.



Commenter: Michael, Jordan 
Source: Email 

Date: 1/17/2024 7:54:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

Project Members and Board Members,  

After learning about this Knutson Farms EIS project today 17 Jan 24, as an active resident of 
Puyallup I do not support this project and development of additional warehousing across this 
acreage of land. I’m sorry but the board members considering the approval of this really needs to 
consider importance of the land, the area, the property and business owners around this area and 
disapprove to move forward with this. First, puyallup is home and holds historic value of protecting 
tribal lands, terrain and other land agreements in the entire state in favor of protecting our 
environment and ecosystem in the Puget Sound. Expansing of warehousing development would go 
against those values and other environmental department agencies in the area. Two, the land is 
predominantly farmland and encourage some small business stakeholders and local crops that 
drive some of the popular farmers markets in the area hence the name “Knutson Farms EIS.” The 
mere fact the name of the project alone drives me to believe you are driving away space and land to 
maintain these lands, businesses, and stakeholders for the local economy and a large reason why 
this area is so popular away from city limits and that is my second argument against the project. 
And lastly, for the peer pleasure of local residents and better opportunities we DO NOT need more 
warehousing in this area. After looking at a GIS geography model within 100 miles center of this 
acreage you desire for this project we already have hundreds of acreage north in Sumner, along the 
Highway all the way to Auburn of warehousing space. What’s the immediate need for more? It’s not 
necessary and the simple enjoyments of these farm areas including Knutson Farms, and Farm12 
small business owners do not want to foster an environment of warehousing storage space, excess 
tra ic of semis and supply distribution to an overly crowded area already for tra ic. Also, if I recall 
there was a park project ongoing right next door to Farm12 to expand the use of the outdoor space 
for public safety and recreation? What ever happened to that? Ultimately, this is not the project this 
area needs right now, and we need to reconsider this on all levels. Maintain the farmlands the way 
they are or a possible solution would be to invest resources that equip and protect the farmlands, 
the space for recreational and pleasure of the environment many people use in this area to include 
the trails, the Orting greenbelt trail and the great small business products by Farm12 and Knutson 
farms that grow this community to what Puyallup stands for. Thank you for your time. I hope my 
comment is received, respectfully, and is considered in the veto of progressing this project.  

Respectfully  

Puyallup Resident - Jordan



Commenter: Miller, Pat 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/2/2024 
 

Comment:  

I have lived in this SE section of Puyallup my entire life (67 yrs).  I live on 21st Street SE and have 
seen an unprecedented amount of development over the last several years. 

  

I deal with tra ic every day on my street from Cascade Christian school, and now there is a 
proposal to add multiple portable buildings to the site to house grade school children. 

Not sure how many children this would add, but each child has a parent drop them o  in the 
morning, and pick up every day.  The additional tra ic on my street is going to be 

significant. 

  

Along with that, development has started on the project on the corner of Shaw and Pioneer (I 
understand it will be a large apartment complex).  Not to mention the future plans 

for the old food processing plant that burned (corner of 15th Street and Pioneer). These coupled 
with the Knutson Farm development means a whole lot of increased tra ic 

on the existing infrastructure.  This small corner of Puyallup is being bombarded with developments 
and it is at the expense of the residents.  The Puyallup valley has always been 

a place I would never leave, but I question city government approving all the industrial 
developments in this area. 

  

That being said, I suggest the city adopt the proposal with the least amount of impact, the 
“Reduced Intensity” proposal. 

  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.Patricia Miller





Commenter: Mix, Brendon 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/13/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hello, 

I am writing regarding the proposed to seven warehouses on the Knutson Farm property. As 
someone who commute every day to SeaTac, I am already stuck in tra ic for over an hour each 
direction. Adding that amount of large vehicle tra ic would be a nightmare, even with an extra on 
ramp, Which has been proposed as the solution. Although that would help with the small roads in 
the area, it would do nothing for the tra ic on I-5 and 410. These are already stopped to Auburn and 
beyond at all heavy tra ic times. It has come to the point where even in non-tra ic times these 
roads are completely stopped. I would not want to move from this area, as I love it here, but a 
decision like this could add a lot of time to my commute each day. Don't make the people that live 
here lose precious family time for these warehouses.  

Thank you,  

Brendon Mix



Commenter: Mocorro Powell, Ashley 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 1/17/2024 
 

Comment:  

Ashley Mocorro Powell. It's L-E-Y for Ashley and it's M-O-C-O-R-R-O space, no hyphen, P-O-W-E-L-
L. So I'm a lifetime resident. I was born and raised in unincorporated Pierce County and also in the 
city of Puyallup at Good Samaritan. Thanks to all of you I'm a local public school student. I 
graduated with some time through our local institutions, including this one that we're in today, 
Pierce College Puyallup and split time at the Fort Steilacoom campus. So thank you for having this 
meeting here today for public comment. And I'm a University of Washington Seattle alumni and 
became a scientist as a part of that process through their Department of Biology. So I'm going to 
name some items that I won't go into extensive comment for. Maybe we'll send it in written form to 
you about some of the gaps that I know that you guys couldn't maybe address because of the EIS, 
but just things to consider. I'm just going to say what it is. Pierce County and the City of Puyallup 
know, people might have argued this back in the day, is an environmental justice community. We 
have similarities across many other West Coast and East Coast port communities that face a lot of 
challenges of rail trails and roadway and highway systems that disproportionately impact our 
communities around health, recreation, education, access to quality of life, and also access to 
livable and equitable sources to food. I really wish that our local food bank and other people were 
here today to be able to speak to the pressures on that system. I served as a Washington 
Department of Agriculture reviewer during our COVID timeframe and shutdowns, reviews of what 
was happening during that time across the state and for food access needs. And what was 
happening in Pierce County was really inspiring to me about how food was getting out. So this land 
is really important to me because the U.S. Geological Survey lists it as a rare type of soil, right, that 
comes from Mount Rainier, and the lahars that we mentioned and all these di erent geological 
formations. And it's really unique for agricultural purposes which is what our seal is for the City of 
Puyallup. I know the county isn't here today to talk about it but I hope they'll help you pay to 
redesign that if they end up building these warehouses in our community. But we have to think 
about the factors that we use di erent databases that exist in the sciences that the state 
recognizes for environmental justice and help them pass at the Department of Health, including 
that Washington Health Disparities map and several others that are in use across the state, that if 
you were to overlay these areas that you're talking about, there are massive impacts to the 
communities in the surrounding area, which we've already heard today. So I thank people for 
bringing that public comment. Other facts that were brought today into this consideration for the 
EIS is noise pollution. I've worked and had the honor of working with communities across the globe, 
as well as within environmental justice communities from Cancer Alley into the Gulf areas, as well 
as Appalachia, mountaintop and mountain mining communities, and hearing about industrial areas 
that are being put into communities and next to schools which includes a minimum of two schools 
that will be impacted, right, in this development area, that these industrial areas will create long-
time noise. And when you look at di erent agencies, whether it's Department of Health or di erent 
advocacy organizations or like advocate organizations, they list that, you know, this impacts our 



mental health, our well- being, our spirit. It impacts health disease and air quality. So we've already 
talked about tra ic today so I won't go into that a lot but I appreciate all the work that was done into 
the di erent mitigations. But I live in two di erent areas in both the City of Puyallup -- I live behind 
Fruitland Elementary basically area closer to South Hill and also downtown Puyallup right next to 
the railroad. And I can tell you that if you were to do the rail area that will be a significant noise 
pollution and impact for all those communities that live right along that rail line that were built 
many, many generations before I was probably around but that I pay rent now to listen to on a 
regular basis and can't actually grow food at my community in the soil plots that I have with my 
tenant, not because he doesn't allow it because when I put stu  out there I noticed that there was a 
weird soot that was on all of my like benches and things that made me hyper paranoid about what 
was coming o  of the trains and that goes by. And I am a commuter and use those public services. 
But I just wanted to bring that up is that there are a lot of di erent impacts here that weren't spoken 
about today in regards to disproportional health impacts. So, and also, I mentioned it also last week 
on the informational meeting that climate is a big concern for me as a scientist. The Washington 
Health State Assessment for Climate Change and Risk Management has come out in the last two 
months and I don't see that considered. And I know it's part of the EIS process but I would like to 
see that more thoughtfully thought of in regards to just di erent concerns that we're seeing in our 
community already around Key Island e ects as some people have mentioned about with like 
increase of concrete, stormwater pollution and runo  which is a major issue for the Puyallup River. 
As American Rivers, a nonprofit organization listed in 2020, the Puyallup River is one of the most -- 
top 10 rivers in the country. In the country as an endangered river because of the impact of pollution 
that it already faces. So there's a lot of di erent scholars and things that I'd highly recommend the 
city and the county look to at Washington State University's Puyallup Extension, University of 
Washington Tacoma, Puget Sound Institute that are doing a lot of work around air quality, 
stormwater runo , and all the di erent tire runo s that are happening and how it kills Coho salmon 
at di erent stages of their life. I just really would like you to think about these things and I definitely 
would say I'm in opposition of this as far as no development and look actually at creating ways for 
community to continue to use it for recreation, for Farm 12, and that community space that's been 
built because of Krista Linden and so many others that centered around her vision with the Van 
Lierop family and the city to build those parks that continue to gather people there to make it see 
where we can continue to grow food, as well as to gather and to celebrate so many lifetimes and 
moments that I see when I go down  there every single time. Like people getting married, having 
birthday parties, and things like that. So I'll end there but I just wanted to share my thank you for 
having this public comment.



Commenter: Mohlman, Bryan 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/29/2024 8:57:00 AM 
 

Comment:  

It would be a horrible decision to install the 7 warehouse building project into this area of Pierce 
County. Every year we lose more and more green space. Impermeable surface increases and 
habitat is lost. This choice favors potential economic incentive over the long term sustainability of 
life in the area. Please don't turn this open area into warehouse space. Make an e ort to reforest it 
and provide necessary green space and habitat to this much needed river side property.



Commenter: Moreno, Cherie 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/17/2024 12:49:44 PM 
 

Comment:  

This cannot be built as described in any form. This is unsafe for the families in this are and will add 
2000+ people to an area that is confined and has limited throughputs. There are plenty of other 
places that are not sandwiched between houses, Puyallup river, railroads and small residential 
streets.  This area is already overloaded and the proposed upgrades to the area won't even address 
the upgrades needed for current tra ic issues. Tra ic is backed up for hours on Shaw and on 162 
during rush hours. The bridges over the river are constantly overwhelmed and backed up. The 
upgrades to the tra ic ave and 410 on-ramps isn't enough for our current tra ic needs.   This would 
increase the volume of people in this small secluded area and will make this unsafe for the families 
in this area.  How are we supposed to flea to higher ground when the emergency alarm sounds? all 
our roads are already backed up and we probably won't make it to safety let alone o  of 80th street 
with this increase.   This disregard to the families, the beautiful farm land and the wildlife that live 
here shows that Knutson farms does not care about this area and should not be allowed in it.    I say 
no, finding a di erent area around Knutson farms would be best if they need to build warehouses. 
There is plenty of area over there without the constraints that this location has.  Or use the current 
warehouses that are sitting empty through the area.  This proposal does a poor job of taking into 
account the needs of the area. When did they do the tra ic impact? I feel like it was done during the 
day. That's the only time I saw anyone out there performing these assessments. Mid day. How does 
that accurately show the needs for this area?    Please do not approve this in any way. The impacts 
from this build will a ect more than just tra ic. It will a ect the people and wildlife who live in 
Puyallup negatively for decades.



Commenter: Morita, Jay-me 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/2/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hello, 

I am writing to propose my support for the preferred alternative to the warehouse development near 
Van Lierop park. It would be much more beneficial for the community to reduce the number of new 
warehouses to 3 so that the integrity of the park, the foothills trail, farmland, and area near Farm 12 
is maintained.  

Farm 12 is a very popular venue for the community, which I am personally fond of, and hosts many 
events such as weddings and large parties. A series of industrial warehouses would be a 
tremendous eyesore for patrons attending events there. 

Thank you for taking the time to listen to the concerns of the community. 

V/R, 

Jay-me Morita



Commenter: Mosley, Jackson 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/3/2024 8:36:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

As a former resident of puyallup and someone who still works within the city, I think it's a shame to 
ruin the beauty and open areas with warehouses. So much farmland has already been taken over by 
warehouses, many of which are empty. We shouldn't give up any more. Once those are constructed 
there is never any going back. Don't ruin the good that you do have just for the sake of money.



Commenter: Myrick, Bob 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/13/2024 
 

Comment:  

I prefer the Reduced Intensity Alternative put forward by an interested Puyallup group.  Alternative 2 
would be my second choice.  

I'm very disappointed that Knutson Farms has kept the connection to the Riverwalk Trail closed as a 
bargaining chip. Stupid idea and choice as it just make us users mad.



Commenter: Nagai, Laura 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/9/2024 
 

Comment:  

To whom it my concern, 

When I originally purchased my home in 2010 on 142nd St E (2 blocks away from the proposed 
warehouse invasion) I was drawn to the quiet, peaceful, openness of the valley.  While Farm 12 has 
been a welcome addition to the neighborhood, the increased vehicle and pedestrian tra ic it has 
brought has already been felt.  With 7 warehouses I can only imagine how the tra ic will increase on 
these tight country roads.  Without sidewalks it is always a challenge to walk down 80th. With large 
trucks, there is no way I would feel comfortable walking with my child to the park.  This is not land 
for warehouses. They do not fit into the neighborhood.  Please save the park, mt. rainier view and 
the neighborhood feel we have.  This would not be progress for the city. No amount of money could 
bring this land back. So please, do not allow the full 7 warehouse park!!  It would be a travesty! 

Thank you, 

Laura Kase Nagai



Commenter: Neermann, Juli 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

The only alternatives should be farming, green space, or maintaining the original van leirop park 
plans. The county should not allow this space to be developed. The impact further into South Hill 
will definitely be felt. There is already too much tra ic in the area from additional housing, let alone 
additional trucking. Will trucks be prevented from using Shaw? They aren't now, so they probably 
won't be after development. There are plenty of open spaces in the Fredrickson, Fife, Sumner valley 
areas. What are the occupancy rates in those areas? Keep it there; the canyon road project is 
planned for those areas. Do we really need the business/tax dollars that much to allow this? There 
are so many trees in the County that have been taken down for new housing developments, where 
are they being planted for replacement growth. How is this the sustainable decision? Allowing this 
business development is going to contribute to unhealthy environmental issues.



Commenter: Neighbors, Mariah 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/11/2024 
 

Comment:  

This is a very disappointing idea.  It would gravely impact our beautiful community.  Families choose 
to live here, in part, because of the access to great parks and outdoor activities (such as trails and 
the riverwalk).  Another reason families choose to live here is because the tra ic patterns allow for 
relatively easy access to freeways.  If these warehouses were to be built all of this would change, 
causes a huge reduction in the quality of life for current, and potential, residents.  We want to 
encourage the "family lifestyle" Puyallup provides, not discourage it.  We want to keep our town a 
DESIREABLE place to live, not turn it into Fife.



Commenter: Neshyba Nara, Veronika 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/7/2024 12:07:54 AM 
 

Comment:  

As a new resident to the area, I'm extremely disappointed to learn about this project. I enjoy 
Puyallup's clean air and farm valley vibe, and I am constantly thinking about ways to improve my 
community for the sake of future generations. Giant warehouses do not improve anything for future 
generations aside from a dubious boost in the economy. The river valley is an important ecological 
feature of our landscape, and should be rehabilitated as much as possible to improve air quality 
and maintain our mild local climate. We're dreaming of parks, walkable cities, gardens, beautiful 
architecture, co-op grocery stores, museums, art stores, co ee shops - not huge complexes with 
thousands of idling cars, leeching toxins into the river and filling our air with fumes. We deserve to 
picture a better Puyallup.



Commenter: Neshyba Nara, Veronika 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/7/2024 12:20:33 AM 
 

Comment:  

As a new resident to the area, I'm extremely disappointed to learn about this project. I enjoy 
Puyallup's clean air and farm valley vibe, and I am constantly thinking about ways to improve my 
community for the sake of future generations. Giant warehouses do not improve anything for future 
generations aside from a dubious boost in the economy. The river valley is an important ecological 
feature of our landscape, and should be rehabilitated as much as possible to improve air quality 
and maintain our mild local climate. We're dreaming of parks, walkable cities, gardens, beautiful 
architecture, co-op grocery stores, museums, art stores, co ee shops - not huge complexes with 
thousands of idling cars, leeching toxins into the river and filling our air with fumes. We deserve to 
picture a better Puyallup.



Commenter: Neville, Nick 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/6/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hello, 

We live near the intersection of Shaw and Pioneer. We are concerned about the proposed 
development of the warehouse. We believe the reduced intensity alternative will assure both 
economic growth while preserving the culture of our area.  

Thank you, 

Nick Neville



Commenter: Newell, RaeDeen 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/23/2024 12:41:49 PM 
 

Comment:  

I currently live in a complex in Sumner. When we first moved in during 2019, a new complex was 
starting to be built on the other side of our fence. As construction continued, the rain water needed 
somewhere to go, which meant into the complex's yard, making it unusable from October to May 
every single year. One can't assume the displaced water that normally goes into these feels every 
season from rain will flow into the rivers. In flooding, that water has to go somewhere and we will 
find that it starts to destroy the property of those around these warehouses. Also, there are more 
than enough empty warehouses between Puyallup and Sumner that Knutson can use without 
putting up new ones.



Commenter: Nguyen, Theda 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/12/2024 4:16:01 PM 
 

Comment:  

I don't believe warehouses should be built in the area o  of Shaw Rd. What a beautiful space that is 
already at its max when Farm 12 and Step by Step host their amazing events. Having warehouses 
around would take away everything from this treasured place. The tra ic would also get worse once 
the daycare and school is built - how much better to make the space for our growing community of 
people and children rather than industry.



Commenter: Nickey, Karen 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/11/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hello All: 

  

First, I have read the captioned proposal. I live about two miles away from the proposed 
warehouses o  of Shaw and 15th so I know a little something about the area. Following are some 
critical points for not proceeding with this project as is. 

  

1) This will just make an existing bad problem worse. That is, Shaw Road is already heavily 
congested Monday through Friday from during rush hour tra ic in the morning and for a very long 
time in the afternoon from about 2:00pm to 6:00pm. East Main has the same tra ic congestion. 
Adding more cars to this area, which will happen with this project, would be devastating to tra ic. 
Furthermore, I'm sure some of you have noticed that Hwy 167 north bound each week day morning 
is consistently noted as red on the tra ic map...meaning barely moving. Why make that situation 
worse. 

  

2) Killing of the salmon in the adjacent river, due to water run-o  of toxins, is not acceptable and 
negatively impacts future salmon population growth. Is this your goal?      

  

3) What might help make this acceptable to the public ?  

  

     a) Reduce the number of warehouses to three for the long term. 

  

     b) Have the builders create a walking trail or improved walking trail along the river and or rail road 
tracks. Build an accessible play area park (with bathrooms) close the Farm 12 restaurant and flower 
park area. In other words, make it more pedestraian friendly.  

  

     3) Require a good amount of horticulture and trees around the buildings so it won't look as ugly 
as the present warehouses that are along Shaw. 

  



There are more reasons not to build as is proposed but I'm sure others are contacting you as well on 
those matters. These matters concern me most of all and should you as well. Remember, you 
represent the people of Puyallup and should not vote based on your personal beliefs.   

  

Thank you for your consideration. 

  

Karen Nickey



Commenter: Nilsby, Juanita 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/29/2024 
 

Comment:  

My preference is that no additional warehouses are added to the Shaw Road corridor. Since that's 
unlikely, I fully support the Reduced Intensity Alternative presented by Citizen Group Protect 
Puyallup. "reduced intensity" alternative: This alternative reduces the number of new warehouses 
to three (1M sq. ft.), reduces tra ic impacts by 60%, protects farmland surrounding Van Lierop Park 
and Farm 12 that connects to the floodplain, protects wetlands, reduces the stormwater impacts to 
salmon, and concentrates the new warehouses in one area near the existing warehouse.  Juanita 
Nilsby



Commenter: O'Brien, Tom 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/3/2024 
 

Comment:  

I’m commenting on the DEIS to the city of Puyallup. Currently, I don’t see much tra ic using the 
existing warehouse on Shaw Road. With all the obvious environmental repercussions from such a 
proposed huge project, my opinion is the “reduced intensity” option. There doesn’t appear to be a 
reason for such a large, negatively impactful project now or in the near future. I realize there are also 
some benefits from such structures like jobs and tax revenues, but to me the choice of  

“reduced intensity” seems to be a reasonable compromise. 

Tom & Barb O’Brien



Commenter: Otsuka, Edward 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 1/17/2024 
 

Comment:  

Yeah. My name is Edward. Last name 

 is Otsuka, O-T-S-U-K-A. And I'm new here to Puyallup. I remember about 30-35 years ago the 
beautiful land, the farmland, the flowers. You guys call them, what, da odils? But it was a very, very 
beautiful city. I see what they did down in Seattle. I see what they've done in Bellevue, Redmond. It 
may be a nice city but I call it the franchise city. But I've seen the destruction of the warehouses. 
Just go ahead and take a look at Fife with all those warehouses and all the tra ic, all the pollution. 
Just take a good look in real-time. Tukwila, Southcenter. That place is one big, paved garbage heap. 
And that's what you're going to turn this city into a garbage heap of warehouses. Just take a look at 
Sumner. That's the newest development. It is not an attractive city to even think about coming to. 
And I'm sure all the beautiful things that we used to see with the flowers, the farm, the mountain. 
Now we're going to see this ugly, stinking view of a bunch of warehouses that has no value, takes 
away all of your natural resources, limited natural resources. It's going to increase the amount of 
pollution -- air pollution, noise pollution, water pollution, and environmental eye- sore pollution. If 
you, this city, do not fight against this and put a stop to it, you are going to turn your city into a 
garbage heap. I guarantee it. I've seen it plenty of times in other cities. And the whole purpose of 
moving to Puyallup, the beauty, all the natural resources are going to be destroyed. You start with 
that one warehouse right there by Farm 12 which is a stinking eyesore. All right? That one should be 
torn down. Just like that woman spoke. I bet you it was illegally -- somewhere, somehow the 
paperwork was messed with so that they could legally put that warehouse there. And I bet you if 
they find the truth about it that thing should be torn down and that place back and restored to its 
natural habitat. So I'm just saying that it's really time to stop playing this game of politics and put an 
end to any idea of destroying the last resources that you guys have that makes this city so great. 
Thank you for your time.



Commenter: P, Audrey 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

My initial reaction to this proposed project was to say NO to any building, especially concrete 
pavement, and truck tra ic, on or near this parcel.   I am very much in favor of protecting farmland 
and natural resources like open space, native plants, wetlands, wildlife and Puyallup River.   The 
quality of life the people of Puyallup and Pierce County have chosen by living here requires these 
things to be protected.   I also feel the voices of the Native Indians in the area need to be heard and 
acted on within any decision on this project.   This project would have a major impact on the 
surrounding air, land, wetlands, adjacent river, noise and people.   An increase in tra ic, especially 
truck tra ic, along a narrow neighborhood road (80th) which is often busy with pedestrians and 
cyclists and families accessing the View Park, Trailhead and Farm 12, would increase safety risks in 
the area.  As a commuter from Puyallup to/from Buckley for 40 years I know how tra ic/ accidents 
or flooding/Ice can push tra ic onto Hyw 162 – then 80th St to Pioneer and Shaw Rd, to avoid the 
merges of Hwy 167/Hwy 410/Hwy 512.  Adding truck tra ic on Hwy 162 and 80th St even with a 
roundabout would restrict further the people that live there as well as businesses and Parks/Trails 
access. 

Given the history of this project and how long it’s been ‘in the works’, I fear that opposition to any 
development may result in an even worse request by the owner, down the road.   

Thus, I vote for Alternative #2 – Reduced Intensity Alternative.  I appreciate the city of Puyallup 
pursuing an EIS and the work put into this EIS and the proposals suggested.  I would like to see all 
mitigations proposed in this alternative to be implemented, with a few added modifications (based 
on my concerns expressed above).  

See Photo/Map pg 26 (Alternative #2) 

1. Make access to this industrial park facility from ONLY the Wing Road, entrance and exit, for 
trucks.   Local delivery trucks to FARM 12 would use Pioneer to/from 33rd St.   In this case there 
would be no need to add a tra ic circle on Hwy 162 at 80th St. 

2. On 80th St. There should be cross walks with flashers for trail user, park users and Farm 12 
business.  Ideally only one crossing for all to use or no more than 2 spaced for the benefit of users. 

3. Delete the construction of warehouse G and F, for these reasons; Protect view of Mtn. 
Rainier from View Park, protect public from any potential hazards from the Wilson Pipeline (no 
building or paving over it), provide space for a connection trail(s) between East Puyallup Foothills 
Trail Head and trail extension along the river and connect to Puyallup River Walk plus to View Park, 
Protect Wetland  D (as noted in Appendix C) and its bu er area with low growing native plants to 
support wetland eco system with native species.  By building a winding trail/path around/between 
wetland D and pipeline, or a raised bridge path across a small section of it to form trail connections, 
then this section would provide an open space for all to enjoy and protect the environment.  





Commenter: Pacheco, Cheryl 
Source: Email 

Date: 1/29/2024 
 

Comment:  

To whom it may concern. What well be in these warehouses? Will it cause massive problems? Yes, 
those of us who choose to grow organically do not want those in. We are a area of produce in this 
area. Why do you all feel a need to intrude on our lands that we work so hard on? I bet you not to put 
those stupid warehouses in.  

If you were building homes for the homeless, I could live with that. But that's not your intentions 
anyway. All about the greed that is what's killing us! 

Thank you for taking the time to be concerned. 

Cheryl P.



Commenter: Paine, Lesley Blair 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/2/2024 
 

Comment:  

I support the no action alternative, but in my experience, some action will be taken. In that case, I 
support Alternative 2, with the hope that a safe connection of the trail will be developed with 
environmentally positive materials. I would like to comment on the section headed "E ects to 
Aesthetics". Included in this plan appears to be a 12' sound wall. The reason I am opposed to the 
entire development is that the aesthetics from the East Main Avenue side has already been 
deteriorating. The view we had until a couple of years ago of Mount Rainier and the foothills was 
truly unique in all the wrold. I have travelled extensively, and we moved from Louisiana to Sumner, 
in large part, because of that view. Soon after, the first warehouse arrived, but I continued to take 
time at both the new Van Lierop Park, photographing the lupines and the sparrows, and on Inter 
Avenue, photographing or sitting quietly. Now I photoshop or crop out one warehouse. If a 12' fence 
and many wareshouses go up, the view will be gone forever. People talk about the need for mental 
health, and we complain that we don't know what to do about it. As a pastor, I know that part of the 
answer is in connection to nature, getting outside, breathing fresh air. This is how I literally ground 
myself. Others do the same, out on the trails, sharing photos and experiences. Please find some 
way to protect it. Attached are my photos of this unique area. [photos attached]



Commenter: Palmer, Connie 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/23/2024 4:01:05 PM 
 

Comment:  

Before any construction should be allowed, the roads MOST DEFINITELY need to be improved. Not 
after...BEFORE. I grew up on 80th, Van Lierop bulb farm was my back yard, parents still live there. 
The roads & congestion are extremely dangerous. Lights need to be installed before any 
construction should be allowed.



Commenter: Palmer, John 
Source: Email 

Date: 1/5/2024 12:47:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

Hi Steve,  

In my first citizen comment email, I have a couple of suggestions for you and sta 's consideration 
regarding the Knutson Farm Project Website and City FB posts. 

First, the below image is on the website.  I think the "proposed open space" is misleading.  The area 
in green is almost entirely floodplain that is not developable.  I suggest the label be revised to say 
"floodplain area/proposed open space" 

Second, in the FB posts, more recently the posts say the DEIS assesses the impacts.  But, no 
mention of mitigation.  I suggest the post also indicate that the DEIS includes proposed mitigation 
measures to address the impacts.   And the City is interested in your comments on the impacts and 
mitigation. 

Thanks, 

John Palmer











Commenter: Palmer, John 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

Please include in the DEIS comment record the public comments at the March 12, 2024, City 
Council meeting regarding the Draft EIS.



Commenter: Palmer, John 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

The Preferred Alternative and associated mitigation measures in the FEIS must be clearly defined 
and specific and not vague to avoid the potential for misapplication when the Pierce County and 
the City of Puyallup proceed with permit and application actions (i.e., approval/disapprovals) to 
implement the FEIS and Preferred Alternative.  Further, the FEIS must state that implementation of 
FEIS and requirement of mitigation measures occurs when the County and the City take actions on 
the proposal as outlined in SEPA.  The FEIS must set the expectation that County and City 
permit/application actions will implement the FEIS in order to avoid or mitigate the significant 
impacts identified in the FEIS.  The FEIS should not include statements that the Preferred 
Alternative is only advisory in nature to unnecessarily create potential ambiguity in implementation.  
When addressing SEPA substantive authority to implement the FEIS, the FEIS should stick to 
objective language as summarized in Ecology's SEPA Handbook.  See below.  Substantive authority 
is an essential part of SEPA. It allows decision-makers to use the  environmental analysis required 
under SEPA to condition or deny proposals.  One of the most important aspects of the SEPA 
process is the consideration of environmental  impacts and possible mitigation measures during 
agency decision- making. SEPA substantive authority gives all levels of government the ability to 
condition or deny a proposal based on environmental impacts. Mitigation must be included as 
permit conditions to be enforceable. The exception is when a  proponent alters the permit 
application(s) to include the needed changes or conditions.  Identification of mitigation in a DNS or 
EIS alone is not su icient to allow enforcement. Before requiring mitigation measures under SEPA 
substantive authority, agencies are to first  consider whether local, state, or federal requirements 
and enforcement would mitigate the identified significant adverse impacts. Decision-makers 
should judge whether possible mitigation measures are likely to protect or  enhance environmental 
quality. Mitigation measures must be related to a specific adverse  impact clearly identified in an 
environmental document on the proposal, and must be  reasonable and capable of being 
accomplished.  When using SEPA substantive authority, the decision-maker must: 1. Cite the 
agency SEPA policy that is the basis for conditioning or denying the proposal; 2. Document the 
decision in writing; and 3. Make available to the public a document that states the decision, and 
any mitigation  measures will be required. This document may be the permit, license, or approval;  
or it may be combined with other agency documents; or 4. the decision document may reference 
relevant portions of environmental documents.  To deny a proposal under SEPA, an agency must 
find that: 1. The proposal would be likely to result in a significant adverse environmental impact 
identified in a final EIS or final supplemental EIS; and 2. Reasonable mitigation measures are not 
su icient to mitigate the identified impact to a non-significant level.  SEPA supplements the existing 
authority of all agencies. To exercise SEPA substantive  authority each agency must adopt SEPA 
policies that will be the basis for conditioning or  denying proposals. These policies must be readily 
available to the public for the benefit of  applicants and concerned citizens. (See adoption 
procedures in WAC 197-11-902.



Commenter: Palmer, John 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 1/17/2024 
 

Comment:  

So the first thing I want to say is thank you City of Puyallup sta  for putting this EIS together, this 
draft EIS on behalf of the citizens of Puyallup. It is really important. And the reason why this is 
happening is because the developer completely ignored our land use plan that we adopted in 2009. 
And that plan called for more of a balanced development and a fair amount of farmland protection. 
That went through a lot of process with the landowners. With the landowners' agreement. So what's 
happening here is the land -- the 

developers are trying to basically do an end run around our plan. And that has caused so much 
friction in this community. This community does not want this project if you've understood that. 
That is just clear. So now we're trying to deal with it. So doing the EIS is the tool now to mitigate this 
project. So, thank you, thank you, thank you for putting this together. It's vital and the public input is 
vital. The other big picture I want to say is that this area is not intended for -- it's not appropriate for 
a warehouse industrial complex. It's just not. It's not in any plan. You couldn't find it in any plan. 
Unlike Sumner, 

which is part of Puget Sound planning. I mean, that is an industrial area. Frederickson. Fife even. 
And even North Puyallup has zoning for warehouses. And it has infrastructure to support it -- good 
roads, et cetera. This is like not the case here. We have one road, Shaw Road, which is a heavily 

traveled commuter access road that serves Pierce County. And as it's been said tonight, it's very 
busy. And it's going to get way busier. And also, it's historic farmland. I 

mean, generations have farmed -- have worked on this land. It's a fabric of Puyallup. And so you've 
got those qualities and then you have this proposal. And it just is completely incompatible. So 
that's -- that's just a big problem. 

The third thing I want to say is we, in this room, paid for Shaw Road. Shaw Road was roughly $20 
million. But the citizens of Puyallup paid about $7 million of that. So it's kind of astonishing that the 
developer would ignore our land use plan and expect to use the road that these citizens paid for. 

So we do have a right, and it's through this EIS that we mitigate this project, in part because it's our 
road and they're getting -- we are, the City of Puyallup is providing the permit to access Shaw Road. 
So very much the City of Puyallup has a big role to pay here in addition to the EIS. So thank you. 
Thank you for this. In terms of the alternatives presented, I think the, you know, proposed 
alternative -- or not the proposed - the proposal, I mean, is a nonstarter for a lot of the reasons I just 
went over. But I think the EIS itself does go into all the variety of impacts associated with the 
proposal. So it's a nonstarter. The rail, good attempt to look at something else to ease tra ic but at 
this time it's a nonstarter, too. It 



doesn't really easy much tra ic, and frankly, those rail lines would be pretty obtrusive to that area. 
So we're basically left with Alternative 2, which isn't really -- it's a pretty good start. It reduces by 35 
percent the warehouses and tra ic, and it protects the Van Lierop Park and provides some farmland 
protection. So I applaud at least the start of Alternative 2 or the reduced intensity. 

By the way, the slide says Alternative 4 but the EIS itself calls it Alternative 2. I just wanted to make 
that clarification. 

However, it is still pretty intensive. Even the reduced intensity alternative is still pretty intense. Six 
thousand vehicles per day on to Shaw Road. I'd have to take a much closer look at the modeling on 
that but it almost 

doesn't kind of pass the laugh test in terms of how much cars and trucks. And thousands of those 
are trucks on Shaw Road. So that seems still way too high. It seems like we need more reduction 
there. So more comments to come on that. The other comment I have has to do with the  location 
of the farmland. First of all, it's absolutely 

critical that there's farmland preservation set-aside as mitigation for this project. Critical. Given the 
background on this, it just has an important component to mitigate for the warehouses that do go 
in. 

The way it is now, it's based on the -- it's in the north area of the portion of this area based on our 
land use map which we built in 2009, which I was a part of on the Planning Commission. But exactly 
where that farm is 

protected, farmland is protected isn't critical. So it is possible to move that around. And it may be 
better to focus on the farmland protection over the southern part of the 

area where warehouses D and F I think, the lower two ones, and focus the warehouses more on the 
northern part and protect more of the southern part. 

You have Farm 12, Step by Step, Van Lierop Park be more compatible with that area on the southern 
end. So Ithink that's something to look at. So you can't -- there could be a variation of Alternative 2 
in terms of where 

that's protected. But it's absolutely essential that we 

have farmland protection. So good work so far. I do think we need another 

public meeting. Probably the beginning of March or something like that. Maybe you don't have to go 
through thewhole presentation but I do think that people -- this was put out over the holidays. 
People are just starting to look at it. But it's that big and so it's going to take a while to digest it. So I 
think another public hearing would be 

good. So thank you.
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Comment:  
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March 14, 2024 

To: City of Puyallup 

From: John Palmer 

RE: Comments on Knutson Farm Inc. DEIS – Farmland Protection 

 

It is vital that Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS include at least approximately 45 acres 
of protected farmland outside of the floodplain.  There are many reasons that justify this. The 
DEIS touches on some of these reasons and includes Alternative 2, which protects about 45 acres 
of non-floodplain farmland consistent the City of Puyallup’s Comprehensive Plan for this area.  
It is not necessary that the protected farmland be exactly where it is identified in Puyallup’s 
Comp Plan. The farmland should be protected where it is most beneficial (See Palmer comments 
on Preferred Alternative).  The farmland should be protected with a covenant as mitigation for 
any warehouses. The multiple reasons for this farmland protection are summarized below along 
with my recommended additions for the Final EIS. 

 Loss of Prime Agricultural Land is a Significant Impact.  The discussion of farmland loss is 
included in the Land Use Section of the DEIS, but is not discussed as a stand-alone 
significant impact, which it is.  The proposal includes the destruction of 126 acres of prime 
farmland.  This is significant.  It is one of most significant impacts of the proposal. 
 
I recommend the loss of 126 acres of prime farmland be identified and discussed as a 
significant impact in the FEIS.  Discuss the quality of the ARL soils in the project area. 
Discuss the limited amount of ARL soils in the Puyallup Valley.  Discuss the loss of Puyallup 
Valley farmland over the past 100 years due to urbanization.  The Earth Resources  
Section maybe a good place for this expanded discussion. Surprisingly, loss of farmland is 
barely mentioned in this section.  Lastly, by clearly labeling the loss of farmland as a 
significant impact, the preservation of farmland in Alternative 2 (and the Preferred 
Alternative) can be represented as mitigation for the loss of farmland.  
 

 History to Protect Farmland in the Project Area to meet GMA Requirements. As described in 
the DEIS on pages 4-220-21, as part of Pierce County’s process to comply with the State’s 
Growth Management Act (GMA), 365 acres in this area was proposed by the County to be 
protected as agricultural resource land (ARL). This resulted in a compromise to protect 160 
acres of farmland in this area as reflected City Resolution 1903.  Subsequently, the city 
adopted its Comp Plan amendment in 2009 consistent with Res. 1903, which includes about 
45 acres Ag/Open space of non-floodplain land where the proposed project is located.  The 
DEIS Alternative 2 includes farmland protection for these 45 acres, which overlaps with 
several of the proposed warehouses. This background discussion in the EIS is important to 
include. It demonstrates multiple public processes and intention to protect farmland in the 
proposed project area to comply with the GMA. 
 



 I recommend the FEIS also reference County Executive John Ladenburg’s December 12, 
2008 letter to City urging the adherence to Res. 1903 prior to the City’s 2009 Comp. Plan 
amendments demonstrating the County’s ongoing commitment to protect farmland in this 
area and comply with the GMA (attached).  

I recommend mentioning in the FEIS that the City’s 2009 Comp Plan map was agreed to by 
the Planning Commission and the land owners/representatives, including the representative 
that owned the project area at the time, on December 18, 2008, after months of negotiation.  
That map was subsequently adopted by the Puyallup Council in 2009. 

I recommend the FEIS show the ultimate farmland that was zoned as ARL in the Puyallup 
Valley as part the County’s 2004 amendment process, which I believe is approximately 3,000 
acres. The 365 acres subject to Res. 1903 represented about 10% of the area intended to be 
protected as ARL in 2004 (a significant piece).  A map of the ARL areas in the Puyallup 
Valley shows that land south of 167 contains large areas of ARL, while lands north of 167 
area have warehouse development. The proposed project is south of 167.  

Including the above history and information in the FEIS provides important regional context 
for the significance of protecting farmland in the project area and the agreements made with 
the County, City, and landowners to do so. 

 Consistent with City and County Land Use Plans and Policies. As summarized in the DEIS 
Chapter 4.5 and Table 4-22, the proposed action is dramatically inconsistent with many 
Pierce County and City of Puyallup land use polices (inconsistent with 65 policies).  With 
respect to farmland protection, the proposed action is inconsistent with the City of Puyallup’s 
Comp Plan and pre-annexation zoning, which designates approximately 45 acres of 
Agriculture/Open space where warehouses/parking/stormwater facilities are proposed.   
Although Pierce County’s EC zoning for the proposed project area allows warehouses there 
are important County polices noted in Table 4-22 that call for full consideration of a city’s 
land use plans in future annexations areas, protection of the rural character and agricultural 
identity of this area, and master planning that protects open space.  These policies, some of 
which are highlighted below, strongly support the protection of at least 45 acres of farmland 
as part of this project. 



 

It is also important to note that warehouse industrial complexes of the size of the proposal 
are not targeted in this location in any Pierce County, regional, or city plans.  Warehouse 
complexes of this size are targeted in areas such as Sumner, Fredrickson, and Fife.  I 
recommended adding this fact to the EIS. 

In summary, although warehouses are allowed under the County’s EC zone, it does not 
mean 7 huge warehouses are allowed.  The preferred alternative in the Final EIS must 
reduce the number of warehouses to be consistent with the many policies that supplement 
the underlying zoning and must protect at least 45 acres of farmland outside the 
floodplain consistent Puyallup’s plan and the State GMA. 

 Compliance with the Piece County Code for Project Impervious Cover. As noted in the DEIS, 
the impervious limit is 60% per PCC 18E.50.040 and Table 18E.040(A).  The project 
proposed impervious surfaces of warehouses and parking for 108 acres out of the total of 126 
acres of developable land, which is 86% impervious.  This far exceeding the 60% limit. The 
floodplain should not count toward the impervious limitation. To meet the 60% impervious 
limitation, the amount of warehouses/parking would be limited to no more than 75 acres with 
50 acres pervious.  This aligns with protecting at least 45 acres of farmland. 
 

 High Public Value for Protecting Farmland in this Area. The citizens of Puyallup and the 
surrounding area place an extremely high value on protecting farmland, especially in this 
location.  The scoping comments are included in the DEIS with over 300 citizen comments 
opposed to this project, primarily to protect farmland and avoid further traffic congestion.  
The City of Puyallup recently completed an Environmental and Sustainability Action Plan 
(ESAP) and preserving agricultural lands was identified as the #1 priority issue in the 
community survey.  A citizen change.org petition to stop or reduce the number of warehouses 
and protect farmland is signed by over 5,500 people. Many citizens in the area grew up 
working picking berries on the Van Lierop and Knutson farms and hold strong connection to 
this agricultural land.  The daffodils historically grown on this land are a hallmark of the City 
of Puyallup and are included on the city seal.  The Van Lierop Park and Farm 12 are 
enormously popular with citizens in the area, in large part to the connection to the open 
space, rural character, and farm land in the immediate vicinity.   

The DEIS addresses the noise and visual impacts that the proposal would have on the VLP.  
However, what is missing is the significant impact that the loss of farmland would have on 
the people of Puyallup and the surrounding area as noted above.  This is a very tangible 
significant impact.  Economist can measure this value.   

I recommend the broader significant impact on the loss of farmland from this proposal be 
included and summarized in the FEIS.  And that the public intensity for farmland 
preservation be discussed, with specific reference to the scoping comments, comments on the 
DEIS, City Facebook post comments, ESAP survey, the citizens petition, and an economic 



assessment of the public value.  Perhaps this is best included in the Cultural Resources 
section of EIS.  Importantly, this must be included somewhere.  SEPA RCW 43.21C.030 
states: 

(b) Identify and develop methods and procedures, in consultation with the department of 
ecology and the ecological commission, which will insure that presently unquantified 
environmental amenities and values will be given appropriate consideration in 
decision making along with economic and technical considerations; 

Currently, the DEIS falls short in characterizing the huge importance and value of protecting 
farmland in this area. Although, it may be hard to quantify, it must be included in the FEIS as 
it represents the one of the most significant impacts of the proposal.  

 Mitigates the Massive Scale of the Proposal. The DEIS addresses aesthetics and primarily 
addresses visual and noise impacts to Van Lierop Park.  However, the DEIS fails to address 
the macro scale impact of the massiveness of the proposal.  I recommend the sheer size of 7 
warehouses in this unique location be identified as a significant impact in the aesthetics 
section. The impact will be felt by the many citizens visiting the Farm 12, VLP, Foothills 
Trail area.  The massive scale will completely change the character and feel of this rural area.  
Thus, aesthetic impacts are not just the view of Mt. Rainier.  This is especially important to 
address given the current rural setting and the Alderton-McMillin Plan’s goals to maintain 
this character.  Protecting at least 45 acres of farmland serves to mitigate the massive scale of 
the proposal and helps to retain some rural character, especially if the preserved farmland is 
adjacent to the VLP, Farm 12, and the Foothills Trailhead.  
 

 Mitigates the Proposal’s Significant Impact from Stormwater Runoff and to Wetlands. As 
summarized in the DEIS, the proposal would cause significant impacts to fish from 
stormwater runoff and to adjacent wetlands.  Reducing the warehouse footprint and 
preserving at least 45 acres of farmland serves to mitigate these significant impacts.  
Farmland protected adjacent to VLP (where warehouses E, F, and G are proposed) serve to 
protect and provide water to Wetlands A, B, C, and D.  Preserved farmland reduces the 
impervious surfaces and associated stormwater runoff from the warehouse and can provide 
stormwater dispersion from the reduced number of warehouses.  

 
 Mitigation for the Proposal’s Significant Traffic Impacts. As summarized in the DEIS under 

Alternative 2, protected farmland of a least 45 acres serves to mitigate traffic impacts by 
reducing the number of warehouse and vehicle trips.  
 

 Mitigation for the Proposal’s Significant Impact to Van Lierop Park and Farm 12. As noted 
above regarding mitigation for the massive scale of the proposal, preserved farmland of at 
least 45 acres adjacent to VLP serves to mitigate the significant visual and noise impacts to 
VLP identified in the DEIS.  Preserving farmland where warehouses E, F, and G are 
proposed would mitigate impacts to VLP (and Farm 12 and Foothills Trailhead) far better 
than creating a buffer wall around VLP (See Palmer Comment – Preferred Alternative). 



March 14, 2024 

To: City of Puyallup 

From: John Palmer 

RE: Comments on Knutson Farm Inc. DEIS – Preferred Alternative (Reduced Intensity) 

 

Thank you, City of Puyallup, for preparing this DEIS.  The comments herein focus on the 
recommended Preferred Alternative to be included in the Final EIS.  

As described throughout the DEIS, the Proposed Action would cause significant impacts, 
including impacts to traffic, farmland, wetlands, ESA listed species in the Puyallup River, 
aesthetics, and compatibility with the community and is inconsistent with multiple County and 
City land use policies.  Further, as shown in the DEIS, it’s not possible to mitigate the significant 
impacts with 2.6M Sq. Ft. of warehouses.  The proposal is simply too large for this location. 
Further, the Rail Alterative, with the intent to mitigate traffic impacts, fails to do so.  Thus, the 
only viable alternative of those presented in the DEIS is the Alternative 2 – Reduced Density  

Alternative 2 (Reduced Intensity) is a good start and attempt to mitigate the array of negative 
impacts associated with the proposal. However, the Alternative 2 Variation shown in Figure 1 
would more effectively mitigate the negative impacts and would be more financially beneficial to 
the developer compared to Alternative 2 in the DEIS.    

Figure 1 – Alternative 2 Variation 

 



The Alternative 2 Variation shown in Figure 1 has the same amount of warehouse square 
footage (1.7M sq. ft.) as Alternative 2 and roughly the same amount of protected farmland/open 
space in the upper terrace (approx. 45 acres).  The main difference is that the warehouses are 
focused on the northern part of the project area and the protected farmland is focused on the 
southeastern part of the project area. 

As the DEIS explains, Alternative 2 reduces the scale of the warehouse from the proposed action 
from 2.6M sq. ft. to 1.7M sq. ft. This reduction serves to: 1) protect farmland consistent the City 
of Puyallup Comprehensive Plan and mitigate the massive scale of the project, 2) reduce the 
visual and noise impacts at Van Lierop Park and Farm 12, 3) reduce impacts to wetlands, 4) 
reduce stormwater impacts to the Puyallup River, and 5) reduce traffic impacts.  The Alternative 
2 Variation mitigates these impacts in a better way as summarize below: 

 From a land use perspective, Alternative 2 Variation establishes an accessible, 
contiguous, connected, and consolidated land area for continued farming that is 
connected to the flood plain area (also used for farming). This helps support the long-
term viability of farming in this area and is much better than the segmented and narrow 
band of farmland protected in Alternative 2. 

 Although the Puyallup Comprehensive Plan calls for approximately 45 acres of 
farmland/open space protection in the “high terrace” part of the project area as reflected 
in Alternative 2 of the DEIS, the exact location of protected farmland is not critical.  
What’s critical is that a large area of farmland (45+ acres) in the “high terrace” area 
above the floodplain of the project be protected as mitigation for the project to 1) 
minimize the massive scale of the project, 2) meet the intent of Puyallup’s Comp Plan, 3) 
meet the 60% impervious limit in Pierce County’s code, and 4) meet Pierce County and 
the City’s intent to protect farmland in this area as reflected in City of Puyallup 
Resolution 1903.  

 Alternative 2 Variation reduces the significant impacts to Wetlands A, B, C, and D 
much better than Alternative 2.  By preserving farmland in the “high terrace” area 
adjacent to these wetlands, they will all continue to have ground water re-charge.  As 
discussed in the DEIS, Alternative 2 provides some protection for Wetland D, but does 
not necessarily provide re-charge to Wetlands A, B, and C.   

 Alternative 2 Variation reduces the significant noise and visual impacts to Van Lierop 
Park and Farm 12 much better than Alternative 2. Alternative 2 protects the “Mt. Rainier 
view” and provides a buffer wall surrounding the park. These mitigations are better than 
nothing, but having a warehouse(s) in the location of proposed warehouses F and G still 
significantly impacts the ambiance and rural character of VLP, Farm 12, and the Foothills 
Trailhead.  Alternative 2 Variation fully protects the Mt. Rainier view, eliminates the 
need for a barrier wall on the east boundary, and protects the open space feel and 
ambiance of the area, which is enjoyed by many people as indicated by the popular use of 
Farm 12, VLP, and the Foothills Trailhead.  

 Alternative 2 Variation concentrates the warehouses rather than distribute them across 
the project area as in Alternative 2.  This serves to minimize the significant impacts to 
adjacent uses by reducing the amount of exterior facing walls and focusing traffic inside 



the warehouse complex. Focusing the warehouses in the northern project area near the 
railroad line is also consistent with the City of Puyallup’s Comp Plan for light 
manufacturing (ML land use) in the northern part of the project area. 

 Alternative 2 Variation may reduce the need for traffic mitigation compared to 
Alternative 2.  By eliminating traffic access to the Warehouse F and G area, the traffic use 
on 80th Street E may be reduced.  This could obviate the need for a roundabout on 
Highway 162.  Further, road and frontage improvements along parcels where warehouse 
F and G are proposed would no longer be needed.  Removing these mitigations would be 
a cost savings for the developer for the same amount of built warehouses (1.7M sq. ft.). 

 Alternative 2 Variation is also likely to be preferred by the developer compared to 
Alternative 2 due to less mitigation costs as noted above and more compact area of 
warehouses. 

 Alternative 2 Variation is more consistent the polices in Pierce County’s Alderton-
McMillion land use plan due to the reasons summarized above. Specifically: 

o GOAL AM LU-1 Ensure the Alderton-McMillin community remains rural in 
character over the next 20 years. 

o GOAL AM D-1. Promote commercial and industrial development that is visually 
attractive, and compatible with the residential character and agricultural identity 
of the community while being respectful to the natural environment. 

The above points summarize why Alternative 2 Variation as shown in Figure 1 is better than 
Alternative 2 presented in the DEIS if the city was selecting between these two for the Preferred 
Alternative.   

However, Alternative 2 Variation still includes 1.7M sq. ft. of warehouses and associated traffic 
and stormwater impacts as summarizes in the DEIS.  I provide separate comments on traffic and 
stormwater impacts and mitigation (See Palmer comments on Traffic and Stormwater).  For 
instance, the traffic analysis shows that Shaw Road and East Main St. are very busy traffic 
corridors that fail v/c at numerous locations under the No Action Alternative and are further 
congested due to the traffic associated with 1.7M sq. ft. of warehouses.  And the developer has 
proven it cannot responsibly manage stormwater runoff from one warehouse let alone 4-7 new 
warehouses.  Further, Puyallup citizens and the public in generally oppose this proposal as 
reflected in the EIS scoping comments and the Change.org petition signed by over 5,500 citizens. 
Puyallup citizens highly value farmland preservation, particularly in this historic location, which 
is consistent with the Growth Management Act requirements to protect farmland. Considering 
the above, the project should be further scaled back to three warehouses with a total of 1.0M sq. 
ft. of warehouses as shown in Figure 2. 

Thus, the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS should be Reduced Warehouse Intensity with a 
maximum of 1.0M sq. ft. as reflected in Figure 2.   

 

 



Lastly, the Final EIS must indicate that to appropriately minimize the significant impacts 
identified in the EIS the developer must re-submit a new site plan to the County and City 
consistent with the Preferred Alternative.  The site plan must integrate the warehouse layout, 
parking, stormwater facilities (including low impact development methods), farmland protected 
areas in the upper terrace, landscaping areas, and buffers.  Any subsequent permit/application 
approvals by Pierce County and the City of Puyallup must ensure the re-submitted site plan is 
consistent with the Preferred Alternative in the FEIS.  

 

 

 

Figure 2 – Reduced Warehouse Intensity to 1.0M Sq. Ft. 

 



 

March 14, 2024 

To: City of Puyallup 

From: John Palmer  

RE: Comments on Knutson Farm Inc. DEIS – Surface and Ground Water  

Thank you, City of Puyallup, for preparing this DEIS.  The comments herein focus on the 
surface and groundwater section of the DEIS.  

The DEIS does a good job identifying and characterizing the significant impacts to surface and 
ground water that would occur as a result of the proposal.  The DEIS characterizes the serious 
problems associated with the stormwater outfall associated with the existing warehouse owned 
by the developer, which is intended to be used by the proposed 7 new warehouses.  The DEIS 
characterizes the toxic stormwater runoff that would occur due to inadequate treatment to remove 
6PPD-q and other pollutants.  The DEIS characterizes the destruction of wetlands that would 
occur due the proposal.  These are serious significant impacts that violate federal laws including 
the Endangered Species Act and the Clean Water Act.  The Preferred Alternative and mitigation 
measures in the Final EIS must avoid these serious impacts.  

The following are my comments and recommendations to be included in the Final EIS. 

 The Stormwater outfall must obtain a CWA 404 permit that will include Endangered Species 
Act compliance with the outfall and discharge.  The developer clearly attempted to avoid the 
need for a 404 permit with the existing outfall by designing it above the highwater mark.  
That approach has failed miserably as described in the DEIS.  The bank erosion problems 
and the feeble developer attempts to put boulders in the river are a clear violation of the CWA 
and ESA.  The fact that this level of impact has occurred with one warehouse calls into 
serious question the feasibility of using this outfall for 7 more warehouses.   

The City must immediately contact the US Army Corp of Engineers and National Marine 
Fisheries Services (NMFS) on the need for a CWA 404 permit.  It is abundantly clear that this 
outfall needs a CWA 404 permit.  The Final EIS must specify the need for the CWA 404 
permit and outline the steps the developer must follow to obtain the permit. The 404 permit is 
a federal action and must undergo ESA Section 7 consultation with NMFS and the USFWS.  
The ESA consultation will evaluate not only the bank issues but will address the predicted 
stormwater discharges and impacts of ESA listed salmonids and critical habitat. The ESA 
consultation will result in Biological Opinions and assurance that the 404 permit and 
associated proposed project stormwater discharges meet the ESA. 

It is critical that the permitting agencies (City and County) have ESA take coverage for this 
project.  As described in the DEIS, the proposed action will result in “take” of ESA salmon 
species and violate Section 9 of the ESA.  Absent ESA authorization of take through ESA 
Section 7 consultation on the CWA 404 permit, the City and County put themselves at high 



legal risk for violation of the ESA when issuing any permits associated with this project.  The 
City should not bear such risk. It is the responsibility the develop to do so.  

 The EIS must prescribe the elements of a new stormwater plan. The DEIS mitigation 
measures call for the submittal of new plans from the developer to manage stormwater and 
protect wetlands.  The Final EIS must provide prescriptive guidelines for such plans.  Absent 
such prescription, the developer will fail to deliver adequate plans as proven by the absence 
of such plans thus far and the horrible mis-management of the stormwater outfall. The 
current vagueness of proper stormwater management and wetland protections is a serious 
problem with the proposal as discussed in the DEIS.  The proposed trenches to treat 
stormwater and recharge wetlands are likely to fail as the stormwater outfall has as noted in 
the DEIS.  The trench proposal lacks any technical rigor.  Further, the location of the trenches 
are not located in areas that will recharge Wetlands A, B, and C. These problems must be 
corrected by prescriptive mitigations in the final EIS. 

The City must immediately reach out and consult with experts on the prescriptions of such a 
plan, which must include the Washington Stormwater Center, Department of Ecology, 
Puyallup Tribe, and the NMFS.  The science is clear to mitigate for 6PPD-q, stormwater must 
be treated through soils. The science is clear that enhanced treatment is needed to remove 
metals.  Stormwater regulations also require low impact development (LID) techniques 
where feasible.  The agreement with the Puyallup Tribe also calls for infiltration where 
feasible and enhanced treatment of what is not infiltrated. This means the project must use of 
biotreatment and LID methods throughout the site to manage, infiltrate and treat stormwater 
from all impervious surfaces.  

The stormwater prescriptions will include use of pervious surfaces on some locations and 
extensive use of bioretention and bio infiltration throughout the project area. This will require 
land.  It is not acceptable to assume the warehouses/parking are a given, then claim its 
infeasible to manage/infiltrate stormwater due to the lack of land.  Sufficient land will need 
to be used for these stormwater facilities.  After consulting with the experts, the prescriptive 
guidelines must specific how much land is needed for stormwater facilities per square foot of 
impervious surface.  

Importantly, the stormwater plan will be essential to avoid “take” of ESA listed salmonid 
species and avoid violating Section 9 of the ESA. 

 The EIS must include a discussion of other stormwater pollutants, including copper, zinc, and 
PAHs.  The DEIS includes a good discussion of 6PPD-q.  However, it does not include any 
discussion on other important pollutants in stormwater runoff, such as copper, zinc, and 
PAHs.  These pollutants will be in the stormwater runoff from this project. They are known 
to be harmful to salmon species.  The Final EIS must include a discussion of the impacts 
from these pollutants as well.  Scientific literature is readily available. (e.g. 

  For copper and 
zinc removal, enhanced treatment methods must be used.   



 
 Farmland and greenspace protection are necessary for the protection of wetlands and 

minimization of stormwater runoff impacts. The best stormwater and wetland management 
method is preservation of open land.  The proposal includes 108 acres of impervious surfaces 
on the 126 acres of “upper terrace” land above the floodplain (86%).  This level impervious 
surfaces is simply too high making it impossible to adequately avoid significant stormwater 
and wetland impacts.  Protected farmland can play an integral and important role in 
minimizing the stormwater and wetland impacts.  If farmland is protected in the location of 
proposed warehouses E, F, and G, that serves to maintain the recharge of Wetlands A, B, and 
C and protect Wetland D.  Further, farmland can be used for dispersed runoff from warehouse 
roofs.  See Palmer comments on the Preferred Alternative.  

 
 Without the above measures, the stormwater impacts will undue over a decade of stormwater 

retrofits in Puget Sound.  If the above recommendations are not included in the FEIS, the 
proposal would result in a high level of toxic pollutant discharge into the Puyallup River.  
The toxic pollutant runoff from 108 acres of impervious surfaces with inadequate treatment 
would be very significant. In fact, such a project, would undue the benefits of stormwater 
retrofit projects installed over the last decade to improve water quality, protect salmon, and 
restore the Puget Sound.  Each year, local governments in the Puget Sound implement 
projects to treat stormwater from impervious surfaces built in the past with no stormwater 
controls.  Dept. of Ecology issues $30-50 million per year for such efforts.  A project to 
retrofit 1-5 acres runs into the millions.  This includes projects done by the City of Puyallup 
and projects downstream to clean up Commencement Bay.  I recommend the Final EIS 
summarize the stormwater retrofit efforts in Puget Sound over the past decade to put the 
proposed project with inadequate stormwater treatment in this context. 

 



March 14, 2024 

To: City of Puyallup 

From: John Palmer 

RE: Comments on Knutson Farm Inc. DEIS – Transportation 

 

Thank you, City of Puyallup, for preparing this DEIS.  The comments herein focus on the 
transportation analysis and mitigation in the DEIS.   

Traffic impacts are a big community concern for this proposal.  Shaw Road has become a major 
commuter corridor since the Shaw Road Overpass was built in around 2010.  I have multiple 
concerns with the traffic study and transportation section of the DEIS.  Below are my comments 
and recommendations: 
 
 The Shaw Road Overpass cost $25M, which was financed with federal, state, and local 

grants along with $8.4M in City of Puyallup funds. The Knutson Industrial Warehouse 
proposal is completely dependent on access to Shaw Road for the project to be viable.  
Without the City’s investment in the overpass, including the contribution of significant tax 
dollars from the citizens of Puyallup, there would no potential for this project.  This 
important context is not provided in the DEIS. 
 

o Recommendation: Include the above facts related to the financing on the Shaw Road 
Overpass in the EIS.  These facts buttress the City’s authority and discretion to 
provide access the Shaw Road and to appropriately limit that access if the project 
creates negative impacts to the very citizens who paid for the Overpass. 
 

 The traffic volumes for the existing condition are flawed and too low. The traffic counts on 
Aug 3, 2021 (Intersections 1-27) were during the pandemic when commuter traffic on Shaw 
Road was significantly lower than we have today.   Subsequent traffic counts on June 23, 
2022 for additional locations was still influenced by the pandemic due to the slow process of 
workers going back to on-site work. The DEIS states the traffic counts were scaled up to 
account for the pandemic, but does not say by how much.  The DEIS also states the traffic 
counts were scaled down due the notion that summer (Aug 3) traffic is higher than other 
times of the year.  This assumption is wrong.  Due to vacations, Shaw Road is significantly 
less travelled in the summer months, particularly in August (personal observation from daily 
use). The DEIS states the adjusted traffic counts were calibrated to the May 4, 2022 East 
Town Crossing Traffic Study, which was still influenced by the pandemic, and the adjustment 
were only made at three intersections – what about the others? 

The traffic study must be based on a good baseline of existing conditions.  The approach used 
to characterize existing condition is seriously flawed and is biased low, which has the effect 



of underestimating whether or not the added traffic from the project exceeds the traffic 
performance standards at various intersections and road segments. 

o Recommendation: New traffic counts must be taken in 2024 to reflect current 
conditions. The traffic counts need to be taken during the Tuesday – Thursday, which 
reflect higher traffic due to many people working at home on Mondays and Fridays. 
The traffic count must be taken on multiple days to ensure the day used to represent 
the existing traffic is not biased low.  The traffic counts must also be taken on a 
normal school day at Shaw Road school, not an early release or off day, as traffic 
queuing on Shaw Road is affects by traffic in and out the school.  
 

 Because the traffic counts and the traffic model are biased low, the estimated travel time for 
the Traffic Ave/Slate Street to Shaw Road/39th Ave segment is too low (Figure 7 in Traffic 
Report - Appendix E).  This southbound PM commute is the worse congested segment in the 
area under current conditions.  As discussed above, the traffic counts for the DEIS traffic 
study are biased low and don’t reflect current conditions.  Further, the model is biased low as 
reflected in the Table 9 Travel Time Calibration of Appendix E (observed 9.3 minutes versus 
modelled 7.3 minutes for this most important segment).  Fortunately, travel time for this 
segment is one performance measure that can be easily measured by the public. I timed this 
segment three times during the peak PM period (15.1, 13.2, and 17.3 minutes). These results 
are double the time that is used in traffic study to represent existing conditions. Thus, the 
actual existing condition is significantly worse that is used in the DEIS traffic study to 
represent existing conditions indicating that all the performance metrics (travel time, v/c, 
queue length, LOS) for both the existing conditions and all the scenarios are significantly 
biased low and do not reflect the actual and future traffic impacts. 
 

o Recommendation: Obtain new traffic counts in 2024 as noted above and re-do traffic 
analysis.  

 
 The Shaw Road segment from E. Pioneer to 5th Avenue SE is very congested, near LOS F 

under existing conditions.  However, due to the flawed biased low traffic counts, the 
congestion in this segment somehow is not captured in the metrics. This is the most 
congested segment during PM commute.  The queue length commonly extends 1,000 feet to 
5th Ave. SE and can often extend the nearly 2,000 feet to E. Main during the PM commute 
under existing conditions.  It’s not even listed as surpassing 1,000 ft.  And why is this 
segment missing in the v/c tables? It is inconceivable that the project traffic will not make 
congestion on the Shaw Road Overpass much worse (from E. Pioneer to E. Main).  
 

o Recommendation: Obtain new traffic counts in 2024 as noted above and re-do traffic 
analysis. Specifically address this key road segment in the analysis for LOS, queue 
length, and v/c ratio.  

 



 The 10% non-truck vehicle distribution of traffic onto Shaw Road south of Pioneer is too 
low. The basis for the project trip distributions is not described in the DEIS or Appendix.  
More than 10% of the non-truck vehicles are likely to be using Shaw Road southbound in the 
afternoon as workers commute to home to the south Puyallup/South Hill area.  The 
assumption that 40% of project PM non-truck vehicles will be going North to 167 and 25% 
will be going to Pioneer/SR 512 is relatively too high to the 10% assumption on Shaw Road.  
This has important implications to Shaw Road, which exceeds performance standards under 
existing and the No Action alternative.  

 
o Recommendation: Distribute 15 or 20% of the non-truck project PM trips to 

southbound Shaw Road and re-run the traffic analysis. Explain distribution rationale 
in EIS. 
 

 The DEIS lacks a narrative description of how the project traffic will impact the already 
congested Shaw Road and East Main during peak AM and PM traffic. The DEIS includes a 
lot of metrics for the traffic analysis.  However, what’s missing is a simple narrative of the 
traffic impacts under the different scenarios. It’s quite obvious that adding the project traffic 
from 5th Avenue SE onto Shaw Road will dramatically affect traffic on Shaw Road and East 
Main. Adding the light on Shaw Road to facilitate access to and from 5th Ave SE will clearly 
result in more backed-up traffic northbound on Shaw Road (south of the new light) in the 
morning commute and more backed-up traffic southbound on E. Main and Shaw Road (north 
of Shaw Road/E. Pioneer intersection) in the afternoon commute.  These obvious results are 
not discussed in the traffic report.  They need to be.  The analyses that best addresses this 
obvious traffic impact are the Travel Time comparison in Table 4-54 and the v/c ratio tables 
for scenarios A and D.   
 

o Recommendation: Provide a better narrative description of the traffic impacts drawing 
upon key metrics like travel time and v/c ratios to explain the impacts on the two key 
travel timed segments. And explain why travel time is reduced from scenario A to C 
and from scenario C to E.  It is not clear why these reductions are occurring. Explain 
what mitigations are resulting in the travel time reductions from A to C to E. And why 
scenario E travel times, with 5,844 added project trips per day, are similar to the No 
Action.  Absent these explanations there is no confidence in the traffic study results. 
 

 The developer needs to pay for infrastructure improvements for Shaw Road and E. Pioneer.  
It is necessary to: 1) widen Shaw Road from Shaw Road School to 39th Ave. to reduce added 
traffic congestion that will be caused by the project traffic and associated new Shaw Road 
light to allow project traffic to access Shaw Road, 2) widen E. Pioneer from Shaw Road to 
167 to upgrade the road for higher levels of truck traffic that will be caused by project on this 
narrow laned road, and 3) require the developer to build a separated bike trail along E. 
Pioneer from Shaw Road to 21 St. SE since this road will no longer be safe for bike travel. 
 



o Recommendation: Require the developer to pay a proportionate share for the Shaw 
Road and E. Pioneer road upgrades noted above.  Require that Shaw Road segment 
from Shaw Road school to 16th Ave SE be widen prior to the occupation of any new 
warehouse.  This is necessary to mitigate the traffic congestion on the Shaw Road 
Overpass to allow more PM peak traffic to move south prior to merging into one lane 
southbound on Shaw Road. The proportionate share tables need to be revised based 
on the revised model.  Require the developer to build the above noted bike path. 

 
 Figure 4-61 needs to be fixed. The # of trucks is inaccurate for each of the routes. 

 
 In summary, the traffic study needs to be revised and re-modeled to reflect the above 

biases/flaws.  It is vital to get this right.  If the traffic impacts from the project are not 
accurately portrayed and mitigated, Puyallup residents and the surrounding communities will 
be stuck with very significant irreversible negative impacts. But even with traffic study as 
presented, it is clear that the proposed action (A), rail (B), mitigated proposed action (C) pose 
unacceptable significant traffic impact and, at a minimum, the reduced density alternative (E) 
is needed to appropriately mitigate the traffic impacts. 



March 14, 2024 

To: City of Puyallup 

From: John Palmer  

RE: Comments on Knutson Farm Inc. DEIS – Trail Alignment 

Thank you, City of Puyallup, for preparing this DEIS.  The comments herein focus on the 
location of the Foothills-Riverwalk Trail segment.  

I recommend the paved Trail go along the rim (as proposed by developer) and connect to Van 
Lierop Park.  The trail along the rim is better than dropping the trail down to and along the river 
levy for several reasons. First, the view from the rim is spectacular.  The Mt. Rainier View, 
overlooking the floodplain, is spectacular (see photo).  There will be some eyesore from the 
adjacent warehouses, but there will be some buffering between the trail and the warehouses from 
stormwater facilities that will mitigate that and the user will be looking away at the spectacular 
view.  Second, there will be significantly more maintenance associated with having the paved 
trail cross the floodplain and along the levy.  This area floods, which will require clean up.  And 
due to its remoteness, it will require more police patrol for homeless encampments.  The unpaved 
path will still exist along the river for that option, but the paved trail should be along the rim.  

Connecting to the Van Lierop Park has multiple benefits. It connects the regional Foothills Trail 
system to the Park, providing an excellent stop-over location for trail users.  There is already a 
safe road crossing of 80th ST E that connects to the Foothills Trail.  The masterplan for VLP has 
interior trails, so trail users passing thru the Park will not cause an impact to the Park.  Lastly, it’s 
not a good to have the trail adjacent to Wetland D and have a second crossing at 80th ST E. 

 

 



Commenter: Palo, Nannette 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

KF development concerns, County project concerns and how it e ects CoP



Commenter: Palumbo, Dawn 
Source: Email 

Date: 1/12/2024 8:46:00 AM 
 

Comment:  

We want a "No Action" option 

The tra ic this will create will be detrimental to the area.



Commenter: Pantastico, Hoa 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

Here are my comments on the proposed warehouse project: 

Table 4-22 of the DEIS sums things up well. The proposed Project would be inconsistent with the 
policies and goals of the County and City. There is no shortage of developable land that would be 
suitable for this type of industrial project. If development is done, it should support rather than 
harm city/county residents (e.g., air pollution, local ecology (water and land), tra ic, regional park 
system, visual interest). 

There is, according to the DEIS, a “clear lack of master planning of the overall Project, despite the 
substantial size of the Project site and total building square footage; the Project lacks a coherent 
plan for open spaces within the development envelope, minimal landscaping set asides, no 
signage plan presently, tra ic impacts that are significant without a clear presentation of controls 
to adequately mitigate an unknown set of end user(s) and a lack of details regarding overall site 
management and maintenance approaches to meet this policy”. Many use factors “are wholly 
under-considered and not addressed by the proposed development’s plan”. IF any project moves 
forward, an updated project plan must: 

show that there is no other viable project site and  

develop a comprehensive plan that respects the site’s critical areas, abides by environmental & use 
constraints, and adequately mitigates potential harms to the local environment and people 

Thank you, 

Hoa Pantastico



Commenter: Paradis, Sara 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/13/2024 6:54:25 AM 
 

Comment:  

Why do you continue to fill our beautiful valley with ugly warehouses that congest our streets with 
terrible tra ic of semis?  Leave that space open for business to thrive or homes to take advantage of 
the view.  All that's left of Puyallup and Sumner are disgusting warehouses. Please think before you 
allow more.  People who live here are fed up.



Commenter: Parshall, Chris 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/20/2024 12:41:46 PM 
 

Comment:  

We support the development,  but we request as a part of the development that Puyallup city sewer 
be extended down to the residents o  80th Street.   We also request that Farm 12 be required to 
provide more parking o  of 80th street.  And sidewalks and lighting be installed. The current parking 
on 80th is a hazard to cars and pedestrian tra ic.



Commenter: Patterson, Christine 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hello,  

I live at the top of Shaw road.  I used to commute to Seattle by driving to Sumner, parking and 
jumping on the Sounder train.  The train ride between Sumner and Seattle was 40 minutes.  More 
often than not, I spent less time on the train ride than the time it took to get my car from Sumner up 
Shaw Road to my home.  Tra ic is so congested in this area.  Now that I am retired I avoid leaving 
my house between 3:00-6:00 PM to run even local errands.  You have already approved a huge 
housing development across from Safeway which is going to make this situation even worse. 

Adding seven huge warehouses with the related semi truck tra ic is horrifying. It will make living in 
this area untenable.  Is the warehouse that was built a couple of years ago in that area even fully 
occupied? 

I moved to this area because it was a small town with a nice rural feel.  It is not progress to pave 
over farm land and destroy the wildlife habitats.  Once that happens we will never get it back.   

I am so disappointed that the elected o icials in Puyallup are going forward with this development 
proposal.  The quality of life for Puyallup residents will su er.  I know that my vote in the next 
election will be based on who supports this project and who doesn’t. 

Thank you  

Christine Patterson



Commenter: Paulsen, Camille 
Source:  

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

If there was a contest among cities across the country to win the jackpot of a large historic piece of 
land with some of the richest soil in the world, bordered by a glacially fed river and an absolutely 
stunning view of Mt. Rainier, what do you think those cities would propose? Probably something 
that would bring the community together to show o  this jewel in the crown of their city. Maybe a 
beautiful hotel/resort surrounded by gardens that would grow food for their restaurants, employ 
hundreds of people, bring tourism to the area and be the gateway to Mt. Rainier? Maybe a vineyard 
with summer concerts like Woodinville? A thriving field of community gardens that would connect 
people to nature and produce food for themselves, their neighbors and those in need? Any of those 
ideas would win the contest for best use of this incredible land that is our heritage and our future. 
So what is Puyallup and Pierce County’s proposal? Let’s pave the entire place over with industrial 
automated butt-ugly warehouses that employ very few people, yet increase truck tra ic, pollution 
and dangerous runo  to a nearby salmon-rich river. And lower every tax-paying citizen’s property 
values and quality of life in the process. In boating terms, Puyallup’s proposal would come in DFL. 
We are sitting on a trifecta of incredibly rich farmland, a pure glacial river and an unbelievable view 
that cities around the country would kill for… and this is the best we can do??? Puyallup has scenic 
beauty in spades but zero vision or common sense when it comes to how to utilize it for the good of 
the community. Skagit Valley figured this out a long time ago. Puyallup is cementing its reputation 
as a backwater version of Kent and Fife: warehouse central with the tra ic nightmares to match. 
Every person on the council who supports this incredibly short-sighted eyesore of a greedy land-
grab warehouse development should be ashamed of themselves. They should also be made to live 
next to this monstrosity and deal with the tra ic, noise and lower quality of life. And they need to 
ask themselves one question: are they truly proud of the legacy they are leaving for future 
generations? 

Respectfully submitted, 

Camille Paulsen



Commenter: Paulsen, Dirk 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/26/2024 
 

Comment:  

Dear Sirs, 

     The Puyallup area has experienced unchecked, lightly regulated growth in the last few years.  
There seems to be absolutely no cohesive plan to develop the area in regards to leaving open 
spaces for the enjoyment of the residents that pay the taxes. This latest proposal to allow more 
warehouse space is another example of developers using fertile farmland to plunk down concrete 
slabs and add more congestion and wear and tear to an infrastructure already overburdened by 
previous rampant building.   

     As much as I would like that no development take place, I am well aware that the area in question 
will experience some development.  Therefore, if forced to choose between the two alternatives I 
would opt for the Reduced Intensity plan ( Alternative #2).  Thank you, 

Dirk Paulsen



Commenter: Pederson, Carrie 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/20/2024 8:45:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

We DO NOT need more warehouses that remain empty!!! You are allowing developers ruin 
everything!!!! We need to preserve farmland!! There are way toooo many 
available/empty/abandoned warehouses everywhere-use those first!! You are destroying everything 
that is good





Commenter: Perrin, Christine 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

I grew up in Puyallup and have lived just up Shaw road for the last 22 years. The tra ic on Shaw road 
has become worse every year and I’m very opposed to adding the warehouses and added tra ic 
that goes with it. We used to see the fields turn yellow with da odils in the spring, now can see 
warehouses.  I would prefer no new warehouses adding to the congestion the area, and negatively 
impacting the environment, but if that isn’t an option the plan with the least impact is my 
preference. 

Christine Perrin



Commenter: Perry, Ron 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

Tra ic mitigation concerns/impact



Commenter: Peters, Michael 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/19/2023 8:08:34 AM 
 

Comment:  

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. I heartily endorse this project from a standpoint of 
continuing to create a lack of community and encourage a sprawling mess of a city where tax 
revenue is the most important resource. The Sound Transit overpass at Tra ic avenue and 410 is 
now an even more complicated tra ic nuisance and I can only imagine what a continuous cycle of 
freight would look like in that area. I have lived in my residence near the Woodbine cemetery for 
twenty years now. Aside from that cemetery, I don't feel that I am considered by Puyallup to be in 
the city. I feel more that I am in the tax base area that surrounds the Pioneer Park and City Hall area 
- the only part of the city that has any community value. I felt fear from the moment the Shaw Road 
extension was finished and the two "road closed" signs popped up on the wings as you proceed 
northbound. I remember saying to my son when that opened and we looked at the sunrise behind 
majestic Mt. Rainier, "one day son, this will all be warehouses." Upon further learning from other 
city residents that the permitting was done years ago for such a project and conveniently hidden 
until it was too late. I grew up in the Puyallup area. I remember the days before Fairview Ave. I 
remember $.10 scones. I remember Hi-Ho shopping center and the razing of the original Sparks 
Stadium. The parks that existed then still exist now. I remember the beautiful and historic 
Woodland school, much like Maplewood school, but now just a bland elementary with a field 
where history once stood. The only development the city has made in the time I have lived here is to 
create an improved community space at Pioneer Park. While nice during the day, I prefer not to 
interact with the evening transient population. No other development has happened courtesy of the 
city. The Shaw road 'upgrade' is a suspension-punishing disaster that solved nothing, not to 
mention 39th by Costco. Puyallup has annexed, sure... and extended the tax base, but to what 
benefit? I am in the city limits, but as property taxes and fuel costs increase, I cannot walk to a 
transit station continuously on a sidewalk and have a safe crossing. Walking to the transit center 
near the 512 westbound onramp involves dirt paths, ditches, narrow, overdeveloped and unlit roads 
(yes, 13th), and generally taking your life in your hands to cross the street. I think the city could do 
better to demonstrate some commitment to the community than to approve a project that will exist 
so my Amazon delivery can get here even quicker. The Van Leirop Park is more of an appeasement 
and a seasonal weed patch, outside of the Lupine bloom, and an insult to the people of this 
community. I accept that I could participate in community and council meetings, if my job that I 
commute to would a ord me that ability. Instead of taking up a person's pet project and isolating 
more wealth, here are some proposals:  Create sidewalks in the city that don't require a developer 
and a code variance that allows 20 houses on an acre next to one house on five acres. Encourage 
some consistency in neighborhoods.  Adhere to published zoning and cease to allow developers to 
bring short-term financial benefit that creates a long-term problem that will fixed and funded by the 
taxes on established neighborhoods. Create and share a master plan for 9th from 512 to 15th... a 
mess more than just during the fair, and a pedestrian and bicycling nightmare. Imagine Tukwila's 
"Starfire" or Yakima's "SOZO Sports Complex" as a community recreation and gathering area at the 



Knutson site - something that brings commerce to the area and injects regional money into local 
businesses on a weekly basis. The current warehouse at the site could be converted into indoor 
tennis, soccer, etc., facilities that could be rented or contracted out. The infrastructure for food and 
lodging already exist in close proximity to the site. I bicycle a lot around Puyallup and the 
neighboring communities. There is A Lot of "For Lease" warehouse space just up the road. Auburn, 
Kent, Sumner, Pacific, and Algona all have ample "For Lease" warehouse spaces as of the past 
week. All of these locations are in less-complicated areas as well. While I know demand for our 
'now' economy is growing, please be more forward thinking and put something forth at this site that 
enriches the community and that you would want your name attached to. It's unfortunate that a 
local name like Knutson will be tied to this project and forever looked down upon.  Thank you for the 
opportunity to comment, Michael Peters



Commenter: Peters, Becky 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/23/2024 9:26:35 AM 
 

Comment:  

No! Stop allowing our farm lands to be destroyed for warehouses. Furthermore why grow food in a 
warehouse when it grows just fine in the ground like it has for the many many years they have 
owned this property.  The Puyallup/Sumner valley area was once known for it's agriculture. 
Remember all the strawberry fields that used to be in Puyallup and we traded them all for car lots, 
apartments and more tra ic and crime.



Commenter: Peterson, Andrew 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/30/2024 5:03:18 PM 
 

Comment:  

Regarding 4.9 Transportation: As another corridor for tra ic commuting north, intersections along 
5th ST NE/Milwaukee Ave (Puyallup) should be included in the tra ic study area. I live on this street 
and am very aware that when tra ic is heavier on other routes north, commuters and trucks will use 
5th. This is a big impact because it is more residential in nature than Meridian or E Main/Tra ic Ave.  
Regarding 4.10 Health and Safety: The tra ic impacts stated above include a walking route to 
Stewart Elementary including a street crossing. Shaw Road Elementary is on Shaw Road close to 
the project site. Spinning Elementary is on Pioneer near the project site. The latter two schools 
listed here are along the routes where increased tra ic is expected. Increasing tra ic could 
increase danger at school areas and should be included in the Health and Safety portion of the EIS 
(or Transportation portion if more applicable).  Regarding 4.10 Health and Safety: Another increased 
safety risk due to increased tra ic is the crossing of 8th Ave SE by pedestrians, bikers, etc. There is 
Farm 12/Fika, Van Lierop Park, parking, and a future connection to the Riverwalk trail on the north 
side of 8th. There are bathrooms, parking, and the Foothills Trail trailhead on the south side of 8th. 
People currently cross the street all the time to get to the attractions on the other side because it is 
a low speed road without much tra ic. Increased tra ic for warehousing in this area would put 
people at risk who continue to cross the street.  Regarding 4.6 Aesthetics: Warehousing in general is 
undesirable in a community where people live because it provides little benefit to the local resident 
(besides taxes, perhaps) and it adds negative impact in many ways (listed in the EIS). Potential 
homebuyers would prefer not to live by these warehouses or would pay less to do so, thereby 
driving down value in the neighborhood. I am unaware how far this e ect reaches. (This could also 
potentially be included in cumulative impact?)  Regarding 5.4 Cumulative Impacts Analysis: It 
appears 4.6 Recreation and 4.7 Aesthetics are reversed and listed as 4.6 Aesthetics and 4.7 
Recreation in this section of the EIS. Therefore the links are also linking incorrectly.



Commenter: Peterson, Cynthia 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

Thank you for allowing me to submit my response to this project. I do not know all the negative 
e ects on the environment this industrial park will have on the Puyallup Valley if it is permitted to be 
built. I have been reading articles and listening to podcasts that discuss how farms are being 
destroyed in this country. In Washington State alone, I listened to a podcast ("Saving Family 
Farming") that Washington State is losing 14 farms every week. This agricultural land must be 
preserved and not covered with concrete. Tra ic in this area is terrible already without adding the 
vehicles and semi-trucks of seven industrial warehouses to it. Shaw Road and Orting Highway are 
both often backed up for miles. There is also construction happening at the intersection of Pioneer 
and Shaw Rd that will certainly add to congestion. Farm 12 is also known to many in our 
community, even outside of Puyallup, it is a staple to this community. I would like to see no more 
warehouses added to this area, however if warehouses are permitted, there should be a limit of 
three or four that sit behind the park and do not cause an eyesore to the Mt. Rainier View and 
cannot be visible from 80th St E. I think that if the developers will connect the Foothills Trail to the 
Riverwalk Trail and can attractively hide warehouses behind the park it could have benefits to the 
wellness of the community. Certainly the warehouses along 80th St E cannot be built because it 
would be terrible to have a trail surrounded by warehouses that also blocks the Mt. Rainier view.



Commenter: Piacenti, Jordan 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/6/2024 1:58:20 PM 
 

Comment:  

We should not be sacrificing more of our farm land to development. Farm land lying unused is 
available to fulfill future food production needs. The breakdowns of supply chains during the 
pandemic showed us that we need to rely more on locally sourced food & less on imports. The 
beauty of our city is a risk if we continue to fill our beautiful land with unsightly warehouses.



Commenter: Pickard, E. J. 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

Firstly, Thank you to the City of Puyallup sta  and everyone who helped put this EIS together. if it 
wasn't for your work this developer would've gone unchecked.  this development does not benefit 
the city of Puyallup, it doesn't benefit the citizens of Puyallup, in fact, it is detrimental to anyone 
who lives within Puyallup, South Hill, Graham, Sumner, Bonney Lake, and Orting, Anyone who relies 
on Shaw Road, Pioneer Road, E Main, 162, Or the 410 E Main/Tra ic Ave interchange.  the city's 
current transportation infrastructure is inadequate for the population it currently serves, hundreds 
if not thousands of people rely on Shaw Road to get up the hill to South Hill/Graham, the thousands 
of people that live in the Sunrise community, and this doesn't account for the projected growth and 
the thousands of planned units in planning or under construction.  the city doesn't have the budget 
to maintain its current infrastructure, the majority of our downtown intersections aren't signalized, 
our roads are in various states of disrepair, and our stormwater system is currently being 
overhauled because it can't support our current growth. the developer intends to add almost ten 
thousand vehicles onto our roads mainly the Shaw Road overpass coming from the 410 
interchange. to anyone that's familiar it can take you as much as 20-30 minutes to get o  410 to the 
light at the bottom of pioneer and Shaw, when school lets out at Shaw Road Elementary and shaw 
is flooded with buses and parent pickups you can easily wait 10+ light cycles to get across the 
overpass to start going up the hill. It's madness as it is.  our roads were never designed or intended 
to support high-intensity industrial uses, it has never been in our city plans, as it was never wanted. 
the deis makes it seem like we can throw in a round about and retime some lights and everything 
will be fine, what happens in 30 years when the city cant a ord to maintain the infrastructure?  and 
let's make that designation now, the roadway infrastructure that would be used by this potential 
development, our roads, streetlights, sidewalks is all city-owned and controlled, the taxpayers paid 
millions of dollars for the Shaw Road overpass connection to Main and for the developer to have 
any access to OUR roads the city must issue them a permit, without a permit from the city the 
developer can't build a driveway to serve the facility.  on top of that the previous landowner signed a 
land use agreement with the city predating the developer and agreeing with the city's urban growth 
area and zoning regulations which the developer blatantly ignores, the agreement limiting 
development on the land and having a larger rural bu er.   along with our road infrastructure being 
entirely incapable of handling the current tra ic during peak times, especially during the fair or 
Puyallup night market, our river flood control infrastructure is barely holding on, I can't count the 
number of times the river has gotten all the way up to the point of almost going across the levy, and 
the historical, horrific floods that have inundated the valley and caused massive property damage 
and loss of life. the river is a constant threat to those in the valley. from countless years of 
mismanagement and design practices that have had a significant negative impact on the local 
ecology and biodiversity, the river is nothing like it used to be. it's almost at capacity in terms of 
peak stormwater discharge, the majority of the riparian zone is non-native invasive plant species 
that out-compete native plants.  there is not enough transparency on 6PPD and its potential e ects 



on the salmon, something that not only impacts the citizens who fish but also the Puyallup and 
Nisqually tribes who have historical rights to the waters up and downstream. the tribes have had to 
fight to bring back the salmon population from a point of near extinction due to the continued 
mismanagement of the land and water.  along with those the developer also owns the Viking 
Warehouse an almost 450,000 sqft industrial facility, the stormwater discharge from the single site 
alone, despite persistent mitigation e orts has continued to cause channelized erosion to the 
Puyallup river bank, undercutting vegetation, eroding the soil, resulting in the loss of almost 10' of 
river bank and knocking down trees in the process. What's going to happen to that erosion if they 
have seven buildings instead of one? 70' of river bank erosion? what chemicals will that expose us 
and our wildlife to?  we don't know. we do not know current 6ppd levels, the potential impacts, or 
how much it would increase, or the potential toxicity from such an intense new development.  
beyond the supportive auto infrastructure and stormwater infrastructure, the land the project site is 
on is historically some of the most important land in the state. the land is comprised of mainly 
puyallup fine sandy loam, Sultan silt loam, Briscot loam, and Pilchuck fine sand, the rare 
combination a result of years of flooding and historic lahar flows, making the soil some of the 
richest most fertile farmland in the entire world.   The land along with most in the valley has a long-
standing agriculture history pre-dating the Knutson family going back well over a hundred years, the 
land has seen booms and busts of hops, rhubarb, da odils, and all the things that make Puyallup, 
Puyallup.  it's one of our last connections as a town to our pioneering roots, it's irreplaceable, and 
the damage that would be caused to our soil would be irreversible. it took thousands of years to 
naturally cultivate the soil fertility and the developer wants to cover it with asphalt and fill dirt. this 
would permanently alter the land in a way we would never be able to come back from.   the da odil 
represents puyallup, it's in every logo, it's on every street corner, we have festivals in its honor, our 
young women compete to be the da odil queen, but there's no longer any commercial production 
in the city, and the land that once used to be a golden carpet of da odils is nothing more then 
mismanaged farmland in a desperate state a limbo.  the proposed development would also 
significantly impact farm12 and van lierop park, a project the city is heavily invested in. The 
proposition to mitigate the negative impacts is to build a 12' concrete sound wall with a 30' 
landscape bu er around the entire proposed facility, this is greenwashing. the same thing 
happened with forestry in the 80's when they tore down forests and hid it behind a small strip of 
trees a "green veil" so people couldn't see what damage was being done to the land  essentially it 
would turn the almost 200 acres of farmland into something that more resembles a prison or 
military complex the current facility has military-grade fencing with security sensors and cameras 
all around a full-time guard on duty, it's built like a prison. if there was a full concrete wall 
surrounding the property it would be like a glorified labor camp. and by the time the landscaping 
matures the landscape bu er being so close to the park, the mature landscaping would tower over 
the van lierop loop, entirely blocking the view of Mount Rainier we've all had the privilege of enjoying 
for so many decades.  it could look pretty, with all the trees and shrubs especially when they're 
mature you won't have any clue what's behind the concrete walls, it doesn't change the irreversible 
destruction no matter how well they hide it and cover it up.   the developer has no interest in the 
land or the repercussions of their development. they don't care how it's run or managed they don't 
care what their tenants dump into our river they don't care enough to show up to the meetings or 
send an agent, they care about one thing, money. they are out of state and would have very little 
oversight of day-to-day operations and we would be forced to rely on companies to properly 



manage stormwater, chemical compliance, and best practices, to not have any negative 
environmental impacts, and when the company only cares about their bottom line and has no 
personal interest in the building or land, nothing is stopping them from deferring all maintenance till 
the end of the lease and being careless in their actions.  what happens when no one cares and 
everyone points their finger at someone else to take responsibility?  the post-pandemic trend of 
industrial development is not the first industrial development boom the state has seen, and it won't 
be the first bust either. we're currently observing a massive increase in industrial product 
construction and subsequently availability, countless new starts along 167, in north Puyallup, 
Sumner, Frederickson, the common theme? almost every single facility has a for lease or for sale 
sign, half of it is empty, there's not enough demand to fill the current product on the market so what 
makes the developer think it's a good idea to add 2.7mm sqft where it's not wanted or welcome   
this developer has a lengthy history of disregarding the city and the citizens, they went behind our 
backs, tried to work with the county, and took us to court (lost) tried to buy out our city council 
(failed), and continue to push and push, they have burned their bridge, the city can not trust them, 
they refuse to hold up previously acknowledged agreements and continue to ask for more and more 
and more, they are destroying our land, they're destroying our water, they are ruining our soil fertility 
and causing significant impacts to our quality of life. the citizens of Puyallup do not want or need 
this.   to echo some of the public comments from January, we desperately need housing, We can't 
accommodate our projected growth as it is so we need to start planning for that. the only reason 
the developer is pursuing industrial is because of outdated almost 20-year-old land use plans that 
are not representative of Puyallup today. they stand to make a fortune o  of it while everyone 
around them su ers, and they don't care. they'd rather throw lawsuits and money at us than work 
towards a common goal so the city needs to make it clear they are not welcome in our city.   to wrap 
up, the only alternative the city can recommend is no alternative. the price is too high, the risk is not 
worth the reward, and the detrimental impacts to us, to our children, to our children's children. we 
cant a ord to make this mistake. and we will never be able to recover from it if we do. the city needs 
to stop paying for an alternative that kind of fits and conforms to the old land use plan, stop working 
for free, the developer should they choose to continue the pursuit needs to do the work themselves. 
we need more time as a community to assess the impacts, long term and short term, for that 
reason I'm adding my voice in saying we need either an extension of the comment period or another 
round of comment period, I didn't see a single sign go up on the property to notify of the new 
events, and I don't think the majority of Puyallup residents have any idea this is still being fought 
over. WE DO NOT WANT THIS. WE THE PEOPLE HAVE SPOKEN AND WILL CONTINUE TO SPEAK, NO 
ACTION. NO ALTERNATIVE. NO DEVELOPMENT.   save our farmland, save our water, save our air, 
protect the earth. don't bow down to a foreign corporation with no vested interest in our community. 
for your kid's sake and mine. don't destroy our history, don't destroy our culture, or it may never 
return.



Commenter: Pierce, Art 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/14/2023 8:33:43 PM 
 

Comment:  

Like we don't have enough warehouses in our valley today! Save some of the last remaining farm 
lands instead of destroying some of the last great agricultural land in our area. What about the 
wildlife and drainage and agricultural benefits that the land provides today instead of blacktop ping 
it? It is a shame that our once flourishing farms are 90% covered by blacktop now. We don't need 
anymore and I ask you take the loss of precious farmland into consideration.



Commenter: Pierce, Art 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

Please STOP destroying what little farmland remains in our area. And STOP destroying what little 
forests we have as well. Let another city destroy their farmland/trees. This is some of the best soil in 
the world. Why would any of you want to bury it under concrete/asphalt? Whoever you are that 
makes these decisions to destroy every acre of land and trees, just stop it. Do we really need more $ 
at the expense of our once vast land/trees? No we really don't. Please tell whomever the 
construction company is to go somewhere else. Thanks for reading.



Commenter: Pingeon, Kayley 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/7/2024 10:50:05 PM 
 

Comment:  

The Puyallup river was named the number one endangered river in the country in 2021 by American 
Rivers. There should be consultation and leadership taken from the Puyallup tribe on how to go 
about this sustainably. This river needs protection and needs community to step up to connect 
wildlife corridors in urban environments. This ideally would be a green space that is protected and 
used for ecological and economic importance. The other warehouses should have never been 
granted permission in this area to begin with. No need to continue the capitalistic infrastructure 
that continues to deplete and corrupt not only the environment but also our communities. Thank 
you.



Commenter: Pitigliano, Audrey 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/11/2024 
 

Comment:  

I will send comments by email. Thanks



Commenter: Porter, Kaaren 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/21/2024 1:33:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

Absolutely a horrible idea.





Commenter: Powell, Elaine 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

I previously submitted comments in regards to the Draft EIS for this project but failed to state my 
preferred alternative, which is the Reduced Intensity alternative. 

Thank you, 

Elaine Powell



Commenter: Prociw, Tracey 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/21/2024 3:35:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

It is imperative that such actions are prohibited. It is essential to safeguard greenspaces for the 
benefit of both human inhabitants and the diverse wildlife inhabiting this area. Moreover, the 
escalating tra ic congestion, potential obstruction of scenic vistas, and the transformation into an 
urban landscape devoid of natural elements must be staunchly opposed. Residents have chosen 
this locale for its natural splendor, not to endure the adverse consequences akin to an 
industrialized zone.



Commenter: Ragan, Michael 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/12/2024 8:37:15 PM 
 

Comment:  

My recommendation is for the No Action Option. This proposal would have an overall long tern 
negative impact on the people of Puyallup. Air quality, tra ic, noise, and whatever else is brought to 
these warehouses will not improve the quality of life that brought people to Puyallup in the first 
place. If we want Puyallup to continue to be a great place, we need to stop this project from 
impacting our daily lives forever. If this cannot be stopped, it should only be allowed at the smallest 
possible scale. Thanks for listening.



Commenter: Reaves, Renae 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/13/2024 9:44:17 AM 
 

Comment:  

There isn't a need for more warehouses. I work in the construction industry, specifically with 
landlords and brokers, and there is plenty of empty warehouse spaces available all throughout the 
area. If this land is to be developed, please consider making it into housing. We all know there isn't 
enough housing in the area. Honestly, enough of Puyallup's old farm lands have be turned into 
warehouses and if it keeps going, the area will look like Fife or Tacoma, all industrial complexes with 
no natural beauty left. Puyallup is the last big city as one makes their way to Rainier, we should keep 
that gateway as beautiful as the mountain.



Commenter: Reeves, Lisa 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/21/2024 3:34:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

This project is coming whether I want it or not.  I prefer the alternative of the least impact of the 
three warehouses.  Shaw Road and Main cannot support the tra ic as is for the additional trucks.  
Currently, I cannot depart my neighborhood during work and school commute times and drive a 
work-a-round to get to my destination. I predict the cut-through tra ic in my neighborhood from 
Shaw to 23rd during these times will only increase.  Our Puyallup neighbors living closer will endure 
noise and diesel fumes from the trucks.  I like the suggestions for more recreational and 
entertainment opportunities including breweries and wineries for this beautiful land.  The views of 
the mountain are stunning from this area and can be a tourist destination.



Commenter: Reeves, Lisa 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/28/2024 
 

Comment:  

I am a thirty plus year resident of the City of Puyallup living near Shaw Road. I moved here because 
of the great schools and neighborhoods, beautiful parks and trails and scenery and open space.  
We have had tremendous growth as a thriving small city with all of its conveniences, but it has 
come at a cost with the increasing tra ic and struggling infrastructure to support it, farmlands 
disappearing to make room for retail warehouses and the impact on the wildlife we have left.  We 
may be getting to the tipping point of becoming the next warehouse city like those around us. These 
warehouses are coming with the truck tra ic on roads that cannot support them, the commuters 
that will cut through our neighborhoods to get around it, the noise, the runo  pollution from more 
concrete being poured, the wildlife displaced or disappearing and our quality of life impacted.  
Although it's kind of a done deal, I strongly recommend the reduced intensity alternative of 1 million 
square feet to preserve the surrounding land.  Lisa Reeves



Commenter: Rhodes, Scott 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/17/2024 10:28:17 AM 
 

Comment:  

As a former citizen of Puyallup who's family still lives there, and a 2015 graduate of Puyallup 
Highschool. I strongly disagree with the use of our lands for this purpose. As stewards of the land, 
that we acknowledge is Puyallup Tribal land before it was ever claimed and developed by us, it 
would be wildly irresponsible to allow this development to occur on such fertile land. Please do not 
allow warehouses to be built on our farmland.



Commenter: Richeson, Daryl 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/26/2024 
 

Comment:  

This is the best of the worse options  

People seem to forget what  puyallup  

Should be , the roads In That area are already over welded with tra ic and this will just add to the 
problems  

Please at least keep the site to this area alone



Commenter: Richeson, Daryl 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/26/2024 
 

Comment:  

We live up above the planned area  

This is what we moved here for many years ago , this owl is super cool and visits our home .  This is 
the wrong place for the site    What kind of owl is this ?  

[image of barred owl]



Commenter: Richeson, Jaime 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

The impact of the additional tra ic caused by the project will be detrimental to residents and 
businesses. Tra ic in the area is already very dense with little or no alternative routes. Causing 
delays and congestion. It's hurts businesses because consumers will avoid the area. With the 
addition of upcoming multifamily complexes in the works, more cars will be in the area and the 
addition of semi trucks ruining the roads while diminishing the quality of life of the long time 
residents of Puyallup Valley. Not to mention reducing property values. You're not putting industrial 
sites in a broad vacant area, you're craming industrial into a residential/ wetland.  In addition to 
ruining the habitats of the owls, eagles hawks and importantly, humans.



Commenter: Riley, Kathleen 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

Well, I am coming in down to the wire with comments.  First of all, I want to say that I appreciate 
how well you presented the alternative plans during your Zoom presentation.  

In general, my preference is for NO FURTHER WAREHOUSE DEVELOPMENT OF THE SITE, whatever 
alternative number that is.  I meant to get a count of the number of EMPTY warehouses  that I see 
currently in Sumner and elsewhere, AND THERE ARE PLENTY OF THEM. Does the EIS take those 
numbers into account?  It should!  

Therefore, I don’t understand the need for more warehouses, especially on agricultural land.  I 
worked at WSU-Puyallup for 30+ years on flower bulbs and Christmas tree crops. Our valley soil is 
some of the best in the country, and the site is well-suited for the current rhubarb production.  (I 
had to laugh about the “wetland” designation on the eastern edge of the site; we used to do da odil 
basal rot research there because of the fine conditions for disease development). This land could 
be a great place for a community garden area.  The Brown Property community garden is space is 
very limited, most of the growing has to be done in raised beds due to the glacial soil and there isn’t 
very good sun exposure in some areas.  The Sumner Community Garden, where I have a plot, is very 
successful and could be a good model for Puyallup. What about an arboretum, including an exhibit 
of native plants; a dog park; leasing some land to first-time farmers and veteran’s programs? This 
could be Puyallup’s “last gasp” at protecting some of its agricultural heritage. 

I have been contacted by John Palmer concerning his ‘reduced intensity’ alternative, and he 
believes that the “no action" alternative is not “reasonable”.  Why not? Even his plan does not take 
into account the following problem with truck tra ic having to move onto Shaw Road.  One day 
recently I was traveling north from the light at Pioneer Way and a semi was turning left from that exit 
street (orange in John’s picture) and had to use the center lane in order to wait for southbound 
tra ic to pass.  THE SEMI COULD BARELY FIT BETWEEN THE LINES, so whoever planned the bridge 
did not take into account the space or turning radius needed for large trucks! In order to get into 
that center lane, the driver had to pull into both south and northbound lanes, disrupting tra ic in 
both directions.   

The railroad alternative is not at all feasible.  Just trying to bring the Meeker Southern up to “code” 
would be a multimillion dollar proposition, I’m sure!  

There was also a mention of the intersection of 80th East and Orting Highway being made into a 
roundabout.  That would be very close to the river, so how would damage to the river be mitigated, 
e.g., salmon, etc?  That street is definitely residential and is already taking a beating. Other tra ic 
disruptions include the entrance to 410 from Tra ic Avenue as you go into Sumner.  The left turn 
lane is already a mess if there are more than 6 cars wanting to turn onto the highway, which 



prevents cars from using one of the lanes into Sumner.  The mess that would be compounded on 
Shaw Road is obvious. It is already necessary to time any travel to miss the school/work tra ic. 

DEIS Preferred Alternative.jpg 

Per John Palmer’s email, I agree that: 

"Alternative 2 in the DEIS reduces the warehouses and associated tra ic by 35%, protects 40 acres 
of farmland, and adds bu er walls around Van Lierop Park.  Alternative 2 is a good start, BUT IT 
STILL HAS UNACCEPTABLE SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS. “ 

I appreciate his e orts, and if that is what it takes to get some kind of compromise, then so be it.  
But  for myself, I vote for NO FURTHER DEVELOPMENT.  This land is just too valuable to waste! 

Sincerely,  

Kathy Riley





Commenter: Rink, Stacia 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

To Whom It May Concern: 

  

My name is Stacia Rink and I am a current resident of the city of Puyallup. I live three houses o  of 
Shaw Road, and only one mile from the proposed Knutson Farm 7 Warehouse project. I am writing 
to ask the city of Puyallup to DENY the Knutson Farm 7 Warehouse proposal using the city’s 
authority under the State Environmental Policy Act. The environmental impact statement (EIS) for 
this 7 warehouse project clearly reveals monumental NEGATIVE impacts to the Puyallup 
community and the environment. A responsible response by the city would be to deny any further 
warehouse development in this precious open-space area of the former Knutson Farm, preventing 
further degradation of the tra ic congestion that currently exists in this at-capacity highway 
corridor, and halting the addition of excessive noise, polluted water runo , and aesthetic pollution 
of the area and adjacent community. No amount of mitigation will undo the mess that this project 
will make. Please do not let it go forward. 

  

The EIS reveals that the proposed Knutson Farm 7 warehouse project would substantially increase 
the volume of tra ic. The proximity of the project site to the urban growth area is clearly revealed on 
page 3 of Appendix E, Full Tra ic Impact Assessment from Knutson Farms DEIS dated 12-14-23. 
Urban growth continues in Pierce County and Shaw road is the road used by many to get from HWY 
167 to their homes south of Puyallup. Adding tra ic to the study area will only serve to further 
constrain what is already a heavily traveled corridor. As a Shaw road community member, I do not 
want more tra ic added to this two-lane country road. While four lanes have been installed 
proximal to the project site, this only serves to bottleneck the tra ic as it merges to go south on 
Shaw road.  Adding semitrucks to this already challenged tra ic corridor would be illogical and 
detrimental to all who use this corridor. Please note that all tra ic counts taken were performed in 
summer months during the COVID-19 pandemic. The tra ic should be remeasured post-COVID-19 
and in the fall starting in October when all students are commuting to local colleges, and folks are 
commuting to work to get an accurate representation of current tra ic counts.  

  

The proposed Knutson Farm 7 warehouse project would destroy the prime farmland that once grew 
beautiful da odils and tulips, and would negatively impact the thriving Farm 12 business and 
trailheads via degraded aesthetics, noise pollution, and tra ic congestion.  People outside of our 
community have discovered this gem that is Farm 12, and they enjoy the open-space, trails and 
views of the farmland.  The trail system is widely popular as well, and keeping the farmland as open 
space would complement these activities in the adjacent area. In addition, the EIS cumulative 



impacts statement (section 4.4) clearly indicates that the Knutson Farm 7 warehouse project poses 
a significant hazard to salmon from the polluted runo  that would enter into the river. We previously 
advocated for the farmland to be converted into recreational space. The city should reconsider this 
idea to the benefit of city of Puyallup and local residents. 

  

As a 28-year resident of the city of Puyallup and a life-long resident of Pierce County, I respectfully 
request that the city of Puyallup acknowledge the monumental negative impacts that this project 
would impose on the tra ic, environment, Puyallup residents and adjacent community members, 
and then act to DENY the Knutson Farm 7 warehouse project. I thank you serving the Puyallup 
community. 

  

Sincerely, 

  

Stacia Rink



Commenter: Rink, Stacia 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

To Whom It May Concern: 

I want to address the idea of an alternative to the draft Knutson Warehouse EIS. If DENYING the 
project is not an option, then I would advocate for the reduced intensity alternative to help mitigate 
the monumental impacts by the warehouse project (e.g., tra ic, farmland loss, wetland 
destruction, stormwater runo  killing salmon, visual/noise/rural character impacts to Farm 12, Van 
Lierop Park, and Foothill Trail Trailhead). [image of reduced intensity alternative]



Commenter: Roberts, Stephanie 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/12/2024 1:11:21 PM 
 

Comment:  

Tra ic in Puyallup at the end of Shaw Rd & E Pioneer is already a monstrous inconvenience to 
surrounding homeowners, particularly those trying to get to and from work.  Why do the people who 
live in Puyallup have absolutely NO control about their community and what is built upon it?  This 
project, in addition to the apartment building being built in the middle of downtown Puyallup is the 
last straw for some of us who have lived here a long time.  Shame on the greedy people who 
continue to overbuild on our precious land!



Commenter: Rometsch, Paul 
Source: Email 

Date: 1/12/2024 2:42:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

Hi Chris, 

Great presentation last night, we're blessed to have you on the city sta . Your presentation was 
thorough and clear. My wife was particularly impressed with your ability to answer questions in 
detail on such a wide scope of topics. 

While doing unrelated research as to why parking lots are slippery on bikes since a friend of mine 
fell (injury-free) last night in a parking lot (I may or may not have fallen injury-free a few months ago 
after a rain), I concluded it is the sealant. Not only does it make parking lots slippery for bikes but 
parking lot sealant is quite the nasty pollutant, with Washington pioneering a coal-tar sealant ban. 
Given the scale of the pavement in the design with the wear and tear of the proposed land use, were 
impacts from lot sealant run-o  considered in the EIS? 

Thanks, 

Paul Rometsch





you know, mitigate that. You know, something we haven't talked about a bunch is runo  from the 
proposed land use. So truck tires 

wear pretty heavily because, you know, that's a lot of weight on those tires. Also, with all the 
pavement comes parking lot sealant. You know, Washington state did ban some of the more toxic 
sealants. However, it still needs to 

be replaced every three to five years, you know, 10 years if you're particularly stingy. But that runs 
o  into the water. So with all that pavement there, you know, that's going to be a significant impact 
to the Puyallup River and, you know, and their salmon. So it's very important that, you know, we 
consider all these mitigating factors for that. So even with their (indiscernible) intensity, you're still 
going to have a lot of pavement, 1.7 million square feet. That's a lot. So that's another element to 
keep in mind. And yeah, so just from a transportation safety perspective, as well as an 
environmental safety perspective, this project has a lot of question marks and, you know, that 
doesn't even get into the cultural and, you know, land use fit. You know, whether that fits the vision 
or not, hopefully, you know, the city had 20 years ago when they first started creating the 
agricultural set-aside. But there are elements that need significant improvement even with the 
alternative to create something that will actually have, you know, a minor impact on the natural 
environment. Thank you.



Commenter: Rometsch, Paul 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

Tra ic mitigation concerns from KF project



Commenter: Romwro, Laura 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/6/2024 9:41:49 PM 
 

Comment:  

Giving this land to warehouses is wrong on every level. We NEED to keep our farmlands 
sustainable. Additionally, adding more warehouses only depletes the desirability to live in the area. 
PROTECT our Puyallup/Sumner farmlands!



Commenter: Rose, Any 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/6/2024 8:52:10 PM 
 

Comment:  

I do not agree with adding more warehouses, semi trucks going through our down town, destroying 
our land. Not to mention the tra ic impacts. We need to preserve our natural land, not build more 
on it.



Commenter: Ross, Markee 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/2/2024 10:00:27 PM 
 

Comment:  

Please don't develop this land! There is no need to lose more farmland. Neighboring cities like Fife 
have vacant and available for lease warehouse spaces. We don't need to build more warehouses in 
our communities.



Commenter: Ross, Jean 
Source: Email 

Date: 1/2/2024 
 

Comment:  

There shouldn't be any public meetings. It's no one's business but the Knutsons.



Commenter: Ross, Jean 
Source: Email 

Date: 1/2/2024 10:46:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

There shouldn't be any public meetings. It isn't anybody's business what they do with their property. 
Especially the City of Puyallup overstepping it's boundaries to be a nuisance to the property owners 
and overall community



Commenter: Ryan, Kyle 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/17/2023 8:30:56 AM 
 

Comment:  

Every single street that you are proposing to build up, expand, and put MORE trucks on to is an 
absolute tra ic nightmare twice a day. Our infrastructure should be expanded only to facilitate the 
growth of population we have accumulated, not to make room for corporations to choke us all out. 
No warehouses, no trucks; keep the land as it is. Go somewhere else. Elementary schools, grocery 
stores, and homes line Shaw. What are you trying to do to the people of Puyallup? The Puyallup 
RIVER is ON your proposed warehouse site. Are you really ok with destroying the natural beauty of 
this place? Do you think we really want 7 massive concrete warehouses and package distribution 
trucks ranging from mid sized vans to tractor trailers coming in and from every which direction? No, 
the people of Puyallup do not.



Commenter: S, Ben 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/7/2024 7:57:35 AM 
 

Comment:  

I do not want this development built at this location as it will have a significant negative impact on 
my homes value and the environment around it.



Commenter: Saarela, Linda 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/25/2024 3:37:03 PM 
 

Comment:  

I sit virtually every morning and evening and watch the tra ic come o  HWY 410 onto East Main and 
Intel Ave, then up Shaw Rd and visa versa. I find the promise of retiming signals as a means of 
improving tra ic flow when 1000 to 1500 heavy vehicle trips are added to existing road systems 
unsatisfactory. I am confused why road improvements are not mandated with such a large project. 
Tra ic o  Hwy 410 and up Shaw is only going to increase as growth "on the hill" continues. The 
trucks tied to the complex would seem to reap the benefit of being closer to the highway while 
residents out Shaw and Meridian will su er way beyond the current challenges, which are 
horrendous. I adamantly oppose the proposed action. I am in favor of Alternative 2 with road 
improvements and train track option for the flow of goods. Both are needed and necessary. It seems 
like the proposals benefit the developer with little concern for the impact on tax payers. I hope I am 
wrong.





Commenter: Saarela, Linda 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

Tra ic impact concerns, Warehouse development concerns



Commenter: Sanders, Monica 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/14/2023 5:56:19 PM 
 

Comment:  

I understand the need for growth and jobs, but this is getting ridiculous. Pretty soon we will be 
known as the town inside a warehouse complex.





Commenter: Sawyer, K 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/12/2024 12:11:10 PM 
 

Comment:  

Knutsen Farms warehouse proposal should be defeated. SAVE what's left of our Valley farm lands.



Commenter: Schneider, Robin 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hello, I would like to say that I am against any warehouse development at this location. These 
warehouses are not needed when considering the development at Frederickson, Sumner, Auburn 
and Kent. This property is some of the last farmland in the valley and needs to be preserved for 
future agriculture  use. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Robin Schneider



Commenter: Schumock, Phil 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/13/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hello, 

I am a long time resident living in the Crystal Ridge development just uphill from the Knutson Farm 
site. After reading the information concerning the proposed development on the Knutson farmland, 
I am very much in favor of the “alternative” reduced density proposal as shown below in the graphic. 
As noted in the DEIS, the impacts of the more dense options are truly unacceptable for the 
community. As a successful business leader in Tacoma, I understand the need to allow 
development of assets, but our society has long imposed guardrails to such development where it 
benefits the greater community. In this case, the owners of the property are being provided, with the 
reduced intensity option, plenty of return on their asset while balancing the needs of the 
community. 

Sincerely, 

Phil Schumock



Commenter: Seely, Art 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

Warehouse development concerns, Tra ic concerns, Weather concerns and stormwater concerns





Commenter: Shein, Stephanie 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/24/2024 
 

Comment:  

Please No Warehouses



Commenter: Sheldon, Kathryn 
Source: Email 

Date: 1/13/2024 6:09:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

Dear Chris, 

Again , thank you to all that have been working so diligently on this project.  Regarding for my 
concerns about increased tra ic , not directly related to the Knutson project but to planned 
projects in Pierce County for road improvement, housing , and commercial development that will 
create more tra ic for Shaw Road.  

Road Improvements related to Shaw Road.  I think that sometime this year, they will begin one of 
several projects planned for 122nd Ave E. 

Changes at 136th St. E and 122nd Ave E 

Changes at 144th St. E. and 122nd Ave E 

Sunrise Parkway E and 122nd Ave E 

Plans include additional center turn lanes, bike lane (?) and tra ic signal changes , addition , and 
other road widening.  

Sunrise Master Plan Community is adding many more houses, hundreds and new apartment 
complexes and some commercial attractions at the intersection of 122nd Ave E. and Sunrise Blvd.   
There are an additional 72 units of apartments planned on 110th Ave E across from the Clover Park 
and fire station entrance.  Also across the road is a new warehousing /fulfillment center , land 
started clearing about 3 weeks ago and I am sorry I don’t know the number of warehouses and 
footage.   This is on the same road where International Auto Auction junk yard is located.  

The point is that on the applications typically the applicants provide that the access is going to and 
from will be via Meridian and Pierce County Planning accepts this.  Some have never even visited 
the South Hill area.  One planner actually works from home in Portland, (that may have changed 
recently) but that is our new reality .  Next, reality is that we as residents find that the drivers will find 
alternative ways to get to 110th Ave E.  One of the ways is 122nd Ave E from Shaw  or use 512 to 
Meridian and then cut across via 128th  St E and 136th St E.   They do use other routes as well.  The 
point is that with the widening of 122nd Ave. E the widening will encourage more individuals with 
commercial vehicles to use Shaw Rd to access 122nd Ave E to 152nd St E and then left onto 110th 
Ave E.   Expect to see even more tow trucks.  This information could be important to your future 
planning considerations for this project and others in that area. 

Sincerely, 

Kathryn Sheldon







Commenter: Sidor, Kyle 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/26/2024 
 

Comment:  

As a lifelong Puyallup resident it has been disappointing to see the nearsightedness of development 
approval.  Infrastructure should be considered and implemented BEFORE development occurs.  
The Shaw Road tra ic is already terrible and this warehouse development would only cause 
additional congestion.  I would like to see either “no action” or “reduced intensity” option moving 
forward.





Commenter: Skibba, Allison 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/14/2023 7:39:02 PM 
 

Comment:  

No thank you - too much semi tra ic



Commenter: Slama, Mike 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

My general feeling is that the development of intense warehouse activity in the proposed location is 
inappropriate, driven mainly by the already burdened tra ic infrastructure to get from the 
warehouses to the freeways.  My preference would be to develop the area in line with the City's 
"Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map" as this plan is more consistent with the City's needs 
and would provide a reduced tra ic burden on the already stressed Shaw Road corridor.  The City's 
future zoning would be preferable even over the "No Action" alternative as it would allow a more 
balanced development of the area and lead to annexation out to Puyallup's Urban Growth 
Boundary.  Since the City of Puyallup's future zoning option is not listed, it appears that it is not 
available for some reason. (Why not?)  If the City of Puyallup's future zoning option is not available, 
the "Reduced Intensity" Alternative 2 would be preferable due to:  1) lessened tra ic burden 
 2) the increased trail network   3) the modifications to the sight-lines from Van Lierop park 
Both 2 & 3 would serve as irreplaceable gifts to future generations.  In any alternative chosen, It 
would be a perfect time to include the recommendations made in the "Pierce County 
Comprehensive Levee Setback Feasibility Study Update"    And specifically, the option listed as: 
"P10 Sumner Setback (Knutson Left Bank)", including Phases A and B, the "Sumner Setback".  P10 is 
not currently prioritized, but access to this area along the river will never be easier.  This option 
could easily provide an opportunity for wonderful salmon spawning habitat restoration.





Commenter: Smith, Scott 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/17/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hello, 

As a resident in the Puyallup Highlands we will be directly impacted by this building. Tra ic before 
the warehouse complex construction was bad, pierce county had a tra ic study done and the 
results clearly stated that tra ic was already congested up Shaw road, throughout east main and 
any smaller roads in the general area. The study confirmed that building the complex would make it 
worse. I’m shocked that pierce county would continue the project after those results.  

This will not benefit the residents of the surrounding area at all. Home values will drop, pollution 
will increase and impact salmon coming up the Puyallup river and overall be devastating to the 
farmland and natural in our area.  

Thank you, 

Scott J. Smith



Commenter: Sosa, Shelly 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/21/2024 8:49:00 AM 
 

Comment:  

I am totally against this development of a bunch of huge warehouses - what is wrong with our City 
and the people who run it????  What happened to the baseball fields and parks that this was 
originally slotted for - isn't the money from the Fair enough????  Now we have to have huge 
warehouses everywhere - NO



Commenter: Spadafore, Angela 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

Van Lierop Farm has so much history in the valley it cannot be surrounded by warehouses. A 
preferred alternative that ensures only buildings to the north of the park should be drafted in the 
Final EIS, if a "no build" is not possible. The warehouses F and G cannot be built as they interfere 
with the view of Mt. Rainier and destroy the beauty of this farmland. I often visit the da odil trail 
with my sister in this area and we have been looking forward to frequenting Van Lierop Park when it 
is completed. This park is so unique to o er the perfect view of Mt. Rainier that it cannot be allowed 
to be diminished. Thank you.



Commenter: Spencer, Danielle 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

I know you are going to build more warehouses but only build a a couple more we don't need more 
tra ic and trucks trying to use Shaw road. Also the noise to this area would be terrible as well as 
people who would let want to live next to it and take away value from homes in the area. Not to 
mention make the van leirop parks smaller. Please look into only building four at the most.



Commenter: Stamon, Kris 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/8/2024 
 

Comment:  

Dear City Sta  

Please find attached public comments to the Draft EIS for the Knutson Farms project. I hope these 
are able to be considered in the Final EIS. 

Thank you 

Kris Stamon  

Puyallup resident
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Commenter: Stamon, Kris 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

Concerned with warehouse development, Tra ic impact concerns



Commenter: Stanley, Stephanie 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/12/2024 10:19:37 PM 
 

Comment:  

The tra ic is already so bad with no end in sight and this will 4x the tra ic including more semis and 
noise disrupting the area as well as making the intersection to enter 410 even worse than it is! 
Please use common sense and realize this isn't a good fit for that small, congested area



Commenter: Stueve, Bridget 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/4/2024 8:44:19 PM 
 

Comment:  

Please reconsider this plan. Please look into nixing wharehouse E,F,G and makimg that into an 
expanded part of van lierop park. This gives more open space. Doesn't block all of the beautiful 
views from the park and frankly the roads cannot handle the tra ic from Farm12 let alone any 
additional tra ic. This will impact not just Puyallup but the local school nearby, the tra ic in and out 
of Orting and create a huge environmental burden on our farmland and runo  into the Puyallup 
River nearby.



Commenter: Sundahl Jr., David 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

We want the reduced intensity option. 

They’re already putting something like 190 apartment units on Shaw and Pioneer, with additional 
commercial space.   

With those units built and if all warehouses built, this whole area is going to see much worse tra ic, 
and we lack the infrastructure to accommodate it!  

David and Jessica Sundahl [attached image of reduced intensity alternative]





Commenter: Sutton, Nathan 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/11/2024 
 

Comment:  

Dear City of Puyallup leadership,  Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on the Knutson 
Farms DEIS. I would like to log a number of concerns about the proposed warehouse construction 
project, in addition to the foremost concern about the risk of pollution to the Puyallup River.  1) 
Tra ic congestion: Increased tra ic would further complicate drop-o  and pick-up at Shaw Road 
Elementary School. We don't have a reliable bussing option for our children, and tra ic is already 
heavy around the school. Moreover, increased warehouse tra ic would be compounded by tra ic 
related to the proposed apartment complex at Shaw and E. Pioneer.  2) Impact to Farm 12/Step by 
Step: Farm 12/Step by Step has become an important cultural landmark in Puyallup, which also 
provides a critical public service. The construction of warehouses immediately adjacent to the 
location would adversely a ect the experience of workers, clients, and patrons, which the 
leadership has otherwise carefully cultivated.  3) Even the "reduced intensity" proposal, while 
preferable to the original, would obscure the pristine southeasterly views along E. Main. I would 
lament that permanent loss as a bicyclist who regularly uses that route. Of course, occupants of 
the buildings on the west side of E. Main would also lose their view.  4) A solution to a problem that 
doesn't exist? I haven't been able to find evidence that warehouse space is in high demand.  Thank 
you,  Nate Sutton



Commenter: Talbott, Robin 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

I live in Ocean shores, I grew up in Edgewood. My daughter and her growing family live on 80th St. I 
visit them regularly in my little camper. 80th seem to be like a freeway now, not sure what it will be 
with all the trucks going through. I have 3 precious granddaughters,  I worry about now. There's a lot 
of land in already established business parks. Use that first. Empty warehouse's in all of them!   
Thank you!



Commenter: Talbott, Chris 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/16/2024 
 

Comment:  

I would love to see the Foothills Trail and the Riverwalk Trail connected. I occasionally ride my bike 
here and that is very important to me. I think that it could be reasonable to allow 3 or 4 warehouses 
in this location if tra ic revisions take place. It would be sad to see the area completely covered in 
warehouses, but I do support more local jobs. Alternative 2 would be favored over the proposed 
action. I think it should be a priority to maintain the Mt. Rainier view from the park as well. I also 
worry about pedestrian and bicyclist tra ic along 80th and the trail if warehouses are built along 
that road. Thank you and God Bless.



Commenter: Taylor, Tom 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

Please consider the reduced intensity alternative pictured below for the Knutson development 
project. The recent DEIS brought to light significant concerns regarding increased pollution and 
tra ic congestion that would result from full warehouse development. It is not evident that 
proposed mitigation measures are su icient for either concern. The area is currently gridlocked at 
rush hour even without the warehouses and other planned development projects. Of course, you 
are aware of the water runo  toxicity issues impacting salmon survivability. That concern will likely 
force increasingly stringent mitigation measures in the future. Puyallup will have a big mess on their 
hands post development if those issues are not mitigated now.  

It is also clear that the community is against all development in that area as evidenced by public 
comments and the petition with over 5,500 signatures. I realize that may be an unattainable bar to 
meet, but the DEIS provides the city with information and license to require appropriate mitigation 
of the noted problems at this time. In fact, that is the city’s obligation to its citizens. 

Thank you for your e orts. 

Tom Taylor 

RODESCO Resident



Commenter: Taylor, Tom 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

Warehouse development concerns, Mitigation concern



Commenter: Teter, Sandra 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/28/2024 11:56:00 AM 
 

Comment:  

Our land here is precious. Our communities want to preserve what we have. do not sell out to the 
companies  that want  to build and reduce the beauty of our environment.  So much has already 
been taken away!!! No more



Commenter: Teter, Eber 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/28/2024 12:00:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

Knutson Farms: This community needs your investment in our beauty and environment, not your 
profits!!!!  You try to project a wholesome image of your company and if you do this, it is a LIE



Commenter: Thompson, Fay 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/3/2024 12:48:35 PM 
 

Comment:  

We have enough warehouses surrounding Puyallup.  All the farm land is gone.  Please stop building 
so many warehouses here.  Try another location.



Commenter: Treakle, Terri 
Source: Email 

Date: 12/15/2024 2:33:00 AM 
 

Comment:  

This is a horrible idea. It’s going to ruin Puyallup Valley like it’s already been ruined with all the 
warehouses that have been built. Puyallup used to be a beautiful area and now there’s warehouses 
all over and used to be prime farmland. It will ruin Van Lerops park and obstruct a beautiful view. It 
will ruin more wildlife homes and just is a horrible idea. I hate that they are ruining Puyallup Valley.



Commenter: Treakle, Terri 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/13/2024 
 

Comment:  

You know no matter what we say they’re going to do exactly what they want anyways but I’m here to 
tell you that it’s going to impact our environment horribly. there’s already enough tra ic in Puyallup 
it’s gonna make it 1000 times worse not only that is going to destroy wetlands salmon runs and your 
not going to be happy until this whole valley is freaking warehouses and new housing. We need to 
leave the Puyallup Valley alone. They’ve already destroyed all the farmland that it used to be when I 
moved here on in the name of progress. It’s disgusting that they want to take away all the beauty of 
natural land and develop warehouses on it. I hate this idea. The very reason I moved here was for all 
the beauty and not a concrete jungle but you want be happy u til it’s all just like California and every 
other big city.



Commenter: Trott, John 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/27/2024 9:40:00 AM 
 

Comment:  

What happened and the beginning of the trail were the red gate is that said it was up for future 
development of soccer and baseball fields,I guess that has changed



Commenter: Trott, John 
Source: Email 

Date: 12/23/2023 1:12:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

It’s a flood plain shouldn’t open space count for anything make it in to a park or lease it out as a 
farm



Commenter: Turner, Cass 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/13/2024 
 

Comment:  

Can you please just NOT do this? We don't need anymore warehouses in this neighborhood.  Let 
them put them in North Sumner, with all the rest.  We have the ones o  Shaw and now some on 
Main St East.  Ridiculous.  Have you been trying to get up Shaw Road from the freeway at Rush 
hour?  It's impossible.  If ANYTHING, why don't you widen Shaw Road to handle the LOCAL tra ic.  
We don't need anymore trucks taking up space in this very small, congested area 

Besides, I live near the current warehouses on Shaw and I have NEVER SEEN a truck go in or out of 
there.  That tells me they are EMPTY and you don't even need the ones you have.  Why put in 
more????? 

Why not do this?:  This is much more preferred. (picture below) 

thank you 

Cass Turner, resident 1/2 mile away [image of preferred alternative: reduced intensity alternative]



Commenter: Turner, Cass 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/27/2024 
 

Comment:  

I don't understand why we need so many warehouses.  Have you looked at  

the north end of Sumner lately, or even the Kent Valley?   This is  

horrible. There are plenty of warehouses all over the south end of King  

County and North Pierce.  I live by and have  driven by the new Knutson  

warehouse and it appears to be empty.  It's been open for months, and  

I've NEVER seen a truck or car there. 

Furthermore, Pierce County keeps adding more housing, more apartments  

(and now warehouses,) yet they rarely expand the roads.  They may have  

added the bridge on Shaw Road over the train tracks, but tra ic backs  

up all the way to Hwy 410 during rush hour in the afternoon.  What will  

the impact of all those trucks be on Main Street and Shaw Road?  It will  

be a disaster!  And so some tra ic diverts to Hwy 162 and the County is  

planning on building a road up to Tehaleh with no plans to widen Hwy 162. 

When will Puyallup or Pierce County start looking at its infrastructure  

instead of tax dollars?  Tra ic here is a nightmare.  Please don't make  

it worse by eliminating open space in favor of warehouses. 

Cass Turner, resident



Commenter: Turner, Jennifer 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

Good morning, 

I'd like to express my preference for zero more warehouses at the Van Lierop Farm site in Puyallup, 
but since that's an unlikely outcome, my second preference would be for the Reduced Intensity 
with no more than 3 additional warehouses, increased salmon and wetland protection, and 
preserved agricultural space.  An image for my preferred alternative is attached.  Thank you for 
considering citizen preferences.   

Jennifer Turner



Commenter: Turpin, Theresa 
Source: Email 

Date: 1/24/2024 
 

Comment:  

Thank you for the opportunity to review the EIS for the Knutson Farm warehouse proposal. I am not 
a resident of Puyallup, however, I am an avid cyclist and user of the Foothills Trail and the Riverwalk 
Trail. Before retiring, I did work both as a private consultant and as a public sector employee. I did 
provide assistance in Puyallup, Sumner, and on the Foothills Trail itself. 

 First, some background on the recreation and trail along the building site - this was proposed in 
2016 as mitigation for the project, before there were other proposals connecting Riverwalk to 
Foothills. The trail was written into the binding site plan, the developer had to pay for and construct 
the trail along the development and once the trail was completed, deed it to Pierce County. It was 
at that time, the only way to facilitate the Riverwalk/Foothills connection. 

 That being said here are my comments based on reading the document 

 1. I do like the suggestion of moving the pedestrian path to a more aesthetic setting - I think that is a 
great option. Glad to see that 62 acres (basically 1/3 of the 188 acre site) is being set aside for open 
space. 

 2. Speaking of 62 acres of open space, has anyone considered/suggested that the developer create 
a wetland bank on part of that open space - I thought it used to be 40 acres needed to create a 
wetland bank (it may have changed). It could o -set the project impacts to the existing on-site 
wetlands, be a good thing for the Puyallup River, and should provide left over credits the developer 
can sell. Also many years ago, as a consultant, I did the permitting for the Shaw Road bridge over 
the railroad at the Knutson farm - it was pointed out that there were several failing drainage tiles 
installed on Knutson's farm so it isn't that crazy to try and do a wetland bank in that area. It works 
well with moving the trail which should help with plans to infiltrate the roof run o  into the open 
space area. 

 3. I think Alt 2 - the reduced warehouse area (the zoning allows several uses, including wineries and 
distilleries which could be compatible with Farm 12) is definitely the better/preferred option, 
although it would be good to have a hybrid of Alt 1 and Alt 2 by adding the railroad component to Alt 
2 - maybe modify the railroad component eliminating potential conflicts with the trail users and the 
railroad by working to keep the rail connection on the west side and if possible (it may not be 
possible) and eliminate or adjust the south side rail connection. As I recall, Claudia Peters with 
Pierce County Parks many years ago, stated the property underlying the railroad is owned by Pierce 
County Parks. 

 4. The outfall -  what a mess - they do need a good engineering plan, maybe work with Pierce 
County Public Works, WDFW and tribal fisheries to develop a better engineered outfall possibly 
adding large woody material. 





Commenter: Valencia, Emilio 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/17/2024 6:18:20 PM 
 

Comment:  

No action



Commenter: VanLierop, Anne 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/10/2024 6:28:55 AM 
 

Comment:  

I'm a stakeholder watching this crime unfold on that precious property for several decades now. If 
you don't stop it, it's gone forever. How can you master plan that? How can you develop land that 
you don't know? It belongs to the mountain, valley and river ...we are only temporary stewards. 
Warehouses will never thrive on that soil. Ever.



Commenter: E Vernon, Pamela 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/1/2024 5:49:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

I believe you are doing the community a great disservice if you allow the proposed warehouse park 
to grow to more than 3 additional buildings next to the Van Lierop Park.  I would ask the City of 
Puyallup to consider the impact this development would have on the citizens of Puyallup.  First, the 
tra ic in this area is now congested with the bike path, Farm 12, and the park users. To add 
additional large trucks in this area is only asking for vehicle accidents, as well as possible injuries 
and deaths with the considerable amount of pedestrians crossing and using the road. Second, the 
wild life that is attracted to the farm and fields, the geese and birds, would disappear with no more 
large areas to land and feed. This would be a crime against our children to have no place to see, 
enjoy and connect with the experience of seeing these amazing wild birds.  Third and probably most 
important, this would absolutely destroy what has become a "vital family recreational area" in 
Puyallup. Open, inviting for families, the elderly and active people of all ages. It is a beautiful area 
not only because of the fields of the park but the farm lands and views of Mount Rainer. To change 
the small town feel of this area, the "welcome to Puyallup", and "here is what we have to o er 
families", to be nothing more than a spot between buildings in the middle of a urban sprawl would 
be criminal.  Puyallup is a small town. It should never loose that attraction. That feeling of belonging 
and home. As we grow and expand we must keep what Puyallup is and should be, foremost in every 
consideration of how we develop.    This is too important of an area for our community, to destroy it 
with this development!



Commenter: Vines, Forrest 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/2/2024 12:26:41 PM 
 

Comment:  

Consider the impact of the project on views of the valley from surrounding hillsides - consider roof 
construction that does not reflect light and helps buildings blend in to their surroundings.  Consider 
tra ic impact between Tra ic Ave in Sumner and 410/167, which already backs up during peak 
commutes and may require additional mitigation.



Commenter: Vittetoe, Barbara 
Source: Email 

Date: 1/30/2024 
 

Comment:  

I am opposed to covering more of our valuable and disappearing farmland with warehouses, 
especially in the floodplain of the Puyallup River.  A better place for the warehouses would be on 
either hilltop, such as the Graham or Fredrickson areas. An alternative use for the farmland would 
be to create a wetland or flood zone to capture excess water.  Someday, we are going to wish we 
had that fertile soil back again to use in growing local  food.  Once destroyed, that rich soil will be 
very di icult to restore.  Warehouses can be built anywhere, farms cannot.  

Barbara Vittetoe



Commenter: Walker, Staci 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/6/2024 8:41:24 PM 
 

Comment:  

This is very sad. Downtown Puyallup does not have the infrastructure for this and sitting in years of 
construction waiting for "road expansion" and this concrete monstrosity to be built is terrible. 
Letting warehouses be built in the valley and lack of infrastructure to hold this will make Puyallup 
lose its character. People will leave and warehouse tra ic jams will win. $$$$ over quality of life-
very sad, and disappointing. Do better Puyallup.



Commenter: Wallace, Scott 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hi there.  I am asking the council to consider the preferred alternative plan. 

A better "reduced intensity" alternative is shown in the attached picture.  This alternative reduces 
the number of new warehouses to three (1M sq. ft.), reduces tra ic impacts by 60%, protects 
farmland surrounding Van Lierop Park and Farm 12 that connects to the floodplain, protects 
wetlands, reduces the stormwater impacts to salmon, and concentrates the new warehouses in 
one area near the existing warehouse.  Thanks for your careful consideration. 

Scott Wallace [image of reduced intensity alternative]



Commenter: Waltier, Christie 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/19/2024 7:11:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

Hello, My primary concern is around semi-truck tra ic around the Foothills trail, the Farm 12 
property, and Van Lierop Park. Any option that would keep trucks o  of E Pioneer and 8th Ave 
SE/80th St E would be better than the current plan. It's critical that we maintain a 
stroller/bike/pedestrian friendly road near the park and trail!  I would be in favor of the alternative to 
reduce the new warehouses from 7 to 3, reduce the amount of tra ic, and protect the areas directly 
adjacent to the park.



Commenter: Wambold, Bailey 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/7/2024 8:21:55 AM 
 

Comment:  

This plan is an ecological tragedy. Pierce County and Puyallup especially are rapidly losing 
important green spaces that provide ecosystem services which make our area a healthy and safe 
place to live. Developing on an already-crowded flood plain in an era of climate change ensures 
that if and when there are extreme weather or flooding events, the damage (physical and 
economical) will be even greater and harder to recover from. The increased tra ic around the region 
will contribute to air and water pollution, harming sensitive wildlife populations, like salmon. There 
are many underutilized warehouse spaces in the area that could be remodeled instead of ruining 
some of our increasingly precious farmland. Over 70% of Pierce County's farmland has been 
developed since 1950, making it hard for the local community to produce a ordable, healthful food 
to sustain itself and not be wholly dependent on "imported" goods. This project will harm water and 
air quality, destroy increasingly-rare wildlife habitats, contribute noise pollution and eyesores to the 
area, decrease the ability to enjoy local parks in the area, and is generally unsustainable. Any new 
development in Puyallup should be wholly dedicated to a ordable housing.



Commenter: Wambold, Bailey 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/20/2024 12:35:30 PM 
 

Comment:  

I am writing to request the City of Puyallup recommend the "No Action" alternative to the current 
project proposal.   The increased truck tra ic in the area will require expensive infrastructure 
improvements and still result in greatly reduced level of service on adjacent roadways. Additionally, 
a recent presentation on Puyallup's Comprehensive Plan update noted that community survey 
responses feel the area around the project site should be used to build needed housing, not 
industrial warehouses.



Commenter: Wambold, Bailey 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/5/2024 5:26:17 PM 
 

Comment:  

Please choose the 'No Action' Alternative.   On the short drive from Puyallup to Fife along Valley Ave. 
E and 70th Ave. E, there are at least 9 warehouses with "Available for Rent/Lease" signs. There are 
many other warehouse spaces available in the area as well, such as those on Canyon Rd. and in 
Fife and Sumner. Puyallup and the greater valley area do not need any more empty warehouses, 
especially when there is a severe housing shortage.   The 'No Action' Alternative must be 
recommended to if we wish to protect the health and vitality of our community and local 
environment.



Commenter: Wambold, Bailey 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 1/17/2024 
 

Comment:  

Thank you. I'll try and be quick. My name is Bailey Wambold, B-A-I-L-E-Y. Wambold is W-A-M-B-O-L-
D. And just to reiterate what everyone said, thank you, City, so much for putting this together. It was 
so informative. I know a lot of work went into it and I (inaudible) your stance on it. Just some 
numbers real quick that I could find before I came here today. This is from 2021, but in the decade 
before 2021, Pierce County lost over 10,000 farmland acres, and we've lost over 75 percent of it 
since the 1950s. 

 I like that Ashley brought up the food banks because I'm a volunteer at a food bank, and we get so 
much great produce from our local farms and they provide an enormous service to our clients. 

And food insecurity is only growing in Pierce County, and we cannot rely on shipping in food. We 
need to be able to grow our own. We can't be getting rid of farmland. It's too precious. And yeah, I'm 
also curious as to who would maintain the trail that is in the alternative, if it would be private lands, 
what's that going to look like? And then also, this plan goes against Pierce County's comprehensive 
plan. They describe a county-wide need to maintain and enhance natural resource-based 
industries by preserving and enhancing the agricultural land base. And this just seems to fly right in 
the face of that. And honestly, our Puyallup companies also want to support farmland and also 
promote access to healthy food, which I  think this is just taking us steps away from getting more of 
our community better, easier, more a ordable access to healthy food. And I'm just going to leave it 
at that. But thank you.



Commenter: Wambold, Bailey 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

Warehouse development concerns and agricultural impacts







Commenter: Wetzel, David 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

Concerned with KF warehouses, Tra ic concerns, Impervious surface concern



Commenter: Whiteside, Kristal 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/11/2024 3:36:47 PM 
 

Comment:  

Do not build the proposed development (No Action)



Commenter: Wickett, Jody 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/17/2024 8:43:47 AM 
 

Comment:  

As a person who uses the van leirop park, farm 12 and the trail near there I am opposed to the 
warehouse project covering all the land in that area - it will change the whole environment in a very 
negative way. I would vote for no action but at minimum the least impactful course of action. I 
realize I no longer live in the city limits of puyallup (this is recent) but I still view this area as my 
community from the other side of the valley and would like the area to stay usable for families and 
wildlife especially. Adding semi trucks on these roads will be horrible for everyone -



Commenter: Wickoren, Michael 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

So sad that future generations will not have kids playing in the dirt or even farmers farming!  So sorry 
to see, the time will come when the decisions you all make today will hurt the sustainability of 
humans to live here 

Please don’t let this come to our community  

Thank you for thoughtful consideration , Mike Wickoren



Commenter: Wilkins, Alixandre 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/17/2024 10:17:06 PM 
 

Comment:  

Please consider the environmental impacts and tra ic congestion that this building will cause. 
Alternative 2 is a good step in the right direction but all must be done to limit the environmental 
harm and tra ic congestion that will occur.



Commenter: Willard, Ti any 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

I love riding my bike with friends and family on the Foothills Trail. It is also so refreshing to walk this 
area after a visit to Farm 12. Ever since Van Lierop Park was constructed I have been looking 
forward to a connection to the Riverwalk Trail, however, this connection cannot be surrounded by 
warehouses. The beauty of this trail is an escape from city life and concrete buildings. I have taken 
so many beautiful pictures of my nieces with the wild lupines and view of Mt. Rainier, it would be 
devastating if this view is tampered with warehouses. Please do not allow warehouses to interfere 
with the beauty surrounding the park and trail. NO more warehouses should be added to this area, 
but absolutely the warehouses F and G cannot be built that would interfere with the trail and the Mt. 
Rainier view. I do agree with Alternative 2 that A and C should not be built so close to the shoreline 
of the river and trail connection there as well. I also worry about tra ic further negatively a ecting 
South Hill. It already is very di icult at times to travel from South Hill to the valley and downtown 
Puyallup, this would make it harder. People in South Hill, Orting, and Graham would be adversely 
a ected from more tra ic congestion on Shaw Road, Meridian, and Orting Highway. I am also 
concerned about the safety of my nieces who live walking distance from the park if semi-trucks are 
moving in and out of this area. Thank you for providing me a space to put in my voice opposing this 
warehouse development.



Commenter: Williams, Teena 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/21/2024 4:41:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

The EIS is deficient in being the least impactful alternative. Knutson already owns land it could build 
warehouses on instead of paving over the most fertile farmland in the western US. Make Knutson 
consider putting a gigantic warehouse where they have a flower farm now. Oh wait, they make a 
crap ton of money selling people overpriced pumpkins and hayrides at that property, not really 
farming at all.  23 year puyallup resident and Hate seeing the loss of our precious farmland.



Commenter: Williams, Maren 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

Good afternoon.  My name is Maren Williams.  I work in downtown Puyallup and own a house here 
in the Puyallup valley.  Growing up in Fife showed me, in person, what warehouses do to a city.  
Adding this many warehouses to Puyallup, especially a part of a city with no additional 
infrastructure in place could be disastrous.  Puyallup is a special place.  And we should keep it that 
way. 

Puyallup holds a special place in my heart as the hometown of my mom’s family.  The Gronens were 
prominent members of the community, owning da odil farms, working the land, and literally 
shaping it by engineering the levy system that keeps the flood waters from our homes in the valley.  
Today, I own the house my grandparents built back in 1958 with the hopes that it will be my 
retirement home. 

But I didn’t grow up in Puyallup.  I grew up in Fife.  Across the river, Fife used to be very much like 
Puyallup- at least 40 years ago.  Plenty of farmland, good businesses, and good neighbors.  A lot of 
that has changed as the warehouses moved in, one by one.  It made sense for the location.  Fife has 
very easy access to I5, and many people to fill jobs as needed.  While the warehouses were built, 
the infrastructure was built up around it.  Streets were widened, lanes were added, but 
nevertheless, the tra ic started to pile up.  What used to be fertile farmland was paved over.  The 
pollution is significant. 

Unlike Fife, Puyallup has no direct access to freeways, especially where the warehouses are 
proposed.  Unlike Fife, no freeway already runs through Puyallup.  Because of this, tra ic will 
increase dramatically- even with possible road improvements.  And in the end, improving the roads 
will do nothing to mitigate the pollution caused by thousands of extra trucks. 

I don’t think investors from out of state realize what is at stake besides their own profits.  I would like 
to think we can invest our land, time, and resources toward protecting what is special about 
Puyallup. 

Thank you for your time,



Commenter: Williams, Gail 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 1/17/2024 
 

Comment:  

I'm just going to say I echo every word that Karen said. No project. No project is my view. So thank 
you for everything you're doing. And please take into consideration every single thing she said. 
We're still new out here to Puyallup, so I don't know all these intricate things that she knew. But it is 
so important. And like she said, once this land is gone, it is gone. It is gone. And for our children 
coming up, it is gone. And there's no way to even travel now. I work downtown. Trying to get home 
some nights, especially during the fair, it takes me over an hour. Over an hour. It's just crazy. So, 
please. You know, whatever you can do just to protect our land. Please. And please, like she said, 
tell everybody. That's all.



Commenter: Winger, Michael 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 1/17/2024 
 

Comment:  

Okay. Well, I'd like to go on record 

 I think I sent in an email when the project was first 

proposed. I don't know if that still counts as a comment on this EIS -- EIS form. It was like several 
years ago. But anyway, I'd like to go on record as being opposed to the entire project, of course, and 
I would definitely be in favor of reducing that plan. And I mean, the amount of tra ic on Shaw and 
Pioneer is going to be unbearable. I'm not sure how many -- well, they're talking about several 
thousand trips a day with semi-trucks, so I'm definitely opposed to that, and I'd appreciate anything 
the 

city can do to lessen that impact.That's pretty much all I have to say.



Commenter: Wisness, Sarah 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/3/2024 8:09:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

Requesting that the building of warehouses in the proposed Knutson Farms be reconsidered. There 
must be a better, di erent option than to build warehouses in that location. Other options that 
should be considered include housing or places for small businesses. Warehouses do not o er 
places for families to exist and thrive.



Commenter: Wisness, Sarah 
Source: Webform 

Date: 1/3/2024 8:09:37 PM 
 

Comment:  

Requesting that the building of warehouses in the proposed Knutson Farms be reconsidered. There 
must be a better, di erent option than to build warehouses in that location. Other options that 
should be considered include housing or places for small businesses. Warehouses do not o er 
places for families to exist and thrive.



Commenter: Wol , Sara 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/26/2024 
 

Comment:  

Comment on preference of the reduced intensity plan.  

I prefer no new warehouses, but if that’s impossible, then reduced intensity of course. 

Sara Wol



Commenter: Wolken, Ann 
Source: Webform 

Date: 12/15/2023 12:31:18 PM 
 

Comment:  

Is there an opportunity to have an athletic facility here? This seems like a great opportunity to have a 
community center for youth in this area.



Commenter: Woodke, Mark 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/10/2024 
 

Comment:  

Of the three choices, I'd prefer only three warehouses to reduce the tra ic impacts, protect 
farmland surrounding Van Lierop Park and Farm 12, protect wetlands, reduce the stormwater 
impacts to salmon, and concentrate the new warehouses in one area near the existing warehouse. I 
live just up Shaw Road and already have a partial view of the current warehouse; the fewer new 
warehouses I can see from my house, the better. Thanks, Mark Woodke.



Commenter: Woodke, Michelle 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/10/2024 
 

Comment:  

I prefer the alternative with only three warehouses.  I actually would like zero new warehouses if at 
all possible!!!!



Commenter: Yanasak, Chris 
Source: Webform 

Date: 2/12/2024 9:08:24 PM 
 

Comment:  

It is a shame to see this happening, for all the reasons many are stating; the loss of valuable 
Puyallup heritage and agricultural character, the loss of the fog on the farmlands and Mount Rainier 
in the distance on an early morning Sounder train, and of course all the more measurable negative 
impacts to our salmon, floodplains, tra ic, pollution, etc. BUT if we must have them, the final report 
should call for the proposed "reduced intensity" option, with 3 warehouses, as the "preferred 
alternative." This should be the only acceptable compromise.



Commenter: Yanasak, Chris 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/13/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hello. If we must have these warehouses, then the “Preferred Alternative” should be the proposed 
“Reduced Intensity” option: [image of reduced intensity alternative] This is the only way to salvage 
this piece of Puyallup’s character, protect its floodplains, and reduce the negative impacts of the 
warehouses.  

Chris Yanasak



Commenter: Yost, Debra 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/26/2024 
 

Comment:  

Hello, 

I vote for the Reduced Intensity alternative way to go.  

This will minimize Tra ic, farmland loss, storm water runo , the killing of Salmon, wetland 
destruction, noise & visual impacts, impacts to the Foothill trailhead, Van Lierop Park and Farm 12. 

Sounds like a NIGHTMARE & Not any kind of progress! 

Thanks  

Debra & Michael Yost 

City of Puyallup residents 69 years now



Commenter: Yost, Deb 
Source: Verbal Comment 

Date: 3/12/2024 
 

Comment:  

Warehouse development concerns, Tra ic concerns, Environmental impact concerns



Commenter: Zimmerman, Joni 
Source: Webform 

Date: 3/14/2024 
 

Comment:  

I am completely opposed to this project on environmental, social, and practical grounds, and don't 
think it should be considered further. What struck me most strongly when I read this EIS is the fact 
that this property is zoned terribly wrong if this project could even be considered, and the zoning 
should be changed immediately. It is currently and historically farm land, next to property that is 
also currently and historically farmland now zoned for residential development. There is no way 
that residential property should be next to giant warehouses. What were they thinking??? At a time 
when cities all over the country and the world are reclaiming their river fronts from past industrial 
uses and abuses and misguided policies of the early 20th century at a cost of millions and billions, 
why is Puyallup considering taking beautiful riverfront farmland and turning it into an industrial 
wasteland and a nightmare for future residents to clean up??? And then, to add insult to injury, 
considering routing trails through it. As if anyone wants to go for a nice hike on a sunny day through 
warehouses and hear the lovely sounds of diesel trucks?? Why?  Pierce County should also be 
considering the impacts of climate change while considering this project.  With climate change, 
there will be less international and cross country shipping. People will, out of necessity, be making 
do with less - recycling, reusing etc. Giant warehouses are becoming obsolete. We should be 
supporting and encouraging the growth of small, local businesses using locally sourced materials 
rather than the continued mass consumption of consumer goods that require warehouses.  And 
then there are the environmental changes due to climate change. Just this year, the world is worried 
about the lack of snowfall, the water table, etc. We must preserve what we have. We should be 
encouraging sustainable and regenerative farming on this land.  I am very concerned about the 
possibility of contamination of the river and killing of salmon. It sounds as though the storm water 
handling for the existing warehouse has been extremely casual and careless. All it would take would 
be one incident and there would be no coming back. The fish would be dead.   Pierce County and 
Puyallup should also consider the concept of need vs speculation, and build what the local 
community needs now and into the future. Presumably, warehouses are more needed closer to I-5 
and major railway and shipping channels. Building warehouses here where there is not current 
demand would add unnecessary truck tra ic and contribute to climate change by making trucks 
make unnecessary trips to and from the I-5 corridor. If the land must be developed for commercial 
use, it should be for something compatible with farmland, recreation and residential. Create a 
village with permeable landscaping, retaining and improving at least some of the farmland. It could 
be an area with small, locally owned shops and manufacturing businesses like custom 
woodworking, signs, and artist spaces, with parks interspersed. There could be a community 
garden and perhaps larger plots for farm to table restaurants and local produce stands. There could 
even be no motorized vehicles allowed throughout - parking could be on the edge, with permeable 
roads going through with fire access only, bikes and pedestrians, electric carts to carry people who 
can't walk so far, and even trams from downtown, the fairgrounds, the train station, Safeway, and 
Farm 12. Then the area would be a place where people would want to take a trail to on a sunny day! 



And people might actually want to live near it.  We have friends who live in the area, and we have 
been seriously considering moving to that area, but there is no way that we would if this absurd 
warehouse project is allowed.



Commenter: , Anonymous 
Source: Email 

Date: 1/11/2024 8:37:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

Please do not destroy the little bit of farmland we have left in this community.



Commenter: , Anonymous 
Source: Email 

Date: 1/11/2024 8:43:00 PM 
 

Comment:  

Consider the climate and environmental impacts of this proposal to destroy this land and cover it 
up with blacktop. This is the opposite of environmental sustainment. This country, state and county 
is continuing to destroy our environment. Your impact statement said something about ensuring 
the environment is protected, building this project is the opposite. Forget the tax dollars you're 
focusing on and consider not destroying our county



Commenter: , Anonymous 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/13/2024 
 

Comment:  

Where have all the trees gone? Where has all the farmland gone?  

Where can the ducks, frogs, mice, raccoons and or deer get their food?  

Why all the congested roads?  

What about concern for "climate change".  

Seems we citizens of Pierce County can't survive unless we're destroying more natural habitat and 
covering it with more concrete. Why can't we just make the decision to limit any further 
destruction? Tell the financiers to go somewhere else to build their warehouses. We don't need the 
$, we need the nature.



Commenter: , Anonymous 
Source: Email 

Date: 2/13/2024 
 

Comment:  

Preferred alternative is most reasonable

 



Protect Puyallup 

Commenter: Puyallup, Protect 
Source: Email 

Date: 3/15/2024 
 

Comment:  

Dear City of Puyallup, 

On behalf of 5,601 citizens that have signed the below petition, we recommend a preferred 
alternative that significantly scales back this proposal to mitigate significant impacts. 

Link to Petition 

https://chng.it/ZYh2kpcykF 

Petition Title 

Stop the 7 Mega Warehouse Proposal in the Puyallup Shaw/Pioneer Farmland Area 

Petition Text 

A St. Louis, Missouri developer has proposed turning the Shaw/Pioneer farmland area into a 
massive industrial warehouse district.  This proposal runs counter to the City of Puyallup’s land use 
plan that was adopted in 2009 after years of working with the landowners, citizens, and Pierce 
County.  The developer is trying to take advantage of existing County zoning and ignoring past 
agreements and the adopted plan for this Puyallup future annexation area.  The impacts of the 
proposal would be enormous: tra ic congestion from 8,000 trucks and cars per day, costs to 
Puyallup citizens to repair roadways, decreased property values, destruction of farmland, 
incompatibility with the City’s Van Lierop Park, and an overall diminishment of land use character 
and quality of life for the Puyallup community. 

Thanks to the nearly 5,000 citizens that have signed this petition and to the City of Puyallup, a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) has been prepared to assess the impacts of the project 
and propose mitigation measures. The public can provide comment on the DEIS until March 15, 
2024.   

The proposed mitigation in Alternative 2 of the DEIS is a good start. Alternative 2: 1) reduces the 
number of warehouses; 2) preserves some open space/farmland; 3) limits truck tra ic; 4) provides 
some tra ic mitigation; 5) protects Van Lierop Park from sound and visual impacts; and 6) reduces 
impacts to the Puyallup River and wetlands. 

However, the proposed mitigation in Alternative 2 is not su icient.  Reducing warehouse square 
footage and tra ic volume by 35% is not enough.  Even at that scale, the project is too massive for 
this area.  At least 50% reduction is needed.  Fewer warehouses, less tra ic, and more farmland 
protection should be incorporated into the City of Puyallup’s preferred alternative in the Final EIS to 
Protect Puyallup.   



















































































































































































































































See recommended preferred alternative map.
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