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Fact Sheet

Project Title
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS); Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project

Nature and Location of Proposal
King County Solid Waste Division proposesto site, design, and build a modern transfer station in
northeast King County to meet the region's growing demand for environmentally responsible waste
management services. The new station will replace the aging Houghton Recycling and Transfer Station
in Kirkland, which has been in service since the mid-1960s and is unable to offer the recycling services
customers increasingly need and want. The new facility will also make recycling and waste disposal
services more convenient for many customers in this area who currently must drive 30 minutes or more
to reach a transfer station or drop box.

Proponent
King County Department of Natural Resources, Solid Waste Division (SWD)

Date of Implementation
Upon adoption by the King County Council of a preferred alternative, a Site Development Plan for the
selected alternative will be prepared and submitted to Council for approval. The Solid Waste Division
anticipates preparation of final design and subsequent construction of the selected alternative to be
complete in 2029.

SEPA Responsible Official and Lead Agency
Pat D. McLaughlin, Division Director
King County Solid Waste Division

Contact Person
Mary O’Hara, Project Manager
King County Solid Waste Division
King Street Center, 201 S. Jackson Street, Suite 5701
Seattle, Washington 98104
206-263-2673

Email: northeast@kingcounty.gov

Required Permits and Approvals
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
Nationwide Section 404 Permit for Compliance with the Clean Water Act (CWA)

Ecology/U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction Stormwater General
Permit and Coverage
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National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Industrial Stormwater General Permit
and Coverage

NOAA Fisheries
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act Approval
Section 7 Endangered Species Act Compliance

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Migratory Bird Treaty Act Compliance
Section 7 Endangered Species Act Compliance

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW)
Hydraulic Project Approval

Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology)
Section 401 Certification for Compliance with the CWA

Ecology; Public Health — Seattle & King County
Solid Waste Facility Operating Permit - Transfer Station (Solid Waste Handling Facility)
Solid Waste Facility Operating Permit — Moderate Risk Waste Handling Facility

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (PSCAA)
Notice of Construction

King County Council
Approval of Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station budget

King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks, Wastewater Treatment Division
Industrial Wastewater Discharge Authorization

City of Kirkland or City of Woodinville
Conditional or Special Use Permit
Demolition Permit
Grading Permit
Right-of-Way Permit
Construction Permit
Building Permit

Authors

King County Solid Waste Division
Herrera Environmental Consultants, Inc.

Date of Draft EIS Issuance

February 7, 2024
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Date Draft EIS Comments Are Due
All comments are due no later than April 9, 2024. SWD will consider all comments received during the
comment period.

Time and Place of Public Hearings
e Lake Washington High School: Wednesday, March 6, 6pm — 8pm

e \Virtual via Zoom: Thursday, March 7, 6pm — 8pm
e Woodinville High School, Wednesday, March 13, 6pm — 8pm

Document Availability
The Draft EIS and appendices are available for review electronically on the project website at:
www.kingcounty.gov/northeast. Hard copies of these documents are available for review at the King
County Solid Waste Division, 201 S. Jackson Street, Suite 5701 Seattle, Washington 98104 or at the
following locations:

e King County Library System, Bothell
18215 98th Avenue NE
Bothell, WA 98011

e King County Library System, Kirkland
308 Kirkland Avenue
Kirkland, WA 98033

e Kirkland City Hall
123 5th Ave
Kirkland, WA 98033

e King County Library System, Redmond
15990 NE 85th Street
Redmond, WA 98052

e King County Library System, Sammamish
825 228th Avenue SE
Sammamish, WA 98075

e King County Library System, Woodinville
17105 Avondale Road NE
Woodinville, WA 98072

e Woodinville City Hall
17301 133rd Ave NE
Woodinville, WA
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To Provide Comments

Send an email — send comments on the Draft EIS to northeast@kingcounty.gov

Send a letter via US Post — send written comments to: King County Solid Waste Division Attn: Mary
K. O'Hara, P.E., PMP, NERTS Project Manager, 201 S. Jackson St., Suite 5701 Seattle, WA 98104-
3855

Attend the online open house at www.kingcounty.gov/northeast
Fill out the online comment form

Attend a Public Hearing
Testimony to court reporter
Fill out comment card at in-person public hearings

Date of Final Action
Expected in Fall of 2024

Subsequent Environmental Review
The Final EIS will be used, as appropriate, to satisfy State Environmental Policy Act, or SEPA,
environmental review requirements for actions needed to implement the selected alternative. However,
additional environmental review may be needed for some project actions, particularly those involving
local building permits.

Location of EIS Background Data
Background information and all documents incorporated by reference in this Draft EIS are available for
review at the project website at www.kingcounty.gov/northeast.
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annual average daily traffic

applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements
Broad Area Site Screening

below ground surface

best management practice

Burlington Northern-Santa Fe Railroad

Clean Air Act

critical areas ordinances

critical aquifer recharge area

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
Code of Federal Regulations

Cedar Hills Regional Landfill

carbon monoxide

carbon dioxide

carbon dioxide equivalents

King County, Washington

Kirkland, Redmond, Sammamish, and Woodinville
Construction Stormwater General Permit

Clean Water Act

decibel

A-weighted decibel

dissolved oxygen

Washington Department of Health

Department of Natural Resources and Parks
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Environmental Designation for Noise Abatement
Eastside Hazardous Materials Response Team
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US Environmental Protection Agency

Erosion and Sediment Control
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fecal coliform

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Federal Highway Administration
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FIFRA Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
Final EIS Final Environmental Impact Statement

FTA Federal Transit Administration

FWHCA fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas

GHG greenhouse gas

GMA Washington State Growth Management Act

gpd gallons per day

gpm gallons per minute

GWP Global Warming Potential

GWQC groundwater quality criteria

GWR Groundwater Rule

HAPs hazardous air pollutants

HBMS Hazardous Building Material Survey

HDPE high-density polyethylene

HHW household hazardous waste

HPA Hydraulic Project Approval

IC internal combustion

ILA interlocal agreement

ISGP Industrial Stormwater General Permit

ISO International Organization for Standardization
KCC Metropolitan King County Council

KCWTD King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks, Wastewater Treatment Division
KOP Key Observation Point

KMC Kirkland Municipal Code

Leq equivalent sound level

LED light-emitting diode

LEED Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
LFG landfill gas

L&l Department of Labor and Industries

Lmax maximum sound level

LOS level of service

MGD million gallons per day

mg/L milligrams per liter

MRW moderate risk waste

MSW municipal solid waste

MTCA Model Toxics Control Act

MW megawatts
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polyvinyl chloride

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
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Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
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Summary

This section provides a summary of the issues addressed in this Draft EIS as required under Washington
Administrative Code (WAC) 197-11-440(4).

Background

The lead agency proposes to site, design, and build a modern transfer station in northeast King County (the
County) to meet the region's growing demand for environmentally responsible waste management services.
The new station will replace the aging Houghton Recycling and Transfer Station in Kirkland, which has
been in service since the mid-1960s and is unable to offer the recycling services customers increasingly
need and want. The new facility will also make recycling and waste disposal services more convenient for
many customers in this area who currently must drive 30 minutes or more to reach a transfer station or
drop box.

Existing Solid Waste Infrastructure

King County Solid Waste Division (SWD) operates a system of eight transfer stations, two drop box
facilities, and one regional landfill in King County, Washington. Solid waste from businesses and
residences in unincorporated King County and 37 King County cities, all but Seattle and Milton, is delivered
by commercial collection companies and self-haulers to the transfer stations and drop boxes, transferred
into large tractor-trailers or shipping containers, and then transported to the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill in
Maple Valley, Washington.

Existing Interlocal Agreements

Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 39.34 permits a local government to enter into interlocal agreements
(ILAs) with other public agencies in the interest of cooperatively sharing resources for their mutual benefit.
Under RCW 39.34, SWD has executed ILAs with 37 cities to provide transfer and disposal services for
unincorporated King County and the 37 cities with Interlocal Agreements.

Purpose and Need

Purpose of the Project

The purpose of this project is to develop a new transfer station to replace the aging Houghton Recycling
and Transfer Station. The County’s 2019 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan (King County
2019), which was adopted by 24 cities and approved by the Washington State Department of Ecology
(Ecology), identified the need for a new transfer station.
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Need for the Project

The proposed project is needed so SWD can meet the region’s growing demand for environmentally
responsible waste management services. The close to 60-year-old Houghton Recycling and Transfer
Station is one of the busiest in terms of tonnage and transactions, yet it has outlived its useful life and lacks
capacity for the type of recycling and moderate risk waste collection services that are increasingly in
demand. The new recycling and transfer station (RTS), which will be called the Northeast Recycling and
Transfer Station, is proposed to be located in the northeastern part of King County. This document
analyzes the potential beneficial and adverse environmental impacts of a new NERTS for the alternatives
under consideration.

Specific Project Objectives

SWD's objectives for the new NERTS facility include 1) optimizing opportunities for the community to
recycle; 2) meeting modern service levels for capacity, convenience, and accessibility; and 3) integrating
safely into the host community. These three objectives for the NERTS facility will be used as the basis for
evaluating the features of the proposed project and action alternatives, along with the No Action Alternative.

Alternative Site Selection Process

SWD initiated a siting process for the new Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station in March 2020,
including establishing a siting advisory group (SAG) that includes 16 appointed members representing the
Core Cities (Kirkland, Redmond, Sammamish, Woodinville), and six at-large members. The siting process
was comprised of six main steps. The first three steps identified and screened potential sites within the
study area using site selection criteria specifically developed for this project. In Step 4 the sites that best
met the screening criteria were assessed on a comparative basis, and in Step 5 the most desirable site(s)
were identified for further investigation, which is the current SEPA environmental review process. Step 6
will be the actual selection of a site. Additional detail about the steps described above and shown below
can be found at the SWD website (www.kingcounty.gov/northeast).

Environmental Review Process

Overview

The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is intended to ensure that environmental values are considered
during decision-making by state and local agencies. SEPA mandates a process to identify and analyze
alternatives, potential environmental impacts, and mitigation measures associated with governmental
decisions.

For any proposal involving a decision on a specific project, the state SEPA Rules require that a threshold
determination be made to determine whether implementation of the project has the potential to result in
significant adverse impacts on the environment (WAC 197-11-310(1)). For the current proposal to build a
new NERTS facility, SWD has determined that one or more of the alternatives under this proposal has the
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potential to result in significant adverse impacts on the environment. A SEPA EIS is therefore required
(WAC 197-11-330(4)). The purpose of an environmental impact statement (EIS) is to “ensure that SEPA’s
policies are an integral part of the ongoing programs and actions of state and local government” (WAC 197-
11-400(1)).

This Draft EIS identifies potential significant impacts; describes mitigation measures that can be used (and
in many cases, are currently used) to avoid such impacts or reduce them below significant levels; and
summarizes any significant unavoidable adverse impacts--that is, significant impacts that cannot or will not
be mitigated. Beneficial impacts are also discussed where relevant to the choice among alternatives.

Public Involvement Prior to the Draft EIS

Beginning in the summer of 2020 and well before scoping began, information about the project was
distributed widely among several groups, including the Core Cities and unincorporated King County, the
SAG, neighborhood and community stakeholders, property owners, the public, and the media.

SWD's outreach prior to the scoping period used a variety of media and other public information tools,
including SAG meetings, postcard direct mailings, press releases, newsletters and publications, briefings,
email updates to subscribers through GovDelivery, notices on the project website and SWD'’s social media
platforms. See the project website for more details: www.kingcounty.gov/northeast.

SEPA Scoping

Scoping is required to “identify reasonable alternatives and probable significant adverse environmental
impacts” and to “eliminate from detailed study those impacts that are not significant (WAC 197-11-408
(2)(b)).” SWD held two EIS scoping periods. The first was a 75-day comment period from November 3,
2022, through January 17, 2023; the second was a 30-day comment period from March 20, 2023, through
April 10, 2023.

During the scoping periods, SWD invited agencies, affected tribes, members of the public, and
stakeholders to comment on the scope of the EIS relating to the following:

e Potentially affected resources and the extent of study and analysis needed to understand each
probable impact

e Probable significant adverse impacts

e Required permits or other approvals

e Measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate (offset) effects of the proposal
e Areasonable range of alternatives, including alternative sites

SWD provided several ways to provide input to the EIS scope, including an online open house, a written
comment process, and public scoping meetings.
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Issuance of Draft EIS and Draft EIS Comment Period

A comment period of 60 days (WAC 197-11-502(5)(b)) will begin with the issuance of this Draft EIS on
February 7, 2024. There will be two in-person public hearings and one virtual public hearing, and a public
online open house during the entire comment period, to receive comments. Comments are due no later
than April 9, 2024, and may be submitted in the following ways:

e Verbal comments in testimony to the court reporter at all of the public hearings
e Written comments on comment cards at in-person public hearings

e Via the online comment form at the online open house: www.kingcounty.gov/northeast

e Send a letter to:
King County Solid Waste Division
Attn: Mary K. O’Hara, P.E., PMP
NERTS Project Manager
201 S. Jackson Street, Suite 5701
Seattle, WA 98104

Issuance of Final EIS

Following the end of the Draft EIS comment period, a Final EIS will be prepared that includes any
modifications to the text of the EIS stemming from the comments received on the Draft EIS. The Final EIS
will include responses to all comments received on the Draft EIS.

Description of Alternatives

This Draft EIS evaluates action alternatives for two sites (Alternatives 1 and 2, Figure S-1) in addition to the
No Action Alternative for the NERTS, as follows:

e No Action Alternative — A new recycling and transfer station would not be sited in northeastern King
County. The existing Houghton Recycling and Transfer Station at 11721 NE 60 Street in Kirkland
would continue to be operated (Figure S-2).

e Alternative 1: The existing Houghton Recycling and Transfer Station property at
11724 NE 60th Street in Kirkland. This site action alternative has two options:

o A-Afacility constructed after the existing transfer station building is closed and demolished
(Figure S-3)

0 B - Afacility constructed while the existing transfer station building is open and operating, and
then the existing transfer station building would be closed and repurposed or demolished after
the new station is open (Figure S-4)

e Alternative 2: A site comprised of six tax parcels in the 15000 block of Woodinville-Redmond Road
NE in Woodinville (Figure S-5)
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Summary of Potential Impacts

Potential environmental impacts were evaluated for the development of each of the two action alternatives
as well as the No Action Alternative (Table S-3). Where appropriate for an environmental element,
mitigation measures were identified which could be implemented to address adverse impacts.

Table S-3.Summary of Alternatives, Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant
Unavoidable Adverse Impacts.

Alternative Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
No Action Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Alternative Section 3.1 Earth
Construction

e NoImpacts
e No Mitigation Required
Operation
e There would be no additional impacts on earth.
e No Mitigation Required
Section 3.2 Air
Construction
e No Impacts
e  No Mitigation Required
Operation
e  Airimpacts would remain as is because the facility would remain unenclosed.
e  No Mitigation Required
Section 3.3. Water
Construction
e No Impacts
e No Mitigation Required
Operation

e  Groundwater and stormwater water quality may be impacted by spills, leaks, landfill gas, and/or leachate
from the existing Houghton RTS or closed Houghton landfill on the site.

e Anincrease in traffic has the potential to increase pollution in surface water runoff, such as heavy metals
and suspended solids.

e  No Impacts to Floodplains

e The No Action Alternative would be required to comply with existing and future regulations governing
water resources, and no specific additional mitigation measures are known at this time.

Section 3.4 Hazardous Materials
Construction
e No Impacts
e No Mitigation Required
Operation

e Impacts related to hazardous materials would continue to be minimized as SWD conducts activities at the
Houghton RTS and the closed Houghton landfill to effectively carry out waste disposal needs, meet permit
requirements, and maintain environmental control systems.

e No Mitigation Required
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Table S-3.Summary of Alternatives, Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts.

Alternative

Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Section 3.5 Wetlands
Construction
e No Impacts
e  No Mitigation Required
Operation
e No Impacts
e No Mitigation Required
Section 3.6 Vegetation, Fish, and Wildlife
Construction
e NoImpacts
e No Mitigation Required

Operation
e Impacts negligible because ongoing operations would not alter existing habitat conditions on or adjacent
to the site.
e Vector wildlife would continue to be present but would be controlled by BMPs and operational procedures
in place.

e No Mitigation Required
Section 3.7 Energy and Natural Resources
Construction
e NoImpacts
e No Mitigation Required
Operation
e  Energy and natural resource demands will remain similar to current use.
e No Mitigation Required
Section 3.8 Environmental Health
Construction

e Normal operation and maintenance of the Houghton RTS that involve repair of buildings or support
structures used at the facility could include unintended exposure of maintenance workers to contaminants
and hazardous materials.

e  SWD will continue to adhere to a site-specific Health and Safety Plan that details potential hazards on the
site, including from potential contamination and hazardous materials; the Emergency Response Plan for
injury or exposure; required training, equipment, and responsibilities of staff; and procedures for alerting
Kirkland response agencies and personnel; and identification of emergency routes to nearby hospitals.

e Ongoing coordination with Kirkland Fire Department, EMS, and medical facilities

Operation
e  Environmental health at the existing Houghton RTS would remain the same or worsen.

e Increasing precipitation and more intense storms resulting from climate change in the future could create
drainage conditions for existing on-site stormwater or sanitary sewer infrastructure that result in
contamination entering receiving waters without proper pretreatment. This could result in human, plant,
and animal exposures to contaminants.

e The No Action Alternative would result in the greatest increase in transfer truck trips of all of the
alternatives, with a resulting increase in vehicle emissions, and potential exposure to air toxics by
workers, visitors, and neighbors.
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Table S-3.Summary of Alternatives, Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts.

Alternative Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

e  Greater waste volumes in an open undersized facility could also result in an increase in odors to be
periodically evident in the community surrounding the Houghton RTS.

e  Greater waste volumes, particularly with limited operational space, may lead to longer waste storage time
and increases in uncontrolled litter, and could result in an increase in rodent, fly, mosquito, or other
disease vector problems at the site and nearby under the No Action Alternative.

e  Continued operation of the existing open transfer building could allow exposure of neighbors and wildlife
to occasional noise from operations.

e  Continued compliance with the applicable permits, plans, and manuals, and upgrades to the management
system if necessary are expected to control both exposure and toxicity and make these direct operational
impacts negligible.

e  King County is preparing to replace diesel-fueled solid waste transfer trucks, maintenance vehicles, and
other equipment with all-electric or hybrid electric vehicles and equipment, which would eliminate these
impacts.

e With operational changes to ensure rapid removal of waste from the RTS and transfer to disposal, it is
unlikely odiferous compounds would be detected at concentrations that would be sufficient to cause any
adverse health effect. Disease vectors would also be reduced.

Section 3.9 Land and Shoreline Use
Construction
e No Impacts
e No Mitigation Required
Operation

e Ascurrently permitted, current land use would not change, and this use would remain compatible with
County plans and policies, and in conflict with some City of Kirkland plans and policies.

e  No Mitigation Required

Section 3.10 Noise
Construction
e NoImpacts
e No Mitigation Required
Operation
e Noise impacts would remain as is because the facility would remain unenclosed.
e No Mitigation Required
Section 3.11 Aesthetics, Light, and Glare
Construction

e Much of the facility and its elements would remain obscured from view by an opaque wooden fence and
row of evergreens that parallel it. The most visually evident elements of the existing transfer station as
viewed from NE 60th Street would remain visible primarily from the eastern entrance and include the
transfer station building.

e Transfer trucks and trailers, containers, signs, streetlights, and parked vehicles would remain visible at the
entrances.

e  Viewed from within Taylor Fields, the most visible elements would continue to be the white, chevron-
shaped forms created by the transfer station’s roof, the visibility of which varies based on viewpoint.

e No Mitigation Required

Operation
e Aesthetics, light, and glare impacts would remain as is because the facility would remain unenclosed.
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Table S-3.Summary of Alternatives, Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant
Unavoidable Adverse Impacts.

Alternative

Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

e No Mitigation Required
Section 3.12 Historic and Cultural Resources
Construction
e No Impacts
e  No Mitigation Required

Operation

e  Continued operation of the existing Houghton RTS would not pose impacts to any known or suspected
cultural resources.

e No changes to the historic use of the transfer station would occur.

e No Mitigation Required

Section 3.13 Transportation
Construction
e NoImpacts
e No Mitigation Required
Operation

e  SWD would continue to operate the existing Houghton RTS

o Traffic volumes are forecast to increase throughout both study areas between existing conditions and the
2029 and 2040 AM and PM peak hours.

e Allintersections in No Action Alternative and Alternative 1 study area operate at or better than the
standards for the roadway through 2040 in the AM and PM peak hours.

e Inthe Alternative 2 study area, in the 2029 AM peak hour, one intersection at NE 175th Street and 131st
Avenue NE fails to meet the standards for the roadway. In the 2029 PM peak hour, one intersection at
Little Bear Creek Parkway and 131st Avenue NE fails to meet the standards for the roadway. In the 2040
AM peak hour, two intersections fail to meet the standards for the roadway at NE 175th Street and 131st
Avenue NE, and Woodinville-Redmond Road NE and NE 175th Street. In the 2040 PM peak hour, two
intersections fail to meet the standards for the roadway at Little Bear Creek Parkway and 131st Avenue
NE and Woodinville-Redmond Road NE and NE 175th Street.

e  Background traffic volumes in the study areas are expected to increase by 2029 and 2040 over the
existing conditions. Therefore, there is potential for more crashes within the study area under the
No Action conditions.

e  Under the No Action Alternative, waste would not be compacted. Current estimates are that the average
daily hauling trips needed to serve the existing Houghton RTS without the use of a compactor would
increase from 50 weekday trips and 13 weekend trips in 2016 to 66 weekday trips and 18 weekend trips
in 2040

o No Mitigation Required

Section 3.14 Public Services and Utilities
Construction
e No Impacts
e No Mitigation Required
Operation

e  The existing Houghton RTS would continue to operate with no change in levels of demand for public
services and utilities.

o  Refurbishment or replacement of various portions of the sewer, water, communications, and PSE
electrical facilities would be required for some facilities at the site that are at the end of their useful life, but
no additional services would be required.

e The existing stormwater system is currently undergoing evaluation for potential improvement, which would
be implemented under the No Action Alternative, and the transfer station would remain under the
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Table S-3.Summary of Alternatives, Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant
Unavoidable Adverse Impacts.

Alternative Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) during continued operations. No direct impacts to existing
public services and utilities are anticipated from continued operations.
Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

e Under the No Action Alternative, existing conditions for environmental health at the existing Houghton
RTS would remain the same. Concerns expressed by SWD, RTS neighbors, the public, and other
stakeholders indicate that continued operation of the Houghton RTS would pose a significant unavoidable
adverse impact.

Action Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Alternative 1 Section 3.1 Earth
Option 1A Construction

e  Steep slope hazards may be associated with the development of Alternative 1A and each action
alternative.

e  Soil movement, such as surface excavation, filling, and/or grading may occur at Alternative 1A and at
each action alternative. Ground disturbance may temporarily increase the risk of erosion.

e Dewatering may be required for excavation at Alternative 1A and at each action alternative, which may
lower the groundwater table and temporarily reduce susceptibility to liquefaction in the study area during a
potential seismic event.

e Development at Action Alternative 1A and 1B would include excavating and removing waste to create
more stable building foundations and installation of new or modified environmental control systems,
creating a reduction in cumulative impacts from past actions at the site.

e  Ageotechnical study would be conducted for Alternative 1A to identify appropriate design measures to
address steep slope hazards.

e  Erosion and sedimentation during construction and operation would be controlled by the implementation
of a SWPPP to comply with the requirements of the NPDES Construction Stormwater General Permit and
a TESC plan. Disturbance to existing vegetation would be minimized where possible and revegetation
would occur as soon as construction related activities ended.

e  No mitigation is required for dewatering during construction at Alternative 1A or other action alternative
sites.

Operation

e The operation of the new NERTS facility associated with Action Alternative 1A and each action alternative
would not change or impact the earth landscape nor alter potential geologic hazards.

e The new NERTS facility at Action Alternative 1A and each action alternative would have the beneficial,
indirect impact of providing source-separated yard waste collection.

e New site buildings and associated infrastructure at Alternative 1A and each action alternative would have
the beneficial impact adding to the stock of building built to modern building codes to withstand seismic
events.

e  No Mitigation Required.

Section 3.2 Air
Construction

e Alternative 1A would result in short-term impacts on air quality during the construction phase.

e  Construction of the project would comply with federal, state, and regional regulations related to air quality.
Potential impacts on air quality would be minimized or avoided through project planning, design, and the
application of required BMPs.
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Table S-3.Summary of Alternatives, Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts.

Alternative

Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Operation

Long-term impacts should be significantly lower than those under the No Action Alternative. The
development footprint over the known extent of waste in the closed Houghton landfill is smaller and could
require less excavation and transportation of waste to CHRLF resulting in fewer vehicle emissions. Use of
a compactor during operation at this facility would reduce hauling trips over time which would reduce
impacts on air quality.

Operation of the project would comply with federal, state, and regional regulations related to air quality.
Potential impacts on air quality would be minimized or avoided through project planning, design, and the
application of required BMPs.

Section 3.3. Water
Construction

Leachate from the closed Houghton landfill and groundwater, if encountered in excavations, would be
managed by collection and treatment prior to disposal to the sanitary sewer.

Alternative 1A would be required to meet flow control requirements provided in the 2021 King County
SWDM (King County 2021a) since the site discharges to Yarrow Creek. Therefore, stream flow and water
quality conditions are not expected to be impacted during construction.

No Impacts on floodplains

Impacts would be negligible since Alternative 1A would be required to comply with the 2021 King County
SWDM, the City of Kirkland Addendum to the 2021 King County SWDM, and the KMC.

No Mitigation Required

Operation.

Alternative 1A has a potential site development area of approximately 10 acres, approximately seven
acres of which would be impervious. These impervious surfaces would result in reduced infiltration, an
increase in surface runoff, and degradation of water quality. Design and operational source control BMPs
would be used to minimize these potential operational impacts.

No Impacts on floodplains

The proposed action would have beneficial direct effects to stormwater runoff quality and quantity, as all
runoff would be treated and detained to current standards and routed to discharge points with more
reliable infrastructure.

No Mitigation Required

Section 3.4 Hazardous Materials
Construction

Alternative 1A would result in impacts related to hazardous materials such as temporary removal of the
vegetated cover system, disturbance of refuse and associated contaminated soils, and managing landfill
gas, leachate, groundwater, and odors. A benefit of Action Alternative 1A would include excavating and
removing refuse for off-site disposal, and improving the environmental control systems for the closed
landfill in the areas adjacent to the redevelopment.

King County’s construction contractor would be contractually obligated to comply with all regulations,
permits, plans, and authorizations issued and prepared for the project. Best management plans would
minimize and prevent the release or spread of dust or contaminated media and prevent or minimize
impacts on environmental health.
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Table S-3.Summary of Alternatives, Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant
Unavoidable Adverse Impacts.

Alternative Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
Operation

e Impacts could result from the use of hazardous materials during future ongoing operation and
maintenance activities. Leaks or spills could occur on site during operation. Odors are expected to be
evident to workers and visitors to the new transfer station.

e APlan of Operations would describe the waste acceptance and handling policy, facility maintenance and
public safety measures, record keeping and reporting, work safety and training, and backup operations in
the case of power failure or a natural disaster.

Section 3.5 Wetlands
Construction
e No Impacts
e No Mitigation Required.
Operation

e Theincrease in impervious surface has the potential to impact wetlands and streams down-basin from
project activities, but impacts to fish, wildlife, and associated habitat are expected to be negligible.

e No Mitigation Required.

Section 3.6 Vegetation, Fish, and Wildlife
Construction

e Short-term construction activities that produce noise could cause temporary disturbance and/or dispersal
of wildlife away from the site, but impacts are expected to be negligible.

e Increased risk for erosion and runoff and temporary effects to water quality during construction clearing
and grading and development of the site, but with BMPs in place, impacts are expected to be negligible.

e Potential for leaks and spills from heavy equipment that could affect wildlife, but a Spill Prevention Control
and Countermeasures plan would minimize these risks.

¢  Clearing of some amount of upland vegetation and the loss of associated wildlife habitat, but impacts are
expected to be negligible.

e  Export of material with non-regulated or regulated noxious weeds.

e Aqualified wildlife biologist would survey the site prior to vegetation clearing to determine the presence of
protected habitat and species.

e Planting plans would include native plants in landscaped areas and revegetation after construction that
may benefit wildlife.

Operation

e Impacts from operational noise, light, and glare are anticipated to be negligible.

e Theincrease in impervious surface has the potential to impact wetlands and streams down-basin from
project activities, but impacts are expected to be negligible.

e No Mitigation Required.

Section 3.7 Energy and Natural Resources
Construction

e  Construction would require short-term additional use of energy and materials, but impacts would be
minimal because of recycling and reuse, energy efficiency, and routing efficiency efforts.

e No Mitigation Required.

e Energy efficiency and reuse efforts will be incorporated into construction efforts.
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Table S-3.Summary of Alternatives, Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts.

Alternative

Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Operation

Energy efficiency efforts would be implemented during operation to minimize impacts on energy and
natural resources.

Energy efficiency efforts will be incorporated into operation including LED light fixtures and use of solar
panels.

Section 3.8 Environmental Health
Construction

Construction workers, nearby residents, and wildlife could experience less-than-significant exposures to
vehicle emissions; fugitive dust; unpleasant odors; contaminants in soil, sediment, or groundwater; criteria
pollutants, air toxics, and greenhouse gases (GHG); hazardous materials if encountered during
construction; and hazardous materials used during construction (such as fuels, lubricants, solvents, and
paint) if a spill were to occur.

Any waste encountered would require excavation, removal, and reburial off site at the CHRLF or other
permitted facility.

Dust emissions from excavation, grading, stockpiling, hauling of soils, or demolition could be slightly
higher than the emissions from Alternative 1B because of the demolition of the existing transfer station
and the construction of the TBD building.

Construction could produce temporary impacts on stormwater quality from runoff and erosion during
construction clearing and grading and development of the site.

Exposures would be minimized by implementing mitigation measures outlined in the required project
Health and Safety Plan, Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, and other regulatory compliance activities.
SWD would also implement appropriate BMPs that would be required in accordance with the approved
project plans, construction specifications, and permits.

SWD would implement a waste screening protocol during waste removal to determine waste
characteristics and proper disposal requirements.

During construction, SWD would tarp or otherwise cover all exposed areas of the closed landfill every day
to mitigate for potential odors and fugitive gas emissions, until permanent cover and environmental
controls are constructed.

In areas of disturbance at the existing closed Houghton landfill where waste remains after construction,
SWD would be required to install a new landfill cap, leachate collection, stormwater management, and
landfill gas collection and treatment systems that meet WAC 173-351-500, the most recent and rigorous
standards for landfill closure and post-closure care.

Lead paint and ashestos abatement would be conducted if needed prior to demolition to minimize risks to
workers.

Operation

Operation would reduce impacts on air emissions, fugitive dust, odor, pest and disease vectors, noise,
waste storage, and litter compared with the No Action Alternative. Most or all of these outcomes would
result from the combination of modern design features of the new NERTS facility, structural BMPs,
regulatory requirements, and SWD operational practices.

Workers, nearby residents, and wildlife could experience being exposed to fugitive dust from waste
unloading and loading operations.

An increase in transfer truck trips due to expected population and disposed waste growth will result in a
short-term increase in potential exposure to air toxics by workers, visitors, and neighbors. Alternative 1A
could result in fewer of these emissions compared with the No Action Alternative due to the use of waste
compactors.
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Table S-3.Summary of Alternatives, Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts.

Alternative

Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Workers, neighbors, plants, wildlife, soil, and surface water could be exposed to hazardous materials
such as fuels, lubricants, solvents, and paint used during operation of the facility if released via accidental
spills to water or land.

The proposed action would reduce stormwater runoff quality and quantity impacts, as all runoff would be
treated and detained to current standards and routed to discharge points with new, more reliable
infrastructure.

SWD would design an enclosed transfer building, with additional features to control odor, limit propagation
of noise impacts, and to reduce exposure to stored waste, including modern mechanical exhaust
ventilation systems with filtration media, closable access doorways, misting systems (or equivalent
technology), tightly-sealing waste containers compatible with waste compactors, separate and reserved
load-out for organics, more load-out bays, and stormwater collection to sanitary sewer for waste handling
and trailer areas.

SWD would operate the new NERTS facility within state and city maximum permissible noise levels.

An SPCC Plan will be implemented to minimize impacts to soil, surface water, and groundwater as a
result of fuel spills during construction and operation.

SWD would continue to enforce the Waste Acceptance Rule (PUT 716(PR)).

New storm drainage conveyance, treatment, and flow control facilities would address the primary target
constituents for treatment at the existing Houghton RTS, including turbidity, copper, and zinc,

King County emissions would be eliminated when King County replaces diesel-fueled solid waste transfer
trucks, maintenance vehicles, and other equipment with all-electric or hybrid electric vehicles and
equipment.

Section 3.9 Land and Shoreline Use
Construction

Construction could result in minor and short-term impacts to surrounding land uses.

Construction would likely disrupt the southwestern portion of the Taylor Fields 1 and 2 parking area, and
permanently remove the existing access road to Fields 3 and 4.

Construction would alter use of the existing Houghton RTS on a short-term basis because it would be
closed and demolished to make way for the new NERTS facility. Customer use would shift to other RTS
facilities in the King County system.

Land use permits would be obtained according to applicable local land use codes, consistent with land
use plans and policies.

Design of the facilities and construction would comply with applicable development and building codes for
the host jurisdiction and permits for construction would be obtained from city agencies in compliance with
established processes.

King County would construct a new compressed gravel road between the Fields 1 and 2 parking area and
Fields 3 and 4 to provide access during construction and following completion of construction.

Operation

The proposed uses could potentially create land use incompatibilities related to time of day/night activity,
noise levels, odors, and conflicting movements by vehicles and other modes. However, several design
and operational BMPs to be incorporated into the NERTS project would reduce those impacts well below
those associated with the No Action alternative.

Alternative 1A would result in a moderate adverse effect of eliminating the opportunity to develop other
park and open space uses or to develop additional recreational uses or facilities on the portion of the site
occupied by the facility.
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Table S-3.Summary of Alternatives, Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts.

Alternative

Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

e Alternative 1A is not consistent with Section 8, Public Facilities, in the Bridle Trails Neighborhood Plan
(Chapter XV), Policy BT 25 of the City of Kirkland Comprehensive Plan. This would result in a moderate
impact. In general, Alternative 1A would not introduce a land use pattern that would foreclose future
opportunities to reach goals and polices.

e Use of the Alternative 1A site as a recycling and transfer station is consistent with Kirkland's Zoning Code,
as the P zone allows for essential public facilities, including solid waste transfer stations, through a
Process 1B approval (KZC 45.20).

e Land use permits would be obtained according to applicable local land use codes, largely consistent with
land use plans and policies. Design of the facilities and construction would comply with applicable
development and building codes for the host jurisdiction and permits for construction would be obtained
from city agencies in compliance with established processes.

e The transfer station would not operate 24 hours a day and would adhere to the operating hours stipulated
in County Ordinance. Chapter 3 concludes residential daytime sound is expected to be in compliance with
the regulatory limit of 60 dBA during operations due to the use of an enclosed transfer station building and
potential use of additional noise mitigating measures; odor would also be reduced compared with the No
Action Alternative because of facility design features; and there would be negligible impact on vehicular
and active transportation safety within the study area.

Section 3.10 Noise

Construction
e  Construction activities will be limited to allowed construction hours to minimize noise impacts during
construction.

e Temporary noise barriers could be erected, and equipment alarms could be changed to limit noise
impacts. Administrative efforts will be applied to ensure construction noise is limited to required hours of
the day.

Operation
e  Project design will include enclosing the transfer station to mitigate noise impacts during operation.

e  The compactor hydraulics will be located within an acoustically designed room or enclosure, and the
transfer station will be enclosed to mitigate noise impacts.

Section 3.11 Aesthetics, Light, and Glare
Construction
e Views would include demolition of the existing facility and transportation of the resulting debris, followed
by construction of the new facility.
e Viewers would see an increased amount of construction truck traffic on NE 60th Street, particularly under
Alternative 1A.

e  Construction impacts for travelers along NE 60th Street would be minimal because of the narrow visual
opening into the site from the road.

e  Construction mitigation could include fencing the construction site and installing temporary art panels on

the wall, such as local school student art.
Operation

e Impacts from operation differ depending on observation point.

e Changes would overall range from an overall neutral visual impact to an overall adverse visual impact.

e  Sensitive viewers include drivers, ballplayers and spectators on Taylor Fields, hikers, walkers, and
runners using trails on the closed Houghton landfill, adjacent residences.

e Landscaping will be incorporated into action alternative site design, which will help block some views of
the site and soften its appearance.
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Table S-3.Summary of Alternatives, Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts.

Alternative Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

e  The number of lights and their placement would be sufficient for safety and security purposes while
minimizing light pollution.

e Retain the row of mature evergreen trees that line the north side of NE 60th Street; Retain the deciduous
shrubbery along the berm on the west side of 120th Avenue NE; Retain vegetation on the west side of
Taylor Fields.

Section 3.12 Historic and Cultural Resources
Construction

e The existing Houghton transfer station building has been determined eligible as a Kirkland city landmark,
and potentially eligible for listing in the NRHP. Any adaptation, remodeling, or demolition of the existing
station or changes to the existing property as proposed will require mitigation.

e Considered a “low risk” for the presence of archaeological resources according to the WISAARD
predictive model for archaeological sensitivity.

e  An above-ground historic property inventory would occur prior to construction in accordance with the
Washington State Standards for Cultural Resources Reporting and any resources identified would be
documented and evaluated for significance. The determination will guide whether further consultation with
DAHP and KCHPP will be necessary, including potential mitigation of adverse effects.

e An Inadvertent Discovery Plan would be prepared by SWD and approved by SHPO prior to construction.
If cultural resources are encountered during construction, work would stop immediately and DAHP would
be consulted. Any resources encountered would be documented and evaluated for significance.

o Ifdiscovery of disturbed archaeological sites occurs, SWD will consult with DAHP and affected Tribes
about the need to obtain a state archaeological excavation permit.

e  SWD could hire a professional archaeologist to document the closed Houghton landfill archaeological site
using coring, trenching, or other appropriate subsurface methods, and evaluate its eligibility for listing in
the NRHP using approved methods.

e  SWD should require contractors to train work crews in recognizing archaeological materials and in the
appropriate procedures they should follow in the event any such materials are discovered during the
project.

Operation

e No operational impacts to historic and cultural resources are anticipated as no further ground disturbance
after construction is anticipated.

e No Mitigation Required

Section 3.13 Transportation
Construction

e  Construction would result in a slight increase in traffic volumes due to workers traveling to and from the
site, demolition, export and delivery of material, and truck hauling. Impacts to traffic are anticipated to be
minor and temporary.

e  Site preparation work is expected to last approximately six to nine months, assuming 12-hour workdays,
six days per week.

e  Demolition activity would likely require approximately 93 truck round trips of haul away during the initial
part of the site preparation period.

e  Export activity would result in approximately nine to 14 truck trips per day (2,035 round trips total (trucks))
and import activity would result in approximately eight to 11 truck trips per day (1,660 round trips total
(trucks).
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Table S-3.Summary of Alternatives, Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts.

Alternative

Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

The estimated daily truck passenger car equivalent (PCE) trips associated with site preparation would
represent up to five percent of existing single-direction traffic on collector and arterial roadways.
Estimated daily truck PCE trips would represent up to 1.3 percent of the existing single-direction AADT for
all state facilities, with the highest percentages at on- and off-ramps.

Impacts to property access for sites in the Alternative 1A site study area would be minimal.

A construction transportation management plan addressing site access, traffic control, hauling routes,
impacts to transit, construction employee parking, impacts to local businesses, and pedestrian and bicycle
control in the area would be prepared per City of Kirkland requirements and in coordination with WSDOT
as applicable.

Construction would be coordinated with the appropriate City agency in which the NERTS facility is built to
minimize effects to travelers along local roadways. Short-term, temporary lane closures, if required, would
be coordinated with local agencies, WSDOT, and the Washington State Patrol as applicable. Coordination
with the appropriate City agency and other agencies would also occur during demolition of any existing
structures.

If driveway closures are required, access to these properties would be maintained to the extent practical.

If access to a business could not be maintained during construction, the specific construction activity
would be reviewed to determine whether it could occur during non-business hours or whether the parking
and users of this access could be accommodated at an alternative location. Any properties temporarily
impacted during construction would be restored as closely as possible to their previous condition.

Operation

The 2029/2040 trip generation for Alternative 1A is anticipated to increase when compared with the
existing site based on the expanded capacity of the facility and tonnage projections. In the AM and PM
peak hours, 48 additional trips are estimated (24 entering and 24 exiting) during each peak. In the
Saturday AM and PM peak hours, an additional 68 trips are estimated (34 entering and 34 exiting) during
each peak.

In the No Action Alternative and Alternative 1A study area, all intersections expected to meet the roadway
standards under the No Action Alternative during the AM and PM peak hours would also meet the
roadway standards under Alternative 1A for both weekday and Saturday peak hours.

Background traffic volumes are expected to increase for 2029 and 2040 over the existing volumes. As
traffic volumes increase, the potential for traffic safety issues is also likely to increase. The overall
vehicular and non-motorized traffic in the Alternative 1A study area under 2029 and 2040 conditions are
anticipated to be higher than occurs under existing conditions, with or without the project.

The new NERTS facility would generate just over 500 vehicles per day on weekdays and weekends in
2040, compared with the existing 250 to 350 vehicles per day on weekdays and weekends, adding 150 to
250 additional vehicles per day. This equates to an increase of less than 5 percent of the existing daily
volume in the Alternative 1A area.

Compliance with the applicable regulations along with implementation of avoidance and minimization
measures and non-required mitigation described in Section 3.13.4 would reduce impacts on
transportation.

Although not required, potential mitigations that could add to the study area vehicular and active
transportation safety include Installation of a signal at the NE 60th Street and 116th Avenue NE
intersection; and installation of speed feedback signs at locations along NE 60th Street and 116th Avenue
NE. These are shown to have the potential to lower speeds and improve safety.
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Alternative

Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Section 3.14 Public Services and Utilities
Construction

Construction impacts could include unintended exposure of construction workers to contaminants and
hazardous materials. These conditions could increase the demand for fire and emergency medical
services from the Kirkland Fire Department, its partner agency, the Eastside Hazardous Materials
Response Team (EHMT), and emergency medical facilities in the City of Kirkland.

Construction could result in minor impacts to schools, parks, or other recreation facilities if construction
requires temporary road closures, which could lead to access disruptions. Construction vehicles and
construction activities on local roads could also adversely impact access to these resources.

Construction would likely disrupt the southern portion of the open field area north of the existing Houghton
RTS, the southwestern portion of Fields 1 and 2 parking area, and the access road to Fields 3 and 4. This
disruption would occur during construction and permanently remove those existing areas and access
roads.

Stormwater management would be implemented to avoid adverse stream impacts to the maximum extent
possible and would use the construction BMPs referenced in Section 3.14.3.2.1.1

SWD will adhere to a site-specific Health and Safety Plan that details potential hazards on the site,
including from potential contamination and hazardous materials; the Emergency Response Plan for injury
or exposure; required training, equipment, and responsibilities of staff; and procedures for alerting
Kirkland response agencies and personnel; and identification of emergency routes to nearby hospitals.

King County would construct a new compressed gravel road between the Fields 1 and 2 parking area and
Fields 3 and 4 to provide access during construction and following completion of construction. King
County is also proposing to enhance the baseball field facilities and add supplemental recreation facilities
and amenities at Taylor Fields.

King County would work with Lake Washington School District, City of Kirkland Parks Department, State
Parks Commission, local and neighborhood stakeholders, and the contractors to develop a construction
transportation plan that minimizes and avoids use of study area roadways by construction vehicles where
nearby school and park access is provided.

Operation

Itis anticipated that operation would not result in substantial demand on the water supply, sanitary sewer
system, electric service, natural gas service, communications, fire, EMS, or police, or schools and other
community facilities, and would not affect the capacity of the system to meet demand.

Once operational, the new stormwater infrastructure would have a greater capacity than the No Action
Alternative to reduce impacts from potential stormwater pollution and high stormwater flows.

Provide fire and emergency service workers with a full set of updated Safety Data Sheets (formerly
Material Safety Data Sheets) for hazardous chemicals used on site.

Provide all schools in the study areas with input on their emergency response plans to cover potentially
hazardous situations arising from RTS operations.

Install permanent traffic-calming measures, if needed, to ensure access for students, staff, and faculty of
schools.

Install air and odor monitoring equipment at select schools in the selected site’s study area that alerts
School District Staff and SWD in case of regulatory exceedances.

Identify and evaluate future service system needs through collaborative planning between SWD and utility
and service providers.

Evaluate and implement improvements to recreation facilities in the study areas, including Taylor Fields;
local and regional bike paths and bike lanes; pedestrian, bike, and equestrian crossings on site-adjacent
roadways.
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Alternative

Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Construction and operation of LEED compliant (or similar ranking system) buildings would reduce the
power and water requirements for the facilities.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Based upon the analysis performed for this DEIS, there would be no significant unavoidable adverse
impacts associated with Alternative 1A (except as noted in the next bullet) when design features,
operational practices, and regulatory and mitigation measures described are implemented.

The environmental review determined that Alternatives 1A would likely have a significant, but temporary,
construction noise impact on the closest neighbors to the Alternative 1A site. No other significant
unavoidable adverse noise impacts requiring mitigation are identified in the study area during construction
or operation of this alternative.

Action Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Alternative 1 | section 3.1 Earth

Option 1B

Construction

Steep slope hazards may be associated with the development of Alternative 1B and each action
alternative.

Soil movement, such as surface excavation, filling, and/or grading may occur at Alternative 1B and at
each action alternative. Ground disturbance may temporarily increase the risk of erosion.

Dewatering may be required for excavation at Alternative 1B and at each action alternative, which may
lower the groundwater table and temporarily reduce susceptibility to liquefaction in the study area during a
potential seismic event.

Development at Action Alternative 1A and 1B would include excavating and removing waste to create
more stable building foundations and installation of new or modified environmental control systems,
creating a reduction in cumulative impacts from past actions at the site.

A geotechnical study would be conducted for Alternative 1B to identify appropriate design measures to
address steep slope hazards.

Erosion and sedimentation during construction and operation would be controlled by the implementation
of a SWPPP to comply with the requirements of the NPDES Construction Stormwater General Permit and
a TESC plan. Disturbance to existing vegetation would be minimized where possible and revegetation
would occur as soon as construction related activities ended.

No mitigation is required for dewatering during construction at Alternative 1B or other action alternative
sites.

Operation

The operation of the new NERTS facility associated with Action Alternative 1B and each action alternative
would not change or impact the earth landscape nor alter potential geologic hazards.

The new NERTS facility at Action Alternative 1B and each action alternative would have the beneficial,
indirect impact of providing source-separated yard waste collection.

New site buildings and associated infrastructure at Alternative 1B and each action alternative would have
the beneficial impact adding to the stock of building built to modern building codes to withstand seismic
events.

No Mitigation Required.

m King County

S-23




Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project King County Solid Waste Division
Draft Environmental Impact Statement February 2024

Table S-3.Summary of Alternatives, Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant
Unavoidable Adverse Impacts.

Alternative Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
Section 3.2 Air
Construction

e Alternative 1B would result in short-term impacts on air quality during the construction phase.

e  Construction of the project would comply with federal, state, and regional regulations related to air quality.
Potential impacts on air quality would be minimized or avoided through project planning, design, and the
application of required BMPs.

Operation

e Long-term impacts should be significantly lower than those under the No Action Alternative. The
development footprint over the known extent of waste in the closed Houghton landfill is larger and could
require more excavation and transportation of waste to CHRLF resulting in more vehicle emissions. Use
of a compactor during operation at this facility would reduce hauling trips over time which would reduce
impacts on air quality.

e  Operation of the project would comply with federal, state, and regional regulations related to air quality.
Potential impacts on air quality would be minimized or avoided through project planning, design, and the
application of required BMPs.

Section 3.3. Water
Construction

e Leachate from the closed Houghton landfill and groundwater, if encountered in excavations, would be
managed by collection and treatment prior to disposal to the sanitary sewer.

e Alternative 1B would be required to meet flow control requirements provided in the 2021 King County
SWDM (King County 2021a) since the site discharges to Yarrow Creek. Therefore, stream flow and water
quality conditions are not expected to be impacted during construction.

e No Impacts to floodplains

e Impacts would be negligible to stormwater and water quality since Alternative 1B would be required to
comply with the 2021 King County SWDM, the City of Kirkland Addendum to the 2021 King County
SWDM, and the KMC.

e  No Mitigation Required

Operation

e Alternative 1B has a potential site development area of approximately 12.8 acres, approximately nine
acres of which would be impervious. These impervious surfaces would result in reduced infiltration, an
increase in surface runoff, and degradation of water quality. Design and operational source control BMPs
would be used to minimize these potential operational impacts.

e  No Impacts to floodplains

e The proposed action would have beneficial direct effects to stormwater runoff quality and quantity, as all
runoff would be treated and detained to current standards and routed to discharge points with more
reliable infrastructure.

e No Mitigation Required

Section 3.4 Hazardous Materials
Construction

e Impacts would be similar to Alternative 1A, but potentially more refuse would require excavation and it
could result in temporary additional risk of exposure to hazardous materials.

e Mitigation measures would be the same as Alternative 1A.

Operation

e Impacts would be similar to Alternative 1A.
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Alternative

Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

e Mitigation measures would be the same as Alternative 1A.
Section 3.5 Wetlands
Construction
e No Impacts
e  No Mitigation Required
Operation

e Theincrease in impervious surface has the potential to impact wetlands and streams down-basin from
project activities, but impacts to fish, wildlife, and associated habitat are expected to be negligible.

e No Mitigation Required
Section 3.6 Vegetation, Fish, and Wildlife
Construction

e Short-term construction activities that produce noise could cause temporary disturbance and/or dispersal
of wildlife away from the site, but impacts are expected to be negligible.

e Increased risk for erosion and runoff and temporary effects to water quality during construction clearing
and grading and development of the site, but with BMPs in place, impacts are expected to be negligible.

e Potential for leaks and spills from heavy equipment that could affect wildlife, but a Spill Prevention Control
and Countermeasures plan would minimize these risks.

¢ Clearing of some amount of upland vegetation and the loss of associated wildlife habitat, but impacts are
expected to be negligible.

e  Export of material with non-regulated or regulated noxious weeds.

e Aqualified wildlife biologist would survey the site prior to vegetation clearing to determine the presence of
protected habitat and species.

e Planting plans would include native plants in landscaped areas and revegetation after construction that
may benefit wildlife.

Operation

e Impacts from operational noise, light, and glare are anticipated to be negligible.

e Theincrease in impervious surface has the potential to impact wetlands and streams down-basin from
project activities, but impacts are expected to be negligible.

e No Mitigation Required

Section 3.7 Energy and Natural Resources
Construction

e  Construction would require short-term additional use of energy and materials, but impacts would be
minimal because of recycling and reuse, energy efficiency, and routing efficiency efforts.

e Energy efficiency and reuse efforts will be incorporated into construction efforts.
Operation

e Energy efficiency efforts would be implemented during operation to minimize impacts on energy and
natural resources.

e Energy efficiency efforts will be incorporated into operation including LED light fixtures and use of solar
panels.
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Alternative Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
Section 3.8 Environmental Health
Construction

e Impacts on surface and groundwater, air emissions, fugitive dust, odor, pest and disease vectors, noise,
waste storage, and litter would be the same as Alternative 1A and with similar comparisons to the No
Action Alternative.

e Ifthe existing transfer building is repurposed instead of demolished under Alternative 1B, there could be
less exposure of construction workers and neighbors to fugitive dust during construction compared with
Alternative 1A. If the existing transfer building is demolished instead of repurposed, there could be about
the same exposure as with Alternative 1A.

e The development footprint over the known extent of waste in the closed Houghton landfill is larger than
under Alternative 1A. This could lead to marginally higher direct, short-term risks of construction workers
being potentially exposed to hazardous materials and odors.

e Mitigation same as Alternative 1A

e Alternative 1B would also result in new landfill cap, leachate collection, stormwater management, and
landfill gas collection and treatment systems that meet WAC 173-351-500 in areas of disturbance at the
existing closed Houghton landfill where waste remains after construction, but over a larger area than
Alternative 1A.

Operation

e Same as Alternative 1A.

e Under Alternative 1B, the larger site development footprint provides a larger buffer between the
operations and the neighbors to the west than under Alternative 1A. This buffer allows for additional
dilution of any odors or dust emissions before they reach the site property line.

e Mitigation same as Alternative 1A

Section 3.9 Land and Shoreline Use
Construction

e  Construction impacts are expected to be largely similar to those for Alternative 1A.

e Alternative 1B has a larger potential site development footprint and would disrupt a larger area of park
and recreation use on the closed Houghton landfill during construction than would Alternative 1A. This
disruption could last longer than under Alternative 1A but would also be short-term and replaced with
permanent access roadways.

e Mitigation same as Alternative 1A

Operation

e  Similar to Alternative 1A

e Land use would potentially expand farther north into the existing park area than Alternative 1A.

e  Operational impacts are expected to be largely similar to those for Alternative 1A. Impacts on land use,
land use plans and policies, and zoning would be the same as Alternative 1A and with similar
comparisons to the No Action Alternative.

e Mitigation same as Alternative 1A

Section 3.10 Noise
Construction

e  Construction activities will be limited to allowed construction hours to minimize noise impacts during
construction.
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Alternative

Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

e  Temporary noise barriers could be erected, and equipment alarms could be changed to limit noise
impacts. Administrative efforts will be applied to ensure construction noise is limited to required hours of
the day.

Operation
e  Project design will include enclosing the transfer station to mitigate noise impacts during operation.

e  The compactor hydraulics will be located within an acoustically designed room or enclosure, and the
transfer station will be enclosed to mitigate noise impacts.

Section 3.11 Aesthetics, Light, and Glare
Construction

e  Same as Alternative 1A

e Viewers would see an increased amount of construction truck traffic on NE 60th Street, but there would
be less truck traffic under Alternative 1B than there would be under Alternative 1A.

e Mitigation same as Alternative 1A

Operation

e  Same as Alternative 1A.

e The existing facility would be repurposed or replaced after the new construction is complete. Therefore,
visual impacts would be similar to those under Alternative 1A though could differ between views and
aesthetics associated with a remodeled or adapted transfer building or a new potentially smaller TBD
building.

e Mitigation same as Alternative 1A

Section 3.12 Historic and Cultural Resources
Construction
e  Same as Alternative 1A
e Mitigation same as Alternative 1A
Operation
e  Same as Alternative 1A
e No Mitigation Required
Section 3.13 Transportation
Construction
e  Construction impacts are expected to be largely similar to those for Alternative 1A. Impacts on traffic

volumes, construction access and truck haul routes, property access, transit, and nonmotorized facilities
would be the same as Alternative 1A and with similar comparisons to the No Action Alternative.

e  May result in minor differences in the timing of construction truck traffic due to the altered timing of
replacement or repurposing of the existing transfer building compared with Alternative 1A.

e May result in minor differences in the volume of construction truck traffic due to the larger size of the
potential site development area and site preparation compared with Alternative 1A.

e Mitigation same as Alternative 1A
Operation

e  Operation impacts are expected to be largely similar to those for Alternative 1A. Impacts on roadway
network (intersections, traffic volumes, and operations), active transportation facilities, transit, safety, and
freight would be the same as Alternative 1A and with similar comparisons to the No Action Alternative.

e Mitigation same as Alternative 1A
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Alternative

Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Section 3.14 Public Services and Utilities
Construction

Construction impacts are expected to be largely similar to those for Alternative 1A. Impacts on water,
sanitary sewer, electricity, and communications utilities would be the same as Alternative 1A and with
similar comparisons to the No Action Alternative. Impacts on police, fire, emergency medical services,
schools, parks, and park facility services would also be the same as Alternative 1A and similar to the No
Action Alternative.

Mitigation same as Alternative 1A

Operation

Impacts on water, sanitary sewer, communications, electricity, and communications utilities would be the
same as Alternative 1A and with similar comparisons to the No Action Alternative. Impacts on police, fire,
emergency medical services, schools, parks, and park facility services would also be the same as
Alternative 1A and similar to the No Action Alternative.

May result in minor increases in the need for stormwater infrastructure capacity when compared with
Alternative 1A and the No Action Alternative. This is due to the larger potential site development area and
resulting increase in storm flows that would need control through on-site erosion control BMPs.

Mitigation same as Alternative 1A

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Based upon the analysis performed for this DEIS, there would be no significant unavoidable adverse
impacts associated with Alternative 1B (except as noted in the next bullet) when design features,
operational practices, and regulatory and mitigation measures described are implemented.

The environmental review determined that Alternative 1B would likely have a significant, but temporary,
construction noise impact on the closest neighbors to the Alternative 1B site. No other significant
unavoidable adverse noise impacts requiring mitigation are identified in the study area during construction
or operation of this alternative.

Action
Alternative 2

Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Section 3.1 Earth
Construction

Steep slope hazards may be associated with the development of Alternative 2 and each action
alternative. The west of the site for Action Alternative 2 is indicated as a significant erosion hazard.

Soil movement, such as surface excavation, filling, and/or grading may occur at Alternative 2 and at each
action alternative. Ground disturbance may temporarily increase the risk of erosion.

The northwest portion of the site for Alternative 2 is designated with moderate to severe potential for
shallow debris slides to start.

The southwest portion of the Alternative 2 site and the area adjacent to the western boundary is
designated as potentially susceptible to landslide hazards.

The location for Action Alternative 2 is designated with low to moderate liquefaction susceptibility.

Dewatering may be required for excavation at Alternative 2 and at each action alternative, which may
lower the groundwater table and temporarily reduce susceptibility to liquefaction in the study area during a
potential seismic event.

A geotechnical study would be conducted for Alternative 2 to identify appropriate design measures to
address steep slope, erosion, debris slide, landslide, and seismic hazards. Structural BMPs may include
retaining walls, site grading and/or regrading, and any special foundation or construction techniques.
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Alternative

Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Erosion and sedimentation during construction and operation would be controlled by the implementation
of a SWPPP to comply with the requirements of the NPDES Construction Stormwater General Permit and
a TESC plan. Disturbance to existing vegetation would be minimized where possible and revegetation
would occur as soon as construction related activities ended.

No mitigation is required for dewatering during construction at Alternative 2 or other action alternative
sites.

Operation

The operation of the new NERTS facility associated with Action Alternative 2 and each action alternative
would not change or impact the earth landscape nor alter potential geologic hazards.

The new NERTS facility at Action Alternative 2 and each action alternative would have the beneficial,
indirect impact of providing source-separated yard waste collection.

New site buildings and associated infrastructure at Alternative 2 and each action alternative would have
the beneficial impact adding to the stock of building built to modern building codes to withstand seismic
events.

The steep slopes in the western portion of the study area at Alternative 2 are susceptible to landslides
from erosion and earthquakes have the potential to create short-term, localized, and regional impacts if
operations are impacted.

A geotechnical study would be conducted prior to final design to minimize earth hazards, including
implementation of BMPs.

Section 3.2 Air
Construction

Alternative 2 would result in short-term impacts on air quality during the construction phase.

Demolition of a greater number of structures located on the site would result in slightly higher GHG and
dust emissions.

Construction of the project would comply with federal, state, and regional regulations related to air quality.
Potential impacts on air quality would be minimized or avoided through project planning, design, and the
application of required BMPs.

Operation

Use of a compactor during operation at this facility would reduce hauling trips over time which would
reduce impacts on air quality.

Operation of the project would comply with federal, state, and regional regulations related to air quality.
Potential impacts on air quality would be minimized or avoided through project planning, design, and the
application of required BMPs.

Section 3.3. Water
Construction

Three sites to the north of the Alternative 2 site have had documented potential hazardous material
releases, which may impact groundwater during construction based on their locations upgradient with
respect to the reported direction of groundwater flow. More information on the impact of hazardous
materials can be found in Section 3.4.

Alternative 2 would be designed and constructed to avoid adverse wetland, stream, river, and buffer
impacts to the maximum extent possible. If surface waters (i.e., wetland, wetland buffer, grass swale,
tributary, and Sammamish River) are affected during construction, required mitigation measures under
King County and Woodinville municipal codes would be implemented.

No Impacts to floodplains
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Alternative Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

e Impacts to stormwater and water quality would be negligible since Alternative 2 would be required to
comply with the 2021 King County SWDM and the WMC.

e No Mitigation Required

Operation

e Alternative 2 has a potential site development area of approximately 12.9 acres, approximately nine acres
of which would be impervious. These impervious surfaces would result in reduced infiltration, an increase
in surface runoff, and degradation of water quality. It is expected that the increased surface water and
water quality impacts to the wetland, wetland buffer, grass swale, tributary, and Sammamish River would
be minimal due to the use of design and operational source control BMPs.

e  No Impacts to floodplains

e The proposed action would have beneficial direct effects to stormwater runoff quality and quantity, as all
runoff would be treated and detained to current standards and routed to discharge points with more
reliable infrastructure.

e No Mitigation Required

Section 3.4 Hazardous Materials
Construction

e Alternative 2 could result in generation of construction, remediation, and demolition related wastes, and
temporary impacts from contractor use of hazardous materials, or from encountering existing soil or
groundwater contamination. Contamination that otherwise would have remained in place would be
discovered and addressed by the proposed project.

e Mitigation measures would be similar to Alternatives 1A and 1B except that no upgrades to environmental
control systems would be needed because the site is not a closed landfill.

Operation
e Impacts would be similar to Alternatives 1A and 1B.
e Mitigation measures would be the same as Alternatives 1A and 1B.
Section 3.5 Wetlands
Construction

e The existing wetland boundary would be delineated and clearly marked prior to construction so that it may
be avoided to the greatest extent possible during construction.

e  The project design would follow mitigation sequencing requirements to avoid and minimize impacts to
wetlands to the greatest extent possible. If impacts are unavoidable, the appropriate mitigation measures
would be taken to compensate for any impacts to wetlands, resulting in no significant impacts to wetlands.

Operation

e Thereis a wetland on the Alternative 2 site and a stream directly adjacent to the site. While BMPs,
including the new stormwater management system, are expected to minimize risk to fish and wildlife
habitat, there is potential for minor impacts to vegetation, fish, and wildlife from contaminated stormwater
runoff during operation of the facility.

e No Mitigation Required

Section 3.6 Vegetation, Fish, and Wildlife
Construction

e Short-term construction activities that produce noise could cause temporary disturbance and/or dispersal
of wildlife away from the site, but impacts are expected to be negligible.
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e Increased risk for erosion and runoff and temporary effects to water quality during construction clearing
and grading and development of the site; while BMPs are expected to minimize risk to fish and wildlife
habitat, there is potential for minor impacts to vegetation, fish, and wildlife.

e Potential for leaks and spills from heavy equipment that could affect wildlife, but a Spill Prevention Control
and Countermeasures plan would minimize these risks.

¢ Clearing of some amount of upland vegetation and the loss of associated wildlife habitat, but impacts are
expected to be negligible; potential that a portion of the vegetated wetland buffer may not be avoided
during construction, but impacts would be minimized through BMPs, such as demarcated clearing limits.

e  Export of material with non-regulated or regulated noxious weeds.

e Aqualified wildlife biologist would survey the site prior to vegetation clearing to determine the presence of
protected habitat and species.

e Aqualified fisheries biologist would perform an on-site assessment of streams and adjacent ditches for
potential salmonid presence or viable habitat prior to construction.

e  Culverts would be designed to meet fish passage criteria.

e Impacts to wetlands would be minimized to maintain a greater diversity of wildlife and wildlife habitat. This
measure would be implemented during the engineering site design and project permitting process.

e Revegetation would be completed in wetland and stream areas, where practicable, to enhance stream
and wetland habitat to benefit wildlife and fish.

e Planting plans would include native plants in landscaped areas and revegetation after construction that
may benefit wildlife.
Operation
e Impacts from operational noise, light, and glare are anticipated to be negligible.
e  Potential for minor impacts from contaminated stormwater runoff during operation because there is a
wetland on the site and a stream directly adjacent to the site.
e Wetlands, streams, and associated habitat would be clearly marked and avoided during operation to
minimize impacts.
Section 3.7 Energy and Natural Resources
Construction
e  Construction would require short-term additional use of energy and materials, but impacts would be
minimal because of recycling and reuse, energy efficiency, and routing efficiency efforts.
e Energy efficiency and reuse efforts will be incorporated into construction efforts.
Operation

e Energy efficiency efforts would be implemented during operation to minimize impacts on energy and
natural resources.

e  Energy efficiency efforts will be incorporated into operation including LED light fixtures and use of solar
panels.
Section 3.8 Environmental Health
Construction
e Impacts would primarily be associated with general construction activities and operation of vehicles and
heavy equipment; excavation, handling, and off-site disposal contaminated soils if any are discovered;

and management of stormwater and dewatering water. Construction workers, nearby residents, and
wildlife could experience exposures to fugitive dust; contaminants in soil, sediment, or groundwater;
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hazardous materials if encountered during construction, and hazardous materials used during
construction if a spill were to occur.

The potential for these hazards is likely less than under Alternative 1 and the No Action Alternative
because current uses of the site are not known to have produced on-site contamination and because
portions of the site are undeveloped.

Construction could lead to impacts on wetlands or wetlands buffers on the southern portion of the site,
and to minor disruption of bird and wildlife feeding, nesting, or migration.

Exposures would be minimized by implementing mitigation measures outlined in the required project
Health and Safety Plan, Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, other regulatory compliance activities, and
appropriate BMPs that would be required in accordance with the approved project plans, construction
specifications, and permits.

Lead paint and asbestos abatement would be conducted if needed prior to demolition to minimize risks to
workers.

BMPs described in Section 3.3, Water and Section 3.5, Wetlands, would be implemented to protect on-
site wetlands and downstream tributaries to the Sammamish River. These methods would serve to also
reduce exposure to contaminants in stormwater and surface water by on-site workers and wildlife, and
those working and recreating downstream of the Alternative 2 site.

Operation

Reduced impacts on fugitive dust, odor, pest and disease vectors, noise, waste storage, and litter. Most
or all of these outcomes would result from the combination of modern design features of the new NERTS
facility, structural BMPs, regulatory requirements, and SWD operational practices.

The proposed action would reduce stormwater runoff quality and quantity impacts, as all runoff would be
treated and detained to current standards and routed to discharge points with new or more reliable
infrastructure. These improvements would minimize impacts for on-site wetlands and tributaries to the
Sammamish River downstream of the site and would be an improvement compared with stormwater
system on the developed portions of the site.

Localized emission impacts would be transferred from Kirkland to Woodinville. While local emissions
contributed by the traffic associated with the new RTS would be new to the area, their marginal
contributions to the existing emissions and exposure levels from background levels of traffic the area
would mean their impact on environmental health would be less than significant.

Mitigation same as Alternative 1A and 1B.

Section 3.9 Land and Shoreline Use
Construction

Construction could result in minor and short-term impacts to surrounding land uses.

Construction would alter uses of the existing parcels on a long-term basis because they would be closed,
businesses would relocate, and structures demolished to make way for the new NERTS facility.
Businesses would relocate to other properties, appropriately zoned and permitted for their intended use,
with assistance from King County.

Land use permits would be obtained according to applicable local land use codes, largely consistent with
land use plans and policies.

Design of the facilities and construction would comply with applicable development and building codes for
the host jurisdiction and permits for construction would be obtained from city agencies in compliance with
established processes.
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Operation
e Land use at the site would change from vacant, commercial, and industrial/manufacturing uses to
recycling and transfer station uses, an essential public facility.

e The proposed uses could potentially create land use incompatibilities related to time of day/night activity,
noise levels, odors, and conflicting movements by vehicles and other modes. However, like Alternative 1,
several design and operational BMPs to be incorporated into the NERTS project under Alternative 2
would reduce those impacts well below those associated with the No Action alternative.

e The proposed use would be compatible with commercial and industrial land uses to the north and south of
the Alternative 2 site development footprint and be buffered from potential land use incompatibilities
through the same mechanisms as would nearby residences.

e Alternative 2 is not entirely consistent with Chapter 4.0, Economic Development Policy ED-4.3 and 5.0
Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Policy PROS-2.1 of the City of Woodinville Comprehensive Plan.
This would result in a moderate impact. In general, Alternative 2 would not introduce a land use pattern
that would foreclose future opportunities to reach goals and polices.

e Use of the Alternative 2 site as a recycling and transfer station is categorized as “special use” in the
Tourist/Industrial zone and subject to obtaining a Special Use Permit, consistent with Chapter 21.21, Use
and Occupancy Regulations under the WMC. It is allowed only as an essential public facility pursuant to
Chapter 21.46 WMC.

e Mitigation same as Alternative 1A and 1B.

Section 3.10 Noise
Construction

e  Construction activities will be limited to allowed construction hours to minimize noise impacts during
construction.

e Temporary noise barriers could be erected, and equipment alarms could be changed to limit noise
impacts. Administrative efforts will be applied to ensure construction noise is limited to required hours of
the day.

Operation

e  Project design will include enclosing the transfer station to mitigate noise impacts during operation.

e  The compactor hydraulics will be located within an acoustically designed room or enclosure, and the
transfer station will be enclosed to mitigate noise impacts.

Section 3.11 Aesthetics, Light, and Glare
Construction

e The same construction activities would occur at the Alternative 2 site as under Alternative 1, but they
would be more visible from Woodinville-Redmond Road NE because of the open nature of the landscape.

o  Views of demolition and removal of existing structures associated with existing commercial and industrial
uses, including construction, portable toilet rental, manufacturing, and automotive businesses.

e Mitigation same as Alternative 1A and 1B.
Operation
e Impacts from operation differ depending on observation point.
e  Changes would overall range from no visual impact to an overall adverse visual impact.

e  Because most of the existing view under the No Action Alternative contains few human-made structures,
the new project elements would not be compatible with the site although they would be compatible with
the industrial setting overall.
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e  Sensitive viewers include travelers on Woodinville-Redmond Road NE (including people traveling the
designated scenic byway), users of the commercial and school properties on the eastern side of the road,
and current and future recreational users of a proposed future segment of the Eastrail.

e Landscaping will be incorporated into action alternative site design, which will help block some views of
the site and soften its appearance.

e  The number of lights and their placement would be sufficient for safety and security purposes while
minimizing light pollution.

e  The existing row of evergreen trees could be retained as a wetland boundary demarcation.

Section 3.12 Historic and Cultural Resources
Construction

e There are two industrial buildings on the site that are potentially eligible for landmark designation. Neither
are exceptional examples of their type or style, and do not have significant architectural merit and likely
may be demolished without additional documentation or mitigation.

e Considered a "high” to “very high” for the presence of archaeological resources according to the
WISAARD predictive model for archaeological sensitivity. Because there is a potential for precontact and
historic-period archaeological resources, there could be impacts to cultural resources during construction,
particularly to those areas subject to ground-disturbing activities.

o After facility design is complete and prior to construction, SWD should conduct survey and/or field
investigations. These investigations include completion of a survey report that meets the DAHP reporting
standards.

e  SWD, with KCHPP, should notify the affected Indian Tribes of potential field investigations and provide a
draft of any survey reports to KCHPP and affected Indian Tribes for review.

e  SWD may conduct monitoring during construction in areas that are inaccessible during survey or where
excavation will exceed the reach of standard archaeological survey methods.

e AnInadvertent Discovery Plan would be prepared by SWD and approved by SHPO prior to construction.
If cultural resources are encountered during construction, work will stop immediately and DAHP and
would be consulted. Any resources encountered would be documented and evaluated for significance.

o If discovery of disturbed archaeological sites occurs, SWD will consult with DAHP and affected Tribes
about the need to obtain a state archaeological excavation permit.

e  SWD should require contractors to train work crews in recognizing archaeological materials and in the
appropriate procedures they should follow in the event any such materials are discovered during the
project.

Operation

e No operational impacts to historic and cultural resources are anticipated as no further ground disturbance
after construction is anticipated.

e No Mitigation Required.

Section 3.13 Transportation
Construction

e  Construction would result in a slight increase in traffic volumes due to workers traveling to and from the
site, delivery of material, and truck hauling similar to Alternative 1. Impacts to traffic are anticipated to be
minor and temporary.

e  Site preparation work is expected to last approximately six to nine months, assuming 12-hour workdays,
six days per week.
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Demolition activity would likely require approximately 240 truck round trips of haul away during the initial
part of the site preparation period.

Export activity would result in approximately 14 to 20 truck trips per day (3,100 truck round trips total) and
import activity would result in approximately three to four truck trips per day (625 truck round trips total).
The estimated daily truck PCE trips associated with site preparation would represent up to 0.7 percent of
existing single-direction traffic on collector and arterial roadways. Estimated daily truck PCE trips would
represent up to 1.2 percent of the existing single-direction AADT for all state facilities, with the highest
percentages at on- and off-ramps.

Impacts to property access for sites in the Alternative 2 site study area would be minimal.

Mitigation same as Alternative 1A and 1B.

Operation

The 2029/2040 trip generation for Alternative 2 is anticipated to increase when compared with the existing
site based on the expanded capacity of the facility and tonnage projections. MRW service would also
increase traffic to the site compared with Alternatives 1A and 1B.

In the weekday AM peak hour, 144 trips are estimated (77 entering and 67 exiting). In the weekday PM
peak hour, 144 trips are estimated (67 entering and 77 exiting). In the Saturday AM peak hour, 188 trips
are estimated (99 entering and 89 exiting). In the Saturday PM peak hour, 188 trips are estimated (89
entering and 99 exiting).

In the Alternative 2 study area, in 2029 and 2040, all intersections expected to meet the roadway
standards under the No Action Alternative during the AM and PM peak hours would also meet the
roadway standards under Alternative 2.

The Woodinville-Redmond Road NE and NE 175th Street intersection meets roadway LOS standards in
the 2029 and 2040 AM peak hour, with up to 13 seconds of average delay in the AM peak hour due to the
project. This same intersection does not meet roadway LOS standards in the 2029 and 2040 PM peak hour
with or without the Alternative 2 project but has up to 15 seconds of delay in the AM peak hour and up to
four seconds of average delay in the PM peak hour due to the project.

Background traffic volumes are expected to increase for 2029 and 2040 over the existing volumes. As
traffic volumes increase, the potential for traffic safety issues is also likely to increase. The overall
vehicular and non-motorized traffic in the Alternative 2 study area under 2029 and 2040 conditions are
anticipated to be higher than occurs under existing conditions, with or without the project.

The new NERTS facility would generate just over 500 vehicles per day on weekdays and weekends in
2040, compared with the existing 250 to 350 vehicles per day on weekdays and weekends, adding 150 to
250 additional vehicles per day. This equates to an increase of less than 7 percent of the existing daily
volume in the Alternative 2 area.

The trail and pedestrian crossing across NE 145th Street and the roundabouts near NE 145th Street and
Woodinville-Redmond Road NE/148th Avenue NE are the most likely places where there could be
additional conflicts for active transportation users due to increased active transportation activity. However,
the trail crossing is already signalized with additional signing and a refuge area, and the roundabouts
include marked and signed crosswalks along with lower speed limits, which significantly help with visibility
and reaction time.

Compliance with the applicable regulations along with implementation of avoidance and minimization
measures and non-required mitigation described in Section 3.13.4 would reduce impacts on
transportation.

For the Woodinville-Redmond Road NE and NE 175th Street intersection in the 2029 and 2040 AM
weekday peak hour, additional mitigation could be added as part of the project to reduce delays, including
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Table S-3.Summary of Alternatives, Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts.

Alternative

Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

extending the northbound right-turn pocket of the Woodinville-Redmond Road NE and NE 175th Street
intersection.

Section 3.14 Public Services and Utilities
Construction

Construction impacts are expected to be largely similar to those for Alternative 1. Impacts on water,
sanitary sewer, electricity, and communications utilities would be the same as Alternative 1 and with
similar comparisons to the No Action Alternative. Impacts on police, fire, emergency medical services,
parks, and park facility services would also be the same as Alternative 1A and similar to the No Action
Alternative.

Construction could result in minor impacts on access to school resources related to construction vehicles
and construction activities on local roads. These impacts could be experienced more notably by users of
the Chrysalis High School and Middle School, approximately 0.10 miles to the east directly across
Woodinville-Redmond Road NE from the Alternative 2 site.

A construction management plan describing procedures for construction activity such as truck routes and
hours of operation would be developed and approved by SWD (see Section 3.13). This would serve to
minimize impacts on access to the school to a less than significant level.

If driveway closures are required, King County would work with Chrysalis School, Northshore School
District, City of Woodinville Parks, Development Services, and Public Works departments, local and
neighborhood stakeholders, and the contractors to develop a construction transportation plan that
maintains access to these properties to the extent practical, particularly during drop-off and pick-up times.

Operation

Impacts on water, sanitary sewer, communications, electricity, and communications utilities would be the
same as Alternative 1 and with similar comparisons to the No Action Alternative. Impacts on police, fire,
emergency medical services, schools, parks, and park facility services would also be the same as
Alternative 1 and similar to the No Action Alternative.

Once operational, the new stormwater system would have a greater capacity than the No Action
Alternative and about the same capacity as Alternative 1 to reduce impacts from potential stormwater
pollution and high stormwater flows.

Mitigation same as Alternative 1A and 1B.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Based upon the analysis performed for this DEIS, there would be no significant unavoidable adverse
impacts associated with Alternative 2 when design features, operational practices, and regulatory and
mitigation measures described are implemented.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

This chapter provides an introduction and background to this Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft
EIS).

The chapter is divided into eight sections. Section 1.1 describes the purpose of the document. Section 1.2
describes the background of King County Department of Natural Resources, Solid Waste Division (SWD)
solid waste activities. Section 1.3 provides the project description including the purpose and need for the
project and the objectives of the proposal. Section 1.4 summarizes the alternative site selection process.
Section 1.5 describes the environmental and public review process for this proposal taken to date and
planned for the future. Section 1.6 presents the required permits and approvals for the project. Section 1.7
summarizes regulatory and compliance requirements. The final section, Section 1.8, provides a description
of how impacts are analyzed and organized within the DEIS, and provides the reader with definitions of
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts.

1.1  Introduction

This Draft EIS for the Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project (NERTS) has been prepared by
SWD. The purpose of this Draft EIS is to identify and evaluate the potential significant adverse
environmental impacts of two action alternatives for a new facility. The potential impacts of the action
alternatives are compared with the potential impacts of the No Action Alternative. This Draft EIS also
proposes reasonable mitigation measures to minimize identified impacts.

1.2 Background

SWD operates a system of eight recycling and transfer stations, two drop box facilities, one facility and one
Wastemobile that accept moderate risk waste (MRW)! from residents and small businesses, and one
regional landfill in King County, Washington. Solid waste from businesses and residences in
unincorporated King County and 37 King County cities, all but Seattle and Milton, is delivered by
commercial collection companies and self-haulers to the transfer stations and drop boxes, transferred into
large tractor-trailers or shipping containers, and then transported to the Cedar Hills Regional Landfill in
Maple Valley, Washington. SWD also maintains responsibility for nine closed landfills throughout King
County.

The County 2019 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan (2019 Solid Waste Comp Plan), which
was adopted by cities per the adoption process described in the interlocal agreements between King
County and incorporated cities in King County (see next section) and approved by Ecology, identified the

1 Moderate Risk Waste: relatively small quantities of hazardous waste generated by households and small businesses. Moderate risk waste
includes household hazardous waste.
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need for a new transfer station to replace the aging Houghton Recycling and Transfer Station (RTS)(King
County 2019).

1.2.1 Existing Interlocal Agreements

RCW 39.34 permits a local government to enter into interlocal agreements (ILAs) with other public
agencies in the interest of cooperatively sharing resources for their mutual benefit. Under RCW 39.34 ,
SWD has executed ILAs with other public agencies for various purposes over the years. As referenced
above, the adoption process for the King County Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan is
described in Section 11.6b of each ILA, available at the links provided.

Current City and County ILAs are listed in Table 1-1 and 1-2.

Table 1.1. Current City ILAS.

City Agreement Document
Algona Algona — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments
Auburn Auburn — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments

Beaux Arts Village

Beaux Arts Village — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments

Bellevue

Bellevue — 2017 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments

Black Diamond

Black Diamond — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments

Bothell

Bothell — 2014 Amended and Restated ILA
Bothell — 2014 Amendment No. 1 to the Amended and Restated ILA

Burien Burien — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments
Carnation Carnation — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments
Clyde Hill Clyde Hill — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments
Covington Covington — 2013 Amended and Restated [LA and Amendments
Des Moines Des Moines — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments
Duvall Duvall — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments
Enumclaw Enumclaw — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments
Federal Way Federal Way — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments
Hunts Point Hunts Point — 2018 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments
Issaquah Issaquah — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments
Kenmore Kenmore — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments
Kent Kent — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments

Kirkland Kirkland — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments
Lake Forest Park Lake Forest Park — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments
Maple Valley Maple Valley — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments
Medina Medina — 2018 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments

Mercer Island

Mercer Island — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments

Newcastle Newcastle — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments
Normandy Park Normandy Park — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments
North Bend North Bend — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments



http://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=39.34.040
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-algona-swd.pdf?rev=59161f193ed34a19badb391164f7a53a&hash=F2293EB9AA592A2FD476AB7D87468856
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-auburn-swd.pdf?rev=41075facd4524825a4ecdd679ef2e2c2&hash=B184E3E2F77521C5348CB04011405840
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-beaux-arts-village-swd-2013.pdf?rev=baee40c377da4820baca931e563df3a9&hash=01E0D6A2EC2B0E647A7A87CD6AC81B53
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-bellevue-swd-2017.pdf?rev=3b50375a5ed54e62be28a366c6517d9d&hash=E6D6C6B29CEF7841D60110CC145ADAE8
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-black-diamond-swd-2013.pdf?rev=4f830994d0b342fbae30051fe1001983&hash=94D81DA38AA056566539CC3AFA3A548A
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-bothell-swd-2014.pdf?rev=ad6cf6fbb30445ad9128dbbc2865708a&hash=982C75ABA8848549919C7D9260DAB07B
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-bothell-amendment-one-2014.pdf?rev=9fb29e0d27b041179c27919c1e7416e9&hash=77009B2EF11AEF5313A8DFA0D93BC4FE
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-burien-swd.pdf?rev=80e9188e8d074c47b6db3e0348890705&hash=87F3D033958439C1FB17A18CA4DEE68E
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-carnation-swd.pdf?rev=eceda77e7d8045399cbe4c3e06ab9c6e&hash=358C4C79AAC08FD325BBE8BF077AAEDD
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-clyde-hill-swd-2013.pdf?rev=1fcff5311c5945e2a9eb6f2c005445d6&hash=B8F794DE898974FD947EA9106ACEE84F
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-covington-swd.pdf?rev=7a0ad71254e74af585507b3b9944b992&hash=6FC1B300DEAE17A30957F574D34A7393
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-des-moines-swd-2013.pdf?rev=8401c032073a4b898f700b0fb4b3d7d6&hash=6ACD4EE60B5B9FBD0CE6CF3FB8186B0D
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-duvall-swd.pdf?rev=ec35fe72d77a40ee81810a6e307d244f&hash=9ED7F662F5173D2DC2241E119D716FDA
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-enumclaw-swd.pdf?rev=cbc0a735c33b4a76b4ece04f57869c61&hash=DFB087C6F3DD390CF10B5C1BA8331A9F
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-federal-way-swd-2013.pdf?rev=7ee6c93a8aa44f9db347a42e8ea05f58&hash=058194CFF10267B216EBF92F0D20E6CE
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-hunts-point-swd-2018.pdf?rev=bd6b639251044f629b5f5311d8a8d29d&hash=BE319EEC115344DF3B235B927F19CC20
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-issaquah-swd.pdf?rev=fdb90e77d3cc4ea39e4739a656f62166&hash=29DCAC6253B20218C26C5145BB2ACA38
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-kenmore-swd.pdf?rev=d8e28395e1334311a68f24480ffd5060&hash=847BEA58BB293FBF77D8CF85D89DCDF8
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-kent-swd.pdf?rev=9061b52d614c49d1a44db06bc8913729&hash=B9DBD6BA0E20F2FB5FCC12AB9A7BA7A9
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-kirkland-swd.pdf?rev=34df823c96cb4de39ca4a7c168c1a5bc&hash=BFEED39FDFAC04510EE55DA760461910
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-lake-forest-park-swd-2013.pdf?rev=bd2438dba06345de91e781a66618f991&hash=E2FAB6AAD366B1954EA67658AD6E9BC6
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-maple-valley-swd-2013.pdf?rev=7ccf3a40838c4b1899e5f6fac88cb7a3&hash=4C272B62ECCEB41784E41B30EEC6153A
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-medina-swd-2018.pdf?rev=2891a64c6e834656bd26b746617f3a6d&hash=EA3A6391710CA66A67E7716A735D5C0F
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-mercer-island-swd-2013.pdf?rev=8da89d56c4f04124a70f1bebce530fdc&hash=5FCCC61425FC5A7AB425947CCB1D9B8F
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-newcastle-swd.pdf?rev=0df5e2ecd50c445d97d5f3163bbb7ea6&hash=90770E8CB23F5F7EA4E68690F066A1E9
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-normandy-park-swd-2013.pdf?rev=4fe0ec992cd64d238e7b017181cbfe6b&hash=C26FC9D20B64433FC7F54A65749D5014
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-north-bend-swd-2013.pdf?rev=d1642ee52df44694bcf8590bb396c4f6&hash=05A2986DE60A2EDB35FF7A54B5666808
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Table 1.1. Current City ILAs.

City Agreement Document
Pacific Pacific — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments
Redmond Redmond — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments
Renton Renton — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments
Sammamish Sammamish — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments
SeaTac SeaTac — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments
Shoreline Shoreline — 2013 Amended and Restated [LA and Amendments
Skykomish Skykomish — 2013 Amended and Restated [LA and Amendments
Snoqualmie Snoqualmie — 2013 Amended and Restated [LA and Amendments
Tukwila Tukwila = 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments
Woodinville Woodinville — 2013 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments
Yarrow Point Yarrow Point — 2018 Amended and Restated ILA and Amendments

Table 1.2. Current County ILAS.

City

Agreement Document

Kittitas County

King County and Kittitas County Solid Waste Disposal ILA

Snohomish County

King County and Snohomish County Solid Waste Disposal ILA relating to City of Bothell
Annexation as of January 1, 2011.
King County and City of Bothell - Amendment #1 to the Original 40-year Solid Waste ILA

1.3 Project Description

King County Solid Waste Division proposes to site, design, build, and operate a modern transfer station in
northeast King County to meet the region's growing demand for environmentally responsible waste
management services. The new station would replace the existing Houghton RTS with a new recycling and
transfer station, referred to as NERTS in this document. The new facility would make recycling and waste
disposal services more convenient for many customers in this area who currently must drive 30 minutes or
more to reach a transfer station or drop box.

The new NERTS facility would include an enclosed solid waste transfer and processing area, enclosed
solid waste compactor units, a recycling collection and sorting area, employee facility, scale house and
weigh station, space for on-site customer queuing, a possible fueling station, and possible moderate-risk
waste disposal for products from homes and small qualifying businesses.

The new facility would be designed and constructed to meet today’s building and environmental standards
and standards for service, operational efficiency, and customer and employee safety. The facility would
provide improved recycling services to meet the County’s environmental goals, and waste would be cost-
effectively compacted for efficient transport. The facility would also have space for waste storage in the
event of a major regional disaster and sufficient off-street queuing space for private and commercial
vehicles.
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https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-pacific-swd.pdf?rev=3ccdd61a50fb4b97b84a99eabdd0a99f&hash=09F5803C00D2747DC80DBF9C32C9A886
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-redmond-swd.pdf?rev=4d4f0bc4372c401fb7646f882e6bd1de&hash=20EBE066FC4AB8857924BB5BCC8D16AA
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-renton-swd-2013.pdf?rev=1a3cfd05a4cc4c0cbaf6d635e28327cd&hash=7A4E0B626E0524F1DE78FE8835D405A8
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-sammamish-swd.pdf?rev=561ab59505de43ea8949f4522936d55f&hash=9447B389A4AF902D0CD55ACC4BDA7EDB
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-seatac-swd.pdf?rev=0ffdfb845aba49419720776a32582801&hash=BC4F71B7A4DF6A5FA159947AA27ABA64
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-shoreline-swd.pdf?rev=278abc3365a543779bd1e48b8538c3cc&hash=303A97A4B61342D4719ADA29BFAC97F1
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-skykomish-swd.pdf?rev=68fd2341f18745f79aa37c73da2ea661&hash=D95001CEB2F3A87BE08EBF5E265C29B4
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-snoqualmie-swd.pdf?rev=849cd48cafb94651bd52fe86941d553a&hash=D6714CFA2AF66FBFD873C1BDF55C22E0
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-tukwila-swd.pdf?rev=3817db5c48fe4b97ba13ac5d8711c890&hash=DBD6284CCEA7B85B2AAEA8EEC139A05D
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-woodinville-swd.pdf?rev=a4675ccbf5c4481694dc37a7d27da221&hash=F4CA40CB7FF09E1BB9207F649BB95375
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-yarrow-point-swd-2018.pdf?rev=314cf67999874515a76ad9f887b78c34&hash=8B74C7E9B0B975B53DDCCAC0A07C381B
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-kittitas-county-swd.pdf?rev=cb073db238494f99accc9dec473445f2&hash=E6E2290D1AD4A1B9586E5305D0929EEC
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-snohomish-county-swd.pdf?rev=8f7f48d64f434ae39b946e50a21e5a18&hash=9F0194A75C86EC7E56EC633B0850824D
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/dnrp/waste-services/garbage-recycling-compost/solid-waste-planning-monitoring/interlocal-agreements/ila-bothell-amendment-one.pdf?rev=ac09dc114aa94a20b312b09045e6b171&hash=578523266319340D86D957D7AF2317C5
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1.3.1 Purpose and Need for the Project

1311 Purpose of the Project

The purpose of this project is to replace the existing Houghton RTS with a new recycling and transfer
station, to be located in the northeastern part of King County. SWD operates a system of eight recycling
and transfer stations, two drop box facilities, one facility and one Wastemobile that accept MRW from
residents and small businesses, and one regional landfill to serve residents and businesses with solid
waste transfer and disposal services, and MRW collection services, in King County, Washington (the
County) in accordance with the King County Council approved 2019 Solid Waste Comp Plan and the King
County Board of Health approved 2021 Hazardous Waste Management Plan.

13.1.2 Need for the Project

The County’s 2019 Solid Waste Comp Plan, which was adopted by cities (per the adoption process
described in the interlocal agreements between King County and incorporated cities in King County [see
Section 1.2]) and approved by Ecology, identified the need for a new transfer station to replace the aging
Houghton RTS. The close to 60-year-old Houghton RTS is one of the busiest in terms of tonnage and
transactions, yet it has outlived its useful life and lacks capacity for the type of recycling and MRW
collection services that are increasingly in demand, and for the growing northeast community.

Additional factors contribute to the need for modern solid waste transfer infrastructure:

e The proposed project is needed so SWD can continue to provide reliable and cost-effective solid
waste transfer services to residents and businesses in the northeastern solid waste service area of
King County

e Within King County, 37 cities (all cities in the county except Seattle and Milton) have signed
Interlocal Agreements (ILAs) with King County that run through 2040 and commit King County for
the life of the agreements to provide transfer (and disposal) services for participating cities.

e The proposed project is needed so SWD can help enhance the regional solid waste management
system in order to move the region toward carbon neutrality targets, and circular economy goals.

1.3.2 Proposed Action

King County SWD proposesto site, design, build, and operate a modern transfer station in northeast King
County to meet the region's growing demand for environmentally responsible waste management services.
The alternatives that were identified to be studied in this EIS include:

e No Action Alternative

e Action Alternative 1: The existing Houghton RTS property at 11724 NE 60th Street in Kirkland. Two
options:

o 1A - afacility constructed after the existing transfer station building is closed and
demolished; and
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o 1B - afacility constructed while the existing transfer station building is open and operating,
and then closed and repurposed or replaced after the new station is open.

e Action Alternative 2: A site comprised of six tax parcels in the 15000 block of Woodinville-Redmond
Road NE in Woodinville

1.3.3  Objectives of the Proposal

SWD'’s objectives for the new NERTS facility include 1) optimizing opportunities for the community to
recycle; 2) meeting modern service levels for capacity, convenience, and accessibility; and 3) integrating
safely into the host community. These are described in more detail below.

1331 Objective: Modern Recycling Services

Unlike older transfers stations, modern recycling and transfer stations built by SWD are designed to

1) provide for the collection of curbside recyclables (including glass and plastic containers, tin and
aluminum cans, mixed waste paper, newspaper, and cardboard); and textiles, clean wood, scrap metal,
and appliances, 2) where feasible, provide areas for source-separated yard waste collection, and

3) maintain the capacity to add collection of additional materials such as foam blocks, plastic film and bags,
separated food waste, or salvaged/reused items, based on market opportunities and community needs.

1332 Objective: Capacity, Convenience, and Accessibility
SWD's modern recycling and transfer stations are designed to:

e Optimize station capacity for vehicle traffic and solid waste tonnage now and 20 years into the
future, such that they are able to accommodate vehicle and tonnage throughput at all times of the
day, except for occasional peak hour times, and that they will have at least three days’ waste
storage space in the event of a major regional disaster.

e Be conveniently located for customers, measured by the maximum travel time to the closest facility
in their service area. The standard is established as 30 minutes for at least 90 percent of the
customers.

e Handle customers efficiently, measured as the time from when a customer crosses the inbound
scale to when a customer crosses the outbound scale, including unloading time. The standard is
established as 16 minutes for commercial haulers and 30 minutes for business and residential self-
haulers. It provides an indicator of whether a transfer station can manage customers efficiently.

e Be accessible based on SWD'’s and customer usage needs. Currently, the only days that the entire
system is closed are Thanksgiving, Christmas, and New Year's Day.

These standards were developed by SWD through a series of milestone reports to support the 2007 Solid
Waste Transfer and Waste Management Plan (initiated by King County Ordinance 14236 and 14971 and
completed to implement policies adopted in the Final 2001 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan)
and re-stated in the Final 2019 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan.
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1.3.3.3 Objective: Safe Integration into the host Community

Unlike older transfers stations, SWD’s modern recycling and transfer stations are built as fully enclosed
buildings, resulting in reduced external dust, noise, odor, and litter. New transfer stations offer sufficient
queuing space for customers and modern systems for minimizing traffic impacts within the station and on
local streets. Modern stations also incorporate sustainable building features and serve as a resource for the
community.

These three objectives for the NERTS facility will be used as the basis for evaluating the features of the
proposed project and action alternatives, along with the No Action Alternative.

1.4  Alternative Site Selection Process

SWD initiated a siting process for the new NERTS facility in March 2020, including establishing a siting
advisory group (SAG) that includes 16 appointed members representing the Core Cities (Kirkland,
Redmond, Sammamish, Woodinville), and six at-large members. As shown on Figure 1-1, the siting
process has six main steps. The first three steps identified and screened potential sites within the study
area using site selection criteria specifically developed for this project. Next, the sites that best met the
screening criteria were assessed on a comparative basis during Step 4, and the most desirable site(s) were
identified for further investigation during Step 5, which is the current SEPA environmental review process.
Additional detail about the steps described above and shown below can be found at the SWD website
(www.kingcounty.gov/northeast). In Step 6, occurring after the EIS process is completed, a site will be
selected by the County.
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Figure 1-1. Six-Step Siting Process—-Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project.

1.4.1 Project Study Area

The study area for the alternative site selection for the new NERTS station was the northeast part of King
County, including areas in or around the cities of Kirkland, Redmond, Sammamish, Woodinville (Core
Cities), east Kenmore, and south Bothell (Figure 1-2).

1.4.2  Public Involvement During Siting

The County implemented a public involvement process with the communities in northeast King County to
understand and consider their aspirations, values, concerns, and insights about NERTS siting, design,
construction, and operation. Frequent and ongoing outreach and communications, reaching out to key
stakeholders and historically underrepresented communities, and an adaptive, informational approach
allowed King County to assess community concerns and adjust strategies, as necessary.
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1421 Core Cities

The County holds regular meetings with representatives of the cities of Kirkland, Redmond, Sammamish,
Woodinville, and unincorporated King County, the Core Cities within the NERTS study area. At these
meetings, Core Cities senior staff receive project updates and information from the County, can provide
input and feedback on siting, communication, and public outreach, and engage with the County and each
other.

1.4.2.2 Siting Advisory Group

The County established a Siting Advisory Group (SAG) that included 16 appointed members representing
the Core Cities, and six at-large members. The SAG helped develop and apply site selection criteria,
identified community concerns and impacts, created public awareness about the project, provided general
review and input, and expressed opinions and preferences to King County decision-makers.

SAG members represented a variety of interests and perspectives in northeast King County. The group met
nine times between mid-October 2020 and November 2022. Part of its work was to evaluate the top sites
that emerged from the Broad Area Screening (see Section 1.4.4), and to provide input to the SEPA scoping
process (see Section 1.5.3). All SAG meetings were open to the public, and a public comment period was
included as part of each meeting. More information on the SAG’s work during site selection is located at the
following link: www.kingcounty.gov/northeast.

14.2.3 Broad Public Outreach

SWD conducted broad public outreach using a variety of media and other public information tools, including
briefings, tabling events at farmers markets and community events, community Q&A events, email updates
to subscribers through GovDelivery, online surveys, press releases, newsletters and publications, postcard
direct mailings, and notices on the project website and SWD’s social media platforms. See the project
website for more details: www.kingcounty.gov/northeast.

1.4.3 Potential Site Identification

SWD began by identifying potential sites in the northeast county service area according to specific pass/falil
criteria that established minimum standards for potential sites to qualify for further consideration. The
criteria were developed based on the 2007 Solid Waste Transfer and Waste Management Plan and the
South County Recycling and Transfer Station siting criteria, with input from the Core Cities to adapt the
criteria to meet community needs in the Northeast service area. Details on criteria, scoring, and screening
are provided in the Siting Summary Report in Appendix K. Criteria included:

e Site is within the study area (as depicted in the 2019 Solid Waste Comp Plan).
e Site is within the urban area of the contiguous King County Urban Growth Area.

o Site is located outside of a Federal Emergency Management Agency-defined 100-year flood plain.
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e Site is free of known historical, archeological, or cultural designations.
e Site is outside of farmland preservation program and agricultural production district areas.

These criteria were used along with the following geographic information system (GIS) filters to identify
sites for further analysis.

e Site is at least eight acres in size and not more than 20 acres in size or a combination of smaller
parcels totaling at least eight acres. (This criterion was amended later in the process to include
potential sites five to 20 acres).

e Site is not zoned agricultural or residential.
e Site is within one mile of a major arterial or highway with appropriate truck routes.
e Property cost is within project budget (based on assessed value).

e Parcels designated as park or open space that meet other criteria will be reviewed to assess any
potential opportunity.

The initial GIS screening process identified 109 parcels of land of eight to 20 acres in size that met the
exclusionary criteria and GIS filters. A second GIS screening included searching for groupings of adjacent
(or adjacent separated by right-of-way) two-acre minimum parcels that could be combined to result in a
potential site of at least eight acres. This process resulted in 96 parcel clusters that met the exclusionary
criteria. A five-acre parcel was identified and added as a potential site during a Core Cities discussion. The
result was a total of 206 potential sites — 110 single parcels and 96 parcel clusters.

1.4.4 Broad Area Site Screening

The Broad Area Site Screening (BASS) involved a desktop review of each single parcel and the parcel
clusters closest to the center of the study area to select sites for further evaluation. This review considered
criteria for site characteristics, cost, environmental constraints, and nearby sensitive receptors and land
uses such as schools, high traffic retail, or campuses such as Microsoft. In addition, parcels adjacent to
those initially identified were reviewed to consider if their addition could prove to be beneficial for RTS
development. The result of application of the criteria was to narrow the 206 parcels identified in the two
initial screening analyses to 15 parcels or parcel clusters for further analysis. After screening the 15 parcels
or parcel clusters for additional criteria, County decision-makers chose four potential sites to move forward
for further consideration (see the Siting Summary Report in Appendix K).

1.45 Focused Site Screening

Similar to the approach taken in the BASS, the project team, with input from regional stakeholders,
developed a set of functional criteria and a measurement scale for each criterion. The FSS evaluated and
ranked the top four sites according to site shape, size, and characteristics; city economic impact/zoning;
off-site receptor impacts; equitable distribution of facilities; transportation; and cost and utilities. Details on
criteria, scoring, and measurement rationale are provided in the Siting Summary Report in Appendix K.
Concurrent with evaluation of sites against the functional criteria, the SAG conducted a similar evaluation
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against criteria important to the community and provided a recommendation about the relative merits of
each site to the County for further deliberation.

1.4.6 Comparative Evaluation

A comparative evaluation of the top four sites from a variety of perspectives was conducted following the
FSS results. County management reviewed the results of the FSS, input from the Core Cities, community
criteria analysis from the SAG, and input from the community, including the results of the community
survey. After considering these materials, the County selected the top three sites for presentation to the
SAG, which identified a fifth potential site that had been previously removed from consideration as a parcel
cluster due to its distance from the centroid of the service area. Review of the site showed some promise in
meeting other NERTS objectives. In addition, to be conservative, SWD re-screened the group of parcel
clusters farther from the center of the study area against BASS criteria to confirm no other viable options
existed. After review of the SWD data, the Core Cities identified a sixth potential site. Initial reviews of the
site identified it as a highly utilized transportation site that was part of the future King County Metro Eastlink
Connections project and the Sound Transit Bus rapid transit project. The site also had documented
environmental constraints that reduced the developable area below feasible size, and the County elected to
drop the site from consideration. An additional GIS screening was conducted to confirm no other potential
parcels or parcel combinations of at least five acres were overlooked. No sites were identified. Of the four
sites remaining, County decision-makers chose to advance three for evaluation in SEPA environmental
review:

e 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland
e 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland

e Six tax parcels in the 15000 block of Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville2
The site located at 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland was then eliminated from further consideration after it
was determined that it was not a reasonable alternative due to future plans for the property by its current
owner the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT), and the City of Kirkland, and could
not feasibly attain the Project’s objectives.
1.4.7 Conclusion

After evaluating sites in the alternative site selection process, SWD determined that, along with a No Action
Alternative, the sites evaluated in this EIS will include:

e 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland
e Six tax parcels in the 15000 block of Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville

2 This site is also referred to as 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, one of the parcels included in the site, in other SWD
NERTS project documentation.
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1.5  Environmental Review Process

15.1 Overview

SEPA is intended to ensure that environmental values are considered during decision-making by state and
local agencies. SEPA mandates a process to identify and analyze alternatives, potential environmental
impacts, and mitigation measures associated with governmental decisions.

For any proposal involving a decision on a specific project, the state SEPA Rules require that a threshold
determination be made to determine whether implementation of the project has the potential to result in
significant adverse impacts on the environment (WAC 197-11-310(1)). For the current proposal to build a
new NERTS facility, SWD has determined that one or more of the alternatives under this proposal has the
potential to result in significant adverse impacts on the environment. A SEPA EIS is therefore required
(WAC 197-11-330(4)). The purpose of an environmental impact statement (EIS) is to “ensure that SEPA's
policies are an integral part of the ongoing programs and actions of state and local government” (WAC 197-
11-400(2)).

King County issued a SEPA Determination of Significance (DS) on November 3, 2022, indicating it had
determined that the proposal was likely to have a significant adverse impact on the environment. The notice
also included a Scoping Notice (SN) and request for comments on the scope of the EIS pursuant to WAC
197-11-408. An optional revised DS/SN was issued on March 20, 2023, pursuant to WAC 197-11-408(4)
when the property at 7024 116th Avenue NE in Kirkland was removed from consideration.

This Draft EIS identifies potential significant impacts; describes mitigation measures that can be used (or
that would be incorporated into the project design) to avoid such impacts or reduce them below significant
levels; and summarizes any significant unavoidable adverse impacts --that is, significant impacts that
cannot or will not be mitigated. Beneficial impacts are also discussed where relevant to the choice among
alternatives.

1.5.2 Public Involvement Prior to the Draft EIS

The SWD website has information about outreach efforts and meetings: www.kingcounty.gov/northeast.

1.5.3 SEPA Scoping

Scoping is required to “[ijdentify reasonable alternatives and probable significant adverse environmental
impacts” and to “[e]liminate from detailed study those impacts that are not significant (WAC 197-11-408).”
The official EIS scoping period for this proposal began on November 3, 2022 with SWD’s issuance of a
Determination of Significance and Request for Comments on Scope of Environmental Impact Statement.
SWD held SEPA scoping open houses on December 7, and 8, 2022 and January 11, 2023 during the 75-
day comment period, which ended on January 17, 2023. The scoping process allowed the public, Tribes,
and regulatory agencies to comment on the proposed alternatives, issues of environmental concern,
potential adverse impacts, and how the EIS should address those issues, including mitigation measures
and permits. The scoping notice was sent to over 120,000 residences and businesses. During the scoping
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meetings and the comment period, SWD received a total of 230 written comments from the public
meetings, verbal comments documented by a court reporter, website comments, emails, telephone
conversations, and letters.

Scoping comments included a diversity of comments and information pertaining to potential impacts for
many of the elements of the environment referenced in the Scoping Notice (see
www.kingcounty.gov/northeast). A substantial number of comments received during the scoping periods
were related to elements of the environment to be analyzed in the EIS. While comments were provided on
all elements of the environment identified in both issuances of a DS/SN, the largest number related
specifically to transportation. The second tier, in terms of comment count, included: hazardous materials;
land and shoreline use; air resources; public services and utilities; vegetation, fish, wildlife; and
environmental health. A detailed discussion of the comments received may be found in the SEPA Scoping
Summary Report (available at the SWD project website).

SWD is issuing this Draft EIS after consideration of scoping comments and making appropriate changes,
including incorporating the noted areas of interest into the DEIS evaluation contained herein. In compliance
with SEPA, this Draft EIS examines the potential for impacts to earth; air and odor; groundwater; plants and
animals; greenhouse gas emissions; human health; noise and vibration; land and shoreline use; aesthetics,
light, and glare; transportation; and public services and utilities.

1.5.4 Issuance of Draft EIS and Draft EIS Comment Period

A comment period of 60 days will begin with the issuance of this Draft EIS (WAC 197-11-502(5)(b)). There
will be two in-person public hearings on March 6, 2024 and March 13, 2024 to receive verbal and written
comments. One virtual public hearing will be held on March 7, 2024. Comments are due no later than April
9, 2024 and may be submitted in the following ways:

1. Written comments at the in-person public hearings

Verbal comments to the court reporter at the public hearings

Via the online comment form at the online open house: www.kingcounty.gov/northeast

Email to project email: northeast@kingcounty.gov

o & N

Send a letter to:

King County Solid Waste Division
Attn: Mary K. O'Hara, PE, PMP
NERTS Project Manager

201 S. Jackson Street Suite 5701
Seattle, Washington 98104
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1.5.5 Issuance of Final EIS

Following the end of the Draft EIS comment period, a Final EIS will be prepared that includes any
modifications to the text of the EIS stemming from the comments received to the Draft EIS. The Final EIS
will include responses to all comments received on the Draft EIS.

1.6 Required Permits and Approvals

Table 1.3 shows the permits and approvals anticipated to be needed for the NERTS. Several permits would
be the same whether a transfer station was located in Kirkland or Woodinville. Some permits would vary by
site due to local regulatory processes and site conditions.

Table 1.3. Permits and Approvals for the NERTS Project.

Permit/Approval Type

Agency

Federal and State

Nationwide Section 404 Permit for Compliance with the
Clean Water Act (CWA)

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)

Hydraulic Project Approval

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW)

Section 7 Endangered Species Act

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries

Section 401 Certification for Compliance with the CWA

Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology)

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Construction Stormwater General Permit and Coverage

Ecology/U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

NPDES Industrial Stormwater General Permit

Ecology/EPA

Magnuson-Stevens Act Approval

NOAA Fisheries

Migratory Bird Act Compliance

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Regional and Local

Notice of Construction

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (PSCAA)

Solid Waste Facility Operating Permit - Transfer Station
(Solid Waste Handling Facility)

Public Health — Seattle & King County (PHSKC)

Solid Waste Facility Operating Permit — Moderate Risk
Waste Handling Facility

PHSKC

Wastewater Discharge Authorization Application

King County Industrial Waste Program (KCIW)

Building Permit

City of Kirkland, City of Woodinville

Right-of-Way Permit

City of Kirkland, City of Woodinville

Grading Permit

City of Kirkland, City of Woodinville

Conditional Use Permit

City of Kirkland, City of Woodinville

Construction Permit

City of Kirkland, City of Woodinville

Demolition Permit

City of Kirkland

Zoning Permit

City of Woodinville

Master Land Use Permit

City of Woodinville
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1.7 Regulatory and Compliance Requirements

Regulations ensure that all solid waste facilities are operated in such a way as to mitigate potential impacts,
regardless of location. The Washington Administrative Code (WAC) establishes requirements for the
development and operation of solid waste handling facilities, including transfer stations. In addition, Public
Health — Seattle & King County (Public Health) regulates transfer stations under the Code of the King
County Board of Health — Title 10: King County Solid Waste Regulations. The Puget Sound Clean Air
Agency (PSCAA) regulates air quality in King County. The following sections discuss regulatory and
compliance requirements specific to operation of recycling and transfer stations and MRW facilities.
Additional discussion of individual resource protection regulations and compliance requirements, for
example meeting requirements of the King County Stormwater Design Manual, are discussed in each
element of the environment (see Chapter 3).

1.7.1  Washington Administrative Code

SWD operates the Houghton RTS in accordance with state regulations that set standards for solid waste
handling facility and landfill design, development, operation, closure, and environmental protection.
1711 Minimum Functional Standards

The primary regulatory standards applicable to the NERTS are contained in Table 1.4.

Table 1.4. WAC Standards Potentially Applicable to Solid Waste Handling at Transfer Stations.
Section Title
WAC 173-200 Water Quality Standards for Groundwaters of the State of Washington
WAC 173-201A Water Quality Standards for Surface Waters of the State of Washington
WAC 173-216 State Waste Discharge Permit Program
WAC 173-220 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program
WAC 173-303 Dangerous Waste Regulations
WAC 173-350 Solid Waste Handling Standards

WAC 173-350, Solid Waste Handling Standards, establishes minimum statewide design, construction,
operation, and closure standards for interim solid waste handling facilities such as transfer stations, MRW
facilities, and recycling facilities that are applicable to the NERTS project. These criteria also implement
regulations under the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), as amended in 1984, and
Section 405(d) of the Clean Water Act (CWA), as amended, to ensure the protection of human health and
the environment. Facilities handling solid waste, including MRW facilities that handle universal wastes,
must also comply with the standards set in WAC 173-303, Dangerous Waste Regulations (see Section 3.4,
Hazardous Materials, for more detail).

WAC 173-201A states that transfer stations may not discharge pollutants into waters of the state (including
wetlands) that cause a violation of surface water quality standards.
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Stormwater discharges from transfer station property must meet the requirements specified in Ecology’s
2019 Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington and the Ecology Industrial Stormwater
General Permit (ISGP) to comply with requirements of WAC 173-200, WAC 173-201A, WAC 173-216 and
WAC 173-220 (Ecology 2019). The ISGP specifies implementation of best management practices (BMPS)
for maintaining on-site water quality, the quality of water discharges from the site, and water quality
monitoring requirements for the station. A stormwater pollution prevention plan is also required under the
ISGP. During construction, stormwater discharges from the NERTS construction area must meet the
requirements specified in the NPDES Construction Stormwater General Permit, including implementation of
a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).

Standards relating to surface water and groundwater monitoring and stormwater management are
described further below.
1712 Surface Water Monitoring and Stormwater Management

WAC 173 provides detailed requirements for surface water monitoring and stormwater management at
transfer stations including the following chapters:

1. WAC 173-18 through 22 Shoreline Management
6. WAC 173-158 Flood Plain Management
7. WAC 173-201A Water Quality Standards for Surface Waters of the State of Washington.

1.7.1.3 Groundwater Monitoring

WAC 173-200 (Water Quality Standards for Ground Waters of the State of Washington) provides detailed
requirements for groundwater monitoring at transfer stations including:

e Requires compliance with the Water Pollution Control Act and the Water Resources Act of 1971.

e Establishes groundwater quality standards which, together with the state's technology-based
treatment requirements, provide for the protection of the environment and human health and
protection of existing and future beneficial uses of groundwaters.

e The antidegradation policy maintains existing and future beneficial uses of groundwater quality.

e Establishes groundwater criteria, an enforcement limit, a point of compliance, and an early warning
value.

e Specifies special protection areas.

1.7.14 Additional State Regulations

Additional state regulations applicable to design, development, operation, closure, and environmental
protection include the following:

1. WAC 173-304 Minimum Functional Standards for Solid Waste Handling
2. WAC 173-340 Model Toxics Control Act — Cleanup
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1.7.2

SWD must operate its transfer stations in compliance with the King County Board of Health Solid Waste

Public Health — Seattle & King County

Regulations (Title 10), the conditions of the Solid Waste Permit issued by Public Health, and the approved
Plan of Operations required by that permit. Title 10 adopts the rules contained in WAC 173-350 for
intermediate solid waste handling facilities:

Location: The regulations do not have specific location standards but require that any transfer
station must comply with all local, state, and federal laws and regulations.

Design: The owner of any transfer station must prepare engineering reports/plans and
specifications to address design standards that:

Control public access and limit unauthorized vehicular traffic and illegal dumping
Effectively control rodents, insects, birds, and other vectors

Effectively control dust and litter

Provide protection from the wind, rain, or snow

Provide pollution control measures to protect surface and ground water

Provide pollution control measures to protect air quality

Provide all-weather surfaces for vehicular traffic

0O 0O 0O o o o o o

Provide design to promote health, safety, and welfare of the operators and public
Operations: The owner of a transfer station must:

Protect human health and the environment

Prohibit the disposal of dangerous and other unacceptable waste

Control vectors and litter

Prohibit scavenging

Prohibit open burning

Control dust and nuisance odors

Provide on-site attendants

Post a sign that identifies the station and shows hours of operations

Have communication capabilities to contact emergency personnel if needed
Inspect and maintain the station

0O 0O 0O O o o o o o o o

the station
o Develop, keep, and abide by a plan of operation

Closure requirements: The owner of a transfer station must notify Public Health 180 days in
advance of closure. All waste shall be removed to a station that conforms to the applicable
regulations for handling the waste.

m King County
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1.7.3 Puget Sound Clean Air Agency

PSCAA is the primary regulatory agency for ambient air quality in King County. It implements regulations
promulgated by the EPA and Ecology under Regulations I, Il, and Ill. These agencies have established
ambient air quality standards for a group of air pollutants commonly referred to as criteria pollutants.
Criteria pollutants that are relevant to municipal solid waste transfer stations include:

¢ Inhalable particulate matter or PM10 (particles less than 10 microns [millionths of a meter] in
diameter) and fine particulate matter or PM2.5 (particles less than 2.5 microns in diameter), which
is a small component of fugitive dust produced when vehicles and equipment operate on paved
surfaces, and particulate emissions in engine exhaust.

e Sulfur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen oxides (NOx), volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and carbon
monoxide (CO), which are present in the exhaust from transfer station-related vehicles and
equipment.

e Ozone (03), which is produced in the atmosphere when NOx and VOCs react in the presence of
sunlight. As noted above, NOx and VOC emissions are present in the exhaust from transfer
station-related vehicles and equipment.

To measure existing air quality, Ecology and PSCAA maintain a network of monitoring stations throughout
Puget Sound. Based on monitoring information collected over a period of years, Ecology and EPA
designate regions as either attainment or nonattainment areas for particular air pollutants. Attainment
status is a measure of whether air quality in an area complies with the National Ambient Air Quality
Standard (NAAQS). The project is located within an area designated by the EPA as an attainment area for
all criteria air pollutants. This designation is given to areas within which the ambient standards have been
met over a period of time.

During the construction phase of the NERTS, the construction contractor will be required to comply with the
PSCAA regulations requiring the control of odorous emissions so as to prevent undue interference with
nearby uses (Regulation 1, Section 9.11). Contractors will also be required to comply with applicable
regulations and take all reasonable precautions to avoid or minimize fugitive dust emissions during
construction (Regulation 1, Section 9.15). PSCAA considers transfer stations non-pollution-generating
sources, as emissions are based on mobile sources (i.e., transfer station users). Therefore, a PSCAA
Notice of Construction application is not required.

1.7.4  King County Industrial Waste Program

KCIW regulates wastewater discharged into King County’s regional wastewater system. KCIW functions
under King County's Wastewater Treatment Division (WTD) and is required to meet NPDES permit
requirements for WTD’s wastewater treatment plants. SWD must discharge wastewater in accordance with
RCW 90.48.165, RCW 35.58.180, RCW 35.58.200, RCW 35.50.360, WAC 173-240, KCC Title 13, and
KCC 28.84.060. KCC 28.84.060 specifies discharge standards and limitations including:

e Discharge standards and limitations shall be established to the extent necessary to enable the
County to comply with current NPDES requirements.
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e Industrial users shall comply with all applicable pretreatment standards and requirements.

e Noindustrial user shall ever increase the use of process water, or in any way attempt to dilute a
discharge, as a partial or complete substitute for adequate treatment to achieve compliance with an
applicable pretreatment standard or requirement unless expressly authorized by an applicable
pretreatment standard or requirement.

e Noindustrial user shall introduce or cause to be introduced into the POTW any pollutant or
wastewater that causes pass through or interference.

1.8 How This EIS Analyzes Impacts

This Draft EIS discusses direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts associated with the two action alternatives
compared with the No Action Alternative. Ecology’s SEPA guidance defines the types of impacts as follows:

1. Direct impacts are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place. For example, a new
residential development may include a proposal to place fill in a wetland in order to construct a
road (a direct impact).

2. Indirect impacts are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but
they are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may include growth inducing effects and other
effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and
related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems. For example, a
new road will encourage increased development in an area through improved access (an indirect
impact).

3. Cumulative impacts are the impacts on the environment that result from the incremental impact of
the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result
from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time. For
example, increased runoff and contaminants from a development would be added to the volumes
and levels of contamination from similar developments surrounding the wetland (cumulative
impacts).

For each element of the environment (Sections 3.1 through 3.14), the potential direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts for each alternative are evaluated and compared with the No Action Alternative.
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