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3.11 Aesthetics, Light, and Glare

This section describes aesthetics, light, and glare in the study area and potential impacts from
implementation of the action alternatives, compared with the No Action Alternative.

Additional visual quality information supplementing this section is provided in the Visual Impact Assessment
in Appendix F.

This environmental review determined that there would be no significant unavoidable adverse impacts to
visual quality during construction or operation of any of the alternatives.
3.11.1 Regulatory Context

Table 3.11-1 outlines federal, state, and local laws, plans, and policies applicable to aesthetics.

Table 3.11-1. Federal, State, and Local Laws, Plans, and Policies Applicable to Aesthetics.

Law, Regulatory Program,
or Policies

Lead Agency

Description

Cascade Valley Heritage
Corridor

Federal Highway
Administration — National
Scenic Byways Program

SR 202 (Woodinville-Redmond Road NE) within Woodinville is a
state highway designated as the Cascade Valley Heritage Corridor
under the National Scenic Byways Program.

State Environmental
Policy Act
(WAC 197-11-444)

King County —
Department of Natural
Resources and Parks,
Solid Waste Division

The State Environmental Policy Act includes a list of Elements of
the Environment that are used in an Environmental Impact
Statement to help agencies identify the impacts from proposed
actions and determine if those impacts are significant.

Puget Sound Regional King County Develops policies about transportation planning, economic

Council (PSRC) development, and growth management throughout the four-county

Metropolitan Planning Seattle metropolitan area, including King County. Vision 2050, a

Organization and Plan for the Central Puget Sound Region is the PSRC’s plan for

Regional Transportation growth through 2050. The plan notes that “the region’s outstanding

Planning Organization natural environment is a key element for economic progress,” and
that includes “the area’s beautiful setting” (PSRC 2020) as a
component of economic competitiveness.

King County Code King County — King County's Green Building and Sustainable Development

18.17.040 Department of Natural Ordinance, updated in 2022 through King County Ordinance

Resources and Parks, 19402, updated K.C.C.18.17.040 stipulating that the County
Solid Waste Division purchase the most cost-effective and energy-efficient lighting

feasible to ensure that the planning, design, construction,
remodeling, renovation, historic preservation, maintenance,
operation and decommissioning of any King County-owned, lease-
to-own or financed capital project is consistent with the latest green
building and sustainable development practices.

Zoning City of Kirkland Alternative 1 site is zoned as Park/Open Space (City of Kirkland
2022c).

Zoning City of Woodinville Alternative 2 site is zoned as Tourist/Industrial (T/I zone) (City of

Woodinville 2021b).

City of Woodinville
Comprehensive Plan
(City of Woodinville 2015)

City of Woodinville

Includes guiding principles for protecting and reinforcing Northwest
Woodland Character and the Design Vernacular of the Built
Environment, and also goals and policies for Northwest Woodland
Character, Housing, and Environmental.
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Table 3.11-1. Federal, State, and Local Laws, Plans, and Policies Applicable to Aesthetics.

Law, Regulatory Program,
or Policies Lead Agency Description
2035 Kirkland City of Kirkland Includes goals and policies for Community Character, Environment,
Comprehensive Plan Land Use, and Housing.
(City of Kirkland 2022)

3.11.2 Affected Environment

The affected environment for this aesthetic, light, and glare analysis includes the area within the city limits
of the City of Kirkland and the City of Woodinville, in which the alternative sites are located, and the
viewsheds that could be affected by the proposed project.

3.11.2.1Study Area

The area of project visibility is referred to as the Area of Visual Effect, which forms the study area, and is
based on the physical constraints of the environment and the physiological limits of human sight. A
landscape is physically constrained by landform, land cover, and atmospheric conditions; location,
proximity, and light define the physiological limits of human sight (FHWA 2015). Three study areas were
established: one for Alternative 1A, one for Alternative 1B, and one for Alternative 2 (Figures 3.11-1, 3.11-
2, and 3.11-3, respectively). In addition, eight Key Observation Points (KOPs) were identified to provide the
basis for the assessment of impacts that are representative of the range of views affected by the project
(see Section 3.11.3). To determine the study areas, the project footprint was overlaid onto GIS maps
showing topography, existing streets and roads, vegetation, and other relevant features. GIS analysis tools
were used to conduct the viewshed analysis, applying approximate heights of project features to determine
the distance from which project components would be potentially visible. The method for quantifying visual
impacts is discussed in Appendix F — NERTS Visual Impact Assessment.
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Results of the study area analysis show that for Alternative 1A, Alternative 1B, and Alternative 2, project
features have the potential to be visible within one mile of the center of the sites. However, the topography,
extensive existing tree cover, and/or existing development have the potential to screen views of project
features in much of the surrounding area. Therefore, the study area boundary for Alternative 1 extends
approximately 0.5 mile from the center of the site, and the study area boundary for Alternative 2 extends
approximately 0.75 mile from the center of the site.

Red shaded areas on the study area maps (figures 3.11-1, 3.11-2, and 3.11-3) indicate locations from
which the site would be visible at eye level up to a height of five feet above ground. Mapping software
considers the visual blocking effects of both topography and intervening objects, such as buildings and
trees. However, because of the blocking nature of these elements, the software also considers the tops of
buildings and trees as ground level. Therefore, the study area maps indicate that these areas are areas of
visibility; in other words, the action alternative site would be visible by a person standing on top of a building
or tree.

3.11.2.2No Action Alternative and Alternative 1

This section describes the landscape and visual character of the No Action Alternative and Alternative 1
site.

The existing Houghton RTS and the site for Alternative 1 is accessed from NE 60th Street. The layout of
the site is shown on Figures 2-2, 2-3, and 2-4. Portions of the area north of the existing Houghton RTS are
currently used for recreation (Taylor Fields athletic fields) and the closed and covered Houghton landfill that
is owned and maintained by King County. Single-family homes are located to the east and west of the
transfer station. The Alternative 1 site is bordered to the south by NE 60th Street and Bridle Trails State
Park.

Existing visual elements that are visible from NE 60th Street include a two-story transfer station building, a
small beige pitched-roof one-story building, semi-truck trailers parked at the back of the site, internal
asphalt-paved roads and parking areas (some lined with gray guardrails or pale gray concrete barriers),
parked vehicles, a small number of small metal storage containers, slightly sloped grassy areas, light poles,
power lines and power poles, and signage. An approximate six-foot-tall brown wooden fence approximately
720 feet long runs along the front of the site adjacent to NE 60th Street.

The site has two access points from NE 60th Street, both with separate entrance and exit lanes. Both
accesses are approximately 100 feet wide and form a break in the wooden perimeter fence. Gray metal
chain-link gates of the same height as the fence are located at both entrances. At the site’s easternmost
entrance, the gray/beige transfer station building dominates the view from NE 60th Street and is set on a
low grassy slope with a multi-peaked beige roof that has exposed metal roof supports. A large full-color
photographic mural spans the entire first floor on the southern side of the building, which faces the
entrance. The mural depicts a green coniferous forest set behind a green grassy area with blue sky in the
background, mimicking the scene beyond it and forming a visual continuation of the background elements.
From NE 60th Street, public and employee vehicles, as well as trucks hauling waste and recyclable
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materials, can be seen traveling on NE 60th Street, entering and exiting the site, and moving within the site
itself.

The site is surrounded by a row of thick- tall deciduous and coniferous trees and shrubs. This vegetation
opens at the site’s frontage on NE 60th Street where a comparatively thin row of tall trees runs behind the
wooden fence. A small stand of coniferous trees is located within the site on the northern side of the
transfer station building, and currently there is also a row of mature trees south of the fields (along the
lower field access road) that buffer views. The topography of the area slightly slopes up to the north. The
tall vegetation lining the site and abundantly distributed within the surrounding area screens the site from
most directions, with views of the site itself primarily limited to viewers along NE 60th Street at the site’s
access points, viewers at a few adjacent residences, and users of the athletic fields. Most of the trees
surrounding the site are evergreen; therefore, it is assumed that the level of screening of the site is
consistent year-round.

While a few adjacent houses are within view of the site, views from most houses are largely screened by
the vegetation and terrain that surround the site. The site topography is rolling because of the closed
Houghton landfill, and much of the site north of the existing Houghton RTS is upgradient of the existing
facilities and covered by short grasses and sparse vegetation. Visual elements of the athletic fields include
chain-link fencing, small bleachers, short grasses, and dirt-covered areas. A trail meanders around the
perimeter of Taylor Fields and between its athletic fields. A few small stands of vegetation are present in
the grassy areas.

Bridle Trails State Park is south of, and abuts, NE 60th Street south of the No Action Alternative and
Alternative 1 site. The park entrance is located on 116th Avenue NE. Bridle Trails State Park is a 489-acre
day-use park that is open year-round, with four sporting arenas, picnic area, woodlands, and 28 miles of
trails used by equestrians and hikers; bicycling and camping are not permitted. Tall, thick deciduous and
coniferous trees and vegetation adjacent to the southern side of NE 60th Street block views of the site from
the park. Street lighting exists at the current site for intermittent operations after dark.

3.11.2.3Alternative 2
This section describes the landscape and visual character of the Alternative 2 site.

The Alternative 2 site would occupy six tax parcels of land in the 15000 block of Woodinville-Redmond
Road NE/SR 202. The layout of the site is shown on Figure 2-5. Four parcels on the northern part of the
site are currently used for commercial or industrial uses, such as construction, portable toilet rental,
manufacturing, and automotive businesses. Two parcels on the southern part of the site are vacant and
undeveloped. This area of the site also contains a wetland (See Section 3.5, Wetlands). The Alternative 2
site is bordered to the north, south, and east by commercial and light industrial uses. Further east is the
Sammamish River, the Sammamish River Trail on the east bank of the Sammamish River, and the
Sammamish valley agricultural areas. To the west is a sloped vegetated hill, an abandoned rail line
(proposed future Eastrail trail), and residential properties. The description of existing visual elements on the

3-352




Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project King County Solid Waste Division
Final Environmental Impact Statement March 2025

site is presented in two groups: the four currently developed parcels, and the two vacant/undeveloped
parcels.

Existing visual elements on the four developed parcels at the northern end of the site include a two-story
commercial building, trailer, parked automobiles, numerous portable toilets, chain-link fencing, and paved
interior roads and parking areas. Mature commercial landscaping is present adjacent to the road. Views of
tall mature vegetation and trees in the background are intermittently available when not blocked by the two-
story building. Views of open sky are mostly unobstructed.

Existing visual elements on the two undeveloped parcels at the southern end of the site include a wetland,
wetland buffer, streams, and wooded areas. Woodinville-Redmond Road NE is to the east and a sloped
wooded area is to the west. The southwestern corner of the site is forested, and the southern edge has
scattered trees and shrubs. The remainder of the site is grassy (Shockey 2013).

3.11.3 Environmental Impacts

Eight KOPs were identified to provide the basis for the assessment of impacts that are representative of the
range of views affected by the project, and are shown on Figures 3.11-1, 3.11-2, and 3.11-3 and are
discussed in detail in Appendix F. These represent views for travelers, residents, users of commercial and
school properties, and recreationists. A summary of each KOP is provided in Table 3.11-2. The impacts
analysis evaluates changes to the degree of aesthetics resulting from the project as being beneficial,
adverse, or neutral. Specific design details about the visual characteristics of the new facilities are currently
unknown and will be determined during a later stage of design.

Table 3.11-2. Summary of Key Observation Points.

KOP Location and Representative View

Alternatives 1A & 1B

la | Shows the view north toward the action alternative site on NE 60th Street at the eastern entrance to the existing
facility.

Represents the view for travelers on NE 60th Street traveling east or west.

1b | Shows the view west from 120th Avenue NE about 475 feet north of NE 60th Street.

Represents the view for travelers on 120th Avenue NE and west-facing residents on the eastern side of the road
from any second-story windows.

1c | Shows the view southwest in between the two eastern ballfields at Taylor Fields.

Represents the view of ballplayers and spectators on the fields immediately northeast of the site.

1d | Shows the view southeast at the Taylor Fields ballfields to the north of Alternative 1.

Represents the view for ballplayers and spectators and, to a lesser extent, residents on the western side of the
property.

le | Shows the view to the south on a trail around Taylor Fields, on the western side of the action alternative site
approximately 0.2 mile north of NE 60th Street.

Represents the view for recreationists using this trail and, to a lesser extent, residents on the western side of the
property.

Alternative 2

2a | Shows the view to the northwest from the proposed future Eastrail recreational trail on the eastern side of
Woodinville-Redmond Road NE.
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Table 3.11-2. Summary of Key Observation Points.

KOP Location and Representative View

Represents the view for travelers on Woodinville-Redmond Road NE (including people traveling the designated
scenic byway), the commercial and school properties on the eastern side of the road, and recreational users of the
Eastrail.

2b | Shows the view to the north from the western side of Woodinville-Redmond Road NE.

Represents the view for travelers on Woodinville-Redmond Road NE (including people traveling the designated
scenic byway).

2c | Shows the view to the south from near multi-family residences at the roundabout intersection of NE 171st Street and
135th Avenue NE, approximately 0.5 mile north of the action alternative site.

Represents the view of what travelers on both streets and residents would see.

3.11.3.1No Action Alternative

311311 Direct Impacts

Under the No Action Alternative, the existing Houghton RTS would continue to operate and would not be
expanded or enclosed. Access to the 8.4-acre site from NE 60th Street would remain unchanged, with an
east and west entrance/egress. 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. Positioned on a slight rise, a mural painted with a swath
of grass and row of evergreen trees would continue to visually extend the adjacent trees across the
building’s facade. However, the mural is only approximately half of the building’s height and does not cover
its open roof, which is a dominant, imposing feature against the sky, and would therefore continue to
minimize the mural’s effectiveness at shielding the structure from view. Transfer trucks and trailers,
dumpsters, signs, streetlights, and parked vehicles would remain visible at the entrances. With the five-day
waste hauling operation, some full transfer trailers (fully enclosed) would be visible. When viewed from
within Taylor Fields, typically 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.

3.11.3.1.2 Indirect Impacts

No indirect impacts are anticipated under the No Action Alternative.

3.11.3.13 Cumulative Impacts

Under the No Action Alternative, the existing Houghton RTS would remain in operation and would
contribute to the cumulative overall past, present, and likely future impacts on aesthetics due to ongoing
development within King County.
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3.11.3.2Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives
311321 Impacts from Construction

3.11.3.2.1.1.  Direct Impacts

Temporary direct construction impacts would result in short-term visual impacts associated with views of
staging areas (locations of which are yet to be determined), construction equipment, and construction
personnel. Impacts specific to each action alternative are discussed below. Lighting associated with
construction activities is permitted during hours of construction, which are between 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m.
Monday through Friday and 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. in Kirkland and between 7:00 a.m. through 7:00 p.m.
Monday through Friday and 9:00 a.m. through 5:00 p.m. on Saturday in Woodinville. At this time,
construction outside of these hours is not anticipated. Safety lighting after construction hours would be
shielded from adjacent properties. Construction is expected to take approximately 30 months. Construction
dates have yet to be determined.

3.11.3.2.1.2.  Indirect Impacts

No indirect impacts from construction of the action alternatives are anticipated.

311322 Impacts from Operation

The cities of Woodinville and Kirkland have requirements for tree management and required landscaping
standards (see for example, WCC Chapter 21 and KCC Chapter 95, respectively), and building setback
requirements in relationship to sidewalks, adjacent properties and buildings, property lines, and critical
areas that will affect final design of the facility and could affect visual impacts and appropriate mitigation.
Mitigation for these potential impacts are discussed in general terms in Section 3.11.4 and would be
specified for the final facility design to maximize reduction of any potential impacts.

The cities of Woodinville and Kirkland also have requirements for lighting and glare that encourage the use
of lighting as an integral design component, encourage night sky visibility, to reduce general illumination of
the sky, and to prevent glare from extending to adjacent properties (City of Kirkland 2015a, City of
Woodinville 2022c). Additional direct and indirect impacts from operation vary by alternative and are
discussed below.

3.11.3.2.3 Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts vary by alternative and are discussed below.

3.11.3.3Alternative 1A

Under Alternative 1A, the new facility would be constructed after the existing transfer station building is
closed and deconstructed or demolished.
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3.11.3.3.1 Impacts from Construction

3.11.3.3.1.1.  Direct Impacts

Under Alternative 1A, views would include deconstruction or demolition of the existing facility and
transportation of the resulting debris, followed by construction of the new facility. Construction impacts for
travelers along NE 60th Street (KOP 1a) would be minimal because of the narrow visual opening into the
site from the road. However, viewers would see an increased amount of truck traffic on NE 60th Street,
particularly under Alternative 1A. Construction activity may be more visible for viewers at KOP 1b, 1c, and
1d, which provide more unobstructed views of the proposed buildings but would affect fewer viewers.

3.11.3.3.1.2.  Indirect Impacts

No indirect construction impacts are anticipated for Alternative 1A.
3.11.3.3.2 Impacts from Operation

3.11.3.3.2.1.  Direct Impact

Impacts discussed under Section 3.11.3.2.2 also are applicable to Alternative 1A and are incorporated into
this discussion.

KOP 1a: The views would be dominated by the new self-haul, transfer station, and administrative buildings
that would replace existing buildings of similar or smaller size. A parking lot and queuing lanes would be in
the immediate foreground. The only natural elements would be the low landscaping features in the
immediate foreground. Drivers would be facing east/west, away from this view to the north, and would have
to turn their heads to see the change. These changes taken together would result in an overall neutral
visual impact for Alternative 1A compared with the No Action Alternative because existing conditions
include the presence of a large structure, and slightly less impact for Alternative 1B. See figures in the
appendices of the Visual Impact Assessment in Appendix F.

KOP 1b: The new buildings would be barely visible above the horizon and below the existing fence line.
Although barely visible, these buildings introduce new human-made features where few exist.

Sensitive viewers include travelers on 120th Avenue NE, which is 800 feet long and is not a through-street,
and west-facing residents on the eastern side of the road. Because this view is within a short gap in thick
deciduous shrubbery on a berm that parallels the western side of the road, views of this KOP would be
fleeting for the relatively small number of drivers traveling this road, who would also be facing north/south,
rather than west toward the view. Three or four residences on the eastern side of 120th Avenue NE may
have views of this KOP from any second-story windows that are not blocked by landscaping, which viewing
duration would be longer than that of travelers.

These changes taken together would result in an overall slightly adverse visual impact for Alternative 1A
compared with the No Action Alternative because existing buildings are not currently visible, and slightly
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greater impact than Alternative 1B. See figures in the appendices of the Visual Impact Assessment in
Appendix F.

KOP 1c: The new retaining wall and self-haul and transfer station buildings beyond it would occupy much
of the view and are dominant features, opposed to the trees in the background. The white roof of the
existing building to the south would be removed. The small section of Lake Washington visible under
existing conditions would be blocked from view, although the tops of distant mountains are still perceptible
to the north. Because most of the human-made elements (gravel surface) that are currently visible are
related to recreation, the new project elements would not be compatible with the site from this particular
KOP. Sensitive viewers include ballplayers and spectators on fields immediately northeast of the site. Both
viewer groups would be primarily focused on game activities, which would occur only during scheduled
times and seasons, thus limiting the number of viewers affected and the extent of impact on them.

These changes taken together would reduce the overall visual quality from low to very low/low for
Alternative 1A, resulting in an adverse visual impact, but slightly less adverse than Alternative 1B. See
figures in the appendices of the Visual Impact Assessment in Appendix F.

KOP1d: The new self-haul, transfer station, and administrative buildings would partially block views of the
evergreen-covered hill to the west of this view. The new structures would be visually dominant beyond the
deciduous trees in the center of the view and would be memorable but detracting visual features. The
blocky mass of the new buildings would encroach upon the view and partially block distant trees. Because
most of the human-made structures that are currently visible under the No Action Alternative are related to
recreation, the new project elements would not be compatible with the site from this particular KOP.
Sensitive viewers include recreationists using this trail and residents on the western side of the property.
Views for some residents are expected to be blocked by vegetation and/or topography, and some residents
would be affected by the change. Any visible changes from residences are expected to be from second-
story windows facing the site. Impacts also are expected on hikers, walkers, and runners on the trail, who
would have unobstructed views and move through the area at a relatively leisurely pace. It is assumed that
the residents surrounding Taylor Fields have access to and use this trail, representing a moderate number
of viewers experiencing a fairly routine scene but with a greater focus on the changes because of proximity
and dominance.

These changes taken together would reduce the overall visual quality from medium/moderately low to low
for Alternative 1A, resulting in an adverse visual impact, but slightly less adverse than Alternative 1B. See
Figure 3.11-4.

KOP le: The new self-haul, transfer station, and administrative buildings would block views of evergreens
on the west side of the vegetated hill, although the foreground grass, shrubs, and central deciduous tree
would remain intact. The contrast of the existing white roofs would be removed but the new buildings would
be the dominant visual features that would detract from the otherwise natural-appearing view. The mass of
the new buildings would encroach upon the view, partially block distant trees, and partially fill the view to
west beyond the foreground rise. Because few human-made elements are currently visible under the No

3-357




Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project King County Solid Waste Division
Final Environmental Impact Statement March 2025

Action Alternative in this view, the new project elements would not be compatible with the site from this
particular KOP. Sensitive viewers include the same types of viewers described for KOP 1d.

These changes taken together would reduce the overall visual quality from medium to low for Alternative
1A, resulting in an adverse visual impact, but slightly less adverse than Alternative 1B. See figures in the
appendices of the Visual Impact Assessment in Appendix F.

New lighting on the site where such lighting is partially absent may be visible by nearby residents
downslope of the Alternative 1A site and west of the close Houghton landfill. Onsite lighting would partially
be obstructed by existing topography and screening vegetation. Operation of the NERTS facility at the
Alternative 1A site would include exterior lighting for site illumination and security. Any nighttime lighting
would be directed down and away from any potentially sensitive receptors, including the nearest residences
to the west of the site. As discussed in Section 3.11.3.2.2, the City of Kirkland will require a site lighting
plan for the NERTS project under KCC 115.85 to prohibit glare from extending to adjacent properties. The
plan will include requirements for shielding, lighting fixture height limits, levels of illumination allowed,
accent lighting, periods of illumination and prohibited lights. Lighting at the new NERTS facility would
conform to these requirements. King County will also likely pursue credit for minimizing light pollution under
LEED or other green building standard utilized, where possible. No significant impacts are expected.

Depending on facility design, full and/or empty transfer trailers may be visible on the site under Alternative
1A.
3.11.3.3.2.2.  Indirect Impacts

It is unlikely that construction of a recycling and transfer station at the Alternative 1A location would result in
intensification of land uses in the vicinity of this site and resulting degradation of aesthetics. No indirect
impacts are anticipated from operation of Alternative 1A.

3.11.3.3.3 Cumulative Impacts

Under Alternative 1A, the new facility would contribute to the cumulative overall past, present, and likely
future impacts on aesthetics due to ongoing development within King County.
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Alternatives 1A and 1B Existing View from
Ballfield on West Side of Taylor Fields
Looking Southeast

Alternative 1A Rendered View from
Ballfield on West Side of Taylor Fields
Looking Southeast

Alternative 1B Rendered View from
Ballfield on West Side of Taylor Fields
Looking Southeast

Figure 3.11-4. Existing View
and Rendered View for
Action Alternatives 1A and
1B from Ballfield on West
Side of Taylor Fields
Looking Southeast (KOP 1d).
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3.11.3.4Alternative 1B

Under Alternative 1B, the existing facility would be repurposed or replaced after the new construction is
complete.

311341 Impacts from Construction

3.11.3.4.1.1.  Direct Impacts

If the existing facility were to remain and not be deconstructed or demolished, there would be no views of
deconstruction or demolition activities. However, views of repurposing activities would occur and vary
based on the extent of the building conversion. Construction impacts for travelers along NE 60th Street
(KOP 1a) would be minimal because of the narrow visual opening into the site from the road. However,
viewers would see an increased amount of truck traffic on NE 60th Street, but there would be less truck
traffic under Alternative 1B than there would be under Alternative 1A. Visibility of construction activity at
KOP 1b, 1c, and 1d would be similar to visibility under Alternative 1A.

3.11.34.1.2.  Indirect Impacts

No indirect construction impacts are anticipated for Alternative 1B.
3.11.34.2 Impacts from Operation

3.11.34.2.1.  Direct Impacts

Impacts discussed under Section 3.11.3.2.2 also are applicable to Alternative 1B and should be
incorporated into this discussion.

Under Alternative 1B, the existing facility would be repurposed or replaced after the new construction is
complete. Therefore, visual impacts under Alternative 1B 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.

KOP 1a: The new transfer station building likely would be located behind the existing facility to the west
and could be less prominent than the existing structure if a slight setback and position behind the existing
building is established. Although the new building could obscure slightly more background trees, that
change would be mostly imperceptible. The mural may be retained if the building is repurposed, though the
new building would somewnhat interrupt the effect of extending views of the trees into the mural. If the
building were replaced, the mural would not be retained. The new transfer station building would be barely
visible but not unified with the surrounding natural features. As under the No Action Alternative, the visual
environment would be compatible with the site, given the presence of the existing building.

These changes taken together would result in an overall neutral visual impact from Alternative 1B
compared with the No Action Alternative because the existing large structure would block views of the new
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building from this viewpoint, and slightly greater impact than Alternative 1A (also a neutral visual impact).
See figures in the appendices of the Visual Impact Assessment in Appendix F.

KOP 1b: Visual changes would be similar to those under Alternative 1A, but the new self-haul, transfer
station, and administrative buildings likely would be more visible on the horizon just above the existing
fence and obscure more of the existing trees beyond the landform. These buildings would introduce new
human-made features where few exist. The buildings’ low profiles would not be overly intrusive because
their heights are similar to the existing chain-link fence. However, the structures would represent an
additional visual encroachment.

These changes taken together would result in an overall slightly adverse visual impact under

Alternative 1Bcompared with the No Action Alternative because existing buildings are not currently visible,
and slightly less impact than Alternative 1B (also a slightly adverse visual impact). See figures in the
appendices of the Visual Impact Assessment in Appendix F.

KOP 1c: The new retaining wall and self-haul and transfer station buildings beyond it would likely occupy
much of the view and may become dominant features, opposed to the trees in the background. Although
not as wide as Alternative 1A, the buildings would be taller, likely obscuring the evergreens beyond to a
slightly lesser extent. The white roof of the existing building to the south would be obscured. The small
section of Lake Washington visible under existing conditions would be blocked from view.

These changes taken together would reduce the overall visual quality from low to very low for Alternative
1B, resulting in an adverse visual impact, but slightly more adverse than Alternative 1A. See figures in the
appendices of the Visual Impact Assessment in Appendix F.

KOP 1d: The new self-haul, transfer station, and administrative buildings and large retaining wall likely
would partially block views of the evergreen-covered hill. The new structures would be visually dominant
beyond the deciduous trees in the center of the view and are memorable, but detracting, visual features.
The blocky mass of the new buildings would encroach upon the view and partially block distant trees for
recreationists and some residents along the west side of the close Houghton landfill. Because few human-
made elements are currently visible under the No Action Alternative, the new project elements would not be
compatible with the site.

These changes taken together would reduce the overall visual quality from medium/moderately low to low
for Alternative 1B, resulting in an adverse visual impact, but slightly more adverse than Alternative 1A. See
Figure 3.11-4.

KOP 1e: New landscaping would be partially visible above the wall. The new self-haul, transfer station,
administrative buildings, and retaining wall would block most views of evergreens on the vegetated hill,
although the foreground grass and shrubs would remain intact. The new buildings would obscure the
contrast of the existing white roofs but would be dominant visual features that detract from the otherwise
natural-appearing view. The mass of the new buildings and wall would encroach upon the view, partially
block distant trees, and fill the view from east to west for recreationists and some residents along the west
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side of the close Houghton landfill. Because few human-made elements are currently visible under the No
Action Alternative, the new project elements would not be compatible with the site.

These changes taken together would reduce the overall visual quality from medium to low for Alternative
1B, resulting in an adverse visual impact, but slightly more adverse than Alternative 1A. See figures in the
appendices of the Visual Impact Assessment in Appendix F.

Alternative 1B would have similar light and glare impacts as Alternative 1A. Both alternatives would
conform to City of Kirkland requirements and green building standards. Depending on facility design, full
and/or empty transfer trailers also may be visible on the site under Alternative 1B.

3.11.34.2.2.  Indirect Impacts

It is unlikely that construction of a recycling and transfer station at this location would result in intensification
of land uses in the vicinity of this site and associated degradation of aesthetics. No indirect impacts are
anticipated from construction and operation of Alternative 1B.

3.11.34.3 Cumulative Impacts

Under Alternative 1B, cumulative impacts on aesthetics would be similar to those under Alternative 1A.
3.11.3.5Alternative 2
3.11.351 Impacts from Construction

3.11.35.1.1.  Direct Impacts

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.
Alternative 2 would also include deconstruction or demolition and removal of existing structures associated
with existing commercial and industrial uses, including construction, portable toilet rental, manufacturing,
and automotive businesses.

3.11.35.1.2.  Indirect Impacts

No indirect construction impacts are anticipated under Alternative 2.

3.11.35.2 Impacts from Operation

Alternative 2 would include services for collection of MRW, which would likely occur in a separate building,
increasing the visual impact of Alternative 2 depending on the building’s height and mass, which are yet to
be determined. While the smaller MRW building would be integrated into the other buildings at the facility,
there would be a slightly greater impact on aesthetics compared with Alternative 1 and the No Action
Alternative due to the additional building.
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3.11.35.2.1.  Direct Impacts

Impacts discussed under Section 3.11.3.2.2 also are applicable to Alternative 2 and should be incorporated
into this discussion.

KOP 2a: The existing buildings would be removed. A new TBD building and the self-haul, transfer station,
and administration buildings would dominate and detract from the view. The new buildings would encroach
upon the view where there are currently no structures. The buildings to the north would be partially
obscured by the existing row of evergreens and would be of similar height as the existing building that
would be removed but would occupy more space. Views of distant trees would be largely preserved,
although views of hillside trees to the south would be partially blocked. The tan, matted grasses in the
foreground would be mostly removed and replaced with new, low landscaping immediately beyond the
road, thereby replacing views of the chaotic and unharmonious vegetative pattern with more consistent
shape and mass. 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.

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 the Sammamish River Trail and a proposed future segment of
the Eastrail. A relatively high number of travelers are expected to drive the road given its extent and
designation as a state route, which also provides access to a variety of businesses and tourism
opportunities in this area. Proximity for all viewers would be high. Duration of view would be short for
drivers and trail users, but longer for nearby employees and students; however, their attention would be
focused on work and classrooms.

The Cascade Valleys Heritage Corridor Project Summary document does not list the section of
Woodinville-Redmond Road NE as having “scenic” intrinsic qualities within Woodinville (King County
Heritage Corridors Program 1998). The closest of the two locations that are listed as such is 0.8 mile
southeast of the Alternative 2 site off 145th Street, views of which are obscured by distance, vegetation,
topography, and intervening buildings. The same is true for the listed site 0.5 mile farther east. Therefore,
no changes to the road’s scenic designation would result. In addition, the section of this road extending
from NE 175th Street to the north to approximately 0.5 mile south of the site is within the Valley Industrial
area and is populated with industrial buildings, so sensitive viewers, including travelers on the scenic byway
and regional trails, would likely view the Alternative 2 site as consistent with its larger surroundings.
Removing the rows of portable toilets and mobile trailer from the Alternative 2 site and replacing them with
buildings with a look and feel more consistent with the surrounding landscape would beneficially affect
viewers from the adjacent school and other businesses.

These changes taken together would result in an overall adverse visual impact under Alternative 2
compared with the No Action Alternative. See Figure 3.11-5.
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Alternative 2 Existing View from East
Side of Woodinville-Redmond Road
Looking Northwest from Proposed
Eastrail.

Alternative 2 Rendered View from
East Side of Woodinville-Redmond
Road Looking Northwest from
Proposed Eastrail.

Figure 3.11-5. Existing View
and Rendered View for Action
Alternative 2 from East Side of
Woodinville-Redmond Road
Looking Northwest from
Proposed Eastrail (KOP 2a).
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KOP 2b: The new TBD building in the immediate foreground would be dominant because of mass and
proximity and would detract from the view. The existing building beyond it would be removed. Almost all
existing hillside vegetation would be obscured by the new building, but low landscaping would be added in
the immediate foreground, which removes the disparate vegetative elements. The existing building with odd
angles would be removed and replaced with a building of more unified shape and mass. 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 but would be compatible with the overall industrial
surroundings. Sensitive viewers would be similar to those under KOP 2a because the view is from a similar
location.

These changes taken together would result in an overall adverse visual impact under Alternative 2
compared with the No Action Alternative. See figures in the appendices of the Visual Impact Assessment in
Appendix F.

KOP 2c: No change to this view would occur because the proposed Alternative 2 site would be obscured
by existing vegetation, even during months when the trees are without leaves. Sensitive viewers include
residents of the multi-family buildings near the roundabout intersection of NE 171st Street and

135th Avenue NE north of the Alternative 2 site, as well as travelers on both streets, resulting in a high
number of residential viewers with views of fairly long duration approximately 0.5 mile away. Although the
residential buildings are up to five stories tall, this view is not expected to change substantially compared
with ground-level viewers because of obstructing vegetation.

No visual impact would result under Alternative 2. See figures in the appendices of the Visual Impact
Assessment in Appendix F. Depending on facility design, full and/or empty transfer trailers also may be
visible on the site under Alternative 2.

The introduction of nighttime lighting on the site where such lighting is currently mostly absent will largely
blend with the lights from other adjacent commercial and industrial buildings, signs, streetlights, and
passing vehicles. Onsite lighting would largely be obstructed by existing structures, and screening
vegetation. Residents nearest to the Alternative 2 site are situated upslope to the east and above the site
by 100 to 300-feet in elevation. Some of these areas have obstructed or semi-obstructed views of the
Sammamish Valley. Operation of the NERTS facility at the Alternative 2 site would include exterior lighting
for site illumination and security. Any nighttime lighting would be directed down and away from any
potentially sensitive receptors, including the upslope residences. As discussed in Section 3.11.3.2.2, the
City of Woodinville will require a site lighting plan for the NERTS project under WCC 21.34 to encourage
night sky visibility, to reduce general illumination of the sky, and to prevent glare from extending to adjacent
properties. The plan will include requirements for shielding, lighting fixture height limits, levels of
illumination allowed, accent lighting, periods of illumination and prohibited lights. Lighting at the new
NERTS facility would conform to these requirements. King County will also likely pursue credit for
minimizing light pollution under LEED or other green building standard utilized, where possible. No
significant impacts are expected.
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While the project was not found to be visually compatible with views at some KOPs for the Alternative 2 site
with some viewpoints resulting in an adverse impact finding for some sensitive viewers, Alternative 2 would
be visually compatible with the existing landscapes and the impacts are not significant due to the transitory
and speedy nature of the observations from passing motorists and recreationists.

Table 3.11-3 shows visual quality changes and impacts by KOP and alternative.

Table 3.11-3. Comparison of Visual Quality Changes and Impacts by KOP and Alternative
Existing Alternative 1A Visual Quality Alternative 1B Visual Quality Alternative 2 Visual Quality and
KOP | Visual Quality and Impact and Impact Impact
la Low Low; slight improvement but Very Low N/A
remains low Impact: neutral
Impact: neutral
1b Low Low; slight decrease Low; slight decrease but less N/A
Impact: slightly adverse so than Alternative 1A
Impact: slightly adverse
1c Low Very Low Very low; decrease is slightly N/A
Impact; adverse less than Alternative 1A
Impact; adverse
1d Moderately Low Low; decrease is slightly less N/A
Low Impact: adverse than Alternative 1A
Impact: adverse
le Medium Low Low; decrease is slightly less N/A
Impact: adverse than Alternative 1A
Impact: adverse
2a Low N/A N/A Low
Impact: adverse
2b Low N/A N/A Low
Impact: adverse
2c Low N/A N/A Low
Impact: none

The above comparisons take into account the range of factors outlined in the FHWA/WSDOT methodology,
including the project’s visual character, the landscape constraints (i.e., landform and land cover), and the
visual quality of the existing land uses, defined as a combination of vividness, intactness, and unity.
Although larger than the existing footprint, the Alternative 1 site is the location of the existing transfer
station, with structures that serve a similar purpose. Under Alternative 2, though the site is in a
commercial/industrial area, impacts would be felt from the presence of new buildings in an undeveloped
setting, but the elimination of visual clutter where buildings and equipment currently exist, including rows of
portable toilets, would counter that effect. While the project was not found to be visually compatible with
views at some KOPs at both sites with some viewpoints resulting in an adverse impact finding for some
sensitive viewers, both alternatives would be visually compatible with the existing landscapes overall.
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3.11.35.2.2.  Indirect Impacts

Alternative 2 is located among other industrial and commercial buildings, and the surrounding vicinity is well
built out. It is unlikely that construction of a recycling and transfer station at this location would result in
intensification of land uses in the vicinity of this site or associated degradation of aesthetics. No indirect
impacts are anticipated from construction and operation of Alternative 2.

3.11.35.3 Cumulative Impacts

While the project was not found to be visually compatible with views at some KOPs for the Alternative 2 site
based on the specific viewpoint analyzed (adverse impact finding), Alternative 2 would be visually
compatible with the existing landscapes overall. As a result, Alternative 2 would contribute moderately to
the cumulative overall past, present, and likely future impacts on aesthetics due to ongoing development
within Woodinville and King County overall, and due to the number of potential viewers and relative visibility
of the Alternative 2 site. This result considers the overall increased level of development in the area, the
increased number of viewers, and the viewability of the site.

3.11.4 Mitigation Measures

This section includes recommendations on how to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse visual impacts
associated with the project. Mitigation measures will be determined during design and could include
engineering design and community input. According to the FHWA, “mitigation and enhancement measures
should be technically possible and practical” (FHWA 2015).

3.11.4.1Mitigation Common to the Action Alternatives

Landscaping and tree and shrub plantings will be incorporated into action alternative site design, which will
help block some views of the site and soften its appearance. Details will be determined during a later
design phase. Exterior designs would also consider and incorporate the context and setting for the facility
to the extent practicable. In addition, it is assumed that the number of lights and their placement would be
sufficient for safety and security purposes while minimizing light pollution. IDA recommends that lighting be
characterized as follows (IDA n.d.b.):

e Turn lights on only when needed.

e Light only areas that need it.

e Use lights no brighter than necessary.
e Minimize blue light emissions.

e Eliminate upward-directed light.

In addition, vehicle headlights would be mitigated through the use of landscaping for screening to prevent
intrusion to adjacent properties.

Construction mitigation could include fencing the construction site and installing temporary art panels on
the wall, such as local school student art.
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3.11.4.2No Action Alternative

No construction would occur under the No Action Alternative, So no mitigation is proposed.

3.11.4.3Alternative 1
The following mitigation measures will be considered under Alternative 1:

e Retain the row of mature evergreen trees that line the north side of NE 60th Street.
¢ Adding additional tree and shrub plantings to screen the facility, consistent with final design
e Retain the deciduous shrubbery along the berm on the west side of 120th Avenue NE.

e Retain vegetation on the west side of Taylor Fields.

3.11.4.4Alternative 2

Under Alternative 2, the existing row of evergreen trees could be retained as a wetland boundary
demarcation. Additional tree and shrub plantings will be undertaken to screen the facility, consistent with
final design.

3.11.5 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

3.11.5.1No Action Alternative

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to aesthetics are expected.

3.11.5.2Alternative 1

Development of the Alternative 1 site as a recycling and transfer station would result in less than significant
changes to the aesthetics in the study area overall, with some impacts significant for some residents.
Adherence with zoning standards, review processes, and mitigation measures would reduce effects. In the
context of surrounding overall land uses, significant unavoidable impacts are not anticipated.

3.11.5.3Alternative 2

Development of the Alternative 2 site as a recycling and transfer station would result in less than significant
changes to the aesthetics in the study area. Adherence to zoning standards, review processes, and
mitigation measures would reduce effects. In the context of surrounding land uses, significant unavoidable
impacts are not anticipated.

3-368




	3.11 Aesthetics, Light, and Glare



