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1. Introduction 

This Revised Draft Focused Site Selection (FSS) Report includes the addition of two new sites that were 
added to the FSS evaluation per the request of King County following input from project stakeholders. 

1.1 King County Solid Waste Management System 

The County Department of Natural Resources and Parks, Solid Waste Division (the County), operates a 
system of eight transfer stations, two drop box facilities, and one regional landfill in King County, 
Washington (Figure 1-1). 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. 

1.2 Project Need 

The County’s 2019 Comprehensive Solid Waste Management Plan (King County 2019), which was 
adopted by 24 cities and approved by the Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology), identified the 
need for a new transfer station to replace the aging Houghton Transfer Station. The 50-year-old 
Houghton Transfer Station is one of the busiest in terms of tonnage and transactions, yet it is undersized 
and lacks capacity for the type of recycling and moderate-risk waste disposal services that are 
increasingly in demand. 

The new recycling and transfer station (RTS) is proposed to be located in the northeast part of 
King County, including areas in or around the cities of Kirkland, Redmond, Sammamish, and Woodinville 
(Core Cities). The RTS study area is shown on Figure 1-2. The new RTS will include an enclosed solid 
waste transfer and processing area; solid waste compactor units; a recycling collection and sorting area; 
employee facility; scalehouse and weigh station; fueling station; space for on-site customer queuing; and 
possible moderate-risk waste (household hazardous waste) disposal for products from homes and small 
qualifying businesses. 

1.3 Project Schedule 

The Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station (NERTS) project spans multiple phases from 2020 to 2031, 
when the station is anticipated to be operational. Community engagement work will be aligned with each 
major phase of the schedule: siting, environmental review and permitting, design, and construction. 
Figure 1-3 shows the master project schedule. The focused site screening (FSS) process is part of the 
potential site identification and evaluation process, one of the early steps in developing the new facility. 
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Figure 1-1. King County Disposal Facilities and Service Areas 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project 
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Figure 1-2. Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Study Area 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project 
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Figure 1-3. Project Schedule 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project 
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2. Siting Process Overview 

2.1 Siting Process Steps 

As shown on Figure 2-1, the siting process has six main steps. The first three steps identify and screen 
potential sites within the study area using site selection criteria specifically developed for this project. 
Next, the sites that best meet the screening criteria are assessed on a comparative basis during Step 4, 
and the most desirable site(s) are identified for further investigation during Step 5, which is the 
environmental review process. Finally, during Step 6, a site is selected by the County. This report focuses 
on the methods and results of Step 3: Focused Site Screening (FSS). In addition, this report summarizes 
Step 2: Broad Area Site Screening (BASS) and the results of Step 4: Comparative Evaluation. 

 
Figure 2-1. Six-Step Siting Process 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project 

2.2 Public Engagement 

2.2.1 Overview 

The communities in northeast King County (Core Cities) have a vested interest in the siting, design, and 
development of this new RTS; therefore, they will play a key role as the County moves forward with the 
project. In response, the County is implementing a public involvement process to involve those local 
communities in King County to understand and consider their aspirations, values, concerns, and insights 
about RTS siting, design, construction, and operation. Frequent and ongoing outreach and 
communications, proactively reaching out to key stakeholders and historically underrepresented 
communities, and an adaptive, informational approach will allow the project team (King County staff and 
consultants) to assess community concerns and adjust strategies, as necessary. Appendix A includes 
documentation of city coordination and general public engagement activities. 
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2.2.2 Core Cities 

The County is holding regular meetings with representatives of the Core Cities within the NERTS study 
area, which are the cities of Kirkland, Redmond, Sammamish, and Woodinville. At these meetings, Core 
Cities senior staff and elected officials are receiving project updates and information from the County, can 
provide input and feedback on siting, development, and programming, and engage with the County and 
each other. 

2.2.3 Siting Advisory Group 

The County established a 22-member siting advisory group (SAG) that includes 16 appointed members 
representing the Core Cities, unincorporated King County, and six at-large members. The SAG helped 
develop and apply site selection criteria, identify community concerns and impacts, create public 
awareness about the project, provide general review and input, and express opinions and preferences to 
King County decision-makers. The County project team and the Core Cities conducted a number of 
outreach activities to recruit members for the SAG, including the following: 

• The County conducted a series of stakeholder interviews. 

• The County issued press releases in September and October, 2021 to inform about the SAG 
application and meeting participation process.  

• The County mailed a postcard with information in English, Spanish, Russian, and Simplified and 
Traditional Chinese to more than 115,000 homes, businesses, residents, and tenants in the study 
area with information about how to apply for one of the six at-large seats for the SAG. 

• The City of Redmond posted on Facebook on September 23, 2020 promoting the SAG recruitment. 

• The City of Kirkland shared information about the SAG recruitment in their weekly newsletter on 
September 23, 2020. 

• The City of Woodinville shared information about the project kick-off and SAG recruitment in their 
October Woodinville Wire newsletter.  

The SAG’s members represent a variety of interests and perspectives in northeast King County. The 
group met eight times between mid-October 2020 and May 2022. Part of its work is evaluating the top 
sites that emerged from the BASS. Figure 2-2 outlines the process followed for the SAG meetings. SAG 
meetings no. 7 was held to discuss an additional site (Woodinville No. 2) and SAG meeting no. 8 was 
held to provide an update to the project and to provide SAG members to make a recommendation 
regarding member’s preference between the two Woodinville sites.  

All SAG meetings are open to the public to attend, and a public comment period is included as part of 
each meeting. Appendix A includes a summary of the SAG’s work during site selection. 
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Figure 2-2. Siting Advisory Group Site Evaluation Process 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project 
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3. Broad Area Site Screening 

This section summarizes the results of the BASS, and the full analysis is provided in the Broad Area Site 
Screening Report (Jacobs 2021a). Based on the County’s mission, vision, and values, the following 
pass/fail criteria, also called exclusionary criteria, establish minimum standards that must be met for 
potential sites to qualify for further consideration; these criteria were used to identify an initial list of 
potential sites: 

• PF1 Site is within the study area (as depicted in the 2019 Comprehensive Solid Waste 
Management Plan; King County 2019). 

• PF2 Site is within the contiguous King County Urban Growth Area. 

• PF3 Site is located outside of a Federal Emergency Management Agency-defined 100-year flood 
plain. 

• PF4 Site is free of known historical, archeological, or cultural designations. 

• PF5 Site is not designated as farmland preservation. 

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

• GIS1 Site is between 5 and 20 acres in size or a combination of smaller parcels totaling at least 5-
20 acres. 

• GIS2 Site is not zoned agricultural or residential. 

• GIS3 Site is within 1 mile of a major arterial or highway with appropriate truck routes (this criterion 
may be refined after analysis). 

• GIS4 Property cost is within project budget (based on assessed value). 

• GIS5 Parcels designated as park or open space that meet other criteria will be reviewed to assess 
any potential opportunity. 

The complete set of site selection criteria and methodology used to evaluate sites is described in the Site 
Selection Criteria Technical Memorandum (Jacobs 2021b). 

The initial GIS screening process identified 109 parcels, ranging from 8 to 20 acres in size, that met the 
exclusionary criteria and GIS filters. A second GIS screening involved searching for groupings of adjacent 
(or adjacent separated by right-of-way) 2-acre-minimum parcels that could be combined to result in a 
potential site of at least 8 acres. A visual inspection of these parcel combinations resulted in 18 parcel 
combinations that were added to the 109 initial parcels and subject to further analysis. 

3.1 Screening Approach for Top 15 Sites 

The project team conducted a desktop review of each parcel and parcel combination to select up to 25 
sites for further evaluation that considered the following factors: 

• Site characteristics—Is the site shape conducive to RTS development (that is, not too narrow)? 

• Cost—Is the site unduly expensive (assessed value more than $40 million)? 

• Environmental constraints—Does the site contain critical areas (for example, streams or steep 
slopes) so significant that an RTS would be difficult-to-impossible to develop? 

• Nearby sensitive receptors and land uses—Is the site affected by the following land uses? 

– Land uses incompatible with an RTS, such as the following: 

 Parks that included heavily used youth sport fields, 
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 High-traffic retail facilities, such as small malls or a big box store, important to a 
neighborhood or city, or 

 Parcels that were part of a multiparcel business or institution that could not be readily 
separated for use as an RTS, such as parking and landscaping for an educational facility. 

– Nearby land uses reasonably compatible with an RTS. This criterion eliminated parcels located 
near highly incompatible neighborhood characteristics or traffic concerns, such as an existing 
shopping center, churches, or dense residential uses nearby. 

In addition, the project team reviewed parcels adjacent to those initially identified to determine whether 
their addition could prove to be beneficial for RTS development. The result was 15 parcels or parcel 
combinations identified for further analysis. 

3.2 Top 15 Sites 

The results of the GIS-based screening identified 
15 sites (referred to as the top 15 sites) for further 
evaluation. Table 3-1 lists the cities where these 
sites are located, and Figure 3-1 shows the 
location of these sites. Notably, the two additional 
sites (Sites E and F) were not on the top 15 
site list. Table 3-2 describes the size, zoning, 
current use, and critical areas located on each of 
the top 15 sites. Notably, Site 12 (Houghton Park-
and-Ride) is considerably smaller in size than the 
other sites and the GIS screening criteria. For 
several reasons, including the park-and-ride’s role in the regional transit system, this site has been 
considered for some time as a potential location for NERTS, and it was retained in the list of the top 15 
sites. The project team conducted a windshield tour at each top 15 site to view site characteristics and 
then evaluated each site against a set of criteria established for the BASS. 

3.2.1 Broad Area Site Screening Scoring Criteria 

The project team then scored the top 15 sites against the BASS criteria using a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is 
a poor score and 5 is an excellent score for each criterion. Sites located within the City of Redmond’s 
critical aquifer recharge area (CARA) were noted for further evaluation. The team considered two other 
factors during the initial screening: city master plan alignment and whether traffic impacts are notable. 

3.2.2 City Input for Top 15 Sites 

The project team presented and discussed the top 15 sites with city representatives at a series of Core 
Cities meetings. The cities’ comments and concerns were considered by the project team during the 
scoring process. 

3.2.3 Top Four Sites for Focused Site Screening 

The project team presented the BASS results to County decision-makers. The initial plan was to select 
five sites to advance to the next evaluation stage: the FSS. After deliberation, the County elected to move 
forward the four sites listed in Table 3-3 and shown on Figure 3-2. Figures 3-3 through 3-6 present figures 
that show the site boundaries, parcel numbers, and other features of the top four sites. Legal descriptions 
for the parcels of land that make up each site are provided in Appendix B. 

Table 3-1. Number of Top 15 Sites by City 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project 

Location Number of Sites 

Woodinville 2 

Kirkland 5 

Redmond 8 
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Figure 3-1. Location of Top 15 Sites 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project 
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Table 3-2. Description of Top 15 Sites 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project 

Site Name City 
Size 

(acres) Zoning Current Use Critical Areas 

1.  Schuyler Rubber Woodinville 41 Park Industrial (general purpose), 
vacant (single family) 

Erosion hazards; several unnamed streams; south side 
could be wet with streams and lowland fan 

2. South Norway Hill Park Kirkland 14.7 Park, residential Park, group home Steep slopes 

3. Willows Road and NE 124th 
Street 

Redmond 15.4 Northeast design 
district 

Vacant commercial Mapped stream along southern boundary; steep slopes; 
seismic hazard on eastern boundary 

4. South of Cadman Redmond 17.8 Northeast design 
district, 

multifamily urban 

Mining, quarry, ore processing Potential landslide hazard; wetlands on western edge; 
CARA  

5. Cadman/Olympian Redmond 17.1 Industrial Mining, quarry, ore processing On-site groundwater source; CARA 

6. Crane Aerospace Redmond 15.5 Business park High-tech/high-flex Unnamed stream on northern boundary; steep grades 

7. Physio-Control Redmond 12.2 Business park High-tech/high-flex On-site unnamed creeks 

8. Mini-Storage Kirkland 14.9/ 
23.9 

Commercial Retail store None identified 

9. Winsome Trading Woodinville 13.6 Industrial Warehouse, equipment 
storage 

Seismic hazards; potential stream (to be investigated) 

10. United States Postal Service Redmond 13.6 Manufacturing 
park 

Post office, post service No mapped wetlands; depressional pond identified during 
site visit; CARA 

11. Houghton RTS (and part of 
landfill) 

Kirkland 25.4 Park Transfer station, ballfields None identified (closed landfill) 

12. Houghton Park-and-Ride Kirkland 5.1 Park, residential Transfer station, park-and-ride None identified 

13. Corporate Park near 
Heronfield 

Kirkland 15.9 Office, park High-tech/high-flex Western parcel part of Heronfield Wetlands Park but no 
mapped wetlands; western portion of western parcel 
mapped as erosion hazard; tree clearing; potential 
depressional wetlands and ponds 

14. Watson Asphalt and DTG 
Recycle 

Redmond 17.5 Industrial Industrial, vacant industrial Evans Creek crosses northern and eastern portions of 
largest parcels; mapped floodway on all parcels (areas 
with a 1-percent annual chance of flooding); mapped 
wetland in northeast corner of parcel; CARA 

15. Aerojet Rocketdyne Redmond 25.4 Business park High-tech/high-flex On-site unnamed streams mapped 

CARA = critical aquifer recharge area 
NE = northeast 
RTS = recycling and transfer station 
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Table 3-3. Top Sites for Evaluation in the Focused Site Screening (Revised) 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project 

FSS Site Name BASS Site Number and Name City Size  
(acres) 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, 
Woodinville 

Site 9, Winsome Trading Woodinville 13.6 

Site B. Southwest corner of Willows Road and 
NE 124th Street, Redmond 

Site 3, Willows Road and NE 124th Street Redmond 15.4 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland Site 12. Houghton Park-and-Ride Kirkland 5.1 

Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland Site 11. Houghton RTS (and part of landfill) Kirkland 25.4 

(NEW) Site Ea. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond 
Road, Woodinville 

Not applicable Woodinville 13.4 

(NEW) Site Fa. 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way 
NE, Bothell 

Not applicable Bothell  18.4 

a Sites E and F were added after the initial BASS and do not have a BASS site number or name. 
BASS -= broad area site screening 
FSS = focused site screening 
NE = northeast 
RTS = recycling and transfer station 
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Figure 3-2. Location of Top Six Sites 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project 
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Figure 3-3. Site A, 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project 
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Figure 3-4. Site B, Southwest Corner of Willows Road and NE 124th Street, Redmond 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project 
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Figure 3-5. Site C, 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project
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Figure 3-6. Site D, 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project 
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3.2.4 Two Additional Sites Considered in the Focused Site Selection 

3.2.4.1 Woodinville No. 2 

After the four initial sites were selected by the County (April 2021), in SAG meeting no. 6 (April 2021) a 
member of the SAG identified a fifth potential site. This site is located at 15801 Woodinville-Redmond 
Road and became known as the Woodinville No. 2 site (Figure 3-7). This site was not considered in the 
BASS because the site was located outside of the initial set of clusters evaluated that were located closer 
to the centroid of the study area. The parcel cluster evaluated includes additional occupied parcels on the 
north side of the site to bring the total acreage to 12.9 acres. An initial review of the site identified no fatal 
flaws, and the site showed some promise in meeting other NERTS objectives. Based on that information, 
the County elected to evaluate the Woodinville No. 2 site in the FSS. 

 
Figure 3-7. Site E, 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project 

3.2.4.2 Brickyard Park-and-Ride 

The County provided the raw data used for the siting evaluation to the Core Cities. During a December 
2021 Core Cities meeting, the Brickyard Park-and-Ride (15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE) was 
discussed as a possible site for consideration in the FSS (Figure 3-8). This site was considered during the 
BASS but was eliminated because it has a high-use King County Metro owned park-and-ride. In response 
to the discussion with the Core Cities, an initial review of the site was conducted that identified no fatal 
flaws and showed some promise in meeting other NERTS objectives. Based on that information, the 
County elected to evaluate the Brickyard Park-and-Ride in the FSS. This FSS Revised Draft includes 
these two additional sites as part the FSS evaluation, along with the four original sites listed on Table 3-3. 
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Figure 3-8. Site F, 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE, Bothell 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project 
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4. Focused Site Screening of Top Six Sites 

Originally, the project team evaluated the top four sites from the BASS in the FSS against a set of 
functional criteria. As previously discussed, two additional sites were added to the FSS and also 
evaluated. The results of these additional evaluations are included in this revised FSS. The functional 
criteria were developed by the project team with input from the Core Cities. This evaluation included 
performing a weighted criteria evaluation using multiobjective decision analysis (MODA) that ranked the 
top sites (from “best” to “worst”).  

In addition to the FSS, the County also received information about the sites from other stakeholders, as 
follows. 

• Core Cities—County staff presented the screening evaluations to the Core Cities and received 
feedback about each site from city representatives. 

• SAG—Concurrent with evaluation of sites against the functional criteria, the SAG conducted a similar 
MODA evaluation against criteria important to the community and provided a recommendation about 
the relative merits of each site to the County for further deliberation (Appendix A has more 
information). 

• Public input—An extensive public involvement effort requested input from residents and other 
stakeholders within the NERTS study area and also included a survey (results are provided in 
Appendix A). The County received more than 2,400 survey responses, providing good information 
about what respondents believe is important for the County to consider during the siting process and 
information about positive and negative aspects of each site from their perspectives.  

The results of the FSS and the perspectives of other stakeholders were used to inform deliberations by 
the County as it considered which sites would proceed into the environmental review process. 

4.1 Focused Site Screening Methodology Overview 

Similar to the approach taken in the BASS, the project team evaluated sites using MODA principles for a 
more in-depth evaluation of the top 4 sites. The project team, with input from the Core Cities, developed a 
set of functional criteria and a measurement scale for each criterion (these are listed in Table 4-1). The 
project team scored each site against the criteria and established weights that define the relative 
importance of each criterion for deciding among sites. Scores were normalized (on a 0 to 100 basis) and 
multiplied by weights (in percent), and the sum of weighted scores was calculated and used to determine 
an overall relative score for each site. Finally, the project team conducted two sensitivity analyses: 

• Exploring how the total MODA scores for each site changed with the weights provided by different 
project team members 

• Assessing how the total MODA scores for each site compared with each project team member’s 
overall impressions about each site (in other words, comparing the numeric analysis with the “gut 
feel” about each site) 

4.2 Focused Site Screening Functional Criteria and Measurement Scale 

The functional criteria and measurement scale used for the FSS are listed in Table 4-1. Most criteria were 
scored on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being a poor outcome and 5 being an excellent outcome. The criteria 
had two exceptions: (1) road miles to the study area population centroid were used as a scale for 
Criterion 4.1, and (2) a social factor score ranging from a poor outcome of 1.0 and an excellent outcome 
of 0.0 was used as a scale for Criterion 4.2. For the criteria scored using a 1 to 5 scale, the project team 
developed verbal descriptions for a poor, medium, and excellent outcome to guide the scoring team and 
make the scoring more transparent.  
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Table 4-1. Functional Criteria and Measurement Scale 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project 

Criterion Description 
Measurement Scale 

Poor Outcome (1) Medium Outcome (3) Excellent Outcome (5) 

F1. Site Shape, Size, and Characteristics 

F1.1 Site size adequacy Site measures approximately 10 to 20 acres (not 
necessarily a single parcel), has sufficient space to 
meet future level of service criteria, and has 
capacity for expansion to enhance sustainable and 
advanced materials management. 

Site is less than 10 acres or has 
other constraints that will require 
notable reductions in desired 
services. 

Site is of a reasonable size to 
meet future level of service 
criteria and some limited 
capacity to enhance sustainable 
and advanced materials 
management. 

Site is more than 20 acres and 
has features that will allow for 
expansion to enhance 
sustainable and advanced 
materials management. 

F1.2 Site topography 
adequacy 

Site topography is conducive to the typical layout 
of a transfer station, such as gently to moderately 
sloping with opportunities for a loadout level, 
without the need for high retaining walls or unusual 
ramp requirements.  

Topography is such that high 
retaining walls or unusual 
ramps will be required 

Site is mostly flat with 
reasonable topography but no 
inherent advantages. 

Site has excellent topography, 
which is as good or better than 
that of any other King County 
RTS. 

F1.3 Critical area 
impacts 

Site can be developed with minimal impact to 
known critical areas (for example, wetlands, 
wildlife habitats, steep slopes, critical aquifers).  

Critical areas are below thresholds set by the LBC 
under Imperative 01, Ecology of Place (pristine 
greenfield, wilderness, prime farmland, floodplain, 
and thriving vibrant ecological environments and 
habitats) (ILFI 2019).  

Critical area impacts can be easily (and 
inexpensively) mitigated, provide an opportunity to 
restore degraded habitat or ecosystem function 
(LBC 4.0 Imperative 01, Ecology of Place; 
ILFI 2019), or contribute to ecological restoration 
efforts to reconnect or strengthen habitat corridors.  

Site development would require 
costly mitigation for critical area 
impacts that are currently beyond 
LBC thresholds; no restoration 
opportunities exist. 

Site development would require 
some mitigation for critical area 
impacts, some of which are near 
LBC thresholds; no restoration 
opportunities exist. 

Site can be developed with no 
known critical area impacts 
and has good potential for 
restoration of degraded habitat 
or ecosystem functions. 

F1.4 Geotechnical or 
remediation risks 

Site has no known geotechnical or remediation 
risks, including slope instability, that pose a 
substantial risk of development cost increases.  

Site has known geotechnical or 
remediation risks that likely 
pose a substantial risk of 
development cost increases.  

Geotechnical or remediation risks 
exist that may pose a 
substantial risk of development 
cost increases that are similar to 
most municipal infrastructure 
developments in the study area. 

Site has no known geotechnical 
or remediation risks, including 
slope instability, that pose a 
substantial risk of development 
cost increases.  

F1.5 Multiple access 
potential 

Site has multiple potential access points.  Site has only one obvious access 
point; any additional access 
points may be difficult to achieve. 

Site can likely include two 
access points with some 
constraints or mitigation required. 

Site has two or more easily 
developed access points. 
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Table 4-1. Functional Criteria and Measurement Scale 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project 

Criterion Description 
Measurement Scale 

Poor Outcome (1) Medium Outcome (3) Excellent Outcome (5) 

F1.6 Community amenity 
opportunity 

The site location provides a unique opportunity for 
synergy to fulfill a community need and provide a 
community amenity or maintain one planned near 
the site (for example, pocket park, playground). 

No noteworthy community 
amenity synergy is apparent at 
this site. 

Community amenity synergy has 
some chance of being present at 
this site. 

Clear community amenity 
synergy is apparent at this site. 

F1.7 Clean power 
generation opportunity 

Site has potential for clean power generation: 

• No environmental features that would 
compromise solar exposure (for example, 
nearby shading slopes that prevent the 
optimization of solar photovoltaic energy 
potential);  

• Geothermal (for example, soils that support 
ground source heat exchange); and 

• Wind power. 

Clean power generation is highly 
unlikely to be implemented at 
this site. 

Modest shading would slightly 
compromise solar exposure, and 
there is limited opportunity for 
geothermal or wind power. 

No shading would compromise 
solar exposure, and there is 
some potential for geothermal or 
wind power. 

F1.8 Reuse or 
repurposing potential 

Previously developed sites have the potential to 
reuse or repurpose buildings, foundations, or slabs 
that can reduce project-embodied carbon 
emissions. 

Site has no reuse or 
repurposing potential. 

Portions of a slab and related 
foundations have some chance 
of being reused. 

Portions of an existing structure 
have some chance of being 
repurposed, and more than 
20,000 square feet of slab and 
related foundations could highly 
likely be reused. 

F2. City Economic Impact and Zoning 

F2.1 Zoning and land 
use compatibility 

Site is appropriately zoned, consistent with local 
area land use plans, and compatible with 
surrounding land uses. 

Site development would require a 
conditional use permit, and a 
good argument can be made that 
a transfer station is incompatible 
with a number of surrounding 
land uses. 

Site development may require a 
conditional use permit, but the 
site is compatible with most 
surrounding land uses, although 
some local opposition to transfer 
station development is likely. 

Site is appropriately zoned, 
consistent with local area land 
use plans, and compatible with 
surrounding land uses. 

F2.2 Tenant relocation 
effort 

Site would not require extensive and/or expensive 
effort related to current tenant relocation. 

Extensive and expensive effort 
would be required to relocate one 
or more tenants, some of whom 
would have few locations where 
their activity would be a use 
compatible with existing zoning 
and land uses. 

Some relocations would be 
required, but they are not likely to 
be unduly expensive or difficult to 
achieve. 

No tenant relocations would be 
required. 
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Table 4-1. Functional Criteria and Measurement Scale 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project 

Criterion Description 
Measurement Scale 

Poor Outcome (1) Medium Outcome (3) Excellent Outcome (5) 

F2.3 Economic 
significance to the 
community 

Site does not have high current or future economic 
significance to the community. 

A transfer station would replace 
businesses that employ many 
people; the site provides 
irreplaceable transit 
opportunities; the site provides 
notable tax revenues to local 
government; or the site would be 
a good candidate for high 
economic impact development in 
the future. 

Site has modest current or future 
economic significance to the 
community. 

Site has little current or future 
economic significance to the 
community. 

F3. Offsite Receptor Impacts 

F3.1 Proximity to 
residences 

Active area would be approximately 100 feet or 
more from the nearest residence, and relatively 
few residents are located within 1,000 feet of the 
property line. 

Active area would be less than 
100 feet from the nearest 
residence, or more than 50 
residences are within 1,000 feet 
of the property line. 

Active area would be 100 to 500 
feet from the nearest residence, 
or approximately 10 residences 
are within 1,000 feet of the 
property line. 

Active area would be 500 feet or 
more from the nearest residence, 
and no residences are within 
1,000 feet of the property line. 

F3.2 Proximity to parks 
and schools 

Site is located approximately 1,000 feet or more 
from parks and schools. 

Site is located less than 1,000 
feet from a park or a school. 

Site is located approximately 
2,000 feet from a park or a 
school. 

Site is located more than 3,000 
feet from a park or school. 

F3.3 Proximity to an 
airport 

Site is proximate to an airport. Site may not be feasible, 
because it is close enough to an 
airport that mitigation is likely, 
and discussions with the FAA 
would be required related to 
wildlife hazard management 
requirements as promulgated in 
14 CFR 139. 

The site may be close enough 
to an airport that mitigation is 
likely, and discussions with the 
FAA would be required related to 
wildlife hazard management 
requirements as promulgated in 
14 CFR 139. 

Site would have no effect on 
FAA wildlife hazard management 
requirements as promulgated in 
14 CFR 139. 
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Table 4-1. Functional Criteria and Measurement Scale 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project 

Criterion Description 
Measurement Scale 

Poor Outcome (1) Medium Outcome (3) Excellent Outcome (5) 

F4. Equitable Distribution of Facilities 

F4.1 Near study area 
population centroid 
(miles) 

Site is near the population centroid of the NERTS 
study area. 

Road miles from the population centroid of the NERTS study area 

F4.2 Equitable 
distribution of social 
impacts 

Site provides equitable distribution of social 
impacts so that no racial, cultural, or 
socioeconomic group is unduly impacted. 

Site has a social factor score of 
1.0 (most vulnerable). 

Site provides a reasonably 
equitable distribution of social 
impacts; one racial, cultural, or 
socioeconomic group could be 
impacted by siting NERTS at this 
location. 

Site has a social factor score of 0 
(least vulnerable). 

F5. Transportation 

F5.1 Offsite traffic 
impacts 

Potential offsite traffic impacts from facility 
operations can be minimized and/or mitigated. 

An RTS would notably affect a 
highly congested corridor or more 
than three highly congested 
intersections; mitigation would be 
required. 

An RTS would result in some 
impacts on a corridor or 
intersection that experiences 
peak-period congestion; 
mitigation may be required. 

An RTS would result in no 
notable offsite traffic impacts. 

F5.2 Distance to 
freeway, highway, and/or 
major arterial 

Site is within approximately 0.5 mile of a freeway 
and/or state highway or a major arterial through 
appropriately zoned neighborhoods. 

Site is more than 2 miles from a 
freeway, state highway, and/or 
major arterial, and part of the 
route is through 
inappropriately zoned 
neighborhoods. 

Site is approximately 1 mile 
from a freeway, state highway, 
and/or a major arterial through 
appropriately zoned 
neighborhoods. 

Site is within approximately 
0.5 mile of a freeway, state 
highway, and/or a major arterial 
through appropriately zoned 
neighborhoods. 

F6. Cost and Utilities 

F6.1 Utilities are readily 
accessible 

Utilities are readily accessible. One or more utilities would need 
to be brought on site at a cost 
likely to exceed $2 million. 

One or more utilities would need 
to be brought on site at a cost 
likely to be approximately $1 
million. 

Utilities are readily accessible. 
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Table 4-1. Functional Criteria and Measurement Scale 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project 

Criterion Description 
Measurement Scale 

Poor Outcome (1) Medium Outcome (3) Excellent Outcome (5) 

F6.2 Cost is within project budget 

 F6.2.1 Site acquisition  Purchasing or acquiring the site 
could cost more than $30 
million. 

Purchasing or acquiring the site 
would likely cost approximately 
$20 million. 

Purchasing or acquiring the site 
would likely cost $10 million or 
less. 

 F6.2.2. Site development and construction  Site characteristics could result in 
as much as 50 percent higher 
cost for site development and 
construction compared with 
South County RTS on a 
cost-per-ton basis. 

Site characteristics are such that 
site development and 
construction costs could likely be 
similar to South County RTS on 
a cost-per-ton basis. 

Site characteristics likely to result 
in up to 25 percent lower cost 
site development and 
construction compared with 
South County RTS on a cost-per-
ton basis 

F6.3 Ability to acquire or 
purchase 

Site can be confidently acquired or purchased. A city is known to object to 
siting NERTS at this site or a 
property owner is known to be 
unwilling to sell. 

At this time, the County can be 
somewhat confident it can 
acquire or purchase the site, but 
uncertainties exist. 

The County owns the site, or a 
city is known to be willing to sell 
or swap land with the County to 
acquire the site. 

$ = U.S, dollars 
CFR = Code of Federal Regulations 
County = King County 
FAA = Federal Aviation Administration  
LBC = Living Building Challenge 
NERTS = Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station 
RTS = recycling and transfer station 
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Criterion F6.2 – Cost is within project budget has two subcriteria that were weighted as follows to create a 
score of 1 to 5 for each criterion: F6.2.1 Site acquisition (30 percent) and F6.2.2. Site development and 
construction (70 percent). The project team established the weights to reflect its opinion about the relative 
importance of each criterion to overall project cost.  

4.3 Focused Site Screening Site Scores 

Subject-matter experts from the project team reviewed each site and used the measurement scale to 
assign a score to each criterion. Table 4-2 shows a matrix that includes scores for each site and criterion; 
the rationale for each score assigned in Table 4-2 is provided in Appendix C.  

Table 4-2. Functional Criteria Site Scoring Matrix (Revised) 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project 

Criterion 
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F1. Site Shape, Size, and Characteristics 

F1.1 Site size adequacy 2.5 2.0 1.0 5.0 3.0 1.0 
F1.2 Site topography adequacy 4.0 3.5 3.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 
F1.3 Critical area impacts 4.0 3.1 4.3 4.4 3.1 3.1 
F1.4 Geotechnical or remediation risks 3.5 4.3 4.3 3.4 3.1 4.5 
F1.5 Multiple access potential 4.0 4.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 2.5 
F1.6 Community amenity opportunity 3.0 4.0 2.5 3.5 3.0 3.0 
F1.7 Clean power generation opportunity 5.0 3.8 3.0 4.3 5.0 4.0 
F1.8 Reuse or repurposing potential 4.5 1.0 2.0 4.0 2.0 1.0 

F2. City Economic Impact/Zoning 

F2.1 Zoning and land use compatibility 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.5 2.0 
F2.2 Tenant relocation effort 2.0 3.0 4.0 3.0 2.5 4.5 
F2.3 Economic significance to the community 2.0 3.0 3.0 4.5 2.5 3.5 

F3. Offsite Receptor Impacts 

F3.1 Proximity to residences 4.5 2.5 1.5 1.0 1.5 1.0 
F3.2 Proximity to parks and schools 1.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 4.0 
F3.3 Proximity to an airport 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 

F4. Equitable Distribution of Facilities 

F4.1 Near study area population centroid (miles) 5.3 3.3 3.0 3.4 5.2 5.0 
F4.2 Equitable distribution of social impacts 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.4 

F5. Transportation 

F5.1 Offsite traffic impacts 2.5 3.5 4.5 4.0 2.5 3.0 
F5.2 Distance to freeway/highway/major arterial 2.0 3.0 5.0 3.5 2.0 3.5 

F6. Cost and Utilities 

F6.1 Utilities are readily accessible 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 

F6.2 Cost is within project budget 3.1 1.2 2.2 3.3 3.4 2.4 
F6.2.1 Site acquisition (30%) 1.0 1.5 5.0 5.0 3.0 3.2 
F6.2.2. Site development and construction (70%) 4.0 1.0 1.0 2.5 3.5 2.0 
F6.3 Ability to acquire or purchase 1.0 1.0 4.0 5.0 3.0 3.4 
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4.4 Sustainability Certification Pathways 
The County’s Green Building Ordinance (King County 2013) mandates that the NERTS project achieve a 
minimum LEED™ (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) Platinum certification, which is 
administered by the U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC), while allowing for additional certification 
pathway options to be explored, including the International Living Future Institute’s (ILFI’s) Living Building 
Challenge (LBC; ILFI 2019) and suite of programs. Thus, opportunities for NERTS sustainable 
development will be important to consider during environmental review, planning, and design after the 
County selects a site. This section reports about initial work conducted to explore certification pathway 
options. 

4.4.1 Certification Decision-Making Matrix 
As part of the integrative process, the project team actively engaged stakeholders in several workshops 
to identify the project’s goals and regenerative potential. The project team developed a certification 
decision-making matrix to help select a green building certification system that best aligns with the 
project-specific goals identified by stakeholders. The certification decision-making matrix (Figure 4-1) lists 
the project-specific goals in the left-hand columns in categories (for example, Site + Place, Water) with 
intended outcomes that are as definitive as possible and include measurable targets. The following 
columns on Figure 4-1 include individual certification systems that have been identified by County 
stakeholders as potential certification pathways under the County’s Green Building Ordinance. Each 
certification system is ranked based on how well its requirements support the project-specific goals. The 
following rankings are provided on Figure 4-1 in the upper left-hand corner: 

• A rank of 0 means the certification pathway requirements have almost no or no inherent impact 
and/or benefit in support of the particular project goal. 

• A rank of 1 means the certification pathway requirements provide support for the particular project 
goal.  

• A rank of 2 means the certification pathway requirements provide strong support for the particular 
project goal. 

• A rank of 3 means the certification pathway requirements provide exemplary performance in support 
of the particular project goal. 

The total rank shows how well each certification pathway aligns with the project goals to help ensure the 
best outcome for the County. In this way, the project goals can help inform the decision for selecting a 
certification pathway rather than the certification system determining the project goals. The certification 
pathways explored as part of the certification decision-making matrix include several from the USGBC 
and several from ILFI. The list below describes the certification pathway, how well it supports the project 
goals and categories, and the overall ranking for alignment with the project-specific goals: 

• USGBC LEED Platinum (rank of 42)—LEED Platinum includes a comprehensive credit-based 
approach across almost all project-specific goals and categories. Being a score-based system targets 
optional and required levels of performance that in many cases fall short of performance targets 
identified by the NERTS stakeholders for the project-specific goals. Therefore, while LEED Platinum 
provides some support for most project-specific goals, it does not achieve a high ranking compared 
with other certification pathways. 

• USGBC LEED Platinum + Zero Energy (rank of 43)—LEED Zero Energy requires and builds upon 
baseline LEED Platinum. In addition to the comprehensive LEED Platinum requirements, LEED Zero 
Energy includes additional requirements for higher levels of performance for energy; however, unlike 
other certification pathways from ILFI, it allows for on-site combustion and includes a tiered structure 
with allowances for offsite renewables. The ranking for LEED Zero Energy (with LEED Platinum) 
reflects the slightly increased levels of energy performance required under this certification pathway.  
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Figure 4-1. NERTS Certification Decision-Making Matrix 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project
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• ILFI Zero Carbon (rank of 31)—ILFI Zero Carbon is less comprehensive than LEED Platinum, 
focusing on operational and embodied carbon. As compared with LEED Zero Energy, ILFI Zero 
Carbon has much more restrictive requirements for 100-percent carbon offsets after on-site and off-
site renewable energy and types of carbon offsets allowed, and it also prohibits on-site combustion; 
however, it does not address transportation-related carbon emissions. The low ranking for ILFI Zero 
Carbon reflects the singular focus on project goals for operational and embodied carbon without a 
comprehensive set of requirements addressing other project-specific goals and categories. 

• ILFI Core Green Building (rank of 70)—ILFI Core Green Building is slightly more comprehensive 
than LEED Platinum but with much more restrictive target requirements. ILFI Core Green Building 
includes additional project-specific requirements for equity, beauty, and biophilia that are not 
addressed in the LEED rating system. For this reason, ILFI Core Green Building ranks much higher 
than the previous certification pathways.  

• ILFI LBC Energy Petal (rank of 76)—LBC Energy Petal incorporates all ILFI Core Green Building 
requirements, as well as a Net-Positive Carbon Imperative, which requires 105 percent of the 
project’s energy needs must be supplied by on-site renewable energy, plus energy storage for 
resiliency, and 100 percent embodied carbon offsets. For this reason, LBC Energy Petal ranks higher 
than the other certification pathways. 

• ILFI LBC Materials Petal (rank of 76)—LBC Materials Petal incorporates all ILFI Core Green 
Building requirements and some additional imperatives. The LBC Materials Petal represents true 
leadership levels for project goals focused on materials through restrictive requirements, including 
eliminating Red List1 materials, maximizing materials recovery, promoting transparency, and using 
local materials. For this reason, LBC Materials Petal ranks higher than other certification pathways. 

• ILFI LBC Water Petal (rank of 76)—LBC Water Petal incorporates all ILFI Core Green Building 
requirements, as well as a Net-Positive Water Imperative, which requires 100 percent of a project’s 
water is part of a closed-loop on-site system (exceptions are provided through “scale-jumping” and 
“handprinting;” refer to LBC Water Petal “Handprinting” Pathway), nonpotable water for nonpotable 
uses, and on-site potable water storage for resilience. For this reason, LBC Water Petal ranks higher 
than the other certification pathways. 

• ILFI LBC Living (rank of 91)—LBC Living incorporates all ILFI Core imperatives, Energy Petal, 
Materials Petal, and Water Petal requirements, as well as all imperatives of the Health + Happiness 
Petal. LBC Living represents the world’s most stringent and progressive leadership levels across all 
project goals and is much more restrictive than LEED Platinum requirements. For this reason, LBC 
Living ranks the highest out of all certification pathways identified by the project team. 

• LBC Water Petal “Handprinting” Pathway—LBC Water Petal “Handprinting” Pathway is a target 
that King County has tended to avoid on previous LBC projects. Under the LBC 3.1 Standard, 
projects are required to process all wastewater on site without using chemicals, with composting 
toilets, or with a living machine. This requirement is seen as redundant given the County owns and 
operates wastewater treatment plants. The updated LBC 4.0 Standard for Water Petal is now divided 
into two imperatives, includes additional exceptions for sourcing municipal potable water, and 
provides for municipal sewer connections through “Handprinting” strategies that require the project 
contribute to wastewater reductions on other projects within the watershed. 

4.4.2 Focused Site Screening Site Project Goal Alignment and Certification Potential 

Appendix D elaborates on how each selected site aligns with the project-specific goals identified by 
stakeholders and can achieve the certification pathway options identified in the certification 
decision-making matrix (Figure 4-1). Only site-dependent goals and certification requirements were 
evaluated as part of this process, because many goals and requirements are independent of site location 
or condition. This early, high-level review was based on internet research, and therefore, the project team 

 

1
 Red List means “worst in class” materials, chemicals, and elements known to pose serious risks to human health and the greater 

ecosystem that are prevalent in the building products industry. 
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cannot definitively state whether the top four sites will achieve the project-specific goals or certification 
credits and/or imperatives. Further analysis will be required during the environmental impact statement 
phase to understand the potential alignment each candidate site has with the project-specific goals and 
certification pathway options. 

4.5 Weight of Site Selection Criteria 

Table 4-3 shows weights assigned to the criteria by the project team that reflect the relative importance of 
each criterion to site selection, and Table 4-4 shows those weights in percent. The consensus weights 
shown are a scaled average of the weights submitted by project team members who participated in the 
weighting exercise (referred to as participants). This average is scaled so that the highest weight for a 
criterion or group of subcriteria is set to 100 and the other criteria are scaled proportionately. 

The weights assigned during the MODA can be considered relative value weights because they represent 
the value each criterion provides in making a decision about the sites relative to the value provided by the 
other criteria. A technique called swing-weighting was used to establish weights for this FSS. The project 
team established weights using the following approach: 

1. Worst and best outcomes were reviewed for each criterion and weights assigned to all subcriteria 
within each main criterion by considering the first criterion that has subcriteria (Criterion F1). To do 
that, participants first envisioned a site that includes the worst outcome for each subcriterion (for 
example, the site is really bad and scores poorly on everything). Next, participants considered which 
one of the eight subcriteria should swing from its worst outcome to its best outcome to make the 
biggest improvement in the site’s desirability and assigned a weight of 100 to that subcriterion. 

2. For the other subcriteria of Criterion F1, participants assigned weights that reflect the relative 
importance of that swing in value compared with the subcriterion that was assigned the weight of 100. 

3. This process was repeated for the other criteria (Criteria F2 through F6). 

4. A similar approach was used to assign swing weights to each main criterion. Participants considered 
the combined swing weight of all subcriteria for each main criterion when they are varied from the 
worst outcome to the best outcome. A weight of 100 was assigned to the criterion that has the largest 
swing in value from worst outcome to best outcome. The swings in value for the other criteria were 
compared, and weights less than or equal to 100 were assigned to the other criteria. 

5. After assigning weights, participants reviewed the calculated weights in percent and assessed 
whether the differences among weights were reasonable. If not, weights were adjusted accordingly.  

In a workshop, participants in the weighting exercise discussed the weights assigned, reflected on 
different perspectives offered by the group, and adjusted their weights based on that discussion, if need 
be, resulting in the weights listed in Tables 4-3 and 4-4. 

4.6 Focused Site Screening Results 

As noted in Section 4.1, MODA allows results for criteria that have different types of measurement scales 
to be aggregated; for this screening, most criteria were scored on a 1-to-5 scale. Criterion 4.1 was scored 
using miles, and Criterion 4.2 was scored using a social factor score. To develop a single representation 
of value for each site, the project team normalized scores by setting the low end of each scale to 0 and 
setting the high end of scale to 100, and interpolating scores between those endpoints. For example, with 
a scale of 1 to 5, a score of 1 is set to 0 and a score of 5 is set to 100, normalizing scores as follows: 

Score Normalized Score 
1 0 
2 25 
3 50 
4 75 
5 100 
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Table 4-3. Weights Assigned by Project Team 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project  

Evaluation Criteria Consensus 
Weights 

Project Team Participant Scores a 

P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 P7 P8 P9 P10 P11 

1 Site Shape, Size, and Characteristics 100 70 100 100 100 100 90 100 100 100 100 100 
1.1 Site size adequacy 100 90 70 100 100 100 60 100 60 100 90 100 

1.2 Site topography adequacy 75 70 20 80 80 90 25 80 40 80 80 80 

1.3 Critical area impacts 95 100 80 80 80 70 65 85 100 90 80 90 

1.4 Geotechnical or remediation risks 92 80 100 90 80 90 70 90 40 80 100 70 

1.5 Multiple access potential 52 50 20 20 30 80 40 70 40 20 70 60 

1.6 Community amenity opportunity and capacity 56 60 20 50 75 5 70 40 100 50 20 50 

1.7 Clean power generation opportunity 87 90 50 60 55 60 100 75 100 100 70 80 

1.8 Reuse or repurposing potential 31 20 10 10 30 10 50 30 30 60 20 30 

2 City Economic Impact and/or Zoning 75 80 60 90 40 70 50 82 70 90 70 90 
2.1 Zoning and land use compatibility 93 100 65 100 95 53 50 80 78 100 80 90 

2.2 Tenant relocation effort 82 70 50 80 80 100 70 90 78 50 50 70 

2.3 Economic significance to the community 100 80 100 90 100 93 100 100 100 70 100 30 

3 Offsite Receptors 74 90 40 90 25 75 60 85 70 80 90 80 
3.1 Proximity to residences 100 100 60 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 90 90 

3.2 Proximity to parks and schools 87 90 60 70 85 93 75 90 90 100 70 80 

3.3 Proximity to an airport 76 70 100 90 40 80 50 80 80 67 100 30 

4 Equitable Distribution of Facilities 68 70 60 80 17 60 100 55 70 70 80 60 
4.1 Proximity to study area population centroid 61 40 50 70 75 100 50 75 50 20 70 40 

4.2 Equitable distribution of social impacts 100 100 100 100 100 56 100 100 100 100 100 90 

5 Transportation 58 100 30 70 20 100 25 30 50 60 50 80 
5.1 Offsite traffic impacts 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 70 40 90 90 

5.2 Distance to freeway, highway, and/or major arterial 95 100 50 70 80 100 90 90 80 100 100 80 

6 Cost and Utilities 53 70 30 50 45 80 40 10 60 50 60 70 
6.1 Readily accessible utilities 70 30 20 50 90 56 80 85 50 100 80 50 

6.2 Cost within project budget 88 70 40 60 90 100 100 100 100 30 100 80 

6.3 Ability to acquire or purchase 100 100 100 100 100 83 90 100 80 60 80 100 
a P1 through P11 represent project team participants who submitted weights. For each criterion and subcriterion grouping, the criterion having the biggest impact in selecting among the sites was 
assigned a weight of 100, and the other criteria or subcriteria were assigned weights proportional to that weight. 
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Table 4-4. Weights Assigned by Project Team in Percent 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project  

Evaluation Criteria 
Consensus 

Weights 
(percent) 

Project Team Participants Scores 
(percent) a 

P1 P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 P7 P8 P9 P10 P11 
1 Site Shape, Size, and Characteristics 23 15 31 21 40 21 25 28 24 22 22 21 

1.1 Site size adequacy 4 2 6 4 8 4 3 5 3 4 4 4 

1.2 Site topography adequacy 3 2 2 3 6 4 1 4 2 3 3 3 

1.3 Critical area impacts 4 3 7 3 6 3 3 4 5 3 3 3 

1.4 Geotechnical or remediation risks 4 2 8 4 6 4 4 4 2 3 4 3 

1.5 Multiple access potential 2 1 2 1 2 3 2 3 2 1 3 2 

1.6 Community amenity opportunity and capacity 2 2 2 2 6 0 4 2 5 2 1 2 

1.7 Clean power generation opportunity 3 2 4 3 4 2 5 4 5 4 3 3 

1.8 Reuse or repurposing potential 1 1 1 0 2 0 3 1 1 2 1 1 

2 City Economic Impact/Zoning 17 17 19 19 16 14 14 23 17 20 16 19 

2.1 Zoning and land use compatibility 6 7 6 7 6 3 3 7 5 9 5 9 

2.2 Tenant relocation effort 5 5 4 6 5 6 4 8 5 5 3 7 

2.3 Economic significance to the community 6 5 9 6 6 5 6 8 7 6 7 3 

3 Offsite Receptor Impacts 17 19 13 19 10 15 16 23 17 18 20 17 

3.1 Proximity to residences 7 7 3 7 4 6 7 9 6 7 7 8 

3.2 Proximity to parks and schools 6 6 3 5 4 5 5 8 6 7 5 7 

3.3 Proximity to an airport 5 5 6 6 2 5 4 7 5 4 8 3 

4 Equitable Distribution of Facilities 16 15 19 17 7 12 27 15 17 16 18 13 

4.1 Near study area population centroid 6 4 6 7 3 8 9 7 6 3 7 4 

4.2 Equitable distribution of social impacts 10 10 13 10 4 4 18 9 11 13 10 9 

5 Transportation 14 21 9 15 8 21 7 8 12 13 11 17 

5.1 Offsite traffic impacts 7 10 6 9 4 10 4 4 6 4 5 9 

5.2 Distance to freeway/highway/major arterial 7 10 3 6 4 10 3 4 6 10 6 8 

6 Cost and Utilities 12 15 9 10 18 16 11 3 14 11 13 15 

6.1 Utilities are readily accessible 3 2 1 2 6 4 3 1 3 6 4 3 

6.2 Cost is within project budget 4 5 2 3 6 7 4 1 6 2 5 5 

6.3 Ability to acquire or purchase 5 7 6 5 7 6 4 1 5 4 4 6 
a P1 through P11 represent project team participants who submitted weights in percent. The percentages were calculated using the weights shown in Table 4-3. Percentages for criteria may 
not total 100 percent because of rounding; similarly, subcriteria percentages may not total the percentages for the main criteria because of rounding.  
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The project team calculated the total MODA score for each site by multiplying the normalized score for a 
sub-criterion with its weight (in percent), then adding the results over all sub-criteria. The MODA 
evaluation scores for each site and main criteria are shown in Table 4-5 and in a stacked bar chart on 
Figure 4-2. As shown in Table 4-5 and on Figure 4-2, the results using the project team participant 
consensus weights indicate preferences for the sites in the following ranked order: 

1. Site D, 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland 
2. Site C, 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland 
3. Site B, Southwest corner of Willows Road and NE 124th Street, Redmond 
4. Site A, 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville 

The sensitivity of these results in relation to the weights provided by the project team participants is 
shown in Table 4-6. In the table, MODA scores are shown for the consensus weights and for each 
participant’s weights, as well as in the ranked order of sites for each participant’s weights. As shown in 
Table 4-6, the results are relatively insensitive to changes in weights. Site B ranks third using most 
participants’ weights, except it ranks second using one participant’s weights, and it ranks fourth using 
another’s. 

4.7 MODA Scores Compared with Overall Impressions 

After viewing these results, the project team compared them with their overall impressions of each site 
based on all information it had reviewed. This comparison gives insight into the extent to which the MODA 
results seem reasonable, whether some factors were not considered, or whether issues with a site might 
not have been considered as completely as possible during the detailed MODA. 

During this comparison, most project team members believed the Site C ranking was different from their 
overall impressions of the site, because the site is so much smaller than the others. They expressed 
concern that the site’s limited size would constrain the County’s ability to meet its facility programming 
needs and preferences, and they expressed concern about the site being immediately adjacent to a 
number of residences. 

Table 4-5. Focused Site Screening MODA Scores and Consensus Weights (Revised) 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project  

Evaluation Criteria 
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1 Site Shape, Size, and Characteristics 16.0 13.4 11.0 17.8 15.2 10.7 

2 City Economic Impact and Zoning 2.9 7.3 8.6 9.6 5.1 10.0 

3 Offsite Receptor Impacts 10.8 10.3 5.8 5.0 5.8 9.3 

4 Equitable Distribution of Facilities 8.9 10.1 11.9 11.5 8.7 8.2 

5 Transportation 4.3 7.6 12.7 9.3 4.3 7.6 

6 Cost and Utilities 5.6 3.6 8.3 10.6 8.3 7.3 

Total Score 48.4 52.4 58.2 63.9 47.3 53.0 

Note: Columns may not add to the total score because of rounding. The scores are based on consensus weights shown in 
Tables 4-3 and 4-4. 

MODA = multi-objective decision analysis 
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Figure 4-2. Focused Site Screening MODA Results and Consensus Weights 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project 

 

Table 4-6. Focused Site Screening MODA Scores and Sensitivity to Different Weights (Revised) 
Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Project  

Evaluation 
Criteria 

Site A: 
16111 

Woodinville-
Redmond Road 
NE, Woodinville 

Site B: 
Southwest 
Corner of 

Willows Road 
and NE 124th 

Street, 
Redmond 

Site C: 
7024 116th 
Avenue NE, 

Kirkland 

Site D: 
11724 NE 

60th Street, 
Kirkland 

(NEW) Site E: 
15801 

Woodinville-
Redmond Road, 

Woodinville 

(NEW) Site F: 
15360 Juanita 

Woodinville Way 
NE, Bothell 

MODA Score 

Consensus 48.4 52.4 58.2 63.9 47.3 53.0 

P1 44.1 49.7 60.6 62.4 44.2 53.1 

P2 49.2 53.8 61.0 69.6 51.6 55.1 

P3 47.3 53.1 59.5 63.9 46.7 52.7 

P4 50.2 50.1 53.9 67.9 51.3 50.2 

P5 45.8 51.4 61.0 64.6 46.0 53.2 

P6 53.7 54.1 57.5 64.5 49.9 53.0 

P7 49.6 54.9 53.1 59.5 45.1 52.6 

P8 49.7 51.8 57.8 64.4 49.0 53.6 
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Evaluation 
Criteria 

Site A: 
16111 

Woodinville-
Redmond Road 
NE, Woodinville 

Site B: 
Southwest 
Corner of 

Willows Road 
and NE 124th 

Street, 
Redmond 

Site C: 
7024 116th 
Avenue NE, 

Kirkland 

Site D: 
11724 NE 

60th Street, 
Kirkland 

(NEW) Site E: 
15801 

Woodinville-
Redmond Road, 

Woodinville 

(NEW) Site F: 
15360 Juanita 

Woodinville Way 
NE, Bothell 

P9 49.4 53.0 58.4 63.0 47.3 54.3 

P10 51.5 54.4 58.9 64.8 49.6 53.9 

P11 44.3 48.5 56.2 59.8 43.6 50.8 

Rank of Highest-Valued Alternative = 1 

Consensus 5 4 2 1 6 3 

P1 6 4 2 1 5 3 

P2 5 3 2 1 6 4 

P3 6 3 2 1 5 4 

P4 4 (tied) 5 2 1 3 4 (tied) 

P5 6 4 2 1 5 3 

P6 4 3 2 1 6 5 

P7 4 2 3 1 6 4 

P8 5 4 2 1 6 3 

P9 5 4 2 1 6 3 

P10 5 3 2 1 6 4 

P11 5 4 2 1 6 3 

MODA = multiobjective decision analysis 
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5. Step 4. Comparative Evaluation 

As shown on Figure 2-1, Step 4 of the siting process is a comparative evaluation of the top four sites from 
a variety of perspectives. 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 following three sites for 
evaluation in environmental review: 

• Site C, 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland 
• Site D, 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland 
• Site E, 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville 
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Public Engagement Summary
September 2022

Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station

Project Overview

In 2020, the King County (the County) Solid Waste Division began a process to find a site for a 
new recycling and transfer station (NERTS) in northeast King County. The new facility will replace 
the aging and limited capacity Houghton Transfer Station in Kirkland, in operation since the mid-
1960s. The new station will provide convenient, accessible recycling and waste management 
services to residents of Kirkland, Redmond, Woodinville, Sammamish, and areas of northeast 
unincorporated King County.

This document summarizes the Solid Waste Division’s city coordination and general public 
outreach from summer 2020 through Focused Site Screening. 

The communities this new station will serve have a vested interest in the siting, design, and 
development of the new transfer station. Public participation and community input play a key 
role in the selection of a new transfer station site. The County plans to select a new site in 2024 
and the new station is scheduled to begin operations and service in 2029. To meet this timeline, 
the County developed a robust public involvement plan with the following objectives:

 Ensure potentially affected communities understand what a transfer station is and the need 
for a new station in northeast King County.

 Ensure community members understand, feel welcomed, and know how to engage in the 
County’s public process to site a new transfer station.

 Engage residents, businesses, and property owners in the core cities (Sammamish, 
Woodinville, Kirkland, and Redmond) and unincorporated King County in the process to find 
a facility location that best suits community and County needs.

 Proactively engage communities and affinity groups that are traditionally 
underrepresented and/or underserved and ensure their perspectives, interests, concerns, 
and aspirations are understood, considered, and responded to in the decision-making 
process in accordance with the County’s Equity and Social Justice Action Plan.

 Build and cultivate relationships with key community stakeholders to ensure communities 
maintain interest and participation throughout site selection and facility design process. 

Key Audiences

The County focuses outreach efforts toward several groups, including the following:

 Core Cities and unincorporated King County—The Solid Waste Division engages 
representatives from Kirkland, Woodinville, Redmond, Sammamish, and the Department of 
Local Services in unincorporated King County to share project updates and information, and 
to gain their expert insights. The County began meeting with representatives in 2019 to learn 
more about the communities in the siting area and engage cities in the project.

 Siting advisory group (SAG)—The County brought together a SAG of community 
representatives, interests, and organizations to advise the County on where the new station 
should be located and what to consider in making that decision.
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 Neighborhood and community stakeholders—Local neighborhood associations, community-
based organizations, communities of color, businesses, potential project neighbors, and 
Chambers of Commerce.

 Property owners—Homeowners, renters, condominium owners, apartment complexes and 
their tenants and staff, business owners and tenants, and small and minority-owned 
businesses. 

 General public—Communities who live and/or work in the transfer station siting area.

 Media—The County reached out to print and online media sources. The County also used 
social media advertisements to share information about feedback periods.

Outreach

1. Project Kickoff
The public involvement process for the Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station (NERTS) project 
kicked off in the summer of 2020. To inform the public involvement plan, the project team 
reached out to community members, stakeholders, and businesses to conduct a series of 
stakeholder interviews. The project team conducted 11 formal stakeholder interviews with 
representatives from Kirkland, Redmond, unincorporated King County, and waste hauler 
representatives to learn more about their communities and guide future outreach efforts. A list 
of all stakeholder interviews can be found in Appendix A. 

The County promoted the project kickoff and SAG recruitment from August through September 
2020. Refer to Section 1.1 for more information about the SAG. The County developed a 
communications toolkit with email, social media, and newsletter text for the core cities and 
unincorporated King County to share with their communities to promote the SAG and spread 
awareness about the project. Appendix I presents examples of outreach materials used.

 Postcard

 The County mailed a postcard with information in English, Spanish, Russian, and 
Simplified and Traditional Chinese to over 115,000 homes, businesses, residents, 
and tenants in the siting area. The postcard had a map of the siting area, 
information about where to find more project information, and how to apply for 
one of the six at-large seats on the SAG.

 Social media

 The City of Redmond posted on Facebook on September 23, 2020, promoting the 
SAG recruitment.

 The City of Woodinville shared a Facebook post featuring the station on 
September 22, 2020.

 King County Solid Waste promoted SAG recruitment and the project kick-off on 
their Facebook page on September 22, 2020.

 Press releases

 The County published a press release sharing information about the NERTS 
project and SAG recruitment on September 17, 2020.
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 Newsletters and publications

 The City of Kirkland shared information about the SAG recruitment in its weekly 
newsletter on September 23, 2020. Kirkland posted information about SAG recruitment 
and the station on September 18, 2020.

 The City of Woodinville shared information about the project kickoff and SAG 
recruitment in the October Woodinville Wire newsletter. 

 The City of Redmond posted SAG recruitment information and the recycling and 
transfer station siting process on September 23, 2020.

 Website updates
 The County launched the project website, kingcounty.gov/northeast. The project 

website included general information about the project, how to contact the 
project team, updates, and documents.

1.1. Siting Advisory Group
The County brought together a group of community representatives to advise the County on 
where to site the new station and what to consider when making that decision. The SAG has 
21 members that represent community, business, and city interests and perspectives who were 
tasked with participating in 10 SAG meetings over the course of the site selection process.

The SAG has 16 appointed members representing the core cities and unincorporated King 
County, and 6 at-large members. Members of the public were encouraged to apply through the 
outreach methods detailed previously. At-large members applied and were selected through a 
blind review process. The SAG meets monthly with the County to learn about the project and 
advise the siting process. Refer to Appendix B for a full list of organizations and businesses 
contacted for recruitment. 

Part of the SAG’s work includes participating in the site scoring and weighting process. In late 
2020 and early 2021, SAG members developed, scored, and weighted community criteria based 
on community concerns, interests, and values shared through a survey in fall 2020. Refer to 
Appendix C for a list of SAG meeting dates, Appendix D for the community criteria, Appendix E for 
SAG consensus weighting results, and Appendix F for SAG member recommendations to the 
County. 

2. Broad Area Site Screening
In fall 2020, the County began narrowing down the list of potential sites through a process called 
Broad Area Site Screening.

2.1. Broad Area Site Screening Outreach
 Survey

 Part of this outreach included an online survey available from October 30 
through November 20, 2020. The survey was available in English, Spanish, 
Simplified and Traditional Chinese, Arabic, Russian, Farsi and Hindi. Community 
members were asked to weigh in on proximity, usage rate, important factors the 
County should consider when selecting a new location, and share interests, 
values, and concerns. The survey received over 750 responses from community 
members throughout the siting area. The results from the survey helped the 
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SAG develop community criteria to use in the Focused Site Screening process. 
Refer to Appendix G for a summary of the full survey results.

 Email updates

 The County promoted the survey with an email update to 11,000 subscribers 
through GovDelivery on October 20, 2020.

 Press releases

 The County published a press release promoting the survey on October 12, 2020.

 Newsletters and social media

 The County provided a communications toolkit for core cities to use in their 
social media and publications.

 The County ran social media advertisements from November 10 to 19 and from 
November 13 through 18, 2020, reaching a total of 30,206 users.

 The City of Kirkland published an article encouraging residents to take the survey 
on November 4, 2020. Kirkland posted information about the survey on its 
Facebook page on November 5 and 18, 2020.

 The City of Woodinville included information about the survey in the November 
issue of the Woodinville Wire. The city Facebook page had one post promoting 
the survey on November 5, 2020.

 The City of Redmond posted information about the community survey on 
November 5, 2020.

3. Focused Site Screening
In late 2020, the County evaluated a number of sites and narrowed down the list of potential 
sites to four sites to continue on through Focused Site Screening. During Focused Site Screening, 
the County asked for community input and feedback on community criteria and local knowledge 
on the top four sites through an online survey. The SAG also developed a list of community 
criteria based on the results of the fall 2020 survey and began the weighting and scoring process 
(Appendices D and E).

3.1 Focused Site Screening Community Outreach Methods
 Survey—An online survey was available in English, Spanish, Simplified and Traditional 

Chinese, Arabic, Russian, Farsi, and Hindi. It was open from January 19 through February 19, 
2021. Survey respondents were asked to share community knowledge about the top four 
sites by answering questions about traffic, local businesses, schools and community centers, 
bicycle routes, and other concerns. Respondents were also asked to order the community 
criteria the SAG developed from most to least important. The survey received 2,431 
responses. Refer to Appendix H for the complete summary of survey results.

 Briefings: During Focused Site Screening, the County offered briefings to community 
organizations to share information about the project and ways to be involved through the 
survey and in future outreach periods. The County presented at the following briefings:

 South Rose Hills Neighborhood Association (February 9, 2021)
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 Houghton Community Council (February 22, 2021)

 Woodinville Rotary Club (March 2, 2021)

 Members of the Houghton neighborhood (April 5, 2021)

 Email updates—The County utilized GovDelivery to update 11,000+ subscribers on the status 
of NERTS

 The FSS survey was promoted via two email updates on January 26 and February 11, 
2021.

 Subscribers were given a “virtual tour” of a transfer station on July 20, 2021

 General project updates were given to subscribers on August 3 and September 29, 2021

 Public meeting reminders were given on April 27, 2021

 Press releases—The County published two press releases announcing the survey on January 
25 and February 17, 2021. The County published a press release announcing a new site under 
consideration on August 3, 2021.

 Newsletters and social media—The County developed a communications toolkit with social 
media and newsletter text to share with the core cities and unincorporated King County to 
include in their local publications and newsletters.

 Notices appeared in the City of Kirkland weekly newsletter on January 27 and February 
17, 2021. Kirkland also posted information about the survey on the city Facebook page 
on January 26.

 The City of Woodinville website featured an article in the News section about the 
recycling and transfer station on January 25, 2021, and promoted the survey in the 
February issue of the Woodinville Wire. The city Facebook page had posts featuring the 
survey on January 25, February 3, and February 8, 2021.

 The City of Redmond posted information about the community criteria survey to its 
Facebook page on January 29 and February 15, 2021.

 Postcard— Postcards advertising Focused Site Screening and the survey in January 2021, and 
an upcoming public open house notice in April 2022 were mailed to over 118,000 homes, 
businesses, tenants, and residents in the project area.

 Flyers— Flyers advertising the open house were distributed to Houghton Transfer Station 
customers the first week of May 2022. 

 Project website—The project website was updated to include information on the site 
selection and environmental review process, and detailed public engagement done for the 
project leading up to the selection of the three sites that will be evaluated in environmental 
review.

 In-person outreach – As permitted by COVID-19 mandates, the County tabled at several 
events in northeast King County to provide project information and give the public an 
opportunity to ask questions and share concerns.

 Celebrate Woodinville on July 28, 2021 and August 3, 2022

 Juanita Friday Market on August 13, 2021, September 16, 2022, and September 24, 2021
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 Kirkland Wednesday Market on August 10, 2022

 Woodinville Farmers Market on September 17, 2022

 Public Open House and Information Session—The County hosted a virtual open house and 
information session to share more information about the siting process and answer 
questions on May 12, 2022. Over 220 people attended. 
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Appendix A—Stakeholder Interviews

Stakeholder Project Area

Centro Cultural Mexicano Redmond

Chateau Ste Michelle Woodinville

DTG Recycling Group Entire siting area

HopeLink Entire siting area

Houghton Neighborhood Association Kirkland

IMAN Center Redmond

Kirkland Greenways Kirkland

Lake Washington School District Kirkland and Redmond

Natural and Built Environments Kirkland and Redmond

OneRedmond Redmond

Recology Entire siting area

Resident Kirkland

Unincorporated King County Unincorporated King County

Waste Management Entire siting area
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Appendix B—Siting Advisory Group and Stakeholder Interview 
Recruitment

Contacted Project Area SAG Seat

21 Acres Woodinville Environment

Abbey Road Neighborhood Association Redmond Residents

Africans at Microsoft Group Redmond Equity and social justice

Alliance of People with Disabilities Entire siting area Equity and social justice

Apna Bazar Grocery Store Sammamish Small business

AR Environmental Consulting Redmond Environment

Bath Center of Seattle Entire Siting Area Business and hauler

Bio-Rad Laboratories Woodinville Business

Bob’s Heating & Air Conditioning Woodinville Business and hauler

BSS Hauling and Clean Up Entire siting area Small hauler

Burnham Insulation and Shelving Redmond Hauler

Business Impacts NW Entire siting area Equity and social justice

Cascade Bicycle Club Kirkland Community organization

Cascade Water Alliance Redmond Environment

Central Houghton Neighborhood Kirkland Residents

Centro Cultural Mexicano Redmond Equity and social justice

Chateau Ste Michelle Winery Woodinville Large Business

Classic Nursery & Landscape Company Woodinville Business

CleanScapes, Inc Entire siting area Small hauler

College Hunks Hauling Junk Entire siting area Small hauler

Costco Wholesale Redmond and Kirkland Business

Dowbuilt, Inc. Entire siting area Small hauler

DTG Recycling Group Redmond Business and hauler

Earthcorps Entire siting area Environment

Eastside Audubon Society Kirkland Environment

Eastside Change Coalition Entire siting area Community organization
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Contacted Project Area SAG Seat

Eastside Exterminators Entire siting area Small hauler

Evergreen Health Kirkland Business

Google Kirkland Business

Habitat for Humanity Bellevue Small hauler

Honeywell International Inc. Redmond Business

Jefferson Sustainable Landscaping Unincorporated King 
County

Small hauler

John Buchan Homes Kirkland Small hauler

Kirkland Chamber of Commerce Kirkland Business

Kirkland Land Care Kirkland Small hauler

Kitchen Plus Bellevue Small hauler

Maintco, Inc. Entire siting area Small hauler

Microsoft Corporation Redmond Business

Molbak’s LLC Woodinville Business

Natural and Built Environment Kirkland and Redmond Environment

Nature Vision Woodinville Environmental

Nintendo of America Redmond Business

Northwest University Kirkland Large employer

Youth Community Advocate Kirkland Equity and social justice

Northshore School District Entire siting area School district

Olympic Nursery, Inc. Woodinville Small hauler

Patterson Cellars Woodinville Business

People for Climate Action Redmond Environment

Precor, Inc. Woodinville Business

Plataforma TV Entire siting area Equity and social justice

Recology Entire siting area Hauler

Redmond Roofing Unincorporated King 
County

Small hauler
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Contacted Project Area SAG Seat

Redmond Green Partnership Redmond Environment

Redmond Indian Association Redmond Equity and social justice

Redmond Ridge ROA Unincorporated King 
County

Residents

Republic Services Entire siting area Hauler

RestorX of Washington Entire siting area Hauler

Ridwell Entire siting area Hauler

Kirkland resident/immigrant community 
member

Kirkland Resident

Sammamish Chamber of Commerce Sammamish Chamber of Commerce 

Sammamish Community Garden Sammamish Environment

Sammamish Nourishing Network Sammamish Environment

Sammamish Valley Neighborhood 
Association

Sammamish Residents

Seattle Latino Metropolitan Chamber of 
Commerce

Entire siting area Equity and social justice

Summit Drywall Entire siting area Small hauler

Superior Cleaning and Restoration Woodinville Business and hauler

Sustainable Redmond Redmond Environment

Tamarack Village Redmond Resident

The Door Works Kirkland Small hauler

Triplehorn Brewing Company Woodinville Business

United Indians of all Tribes Foundation Entire siting area Equity and social justice

United Way of King County Entire siting area Equity and social justice

Waste Connections Entire siting area Commercial hauler

Waste Management Entire siting area Commercial hauler

Wastexperts, Inc Entire siting area Small hauler

Wolfberry Studio Redmond Business

Woodinville Chamber of Commerce Woodinville Chamber of Commerce
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Appendix C—Siting Advisory Group Meeting Dates

Meeting Date Topics

Kickoff Meeting 10/24/20 Welcomed advisory group members, provided an 
overview of the solid waste system and siting 
process, and discussed community values.

Meeting #1 10/28/20 Reviewed top 15 sites and considerations for 
screening the sites.

Meeting #2 11/18/20 Reviewed community input from fall 2020 public 
survey and developed community criteria and 
scoring measures.

Meeting #3 12/16/20 Finalized community criteria and scoring 
measures, introduced to criteria weighting.

Meeting #4 2/3/21 Developed criteria weighting, reviewed top 4 
sites and preliminary scoring of sites.

Meeting #5 3/17/21 Reviewed community input from winter 2021 
public survey, finalized weighting and scoring, 
and ranked order of top 4 sites.

Meeting #6 4/28/21 Overview of County-selected sites and upcoming 
environmental review.

Meeting #7 8/26/21 Introduction of new Woodinville site and review 
of weighting and scoring.

Meeting #8 5/19/22 Reviewed project activity since the last SAG 
meeting, received SAG member 
recommendations on the two Woodinville sites.
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Appendix D—Siting Advisory Group Community Criteria

The SAG developed nine community criteria to assess potential sites. These criteria were based 
on SAG members’ discussions about their and the community’s input on important values to be 
considered when siting a transfer station.

 Location has best travel times at most times of the day from within the service area. 

 Location is within 10 miles from any point in the service area and no closer than 5 miles to 
any other County recycling and transfer station. 

 Are there disproportionate impacts to historically and currently underserved and 
underrepresented communities? (Includes immigrants, people of color, refugees, and low-
income populations.) 

 Underserved and underrepresented community members and employees are able to 
conveniently access the site. 

 Site has fewest impacts to sensitive areas and avoids environmental red flags (e.g., landslide 
potential, wetlands, earthquake faults, aquifers that provide drinking water, etc.) 

 Site has fewest potential local community impacts (e.g., traffic, noise, odor). 

 Site best accommodates sustainable and innovative design. 

 Site has most reasonable cost. 

 Site acquisition has least impact on current or future residential or commercial use.

A sub-group of SAG members scored each of the five sites against the nine community criteria 
using available data and qualitative assessments of performance of each site against each 
criterion. The SAG assigned weights to each of the criteria based on their collective thinking 
regarding the relative importance of each criterion. These weights were also compared to the 
results of a community survey where 2,491 people also ranked the community criteria. Multi-
objective decision analysis (MODA) methods were used to calculate an overall score for each site 
that was the products of normalized scores times weights for each criterion summed over all 
criteria. The resulting scores for each site are shown in the following table. The SAG discussed the 
scores and the weighted results in light of community input and agreed, by consensus, to share 
these results with the County.
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Appendix E—Siting Advisory Group Consensus Weighting Results

Exhibit E-1. SAG scoring results for original top four sites.

 
Exhibit E-2. SAG scoring results for the two Woodinville sites.

Note: Between the time of scoring the original top 4 sites and the addition of the new Woodville 
site, three new SAG members joined the group and their weighting was incorporated in to the 
evaluation. This slightly changed the score for the site at 1611 Woodinville-Redmond Road when 
compared to the second Woodinville site.  

Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station Siting Study

Woodinville Redmond
Park n Ride 
(Kirkland)

Houghton 
RTS 

(Kirkland)
38.4 35.4 75.1 75.6

1 Minimize travel time to RTS 6.6 9.9 8.8 7.7
2 Ensure even distribution of services 5.9 5.0 1.7 2.5
3 Avoid disporportionate impacts to U/U communities 4.7 4.9 9.7 9.7
4 Maximize U/U site access 0.6 4.6 9.3 9.3
5 Limit impacts to sensitive areas and avoid environmental red flags 4.8 1.6 12.9 8.9
6 Limit community impacts 5.7 3.3 6.8 5.1
7 Accommodate sustainable and innovative design 9.3 6.0 6.7 8.6
8 Minimize the cost of site acquisition 0.0 0.0 9.0 11.0
9 Limit impact to current/future use 0.8 0.0 10.3 12.7

Results for Consensus Weighting

ID# Evaluation Criteria
Total Score
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Appendix F—Siting Advisory Group Input to King County Site Selection 

The Siting Advisory Group (SAG), through eight full group meetings and several focused working 
sub-group meetings, developed final site selection input and recommendations that reflects their 
discussions, consideration of community input and assessment of the four sites under 
consideration for the new Northeast Recycling and Transfer Station. 

SAG Meeting #5
In SAG Meeting #5, members of the SAG agreed by consensus to recommend the County 
consider the following when deciding which sites to continue into the environmental review 
process:

 In comments in the community survey and in public comments to the SAG, community 
members referenced a “promise” from King County regarding closure of the current 
Houghton Transfer Station. The SAG recommends King County clarify the issue and respond 
to any commitments made about closing the Houghton Transfer Station. 

 The SAG recommends, regardless of which site is ultimately selected, the County include 
mitigation to make the new recycling and transfer station a community amenity. 

Two additional topics were of high interest to the members of the SAG. There was no consensus 
as to recommendations for these topics, but the SAG wanted King County to carefully consider 
them. 

 SAG members had mixed opinions about how many sites to include in the environmental 
review. The County’s stated siting process intends for up to three sites to be included. Some 
SAG members suggested all four sites should be evaluated out of fairness; others thought the 
list of sites should be narrowed. Issues discussed included the cost of additional analyses and 
maintaining fidelity to the stated process. 

 Some SAG members believed the County would be well served to go back to the list of 15 
sites from which the top four sites were derived and reconsider if any of them were better 
than the four under consideration. Other members stated that all the sites had their own 
challenges, and the process did not need to be revisited. 

Through their discussions and considerations of community input, some SAG members identified 
specific issues they thought needed additional study. There was no SAG consensus on these 
specific issues, but the SAG agreed to note them for the County’s consideration. 

 A member expressed concern that removal of the Park and Ride function would result in 
additional traffic impacts due to the loss of the mass transit commuting availability if the 
Houghton Park and Ride were taken out of service.  

 A member expressed concern about the extent of the building development on the 
Woodinville site and the impacts of removing the existing buildings. 

 Some members expressed concern about displacing the planned housing development on 
the Redmond site, which is to include 35 affordable homes.  

 Some members were concerned that the community does not understand what mitigation 
might be available at any of the sites and believed education about mitigation was needed. 
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 A member noted that the Woodinville site was in close proximity to the rail corridor which 
has been turned into a highly valued urban trail. 

SAG Meeting #8
In SAG Meeting #8, members of the SAG were asked to provide a recommendation on which 
Woodinville site to study in environmental review. 

 10 SAG members gave no recommendation for which Woodinville site to move forward to 
the environmental review. 

 6 SAG recommended Woodinville 2 advance to environmental review.

 No SAG members recommended Woodinville 1 advance to environmental review.

Additional comments and concerns were also provided. There was no SAG consensus on these 
specific issues.

 Some members expressed concerns about the siting process including better explanation of 
the siting criteria, need for more transparency, and missing viable sites.

 A SAG member requested more information on how the sites were narrowed to the top five 
sites.

 A SAG member was concerned neither site would make it through the EIS. 

 Some members expressed concern that Woodinville 1 hosts a woman and minority-owned 
business. 

 A SAG member commented the process could be improved to better integrate community 
input into the siting process. 

 A SAG member asked the County to consider more innovation in the project.

 Some members expressed concern over the environmental impacts of deconstructing a large 
building at Woodinville 1.
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Appendix G—Fall 2020 Community Values Survey Results
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Appendix H—Focused Site Screening Community Survey Results Summary
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Appendix I: Outreach Materials
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Appendix B. Legal Descriptions 
Legal descriptions for the parcels of land that make up each site follow. 

B.1 Site A—16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville 

Parcel 1526059026. POR NW ¼ – NW ¼ SD STR LY SWLY OF WOODINVILLE-REDMOND RD(ST 
HWY #2) LESS POR FOR NPR CO R/W ALSO LESS POR LY NWLY OF LN DAF – BEG COR OF 
SECS 9-10-15 16 SD TR TH S 2-01-38 W 779.59 FT ALG LN BETWEEN SD SECS 15 & 16 TO POB – 
AKA – PT A TH N 38-59-52 E 366.12 FT TO SWLY MGN SD ST HWY #2 & TERM SD LN TGW POR NE 
¼ – NE ¼ STR 16-26-5 LY NELY OF NELY MGN SD R/W & LY SELY OF LN DAF – BEG PT A TH S 38-
59-52 W 147.08 FT TO NELY MGN SD R/W & TERM SD LN – AKA – LOT A WOODINVILLE BLA #95-
35 REC #9512129001 LESS POR FOR HWY PER REC # 9606121307 & 9608280670 

Parcel 1526059086. PARCEL 1 KCSP 1076043 REC AF # 7805021040 SD PLAT DAF – THAT POR OF 
SW ¼ OF NW ¼ LY WLY OF ST RD #2 & ELY OF BN RR BELT LN LESS SLY 7 AC OF THAT POR OF 
S ½ OF NW ¼ LY WLY OF SIGN RT 522 & ELY OF BN RR BELT LN R/W DAF – BEG AT NXN OF E/W 
C/L OF SD SEC & WLY R/W LN OF SD SIGN RT 522 TH N 25-44-14 W ALG SD WLY R/W LN 440.27 
FT TH N 26-49-28 W ALG SD WLY R/W LN 87.77 FT TH S 89-52-36 W PLW E/W C/L OF SD SEC 
664.19 FT TO ELY R/W LN OF SD BN RR TH SLY ALG SD ELY RR R/W LN 560.46 FT TO E/W C/L OF 
SD SEC TH N 89-52-36 E ALG SD E/W C/L 598.13 FT TO TPOB 

B.2 Site B—Southwest corner of Willows Road and NE 124th Street, Redmond 

Parcel 2726059026.  PCL B REDMOND BLA#2020-00394 REC#20201029900002 SD BLA DAF – 
POR SE ¼ OF NW ¼ LY SLY J W EDWARDS CO RD TGW RD PER REC# 20010328000940 TGW 
POR NE ¼ OF SW ¼ ADJ SLATER AVE & 140TH AVE NE LESS RD PER REC# 20010328000941 
TGW VAC ST PER KV VAC ORD #14024 

B.3 Site C—7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland 

Parcel 0925059138. BEG AT SW COR OF NW ¼ TH E 30 FT TO TPOB TH N TO S LN ST AID RD # 4 
TH SLY ALG SD S LN 140 FT TH SWLY TO PT ON S LN SD SUB 80 FT E OF TPOB TH W TO TPOB 
LESS POR THOF LY S OF LN DRWN AT R/A FRM W LN SD TR AT PT 180 FT N OF S LN SD SUB 
LESS ST HWY 

Parcel 0925059141. S 180 FT OF POR OF SW ¼ OF NW ¼ LY E OF 116TH AVE NE & SLY OF ST AID 
RD # 4 LY WLY OF LN RNNG FR PT 140 FT SELY OF NW COR TO PT 80 FT E OF SW COR THOF 
TGW S 20 FT OF POR OF SW ¼ OF NW ¼ LY ELY OF ABOVE DESC TR & WLY OF ST AID RD # 4 
LESS CO RD LESS ST HWY 

Parcel 0925059052. POR OF SW ¼ OF NW ¼ LY SWLY OF ST AID RD # 4 & E OF 116TH AVE NE 
LESS POR WLY OF LN RNNG FR PT 140 FT SELY OF NW COR THOF TO PT 80 FT E OF SW COR 
THOF & LESS S 20 FT THOF 

Parcel 1759700270. CORMODE & ADSITS 1ST TO KIRKLAND LESS ST HWY 

Parcel 1759700275. CORMODE & ADSITS 1ST TO KIRKLAND 1-2-3 & 10-11-12 

Parcel 1759700330. CORMODE & ADSITS 1ST TO KIRKLAND LESS PSH # 1 
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B.4 Site D—11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland 

Parcel 1759701890.  CORMODE & ADSITS 1ST TO KIRKLAND ALL OF BLKS 14 THRU 19 TGW 
ALL BLKS 22 THRU 27 TGW LOTS 1 & 7 THRU 12 BLK 30 TGW ALL OF BLKS 31 THRU 35 TGW ALL 
OF BLKS 38 & 39 TGW LOTS 7 & 8 IN BLK 40 

B.5 Site E-15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road 
Parcel 1526059086. KCSP 1076043 REC AF # 7805021040 SD PLAT DAF - THAT POR OF SW 1/4 OF NW 1/4 LY WLY OF 
ST RD #2 & ELY OF BN RR BELT LN LESS SLY 7 AC OF THAT POR OF S 1/2 OF NW 1/4 LY WLY OF SIGN RT 522  

& ELY OF BN RR BEL  
Parcel 1526059094. KCSP 1076043 REC AF #7805021040 SD PLAT DAF THAT POR OF SW 1/4 OF  

NW ¼ LY WLY OF ST RD # 2 & ELY OF BN RR BELT LN LESS SLY 7 AC OF THAT POR OF S 1/2 
OF NW 1/4 LY WLY OF SIGN RT 522 & ELY OF BN RR BEL 
Parcel 1526059095. KCSP 1076043 REC AF #7805021040 SD PLAT DAF THAT POR OF SW 1/4 OF  

NW 1/4 LY WLY OF ST RD #2 & ELY OF BN RR BELT LN LESS SLY 7 AC OF THAT POR OF S ½ OF NW 1/4 LY WLY  

OF SIGN RT 522 & ELY OF BN RR BEL 
Parcel 5711600010. M R M ADD LOT 1 LESS E 25 FT AKA LOT A OF KC LLA #8607024 
APPROVED 7/25/86 
Parcel 5711600020. M R M E 25 FT OF LOT 1 TGW ALL OF LOT 2 TGW TRACT A AKA LOT B OF KC LLA #8607024  

APPROVED 7/25/86 
Parcel 5711600030. M R M ADD 

B.6 Site F-15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE 
Parcel 1726059044.  POR OF NE 1/4 OF SE 1/4 LY E OF JUANITA-WOODINVILLE CO RD LESS N 469.5 
FT & LESS S 330 FT LESS ST HWY 2A TGW POR N 469.5 FT NE 1/4 - SE 1/4 LY ELY SD CO RD TGW VAC POR 
SD RD PER ORD # 7349 TGW S 330 FT OF FOLG - E 1/2 - NW 1/4 - SE 1/4 & S1/2-S1/2 -NE 1/ 
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Appendix C. Scoring Rationale 

Appendix C provides a rationale for the scores assigned to each site for each of the functional criteria.  

F1. Site Shape, Size, and Characteristics 

F1.1 Site size adequacy 

Criteria description: Site is approximately 10 to 20 acres (not necessarily a single parcel), has 
sufficient space to meet future level of service criteria, and has capacity for expansion to enhance 
sustainable and advanced materials management. 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville. This site is approximately 13.6 acres. 

Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond. The site is approximately 15.4 acres, but steep slopes 
and environmental constraints would preclude development of some parts of the site (Quadrant 
Corporation proposes developing about 10 of the 15 acres). 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland. The Houghton Park-and-Ride is approximately 5.1 acres. 

Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland. The site is 25.4 acres for the existing Houghton RTS and 
closed landfill. 

Site E. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville. This site is 12.9 acres (King County 2022) 
and is of reasonable shape, and it scored slightly higher than Site A because building demolition would 
likely be less disruptive. There is an approximately 1-acre wetland near the center of the site 
(Gresham 2013). Wetlands and streams require a buffer around them to protect the natural system. 
With a 50-foot buffer placed around the existing wetland, or if the impacts and on-site mitigation 
approach is similar to the previously proposed development, the wetland and buffer area increases to 
approximately 2 to 3 acres. Therefore, the estimated area available for RTS development is about 8 to 
10.9 acres, which includes about an acre of non-wetland area isolated from the developable area. A 
new wetland delineation and rating is necessary to accurately determine the existing size and shape of 
the wetland, the buffer requirement, the mitigation approach, and the resulting developable space on 
the site. The Gresham report noted that the wetland and buffer in 2012 were spread over 75% of the 
two southern parcels. 

Site F. 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE, Bothell. The site is 18.2 acres (King County 2022), but 
all of it may not be available for development (see table below). Site has an existing wetland and 
stream in the south end of the site. Wetlands and streams require a buffer around them to protect the 
natural system. Based on a 2021 WSDOT wetland delineation and stream assessment (2021) 
conducted as part of a proposed I-405 widening and realignment project, the wetland buffer is 
anticipated to be 70 to 80 feet and the stream buffer is anticipated to be 50 feet, Also, a WSDOT ROW 
is on the east side of the site where plans are to widen I-405 to add an express lane and a pullout that 
ramps down from freeway into site. The ROW also includes an existing retention pond that would also 
impede available site area. With the anticipated wetland and stream buffers equaling approximately 9.1 
acres (and is inclusive of part of the WSDOT ROW), potential available land for RTS development is 
approximately 6.6 acres without use of the WSDOT ROW and 8.7 acres with use of the WSDOT ROW. 
Due to the buffer from stream and wetland, two separated access driveways would need to occur 
within 550 feet along Juanita Woodinville Way. There is a satellite parking lot for the Brickyard Park-
and-Ride in the north end of the site which is expected to remain. In summary, the estimated available 
acreages for RTS development consideration are listed in the table below. The scoring of this site is 
based on the assumption that these areas will be avoided in development. 
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Estimated Site Areas 

Description 
80-Foot Wetland and 

50-Foot Stream Buffer 
WSDOT 

ROW 
Existing Park- 
and-Ride Lot 

Estimated Area 
Available for RTS 

Development (acres) 
Approximate 
area (acres)1 

9.1 2.1 1.4 
 

 
Include Include Include 18.2  
Exclude Include Include 8.7  
Exclude Exclude Include 6.6  
Exclude Exclude Exclude 5.2 

1Areas are not exclusive due to overlaps among the wetland and stream buffer and WSDOT ROW. 
 

F1.2 Site topography adequacy 

Criteria description: Site topography is conducive to the typical layout of a transfer station, such as 
gently to moderately sloping with opportunities for a loadout level, without the need for high retaining 
walls or unusual ramp requirements. 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville. This site, currently occupied by a large 
distribution building, is relatively flat and has a long frontage at Woodinville-Redmond Road NE. This 
frontage has a modest grade change from north to south; the south end suggesting a potential 
entry/exit for transfer trucks to a lower loadout level. This approach would require excavation and 
some retaining walls. The hillside that slopes upward (off site) from the west property line provides a 
substantial buffer to residential areas, but this slope may impact needed south/southwest photovoltaic 
solar exposure, particularly with the large conifers at the property line. This slope breaks for a rail line 
and further upslope, a utility easement bench. The adjacent Northwest Utilities site to the south has 
similar topographic characteristics and offers added potential for the facility design. As an example, 
this could be considered for the medium-risk waste and extended recycling/processing. 

Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond. The west side of the site is at same elevation as the 
western neighbor. Site slopes from west to east, with an elevation drop of 85 feet (140 feet down to 
approximately 55 feet). Terrain at north side provided an existing retaining wall condition to be higher 
than the NE 125th Street level, along with an existing landscape buffer. Drop in elevation could benefit 
site operations to allow natural grade break between tipping and lower truck loadout. Natural 
landscape buffer at east side will benefit screening of loadout operations. 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland. Park-and-Ride is currently on this site. This site is relatively 
flat although the north side is sloped as it follows NE 70th Place eastward. The site size is small (5.1 
acres) so a lower loadout level and trailer parking would require significant excavation including 
shoring and retaining walls for structural underground for the building footprint and yard area. 

Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland. This site has virtually no steep topography but has existing 
grade separations that may be beneficial. The parcel size is large enough to offer buffer zone 
potential. These buffers, although flat could be artificially bermed and become contiguous with a new 
public amenity (that is, trail link from Bridle Trails State Park across NE 60th Street). 

Site E. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville. The site is generally flat but slopes up 
from Woodinville-Redmond Road to railroad in the back (west) of the site (about 20 to 25 feet 
elevation difference; according to King County GIS iMap). Existing terrain would need to be excavated 
to allow for lower-level compactor and loadout. Portion of site on south is undeveloped; the exact 
slope is unclear but visually appears to follow the northern parcel slope. A retaining wall may be 
needed on a portion of the southwest corner to separate the site from neighboring parcel with a lower 
parking lot to the south. Maintaining the existing retaining wall at northwest corner would be required 
or remove existing and replace could be an option. Southern property line is adjacent to existing 
stream/stormwater route. 

Site F. 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE, Bothell. Existing elevation of site compared with 
freeway will lend to lower truck parking and loadout capabilities. Existing elevations of 
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Juanita Woodinville Way could allow for a truck entry from the existing intersection at 112th Avenue 
NE and a public/commercial entry at north end. 

F1.3 Critical area impacts 

Criteria description: Site can be developed with minimal impact to known critical areas (for example, 
wetlands, wildlife habitats, steep slopes, critical aquifers). Critical areas are below thresholds set by 
the LBC under Imperative 01, Ecology of Place (pristine greenfield, wilderness, prime farmland, 
floodplain and thriving vibrant ecological environments and habitats) (ILFI 2019). Critical area impacts 
can be easily (and inexpensively) mitigated, provide an opportunity for restoration of degraded habitat 
or ecosystem function (LBC 4.0 Imperative 01, Ecology of Place), or contribute to ecological 
restoration efforts to reconnect or strengthen habitat corridors. 

F1.3.1 Site developed with minimal impact to critical areas 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville. Seismic Hazard identified; however, 
liquefaction susceptibility rated low to moderate along site per King County Flood Control District map 
(King County 2010a). An unnamed tributary flows through parcel to north and possibly along northern 
boundary of the subject area; the stream is unclassified but not used by salmonids (SalmonScape). 
The stream is not described in any shoreline inventory, and no databases or GIS maps are available 
that show streams in the city. Per WMC, stream buffers vary from 140 feet for fish-bearing streams to 
50 feet for nonfish bearing seasonal streams. This unnamed, unclassified stream would need to be 
assessed and classified to determine the appropriate buffer. 

Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond. The in-depth study by Cedarock Consultants, Inc. 
(2015) of the on-site and downgradient streams concluded that no fish use Stream 1 and are absent 
from downstream areas until well away from the site. Therefore, per RZC 21.64.020.2.d, Stream 1 is 
classified as a perennial Class IV stream, and receives a 36-foot buffer. Stream 2 is an intermittent 
stream that originates west of Stream 1. Stream 2 flows out of Wetland B, and then flows east to join 
Stream 1. The in-depth study by Cedarock Consultants, Inc. (2015) of the on-site and downgradient 
streams concluded that no fish use Stream 2 and are absent from downstream areas until well away 
from the site. Therefore, per RZC 21.64.020.2.d, Stream 2 is classified as an intermittent Class IV 
stream, and receives a 25-foot buffer. Please refer to the report prepared by Cedarock Consultants, 
Inc. (2015). 

However, City of Redmond GIS maps the stream identified as Stream 1 as a Class III stream that 
traverses the southern boundary of the site. Class III streams are natural streams that are either 
perennial or intermittent and have one of the following characteristics: Nonsalmonid fish use or the 
potential for nonsalmonid fish use; or Headwater streams with a surface water connection to salmon-
bearing or potentially salmon-bearing streams. This stream may be hydraulically connected to the 
Sammamish River (a shoreline of the state and a Class 1 salmon-bearing river) via pipes and/or open 
channels to the east of the site. The site is not within the FEMA 100-year floodplain for the 
Sammamish River. Per RMC, Class III stream buffers are 100 feet (RMC 21.64.020 Fish and Wildlife 
Habitat Conservation Areas). Mitigation for impacts to stream buffers is typically on a 1:1 ratio. WDFW 
identifies no priority species or habitats on the site, but shows resident coastal cutthroat, winter 
steelhead, Kokanee, Fall Chinook, Sockeye, and Coho in streams within 0.25 mile, downstream and 
across Willows Road from the site. 

Currently the vegetation on the property includes mowed pasture, fruit trees and pioneer species of 
timber, primarily cottonwood and red alder, bitter cherry, nonnative Hawthorne, and Cascara on the 
north, west, and east sides of the site. The southern perimeter has larger diameter species and more 
climax species (Bigleaf maple, Douglas fir, Western red cedar, and Hemlock). Removal of impacts to 
landmark or significant trees would require mitigation per RZC 21.72; all Landmark Trees (diameter at 
breast height more than 30 inches) are to be replaced at a 3:1 ratio; all significant trees removed are 
to be replaced at a 1:1 ratio. 

According to a critical areas report completed for the proposed Proctor Willows development on the 
site (Wetland Resources, Inc. 2019), 10 wetlands were identified on the site. These wetlands were 
designated as Wetlands A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H. Wetland A is a slope wetland located within a forest 
and is rated as City of Redmond Category IV wetland. The standard buffer for Wetland A is 50 feet. 
Wetlands B, C, D, E, F, G, and H are palustrine emergent wetlands associated with on-site streams. 
Wetlands B, C, D, E, F, G, and H are Category IV wetlands with 50-foot buffers. All wetland buffers 



C-4 

may potentially be reduced to 40 feet for Category IV wetlands. Wetland DD is located in the 
southeastern quadrant of the subject site, along the southern bank of one of the streams. Wetland I is 
a small slope wetland located along the southern bank of Stream 2. Both Wetlands DD and I hold a 
Category IV wetland rating and require a 50-foot buffer. 

The on-site ravine also receives stormwater from the Physio-Control property via an underground 54-
inch detention pipe, an 18-inch corrugated metal pipe that is the point of discharge for the 
underground detention pipe, a 6-inch pipe that provides drainage for a subsurface drain that runs west 
to the border of the Physio-Control property, and a 6-inch polyvinyl chloride pipe. The purpose of the 
6-inch polyvinyl chloride pipe is currently unknown, but it likely was used to release groundwater 
collected during development of the Physio-Control property. Water release from these pipes 
combined account for a large majority of the stream flow within the ravine. The site has some steep 
slopes and includes a seismic hazard on the eastern boundary. 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland. None are identified; no streams, seismic or landslide 
areas, groundwater management areas, streams, wetlands, or sensitive areas are identified. No 
priority species or habitats are within 0.25 mile of the site. 

Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland. The southwest corner of the site is classified as a wellhead 
protection area (1 year of travel time). No streams are on the site; however, Yarrow Creek runs 
through Bridle Trails State Park to the south and is less than 0.25 mile from the site. Per Kirkland City 
Code, stream buffer widths vary from 100 feet for fish-bearing streams to 50 feet for perennial and 
seasonal nonfish-bearing streams, so no mitigation would be required for the site. No wetlands are on 
the site or within 0.25 mile. The Bridle Trails State Park is considered a priority habitat as a 
biodiversity area and corridor, is a Fish and Wildlife Conservation Area, and is less than 50 feet from 
the site to the south; however, development of the site would not involve modification to Bridle Trails 
State Park and would not require mitigation. 

Site E. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville. Mapped as Seismic Hazard under the 
1990 SAO; southwest portion of southern parcel mapped as landslide hazard under 1990 SAO; 
unnamed stream just south of site running east-west (not on site). Per WMC, stream buffers vary from 
140 feet for fish-bearing streams to 50 feet for nonfish bearing seasonal streams. This unnamed, 
unclassified stream would need to be assessed and classified to determine the appropriate buffer. Site 
is likely able to be developed with minimal impact to known critical areas. There is an approximately 1-
acre wetland near the center of the site (Gresham, 2013). According to the Gresham report (2013), 
WMC 21.24.320 at the time considered the wetland a Class 3 with a 50-foot buffer (WMC 21.24.330). 
The report also indicates it is a Western Washington category IV wetland. Under current Woodinville 
Code (WMC 21.51.310, category IV wetlands require 40-foot buffer. Due to the age of the report and 
discrepancy, a new wetland delineation and functional assessment would be required in a Critical 
Areas Report to update the wetland rating, category, and the applicable buffer. 

Site F. 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE, Bothell. The site has a number of mapped critical areas 
that would limit the area for construction and operation in order to avoid the resources and associated 
buffers or require substantial off-site mitigation. A mapped wetland exists in the southwest quadrant of 
the parcel, approximately 2.5 acres (City of Bothell). Juanita Creek is mapped in the southwest 
quadrant of the parcel (King County and City of Bothell). An unnamed stream running east-west 
(approximately 650 linear feet) is also mapped in the southern quadrant (City of Bothell); a small 
stream segment is mapped running east-west (approximately 70 linear feet) and north of the southern 
unnamed stream). WSDOT mapped a stream (22.25L) running east-west across the entire parcel, a 
tributary to Juanita Creek approximately 280 feet north of southern parcel boundary. A series of 
drainage ditches traverse the northern areas of the parcel running east-west; a stormwater pond is 
located on the eastern boundary, northeast of the wetland area, with ditches and/or stormwater 
conveyance feeding the pond along the parcel edge and from the I-405 ROW. The pond is likely 
connected to the on-site wetlands via additional drainage features. The wetland and streams on site 
appear hydraulically connected to Juanita Creek. The Juanita Creek stream system is core rearing 
and spawning habitat for coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch), although it has been severely 
degraded. 

Based on the wetland category and habitat score and characterization of the stream as nonfish-
bearing in the 2021 WSDOT wetland and stream assessment, the wetland buffer is anticipated to be 
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70 to 80 feet and the stream buffer is anticipated to be 50 feet. Depending on the timing of permitting, 
a critical areas report may be required to confirm wetland functions, values, and rating (currently 
Category III); determine the potential for wetland impacts; and if applicable, determine if any proposed 
mitigation is sufficient to protect the identified functions and values of the wetland. A critical areas 
report may also be required to identify any additional riparian habitat areas associated with streams or 
drainage features on the site. 

If impacts to wetland and stream areas or buffers are unavoidable, mitigation requirements are 
detailed in BMC Chapter 14.04.530 (General Requirements) and Chapter 14.04.540 (Compensatory 
Mitigation). Compensation ratios range from 1.5:1 to 16:1 depending on the wetland category and 
mitigation method (that is, from lower to higher ratios: creation or reestablishment; rehabilitation, 
preservation; or enhancement). 

The site has areas of slope gradients of 15 to 40 percent mapped (City of Bothell) on the southwest 
parcel boundary and in the central quadrant of the parcel. Norway Hill, about 0.6 mile west/northwest, 
has been identified as a particularly important source of cool water for the Sammamish River, via 
groundwater and surface water movement, although the site is not mapped as a CARA by King 
County or City of Bothell. Nevertheless, some building and site development regulations for the 
subarea wide may be applicable to the site (see BMC 12.66.070, Protection of groundwater 
resources). 

F1.3.2 Below threshold of Living Building Challenge 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville. Site is fully developed with two small 
detention ponds southeast of the existing building, and an unclassified stream on north property line. 
Forested area to the west does not include old-growth forest. Site is within Area with Minimal Flood 
Hazard (per FEMA floodplain map). The southern parcel is fully developed with impervious surfaces 
and some existing trees. 

Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond. The entire site is undeveloped, with identified wetlands, 
Class III or IV riparian corridor(s), large, forested areas, and large areas of previously farmed land or 
mowed pastureland. The site is able to emulate the functionality of indigenous ecosystems. 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland. The entire site is built. Although the site is in an Area of 
Minimal Flood Hazard (per FEMA floodplain map), little area could be used to emulate the functionality 
of indigenous ecosystems. 

Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland. The site is currently used as a transfer station and closed 
landfill that provides recreational park/playing fields. The site is in an Area of Minimal Flood Hazard 
(per FEMA floodplain map). Very minor portions of the site could be restored to emulate the 
functionality of indigenous ecosystems. 

Site E. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville. The northern half of the site is developed, 
although one of the parcels (about a quarter of the site) contains a minimal amount of impermeable 
surfaces and some trees. The southern half of the site is undeveloped and contains a wetland, some 
trees, mowed grass, and low shrubs. The southern portion of the site is able to emulate the 
functionality of indigenous ecosystems. 

Site F. 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE, Bothell. The entire site (18.2 acres) is undeveloped, 
except for a park-and-ride parking lot consisting of approximately 1.4 acres of permeable pavement. 
The site includes identified wetlands, riparian corridor(s), large, forested areas, and shrubs. Some 
small areas were previously cleared (about 2 acres) and remain disturbed but undeveloped. The site 
is able to emulate the functionality of indigenous ecosystems. 

F1.3.3 Ease and cost of impact mitigation 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville. Unclassified stream may connect to 
Sammamish River via pipe; need for mitigation low, with potential opportunity to daylight the stream 
and enhance habitat. 
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Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond. Stream location(s) and buffers may require mitigation on 
or off site if impacts occur. Mitigation for impacts to the stream could be undertaken on site if space 
permits but may be required off site and may provide higher value ecosystem values and function. 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland. No critical areas are on the site that would require 
restoration/mitigation. 

Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland. No critical areas are on the site that would require or host 
restoration/mitigation. 

Site E. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville. On-site wetlands and buffers, if impacted, 
would require mitigation. The Gresham (2013) report proposed development mitigation under the 
then-current WMC. Mitigation for impacts to the wetland could be undertaken on site if space permits 
but may be required off site and may provide higher value ecosystem values and function. Mitigation 
requirements are identified in WMC 21.51.340. In general, the WMC states “Mitigation actions shall 
address functions affected by the alteration to achieve functional equivalency or improvement and 
shall provide similar wetland functions as those lost. When mitigation requires compensation, the 
WMC states a preference for restoration, creation, enhancement, and preservation; in that order. It 
should be in-kind and located on the same site as the alteration, except when certain conditions are 
met. If mitigation includes in-kind on-site creation or restoration, wetland replacement ratios range 
from 1.5:1 to 6:1 for category IV wetlands, depending on the mitigation. Both on-site and off-site 
mitigation may be available, including use of wetland mitigation banks and in-lieu fee programs (if 
available). 

Site F. 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE, Bothell., The potential available land for RTS 
development under various assumptions with the anticipated wetland and stream buffers and WSDOT 
ROW and parking lot ranges from 5.2 to 8.7 acres. For a development footprint of greater size, 
wetland/stream impacts would likely result in compensatory mitigation requirements. Mitigation for 
impacts to the wetland or stream(s) could be undertaken on site if space permits but may be required 
off site and may provide higher value ecosystem values and function. 

F1.3.4 Restoration Potential 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville. Only a small portion of the site has 
habitat value; the remainder is built/disturbed and has little habitat potential. Restoration potential 
would likely be limited to piped stream segment, detention ponds, trees, fragmented green space and 
native landscaping. 

Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond. According to the RMC (RMC 21.64.020 Fish and 
Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas) relocation of a Class III riparian stream corridor in order to 
facilitate general site design is not allowed. Relocation of these riparian stream corridors may take 
place only when it is part of an approved mitigation or rehabilitation plan, will result in equal or better 
habitat and water quality, and will not diminish the flow capacity of the stream. However, instream and 
buffer restoration potential are high on site for streambank stabilization, buffer, stream and habitat 
area enhancements to add to ecosystem values and function, along with potential preservation of 
trees, green space and installation of native landscaping, consistent with RZC 21.64.010 Critical Areas 
and RZC 21.64.020.F, Riparian Stream Corridor Performance Standards. 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland. No aquatic ecosystems to restore. Restoration potential 
would likely be limited to fragmented green space and native landscaping. 

Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland. No aquatic ecosystems to restore. Restoration potential 
would likely be limited to trees, grassland, fragmented green space and native landscaping. 

Site E. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville. The need for wetland restoration is 
potentially high given the size and location of the wetland. Confirmation of wetland category and 
mitigation potential is necessary through a Critical Areas report and Mitigation Plan, and consultation 
with the City of Woodinville. The development proposed in 2012 called for wetland creation and 
enhancement, and buffer enhancement. The unnamed stream on the southern border has some 
potential for restoration and daylighting, with cooperation of the adjacent property owner. Location 
does not pose an infringement on developable area. Connection to downstream waterways and 
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Sammamish River provides additional benefit. Restoration potential could also encompass 
preservation of fragmented green space and installation of native landscaping. 

Site F. 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE, Bothell. The wetland and unnamed streams in the 
southern quadrant of the parcel have high potential for restoration, with enhanced connection to 
Juanita Creek. The location of these resources and anticipated buffers limit the developable area (see 
above) and if impacts are unavoidable, would require off-site enhancement/restoration at high ratios. 
Restoration potential would receive maximum score if park-and-ride facility is movable. Connection to 
downstream waterways and Lake Washington provides additional benefit for on-site restoration. 
Restoration potential could also encompass preservation of green space, and installation of native 
landscaping, pedestrian pathways for commuters and recreators, with benches for families and elders 
and visitor viewing platforms. Planting for groundwater treatment could help mitigate high instance of 
wastewater discharge in area. 

F1.4 Geotechnical or remediation risks 

Criteria description: Site has no known geotechnical or remediation risks, including slope instability, 
that pose a substantial risk of development cost increases: 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville 

Geotechnical. The surficial geology indicates that soils at the site mainly consist of nonglacial, 
unconsolidated, Quaternary alluvial soils. Moreover, site is located within 900 feet from the 
Sammamish River. DNR maps the site as NEHRP seismic site class of D/E. Site class reflects the 
relative stiffness of the subsurface soil conditions in the top 100 feet at the project site and provides 
some measure of the potential site amplification for strong ground shaking in a particular area during 
an earthquake. Site class B represents a soft rock condition, where earthquake shaking is neither 
amplified nor reduced by the near-surface geology. Site classes C, D, and E represent increasingly 
softer soil conditions which result in a progressively increasing amplification of ground shaking in 
longer periods. Site class F is delineated as areas of peat soil. Based on Site Class D/E conditions 
and the regional seismicity DNR predicts the Seismic Design Category of D1 at the site which 
indicates heavy seismic detailing might be required for the structure. 

DNR maps the site with low to moderate liquefaction susceptibility. However, the high seismicity of the 
region combined with the young alluvial deposits mapped at the site with potentially high groundwater 
table due to proximity to shoreline might result in high liquefaction potential at the site. Low fans were 
identified by DNR Landslide Inventory to the west of the site. The principal natural hazards on alluvial 
fans are floods and debris flow that are induced mainly by intense and prolonged rainfall. Moreover, 
King County indicates east portion of the project as landslide hazard area. King County Landslide 
Hazard Areas are areas subject to severe landslide risk identified in the SAO (King County 2010a). 
According to the City of Woodinville Critical Areas – Geologic Map (2016) the site is in a seismic 
hazard area and to the east of mapped erosion and landslide hazard areas. 

Remediation. Based on preliminary review using available information (Ecology’s What’s in My 
Neighborhood website), the history of the site indicates it was developed for its current use in 1996 
(north parcel) and 1982 (south parcel). The age of the building on the north parcel would indicate low 
potential for an underground storage tank for heating fuel. In addition, its use as a warehouse would 
indicate low potential for contamination from other industrial activities associated with polluting 
activities, although a site investigation would be needed to confirm this. Two to three metal utility 
buildings are on the south parcel, but no indication of heat source. Three MTCA cleanup sites are 
within 0.25 mile of the site, two of which have been cleaned up (NFA) and one of which is undergoing 
cleanup for halogenated solvent contamination of soil and groundwater. 

All cleanup sites appear to be downgradient or cross gradient of Site 9 with respect to the expected 
direction of groundwater flow to the east/northeast. These sites therefore likely pose a low risk of 
having caused impacts to soil or groundwater at Site 9. Site 9 is within the Tacoma Smelter Plume 
area-wide contamination, but based on Ecology’s Dirt Alert map, predicted arsenic concentrations are 
below 20 ppm (the MTCA cleanup level for arsenic). Review at this level of detail does not allow for 
identification of contamination that has not been reported or that may have occurred as a result of site 
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operations (for example, spills or negligent dumping), and therefore, contamination may still be 
present. 

Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond 

Geotechnical. The surficial geology indicates that soils at the site mainly consist of Pleistocene 
continental glacial drift. The groundwater level is potentially at a shallow depth at the site considering 
the site’s proximity to the Sammamish River and based on the historical geotechnical exploration data 
observed at the site. DNR maps the site as NEHRP seismic site class of C/D. Site class reflects the 
relative stiffness of the subsurface soil conditions in the top 100 feet at the project site and provides 
some measure of the potential site amplification for strong ground shaking in a particular area during 
an earthquake. Site class B represents a soft rock condition, where earthquake shaking is neither 
amplified nor reduced by the near-surface geology. Site classes C, D, and E represent increasingly 
softer soil conditions which result in a progressively increasing amplification of ground shaking in 
longer periods. Site class F is delineated as areas of peat soil. Based on Site Class C/D conditions 
and the regional seismicity DNR predicts the Seismic Design Category of D1 at the site which 
indicates heavy seismic detailing might be required for the structure. 

DNR maps the site with very low liquefaction susceptibility. Considering the hard to stiff soil conditions 
mapped for the site, the liquefaction potential at the site is potentially low despite the high seismicity of 
the region. Prehistoric (more than 150 years of age) landslide deposits were mapped by DNR 
Landslide Inventory approximately 1500 feet west of the site. The King County landslide hazard areas 
map indicates presence of landslide hazard area approximately 1000 feet southwest of the project 
site. King County Landslide Hazard Areas are areas subject to severe landslide risk identified in the 
SAO (King County 2010a). City of Redmond Landslide Hazards Map (Map 64.7) maps potential 
landslide hazard area near the project site. Combined with the high seismicity of the area, localized 
seismic slope instability might be expected which can potentially affect the site. According to the 
Redmond Zoning Code Section 21.64.06, the site might be susceptible to erosion if surficial site soils 
are exposed during construction as The USDA NRCS maps Alderwood gravelly sandy loam (AgD) 
with 15 to 30 percent slopes at the site of interest. However, the site is located outside of erosion 
hazard area plotted on City of Redmond Erosion Hazard Areas Map (2005). 

Remediation. Based on preliminary review using available information, the history of the site indicates 
it is undeveloped, although it did contain a single-family residence in the southeast quarter of the 
property in the past. This residence and the associated outbuildings are either dilapidated or have 
been demolished. A paved driveway provided access to the residence from Willows Road. This 
driveway still exists and currently serves as access to the eastern portion of the property. Its use as a 
residential property, farming, and/or pasture would indicate lower potential for contamination from 
historical industrial activities, although a site investigation would be needed to confirm this. According 
to Ecology (What’s in My Neighborhood), no MTCA cleanup sites are within 0.25 mile of the site. The 
site is not within the Tacoma Smelter Plume area-wide contamination. Review at this level of detail 
does not allow for identification of contamination that has not been reported or that may have occurred 
as a result of site operations, and therefore, contamination may still be present. 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland 

Geotechnical. The surficial geology indicates that soils at the site mainly consist of Pleistocene 
continental glacial drift. The groundwater level at existing explorations is shown to be in the top 10 feet 
below the ground surface. 

DNR maps the site as NEHRP seismic site class of C/D which indicates very dense to stiff soil. Site 
class reflects the relative stiffness of the subsurface soil conditions in the top 100 feet at the project 
site and provides some measure of the potential site amplification for strong ground shaking in a 
particular area during an earthquake. Site class B represents a soft rock condition, where earthquake 
shaking is neither amplified nor reduced by the near-surface geology. Site classes C, D, and E 
represent increasingly softer soil conditions which result in a progressively increasing amplification of 
ground shaking in longer periods. Site class F is delineated as areas of peat soil. Based on Site Class 
C condition and the regional seismicity DNR predicts the Seismic Design Category of D2 at the site 
which indicates heavy seismic detailing might be required for the structure. 
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DNR maps the site with very low liquefaction susceptibility. Considering the hard to stiff soil conditions 
mapped for the site, the liquefaction potential at the site is potentially low despite the high seismicity of 
the region. 

While King County landslide hazard areas map does not map any identified landslide risk as identified 
in SAO or indicate presence of previously mapped landslide near this site, City of Kirkland Landslide 
Susceptibility Map (2020) maps moderate to high landslide susceptibility both on the eastern and 
western sides of the site. High landslide susceptibility areas correspond to known shallow landslide 
areas and areas with factor of safety against sliding less than 1.25. Moderate landslide susceptibility 
areas are areas with no previous known slope failure but can potentially fail under normal triggers, 
with factor of safety against sliding ranging between 1.25 and 1.5. 

City of Kirkland defined erosion hazard areas as the areas containing soils, which according to the 
USDA NRCS Web Soil Survey, may experience severe to very severe erosion hazards. The USDA 
NRCS Web Soil Survey maps Alderwood gravelly sandy loam with 8 to 15 percent slopes at the sight, 
which is assigned a slight erosion hazard rating. Therefore, the site is not mapped as an erosion 
hazard area. 

Remediation. Based on preliminary review using available information (Ecology’s What’s in My 
Neighborhood website), the history of the site indicates it was sold to the state and developed for its 
current use in 1984. No buildings are on the site, and its use as a parking lot would indicate low 
potential for contamination from historical industrial activities, although a site investigation would be 
needed to confirm this. No MTCA cleanup sites are within 0.25 mile of the site. Site 12 is within the 
Tacoma Smelter Plume area-wide contamination, but based on Ecology’s Dirt Alert map, predicted 
arsenic concentrations are below 20 ppm (the MTCA cleanup level for arsenic). Review at this level of 
detail does not allow for identification of contamination that has not been reported or that may have 
occurred as a result of site operations (for example, spills or negligent dumping), and therefore, 
contamination may still be present. 

Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland 

Geotechnical. The surficial geology indicates that soils at the site mainly consist of Pleistocene 
continental glacial drift. DNR maps the site as NEHRP seismic site class of C which indicates very 
dense soil and soft rock. Site class reflects the relative stiffness of the subsurface soil conditions in the 
top 100 feet at the project site and provides some measure of the potential site amplification for strong 
ground shaking in a particular area during an earthquake. Site class B represents a soft rock 
condition, where earthquake shaking is neither amplified nor reduced by the near-surface geology. 
Site classes C, D, and E represent increasingly softer soil conditions which result in a progressively 
increasing amplification of ground shaking in longer periods. Site class F is delineated as areas of 
peat soil. Based on Site Class C condition and the regional seismicity, DNR predicts the Seismic 
Design Category of D2 at the site, which indicates heavy seismic detailing might be required for the 
structure. 

DNR maps the site with very low liquefaction susceptibility. Considering the hard to stiff soil conditions 
mapped for the site, the liquefaction potential at the site is potentially low despite the high seismicity of 
the region. 

City of Kirkland Landslide and Seismic Hazard Areas Map indicate that the site is next to a moderate 
landslide hazard area. King County landslide hazard areas map which maps the areas subject to 
severe landslide risk identified in the SAO (King County 2010a) does not map landslide hazard at the 
site. 

Remediation. Based on preliminary review using available information (Ecology’s What’s in My 
Neighborhood website), the history of the site as a landfill and transfer station indicates the potential 
for contamination from landfilling and operational activities, although a site investigation would be 
needed to confirm this. The site itself is a MTCA cleanup site, and no other MTCA cleanup site are 
within 0.25 mile of the site. Unit status indicates the site is awaiting cleanup. Contaminants of concern 
include suspected or confirmed contaminants in soil, groundwater, surface water, and air. No 
distinction is made between the landfill area and the transfer station area. Site 11 is within the Tacoma 
Smelter Plume area-wide contamination, but based on Ecology’s Dirt Alert map, predicted arsenic 
concentrations are below 20 ppm (the MTCA cleanup level for arsenic). Review at this level of detail 
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does not allow for identification of contamination that has not been reported or that may have occurred 
as a result of site operations (for example, spills or negligent dumping), and therefore, contamination 
may still be present. 

Site E. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville 

Geotechnical. The surficial geology indicates that soils at the site mainly consist of quaternary 
alluvium deposits consisting of unconsolidated or semiconsolidated alluvial clay, silt, sand, gravel, 
and/or cobbles. The groundwater level is potentially at around 10 to 15 feet below the ground surface 
based on available subsurface explorations near the site. 

DNR maps the site as NEHRP seismic site class of D/E. Site class reflects the relative stiffness of the 
subsurface soil conditions in the top 100 feet at the project site and provides some measure of the 
potential site amplification for strong ground shaking in a particular area during an earthquake. Site 
class B represents a soft rock condition, where earthquake shaking is neither amplified nor reduced by 
the near-surface geology. Site classes C, D, and E represent increasingly softer soil conditions which 
result in a progressively increasing amplification of ground shaking in longer periods. Site class F is 
delineated as areas of peat soil. Based on Site Class C/D conditions and the regional seismicity DNR 
predicts the Seismic Design Category of D1 at the site which indicates heavy seismic detailing might 
be required for the structure. 

DNR maps the site with low to moderate liquefaction susceptibility. However, the high seismicity of the 
region combined with the young alluvial deposits mapped at the site with potentially high groundwater 
table might result in high liquefaction potential at the site. 

Low fans were identified by DNR Landslide Inventory to the southwest of the site. The principal natural 
hazards on alluvial fans are floods and debris flow that are induced mainly by intense and prolonged 
rainfall. Moreover, King County indicates landslide hazard area to the west of the site. King County 
Landslide Hazard Areas are areas subject to severe landslide risk identified in the SAO (King County 
2010a). 

According to the City of Woodinville Critical Areas – Geologic Map (2016) the site is in a seismic 
hazard area and to the west of mapped erosion and landslide hazard areas with steep slopes. 

Remediation. Based on preliminary review using available information (Ecology’s What’s in My 
Neighborhood website), four MTCA cleanup sites are located within 0.25 mile of the site. All are on the 
east side of Woodinville-Redmond Road to the east or northeast of the site; three have been cleaned 
up (NFA) in 2011, 2003 and 2019, and one is currently undergoing cleanup for halogenated solvent 
contamination of soil and groundwater. All cleanup sites appear to be downgradient or cross gradient 
of the site with respect to the expected direction of groundwater flow to the east/northeast. These sites 
therefore likely pose a low risk of having caused impacts to soil or groundwater at the site. The site is 
within the Tacoma Smelter Plume area-wide contamination, but based on Ecology’s Dirt Alert map, 
predicted arsenic concentrations are below 20 ppm (the MTCA cleanup level for arsenic). Review at 
this level of detail does not allow for identification of contamination that has not been reported or that 
may have occurred as a result of site operations (for example, spills or negligent dumping), and 
therefore, contamination may still be present. Two to three metal utility buildings are on the north 
parcel, but no indication of heat source. 

Site F. 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE, Bothell 

Geotechnical. The surficial geology indicates that soils at the site mainly consist of Pleistocene 
continental glacial drift; localized peat, nonglacial sediments, modified land, and artificial fill may also 
be found at the site. The groundwater level potentially ranges between 6 to 15 feet below ground 
surface based on the historical geotechnical exploration data observed at the site. 

DNR maps the site as NEHRP seismic site class of C/D which indicates very dense soil and soft rock 
to stiff soil. Site class reflects the relative stiffness of the subsurface soil conditions in the top 100 feet 
at the project site and provides some measure of the potential site amplification for strong ground 
shaking in a particular area during an earthquake. Site class B represents a soft rock condition, where 
earthquake shaking is neither amplified nor reduced by the near-surface geology. Site classes C, D, 
and E represent increasingly softer soil conditions which result in a progressively increasing 
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amplification of ground shaking in longer periods. Site class F is delineated as areas of peat soil. 
Based on Site Class C/D conditions and the regional seismicity DNR predicts the Seismic Design 
Category of D1 at the site which indicates heavy seismic detailing might be required for the structure. 

DNR maps the site with very low liquefaction susceptibility. Considering the loose to medium dense 
soil conditions mapped for the site and depth of groundwater, the liquefaction potential at the site is 
medium despite the high seismicity of the region. DNR Landslide Inventory, the King County landslide 
hazard areas map, or City of Bothell Natural Environment Landslide Prone Deposits map do not map 
any landslide hazard area within 2500 feet of the project site. 

Remediation. Based on preliminary review using available information (Ecology’s What’s in My 
Neighborhood website and a geotechnical engineering study (Earth Consultants, Inc. 1986) prepared 
for the Kirkland Corporate Center (King County 26-5-17)), the northern portion of the site was 
previously cleared and used as pasture. A residence was located in the northeast corner of the site, 
and two buildings located in the southern portion of the site; both no longer exist. Currently, the 
northern portion is used as a park-and-ride surface parking lot. No MTCA cleanup sites are located 
within 0.25 mile of the site. Five MTCA cleanup sites are within 0.5 mile of the site. Two are southeast 
of the site (upgradient) along Juanita Woodinville Way NE; one is north (downgradient) of the site 
along Juanita Woodinville Way NE; and two are northeast (downgradient) of the site along NE 160th 
The two sites south of the park-and-ride site have been cleaned up (the first, a former Gull Station with 
petroleum-contaminated soil; the second the 7-11 business with soil contaminated with petroleum, 
benzene, lead, and other halogenated organics) and received NFA designations from Ecology in 1994 
and 2018, respectively. The site north of the park-and-ride site received an NFA in 1999 after cleanup 
of petroleum contaminated soil. The two sites northeast of the park-and-ride site have either started an 
independent cleanup of soil and groundwater contaminated with petroleum, benzene, and 
nonhalogenated solvents; or are awaiting cleanup of soil and groundwater contaminated with 
petroleum and/or benzene. Both are also fuel service stations. Existing flow of both shallow and deep 
groundwater is towards the Sammamish River, however, because both sites had only soil 
contamination, these sites likely pose a low risk of causing impacts to soil or groundwater at the Site. 
Because the other three sites are downgradient of the park-and-ride site, they also pose a low risk of 
causing impacts to soil or groundwater at the Site. The site is not within the Tacoma Smelter Plume 
area-wide contamination. Review at this level of detail does not allow for identification of 
contamination that has not been reported or that may have occurred as a result of site operations (for 
example, spills or negligent dumping), and therefore, contamination may still be present. 

F1.5 Multiple access potential 

Criteria description: Site has the potential for multiple access points. 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville. Woodinville-Redmond Road NE is the 
only street providing frontage access to the property. Existing access drives off Woodinville-Redmond 
Road NE have potential to be reused. These two access points to the site are separated by about 
1,700 linear feet of frontage which works well for traffic separation (for example, transfer trucks vs all 
others). Queueing of vehicles off Woodinville-Redmond Road NE may be limited. Portion of the south 
parcel can allow for third access for third-party operations or medium-risk waste opportunity. 

Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond. Site has existing entry at northwest corner, which has 
the higher elevation of the site and could be beneficial as main entry and exit for public and 
commercial trucks that need to be scaled in and out. Access for a second entrance from Willow Road 
NE at lower elevation would enable truck loadout and other traffic not in need of scaling to enter and 
exit from second entrance. 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland. I-405 is adjacent to the west of the site. 116th Avenue NE 
is between property and freeway with two active intersections that will likely define site entry driveways 
to avoid traffic conflict. Because one intersection provides interstate access, traffic is likely to have 
commuter traffic surge cycles. North of the site is NE 70th Place which offers a 2nd access point into 
the site which would need to be located away from the intersection. Queueing off 116th or NE 70th 
would be problematic if any off-site vehicle stacking occurred. 

Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland. NE 60th Street is the only access road to the site, which is 
fed by other residential feeder roads. With a history of truck traffic expressed by the public, additional 
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traffic may be a significant concern voiced by the local community with the new project. A 2nd access 
at the sports park entry could facilitate a separated entry/exit for public use and allow the existing 
Houghton RTS driveway to be dedicated to transfer truck use. 

Site E. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville. Woodinville-Redmond Road NE is the 
only street providing frontage access to the site. Currently, multiple access points are located off 
Woodinville-Redmond Road NE into the site with a total street frontage length of approximately 1,096 
feet. Queueing of vehicles on Woodinville-Redmond Road may be limited. Potential appears to exist 
for separated entry/exit for transfer trucks. 

Site F. 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE, Bothell. Site topography, and exclusion of stream and 
wetland buffers, along with needed maneuvering lends best to two entries to the facility, however, 
these entries will be located in close proximity due to limited street frontage. Commercial trucks will 
need to share the entry and exit with public vehicles for use of the scale. Transfer trucks can be 
separated from commercial and public traffic. 

F1.6 Community amenity opportunity 

Criteria description: The location of the site provides a unique opportunity for synergy to fulfill with a 
community need and provide a community amenity or maintain one planned in the vicinity of the site 
(for example, pocket park/playground). 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville 
 Proximity to Potential Partners: 1. Chrysalis High School, Junior and Senior High School. 2. 

Goodwill donation site, 3. Picker’s Warehouse of Woodinville, thrift store. 4. 21 Acres Center for 
Local Food and Sustainable Living, nonprofit organization. 5. University of Washington Bothell 
(2.5 miles north). 6. Lake Washington Institute of Technology (4 miles south) 

 Potential Greenspace and Network Connections: 1. Tolt Pipeline Trail. 2. Sammamish River Trail 
to east on other side of WA 202 and River. 3. Abandoned rail line runs directly behind property to 
west 

 Public Transit: none 

 Bike Network: 1. Bike Lane on Redmond-Woodinville Road NE. 2. Bike path in greenspace and 
power line utility easement to southwest of property over railroad tracks 

 Pedestrian Access: Sidewalk 

Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond 
 Proximity to Potential Partners: Site is within ¼ to ½ mile of a number of potential community 

partners: 1. Lake Washington Institute of Technology (11605 132nd Avenue NE, Kirkland, WA 
98034). 2. Cedar Grove Composting (Willows Road and 124th Street). 3. Recycle Systems LLC, 
equipment for solid waste and recycling (12828 Willows Road, Kirkland, WA 98034). 4. Willows 
Preparatory School, International Baccalaureate program for grades 5 to 11 (12280 Redmond-
Woodinville Road NE, Redmond, WA 98052). 

 Potential Greenspace and Network Connections: Potential to support habitat network along power 
line utility easement trail to west. 

 Public Transit: King County Metro 244, 930. 

 Bike Network: Yes - Willows has dedicated bike lane as well as 124th Street. 

 Pedestrian Access: A sidewalk is located on 124th Street. 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland 
 Proximity to Potential Partners: Several educational partners are within 0.25 mile of the site: 1. 

Lake Washington High School, three blocks north. 2. International Community School, west 
across I-405. 

 Potential Greenspace and Network Connections: N/A. 

 Public Transit: Bus transit station at Houghton Park-and-Ride. King County Metro lines: 238, 245, 
277. 

 Bike Network: Existing site has bike lane along 116th Place NE and NE 70th Place. 
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 Pedestrian Access: Sidewalk on 116th Place NE and NE 70th Place. 

Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland 
 Proximity to Potential Partners: Several educational partners are within 0.25 mile of the site: 1. 

Benjamin Franklin Elementary School, two blocks east. 2. Lake Washington High School, three 
blocks north. 3. International Community School, west across I-405 pedestrian walkway. 4. 
Northwest University, west across I-405 pedestrian walkway. 

 Potential Greenspace and Network Connections: Some of the existing Taylor Fields activities may 
potentially be integrated into buffer areas around the edges of the site. Existing trails should be 
maintained along eastern and northern edge buffers. Connection to Bridle Trails State Park 
(equestrian trails) to south and Yarrow Creek. 

 Public Transit: Bus transit station to the north of the site at Houghton Park-and-Ride. King County 
Metro lines: 238, 245, 277. 

 Bike Network: Existing site has bike paths along perimeter that connect to residential 
neighborhood. Bike lane along 116th Place NE. 

 Pedestrian Access: Sidewalk on NE 60th Street. Pedestrian bridge over I-405. 

Site E. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville 
 Proximity to Potential Partners: 1. Chrysalis High School, Junior and Senior High School. 2. 

Goodwill donation site, 3. Picker’s Warehouse of Woodinville, thrift store. 4. 21 Acres Center for 
Local Food and Sustainable Living, nonprofit organization. 5. University of Washington Bothell 
(2.5 miles north). 6. Lake Washington Institute of Technology (4 miles south) 

 Potential Greenspace and Network Connections: 1. Tolt Pipeline Trail. 2. Sammamish River Trail 
to east on other side of WA 202 and River. 3. Abandoned rail line runs directly behind property to 
west 

 Public Transit: none 

 Bike Network: 1. Bike lane on Redmond-Woodinville Road NE. 2. Bike path in greenspace and 
power line utility easement to southwest of property over railroad tracks  

 Pedestrian Access: none 

Site F. 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE, Bothell 
 Proximity to Potential Partners: 1. Cedar Park Christian School, 2. Evergreen Academy 

Preschool, 3. Northshore Middle School, 4. Woodmoor Elementary School, 5. University of 
Washington Bothell (2 miles north). 6. Lake Washington Institute of Technology (4 miles south). 

 Bike Network: 1. Bike lane on Juanita Woodinville Way NE. 2. Bike path in greenspace and power 
line utility easement on Tolt Pipeline Trail to northwest and across I-405 to southeast. 

 Potential Greenspace and Network Connections: 1. Tolt Pipeline Trail. 

 Public Transit: Bus transit station to the north of the site at Brickyard Road Park-and-Ride. King 
County Metro lines: 231, 237, 239, 257, 311, 342, 535. 

 Existing greenspace is seen as an asset/benefit to commuters using the space daily and plays a 
critical role in mitigating the neighborhood’s high rates of pollution from diesel, PM2.5 exposure, 
toxic releases from facilities, and wastewater discharge. Possibility to steward the greenspace for 
increased community access/trails, highlighting or providing educational benefits related to the 
existing wetland. 

 Given that 19% of area residents do not have access to a private vehicle, the site could integrate 
pedestrian pathways to and from the park-and-ride, enabling easier access to regional transit and 
recreation. 

 Around 16% of residents have a disability. Roughly 20% of the residents are over 65 years old, 
65% of whom live alone. If pedestrian pathways are integrated into the site, features should 
include benches and level grading. 

 Access to healthy food in the area is limited, and park-and-ride users note that a lot of food in 
general is not available (coffee stand/shops were noted as a commuter want in online forums). 
Opportunity to designate portion of site near park-and-ride for pop-up, truck, or permanent food 
service locations. 
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 Planting for groundwater treatment could help mitigate high instances of wastewater discharge in 
the area. 

F1.7 Clean power generation opportunity 

Criteria description: Site has potential for clean power generation (that is, no environmental features 
that would compromise solar exposure, such as nearby shading slopes that prevent the optimization 
of solar photovoltaic energy potential), geothermal (for example, soils that support ground-source heat 
exchange), or wind power. 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville 
 100% Solar Access: Full solar access 

 Ground-Source Heat Exchange Potential: Clay soils to depths of 50 feet support potential of 
horizontal ground-source heat exchange. Also, the water table depth of 50’ or less (based on 
nearby wells; [King County 2010b]) with clay and sandy clay soil at depth of 50 feet and 80 feet, 
respectively, supports well-type ground-source heat exchange. 

Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond 
 75% Solar Access: Some solar access with tall trees to the south and east on moderate slope 

 Ground-Source Heat Exchange Potential: Clay soils to depths of 15 feet supports the potential of 
horizontal ground-source heat exchange. Also, “moderately well drained soils” and water table 
depth of 50 to 100 feet (based on nearby wells [King County 2010b]) with gravel and gravely sand 
soils starting at 15-foot depths support well-type ground-source heat exchange. 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland 
 90% Solar Access: Good solar access with some partial shade from tall evergreen trees to the 

east of the park-and-ride site. 

 Ground-Source Heat Exchange Potential: Reduced Site area reduces potential for horizontal 
ground-source heat pump. Sandy soils (well drained) to depths of 25 feet or more do not support 
the potential of horizontal ground-source heat exchange, however water table depth of 50 to 
100 feet (based on nearby wells [King County 2010b]) in well drained soils support well-type 
ground-source heat exchange. 

Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland 
 100% Solar Access: Good solar access with some tall evergreen trees to the west on moderate 

slope and a few evergreen trees to south and east 

 Ground-Source Heat Exchange Potential: Sandy soils (well drained) to depths of 25 feet or more 
do not support potential of horizontal ground-source heat exchange, however with water table 
depth of 50 to 100 feet (based on nearby wells [King County 2010b]) in well drained soils supports 
well-type ground-source heat exchange. 

Site E. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville 
 100% Solar Access: Full solar access 

 Ground-Source Heat Exchange Potential: Clay soils to depths of 50 feet support potential of 
horizontal ground-source heat exchange. Also, the water table depth of 50 feet or less (based on 
nearby wells [King County 2010b]) with clay and sandy clay soil at depth of 50 feet and 80 feet 
respectively supports well-type ground-source heat exchange. 

Site F. 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE, Bothell 
 80% Solar Access: Good solar access with some partial shade from a mix of evergreen and 

deciduous trees within the stream buffer downslope to the south and along Juanita Woodinville 
Way. 

 Modest shading at perimeter would only slightly compromise solar exposure. 

 Limited opportunity for geothermal or wind power. In addition, the buffer zones downslope around 
the existing wetland and stream will only somewhat impact available area for solar capture. 

 Ground-Source Heat Exchange Potential: Gravelly sandy loam soils (moderately well drained) 
somewhat support potential of horizontal ground-source heat exchange, water table depth of 50 
to 100 feet (based on nearby wells and adjacent wetlands) in moderately well drained soils 
supports well-type ground-source heat exchange. 
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F1.8 Reuse or repurposing potential 

Criteria description: Previously developed sites with the potential for reuse or repurposing of 
buildings, foundations or slabs that can reduce project embodied carbon emissions. 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville 
 Building Reuse: Winsome Trading warehouse building appears to have higher roof and tilt up 

concrete exterior wall panels which lend themselves to reuse if even just a couple of walls are 
reused – providing potentially durable high mass walls that block sound transmission to street and 
neighbors. Interior structure and roof structure likely have too many columns to support reuse. 
Evaluate slab and foundation for possible reuse. 

 Site Reuse: Site retaining walls between small and large sites might be able to be reused and 
could reduce amount of regrading. Existing paving on Winsome Trading site has potential for 
reuse with large trailer area on west side. 

Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond 
 Building Reuse: No existing buildings. 

 Site Reuse: No existing site construction. 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland 
 Building Reuse: No existing buildings. 

 Site Reuse: Existing paved areas at the park-and-ride should be evaluated for reuse. 

Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland 
 Building Reuse: Existing Scale House, scales and Tipping Building should be evaluated for 

potential reuse. 

 Site Reuse: Existing paved areas, transfer station roadways including elevated roadways should 
be evaluated for reuse. 

Site E. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville 
 Building Reuse: Several existing buildings have limited potential for reuse. Depending on layout 

the existing buildings may be able to be repurposed for covered recycling areas or other uses with 
minimal building system requirements. 

 Site Reuse: Existing site construction presents very limited opportunities for reuse. 

Site F. 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE, Bothell 
 Building Reuse: No existing buildings. 

 Site Reuse: Reuse or repurposing of site is minimal. 

 Existing trees could be kept on perimeter. Otherwise, no other reuse options are available. 

F2. City Economic Impact and Zoning 

F2.1 Zoning and land use compatibility 

Criteria description: Site is appropriately zoned, consistent with local area land use plans, and 
compatible with surrounding land uses. 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville. Current zoning: Industrial (Valley 
Industrial Zone), with Tourist District overlay. Transfer Stations not allowed in Valley Industrial Zone; 
only in North Industrial Zone (with Special Use Permit). Potential permitting route through Special 
Use/Essential Public Facilities process. 

Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond. The site is located in the Willows Rose Hill 
Neighborhood. The parcel is designated as a Design District in Redmond’s comprehensive plan (City 
of Redmond, 2011), an area “intended to“ take advantage of opportunities for appropriate mixes of 
uses in suitable locations, such as large parcels (totaling at least 5 acres in size) in a common 
ownership, or the sites of major institutions, such as hospitals. The Design District is meant to 
encourage coordinated development of an area and provide flexibility in regulations, while achieving 
neighborhood and community objectives. 
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Current zoning for the site is Northwest Design District. The purpose of the Northwest Design District 
is to encourage residential uses within a variety of housing types while also providing neighborhood-
scaled commercial and service uses that meet the daily needs of nearby residents and employees 
working within the Willows employment corridor. Regional Utilities are an allowed use on the site (with 
a Conditional Use Permit) but solid waste transfer stations are not identified in the Redmond Zoning 
Code as a typical regional utility. The description of “protracted” discussions with City of Redmond and 
the Planning Commission provides some insight into the efforts that may be necessary to argue for a 
Regional Utilities use of the site as a transfer station. 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland. Current Zoning: RS 8.5, Low Density Residential, the 
minimum lot size is 8,500 square feet. Not more than one dwelling unit may be on each lot, regardless 
of the size of each lot. F.A.R. is 50 percent of lot size. For Public Utility Use: 

The required review process is as follows: 

a. If the subject property, including all contiguous property owned by the applicant and held by 
others for future use by the applicant, is less than 5 acres, the required review process is Process 
IIA, Chapter 150 KZC. 

b. If the subject property, including all contiguous property owned by the applicant and held by 
others for future use by the applicant, is five or more acres, a Master Plan, approved through 
Process IIB, Chapter 152 KZC, is required. The Master Plan must show building placement, 
building dimensions, roadways, utility locations, land uses within the Master Plan area, parking 
location, buffering, and landscaping. Within the disapproval jurisdiction of the Houghton Municipal 
Corporation, the required review process is Process IIB, Chapter 152 KZC. 

May locate on the subject property only if: 

a. It will not be materially detrimental to the character of the neighborhood in which it is located. 
b. Site and building design minimize adverse impacts on surrounding residential neighborhoods. 
c. The property is served by a collector or arterial street (does not apply to existing school sites). 
Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland. Comp Plan Land Use designation: Park/Open Space; 
Current Zoning: P, Park/Open Space. If the proposal is for a governmental facility located at the 
Houghton Landfill site as designated on the Official Zoning Map, Process IIB. Otherwise, Process IIA. 

Site E. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville. Current zoning is Industrial (Valley 
Industrial Zone), with Tourist District overlay. Transfer stations not allowed in Valley Industrial Zone; 
only in North Industrial Zone (with Special Use Permit). Potential permitting route through Special 
Use/Essential Public Facilities process. 

Site F. 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE, Bothell. The site is zoned R-AC (no specific density: 
number of units controlled by site and building envelope regulations), Office-Professional (OP), and 
Neighborhood Business (NB). Solid waste transfer stations (Essential Public Facility) are not permitted 
in the R-AC, OP, or NB zones. However, BMC 12.06.080 Essential public facilities outline the process 
by which an Essential Public Facility would be sited, including a Conditional Use Permit and additional 
permit requirements specific to these facilities. Site development will require a conditional use permit. 
Rezoning may be required to allow industrial use. The Site is part of the Waynita/Simonds/Norway Hill 
Subarea Plan in City of Bothell’s comprehensive plan (City of Bothell 2015; City of Bothell 2015b). The 
Site is recognized in the comprehensive plan as a Transit Facility. Chapter 12.66 of the BMC governs 
land use in the Subarea. BMC 12.66.035 provides specific regulations for development in the R-AC, 
OP, and NB zoning at Juanita Woodinville Way/I-405 interchange, including: maximum building height 
of 35 feet, with provisions for 50 feet; mandatory setbacks and landscaping from R zoned parcels. 

Bothell Comprehensive Plan (Waynita/Simonds/Norway Hill Subarea Plan; 2015a and 2015b): 

 Land around the Juanita Woodinville Way, NE 160th Street, and I-405 interchange is appropriate 
for residential dwellings at densities controlled by site and building envelope design regulations; 
and office professional and neighborhood business uses (R-AC, OP, and NB at east edge of 
map). Locating such a mix of uses at a freeway interchange promotes efficient utilization of land 
and the transportation network by incentivizing usage of public transit for travel to and from work 
while also facilitating walking and bicycling for convenience goods and services at a neighborhood 
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scale. Development in this area shall promote such alternatives to driving via interconnected 
pathways from property to property; attractive site and building design incorporating plazas and 
courtyards; and inclusion of neighborhood serving businesses that activate their settings and thus 
contribute to creating a compelling identity for the subarea’s activity center. 

 The I-405 interchange likely is congested during peak usage, and that any additional 
development, even although pedestrian oriented, would likely exacerbate congestion. 
Consequently, any proponent of development in this area, in addition to meeting City traffic 
concurrency and impact mitigation requirements, shall coordinate with the City, the WSDOT, 
Sound Transit, King County Metro and other applicable agencies to identify and implement 
strategies for reducing congestion. 

 The City will coordinate with agency partnerships including the City of Bothell and King County to 
ensure that any improvements to Juanita Woodinville Way, the NE 160th Street interchange, and 
the park-and-ride lot are sensitive to the existing residential neighborhoods and any critical areas 
within the corridor. The City should work with King County Metro to ensure that bus service is 
provided along Juanita Woodinville Way between the NE 160th Street interchange and the 
Juanita/Kirkland area to attempt to decrease the number of single occupant vehicle trips along 
this route. 

F2.2 Tenant relocation effort 

Criteria description: Site would not require extensive and/or expensive effort related to current tenant 
relocation. 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville. 100 employees at this location which 
is the headquarters for the company and has been in operation for 43 years. 

Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond. No employees work currently at this location. 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland. No employees work currently at this location. 

Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland. While King County employees work at this site, no 
permanent relocation would take place if the RTS were located at this site. 

Site E. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville. About 70 to 80 employees estimated at 4 
to 5 businesses are at this site. Northwest Utilities employs about 20 people at this location but looks 
like many may be in the field. Kemcor is a cable manufacturer with 20 to 25 employees. Appian 
construction (masonry) had “at least 28 people” in 2020 (from PPP grant application). Racecraft had 
four people employed in 2020 (from PPP grant application). Susabella had one person employed in 
2020 (from PPP grant application). 

Site F. 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE, Bothell. Site location is undeveloped with exception of a 
portion of the existing park-and-ride. No structures appear to be on site and no employees appear to 
work at this location. 

F2.3 Economic significance to the community 

Criteria description: Site does not have high current or future economic significance to the 
community. 

Criteria description: Site does not have high current or future economic significance to the 
community. 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville. Currently the property is the 
headquarters location for a woman-owned and operated company that has an annual revenue of 
approximately $39 million; future economic significance may be high given the surrounding business 
and industrial area. 

Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond. Proposed development would include: 

One six story mixed-use building (195 units) with 22,000 square feet of commercial space; 174 
townhomes in 32 buildings; 3.21 acres of active open space; New pedestrian trail connections and 
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enhancements; Gateway art feature; New bike lanes; Multimodal pathway (NE 124th); Voluntary 
environmental site restoration. 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland. Currently the park-and-ride property offers services to the 
community which contribute to access and mobility for the local public transportation system. The 
park-and-ride is somewhat less heavily utilized than others in the region. 

Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland. The current of future economic significance of the existing 
Houghton RTS and Landfill site would have no change. 

Site E. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville. This site has about 70 to 80 employees 
estimated at 4 to 5 businesses: economic significance would exist, but perhaps not be particularly 
high. 

Site F. 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE, Bothell. No employees work at this location. Currently 
the park-and-ride property offers services to the community which contribute to access and mobility for 
the local public transportation system. The park-and-ride is heavily used. 

F3. Off-Site Receptor Impacts 

F3.1 Proximity to residences 

Criteria description: Active area would be approximately 100 feet or more from the nearest 
residence and relatively few residents are within 1,000 feet of the property line. 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville. A GIS analysis estimates that two 
residences are within 1,000 feet of the property boundary. 

Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond. A small portion of the Ceder Height Apartments are 
estimated to be located within 1,000 feet buffer from the property boundary of Site 3. The Cedar 
Heights Apartments consist of 2-level buildings, and a GIS analysis estimates that 15 residences are 
within 1,000 feet of the property boundary. 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland. A GIS analysis estimates that 250 residences are within 
1,000 feet of the property boundaries for the Houghton Park-and-Ride. 

Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland. A GIS analysis estimates that 280 residences are within 
1000 feet of the property boundary for the Houghton RTS and Landfill. 

Site E. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville A GIS analysis estimates that 140 
residences are within 1,000 feet of the property boundary (although a treed hillside buffer exists 
between these residences and site). 

Site F. 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE, Bothell. Active area would be more than 130 feet from 
residences on the west side and 280 feet on the south side. Approximately 391 residences are within 
1,000 feet of the parcel boundary, 123 of which are east of I-405. The closest residences are 
immediately located on the south property line, but a landscape buffer along with the wetland and 
stream buffer will be maintained. Single-family residences also occur across from southwest corner 
(where wetland occurs), but the wetland will remain. Multifamily condominiums are located near 
midwest to northwest corner, but a landscape buffer can be maintained. 

F3.2 Proximity to parks and schools 

Criteria description: Site is located approximately 1,000 feet or more from parks and schools. 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville. The site is located approximately 140 
feet from and across the Redmond-Woodinville Road NE from the Chrysalis High School. 

Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond. The site is located across the street and within 1,000 
feet of the Sammamish Valley Park site. Additionally, the site is located approximately 800 feet from a 
golf course. 
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Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland. Baseball fields (Taylor Fields) located on the closed 
Houghton Landfill are located approximately 297 feet away from the park-and-ride site. Holy Family 
School property boundary is approximately 410 feet from the park-and-ride site. 

Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland. Baseball fields (Taylor Fields) are located on the closed 
Houghton Landfill site. Holy Family School property boundary is located approximately 800 feet from 
the Landfill site, Benjamin Franklin Elementary School 2,200 feet east off NE 60th, (historical) private 
daycare located on adjacent parcel to east of existing transfer station, and Bridle Trails State Park is 
located across the street from the Houghton RTS. 

Site E. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville. The north part of the site is located directly 
across the Redmond-Woodinville Road NE from the Chrysalis High School, and single-family 
residential houses about 360 feet to the southwest. 

Site F. 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE, Bothell. The site is located 0.5 mile from Evergreen 
Academy Preschool, 0.7 mile from Northshore Middle School, 0.9 mile from Woodmoor Elementary 
School and about 0.8 mile from South Norway Hill Park (to the southeast). 

F3.3 Proximity to an airport 

Criteria description: Site is not proximate to an airport. 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville. The nearest airport (Paine Field – 
Everett), is located approximately 14.7 miles from the site. 

Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond. The nearest airport (Paine Field – Everett), is located 
approximately 17.5 miles from the site. 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland. The nearest airport (King County Airport – Boeing Field), is 
located approximately 17.8 miles from the site. 

Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland. The nearest airport (King County Airport – Boeing Field), is 
located approximately 17.4 miles from the site. 

Site E. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville. The nearest airport (Paine Field – Everett) 
is located approximately 16.9 miles from the site. 

Site F. 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE, Bothell. The nearest airport is Paine Field – Everett, 
about 10.6 miles. 

F4. Equitable Distribution of Facilities 

F4.1 Near study area population centroid 

Criteria description: Site is near the population centroid of the Northeast study area (the closest 
street intersection is NE 97th Street and 138th Avenue NE in Redmond). 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville. Site is located 5.3 road miles from the 
population centroid of NERTS study area. 

Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond. Site is located 3.3 road miles from the population 
centroid of NERTS study area. 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland. Site is located 3.0 road miles from the population centroid 
of NERTS study area. 

Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland. Site is located 3.4 road miles from the population centroid of 
NERTS study area. 

Site E. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville. Site is located 5.2 road miles from the 
population centroid of NERTS study area. 
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Site F. 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE, Bothell. Site is located 5.0 road miles from the 
population centroid of NERTS study area. 

F4.2 Equitable distribution of social impacts 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville. This site has the middle score for 
Overall Opportunity on the CDC SVI with a score of 0.27. Specific factors to consider are the impact 
on people of color and those that do not speak English well as well as housing types and access to 
transportation in the area. 

Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond. This site has the second highest score for Overall 
Opportunity on the CDC SVI with a score of 0.35, indicating it has a more vulnerable population of the 
sites. This site scored highest on Race/Ethnicity and Language and Housing and Transportation so 
specific factors to consider are the impact on people of color and those that do not speak English well 
as well as housing types and access to transportation in the area. 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland and Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland. These sites 
have the lowest score for Overall Opportunity on the CDC SVI with a score of 0.20, indicating they 
have the least vulnerable population of the four sites. Specific factors to consider are the impact on 
people of color and those that do not speak English well as well as housing types and access to 
transportation in the area. Note, these sites are so close to each other that they have the same census 
tracts so they have the same information. 

Supporting Data 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville 

Demographics: 

 Percent People of Color: 30% 
 Percent 200% or below of Poverty Level: 6% 
 Percent Speak English Less Well: 7% 

CDC SVI (this is a weighted average across the tracts based on population of each tract): 

 Overall Opportunity: 0.27 
 Socioeconomic Status: 0.18 
 Household Composition 0.19 
 Race/Ethnicity and Language: 0.59 
 Housing and Transportation: 0.42 

Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond 

Demographics: 

 Percent People of Color: 39% 
 Percent 200% or below of Poverty Level: 7% 
 Percent Speak English Less Well: 11% 

CDC SVI (this is a weighted average across the tracts based on population of each tract): 

 Overall Opportunity: 0.35 
 Socioeconomic Status: 0.25 
 Household Composition 0.12 
 Race/Ethnicity and Language: 0.76 
 Housing and Transportation: 0.58 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland and Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland 

Demographics: 

 Percent People of Color: 36% 
 Percent 200% or below of Poverty Level: 7% 
 Percent Speak English Less Well: 10% 
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CDC SVI (a weighted average across the tracts based on population of each tract): 

 Overall Opportunity: 0.20 
 Socioeconomic Status: 0.09 
 Household Composition 0.13 
 Race/Ethnicity and Language: 0.64 
 Housing and Transportation: 0.43 

Site E. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville. See table below. 

Site F. 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE, Bothell. See table below. 

CDC SVI Comparison Table 

Site(s) 
Overall 

Opportun
ity 

Socioecono
mic Status 

Househol
d 

Compositi
on 

Race/Ethni
city and 

Language 

Housing 
and 

Transportat
ion 

A and E 0.27 0.18 0.19 0.59 0.42 
B 0.35 0.25 0.12 0.76 0.58 
C and D 0.20 0.09 0.13 0.64 0.43 
F 0.37 0.22 0.28 0.63 0.54 

 

F5. Transportation 

F5.1 Off-site traffic impacts 

Criteria description: Potential off-site traffic impacts from facility operations can be minimized and/or 
mitigated. 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville. Driveway access - Redmond-
Woodinville Road NE is a 45-mph principal arterial. Providing access would require turn pockets to 
remove traffic from the higher speed through traffic. Nearby intersections complicate access with 
multiple existing driveways and turn lanes adjacent to the access road. (Score 2) 

Off-site mitigation - No PM peak-hour congestion was observed. No known operational issues were 
found in the Woodinville’s comprehensive plan (City of Woodinville 2015) in the immediate vicinity of 
the site. Redmond-Woodinville Road NE is accessed via signalized intersections, likely not needing 
improvements to accommodate the site traffic. Two projects in the vicinity (trestle crossing of NE 131st 
Avenue, and Sammamish Bridge) are unlikely to be impacted by the traffic levels associated with the 
transfer station, however, given the high risk and cost, they impact the scoring as potential project 
requiring a mitigation share. (Score 3) 

Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond. Driveway Access - NE 124th Street is a 35-mph 
roadway classified as an urban arterial. Appropriate left turn lanes exist in the vicinity of driveway 
access points. No intersections are within 500 feet of the access driveways. This site is more likely to 
require a signal given NE 124th is a 5-lane roadway and the site access would likely need be aligned 
to existing driveway access on the north side of 124th. However, the driveway access lies on a severe 
slope which may impede traffic operations. (Score 3) 

Off-site mitigation - No PM peak-hour congestion was identified (after reviewing existing literature 
and data sources) adjacent to the property but known congestion exists near the I-405/NE 124th 
interchange area. The Transportation Impact Analysis: Proctor Willows (Transpo 2019) identified 
mitigation for NE 124th Street/Slater Avenue, with a much higher trip generation rate (residential, 
commercial land uses) than anticipated for the transfer station. Therefore, the transfer station likely 
would require other off-site mitigation. No other known operational issues were found in Kirkland’s 
comprehensive plan in the immediate vicinity (City of Kirkland 2015). NE 124th Street intersections at 
either side of the access driveway are signalized, likely not needing improvements to accommodate 
the site traffic. (Score 4) 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland. Driveway access - 116th Avenue NE is a 35-mph roadway 
classified as a major collector. Appropriate left turn lanes exist in the vicinity of driveway access 



C-22 

points. Nearby intersections are within 500 feet of the access driveways which could complicate 
further stop control improvements, but some access points are within already signalized intersections. 
(Score 5) 

Off-site mitigation - One intersection at south end of the access collector is stop-controlled, while the 
north intersection is signalized. No issues are known with the current site use. Traffic may increase 
over the current site uses, but likely not to the extent that the south intersections would require 
signalization (to be confirmed with additional analyses). No PM peak-hour congestion was identified 
(after reviewing existing literature and data sources) . No known operational issues were found in 
Kirkland’s comprehensive plan (City of Kirkland 2015). (Score 4) 

Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland. Driveway access - The site is accessed off NE 60th Street. 
The existing site access includes channelization improvements at the driveways. Nearby intersections 
are within 500 feet of the access driveways that could complicate channelization or stop control 
improvements at the driveways if additional improvements are required. (Score 4.5) 

Off-site mitigation - Intersections at the end of the access collector are stop-controlled but are not 
known issues with the current site uses. No PM peak-hour congestion was identified (after reviewing 
existing literature and data sources) . No known operational issues were found in Kirkland’s 
comprehensive plan (City of Kirkland 2015). The score reflects the potential for operational issues at 
the stop-controlled intersections providing access to the NE 60th Street corridor. (Score 3.5) 

Site E. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville. Driveway access - Redmond-Woodinville 
Road NE is a 45-mph principal arterial. Providing access would require turn pockets to remove traffic 
from the higher speed through traffic. Nearby intersections complicate access with multiple existing 
driveways and turn lanes adjacent to the access road. (Score 2) 

Off-site mitigation – No PM peak-hour congestion was identified (after reviewing existing literature 
and data sources) . No known operational issues were found in the Woodinville’s comprehensive plan 
(City of Woodinville 2015) in the immediate vicinity. Redmond-Woodinville Road NE is accessed via 
signalized intersections, likely not needing improvements to accommodate the site traffic. Two projects 
in the vicinity (trestle crossing of NE 131st Avenue, and Sammamish Bridge) are unlikely to be 
impacted by the traffic levels associated with the transfer station, however, given the high risk and 
cost, they impact the scoring as potential project requiring a mitigation share. (Score 3) 

Site F. 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE, Bothell. Driveway access – Juanita Woodinville Way 
NE is a 35-mph minor arterial. Providing access would require turn pockets to remove traffic from the 
higher speed through traffic. 112th Avenue NE as well as Brickyard Road Park-and-Ride both have 
access intersections along Juanita Woodinville Way NE, and both have the potential to be within 
500 feet of future proposed access which can complicate driveway access. (Score 3.5) 

Off-site mitigation - Minimal PM peak-hour congestion was observed identified (after reviewing 
existing literature and data sources) . However, language in the City of Bothell 
Waynita/Simonds/Norway Hill Subarea Plan identifies the I-405 interchange as congested. 
Juanita Woodinville Way NE is accessed via signalized intersections, likely not needing improvements 
to accommodate the site traffic. (Score 2.5) 
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F5.2 Distance to freeway/highway/major arterial 

Criteria description: Site is within approximately 0.5 mile of a freeway/state highway or a major 
arterial through appropriately zoned neighborhoods.  

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville. This site is located 2.5 miles from I-
405 and 1.5 miles from State Route (SR) 522. The SR 522 route is all along principal arterials. Access 
from I-405 requires travel on a minor/collector arterial. Both routes also travel through intersections 
with failing LOS. 

Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond. This site is located 1.2 miles from I-405. The I-405 route 
travels through a principal arterial. NE 124th Street is a LOS D Corridor according to the City of 
Kirkland however NE 124th Street and Slater Avenue is at LOS F. 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland. This site is located directly across the street of an I-405 
interchange. The route travels a minimal distance on a higher classified road. No notable LOS issues 
are in the area. 

Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland. This site is located 0.5 mile from I-405. However, the route 
travels entirely on collectors and is located within a residential neighborhood. No notable LOS issues 
are in the area. 

Site E. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville. This site is located 2.5 miles from I-405 
and 1.5 miles from SR-522. The SR 522 route is all along principal arterials. Access from I-405 
requires travel on a minor/collector arterial. Both routes also travel through intersections with failing 
LOS. 

Site F. 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE, Bothell. Site is located 0.25 mile from I-405. The route 
travels a minimal distance on a minor arterial. Juanita Woodinville Way NE is an LOS C corridor and 
while both intersections along the path to the regional corridor are of passing LOS, the intersection NE 
160th Street and 116th Avenue NE is LOS F. 

F6. Cost and Utilities 

F6.1 Utilities are readily accessible 

Criteria description: Utilities are readily accessible. 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville. This site is within a business park 
development environment. Because new RTS operational utility demands are compared to existing 
King County SWD RTS utility demands, appropriately sized utilities or utilities that appear to be 
upgradable are either on site or located in public right of ways adjacent to the site. Additionally, both 
power and gas utilities for the site are available through a single provider, Puget Power. Regarding 
current stormwater system permitting In King County, on-site filtration or water treatment will be 
required. 

Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond. This site, although undeveloped itself, is within a 
business park development environment. Because new RTS operational utility demands are 
compared to existing King County SWD RTS utility demands, appropriately sized utilities or utilities 
that appear to be upgradable are located in public right of ways adjacent to the site. Additionally, both 
power and gas utilities for the site are available through a single provider: Puget Power. Regarding 
current stormwater system permitting In King County, on-site filtration or water treatment will be 
required. 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland. This site is within a structured urban residential 
environment. Because new RTS operational utility demands are compared to existing King County 
SWD RTS utility demands, appropriately sized utilities or utilities that appear to be upgradable are 
either on site or located in public arterial right of ways adjacent to the site on two sides. Additionally, 
both power and gas utilities for the site are available through a single provider: Puget Power. 
Regarding current stormwater system permitting In King County, on-site filtration or water treatment 
will be required. 
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Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland. This site is within a structured urban residential environment. 
Because new RTS operational utility demands are compared to existing King County SWD RTS utility 
demands (like Houghton RTS’s), appropriately sized utilities or utilities that appear to be upgradable 
are either on site or located in the public arterial right of way adjacent to the site. Additionally, both 
power and gas utilities for the site are available through a single provider: Puget Power. Regarding 
current stormwater system permitting In King County, on-site filtration or water treatment will be 
required. 

Site E. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville. The new RTS operational utility demands 
are compared with existing King County SWD RTS utility demands, appropriately sized utilities or 
utilities that appear to be upgradable are either on site or located in public right of ways adjacent to the 
site. Additionally, both power and gas utilities for the site are available through a single provider, Puget 
Power. Regarding current stormwater system permitting In King County, on-site filtration or water 
treatment will be required. 

Site F. 15360 Juanita- Woodinville Way NE, Bothell. This site is between a structured urban 
environment with low to moderate residential density on the west side of the four-lane 
Juanita Woodinville Way NE that delineates its western boundary and I-405 on the east. The King 
County Metro Brickyard Road Park-and-Ride is located at the north terminus of the property with direct 
access to I-405 in both directions. Water, sewer, power and communications are strung along 
Juanita Woodinville Way with utility access on both sides. Because the new RTS operational utility 
demands were compared to existing King County SWD RTS utility demands (like Houghton RTS’s), 
appropriately sized utilities or utilities that appear to be upgradable are located in the public arterial 
right of way adjacent to the site. Both power and gas utilities for the site are available through a single 
provider: Puget Power. Regarding current stormwater system permitting in King County, on-site 
filtration or water treatment will be required. 

F6.2 Cost is within project budget 

Criteria description: Site cost is within budget for the project. 

F6.2.1 Site Acquisition 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville. The two properties combined are 13.6 
acres however the cost to acquire will be over $30 million, of which $19.5 million consists of 
improvements that would need to be completely or mostly demolished. 

Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond. The site was purchased by Quadrant Corporation on 
August 5, 2019 for $23,300,000. Current site plan is for 174 Townhomes and they are seeking permit 
approval on 87. Because of the added work and effort expended since the site was purchased, the 
cost to acquire will be higher. 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland. This site is currently owned by King County Transit and 
has an assessed value of $2,949,100. No building demolition or relocation would be required. 

Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland. The assessed value of the 25.4-acre site is $8,060,100 and 
the site is owned by King County. 

Site E. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville. The assessed value of the 12.86-acre site 
is $11,052,000. The six parcels that make this site have five different owners. Two parcels that make 
up half the site are completely vacant. The other four parcels that make up the other half of the site 
have some minor structures and are used for business operations on a daily basis. These will all 
require some business relocation cost. 

Site F. 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE, Bothell. The assessed value for the 18.23 acres is 
$6,352,700. The property is vacant land except for a small portion that is paved and being used for the 
park-and-ride. Property is owned by WSDOT. 

F6.2.2 Site Development Cost 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville. This site has a viable warehouse 
structure that is in good condition which offers economic value for that use (this is reflected in the 
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purchase price per Criterion F6.2.1 above). However, this structure will have very limited value for 
adaptive reuse since key characteristics would limit use as a transfer station. This includes column 
spacing, clear height limits, and slab design capacity for heavy vehicles and front-end loader abuse. 
Since demolition and a rebuild for a loadout tunnel would also be required, significant demolition is 
likely. 

This building has been reviewed for reuse to capture embodied carbon and limit construction waste. 
Conceptually, a design goal likely will be to save a portion of the building, possibly the northerly 
25,000 to 30,000 square-foot area, which could be adapted for public recycling drop-off and a 
household hazardous waste. Also, preserving the east wall facing the public road will be investigated. 
If feasible, this will require temporary bracing and impacts to new construction and contractor 
operations. So, although a portion of the building could be preserved, costs will be needed to perform 
that work and adapt the existing structure that will likely offset the savings. Also, costs associated with 
tenant relocation would have to be considered (see Criterion F2.2). 

Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond. This site has completed a master plan process for a 
proposed multifamily residential project. Without any structures to demolish, grading could commence 
immediately. The site likely could be terraced for several building pad areas; potential grading earth 
export may be required. Retaining walls may be mechanically stabilized earth vs cast-in-place 
concrete. These mechanically stabilized earth walls may be combined, with graded slopes for 
economy. However, KPFF Consulting Engineers (2021) notes a zoning requirement of maximum 8-
foot-high retaining walls. Limiting retaining walls to 8 feet would require “steps” or “tiers” to provide the 
elevation difference needed between floors and would result in more horizontal area needed to step 
the site for accommodation of the two levels. This would add to site development costs, require use of 
more site acreage, and perhaps make it more difficult to work around the site’s environmental 
constraints. 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland. To optimize the limited land area, extensive use of vertical 
cast-in-place concrete retaining walls are assumed for the lower loadout level. The smaller site will 
prompt the consideration of more under floor trailer parking (also known as SPU North) which requires 
a higher cost structure. Proximity to residences will require some sound and view mitigation which 
translates to costs (vs Sites A and B, which are surrounded by businesses). WSDOT input would be 
required to ascertain viable purchasing. Possible assistance with relocation of the facility could result 
in added costs. 

Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland. Consideration of project phasing to accommodate current 
operations will be needed. This may require relocated hauling services with related costs for those 
services. Phasing may require initial phase structures designed for temporary use that otherwise 
would not be required. As an example, the construction of a new public self-haul/recycling building 
would not require 30-foot clearance height for collection truck tipping or a floor slab design for heavy 
vehicle loads. But with phasing it may need to serve packer truck tipping on an interim basis; the 
30-foot clearance height and heavy-duty slab design adds cost unrelated to future light duty use. 
Phasing and maintaining operations may require use of temporary structures that are removed later 
(that is, additional costs). 

As a landfill site, some structures will require membrane, venting and gas monitoring (that is, related 
cost impacts). For foundations, depth of landfill material would be assessed for feasibility of removal 
vs piles (to bearing depth). The potential for settlement is greater requiring structural and access 
accommodation. Proximity to residences will require some mitigation which translates to costs (vs 
Sites A and B, which are surrounded by businesses). 

Site E. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville. Site grades would allow lower area 
elevation for truck and compactor loading/maneuvering, so excavation would be reduced in 
development. The grades, if kept similar to current, would also result in less retaining walls, although 
some retaining walls may be needed to raise traffic lanes to upper elevation at rear of site. Engineered 
fill will be needed under building and traffic aisles, which could be costly depending on quantity, 
location and distance. Proximity to residences will require some mitigation which translates to costs. 
Materials would not be different from SCRTS project but could be more expensive due to fluctuating 
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market values. Material costs are more of a function of timing and industry supply and demand, which 
is difficult to target. 

Site F. 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE, Bothell. To optimize the limited land area, extensive 
use of vertical cast-in-place concrete retaining walls are assumed for the lower loadout level. The 
smaller site will prompt the consideration of more under floor trailer parking (also known as SPU 
North) which requires a higher cost structure. Retaining walls will be needed along I-405 to maintain 
the lower-level truck maneuvering. Retaining wall between the park-and-ride and facility will be 
needed due to 15- to 20-foot elevation change. Retaining walls will be needed between the scale 
complex and building due to sloped queueing from the entry elevation to the facility elevation. 

F6.3 Ability to acquire or purchase 

Criteria description: Site can be confidently acquired or purchased. 

Site A. 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville. The owner of the business and the 
property both have Winsome in the name, but they are different companies. The owner is local, so the 
County likely could acquire the site and relocate the business to a suitable location. On Northwest 
Utilities, the owner of business and property are the same. The owner is local, and the County likely 
could acquire and relocate the business to a suitable location. 

Site B. 11811 Willows Road NE, Redmond. Quadrant Corporation is in the business to buy, develop, 
and sell, so they likely are a willing seller. The unknown is whether they, at a point down the road in 
their development, would see a bigger return in a reasonable amount of time they may not want to sell 
unless they received a premium. 

Site C. 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland. King County Transit owns the site, so King County SWD 
would need to purchase the site from it. Based on an initial discussion with King County SWD staff, 
King County Metro has indicated that the property is highly underutilized, and they would probably 
want only 30 to 40 spaces to retain use as a park-and-ride lot, and that Metro is not “banking” the 
property for future use thus they could probably declare the property as surplus. 

Site D. 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland. Owned by King County SWD. Depending on the layout, two 
of the baseball fields may be impacted. However, additional land is further to the north on this parcel 
that may be able to accommodate relocating the fields and required parking. 

Site E. 15801 Woodinville-Redmond Road, Woodinville. Six tax parcels will need to be acquired. 
The two vacant parcels are owned by ASKO Processing LLC since 1985, and the owner is local to 
King County area. On Northwest Utilities and the other three parcels the owners are local, and the 
County likely could acquire and relocate each business to a suitable location. 

Site F. 15360 Juanita Woodinville Way NE, Bothell. WSDOT owns the property and acquired it in 
an exchange with King County in 2009. King County currently uses a small portion for this parcel for 
its park-and-ride along with an additional property to the north. WSDOT may be willing to sell property 
depending on the possible future plans if any for the property. Property is vacant so no relocation 
required. 
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Notes: 

Acronyms and Abbreviations 

AgD Alderwood gravelly sandy loam 
BMC Bothell Municipal Code 
CARA critical aquifer recharge area 
CDC Center for Disease Control  
DNR Washington State Department of 

Natural Resources 
Ecology Washington State Department of 

Ecology 
FEMA Federal Emergency Management 

Agency 
GIS geographic information system 
ILFI International Living Future Institute 
KZC Kirkland Zoning Code 
KPFF KPFF Consulting Engineers\ 
LBC Living Building Challenge 
LLC limited liability company 
LOS level of service 
MRW Medium Risk Waste 
MTCA Model Toxics Control Act 
N/A not applicable 
NB Neighborhood Business 
NE northeast 
NEHRP National Earthquake Hazard Reduction 

Program 
NERTS Northeast Recycling and Transfer 

Station 
NFA No Further Action 

NRCS Natural Resources Conservation 
Service 

OHWM ordinary high water mark 
OP Office-Professional 
PM post meridiem 
PM2.5 particulate matter less than 2.5 microns 

in diameter  
PPP Public Private Partnership 
R-AC Residential-Activity Center 
RMC Redmond Municipal Code 
ROW right-of-way 
RTS recycling and transfer station 
RZC Redmond Zoning Code 
SAO sensitive areas ordinance 
SCRTS South County Recycling and Transfer 

Station 
SCS Soil Conservation Service 
SPU Seattle Public Utilities 
SR State Route 
SVI Social Vulnerability Index 
SWD Solid Waste Division 
USDA United States Department of Agriculture 
WA Washington Route or Washington 
WDFW Washington Station Department of Fish 

and Wildlife 
WMC Woodinville Municipal Code 
WSDOT Washington State Department 

of Transportation 
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Appendix D.  Focused Site Screening Project Goal Alignment 
and Certification Potential 

D.1 Site A: 16111 Woodinville-Redmond Road NE, Woodinville 

D.1.1 Summary 

Site A supports the overwhelming majority of the site-related King County Northeast Recycling and 
Transfer Station (NERTS) project-specific goals, with the exception of transit footprint reduction. The site 
has good proximity to a variety of uses, open space, and non-vehicular paths. It has the potential to 
reduce operational carbon with available renewable energy sources and reduce embodied carbon 
through partial reuse of the existing warehouse building. It has been indicated that the existing tenant, 
Winsome Trading, would prefer to remain on site, which would be a better embodied carbon outcome for 
the site and also support a positive equity and social justice (ESJ) outcome. Another challenge with the 
site is the lack of access to public transit. Site-specific factors do not pose a substantial challenge for 
obtaining any of the certification pathway options.  

D.1.2 King County NERTS Goals (site-related/specific requirements) 

• Site and Place Goals 
– Chose a Previously Developed Site: [Yes] The site has been fully developed with a warehouse 

and extensive parking lot. 

– Allow for Future Expansion and Flexibility: [Yes] Future expansion is limited on the east and 
west sides by an undeveloped forest (west) and an important road (east). To the north and south, 
there is a potential to expand into similar sites. 

– Select a Site with 100% Solar Access: [Yes] The site has full solar access.  

– Restore Native Habitat: [Yes] There is the potential to introduce native plantings along edges of 
site, especially along western edge near abandoned train tracks.  

– Reduce Transportation Footprint: [No] There is currently no mass transit to the site. The only 
alternative transit available is for cyclists. 

– Promote Bike/Pedestrian Access: [Yes] There is an extensive bike network, including a bike 
lane on Redmond Woodinville Road, as well as a bike path in the greenspace and powerline 
utility easement to the southwest of the property. 

• Water Goals  
– Manage 100% Stormwater on Site: [Yes] Good overall stormwater infiltration potential based on 

area soil. Removal of existing pervious surfaces would be required to support 100% stormwater 
management on site.  

– Meet County Clean Water and Healthy Habitats Requirements: [Yes] Potential adjacent 
stormwater impacts are likely minimal based on uphill green space and the area’s highly pervious 
soil type. 

• Energy Goals  

– Provide 100% Renewable Energy on Site: [Yes] Site has full solar access and there is good 
potential for a ground source heat exchange. 

• Materials Goals 
– Reduce Embodied Carbon by 20%: [Yes] The warehouse building has been evaluated for 

potential reuse and there is high confidence that a portion of the warehouse could be reused, 
including the concrete tilt-up panels. This would easily support the project-specific embodied 
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carbon reduction goals. However, if the existing tenant were to remain in the warehouse, this 
would be a much better outcome when considering embodied carbon reduction.  

• Workplace Amenities and Sense of Pride Goals 

– Provide Direct Connection to Nature: [Yes] Direct access to forested open space along the 
west side, with several nearby trails, including the Tolt Pipeline Trail, Sammamish River Trail, and 
the abandoned rail line that runs directly behind property to west. 

• ESJ  
– Provide Community Connections: [Yes] There is an opportunity to connect with neighbors and 

establish potential partnerships with Chrysalis High School (across the street), Lake Washington 
Institute of Technology (4 miles south), University of Washington Bothell (2.5 miles south) 
Picker’s Warehouse of Woodinville (thrift store), and the 21 Acres Center for Local Food and 
Sustainable Living (non-profit, 1.6 miles away, just across Sammamish River). 

D.1.3 Preliminary Reviews for Certification Pathway Options  

• U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC) Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) 
Platinum: Site A appears to have the potential to meet about 20 of the 26 points under the LEED 
site-related credits evaluated (LEED Platinum requires a minimum of 80 points). Of note, the site is 
considered a “High Priority Site” because it is located within a Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) Difficult Development Area (DDA) zone, it has a diversity of uses nearby, but lacks access to 
mass transit.  

• USGBC LEED Platinum and Zero Energy: Site A appears to support the additional LEED Zero 
Energy site-related credits.  

• USGBC LEED Platinum and Zero Carbon: Site A appears to hinder the ability to achieve LEED 
Zero Carbon site-related credits primarily because of the lack of public transit. LEED Zero Carbon can 
still be achieved through the purchase of additional carbon offsets.  

• International Living Future Institute (ILFI) Zero Energy: Site A appears to support the site-related 
targets under ILFI Zero Energy certification. The good solar access and potential for ground source 
heat exchange lend themselves well to this certification pathway.  

• ILFI Zero Carbon: Site A appears to support the site related targets under ILFI Zero Carbon 
certification. The good solar access, potential for ground source heat exchange, and potential reuse 
of the warehouse building lend themselves well to this certification pathway. 

• ILFI Core Green Building Certification (Core): Site A appears to support the site-related targets 
under ILFI Core certification. The previously developed site with some area for habitat restoration 
lends itself to the Ecology of Place Imperative. The good solar access, potential for ground source 
heat exchange, and potential reuse of the warehouse building lend themselves well to the Energy- 
and Carbon-related requirements under this certification system. Stormwater infiltration potential 
supports the site water requirements under this certification system.  

• ILFI Living Building Challenge (LBC) Energy Petal: Site A appears to support the site-related 
targets under ILFI LBC Energy Petal certification. The good solar access, potential for ground source 
heat exchange lend, and potential reuse of the warehouse building lend themselves well to the 
Energy- and Carbon-related requirements under this certification system. 

• ILFI LBC Materials Petal: Site A appears to support the site-related targets under ILFI LBC Materials 
Petal certification, which are limited to the Core imperatives (as discussed previously in Section 4). 
There are no site-specific targets that should affect achievement of LBC Materials Petal certification 
(note: LBC 4.0 addresses embodied carbon in the Energy Petal). 

• ILFI LBC Water Petal: Site A appears to generally support the site-related targets under ILFI LBC 
Water Petal certification. Stormwater is primarily covered under the Core imperatives, while additional 
infiltration requirements for achieving an on-site water balance are supported by the soil types. 
Limited available area for water infiltration may necessitate a handprinting pathway approach.  
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• ILFI LBC Living: Site A appears to generally support the site-related targets under ILFI LBC Living 
certification, which include the requirements of Core, Energy Petal, Materials Petal, Water Petal, and 
all the Imperatives of the Health and Happiness Petal.  

D.2 Site B: Southwest Corner of Willows Road and NE 124th Street, Redmond 

D.2.1 Summary 

Site B supports a good portion of the site-related King County NERTS project-specific goals. One 
challenge for this site is that it is not previously developed, appears to be a greenfield, with trees and 
open areas, and may have critical areas, including a small water tributary. This could pose a challenge to 
achieving Imperative 01 Ecology of Place a requirement under ILFI Core and LBC. The site also has 
reduced solar access due to tree cover, and mass transit is not available on the weekends. These 
site-specific factors may pose some challenges for obtaining some of the certification pathway options. 

D.2.2 King County NERTS Goals (site-related/specific requirements) 

• Site and Place Goals 
– Chose a Previously Developed Site: [No] It is not clear if the site is previously developed. 

Based on initial review it appears to be an undeveloped greenfield site. 

– Allow for Future Expansion and Flexibility: [Maybe] The 15.4-acre site has more room for 
potential expansion and flexibility, but the useable site area could be reduced if critical areas are 
present. 

– Select a Site with 100% Solar Access: [No] The site has 75% solar access due to grades and 
tree cover. Trees should be protected, but this will reduce the solar potential for the project. 

– Restore Native Habitat: [Yes] The site has existing habitat areas that would need to be 
evaluated to develop an ecological baseline. If the existing habitat is found to be thriving, it will 
need to be protected under Core and the LBC requirements. There is also potential to connect to 
a habitat network along a powerline utility easement trail to the southwest; a heavily treed area on 
eastern portion of site could provide buffer to road and Sammamish Valley Park. The site is 
adjacent to Sammamish River (about 2,000 feet) to the east.  

– Reduce Transportation Footprint: [Yes] The site is accessed by King County Metro lines 244 
and 930. 

– Promote Bike/Pedestrian Access: [Yes] Willows Road and NE 124th Street have dedicated 
bike lanes.  

• Water Goals  
– Manage 100% Stormwater on Site: [Yes] The site appears to have good overall stormwater 

infiltration potential to support the goal of 100% infiltration on site. 

– Meet County Clean Water and Healthy Habitats Requirements: [Yes] The site will require 
protection of the lowest portions of the site at eastern edge of the property. The sloping site 
provides an opportunity for terracing to slow down runoff and the apparent soil types support a 
moderate infiltration rate. Minimal adjacent development should not contribute significantly to 
offsite stormwater runoff. 

• Energy Goals  
– Provide 100% Renewable Energy on Site: [Maybe] Solar access is reduced by the tall trees to 

the south and east on moderate slope. The potential for a ground source heat exchange system 
is supported by the clay soils to depths of 15 feet. Also, moderately well drained soils and water 
table depth of 50 to 100 feet (based on nearby wells) with gravel and gravely sand soils starting 
at 15-foot depths support well type ground source heat exchange. 
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• Materials Goals 
– Reduce Embodied Carbon by 20%: [No] The site does not have any structures with the 

potential for reuse and therefore does not support embodied carbon reduction. However, this 
target can be achieved through design optimization and material specification.  

• Workplace Amenities and Sense of Pride Goals 
– Provide Direct Connection to Nature: [Yes] Site appears to contain a creek bordered by trees. 

To the south, there is a green corridor leading to a path through a natural area along the 
powerlines. 

• ESJ 
– Provide Community Connections: [Yes] Site is within 0.25 to 0.5 mile of a number of potential 

community partners, including the Lake Washington Institute of Technology, Cedar Grove 
Composting (Willows Road and 124th Street), Recycle Systems LLC, and Willows Preparatory 
School. 

D.2.3 Preliminary Reviews for Certification Pathway Options  

• USGBC LEED Platinum: Site B appears to have the potential to meet about 19 of the 26 points 
under the LEED site-related credits evaluated (LEED Platinum requires a minimum of 80 Points). Of 
note, the site may not achieve the Sensitive Land Protection credit if critical areas are impacted. The 
is considered a “High Priority Site” because it is located within a HUD DDA zone, it has a diversity of 
uses nearby, and has good access to weekday mass transit; however, weekend service is a 
requirements for the Access to Quality Transit.  

• USGBC LEED Platinum and Zero Energy: Site B appears to support the additional LEED Zero 
Energy site-related credits since offsite renewable energy can help achieve this certification.  

• USGBC LEED Platinum and Zero Carbon: Site B appears to hinder the ability to achieve LEED 
Zero Carbon site-related credits primarily because of the public transit being limited to the weekdays. 
LEED Zero Carbon can still be achieved through the purchase of additional carbon offsets.  

• ILFI Zero Energy: Site B appears to provide some support the site-related targets under ILFI Zero 
Energy certification. The reduced solar access from the trees on site may impact the potential for 
rooftop solar depending on the site layout; however, the potential for ground source heat exchange 
supports this certification pathway.  

• ILFI Zero Carbon: Site B appears to support the site-related targets under ILFI Zero Carbon 
certification. The reduced solar access can be overcome through offsite renewable energy and the 
potential for ground source heat exchange lend themselves well to this certification pathway. 

• ILFI Core: Site B may pose challenges for achieving the site-related targets under ILFI Core 
certification. The potential for critical areas on site may complicate the habitat restoration 
requirements under the Ecology of Place Imperative. The good potential for ground source heat 
exchange supports the energy related requirements under this certification system. Stormwater 
infiltration potential of the soils and larger site area supports the site water requirements under this 
certification system.  

• ILFI LBC Energy Petal: Site B appears to provide some support for the site-related targets under 
ILFI LBC Energy Petal certification. In addition to the challenges to Core certification (as discussed 
previously in this section), the reduced solar access from the trees on site may impact the potential 
for rooftop solar depending on the site layout. The potential for ground source heat exchange 
supports this certification pathway. 

• ILFI LBC Materials Petal: Site B appears to provide some support the site related targets under ILFI 
LBC Materials Petal certification, which are limited to the Core imperatives (as discussed previously 
in this section ). There are no site-specific targets that should affect achievement of LBC Materials 
Petal certification (note: LBC 4.0 addresses embodied carbon in the Energy Petal). 
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• ILFI LBC Water Petal: Site B appears to generally support the site-related targets under ILFI LBC 
Water Petal certification, but would need to overcome the challenges listed under Core certification 
(as discussed previously in this section). Stormwater is primarily covered under the Core imperatives 
(as discussed previously), while additional infiltration requirements for achieving an on-site water 
balance are supported by the soil types, the large available area for water infiltration should support 
this pathway approach.  

• ILFI LBC Living: Site B appears to generally support the site-related targets under ILFI LBC Living 
certification, which include the requirements of Core, Energy Petal, Materials Petal, Water Petal, and 
all the Imperatives of the Health and Happiness Petal.  

D.3 Site C: 7024 116th Avenue NE, Kirkland 

D.3.1 Summary 

Site C supports a good portion of the site-related King County NERTS project-specific goals. The site’s 
small size may impose additional challenges for achieving the potential certification pathways, especially 
the project’s ambitious energy and water targets. However, the fully developed site as a parking lot offers 
the potential for a compact, multistory design that can greatly reduce the overall environmental footprint 
for the NERTS project. Planted roofs and offsite renewable energy will likely be necessary to achieve the 
majority of the certification pathway options.  

D.3.2 King County NERTS Goals (site-related/specific requirements)  

• Site and Place Goals 
– Chose a Previously Developed Site: [Yes] The site is almost fully developed as a parking lot. 

– Allow for Future Expansion and Flexibility: [No] Future expansion is greatly limited by the 
small site area and the adjacent properties. 

– Select a Site with 100% Solar Access: [Yes] The site has good solar access with some partial 
shade from tall evergreen trees to the east.  

– Restore Native Habitat: [Yes] Given the tight site, there is an opportunity to maintain and 
improve buffer edges with native plantings and introduce planted roofs to provide additional 
habitat.  

– Reduce Transportation Footprint: [Yes] The existing bus transit station at Houghton 
Park-and-Ride will need to be relocated; however the area is currently served by King County 
Metro lines 238, 245, and 277. 

– Promote Bike/Pedestrian Access: [Yes] Sidewalks on 116th Place NE and NE 70th Place. 
Existing site has bike paths along 116th Place NE and NE 70th Place 

• Water Goals  
– Manage 100% Stormwater on Site: [No] Limited area and almost entirely impervious surfaces 

reduces potential for 100% on-site stormwater infiltration using natural stormwater best 
management practices (BMPs). However, sandy well-drained soils could support some natural 
stormwater infiltration in combination with stormwater retention.  

– Meet County Clean Water and Healthy Habitats Requirements: [Yes] Stormwater 
management is supported by the sandy soil type; however, the limited area reduces potential for 
on-site infiltration. Need to integrate stormwater BMPs to minimize downslope impacts on 
neighboring residential properties near the transfer station site. Replace impervious surface with 
pervious where allowed. 

• Energy Goals  
– Provide 100% Renewable Energy on Site: [Yes] The site has good solar access with some 

partial shade from tall evergreen trees to the east of the Park-and-Ride site. Reduced site area 
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reduces potential for ground source heat pump. Sandy soils (well drained) to depths of 25 feet or 
more reduce the potential of horizontal ground source heat exchange, but a water table depth of 
50 to 100 feet (based on nearby wells) supports well-type ground source heat exchange. 
Depending on geotechnical conditions, consider combined structural screwpiles/ground source 
heat exchange system.  

• Materials Goals 
– Reduce Embodied Carbon by 20%: [No] The site does not have any structures with the 

potential for reuse and therefore does not support embodied carbon reduction. However, this 
target can be achieved through design optimization and material specification.  

• Workplace Amenities and Sense of Pride Goals 
– Provide Direct Connection to Nature: [No] Limited/no connection to nature and amenities. A 

compact site and building design that integrates amenities such as planted roofs could be 
considered (similar to Seattle North Transfer Station, for example). 

• ESJ Goals 
– Provide Community Connections: [Yes] Site is within 0.25 mile of a number of potential 

community partners, including the Benjamin Franklin Elementary School, Lake Washington High, 
International Community School, and Northwest University. 

D.3.3 Preliminary Reviews for Certification Pathway Options  

• USGBC LEED Platinum: Site C appears to have the potential to meet about 18 of the 26 points 
under the LEED site-related credits evaluated (LEED Platinum requires a minimum of 80 Points). Of 
note, the site is characterized by a lack of connectivity to a variety of amenities; the constrained site 
would likely need to include planted roofs to meet several of the requirements. The site is considered 
a “High Priority Site” because it is located within a HUD DDA zone and currently has access to a 
number of mass transit routes.  

• USGBC LEED Platinum and Zero Energy: Site C appears to support the additional LEED Zero 
Energy site-related credits even with the limited site area because offsite renewable energy can help 
achieve this certification.  

• USGBC LEED Platinum and Zero Carbon: Site C appears to support the additional LEED Zero 
Carbon site-related credits primarily from the access to public transit.  

• ILFI Zero Energy: Site 12 appears to somewhat support the site-related targets under ILFI Zero 
Energy certification. There is good solar access, but limited potential for ground source heat 
exchange. Given the limited site area, offsite renewable energy will likely be necessary.  

• ILFI Zero Carbon: Site 12 appears to support the site-related targets under ILFI Zero Carbon 
certification. There is good solar access, but limited potential for ground source heat exchange. 
Embodied carbon reductions will need to be implemented as part of the design and materials 
specifications. 

• ILFI Core: Site C appears to somewhat support the site-related targets under ILFI Core certification. 
The previously developed site with limited existing habitat and the potential for planted roof habitat 
lends itself to the Ecology of Place Imperative. The sandy soils support good stormwater infiltration 
potential, but the limited site area will likely pose a challenge and necessitate a planted roof to 
achieve the stormwater requirements under this certification system. Embodied carbon reductions will 
need to be implemented as part of the design and materials specifications. 

• ILFI LBC Energy Petal: Site C appears to support the site-related targets under ILFI LBC Energy 
Petal certification. Given the limited site area offsite renewable energy will likely be necessary, 
however the compact building and planted roof areas will reduce the required size and first costs of 
the rooftop solar photovoltaic array.  

• ILFI LBC Materials Petal: Site C appears to support the site-related targets under ILFI LBC Materials 
Petal certification, which are limited to the Core imperatives (as discussed previously in this section). 
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There are no site-specific targets that should affect achievement of LBC Materials Petal certification 
(note: LBC 4.0 addresses embodied carbon in the Energy Petal). 

• ILFI LBC Water Petal: Site C appears to generally support the site-related targets under ILFI LBC 
Water Petal certification. Stormwater is primarily covered under the Core imperatives (as discussed 
previously in this section), while additional infiltration requirements for achieving an on-site water 
balance are supported by the soil types, the greatly limited site area for water infiltration may 
necessitate a handprinting pathway approach.  

• ILFI LBC Living: Site C appears to generally support the site-related targets under ILFI LBC Living 
certification, which include the requirements of Core, Energy Petal, Materials Petal, Water Petal, and 
all the Imperatives of the Health and Happiness Petal.  

D.4 Site D: 11724 NE 60th Street, Kirkland 

D.4.1 Summary 

Site D supports the majority of the site-related criteria necessary for achieving the King County NERTS 
project-specific goals. The large site supports future flexibility, opportunities for habitat restoration, open 
space, and renewable energy production; however, there is limited access to local amenities. The site is 
currently used as a park and public open space. Replacing that amenity will have a negative ESJ impact 
on the community. Building on an existing landfill also has environmental and structural challenges.  

D.4.2 King County NERTS Goals (site-related/specific requirements) 

• Site and Place Goals 
– Chose a Previously Developed Site: [Yes] Previous landfill site is now public open space 

including athletic fields. 

– Allow for Future Expansion and Flexibility: [Yes] The large site supports future expansion on 
site. 

– Select a Site with 100% Solar Access: [Yes] Good solar access with some tall evergreen trees 
to the west on moderate slope and a few evergreen trees to south and east.  

– Restore Native Habitat: [Yes] There is an opportunity to maintain and improve buffer along east 
and west edge with native plantings. Bridle Trails State Park to the south of the property 
boundary represents an opportunity to support habitat restoration.  

– Reduce Transportation Footprint: [Somewhat] There is a bus transit station at Houghton 
Park-and-Ride. Site is accessible by King County Metro lines 238, 245, and 277. Access to this 
bus stop depends on site layout. 

– Promote Bike/Pedestrian Access: [Yes] Sidewalk on NE 60th Street. Pedestrian bridge over 
Interstate 405. Existing site has bike paths along perimeter that connect to residential 
neighborhood. Bike lane along 116th Place NE. 

• Water Goals  
– Manage 100% Stormwater on Site: [Maybe] Good potential for 100% on-site stormwater 

infiltration. Group B soils with moderate infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. Existing landfill will 
limit ability to infiltrate stormwater on site.  

– Meet County Clean Water and Healthy Habitats Requirements: [Maybe] Minimal stormwater 
impact potential given soil type. Need to integrate stormwater BMPs to minimize downslope 
impacts on neighboring residential properties. Existing landfill will limit ability to infiltrate 
stormwater on site. 

• Energy Goals  
– Provide 100% Renewable Energy on Site: [Yes] Good solar access with some tall evergreen 

trees to the west on moderate slope and a few evergreen trees to south and east. Sandy soils 
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(well drained) to depths of 25 feet or more reduce the potential of horizontal ground source heat 
exchange, with water table depth of 50 to 100 feet (based on nearby wells) supporting well-type 
ground source heat exchange. 

• Materials Goals 
– Reduce Embodied Carbon by 20%: [Maybe] The site includes the existing recycling and 

transfer station structures, but they have not been evaluated for reuse. Reuse of these structures, 
if possible, would reduce the project’s embodied carbon. This target can also be achieved 
through design optimization and material specification.  

• Workplace Amenities and Sense of Pride Goals 
– Provide Direct Connection to Nature: [Yes] The site is bordered to the south by the Bridle 

Trails State Park. 

• ESJ Goals 
– Provide Community Connections: [Yes] The site is within 0.25 mile of several potential 

community educational partners, including the Benjamin Franklin Elementary School, Lake 
Washington High, International Community School, and Northwest University. 

D.4.3 Preliminary Reviews for Certification Pathway Options 

• USGBC LEED Platinum: Site D appears to have the potential to meet about 22 of the 26 points 
under the LEED site-related credits evaluated (LEED Platinum requires a minimum of 80 Points). Of 
note, the site is considered a “High Priority Site” because it is located within a HUD DDA zone and 
has good potential access to mass transit at the Park-and-Ride site to the north. It is not considered 
sensitive land and has somewhat limited uses nearby.  

• USGBC LEED Platinum and Zero Energy: Site D appears to support the additional LEED Zero 
Energy site-related credits with good solar access. The potential for ground source heat exchange on 
an existing landfill site will need to be explored.  

• USGBC LEED Platinum and Zero Carbon: Site D appears to generally support the ability to achieve 
LEED Zero Carbon site-related credits with public transit at the Park-and-Ride.  

• ILFI Zero Energy: Site D appears to support the site-related targets under ILFI Zero Energy 
certification. The good solar access will support on-site renewable energy, however the potential for 
ground source heat exchange on an existing landfill site will need to be explored.  

• ILFI Zero Carbon: Site D appears to support the site-related targets under ILFI Zero Carbon 
certification. The existing recycling and transfer station buildings may support embodied carbon 
requirements. 

• ILFI Core: Site D appears to support the ability to achieve the site-related targets under ILFI Core 
certification. The existing landfill site offers the potential for habitat restoration under the Ecology of 
Place Imperative. Stormwater infiltration potential may be limited by the existing landfill; however the 
large site area supports the site stormwater requirements under this certification system.  

• ILFI LBC Energy Petal: Site D appears to provide some support for the site-related targets under 
ILFI LBC Energy Petal certification. The large site and good solar access supports the potential for 
rooftop solar. The potential for ground source heat exchange on an existing landfill site will need to be 
explored.  

• ILFI LBC Materials Petal: Site D appears to support the site-related targets under ILFI LBC Materials 
Petal certification, which are limited to the Core imperatives (as discussed previously in this section). 
There are no site-specific targets that should affect achievement of LBC Materials Petal certification 
(note: LBC 4.0 addresses embodied carbon in the Energy Petal). 

• ILFI LBC Water Petal: Site D appears to generally support the site-related targets under ILFI LBC 
Water Petal certification, but would need to overcome the challenges listed under Core certification 
(as discussed previously in this section). Stormwater is primarily covered under the Core imperatives 
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(as discussed previously), the additional infiltration requirements for achieving an on-site water 
balance could potentially be challenged by the existing landfill.  

• ILFI LBC Living: Site D appears to generally support the site-related targets under ILFI LBC Living 
certification, which include the requirements of Core, Energy Petal, Materials Petal, Water Petal, and 
all the Imperatives of the Health and Happiness Petal.  

D.5 Works Cited 
International Living Future Institute (ILFI). Core Green Building Certification. Accessed at https://living-
future.org/core/  

International Living Future Institute (ILFI). Living Building Challenge. Accessed at https://living-
future.org/lbc/  

International Living Future Institute (ILFI). Zero Carbon Certification. Accessed at https://living-
future.org/zero-carbon-certification/  

International Living Future Institute (ILFI). Zero Energy Certification. Accessed at https://living-
future.org/zero-energy/  
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