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Port letter

From :Sharyn Parker <sparkerward@corrust.net> Wed, Oct 18, 2017 01:12 PM

Subject : Port L£tter

To : Nancy Tosta <nancyt@burienwa.gov>

Cc : tbbi Wagner <debiw@burbnwa.gov>, lucyk@burbnwa.gov

Helk> indies!

Cherall
Just finished reading the letter from Tom Albro. Fm surprbed that the Port chairrrnn wouki take the tim to write a three-page, single.spa ad ktter
to a little bI advisory cormtttee where he ckarly wants us to change our rdnds about the white paper. He references inaccuracbs, but I dUn\ see
any; although I adntt, I don't have the background thbi has in the area of air pollution. Mr. Albo's "darfiations" are really nothing nme than Port
hype and he provkies no in-depth analysis about the whIte paper's so-alled inaccuracbs.

CbDital FUnding Sources
This paragraph is confusing and contradictory. A PFC b a fee author nd by Congress, but the anDunt and use of the fee (as Mr. Albro later
adntts) is set by the Port and is one of the funding sources for noise nttbatk)n. Apparently, the Port has deckled k wont use PFC revenue for
infrastructure irTprovenents at the airport facility. ahh b a port poHcy, not dttated by Congress even though he haves that thought lingering as
if it were true.) Basically, Mr. Albro does not adequately reveal how the current expansion is being funded. For exanpk, what level of federal
funds are anttipated and what are the other fee charges that will be used for expansion purpose? Finally, what are their financial assunpt ions? if
their large capital irTprovenents were subject to voter approval (i.e. Sound Transit, another spechl purpose district), we would know these things.

Mr. Albro reports that "King County residents pay the PFC", but so do all travelers at Sea-Tac so I don\ understand hb point. It sounds like the
Port has nnde a pIg decbion not to use property taxes for airport projects (I presurre for infrastructure projects?), but PFC funding has been
used for nobe nftbation'-another WlkY decbbn? Without derrDnstrating how the current expansbn b being financed, and, without revealing their
ex)ntingencY plans to address funding gaps, couklnt the polky tn changed by a sinpk vote at a Port CormBsion neeting?

Poll Hise Mitiaatbn/Abatement
These paragraphs contain blah, bbh, bhh hbtorical informtbn easily read on the airport's website; but it does not address the current increase in
fl©ht operations and resulting noise and air pollutbn; or how these increases night be mitigated. FurthernDre, there b no aaornrDdation for
updating noise nDdeHngtorephce the airport's outdated and obsolete Part ISO Study, even though their operational projections are
510/o belOW actual current operatk>naI levels (reference ny prevbus resolution eniD. In other words, there's nothing the Port wants us to
see here, so let's rrDve on to aviation health inI>acts.

\lthvtatbn mets
I have no conTent about paragraph one since I know Ehbbie does. nIe second paragraph reads like a prorrntbnal brochure to the "workl." His
willingness to 'foHowing the science toward consistent outcorres in the health intncts discussion" b an alrrDst inconprehensible sentence. The
white pmr didn't accuse the Port of not protecting the health and environnent for all Washingtonians, but it dearly referenced continuing
degradation of noise and air WHution leveb in surrounding corwluntt@ given drarrntk increases (i.e. , annual average flight increases of 9%,..that's
m>re than a little bit off the rInd<), which Ae does not acknovaedged at all in his response. In other words, the Port thinks it's doing a
nnrvek>us job so there's nothing nDre to see here either.

RegIonal Aviation CaDacity
Now these paragraphs are where Mr. Albro "breaks his arm patting the Port on the bacP. It is to the MC reader, after all, a very condes(.ending
section of the letter that contains self-congratulations for aU the PbIt has done to be an "effbbnt and valuabk gateway for Washington State"
and alludes to the futHity of attenpting to control the positIve demands br air travel. However, in reality #there are dbcussions about
regional avbtbn capacity, the Port b cormttted to leading the discussbn at one or aDm of its organbed forum for local stakehoben! But what b
the Port doing about increased f®hts and their unwiHingness to provkle outreach to surrounding cormunities about the negative heakh int)acts of
\\\ese fW\\s \\\at mukl likely occur ten years earlier than their publk pronouncement of2034?lhe Pats hs\ex\nngNe and
exhaustive outreach to the public on issues that nutter to the residing publk was their 2013-2018 Part 150 Study; and their recent eight
patterns and increases render it irrelevant as a basis for current or 6Xure planning!

Summary
I hope the Councl does respond to his btter and call out his lack of candor or attenpt at intintdation. Were the underestimtes of flights a nere
nistake or ntscalculations by nationally'recDgnized expert professionals? How b it that real estate developers, internatbnal construction
cor7panies, and other businesses in the state have been projecting growth increases, but the Port dUn\ know that there would be a cormtserate
dennnd for air travel? Either they are dishonest or inconpetent; I'll defer to others to deckle. Personally, I tnlieve their underestimtes of
projected flights was intentional in order to save lyDney from inevitabb dennnds for sound and air nftigation. And even if it were not intentional,
why havent they reslx)nded by preparing baI cormunities about the effects of increased flights using their own recent calculatbns? Oh, now I
rerYenber, they give srTUll grants to kcal cormunitb for environrrEntal projects; n8ybe that's how nttbation b supposed to be funded until the
next noise rrDdeling b accoaplished in a future Part 150 Study? Bp' 2050, we shoub how!

ShaWn
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