
Larry, hope you're enjoying the dessert!

Matthys van Leeuwen emailed me a copy of Mathew Adams' memo today dated January 18. In case
you already have a copy, there are several points that I think require some further research and
possibly you could forward him my comments about the following:

The definition of "noise sensitive areas" is contained in Order 1050.1 (7/15), section 1 1.2.(page 1 1-

7). According to this definition, Seahurst is not in a "noise sensitive area" since the noise contours in
Sea-Tac's Part 150 demonstrate that Seahurst is probably located in the 50-55 dBA or less, not at or
greater than the requisite 65 dBA. This definition correlates with Mathew Adams' assertion on bottom
page 2 that an EA is required when flights occur over "noise sensitive areas." Since Seahurst is not
located in a "noise sensitive area", this condition would not apply and an EA unnecessary.

On page 4 of Matthew's memo, he mentions compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act;
and he is correct for properties within a "noise sensitive area" of 65 dBA or greater. Boeing Field's 65
dBA contained many historic properties and it was my responsibility to comply with Section 106 of
this Act, so I am very familiar with those regulations and it is not necessary to inventory historic
properties affected by aircraft noise unless they are in a noise contour of 65 dBA or greater.

Please ask your legal counsel to confirm these points because, as I mentioned in our earlier
conversations, meeting the 65 dBA decibel level is a critical feature of any analysis.

On another note, if you have a flight profile (showing its vertical attributes) of the "new route" a large
graphic illustrating how it is different than those flight tracks already noise modeled in compliance
with FAA's INM (integrated noise modeling) requirements could assist making the case of
differentiating distinctions between what has been exposed previously and what is occurring now
over Seahurst.

I did contact a noise modeler on Monday and we discussed the issues involved and he told me that
he would get back to me =nd I haven't heard anything from him yet.
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Conadential--Issues Cbncerning litigatIon

From : Shawn Parker <sparkerward©cQncast.net> Wed, Jan 11, 2017 07:33 PM

Subject : Confklentiab-Issues Concerning Litigation ,4'S attachnents

To : Lba Marshal <16anl@burknwa.gov>, Tony Piasecki <tonyp@burbnwa.gov>

Good evening,

Since I fkst read in the Bwbn Bbg that Qubter Skbs was fwntng a coaHtbn and 1 subsequenty al>phd to be a aenber of the Airport Cormttte€, 1
began researching the Coalkbn's ebbs and their strategy (a&)eit brkfly and possibV erroneousN described in the Bbg). I dont pretend to know
any detaib of their plans, but I have read and copbd parts of Sea-Tac's Part 150 Study (adopted by FAA in 2014) that I beIIeve are germne to
their proposed Kbation. The Bk>g described the CoaHtbn’s legal intentbns were to chalknge FAA AirTraffk Controlkrs failure to conduct an EIS
(sarre dbciplne as a SEPA/NEPA) over Seahurst and White Center pax to turboprop and jet f}bhts began fVing thb sunner.

As a nenber of Sea-Tac's Part 150 Study's Techntal Revbw ConITtttee, I ck)se& folk>wed the devek)pnent and hearings for thb Study.

Acknowledging ny gap of knowbdge about actual [>hms for Ktigatbn, I'm conje(turing that anIIters of the Coa§tbn nay not have partkipated in
the Part 150 Study after k began in 2013 and they nny have recentV outlined a strategy that does not conform to the contents of thb nultkntHbn
dolbr and rrukhyear Study. In addition, the Coabtbn’s case–that an absence of an EIS for new flights over these neighborhoods provkies
justifkatbn for kgal redress'-any be nuHKbd given the docurrents I’ve induded in thb errnB. What I have enck>sed are excerpts of the Part 150
Study that shed light on several points:

Attachment 1 - FINAL SEPA DETERMINATION OF NON-SIGNIFICANCE OF PROPOSED ACTION of Sea-Tac's Part 150 in its totality dated 8-28'
2013. The sane dbcipline that exists for an EIS b covered by SEPA/NEPA analyses and possibV negates the necessIty of an EIS.
Attachment 2 - FWd tracks for future actbns (2013-2021) that denDnstrate noise nDdekd flbhts over Seahurst and White Center, suggesting
that these are not "new" , but posibN nndFied flights.
Attachment 3 - Tabk (r2 Future NEM (Nobe Exposure Map) lbting a1 types of aircraft, including turboprops and jets during daytirrE and
nighttirrE hours that re-enforce the idea that these flights were anticipated, and now approved.
Attachment 4 - Nobe Exposure Map (NEM) for SeeTac 2021 that depicts the no& contours from 65-75 dB DNL*. The inpottance of t:hb mp b
that no residences bebw 65 dB DNL are eHgibb for nobe nttbatbn according to FAA reguhtbns; and neither Seahutst or Whke Center are within
the 65 dB DNL or greater nobe contours (or nut of Burhn for that nntter); and therefore are inelbibk for nobe nttigatbn funded by FAA.
Attachment 5 - Menbership of the IRC (Techntal Revkw Cormtttee) whLh hduded representatives from the city of Dunn.

Of course I dont know whether these questbns have akeady been raked and reso bed; if not, the CoaBtbn's ligatbn strategy (or what I know of
R:) nnybe fbwed since I tnhve FAA wH cbimthat the recent adoptbn of the Fbrt 150 Study that extends until 2021 aDe than suffkes to rreet
the crt:erb of an EIS.

The day after the January 9th hearing, I watched the entire Burien Council meeting and listena:I to
the testimony provided by residents and the Coalition and learned that "partnership" questions
would resume on January 23. Since both of you have been involved in confidential meetings on
this topic, I wanted to share and/or discuss these points since they may shed light on the question
of Burien's involvement as a partner for funding litigation. This isn't to say that there maybe other
legitimate legal issues to pursue.

lbanks for your conskJeratbn,
Shawn Parker

*Day-nbht average sound kvel (DNL). The 2+hour average sound kvel, in decibeb, for the perbd from ntdnight to ntinight, obtained after the
additbn of ten dec#3eb to sound bveb for the perbds between ntlnbht and 7 a.m, and between 10 p. m, and nkinight, baI the.
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