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u.s. Depantment Northwist Moumain Reglon 1601 Lind Avénue, S. Ww.
of Transportotion et
rederal Avigfion Wyormirg

Adminisirafien ‘

September 2, 1998

Mr. Brian R. Applebury

Chief, Operations Division
Department of the Army

Sealtie District Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 3755

Seattle, Washingion 981 24-2255

Dear Mr. App!ebunr

Thank you for your letter of July 16, 1098, requesting adqs
compensatory wetland mitigration for eonstroction of the &
intemational Airport. The FAA shares the Seattie Distric!
preserve and protect watlands, when such preservation o
Aviation Adminisiration’s (FAA) mission of ensuning the s
air transportation system. .

Corps of Englneery’ (Corps) desire to
rotection ia consistert with the Federal
» and efficient operation of the Nation's

tn the current case, the FAA, the U. S. Department of AR
ADC") and the Port of Seattle (Port) and its environment
functions that will be lost to alrpert expansion. Baged up
pumber and type of aircraft operations, tho number-of CO§

wildlife habitat function would not be compatible wilh the ¥
correctly noted in your letier, the Port Is mitigating many & ,
including groundwater recharge, groundwater discharge, sorm waler detention, flood storage, water
quality assurance and enhancing fish habitat in miller andiDes Maines Greeks with riparian buffers.

Bird/aircraft collisions (Dird strikes”) arc & serfous probie for air carriers, airport operators. and the
traveling public. To reduce the possibility of a catastrophfie air crash, the FAA. in conjunction with
other federal agencies, developed poiicies for siting mitk

iting wetiands. These poficles are set forth
in Advisory Gircular (AC) 150/5200-33, “Hazardous Wildfe Attractants on of Near Alrports,”
(s1797). ' .

The basic premise of AC 150/6200-33 is that, except u
should not be created within 10,000 feet of an alrport thally
separation incarporates principies of both avistion (epprof
alrcratt elevations) and avisn biology (flight behavior of
behavior) and represents 8 compromise between ensur
resQuIGES.

k- exceptional circumstances, wetlands
arvices jet aircraft. The 10,000-foot
depurture glide Slopes and resulting
foratory biras. resident birds and flocking
il air safety and protecting natural

ds that wetland mitigation projects that

Specifically, AC 150/5200-33, Section 2-4 (b)(2) recommg
ot from airports that handle jet aircraft,

may stiract hazardous wildlife be sited outside of 10.000 |
unless the wetlands provide: )

ColoradoRiaaho, Montana Renton, Washingon 98056-4056
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. Part's Joint Aquatic Resource Protection Appiication (J

for threatened of endangered species
ompatibie with safe airport operations.
s wildlite should be gvoided.

{Ulnique ecological functions, such 88 crivical habl
or groundwater recharge. such mitigation must bef

Enhancing such mitigation areas 10 attract hazardo

yecember 1996) that accompanies the
fPA), 1t is our understanding that the
nctions. As noted on page 2-13 of that

Based upon information in the WetlandS Mitigation Plan

wettands near the Alrport do not serve unique ecological §
plan:

Many of the wetlands that would be impacted byfihe propased Master Plan improvements
are small (0.8 acre); isolated from other significl squatic or semi-aquatic habitat; and
occur in @ landscapa fragmented by streets, comrgercial, residential or airport gevelopmem.
The wetlands generally contain fow atiributes pgeitively associgted whh esich functional

formance. Therefore, for most functions, the letisnds were not considered 10 have an
ecological function.

Proponents of on-site mitigation have argued that, becayge urbanizetion has already destroyed or
degraded much of the wellands in the Milier ana Des Molges Greek basins, eny remaining wetlands
are “unique.” However, in accordance with your guidafite, Rt appears that the delineation and
characterization of wetlands is based upon objective cimegn. The Port evaluated the uniqueness of
wetlands near the Airport based upon Such objective ecqiogical criteria, including wildlife and fish
habitat, flood Storage, groundwater axchange, and water dality. Soe Tables 2.2.3 and 2.2-4 of the
Wetland Mitigstion Plen (December, 1996), copy attachi to the Port's JARPA. The avaluation
rsted the biclogical and physical functions of the impactedfjpetiands as lew 10 muderate. See Nefuraf
Resource Mitigation Plan, Master Pian improvement FEI P (Table 3.2-3). We do not
believe that there has been any objective demonstration 1§t the Port's conclusions are inaccurate or
that these wetlands serve a unique function that warranf}{ siting mitigating wetlands within 10,000
fost I:tfio the runway, particularly given the potontial hazany that such wetlands woukd pose to fiight
operations. .

Tnis conclusion s aiready embodied in our July 3, 1997, Record of Decision ('ROD™ on the Master

Plan Improvements Final Supplemental Environmental ifipact Statement (FSEIS). The ROD lists

the conditions that are “necessary in arder to provide FAASSupport”® for the airport improvements and

concludes that there is *no practicable attemative® to .site mitigation. The ROD provides &S
Although & is generally preferable to attempl to

follows:
) /™
§gate wetland loss through mplaca@
wetiands in the same watershed {a goal reflectecin the local regulations discussed S

Appendix F, page +27], this I8 riot the case where uich replacement would creste manmade
wetlands adjacant to alrport alrcraf movement 9 L. Included at the end of FSE!S Section
5-5 is 4 reprint of FAA Advisory Glrcaler 150/528 -33, date May 1, 1997, which states the
'FAA'S strong opposition 1o wetland mitigation prdect

serving lurbine-powered alrcraft {such as 8ee-Ta
present as attractants of wiidlife, which sighifica

, due to the safety hazard such wetlands
increases the risk of bird/aircraft strike.

The ROD cancludes its discussion of oft-site mitigation
FAA's project-specific decision at Sea-Tac and the policieg

explaining the relationship between the
articulated in AC 150/5200-33.

This recent agency policy determination {publicagpn of AC 150/5200-23] supports the FEIS
ang FSEIS determinations that the replaceme wellands for the Sea-Tac Master Flan
Update development actions should not be locaid in the vicinily of the airport. Given the
fimited land area In the Sea-Tac watershed wetland replacement, and the hazard
gssociated with the creation of wildiife attraction in 10,000 feet of jet ruaways, there is
no practicable altemetive to the replacement of t@hse impacted wetlands outside of the Sea-
Tac watershed.
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Our decision t8 require off-cita ynitigaticn of the wetland wildlife habital tunction is supported by the
USDA-ADC, which is directly | with the airport’s wildiife control activives and i strongly
opposed to sitlng any new wellands near the airport. (n an Apnl 9, 1838, lefter to the corps, the
USDA-ADC Staled its official position as folows: '

As the primary sgency responsibie for agdressing Issues refated to wildlife damage, incluiing
hazards at airports, il is our posilion that wetland mitigation measures at Sea-Tac Airpont
should be conducted off sits. On-site mitigntion would attract hazardous wildhifs, particulay
waterfow), compromising air safety by increasing the probabilty of a damaging or fatal Strike,
Funthermers, if new wetiand is established on she with vegetation cover that Is unatiractive
to wildlife, both the spirit and Intent of the mitigation will be vidlated- Wa beliave that an
altemstve site, locaied outside the critical aircraft movement area. will better serve the
Iterest of both widlfe and the safety of passengers, pllots, and thei crew mermbers.

in @ second letter to the Corps, dated Apri 15, 1988, the USDA-ADC conqmen:

(% Is our professiongl respensibilty to gether information and weigh all of the facts before
drawing conclusions, sven if our decision Is not populer. Our position Is basad on years of
experience and tralning on issuea related io wildiifa hazards associated with airpont
envitonments, and mere importantly, site-specific observations made while dealing with
wildife ha2ards’ at Sea-Tac Airport. Whlle we strongly endorse the [sic] wildiife
enhancement as a whole, we fee] this practice i incompatible with safe aircrent operations
and oppose #s implemertalion in such close proxémity 1o the alrfield.

On page three of your lefter, you corectly siate thet the FAA and the Corps have worked closely on
saveral airpart projects over the past yeam, Just as we did ip thesa past projects at Snohomish
County Airpont-Paine Field, Port of Skagit Ceunty, Port of Bellingham, and Auburn Regional Airport,
the FAA has taken a flexible, site-specific approach to the wetiands issues at Sea-Tac Airport. It s
imporiant {0 note the cencem that the FAA has expressed in each of these permitling processes

relative to habitat mitigation within the parameters outfined in the, then draft, advisory circular. -

Further, additional language Is comained in each of the agreements which stipulates that should
sondilions develop that would encoursge wildiife habitat, the alrport should follow procedures
oullined In Federal Avistion Regulation (FAR) Part 139, paragraph 139.337, which requires the
development of @ wildiife hazand management plan.

In the case of Paine Field, the FAA agreed to on-site mitigetion that is nat habitat replacament. It
was further agreed that all waterfowi and other potentially hazardous wildiife habitat replacement
would acur i the Narbeck Swamp &its, which is appraximately 10,000 fect from the ajrpor. The
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the Wetland Compensation Bank Program -at Paine Field
states that all directives and Advisory Circulars from the FAA concerning aipart operations and the
Jocation of welland and wildlife habitat m proximity will be followed. The MOA and the
implementation Manual for the mitigation banks contain language that ensures the safe operation of
aireraft by way of a wildife managsment program or a reconsideration of tha plan. If necessary,

The on-site (Swanson) component of Paine Field's mitigation consists of creating a 13-aore
ficodwater detantion area that will nat have standing water except during sform svents, and then only
for short perods of time. The ares Is aiso being plarted in denss brush to discoursge use by

_ waterfow. The Port of Seattle has proposed a stmilar cpiitting of wetiand function, mitigating some

hydrologie functien in-basin (e.g.. using the Vacca Farm property for fioad water stotage and Miller
Craok relocation/enhancement] and creating wikdlife habitat away from the arport.

We recognize that the Swanson site is I the inerim phase of maturation and fully expect that this
will be eovered with vegetation that is not ettractive to the wildifs that wil prove hezacdous to aircraft
operations. R is also importar to note this phass of the mitigation Is being closely monitored by the
UszD;rADC and the appropriate measures, including depradation removal, are being taken to ensure
safoty.
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The FAA has been involved in two mitigation projects gt Skagit County Airport. The first involved 3
plan 10 mitigata for an inadvecent wetand fil during the construction of Higgins Adrport Wey. This
mitigation site Is within fhe 10,000-foat requirgment, but i s located 88 far as possibie from Rurway
10, which is the most froquently usad rurway. The proposed miigation cregted dense, multiayer
vegetation cweranﬂuopemmnertopopmterhabimto minimize watorfow] use of the mitigation
area. The FAA aiso engaged in heury & A-year negotiation pracess fo¢ the Skagit Wettands and
Industry Negotiations (WIN) project. The wetisnd mitigation in this plan is piimanly protection of
exisfing wetiands by way of the Skagit County Crilical Are&s Ordinance, the removal of Fvestock on
same areas ans the restoration of an uptand srea adjacent 1o the Higgins Way mitigation proposal. ’

The standartl sking criteria for wetland mitigation, according 3o AuT AAVisEry circular for aifports such
as Aubum Municipal Alrport, i 5,000 feet. The approved mitigation she is Jocated approximately
8,000 feet from the alrport.

The mitigation pian &t Belingham infernational Airpon. primarily invalved setting aside Port-owned
property and enhencing Alrport Creek by way of 8 conservation egsernent.‘ ‘The language in that

essement
described sress o the exdent the propetty shall remain substantially undizturbed end maintained with

axsting

important to note that the rumway dosest to this mitigation has sincs been closed. Documentation
based upon 8 FAA site visit concluded that the proposed plan would not provide nabiat to waterfowl
or other wikdlife that would confiict with aiceraft oparations at the airport.

The number of cperations & Sea-Tac Is an important consideration. * Although there is ot
necessarlly a linear relationship, common sense dictates that inereasing either {he number of planes
or the number of birds at 2 particular airport will increase the proba of an aircra/vbird coilision.
Your are correct that tere am large wetland areas near Sea-Ta¢; some of these wetlands suppart
waterfowl, and some are located withins 10,000 feet of the runways, However, the PAA deas not
beficve that fis fact justifies increasing the potentiat hazerd by deliberately siting 8 manmade

Morsaver, it should be noted that the Dott, with ihe hetp of the USDA-ADC, maintains a widie
control progeam 2 the irpoft. The program has resulted In the harassing or Kiikng of wildiife from °
nearhy wetland and upland hvabitats when fhe birds have ventured over the UNWaYS or have batn
chserved in large numbers near the airfield. If, in the fulure, thase measures prove jnsufficient to
contro! the existing bird population, the FAA could require T Port to after oF gliminate the habilat
altogether. , Given that there is no easy Wiy to comtrol the exisling bird populations at the airport, the
EAA befigves that § would be snt o exacerbate the protiem by Intentionally areating wetlands
near e airport-and risking the time and expense bf constructing an in-basin project that might have
10 ba removed, should it aftract hazardous wildie. :

The FAA and the USDA steff have visited the site proposed for in-basin wetiand mitigaion that you
maention in youfmlamr. As indicated on maps provided by tha Corps, the stte is jocated south of 210
Street, near 18" Avenue, S.E, respective of our concemns for oir safety, we note that much of the
site Is within a State Highway 509 dght-ol-way and, thus, we question ite avallability for |
wetland mitigation. From an aircraft safety perspective, the Site Is about 8,400 fest south of Runway |
24R and within the approacivdeparture zone of this runway. It'is more than 10,000 foet sovth of
Runway 341 and the thind nmway, but is within the approaciideparture zone of all of the runways.

_ We understand ons pmposulfcrthissﬁnwoun ba tn excavate )t and establish seasanally wet zoils
planted wih strub or forest vegetation. The purpose of this project would be to create wildiire habitat

\ in the Des Moines Creek basin, and 10 provide storm water mmmem fonctions. A M
project of shis nature could be expected to support temestrial wildife, & variety of songbirds, and
several spocies of raptors, {f vegetated e propesed, the site might not provide habhtat far waterfowd.
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The she hos been considered previously for potentisi in-basin mitigation (he sits is immedfately

adjacem to sites 18 and 15). See Figure 3.2-2 and Table 3.2-2 Wetlend Mitigation Plon (December
1998). Previeus evaluations of the site considered that the tepographic positon of the site near the
cdge of.the watershed may maka R difficult 1o obtain suitable hydrology for significant wetiand
mitigation. - However, the praximity to active runways and the siie's locatien in the
approach/departure zones were the primary reasans R was rejecied as a mitigation site

The FAA cannot suppart construction of 2 mitigating wetland thet would attract bird species to the
spproachvdeparture zones of a) sctive nnways and within 8,400 feet of runway 34R. Aircratt
epproaching and departing Ru 34R pass directly above the site &t altitudss rnging from 500
foet abova ground Jeve( (ASL) 10 1740 feet AGL. As reflecied In the bird/alrcraft strike data fer Sea-
Tac, humesous bird apecies are hit Dy aircrat. Even if waterfom ware not attracted to the proposed
site, It woukd gttract other bird species that have been involved in bir/aircraft collisions.

In summary, we are satisfied that the Port of Seatile conducted @ thorough evaluation of welland
mhiigation Sftes near the alrport. The FAA and the USDA-ADC have explored We passibifity of on-
site mitigation of tha wetiand wildilfe habitat funttion and.have cancluded thet such mitigetion is
incompatible with the safe operafian of the airfield. Please refer t0 the enciosed lefier from the
USDA-ADC. We laok forward 1o continulng aur close refatisnsiip with the Comps of Engineers and
we would be happy to answer any additional questions on-this project

Sincerely,

Denpis G. Ossenkop
Environmemal Protection Specialist, FAA

Enclozure

[~
J, Freedman
G. Terzd
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