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May 27, 1998

The Honorable James Hinchman

Acting Comptroller General of the United States
General Accounting Office

Room 7125

411 G Street NW

Washington, DC 20001-2648

Dear Mr. Hinchman,

The purpose of this letter is to share with you my concern regarding the possible failure of the Port of
Seattle to adhere to federal grant requirements and to request an investigation of this charge.

My concern revolves around the use of federal funds for the Port of Seattle’s noise remedy programs
and their apparent failure to comply with federal grant requirements. Federal Grant Assurance C.6
requires that the representative government, the cities surrounding SeaTac Airport in this case, provide
written assurance in support of the port’s Part 150 Noise Remedy Program before the port can
proceed. It is in question whether the port received this assurance.

My understanding is that currently, the Port of Seattle does not have any monitoring controls in place
to insure that written declarations of support for noise compatibility projects are obtained from
agencies having jurisdictional control where these projects are located. As a result, no such written
declarations were obtained for any of the Port’s noise compatibility projects. I believe that this may be
a violation of the Federal Grant Assurance C.6 requirement mentioned above.

Enclosed please find a letter from a constituent expressing her thoughts and a number of exhibits which
detail these possible violations. One of these exhibits is a report from Deloitte and Touche who
performed numerous consultant audits and repeatedly brought this discrepancy to the Port’s attention.
Please feel free to contact Amy Ruble in my District Office if you should have any questions regarding
this situation. She can be reached at (253) 926-6683.

Thank you in advance for your prompt attention in this matter.

Simcerel

Adam Smit

Member of Congress
as/aer

/P, (SR,

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER
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-- lLetter to FAA from Shawn M. Lewis, Manager for
Special Investigations, State Auditors Office
dated June 17, 1998.

-~ Ietter to Shawn Lewis from Minnie O. Brasher
dated June 22, 1998.
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June 17, 1998

Carol A. Key

Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
1601 Lind Avenue SW Suite 250
Renton, WA 98055-4056

Dear Ms. Key,

Thank you for the information you provided me concerning the Seattle International Airport’s
Noise Exposure Map and the Noise Compatibility Program. The information was very useful for
my discussions with the Port of Seattle and concerned citizens.

Recently, our office was asked by State Representative Karen Keiser to discuss our audit of the
Port of Seattle Noise Remedy Program. Participating in the discussion, in addition to
Representative Keiser, was a representative from Congressman Adam Smith’s office and
concerned citizens and citizen groups. As a result of this meeting, your office may be receiving
communications from various parties, and I thought it would be appropriate to brief you on
certain aspects of this meeting.

While many specifics were covered concerning the Port’s Noise Compatibility Program, the
overwhelming issue was, as we have previously discussed, the Port’s compliance with Grant
Assurance C-6. The portion of the statement that is of concern is as follows:

“For noise compatibility program projects, other than land acquisition, to be carried out
on property not owned by the airport and over which property another agency has land
use control or authority, the sponsor shall obtain from each such agency a written
declaration that such agency supports that project and the project is reasonably consistent
with the agency’s plans regarding the property.”

As you know, the Port of Seattle has not received any such written declarations from any of its
surrounding communities. This is a non-compliance condition that was reported as part of the
Port’s Single Audit in 1990, 1991, 1992, 1993 and 1994.

In 1993, we were made aware through informal discussions with your office, as well as by the
Port of Seattle, that the FAA believed the Port had taken the necessary steps to fulfill the C-6
requirement through: Port Commission actions, public testimony, and jurisdictional involvement
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in the NEM and NCP development. In addition, the auditors were informed by your office that
there were no questioned costs associated with this finding.

In our most recent discussions, your office has reaffirmed this position. As I understand it, the
FAA position is: Due to the jurisdictional involvement and public testimony associated with the
Port’s NEM and NCP, the Port of Seattle has complied with the intent of the Grant Assurance
C-6. In addition, your office does not consider the lack of written declarations of support to be a
reportable out of compliance condition. These issues seemed to be of greatest concern to the
citizens and citizen groups present at the meeting. While I don’t wish to speak for these
individuals or groups, I did want to make your office aware of this concern. Specifically,
without the written declaration of support, the citizens feel that their interests can not be
adequately represented by the jurisdictions that maintain land use control over their property.

I hope this letter provides you with the information necessary to address any future
correspondence from citizens, citizen groups or state/us legislative staff. If you need any further
information regarding the referenced meeting or its attendees, please call me at (360)586-5074.

Sincerely,

9 v ///,.’

Shawn M. Lewis, CPA, CFE
Manager for Special Investigations

Cc:  Karen Keiser, State Representative, 33™ District
Julia Patterson, State Senator, 33™ District
Amy Ruble, Congressman Adam Smith’s Office
Kristin Hanson, Airport Communities Coalition
Candy Corvari, CASE Co-President
Minnie Brasher, Constituent
Barbara Stuhring, Constituent
Peter Shimer, Delloite and Touche




MINNIE O. BRASHER

846 South 136th Street
Burien, Washington 98168

June 22, 1998

Mr. Shawn Lewis, PSA, CFE
Manager of Special Investigation
Washington State Auditor's Office
P.O. Box 40021

Olympia, Washington 98504-0021

Dear Mr. Lewis:

Thank you for briefing Ms. Carol A. Key of the FAA concerning some aspects of
our meeting on Friday, June 12, 1998 and sending copies to interested Federal,
State and Local Officials as well as the Port of Seattle's Auditor's Office
and the concerned citizens of the community.

In your letter to the FAA you indicated that cur main discussion was the Port's
non—compliance with Federal Grant Assurance C-6. However, in your letter to the
FAA you did not cover any of our concerns over the consequences of non—-campliance
over Federal Grant Assurance C-6.

Federal Grant Assurance C-6 requires that our representative govermment (the
FAR 150 Cities and the County Government surrounding Sea-Tac Airport) provide
Written Assurance in support of the Port's Part 150 Noise Compatibility Program
before proceeding with the FAR 150 Noise Compatibility Program. We informed
you that the Port did not contact the Cities or County until 1992 (well after
the 1993 Part 150 Update was almost campleted). Without the correct land use
jurisdictions present and Co-leading the FAR 150 Program, we believe it would
be impossible to comply with Federal Grant Assurance C-6 under the Aviation
Safety & Noise Abatement Act of 1979 (the ASNA Act).

It is the consequences of the out-of-compliance to the FAR 150 Program which
concerns us the most:

- The FAR 150 pecple were left without a representative government.
- People were left to negotiate with the Port all alone.

- Building permits were not taken out on insulation programs, resulting
in violation of Fire Codes and violation of Building Codes.

- The Port is now in the process of re-insulating at least 1,141 homes
that were insulated by the Port before 1993. The re-insulation is
required because of safety reasons at a cost of $11,000,000 and a lot
of worry to the people living in these homes.
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Mr. Shawn Lewis, PSA, CFE
Olympia, Washington

Page 2

- 19 Examples were-given to the State Auditor's Office - showing many
pecple 1n the 65 LDN (less nolsy area) were insulated at a cost of
$40,000 to $50,000; and pecple in the higher noise areas of 70 LDN
were insulated at a cost of $8,000 or less. We believe this is
unjust because the intent of the funds under the ASNA Act was to
help the noise impacted; with the severely impacted eligible for
the most help.

= One of manv examples given to the State Auditor's Office: A home in
South Park cost $48,000 to insulate and the home on King County records
show the home valued at $43,000.

We believe this would not have happened if the Port had camplied with Federal
Grant Assurance C-6. Our elected representatives (who have attorneys at their
disposal and who are well wversed in rules and regulations) would have made the
FAR 150 Prcgram more equitable.

You stated in your letter to Ms. Key that in "informal discussions™ over Federal
Grant Assurance C-6 in 1993 (between your office, the FAA and the Port) that

the FAA informed the auditors that there was no questioned costs associated
with the findings.

- The cost to the pecple without having a government to represent them
with attorneys advising them was ignored.

- The cost of $11,000,000 for re-insulation.

- The 3,500 homes left in the Port's Noise Remedy Program that have not
been insulated.

- The many homes that were built within the 65 LIN to 70 LDN; including
many homes relocated out of FAR 150 contours to be relocated back into
the FAR 150 Contours.

1989 COURT RULING ON THE FAR 150 NOISE COMPATIBILITY PROGRAM:

(Martha lbarado, et al v. Memphis-Shelby County Airport Authority (No. 89-3001-4B)
November 1989 :: Judge McRae found, "Although submission of a Noise Compatibility
Program is woluntary, compliance with the regulations becomes mandatory after a
Plan is approved by the FAA and Federal Funding is granted).

FAR 150's Noise Compatibility Program is only wvoluntary in relation to not
taking federal funds and not receiving federal approval. However, if the FAA
approves the program and grants federal funds under Grant Assurance C-6; the
law requires the FAR 150 Cities and the FAR 150 County under Grant Assurance
C-6 to approve and monitor the FAR 150 Program as Co-lead Agencies over the FAR
150 Program. The FAR 150 Cities and the FAR 150 County have never Co-led the
FAR 150 Program.
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Mr. Shawn Lewis, PSA, CFE
Olympia, Washington

Page 3

== It is the consequences and the impact of this action that is of the
gravest concern to the FAR 150 Communities because the FAR 150 Canmunities
are left to fend for themselves without a representative government; and
the consequences of that alone has an enormous impact on the FAR 150
Communities and FAR 150 homes.

Sincerely,

Menmis O Grackor

Minnie O. Brasher

cc: Carol A, Key, FAA - Regional Office
Louise Maillett, FAA - Washington D.C.
Brian Sonntag, Washington State Auditor's Office
Janet Reno, U.S Attorney General
United States Office of Civil Rights
Christine Gregoire, Washington State Attorney General
Karen Keiser, State Representative, 33rd District
Julia Patterson, State Senator, 33rd District
Amy Ruble, Congressman Adam Smith's Office
Kristin Hanson, Airport Communities Coalition
Candy Corvari, CASE Co-President
Barbara Stuhring, Constituent
Peter Shimer, Deloitte & Touche, Port of Seattle Auditors
Mr. James Hinchman, Acting Controller General of the U.S.
General Accounting Office
President Clinton
Rodney Slater, Secretary, U.S. DOT
Gary Locke, Governor
Sid Morrison, Secretary, State DOT
Dr. Joseph McGeehan, Superintendent FAR 150 Schools
Inspector General of Transportation Budget - Washington D.C.
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-- Letter from State Representative Karen Keiser and
State Senator Julia Patterson to Seattle Times
dated June 10, 1998.
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June 10, 1998

WASHINGTON STATE LEGISLATURE

Marc Stiles, Reporter

Seattle Times

31620 23rd Ave. S., Suite 312
Federal Way, WA 98003

Dear Mr. Stiles:

We are writing to you with the hopes of gaining your interest in reporting on a very important
issue involving citizens we represent. We are also sending you a letter rather than a press release
in a deliberate effort to de-politicize what has become an incredible political story for South King
County. Please hear us out.

A little more than a year ago, we asked the State Auditor's Office to review the Port of Seattle's
noise remedy programs after receiving numerous complaints from constituents. As a result of
this investigation, the State Auditor's Office has now confirmed that the Port of Seattle violated
federal grant assurance requirements. The Auditor's Office is now in the process of bringing this
situation to the attention of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). Congressman Adam
Smith has asked the federal General Accounting Office (GAOQ) to investigate this matter. A copy
of Smith's letter is attached.

The State Auditor's Office has confirmed that the port violated Federal Grant Assurance C.6
requirements by failing to secure required written declarations of support from the
surrounding jurisdictions of Sea-Tac Airport for its noise remedy programs. The assurance
requirement is the only law which guarantees taxpayers affected by airport impacts have a voice
in the noise insulation-remedy programs funded by the FAA. This clearly has not been the case
with the port. '

Equally troubling is the fact that while audits conducted by the consulting firm of Deloitte and
Touche repeatedly pointed out these violations, the port and its five-member Commission have
failed to take corrective action. Copies of Deloitte and Touche's findings are attached.

Subsequent to its review, the State Auditor's Office has recommended that an independent
mediator be appointed to resolve past and future disputes involving these programs.

To date, more than $100 million of federal grants have been spent on the noise remedy programs
to insulate homes in and around Sea-Tac Airport from the second runway. Under the insulation
program as originally instituted, an estimated 16,000 homeowners became eligible for noise
insulation in 1985. To date, the port has completed 6,412 homes. There are 2,740 homes left to
be insulated with a total of 848 homes signed up on the waiting list. The target completion date
is Jan. 1, 2001.




=

(

AN

S slaoo 2

There were 3,000 homeowners eligible for the transaction assistance program which assists
homeowners in selling their homes. If homeowners cannot sell their homes within a specified
period of time, the port offers to purchase the home. Under this program, 272 homes have been
sold and another 428 homeowners have applied.

These programs along with buyouts have already cost $130 million and an estimated $18 million
more is needed to complete them. The public has raised doubts about where and how the money
was spent and for good reason. We have recently learned that the port is in the process of re-
insulating a total of 1,141 homes which were insulated before 1993. We have been told these
homes are being redone due to building-code violations at an estimated cost of $11 million.
Clearly, had the cities been consulted regarding building codes and formally included in the
process, many of these problems could have been avoided. Instead, we are spending $11 million
more to fix a problem while the remaining 2,700 homeowners wait for relief from the torrential
storm of jet noise pounding their walls.

We believe that all elected officials and government agencies should be held accountable to the
taxpayers who fund them. The port is no exception.

It's unfortunate that had the port obtained the required okay from local jurisdictions, much of this
controversy could have been averted. Instead, we are left to unravel a legacy of zero
accountability and downright sloppy management.

We have attempted to provide you with some basic information outlining the bare facts of this
situation. This research represents years of citizens work. We believe you will agree with us that
this situation deserves the attention of your newspaper.

We would be happy to meet with you in person to discuss the merits of this issue at your
convenience or provide you with any additional information or contacts. We look forward to
speaking with you soon.

Sincerely,
BB Q&&* (et
aren Keiser lia Patterson
State Representative State Senator

33rd District 33rd District
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== Memos fram Minnie PBrasher to Elected Officials.
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Port of Seattle in violation of Federal Grant Assurance C.6
Port of Seattle’s Noise Remedy Program

e Under Federal Law, Federal Grant Assurance C.6 requires the
representative government of the people, the Cities and County
surrounding Sea-Tac Airport, have a vote (written Assurance) on the
Ports Part 150 Noise Remedy Program.

* The Port was granted more than $100,000,000 million dollars of Federal
Grant Funds without this vote. This left the FAR 150 people without a
Representative Government.

e The people of King County vote for Port Commissioners to operate the
Seattle Water Port and Sea-Tac Airport, not as a Representative
Government.

e The consequence of this action is enormous to the people. People are left
to negotiate with the Port all alone. There has been abuse of the FAR 150
people.

e We have protested this abuse to the Port of Seattle and the FAA from
1990 in documented form.

e Now thanks to State Representative Karen Keiser, State Senator Julia
Patterson and to U.S. Congressman Adam Smith we are being heard.

e On May 27, 1998 U.S. Congressman Adam Smith wrote to the General
Accounting Office (GAO) asking for an investigation of Federal Grant
Assurance C.6 on the Port of Seattle’s Noise Remedy Program.

e State Representative Karen Keiser and State Senator Julia Patterson have
written to the press and are working hard on this issue.

Note: The Port is now re-insulating 1,141 homes that were insulated before
1993 due to safety and condensation problems. If you or anyone you know
have any of this problems, contact the Port’s Noise Remedy Office. Please
document your concerns to your state and federal representatives.
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Federal Grant C.6

Consequences to the People:

Under Federal Law, Federal Grant Assurance C.6 gave the representative
government of the people a vote (written assurance) on the Ports Part 150
Noise Remedy Program.

The Port fraudulently signed for Federal Grant Funds without this vote. This
left the people without a Representative Government.

The people of King County vote for Port Commissioners to operate the
Seattle Water Port and the Airport, not as a Representative Government of
and by the people.

Port Commissioners do not govern people.

People were forced to live without insulation or any mitigation after the .o
runway for over 20 years. Federal Funds were available from 1982. The
people had to wait until 1990 to get some relief from the noise. To date there
are still 3,588 homes left to be insulated from the 2™ runway. No State,
County or City Government intervened for the people.

Federal Funds (80% Fed. 20% State) were available in 1982 for noise areas
of 65 LDN and higher. Because of alleged lack of funds by the Port, the 65
LDN noise area around Sea-Tac Airport covered only half of the eligible 65
LDN noise area by using the year 2000 as a base year for noise. To date
there are thousands of people who have lived for over 20 years with noise
levels of 65 LDN that have had no mitigation, even though there were
Federal Funds available. The people did not have any government
representation. This is a violation of FAR-150.

Work permits were not taken out on noise insulation projects that were done
by the Port. This resulted in a violation of fire codes. People were left
without any government. Through the Washington Open Records Act we
brought this out to the public. The Port has now come out with a program to
re-insulate 1,141 homes due to safety and condensation problems. This
program is projected to cost $11 million. This is a direct result of the Port
not following Federal Grant Assur ce ] 6 THIS IS A TOTAL WASTE
OF FEDERAL MONEY. <

Ci
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The Ports Noise Remedy Program originally called for people in the 65
LDN noise areas to pay for 50% of the costs of insulation. Several people
did this. All Port Noise Remedy Federal Grants were Federal 80% and the
Port 20%. How did the Port get by with this? Where did the 30% funds
go? '

The Ports Noise Program is unjust. As 19 examples given to State Auditor
Brian Sonntag show, Many people in the 65 LDN less noisy area were
insulated at a cost of $40,000 to $50.000 and people in the 70 LDN more
noisy areas were insulated at a cost of $8,000 to $10,000. FAR-150 funding
1s to bring the noise down. It appears it was what and whom you knew that
made the difference.

Administration cost of the Ports Noise Program on some grants ran as high
as 30%.

Some homes outside the Ports Noise Remedy Program were insulated, while
others were told they were not within the program area and could not receive
insulation.

There are still (port figures) 3,588 homes from the second runway left to be
insulated. The Port now has an insulation program for directional insulation
for the 3™ runway. With government by and for the people this would never
have happen. The Port would have has to insulate the 2™ runway (27 years
ago) homes first. This is a violation of the people’s rights.

FAR-150

Scope and Purpose of FAR-150 is to eliminate non-compatible noise and to
prevent the introduction of additional non-compatible noise. This has not
and cannot be done without the government of the people with land use

control working closely with the Port. This has not happened, as the Port did

not even invite the land use jurisdiction agencies to the table. FAR 150
Advisory Circular makes it clear that all should be at the table. Without the
land use jurisdictions agreeing with these programs there still will be homes
being built right under flight paths and the people will still be abused.

The Port did not invite the Cities and County to the table because they could
never have signed off on such an unjust program. Note: Federal Grant C.6

P 2=
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A FAR-150 Program is voluntary, but once it is entered into it becomes
mandatory. All regulations of FAR-150 are mandatory. This is per a Judges
ruling.

This is only a small sample of the abuses of the people and Federal Grant
Funds. There are far more people living within the 65 LDN noise now than
before $130 Million Dollars in Federal Grants were given to the Port of
Seattle.

We have protested these abuses to the Port of Seattle and the FAA from
1990 in documented form.

The Port of Seattle Noise Remedy Program is full of abuse. We the people
are asking for a GAO Audit.

VWi 0- e b
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-- Violations of Federal Grant Agreement Assurance
C-6 from 1990 through 1994 reported by Deloitte
& Touche, auditors for the Port of Seattle.
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PORT OF SEATTLE

SINGLE AUDIT REPORTS
DECEMBER 31, 1990

Deloitte Touche
Tohmatsu
International
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Over 100 homes were insulated during the audit period. Each home was insulated under a separate
contract,

Compliance with the Copeland Act is imposed by Grant Agreement Assurance C. 1., Federal Legisla-
tion, q.

Port personnel were not aware the provisions applied to the noise compatibility projects.

Recommendation: We recommend the Port put in place procedures to insure that contractors and
subcontractors pay prevailing wages. These procedures should include the submission of weekly
payrolls in compliance with the Copeland Act.

FINDING NO. 8: GRANT APPLICATION

The Port does not have sufficient monitoring controls in place to ensure that Port Commission approval
is officially obtained to apply for FAA grants. Procedures are in place to obtain Port Commission
approval in general for projects over $200,000, whether or not financed with federal assistance.
However, these procedures do not require specific Port Commission authorization be obtained to apply
for the grant. Further, the existing procedures do not apply to grants associated with projects under
$200,000 in size.

Grant Agreement Assurance C. 2. requires the Port Commission to pass a resolution, motion, or similar
action as an official act, authorizing the filing of the grant application, including all understanding and
assurances contained therein, and directing and authorizing an official representative.

Recommendation: We recommend Port procedures be revised to explicitly require, by official act,
Port Commission authorization for filing of all AIP grant applications, regardless of amount, in
compliance with Grant Agreement Assurances.

FINDING NO. 9: WRITTEN DECLARATIONS OF SUPPORT

The Port does not have any monitoring controls in place to insure that written declarations of support
for noise compatibility projects are obtained from agencies having jurisdictional control over lands upon
which such projects are located. As a result, no such written declarations were obtained for any of the
Port’s noise compatibility projects.

The requirement is imposed by Grant Agreement Assurance C. 6.

Although the Port has not obtained the written declarations, all evidence indicates the surrounding
agencies with jurisdictional control over lands upon which the Port’s noise compatibility projects are
undertaken do support the projects.

Recommendation: We recommend procedures be put in place to insure that written declarations of
support are obtained from agencies having jurisdictional control over lands upon which noise
compatibility projects are located. We further recommend such declarations be obtained for all Port
noise compatibility projects.
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PORT OF SEATTLE

SINGLE AUDIT REPORTS
DECEMBER 31, 1991

Deloitte Touche
Tohmatsu
International
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Recommendation: We recommend the Port implement control procedures to ensure that provisions
are included in all FAA grant-assisted contracts to insure contractor compliance with veterans’
preference requirements. We further recommend the Port include such provisions in all contracts
for work under the airport improvement program.

FINDING NO. 8: COPELAND ACT COMPLIANCE

The Port does not have sufficient monitoring controls in place to insure compliance with the provisions
of the Copeland Act which require weekly submission of contractor payrolls in order to insure contrac-
tors are paying prevailing wages. The Port requires submission of payrolls on airport development
contracts but not on noise compatibility projects. As a result, no payrolls were submitted for any noise
compatibility contracts.

Over 300 homes were insulated during the audit period. Each home was insulated under a separate
contract.

Compliance with the Copeland Act is imposed by Grant Agreement Assurance C. 1., Federal Legisla-
tion, q.

Port personnel were not aware the provisions applied to the noise compatibility projects.

Recommendation: We recommend the Port put in place procedures to insure that contractors and
subcontractors pay prevailing wages. These procedures should include the submission of weekly
payrolls in compliance with the Copeland Act.

FINDING NO. 9: GRANT APPLICATION

The Port does not have sufficient monitoring-controls in place to ensure that Port Commission approval
is officially obtained to apply fop"'FAA_grants.' Procedures are in place to obtain Port Commission
approval in general for projects—over $200,000, whether or not financed with federal assistance.
However, these procedures do not require specific Port Commission authorization be obtained to apply
for the grant. Further, the existing procedures do not apply to grants associated with projects under
$200,000 in size.

Grant Agreement Assurance C. 2. requires the Port Commission to pass a resolution, motion, or similar
action as an official act, authorizing the filing of the grant application, including all understanding and
assurances contained therein, and directing and authorizing an official representative.

Recommendation: We recommend Port procedures be revised to explicitly require, by official act,
Port Commission authorization for filing of all AIP grant applications, regardless of amount, in
compliance with Grant Agreement Assurances.

FINDING NO. 10: WRITTEN DECLARATIONS OF SUPPORT

The Port does not have any monitoring controls in place to insure that written declarations of support
for noise compatibility projects are obtained from agencies having jurisdictional control over lands upon
which such projects are located. As a result, no such written declarations were obtained for any of the

Port’s noise compatibility projects.

The requirement is imposed by Grant Agreement Assurance C. 6.

799/
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Although the Port has not obtained the written declarations, all evidence indicates the surrounding
agencies with jurisdictional control over lands upon which the Port’s noise compatibility projects are
undertaken do support the projects. \/

Recommendation: We recommend procedures be put in place to insure that written declarations of
support are obtained from agencies having jurisdictional control over lands upon which noise
compatibility projects are located. We further recommend such declarations be obtained for all Port
noise compatibility projects.

FINDING NO. 11: NOTICE OF GRANT FUNDING
IN PUBLISHED MATERIAL

The Port did not include a notice that the material was prepared under a grant provided by the United
States in the Puget Sound Air Transportation Committee’s Flight Plan Study August and December
Newsletters, and September and November "Fact Sheets."

-
Other than the material above, the only other applicable published material was the Flight Plan Study b\,\ '
Phase II Final Report, which did contain the required notice. A
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Grant Agreement Assurance C. 18. c¢. requires such notice in all published material prepared in
connection with FAA-assisted planning projects.

Recommendation: We recommend the Port implement control procedures to ensure that notice of
FAA funding assistance be included in all published material prepared in connection with FAA-
assisted planning projects. We further recommend the Port include in all published material
prepared in connection with such planning projects a notice that the material was prepared under a
grant provided by the United States.

FINDING NO. 12: REQUIRED ANTIDISCRIMINATION LANGUAGE

The Port’s fixed base operator concession agreement with Crawford Aviation does not contain the
antidiscrimination language required by the FAA.

The Port has approximately 115 aeronautical leases or agreements. We reviewed 28 of the agreements.
One was found not to have the required language.

Grant Agreement Assurance C. 22. requires language be inserted into each agreement or other
arrangement under which a right or privilege is granted at the airport to furnish services to the public
that requires such services to be furnished on a fair, equal, and not unjustly discriminatory basis, and be
priced in a similar manner.

Recommendation: We recommend that the Port re-execute the concession agreement on the
updated standard Port agreement form, so that said required language is included.

FINDING NO. 13: PRESCRIBED CONSULTANT
CONTRACTING PROCEDURES

Insufficient evidence existed in the Port’s files to document that the Port’s consultant contract selection
procedures were followed for all consultants contracted for in 1991 in connection with the Flight Plan
Study. Further, insufficient evidence was in the files to document that the contracts were awarded on
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FINDING NO. 5: COPELAND ACT COMPLIANCE

The Port does not have sufficient monitoring controls in place to ensure compliance with the provisions
of the Copeland Act which require weekly submission of contractor payrolls in order to insure contrac-
tors are paying prevailing wages. The Port requires submission of payrolls on airport development
contracts but not on noise compatibility projects. As a result, no payrolls were submitted for any noise
compatibility contracts. However, contractors are audited on a random basis by the Port Accounting
Department.

Over 300 homes were insulated during the audit period. Each home was insulated under a separate
contract.

Compliance with the Copeland Act is imposed by Grant Agreement Assurance C. 1., Federal Legisla-
tion, q.

Port personnel were not aware that the provisions applied to the noise compatibility projects.
No questioned costs are associated with this finding.

Recommendation: We recommend the Port put in place procedures to ensure that contractors and
subcontractors pay prevailing wages. These procedures should include the submission of weekly
payrolls in compliance with the Copeland Act.

FINDING NO. 6: GRANT APPLICATION

The Port does not have sufficient monitoring controls in place to ensure that Port Commission approval
is officially obtained to apply for FAA grants. Procedures are in place to obtain Port Commission
approval in general for projects over $200,000, whether or not financed with federal assistance.
However, these procedures do not require specific Port Commission authorization be obtained to apply
for the grant. Further, the existing procedures do not apply to grants associated with projects under
$200,000 in size.

Grant Agreement Assurance C. 2. requires the Port Commission to pass a resolution, motion, or similar
action as an official act, authorizing the filing of the grant application, including all understanding and
assurances contained therein, and directing and authorizing an official representative.

No questioned costs are associated with this finding.

Recommendation: We recommend Port procedures be revised to explicitly require, by official act,
Port Commission authorization for filing of all AIP and EPA grant applications, regardless of
amount, in compliance with Grant Agreement Assurances.

FINDING NO. 7: WRITTEN DECLARATIONS OF SUPPORT

The Port does not have any monitoring controls in place to ensure that written declarations of support
for noise compatibility projects are obtained from agencies having jurisdictional control over lands upon
which such projects are located. As a result, no such written declarations were obtained for any of the
Port’s noise compatibility projects.

The requirement is imposed by Grant Agreement Assurance C. 6.

/99—
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Although the Port has not obtained the written declarations, all evidence indicates the surrounding
agencies with jurisdictional control over lands upon which the Port’s noise compatibility projects are
undertaken do support the projects.

This appears to be the result of the noise remedy department being unaware of the requirement. This
was a finding in the prior year, and the recommendation was not communicated to the noise remedy  / |
department. s 4 LA
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N%questioned costs are associated with this finding. ﬁ!\"\/\&‘\ /(-/\; e \ l\_\) —
Recommendation: We recommend procedures be put in place to insure that written declarations of
support are obtained from agencies having jurisdictional control over lands upon which noise
compatibility projects are located. We further recommend such declarations be obtained for all Port
noise compatibility projects.

FINDING NO. 8: FAA CONSTRUCTION PROGRESS AND INSPECTION REPORTS

FAA Construction Progress and Inspection Report (Form 5370-1) for workorder C3074 under AIP33
for the weeks ended November 27 and December 18, 1992, were not signed or dated by the senior
inspector and thus were not complete.

In conjunction with our testing of Special Reporting Requirements, we tested controls over the filing of
Construction Progress and Inspection Reports with the FAA. We tested a random sample of 25 Con-
struction Progress and Inspection Reports out of an estimated 190 reports filed on all active work orders
during 1992.

During our testing, we noted that the Construction Progress and Inspection Report was not signed or
dated by the senior inspector for workorder C3074 under AIP33 and thus was not filed in a complete
manner for the weeks ended November 27 and December 18, 1992. Therefore, it appears that this
control is not operating effectively as documented.

No questioned costs are associated with this finding.
Recommendation: We recommend the Port strengthen their controls over the completion and
filing of the Construction Progress and Inspection Reports to ensure that the reports are filed in a
complete manner.

FINDING NO. 9: PREAPPLICATION REQUIREMENTS

The Port did not include Form 5100-30 in the preapplication for AIP 33 as required by the CFDA
Application and Award Process - Preapplication Coordination.

Port personnel were unable to find the preapplication form 5100-30 in the grant files. The Port does
not know why the form was not completed for this grant. However, it appears that the FAA accepted
the application as the grant was active during 1992.

No questioned costs are associated with this finding.

Recommendation: The Port should implement procedures to ensure that all necessary grant
application forms are completed.
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FINDING NO. 3: VETERANS' PREFERENCE

No system exists to ensure that specifications necessary to ensure veterans' preferences in employment are
included in contracts for noise compatibility projects. As a result, no such specifications were included in
any noise compatibility project contracts. Grant Agreement Assurance C.15. requires inclusion in all
federally assisted contracts under the Airport Improvement Program of such provisions as are necessary to
ensure preference be given to Vietnam era and disabled veterans. Over 340 homes were insulated during
1993. Each home was insulated under a separate contract.

This finding is due to the Port being unaware of the control weakness and noncompliance until late in 1993.
Based on our testing of compliance with this requirement, we noted no instances of noncompliance.

There are no questioned costs associated with this finding.

Recommendation: We recommend that the Port implement control procedures to ensure that provi-
sions are included in all FAA grant-assisted contracts to ensure contractor compliance with veterans'
preference requirements. We further recommend the Port include such provisions in all contracts for
work under the Airport Improvement Program.

FINDING NO.4: COPELAND ACT COMPLIANCE

In our testing of the Davis-Bacon requirements, we noted that the Port did not require weekly submission of
payrolls on noise compatibility projects for any contracts awarded prior to November 1993. As a result, no
payrolls were submitted for any noise compatibility contracts for the ten-month period ended October 31,
1993. Over 340 homes were insulated during 1993. Each home was insulated under a separate contract.

This is a violation of the Copeland Act as imposed by Grant Agreement Assurance C.1., Federal Legisla-
tion, and appears to be due to the fact that Port personnel were unaware of the applicability to noise
compatibility contracts.

No questioned costs are associated with this finding.

Recommendation: We recommend that the Port continue receiving certified payrolls for all airport
development and noise compatibility contracts, in accordance with current Port policy.

FINDING NO.5: WRITTEN DECLARATIONS OF SUPPORT

The Port does not have sufficient monitoring controls in place to ensure that written declarations of support
for noise compatibility projects are obtained from agencies having jurisdictional control over lands upon
which such projects are located, and as a result, no such written declarations were obtained for the Port's
noise compatibility project.

During our testing of Grant Agreement Assurances, we noted that written declarations of support were not
received for the FAR 150 Noise Compatibility Program 1993 Amendments submitted during 1993 to the
FAA for approval. This is a violation of Grant Agreement Assurance C.6.

This appears to be the result of the Port being unable to persuade all of the communities to endorse all
aspects of the amendments.

We were informed by FAA officials that there are no questioned costs associated with this finding.
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Recommendation: We recommend procedures be put in place to ensure that written declarations of
support are obtained from agencies having jurisdictional control over lands upon which noise com-

patibility projects are located. We further recommend such declarations be obtained for all Port noise
compatibility projects.

FINDING NO. 6: FAA CONSTRUCTION PROGRESS AND INSPECTION REPORTS

During our testing, we noted that for work order C2980 under AIP 3-53-0062-33, the Construction
Progress and Inspection Report (Form 5370-1) omitted the contractor name and project description and
thus was not filed in a complete manner for the week ended May 14, 1993.

In conjunction with our testing of Special Reporting Requirements, we tested controls over the filing of
Construction Progress and Inspection Reports with the FAA. We tested a random sample of 25
Construction Progress and Inspection Reports out of an estimated 73 reports filed on all active work orders
during 1993.

During our testing we also noted that for work order C2608 under AIP 3-53-0062-27, which represents the
airport security system installation project, the Construction Progress and Inspection Report for the week
ended January 9, 1993, incorrectly reported the percentage of completion of controlled access doors. This
appears to be due to the inadvertent omission of information in the calculation of completed doors.

This is in violation of the Federal Financial Reports General Requirement, which states that reported
information must be complete and accurate.

This finding appears to be due to lack of review of submitted forms. No questioned costs are associated
with this finding.

Recommendation: We recommend the Port strengthen its controls over the completion and filing of
the Construction Progress and Inspection Reports to ensure that the reports are filed in a complete
manner.

FINDING NO.7: FEDERAL FINANCIAL REPORTS

The Port was awarded supplemental funds in an amendment to AIP 3-53-0062-14. Management assumed
that the federal participation percentage was 80%, as in the original grant document. As a result, 80% of
eligible costs were claimed as the federal share, instead of the stated 50% per the amendment.

The awarding of additional funds to original grant awards is a somewhat uncommon occurrence (only AIP
3-53-0062-14 has received supplemental funds in the previous two years), and as the amount of the
additional award was relatively-immaterial (less than $100,000), management of the Port informed us that
they did not extensively review the amendment.

This is in violation of the Federal Financial Reports General Requirement, which states that reported
information must be complete and accurate.

The Port's error resulted in a reimbursement of $9,217 greater than the actual amendment amount. The
Port discovered its error and recorded this amount as a payable to the FAA in the Schedule of Federal
Financial Assistance as of December 31, 1992. There is no payable at December 31, 1993, as the amount
was applied to Total Grant Award for AIP 3-53-0062-32 which in effect decreases the amount eligible to
be claimed.

[ 993
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FINDING NO. 3: VETERANS’ PREFERENCE

No system exists to ensure that specifications necessary to ensure veterans’ preferences in employment are
included in contracts for noise compatibility projects. As a result, no such specifications were included in
any noise compatibility project contracts. Grant Agreement Assurance C.15. requires inclusion in all
federally assisted contracts under the Airport Improvement Program of such provisions as are necessary to
ensure preference be given to Vietnam era and disabled veterans. Over 340 homes were insulated during
1994, Each home was insulated under a separate contract.

This finding is due to the Port being unaware of the control weakness and noncompliance until late in 1993.
In early 1994, a new contract was implemented that is in compliance with Assurance C.15. As of
December 31, 1994, there were still contractors who had not signed the revised contracts. Based on our
testing of compliance with this requirement, we noted no instances of noncompliance.

There are no questioned costs associated with this finding.

Recommendation: We recommend that the Port implement control procedures to ensure that provi-
sions are included in all FAA grant-assisted contracts to ensure contractor compliance with veterans’
- preference requirements. We further recommend the Port include such provisions in all contracts for

~ work under the Airport Improvement Program. \

FINDING NO. 4: WRITTEN DECLARATIONS OF SUPPORT

The Port does not have sufficient monitoring controls in place to ensure that written declarations of support
for noise compatibility projects are obtained from agencies having jurisdictional control over lands upon
which such projects are located, and as a result, no such written declarations were obtained for the Port’s
noise compatibility project.

During our testing of Grant Agreement Assurances, we noted that written declarations of support were not -~
received for the FAR 150 Noise Compatibility Program 1993 Amendments submitted during 1993 to the
FAA for approval. This is a violation of Grant Agreement Assurance C.6.

This appears to be the result of the Port being unable to persuade all of the communities to endorse all
aspects of the amendments.

We discussed this finding with FAA officials who informed us that there are no questioned costs associated
with this finding.

Recommendation: We recommend procedures be put in place to ensure that written declarations of
support are obtained from agencies having jurisdictional control over lands upon which noise com-
patibility projects are located. “We further recommend such declarations be obtained for all Port noise
compatibility projects.

FINDING NO. 5: FEDERAL FINANCIAL REPORTS

The federal cash transactions report for the period January 1, 1994, to March 31, 1994, was not correctly
completed. Gross disbursements for open AIP grants were incorrectly reported as net disbursements. This
represents a finding under Federal Financial Reports — General Requirement as federal financial reports are
required to be accurately completed. There are no questioned costs associated with this finding.
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— Letters fram the FAR 150 governments with land-use
control, i.e. governments that represents the people.



Item #6: The Port of Seattle never asked for or received a written
declaration from the public agencies, (i.e. the Cities and County with land
use control) to comply with Federal Grant Assurance C.6.



(253) 661-4000

»V Hy 33530 1ST WAY SOUTH FEDERAL WAY. WA 98003-6210

(253) 661-4034
February 11, 1998

Minnie O. Brasher

S.W. King County Group
846 S. 136th Street
Burien, WA 98168

RE: Public Disclosure Act Request . -

Dear Ms. Brasher:

This letter is written in response to your letter dated January 29, 1998. The letter requests

“a copy of the City of Federal Way’s WRITTEN DECLARATION OF SUPPORT” which the letter

states is required under Federal Grant Assurance C-6. The City of Federal Way has no documents
responsive to this request. The portion of Federal Grant Assurance C-6 quoted in the letter refers
to “noise compatibility program projects, other than land acquisition, to be carried out on property
not owned by the airport and over which property another agency has land use control or
authority....” The City is not aware of any noise compatibility program projects being carried out on
property over which the City of Federal Way has land use control or authority. If there are such
projects, it is the responsibility of the sponsor of those projects to obtain from the City the written
declaration about which your letter inquires.

Sincerely,

H5E oAl

Bob C. Sterbank . .
Assistant City Attorney

BCS:db
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C “City of Normandy Park

801 SW 174th Street, Normandy Park, Washington 98166-3679

N\ A Telephone (206) 248-7603 Facsimile (206) 439-8674
wu Police Department Telephone (206) 248-7600 Facsimile (206) 246-9732
City Council

Mayor

John Wiltse

Mayor pro tempore

Charlic Haris

Kathleen Quong-Vermeire

Claire Drosdick

Stuart Cn:ighlon February 5, 1998

John Rankin
Guy Spencer

Minnie O. Brasher
SW King County Group
846 South 136th Street
Burien, WA 98168

Dear. Ms. Brasher:

After carefully reviewing our records, the City does not have any Written
Declaration of Support under Federal Grant Assurance C-6 for the Port of
Seattle.

| hope this provides the information you need. Please call me if you have
questions, 248-7603 ext. 21 or stop by City Hall at your convenience.

Sincerely,

-

.

Merlin G. MacReynold
City Manager

cc: City Council
Bill Viall, City Attorney
Mary Davis, City Planner

p

City Manager

Merlin G MacRevnold
Director of Public Safety
Rick Kiefter

City Clerk-Treasurer
Brenda J. Rolpr,

Public Works Ops Manuger
Karl Frani

City Planner

Mary Davis

Recreation Coordinator
Karen McAllister-Wazner

any
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1ayor
Sitty Milne

Jeputy Mayor
3hirley Basarab

Councilmembers
.arry Gilbert
Stephen Lamphear
Sally Nelson

Jon Newby
Jeorgette Valle
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CITY OF BURIEN

415 Southwest 150th Street Phone: (206) 241-4647
Burien, Washington 98166-1975 Fax: (206) 248-5539

February 4, 1998

Ms. Minnie O. Brasher
846 South 136th Street
Burien. WA 98168
Dear Ms. Brasher:

RE: WRITTEN DECLARATION OF SUPPORT UNDER FEDERAL GRANT
ASSURANCE C-6

Dear Ms. Brasher:

We are in receipt of your letter, dated 1/29/98, requesting a copy of the City of
Burien’s Written Declaration of Support document as above-referenced.

The City of Burien does not have such a document and is therefore unable to
comply with your request.

Thank you for your inquiry and if we can be of service otherwise, please advise.
Yours very truly,
CITY OF BURIEN

G Qlbtand

\'Jan Hubbard
Community Services Manager

JH/dm

e - 1998 Brasher - wnitten delclaration doc
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Paul Schell. Mayvor
Office of the Mayor

February 11, 1998

Minnie Brasher, SW King County Group
846 South 136th Street
Burien, WA 98168

RE: Public Disclosure Request
Dear Ms. Brasher,

After researching your request further I have learned that neither the Mayor’s office nor
the City of Seattle Office of Intergovernmental Relations has records of a written
statement of support to the Port of Seattle for the grant assurance you refer to in your
public disclosure request of January 29, 1998.

Enclosed, however, is a copy of Mayor Rice’s statement of support addressed to the
Puget Sound Regional Council. As a voting member of the PSRC, the City of Seattle’s
support of the expansion of Seatac Airport would be expressed through the statements of
that agency.

T hope this gives you what you need. For more information, I would recommend
contacting PSRC. If you have any more questions, please call me at 684-8358.

e

Sincerely;

%

f"\)i N

Victoria Schoenburg,
Deputy Communications Director and
Public Disclosure Officer

®
600 Fourth Avenue, 12th Floor. Seattle, WA 98104-1873
Tel: 1206) 684—-1009, TDD: (206) 684-8811, Fax: (206) 684-5360, E:mail: mayors.office @ci.seattle.wa.us
An equal employ ment opportunity, affirmative action employer. Accommodations for people with disabilities provided upon request.




City of Tukwila S=o¢

6200 Southcenter Boulevard * Tukwila, Washington 98188 John W. Rants, Mayor

February 5, 1998

S.W. King County Group
¢/o Minnie O. Bracher
845 South 136th Street
Burien, WA 98168

Re:  Request for Public Records Dated 1/29/98
Dear Ms. Bracher:
Your public records request was received by the City on February 3, 1998.

The City of Tukwila has no record that a written Declaration of Support under Federal Grant Assurance
C-6 has been requested or prepared.

Sincerely, A |
O v O . ; TN
ne E. Cantu

City Clerk

c: J. McFarland, Mayor’s Office
R. Noe, City Attorney
S. Lancaster, DCD Director

Phone: (206) 433-1800 « City Hall Fax: (206) 433-1833
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ADMINISTRATION
21630 11TH AVENUE SOUTH
DES MOINES, WASHINGTON 98198-6398
(206) 878-4595 FAX: (206) 870-6540

February 18, 1998

Ms. Minnie Brasher

S.W. King County Group

846 South 136th Street 5 -
Burien, WA 98168

Re: Public Records Request of January 29, 1998

Dear Ms. Brasher:

As we discussed, the City does not possess a record that would be responsive to your
recent request under the Public Disclosure Act.

Very truly yours,
Cl DES MOINES
N e

Gary N. Mcliean
City Attomey

GNM:vs

Cc: Robert L. Olander, City Manager
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City Manager

Mayor
Calvin P. Hoggard

Ms. Terry Anderson

Deputy Mayor
Shicley Thompson

Assistant City Manager
Jay Holman

Councilmembers
Steve Stevenson, Sr.
Frank Hansen
Kathy Gehring . . .
Joe Brennan 17900 Intemnational Blvd., Suite 401 « SeaTac, Washington 98188-4236 City Clerk

Don DeHan City Hall: (206) 241-9100 « Fax: (206) 241-3999 « TDD: (206) 241-0091 Judith L. Cary

City Attorney
Robert L. McAdams

February 9, 1998

S.W.KING COUNTY GROUP

836 South 136" Street

Burien WA 98168

Attn.: Minnie O. Brasher, Representative

Re: Request under Washington State Open Records Act in relation to Port of Seattle noise
compatzbtltty program projects.

Dear Ms. Brasher:

On behalf of the City of SeaTac I have investigated your request and have the following information to
offer:

1. The Port has initiated several Part 150 Noise Compatibility Studies under federal guidelines of
Federal Aviation regulations, Part 150. The most recent such study is under way now. According
to Port staff, neither study used federal grant funds, so the written declaration of support from the
City of SeaTac was not required for either study.

2. The Port has been performing home soundproofing, using federal grant funds, since the adoption of
the first Part 150 study. According to staff at the FAA Airports District Office, the surrounding
cities were participants in the Part 150 studies that led to the soundproofing program. The FAA
approved the plan after study was completed with input from affected jurisdictions. Once a Part
150 is approved, eligible measures can be federally funded. Required statements are signed by the
sponsor and submitted with the application for a federally funded grant request.

No City of SeaTac documents are available regarding this issue. If you have further questions please
contact me at 206-248-6106, or Craig Ward, Principal Planner, at 206-241-1893.

Sincerely.

pric F ftsit”

Julie Rodwell, Programs Manager, City Manager’s office

cel SeaTac Mayor and Councilmembers
Calvin Hoggard, City Manager
Judith Cary, City Clerk
Bob McAdams, City Attorney
Bob Wells, POS
Carolvn Read, FAA ADO




Jim White, Mayor

N

Roger A. Lubovich, City Attorney 253/859-3340  253/859-3983 (fax)

February 18, 1998

Ms. Minnie O. Brasher
SW King County Group
846 South 136th Street
Burien WA 98168

Re:  Telephone conversation of February 17, 1998
Dear Ms. Brasher:

During our telephone conversation on February 17, you indicated that the City may be
mistaken about its status as a "public agency™ authorized by the State to plan for the development
for the area surrounding the airport, in accordance with Federal Grant Assurance Form Section C-6.

As we also discussed, I provided a copy of your earlier correspondence and the Federal Grant
Assurance Form to the City of Kent's administrative officials, specifically, the Chief of Operations
and the Department Heads from each city department. At this time, the City of Kent renews the
statement included in its February 11, 1998 correspondence to you. Unless you can provide the City
with additional information, the City cannot respond further to your request.

If vou have any questions or concerns regarding the information enclosed. Please do not
hesitate to call me.

Very truly yours,

& / - : ) -
LAURIE EZIéé

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY

LE:mlb

PALAW FILES 0555 BRASHER L2

220 4th AVE. SO / KENT. WASHINGTON 98032-3845 / TELEPHONE (206185%-1300 / FAX # 859-3334
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Metropolitan King County Council
" Rcom 1200, King Couniy Courthouse

516 Third Avenue

Sealtle, WA 28104-3272

(2C6) 296-i200
FAX (206) 22€-0138

February 18, 1998

Ms. Millie O. Brasher
S.W. King County Group
846 South 136" Street
Burien. WA 98168

Dear Ms. Brasher:

This is in response to your request of January 29, 1998 requesting a copy of King
County’s written declaration of support provided to the Port of Seattle as required under
Federal grant assurances for any airport noise remedy program. [ have asked all
emplovees of the King County Council to review their files for any relevant documents,
and none were located.

As [ mentioned to you in our earlier telephone conversation, the information you are
seeking may be housed by a department in the Executive Branch. You may wish to
submit your request directly to the Executive’s Office to initiate a search of their records.

Please contact me at (206) 296-1016 should you require additional information.
Sincerely,
N g
I Flences., B2 J,c«_..é'»ag/

Marcia [senberg
Council Administrator

cc: Steve Ohlenkamp, Chief of Staff
James L. Brewer, Legal Counsel
Jeff Slayton, Associate Legal Counsel




— The Port has applied for and received more than
$100,000,000 million federal grant dollars for

FAR 150 Noise Compatibility Program at Sea-Tac
under Federal Grant Agreement Assurance C-6.



[tem #7: The Port of Seattle has applied for and received more than
$100,000,000 Million Federal Grant Dollars for Noise Compatibility
Programs at Sea-Tac Airport. To date Port and Federal Grant funds total
more than $130,000,000 Million Dollars, with another $11,000,000 Million
Dollars to re-insulate homes for safety problems.

This waste of Federal and King County funds would never have happened
had the Port been in compliance with Federal Grant Assurance C.6. Their
FAR 150 Program would have oversight and proper permits by the proper
elected officials i.e. representative governments of the people.
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Appendix 1

ASSURANCES
Airport Sponsors

A. General. \SJ-?_'—Q-/ FDG &= Lf C);‘ Q

1: These assurances shall be complied with in the performance of grant agreements for airport
development, airpert planning, and noise compatibility program grants for airport sponsors.
2. These assurances are required to be submitted as part of the project application by sponsors

requesting funds under the provisions of Title 49, U.S.C., subtitle VII, as amended. As used
herein, the term "public agency sponsor” means a public agency with control of a public-use
airport; the term "private sponsor' means a private owner of a public-use airport; and the term
"sponsor” includes both public agency sponsors and private sponsors.

3. Upon acceptance of the grant offer by the sponsor, these assurances are incorporated in and
become part of the grant agreement.
B. Duration and Applicability.
| Airport development or Noise Compatibility Program Projects Undertaken by a Public

Agency Sponsor. The terms, conditions and assurances of the grant agreement shall remain in
full force and effect throughout the useful life of the facilities developed or equipment acquired
for an airport development or noise compatibility program project, or throughout the useful life of
the project items installed within a facility under a noise compatibility program project, but in any
event not to exceed twenty (20) years from the date of acceptance of a grant offer of Federal
funds for the project. However, there shall be no limit on the duration of the assurance against
exclusive rights or the terms, conditions and assurances with respect to real property acquired
with Federal funds. Furthermore, the duration of the Civil Rights assurance shall be specified in
the assurances.

2. Airport Development or Noise Compatibility Projects Undertaken by a Private Sponsor.
The preceding paragraph 1 also applies to a private sponsor except that the useful life of project
items installed within a facility or the useful life of the facilities developed or equipment acquired
under an airport development or noise compatibility program project shall be no less than ten
(10) years from the date of acceptance of Federal aid for the project.

3. Airport Planning Undertaken by a Sponsor. Unless otherwise specified in the grant
agreement, only Assurances 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 13, 18, 30, 32, 33, and 34 in section C apply to
planning projects. The terms, conditions, and assurances of the grant agreement shall remain in
full force and effect during the life of the project.

C. Sponsor Certification. The sponsor hereby assures and certifies, with respect to this grant that:

1. General Federal Requirements. It will comply with all applicable Federal laws, regulations,
executive orders, policies, guidelines, and requirements as they relate to the application,
acceptance and use of Federal funds for this project including but not limited to the following:
Federal Legislation

Title 49, U.S.C., subtitle VI, as amended.

Davis-Bacon Act - 40 U.S.C. 276(a), etseq.”

Federal Fair Labor Standards Act - 29 U.S.C. 201, et seq.

Hatch Act - 5 U.S.C. 1501, et seq.?

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of
1970 Title 42 U.S.C. 4601, etseq.! 2

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 - Section 106 - 16 U.S.C. 470(f).1
Arche1ologica| and Histeric Preservation Act of 1974 - 16 U.S.C. 469 through
4689c.

Native Americans Grave Repatriation Act - 25 U.S.C. Section 3001, et seq.
Clean Air Act, P.L. 90-148, as amended.

Coastal Zone Management Act, P.L. 93-205, as amended.

Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 - Section 102(a) - 42 U.S.C. 4012a. 1
Title 49 ,U.S.C., Section 303, (formerly known as Section 4(f))
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 -29 U.S.C. 794.

Civil Rights Act of 1964 - Title VI - 42 U.S.C. 2000d through d-4.

Age Discrimination Act of 1975 - 42 U.S.C. 6101, et segq.
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p. American Indian Religious Freedom Act, P.L. 95-341, as amended.

q Architectural Barriers Act of 1968 -42 U.S.C. 4151, et seq. 1

r. Powerplant and Industrial Fuel Use Act of 1978 - Section 403- 2 U.S.C. 8373. 1
S. Contract Work Hours and Safety Standards Act - 40 U.S.C. 327, et seq. 1

t, Copeland Antikickback Act - 18 U.S.C. 874. 1

u. National Environmental Po licy Act of 1969 - 42 U.S.C. 4321, et seg.1

V. Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, P.L. 90-542, as amended.

w. Single Audit Act of 1984 - 31 U.S.C. 7501, et seq.?

X. Drug-Free Workplace Act of 1988 - 41 U.S.C. 702 through 706.

Executive Orders

Executive Order 11246 - Equal Employment Opportunity 1

Executive Order 11990 - Protection of Wetlands

Executive Order 11998 - FloodPlain Management

Executive Order 12372 - Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs.

Executive Order 12699 - Seismic Safety of Federa | and Federally Assisted New Building

Construction !

Executive Order 12898 - Environmental Justice

Federal Regulations

14 CFR Part 13 - Investigative and Enforcement Procedures.

14 CFR Part 16 - Rules of Practice For Federally Assisted Airport Enforcement

Proceedings.

14 CFR Part 180 - Airport noise compatibility planning.

29 CFR Part 1 - Procedures for predetermination of wage rates. 1

29 CFR Part 3 - Cantractors and subcontractors on public building or public work

financed in whole or part by loans or grants from the United States. 1

29 CFR Part 5 - Labor standards provisions applicable to contracts covering

federally financed and assisted construction (also labor standards provisions

applicable to nonconstruction contracts subject to the Contract Work Hours and

Safety Standards Act).!

g. 41 CFR Part 60 - Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs, Equal
Employment Opportunity, Department of Labor (Federal and federally assisted
contracting requirements).

h. 49 CFR Part 18 - Uniform administrative requirements for grants and
cooperative agreements to state and local governments.

it 49 CFR Part 20 - New restrictions on lobbying.

o

®ao

oh

it 48 CFR Part 21 - Nondiscrimination in federally-assisted programs of the
Department of Transportation - effectuation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964.

k. 49 CFR Part 23 - Participation by minority business enterprise in Department of

Transportation programs.
l. 49 CFR Part 24 - Uniform relocation assistance and real property acquisition for
Federal and federally assisted programs. 1

m. 48 CFR Part 27 - Nondiscrimination on the basis of handicap in programs and
activities receiving or benefitting from Federal financial assistance.

n. 49 CFR Part 29 - Governmentwide debarment ancl suspension (non-
procurement) and governmentwide requirements for drug-free workplace
(grants).

o. 49 CFR Part 30 - Denial of public works contracts to suppliers of goods and
services of countries that deny procurement market access to U.S. contractors.

p. 49 CFR Part 41 - Seismic safety of Federal and federally assisted or regulated

new building construction.
Office of Management and Budget Circulars

a. A-87 - Cost Principles Applicable to Grants and Contracts with State and Local
Governments.
b A-128 - Audits of State and Local Governments.

These laws do not apply to airport planning sponsors.
These laws do not apply to private sponsors.

Airport Assurances (5/97) 2
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3 49 CFR Part 18 and OMB Circular A-87 contain requirements for State and

Local Governments receiving Federal assistance. Any requirement levied upon
State and Local Governments by this regulation and circular shall also be
applicable to private sponsors receiving Federal assistance under Title 49,
United States Code.
Specific assurances required to be included in grant agreements by any of the above laws,
regulations or circulars are incorporated by reference in the grant agreement.

2. Responsibility and Authority of the Sponsor.

a. Public Agency Sponsor: It has legal authority to apply for the grant, and to
finance and carry out the proposed project; that a resolution, motion or similar
action has been duly adopted or passed as an official act of the applicant's
governing body authorizing the filing of the application, including all
understandings and assurances contained therein, and directing and authorizing
the person identified as the official representative of the applicant to act in
connection with the application and to provide such additional information as
may be required.

b. Private Sponsor: It has legal authority to apply for the grant and to finance and
carry out the proposed project and comply with all terms, conditions, and
assurances of this grant agreement. It shall designate an official representative
and shall in writing direct and authorize that person to file this application,
including all understandings and assurances contained therein; to act in
connection with this application; and to provide such additional information as
may be required.

3. Sponsor Fund Availability. It has sufficient funds available for that portion of the project costs
which are not to be paid by the United States. It has sufficient funds available to assure operation
and maintenance of items funded under the grant agreement which it will own or control.

4, Good Title.

a. It holds good title, satisfactory to the Secretary, to the landing area of the airport
or site thereof, or will give assurance satisfactory to the Secretary that good title
will be acquired.

b. For noise compatibility program projects to be carried out on the property of the
sponsor, it holds good title satisfactory to the Secretary to that portion of the
property upon which Federal funds will be expended or will give assurance to the
Secretary that good title will be obtained.

5. Preserving Rights and Powers.

a. It will not take or permit any action which would operate to deprive it of any of
the rights and powers necessary to perform any or all of the terms, conditions,
and assurances in the grant agreement without the written approval of the
Secretary, and will act promptly to acquire, extinguish or modify any outstanding
rights or claims of right of others which would interfere with such performance by
the sponsor. This shall be done in a manner acceptable to the Secretary.

b. It will not sell, lease, encumber, or otherwise transfer or dispose of any part of its
title or other interests in the property shown on Exhibit A to this application or, for
a noise compatibility program project, that portion of the property upon which
Federal funds have been expended, for the duration of the terms, conditions,
and assurances in the grant agreement without approval by the Secretary. If the
transferee is found by the Secretary to be eligible under Title 49, United States
Code, to assume the obligaticns of the grant agreement and to have the power,
authority, and financial resources to carry out all such obligations, the sponsor
shall insert in the contract or document transferring or disposing of the sponsor's
interest, and make binding upon the transferee all of the terms, conditions, and
assurances contained in this grant agreement.

c. For all noise compatibility program projects which are to be carried out by
another unit of local government or are on property owned by a unit of local
government other than the sponsor, it will enter into an agreement with that
government. Except as otherwise specified by the Secretary, that agreement
shall obligate that government to the same terms, conditions, and assurances
that would be applicable to it if it applied directly to the FAA for a grant to
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undertake the noise compatibility program project. That agreement and changes
thereto must be satisfactory to the Secretary. It will take steps to enforce this
agreement against the local government if there is substantial non-compliance
with the terms of the agreement.

d. For noise compatibility program projects to be carried out on privately owned
property, it will enter into an agreement with the owner of that property which
includes provisions specified by the Secretary. It will take steps to enforce this
agreement against the property owner whenever there is substantial non-
compliance with the terms of the agreement.

e. If the sponsor is a private sponsor, it will take steps satisfactory to the Secretary
to ensure that the airport will continue to function as a public-use airport in
accordance with these assurances for the duration of these assurances.

f. If an arrangement is made for management and operation of the airport by any
agency or person other than the sponsor or an employee of the sponsor, the
sponsor will reserve sufficient rights and authority to insure that the airport will
be operated and maintained in accordance Title 49, United States Code, the
regulations and the terms, conditions and assurances in the grant agreement
and shall insure that such arrangement also requires compliance therewith.

Consistency with Local Plans. The project is reasonably consistent with plans (existing at the
time of submission of this application) of public agencies that are authorized by the State in
which the project is located to plan for the development of the area surrounding the airport. For
noise compatibility program projects, other than land acquisition, to be carried out on property
not owned by the airport and over which property another agency has land use control or
authority, the sponsor shall obtain from each such agency a written declaration that such agency
supports that project and the project is reasonably consistent with the agency's plans regarding
the property.

Consideration of Local Interest. It has given fair consideration to the interest of communities
in or near where the project may be located.

Consuitation with Users. In making a decision to undertake any airport development project
under Title 49, United States Code, it has undertaken reasonable consultations with affected
parties using the airport at which project is proposed.

Public Hearings. In projects involving the location of an airport, an airport runway, or a major
runway extension, it has afforded the opportunity for public hearings for the purpose of
considering the economic, social, and environmental effects of the airport or runway location and
its consistency with goals and objectives of such planning as has been carried out by the
community and it shall, when requested by the Secretary, submit a copy of the transcript of such
hearings to the Secretary. Further, for such projects, it has on its management board either
voting representation from the communities where the project is located or has advised the
communities that they have the right to petition the Secretary concerning a proposed project.
Air and Water Quality Standards. In projects involving airport location, a major runway
extension, or runway location it will provide for the Governor of the state in which the project is
located to certify in writing to the Secretary that the project will be located, designed,
constructed, and operated so as to comply with applicable air and water quality standards. In
any case where such standards have not been approved and where applicable air and water
quality standards have been promulgated by the Administrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency, certification shall be obtained from such Administrator. Notice of certification or refusal
to certify shall be provided within sixty days after the project application has been received by
the Secretary.

Pavement Preventive Maintenance . With respect to a project approved after January 1, 1995,
for the replacement or reconstruction of pavement at the airport, it assures or certifies that it has
implemented an effective airport pavement maintenance-management program and it assures
that it will use such program for the useful life of any pavement constructed, reconstructed or
repaired with Federal financial assistance at the airport. [t will provide such reports on pavement
condition and pavement management programs as the Secretary determines may be useful.
Terminal Development Prerequisites. For projects which include terminal development at a
public use airpart, as defined in Title 49, it has, on the date of submittal of the project grant
application, all the safety equipment required for certification of such airport under section 44706
of Title 49, United States Code, and all the security equipment required by rule or regulation, and
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has provided for access to the passenger enplaning and deplaning area of such airport to
passengers enplaning and deplaning from aircraft other than air carrier aircraft.
13. Accounting System, Audit, and Recordkeeping Requirements.
a. It shall keep all project accounts and records which fully disclose the amount and

disposition by the recipient of the proceeds of the grant, the total cost of the
project in connection with which the grant is given or used, and the amount or
nature of that portion of the cost of the project supplied by other sources, and
such other financial records pertinent to the project. The accounts and records
shall be kept in accordance with an accounting system that will facilitate an
effective audit in accordance with the Single Audit Act of 1984.

b. It shall make available to the Secretary and the Comptroller General of the
United States, or any of their duly authorized representatives, for the purpose of
audit and examination, any books, documents, papers, and records of the
recipient that are pertinent to the grant. The Secretary may require that an
appropriate audit be conducted by a recipient. In any case in which an
independent audit is made of the accounts of a sponsor relating to the
disposition of the proceeds of a grant or relating to the project in connection with
which the grant was given or used, it shall file a certified copy of such audit with
the Comptroller General of the United States not later than six (6) months
following the close of the fiscal year for which the audit was made.

14. Minimum Wage Rates. It shall include, in all contracts in excess of $2,000 for work on any
projects funded under the grant agreement which involve labor, provisions establishing minimum
rates of wages, to be predetermined by the Secretary of Labor, in accordance with the Davis-
Bacon Act, as amended (40 U.S.C. 276a-276a-5), which contractors shall pay to skilled and
unskilled labor, and such minimum rates shall be stated in the invitation for bids and shall be
included in proposals or bids for the work.

15. Veteran's Preference. It shall include in all contracts for work on any project funded under the
grant agreement which involve labor, such provisions as are necessary to insure that, in the
employment of labor (except in executive, administrative, and supervisory positions), preference
shall be given to Veterans of the Vietnam era and disabled veterans as defined in Section 47112
of Title 49, United States Code. However, this preference shall apply only where the individuals
are available and qualified to perform the work to which the employment relates.

16. Conformity to Plans and Specifications. It will execute the project subject to plans,
specifications, and schedules approved by the Secretary. Such plans, specifications, and
schedules shall be submitted to the Secretary prior to commencement of site preparation,
construction, or other performance under this grant agreement, and, upon approval of the
Secretary, shall be incorporated into this grant agreement. Any modification to the approved
plans, specifications, and schedules shall also be subject to approval of the Secretary, and
incorporated into the grant agreement.

17. Construction Inspection and Approval. it will provide and maintain competent technical
supervision at the construction site throughout the project to assure that the work conforms to the
plans, specifications, and schedules approved by the Secretary for the project. It shall subject
the construction work on any project contained in an approved project application to inspection
and approval by the Secretary and such work shall be in accordance with regulaticns and
procedures prescribed by the Secretary. Such regulations and procedures shall require such cost
and progress reporting by the sponsor or sponsors of such project as the Secretary shall deem

necessary.
18. Planning Projects. In carrying out planning projects:
a. It will execute the project in accordance with the approved program narrative
contained in the project application or with the modifications similarly approved.
b. It will furnish the Secretary with such periodic reports as required pertaining to
the planning project and planning work activities.
c. It will include in all published material prepared in connection with the planning

project a notice that the material was prepared under a grant provided by the
United States.

d. It will make such material available for examination by the public, and agrees
that no material prepared with funds under this project shall be subject to
copyright in the United States or any other country.
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Part 150

14 CFR Ch. | (1-1-90 Edition)

SUBCHAPTER |—AIRPORTS

PART 150—AIRPORT NOISE
COMPATIBILITY PLANNING

Subpart A—Genaral Provisions

Sec.

150.1 Scope and purpose.

150.3 Applicability.

150.5 Limitations of this part.

150.7 Definitions.

150.9 Designation of noise systems.
150.11 Identification of land uses.
150.13 Incorporations by reference.

Subpart B—Development of Noisa Exposure
Maps and Noise Compatibility Programs

150.21 Noise exposure maps and related de-
scriptions.
150.23 Noise compatibility programs.

Subpart C—Evaluations and Determinations of
Effects of Noise Compatibility Programs

150.31 Preliminary review; acknowledg-
ments.

150.33 Evaluation of programs.

150.35 Determinations; publications; effec-
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in section 101(1) of the ASNA Act as
amended (49 U.S.C. 2101) and as de-
fined in section 503(17) of the Airport
and Airway Improvement Act of 1982
(49 U.S.C. 2202).

[{Doc. No. 18691, 49 FR 49269, Dec. 18, 1984,
as amended by Amdt. 150-1, 53 FR 8723,
Mar. 16, 19881
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APPENDIX A TO PART 150—NoOISE EXPOSURE § 1805 Limitationsoftiispace
MAPs (a)_Pursuant fo the ASNA Act (49

ApPENDIX B T0 PART 150—NoI1SE COMPATIBIL-
ITY PROGRAMS

AUTHORITY: 49 U.S.C. 1348, 1354(a), 1421,
1431, 2101, 2102, 2103¢a), 2104 (a) and (b)),

2201 et seq.: 49 U.S.C. 108(g) (Revised, Pub.

L. 97449, Jan, 12, 1983).

Source Docket No. 18691, 49 FR 49269,

Dec. 18, 1984, unless otherwise noted.

Subpart A—General Provisions
§ 150.1 Scope and purpose.
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law.

(b) Approval of a noise compatibility
program under this part is neither a
commitment by the FAA to financially
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| Federal Aviation Administration, DOT § 15021

Bullding, 800 Independence Avenue, noncompatible land use In-each aress
SW., Washington, D.C. 20591. depicted on the map. as of the date of—

(3) The respective Regional Offfces submission, and five coples of a map-

&2 nu:: tfﬁgg;l Aviation Administra- aach wét.lgz :;wompa.nymx documenta- .
& on set orth— ~ :

(1) New England Regional Office, 1Z. (1) The noise exposure bsased orn
New England Executive Park, Burling- farecast aircraft operations at the alr- ,
ton, Massachusetts 01803. port for the fifth calendar year begin- ™ .

(i) Eastern Reglonal Office, Federal ning after the date of submission A
Bullding, John F. Eennedy (JFK) (based on reasonable assumptions con- .°
}Inotﬁkrniitiggﬂ Alrport, Jamalca, New= cerning future type and frequency of “

(i) Southern Regional Office, 3400 time o‘,,ﬁ,‘;‘i{:&‘?“?i;;mﬁiit;’;:’“i’; o~
ggofmmm (%egy BODﬂV;OG 31‘388‘6 Polnt,  port layout Including any planned air- 2 ™

e siia x . Atlanta, port development, planned land use',\'f\‘\

(lv)__‘Grest. Lakes Regional Office.. the mmﬁu); :infjc - m_\:‘;“"
ggg‘l’&w‘ pevom Des Plaines, Tllinols ;  (2) The nature and extent, If any, to__,-

(v) Central Reglonal Office, 601 East npimn piose forecast operatlons will l’
12th Street, Kansas City, Missouri g ¥ o
4108 i depicted on the map. |\

(vl) Southwest Reglonal Gffice, 4400 Lai?;n mbgﬁt?edmgnr;::mt?ug section ‘\3
Blue Mound Road, (P.O. Box 1688), t be devel d ared
Fort Worth, Texas 76101. ropa B s e

(vil) Northwest Mountain Reglonal Corcance With Appendix A of this part, - o
Office, 17900 Pacific Highway, South, or an FAA approved equivalent, and in i
C-68966, Seattle, Washington 98163, = Consuitation with states, and public: .y

(vill) Western Pacific Reglonal —Scucies and planning agencles whose =
Office, 15000 Avistion Boulevard, oIt OF 80¥ portion of whase ares, of ™ <X
Hawthorne, California (P.O. Box lurscctlon s within the b o
92007, Worldway Postal Center, Los contour depicted cn the map, PAA re- X
Angeles) 50009, gionsal officials, and other Federal offft- =3

(Ix) Alaskan Reglonal Office, 701 Cials having local responshility for o
“C" Street, Box 14. Anchorage, Alasks land uses depicted on the map. This S
99513. L5 consultatfon must Include regular. ._ <

(xi) European Office, 15, Rue de la ~ 2€ropautical users of the alrport. The %

Loi (3rd russe _ airport operator shall certify that it
giu;m(_ N dneny LG B Is, Bel has afforded Interested persons ade-

ter, m 8401, 1100 “L" NW views, datz, and comments concerning
W Roo n,D.C].' 8 L" Street, " the correctness and adequacy of the
azhingto * draft noise exposure map and descrip--
[Doc. No, 18691, 49 FR 49268, Dec. 18, 1984, tions of forecast aircraft operations.
;Dl-mmdedbit‘mdt-l-"ﬂ-lﬂm“mv Each map and revised map must be ac-
t. 25, 1989] companied by documentation describ-

(4) The Office of the Federal Regls- QUAte Opportimlty to submit thetr \

ing the consultation accomplished ~~

Subpart B—Development of MNoise ynder
Exposure Maps and Moise Com— nities afforded the public to review

patibility Programs -~ - - -~ and comment during the develo
py of all written-

< N o =
§150.21 Nolse exposure maps and related ‘ comments received during consults-
descriptiona.., . tion shall also be flled with the Ra-:
(a) Each airport operator may after- gional Alrports Division Manager, “ - . !
completion of the consultations and (¢) The Regional Airports Divizior
public procedure specified under para- Manager acknowledges receipt of noise--
graph (b) of this section submit to the exposure maps and descriptions and.-.
Reglonal Alrports Division Manager indicates whether they are in compli-
five coples of the noise exposure map ance with the applicable requirementse
(or revised map) which Identifies each- The Reglonal Alrports Divislon Man--

57¢

TR T TR I L T

TR

Al p3-334w

e




ager publishes mn the Frozmar Rxors-
T=» a notice of compliance for each
such noise exposure map and descrip-
tion, identifying the alrport fnvolved.
8uch notice Includes information as to
when and where the map and related
documentation are nnﬂable for public
fnapection.

H{d) If, after submizzion of & noiac ex-
posure map under paragraph (a) of
this section, any change fn the oper-
ation of the afrport would create any
“substantial, new noncompatible use”
in any warea depicted on the map
beyond that which is forecast for the
fifth calendar year after the date of
submission, the airport operator shall,
in accordance with this section,
promptly prepare and submit a revised
nolse exposure map. A change {n the
operation of an airport creates

mpatible use {f that
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; under this part.
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No person who acquires property or an in-
terest therein after the date of enactment
of the Act in an area surrounding an airport
with respect to which & nolse exposure map
hubcenmmnjmdmdumionlmplme
Act ghall be entitled to recover damages |

with respect ig the nolse aliriBULADIE o \ .
such alrport I euch pe or i
constructive knowledge of the existence of

such moise exposure map in addition i
g other elements for recovery o

(lJAdzm!chnc change In et;rpeortr&'
quency of alrcraft operations at the alrport;

out: or )
(1) A xignificant change in the flight pat-
or

({¥) A significant (ncresse (n nighttime op-
erations; occurred after the date of the ac-
quisition of such property or interest there-
in and that the damages for which recovery
{s sought have resulted from any such
change or [ncrease.”

(2) The Act furthér provides in sec-
tion 107(b), (48 U.B.C. 210T(b)):
That for this purpose, “constructive knowl- ——
edge” ghall be Imputed, 4t & minimum, to

any person who acquires property or an in-
terest therein in an ares surrounding an afr-

one or more of the four factors whi
results in s “substantial new noncom
patible use” as defined In § 150.21(d),
affecting the property in issue. Re-
sponsibility for applying or interpret-
ing this provision with respect to spe-
cdfic pro es rests with local govern-
ment.
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llu.zs ‘Nolse compatibility programas.
«a) Any albrport operator who has
an acceptable nolse expo-
sure map under § 150.21 may, after
!‘A.Anodeeo!nmptnhﬂ!tymdotm
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consultation and publly procedurs (1) A.copy-of the noise exposure map
specified under paragraphs (b) and (¢) and itz supporting documentation as-
of this section, as applicable, submit to found in compliance with the applica-
the Reglonal Alrports Division Manag- ble requirements by the FAA, per
er five copies of a noise compatibility §150.21(c).- - :
program. . n ,  (2) A description and analysis of the-
(b) An alrport operator may subhmit, &lternative measures considered by
the noise compatibility program at the the alrport operator in developing the
same time 83 the noise exposure map. Program, together with a discussion of
In this case, the Regional Alrparts Di- Why each rejected measure was not In-
vision Manager will not begin the stat- , ¢luded in the program.
utory 180-day review period (for the —&2:13) Program measures proposed to
program) until after FAA reviews the __\_Jge&%gx_lnsﬁuprmm and future
noise exposure map and finds that {f Doncompalibie uses and a de-
and Its supporting documentation are ~ 5cFiption of the relative contribution
in compliance with the applicable re- of each of the proposed measures to .
quirementa. _ the overall effectiveness of the pro--
(c) Each nolse compatibllity program., &3
must be developed and prepared (n ac-  (4) A deseript
cordance with Boft tie cohsuitagion with
oran FAA ADW -%];co‘f public “:Sgo s
consultation with FAA regional offf- - ; 3
clals, the officials of the state and of 2ot FAA regional oificlals and other-
any public agencies and planning aderal o{JICES Iy ] :
agencies whose area, or any portion or bility for land uses depicted on
whose area, of jurisdiction within the W'{m e et
L 85 dB noise contours is depicted on S The actusl or antich 1 effect

. and 0
Federal GITICTAls having local responsi- Of the program on reducing nolse ex-
bility of land uses depicted on the posure to Individuals and noncompati- \

ble land uses and preventing the Intro-
map. Consultation with FAA regional = 2
olfictals shsll include, to the & duction of additional noncompatible

practicable, informal agreement from - she = ¥ oy sus
noise exposure Y e effects must
FAA on proposed new or modified.. o v ced on~expr assumptions

flight procedures. For air carrier air- concerning the type and frequency of
ports, consultation must include any g irora¢t operations, number of nigh
air carrfers and, to the extent practica-  yro” onerations, flight patterns, air-

ble, otHer aircraft operators using the .
: port'layout including planned alrport
alrport, For other airports, consulta~ jevelopment, planned land use

tion must Include, to the extent practl- .yano changes
es, and demographic
";}:E alrcraft operators using the air-  giihin the L., 85 dB noise contours. . .-
. . - (8) A description of how the pro--
(d) Prior to and during the develop- posed future nzdom may change any -
ment of a program, and prior to sub- | pnoise control or compatibility plana or
mission of the resulting draft program [ actions previously adopted by the air--
to the FAA, the alrport operator zshall port proprietor. - : 4

afford adequate opportunity for thef.  (7) A summary of the comments at -
lc;lve and direct participation of the\ any public hearing on the program
stales, public agencles and planning/ and a copy of all written material sub-
igencies In the areas surrounding th mitted to the operator under pars--~
alrport, aeronautical users of the air-\ graphs (c) and (d) of this section, to~-
port, and the general public to submit \gether with the operator's response-.
iheir views, data, and comments on Jand disposition of those comments and
the formulation and adequacy of that /materials to demonstrate the program-.
Drogram. . is feaxible and ressonably co
) Each noise compatibfility pro-- with obtaining the objectives of air-
submitted to the FAA must con- port noise compatibility planning
izt of at least the following. «; under thig part. - - 3 .

59- h
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US Deparment
of Transportation

Federal Aviation
Administration

Advisory
Circular

Subject: Date: 8/5/83 AC No: 150/5020-1
Initiated by: Change:

NOISE CONTROL AND COMPATIBILITY

PLANNING FOR AIRPORTS

/ //)/LW

1. PURPOSE. This advisory circular provides guidance for Noise Control
and Compatibility Planning for airports under Federal Aviation Regulatiom
(FAR) Part:l50 and the Aviation Safety and Noise' Abatement Act 0f\£§2§:>
(ASNA) (P.L \‘96 -193). It is intended for use by airport operators,
state/local planners and other officials, and interested :citizens who may
engage in noise control planning. Airport noise compatibllity planning
has the goals of reducing existing noncompatible -land uses around
airports and of preventing the introduction of additional noncompatible
land uses through the cooperative efforts of all those involved. The
‘Part 150 program is voluntary and airport operators are encouraged to
participate.

2. BACKGROUND. FAR Part 150 implements portions of Title I of the
Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 19797 —Ft-establishes a single
systen for the measurement of airport (and background) n015e, a single
systen for determining the exposure of 1ndiv&dualv—to “airport noise, and
a standardized airport noise compatibility planning program. The '
planning program includes (1) provision for the development and
submission to the FAA of Noise Exposure Maps and Noise Compatibility
Programs by airport operators; (2) standard noilse units, methods and
analytical techniques for use in airport assessments;.(3)} fdentification
of land uses which are normally considered compatible (or noncompatible)
with various levels of noise around airports; and. (4)- procedures “and
criteria for FAA approval or disapproval of noise compatibility programs
by the Administrator. The program includes consideration-of : alternative
noise control that might be employed as well as appropriate land use '

p e e == SREEEEEE RNy S
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Land or interest in land (easement) may be acquired §y nfigotiation, through
a voluntary program, or via condemnation. In any cafe, §he provisions of
the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Mgaylsition Policies Act
of 1970 (P.L. 91-646) are applicable whenever Federal or federally assisted
programs are involved.

a. Land for Other Public Uses. Noise Impacted land can be acquired
by a public or semi-public agency either to implement the compatibility plan
or in cooperation with the plan while fulfilling another public purpose.
Tvpical uses may include sites for equipment maintenance or storage yards,
wacter or sewer works, and floodways or reservoirs. Other possibilities
include selected parx, recreation, and npen space uses which are noise
tolerant (golf courses, skeet ranges, nacture areas, etc.). All uses should
respect the height and hazard requiremeacs of the airport and be tolerant of
future airport growth.

b. Land for Compatible Resale. Occasionally, state or local
governments are willing to acquire land which 1s then resold with covenants
or easements retained to assure long-tera compatibility. 1In some cases, it
may be feasible to change such land to compatible uses within existing or
remodeled builldings. In other cases, it would be desirable to clear and
redevelop the land before making it available for sale. In either case, the
changes should be in compliance with the land use plan and be supported by
appropriate zoning. Appropriate covenants or easements snould be retained
to assure long-term compatibility. Since this strategy approaches the
conmplexity of urban renewal, appropriate expertise should be consulted.

347 .-349. RESERVED.

SECTION 5. CONSULTATIONS

350. CONSULTATIONS UNDER PART 150. In developing a noise exposure map and
identifying noncompatible land uses the airport proprietor should identify
the geographic areas of jurisdiction of each public agency and planning
agency which are either wholly or partially contained within the 65 Lyp
contour and meet with the appropriate officials to discuss means of reducing
the noise impact as required by Part 150. Methods for mitigating and/or
reducing the effects of noise that are available to local authorities after
consulting with the airport proprietor are discussed in sections 3 and 4 of
this chapter. Part 150 requires that consultation must include any air
carriers and to the extent practicable, ocher aircraft operators using the
airport. Prior to submission of the noise exposure map or noise
compatibility program, the airport operator is required by Part 150 to allow
interested persons adequate opportunity to submit their views, data, and
comments concerning the correctness and adequacy of the map or program and
projection of aircraft operations. FAA will not inject itself into the
essentially local responsibility for consultation imposed directly om the
alrport operator by the ASNA Act, but will rely upon the airport operator's
certification under penalty of 18 U.S.C. § 1001, that such coasultation has
occurred (See § 150.21).

351. RESERVED.

Chap 3
Par 345 Page 39
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-- Acceptance letters from FAA to the Port of Seattle on

Noise Exposure Maps and Noise Compatibility Program
dated April 16, 1993 and May 25, 1993.
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US Sepcrtment Northwest Mauntain Region 180 Uinc Avenue, S W
of Trorspertchon Calerado, 'aans, Mentana Ra~gn, Washinglon 93C55-4253
Cregon, Utan VV"Nﬂgton

Federal Avigtion Wyaming
Administration
APR16 1983
ERERERTRURERER
SO Ll e i l(
Mr. R. 3urr Stewart folo
3 D (=2
Director, Aviaticn Planning APR 1 G 1833
Seatkl e—“accwa International Alrport "
Port of Seattle P ”“in]
DE Pmﬁ.‘ncmT

P.0. Bcx 68727
Seattle, WA 98727

Dear Mr. Stewart:

We have evaluated your Noise EZxposure Maps and suprerting
documentaticn submitted in accerdance with secticn 103 (a) (1)
of the Aviation Safety and Nolse Abatement Act of 1979 (ASNA),
and determined your submission ccmplies with applicakle

13 gt we have determined:

requirenents of 14 CFR Part 13C. Further,
a. The Noise Expeosure Maps {(Exhibits 432 and 43 cof the
report) and additicnal supperting documentaticn meet the
reguirements as cf the date of submissicn (i.e., 1951) and are
C'ﬂpta:le in azcordance with the standzrds set forth in the
Federal Aviation Regulaticns (FAR). The base map of the
airport envircns_land use was prepared in cecnsultation with

public agencies and political jurisdictions within the 65 DNL
contour.

b. The Neise Exposure Maps (Exhibits listed in paragraph
"a" above) include noise contours for 159€ and are reasonably
consistent with the precvisions set forth in the FAR.

Qur deter=ination -s linited to a finding that the maps were
developed in accordance with the procedures contained in
Appendix A <f the FnR Part 150. Such determination does not
constitute approval cf ycur data, information, or plans.

Sheculd guesticns arise concerning the precise relationship of
specific properties to noise exposure csntours dericted en
vour Ncise EIXgposure Maps, you should rnote that we will not be
invelved in any way in determining the relative locatiocons of
specific prcperties with regard to the depicted noise

v“tou*s, er in Interpreting the maps to resolve questions
ccncerning, fcr example, which prepertlies should be covered by
*he provisizns of Secticn 107 of t*e Act. These functicns are
insaparacle f:cm the ultimata land use cont?Por and plannhin
responsicilities of lccal goverrment These lecal
“espons;H*":;ns are nct *“a”g in any wav under Par%

15¢ or
throuch olir <determinatisn rel at;ve Lc your Noise Exposurs



We will puklish n3%tice in the Federal Pegister announcing our
determination of the Noise Exposure Maps for Seattle-Tacoma

Internatiocnal Airport.

Your notice of this determination and the availability of the
Noise Exposure Maps, when published at least three times in a
newspaper of gereral circulation in the county cor countles
where affected properties are located, will satisfy the
requirements of Section 107 of the ASNA.

Your attenticn is called to the requirements of Secticn
150.21{d) cf the FAR involving the pre:xpt preparaticn and
stbmission of revisions teo these maps if any actual or
proposed change in the cperation of Seattle-Tacoma
Internatiocnal Alrport that migh%t create any subkstantial, new
roncompatikle use in any areas depicted on the maps.

Congratulations on your successful completion of the FAR Part
15C Nolise Exposure Maps. We look forward ts werking with you
to further reduce noise in the area surrounding the airport.

Sincerely,

L{iébézj 621 ﬂ&éé:

- Edward 6. Tat
\" Manager, Alrports Division

Northwest Mcuntain Region

e,
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US. Ceparrment Northwest Mountain Region 1551 Lin¢ Avenue. S, 'W.

cf Transpertanen Colarade !caho, Mentana Renton, ‘Nashinglon 98055-4085
Cregon, Utah, Washinglen

Federal Aviation Wyoming

Adminlstration /

MAY 25 |gg4

. R. Burr Stawart

Diraector, Aviation Planning
Seattle-Tacoma Intarnational Airpert
Port of Seattle

P,0, Box 63727

Seattls, WA 98727

Dgar My, Stewart:

We have svaluated the Noise Compatibllity Program for Seattle-
Tacoma International Airport contained in the Seattle~Tacoma
International Alrport Nocise Compatibility Study submitted to ny
office under the provisions cf Secticn 104{(a) of the Aviation
Safety and Ncise Abatement Act of 1979,

The rscommendsd Noise Compatibility Program proposed by the Port

of Seattle is identified by action element number on pages 7

through 31 of the akove program. I am pleased tc inferm you the
Assistant Administrator for Alrports has approved all propossd

action elements in the Noise Compatikility Program. OQur specific
action for each noise compatibility program elsment is set forth

in the enclosed Record of Approval. The effective date of this :><\

approval is May 18, 189%4.

Bach airport Noise Compatibility Program developed in accordance
with FAR Part 150 is a local program, not a Federal program. We
do not substitute our judgment for that of the airport proprietor
with respect to which measures should be recommended for actien,
Qur approval or disapproval of FAR Part 150 progran
recommendations iz msasured agcording to the standards expressed

in Part 15C and the Aviation Safety and Neise Aratement Act <f
1979, and is limited te¢ the fellecwing determinations:

L &, The Neise Compatibility Program was developed in
accerdance with the provisiens and procedures of FAR Part 150;

b. Program measures are reasonably consistent with achieving
the goals of reducing existing noncempatible land uses arcund the
airpert and preventing the intrecduction of additicnal
nencempatikle landéd uses;




"Expect Excellence

c. Progranm msasures would not create an undue burden on
interstate or forelgn commerce, unjustly discriminate agalnst
types or classes of aeronautical uses, vigclate the terms of

a-roort grant a “eemants, or intrude into areas preempted by the

Faederal Government

d. Program measures relating to the use of flight procedures
car be implemented within the periecd covered by the program
withou« deroqa ing safety, adversely affecting the efficient use
and management of the Navigable Airspace and Air Traffic Ceontrel
Svstems, or adversely affecting other powers and rassponsibilities

of the Administrator prescribed ky law.

Specific limitations with respect to our approval of an airport
Ncisa Compatibility Program are delineatad in FAR Part 150,
Section 150.5, Approval is not a determination concerning the
acceptability cf land uses under Federal, state, or lova¢ law.
Avproval does not by itself constitute ar FAA Lﬂpl&m&ﬁt ng
action. A request for Federal action or approval teo implement
specific noilse compatibility measures may be reguired, and an FaA
dacision on the reguest may ragquire an snvironmental assessment
cf the proposed actien. Approval does not constitute a
commitment by the FAA to financially assist in the implementation
cf the program, nor a determination that all mgasures covered by
the program are sligible for grant-in-aid funding from the FAA.
Whnere Federal funding is sought, requests for project grants must
bs submitted to the FAA Alrports Disgtrict 0ffice in Seattle,
Washington.

Completicn and approval of your Neoise Compatibility Program iz a
major acccmpllshmant one which the Port should be proud of. The
program is a blueprint presenting the means for the Port to
achieve its goal of reducing or eliminating noncompatible land
uses around the airport, As with all plans, we encourage the

rt to periodically review and update the program as may be
necessary to reflect changes in the airport or its environment.

Again, congratulations on your approved Part 150 Noise
Compatibility Program! Ws look forward to working with you on
implementation of the program.

Sirncsrely,

/fé—«t 3 '%Lé/

pavid A. Field
Acting Manager, Airports Division

Znclesure
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-— ROW 53.54.020; Noise Mediation Agreement and letter
from Dennis Ossenkop, FAA, dated March 19, 1992.



Item #10: The Port entered the Noise Mediation Agreement into the Port’s
FAR-150 Program. The programs in the Mediation Agreement were funded
by federal grant funds. The Port did not get a written assurance from local
Far 150 affected government agencies.

Letter from Dennis Ossenkop, FAA stating the Mediation Agreement will be
the way this airport is to be operated from now on.

[ am requesting the council members look at this “Noise Mediation
Agreement” to see if this is really what will benefit the city in the years to
come. [ have a lot of questions about it.

The Port of Seattle’s Resolution 3062 endorsed the Mediation Agreement
that went outside of 6 x 6 and 1 x 1. This is a violation of RCW 53.54.020.
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it are insufficient to redre such indebtedness together
o with all costs and expenses, the court shall have authority to
! L, order the board of commissioners to levy assessments in the
l{'_ manner provided by lagp against the property in the district
in amounts sufficient to retire said indebtedness and pay the
costs and expenses. At such hearing any property owner
within the district may appear and be heard for or against
uch levy. [1941 c 87 § &; Rem. Supp. 1941 § 8931-18.]

53.48.090 Order of dissolution or refusal. After the
indebtedness of the district has been settled or paid, the court
shall determine whether the best interests of all persons
concerned will be served by the proposed dissolution and
shall make a finding thereon. The court shall then enter its
order dissolving or refusing to dissolve said district. [1941
¢ 87 § 9; Rem. Supp. 1941 § 8931-19.]

53.48.120 Provision for costs and expenses. In all
proceedings brought under this chapter the court shall make
provision for the costs and expenses of proceedings hereun-
der and for the payment of the same. [1941 c 87 § 10;
Rem. Supp. 1941 § 8931-20.]

53.48.140 Dissolution of district which has no active
commission—Powers of county commissioners. See RCW

53.46.060.
Chapter 53.49
I DISPOSITION OF FUNDS ON DISSOLUTION OF
{ CERTAIN DISTRICTS
Sections

53.49.010 Port districts in counties with populations of from eight
thousand to less than twelve thousand—Disposition of
funds.

53.49.020 Port districts in counties with populations of from eight
thousand to less than twelve thousand—Order o trans,
funds.

53.49.010 Port districts in counties with popula
of from eight thousand to less than twelve thousan
Disposition of funds. Whenever any port district located i
any county with a population of from eight thousand to less
than twelve thousand shall be dissolved and disestablished or’
is about to be dissolved and disestablished and any sums of
money remain in any of its funds, the port commissioners
are authorized and directed to apply by petition, which may
be filed without fee, to the superior court of such county for
an order authorizing the transfer of such funds to the school
district fund or if there be more than one such district, the
school district funds of all districts, which are located within
the boundaries of such port district. [1991 c 363 § 134;
1943 ¢ 282 § 1; Rem. Supp. 1943 § 9718-10. Formerly
RCW 53.48.100.]

Purpose—Captions not law—1991 ¢ 363: See notes following RCW
2.32.180.

' 53.49.020 Port districts in counties with populations
“ of from eight thousand to less than twelve thousand—
Order to transfer funds. The superior court of any such
county shall enter his order authorizing such transfer of

(1992 Ed)

Title 53 RCW: Port Districts

53.48.080

funds if he is satisfied, after nearing the pettion therefor,
that the port district is dissolved and disestablished or is
about to be dissolved and disestablished and that no obliga-
tions of the port district remain unpaid. The court shall
equitably divide such sums of money between school
districts if there be more than one district involved. [1943
¢ 282 § 2; Rem. Supp. 1943 § 9718-11. Formerly RCW
53.48.110.]

Chapter 53.54
AIRCRAFT NOISE ABATEMENT
Sections
53.54.010
53.54.020

Programs for abatement of aircraft noise authorized.

Investigation and moaitoring of noise impact—Programs to
conform to needs—"Impacted areas”.

Authorized programs—When property deemed within im-

area.

Fund authorized—Sources.

Liberal construction—Powers addidonal.

Severability—1974 exs. ¢ 121,

53.54.030

53.54.040
53.54.900
53.54.910

53.54,010 Programs for abatement of aircraft noise
authorized. A port district operating an airport serving
more than twenty scheduled jet aircraft flights per day may
undertake any of the programs or combinations of such
programs, as authorized by this chapter, for the purpose of
alleviating and abating the impact of jet aircraft noise qQn
areas surroundjrlg\such airport. [1674 ex.s. ¢ 121 § 1.]

\ PRoannet Y ot g -4
5§3.54.020 estigation and monitoring of noise
ograms to conform to needs—"Impacted
areas”. Prior to initiating programs as authorized in this
chapter, the port commission shall undertake the investiga-
tion and monitoring of aircraft noise impact to determine the
nature and extent of the impact. The port commission shall
adopt a program of noise impact abatement based upon the
investigations and as amended periodically to conform to
needs demonstrated by the monitoring programs: PROVID-
ED, That in no case may the port district undertake any of
the programs of this chapter in an area which is more than
six miles beyond the paved end of any runway or more than
one mile frowa the centerline of any runway or from an
imaginary runway centerline extending six miles from the
paved end of such runway. Such areas as determined above,
shall be known as " areas”. [1984 ¢ 193 § 1; 1979
c858§1; 1974 ex.s.c 121 § 2.]

53.54.030 Anuthorized programs—When property
deemed within Impacted area. For the purposes of this
chapter, in developing a remedial program, the port commis-
sion may utilize one or more of the following programs:

(1) Acquisition of property or property rights within the
impacted area, which shall be deemed necessary to accom-
plish a port purpose. The port district may purchase such
property or property rights by time payment notwithstanding
the time limitations provided for in RCW 53.08.010. The
port district inay mortgage or otherwise pledge any such
properties acquired to secure such transactions. The port
district may assume any outstanding mortgages.

(2) Transaction assistance programs, including assistance
with real estate fees and mortgage assistance, and other

[Title 53 RCW—page 45]
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{ O
od remedial programs as compensation for
e to aircraft noise and noise associated conditions.
.uch programs shall be in connection with properties
-ated within an impacted area and shall be provided upoa
terms and conditions as the port district shall determine
appropriate.

(3) Programs of soundproofing structures located within
an impacted area. Such programs may be executed without
regard to the ownership, provided the owner waives all
damages and conveys a full and unrestricted easement for
the operation cf all zircraft, and for all noise and noise
associated conditions therewith, to the port district.

(4) Mortgage insurance of private owners of lands or
improvements within such noise impacted area where such
private owners are unable to obtain mortgage insurance
solely because of noise impact. In this regard, the port
district may establish reasonable regulations and may impose
reascaable conditions and charges upon the granting of such

—mortgage insurance: PROVIDED, That such fees-and
charges shall at no time exceed fees established for federal
mortgage insurance programs for like. service. _

(5) An individual property may. becprovided benefitsby
the port district under each of the:programs described’in
subsections (1) through (4) of thiszaection.-: However:“an

“fndividual property may not be provided besiefits undet*any
one of these programs more than once. .

(6) Management of all lands, casements, or developmeént
rights acquired, including but,not; limited to the following:

(2) Rental of any or,all lands-or.structures acquired;

(b) Redevelppment ¢ of. .any. such Jands for any economic
use consistent with airport-operations, local zoning and the
state environmental policy;

(c) Sale of such properties for_cash or for time payment
and subjecuon of such property to-mertgage or otlier security
mansaction: PROVIDED, That any such:sale shall reserve
10 Lhe port dlsmct‘Ey covenant an unconditiondl right of
easement for the opgration of all aircraft and for il noise or
noise conditions assoeiated therewith.

(M A propgny sball be considered within the i
area if any part r.hereof is within the impacted ared. [l
clis§1; 1974&5; c 121 §3]

53.54.040 Fund authorized—Sources. A port ST

may establish a fund to be utilized in: effecmating the intent

of this chapter.” The port district;may: finance such fund by:
The proceeds of any grants,or:loans: made by federal-
agencies; rentals, charges and:othes-revenues as may be
generated by programs authorizediby. this ‘chapter, airpdri
revenues; and re'(enngl bonds basediupon such réveauess

The port district may. -also finance such: fund, as neemy :
in' Whole or in part, with the proceedsof generalbbligEaon
bond issues of not. more than one-eighth .of one percent-bf *
the valua of taxable’ propertyin the: port districts® PROVID-
ED), Tt any such bond issue, shall be;in: addition to bond¥™

authorizell by RCW -§3.36.030:,):PRAVIDED FUR
Th.'\x aby Such gcncral obligation hapdrissue may be subiject
to referendum by pcunonas prayided. Hy: county

same ?dlf it were a county, ordingnee. »[197¢7dx 5. -& 1214
4.) =2

chartef the

53.54.900 Liberal construction—Powers additional.
The rule of strict construction shall have no application to
this chapter, which shall be liberally construed to carry out
the purposes and objects for which this chapter is intended.
The powess granted in this chapter shall be in addition to all
others granted to port districts. [1974 ex.s. ¢ 121 § 5.]

53.54.910 Severability—1974 ex.s. ¢ 121. If any
provision of this 1974 act or its application to any person or
circumstance is held invalid, the remainder of the act or the
application of the provision to other persons or circumstanc-

‘es shall not be affected. {1974 ex.s. c 121 § 7.]

=




= RESOLUTION NO. 3062

A RESOLUTION of the Pork Commisslon of the Port of Seattle
a) endotslhg the mgreement of the Geattle-Tacoma
Internatlonal Aftport Noleé Medlation Committee
and b) suthorizing tha Executive Dlrector Lo take
all necessary action to Fultili the terms of this
agreement.
WHEREAS, on January 8, 1985, the Port Commiesion of the Pott of

Seattle adopted Resolution No. 2943, as wmernided; hdopting dn updated Nolse

Remedy Program for Seattle-Tacoms Internatlonal Alrport (the “Alrpott") to

mitigate nolse in the nelghborhoods immediately asurtoundinhg the Altport by

el
insulating homes and providing [or assistance with home salest and

WHEREAS, concern with nolse from aircrdft departing from and arriving
at the AMrport is growing in areas beyond the exlating Noime Remedy Program

boundaries; and

WHEREAS, the Port Commisslon has egreed that Einding ways to mitigate

and sbate this alrcratt nolse im critical] and

WHEREAS, the Port Commission in Resolution No: 3016, adopted September
8, 1987, and subsequently amended by Resolution No. 3032, asdopted October 25,

1988, has authorized and Eunded a mediated process to dddress this issue; and

WHEREAS; as patt of thls process Citizeéns of Rinp and Kitsap countles
tepresquing the communitles sttected by nolse from altcrakbt at the Aleport,
Alcllnes, Pllottwvthe Federal Aviation Administtdtlony Alrpott Users; and the
Poct of Beattls studied for & period of Ql.hkueh months methods to keduce the

impact of aircraft nolse in the Puget Sound regloni dhd

WHEREAS, the above parties ("Mediation Committee") agreed; wlth the
sssiitance of a mediator; to the attached plan of actions to teduce alrcraft

nolse ("“Agreement”){ and

WHEREAS,; the Agreement requirei the Altport to 4mplement a Nolse
Budget:tn teduce the overdll luvels of holse &t the Alrpost dnd & Nighttime

Linltations Agreement to reduce the levels of nighttime noise} and

" \\iisz - 05/03/90



APPENDIX A

NOISE MEDIATION AGREEMENT

1991 Part 150 Update
Amendments to the
Noise Compatibility Program
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US. Department Nerthwest Mountain Region 1601 _nd Avenue, S W

of Transportation Colorado Idaho. Montana Rentz= Washingtor 38053.273¢
sl Aviction Svryeognis;gmah, Washington

Administration

Ms. Ann M. Bonney
816 South 105th Street
Seattle, WA 98168

Dear Ms. Bonney:

This is in response to your letter of January 31, 1992,
regarding the Seattle-Tacoma International Airport Noise
Compatibility Program.

I will answer your questions in the order asked.

1. I have enclosed a excerpt from Federal Aviation Regulation
(FAR) Part 150 and marked the paragraph addressing your
question.

2. In the context of FAR Part, regarding "raise of 1.5 db",
please refer to the response to your question 1..

3. Aamongst the various provisions of the Aviation Safety and
Noise Abatement Act of 1979 was the requirement for the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to establish a uniform
methodology for evaluating the impacts of airport noise upon
persons living in communities surrounding airports. To
address this requirement, FAA promulgated Federal Aviation
Regulation (FAR) Part 150, Airport Noise Compatibility

Planning. JJL/

FAR Part 150 established a methodology to study noise from ., ﬁ\
airports considering the existing and future manner in Whiﬁp“
the airport is operated (when aircraft fly, the types ofxfﬁﬁéf
aircraft operating at the airport, and where the aircraft

fly).

The "Sea-Tac Mediation Package" established, for Sea-Tac
Airport, the manner in which Sea-Tac is to be operated both
now and in future years, no matter what the airport
configuration (number of runways, etc).

4. The provisions of the "Sea-Tac Mediation Package" (the
manner is which Sea-Tac airport is operated now and in the
future) provides the basis for study within the FAR Part 150
process. There is no comparison that can be made between the
Mediation Package, Part 150, and ASNA since they are, in
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effect, apples and oranges documents. The provisions of the
"Sea-Tac Mediation Package" (the manner is which

Sea-Tac airport is operated now and in the future) forms part
of the data input set for use in the FAA Integrated Noise
Model (INM). An acoustic consultant familiar with the INM
would be able to translate parts of the provisions of the
Mediation Package into parts of the INM data input set.

Sincerely,
MKM
Dennis Ossenkop

Enclosure
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— Court Ruling: Compliance with FAR 150 regulations
becomes mandatory after a Plan is approved by the
FAA and federal funding is granted. (Judge McRae found).
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Amendment. The homeowners contend that the airport
authority had submitied to the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion in October 1986, a comprehensive Part 150 Airport
Noise Compatibility Program. However, the FAA rejected
that proposal because it did not contain adequate commit-
ments for implementing the noise mitdgation plan as
required by law. The FAA asked the airport authority to
amend the Part 150 program to meet federal regulations.
The homeowners allege that the airport authority submitted
an amended plan in May 1987 in which it dropped its
request for FAA approval of 19 out of the 26 noise mitiga-
tion proposals contained in the original plan. The FAA
approved the amended plan in 1988.

The homeowners allege that the airport authority misled
the public by announcing that the Part 150 program initially
submitted to the FAA had been approved and was being
implemented. As a result of the airport authority's “inten-
tional decision to drastically alter” the plan to mitigate and
abate the noise problem around the airport, “the nuisance
created and maintained by the airport authority has contin-
ued unabated, with further deterioration occurring to the
surrounding residential areas,” the homeowners allege.

The homeowners are also seeking relief under the citizen
suit provision of the Noise Control Act of 1972. Section
4911(a)(1) of that act permits any person to “commence a
civil action on his own behalf against any person ... who is
alleged to be in violation of any noise control requirement.”

The homeowners contend that the airport authority’s Part
150 program does not comply with federal regulations
setting forth criteria that airports must follow in submitted
Part 150 programs to the FAA. The airport authority argued
that the Part 150 regulations do not constitute a “require-
ment” within the meaning of the Noise Control Act because
they are not mandatory in nature. ==

“Although submission of a noise compatibility program is
voluntary, compliance with the regulations becomes
mandatory after a plan is approved by the FAA and federal
funding is granted,” Judge McRae found. He said the
homeowners had stated a claim for relief under the Noise
Control Act.

The suit, Martha Albarado, et al v. Memphis-Shelby
County Airport Authority (No. 89-3001-4B) was filed in
November 1989 (1, ANR, 228) by 30 homeowners near
Memphis Intermational Airport. They are seeking a tempo-
rary halt on airport construction until noise and air pollution
problems are solved. They have asked the court to certify
their complaint as a class action, which could incorporate
several thousand homeowners near the airport into the suit.A

———— e
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-- Samples of Public Notices posted in the Federal Register
on the FAR 150 Code dated 1985 and 1988.




Federal Register / Vol. 53, No. 213 / Thursday, November 3, 1888 / Rules and Regulations 44555
surveyed reactions of people to nolse.  over land uses, plus supporting glven for those measures not selected.
. For these purposes, the A-V{veighted documentation. The noise contours for The aocial and economic consequences,
ound level and its derivatives were the Ldn 85, 78, and 75 noise levels are both landside and airside, of each
lected. o shown on these maps. The first map alternative must be considered in
—The system for determining the indicates the current conditions and, in  selecting the combination of alternatives

xposure of individuals to airport
noise (Le., for evaluating the
cumulative impacts of multiple noise
events) required consolidation of the
effects of intensity, duration,
frequency, and time of occurrence.
The metric selected is the yearly day-
night average aound level (Ldn or
DNL), which was derived from the A-
weighted sound level.

The Integrated Noise Model

A standard noise forecasting
methodelogy is required to assure
uniformity and comparability of the
NEM's submitted under the program,
The FAA Integrated Noise Model (INM)
has been adopted ag the program's
standard noise modeling methodology.
The FAA believes that this is a well-
proven model and has refined the model
to its third version. The INM is available
for use on microcomputers, as well as on
mainframe computers, thus reducing the
costs of running noise contours and
permitting more alternatives to be
explored in developing NCP's. For free-
standing heliports, the Heliport Noise
Model is used.

Land Use and Noise Compatibility

A standard table of land uses
normally compatible, or noncompatible,
with various exposures of individuals to
airport-related noise is essential to
assure uniform treatment of beth airport
operations and noise-sensitive land uses
or activities. Part 150's Table 1, entitled
“Land Use Compatibility With Yearly
Day-Night Average Sound Levels,”
provides a standard reference for land
uses compatible with various levels of
airport noige, and contains the basic
criteria used in preparing Part 150
programs, This is the only noise and
land use compatibility table currently in
the Code of Federal Regulations (14 CFR
Part 150).

Noise Exposure Map

The Part 150 Noise Exposure Map
(NEM) is designed to identify clearly an
airport's present and future noise
patterns and the land uses which are not
compatible with those noise patterns.
When reviewed and found in
compliance with applicable rules and
regulations, an airport's NEM serves as
a standard reference to the airport’s
existing and future noise impacts for
anyone proposing noise-sensitive
development in the vicinity of the
airport, An NEM consists of two maps of
the airport with noise contours plotted

S St e I 1IVI207 AN(7 1t erenmre o

affect, identifies the airport’s noise
compatibility problems. The second map
projects the noise contours which can
reasonably be predicted five years in
the future taking into account changes in
land use and in airport operations, plus
any improvements in compatibility from
noise mitigation actions which may be

_planned for that 5-year period, An NEM
ia prepared in consultation with airport

i users, the public, local governments,

} land use control agencies, and the FAA,

.. Noise Compatibility Program

The purpose of the Part 150 Noise
Compatibility Program (NCP) for an
airport is to show what measures the
airport operator has taken, or proposes
to take, to reduce noncompatible land
uses and for preventing the introduction
of additional noncompatible uses within
the area covered by the airport's NEM.
The NCP serves as the primary vehicle
for guiding and coordinating the efforts
and actions of all the agencies and
individuals whose combined efforts are
essential to achieving the maximum
degree of noise compatibility between
an airport and its neighbors while taking
into account the requirements of the
natonal aviation system.

The NCP ig also the primary
analytical tool for appraising the
possible impact of any proposed airport
operational constraints or restrictions
on interstate or foreign commerce.

Developing a Part 150 NCP is a multi-
step process. It must be carried out in
close consultation with the affected
local governmenis, the airport's users,
those people impacted by either the

FAA. The
nt of the

Also, the FAA can not acce
airport's NCP for review until its NEM

A series of alternative measures, 9

umayW -

Fncisempect 3 developed
by the airpert operator. These measures
must be reasenably consistent with
achieving the goals of reducing, or
mitigating the impact on, existing
noncompatible land uses around the
airport and of preventing the
introducton of additional
noncompatible land uses. As a
minimum, a range of alternative
measures specified in Part 150 must be
congiderad, bui others may be
conaidered as well. Reasons must be

has been found to be in compliance with
all applicable laws and regulatio

L&l\ui&@mev\b\

which will finally be proposed to the
FAA ag the airport's NCP. Consideration
of the environmental consequences of
the proposed noise compatibility actions
should be an integral part of this
planning process; however, formal
environmental agsessment is required
only in conjunction with the decision to
implement an action. Alternatives must
not unduly burden interstate commerce,
discriminate unjustly, reduce the level of
aviation safety, adversely affect
efficient use of the navigable airspace,
or adversely affect any other powers or
responsibilities of the Administrator of
the FAA.

Each NCP must include an agreed-
upon schedule for implementation of the
program, including: The period covered
by the program, ideniification of the
entity responsible for implementing each
of its proposed noise compatibility
actions, plus identification and sources
of the necessary funds. These are
intended to be working programs.
Finally, the NCP must inciude specific -~
provision for its own Hmely revision so
that it remains a live and viable program
responding to changes in both the
aviation and the local environmental
cornponents of the plan.

Federal Funding

Implementation of NCP's depends on
two basic things: Enactment and
implementation of the local noise
compatibility actiens, including land use
contrals; and the provision of the funds
necessary to carry out the planning,
acquisitions, relocations, and
congtruction involved. Federal funding {
totaling approximately $396.2 million in
matching grants was provided to airport
operators and adjacent communities
under the ASNA Act and the Airport
and Airway Improvement Act of 1982
Mor fiscal years 1983 through 1987 for
ompatibility planning and for th2
mplementation of FAA-approved
NCP's. -

The Airport and Airway Safety anil
Capacity Expansion Act of 1987
provides for continued funding of noise
compatibility planning and
implementation through a 10 percent set
aside of the 88.7 billion authorized
through fiscal year 1992, This Federal
funding is provided in the form of
matching grarts cbtained from the
Aviation Trust Fund, providing a 75
percent to 90 percent Federal share,
dependent upon the enplanement level
of the airport. The Aviation Trust Fund

|
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jich wers producud during an alrport

\ise Exposure Update Study. It was

yested that the FAA review this -
meterial 38 the noise exposura maps, €9
described in secton 108(a)(1) of the Act,
and tha! tee noise mitigation measures,
to be impiemenled lointly by the airport
arid surrounding communitisg, be
approved as a noise compatibility
program under saction 104(b) of the Act.

The FAA has completed its review-of
the noise exposure maps and related
descriptions submitted by SEA. The
specific maps under consideraton are
Exhibile 41, 4-2, 4-3, 4-8, -7, and 4-8
in the submission. The FAA has
determined that these maps for SEA are
in compliance with applicable
requirements. The determingtion is
effective on April 11, 1985. FAA's
determination on an airport operator's
aoise exposure maps ia limited to the
determination that the maps wers
developed in accordance with the
procecdures contained in Appendix A of
FAR Part 150. Such acceplance does not
constitute approval of the applicant's
data. information or plans. or a
comumitment to approve a noise
compatibility program or to fund the
implementation of that program.

If questions arise concerning the
precise relationship of specific
properties to noise exposure contours
depicted on a noiee exposure maps
submitted under section 103 of the Act,
it should be noted that the FAA is not
involved in any way in determining the
relative locations of specific properties
with regard to the depicted noise
cantours, or in interpreting the noise
exposure maps to resolve questions
concerning, for example, which
properties should be covered by the
provisions of section 107 of the Act.
These functions are inseparable from
the ultimate land use control and
planning responsibilities of local
government. These local responsibilities
are not changed in any way under Part
150 or through FAA's review of noise
exyQsure
responsibility for the detailed overla
of nojse exposure contours onto the
maps of depicting properties on the

surface rests exclusively with the airport

operator which submitted those maps.
or with these public agencies and
planning agencies with which
consultation is required under section
103 of the Act. The FAA has relied on
the certification by the airport operator.
under § 150.21 of FAR Part 150, that the
statutorily tequired consultation has
been accomplished.

Tre FAA has formally received the
noise compatbility program for SEA,
aiso effectisle on Aprﬂ_g. 19835,
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Preliminary review of the submitiad
maltenal indicates that it canforms to the
requirements for the submittal of noise
compatibility programs, but that further
review will be necessary prior to
approval or disapproval of the program.
The formal review pericd, limited by
law to a maximum of 180 days, will be
completed on or before October B, 1885,

The FAA's detailed evaluation will be
conducied under the provisions of 14
CFR 150.33. The Primary considerations
in the evaluation process are whether
the proposed measures may reduce the
level of aviation safety. create an undue
burden on intersiate or foreign
commerce, or be reasonably consistent
with abtaining the goal of reducing
existing noncompatible land uses and
preventing the introduction of additional
noncompatible land uses,

Interested persons are invited to
comment on the proposed program with
specific reference to these factors. All
comments, other than those praperly
addressed lo local land use authorities,
will be considered by the FAA to the
extent practicable. Copies of the noise
exposure maps, the FAA's evaluation of
the maps, and the proposed noise
compatibility program are available for
examiration at the following locations:
Federal Aviation Administration.

Independence Avenue, SW, Room 815,

Washington, D.C.

Federal Aviation Administration,
Airports Division. ANM-800, 17900
Pacific Hwy S, C-58966, Seattle,
Washington 98168

Port of Sesttle, Planning and Research
Dept., Pier 86, Seattle, Washington
Questions may be directed to the

individual named above under the

heading, FOR FURTHER INFORMATION

CONTACT.

Issued in Sesttle, Washington. April 11,
1885.

Edward G. Tatum,

Monager., Airports Division Northwest
Mountain Region.

[FR Doc. 85-3828 Filed 4-23-85; B:45 am]
BILLNG CODE ¢810-13-4

ational Highway Traffic Safety
dministration

Docket No. IP84-16: Notice 2)

merican Honda Motor Co., Inc.;
Denlal of Petition for iInconsequental
Noncompilance

This notice denies the petition by
American Honda Mator Co., Inc., of
Gardena, California. to he exempted
from the notification and remedy
requtiements of the National Traffic and
Motor Vehicle Safety Act {15 U.S.C. 1381

et seq.) for an apparent noncompliance -
with 49 CFR 571.218 Motor Vehicle .-
Safety Standard No. 218, Motorcycle
Helmets, on the basis that it is
inconsequential as it related to vehicle
safety.

Notice of the petition was published
on October 31, 1584, and an apportunity
afforded for comment (48 FR 43829).

Paragraph 85.5, Projections, of Safety
Standard No. 218 states in pertinent part
that "A helmet shall not have any rigid
projections inside its shell.” Honda has
distributed "less than 20,000" helmets in
the model years 1982-84 with provision
for instaliation of audio headsets which
are ellipsoidal in shape, about 1%
inches at the longes! point, and which
project inwards from the liner surface
approximately 1 inch. Petitioney stated
that it is aware of ne comments from
purchasers concerning the
noncompliance. Further, the beadsat
mounting points are below the impact
test areas designated in Standard No.
218.

In order to obtain an expert opinion as
1o the likelihood of an internally
mounted audio headset becoming a
significant causative factor of injury, the
petitioner consulted Dr. Irving Rehman,
Emeritus Professer of Anatomy,
University of Svuthern California School
of Medicine, who had performed over
300 aulopsies on motorcycle accident
victims, with particulsr attention to the
head and neck region. Dr. Rehman
submitted a preliminary report which
has been placed in the docket with the
petition. Dr. Renman's report indicates
that he had examined a sample “to
determine whether and placement of the
two ear speakers over the mastoid area
had any potential to produce inuury,
skull fracture, and/or brain damage.” He
concluded that he saw "no probability”
for the speaker “lo produce trauma in an
impact to the mastoid area of the head.”

No commenis were received on the
pelition.

The speakers in question extend
inwards from the helmet shell about one
inch and are constructed of hard plastic.
They are thereflore “rigid projections”
within the meaning of the prohibition of
paragraph S5.5. They are not protected
or covered by padding or any other
elfective protective materials. The
comfort padding in the area surrounding
the speaker does nct appear capable of
providing useful load-carrying capacity.
The helmel as designed will not prevent
contacts between the speakers and the
helmel user's head during an impact,
and therefore, the speakers present a
potential safety problem.

The petitiorer claimed tha! accident
data shows low injury frequency in the
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-- A few pages fram the League of Women Voters Report
on Washington State Public Port Districts in 1992.
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because it has nearby residential areas. Thus the best
possible fit is managed between incoming businesses
and their port-landlord, each port gets its share, and
detrimental competition gives way to constructive
cooperation.

In Whitman County a comprehensive plan
developed with the help of interested citizens directs
the Port to ". . .take on a comprehensive economic
development approach for the entire County."*
Following this plan, the Port of Whitman County is
undertaking a new effort to assist local communities
to locate a new industry or help an existing industry
to expand and add jobs. After achieving some success
in Pullman and at its Snake River sites, the Port is
seeking industrial development proposals from
smaller communities. It is offering to acquire property
for industrial or multiple purposes in these
communities. It is also stepping up long standing
efforts to work with other economic development -
groups, inclnding the four-county Palouse Economic
Development Council. Job retention and recruitment
are seen as the key to diversifying the economy in
Whitman County, and the Port is playing a leading
role in bringing that about. Care is taken to work
cooperatively rather than competitively with other
entities, Washington State University, for instance,
has a *‘park’’ which focuses on research and
technology, while the Port’s neighboring *‘park”’
serves industry. This team approach wins high praise
and seems to work well.

Studies
A small community with a single-purpose port,
such as the Port of Langley on Whidbey Island which
operates a modest transient moorage facility, may feel
the return on it port tax ‘‘investment” in a direct
manner. Community members might use the moorage
themselves, or local businesspersons may observe
vigiting boaters making purchases in local stores.

The benefits to local communities deemed to be
provided by the larger multi-purpose ports, however,
often come in ways that are indirect and difficult to
assess. It is not uncommon for ports — large or small
- to undertake development projects that earn no
profit. In addition, many port operations chiefly serve

" out-of-state customers. According to the Port of
Seattle’s publication Tradelines (Winter 1991), only
", . .one-third of all exparts handled by Washington
ports were produced in Washington State.”* Similarly,

75% of imports through container ports are destined
for out-of-state markets, Ports often justify projects
underwritten by local taxes by citing the number of
local jobs created, including not only direct
employment by the port or its tenants, but also
“‘secondary’’ or *‘related’’ jobs. But claims about job
creation can become a major point of contention
between ports and port critics.

In the early 1980s, the Port of Seattle announced
that its tax levy generated 83,000 jobs, or 1 in 8 in
King County, an impact rivaling Boeing's. However,
figures from a recent year (1989) show the Port
directly employs approximately 1,200 people, or
0.1% of all King County employment for that year.
How then, was the 1 in 8 jobs claim derived? Almost
half of the 83,000 jobs related to Sea-Tac Airport,
which receives no levy funds. On the marine side, the
Port included the one-quarter of harbor jobs
associated solely with privately-owned facilities; all
jobs associated with the fishing industry (usually
viewed as an industry in its own right); as well as
jobs at manufacturing and wholesale firms which ship
or receive goods through the harbor; and jobs termed
*‘providers of maritime services'’ (Port of Seattle
Economic Impact Analysis, 1982). This last group
includes longshoremen, tug operators, freight
forwarders, etc., but also rail, trucking, warehousing,
banking and other jobs which some analysts would
consider indirect jobs. A statistical input-output
model was then applied to all these categories to
produce an additional ‘‘indirect’’ job count.

Responding to, and in part concurring with,
criticism that its job claims were exaggerated, the
Port retained a specialist consultant to conduct a 1987
study. The analyst discarded the least defensible job
categories, explaining their use would result in
double-counting and inclusion of out-of-state jobs.
The new count — 10,000 jobs statewide related to the
Port’s marine activities - was less than one-quarter of
the previous number claimed for King County alone.
The new figure equals 0.5% of state-wide employ-
ment totals given by the King County Economic
Development Council in the year. If Sea-Tac related
jobs (14,000) are added, Port of Seartle-related jobs in
1987 accounted for 1.3% of state-wide employment.

Some port commissioners, dissatisfied with the
low employment figures, instructed the consultant to
re-cvaluate. The consultant conducted a separate
count of shipper/consignee jobs. However, he
cautioned that these jobs should not be added to his

Page 17
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initial count of 10,000 jobs, especially since shippers
and consignees used the Ports of Tacoma and Seattle
interchangeably -- a caution that has frequently been
ignored.

Because the job category most defensibly linked
to the Port -- the providers of maritime services ~ has
been separately counted in 1974, 1982, and 1987
studies, it is possible to track the growth of this job
category over thirteen years. While the volume of
container cargoes grew 132%, jobs grew 7% (659
jobs). During this time, the Port collected tax levies of
$205 million. If calculated in terms of jobs, this
amounts to $300,000 per new job. The low job
growth relative to public investment is not unique to
King County. A state-wide study of port-related jobs
done by Williams-Kuebelbeck and Associates for the
Washington Public Ports Association found job
growth of 2.5% during the eleven years from
1977-1988.

Increases in employment came primarily in
trucking and warehousing, while longshore and
freight forwarding jobs declined. Increased
containerization, faster cranes, and computers
contributed to job losses. In the future, double-stack
trains and on-dock rail will likely erode trucking jobs,
while shipping line consolidation and bank mergers
will affect others. A modem port is a highly
capital-intensive, but increasingly labor-efficient,
operation. A former Port of Seattle analyst views
traditional methods of analyzing potential benefits of
port marine projects (including the job-creation
approach) as impractical in the boundaryless
intermodal era when a large portion of the benefits
*‘leak’” outside the local or regional area to
consignees or shippers and to foreign-owned shipping
lines thousands of miles away. In a May 1989 article
in World Wide Shipping, the same analyst predicted
that ““future port projects will be characterized by:
limited or no economic benefits to local constituency,
marginal regional economic impacts relative to the
total project investment, marginal and even negative
financial result; but strategic importance.' He
describes strategic goals such as increased market
share and national ranking as goals more related to a
port’s organizational survival than public benefits.

State Interast: Aimont

An issue of jurisdiction recently arose from a port
district’s plan to expand airpon capacity. The Port of
Seattle appointed an advisory committee 1o

recommend a plan for meeting projected growth at
Sea-Tac Airport. The committee recommended
adding a third runway at Sea-Tac, expanding the
capacity of an existing airport in Snohomish County,
and eventually building a new airport in the south
Puget Sound area.

This proposal has met with strong opposition in
each affected area, particularly in the vicinity of the
proposed third runway at Sea-Tac. A large coalition,
including citizens and some cities near the proposed
expansions, came together to oppose the project. This
case is characterized by the size and intensity of the
opposition, the multi-county nature of the plan, and
the plan’s relationship to possible future state
transportation plans such as high-speed rail
connecting the state’s northern and southern borders.

For these and other reasons, the State Legislature
took the unusual step in 1992 of requiring that Port of
Seattle airport expansion plans be evaluated by the
State Air Transporiation Advisory Commission. The
Commission had been formed to look at long-term
policy relating to state air transportation. The
Legislature called for the Commission to examine the
effects of the proposal on Washington's transpor-
tation system as a whole.

The assertion of State authority over a major
airport expansion could be viewed as acknowledge-
ment by the State that there is an interest larger than
local or regional in certain port activities. At the
present time, this interest is addressed in an ad hoc
way — by modifying the agenda of an existing
statewide-body created for other purposes. What
precedent might this set? And how will the State
address similar issues at a future time when the Air
Transportation Commission has gone out of
existence?

Why Establish Ports? Whid| | Spol
Though many ports date to the early part of the

century, several new ports, including Centralia,
Chehalis and Grandview, have been established in
recent years. Efforts to establish new ports bring out
the larger questions. Does a community need a port
district at all? What can a port do to meet the special
needs of a community? If a community chooses not

" to have a port, how else can such needs as

transportation services and economic development be
met?

‘While gtate law has, in recent times, generally
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population to be represented by a commissioner
increases the cost of campaigning and the difficulty of
accurately assessing the voters' views on port issues,
It also reinfarces the citizens’ sense of disconnected-
ness from the port The lack of awareness of port
commissioners among the general electorate may
enhance the influence of special interests.

A better balance may be achieved by reinstating
the use of commissioner districts for the largest port
districts, along the lines of the smaller ports' model
with two positions possibly remaining at large.

Afterthoughts

As we examine specific reform proposals, it is
also worthwhile to consider the underlying question
of whether the original governance and revenue
structure devised for port districts -- a locally-elected
part-time commission making policy and expending
locally-generated revenues -- can continue to fit the
new roles and responsibilities and activities port
districts have been taking on. Have ports outgrown
their britches? If so, how much emphasis do we place
on putting them on a diet and how much on providing
them with a better-fitting wardrobe?

projects. This enhanced knowledge will make citizens
more responsible watchdogs of port activities.

® Because of the nature of port operations,
commissioners are especially vulnerable to the
influence of special interests which benefit directly
Jfrom port actions and subsidies, such as major tenants
and customers, and waterfrons unions. The need to go
to the voters every few years for approval of levy
monies would help to offset that influence by creating
a closer link with the general public.

@ The amount of tax levies available to a given
district is a function of the value of property in the
district and is not necessarily related to business
demand for capital facilities or other projects. The
availability of large tax levies in Seattle (as compared
to Tacoma, which handles nearly the same volume in
trade) has led to spending on projects perceived as
speculative, extravagant and/or wasteful of tax

llars. Yet without the ability to vote on these
expenditures, the public has no control over these
decisions.

® The large majority of goods imported and
exported through ports such as Seattle and Tacoma
serve out-of-state markets. Compared to ports serving
primarily a local market (such as Gray's Harbor's
log exports or Edmonds' marina), Seattle and Tacoma
must justify local tax support on the basis of
additional community benefits associated with the
activity of trade itself or with other economic
development projects. These are generally expressed
in terms of job generation. But modern ports are
extremely capital-intensive, labor-efficient operations,
Jjob generation tends to lag behind capital costs.
Recent tax levies at some ports have been increasingly
directed to projects which produce few or no jobs
(such as Seattle’ s new port office space). Voter
approval for tax levies would serve the positive
Junction of forcing ports to more persuasively justify
projects 1o voters which do not result in clear
economic development benefits to the community
paying for them. .

® Jince ports were first authorized in 1911, there
has been a steady trend away from voter control.
Currenly voters are very alienated from government
at all levels. Voter approved levies could be an
important step toward ‘‘taking back the system'" and
re-involving citizens in the decisions which affect
their communities as well as their pocketbooks.

Arguments in opposition to the measurc include:

@ Port projects and decisions are too complex for
the public to understand, and if they don't

rstand they will tend 10 vote no, perhaps
bringing to a halt vital port projects.
@ Bond houses look favorably on reliability of
revenue sources when determining ports' bond
ratings. According to a port spokesperson, subjecting
major revenue sources to the whims of the voiers will
result in lower bond ratings — and thus in higher
cosis to the ports and to the public.

@® Washington voters have sufficient accountability
already through their elected commissioners, unlike
ports in many other states with appointed commis-
sions. This accountability is enhanced by the new,
shorter terms of commissioners from larger ports.

@ Ports need to have the flexibility to make quick
decisions in the fasi-changing business environment
in which they operate. Voter approved levies would
seriously undermine that ﬂen'g'lizy.

@® Washington is one of the most trade-dependent
states in the country. One in five jobs in the state is
related to trade. Trade is too important to the state's
economy to se 1o the whims of local volers or the
vicissitudes %cal economies which might affect
those voters.

@ Not all port projecis are suited to the five or ten
Year planning horizon in the ﬁzo sal. If other
revenue options are not available, ports may find
their hands tied.
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' The Sponsor's acceptance of this Offer and ratification and adoption of the
Project Application incorporated herein shall be evidenced by execution of
this instrument by the Sponsor, as hereinafter provided, and this Offer and
Acceptance shall comprise a Grant Agreement, as provided by the Act,
constituting the contractual obligations and rights of the United States and
the Sponsor with respect to the accomplishment of the Project and compliance
with the assurances and conditions as provided herein. Such Grant Agreement
shall become effective upon the Sponsor's acceptance of this Offer.

\/ United States of America

Federal Aviation Administration

A -
BY 3o SR iR o S s e ST s o]
George L.CE;I;y, Manager
Seattle Airports District Office

Part IT - Acceptance ~— = 3

The Sponsor does hereby ratify and adopt al;\assurancesL/Statements,
representations, warranties, covenants, and agreeméhte-&mn%ained in the
Project Application and incorporated materials referred to in the foregoing
Offer and does hereby accept this Offer and by such acceptance agrees to
comply with all of the terms and conditions in this Offer and in the Project
Application.

Executed this 23rd day of September

(SEAL) ) Byiawsy
‘ n £ Spons¢r's Hepresen

i h |
Attest: ....\£4JYC:‘I'.1\ RS S Title.. /.

Title: Director. of. Financs. & Port. Anditor

ss e T ansass

Certificate of Sponsor's Attorney
I, Stephen A. Sewell , acting as Attorney for the Sponsor do hereby certify:

That in my opinion the Sponsor is empowered to enter into the foregoing Grant
Agreement under the 1laws of the State of Washington. Further, I have
exzmined the foregoing Grant Agreement and the actions taken by said Sponsor
relating thereto, and find that the acceptance thereof by said Spomsor and
Sponsor's officizl representative has been duly authorized and that the
execution thereof is in all respects due and proper and in accordance with
the laws of the said State and the Aet. In addition, for grants involving
projects to be carried out on property not owned by the Sponsor, there are no
legal impediments that will prevent full performance by the Sponsor.
Further, it is my opinion that the said Grant Agreement constitutes a legal
binding obligation of the Sponsor in accordance with the terms thereof.

Dated at Seattle, Washington  this23rd day of September 1987,

LK

Signatule of Sponsor's Attorney

- “- s e

FAA Form 5100-37 PG 4(7-85)
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—-- Examples of the consequence to the people because
of the Port's non-campliance with Federal Grant
Assurance C-6.



Item #15: Example of the consequences to the people and the city of the
Port not complying with Federal Grant Assurance C.6.

Over 3,000 homes still not insulated from the second runway.

1,141 homes insulated by the Port before 1993 are in the process of being re-
insulated because of safety problems. The people had to live in unsafe
homes because the Port did not get building permits. This would never have
happened if the people’s representative governments had over site of this
program.

The people in FAR-150 area were left to negotiate with the Port by
themselves. There were often told the Port would only insulate one side of
their house.

The Port is telling some people they are not within the insulation program
area when clearly they are.

The people must sign an Aviagation Easement, (the easement stays on the
property forever) that clearly states the Port does not give any warranties of
improvement in the levels of noise and does not warranty any of the work or
materials used. The Port hires all companies that do the work.

The Port is not a representative government of the people. Grant Assurance
C.6 makes sure the people are protected.

The Port’s Noise Program is unjust. As 19 examples given to State Auditor
Brian Sonntag show. Many people is the 65LDN less noisy area were
insulated at a cost of $40,000 to $50,000 dollars, while people in the 70LDN
more noisy area were insulated at a cost of $4,000 to $12,000 dollars. Far —
150 funding is to bring the noise down. It appears it was what and whom
you knew that made the difference.

Administration cost of the Port’s Noise Program on some grants ran as high
as 30%. This takes away money from the people.

Please note Port of Seattle [tem # 6b dated 4-14-98.

People were told they would have to pay 50% of the cost of insulation and
they did. All Grants the Port received were 80% Federal Port 20%.
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Tebruary 3, 1993

Mx. William E. BrougGher

Director, Aviation Facilities and Maintezmance
Port cf Seattle

P. 0. Box 63727

Seattla, Washingion 98168

Deaxr Mz. 3rouglex:

Grant application package
S<eattle-Tacema Iaternatiozal Airport

Sound Iasulatiorn, Tramsaction Assistance, aad Avigation Zasements
We ars vary eaceuraged and comzend yor and your staff oz vour
effcxts to accelarate the noiss remedy program with cr witheut
FAA fundizg., We will do all we caz to support your effczis.

Wa are cuz zenkly in tle process of prsgramming vour grant reguest
for the subsisct preject io the amcuns of $§10,4459,548. as
exclaz*ed Lo ¥zr. Za=l Murndsy, ihe zctual grazt amount zay ba
azywhere frem what was originally rsquested (S8,315,4323) to the
prograsxmed azmount; depending on awvallabilisy of discretiznary
funding.

Recausae we are mev 1
c’csa’v witi g
z ewiag your grant
e are some issuss we wouléd like £o resolve

a grant cfferx:

a. The engineering azd administrative iees are almcst 20%
¢f the federal grazt amcunt requestad. We historically have seen
costs a% 15.5 to 17.5 pescent. Nc-*allv, the larger tie g*ant
amount, a smallar percentiages cf administrative and engineering
costs is imcurred. We would like to further explore how to limit
adminiztrative costs directly related to the crant in the
accelerated prograxz, Fcr exaxple, we could acrsrove vour foxce
account plaa for an accelerated program with a special coandition
in the gzant limitiag our participation te 15 percent of the
a‘lowabla costs and all other cecsis tc be paid by the Port.

t“cug“ less money than requested will be used od admizistrative
cests, more Rcmes can ke iz sulatad with Faderal dollacs.

(%JTQ Lo FAMN

e
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b. The costs for easements for public buildings and
caurches seems disproportionataly high at $175,000 each. We
would limit our participation £o the appraised value cf the
easament. We would recommend that the Port considaear ciher means
of achieving ccmpatibility, such as insulation. In addition, we
need to further discuss the proposed public building zrogram.

Our participatica ia public buildiags is limitad and we will work
elopaly with your s2alf oo eligibilit

9 ae
- - ey Y o
-

¢. Ensurs you contact our Civil R

ights office, Marie Portis
at 227-2057. Your gcals need to be approved prior to graat

issuarca.

d. Mcbils Zcme parks witihin 65 Léz axe pot a2 cenmpatitle land
use and we racommend they be relocated. WwWe izvite your staff to
discuss details ¢ tha moblle home program wiih us.

Again, we gcormend vou and your stafi on yvour comgitient o an
accelerated insulstion program., Becauss the trogram <osis exceed
the fundizg available frcm the Faderal Aviaticn A@mizistxation
(FAL), we exsourage you to consider fizanzial planniag ibat can
cover costs we Zeel aze ineligible or highar thax whkat we aze
willisg 2 Eansg,

Plsase call =e if yecu have axy

a2y questicns, octherwise we will

continue to werk glosely with your staif cn the above listes.

Sincerely,

Carclvn . TouRead, BiEC
Puget Souad Planner

- a
~ e

Earl Munday

INEORSE 2
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PORT OF SEATTLE
AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

SCHEDULE OF FEDERAL FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

PERIOD FROM INCEPTION OF GRANT TO DECEMBER 31, 1989

Program cost
classification

Administrative expense

Preliminary expense

Land, structures and
right of way

Architectural engineering -
Basic fees

Other architectural
engineering fees

Project inspection fees

Relocation expense

Relocation payments to in-
dividuals and businesses

Construction and improve-
ment costs

Miscellaneous costs

Program income

Ineligible costs not
claimed

Total costs incurred
Less ineligible costs
not claimed

Total net cumulative costs
to date

Federal share to date
Federal share previously
paid

Federal share due Decem-
ber 31, 1989

Initial grant award

Paercentage of participation

AIP
AIP AIP 3-53-0062-08 AlP \
3-53-0062-06 3-53-0062-07 Acquisition 3-53-0062-09
Land Land and Noise
acquisition acquisition construction remedy
§ 238,957 § 245,328 $§ 22,181 § 441,397
102,512 42,524
6,335,800 2,528,200
46,315 181,286
37,455 245,128
877,190
350,695
7,426,049 787,653
44,247 16,264 11,514
(78,408) (57,218)
2,967 45,898 1,343,082 29,089
7,323,265 3,171,691 8,878,082 1,696,067
{2,967) (45,898) (1,343,082) (29,089)
$7,320,298 $3.125,793 $7,535,000 $1,666,978
$5,856,238  $2,500,000 $5,651,250 $1,291,160
5,778,460 2,487,313 5,651,250 1,166,269
§ 77,778 § 12,687 $ - § 124,891
§5,991,034  $2,500,000 $5.6581 .250 1,291,160
80 80 i 803

See accampanying note to schedules.
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PORT OF SEATTLE
AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

SCHEDULE OF FEDERAL FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE (continued)

PERIOD FROM INCEPTION OF GRANT TO DECEMBER 31, 1989

AIP AIP AIP
3-53-0062-11 3-53-0062-12 3- 53-0062-14
Program cost Land Land Land
classification acquisition acguisition proofing adquisition
Administrative expense § 126,726 § 167,035 $ 344,718 261,188
Preliminary expense 62,891 40,3850 68,251
Land, structures and
right of way 3,883,900 2,718,000 4,775,%00
Architectural engineering -
Basic fees 4,791
Other architectural
engineering fees 14,238
Project inspection fees
Relocation expense
Relocation payments to in-
dividuals and businesses 457,089 267,118 483,339
Constructiom and improve-
ment costs 967,517
Miscellaneous costs 50,657 58,701 9,885 124,547
Program income (32,226) (30,559) (48,680)
Ineligible costs not
claimed 35,045 2,801 3,118 95,947
Total costs incurred 4,584,082 3,223,946 1,344,272 5,760,986
Less ineligible costs
not claimed (35,045) (2,801) (3,119} (95,947)
Total net cumulative costs
to date $4,549,037  $3,221,145 $1.3471,153 $5,665,039
Federal share to date $3,600,000 $2,576,916 $1,072,923 $4,500,000
Federal share previously _
paid 3,598,506 2,535,094 1,037,322 4,419,102
Federal share due Decem-
ber 31, 198S by 1,494 § A7 822 § 35 601 $ 80,898
Initial grant award $3,600,000  $3,000,000 $1,113,843 $4 500,000
Percentage of participation 80% 80% 80% 80%

See accompanying note to schedules.
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PORT OF SEATTLE
AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

SCHEDULE OF FEDERAL FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE (continued)

PERIOD FROM INCEPTION OF GRANT TO DECEMBER 31, 1989

Program cost
classification

Administrative expense

Preliminary expense

Land, structures and
right of way

Architectural engineering -
Basic fees

Other architectural
engineering fees

Project inspection fees

Relocation expense

Relocation payments to in-
dividuals and businesses

Construction and improve-
ment costs

Miscellaneous costs

Program income

Ineligible costs not
claimed

Total costs incurred
Less ineligible costs
not claimed

Total net cumulative costs
to date

Federal share to date
Federal share previously
paid

Federal share due Decem-
ber 31, 1989

Initial grant award

Percentage of participation

See accompanying note to schedules.

AIP AIP AIP AIP
3-53-0062-15 3-53-0062-16 3-53-0062-17 3-53-0062-18
Construction Land Sound- Master plan

(design) acauisition proofing update
s - § 271,826 § 212,467 £ -
19,719
1,485,525
329,227
128,782 8,630
144,500
816,464 633,136
47,360 12,991 12C, 000
(15,719)
11,868 141,108 7,063 7,602
1,286,341 2,094,319 872,%57 127,602
(11,868)  (141,108) (75063) (7,602)
515274!473 51!953!211 § 865!ZZ¢ § 120!000
§ 746,499 $1,424,844 § 692,179 § 90,000
746,499 1,424 844 217,304 90,000
Y - s - § 474 875 $ -
$ 746,499 §1.424.844  $1,400,000 § 90,000
15 80 80 15

,,,,,,,,,,
....................




/C)@/W < | - | @

PORT OF SEATTLE
AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

SCHEDULE OF FEDERAL FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE (continued)

PERIOD FROM INCEPTION OF GRANT TO DECEMBER 31, 1989

AIP AIP AIP
AIP 3-53-0062-20 3-53-0062-21 3-53-0062-22
Program cost 3-53-0062-19 Land Land Sound-
classification Construction acguisition acaguisition proofing

Administrative expense $ 8,667 § 504,619 § 77,476 $ 109,983
Preliminary expense 1,810 81,356 35,503
Land, structures and

right of way 7,222,000 4,107,500
Architectural engineering -

Basic fees 94,059 4,524
Other architectural

engineering fees 35,065
Project inspection fees 28,400
Relocation expense
Relocation payments te in-

dividuals and businesses 835,022 339,828
Construction and improve-

ment costs 796,143 76,850 |
Miscellaneous costs 154,105 8,867 f
Program income (6,454)
Ineligible costs not

claimed 405,746 783,557 572,801 55,365
Total costs incurred 1,373,890 9,574,215 5,133,108 255,589
Less ineligible costs

not claimed (405,746) (783,567) (572,801) (55,365)
Total net cumulative costs

to date § 968,144 $8,790,643 $4,560,307 $ 200,224
Federal share to date $§ 726,108 $7,028,566 $3,648,246 § 160,179
Federal share previously

paid 36,775 6,219,405 1,657,118
Federal share due Decem-

ber 31, 1989 § 689,333 § 809,161 $1,991,130 $§ 160,179
Initial grant award $4,053,525 58,275,865 §4,662,846 $3,200,000
Percentage of participation 75% 75% and 80% 80% 80%

See accompanying note ta schedules.
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LAND DATA

-

Waterfront a
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Front Peat
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Quality

Devalopuent Type

Street Tyvpe
Grade
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Sidewalka

Curbs

Sawer

Underground Util

Water

Qpén Space
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CHARACTERISTIC DATA

House Style
¥r Built/Remodel
Total Bldg S8gFt
Main Plcor
Half Floor
2nd Floor
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Garage
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Garage Type
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Total Reooms
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3/4

' 1/2
Dining
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System

Roof
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% Briak

Deck SgFt

House Qualit

House Condition
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Pargel Number ¢ 176060-0303-09
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Majling Address: 419 § 150TH SEATTLE WA 98148
Site Addrese ¢+ 419 8§ 150TH ST BUORIEN WA 88148
Phens Number s
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Land Siza i 16,944 4 Units s 1
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Racorg ¥ : 01701 Cansus Tract: 280,00
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Total Value : $114,100 Ecuge Style : 1.5 STORY WITH BSHMT
Land Value - - % ¥r Built/Remodel: 1922
Top Valua ' $78,100 ) Total Bldg SgFt 1@ 2,640
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Tax Lavy Cede : 0930 3rd+ Floor :
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Jurisdiction ¢ BURIEN Daylight s
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LAND DATA Total Rooms : 3
e ee——— Bedruoms $ 4
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Slope ¢ LEVEL Reof :
Sidawalks : Exterior Walls :
Curis : % Brick -
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Underground Util ; House Qualit ¢ LOW AVG
Watar : WATER DIST House Conditlon : UPGRADE

Cpen Gpace

Information provided is deemed reliable, but is not guaranteed
Copyright 1997 TRW-REDI Propertv Data
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01/01

SEATTLE WA
BURIEN WA

Markat Area
# gnits :
Thomas Bros :
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- - S o e S e st
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Total Value :

$90,500 House Styla & 1 STORY
Land value 1 $31,000 ¥» Built/Remedeal: 1282
Inp Value - $59,500 Total Bldg SgFt 1 1,190
Main Flcor 2 1,180
Tax Exsmption Half Floor i
Yrs Dellincquent : 2nd Floor i
Tax Levy Code : 0930 Irxd+ Fleox t
1556 Tax : 51,3209 Bazement $
1958 SrcCtan Tax: Finished t
Unfinished :
Schcol Dist ¥ Garage :
Jurisdiction i BURIZIN Daylight :
Ca:age Type t ATTACHED
————————— : 280
LAND DATA Tobal Rocms ? 4
————————— Bedrcoms : 2
Waterfront Type @ Baths Full : p
2ccessa/Ranx ? 3/4 i
Fropt Feet - 1/2 H
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guall $ Other !
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Grade + EVEN Systan ¢ EOT WATZR
Slopsa : LEVEL Roof :
Sidewalks : Exterior Walls ¢
Curba : $ Brick :
Sawer : FRIVATE Deck SgFt § 250
Urderground Util : House Quality : LOW AVG
Watar ! WATER DIST House Conditlon : AVERAGE
Open Space :
Indforzation previded i3 deemad relichble, kut ie net guarantaed
Cozyright 1597 TRW~REDI Frcpery Data
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q*bing Addreas: 1003 S 11778 § SPATTLR Wa
Zita Address 1002 § 117Th ST SBFRATTLE WA
Fhona Numper ¥
Uce Code-Desc @ 101-SINGLE FAMILY RES Market Area ; DJI-BURIEN
Land Sige 6,120 ¥ Unive 3 1
Lening s R87200 Thomas B8ros : 0625807
Tamed : 01/01 census Tract: 270.00
’*“‘SSXENT/TAX DATA CHARACTERISTIC DATA
Tcnal Valus s $/3,500 House Style t 1 STORY
Land Valua 1 $27,000 ; Yr Built/Fe 21: 1934
Imp Valus - 4 Total Bldg PFF* H B70
Maln ?130“ ! 878
Tan Fxenpbion Falf &loow 3
Vre De;guau&ﬁt : 2nd Ficor i
tax Lavy Gcda ¢ 3687 3rd+ Floor 2
<o : 3 5. 19 Basapant 5
A Yax: Finlshed :
Unfinished
Zenaal Dime ¢ HIGHLINE #4001 arage :
Farladietion T RING SOUNTY Daylight 2
Garage Typa 5
----- ——— Syre 3
LAND RaTa Total Roonma : =
et e e o e Badroonms 1 5
"Hatezfront T?pé i Raths Full 2 5
Acceas /Banlk 3 3/4 3
Front Paot 2 1/2 2
7iew Type : Dining 5
Quaiity 2 Cther 2
Davelopment Type F;rcnxaceq :
Jtreet Tymae : PAVEDR cht Typa = OIL
Grade : EVEW yatewm ¢ FORUED AIR
Slopa i LEVEL Rcof :
Sidewalks s Exterior Jalls g
Turbks 2 % Brick 5
Sewsl I PRIVATE Dack =SgFt H
Jadexground Uil Housa Quallity v IOV ava
zater : WATER DIST nc“sn Crndition 1 AVERAGR
Jpen Space : r2y MISCRLUANE:
TnPorastion provided is deaned zeliable, but iz nol muarantesx
Copyright 1337 TRW-RIDI Droporiy ~ .oa

92168
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Site #4
G427

Soderquest,
Marilyn
13710 14"
AVE. So.

70 LDN -
Custom M«\}/d

VAV
$13,527 M gp”




Site #5

R437

Blake,
Amos
3421
So. 194

65 LDN o ok
Standard 9 p\,&

: )
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M789

McGarah
Jean
3431
So. 194th

65 LDN
Standard (07

4

$38,663 |/ V&/
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Site #7
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Mitch,
Douglas
801

So. 210th

65 LDN A
Standard . /Q;U
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$30,082 V" Y%
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Site #9

G151

Pete,
Rodney
2406

So. 207th

G’
70 LDN
Custom }ﬁ}/;
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FLRST AMERICAN TITLE (205) 728-7216 \":E’af;a i
TR4 REDI PROPERTY PRUFILE Q1/27/%7
Forepared for:WINDERMERE REAL ESTATE, RODBIE HCOWRILL

Parcal Nugbar t 344500~0274~C4
Q~-8~"0=R ! SE-04~22-04

Cwaexr /T ayar
Maillng Addrasgsa
Site Addrxess
Flhipns Numbsy

PETE RODNEY J+WENDY A
2408 8 2C7TH ST DES HMOINES WA 92199

2405 3 207TH ST DES MOINES WA 98198
{206)875-3016

ol &8 an

Use Coda—Deac

t 101~3INGLE FAMILY RES3 Market Area ! D1-DES MOINES/NRMD
Land Size i 6;700 } Unlts 2 1
Zonin : R387.2 Thomasz Bres : G685C04
Roacord 2 s 91/01 Census Tract: 288.01
ASSRASMENT/TAX OATA CHARACTERISTIC DATA
B WD g e A R e ey T S T W T wu e A S - —--&—--—--l—----—)—z -
Toral Valus : $104,000 Housa Style : 1 STORY -
Land valua 3 545,000 ¥ Bailt/Remodels 1962
Inp Value t 59,000 Total Bldg 8SgFt @ 270
M. 'n Floor : 979
Tax Exsuption 3 Ha. ® Floor $
Yrs Delinguent ; 2nd Jlogx 5
Tax Tavy Cede @ 2331 3rd+ Pleoor .
1995 Tax : $1,468.63 Basaemant :
1996 SrCtzn Tax: Finished 5
Unfinishag
Schsel Dist - GCarage 2
Jurisdiction } SEATAC Daylight s
Garage Type s
~————— sqit 3
LAND DATA Total Rooms f 6
——————— —~— Bedrooms : 3
Waterfront Type Baths  Full : 1

Accessa/Bank : 3/4 :

Front TFeet : 1/2 H L
View T{ge t Dining :

Quality i Other s
Devalopmant Type @ Fireplaces $ -
dtreet Ty, 3 * PAVED Hest Type : GAS

Grade : EVEN System s+ SUSP HTR

Elepe : LEVEL Root 5
Sidewalks : Exterior walla 3
cuzrbs : % Briock 3
Sewar 1 PRIVATE Dack S4qFt H
Underground Utdil @ Housa Qualit: 1 AVERAGE
Hatar ' WATER DIST House Conditlon : VERY GOOD
dpen Space : Cthar IMISCETLANECQUS ACCSRY

Information provided is deemad reliable, but ig not - aranteed
Copyright 1997 TRW~REDI Property Data
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Site #10
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Mayer,
Carol R
2420

So. 137th

70 LDN t/‘
Custom M,cp
$10,237 /
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FIRST AMERICAN TITLE (206) 728-7236
TRW REDI PROPERTY PROWILE 1/2;/91
Preparad for:WINDERMERE REAL ESTATE, ROBBIE HOWELL l

B e L Lk ST SRR s S ———— %L C e,

Parasel Nu=mbor 3 9385Q0Q-C040~09

Q=T : GE-16~23~-04
Cwner st oo HAYRR CARCL R
Mailine acdress: 2420 S 137TH SEATTLE WA 98168
S1ta aAdAdress } 2320 8 137TH ST SEATTLE WA 98168
Phons Numbar 1 (£66)242-7076
Usa Code-Desc 3 101~STNGLE FAMILY RES Market Area : D3I~BURIEN
Land Size i 6,659 # Units s 1
Zoning : RS87200 Thomas Bros : U655D03F
Ravord T 0L/01 Canaus Tragt: 273.00
ASnES%HENT/TAX DATA CHARACTERIBSTIC DATA
Total valua - $91,000 Houss Stylas : 1 sToRY
Tand Yalue 3 $35,000 ¥r Built/Renocdel: 1961
Imp Value 2 $65,000 Total Bldg SqFt 3 1,070
Main Floor ] 1,470
Tax Pwamptlon @ Half ¥Floor g
¥Yra Delinguent 2nd ¥loox 4
Tax Levy Code ! 2214 3rvd+ Ploor .
1994 Tax t $1,2982.73 Banmamnent H
1596 8rCtzn Tax: Finishad 2
Unfinished
Sanrwgoel Diet 2 Carage t
Jurisdlcticn 1 SEATAC Daylzght :
Garage Typva 3 ATTACHRED
--------- sgrt £ 234
TAND DATA Total Roong : 68
———————— - Badxroons H @
Watariront Type @ Baths Full 1
Access/Ban 3 3/4 3
Front Feetf : 1/2 :
View Typa : Dining - 1
Quality t Othar H 1
Pevalorment Type Fireplaces H 2
treet Type ¢ PAVED Heat Type 1 OIL
Grada 3 EVEN gstem : FORCED AIR
glapa ¥ LEVEL RoOo© :
Sidewalks - Exterior Walls :
curba i CRBB/CGUTRS $ Brick H
Sawaer : PUBLIC Deck Sqglft H
Undergzound Util : House Quality 1 AVERAGE
Watarx s WATER DIST House Condition : AVERAGK

gpan 3pacs

Information provided is deemed rellzkle, but 13 not guarantuea?
Copyright 1997 TRW-REDI Property Data
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Site #14

M492

Denny,
John
1203 So.
101 St.

65 LDN 7
Standard - (¥

Mo N

$33.804 /o
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. FIRST AMERICAN TITLE (2C6) 728-7236 Page
. TR REDI PROPERTY FROFILE 01/27/97
Preparsd fOr :WINDERMERE REAL hSTATE ROBBIE HOW“LL
Parasl Number ¢ 013300-0286-05
Q=-S~T-R 2 NE~Q05-23~04
Owner/Taxpayer : DENNY JOHN H
Mailing Addrass: 1203 8 10187 SEATTIE WA 98168
Site Address ¢ 1203 S 10157 ST SZATTLE WA 98168
Phone Numbar 1 (206)763~3066
Usa Code-Desc ¢ 101-SINGLE FAMILY RES Markat Area ; D3I-BURIEN
Land Size : 12,150 i ynitse : 1
ching s RS$7200 Thomas Bros @ 0625B0S5
Recoxd # 1 01/01 census Tract: 264.0Q0
ASQESSHENT/TAX DATA CHARACT‘RISTIC DATA
Total Valua : 5116 000 House Styla : 2 STORY WITH BSMT
Land Valua 3 0Q0_ Yr Bullt/Remodel: 1929
Intp Value : $75,0Q0 Total Bldg BgFt 1 2,180
Main Floor - 940
Tax Exemption Half Floor H
Yxs Delincuent : 2nd Floor s 620
Tax Levy Ccde § 3710 3rd+ Floor :
1996 Tazx t $€1,692.78 Basement : 620
1996 SxrCtzn Tax: Finished :
Unfinished : 820
School Dlst : HIGHLINE #4011 Garage :
Jurisdieticn : XING COUNTY Daylgght :
Garage Type i
------ e SgFt :
LAND DATA Total Reoms : L
--------- Sedrocms 3 3
Watexfront Tﬁpe : Bathg  Full : 3
Access/Ba : 3/4 s
Front Feet : 1/2 : L
View Tyge : MCUNTAIN Dining :
Quality t AVERAGE Othar 3
Davelecpment Type Firsplaces : 1
Streat Type ¢ PAVED Heat Type ¢ CIL
Grade ¢ HIGH Systen ¢ FORCED AIR
Slope + LEVEL Roof :
Sidewmrlks 2 Exterior Walls
Curbs s 3 Brick 3
Sewer ¢ PUBLIC Deck BgFt :
Underground Utll ¢ Eouse Qualit ! AVERAGE
Water * WATER DIST House Condition : VERY GOOD

Open Space

Information provided is deemed reliablz, but is net gquarantsed
Copyright 1897 TRW-REDI Prcperty Data
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Site #15
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Kartes,
Kevin
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FIRsT AMERLGAN TLILLE (206) 728-7236 Page 1

TRW REDI PROPERTY PROPILE 01/27/97
Preoared for 1 WINDERMERE REAL ESTATE, ROBBIE HOWELL

B P Y R e e e e o e g e G s (i S G ) e Bt St VS ) G D S S G AP S S D S S S D SY G o e e o et e A S U O G A GEY D R GEN W VM TN PO PO S S e e et e e i 4l 0l ) SR 2 D WD S0 SN 9 @

Parcel Numher ¢ 176060-0308~04

2=5-T=R 3 NW-20-23-04
Ownerx/Taxpayay ! XKARTES KEVIN R+TERESA M
Malling Addrwss: 421 8 150TH ST SEATTLE WA 98148
Slte Addraas v 421 8 150TH 8T BURIEN WA 98148
Phone Numbex ¢ (208)246-2832
Usa Code=Degc ¢ 101-SINGLE FAMILY RES Market Area @ D2-SEA~TAC
Land Size ¢ 11,340 & Units H 1
Zoning i R=6 Thomas Bros : 08§35A04
Record 3% : 01/01 Cansus Tracts 280.00
ASSESSMENT/TAX DATA CHARACTERTISTIC DATA
Total Value : $90,500 House Styla : 1 STORY
Land value 2 $31,000 ¥r Built/Remcdel: 1982
Imp Value : $59,500 Total Bldg SgFt 1 1,190
Main Flcor : 1,190
Tax Examption ! Half Flaoor ¢
Yrs Delincuant : 2nd Floor H
Tax Lavy Coda : 0930 Ixd+ Floor t
1536 Tax 3 $1,320.,91 Bazement :
18936 SrcCtan Tax: Finished H
Unfinished :
8cheel Dist : Garage :
Jurisdiction ¢ BURIZN Daylight 3
Garage Type ¢ ATTACHED
————————— sqft : 290
LAND DATA Total Reoecms 3 4
--------- Bedrcons : 2
Waterfront Type @ Baths  Full : 1
Access/Bank : 3/4 3
Front Feet s 1/2 %
View T pe : Dining $
Qualit : Other :
Devalopmem; Type Firaplacas : i
Street Type ¢ PAVED Heat Tyre t ELEQIRIC
Grade + EVEN Systan ¢ HOT WATER
Slopea : LBVZL Roof :
Sidewalks 4 Exterior walls
Curbs : ¢ Brick H
Sewer ¢ PRIVATE Deck SgFt 1 250
Underground Util : House Quality : LOW AVG
Water : WATER DIST House Conditlon : AVERAGE

Opan Space

Information provided is deemed relizble, kut iz not guaranteseéd
Copyright 1597 TRW~REDI Frorpeszty Data
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® To conduct an on-going Noise
Remedy Program consisting of the
insulation of homes and public
buildings including assistance in
the sales of homes located in the
airport vicinity as outlined in the
Port of Seattle Commission
Resolution No. 2943, dated

January 8, 1985.

1
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® Eligible:
»-10,000 single family residences

® Rate of insulation:

>80-100 homes per month
6,412 completed
2-848 on waiting list

® Target completion date,
January 1, 2001

4/14/98



- . -
Q O Q
Cﬁ e
5§ & o <
.,&Om -
9 o
® o 63 @& O
Sahﬁn.mw
1528833
nr".mabm.m
O 5 Do o ~
tPﬂVVO.aI
O aacw
%nﬂ%hhma

O = 0 N
c SR O 2
ap342ra
a A 4 4 8 3
= o -
® @ @




)

S

»Passenger Facility Charges(PFC’
»-Estimated $18 million to complete the
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. @ |nsulation and Sales Programs
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® Issues

»-Safety

»-803 applied

2638

in progress
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® FAA approved Pilot Program in 1994

=2 churches, 1 private school,

1 convalescent home and

1 condominium complex.
¥ All Are complete except 1 church in

the latter stages of construction.

® Estimated cost,

llion

>-3.5m

0- %
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HOMEOWNER PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT

FINAL APPROVAL

The parties to this Agreement are the undersigned as listed below ("Homeowner") and the
Port of Seattle, a Washington municipal corporation ("Port”). Homeowner has legal title to real
property and improvements located at
("Premises"). The Port is the operator of Seattle-Tacoma International Airport ("Airport”) and
administers the Noise Remedy Program ("Program").

WHEREAS, Homeowner has previously entered into the "Homeowner Participation
Agreement - Initial Authorization” ("Initial Agreement") with the Port which described certain
obligations to be performed by the Port and Homeowner as part of the Port's Noise Remedy
Program and Homeowner and Port now desire to proceed with the remaining parts of the Program

which affect Homeowner; s /—\

WHEREAS, the Port desires to attempt to alleviate aircraft‘generated noise levels in
residences in the immediate Airport vicinitys-and

WHEREAS, Homeowner desires to reduce aircraft-generated noise levels within the
Premises;

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the promises made herein, the parties agree as
follows:

1z Avigation Easement and Subordination Agreement. In consideration for
participating in and receiving the benefits of the Program, Homeowner agrees to convey to the Port _
an avigation easement which avigation easement will be recorded upon receipt by the Port of a fully \

/ executed Sound Insulation Contract as described in Paragraph 2 of this Agreement. In the event )
Homeowner withdraws. from. the.Program.prior. to the. Contract being fully. executed, the avigation
easement will be returned to Homeowner. Homeowner shall, at the Port's request, obtain the signed

‘ agreement of any lien holders who have a lien on the Premises to subordinate their interests to the
.’k —avigation easement. .—»"" i
:D n o —

Homeowner Program Participation Pavment. The Port, in consideration for \\_
Homeowner's conveyance of the avigation easement, agrees to pay one hundred percent (100%) of _’(‘_
the Port-approved costs of noise insulating the Premises and to allow Homeaw%rto participate in _/%’ ,',(/
the Program, subject to any limitations or conditions described in this Agreement. — —— /z /o ("

R Pre-existing Avigation Fasement. Homeowner acknowledges that an avigation -
" easement on the Premises was previously conveyed to the Port. In consideration for participating in Pl
;' the Program, Homeowner shall pay to the Port twenty percent (20%) of the Port-authorized |
\  insulation costs. This amount equals $ . sl ,
\ - . L o —
i . . oo iy Y <7
) i /"“‘CJ,::/J ) W G f,/v
AV IS g b -
~— 4 - ~/ ,1

Homeowner Handbook - Page 41
Revision 6/09/95




8. Transaction _Assistance. (Available to homes within the Neighborhood
Reinforcement Area only) Homeowner shall be eligible for Transaction Assistance ("TA") at a later
date, subject to Paragraph 11 below, and provided TA is still available at the time Homeowner
becomes eligible to receive TA. Homeowner shall be provided a TA Voucher upon the completion
of sound insulation, which Voucher entitles Homeowner to participate in the TA Program.

9. Hold Harmless. Homeowner agrees that the Port, its Commission, officers,
employees, agents, and consultants (collectively "Port") shall not be liable and further waives all
claims for expenses and damages, for any injury (including death) to any person or for damage to
any property sustained, or alleged to have been sustained, as a result of or in connection with any
work undertaken as part of the Program. Homeowner shall hold the Port harmless from all liability
and expense in connection with all claims, suits and actions brought against the Port, by any person
or entity as a result of or on account of actual or alleged injuries (including death), or damages to
any persons, entities, and/or property received or sustained, or alleged to have been received or
sustained, in connection with or as a result of any work undertaken as part of the Program, except
where such injuries, deaths, or damages are caused by the sole negligence of the Port; provided
further that if and to the extent that this Agreement is construed to be relative to the construction,
alteration, repair, addition to, subtraction from, improvement to, or maintenance of any building or
other structure, project, development, or improvement attached to real estate, including moving or
demolition in connection therewith, and therefore subject to Section 4.24.115 of the Revised Code
of Washington, it is agreed that where such liability, claim, damage, loss, or expense arises from the
concurrent negligence of (1) the Port and (2) Homeowner, it is expressly agreed that Homeowner's
obligations of indemnity under this paragraph shall be effective only to the extent of Homeowner's
negligence. The obligations of this paragraph shall not be construed to negate, abridge, or otherwise
reduce any other right or obligation which would otherwise exist as to any person or entity
described in this paragraph.

10. No Warranties. The Port does not represent or warrant that Homeowner will
experience any improvement in the noise levels within the Premises as a result of any work
undertaken as part of the Program. The Port further makes no warranties and disclaims any
responsibility or liability for the manner or quality of the work undertaken or materials supplied.

11. Cooperation. Homeowner agrees to cooperate fully with the Port during this
program (and to insure the cooperation of tenants, if any). If Homeowner fails to cooperate or
falsifies or modifies any Port documents, then Homeowner will be withdrawn from the program and
will not be eligible to re-enter the program for a least one year from the date of withdrawal.

12. Withdrawal. Homeowner may withdraw from the Program at any time prior to the
Sound Insulation Contract being fully executed by the Homeowner and Contractor. In such event,
Homeowners may remain eligible to enter the Program at a later date provided they pay any
duplicated administrative or other costs which are required. Homeowner may not withdraw from
the Program after the Sound Insulation Contract has been fully executed without the prior written
approval of the Port. In the event the Port allows Homeowner to withdraw, Homeowner may be
held responsible for all costs of construction (including window manufacture) already incurred plus
any additional costs of termination. In addition, Homeowner may be denied further participation in
the Program, including Transaction Assistance.

Homeowner Handbook - Page 43
Revision 6/09/95



15. RETURN QUESTIONNAIRE

POST AUDIT and OPINION SURVEY — After the contractor has been paid, the Port
will request.your help in evaluating the success of the Program. Two requests may be
made. First, a ("post™) noise audit of your home will be conducted if a ("pre”) noise audit
was performed prior to insulation. The purpose of this audit is to gather noise level data
which can be compared with the data from the first audit. As in the first audit, we will need
access to your house and your cooperation in minimizing all non-aircraft noise during the
audit. Second, we will ask you to fill out a questionnaire regarding your opinions of the
results and processes of the program. We appreciate your taking the time to complete and
retum it 1o us because we value your feedback.

F /A Q/ﬁ//z@m7 @www AZ /50-So 20~

Alates Mocas. Quoled (Pre ) [ PosT) 7o
10 Nomes.

%"f’él WM%W?TM:

Mm%ﬁ; ZJTW _?_:_.____@_ ‘

Revision 6109795



—— Local funding for mitigation of noise and air and
water pollution.

(Federal aid will end around the year 2000).



[tem #17: The Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act of 1979 (ASNA)
with its Regulation (FAR150) will end at Sea-Tac Airport around the year
2000. We know of no other Federal Laws with funding for mitigation of
noise. We all know that the noise from Sea-Tac Airport, with or without a
31 runway, will increase. We must find local support now on how noise
pollution and air and water pollution will be funded in the future.

The Puget Sound Council with its recommendation of the 3™ runway sent
down to King County an unfunded mandate. Unfunded mandates are illegal.
Sea-Tac is a Regional and State Airport and must be funded by the Region
and State.

Sea-Tac Airport is the only separately constituted airport in the country. It
cannot be legal to put the burden of a regional airport on King County and
have King county property used for bond ratings for a Regional Airport.

See Item #7 for Federal Funding limit on FAR-150.

The Port of Seattle has asked for and received more than $100,000,000
million federal dollars for noise compatibility programs. To date Port and
Federal funds total more than $130,000,000 million dollars. With another
$11,000,000 million dollars to re-insulate homes because of safety problems.

This waste of Federal and King County Funds would never have happened
had the Port been in compliance with Federal Grant Assurance C.6. There
would have been oversight on the noise programs.



STATE OF WASHINGTON

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

OLYMPIA

88504-0413

BOOTH GARDNER
GOVERNUR

November 12, 1991

Ms. Minnie Brasher
846 South 136th Street
Seattle, Washington 98168

Dear Ms. Brasher:

Thank you for your letter to Governor Gardner dated October 11, 1991. The Governor
has asked me to respond. In your letter you ask what jurisdiction, if any, the State of
Washington has over the Port of Seattle.

The Port of Seattle is a separately constituted local government entity. As such, the
State of Washington has no jurisdiction over it. The Port has its own elected officials
responsible to the public within its jurisdiction, its own staff and its own budget. The
Port, of course, is subject to such state and federal laws as are made applicable to it.
For these reasons, you should address your inquiries and concerns directly to the Port.

I hope this is of some assistance to you. Thank you for taking the time to write to
Governor Gardner.

Sincerely,

e \J'C\QA?QC

Thomas J. Felnagle
Legal Counsel to the Governor



Jul.13 *og 951 HEMFY T FRAUSE FrR.. Z0E-242-09%9 Fi i

Christopher Vance
METROPOLITAN KING COUNTY COUNCIL
Diatrict Thirtaen

July 1, 1998

Mr. Henry J. Frause
411 SW 186"
Nommandy Park, WA 98166-3959

Dear Henry:
Thank you for your continued correspondence. I hope [ can answer your latest questions.

Let me begin by saying that I totally agree with you that the third runway is an unfair
burden being placed on our community. However, it is completely legal. You raise two
points I would like to address.

First, on the issue of the weighted vote system, it is my understanding that federal and
state laws allow the PSRC to develop its own bylaws. The PSRC has chosen to adopt, in
its bylaws, a weighted voting system. I support this system that allows for tairness and
prevents one interest from prevailing in decisions. The second issue is that of unfunded
mandates. You are correct in stating that the United States govemment has passed a
federal law against the use of unfunded mandates. However, the PSRC is under no such
requirement, having failed to adopt such a rule in its bylaws.

Again, thank you for writing me with your concerns. It is good 10 know thut people keep
up to date on issues that affect them:.

ancerely,

P
Chris Vance
Councilmember, District 13

CV/st

Reom 1200, King County Courthouse, 518 Third Avenue, Seattle, WA 98104-3272
(208) 286-1013 TTY/TDD (206) 296-1024 FAX (206) 296-0188

Home address; 8615 S. 203rd St., Kent, WA 98031 Home phone: (206) 852-4020
&3 Panted or Racycled Papar A~ 4



