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Hay 11, 1976 

Councilwoman Bernice Stern 
King County Courthouse 
Room 402 
516 Third /\venue 
Seattle, Wi\ 98104 

Dear Mrs . Stern : 
, 

RECEiVED 
KING COUNT'i COUNCILMAN 

DISTRICT No. 4 

MAY 131975 

Pursuant to the jolnl Port of Seattle/King County Council Planning aml 
Community Development Conmlittee meeting oi April 7, 1976, Lhc PorL a~reed 
to come to a decision regarding t\vo spc cific areas adjaccnl to Sea-·Tac 
International i\irport . These two areas are named in the Plan as: (1) the 
'\Jest acquisition area" (that land basically at the runway elevation betvJeen 
South 176th and South 1G6th Streets, the extension of SR-509 and the current 
airport boundary of 12th Avenue South), and (2) the "southeast conversion area" 
(the tract of 85 small homes south of the Angle Lake Elementary School between 
28th Avenue South and the i\irport boundary). The follovJing statements are 
based on a thorough staff review of these topics and reflect their recom­
mendations to the Port Commission . 

Westside Acquisition /\rca 

Although t-h-is 35-acre "hilltop" has been ic.lentif.Led as the last "feasible" 
extension of operating sur face at Sea-Tac, there ;Jrc numerous reasons \vhy, 
in the final analysis, acquisition. must be ruled out . The following arc 
cited as the primary bases for this conclusion: acquisition cost (plus or 
minus $5,000, 000); excessive development costs ([illin~, etc.); Lhe pos­
sibility of extending environmental impacts; the lack of foreseeable demand 

? (directly airport related) and use for marginal air ort r lated activities at 
• ~· Even i f acqui slt i071 Here to have een considered, it is apparent t :tat 

much higher priorities have been estaulished for noj_sc impact/clear zone 
acquisition, other noh;e remedy progra .. s and othQr ne2ded airport ir:~prove­

ments . We recognize the Plan process did evolve to n point where the issue 
of acquisition warrnntcd very serious consiclcration b<.~secl on some obvious 
merits, ncverl.:l1elcs~; Llterc :i s Jlttlc or no rcal.j~;Lic nltcrn.Jl.i.vc to llte non­

acquisitiou reconuncmi.;J L Lon. 

The Port of Seattl e ;q>,rc~C'S tl1<tl c1cvc.lop11 JC nL 011 L!Jr• c·>-: i!;Lillf'. "'c•;. l; !;i clc propc·rl:y 

must be done in accurc.l unce w.Lth careftJ I J y (onnuJ u Le:d (',ll ide .I i Ill!:; l' :; L;!\J \. i.~:l1l!d 

by the Port, and the County, and participaLecl in by affected citizens . For 
example , the restricting of all major access to South 183th Street and the:: 
provision of adequate buffering of airport activity from property west of 
12th Avenue South are clearly necessary . ( Development of more "major" uses, 
i.e., air carrier cargo and maintenanc e activities would be confined to air­
port property south of: l7Gtlt Street ) \·Je believe that by definitely fixing 
the Airport's Hest boundary , the climate of uncertainty in the adjacent com­
munity can be reduced . He also recognize that changes to FUI\/VA loan guarantee 
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policies are essential to stimulate the housing market and reassure con­
fidence in the neighborhood . ~1ile some recent evidence of progress in 
these federal programs is promising, both the Port and the County must 
pursue further this problem area . We also agree that joint attention by 
the Pdrt and the County to certain police surveillance needs in the area 
is ,necessary. 

It is our further understanding that the County, in response to recent 
community input, intends to revise the "conversion" area of the Hes tside 
to emphasize retention of the existing residential character . He feel suc l1 
action w-ould be iri keeping \·Ji th the Port 1

S decision not to ocquirc ony \.Jest­
side property and to revise the Airport portion.of the Plan accordingly . 

Southeast Conversion Area 

The area ·in question, knmvn as Lmve 1 s Terrace Subdivision, is recognized 
in the Plan as a potential problem in the application of the Noise Remedy 
Programs. The 85 homes in the area are quite small (700 to 800 sq . ft.) 
on very small lots. Hany are rental units . Under . the proposed Noise Remedy 
Program the area would fall within an acoustic insulation cost - sharing 
category . However, it is very possible, based on visual surveys, that such 
treatment Hould not be cost effective. 

For this reason, and because a land use change is recommended, the area is 
recognized in the Plan as potentially appropriate for a special version of 
the purcha~ guarantee program intended to assist use conversion over a period 
of time. If exercised, this feature, may, however, be applied with lower 
priority than some of the more direct noise impact progroms . In any case, the 
Plan does seem to address the unique characteristics of this neighborhood. 

We believ~ these responses are generally consistent with tl1e direction currently 
·being taken by the Council 1 s revie\v process for the Sea-Tac Communities Plan. 
We welcome the opportunity afforded myself, our General Hanager J. Eldon Opheim, 
and other representatives of the Port Staff to meet vrith your Committee and 
discuss these matters and trust that as both ar;cnc:i.es proceed further in adop­
tion of the Plan, vie Hill be accomplishinG o valuable exomplc of joj nt govern­
mental cooperation and action. 

~Z0r~~,_..,__ l1enry T. Slmonson, President 
Seattle Port Commission 
cc: Conm1issioners 

J. Eldon Opheim, General Hanager 
Irv Berteig, Acting Manager, Planning Division 

King County Dept . of Planning & Community Development 
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