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RT OF SEATTLE 
P.O . BO X 1209 SEATTLE , WASH /NGTON 98111 

Airspace Study 
Advisory Committee Meeting 

November 5, 1981 
7:00 p.m. 

FAA Building, Boeing Field 

AGENDA 

1. Introductions 

2. Purpose, organization, and role of the Advisory Committee 

3. Study background 

4. 

5. 

Scope of Work 

Sponsors 
Purpose and approach 
Study team organization 
Schedule and costs 

Air traffic control and airspace structure 

Definitions 
Air traffic control facilities 
Sea-Tac and Boeing Field approach and departure procedures 
Conditions of airspace interaction 

6. Progress on study to date 

GA Survey 
BFI control tower survey 

7. Schedule of upcoming meetings and completion of study tasks 

8. Question and answer period 
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November 9, 1983 

Mr. Charles Foster 
Director, North~est ~ounta~n Region 
Federal Aviation Administration 
FAA Building, Boeing Field 
Seattle, \~ashingtoo 98108 

Dear Hr. Foster: 

Re: Airport Noise Remedy Update - Henry M. Jack&on Internationcil Airport 

This letter requests clarification of the eligibility requir~meuts for 
Federal financial assistance under the Airport Improvement Program 
available to the Port of Seattle for the implementation of a purchase 
assurance program as part of Henry H. Jackson International Airport's 
Noise Remedy Program. 

The Port of Seattle expects to fulfill the requirements of Federal 
Aviation Regulation Part 150 for an Airport Exposure Map and Airport Noise 
Compatibility Program through the completion of the Sea-Tac Uoise Exposure 
Update, the Airport Noise Remedy Update, and any other supplemental work 
deemed necessary by the Federal Aviation Administratioa. As part of this 
process, the Port will include a recomQendation for implementation of a 
purchase assurance program, as presented in paragraph 344 of 
AC 150/5020-1, "Noise Control and Compatibility Planning." However, the 
schedule and scope of any such purcha&c assurance program will depend in 
large part on the availability of Federal financial assistance. 

Purchase assurance was originally recommended as a noise remedy in the 
1976 Sea-Tac/Communities Plan. However, higher priority noise remedy \ 
activities in the form of outright acquisition of properties have to date 
consumed almost all available funds for noise remedy implementation. 
Almost all the areas originally identified for outright purchase in the 
Plan arc currently under Port of Seattle ownership or control. We can now 
consider implementating a purchase as&wrance program for less noise 
impacted areas, provided additional funds are made available. 
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Hr. Chorles Foster 
November 9, 1983 
Page 2 

ln clarifying the eligibility requirements for Federal financial 
assistance, please include but not be limited to consideration of the 
following issues: 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 
* 

* 

Level of Federal financial assistance. 

Eligibility of costs of different components of the progra~ 
(e.g., purchase, sound insulation, realtor commission, avigation 
easement, etc.) 

Eligibility of types of residential properties within a range 
from single-family detached housing to high density multi-fa~ily 
dwellings. 

Implecentation responsibility and conditions of full disclosure 
agreements for property resale by airport operator. 

Interior sound-level requirements for sound insulation, if any. 

Eligibility for financial assistance of improvements to 
structure and property if required for resale by airport 
operator above and beyond noise insulation (e.g., painting, 
landscaping, plumbing, electrical wiring, etc.). 

Requirements for compliance with Public Law 91-646, "Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Land Acquisition Policies Act of 1970." 

Your prompt attention to this request for clarification would be greatly 
appreciated. Given the established schedule for the development of the 
Airport Noise Remedy Program as part of the Airport Noise Remedy Update 
Study, we ask for your response within 45 days. 

If you need any additional information, please call the Project Director 
of the Airport Noise Remedy Update, Mr. Joe Si~s, at 382-3331. 

Sincerely, 

Richard D. Ford 
Executive Director 

JY/2330p 

cc: J. Dwyer, L. Killeen, C. Muller, V. Ljungren, J. Sims--POS 

bee: Clark, Doherty, Yamanaka--Port of Seattle 
Maddison--Peat ~~rwick 
Airport Noise Remedy Update File 





Grand Central on the Park • 216 First Avenue South • Seattle , Wash . 98104 • 206/ 464-7090 

Puget Sound Council of Governments 

January 15, 1981 

To Interested Citizens and Agencies: 

Enclosed with this letter is a draft copy of the Regional Airport 
System Plan, 1980 to 2000. We are asking that you review this 
draft plan, and give us your comments on it. Your comments, and 
those from other interested people, will be presented to the King 
Subregional Council when it considers the plan for adoption in 
March 1981. 

The draft plan has been prepared by the Puget Sound Council of 
Governments as a way to develop a consensus of local governments 
on the needs for aviation facilities in this region. The plan 
describes existing facilities, project needs, and makes recommen
dations for the expansion of several airports, as well as for the 
construction of a new industrial/commuter class airport in the 
King-Snohomish service area. The plan does not make any recon
mendation for the specific location of that ne\v airport. 

Please review the enclosed document, and send your comments to 
the address below. The King Subregional Council's Committee on 
Transportation will discuss this matter at its regular meeting 
on February 27, 1981. Comments received before that date will be 
presented to the Committee. The King Subregional Council is ex
pected to take action on March 12, 1981. 

If you have any questions regarding the plan or the process to 
adopt it, please call me at 455-7667. 

Yours truly, 

Richard Etherington 
Senior Transportation Planner 
King Subregional Council Staff 

RE:mo 

Enclosure 

King Subregional Council o 655 - 120th N.E. o Bellevue, Washington 98005 o 206/455-7667 





J 

PGRT C'F- SEI\TILE POS A·14 

. . 
COMMISSlOI'\ AGENDA September 7, 1973 IT EM NO. _____ £_,._ ___ _ 

TO Mr. J. Eldon Opheim, General Manager DATE OF MEETING 9 ~/ ~7.3 
r~> 

FROM Donald G. Shay, Director of Aviation 

SUBJECT Report and Recommendations re Interim Land Acquisition 
Sea-Tac International Airport 

Pursuant to directions issued by the Commission June 12, 1973, the staff has made 
a study of the possibility and extent of an interim land acquisition program. Interim 
refers to that land acquisition which might be accomplished in accord with current 
Federal Aviation Administration policies and funding capabilities, Port of Seattle 
funding capabilities and further, and importantly, that which does not purport to 
finally or totally answer those questions which are within the purview of ·the 
Sea-Tac Master Plan and Environs Study. 

In considering the extent of the land acquisition, we considered first that land which 
would be eligible for FAA participation according to the strictest interpretation o£ 
their cm·rent regulations. This includes such areas of land wh".ch may extend up to 
1, 250 feet laterally from the runway centerline, extending 5, 000 feet beyond each 
end of the primary surface. This would mean a northerly acquisition from our 
present mrthern boundary at South l46th Street, north to South l40th Street, and 
lying between Des Moines Way on the west and 24th Avenue South on the east. 
Included in this would be approximately 239 acres, including 151 residences and the 
Sunset Junior High School. The property on the south would be from our present 
southern boundary at South 200th Street to approximately 207th Street on the south 
and lying betweea 16th Avenue South on the west and 24th Avenue South on the east. 
Included in this area are 136 acres, including 92 residences and considerable amounts 
oi county-ov..'ned land and State highway right-of-way. 

On cl~ser study, it appeared that there were more logical natural boundaries "vhich 
should be considered both to the north and south. These natural boundaries took the 
form of a wooded stream bed at approximately South 211 th Street on the south and the 
first through-street, South 136th Street, from 24th Avenue South to the west on the 
north. Also involved was the general lay of the land at the north. This enlarged 
area contains an additional 63 acres and 117 residences on the south and 53 acres 
and 250 residences on the north. Please refer to the attached property description 
and map for a nlOre detailed explanation of the proposed acquisition area. 

This expanded clear zone was reviewed with the FAA to attenlpt to dcternlinc whether 
or not there was any li1celihood they "vould consider the larger area in terrns of 
possible financial assistance. \Vhile they can not, and have not given us any final _ 
assurance that the larger area would be totally eligihle for Fcdcr<d assistance, or 

-l'v1orc-





ML J. Eldon Oph<'im, General Man<q~cr 
Donald c;. Sh<ty, Dircclor oi Aviation 
Report .wcl H.eronnncndations re Inlc: rim Land Acquisition 

Sertc.n the r 7, l 97 3 

Page Two 

that sufficient Federal funds would be available, they have generally concurred that 
the boundaries are probably reasonable and logical. A final determ.ination from the 
FAA in this matter can only follow a submittal of a formal Request and a thorough 

review by the FAA. 

If the Conunission approves our recommendations, land acquisition can not commence 
under the most optimwn circumstances until after July 1, 1974. A preliminary 
environmental impact statement must be prepared prior to final consideration of a 
proposed action by the Port Commission. It now appears that sufficient data from 
the Sea-Tac Master Plan studies will be available for this environmental impact 
statement about the middle of October. It is also required by law that a housing 
relocation plan be prepared and submitted along with our ReqUf~st to the FAA. Our 
best estimate at this time is that this effort would take up to 90 days. Following a 
transmittal of the Request to the FAA on or about Decernber l5r 1973, at the earliest, 
there will be a processing period of up to six months by the FAA. During this period 
of time the land appraisers will be completing their work. The tentative allocab on 
by the FAA might then be expected to be about June l, 1974. It would then probably 
be July l, 1974 or shortly thereafter when the FAA would forward the necessary 
Grant Offer for consideration and acceptance by the Port Connnission. It would be 
at this point that land acquisition would actually commence. Based on our experience 
in the current land acquisition program at the northwest corner of the Airport, we 

anticipate the land acquisition program might be accomplished in 30 month~. We 
would expect that smne contested property settlements could go on for a longer period 
than the 3 0 months. 

FINANCIAL PLAN 

As indicated in the property descriptions, Attachment "A", the 610 residential parcels 
and 75 acres of open lands have an estimated value of $15,460, 000, exclusive of the 
one public school of undetermined value. In accordance with current FAA policies, 
we anticipate Federal assistance in excess of $8, 000, 000, leaving a Port of Seattle 
funding requirement of approximately $8, 000, 000. The Port's share can be provided 
entirely from airport revenues over a four -year period- -1974 through 1977 --after 
provision for projected airport capital requirements and revenue bond reserve 
require.ments. 

Based upon our best estin1ate of the availability of Federal assistance funds and Port 
of Seattle airport operating funds, it will be necessary to arrange some form of 
intc rirn financing to accon1plis h the property acquisition progran1. We propose a 

-More-
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NORTH ISSUE #15 

a Zoning Page 83 

1 designation: Light manufacturing 

posed Area Zoning: Retain existing 

~ting zoning: ML 

Single family 

el-recommended amendment (1-27-81). 

nd the Hlghline Communities Land Use Plan Map by designating the 
)erty single family, 1 unit per ~· 

nd pg. 83 in the Area Zoning by classifying the property SR. 

.nd pg. 82 by adding the statement: SR pot ML to SR. 
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P~DRT OF SEATTLE 
SEA-TAC INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

P.O. BOX 68727/ SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98188 

November 21, 1980 

Mr. William Holstine 
14820 24th Avenue South 
Seattle, Washington 98168 

Dear Mr. Holstine: 

This will acknowledge receipt of your correspondence regarding the concerns 
you outlined during last week's ·meeting. 

We will make every effort to respond to your questions and concerns in a 
timely manner and will be in touch with you as soon as possible. 

I would again like to thank you for the opportunity of letting us hear 
from the members of your community directly, and hope you will be able 
to provide the PAC Committee with a presentation at its next meeting. 

If you have any. further questions, please feel free to contact me. 

Yours very truly, 

~/.ti..J~). 
Oris W. Dunham, Jr. 
Airport Manager 

OWD/dr 

cc: Richard D. Ford 
Glenn V. Lansing 
Donald G. Shay 
Joe Sims 
Attendees of public meeting 
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September 20, 1979 

Ms. Virginia Dana 
2648 S. 142nd St. 
Seattle, WA 98166 

Dear Ms. Dana: 

P4t:RT OF SEATTLE 
SEA-TAC INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

P.O. BOX 68727 I SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98188 

Currently, I am in the process of both studying and evaluating the Policy 
Advisory Committee. I began my study by reviewing all past historical informa
tion about PAC--its origin and evolutionary changes. After completing this 
phase of study, I reviewed all past minutes up to the present. 

After gaining this background, I interviewed several Port of Seattle staff 
people who have been involved with PAC for a number of years. I sought from 
these people their attitudes about the Policy Advisory Committee. 

Now, I would like to seek your feelings about PAC, as a current committee 
member. WHAT IS YOUR ATTITUDE ABOUT THE POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE? To help 
you answer this question, I have put together an "informal" ATTITUDE EVALUATION 
SHEET. The ATTITUDE EVALUATION SHEET, enclosed with this letter, contains 13 
questions and asks for your opinion on many of the question's responses. 
Please feel free to state your opinion or attitude. I guarantee you that this 
information will remain confidential and nothing will be attributable to you 
personally. 

This ATTITUDE EVALUATION SURVEY gives you an opportunity to express your feel
ings about PAC in a confidential and informal manner. I hope that you will 
take advantage of this chance by responding to this evaluation sheet. If I 
receive your responses before the scheduled October meeting, I will have pre
pared for that meeting a formal report of my findings from all PAC members, 
along with further explanation about this study. 

If you have any questions or concerns ~out the ATTITUDE EVALUATION SHEET, 
please feel free to contact me at 587~310, or, stop by my office--room 335-
adjacent to the Aviation Department. 

Thank you for your time and concern. I look forward to hearing from you within 
the next few weeks. 

Sincerely, 

Management Intern, Aviation Department 

4/08 
Enclosure 





MEETING MINUTES 
POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON UPDATING THE SEA-TAC/COMMUNITIES PLAN NOISE REMEDY PROGRAMS 
Tuesday, March 23, 1982 

Sea-Tac International Airport 

The meeting was called to order at 7:30 by Chairman Art Yoshioka. In attendance 
were: Brad Broberg, The Highline Times; Marian McKenzie, Bill Holstine, Carol 
Berwald, Barbara Summers, Pauline Conradi, and Arun Jhaveri; and George Sutter, 
Jody Yamanaka, and Ed Parks, Port of Seattle. 

1. The Committee discussed the recommendations at the last Committee meeting 
regarding the methods used to solicit input to the now-started Sea-Tac/ 
Communities Plan Noise Remedy Program Update. Marian McKenzie suggested a 
direct mailing would be appropriate for those houses that were initially to 
be purchased under the Sea-rae/Communities Plnn Noise Remedy Program 
(bctlJeen S. 128th and S. 135th Streets). This would allow thG5e people to 
participate in the process and would encourage them that the Port of Seattle 
is doing something to address their conditions. George Sutter mentioned 
that a log of all calls was kept at the Relocation office. People who call 
could be mailed specific invitations to meetings. Marian also stated that 
the perception of the Noise Remedy Program being a closed session was pos
sible unless we made some very overt efforts to get out into the community 
and pass the word around. The use of the newspapers was appropriate, 
especially the South End edition of The Seattle Times and The Highline 
Times, but that the mailing list should include other interested groups and 
citizens as well. Arun Jhaveri suggested that the Port use those lists of 
interested citizens developed in the Sea-Tac/ Communities Plan and other 
noise update programs to begin to solicit citizens from the broader 
community interested in the whole Noise Remedy Program Update. 

2. Art Yoshioka opened the discussion of the work scope bi handing out a 
revised work scope. The one sent out in the mail was a very early edition 
and has since been massaged into a more concise document. 

It was emphasized that the Port continued to have a strong commitment to the 
Sea-Tac/Communities Plan and while the programs that we initially thought 
would be implemented in a shorter time than they actually were, the intent 
is still to finish up the implementation of those programs we can. 

Pauline Conradi stressed that any work that we do in revising the Sea-Tac/ 
Communities Plan should address the area as a whole. That is, one overall 
study. Past commitments aside, we could do a better job in addressing a 
total impacted area by not being prejudiced by things that were done in the 
past. 

Jody Yamanaka suggested that we could use some definitions to help pick out 
areas, such as long-term 75 Ldn exposure levels (as identified in the Noise 
Forecast Update) and assuming the prior commitments made in the Sea-Tac/ 
Communities Plan. Art Yoshioka also said that by using a "dual-track" 
schedule that was flexible we could initiate short-term solutions and 
concurrent with the long-term general investigation of noise impact on the 
community. 

D/2 - 4/8/82 



Discussion continued about addressing the whole Noise Remedy Program at 
large rather than with a two stage process. It was stressed that if the 
whole program was to be addressed, the recommendation to the Commission 
could not be achieved during the first quarter of 1983. It would be 
advantageous for the Port to keep its excellent Relocation staff onboard but 
any Commission action later than the first quarter, 1983, would. 

Bill Holstine said that there might be more noise in some areas identified 
in the Noise Remedy Forecast Update than in the old Sea-Tac/Communities 
Plan. He questioned how they might be treated in some sort of an interim 
program. It was a consensus agreement by the Committee that in cases such 
as that, the process would probably bend toward those areas which were 
identified prior to the noise update work, for they have been theoretically 
receiving the noise for a longer period of time. Pauline Conradi again 
stated that she thought the whole area would have to be addressed as a whole 
before any even short-term solution was possible. She was concerned that 
any single area being "pushed forward" even if already committed in the 
Sea-1'ar./Coromunities Plan wouJ d harm the program as a. whole. 

Carol Berwald raised the question of construction in those areas which we 
are possibly considering for acquisition. She stated that King County was 
not doing their part in holding the line for development underneath the 
flight pattern and stressed that the County had to become an active partner 
in any implementation program. 

Bill Holstine said even given his area, which he believes is getting more 
noise, that if he were in the area identified for acquisition in the 
Sea-Tac/Communities Plan, he would "put the Port's feet to the fire" to get 
the acquisition program already identified underway. Marian McKenzie 
suggested that when the new noise acquisition areas were drawn, that both 
sides of the street be taken so we would not have the problems we have now 
on the east and west sides of 24th Avenue South. 

Arun Jhaveri questioned George Sutter as to how much of the acquisition was 
completed. George stated that almost all the houses had been appraised at 
this time and that by June, all of the acquisition would be done. The 
relocation process and acquisition of vacant property would fill out the 
year. 

Various persons suggested that people were not going to stand for a lull 
oeLween June and the f irst part of the year. They stated ·che 'fort was 
slowly losing credibility in its actions regarding the acquisition program. 
Even with recognizing the funding limitations, the Committee suggested that 
the longer you wait, the more the acquisition costs. Yawn! 

Art Yoshioka stated that the Port had spent between $28 and $29 million 
already for housing acquisition and relocation. Bond issues are, of course, 
possible, but given the voting climate and the financial condition of the 
airlines, was not necessarily a sure option. Marian McKenzie suggested that 
economic utilization of the acquired land, so it could become an 
income-producing property, would help aid not only the tax base of King 
County but would also make the land cost less to the Port eventually. Arun 
Jhaveri then inquired about the industrial development bonds that the 
legislature approved for municipalities in the last year. 

-2-
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Marian McKenzie stated that the south end of the Airport that land might 
lend itself more to resale f or commercial use than that land already 
acquired; it would not impact the remaining residential parcels, that the 
changes in land use might be one issue with which the Committee itself 
should be working with the County. 

Bill Holstine said that while the plan development was being completed, 
special "hardship cases" for the elderly, people who must move or the 
infirmed should be instituted. Marian McKenzie stated that there were 
"terrible" hardships north of South 136th Street, but that the Hardship 
Committee which had worked during the present acquisition program handled 
those cases very well. 

Art Yoshioka also mentioned the possibility of being able to carry out an 
acquisition program that did not offer relocation assistance to families. 
Although the number of takers he believed might not be as many as if the 
re).ocation benefits were act :f.ve, the Port would also not need to use Federal 
~oney to continue the acqui£iticn o 

It was requested that along with the scope of work a rough flowchart and 
sequence of events be developed. It was also suggested by the Committee 
that the scope of work be reproduced at its standard size rather than the 
reduced size so people could see it a little better. Jody Yamanaka stated 
that she would like to have any comments from the Committee on this initial 
scope of work by Tuesday, April 6. 

The next meeting was scheduled for Monday, April 19, 1982 to discuss the 
work program in more detail. 

-3-
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DATE 

TO 

FROM 

SUBJECT 

POS 11.- 1 4 

PeRT OF SEATTLE 

MEMORANDUM 

November 16, 1981 

Distribution 

Jody Yamanaka, Planner II 

Airspace Study Advisory Committee Meeting 
November 5, 1981, 7:00p.m. 
FAA Building, Boeing Field 

Sheila Ault - Hi,.ghline COUJJJllmity Connc:U ..aud PAC 
Virgina Dana (alternate for Jean Pihlman) - Zone 3 
Arun Jhaveri - Sea-Tac Policy Advisory Committee 
M. C. Kronshage - Air Transport Association 
Don Secrist - Puget Sound Council Government 
Rosemary Zeutschel - Northeast King County Coalition 

Dawson Alexander - Port of Seattle 
Don Maddison- Peat, Marwick, Mitchell and Co. 
George Saito - Federal Aviation Administration 
Joe Sims - Port of Seattle 
Jody Yamanaka - Port of Seattle 

We believe the following record to be an accurate summary of the meeting's 
discussions. We will appreciate notification of exceptions to this record 
-Within lO -days of its receipt. Failing such notification, we will consider 
this a statement of fact in which you concur. 

The meeting was opened at 7:15p.m. by Joe Sims, Chairman of the Study 
Management Committee. 

Following introductions, Joe Sims described the purpose, organization and 
role of the Advisory Committee and reviewed the background to the study. 
He stated that the Advisory Committee has been formed as one component of 
the Airspace Study's public participation program. The organization and 
composition of the Advisory Committee was based on three objectives: 

1. Members represent an established organization with aviation-related 
interests or a governmental agency. 



• 

• 



Distribution 
November 16, 1981 
~-

2. Members be responsible for reporting study progress to their associ
ates or constituency and in turn for transmitting comments from them 
to the Port of Seattle and King County. 

3. Members commit to attending Advisory Committee meetings through the 
term of the study. 

He added that if members of the Advisory Committee have any questions or 
comments which come up between meetings, they should contact the project 
manager (Jody Yamanaka). She will act as the liaison between the Advisory 
Committee and the study staff. 

Mr. Sims summarized the reasons leading to the initiation of this study 
into two areas: the issue of airspace interaction and the issue of Port of 
Seattle participation in general aviation airport planning and development. 
The impact of the common use of airspace between Sea-Tac and Boeing Field 
had been addressed in a regional airport system study (ATSAP) in the late 
'60s and identified as a potential problem in the Sea-Tac/Communities Plan 
(1973). However, an up-to-date evaluation of this airspace interaction is 
not available. This study will serve to fill this gap. 

The Airspace Study will also serve as a gu~deline for the level of Port 
participation in general aviation planning and development. The Port of 
Seattle has been looked to as a potential sponsor of a general aviation 
reliever airport. However, Port policy states that the Port may partici
pate in planninng and provision of general aviation facilities should it be 
necessary to avoid congestion and delay at Sea-Tac. In order to address 
this relationship, the Airspace Study was deemed necessary. 

Following Mr. Sims' presentation, Jody Yamanaka, the Project Manager, 
reviewed the scope of work, study schedule and project organization as pre
sented in the Airspace Study work program. (The work program is the basis 
of the grant agreement with the FAA and the contract between the Port and 
the Consultant. Copies are available from the Project Manager upon re
quest.) The study will be conducted in two phases with a go/no go deci
sion point between them. If, in the first phase, the impact on airport 
capacities of the common use of airspace between Sea-Tac and Boeing Field 
is determined to be significant, then alternatives to mitigate these 
impacts will be identified and evaluated in the second phase. If the 
impacts are not significant, the study will be terminated at the end of the 
first phase. 

The study will follow the attached schedule (Exhibit I). Tasks represent 
study elements identified in the work program. As indicated in the 
schedule of public participation meetings, the next Advisory Committee and 
the first of three public information meetings have been tentatively 
scheduled for Janriary. 
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Project organization was presented in tpe form of Lhe attached chart 
(Exhibit II). The Project Coordinating Committee is composed of a repre
sentative from each of the sponsoring agencies (Port of Seattle and King 
County), each of the funding agencies (FAA and WSDOT) and the consultant 
(PMM). 

Ms. Yamanaka also reported on the study progress to-date. A survey of 
general aviation users is underway at Sea-Tac and Boeing Field. The 
purpose of this survey is to identify characteristics of general aviation 
traffic at the two airports for the inventory and for possible use in 
Phase II alternative evaluation. Counts of aircraft operations at Boeing 
Field were made for three hours daily during the week of October 19, 1981. 
Each operation was identified by aircraft type, runway use, takeoff or 
landing and training. The purpose of these counts is to determine fleet 
mix and runway usage. 

Don Maddison, the consultant from Peat, Marwick, Mitchell & Co. (PMM), pre
sented an overview of air traffic control and local airspace structure. 
Mr. Maddison began by defining some terms such as air traffic control, IFR, 
VRR, ARTCC, TRACON, ATCT, FSS and wake turbulence. (A glossary of terms is 
available from the Project Manager upon request.) He described the IFR 
separations maintained in air traffic control and their impact on the 
common use of airspace between Sea-Tac and- Boeing Field. In a south flow, 
for example, arrivals to Sea-Tac must be spaced at greater intervals in 
order to maintain adequate separation between an arrival to Sea-Tac and an 
arrival to Boeing Field. In a north flow, for example, departures from 
Sea-Tac must be spaced at greater intervals in order to protect against the 
possibility of a missed approach at Boeing Field. 

Discussions with members of the Advisory Committee addressed the following 
issues: 

*Management of aircraft operations due to controllers strike. 
*Criteria used in the study to define the problem of airspace i~teraction. 
*The impact of collision avoidance system on IFR separation requirements. 
*Other airports that might impact the airspace interaction between Sea-Tac 

and Boeing Field. 
*The portion of a flight that will be considered to influence airport 
capacity and delays. 

JY/D/53 
Attachments 

Distribution: 

Alexander, Dunham, Muller, Sims, Yamanaka (Port of Seattle); Don Smith (King 
County); George Saito (FAA); Bill Hamilton (WSDOT); Don Maddison (PMM); Ault, 
Dana, Jhnveri, Kos, Kronshage, McKenna, Patterson, Pihlman, Rotter, Secrist, 
Sweet, Wood, Woosley, Zeutschel, Ahn, Day, Nelson 
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Ms. J.ody Yamanaka 
Project Manager 
Planning & Research 
Port of Seattle 
P.O. Box 1209 
Seattle, Wa. 98111 

Dear Jody, 

~one III Committee 
21251 21 Avenue So. 
Seattle, Wa. 98188 

Re: Airspace Study's Advisory Committee 

\ .. 

This is in reply to letter from Joe Sims, Manager Planning and 
Research, POS October 16, 1981. 

The members of the Zone III Committee accept the opportunity to 
be a member of the Airspace Study Advisory Committee. 

Our representative will be Jean Pihlman or Virginia ·Dana, as the 
alternate. Our intent is to attend all meetings of the Advisory 
Committee and all the. Citizen participation meetings. We request 
both names to the roster, but only one would attend, as schedule 
permits. 

The Zone III Committee offers any assistance and coop.eration 
to the completion of this study. 

' 
/ s=:lrely, 

. ~L~/ 
·. ;~~~~man 

. · Coordinator, .Zone III Committee 

JP/bv 

Ms. · Virginia Dana 
2648 South 142 
Seattle, Wa. 98168 
206- 243-1215 





P RT OF SEATTLE 
P.O . BOX 1209 SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 981 1 1 

October 16, · 1981 

Zone III Committee 
% Ms. Jean Pihlman 
21251 - 21st Avenue South 
Seattle, Washington 98188 

Dear Jean: 

The Port of Seattle and King County are about to inititate the Sea-Tac 
International Airport/King County International Airport (Boeing Field) 
Airspace Study. This study will address the impacts on airport capacity of 
the common use of airspace between Sea-Tac and Boeing Field. If these 
impacts are significant in terms of congestion and delay, the study will 
then evaluate alternatives to relieve these conditions and protect the 
airport capacities of Sea-Tac and Boeing Field. 

In order to provide a forum for public input, as well as a vehicle for 
dissemination of study information, an Advisory Committee will be formed as 
one component of the Airspace Study's public participation program. The 
organization and composition of the Advisory Committee will be based on 
three objectives: 

1. Members shall represent an established organization with 
aviation-related interests or a governmental agency. 

2. Members will be responsible for reporting study progress to their 
associates or constituency and in turn for transmitting comments 
from them to the Port of Seattle and King County. 

3. Members will commit to attending Advisory Committee meetings 
through the term of the study. 

This committee will perform an advisory role throughout the study process. 
Members will be asked to become involved in such tasks as the following: 

* Review of study products. 

* Monitoring of study progress. 

* Provide some technical assistance. 

* Ensure the validity of data input and results. 
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0 Lober 16, 1981 
Page 2 

With that introduction, we would like to take this opportunity to invite 
you (or your designated representative) to participate as one of the mem-
bers of the Airspace Study's Advisory Committee. We expect that the Advi- ~~ 
sory Committee will meet no more than 8 t!mes during the next ~~ OAths. f 
Meetings will be held on 'I;h~sdaxs <!._uring the evenings. The t"irst Advisory ~ 
Committee meeting has been scheduled or Thursday, November 5, 1981, at k ~·-
7:00 p.m. in the Federal Aviation Administration Building/Boeing Field. ~ ' ..___. 

Please direct your replies to Ms. Jody Yamanaka, Project Manager, Planning 
and Research, Port of Seattle, P.O. Box 1209, Seattle, Washington 98111 
(206) 382-3327, by October 28, 1981. Ms. Yamanaka will be able to answer 
any questions you may have concerning both the Airspace Study and the 
Advisory Committee. 

Your participation would be greatly appreciated. 

Manager, Planning and Research 

JY /D/28 

cc: Yamanaka 

___ _,,_. ________ ----
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January 15, ·1982 

Ms. Jody Yamanaka 

J . ""(A MANAt<A 

DEPARTMF:NT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL AViATION ADMINISTRATION 

NORTHWEST REGION 
FAA BUILDING KING COUNTY INT'L AIRPORT 

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98108 

Department of Planning and Research 
Port of Seattle 
P. 0. Box 1209 
Seattle, WA 98111 

Dear Ms. Yamanaka: 

We have reviewed the second draft of the forecast of aviation demand for BFI 
which is proposed for use in the SEA/BFI Airspace Study (your memorandum dated 
December 23, 1981). Our review comments are as follows: 

a. Under Approach, it is noted that 11 as per 11/5/81. conversation with 
Don ~laddison, annual operations by class within category are not 
needed. 11 We would like to follow the format as presented in Exhibit 3 
of the work program which would include annual operations by aircraft 
class. Needless to say, current and forecast aircraft mix data will 
be a very critical element of this study. As such, we would like to 
see all pertinent annual as well as hourly information on this subject 
presented in the study report. 

b. Under Approach, it is stated· that 11 the following preliminary forecast 
for BFI will .... list the assumptions used to distinguish operations 
by categories .... 11 Page 4 shows the proportion (percent of annual 
operations) and rate of change (percent per year) by category through 
the forecast years. Page 3 indicates only that these are based on 
the FAA Aviation Forecasts--Seattle-Tacoma (December 1979) and 
historical trends. We would like to see all major assumptions made 
regarding the operations by categories for the study period listed in 
the report (e.g., assumptions including those on the impacts of the 
general economy, fuel costs, aircraft trends in general aviation, 
etc.). We want to make certain that the reader of report can easily 
understand how this information was developed and the basis for them, 
including the assumptions used. 

c. Under BFI Forecasts, it is mentioned that 11 the 5- , 10- , and 20-year 
forecast of annual operations for BFI is based on the Washington 
State Airport Sy~tem Plan (October 1980). 11 We agree with this only 
to the extent that the growth r·ate in percent per year between 1985 
to 1990 and 1990 to 2000 of the State Plan were used for the total 
operation forecasts (i.e., .98 percent and .94 percent respectively). 
On page 3 of your memorandum, the annual operations by category for 
the study period are presented. It should be made clear that these 
are unconstrained forecasts. 
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d. 

2 

We agree that the forecast of total operations shown on page 3 look 
reasonable. However, we suggest that the study report show a range 
(high and low forecasts which are also based on previous studies) as 
well as the forecast shown on page 3 for BFI because of the inherent 
difficulty of making accurate forecasts, especially those involving 
general aviation for long-range periods. Also, we feel that the study 
should reflect, at least in a general way, how the high and low fore
casts may affect the airspace interactions as part of Task 5 . 

Please call us if you have any questions on our comments. 

cc: 
Don Smith 
Bill Hamilton 
Joe Sims 

Sincerely, 

Mark A. Beisse 
Acting Chief, Planning and 

Programming Branch, ANW-610 



.., ... 



Boeing~ Field 
C King Countr International Airport 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

( _. 

l 

Jody Yamanaka 
Port of Seattle 

Donald W. Smith { '· , -) 
Airport Manager ~ l '- "' 

BFI Forecast - Methodology 

Date: 

December 28, 1981 

We have reviewed your memorandum dated December 23, 1981, 
concerning the proposed approach used in forecasting aviation 
demands for BFI. 

The forecasts and your approach is consistent with our 
discussions and historical statistics. I feel that, with the 
limited amount of current information and resources to 
develop more detailed data, the methods and sources used are 
acceptable. 

Please let us know if we can provide any further information. 

DWS/ft 





SEA-TAC INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
P.O. BOX 68727 I SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98188 

November 17, 1981 

To: Policy Advisory Committee Members 

The next Policy Advisory Committee meeting will be held in 
Sea-Tac's auditorium on Wednesday, January 13, 1982 at 2:00 p.m. 

The Noise Exposure Update is the primary purpose of this meeting, 
however, if you would like to place an item on the agenda or if 
you have a question about the meeting, please contact Beverly 
Boster at 433-5388. 

Sincerely, 

&~;:./£}"~~~ 
Oris W. Dunham Jr. 
Chairman 

BB 





PQDRT OF SEATTLE 
SEA-TAC INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

P.O. BOX 68727 I SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98188 

December 29, 1981 

To: Policy Advisory Committee Members 

The Policy Advisory Committee meeting, scheduled for January 13, 
1982 in Sea-Tac's auditorium, has been changed to January 14, 1982 
at 2:00 p.m. in the auditorium. Due to a conflict, it was necessary 
to change the meeting day. 

As stated in the previous letter dated November 17, 1981, the pri
mary purpose of the meeting is the Noise Exposure Update, however, 
several other items have been suggested for inclusion in the agenda. 
The final agenda will be mailed the first week of 1982. 

Please plan to attend this meeting. 

Sincerely, 

G-~~- /«/ 1' 

/17~~' k:. 01..L::;?· Dunham, J ·. 
{.)<..¢;/ Chairman 

BB 

\ 





DATE 

TO 

FROM 

SUBJECT 

F'eRT OF SEATilE 

MEMORANDUM 

February 2, 1982 

Distribution 

Jody Yamanaka, Planner II 

Airspace Study Advisory Committee 
Meeting Announcement and Tentative Agenda 

The second Airspace Study Advisory Committee meeting has been scheduled for 
Wednesday, February 24, 1982, at 7:00 p.m. in the FAA Building, Main 
Conference Room. The tentative agenda for the meeting will include the 
following - elements: 

I. Review of minutes of November 5, 1981 Advisory Committee meeting. 

II. Presentation of the forecast of aviation demand--Sea-Tac and Boeing 
Field. 

Annual Operations 
Peak Hour Operations 

III. Introduction to airfield and airspace capacities and aircraft 
delays. 

What are airfield and airspace capacities and aircraft delays? 
How are they calculated and in what terms are they expressed? 

IV. Study schedule. 

V. Discussion. 

The draft working paper on the forecast of aviation demand will be 
distributed to the Project Management Committee, the Project Coordinating 
Committee, and the Advisory Committee prior to the Advisory Committee 
meeting. 

D/14 

Distribution: Alexander, Dunham, Sims (Port of Seattle); B'Young Ahn, Don 
Smith (King County); George Saito (FAA); Bill Hamilton 
(WSDOT); Don Maddison (PMM); Ault, Day, Jhaveri, Kos, 
Kronshage, McKenna, Patterson, Pihlman, Rotter, Secrist, 
Sweet, Wood, Woosley, Zeutschel 



\ 
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POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

MEMO 

TO: Policy Advisory Committee Members and interested Citizens 

FROM: Oris W. Dunham Jr., PAC Chairman 

SUBJECT: POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 
Wednesday, May 28, 1980 
2:00p.m. 
Sea-Tac Auditorium~- Mezzanine Leva~ 

PROPOSED AGENDA 

1. Long-Term use of Sunset Junior High. (Submitted by Oris Dunham) 

2. Sea-Tac Plan Update 5ubmitted by Robert Nelson) -

3. Aircraft Noise (Submitted by Arun Jhaveri) I 

llf~ 4. AOU Zoning ~ubmitted by Virginia Dana) 

5. Beautification Program along Buffer (Submitted by Virginia Dana 

6. Lexington Subdivision (Submitted by Robert Brown) 

7. Commuters and General Aviation Patterns (Submitted by R. Brown) 

8 ~ Commuter and General Aviation (Submitted by Arun Jhaveri) 

_.,9. Alternate PAC Members - Voting Privileges (Submitted by Oris Dunham) 





·.·· 
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PqDRT OF SEATTLE 
SEA-TAC INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

P.O. BOX 68727 I SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98188 

November 4, 1980 

To PAC Members: 

On behalf of a group of Riverton Heights Community citizens, Mr. Bill 
Holstein, has asked that we attend a meeting being held to provide 
them a chance to air their grievances relating to Sea-Tac International 
Airport. I have agreed to meet with them. Also, I promised Mr. Holstein 
that I would extend the invitation to the rest of the PAC members, as 
he did not feel it was possible to wait until the next regularly 
scheduled PAC meeting. The meeting will be held on November 13 at 
7:30 p.m. in the Riverton Heights Elementary School library, 3011 
South 148th Street, Seattle. 

I do not intend to convene this as a PAC meeting. However, I and my 
staff will be there. I hope that you can join us. If you need further 
information, please contact Bill Holstein, 14820 24th Avenue South, 
Seattle, 98168, phone - 655-0248. 

Yours very truly, 

a~'?/d~--). 
Oris ~-l. Dunham, Jr. 
Chairman 

OWD/dr 

cc: Bill Holstein 





DATE 

TO 

FROM 

SUBJECT 

POS A-14 

ME DUM 

January 13, 1981 

Technical Advisory Committee, 
Sea-Tac Exposure Noise Exposure Forecast Update 

Study Staff 

Meeting 
Tuesday, January 20, 1981, 7:00 p.m. 
Sea-Tac Administration Conference Room 

The agenda for the Technical Advisory Committee meeting on January 20 will 
cover the following elements: 

I· Review of December 9, 1980 Meeting 

II. Proposed Validation Program for Integrated Noise Model (INM) 
Predicted vs. Measured Cumulative Noise Levels 
Predicted vs. Measured Single-event Noise Levels 

III. First Run of INM for South Flow Test Day 
Input (e.g. aircraft type, runway utilization, approach profiles, etc.) 
Outputs (e.g. predicted noise levels at permanent noise monitoring 

system sites, noise contures, etc.) 

For those who park in the garage, please present your ticket for parking 
validation at the meeting. 

JY /D/2 

cc: Dunham, Muller 

L 









;.,Ll.'l~n~Lr'J -- ; reas of Agreemcn~.~ - ::orkshop /'1 - Silence is Golden 

A:ClPOrt1' LimOVlillEHT: 

All agreed that t.hc airport uns ir.lportant to the comr:n.m:ity and the region. 
Cone r:uestioned that it uns as :important as a private industry of tor:~paruble 
size un<l employment t·Jould be. People in the urea liked the airpor· because 

t did provide jobs for sone und l'TilS convenient. They felt it couJ d have 
value as a totrrist uttruction. 

There uas ecneral ac;recment t!1at although tho airport is nou an architectural 
marvel, it has lost much of its former pleasant atmo:::plcre. Su~eotions for 
mald.nz it more of an asset to the cor.Jmunity and the re('ion uere to bring 
back the cor.1fortnble loU!'lCe chairs, tho Christmas tree 1 the rose earden or 
other floucrs, ouch as our famous bulbs. The termino.l itself could be used 
for art ohm:s or displnys. 3omeone else sum;ostcd a tc ·:.em pole. 

Eloocnts nm·r missine from the airport uhich could nakc it more a part of the 
cm.nnunity are pedestrian t·ra.lkt-vays to the comcrcio.l nrc~l. on the eo.st, vietdnG 
areas on the perimeter of the field for drive-in vieidnJ at locations such 
as the old tennis club urea or under the ap .. Jrouch tO\JOr'3. A theatre in 
the terminal uould nlso be nn asset as uoll av a ;:;reater var:icy of reataurentz, 
a flouer shop, free tours recuJ.arly scheduled.. One croup lil<ed the idea 
of using the end of the run.:ays for subtmrnne~ n construction ui th air 
conditioning for climate control. 

The need to clean up acquired land nore quickly vas tnf'.ntioned, ac uell o.s 
the need to take the lead in puttin6 into effect noise abatement techniques. 
It uas also felt by those who discussed it thct the airport here could take 
the initiative in promotine quieter ai1plane cneines. One :~cntioned that 
the DC-10 uas the only "acceptable" plane noH fly:i.rle, from the standpoint 
of noise reduction. 

COl:PATA0ILE LAND UG~ - IIIGII JJ.!PACT fTOlSE zmm 

Cert.:lin kinds of lund usc should be pre '1ibi ted on land heavily o.ffected 
by airport noise. r~csidcnces, hospituln, libraries, schools, churches, 
and nurs:irlc hornen are typeo of land use t-rhich should not be alloued in 
hig.~ impact noise areas. One group tros not sure that all present residences 
should 'be removed but did feel that nc~.,. ones should not be added. 

Certain kinds of lund use could be perm:t.tted under cpecial kinds of 
regulations. 'fhere uas aerecr,1ent that JUcll usco should not produce 
additional problcr.1s ouch as motor vehic lc raceuaJ·s (noise and traffic 
cone;cstion), or increaoed air pollution or larec crouds (sD-fcty factor), 
or ho.zardo to aircrnft such as tarcct s..1ooting, hieh buildinGs, or 
smoke. It ~ras felt that the land uas t o valunb1 e to be used us a dus:1p. 

1.11 agced that open space use of the lc'nd \·Tas desirable including such thincn 
as tree fun:~s, trucl~ znrtlens, nm•sery p lotc, ce~nctnrico, bike and pedcstriun 
C).:nils, drainnce holdin~ ,!')Onds, short t r:n recreational use such ac t;olf, 
tennis, fish ponds, u:i.ldlife prencrve. 

E:J.ch group t D.."1Led to include oo1ae tax. r' venue !Jroducil1G type land. uses 
v.lthou~h ~ feu :inclividu~ls uould have p efereU. to fence it off ond leave it. 
One croup uantcd priJ,l'll'1.ly recreational uacn. 

Lll aerceu that <my buildine in tle are<: should. be recuiatcd by :::pecio.l 
Juild:i.na codea rcr~uirin[;; sound proof'inc; of places t-Jhore people J.dght t:ork. 
• cce:)tablP. J .. uilclinG uoes micht be otorn[ c f:.lCi 1.i ties, 1:nrehou::d.l1C, \rrecldnc 
y::J.rds, of J"icc buildin(;)s, lizht indus try p::1rk and ride lots, bus burns, 





Co::1put.nbilc I..und Usc (cont..) 

gravel pits. Inc.lustrics t:rhich need subsidies such as sheltered uorkshops 
ucre suecested in the hopes thut the port itself could provide a l.mld 
subsidy for those vtho might quCll.ify. One gro 1p suggested a ·t,unk farm 
as nn acceptable use but another group considered it a hazard. 

Basic land or soil suitability uas suggested as the criteria for deciding 
bet\'leen uses. C-ood rich soils should be o.ericultural. Uarshes and bogs 
should. not be built upon. Existing stands of trees should be preserved. 

There HilS firm agreement that any commercial buildings or uses should be 
screened by vegetation or green belts. Appropriate recreational activlties 
r.tight 1:1D.ke use of such green belts. Denroya Industrial Park vms cited o.s 
a good exo.mple. 

Some thought the port should buy and develop the hieh ir.tpact land in order 
to obtain the dczired land usc pattern nnd prevent deterioration. Others 
questioned hou ~.:uitabla it is to the original property otmer and adjacent 
property Olmers for the airport to acquire residcntia.l land and lease ot· 
sell it for industrial or cor.unercial uoe. Particularly un.fn.ir, they felt, 
if taxes on leaseholds ore not av.lilable for use in the local cor.ll1lUl'lity. 
This ~uestion of uho should make the decisions mo.y be further clorH!icd 
in t:teeting f/ 5. The question of land WJes on the frinces of a hic;h 
impact noise 30ne will be examined in meetinc ,:' 6. 





<" • 
FROH: JAY llOll'f.AN 

SUBJECT: PROPOSED AIRPORT ADVISORY COHI- iiTTEE (1ST DRAFT) 

ADD TO RCW Cll. 53 . 54 - AIRCRAFT NOISE AI3ATEHENT 

1 ~~~(J 
I O'f() 

A Port District operating an airport serving more than.~ scheduled jet 
aircraft fli f_\ htS pc!r day shall appoint an Advisory Committee of f-1e citizens 
residing no furth er than five miles in any direction from the boundaries of 
said airport. Said five citizens shall be chosen by the Port Commissioners 
from a list of nine names submitted by the county legislative authority of 
the county in which the port is established . 

In so far as possible, the five Advisory Committee members chosen shall 
be balanced geographically as well as employed in a cross-section of occu
pations/volunteer work . 

TllC Advi s ory Com:nittee members \vill serve a term of j'1,;e years except 
initially; terms will be staggered so that a new member will be appointed 
annually beginning in 1982 . 

Duties of the members will include: 

l) Heet monthly to sludy decisions and plans of the Port Con~ission 
with respect to the airport . 

2) Communicate to the Commissioners community concerns and ideas. 

3) Promote community interest in activities of the airport . 

4) Hake: r ecommendations to Port Conun issioners regarding airport noise 
abatement and any other problems associated with airplane traffic . 

. , 
-- ----- --- -- -----
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January 26, 1979 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: REP. BARNES & ROHRBACH 

FROM: JAY HOLMAN, RESEARCH ANALYST 

ADD TO CH. 53.04 OR ? 

At any general election or at any special election which may be called for 
that purpose, the county legislative authority of any county of this state may, 
or on petition of ten percent of the gratified electors of such county based on 
the total vote cast in the last general county election, shall, by resolution 
submit to the voters of such county the proposition in that: 

a) Functions of a port district may be separated into two or more 
functional classifications to create t\vo or more separate and 
district port districts. 

b) The number of port commissioners may be changed in a manner 
prescribed and/or that port commissioner shall be chosen at
large or by commissioner districts or a combination thereof • 

.. , 



... 



For: Rep. Rohrbach 

RCW 53.12.120, etc. 

a) change the date to the 1979 November general election. 

January 31, 1979 

Jay Holman 
4-2115 

b) keep the number at five but choose three, one each from three newly 
formed port districts. Each port district is to consist of three 
council districts in those counties having nine council members. 
The three county's districts chosen shall be continguous and shall 
be determined by the legislative authority. 

c) the two additional port district commissioners shall be chosen 
at-large. 

Revise RCW 53.12.035 and 53.12.130 etc. to conform to the above-

' 1 
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KING COUNTY COUNCIL 
Paul Barden, District Seven 

Room 402, King County Court House 

Seattle, Washington 98104 

Residence: 

19907 4th AvenueS. W. 

Seattle, Washington 98166 

(206) 824-1979 
(206) 344-4044 

Dear Friend: 

The Planning and Community De~elbpment Committee of the County Council 

will meet: 

May 19, 1976 at 9:30 A.M. 

Council Chambers, Room 402 

King County Courthouse 

The purpose of the meeting will be discussion of the attached letter 

from the Port of Seattle regarding the SEA-TAC COMMUNITIES PLAN. 

"·The Conunittee meeting is open to the public and you are invited to 

att.end. However, it is not a public hearing, and testimony from members 

of the public will not be taken at this meeting. 

Barden, Councilman 
Seventh Council District 

NOT PRINTED AT GOVERNMENT EXPENSE 
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P~~RT OF SEATILE ...._ •. ,...._,.,..___ ___ .~-· .. 
P. 0. 8 0 X 1 2 0 9 / SEATTLE. WASHING T 0 N 9 8 1 11 

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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Councilwoman Bernice Stern 
Hay 11, 1976 
Page Two 

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 

I 

< 



• 



i 
l 
h 1 .-

...r : .... 

.7- - !·.-· . -- .. ........... . 

compatibility, such as promoting and fostering the develo~rnent of 
open air areas, recreational areas', and other uses _and activities 
that do not generate assemblies of peo_ple._ In this connection, off
airport land _ use planning is eligible under a PGP master _planning 
project and is an appropriate pre lii;~inary action by a sponsor· pur
suant-to his covenant (see paragraph 20lb, element 9, Land Use Plan ; 
Order 5900.1A, Planning Grant Program, estirr..:lted approval date ·
April, 1973). Federal assistance programs that ~ill preserve open 
land uses around an airport should be used to the extent possible. 
These prograos include the Department of Housing and Urban Develop
ment Open Space _ Land Program and the recreation and c~nservation 
lana grants of the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, Department of the 
Interior. 

(1) Incomnatible Land Uses. Incompatible land uses include ~ · 
residential developoent, s~oke producing and/o~electronic 
interference producing industry and places of public assembly, 

· including schools, hospitals, churches, and similar institutions. 
- r · 

(2) Cc:r.pati'.::>le Lcincl Us~s. Coo?atible land uses include agriculture, 
playgrounds, parks (types \-:hich do net generate asser:;blies), 
·automobile parking, industry (types ~hich do not create s~oke 
or electronic interference), and si~ilar uses. 

b. Tvp~s of r\n'1!"C·nri.:>.':~ Acticn. rne follo-wing t:ypes of action will be 
considered "appropriate action" within the oea.ning of . the statute: 

Page 148 

(1) k::ea Pl~nni.ng, :!-:;.ster Pl:.nni..r.g, Zor.i ~1 ~ Or dir.2 i:lces, and Enabli~~S 
Legislation. 

(a) 

*(b) 

The development of an off-airport land use plan as an 
elem~nt of a master plan p~oject. 

Enactment of zoning ordinances r~stricting net only . 
heights of structures, but also :: estricti~g land use in 

· affected areas to uses and activities compatible with 
airport operations. · 
. - · 

(c) Proposing and promoting such zoning ordinances. 

(d) Affirmatively encouraging legislation to provide zoning 
authority with respect to the arc3s requiring zoning 
where no local government agency has such authority. 

(e) Affirmatively working to obtain appropriate zoning by 
other public agencies which have authority applicable to 
the areas requiring zoning. 

Chap 4 
Par 277 
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P:~c "'"'eting-Jul u 27th, 1978 

"HCC given the power to ~elect four representatives." "One of 
the four citizen representatives should be a member of the Community 
Council and shala r represent the Cnun ··1 as well as their geographic 
area. 11 

A -ap proposing geoe~aphic boundaries for PAC ~epresentation 
was offered. If changed J"ck Lynch 11 would like to see a copy of the 
map used by the !lrc.C in their final division of representation." 

Suggested Sept. 6-2:00 pm as the date for an organizational meet
ing IF the new representativeg were available. 
\ 

NO nfficial written notice sent to HQC ~equesting their .help. 
HCC leeting-Aug~10th--Discussion -P~uline Cnnradi 11 ~sked that the mem
bers be appointed by the end of A,,gust so that they would be able to 
attend the Sept~mber meeting. A motion was made to ~ave the appoint
ments publicised to il[vite citizens to serve." 

About Aug.23rd a notice did appear in the Highline TimP.s ONLY--
No criteria--none had been established. Hnwever the map providing 
geographic boundaries for PAC representation as presented at the PAC 
meeting in July was NOT used. Instead new boundaries were quated-
NOT ..... big thing I~ those changes had been discussed and approved by 
the HCC as a whole. It is my understanding the changes were made 
by a couple of council members because they thoughrtthe area . -ap 
did not offer enough~for the ERst side. Perhaps ..... change would 
have been accepted--but we were never consulted! 

Ang. 24th-Special meeting- ERAC Bl"lg. -Tt was determined that with summer and people away it would be 
wise to write to PAC ~.nd ask for a Jllonths extension on our efforts to 
appoint 4 citizen representative to PAC A -otion was made and ap
proved. Mrs. Harper agreed to write such a letter. 
(Still no letter from PAC--but that's alright Mrs. H~rper never 
wrote to them either.") A+-

A committee was chosen by Mrs. HArper to set criteria to be 
brought back to the next council meeting Aug 14th. T0 lso later 
publicise and reccommen~ the citizen representative~ · 

Mrs. H~rper mentioned that she would get publicity in the se~ttle 
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" I rn PA C.TED 
,, 

AN ACT Relating to aircraft nois e abatement; and 3.mendin<J CR79B 

2 section 2, chapter 121, La~s of 1974 ex . sess . ~nd RCo F 

3 53.54 . J20 . 

4 BE IT ~NACTFD BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON: 

5 section 1. Sec tion 2 , c!lapter 121, L..a11s of 1971l ex . 

6 sess. and RC~ 53.54.020 are eac~ am e nded to read as follows: 

7 Prior to initiating pro~rams as authorized in this 

8 chapterL the port co~mission sha ll undert~ke the investig~tion 

9 and monitoring of aircraft noise impact to determine the nat ure 

10 and ~xtent of the iBpact . The ~ort commission shal l adopt a 

11 progra~ of noise inpact aL a temen• ba~ e d upon the investigations 

12 and as amended periodically to conform to needH demonst r a~ed by 

13 the monitoring programs : PROviDED, That in no case may the port 

14 distric: Ulldertake .1ny of the proyrams of this chapter in :;n 

15 area ;rhich is more than ((three )) ~i.!S l!liles beyond the paved ~nd 

16 of any run"'ay or Bore than ((fi:Heer.)) .thirty.:.tb..£gg hundred feet . 

17 froc the centerline of any run"' ay o r from an im agi nary ruu-ay 

18 centerline exteuding ( (~ hree )) §.L!£ miles• from the pa ved e nd' "';,i 
19 such runway((~---?Rovf9f9-fHR~HER;-~h~~-the-area-withift-twenty-

21 may--be--inehd~d) ). such areds as deterBined abo ve , shaLl be 

22 known as "iepacted areas ". 
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Members Present: 

Kay Garrison 
Marian McKenzie 
Virginia Dana 
Geri Van Notric 
Dottie Harper 
Pauline Conradi 
Bob Landon 

Members Absent: 

Sheila Ault 
Sue Wolfe 
Mary Flowers 
Mark Snider 
Shaari Seitz 
Ernie Onorati 

Highline Community Council 

October 12, 1978 

Larry Boyd 
Steven LePenske 
Robert Merryman 

Tom Mikel 
-I rene Jones 
Dave Brown 
Duane Edmonds 
Russ Holly 

The meeting was called to order at 7:40 P,M. by President Dottie 
Harper. Bob Landon from the Evergreen service area was appointed a new 
member. A letter from John Spellman to Dottie Harper concerning Zenith Park 
was read. A letter from Louis Des Pres was read. He would like to join 
the council. A letter from Eric Carson, former Federal Way Community Council 
Co-ordinator and spokesman for other community agencies was read. He pro
poses that his position be extended to include the Highline area, that the 
position be funded by the county, and that he have an office at the Highline 
Community College. The proposal was turned over to the Executive Committee 
after the Council approved the concept. Steve LePenske moved that the 
Executive Commity study and act upon the proposal. Geri Van Notric second 
the moti0n . The motion was passed. 

Block Grants for Historical Preservation Projects were deemed out of 
reach for our projects because they must be awarded in low income areas and 
help disadvantaged people. 

King-Snohomish Manpower Consortium wants grant proposals to serve youths. 

On a motion from Marian McKenzie, second by Shiela Ault we re-affirmed our 
support for funding for the Des Moines Fishing Pier. 

The King County Health Planning Council wanted a representative. Larry 
Boyd~ Health & Safety Chairman, was selected. 

METRO .wants a representative for ~ater Quality & Transportation Boards. 
The deadline is October 31. METRO also wants to pay youths thru the K.C. 
Manpower Consortium to restore streams, etc. 

Riverton Hospital wants to put on a program dealing with alcoholism. 
Larry Boyd will look into the ~at~~r. 

The minutes were approved as corrected, Sue Wolfe was present at the 
September meeting. 

The Treasurer reported a balance of $36.45. A motion to pay bills 
totaling $29.00 was passed. 
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PORT OF SEATTLE HARDSHIP ACQUISITION COMMITTEE REMOMMENDATIONS 
Meeting June 5, 1979 

Mrs. Carrie Cochrane, Parcel A-447 

The Committee has unanimously agreed, from the information provided, early 
acquisition of the above subject parcel is warranted under the special 
hardship acquisition criteria. 

The Committee feels the physical and financial condition of the appellant 
could be further agravated if Mrs. Cochrane continues to live in her present 
location until scheduled acqusition 2 years from now. 

7/20/79 
Date 

I 
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Sea- Tac Communities Plan 
Community I nvolvement Program 

SUMt/lARY OF NEWSPAPER SUPPLEMENT 
QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES 

The foll~Jing is a tabulation by frequency of general response 
to the news paper supplement 11Where Are We Going?n Actual verbatum 
responses were grouped into general categories of response for the 
purposes of this summary . The returned questionnaires or the ver
batum transcribed record can be consulted for actual responses . 

Listed below are the noise improvement program possibilitaes 
presented in the supplement . Program numbers correspond to the 
responses type in questions 1 through 3 . 

IMPROVEMENT PR03RA.ll1 PCBSIBILITIES 
1 . Acquisition and removal of all existing buildings and change to 

open space . 

2. Acquisition and removal of existing buildings and change to other 
uses that are more compatible with noise. 

3 . Acquisition with some retention , through leases , of existing uses . 

4 . Purchase guarantee applied to residential property to assure 
saleability . 

5 . Mortgage insurance either through chnnges in existing FHA and 
VA policy or through new supplemental programs . 

6. Permanent easements by the purchase of flyover and noise rights 
from property owners . 

7 . Limited term easements through purchase of limited time rights 
(e . g. , 5 years). 

8 . sound insulatj_on of existing residential or other properties. 

9 . Construction controls on the type of buildings allowed by 
requiring special soundproofing . 

10. Change in land development controls, such as zoning. 

11 . Other ideas? 

-1 -·----~· 





l. \'lhic h Hnoise improvement prosram 11 would best meet your personal needs? 

l. 17 
2 . 24 
3 . 2 
4 . 1 6 
5 . n 

u 

G. 4 
7 . 6 
8 . 12 
9 . 3 

10 . 8 
11. 20 

No Response . 13 

2 . Would you remain in your home if one or more of the j
1noise improvement 

programs 11 v1ere avail able? 

Yes, which ones 

No, 

1. 
2 . 
3 . 
4 . 
5 . 
6 . 
7 . 
8 . 
9. 

10 . 
11. 

IJ.Junt to move for reasons 
other than noise . 
Not bothered by noise 

No respons e . 

25 
3 
0 
0 

13 
6 
4 
3 
8 
1 
2 
6 

29 

15 
34 

10 

3. Which of the itnoise improvement programs•1 would best solve the prob
l ems of your immediate ne i ghborhood? 

l. 15 
2 . 15 
3 . 3 
4 . 17 
5 . 6 
G. 5 
7 . 3 
n 
O o 8 
9 . 4 

10 . 8 
11. 22 

NO Response . 14 

- 2-





I. 

4. t-Jhat public project or program might best improve your neighbohood? 

Zoning 
Parks 
Continue 509 
Improve public transportation 
Improve streets and roads 
Greenbelts 
Property Tax relief 
Dispersing low income housing projects 
Clean up Des Moines 
Community centers 
Resale guarantee 
Improve police service 
Total acquisition 
Eliminate property uncertainty near airport 
Reduction of aircraft noise 
sound insulation 
Industrial parks 

No response 

6 
15 

2 
2 

11 
16 

5 
1 
1 
5 
2 
1 
8 
4 
6 
3 
3 

12 

5. would you support more governmental controls to protect the environment? 

Yes 
No 
Sufficient control now 
Control seldom works 
Used, not abused 
Local control only 
Noise 

No response 

60 
20 

8 
7 
5 

13 
6 

12 

6. Where in your community do you think the use of open space can solve 
problems? 

High noise area 
North of airport 
south of airport 
West of airport 
East of airport 
Around airport 
Valley Ridge Park 
You name it 
None 
Acquisition area 
so 166th & Military Road 
Openspace eliminates nothing, need jobs 
Miller Creek Area 
Des Moines Creek 
Parks for all residential areas 
Zone 3 
There is none left 
Between so. 156th and So 174th 

No response 
-~; -

·' 

7 
15 
13 
11 

2 
9 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
3 
2 
1 
5 
1 
6 

20 





7. 1:1here in your neighborhood do you think new commerical and industrial 
us~s s~ouid bd locatdd? 

Somewhere besides Green River Valley 
Around airport 
Not in my community 
Tacoma 
south of airport 
Area to small 
Between SR 509 & Airport 
Zone 3 
North of airport 
West sid of airport 
Federal Way 
Jilong sc l88th 
In noise area 
Where it is most profitable 
East of airport 
Well planned industrial parks 
Don't kn:::9-J 
None 

No response 

l 
9 
3 
2 
9 
l 
4 
3 
8 

16 
l 
2 
8 
l 
6 
l 
7 
2 

12 

8. How do you think the community can best share: in the vitality of 
the airport? Should it? 

-

Solve problems fist 
No need 
Through Sea- Tac Communi ties Plan 
Receiving good services 
Public access to terminal 
It must 
Complete information about community 
Incompatible 
Buildings on Port property s hould support 

local taxing districts 
Small industry near airport 
Support airpor t 
Develop west side 
Jobs 
Greenbelt around airport 
Improve 99 strip 
Move airport 
Park & Ride lots near airport 
Develop recreation/ cultural centers 
foon't Know 
Purchase homes 
Limit commerical development 
zoning 
Stay out of Burien 

No response 

- 4-

l 
8 
3 
l 
3 
4 
l 
8 

7 
4 
3 

ll 
3 
4 
2 
l 
1 
8 
l 
3 
l 
3 
2 

18 





..... , 
S. l:i OvJ G.) you i..:>cl the extension of fr eeway 50S should be handled? 

Extend to so 188th 
P,r ound airport 
Connect to I-5 at Midway 
Connect to I-5 at Kent/Des Moines Road 
As planned 
North of Tacoma 
It's a political project 
south to so. 200th 
We don't need it 
Connect to I-5 
Promptly 
Who cares 
Stop in Des Moines 
Connect to South 216th 
Leave as is 

No response 

12 
ll 

1 
l 
8 
l 
l 
5 
6 
4 
4 
2 
5 
2 
3 

35 

l!J . What attempts should be made to improve community identity? 

Blend the airport and surrougndings 
Public input 
Burien is enough community 
Encourage private business 
Burien incoorporate 
Area bicycle & pedestrain paths 
None 
Who needs it 
Improve scenery 
Better jobs 
Sharing of open space 
Nore community schools 
Better recreation programs 
Expanded service ce~ter 
Rural residential 
Commerical between Burien & Airport 
Controlled development 
Close airport 
Give us back our flCI-F· pre£ ixes 
Give us back our proper addresses 
Community councils 
Cluster community services 
Stabilize neighborhoods 
Silence aircraft en£ines 
Zoning 
Don't ignore east of 99 

No response 

6 
2 
3 
4 
3 
l 
6 
3 
l 
3 
2 
1 
6 
2 
l 
5 
2 
l 
1 
l 
4 
4 
2 
2 
2 
2 

38 
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11. What do you think the future of the west side should be? 

Airport industry l l 
Let property owners decide 2 
Commerical between Burien & airport 2 
Warehousing/light industry 9 
Residential 18 
Keep hand off 4 
Large scale development 4 
Development clusters, compatible with residential 2 
Open space 14 
Controlled development 2 
Blend airport & surroundings 2 

No response 31 

12 . Can you t~<e action on your property to slow or contian water runoff? 

Yes 
No 
Build simple drain pits 
Natural springs 
French drains 
Ground cover 
Dig a ditch 
Creek on my property 
Don 1 t asphalt driveway 
Dam the creek 
Underground tile field 
No problem 

No response 

13 . Does the holding pond approach seem acceptabl e? 

Yes 
No 
Should be landscaped 
Water quality treatment required 
Should include recreational use 
In some instances 
It would help 
Within openspaces 
If economical 
If needed 
They are ugly 

28 
27 

3 
1 
2 

15 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
8 

41 
8 
9 
6 
9 
5 
l 
1 
1 
3 
3 
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MINUTES 
Urban Development Sommittee 
Sea-Tac Communities Plan 

June 21, 1.973 

Chairman Bruce Mecklenberg called the meeting to order at 7:40 p . m. in 
the meeting room of the community office, 253 South 152nd Street, Burien , 

In attendance were: 

Patricia Miller 
Sharles A. Schuh 
Harold Chaney 
V. D Cicco 
Rosella Roff 
Doug Swank 
Donald A. Streck 
Walter R. Gray 
Beverlee Hendrickson 
Mrs . H. M. Stoner 
Bill Banks 
Judy Sroufe 
H. V. Jan Charnell 
Fred Herb 
Moorfield Storey, Jr. 
Molly Huenefeld 
Frank Ehle 
Jean Pihlman 
Howard N. 0lsen 
Dottie Harper 
Eleanor Lee 
J. M. 0wens 

R. E. Bethel 
Helen Kludt 
Elizabeth Smith 
Irene Jones 

Irv Berteig, King County Division 
of Land Use Management 

Marty Harper, Stevens, Thompson, 
Runyan, Inc. 

Jim Todd, Coordinator, EDC 
George Saito, FAA 
Marty Curry: Community Office 
John Anthony, Community f)ffice 
Jan Klippert, King County Dept . 

of Public Works 
Art Yoshioka, Port of Seattle, 

Dept , of Planning & Research 
Donovan Tracy, Community Office 

1 . Following introductions, Mr. Irv Berteig of the King County Division 
of Land Use Management (co-sponsors with the Port of Seattle Depart
ment of Planning and Research in the Sea-Tac Communities Plan project) 
gave a brief explanation of problems in the Highline area that require 
official action. Mr . Berteig stated that provisions of the National 
and State Environmental Policy Acts requires thorough study of envir
onmental impacts before governmental action can occur, or prior to 
changes in controls which permit extensive changes in private devel
opment. For this reason it was highly desirable that King County 
jointly work with the Port of Seattle in identifying impacts from 
Sea-Tac as well as from other urban development . 

Mr. Berteig also stated that the Highline area has not been compre
hensively studied since 1965 and that recent zoning cases, some of 
which have been brought on as a result of airport impacts, show the 
need for restudy . He went on to say that it was necessary to apply 
legal constraints (zoning, impact statements, etc.) in a consistant 
manner within a logical plan. Also the extent of resources (capital 
budget, the private development market) to implement such a plan must 
be recognized in the process. 



2 

The County's effort to work more closely with the community was 
cited through the EDC. Their direct link to the King County 
Executive and Souncil is useful means to getting people closer 
to the public officials. 

2. Bill Banks of the White Center Community Council and Highline 
Community Council gave a presentation of the White Center Action 
Program and reviewed the results of a community opinion survey 
which was undertaken in February. With the assistance of the 
University of Washington's Division of Community Development, the 
community organized and prepared a survey, and defined the area 
to be surveyed. Of the 8901 homes in the area defined, 2128 were 
contacted. 79% completed surveys; 17% refused; 4% were not home 
and 1% were vacant. Students from Evergreen High School were also 
surveyed to compare their opinions with the adult population. 

With the aid-ofan overhead projector, Mr. Banks touched on some of 
the highlights of the survey's findings (a complete copy of the 
survey results are attached to the official copy of the minutes) . 
Generally, those people in unincorporated White Center have little 
desire to annex to Seattle, but feel local government ~ esponse is 
poor. 69% of Evergreen students thought there is a drug problem , 
General response indicated that it is felt street maintenance, 
animal control, flood damage control and public transportation are 
n~t satisfactory. However, only a small percentage were willing 
to pay for flood control. Beautification and clean-up were con
sidered very worthwhile. The Council has undertaken one clean-up 
drive and plans another one for September. 

Follow-up to the survey has led to the formation of the White 
Center Community Council - Marty Taylor was elected as its first 
president. Mr . B~n~s concluded by saying that the big question 
for the Council and White Center is "is there sufficient leader
ship and desire to bring about some desired changes?" This type 
of a survey method might be considered by the Urban Development 
Committee as a way to find out what Highline residents feel are 
problems in their area. 

3. Dr.Marty Harper of Stevens, Thompson and Runyan, Inc. (STR), water 
consultants to the Sea-Tac Communities Plan presented and discussed 
the water quality and drainage study. Dr. Harper explained that 
the purpose of the study is to characterize existing and potential 
water problems, to propose ways to remedy existing problems and to 
prevent future problems. The following steps of the study were 
discussed with the aid of a flip chart: program design (l mo.), 
data collection and analysis (11 mo.), alternatives for creek re
habilitation (2 mo.), analysis and evaluation of alternatives 
(l mo.) and development and documentation of preferred plan (1 mo.). 

Dr. Harper defined their role as one in which community people 
determine what needs to be done and STR could determine what tech
nical requirements were necessary to achieve these actions. Mrs . 
Lingwood (CH3-5873) residing in the vicinity of 176th and 1st Ave . 
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was recommended by a committee member as a good community contact 
pertaining to creek history and problems. Dr. Harper was asked 
whether existing plans would be changed, particularly the holding 
lagoons . His response was that if something is identified wmch 
contributes to the problem , they wo~ld recommend to change it. 

4. Irv Berteig was introduced again to outline the County's community 
planning program. Irv stated that the role of government in plan
ning is largely coordination and to assure that things go on in a 
logical manner. He agreed that the County has not been terribly 
successful in Highline, but that the development of a 'middle plan' 
for the area should greatly improve the situation. 

Mr. Berteig explained. the County's comprehensive plan saying that 
i t is only general policy developed in 1964 primarily to guide zon
ing decisions. However , it has been amended since then to deal 
more with capital improvements . The 'middle plan' idea was then 
contrasted to the comprehensive plan. In 1970-71 the plann i ng staff 
prepared a middle plan, or shorter range plan, as an experiment in 
the Bear Creek area, which i s northeast of Redmond . The plan 
attempts to better predict conditions for a shorter future , perhaps 
6-10 years , and develops more specific concepts or policies for a 
smaller and more homogenous area. This type planning relates much 
better to the needs and desires of the people of an area than does 
the general comprehensive plan. The preparation and adoption of 
such a pl~n for Highline as official County policy is the intended 
outcome of the Sea-Tac Communities P~an project . 

When asked by the committee whether the political body can change 
such a plan, Mr. Berteig stated that it was possible, but less like
ly if it had been developed with the participation of the community 
and the EDC . In response to a concern by a committee member that 
the common cry is ·that we've done all this before , Irv stated that 
it had been only through the general plan and zoning stud i es and 
not as a total plan focussing just on this area. 

5 . Proposed redrafting of the original grant goals was presented by 
Eleanor Lee who is a member of the project's Policy Advisory Com
mittee (PAC) representing the EDC . Eleanor will be the committee.'s 
liaison with PAC She stated that while the grant goals were un
derstandable to lawyers and planners and may have been good enough 
to ge·t the grant , they need to be translated in order to b_e readily 
understandable to the community . She passed out to each member a 
proposed draft she had prepared (attached to t he offic i al copy of 
the minutes) . 

After some discussion , it was decided that members should review 
t he draft individually and mail or phone in any revisions to the 
community office or attend a meeting on Wednesday evening , 7 :30p.m. , 
June 27th , at the of f i ce t o discuss them further and to compa r e 
them witll tile origin:"\ 1 g0~, ls . 
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6. A discussion of videotape productions of the project's environmental 
and planning studies was conducted by Marty Curry of the community 
9ffice. Marty stated that funding had been approved for the filming 
and production of programs for use by the committee in presenting 
and disucssing the studies with the broader community, possibly 
through the Community Schools (Adult Education) Program of the High
ling School District. Four programs would be produced on the Moise, 
Air Quality, Water and Land Use Planning studies. The real need 
for the programs is to better communicate the consultant's work by 
showing examples of equipment and work in the field. It was felt 
that careful review of the program's scripts was necessary to assure 
that they effectively communicated to the layman. Marty solicited 
the help of a committee task force to assist on the water and land 
planning programs. 

7. Chairman Mecklenberg called for volunteers to work on various work
ing task forces of the committee. Those volunteering were: 

l-Videotape programs 

2-Community opportunities 
and concerns 

3-Water and creek aesthetics 

4-Visual survey 

5-Data collection (community 
based) 

6-Administrative 

7-Air transportation 
committee liaison 

Bill Banks , Patricia Miller 
Helen Kludt, J.M. Owens 

Irene Jones, Rosella Roff, 
R.E. Bethel, Elizabeth Smith, 
Chuck Schuh 

Helen Kludt, J.R. Burke 
(deferred initially as part of 
videotape program) 

deferred until next meeting 

deferred until next meeting 

Bruce Mecklenberg, Don Streck, 
Hal Chaney, Chuck Schuh, 
Fred Herb, Eleanor Lee, 
Judith Sroufe 

Judith 8roufe, Irene Jones 

The committee concurred with chairman Mecklenberg's request that Chuck 
Schuh of the Highline Community Council serve as co-chairman. The com
mittee also concurred that a roster should be prepared and sent to all 
members. 

The meeting was adjourned · at 10:40 p.m. 



MINUTES 
Air Transportation Committee 
Sea-Tac Communities Plan 

June 28, 1973 

Chairman Jan Charnel! called the meeting to order at 7:35p.m. in the meeting room 
of the community office, 253 South 152nd Street, Burien . 

In attendance were: 

Elliott Brogren 
Jim Davis 
John F . Cramer 
Monte Powell 
John M. Miller 
R . M. Boyd 
Loraine Smith 
Florence M. Evans 
John and Ann Tedesco 
Judy Sroufe 
Bud Eckman 
Charles L McJunkin 
Albin A . G. Anderson 
Adrienne Durbin 
Irene Jones 
Cliff Bourland 
Frances Hellums 
Pat Ashcraft 
John Miller 
Robert Beardemphl 

C. C. Rhoton 
John L . Pfeifer 
Moorfield Storey, Jr . 
Lorene C . Taylor 
Jackie E. Taylor 
Beverlee Hendrickson 
Mrs. H . M. Stoner 
Ted Nakkerud 
Frank Ehle 
Jean Pihlman 
Eleanor Lee 
Robert Shafer 
Virginia Dana 
Mr. and Mrs . Tom Dantzler 
Adrienne Naud 
Howard N. Olsen 
Berta Provine 
John Dodds 
Howard Segal 

Jack Freytag, Robin M. Towne & Associates 
George Saito , FAA 
Jim Todd, Coordinator, EDC 
John Anthony, Community Office 
Marty Curry, Community Office 
Ed Parks, Port of Seattle, Department 

of Planning & Research 
Donovan Tracy , Community Office 

1 . Following introductions, Ed Parks of the port of Seattle Department 
of Planning anq Research gave a brief explanation of planning problems 
from the Port's standpoint . Ed is the technical coordinator of the Sea
Tac Communities Plan . He explained that in dealing with the problems 
at airports there are really three environments: The physical boundaries 
of the airport, or the Port-owned area; the airport environment, or the 
area around the airport which received the problems and the benefits 
i~ cr_e_at~ s; and the economic environment, or the total area (region) 
it serves . 

- 1-



Ed gave a short history of Sea-Tac stating that it was established in 1942 
at Bow Lake and was a very small facility with few residences around 
it . The Bow Lake site was actuatly chosen over a Bellevue site due to 
prevailing fog conditions in Bellevue. Ed explained that conflicts arose 
as the airport expanded over time and surrounding residential areas 
began to close in on the airport . The efforts of the Zone 3 Committee , 
NOISE and Miller Creek interests were cited as being instrumental in 
making environmental issues and community concerns known. A com
mittee member stated that he was present at the groundbreaking of the 
Bow Lake Airport in 1942 and stated that no one could imagine at that 
time the problems which would result . 

Ed explained that while the present project started only as a noise study, 
it was soon realized that Planning for the entire community was necessary 
to solve the problems . Discussion commenced with King County concern
ing a joint effort o Through the cooperation of Mr . George Buley and 
Mr . George Saito of the FAA, the first application involving both an 
airport and a local planning agency was prepared and submitted on Dec . 
15, 1972, to the FAA for funding assistance under their Planning Grant 
Program . 

2. Dr . Robert Beardemphl of the Highline School District then spoke to the 
committee on the problems aircraft noise has caused local schools . The 
District over the last 5 years has been studying and trying to solve the 
problem primarily from a building standpoint. The District considers 
14 buildings to have a serious noise problem. 

Dr . Beardemphl discussed two reports prepared by or for the District 
which have tried to identify the scope of the problem and realize costs 
associated with solving it o The reports were: "Aircraft Noise", October, 
1971, and "Noise Abatement Study, Status Report to Educational Facilities 
Laboratory", March, 1973 . Dr o Beardemphl also mentioned a behavioral 
study which will analyze how students react to noise in the classroom . 
He stated that much also needs to be known about how they react in the 
playground and at home . 

Dr . Beardemphl also discussed actions the District has taken . He and 
Dr . Sealey have appeared before the Senate Commerce Committee in Wash
ington, D . C. , and have appealed to the Port on an informal and formal 
basis o On advice of legal counsel, the District has filed a claim against 
the Port because of possible problems due to the statute of limitations . 

When asked about school closures, Dr. Beardemphl said he couldn't 
speak for the District, but it is his personal opinion that schools would 
be closed due largely to declining 'enrollments . He couldn't comment 
as to which schools and when action would occur. Dr . Beardemphl was 
also asked why schools were being soundproofed if there was a possi
bility that they may be bought out . He explained that the soundproofing 
efforts thus far were only experimental . He was also asked whether the 
ILS (Instrument Landing System) was going to make it more dangerous 
for kids going to schools . He replied by stating that the District had 
no information to indicate that as a problem . 
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3 . Jack Freytag of Robin M. Towne and Associates, noise consultant to 
the project, discussed the noise measurement system . ANE (Actual Noise 
Exposure) and NEF (Noise Exposure Forecast) were reviewed as measure
ment techniques used in the project and will provide a base for comparison 
with other airports . Using ANE , 4200 flyover measurements at 66 locations, 
including street traffic measurements, will be taken . For each aircraft 
measurement, a photograph will be taken . Photo ranging will help in 
determining the distance to each aircraft as its noise is measured . Five 
descriptive methods of analyzing noise will be used . EPNL, (Effective 
Perceived Noise Level), one of these, will match peoples' response to 
noise . 

Mr . Freytag explained that this was the first time such comprehensive 
measurements , providing the five descriptors, had been taken . He also 
explained that Zones 1, 2 and 3 for Sea-Tac had not been established by 
actual noise measurements . 

When asked how this study of noise differs from others, Mr . Freytag cited 
the number of measurements , considerations for weather, logging of air
craft by a technician in the field and the complex descriptors as being 
factors not considered in previous studies . He noted that vibrations were 
not being studied directly, explaining that vibrations are very difficult 
to study and are unique to , or vary with, every different wall; window, 
etc . However, comparison data would be used to assess vibration prob
lems . He also explained that sensitive waterproof microphones would tend 
to distort overall results . Jack stated that location of measurement sta
tions would be on a grid system to assure uniformity . Maps would be 
provided to the Community Office and to the committee of the locations as 
they are established . 

4 . Ed Parks was introduced again to discuss noise abatement procedures . 
He distributed to the committee a reproduction of a HUD publication dealing 
with noise abatement procedures (copy attached to official copy of the 
minutes) . Ed reviewed the three federal agencies involved with the noise 
problem . HUD (Housing and Urban Development) deals with land use, 
zoning and building provisions; EPA (Environmental Protection Agency) 
has been charged by Congress to prepare noise standards for the U . S . 
by July 28; and FAA (Federal Aviation Administration) handles the regu
lation of aircraft including construction and flight . FAA has sponsored 
aircraft sound reduction under FAR-36 standards . SAM (Sound Absorp
tion Material) are one of the prime ways of reducing sound generated 
from aircraft. 

Ed explained three ways or areas in which sound can be reduced: at 
the source, the receiver, or the distance between them . He mentioned 
that FAA is working on the problem in the distance area as well as the 
source by experimenting with flight procedures, particularly the 2-step 
approach . It was mentioned by a member of the committee that while a 
2-step gil de slope may reduce the problem further out, it intensifies 
it closer in . Ed concluded by saying the Sea-Tac Communities Plan must 
use all these procedures , or the best combination of them, in order to 
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solve the problems . The area of property taxes was mentioned by the 
committee as another area for consideration . 

5. Proposed redrafting of the original grant application goals was presented 
by Eleanor Lee, a member of the project's Policy Advisory Committee 
(PAC) representing the EDC . She stated that while the grant goals were 
understandable to lawyers and planners and may have been good enough 
to get the grant, they need to be restated to be readily understandable 
to the community . She distributed to each member a proposed draft she 
had prepared (attached to the official copy of the minutes) . 

Mrs . Lee reviewed changes that were suggested by the Urban Develop
ment Committee . After some discussion and suggestions that enforcement 
be written into the goals, it was determined that while these goals relate 
to the project, there was a need for goals for the committee and for the 
various subject areas it is to work on . It was agreed then that the commit
tee could and would develop its own goals as it went along. Eleanor will 
present both committees' suggestions to the Policy Advisory Committee 
on July 3 . 

6 . Chairman Charnell identified a number of areas the committee should begin 
working on and asked for volunteers to work on task forces 0 Jan said 
that we've heard a lot about measurements, but emphasized that there 
need to ,be ways to relate them to decisions . He stated a need for a commun
ity survey to determine what people think is noisy compared to what 
consultantts say is noisy and then help draw the lines 0 

Marty Curry of the community office discussed the problems of relating 
the environmental and planning studies to the broader community. She 
stated that funding had been approved for the filming and production 
of four programs (Air Quality, Noise, Water and Land Use) for use by 
the two committees in presenting and discussing the studies with the 
community . The Community Schools (Adult Education) Program of the 
Highline School District would provide an appropriate means of scheduling 
and presenting the programs . Marty called for the help of a task force 
for review of script for the Noise and Air Quality programs and possibly 
to serve as actors in the programs . 

Those volunteering for task forces were: 

1-Goals statements 

2-Community survey 

3-Abatement alternatives 

4-Audio-visual 

Loraine Smith, C .Eo Bourland, Robert 
Shafer, Florence Evans and Bud Eckman 

John Cramer, Monte Powell, Bob 
Boyd, Moorfield Storey, Jr o , and 
Frank Ehle 

Jim Davis, Pat Ashcraft and Howard 
Segal 

-4-



5-Speaker's bureau 

6-Program 

7-Near-term programs 

8-Fact finding (communication) 

9-Governmental liaison 

10-Urban development comm 
liaison 

11-Future projections 

12-Land-use sensitivity 
noise code 

Eleanor Lee 

Howard Olsen, Virginia Dana, Monte 
Powell, Jean Pihlman and John Miller 

Jim Davis, Virginia Dana, Tom Dantzler 
and John Miller 

Howard Segal 

John Cramer, Monte Powell and Bob 
Boyd 

The committee concurred that a roster should be prepared and sent to all mem
bers. 

The meeting was adjourned at 9: 55 p.m. 

DT:mj 

********** 
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PUBLIC. OPINION STJRVEY 

As part of its Sea- Tac/Communities Plan, the Port of Seattle and 
King County commissioned a survey conducted by Battelle Memorial 
Institute in the summer of 1973 to assess the social impact of 
the airport on the surrounding col'l'\lllunity;,.,. Thi·s ·random sF,mple 
survey was based on face - to- face , nalf .:. hour inter views with 302-
re sidents of the Highline area in which Sea - TAc is located, and 
98 residents in Shoreline , which is outside the Sea-Tac noise 
zoneu In addition , telephone interviews were conducted with 316 
r esidents throughout King County . The . Highline sample was further 
divided into residents of a High Noise'Zone (HNZ) with Noise 
Exposure For ecast levels of 35 or more, a Medium .Noise Zone (MNZ) 
with 25 - 35 Noise Exposure Forecast levels ,. and a Low Noise Zone 
(LNZ) with Noise Exposure Forecast levels of 24 or less . These 
areas were deter mined by the l973·Noise Exposure Forecast (NEF) 
curves as presented in the 6-month noise report . 

Major_Findings 

1. Community Problems . A portion of the respondents in ::ighline 

(22 . 7 percent ) considered airplan~ noise as the most dis~ 
liked featur e of their· community, and a partly over~~ppi-n'g 
19 . 7 percent considered it the community ' s ... sing:te nios r. 
~erious problem. {This c:.ompares ·wrth l . l percent in :3horc
line and 2 . 9 percent in -·the King County sample .) The noise 
problem withi n Highline is , howe vo , relatively localized o 
It was considered the most seriou s problem by 43 . 1 percent 
1n the HNZ , by 22 . 6 percent in tt c MNZ, and by only 7 .8 
percent in ~he LNZ , within ~he Highline area . 

2. Desirability of l ivi ng nea r S a - ~~ c . A greater ,perccn tagG 

of Highline r esandents ( 60 . 9 perc ent ,. as -compared wi th 4 7 ... 7 
percent in Shorelirie and 51 . 4 percent. County- wide) would 
move out of their present ne i ghborhood if they could f ind 
equivalent housing elsewhere • . This is also highly related 
to noise level in the Highline area : 74 . 0 percent in tJJ.e • 
JNZ stated that they would want t o move . · _6'J.-w·0 percent in 
the MNZ , and 51 . 2 percent in LNZ stated that. t~ey would. want 
to move . 

J. Effects of Noise . In Highline , 49 . 4 percent of the r esidents 

1 · our sample , 68 ~ 4 percent of tho s e in Shoreline , and 62.9 
percent in the King County sample said that they were not 

edc community office • 253 south 152nd. street • burien, wash. 98148 • ch 3-7033 



Lathered by noise, nor that they considered it a serious 
problem . Airplanes arc considered the major noise source 
in the Highline area (79 . 1 percent) , while only one p~rson 
mentioned airplanes and two mentioned helicopters as the 
major noise source in Shoreline . 

It is of int~rest to note , however , that those who st ~te 
that noise affects their health, sleep, or psychological 
well-being report similar effects regardless of their ~re3 's 
actual noise level . Thus , harmful physical or mental con
sequences aro ascribed to noise by 49 . 7 percent of Highline 
respondents , 51 . 7 percent in Shoreline , and 57 .6 per~Lnt in 
the County sample . In other words, a larger proportion of 
residents in noise impacted areas conplain about nois e . 
However , the effects on those who do complain about noise 
appear , at leRst at the level of the survey responses:- to be 
unrelated '.t ..) whet bsP the resident lives in an area highly 
impact ed by noise , or in an area like Shoreline in which 
the noise level is comparatively low. 

Observational data c6llected in Highline and Shoreline 
suggest , in fact , that the use of b~ckyards and out~oor 
activities do not differ markedly in these two areas. 

These findings suggest that Highlinc residents are JT¥)rc aware 
of a noise pro~lem but that many do not allow it to interfere 
with their daily lives . 

· r ' 

Attitudes toward· the · Enviornment . 'While Hie;hline resi.donts 

attribute somewhat less importance to the need for lov taxes 
in dealing with environmental problems than do Shoreline 
residents , the differences between the three samples on 
questions concerned with envi~~menta~ problems were slight . 

5. Public Image of the Port of Seattle . The majority of the 
' . 

Highlind residents (77 . 2 percent) felt that the Port fulfilled 
its functions very well . or moderate ly well; 8. 4 perc ent 
thought it did not well or poorly. This compares with 76 . 8' 
percent of· Shoreline ~nd 71 . 3 percent ·of the County-wide 

. sample who felt the Port fulfilled its functions very well 
or moderately well , and 3 ~ 0 percent .and 3 . 2 percent re
spectively who considered the Port as·doing a poor or 
moderately poor job . In the HNZ; 66 .0 percent gave the Port 
high marks ( vs . 75 . 2 .percent. in the MNZ and 83 .1 pcrc-Jnt in 
the LNZ) , while rz·~-o p·e-rcent--in· H:N-3-, - a nd ·7. 7- percent in the 
MNZ , and 6 . 7 percent in the LN.Z bel:j_eved thnt the Po:::--t fulfills 
its functions poorly. or not we'll'. 

6. County Services . In all three samr,lcs , respo~~ents seem 
unaware. of many King County services . However, where these 
wera recpg~nized , they were rated highly. A comparison with 
findings from a 1970 survey in ~fuite Center and. Burien suggests 
a marked increase in the concern· of tho co~unity with airplane 
noise and traffic , as a moderate but gen·oral rise of confidence 
in County go~ern~ent and other _local agencies . 



• - April 26, 1983 

To: Port of Seattle Commissioners 

"The STCP was developed around a community involvment program 
whose prime purpose was to provide a PROCESS through which the 
community had a DIRECT and CONTINUING role in the development 
of that PLAN. Citizens were directly involved in the formula
tion of policy and plan alternatives." 

"The primary goal of the STCP was to attempt to achieve MAXIMUM 
Compatibility between the Sea Tac Airport and the surrounding 
community-to make the airport and the community better neigh
bors-to blend the airport and the community together." 

• "An important land use compatibility issue related to safety of 
aircraft operations, including safety of those on the ground 
and safety of those operating aircraft. The boundaries of these 
"approach protection areas"(extended clear zones) were based on 
existing FAA criteriaUthus a land acquisition program was in
itiated as part of the PLAN. 

"The development concept of the ~LAN was one of enhancing and 
protecting the remaining residential neighborhoods in which 
people wished to live-to improve neighborhood quality through 
programs aimed a t reducing the uncertainty connected with noise 
impact and programs to renew neighborhood improvements, to 
solve dra inage and pollution problems, to assure compatibility 
am ongst different land uses, to capitalize on the opportunity to 
promote an extensive open space system and protect the natural 
environment," 

These programs were and still are the communities e~forts far
and promise of MAXIMUM COMPATIBILITY. 

As part of furthering the pl2~ning process-citizen participation 
led to an a cceptable development of a Master Plan for the North 
Se a Ta c Ea rk-to include the ~orts north acquisition area and con
tinuing into the proposed acquisition area as defined in the STCP. 

~roblems have since ari s en concerning the density guidelines as 
defined by th e FAA in that ~~AN-however, those guidelines a re 
b~sed on the results of a rather lenghty planning process which 
began in 1972-the S~CP. 

We a re now entering into a noise remedy program upda te-an el em·ent 
of tha t upd ate will be a review of the d ens ity guidelines where 
an assessment will be ~ade as to what changes or refinement s (if 
any) ar e needed. This t~sk will be carried out in accordance with 
the Community Involvement Program-an integral part of the PRO CESS . 

I am here to remind the commission of the communities pact with 
the Port of Se a ttle for "M A.XIMUM COMPATIBILITY" through the use of 
the Community Involvement Program " and the protection of those 
residents living "adjacent to a proposed program area". 

(Comments t aken from the ST~P-six mos. summary report) 

u . . !!:~ 
:<_~~.2 
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AIRPORT NOISE REMEDY UPDATE 
,.-----------PRELIMINARY PROGRAM BOUNDARIES----------, 

The Update staff would like your comments on this Open House 
and the preliminary program boundaries presented for your review. 

Comments: 





Port of Seattle Commissioners 
P.O. Box 1209 
Seattle, Wa. 98111 

Dear Sirs, 

July 19, 1984 

A significant majority of the home owners on both sides of 
26th Ave. South just north of 200th Str:-,et, during a neighborhood 
meeting on the night of July 17th, involving Port staff and a State 
Representative reviewed options available to us in the Noise Remedy 
program and after open discussion have voted to support the staff 
recommendation of acquisition. 

Our main concerns are: 

NOISE: 

As per the Noise Exposure Update by the Port of Seattle the 
level of noise in this area has increased over the last five years 
and the removal of the natural buffer of brush and trees by the 
commercial developers will cause it to increase in the years ahead. 

TRANSITION: 

According to King County Growth nanagement Development Guide this 
area is projected as airport-related business. Just in the last year 
the development of industry around our street has caused an increase 
in traffic on 200th making it extremenly hazardous to enter or leave 
our dead-end street. 

HOME REPAIRS ANTI IMP.ROVE~·!ElJTS; 

A problem that face s home owners on our street is the decis ion to 
make large expenditures on needed maintenance i.e., roofing, insulation, 
which has been deferred because of the uncertainity in the past regarding 
·Port plans f or this area 

There are other issues and concerns which affect us; therefore, we 
feel acquis ition is the best solution for these concerns. 

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. 
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Captain M. E. Volz 
Vice President 
Flight Safety and 
United Airlines 
P . O. Box 66100 
Chicago, Illinois 

Dear Captain Volz: 

Industry Affairs .. 

60666 

c.L -

I applaud your efforts to centralize information on airport noise abatement 
procedures within United for use by your pilots. Continued efforts, such as 
these, indicate a commitment by airlines toward improving the noise 
environment around airports. 

For your survey, here are the noise abatement procedures used at Sea-Tac 
International Airport. 

*Federal Aviation Administration's SEA TWR 7110 . 071C (10/7/80) Noise 
Abatement Procedures (copy attached) 

Standard Instrument Departure (SIDs) for south flow departures from 
Sea-Tac have been recently published which incorporate use of the 
Seattle VOR 158 radial for noise abatement purposes. New SIDs for 
north flow departures which will incorporate use of the VOR 338 
radial for nqise abatement purposes will be published shortly . A 
brief explanation of the background of these procedures is 
pre sented in the attached memo to th~ Seattle Airport Affairs 
Committee. 

Further instructions on the Visual Bay Approach for south flow 
arrivals are available as a published chartered visual flight 
procedure. (See attached Jeppesen Approach chart) 

*Port of Seattle's Run-Up Curfew and Designated Locations as per 
Section 7, Paragraph D of Sea-Tac's Schedule of Rules and Regulations 
No. 4 (copy attached). 

Noise sensitive areas surround the Airport. The most significant noise 
impacted areas are located within the 65 Ldn noise contour. The Port's 

.noise remed y efforts in these areas include land acquisition and the 
proposed programs of purchase assurance and sound insulation. A aap of 
noise contours and prop,osed noise remedy program boundaries is attached. 
The noise abatement procedures most affecting these areas are the use of the 
VOR 158 radial and 338 radial. 

• 

• 
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Areas beyond the 65 Ldn noise contour are al1o noiae 1enaitive. Noiae 
complaints indicate that the non-coapliance with our existing noiae 
abatement procedures is a aajor problem. For example, community reports 
refer to aircraft flying lower or turuina aooner then under noraal 
circuastances. Mapa illustratina the ground tracks aaaociated vith the 
procedures are attached. In this regard, of interest to you aay be a Port 
project now underway to develop computer software to automatically report 
non-co•pliance by using FAA ARTS coaputer data from tt.e Seattle Tower. 

Your continued efforts in noise abatement are appreciated. If you need any 
additional information, please feel free to call Ms. Jody Yamanaka, Airport 
Facilities Coordinator, at (206) 433-4640. 

/clb/1195A 
Attachments 

bee: 
/ 

Marr, Sims, Yamanaka--Port of Seattle 
Lien--Federal Aviation Administration 
Bennett-ATA 
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June 22, 1984 

Mr. Vernon L. Ljun~ren 
Seattle-Tacoma lnt 1 Airport 
Box 68727 Riverton Hts., Br. 
Seattle, WA 98158 

Dear Mr . Ljungren: 
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We, at United Airlines, have been continually trying to improve our anti
nolse procedures to maximize a strong commitment to our good neighbor 
policy. In researching the problem 1n minute detail, we have found 
specific airports with noise pr9cedure~, both formal and informal, ~hat 
were totally unknown to us. Qu1te obv1ously, we can't expect our p1lots to 
abide b~ procedures that are unfamiliar, and we can't increase that know
ledge if specific procedures are unknown. to the Corporation. Unfortunate
ly~ we also discovered that there is no central source for all this 
intormation. That's the reason for this letter. 

Would you be kind enough to help us wtth a survey we are conducting with 
all the airports United Airlines rout1nely serves? We need a response to 
~ following questions. . 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Do you have a sensitive noise area at your airport? 

Do you have a procedure, either formal or informal, that responds to 
these sensitive areas? 

Will you please include a copy of that noise procedure for us, or if 
the procedure is an informal one, would you delineate it for us so we 
can help you in dealing with your neighbors. 

Let me explain how we plan to use this information. We are developing a 
computer program where each of these procedures will be entered so a pilot 
may access the information at any United computer terminal! in any opera
tions area, at any of our airports. This will give the pi ot the informa
tion, at h1s fingertips, regardless of where he makes the inquiryi and it 
will give us the abil1ty to update the procedures on a real-time oasis as 
changes are formulated. We then can expect far better development of pilot 
awareness should it be lacking for a particular airport. In this vein, 
would you please reply to the above and in the future, relaY- any changes in 
your proceaures to: Flight Safety Department - EXOFS, Uniteo Airlines 
P. 0. Box 66100, Chicago, IL 60666. 

I thank you most kindly for your cooperation, and I am confident that work
ing together we can be far more prof1cient in following those procedures 
wh1ch generate the maximum benef1t to our airport neighbors. We realize 
your procedure.may be wel~ publicized and have been in use for years. A 
response to thls letter w1ll serve as verification that we are up-to-date 
on all changes. 

s~ 
Captain ~. E.~ 
Vice President 
Flight Safety & Industry Affairs 

P.O. Box 66100. Ch icago. Illinois 60666 • Location: Elk Grove Township, Ill inois, on Route 62. one-half mt le west of Route 83 
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The meeting was called to order by Dawson Alexander, Jr., Chairman of the 
Policy Advisory Committee, at 2:15 p.m. Alexander introduced the new 
Director of Aviation, Vernon L. Ljungren and provided a brief background 
history. 

Jody Yamanaka, Port of Seattle, discussed the status of the Noise Remedy 
Update which is about 1/3 into the project schedule. Yamanaka explained 
that"on airport" and "off airport" noise remedy measures are currently 
being evaluated. The study is expected to be completed in mid-1984, with 
environmental documentation to follow. 

Yamanaka described some of the interim noise remedies now being considered 
which include: 

* 

* 

* 

* 

A new departure procedure to the south of Sea-Tac which will eli
minate some reported drifting of aircraft, and the extension of 
aircraft runup hours to those consistent with state and local 
regulations. 

Addition of noise monitors from the present nine remote monitor
ing stations. (It was requested that the location of the noise 
monitors in the south end be identified.) 

King County Building and Land Development Division application 
for a grant from the Federal Aviation Administration to conduct a 
study addressing noise insulation and changes in building codes. 

An evaluation of a noise berm or barrier near Riverton Heights. 
This was eliminated due to the cost and minor reduction of noise 
it would provide. 

The Port completed its second of four series of neighborhood workshops in 
August. The next workshops will be held in January 1984. These workshops 
help to carry out one of the objectives of the study which is to conti
nually receive community input. In addition to the neighborhood work
shops, the Port's Technical Working Committee meets regularly to review 
the study's progress on a more frequent basis. Committee meetings are 
public. Yamanaka invited those interested in attending any community in
volvement activities to call Diane Summerhays at 382-3320 and have their 
names added to the mailing list. 

Alexander introduced Burr Stewart who discussed the update of the 20-year 
Master Plan for Sea-Tac Airport. A Grant from the FAA for this project has 
been received. One of the components of the Master Plan will define pro
perty needed for airport development. Other properties then can 
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conceivably be declared surplus and used for other purposes. These other 
purposes that are not related to the airport could include commercial de
velopment, parks, etc. This study should be completed in 1984. 

One citizen asked if the study included an evaluation of the use of lands 
that are not now designated as parks. Stewart replied that all Port-owned 
property will be evaluated in the Master Plan, in relationship to the 
forecast of all projected land needs for aviation purposes, both short and 
long-term. 

Stewart went on to explain the reason for looking at 5, 10, and 15 year 
needs. He said that some areas may not be needed in the short-term period 
but may be needed for the long-term period. For example, leasing would be 
feasible on a short-term basis of up to ten years so that the land will 
still be available for long term uses. He added that the important ob
jective is to be -able meet demands at the time they are needed. 

Stewart also provided information on the next agenda item, an update of 
facilities development at the Airport. Plans are almost completed to re
locate the taxis from the parking lot at the north end of the terminal 
building to a new area east of the the FAA parking lot. This new lot will 
be operational in October. The old taxi holding area will be used for 
more short-term metered parking for the general public. It will also help 
to provide more area for charter buses and some of the types of the high 
occupancy vehicles that pick up large numbers of passengers. 

The remaining facilities development items reported by Stewart are as 
follows: 

* The runway safety areas at the north end of the field are now 
completed. They have been seeded, and discussion has been held 
concerning filling in between the two safety areas. 

* The expansion of the South Satellite International Terminal is 
finished as well as the intransit lounge. Modifications to the 
baggage system have also been completed. 

* Transiplex Air Cargo facility in the northeast corner of the Air
port is expected to open in November. 

Morris Robinson requested information on the new building that is being 
built at 142nd across from Sunnydale school. Stewart replied that it is a 
warehouse being built by Business Parts Northwest similar to the ware
houses in the southwest area of the airport. 
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George Sutter gave an update on the land acquisition program. The Ex
tended Clear Zone Acquisition is in the process of being completed to 
South 136th street on the north and South 2llth at the south end of the 
Airport. The latest land acquisition project for 150 parcels north of 
!36th has been approved and property appraisels are progressing. Hardship 
cases will come first. Hardship includes both medical and financial, with 
medical being the most important. This is expected to be the last phase 
of the buy out until such time as the Noise Remedy Update is completed. 
At that time, there will be an indication which of the various remedy pro
grams will be implemented. Recommendations will be made to the Port Com
mission as to whether there will be further buy out, possible purchase 
guarantees or noise insulation programs. 

Alexander called upon Ed Parks, Chairman of the PAC subcommittee, that 
reviewed the organization of PAC. Parks discussed the present organi
zation of the PAC Committee and especially the selection process of mem
bers. Parks reviewed the subcommittee findings regarding recommendations 
in the area of selection of the PAC citizen members. These recommen
dations were in the form of alternatives. The subcommittee did not come 
to a consensus but did eliminate some of the options. 

The committee recommended that an application stating qualifications for 
the Policy Advisory Committee be implemented for evaluating prospective 
PAC citizen members. Three selection processes were also discussed and 
included: 

* 

* 

* 

Policy Advisory Committee would become the selecting party for 
new members. Most members of the subcommittee did not agree 
with this method since the Policy Advisory Committee is a group 
of people that was formed to advise and assist the Port of 
Seattle on policy and programs that affect the various neigh
borhoods surrounding the Airport. The subcommittee did not 
believe that PAC should be the selecting party. 

The Highline Community Council would continue to select citizen 
representatives as they have in the past. 

Public meetings would be held in individual areas, north, south, 
east and west of the Airport and individual members would be 
elected by those citizens in the areas where they live. 

The selection of an alternate was also discussed. The alternate could be 
elected by the community and then move up to a member position at the end 
of the term of the present member. 
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Members of the subcommittee appeared to be split evenly, with one group 
wanting the selection process to remain as part of the Highline Community 
Council's obligation. The other group requested that the selection come 
from the area represented. As there was no PAC quorum present, no vote 
was taken or recommendations made. There was a 2/2 split in the Committee 
obligating the chairman to vote one way or the other. 

Dr. Jim Jennings requested that the Policy Advisory Committee be presented 
with Option A or B as a choice for the selection procedure for PAC citizen 
members to be voted on at the next meeting. Parks stated that there would 
be no decision coming from the subcommittee. 

Morris Robinson suggested that evening meetings for PAC be considered. 
Alexander replied that if the public wants an evening meeting it certainly 
will be considered. 

Estelle Shirey requested that the aircraft use alternate flight paths to 
avoid the Georgetown/South Park area. These areas are highly impacted by 
both King County Airport and Sea-Tac Airport. She introduced Jay Shanahan 
from the South Park Community Service Center. Shanahan concurred with 
Shirey that the impact of noise on the citizens petween King County Air
port and Sea-Tac Airport has grown in intensity. He would like a change 
in the flight corridor. Alexander recommended that their concerns be made 
known to the Noise Remedy Technical Committee. 

Alexander adjourned the meeting. 

OOlOC 


