
OF SEATTLE 
P. 0 . BOX 1209 / SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98111 

September 27, 1977 

Ms. Virginia E. Dana 
2048 S. 142nd Street 
Seattle, Washington 98168 

Dear Virginia: 

Thank you for your letter or September 22. We are very concerned about the 
Concorde and not just because of Concorde itself. There are only sixteen of 
these airplanes to be built, and Seattle from an operational point of view 
probably won't serve. The disturbing fact is the decision undermines our 
planning efforts. As you know, one of the cornerstones of the Sea-Tac/ 
Communities Plan is that aircraft will become quieter, not noisier. For 
the Federal Government to amend its regulations to permit a noisier aircraft 
to operate in and out of U.S. airports is most disturbing. Does this mean 
that other noisy aircraft may also be certified? I am terribly disturbed 
about this aspect of the problem. It has been our hope the Federal Government 
would work to strengthen its noise regulations and demand even quieter aircraft 
for operations in and out of U.S. airports. 

We are obviously going to have more to say about this subject, and we will 
look forward to working with the community to deal with the problem. We don't 
have all the facts in front of us because of the secrecy of Federal agencies. 
However when we get the proposed regulations, we shall proceed to deal with 
the problem as effectively as possible. 

I have to say I do not believe it is negative to say part of the solution to 
noise problems must include improved aircraft engines which reduce noise 
levels. This should be a positive effort pursued aggressively by the Federal 
Government, the airlines, and the aircraft builders. I think we have a ~ight 
to expect it of them, and it is with regret that I see this action taken by 
the Federal Government. 

Very truly yours, 

I?~~ 
Richard D. Ford 
Executive Director 

31/19 
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May 26, 1977 

~tr. Charles A. Schuh 
Co-Chairman 

SEA-TAC INTERr~ATIONAL AIRFORT 
P.O. BOX 68727/ SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98188 

Westside Hilltop Survival Committee 
1006 South 174th 
Seattle, WA 98148 

Dear Chuck: 

This will refer to your letter of May 20 proposing that Barbara Summers 
be a full voting member of the Policy Advisory Committee. 

As you know, an additional citizen representative from the Westside area 
was added to the Policy Advisory Committee following adoption of the 
Sea-Tac Community Plan by the Port of Seattle Commission. On the 
recommendation of the citizens, Mrs. Kathy Hand was selected as the 
representative with Howard Christensen acting as alternate. Following 
Howard's transfer, Mrs. Barbara Summers was selected by the group to 
fill the alternate position. 

It is my personal feeling that the citizen representation on the Policy 
Advisory Committee is adequate at present and reasonably represents the 
varied community interests in the Sea-Tac area. Consequently, I would 
be opposed to increasing membership for the sole purpose of adding an 
additional Westside member. I will, however, see tllat this is put em 
the next Policy Advisory Committee meeting agenda for consideration by 
the entire membership. · 

Since!i. 

Donald G. Shay 
Chairman 

cc: PAC Members 

Commission MERLE D. ADLUM JACKS. BLOCK PAULS. FRIEDLANDER 

.. - .~: ·- n : ___ - - "--'"~.......,._..,.......,.~------------------

HENRY L. KOTKINS HENRY T. SIW·ONSON 
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E!f!I._a= SEATTLE 

ME fA ORA N DUM • . 

DATE JULY 25, ~979 

TO ALL DEPl~RTt1ENTS AND CONCERNED STAFF 

FROM JAMES BRANCH 

SUBJECT QUESTIONS GENERATED BY THE PUBLIC AT A ZONE THREE STEERINr; COMMITTEE 
MEETING ON TUESDAY, JULY 24, ~979, BETWEEN 7:30 a.m and 9:30p.m. 

/ 

l. 

2. 

Is the area around 1<1th Avenue South going to be used for the 
development of light industry or heavy industry? 
are a be r e -· z on e d i n t h e f u t u r e ? 

Hill this 

\·l h a t i s t h c in t c r i m 1 an d a c q u i s i t i o n p r o g r am '? W h a t a r e t h c 
bounc1 ar ies of this program? (Pl .ease usc a map) Why ha s this 
progr am cvoided certain areas--outside the defined bound nries? 

3. Hhy dc•esn't the Port of Seattle ucquisition land that is 
directly under the flight paths of approaching and depar~ing 
planes? Will this be planned for in the future as the Airport 
develops? 

4 . 

5. 

6. 

lO. 

Hi 11 t lw l'. i r port be ex p a n ding through the add i t ion o f an o t. he J~ 
runway or increased len~th of current runways? 

\·l hat p 1 an s doc s the 11 i 1~ port 11 ave for f u t u r e de v e lop men'..:: of 
its current runwAy system, cg. taxiway cxpansio~, cargo, 
terminals etc.? 

There has been a steady increase in the amount of both noi se 
and flights ove1~ certain areas surrounding the Airport, 
especial!)' around 136th and 20th. Hhat is going to be done 
about this problem? h'ill the increase in flights continue'? 

What is FAR 36? What docs it mcnn and what are its benefits? 

Hhat is 
current 

the current noise reduction 
sti.lndards for this system? 

gram currently exist? 

sys.tem? What arc the 
Does a noise ab.:1tement pro-

lv hat i s II n 2 3 1 ? w h a t d o e s i t me a n n n d h o"' i s i t. g o i n g to 
affect the Airport community? Docs the Port of Seattle 
support IIR 231? Hhy or '"hy not? 

Arc approaching and depnrting planes required to maintain 
a defined flight p'-lttcrn'? If so, is this checked by the 
contt·ol. t~)\.Jcr, l'l\l\ or Pol."t of Seattle? Hh.:tt cun be donC! 
if these pJ<tncs fly outside of the defined .:tppt·onch ot· 
t \\ k co f [ p .1 t t e :..- n , e g • a r c t h c r c e· n [or c c 111 c n t pro c c d u r c s ? 

!' ·,r lhl.!-'----------
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13. 

14. 

What are the noise impacted areas? Where are these areas? 

What can an individual do if t~ey have a complaint about 
a plane that is too noisy or seems to be off of its prescribed 
flight path? Who can be contacted at the Port of Seattle, · 
FAA . or the carrier? 

Who is responsible within e~eh ~ 6f 1 . the ~ carriers for d e termining 
that carriers flight op e ratig_ns? How can they be contact e d? 

/ \)V·?-·,.-~~\~ _..- 't..D · . 
What is the Sun s et Recre a tion Plan? Who is the project's 
manager? Why should th e Port of Seattl e invest in this 
recre a tion plan? Do the people of this community--Zone 3 
and Highline--really want a recreational facility such as 

· t h i s ? H a s t h i s be e n v o t e d up o n ? W1v h y i n v e s t i n t h i s pro j e c t 
and'provide funds for its futur e maintenance when the mo n e y 
could be invest e d in lan~. acquisition of impac e d areas? 
What are the expected ong-term costs for maintaining this 
recreation a l facility. What is the initial co s t? Who 
will be respon s ible for the park's maintenance? Will loc a l 
tax dollars b e us e d? Why should this Plan be support e d b y 
the local community? Is this area safe for recr e ational u s es-
noting the University of Washington study which states th a t 
the area is unfit for animal life? Who are the princ·ip a ls 
involved in this plan? 

Where does th e revenue go that the Port of Seattle reb~iv e s 

when it sells land that has been acquisitioned? 

What are the defined clear zone areas--the mandatory and 
extended areas? Will these areas be enlarged? Are the a r e as 
just outside the defined clear zones really safe? How have 
the clear zone areas been defined? 

l'lhat can be done about the emissions from jet e11gines--tar, 
oil, grease,etc. that has been dropping on various neighbor
hoods? 

How can the five year capital budget of the Port of Seattle, 
Sea-Tac Airport help the surrounding commu,Jities? What is 
the purpose of this long-range budget? 

What can the people · of the surrounding Airport communities do 
to encourage government--representatives, legislators, agencies-
to support the Port of Seattle and the communities inhabitants 
in solving the issues being-conffonted currently? 

What is ADAP? What does it mean and how does it affect the 
surrounding communities? What is the Port of Seattle's 
commi.tment? 



.. 
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21. How can more money be gained to increase the number of 
homes acquisitioned? Who should the citizens coritact? 

22. Does the Port of Seattle Polic~ Department police those 

23. 

areas within the Highline and Zone 3 communities. What can 
be done to step~up the POS Police Department!s watch of 
areas owned by the Port and located within residential 
areas? 

What can the citizens of the Highline community and Zone 3 
do to facilitate cooperation between themselves and the 
Port of Seattle, Seattle-Tacoma International Airport? 



l .. .. .. 



K lut~ C,m n ty Co un c j 1 
/\ LL Pll tio n : 

C";oltrtc i.. 1 •nnn P c-~uJ B ;t l'rl t n 

C..;d tl c.!. 1 :nan R . lLRo!) Gre ive 

'rl HJ residf' nt~ ot' tlti·· a ircraft noise impr-:t cted community who attenued 
:1 publi c Zone') c:i re a r :~e e ting on 'l'.tmrsd a y , August 16 , 1979 , to dis 
cuss lc.ll!d u se:.-~ for the north r ... c,Juisi tion area for Set. .. Ta.c Airport , 
expr e sse~ nega tive interest in d~velopinB plar1s for the North Se a 
Tac Pa rk r e creation area . 

Following t.;t r e som e o.f the r .c.wo ns ex-pret.;sed for th a t decision: 
1 . 'l'he POS should a cquire ALL of the pr·oposed acquisition properties 
"li.,IRS'l'-l1 e fore any pLmning is done . 
? . SAFETY-There shouldn ' t be any pe ople in th e r.lear zones . 
O:S.NOI SB-High noise areas-not R place for children or adults to play . 
4 . POS will retain ownerbhi p o f property- -therPfore tltey could re-
c l ~. im it f or a i rpurt use if ever needed . 
5. Fce1j ncs wt=: r e hle,h -cha t the :1rea wilJ even Lu <".lJ y bef'ome induf.J 
t r i a l and / or ~Anufacturing . 
G. Recrc <Jtional uses would le <we 8 v:idr; open draw Rnd prob ably would 
C i"1.US C? the 8.i.rcraft noise to be greater (easl.. ;:md WPf.:i"t ) .in the resi
d ent ~ jl neighborhoods . 
7. Who would p a y for dev E.> lopmen L and m;1. in t c:1:.u ce ? The tax payers-
th<Jt men.ns U.S! 
8.Il' th ere is NO money to proceed wi.tl1 t};c r10ise rerTJedy program im
p] f>mentat .ion RS st:::.tt ;d in the S'rC P--\VHY a.r-c we 1Je ing asked to dis
cuss recre8tion? 
~.Should the rcsidentiaJ community , impact P ~ by 8ircr~ft no l~r , al
~ n he Aske d to b~cnrTJe R neighbor to 8 re~lonAl park site--with the 
traffjc , noise ~ nd disruptive f a r.Lors thnt would be bound to come 
::J l u.:-l@; with it '! 
10 . We w,qnl r e liPf' frum the noi s v - acquis.itior~ , purchaRe assurance Rnd 
cound in sul C! Liou progra ms for our prop erties FIHS'l' !!! ! ! 

'P1d E ::l ""C ting w;::,s held n t Lhe ~.ri Hill rc.sidencf> , ?047 So L'S4th , SeaLt.le . 
P eopl e jn a tt e nd qnce c Ame mostly from tha t vicinity . An attend~nce 
ljst is ava.ilable . 

Yours truJy , 

J~~ 
Iren e Jones , chairperson , Zone 3 meetings 





CJTlZENS ADVISORY COMMITTE 

RECOMMENDATION ON APPEAL HEARING fOR Marian Berdan Parcel Z-296 MARCH 20, 1979 2:00 

It is the committee's opinion that the available comparable housing found by the 
appellant in March of 1977 easily proved that at that time a valuation of $39,500 
for her house would have been fair and equitable for March of 1977. The Port's 
original total offer of $36,800 made in February of 1977 still stood. It is the 
Committee's opinion that the Port should have adjusted their thinking to co~sider 
the appellant\:; comparable.s at that time and have n~gotiated a settlement. 

In todays real estate market, delay in consumating a property sale costs both sides 
on the average of 1% per month. The committee feels neither side should carry 
the burden of this situation completely. 

It appears to the committee that there was a Port caused delay due to interpretation 
of Federal Guidelines, changing program management etc. of 20 months, · from March 
of 1977 to final Port appraisal in November 197& There appears to also be an appellant 
caused delay of 5 months prior to March 1977 and after October 1978. The committee 
feels that the burden of the 20 months @ 1% falls to the Port. · Thus the · 
properly time adjusted (to November 1978) total replacement value of the property in 
question was arrived at as follows: 

Equitable March 1977 Value 
1% per Month for Twenty Months 
Compounded or 25% o/a 

Total Value (outside of Port 
influenced area)Oct. 1978 

Amount paid by Port for'Property 
to Date 

Additional amount owed by Port 
due to time adJustment 

$39,500 

+ $11,7 50 

$51,250 

$47,500 

$3,750 

The committee also feels that the average cost 
of a power hook-up by Puget Power is also owed $ 10 

TOTAL Aoditional amount recommended 
by Committee .•.•••........ $3, 760 

The committee feels that the other items presented in the appellants proposal are 
due to extraordinary or extraneous interpretation of the existing Federal State 
and FAA rules, regulations and guidelines and are therefore dismissed as such. 

Tom Ruttkay, ·Citizens Advisory Committee 





Messrs. Stockdale and Sutter 
March 15, 1979 
Page two 

Re: Ombudsman File #903-008K 
# . 

4) Mr. Fest has documented his income to be approximately $6,000 per an
num. He cannot afford the payments for the sewer. He therefore has 
ap~lied to King County for a short plat so that he may sell or lease 
a portion of his property to raise enough money to pay for the sewers. 
King County must reach a decision on that applcation by March 21st. 

It is apparent that the actions Mr. Fest feels compelled to take with re-
gard to the sewer and short plat will be costly for the taxpayers when the 
Port does purchase the Fest property. Therefore, it seems reasonable that 
the DesMoines Sewer District reconsider allowing Mr. Fest to utilize a. tem
porary connection to the sewer line with the clear understanding that such 
action will not establish any precedent for the District, and that the Port will 
move with all possible haste to acquire the Fest property. 

I would appreciate being advised of your decision in this matter and if I 
can be of assistance in providing further detail, please call me. 

Sincerely, ~ 

~~. 
Rella E. Fol 
Deputy Ombudsman 

REF:asr 

cc: Mr. Edward Taylor, Legal Counsel 
DesMoines Sewer District 
3100 Rainier Bank Tower 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

Mr. R. Ford, Legal Counsel 
Port of Seattle 
P.O. Box 1209 
Seattle, Washington 98111 
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PeAT OF SEATil.E 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE April 6, 1979 

TO Citizens Advisory Committee for Hardship 

FROM George Sutter, Airport Acquisition Manager 

SUBJECT Meeting at Relocation Office, April 10, 1979, 2:00 
Regarding Parcel Z-685 Tom Fest Family 

PO$ -'·14 

There will be a meeting on the agreed upon date, April 10, regarding the· 
hardship application from Mr. Tom Fest. 

Enclosed, you will find copies of the documentation he has provided to 
support his case. 

Enclosed, you will also find a copy of the Board's recommendation for Z-296, 

fr;; your 7. ~ 
/:7 . 

Enclosures 

• 





PeAT OF SEATILE 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE April 10, 1979 

TO Citizens Advisory Committee for Hardship 

FROM George Sutter, Manager, Airport Acquisition 

SUBJECT April 10, 1979 Meeting Parcel Z-685 Tom Fest Application for Hardship Acquisition 

POS A•\4 

The Tom Fest property in all probability will be purchased by the Port 
within the next two or three years provided that funding is available. 

In regard to the extra cost to be incurred by the Fest family due to the 
failure of the septic sewer system, the Port attempted to have the manda
tory hook-up to the sewer system made a temporary arrangement 4ntil buy 
out by the Port, but the Des Moines Sewer District insisted that the full 
assessment of $5,400 be made against the property with no temporary ar
rangement. In addition, Mr. Fest has an additional cost of approximately 
$500 for the actual hook-up by a private contractor. 

These above added expenses to the Fest budget prompted Mr. Fest to seek 
hardship acquisition and an immediate buy out by the Port. As an alterna
tive, if his hardship application fails, he proposes to short plat his 
property and has already filed the preliminary paper work. By the short 
plat he would hope to sell or lease one or two of the lots in order to 
obtain addition income. 

A short plat would increase the acquisition cost to the Port on the final 
buy out of the property due to increased value and the possibility of 
having to relocate two additional families under the Uniform Act. Mr.Fest 
has indicated he would forego the short plat if he could be assured of a 
hardship acquisition. 

ls 
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DEPARTMENf dF~~'bus-ifqG AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

WASHI.NGTON, D.C. 20410 - . 
~ 

OFFICE OF" THE ASSI STANT SECRETARY 

FOR LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS 

AUG· 2 6 1975 
IN REPLY REFER TO: 

nonqr:lble Tfcnry i'IJ . LT3ckscrl 
·united St:1ms S<">..nator 
··L"nito-::1 States Court Ha1se 
s~ttle, h'ashinqton 98104 
i ·' 

Pe~ SenRtor ,Jackson: 

\." 

·._ ... 

..... .. ( . . 
T'1is is in fnrther reply to ·~~ inquiry of July 30, 1975, relative 
to the letter of. ~"irs. Vi:i:'g~ E. Dan.a, cx:nreming t.he eligibility of 
existing properties for ~IA rrortgage :insurance in areas v.~re noise 
lxrundaries have been es tablishac~ by the local c:XJ:i.ttmi'EJ. 

' 'Ul.P- hnsic p:>liC"'j' of the De~t is to crlninister our progrmr~S to 
improve living canclitions; ·stc'l.ti:Inq ;d th the vi~' that we should not 

'ci.rrlorse or s·.1pp0rt the ·creation: of. u~flesiral)le living environrrents 
e.ither dirt:}ctly or by implication. ~ise 1\ssesSM:mt Guide],.ines were 
dnVBlopo:l by Dolt, -J~.ranek and JJev.man, Inc., undE".r a canfraC£ aaminis
t~re.:l i:if the .?l.ssistant Sccret,:U:y for Policy Developrent and Fesearch. 
rrt'i~ .i\ssistant SecretrJ.ry ·for Cor:munity Plarming and ~veloprent 
directe.i ·the p!."~=.!iJaratio:::l of Circulnr 1390.2 for transmittal to our 
fiP.l<"t ·offices t.o implff!lent the "lbis~ Abat.arent and Control;, · policy. 
Paragra~:>h 2, MLICY, of t.'f)e,. attac11ed · cor>Y of. the Circular_ should 
provide- r:ost ottJ1e inform1ti~ Mrs. Dana is scekinq. 

:· . '"· .... 

r;epartrrental policy for existing construction is stated :in Paragra}:X1 
2 R (3), . r~d.stinq C.bnstruction . (incl~inq ;:1.eha~ilitatian) of the 
.attach8d, copy of TP" .. J3 Ha.'r1c1bcok 1390.2. In app'IOyinq Ws policy, FHA 
•1003 not:. arbitr;u·ily exclucle any a_rp_.a of existinq housing due to noise 
althougf1. individual af>plications · rray be rejected. · if noise levels are 
.p"rr.ticularly hiryh and the prq:erty is insufficiently SOIID.d-proofe:1. 

T1e opporttmi ty t..o ftrrnish ?Jlfpnnation en the J:Xlp..trt::lrent' s efforts to 
provide assistance to State · ·a'i1d local qrne:r:Tlf:P..nts for the alleviaticn 

· of · CCl'Tbrn.mity noise pollut,i~ is appreciated. 

Piria:rrely, 
. ., . . 
;. .. ~ 

iJ~s .7\. ~'brrill 
~sistant for Ieqislat:i.ve .7\~~atr.:s 

:· :. 

. :. t. . 

I I 

. ' -





Near Term, Wednesday, July 18, 1973 7:30 P. M. 

Discussed pros and cons of zoning changes, tax relief, noise 
abatement and the community survey. Decided to submit suggested 
recommendations to the task forces dealiEg directly with the sub
jects. 

We, as a "near term" task force decided our main goal would be 
to support the Port of Seattle's 90-day Interim Study for the 
acquisition of the property in the extended clear zone, to be 
financed in part by the FAA--2l_~s whatever noise-impacted ar2a 
bevond that point that funding can be obtalned. -

We are submitting letters to our U. S. Senators Magnuson and 
Jackson, asking fo1: their help in locating funds to help with the . 
interim acquisition--or later acquisition of property that the 
results of noise study will prove to be a "serious noise-irnp.l.Ct:'=·(l 

Our next meeting is Thursday, July 26, 1973 at 7:30 P. M. We will 
examine letters and recommendations drafted by our committee. 
Hopefully, we will have funding methods for Port acquisition to 
discuss. 

Virginia Dana 
Jim Davis 
Tom Dantzler 





) 

CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTE RECOMMENDATION ON APPLICATION FOR 
HARDSHIP - APRIL 10, 1979 2:00 MEETING - Z-685 TOM FEST 

The Committee feels, from the information provided by both the appellant 
and the Port, that early acquisition by the Port of this property is warranted. 

Acquisition as soon as possible by the Port would be mutually beneficial 
providing an amiable solution for both parties' problems. 

The Port should act quickly in establishing value and reaching an agreed 
price so the appellant is not forced into maintaining a hardship posture 
for an extended period of time. The appellant should also retain the posture 
of selling the parcel as one piece and not as a 3 lot short plat. The ap
pellant also should not incur the added burden of sewer .hook-up costs prior 
to sale to the Port unless the Port agrees. 

Under these conditions the Committee recommends Hardship early acquisition 
status for this parcel (Z-685). 



.. ~ 



King County State of Washington 
John D. Spellman, County Executive 

Department of Planning 
and Community Development 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

PLANNING DIVISION 
KAREN RAHM, MANAGER 

W217 King County Courthouse 
516 · 3rd Avenue 

Seattle, Washington 98104 
206. 344-4218 

March 4, 1980 

John P. Lynch, Director 

Recipients of Highline Community Plan Proposed Area 
Zoning 

Karen R~anager 
PROPOSED HIGHLINE COMMUNITIES PLAN AREA ZONING 

Enclosed is your copy of the Proposed Highline Area Zoning. The 
Area Zoning is designed to implement the land use portion of the 
Highline Communities Plan, which was adopted in 1977. 

A supplemental draft Environmental Impact Statement is now being 
prepared on the Area Zoning. After the EIS is published this Spring, 
the Highline Area Zoning will be transmitted - to the County Council 
for adoption. You will be notified when the Council begins their 
review process. 

If you have any questions, please contact Ted Tarantino or Vaughan 
Norris at 344-7600. 

KR:TT:eg 
Attachment 
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FEBRUARY 20, 1980 

HIGHLINE ZONING PLAN 

E R R A T A 

Corrections are noted, as appropriate, to the proposed Area Zoning 
document (pp-l-192) and the proposed Area Zoning maps (l"-200' 
official maps protrayed by the maps in the proposed Area Zoning 
document) . 

_SI. 

l. Proposed Area Zoning Map l QM · 2 .~00 

RS-7,200 
sw. 12~""' 

l:;' RM-90) 
(W 7-23-4, Page 31) 

"' 

---

ST 

Correct to show existing RM-2400 zoning 
located and SW l26th St., lying east of 
12th Ave. SW. ·~---T." - --

I 

r; 
RS-7,200 

RM -900 lS W 127'" ST 

I . .. 

7 

- · - r ·- · -- -·- ..... __ 
SW. 121 ST. -f.:.. 

2. Proposed Area Zoning Map 

(E9-23-4, Page 41) 
Correct proposed zoning north of S. 
l28th St., Military Road south, to 
read RM-900-P. 

RD-360C 
~oa:.. 

\ I ,, 

3. Proposed Area Zoning Map 

4. 

(E 19-23-4, Page 77) 
Correct proposed zoning south of 
SW l54th St. and west of 6th AVe. 
sw ? to read RM~900. 

Proposed Area Zoning Map 

(W22-23-4, Page 87) 
Correct proposed zoning north of 
So. l60th St. to read RM-1800, 
potential B-C. 

.::8 -c _ BA-C J 
~· 11SR - c ] 

154 '" 

- l se•• ·- ---·-sr. 

9 
1 

il 
!I 
I I 
I ' 



5. Proposed Area Zoning Document 

Correct page 102 by adding: 

C-G to B-C 
Allows office/retail use at this 
location rather than expansion of 
heavier commercial use. Applica
ble policies are: 

Highline Communities Plan-- Hl4 
Comprehensive Plan- B-24 and B-30 

(See appendix pages 183 to 187 for 
complete policies) 

6. Proposed Area Zoning Document 

Text on page 141 & 142 should .follow 
text on page 72. 



KING COUNTY 
State of Washington 
John D. Spell man, County Execu rive 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 
and COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
John P. Lynch, Direc tor 

BUILDING & LAND DEVELOPMENT 
Edward B. Sand , Manage r 

450 Admm1 str at1on Buildmg 
Seattle . Washmgton 98104 

206-344· 7900 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

An a~olication for amendment to official controls as described 
belo~-has b een filed with the Division of Bu i lding and Land 
Develo pment. As a property owner who may be affected, you are 
b e i n o notif ied o f the public he a ring by the King County Zoning 
and Subdivi s i on Examiner f or t h e King County Council regarding 
this a9plica tion. 

ITEM: 
APPLICANT: 

DATE: 
TIME: 
PLACE: 

LOCATION: 

REQUESTED ZONE: 
EXISTING ZONE: 
STR: 
SIZE: 

224-78-R 
PORT OF SEATTLE 

February 8, 1979 
9:00 a.m., or as soon thereafter as possible 
Room 402 King County Courthouse-Council 
Chambers 

Located on the east side of 12th Avenue 
South between South 167th Street and 
South 172nd Street, (if extended); 

RM-900-P 
RS-7200 
E 29-23-4 
29.42 acres 

PURPOSE OF ZONE CLASSIFICATION: The purpose of the RM-900-P 
classif'cation is to establish areas permittimg the maximum 
population density and also permit certain other uses such 
as professional offices, personal services and government 
offices. 

PERMITTED USES: 

PROPOSED USE: 

Apartments, medical and dental offices, 
mobile home parks, business offices, banks, 
and personal services. 

Corporate Headquarters for the Boeing Co. 

Department reports will be available one week before the hearing. 
For information, please contact the Building and Land Development 
Division, 344-7900, and refer to the above item number. 

DATE OF NOTICE: JANUARY 22, 1979 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Aviation 
Administration 

February 28, 1984 

Ms. Jody Yamanaka 
Department of Planning and Research 
Port of Seattle 
P. o. Box 1209 
Seattle, Washington 98111 

Dear Ms. Yamanaka: 

Northwest Mountain Region 
Colorado. Idaho. Montana. 
Oregon. Utah, Washington. 
Wyoming 

17900 Pacific Highway South 
C-68966 
Seattle. Washington 98168 

We have reviewed the draft recommendations pertaining to the proposed Noise 
Remedy Program criteria and boundaries, program implementation, and purchase 
assurance "work plan" (including maps 1 through 6) which were attached to your 
memorandum dated February 2, 1984. Our review comments follow. 

We note that an additional 44 single family residences are recommended for 
inclusion in the acquisition program. This is based on new recommended 
criteria of "buffer for airport-related development" and "neighborhood 
continuity" rather than on the previously recommended Port's noise criteria for 
defining noise remedy boundaries. As such, these additional homes are 
apparently to be considered as "exceptions" to the Port's noise criteria. 

Since we were not involved in the detailed discussions involving the community 
representatives which led up to these recommendations, we do not know all of 
the reasons why these specific 44 homes were selected for the acquisition 
program.- For example, we do not understand why the additional homes along 
24th Avenue South (as shown on map 1) are being recommended for acquisition. 
They do not appear to meet the criterion of "buffer for airport-related 
develop.:.tent," which was given as the reason for recommending acqui.si tion in 
this case, since the land immediately to the west is neither designated for 
potential airport-related facility development or commercial development on 
Port-acquired land. This land t~ the west includes private lands, Port buffer 
land, and reservoir site land. 

Our primary concern is that any criterion employed should be reasonable and 
fair to all concerned and be related to significant airport noise impacts as 
determined by a documented assessment. The basis for these criteria as well as 
their application should be presented in a clear manner. 

We also note that an additional 275 single family residences are recommended 
for inclusion in the purchase assurance progrQm . Our views regarding the 
purchase assurance program are presented in our February 6, 1 984 , letter to 
Mr. Richard Ford. At this time, we do not have any further comments on this 
subject except to emphasize again that special care must be taken in developing 
the purchase assurance program because of certain basic questions which still 
need to be resolved, including those r elated to policies , procedures, and 
eligibiity criteria· under our Airport Improvement Program. Needless to say , we 

/ 





( 

2 

do not want to see a purchase assurance plan finalized prematurely, especially 
one that could mislead the involved citizens because certain federal actions 
are implied on which there are still some basic uncertainties. 

Please call if you would like to discuss our review comments in more detail. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
orge K. Saito 
nior Airport ~lanner 

cc: 
John Coppinger, SEA-TAC TWR 
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Attachme nt 

DOT Reoulation Appendix - Subpart 8 

2 5 • l 0 1 ( a ) Gene r a 1 

The Cepartrrent intends that the provisions of this Subpart wi·ll apply to real 
property acquisition for the following types of Federal · or federally assisted 
programs or projects: 

(lJ 

. ( 2) 

Those carried out under the threat of eminent domain, i.il!:luding 
amicable agreement$ under the threat ~f .such power •. : :.~:~;:·.;-~·:=-

· •. · . ... . ... . ·. . .. . . ~'t·.-- ·"!~, .. :,· . ~ · • . 

Where . there is an intende·d, planned; a'r designated proJect area: and all or 
substantiaily all of the property within that area is eventually intended 
to be acquired. Such acquisitions are subject to the requirements of this 
Subpart whether or not the acquiring agency has or intends to use the power 
of eminent domain. 

Provided it does not conflict with the foregoing, an agency may-determine that the 
requirements of this Subpart do not apply to an acquisition if all of the following 
conditions are present: 

.P..· . .• 

(1) No specific site or property need be acquired, although the agency may 
limit its search for alternative sites to a general geographic area. 

. . 
{2) The property to be acquired must not be a part of an intended, planned, or 

designated project area where all or substantially all of the property 
within the .area is eventually to be acquired. 

. 
{3) The agency will not acquire the property in the event negotiations fail to 

. result in an amicable agreement, and the owner is so . 
·i nfonred. · 

Acquisitions meeting the foregoing criteria are classified as voluntary transactions. · 

In those situations wh~re an agency wishes to purchase more than one s~te within a 
geographic area on a "voluntary transaction" basis, the Cepartment intends that all 
owners be treated similarly with respect to eligibility for benefits under the 
Uniform Act and these regulations. 

·. 
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ln response to your comments on the Sea-Tac /Corr~unities Plan Draft Environ
mental Impact Statement: 

1 . The Noise Remedy Program areas outlined in the Sea Tac / 
Communities Pli:in Summary h.:.re been revised from the "hlg red 

?.. 

Look" presentation. (Currently heing updated. ) The majority 
of the persons in this pet:ition have had their noise programs 
upgraded because o£ various factors of suunner flight patterns, 
topogl<:TI'hic inspections and nearuess Lo the approach path. The 
Adjus ed Noise E2-."Posure (ANE) ~•as not changed for these prop
erties. Of the petition sieners, one resides in the proposed 
"Acquisition area, " 30 <n:e now; in the upgraded "Pure ase Gur:rantee 
area", nd five are recommemled for the Cost Sharing Insulation 
Program. The programs are descrjhed in the Sea-Tac/C:ommunities 
Plan, Section 6.2.4. 

None of the proposed Noise Remedy Programs are "pccifically 
scheduled. Unc:crtainit:y about federal funcllng, source avail
ability, arn.1unt, timing and requirements hamper our effort:s at 
i.npletue:lting a project 0f this magnitude. The Port of Seattle~ 
opetator of hte s~~ !ac International Airport 1 has initiated 
tlw Extended Clea1· Zo!w .Acqu.isj. tion, ~·inJch is currently u•.1derpay. 
Applicacion for Phase II of Lhis project Js nov.r being prepa1 ed 
Lut no cpec:tfiC' dctn il::; on the amount of property to be aequ:i.red, 
or \vhen acquis~cton \!lll be£,in 1 i~· lmown. 

~. Development of ~he acquislti0n areas uf the plan will rest with 
the Port of Sec:tU e, K.i.1g County, locdl jurisdicti01:·w, and the 
concerned citizens of the vicirity. ~o specific use or plan hac 
bee1, developed fur the!::e ar.'nf: ~ oLner than ::he general descrip
tion~ nec-.ssnty for an E.nvironmen.LaJ Im1,act Statement, and 
"middle tJlan. H 1. d velol.H'lc:nt >·lith full cit~zen 

'Lhank you fo..: respond:i.n.g to o·Jr St:a-Tac./Corr.::u.ur:'d es Plan Drc£ t l1nvi:con•tlet•tal 
} >upc.:.: l Stu t(.;L!Cnt. 

·-
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Policy Advisory Committee Heeting 
Sca-Tac/Com;nunities Plan 
-3-· 

2. The use of septic tanks should Le restricted, connection to 
ser-Jage sy~tems encouraged. 

3. Planting of trees in unshaded areas along the creeks. 

4. County should control and 1naintain a holding pond system, 

5. Public information program be initiated (drainage, septic tank> 
and fertilizer). 

From tbese reccnmendations there are several expected ireprovements. The 
str<:.e:'.m quality should meet Hashington St:;te Class A Standards. The stream 
discharges would be controlled so flooding occurs in:freq• .. wntly; a 50-ye ar 
contTol de sJ..grL for h.i..ller' ana ci J.v-year sto:;_l!i C:c:cig;:. ~or Do:-~ }bins:- C:<; ·~k; 

and finally imprcve'Clent in the stn~ams quality such that resident fisheries 
may be supported. 

Neil Hayes asked if the ·recommendation for all businesses and residences 
to hookup to sewer systems was going ~o be enforced, and if so, hm·1 is it 
going to be enforced. The hookups would occur outside of the interim acquisi
tion area. Ed Sand mentioned that septic tanks are not a valid sewering 
alternative in an urban area and that it would be wisest if the sewerage 
recommendations were followed. The county hydraulics staff have also been 
working on a program for holding ponds along Miller Creek. General obligation 
bonds would probably have to be floated to for these projects. Recmmnenda tions 
from our study <.lre to be used in the development of any program along the creek. 

Jean Pihlman introduced Peter Breysse from the University of Washington, 
Professor Breysse talked about his sleep interference testing that is to be 
conducted around Sea-Tac, and discussed the relationship between noise (in 
this case aircraft noise) and the depth of sleep. He stated that the 
10:00 p.m to 8:00 a.m. noise impact maybe greater than one imagines in the 
waking hours. The sleep interference testing will start as soon as prJssible 
with volunteers from the area and the sampling period should last approximately 
one month. 

The Bi-Cen tennial Project that has been suggested for the Burien area was 
presented by Dottie Harper. She stressed that this is the first unincorporated 
area in the country to be naru2d a project area by the National Bi-Centennial 
Committee. The proposed par kway linking the waterfront park to the govern
mental center to Mosher Field to the airport, would benefit not only the 
Burien conrrnur.ity, but also the south end of King County as a whole. Des Ho:ines 
1\Tay Task Force has also reconuuended the restoration of some of that arterial. 
Although the Public Works Department has said there is "no money" for this 
project, it too could be incorporated in the Bi-Centennial activities. Mrs. 
Ha1~er stressed that the Sea-Tac/Communities Plan objectives of endorsement 
of community projects should be premier in the minds of the Policy 1 dvisory 
Counnittee, and she wished a complete and total endorseinent of her project. 

Tom Ryan stated that the Capital and Improvements Program for King County 
had already been set but some of the funds have been redesignated and re
allocnted fa!: Bi--C"'ntem:.inl p"!'':lj ects. Ele~nor !.ee sajd that thP Sea-T~<'/ 
Com;"!lunities Plan must t ake into account these ongoing activities -·nd although 

we may not hAve a complet E-- revie"' authority, it ~vould be. wise for t.'f' to 
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to: 
from: 

SUBJECT: 

----~~~--~--~~---------

sea-tac/ communities plan memo 
a joint effort of the port of seattle and king county 

Pol icy Advisor~ Committee Members 

Ed Parks 

Pol icy Advisory Committee Meeting 
Wednesday, September 6, 1978 
2:00 p.m. Airport Conference Room 
Sea-Tac International Airport 

TENTATIVE AGENDA 

1. Up-date on Pol icy Advisory Committee 
Reorganization 

2. Sea-Tac Westside Developments 

3. King County CIP - 1979 

4. Noise Remedy Programs 

~t of seattle • p.o. box 1209 • seattle washington 98111 • tel: (206) 587- 4630 





KING COUNTY 
State of Washington 
Ron Dunlap, County Executive 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 
AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
John P. Lynch, Director 

June 9, 1981 

Mrs. Virginia Dana 
2648 South 142nd Street 
Seattle, 'i/JA 9 816 8 

Dear Mrs. Dana: 

BUILDING & LAND DEVELOPMENT 
Edward B. Sand, Manager 
450 Administration Building 
Seattle, Washington 98104 
(206) 344-7900 

Your letter of comJ?la.int ha,s been .. ;re.ceiyed by this D;hyis.~.on a,nd ha.s 
been a,ssigned ca.se number· '8'1'-4'56' 

Processing a complaint is not as simple as- it might at first seem. 
In some cases, a complaint may be quickly resolved eithe~ by a tele
phone call or by a letter to the property owner. Other cases might 
require a more lengthy process to resolve the code violation. 

First we must research for ownership of the property. The prope~ty 
owner is then contacted by telephone or by letter identifying the 
code violation. ;Follow-up action depends upon the response received 
to our notice. A field inspection may be required for those cases 
where a serious hazard may exist. 

This Division will make every effort to bring this p-roperty into 
compliance w-ith the King County Codes. 

If you have any questions, please telephone 344~7967. 

Yours very truly, 

Edward B. Sand 
Manager 

By: ~ qv~._ 
lnspector 

EBS: j s 

F-190 
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Project Name -------------
King County 
State of Washington 

Department of Community & 1Environmental Development 
Parks Division 

W226 King County Courthouse 

Seattle, Washington 98104 

Dear King County Resident: 

King County Parks Division is planning a Neighborhood Park and desires to know 
your preference in regard to site selection and development. A local citizen's 
committee will review this questionnaire and comments from other sources (such 
as nearby schools) and propose a total program. 

The County is limited in money available for acquisition and development in each 
neighborhood park to an average of $70,000 per site as approved by the voters in 
the Forward Thrust bond issue of 1968. Recognizing this limitation, a neighborhood 
park is defined as a small park, usually 3 to 5j acres in size, located close to an 
elementary school, and retained in its natural state. Activities are normally limited 
to such things as pathways and children's play area. 

When the site has been acquired, and preliminary plans developed, the public 
shall be informed and have an opportunity to comment prior to final design and 
development. 

Please indicate your preferences -

Site Selection (In some cases selection has been finalized) 

Choice: 1. 

2. 

3. 

Other suggestions: 

(See other side) 



Activities Selection (Rate from 5 to 0) Preferred 

-
-
--

Pathways: 0 paved Ounpaved-- --- - --
Sandboxes - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Nature areas & trails - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Small picnic area- - - - - - -- -- - - - - - -
Tree houses - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Sitting-relaxing areas - -- - - - -- -- -
Horseshoe court - -- - - - - - - -- --
Swings & slides ------ ---- ---
Play climbing experiences- - - - - - - - -
Stream development (if available)-- - - - -
Open play areas - - · - - -- - - - - - - - -
Trike pathways ---- - - - - ----- - 
Others: -----------------------

Other Recreational Activities Desired 
in Community - (If money is available 
in the future & as sufficient need is identified) 

-
-

-
-
-
-

-

-
Baseball (Little League) -- - - - - --- - -
Tennis - -- ---------- -- - - - · 
Soccer/football - - - - - - - - - - - --- -
Crafts center - - - - - - -- - - - · - - -
Trails (Specify pedestrian or bicycle) - - -

-
-

5 

1 

'{ 

4 3 2 1 

\ 

-~ 

Not 
Wanted 

0 

Others=--------------------------------------------------------~-----------

I would be interested in actively working on a citizen's advisory committee for 
this park. Yes 0 

NAME ____ ~---------------------------- PHONE NUMBER --------

ADDRESS ----------------------------------------------------------------
COMMENTS: 
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guidelines involving the purchase assurance and noise insulation programs 
which could very well become a model for use nationwide. In other words, we 
will be "plowing new ground" together in this effort. 

Needless to say, care must be taken in the development of these eligibility 
criteria because the very nature of a noise remedy program can be very 
controversial. Also, we must insure that any new process for implementation 
of a noise remedy program complies with all applicable laws and regulations. 

We look forward to working ~losely with the Port of Seattle in this endeavor. 
We will be more than happy to meet with you andjor your staff at any time to 
discuss this matter further and in more detail. 

Sincerely, 

c;~&ZA//d~ 
Edward G. Tatum · 
Manager, Airports Division 

Enclosure 
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With regard to the specific questions in the November 9, 1983, letter, we have 
these interim answers pending the development of formal guidelines: 

a. The level of federal financial assistance would be determined by the 
Airport Safety and Noise Abatement Act, Section 104(c)(1) which at 
this time stands at 80 percent of the cost. 

b. & c. The eligibility of the costs of different components of the 
program, whether it be purchase assurance or sound insulation would 
be based on the results of the local study prepared. The eligibility 
of different types of residential properties should be the same. If 
it is considered appropriate and determined feasible as a result of 
the study, it would be eligible. 

d. The implementation responsibility question appears to be one that 
does not involve any money and certainly should be handled by the 
port with full disclosure to all people involved. 

e. The interior sound level requirements should be established based 
upon the EPA levels as recommended for the given area and type of 
housing which exists. However, local housing conditions may warrant 
a sound level different from EPA standards. This should be 
investigated and determined as part of the study. 

f. The cost of additional work related to other home improvements (i.e., 
to bring up to code) does not appear to be a grant eligible item. As 
discussed earlier, this particular aspect should be investigated in 
the study before the project is undertaken to establish that a need 
exists for the type of project proposed. If substantial cost in 
upgrading is needed, sound insulation might not be appropriate for 
the project. 

g. At the present time, there would have to be full compliance with the 
Uniform Act. However, under the procedures being developed by the 
DOT task force to implement changes in the DOT regulations (copy 
attached), it is possible that the FAA could accept a program which 
would not necessarily have to follow the requirements of the Uniform 
Act. That is, since there will be no threat of eminent domain, and 
since the process would be an amicable and negotiated agreement 
between the property owner and the port, and provided that the 
property owners and all the people in the area recognize that 
relocation assistance will not be a part of the program, the study 
could propose that relocation assistance pay:~ents not be made. 

There might be leeway provided in this area based upon the response 
from the community that certain costs of relocation should be 
reimbursed by the sponsor such as, payment of moving costs, or 
payment of increased interest costs. If we .agree and determine that 
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there is a substantial impact in the community and we feel that the 
port recommendation in the study is a reasonable solution then we 
would approve the concept and the costs would be eligible. 

Based upon the results of the detailed study, a determination can be made 
whether to have an acquisition program, sound insulation or a variation of 
purchase assurance for implementation purposes under the AIP. Under any 
method, specific guidelines must be developed to determine and recommend: 

a. Content of agreements with owners; 

b. Appraisal requirements, including those for avigation easements; 

c. Market exposure requirements (i.e., length of listing and time of 
sale); 

d. Noise insulation requirements (either before or after sale); 

e. Minimum noise insulation construction criteria; 

f. Relocation proposal. 
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agricultural areas, conserve energy , and limit costs of new freew ays an d 

utilities. 

It is not fully known to what extent this kind of urban redevelopment 

or life style exists or what trends are prevailing . However, r ecent ac tion, such 

as the court ordered delay of the third Lake Washington Floatmg Bridg , 

make those on e certain high-return sub urban develop ments much more 

specu lative. The tr .nd in s tate and federal l egislation '11< k cs u nrestricted 

growth less a ssured and is more s up ortiv e of m c1ty livm g. '1 he facto1 s 

supportive of redevelopment appear to he mor e und more prevalent . The 

Sea-Tac Communities Pla 11 should recognizP this dircctwn and assur 

or erly conversion within redevelopm .nt nreus. 

STA BILITY T HR O GH REI FORCEME T 

I the rna' )rHy of cases a tu til changmg lunc 1s oro vner sh1p do<> :-, 

no solvE.' 1 conmunity' s problem . 1 n comm m m' bl• w c>.1 s ta,Ji heel , 

but suffering from und<>sirat lefor e.· t'he rno l desll'HlHe nnd eeor orncal 

olution in t' e. e ca c& .s to achi<>v<> C'ompat1b1'1 l:l.r !..!.:2.!lro ' cint£ \v hn t 1s 

ali ea th re Hemforc ltnP.nt pr R IPns cun remov<' ' pro ll .m, o!' cor rect 

a situation created by a pronlPtn. 1'!1 progl"'rns cnn I o lle pl'l \'<mt ntn e 

In the lo; g r·un the most ~~ fcctive pror 'f m, mu ' h tno. e '1:ch ,trc de. 1gned 

to ti ulate ·cne· ed comrnm ty m tl I'< ~t tln conf1 I n C' Ill ns 1r. 

Althoup;h much of the re ult o~ pl .nn n or comm m H'S m v nPrfu 

is to "reinforce", that cone pt in tl e ~ea To Corrmunihc Inn 1s given 

special attei ion. Areas are actually de linea ed , ·hiCh show th ap p11cat wn, 




