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rationale and expected benefit~;~ .of. various progr&ms, such as those outlined 

in C!tnptc r !1 . 2, Noise Rem edy Programs, and Chapter 6 . 3, Water Quality 

and Drnintlg-c . Jn mos t cases reinforcement means the Port of Seattle, K1ng 

County and other r espons ible ngenc1es taking U1e initiative in carrying 

out a combined set of pro~rums. 

THE ECONOMICS OF ACHIEVING COMPATIBILITY : 

Achieving compatibility between the A1rport and the communities 

results in changes to the community's social and economic structure , as 

well as changes to the priority and commitment of public funds . Programs to 

achieve compatibility cannot be evaluated unless community losses and public 

expenses are addressed . A comprehensive program of acquisition, conversion 

and reinforcement is a manner of a ddressin g compat ib ility a nd its conse

quences . 

Community Losses : 

Acquisition of land fo r a irport compatib ili ty result s in a num ber of 

losses to the community . Since r esi dential neighborhood s comprise most of 

the area defined for acquisitwn, populatwn w 111 he relocated; some moving 

to areas beyond the Airport 's v1ci nity and the 1rnme d ia te community . The 

Commu n ny Atti tudes 3 urvey (r e f . no . 12) rev ealed t a t GO % of hose 1' esi rl.in g 

m t ne h1g h noi se zone ( 3J NEF an abov ) deslrNl either not 

or to r ema1n within he g nernl S a -Tac o1· Iii lllinc a r a 

move at al l 

The s udden rnobi llty of a port1 n f t he commumty' s pop lation obviously 

has con seq uenc es . The r ecent tr end o( declin ing s chool enroll men ts will be 





INTRODUCTION 

Program choices are planning ideas which have been examined 
in a preliminary manner to determine the extent in which they can 
be applied to the Sea-Tac and/or Communities situation. 

Some ideas have been eliminated through the initial examina
tion; others have undergone revision in wording or were combined 
with other ideas to form choices. A notation to this effect precedes 
the idea statement if this occurred. The last section of this report 
lists ideas which are still under consideration and those which have 
been eliminated. The master file for the appropriate program area 
should be referenced for the disposition of ideas. 

PHASE II PROCESS 

The Phase ll Process- Formulating and Evaluating of Alterna
tives - allows for the consideration of new ideas throughout the 
process of developing the plan; in fact, the process recognizes that 
by considering various alternatives and their combinations, new and 
better ideas are likely to arise. The Phase II Process should be 
referenced for further information pertaining to the development of 
planning alternatives using these and other program area choices. 

PROGRAM IDEA WEIGHTING 

(A) X 
POSSIBILITY 

OF APPLICATION 

WEIGHTING SCALE: 

(B) 

ACCEPTANCE 
FACTOR 

-

0 - 1 - 2 - 3 
Low - High 

A. Possibility of Application: 

(C) 

INDEX OF 
IMPLEMENTATION 

PROBABILITY 

Assigned by the analysts' group after qualifying each idea. 
Represents the possibility of an idea being technically applied to the 
Sea-Tac and/or community situation; the degree, or likelihood, of 
success technically; considers feasibility in terms of cost and timing. 
Outside technical resources may be relied on for qualification and 
research. 

* * * 
0 - Impossible due to existing situation; not subject to change or 

no technical payoff. 
1 - Requires currently unanticipated or relatively long-term 

changes in legislation or regulation, usually Federal , beyond 
our control; technical advance required; limited technical 
payoff. 

2 - Requires legislation which is either probable or at least having 
local jursidiction and/or appropriation; major administrative 
action; applies existing technical know-how; higher technical 
payoff. 
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3- Could implement immediately; resources available (i.e. , one 
jurisdiction); high technical payoff .. 

B. Acceptance Factor: 

Assigned by program area task forces after reviewing analysts' 
qualifications . An indication of societal acceptance and/or desirability. 
The acceptance factor should represent what the task force feels the 
broader community's attitude to be on each idea (still taken singularly), 
not just the attitude of the task force itself or the preference or 
evaluation of one individual. How do you feel the community would 
respond to each idea? Each idea should have an accompanying com
ment as to why it was weighted as such. 

* * * 
0 - Unacceptable; has no effect on creating a more desirable 

environment and community, destroys existing good charac
teristics; expect no community supp9rt for. 

1 - Probable lack of community feeling or expression, apathy for 
this idea; appears to do little to improve the environment and 
community, appears just to control the existing situation. 

2 - Makes a contribution to the community, improves the situation; 
would expect community interest, however may still be diffi
cult to get total community support for (especially if local 
funding was required) . 

3- Highly acceptable; one in which the entire community would 
support and work hard toward accomplishment, (even if local 
funding was required); would be instrumental in achieving 
a desirable overall concept which would be appealing here; 
improves quality of life . 

C . Index of Implementation Probability: 

The product of A and B - recognizes that implementation depends 
on societal acceptance as well as technical feasibility . The index, 
or product, can range of 0 to 9 . Should an idea have an index of 0 
it is basically eliminated and does not become a program choice, a 
bona fide alternative . The index, along with qualifying documen
tation, can be particularly useful in the Mix-N-Match process where 
program choices are combined to produce program sets (refer to 
Phase II Process) . 
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The County was aware of non-compliance-both Glendale and potential 
use at Glacier-July 18th letter 

Was the Commission and/or the school district notified? When? 

When applying for Conditional Use Permit for Glacier the Commis
sion knew what thetr responsibilities were. They knew that they 
should not mov e in until the decision by the examiner was made. 

Local paper stated county was allowing the present tenants to remain 
in the closed scho&ls pending the outcome of the permit hearings. 

Commission could have gotten an extension from the district to allow 
them to stay until the process had been complete. The district 
should have seen to it. Lease not signed until Aug. something-
If there is no other use for Glendale at this time there would have 
been no problem. 

Dave Baugh(392-5223l gave the county a list of businesses not in 
compliance within the Highline vicinity • He did not file a com
plaint, I think, but gave the list to Norm Peterson-King County 
zoning complaints, either from himself or on behalf of some clients. 
r1~·~ still should be public information. I would not be surpDised 
that the schools leased by the Highline School District were among 
the names on that list. It was done before' my complaint. 

non-complying 
While it is not my intent to "close down" this use- I 
find myself trying to make a point for the process that we are 
legally suppose to follow--but am being as~ed to let go, it was 
all a mistake-Sorry. · 

How do you make a point-something that is of concern to the local 
community-by hiding it under a pillow? We hear rumblings of dis
trust of county officials, the school district, politics, whatever
are we suppose to continue to 11 cover up" these little mistakes? . 

Concerh: Two year lease of Glacier perhaps to follow by a long
term le a se- Will the use set a presedent????? 
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J sv ' d M. Des Voi gne 
of SeeV _e 

Lanrl Acq-:1i si ti o n Pro j ec 
Fetiti.on s outh of pr op sed S. 2l l t h bound ary • 

..... r . Des Voi g;.e, 

-:.-ul d like to enter thi s stat ement , pe t.i tion and comment into the reco rd 
r.1s pub l ic hearing, on t he Environmental Impact Statement and proposed 
ect ~o t he Federal Aviation Administration. 

-ore submitting a petition with more than eighty (80) signatures of 
·erty owners who are pe t i ticning the Port of Seattle Commissioners to 
~bl i sh South 216 street as the s outhern terminus of the interium 
.i sition, ;.'i th 24th Ave. S. being the Eas t boundary and the proposed 
. 509 being the Wes t boundary. 

'\'f\.(.purpose of the interium acquisition is to remove the most severely noise 
:::cted residences from the area known as the expanded clear zone. The Port 

attle has s t at ed that they c~~ j ustify the extension because of natural 
naphical features; the lo cation of schools, parks and logical street 

(Des Moines news, Sept . 12 , 1973 ) The purpose for the F.A.A. 
of sition Under e Ai rt and Ai . Devel 

S. POLICY. The preservation and enhancement of airport longevity is 
essenti al to a viable nati onal airport syst em adequate to anticipate 
and meet the needs of civil aeronautics. To this end, the acquisition 
of land for future as well as current airport development shall 
receive utmost consideration f or inclusion in projects assisted under * 
the Airport Development Aid Progrtiffi (ADAP). It is expected that many 
of today' s airports and all new airports will continue to provide 
aviation services. at l east through the mid 21st century.( T~ land 

,... acgui[]d should recognize thi_s ~g .. {!,k Such land areas shouJ?encompass 
3th needs lor e5$anded pa..•t'senge and cargo 1a::::ilihes; hre, rescue ._. 
and maintenance buildings; fuel farms, etc; and include all areas ) 
that can reasonably, be expected to be used for any airport purpose. 

6. ACTION. Whenever possibl e, FAA personnel ~all encourage sponsors of 
proposed development projects to include enough land, or interests in 
land or~ to meet not only the minimum· requirements as set 

fui:'tlorr-n the standards for the proposed devel opment, but also to 

7. 

accommodate future development o he airport required to realize its 
e. 

LAND AREAS. Sponsors should be encouraged to establish a program of 
land acqUisition which incl udes provisions f or l and areas described 
below, all of which areas shal l be c:msidered eligible f o r parti. cipation 
in the ADAP. 
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each area's specific compatibility problem with the airport. 
r --

The work program provided for the delineation of the airport environs 

(task 8. 2-1 Reference No ) . As the project progressed, study findings . -
identified impact areas and defined local planning and implementation areas. 

As shown op ,t_.q.e ~oll~wi~g'i~~ ' ,·~~py~~lrtfWPY ar_e~ _t~cl;.:ded the .entir~ ... r ;. 
' · . , ~·· 1 • ' rl • · t •1 • · • ,._ . , • 

1 
, , ' 

area of the Highline School District and -pO '&'df-' theF~deral Way and South · 

Central School Districts. 

. \ 

"' 

··~ 

.ebe identified. The fgur AJ,Jb-oreas shown ,on t~ ID!f cymbine to fqrm tb9 
•, I< I : t ' I' < ~ ' /lfl- , :t,.. 1.,, , 

airport vicinity area used .W.:::PJ Fr for '' , ._.,,. 

Communitie~ Plan will ~e integrated with 
..., ' I 
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