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STAFF REPORT 

PROGRAM AREA BOUNDARIES/NOISE REMEDY UPDATE/SEA-TAC AIRPORT 
SUMMARY AND STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 

Report Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to summarize the steps that have been taken in 
updating the program area boundaries for the Noise Remedy Program. This report 
also specifies the staff boundary recommendation which has been developed in 
light of all advise and information available. 

Noise Remedy Update 

The Sea-Tac Communities Plan was adopted in 1975/76 by the Port of Seattle and 
King County. This plan recommended program area boundaries based on the techni
cal noise information available at that time. Since that time new noise impact 
technology has been developed and the noise environment around Sea-Tac has 
changed • Due to these changes, the current update of the Noise Remedy Plan 
entails a review and adjustment of the boundaries for the three program areas: 

1. Acquisition 
2. Neighborhood reinforcement (purchase assurance) 
3. Cost-sharing insulation 

The review and adjustment of boundaries has generally taken place in three 
unscheduled phases. First, the consultant (Peat Marwick & Mitchell/PMM) hired 
to assist Port staff with the update made an initial boundary recommendation 
based on noise criteria and a set application of that criteria. Subsequently, a 
group of citizens (a subcommittee to the Technical Working Committee) reviewed 
the boundaries suggested by PMM and recommended several changes based on cri
teria other than strictly noise criteria. The third phase of review is that of 
the staff working with the consultant and FAA staff. Taking the PMM & sub
committee's advise, the staff in turn prepared a boundary recommendation that is 
primarily based on noise and takes into consideration several additional factors 
that will stabilize the noise remedy program as it is implemented in the next 
fifteen years. 

The following subsections of this report summarize each of the "phases" as out
lined above and documents the basis for the staff recommendation. 

PMM Recommendation 

In 1982 the Port completed the Sea-Tac Noise Exposure Update which documented 
noise impacts (grid cells and contours) based on 1980 aircraft operations data. 
The noise data was generated using the most up-to-date computerized model avail
able. P.M.M. in turn used the Noise Exposure Update data in preparing suggested 
program boundaries. In essence the recommendation was to include residential 
land having an 80 Ldn or higher in 1980 or land having a 75 Ldn or higher in 
2000 within the acquisition area boundary. Similarly, the areas between the 75 
to 80 Ldn/1980 and 70 to 75 Ldn/2000 were recommended for Purchase Assistance 
(Neighborhood Reinforcement); and areas between 70 to 75 Ldn/1980 and 65 to 70 
Ldn/2000 were recommended for Cost-Sharing Insulation. (The criteria and the 
method for applying it is attached as Appendix A to this report.) 
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As a result of this recommendation, several areas in addition to those desig
nated in the 1975/76 plan were recommended for Acquisition, Neighborhood 
Reinforcement and Cost-Sharing Insulation. In fact, the increase in the number 
of eligible residences each program area amounted to: 

Approximate 
1975/76 Plan Update Total 

a. Acquisition 1008 +445 1,453 
b. Neighborhood reinforcement 770 +2130 2,900 
c. Cost-sharing insulation 5020 +510 5,530 

The additional acquisition areas were: Northeast of the airport immediately 
north of Highway 518 and east of 24th NE; southeast of the airport between S. 
194th and S. 196th, west of 18th Ave. S.; and south of the airport from S. 
211th St. to S. 216th St. and between 22nd Avenue S. and about 18th Avenue S. 
(These areas are shown on the map attached as Appendix B.) 

Subcommittee Recommendations 

Given the P.M.M. recommendation, a subcommittee to the Technical Working 
Committee met on several occasions to review the program boundaries and discuss 
changes. They produced a set of recommendations to include four additional 
areas for Acquisition and two additional areas for Purchase Assurance 
(Neighborhood Reinforcement). 

The criteria used to include additional areas for acquisition were: 

1. Buffer for airport-related development, and 
2. Neighborhood continuity. 

The criterium cited for two additional areas to the Purchase Assurance 
(Neighborhood Reinforcement) program area is improvement to neighborhood 
stability. (The com lete text and ma s for the Subcommittee's recommendations 
are attached as Appendix C to this 

Staff Recommendations 

With the criteria and advise from the consultant and subcommittee available, the 
Port Planning staff prepared recommended boundaries for the program areas. The 
purpose of the staff recommendation was to include it with the Noise Remedy Up
date which would be presented to the Port Commissioners for their consideration 
and approval. The paragraphs below explain: 1) the reasoning and considera
tions on which the recommendations are based, 2) the recommendations as 
developed by the staff, 3) major problems which may surface as boundaries are 
established. 

In preparing staff boundary recommendations the following reasoning and 
considerations were carefully taken into account: 
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1. To successfully establish boundaries, clear and concise criteria must be 
established and consistent application of the criteria must be achieved. 
This is necessary to assure that a defensible and credible program is 
adopted by the Port. It is also necessary to assure eligibility for fund
ing from the Federal Aviation Administration. (The letter from the FAA 
dated February 23, 1984 expresses a concern for non-noise criteria in 
justifying some acquisitions. This FAA letter is attached as Appendix D.) 

2. The consultant's initial recommendation and the subcommittee's recommenda
tions were very carefully studied and considered. Retention of the areas 
designated for acquisition in the Sea-Tac Communities Plan was also adhered 
to with refinements to natural and man-made boundaries. 

3. The boundary between acquisition and neighborhood reinforcement is of 
particular concern because of the significant costs and program contradic
tions if it were to be moved at a later date. Just beyond acquisition 
areas, the residential areas are to be targeted for reinforcement. In 
other words, substantial resources in insulating, transacting sales, and 
otherwise reinforcing the homes of communities is programmed to take place 
in the neighborhood reinforcement area. If the reduction of noise fore
casted for the year 2000 is not fully achieved, the Port could find itself 
faced with the situation of expanding the acquisition program to remove the 
housing in which it had invested heavily to reinforce. To minimize this 
possibility, it makes sense to provide an additional margin. This boundary 
issue is not involved between the neighborhood reinforcement area, insula
tion cost-sharing area, and areas beyond as there are no apparent physical 
changes associated with these programs. Changes in these other boundary 
lines would change only funding level commitments on the part of the Port. 

4. The concept of neighborhood reinforcement is one that in large part is 
determined by noise but it also provides a vital function of reinforcing 
areas directly adjacent to "buy out" or acquisition areas where homes and 
neighbors are relocated and the land is left for some other use. These 
homes "just across the street" should be "reinforced" as residential units 
at the edges of the remaining neighborhoods. 

5. All boundaries should be set in response to land uses that are presently 
(and are expected to remain) noise sensitive (i.e., residential land use) 
and program boundaries should respond to natural and man-made features. 

Based on the preceeding considerations and reasoning (and subsequent review with 
the consultant and FAA staff), the Port Planning staff has prepared the follow
ing recommendations: 

1. The criteria established by PMM in determining the program area boundaries 
should remain intact. The criteria is based on noise and the need to use 
natural and man-made features to locate the boundaries between program 
areas. However, to provide some room for error or misjudgment in fore
casts, the staff recommends a change in the application of criteria as it 
pertains to the acquisition~· In essence, the change is: include 
within acquisition entire grid cells, not only if they are 80 Ldn or 
greater at the centerpoint, but also if the centerpoint is 79 Ldn and the 
80 Ldn contour line crosses the grid cell. The change is diagrammed below: 
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This change in application of the criteria is recommended because it 
expands the residential acquisition area to include those areas most 
impacted by noise beyond the boundaries established by P.M.M. The 
recommendation is solidly based on the Noise Exposure Forecast Study which 
is the most up-to-date noise data available. The extent of the change is 
based on the environmental standard used by FAA in their most recent 
environmental impact order (1050.10, Polices and Procedures for Considering 
Environmental Impacts, 12/21/83). This document designates a 1.5 Ldn 
increase in noise levels as triggering further environmental analysis. 
Since all grid cells of 78.6 Ldn or greater are rounded to 79 Ldn, the 
recommended inclusion of grid cells with 79 Ldn (which are crossed by the 
80 Ldn contour) picks up the areas which would most likely not meet the 
year 2000 criteria if the forecasts are not accurately predicted. The 
built-in margin of error corresponds to the Ldn difference that the FAA 
uses to trigger "further analysis." 

The only program boundary for which this criteria application is suggested 
is acquisition. It is this area where future adjustments are not logical 
or cost effective. The only additional caution that must be taken is the 
refinement of the grid cell boundary which must correspond with natural 
man-made geographical edges. 

2. A second staff recommendation is to expand the neighborhood reinforcement 
boundaries to include a minimal band (to the closest logical boundary) of 
reinforcement area in two places where airport and acquisition areas are 
directly adjacent to residential areas. 

The boundary changes resulting from the recommendations include about 95 
additional acquisitions and 120 additional houses in neighborhood 
reinforcement. Specifically, the changes include: 

a. The addition of the area between 16th Ave. S. and 18th Ave. S. just 
north of S. 216th Street to the acquisition program area. 

b. The addition of the area between 22nd Avenue S. and 24th Avenue S. 
just north of S. 216th Street to the acquisition program area. 

c. The addition of the area on both sides of 26th Ave. S. (and to the 
west) just north of S. 200th Street to the acquisition program area. 

d. The addition of the block between S. 128th and S. 129th/Des Moines Way 
S. and 18th Ave. S. to the acquisition program area. (These homes 
were excluded from the 1975/76 Sea-Tac Communities Plan acquisition 
boundaries because they were considered to be in transition to commer
cial use. Eight years have passed and the area remains residential in 
use and zoning with the exception of one lot. Therefore, staff recom
mends incorporating the area (to the man-made features, i.e., major 
arterials) into the acquisition program area to prevent the homes from 
becoming isolated from the remaining neighborhood as acquisition 
proceeds in area to the south.) 
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e. The addition of the group of homes between 24th Ave. S. and 25th Ave. 
S./S. 136th and S. 142nd to the neighborhood reinforcement program 
area. 

f. The addition of the group of homes between S. 168th and S. 176th/the 
airport and the crest of the hill (about lOth Ave. S.) to the 
neighborhood reinforcement program area. 

In making these recommendations, there are some problems that can be expected. 
Major problems are identified below: 

1. Between any one house and the next, only an incremental difference in air
craft noise will be evident. Yet, program boundary lines must be located 
to separate acquisition from neighborhood reinforcement, and other program 
areas. Residents near the boundary lines may argue that the program area 
in which they are placed is inequitable because "the house across the 
street" (which has practically the same noise) is in another program. To 
accept this logic would require the Port to adopt a program that 
continually purchases residences in an ever expanding area around the air
port. The infeasibility and neighborhood disruptions of such a program 
must be explained as the boundaries are established. 

2. The additions to the acquisition and Neighborhood Reinforcement programs 
would increase program costs. These costs must be reviewed and approved by 
funding sources before the Port can adopt and implement the recommendations. 

3. New areas of acquisition require decisions regarding the eventual use of 
the properties. These decisions will require more study and planning with 
King County, the community, etc. 

4. There may be residences included within the acquisition areas in which most 
residents wish not to be acquired. There are processes for such residents 
to petition for exclusion from acquisition. Criteria used in responding to 
petitions could take into consideration the percentage of the area signing 
the petition, the relationship of the peti- tioning residences with 
remaining neighborhoods, and the influence that other acquisitions would 
have on the character of the community signing the petition. 

5. This recommendation does not include all program areas changes recommended 
by the subcommittee. Reasoning for the differences will have to be dis
cussed and explained to assure an understanding of all issues. 

As explained at the outset of this report, the purpose of the report is to 
summarize the steps that have been taken in recommending program area boundaries 
and to specify the staff recommendations. This report will be used for Port 
review and committee review before it is circulated to the general public. 
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P<~DRT OF SEATTLE 
P.O . POll 1 aoe 8£ATTL£. WA6HINQTONIIlt111 

USE OF NOISE LEVELS IN DEFINING NOISE REMEDY BOUNDARIES 
AIRPORT NOISE REMEDY UPDATE - JACKSON INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

Noise Criteria for Defining Boundaries 

Appendix A 

* Land Acquisition • greater than or equal to 80 Ldn in year 1980 or 
greater than or equal to 75 Ldn in year 2000. 

* Purchase Assurance • greater than or equal to 75 Ldn in year 1980 or 
greater than or equal to 70 Ldn in year 2000. 

* Sound Insulation • greater than or equal to 70 Ldn in year 1980 or 
greater than or equal to 65 Ldn in year 2000. 

(Noise levels are expressed in Ldn for both grid cells and contours.) 

Definitions 

* Grid cella are 40-acre parcels aligned with streets and avenues. 
Noise levels are determined at the center of each grid cell for the 
years 1980, 1985, 1990, and 2000. 

* Noise contours are lines of equal noise level. Noise contours are 
presented in intervals of 5 (e.g., 80 Ldn, 75 Ldn, 70 Ldn, and 65 
Ldn). 

* Ldn is a weighted, cumulative noise metric which represents all of 
the noise energy averaged over a 24-hour period with an additional 
penalty of 10 decibels for noise between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 
Noise levels are expressed as A-weighted decibels written dBA. 

Exa•ple of Criteria Application 

. .· . 

f .. ··•·· .. 11f,,. .·11· ·.·:··.· 
. · .- ~ :. }_:::;:- : :_ ·: . . ·. · .. ,. 

J.D ~ 5. ..1-4 -Itt 5, 

5, lit,"' 

The noise level at the center 
of this grid cell is 79.2 in 
1980 and 73.0 in 2000. These 
noise levels would qualify the 
entire 40 acres for purchase 
assurance. 

However, the year 1980 80 Ldn 
noise contour falls within the 
grid cell. All the area within 
the contour has a noise level 
of 80 Ldn or higher and should 
qualify as land acquisition as 
per the noise remedy boundary 
crit~r1a. Therefore, one-half 
of the grid cell is removed 
from purchase assurance and 
identified as land acquisition. 

These two steps u1ina grid cell• and noise contours were applied to each 
of the noise remedy program•. 
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Appendix C 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PROPOSED NOISE REMEDY PROGRAM CRITERIA AND BOUNDARIES 

AIRPORT NOISE REMEDY UPDATE - JACKSON INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 

Criteria for eligibility in a land acquisition program from the working draft of 
the "Final Evaluation of Noise Abatement and Noise Remedy Measures" and the 
accompanying revised Exhibits dated 1/16/84 should be expanded to include two 
addition~! criterion: 

1. Buffer for Airport-Related Development. Land acquisition should be pro
vided in residential areas immediately adjacent to or facing areas 
designated for potential Airport-related facility development or commercial 
development on Port-acquired land if adequate buffer is not already pro
vided. A specific area to which this criterion should be applied is a 
group of properties east of 24th AvenueS., south of S. 142nd, and north of 
the proposed acquisition at S. 148th. The east boundary should be approxi
mately 200' and no more than a two-house depth east of 24th Avenue S. 
between s. 142nd and s~ 148th (Map 1). 

2. Neighborhood Continuity. Land acquisition should be provided where small 
"islands " of residential properties have been or may become iaolated from 
neighboring residential areas through proposed or past Port acquisition 
programs. Three specific areas to which this criterion should be applied 
are (1) the four properties along 15th Avenue S. immediately south of S. 

· 208th (Map 2); (2) the block between S. !28th and S. !29th/Des Moines Way 
s. and 18th Avenue s. (Map 3); and (3) the two properties along 18th Avenue 
S. immediately south of S. 212th (Map 4.) 

Criteria for eligibility in a purchase assurance program should be expanded to 
include one additional criterion: 

1. Improvement to Neighborhood Stability. Noise related impacts, on-airport 
development, commercial development on Port-acquired lands and airport
related development have adversely affected many neighborhoods surrounding 
the Airport, but particularly those closest to the Airport. Purchase 
assurance was developed to encourage the improvement and stability of resi
dential environments. The~efore, it is proposed that all residential areas 
closest to the Airport should be included in purchase assurance. Two spe
cific areas to which this criterion should be applied are (1) the group of 
properties south of S. !60th and north of S. !76th, east of Des Moines Way 
S. between S. !60th and the intersection of Des Moines Way S. and SR 509 
and east of SR 509 between the aforementioned intersection and S. !76th to 
the Airport boundary (Map 5) and (2) the group of properties between 24th 
AvenueS. and 25th Avenue S./S. !36th and s. 142nd (Map 6). 
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Appendix D 

'H~ have revie\a'P.d the draft reco~TJe:nd{ition,,; pc~t~ininq to the proposed noise 
Rcr.1·~dy ?cogran criteria and bounduries, p:!O'Jl."fllll inplementation, and purch.:u:;e 
ailau:ranco U;.oork plan• (including r..aps 1 thr.o•JCJh 6) vnic~ were attach~rl to your 
::':Cr><oran~.:!um dated February 2, 1984. O".;.r Y.evic.M co;:urrents follow. 

W•! note that an additional 44 sin•Jl~ fcm.iiy ;:eddcncen ara rocorunended for 
inclazion in the acquisition pxogr.:lm. 'J.."hi:; i~; l:..;Jsed on new recomt::en::ied 
cri t:erict of •buffer for airport-relat-ed &~v~lopmant. • Mrj "neiqhborhood 
continuity" rather than on the pravi•:lUsJ.y recoo~~rH:led ?ort 's noise cri teri<l for 
<i~fininq noise rcDedy boundaries. ~s s~ch, the£ii'! ad<'iit1on.ll ho~l!!s are 
.!i.ppar~nt.!y to be considered a3 "excopt.iC~a::l" to the ;::·ort 1:-:i r.oic"' criteria. 

:.1i nee we ware not in\'01 ved in tbe dctai led, di~mu;s i.ona involving the co~ml.4ni ty 
represtmtatives which lad up to these -reco!,l!l'.eondat.i.rJns, we do not know all ot 
thB 'C'e~sor.'3 '<Thy t'H~se specific 44. hanna ·,•ere ·:.elec·tcd for the acquisition 
progcaL1. For e~<:J<nplf3. we do not undarotand ·~h·t 'i:.h~ addi ·tional hollles along 
24t.!l i\vt'!'n'J~ .South (aa shown on l!:liJ? 1) <ll:.~-. b(!1wg recor.m:i3nd~d for a.::x;uisition. 
·.rn~y do not app~ar to r.v'lt:.!t the critct'io:l of ,.l::u.ffer for airport-r~lated 
,·1 av<')l ·o:>?r,;-.. ~nt, r ·.vhich was gi -.ron as t-..h3 rt~;:,sc~ fr;r. recom:n-::nding .:.c-:r.:isi tic."l in 
this c a se, since tha land it'liY•e(.UI.\t.oJ.y to tht! \test is ne!. ther designat~..d for 
-yotential airport-relnted fncility :•!cw:d.Opt;1Snt or CO:!:~ercial cevelo~ent Gn 

Port-aorruir~d l.::md. This land to th(' 'b1eat includes privata lands, Port butfer 
l~nd, and reservoir site land. 

Our priu~.:1ry concern is that a;.y cri tcrion enpl0y~d ehould be reasonable and 
fair to all concerned anrl be relatih.l l"..r.> siqnif 1cant ait·port noise i!llpacts liS 

l"lct~nri nc~d by a documented a3oees~1"nt. The has .i.s for these cri ter1a as well as 
their a?plication shoulrl be p::elinntcd in a cl~ar T:lr.~nner. 

He alzo note that an ad-:iitional 275 sinqle family resid~nces aro recommend<?d 
for incluaion in the purcha.:~o assurance program. Our viP.ws regardinq tho 
p11rchase aRsuranc& proqran aro prc:;~.>.ntc-d in our Pl!bt·uary 6, 1 '384, letter to 
Hr. ~lchnrd Ford. J\t this tin~, we do 'l<'Jt hovo any furth(:r com111entr. on this 
subjl3ct ~XC(:pt to ~l!'lphnnizr. aqain t.ha.t. n~>P.Cll\1 G<tr'! rnuot ua t41k"=!n in dcvo loping 
tho purch~se Assurance progral'l'l b~cau9c of certain b~aie quoRtion~ which ztill 
na~d to b~ r~solv~d, including those rcl4t~d ~o pol1c1oa, proccduros, and 
eliqibiit"/ criteria under our lllirport Iruprove:n~n~ Proqral!'. Ncudl~tUJ to say, VI! 
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cio n"t. want to G~ a purch.Q,;e dG6~1ranc~ ?lan f.t!<.:!.l.i.z~~ pr~;,etnrelyr esp:J.~iall7 

on~ t..~at could mi.slaad t.~e involved ci t.ize ..... ~; }x:catwe cort.~in federal actions 
are illlplied on which there arf'i still GO?:.~ ~1sic uncert'.ainties. 

Please call if you would like to discuss our review corol:UlntG in more detail. 

cc: 
.John Co;.pin<}er, · SEA-'l'AC .mit 

Sincerely, 

Original signed by 
George K. Sili to 
Scm1ar 1•1.-:mrt Planner 


