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FACT SHEET
GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT THIS DOCUMENT

What’s In This Document? This document contains a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) prepared subject to the Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA)
and a Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) prepared subject to the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA). King County voluntarily prepared this SEPA EIS to enable a thorough
evaluation of the probable environmental impact of the proposed Master Plan. Under the
NEPA, the environmental review process typically begins with the airport operator’'s preparation
of an EA. If the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) deems the project impacts to be
significant under the NEPA, a separate NEPA Environmental Impact Statement would be
prepared by the FAA.

Please note that Chapter 6 contains an index of key words, a list of abbreviations, and a
glossary.

What Should You Do? Read this document and attend the public hearing on these
proposed projects. If you have important pertinent information that has not been considered in
this document or comments about the data or conclusions, please send your comments to King
County at the address below. Copies of this Draft SEPA EIS/NEPA EA are available for review
at various libraries in King County, the FAA’s office in Renton, and County offices at King
County International Airport and the County Courthouse. Addresses of these locations are
further identified in the Fact Sheet.

Please send written comments to:

Mr. Gary Molyneaux
Airport Planning Manager
King County International Airport
P.O. Box 80245
Seattle, Washington 98108

E-Mail: Gary.Molyneaux@metrokc.gov

A public hearing will be conducted at King County International Airport on April 5, 2004 from
4:30 pm until 7:30 pm.  All comments must be received by 5 p.m. on April 9, 2004. Comments
can be sent through the U.S. mail to the address above, or e-mail to the address above.

What Happens After This? After comments are received from the public and other
Federal, State, and local governmental reviewing agencies, King County would issue a Final
SEPA EIS and in coordination with the Federal Aviation Administration, issue a Final NEPA
Environmental Assessment (EA). Then King County is expected to approve the Master Plan
and associated environmental documentation. King County would then also submit the NEPA
Final EA to the Federal Aviation Administration. Based on the Final EA, the FAA may do one of
the following: 1) issue a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) or 2) require the preparation
of a NEPA Environmental Impact Statement.
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Proposed master plan improvements for King County International Airport (KCIA).

Two specific problems are being addressed by the SEPA EIS/NEPA EA: 1) compliance
with FAA Runway Safety Area dimensions while maintaining the Airport's existing
operational capability; and 2) providing sufficient facilities at KCIA to accommodate
future air travel demand.

Project specific analysis is being conducted on the proposed 880 shift in Runway
13R/31L to achieve compliance with the Runway Safety Area (RSA) dimensions and
land uses:

«  Shift Runway 13R/31L about 880 feet to the north;
e Extend the parallel taxiway 880 feet north, about 325 feet west of the runway;
« Implement Special Area Use Procedures for Taxiway Z;

e Establish an 880 ft. displaced threshold on the south end of Runway 31R (80 feet
north of its existing location) and associated blast pad; and

« Establish a jet blast wall adjacent to the southern portion of the Georgetown
Steam Plant west of Taxiway Z.

Programmatic or non-project level analysis is being conducted on facilities needed to
accommodate forecast growth in demand at KCIA. Such facilities are believed to
include:

« Consolidate cargo use on parcels immediately to the south of the Terminal and
Arrivals Buildings (east side);

s Develop a helipad of the northeast side of the runway system;

« Consolidate small general aviation (GA) uses to the far ends of the east side
development area and adjacent to the Museum of Flight;

« Construct an engine testing enclosure (“hush house™); and

* Onthe east side, use the area between the small GA and cargo for corporate
GA.

King County

King County contact is: Mr. Gary Molyneaux, Airport Planning Manager, King County
International Airport, P.O. Box 80245, Seattle, Washington 98108. King County is the
lead agency for the purpose of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
Environmental Assessment (EA) and State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA)
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

Federal: FAA: either Finding of No Significant Impact or determination that a NEPA
EIS is required; Air Quality Conformity evaluation; and approval of Runway Safety Area
project.

Local: King County Council project decisions, including adoption of the Master Plan,
special use procedures, and Final EIS; King County grading and building permits, King
County and others adoption of a draft Memorandum of Agreement concerning the
window mitigation for the Georgetown Steam Plant, and other permits and approvals.

This joint NEPA EA and SEPA EIS was prepared under the direction of King County.
Technical analysis was provided by:

Barnard Dunkelberg & Co Greenbusch Group
Synergy Consultants, Inc. The Sheridan Group
Anchor Environmental, LLC

- Page 2 of 3 -



King County International Airport Master Plan

Draft SEPA EIS/NEPA EA

Date of Issue of Draft EIS/EA:

Public Meetings:

Approximate Date of Final
Action by Lead Agencies:

Approximate Date of
Implementation:

Availability of Copies:

To Purchase A Copy:

Locations of Other
Documents:

FACT SHEET (Continued)
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Two scoping meetings were held. The public scoping meeting was held on
November 10, 1998. A scoping meeting with Federal, State, and local agencies
was held at KCIA on November 10, 1998.

A public hearing on this Draft EIS is scheduled for 4:30 pm until 7:30 pm on April
5, 2004 in the Terminal at King County International Airport. Comments may be
submitted in writing no later than 5 p.m. on April 9,2004 to: Mr. Gary Molyneaux,
Airport Planning Manager, King County International Airport, P.O. Box 80245,
Seattle, Washington 98108

or by E-Mail: Gary.Molyneaux@metrokc.gov

In accordance with regulation, a Final NEPA EA and a Final SEPA EIS will be
issued upon review and response to public and agency comment. After
compliance with applicable requirements, the FAA will determine if the project
would result in no significant impact or if a NEPA EIS would be required. If a
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is appropriate, the FAA will make that
determination for the runway safety area project. Similarly, King County
Council's action approving the Master Plan would occur after issuance of the
Final EIS.

The runway shift to achieve RSA compliance would occur beginning in summer
2004. Other airport facility development would occur in response to demand and
may be subject to later project specific analysis in accordance with SEPA.

Copies of the Draft SEPA EIS and Draft NEPA EA are available for inspection at:

Federal Aviation Administration, Airports District Office, 1601 Lind Avenue SW,
Renton

King County International Airport, 7277 Perimeter Road, Seattle

Puget Sound Regional Council, Information Center, 1011 Western Ave , Seattle
Beacon Hill Library, 2519 - 1st Avenue South, Seattle

Boulevard Park Library, 12015 Roseberg Avenue South, Seattle

Seattle Public Library, 1000 - 4th Avenue, Seattle

Magnolia Library, 2801 - 34th Ave W, Seattle

Rainier Beach Library, 9125 Rainier Avenue S., Seattle

Burien Library, 14700-6th SW, Burien

Foster Library, 4060 South 144" Street, Tukwila

Kent Regional Library, 212 - 2nd Ave N, Kent

University of Washington, Suzzallo Library, Government Publications, Seattle
Valley View Library, 17850 Military Road South, SeaTac

Bellevue Regional Library, 1111 - 110th Ave NE, Bellevue

This document is available for public reproduction at Officemax located at 2401
Utah Ave South (at Sodo next to Sears), Seattle, Washington at a cost of about
$50.

Technical reports, background data, adopted documents and material incorp-
orated by reference in this document are, unless otherwise stated, located at:
King County International Airpart, 7277 Perimeter Road, Seattle.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED

1.1 INTRODUCTION

King County International Airport (KCIA — also known locally as Boeing Field), located about five
(5) miles south of downtown Seattle, is owned and operated by King County. The Airport
serves as a reliever airport to Seattle-Tacoma International Airport (Sea-Tac Airport). While
Sea-Tac Airport is the region’s primary air carrier airport, KCIA is the region’s busiest general
aviation airport and from time to time has accommodated more aircraft operations than
neighboring Sea-Tac Airport. KCIA Airport property consists of about 594 acres of land and
includes two parallel runways, a parallel taxiway system, aircraft parking aprons, a passenger
terminal building, vehicle parking, and roadway system. The Boeing Company occupies about
20% of Airport land (120 acres) under a long-term lease. Exhibit 1-1 shows the location of the

Airport relative to the Puget Sound Region.
EXHIBIT 1-1
(A) Background AIRPORT LOCATION

King County Intemational Airport and the
Puget Sound Region have played a
significant role in the history of commercial
aircraft. The Airport has been owned and
operated by King County since it was
originally developed in 1928. Concerned
that Bill Boeing would move his 18-year old
airplane company to California or Kansas in
1928, the King County Council proposed to
build the region's first public airport,
including ramp and runway space that could
be leased to Boeing. At the time, Boeing
was using a cinder runway near his
Duwamish River production plant as an
airstrip.

In November 1928, King County voters, by
a landslide vote of 86%, approved
construction of “Boeing Field>. The King
County Commissioners expressed a hope
The Boeing Company “will continue to e
increase and employ a large number of men
and be a monument to the manufacturing
industries of Seattle and the Northwest.”

The original runway was 4,800 feet long. During World War Il, the Airport was taken over by
the U.S. military and was dedicated to the production of nearly 7,000 Boeing-built B-17
“Flying Fortress” bombers. After the war, the Airport was reopened to the public and
remained the region’s major passenger airport until the development of Sea-Tac Airport in
the late 1940s. During the 1930s, 40s, and 50s numerous improvements were made to the
Airport, including adding the parallel runway and extending the primary runway to its current
length of 10,000 feet.
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Today, the airfield at KCIA consists of two parallel runways, as shown in Exhibit 1-2. The
primary runway (13R/31L) is approximately 10,000 feet in length and is the westerly of the
two parallel runways. Runway 13L/31R is 3,710 feet in length and primarily services the
light propeller aircraft. The primary cargo and general aviation facilities for the Airport are
located on the eastside of the airfield along Airport Way.

In 1995, King County initiated a Master Plan for the Airport to consider several scenarios to
reflect changes in aviation demand since the last plan was written in 1985. The initial
purpose of the Master Plan was to examine several future role scenarios for the Airport.
However, based on public feedback and a review of facility constraints, many of the role
scenarios were found infeasible. Chapter 2 of this document briefly describes the various
roles considered during the Master Plan alternatives evaluation phase. Based on a
proportional growth in demand for airport facilities by all existing airport users, the Master
Plan alternatives phase focused on addressing existing and anticipated constraints. The
purpose of this State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) EIS and this National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) EA is to evaluate the probable environmental impact of the proposed
recommendations as well as other alternatives, which would address these constraints.

Table 1-1 shows the allocation of existing airport land to the various types of users.

TABLE 11
EXISTING DISTRIBUTION OF AIRPORT LAND
Area
Land Use (Acres)
Airfield 330
General Aviation 82
Air Cargo 22
Aerospace (includes military) 124
Other Non-Aviation 25
Other (public ramp, passenger) 11
Total 594

Source: Barnard Dunkelberg & Company, 1999

(B) Aviation Forecasts

One step in the planning process is the preparation of a forecast of aviation activity
(passengers, operations and cargo). The following sections summarize existing activity, the
forecast prepared for the Master Plan, and the FAA’s Terminal Area Forecast (TAF). Asis
noted in the forecast section, King County updated its Master Plan forecasts in late 2003 in
response to changes in the aviation industry and the FAA's issuance of the 2002 TAF.
While the 2002 TAF differs more than 10% from the updated forecast, the 2003 TAF to be
issued by FAA in early 2004, will more closely resemble the KCIA updated forecast.
Therefore, the County's 2003 updated forecast serves as the basis for evaluating the Master

Plan in this document.

1. EXxisting and Historic Activity

As Table 1-2 shows, over the last two (2) decades, the number of based aircraft have
decreased from a high of 842 in 1980 to the year 2000 level of about 483. While based
aircraft have decreased, annual aircraft operations have fluctuated between a high of
about 425,548 annual operations in 1990 to a low of 291,472 operations in 2001 (due to
the impacts of the terrorist activities on September 11, 2001 and national economic

conditions).
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TABLE 1-2
HISTORICAL ACTIVITY
Based Annual Annual Enplaned

Year Aircraft Operations Passengers
1980 642 408,207 25,000
1985 559 383,478 10,716
1990 533 425,548 8,837
1991 548 369,282 7,932
1992 537 414,341 2,166
1993 537 358,835 1,708
1994 482 422,804 2474
1995 466 357,266 3,668
1996 455 339,321 5,072
1997 466 371,068 6,535
1998 466 345,120 9,795
1999 435 325,747 6,686
2000 478 363,838 6,580
2001 427 291,472 11,101
2002 486 283,734 10,069

2003 est 443 298,390 Not Available

Distribution of Activity (Operations)

Year Air Carrier Air Taxi GA Military
1980 3,570 12,577 389,479 2,581
1985 2,151 15,462 363,365 2,500
1990 5,691 18,726 396,778 4,353
1991 6,176 21,373 338,047 3,686
1992 5918 28,017 376,324 4,082
1993 4,701 30,873 320,322 2,939
1994 5,452 35,564 375,826 3,273
1995 8,198 38,399 260,774 1122
1996 9,139 41,034 285,076 2131
1997 10,709 46,803 311,313 2,243
1998 11,659 44279 286,933 2,249
1999 11,289 46,318 265,726 2414
2000 11,498 46,013 304,301 2,026
2001 9,800 46,733 233,053 1,892
2002 9,268 47,452 222,483 2,563

2003 est 8,900 50,460 236,260 2,766

Source: Federal Aviation Administration TAF. 2003 est: reflects 7-1-02 through 6-30-03.

As shown above, operations in all user categories have fluctuated over the 20-year
period. The growth in air carrier activity is a function of the increase in cargo operations
at the Airport.

2. Master Plan Forecast of Activity

For airport master planning, forecasts represent an estimate of future activity upon which
airport operators can prepare estimates of the types and quantities of new facilities that
may be required. Forecasting aviation activity at general aviation and reliever airports is
a difficult process. As a result, forecasting is more of an art rather than a science. While
actual activity rarely matches precisely a forecast, in the short-term, actual activity
typically more closely resembles the forecast than in the long-term.
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In 1994, the Master Plan consultants identified a tentative forecast of aviation activity
through the year 2015 for KCIA. In 1999, these forecasts were re-evaluated in light of
the passage of time and a slightly revised forecast was produced. In 2003, the forecasts
were again updated based on reductions in air travel as a result of a slowing national
economy, war in lraq, and the terrorist events that occurred on September 11, 2001.
Earlier forecasts were prepared through 2015, whereas the updated forecasts evaluated
conditions through 2023. Table 1-3 lists the updated forecast. While conditions were
forecast through 2023, this Draft EIS/EA evaluates Master Plan facilities required
through 2018 to closely resemble the original Master Plan horizon of 2015.

TABLE 1-3
MASTER PLAN FORECAST OF ACTIVITY

2008 2018

Air Carrier. 10,970 14,090
Air Taxi 57,230 70,050
Military 3,000 3,000
General Aviation 251,400 284,650
Total 322,600 371,790
Enplaned Passengers 13,220 22,800

Source: Barnard Dunkelberg & Co, December 2003. Forecast rounded to the nearest ten.

The forecasts were prepared based on the type of activity at the Airport. For instance,
general aviation activity makes up about 78% of total operations at KCIA. General
aviation (GA) traffic was predicted based on a forecast of aircraft based at KCIA, which
assumes that the Airport would maintain its current market share of based aircraft. The
number of general aviation operations was then estimated based on the current ratio of
general aviation operations to current based aircraft. Air Taxi (aircraft for hire)
represents about 18% of total operations. This activity was estimated to grow at a
compound growth rate of about 5.6%.

Over the last decade, passenger activity at the Airport has fluctuated widely. Scheduled
commercial service operations are conducted at KCIA by San Juan Airlines (who use
Cessna Caravan aircraft) and Helijet International (using Beech 1900 and Sikorsky S76A
aircraft). Several additional commercial passenger operators have expressed interest in
initiating service from KCIA. Therefore, the forecasts anticipate that passenger traffic
would either remain (growing slightly) at its current range of activity, or increase rapidly if
a carrier decides to initiate service. The passenger forecast reflects KCIA retaining its
current approximate 20% market share of unscheduled regional passenger traffic, which
is expected to continue to grow in response to the Airport’'s proximity to Seattle Central
Business District or with initiation of commercial air carrier service.

In comparison to 2003 activity levels, total airport operations are expected to increase
8.1% by 2008, and between 2003 and 2018, an increase of 24.6% is expected. This
growth represents nearly a 1.5% annual growth rate over the forecast period.

The greatest percentage growth in aircraft operations is anticipated to be in the air
carrier category, with as much as a 58.3% increase between 2003 and 2018. This
substantial growth is anticipated due to the very low level of passenger operations that
currently occur, which is expected to increase from an average of less than 24
operations per average day in 2003 to as many as 39 operations in 2018. The increase
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in the passenger operations is expected due to the increase activity by the Boeing
Company (classified in the updated forecast as air carrier), the air cargo carriers, as well
as passenger service charter activity increasing from about 8,900 operations today to
about 14,000 operations in 2018.

Military operations are anticipated to remain somewhat constant in the future. General
aviation operations, which comprised the substantial majority of all operations at KCIA,
are anticipated to increase 20.5% between 2003 and 2018, consistent with national
trends in general aviation activity. Air Taxi is anticipated to increase 38.8% between
2003 and 2018, or an annual growth rate of about 2%.

3. Comparison to the FAA’s Terminal Area Forecast (TAF)

A comparison of the FAA’s 2002 Terminal Area Forecast (TAF)! to the Master Plan
forecasts indicates that the updated Master Plan forecast prepared in 2003 for year 2008
is about 13% higher than the FAA's 2002 TAF of operations for year 2008 and 22%
higher in 2018. The primary differences are associated with the Master Plan forecast
assuming a growth rate for general aviation in the future whereas the TAF assumes that
General Aviation traffic would decrease and then remain constant in the future over
actual existing levels. :

TABLE 1-4
2002 FAA TERMINAL AREA FORECAST - BOEING FIELD

User Cateqory 2001 2008 2018
General Aviation 259,106 216,139 216,139
Air Taxi 48,057 57,225 70,052
Military 2,030 2,458 2,458
Air Carrier 10,148 10,968 14,094
Total 359,408 286,790 302,743
Enplaned Passengers 6,371 6,371 6,371

Source: Federal Aviation Administration, December 2003 (http://www.apo.data.faa.gov/faatafal. HTM)
Note that in early 2004, the FAA will be releasing an updated forecast that, in draft form in early
December 2003, indicates 331,314 operations in 2008, and 385,599 operations in 2018 for KCIA.

Based on these differences, King County and the FAA met in late 2003 to review the
differences between the forecast update and the 2002 TAF. That review led to
discussions with the Washington DC FAA office that prepares the TAF. Based on actual
activity levels at KCIA through September 2003, the FAA Office of Policy and Plans (the
office responsible for preparation of the TAF) has indicated that the 2003 TAF that will
be released in March 2004 will contain higher estimates of future general aviation activity
for KCIA, bringing the TAF to levels closely approximating the Master Plan forecast
update. Based on preliminary/draft 2003 TAF, the 2008 operations forecast would
increase to 331,314 operations and by 2018 operations would increase to 385,097.
Thus, in 2008 the KCIA forecast update is 2.7% lower than the draft 2003 TAF, and by
2018 the forecast update would be 3.7% lower than the TAF. These differences are
within the 10% range accepted by the FAA, and because the KCIA Master Plan updated
forecasts are prepared at a level of detail necessary to use in evaluating environmental

1 early 2004, the FAA is expected to release its annual update of the TAF. The 2003 TAF is expected to be
similar to the 2002 TAF noted in this report, with improved data concerning general aviation traffic, which was
held constant in the 2002 forecast.
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impacts, they serve as the basis for evaluating impacts associated with the proposed
Master Plan.

1.2 PURPOSES AND NEEDS

The initial focus of the Master Plan study was the examination of the impact of various concepts
for accommodating demand for air service at KCIA. During that review, however, some facilities
at the Airport were found to not comply with FAA standards. As a result, two specific needs
were identified;

» Achieve Runway Safety Area (RSA) Compliance While Maintaining the Airport’s Existing
Operational Capability

e Satisfy Existing and Future Aviation Demand in a Safe and Efficient Manner
The following sections summarize the purpose and needs.

(A) Achieve Runway Safety Area Requirement Compliance While Maintaining the
Airport's Existing Operational Capability

A review of all airfield facilities was conducted for the Master Plan for the purpose of
ensuring that these facilities complied with all current FAA design standards. At that
time, King County found that the Runway Safety Areas (RSAs) for the Airport’s primary
runway (13R/31L) do not meet current dimension/ use standards. An RSA is “A defined
surface surrounding the runway prepared or suitable for reducing the risk of damage to
airplanes in the event of an undershoot, overshoot, or excursion from the runway”.2
When the runways at KCIA were originally built, they met then-current FAA design
standards. However, as a result of aircraft overruns and incidents at airports in the U.S.,
the FAA modified the standards. In 1987, the FAA modified Federal Aviation Regulation
139.309(a)(2) that requires:

“To the extent practicable, each certificate holder shall provide and maintain for each runway
and taxiway which is available for air carrier use - (2) If construction, reconstruction, or
significant expansion of the runway or taxiway began on or after January 1, 1988, a safety
area which conforms to the dimensions acceptable to the Administrator at the time
construction, reconstruction, or expansion began ...".

The RSA design standard dimension for Runway 13R/31L is defined as a rectangular
area centered about the runway that is 500 feet wide the length of the runway and
extends 1,000 feet beyond each runway end. In addition to the two-dimensional
standards, FAA has longitudinal and transverse gradient standards for RSAs. The RSA
should be cleared, drained and graded, and is usually turfed. Under dry conditions, this
area should be capable of supporting occasional aircraft that could overrun the runway
without causing structural damage, as well as support fire fighting equipment.

Exhibit 1-3 shows the dimensions of the existing RSAs at the Airport. At 10,001 feet,
Runway 13R/31L is the longest runway at KCIA. The current RSA for the south end of
the runway (31L) meets the dimensional standards for only 120 feet beyond the

2 FaA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13; Aimort Design Chapter 3, Runway Design.
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threshold of the runway, in contrast to the required 1,000 feet. The current RSA for the
north end of that runway (13R) meets the standard for 1,000 feet.? Because of the grant
assurance as well as compliance with FAR Part 139 and airport design requirements,
King County must bring the runway safety areas into compliance.

(B) Satisfy Existing and Future Aviation Demand in a Safe and Efficient Manner

Based on the existing facilities and aviation activity conducted at the Airport, a review of
future facilities that would be required to accommodate forecast demand was conducted.
Table 1-5 lists the total quantity of facilities that would be required to meet all of the

projected demand.

As is shown below, if growth in general aviation activity occurs as forecast, an increase
in space for based and transient aircraft of about 11% and 56% respectively would be
required. Passenger terminal space requirements would require an increase by about
91%. The primary needs for passenger terminal space are related to baggage and
circulation needs as well as public parking. The anticipated growth in demand for cargo
traffic would require an increase in cargo building space of about 155% and an
associated 48% increase in cargo aircraft apron space.

TABLE 1-5
FACILITIES NEEDED TO ACCOMMODATE DEMAND
Existing Forecast Total Need
Facility/Use 1994/95 2008 2018
General Aviation:
Based Aircraft (positions) 479 503 532
Transient Aircraft 36 53 56
Additional GA Area (SF) - 107,100 126,000
Passenger Terminal
Lobby waiting area (SF) 2,962 1,825 2,075
Ticket Counter Queue (SF) 560 550 620
Baggage Claim Area (SF) 1,050 925 1,075
Departure lounge (SF) 2,841 2,460 2,880
Total Area Required (SF) 9,154 15,410 17,552
Other Terminal Space (SF) 1,741 9,650 10,902
Aircraft positions — large 2 1 2
Aircraft positions — small 2 1 2
Public parking stalls 283 383 398
Cargo Building Area (SF) 58,305 104,727 148,945
Cargo Aircraft Parking Positions 29 41 43
Total Area Cargo (Acres) 22 33 43

Source: “King County International Airport, Demand/Capacity and Facility Requirements”, TRA-BV, January 1997,

Other Terminal Space includes: mechanical systems, building structure, circulation space, public restrooms, departure
lounges, coffee shop/restaurant, security screening, etc. Note: the Master Pian was originally prepared to note facility
requirements in 2005 and 2015. Based on the 2003 updated forecasts, the facility requirements were assumed equal

to the 2008 and 2018 timeframe.

In 1999, the FAA installed an Instrument Landing System for landings from the south on Runway end 31L. As a result of
installing this ILS, King County was required to displace the landing threshold for aircraft landing on this end of the runway by
800 feet. Aircraft landing on this runway in north flow now have 9,200 fest of landing length. The installation of the ILS did not
affect the runway length available for departure in a south or north flow direction, nor did it affect arrival operations in a south

flow which would continue to have 10,000 feet of runway.
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Table 1-5 above shows the space available when the Master Plan was undertaken
(shown as available in 1994/1995), as well as the space that would be required in 2008
or 2018 if activity grows as anticipated by the forecasts shown in Table 1-3. For
instance, a decrease in passenger terminal area is noted for 2008 relative to that which
was available in 1994, as more space exists for these users than is needed by the 2008
forecast level of activity. For cargo users, the Airport had 29 parking positions for cargo
aircraft within about 22 acres of land in 1994. By 2008, demand for cargo use is
expected to require 31 parking positions on 33 acres and by 2018, require 43 parking
positions on 43 acres of land.

1.3 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Based on the evaluation conducted as part of the Master Plan process, the staff at King County
International Airport has identified a preferred concept for addressing the needs at KCIA.
Chapter 2 discusses in detail the alternatives that would meet the need.

(A) Achieve Runway Safety Area Requirement Compliance While Maintaining the

Airport’s Existing Operational Capability

Project specific analysis is being conducted on the proposed project, which consists of a
proposed 880-foot shift in Runway 13L/31R to achieve compliance with the Runway Safety
Area (RSA) dimensions. Elements of this project, reflected in Exhibit I-4a and I-4b include:

Shift Runway 13R/31L 880 feet to the north — The landing threshold on the south end of
the runway would be moved 80 feet north of its present location (880 feet north of its
location in 1999). To complete the project, the surface material from the site would be
removed to enable construction of 880 feet of additional pavement, about 200 feet wide.
In addition, utilities and other infrastructure may require relocation;

The landing threshold on the north end would remain at its present location;

Extending the West Parallel Taxiway — the west parallel taxiway would be extended
about 880 feet north at lateral distance of about 325 feet west of the runway. This
taxiway would be known as Taxiway Z, would be 75 feet wide, and would include
associated taxiway lights and in-pavement lighting and marking;

Construction of additional crossover taxiways west of the terminal and at the south end
of the runway;

Installation of jet blast or jet exhaust walls within FAA guidelines, including Part 77
requirements on the north west side of the airfield to prevent jet exhaust effects on
facilities adjacent to the shifted runway end and Taxiway Z;

Establish 880 ft. displaced threshold on the south end of Runway 31R — this element
would involve the re-painting of the runway markings to show the new location of the
threshold. The 880 feet displacement would provide the required 1,000 feet long
Runway Safety Area for the south end of the runway, as well as RSA compliance when
combined with the additional pavement for the north end of the runway;

FAA implementation of declared distances to enable 13R/31L to be lighted and marked
to designate the thresholds;

Implement Prior Permission Required Procedures for use of Special Use Area 13R.
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King County proposes to shift the runway to the north, removing from service 880 feet of
pavement for departure and replacing that lost pavement on the north end of the runway.
When the Airport operates in a north flow (landings from the south, departures to the north),
aircraft would land at the displaced threshold (about 80 feet further down the runway than
occurs today), while departures would occur from their current position. In south flow,
arrivals would touch down at their current locations. Aircraft not requiring 10,000 feet of
departure length would begin their departure roll from the current location. Aircraft requiring
10,000 feet of departure length, where prior permission had been granted, would use the
shifted runway and would begin their departure roll about 880 feet north of the current
location.

To minimize the effects of the shift on the Airport environs, King County (in concert with the
FAA) has developed procedures to ensure that users requiring the existing 10,000 feet of
departure length in a south flow would be able to operate and have 10,000 feet of departure
length available. King County would enter into a draft Memorandum of Agreement (a
voluntary agreement) with all tenants at the Airport concerning the use of the 880 feet
Special Use Area pavement on the north. The signators of the agreement would agree to
use the additional pavement only when the operational performance and weather conditions
require 10,000 feet of departure length in a south flow. All other times, the existing
departure point would be used. A copy of the draft agreement is shown in Appendix E.
When operators require the 10,000 feet of departure length in a south flow, they would
contact FAA air traffic control with the requisite prior permission requested authorization. Air
Traffic would then authorize those specific users to taxi through Special Use Area 13R. All
other users would begin their departure in a south flow from the existing departure point.

To shield the adjoining areas from jet blast and associated noise activities related to the
Special Use Area, King County proposes to develop a blast fence within FAA guidelines
along the northwest perimeter of the Airport near the Georgetown Steam Plant to ensure
that jet blast does not affect uses on the Steam Plant property. In addition, King County
proposes to install a screening wall and landscaping along the north end of the Airport

perimeter.

(B) Satisfy Existing and Future Aviation Demand in a Safe and Efficient Manner

Programmatic (non-project) level analysis is being conducted on all facilities needed to
accommodate forecast growth in demand.4 Table 1-5 lists the quantity of facilities that
would be required to satisfy the anticipated demand. The Master Plan is documented in King
County International Airport Master Plan dated August 2001, which is incorporated herein by
reference. Based on the existing location of facilities and the limited land available to satisfy
the demand, this is expected to include:

e FEast Side Development — the east side currently serves GA, corporate aviation, FBO, air
cargo, and others. Uses of the east side were identified based on the existing height
limits associated with airport development standards close to an air carrier runway, and
the needs of various users. The Master Plan recommends continued use for these
types of services:

e Small GA is recommended to be concentrated in the north and south ends of the
east side because of height limits in this area which are conducive to this user;

It is noted that insufficient land exists to efficiently accommodate all future demand. Thus, the Master Plan
recommends that the best/optimal use of various land parcels in consideration of potential future demand.
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Corporate GA is recommended to occur adjacent to the small GA on the inner
portions of the north and south ends, in addition to retaining the middle area of the
east side for corporate uses, because of the medium height requirements of the
facilities and the height limits of this area;

Consolidate cargo use on parcels immediately to the south of the Terminal and
Arrivals Buildings (east side). These parcels are least affected by height limits, so
the taller uses associated with cargo are recommended for this area;

Continued use of the passenger terminal for future passenger use as well as
anticipated renovation of the aging terminal structure. The building on the north side
of the terminal facility, currently used for airport administrative offices, would also be
reserved for future passenger terminal use;

Construction of a helipad (a paved surface of about 100 feet by 50 feet) to support
existing and future helicopter activity on the north east side of the runway system,
north of Taxiway A1, west of Classic Helicopter. Helicopters would approach/takeoff
using paths to the north, south, and west from this facility; and

Construction of a second helipad - to be located on the southern portion of the east
side development area, adjacent to Apron 12, south of Taxiway A10. Approach and
takeoff paths would be to the north and south.

s West Side Development — the west side of the Airport is primarily occupied by Boeing
Company facilities, some small general aviation users, Airport Traffic Control Tower
Facilities, the Aircraft Rescue and Fire Fighting facility, and several parcels occupied by
non-aviation uses. The Master Plan recommends maximizing the use of this area by
corporate and GA uses.

Should the Boeing Company release land at KCIA, that land would be used to serve
other aviation needs;

Aviation acfivities would continue to occupy existing space north of the Museum of
Flight. Additional small GA facilities are proposed for a portion of the existing Boeing
lease area north of the State Aeronautics hangar and office. The parcel of non-
airport property north of the existing T-hangar site is proposed for acquisition and
development for aviation facilites. The existing airport-owned structures in the
vicinity of the State Aeronautics facility would be rehabilitated or removed and
replaced to better meet current GA and other needs;

Continued uses to occur in the Northwest Development area on the northwest side of
the airfield that do not require taxiway access. Included in this area are improved
access to the Georgetown Steam Plant, and airport maintenance. Other uses in the

- future that are aviation/airport related would occur in this area. The visual screen

wall or buildings could occur along the property line along the east side of Ellis
Avenue;

FAA Airport Traffic Control Tower — this land would continue to be used for ATCT
purposes, however, the tower is programmed by FAA for replacement;

Evaluate the development of an engine testing/run-up enclosure (*hush house”); and

Separate from the Master Plan recommendations, King County is working with
Seattle Light concerning improved access fo the Georgetown Steam Plant.
Currently, City Light has an easement through the secure portions of the airfield -
through the north RPZ. King County is proposing to acquire the easement interests
and to coordinate a land exchange between the County, Boeing Company, and
Seattle Light that would enable direct access to the Steam Plant property from Ellis
Avenue.
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1.4 FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL ACTIONS

Regardless of the development alternative pursued, action will be required at the Federal, State,
and local level. The next section summarizes the applicable Federal and State laws. The types
and groups responsible for the action include the following:

(A) Federal Actions

Among the types of actions likely to be undertaken by the FAA in the normal course of
implementing the proposed project include:

s A determination under 14 CFR Part 157 (49 USC 40113(a)) as to whether or not it
objects to the Airport development proposal from an airspace perspective, based on
aeronautical studies;

¢ A determination, through the aeronautical study process, under 14 CFR 77 (49 USC
40103(b), 40113) regarding obstructions to navigable airspace;

e Decisions regarding project eligibility for Federal grant-in aid funds (49 USC 47101, et
seq.) for land acquisition, site preparation, runway and taxiway construction, and
environmental mitigation;

» Execution of the Memorandum of Agreement concerning the window mitigation effort at
the Georgetown Steam Plant. At the request of the National Park Service and the
Washington State Historic Preservation Officer, the FAA initiated Section 106
consultation in accordance with 36 CFR 800 as part of the NEPA EA process to enable
the agencies early participation in the conduct of the Master Plan;

* Decision under FAR Part 139 concerning RSA requirements and compliance.

(B) Airport Operator Actions

Among the actions expected by King County to occur in the normal course of implementing
the proposed project include:

e Finalization of the Master Plan and associated documentation;

e Adoption of the Master Plan and SEPA Final EIS;

e Implementation of Special Use Procedures for Runway 13R,;

e Adoption of the Memorandum of Agreement concerning the window mitigation for the
Georgetown Steam Plant (See Appendix H);

e Application for federal financial assistance;
¢ Application for and approval of a building and grading permit; and
¢ Construction of the preferred alternative.

In addition, as projects are defined for the terminal and landside elements of the Master
Plan, it is anticipated that further environmental analysis may be required.

(C) State and Local Actions

It is anticipated that King County would adopt the Master Plan and Final SEPA EIS/NEPA
EA and then seek certain state and local permits and approvals to implement the Master
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Plan Update improvements. The types of permits would be similar for all alternatives. The
following organizations could be involved:

e«  Washington Department of Community Development - Office of Archaeology and
Historic Preservation;

e King County grading and building permits;

» City of Seattle and other parties adoption of the Memorandum of Agreement concerning
the window mitigation for the Georgetown Steam Plant (See Appendix H); and

e Other permits and approvals may be necessary as landside and tenant improvement
elements of the Master Plan are refined.

1.5 FUNDING AND TIMING

As was noted earlier, airport facilities are typically provided in direct response to a specific user
and/or need. As specific projects have not been identified to address future growth, a cost
estimate has only been prepared for the runway shift, which is estimated to cost about $6.2

million.

The runway shift and landside improvements would be completed using a combination of King
County, private, and Federal funding. Funding from the following sources may be sought: FAA
grants from the Aviation Trust Fund, General Obligation Bonds (backed by airport revenue), and
tenant capital expenditures. General Obligation Bonds would be issued by King County.
Funding from the Aviation Trust Fund would be requested for airfield-related improvements.
The Aviation Trust Fund is funded primarily by a nationwide airline passenger ticket tax.
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Chapter 2
ALTERNATIVES AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Federal and state guidelines concerning the environmental review process require that all
reasonable alternatives that might accomplish the objectives of a proposed project be identified
and evaluated. The examination of alternatives is of critical importance to the environmental
review process and serves to establish the conclusion that an alternative that addresses the
project purpose and might enhance environmental quality (or have a less detrimental effect) has
not been prematurely dismissed from consideration. Table 2-1 lists the alternatives that were
identified as possibly satisfying the individual needs. Alternatives specific to each need are

identified.

Alternatives considered in this environmental document address the two specific needs
identified in Chapter 1.

2.1 ACHIEVE RUNWAY SAFETY AREA (RSA) REQUIREMENT COMPLIANCE WHILE
MAINTAINING THE AIRPORT’S EXISTING OPERATIONAL CAPABILITY

As a result of the airport certification requirements of FAR Part 139, King County must evaluate
the practicability of achieving RSA compliance and then upgrade the RSAs as practicable. The
following alternatives were identified to address RSA compliance:

A-1Develop the necessary dimensions from the existing threshold — As is shown in Exhibit
1-3, to provide the necessary 1,000 longitudinal RSA would require King County to
relocate Airport Way, the Burlington Northern Rail line, and at least a half-mile segment
of Interstate-5 (I-5). The relocation of this infrastructure was determined to be very
costly and, unreasonable, thus, is not prudent. Therefore, this alternative is not prudent
and was not considered further.

A-2Shift the runway 80 feet to the north (Shifted Runway) With Full Operational Use ¥ As
was noted earlier, and shown in Exhibit 1-4a, a distance of 880 feet could be developed
on the north end of the runway to meet the current RSA standards. As a result, the
runway could be shifted 80 feet to the north (880 feet north of its 1999 location), to
achieve the required RSA dimensions and to retain the 10,000-foot departure length of
the runway. In this scenario, aircraft would touch down on the runway in south flow at
the present location, but when departing to the south, all aircraft would use the new
departure threshold, that has been moved 880 feet north of its present location.

A-3Shift the runway 80 feet to the north (Shifted Runway With Special User Area 13R
Operational Procedures— Preferred Alternative) —This Alternative is similar to Alternative
A-2, except not all aircraft would use the shifted runway. Procedures would be put in
place so that only aircraft requiring 10,000 of departure pavement in south flow would
use the new pavement. Aircraft operators that have demonstrated a need for 10,000
feet would be provided with “prior permission” to taxi on Taxiway Z and to use the 880
feet of new pavement (Special Use Area 13R). This alternative would not affect the
landing point on either end of the runway, and would only affect the departure point for
those operators that had prior permission. Because the existing departure runway
length must be retained to maintain the Airport’s existing operational capability, the
runway shift is preferred.

5  Asis noted in Chapter 1, this runway was displaced 800 feet in 1999 to install an Instrument Landing System;
thus, it would be displaced an additional 80 feet for a total of 880 feet.
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A-4Use of Declared Distances — This option would effectively shorten the runway in the

areas that do not meet the standards ~ shorten by the required 80 feet (880 feet from the
1999 location) from the south. This could be done through the development of declared
distances, which are procedures that would declare only 9,120 feet of runway available
for departure and arrival. As a result, the landing length would be shortened for both
Runway 13R and 31L to 9,120 feet and less runway length would be available for 13R
departures (departures to the south). As is discussed later, this alternative was found to

not be prudent.

A-5No Action — The NEPA and SEPA require consideration of a No Action Alternatives. As

is noted, FAA requires that King County bring the runway safety areas into compliance.
Therefore, to evaluate a non-standard RSA, the status quo was evaluated, as it would
not require construction. As a result, the existing runway thresholds would remain at
their present location with an associated 10,000-foot runway length. The RSA for the
south end of the runway (31L) would only be120 feet long by 500 feet wide (short of the
standard by 880 feet). The RSA for the north end of that runway (13R) would be the
requisite 1,000 feet long and 500 ft wide.

TABLE 241
ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

Achieve Runway Safety Area (RSA) Requirement Compliance While Maintaining the
Airport’s Existing Operational Capability

A-1
A-2
A-3
A-4

A-5

Develop the necessary dimensions from the existing threshold (relocate I-5/Airport Way)
Shift the runway 880 feet to the north (Shifted Runway) With Full Operation
Shift the runway 880 feet to the north (Shifted Runway) With Special Use Area 13R Procedures

Declared Distances: this alternative would effectively shorten the runway to achieve RSA
compliance

No Action (status quo, with the RSA for 31L not meeting current standards)

Satisfy Existing and Future Aviation Demand in a Safe and Efficient Manner

D-1
D-2
D-3
D-4

D-5

Use of Other Modes of Transportation
Use of Other Area Airports

Activity or Demand Management

Alternatives at King County International Airport, including the Community Alternative discussed
in Appendix B

Without Master Plan (No Action)

Appendix B discussed the Community Alternative, as defined by the Airport Roundtable.
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Evaluation of Alternatives A-2, A-3, A-4, and A-5 - For airports that cannot meet RSA design
standards, the FAA has established guidelines for the use of declared distance procedures.
With the declared distance procedures, the FAA requires that an airport operator declare which
portions of the runway are available for takeoff and landing calculations so that the 1,000-foot
RSA is available. Declared distances were established by the FAA for space-constrained
airports where the conventional RSA configuration cannot be provided at the ends of the
runways. FAA defines declared distances for:

« Landing Distance Available (LDA) - is the runway length available for landing.
¢ Takeoff Related Distances:

+ Takeoff Run Available (TORA) - the length of runway declared available and suitable
for satisfying takeoff run requirements.

¢ Takeoff Distance Available (TODA) - is the TORA plus the length of any remaining
runway or clearway beyond the end of the TORA available for satisfying takeoff
distance requirements. The TODA length is determined by aircraft operations, based
on the controlled obstacles in the departure area. At KCIA, where no clearways are
present, TODA is the same as TORA.

¢ Accelerate-Stop Distance Available (ASDA) - is the runway length available to
accelerate to V1 (takeoff speed) and then decelerate to a safe stop. This length
affects the available length on departure.

If the RSA requirements are met, the length of each of the above distances equals the length of
the runway for a given operation; thus, generally, the shortest of the takeoff-related distances
determines the amount of available departure runway. Shortening these lengths has
ramifications on the numbers and types of aircraft operations occurring at an individual airport.
The following declared distances would be associated with the alternatives:

TABLE 2-2
LANDING AND TAKEOFF DISTANCES OF ALTERNATIVES

Distance RSAAIAZ | shineds spotal | oA AltA4 | Existing &

(Shifted = Full Use) Use Area) Declared Dist. RSA:5

' {Shortened) _

North Flow (31L)
Landing Distance Available (LDA) 9,120 9,120 9,120 9,200
Takeoff Run Available (TORA) 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
Takeoff Distance Available (TODA) 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
Accelerate Stop Distance Available 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
(ASDA)
South Flow (13R)
Landing Distance Available (LDA) 9,120 9,120 9,120. 10,000
Takeoff Run Available (TORA) 10,880 10,880 10,000 10,000
Takeoff Distance Available (TODA) 10,880 10,880 10,000 10,000
Accelerate Stop Distance Available 10,000 9,120+ 9,120 10,000
(ASDA) :

Source: Barnard Dunkelberg & Company. Shaded areas note changes over the existing conditions

+ The designation of the Special Use Area and Prior Permission Required authorization would enable approved
aircraft, requiring 10,000 feet of departure length in south flow, to operate safely.
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As the table above shows, all alternatives are nearly equal in a north flow. In south flow,
differences would result. Alternative A-2 (full use of the shifted runway) would result in a
reduction in the current landing distance (LDA). No impact would occur to departures as the
runway would be shifted north and 10,000 feet of departure length would be provided. With
all of the shifted runways, the TORA and TODA would increase to 10,880 feet. However,
with Alternative A-3 (Shifted runway with special use area procedures) would result in a
reduced landing distance, and would provide 9,120 feet of departure length for most aircraft;
however, special procedures would enable aircraft requiring 10,000 feet of departure length
in south flow. Alternative A-4 would reduce the south flow arrival and departure length.
Alternative A-5 would retain the existing runway length, but would provide a non-standard
RSA for the south end of the runway. The following subsections discuss the effect of the
options on the operational capability of the Airport:

Alternative A-2 (Full Use of Shifted Runway): As the Table 2-2 shows, the net result of
the difference between Alternative A-2 and the existing runway is that landings to the south
would have 880 feet less of landing length. Departures to the south would not be altered in
available departure length (10,000 feet is available today and would remain available for all
aircraft), but the departure roll would occur 880 feet north of the present location for all
aircraft. Departures to the north would not be affected over existing conditions with
Alternative A-2.

Alternative A-3 (Shifted Runway- Special Use Area Procedures). This alternative would
be like Alternative A-2, except that only aircraft that have a demonstrated need for 10,000
feet of departure runway length in south flow would be provided with the requisite
permission to use the special use area. To implement the proposed action, King County is
proposing to implement a series of procedures to ensure that only those operations, which
require an ASDA of 10,000 feet, use the new pavement. Appendix E identifies the
proposed procedures and a draft Memorandum of Agreement between King County and the
FAA that would implement the desired special use area procedures. Approximately 438
annual operations would be expected to require the 10,000 feet of departure length (ASDA)
in year 2018. These operations would consist of the AWACs and heavy aircraft, such as the
B767, B777, and B757 Boeing Aerospace and cargo aircraft; reflecting an average of one
(1) to two (2) operations during an average day.

Alternative A-4 (Declared Distances - Runway Shortened): Alternative A-4, relative to
existing conditions, would result in 880 feet less of landing length available in a south flow,
but not alter the existing condition in a north flow. For departures, Alternative A-4 would
result in a TORA or TODA at 10,000 feet and an ASDA at 9,120 feet. Because the shortest
of these lengths determines the departure runway length, only 9,120 feet would be available
in a south flow. Therefore, this alternative would result in 880 feet less departure length
(9,120 feet) to the south in comparison to existing or Alternatives A-2 and A-3. In arrivals,
the north flow would be the same as today, but in south flow, arrivals would have 880 feet
less than today.

Alternative A-5 (No Action or Non-standard RSA): This alternative would retain the
airfield in its present configuration; the landing thresholds for both the south and north
runway ends would remain in their present location. Therefore, all aircraft would begin their
departure roll and landing touchdown at the same location used today.

Issues associated with shortened departure length: King County International Airport is
located adjacent to the major offices of The Boeing Company (and until recently, the world

-20-



King County International Airport Master Plan
Draft SEPA EIS/NEPA EA

corporate headquarters). The Boeing Company is organized into three primary operating
divisions: The Commercial Airplane (headquartered in the Seattle area), the Military (St.
Louis), and Space (Long Beach). Although the division headquarters of two of these
divisions are located outside the State of Washington, many of the corporate functions are
located in the vicinity of Boeing Field due to the efficiencies that are gained by their co-
location and shared resources.

The Boeing Corporation site at KCIA completes the following activities for the Boeing
Commercial Aircraft and Military divisions:

s AWACS Installation and Electronics Test program;

e Conduct of FAA certification tests and test flights of any new Boeing aircraft models;
and

¢ Preparation for delivery of the B-737/B-757 aircraft line, which are assembled in
Renton and flown to KCIA for delivery.

Because the Research and Development Flight Test and Delivery Center for the 737/757
are co-located, the company realizes efficiencies from the test pilot and ground support
integration between programs. &

Among the functions of the Flight Test Division located at Boeing's KCIA facilities are the
research and test functions associated with the AWACs aircraft (the B-707/E-3 aircraft and
B-767 aircraft). These particular aircraft, due to their size, are particularly sensitive to
runway lengths less than 10,000 feet. All AWACs testing for United States military, the fleet
of North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), and other nations occurs at KCIA due to the
unique facilities available through the Boeing Company. No other location within the United
States currently exists (or is planned) to provide this type of testing, and no other U.S.
company is capable of providing this testing capability.

The testing of AWACs aircraft includes the aircraft integrity, as well as all of the advanced
electronic operating capability of the aircraft. When sorties are flown to test new software/
hardware as well as to maintain/correct existing systems, the AWACs flown from Boeing
Field intercept military aircraft deployed from other locations. Thus, due to complex
resource scheduling, the testing of the AWACSs aircraft cannot be delayed to other periods
when KCIA could be operated in north flow. The Boeing Company estimates that the cost to
launch an AWACs test is about $100,000. Thus, cancellations due to weight penalties
caused by a shorter departure runway length at KCIA would increase to cost of the testing
and maintenance of AWACs aircraft. Boeing estimates that about 100 AWACs tests
requiring a 10,000-foot departure length occur each year. To operate on a shorter runway
would require reducing the weight of the aircraft, primarily through offloading fuel. As a
consequence, the length of the testing, normally 8.8 hours, would be shortened, potentially
requiring increased numbers of AWACs launches or inadequate testing. Boeing estimates
that shortening the runway to 9,200 feet could result in reduced fuel capability, reducing the
flight duration by 2.3 hours to 6.5 hours. As a consequence, shortening the runway length
available for takeoff at Boeing Field would increase cost by requiring more frequent refueling
of these operations, as well as time lost for associated military operations. This would result
in an added cost of about $100,000 per takeoff.

In the midst of preparing this environmental evaluation, the Beeing Company announced employee layoffs associated with
reduced aircraft orders and options. These layoffs do not affect the need for 10,000 feet of departure length in south flow.
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The test capability provided at Boeing Field for a NATO country AWACs aircraft is an
essential military function. No other NATO country has such facilities. Thus, a loss in
operating capability at KCIA would adversely affect these operations and thus, the critical
defense capability provided by the AWACs aircraft, as this loss could represent a severe
impact to the maintenance and testing of these aircraft.”’

As noted earlier, another function the Boeing Company performs at KCIA is associated with
the conduct of FAA certification tests of new aircraft. During these tests, aircraft are
required to operate within 5% of their maximum weight. These tests include: cruise
performance, stall speed, drag, check climbs, etc. At 10,000 feet, aircraft undergoing such
tests are often required to depart KCIA, fly to another airport (often nearby Sea-Tac with an
11,900-foot long runway) whereby additional weight is added. These interim flights are
estimated to add $30,000 per occurrence. If the runway was shortened at KCIA, such that
only 9,120 feet was available during south flow, the need to add weight at another nearby
airport would occur during warm weather conditions (increasing the cost to conduct such
tests) or the entire program would require relocation. Boeing also estimates that reduced
weight conditions could result in the conduct of additional flights or more frequent use of
nearby airports with the requisite length (Sea-Tac or Moses Lake). If such conditions
occurred frequently the cost of continual delivery would escalate, requiring the company to
consider relocating the test activities to a location that would enable all test flights to occur at
one site. Boeing estimates that such relocation, likely to southern California, would cost
about $240 million (in 1998 dollars) and result in the relocation of 900 to 1,100 jobs to that

location.

The amount of runway required for departures is primarily driven by the weight of the aircraft
and operating time temperature/humidity. As a result, one consideration might be having
aircraft operations that require greater weight loads (departure length) to occur during cooler
periods of the day or year. However, to ensure national defense capability and readiness,
the military and NATO nations must have certainty as to the operating environment to test
these aircraft. As a result deferring these tests to north flow conditions or cooler periods is

not a viable option.

To ensure that a significant adverse noise impact does not result from the proposed runway
shift, as could occur with the proposed runway shift, King County proposes to implement
operating procedures for Special Use Area 13R and the additional pavement as part of
Alternative A-3. By 2018, it is anticipated that as many as 438 annual operations might
require 10,000 ft of departure runway length in south flow. As was noted in Chapter 1, King
County (in working with the FAA) has developed a prior permission required program that
would affect the use of the shifted runway. King County would enter into a voluntary
agreement with the users at the Airport concerning this area. Aircraft operators that have a
demonstrated need to use 10,000 feet of departure runway length in a south flow, would be
provided with permission to use the Special Use Area 13R (the only access to the shifted
runway). Users would be required to supply FAA with their prior permission before being
provided clearance to taxi to Taxiway Z. Those receiving prior permission would be able to
begin their departure roll from the new end of the runway. All other users would departure
from the current departure location. Appendix E shows the draft agreement.

7i

Mr. Frank Figg, The Boeing Company, June 1999 and re-confirmed by Richard Lentz, Flight Test Operations, August 2002.
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While declared distances are not desirable, they do represent a feasible alternative.
However, as the preceding analysis shows, the loss of departure length would have serious
impacts on the operational capability of the Airport and its users. Based on this analysis, it
was determined that Alternative A-4 (Declared Distances alternative) would not be prudent.
Two other alternatives were also considered prudent. Alternative A-2 would enable all
aircraft to use the runway when shifted 880 feet north of its location in 1999. The 880-foot
shift in the runway with special use area procedures (Alternative A-3) represents the staff
recommended alternative. The environmental consequences of Alternatives A-2, A-3, and
A-5 are addressed in Chapter 4 of this document.

2.2 SATISFY EXISTING AND FUTURE AVIATION DEMAND IN A SAFE AND EFFICIENT
MANNER

A number of alternatives were initially considered for the purpose of addressing existing and
future demand for air service at KCIA. These include:

Use of Other Modes of Transportation

Use of Other Area Airports

Activity or Demand Management

Alternatives at King County International Airport

(A) Use of Other Modes of Transportation

Alternative modes of transportation were evaluated in terms of their capability to divert
aircraft operations, passengers, and cargo from KCIA by offering alternative modes of
meeting their needs. Alternative modes considered include: automobile, rail, and bus
service. In evaluating the ability of these other modes of transportation to serve the
development needs at the Airport, it is important to consider the purpose of the air travel. As
a result, the evaluation of alternative means of transportation focused on the types of users
at KCIA. While this alternative is not prudent, and may not be feasible, its effect relative to
KCIA might theoretically lead to not needing the Master Plan recommendations (No Action
condition), which is considered throughout this environmental document.

General aviation (GA) traffic currently accounts for about 79% of aircraft operations at KCIA.
By 2018, as a percentage of total traffic, general aviation activity, relative to overall activity,
is forecast to decrease to about 76.5% of total traffic (while the number of GA operations are
expected to increase from about 236,258 annual operations to 284,850 in 2018). General
aviation traffic refers to the smaller aircraft, and aircraft used for personal/corporate
purposes. Based on national surveys, the primary purpose of general aviation is 62%
personal: 15% business; 8% instructional; 6% corporate; and 9% other miscellaneous
(including air surveillance, external loads, etc). General aviation activity at KCIA is a
function of the number of based aircraft and the proximity of the Airport to the central
business district. Because King County cannot prevent a user from operating at the Airport,
the only control that could be exerted on these users would be limiting the availability of
additional facilities, such as hangars, tie-downs and other resources. However, such
controls would not limit activity to current use and activity levels. Instead, activity could
continue to increase with a lower level of service (inefficiently) to the users and potentially
inadequate and unsafe aircraft parking conditions would result.  Aircraft owners and
operators typically select the location in which they base their aircraft on proximity to
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home/office/destination, ease of operation, and cost. Because of KCIA's location relative to
the tall structures in downtown, and large aircraft operating at Sea-Tac Airport, it is not the
easiest of airports at which to operate, nor are costs the lowest in the region. As a result, it
is likely that location is the primary reason that operators choose KCIA. No other airport is
available to serve these aircraft, and thus, no alternatives exist to serve this demand.

Air taxi demand represented almost 17% of aircraft operations at KCIA in 2003. Alternative
modes of transportation would not serve these operations; these aircraft are “for hire” to the
destination of the passenger's desire. Most of the flights from KCIA are to locations with
limited direct access by air or surface transportation, such as the San Juan Islands and
Victoria BC. Access by ferry is possible, but during busy tourist months the schedule of ferry
access is unreliable due to long wait lines. Because King County, as operator of the Airport,
cannot limit access to air taxi operators, no means exist to require use of alternative modes
of transportation to those locations.

Air Cargo represents about 7% of today’s operations, and is expected to represent 8% of
total operations by year 2018. The primary air cargo operators at KCIA are United Parcel
Service (UPS), BAX, and DHL/Airborne Express. These operators are providing overnight
package express service from their locations at the Airport. Large cargo operators (such as
Airborne and UPS) require use of an airport that has adequate runway lengths for the types
of aircraft in the airline’s fleet (in this case 7,000 feet or longer runways). In the Puget
Sound Region, only three air carrier airports exist to provide such service: Sea-Tac Airport,
Boeing Field, and Paine Field. To require these operators to occur at Sea-Tac or Paine
Field would require development of additional facilities at those locations. However, these
users have chosen KCIA over these other airports because of its centralized location in the
region. King County cannot require these operators to leave the Airport, but might be able
to limit future expansion. However, as was discussed for general aviation users, limiting
development of cargo facilities would not necessarily limit the growth in aircraft operations in
the short-term. Rather, these users could increase the cargo lift capacity of the aircraft
serving the Airport, or reduce the size of aircraft to enable more operations to fit within their
aircraft parking apron, but increase flight frequency. Further, while limiting cargo
development within the Airport might be possible, it would not affect the need for increased

facilities for other users.

By 2018, the Master Plan forecasts envision that a passenger service carrier may have
initiated service at the Airport. As is shown in Table 1-5, much of the space that would be
required by such operations is currently available at the Airport. However, some of this
space would require re-allocation to meet projected needs. Such air service is likely to be
initiated to cities in relatively close proximity to Seattle (such as other cities in Washington
State, and cities in Oregon and Montana) or as specialized flights to high air service
vacation destinations, such as southern California, Reno, and Las Vegas. Surface travel
(auto, bus, and rail) is an alternative to air service to cities such as Portland or Spokane, as
these cities are within 3 to 5 hours by car/bus from Seattle. However, air service is likely
only to be initiated from KCIA to these locations if the demand for service at nearby Sea-Tac
Airport is not being adequately served. Therefore, in this case, alternative modes of travel
might serve the demand, and facilities would not be needed at KCIA. In the case of air
travel to high volume vacation destinations outside Washington, Oregon, and Montana,
surface travel is not a reasonable alternative to air travel. In this case, surface
transportation time would require a loss of one (1) or more days of travel to reach these
cities (they are over 750 miles from Seattle). This loss of time would be the reason that air

travel would be the mode of choice.
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Alternative modes of transportation would not serve the air travel needs of individuals that
own or operate their own aircraft from Boeing Field. These users have chosen to operate by
air travel and as a result, since King County cannot prevent public access to the Airport,
alternative modes of travel are not a reasonable alternative for these users.

As was noted earlier, use of alternative modes of travel is not a prudent alternative, and in some
cases may not be feasible. However, its effect at KCIA might be to limit or prevent future airport
development, and as such the No Action or Without Master Plan Alternative represents the
consequence of this alternative. Another alternative, referred to as the Community Alternative,
is presented in Appendix B.

(B) Use of Other Airports or Construction of a New Airport Alternatives

This section presents a review of the ability of other existing area airports and undeveloped
sites to reduce the existing and future facility requirements at KCIA. Such alternatives have
been the subject of extensive debate in the Puget Sound Region as a result of the need for
additional airfield capability at Sea-Tac Airport. Relative to airfield capacity issues at Sea-
Tac Airport, a supplemental Airport and a replacement airport were found not feasible and
not reasonable for the following reasons:

1. “There is no sponsor, identified source of funds or acceptable site for a new airport;

2. Extensive study of this issue resulted in the consideration of all alternatives for addressing air
transportation capacity issues in this Region. Based on this process, the Puget Sound
Regional Council (PSRC) adopted Resolution A-93-03 and EB-84-01 confirming that no
feasible sites exist; and

3. If a new site could be identified, market forces would not enable it to successfully compete
with Sea-Tac until regional origin and destination air travel demand exceeds 10 million
enplanements annually - currently forecast to occur around the year 2010. *

Source: Final Environmental Impact Statement — Seattle-Tacoma International Airport Master Plan Update
Development, FAA, February 1996.

While that evaluation did not examine the possibility of identifying a supplemental airport for
KCIA, it is probable that the same issues noted above would be identified, resulting in the
same conclusion that a supplemental airport is not a reasonable alternative. Similarly, a
replacement airport for KCIA was not evaluated as part of that evaluation. However, that
approach would not be feasible, because the continued presence of the Boeing Company’s
aircraft maintenance, development, and delivery functions would require an adjacent airfield.

(C) Activity or Demand Management Alternatives

Another alternative that is frequently suggested when considering airport development is the
consideration of traffic demand management and activity restrictions. The primary objective
of activity management is to increase airport efficiency by establishing pricing or regulatory
actions, thereby delaying or eliminating the need for future airport development.

King County has accepted grants to maintain and enhance the Airport which contain
assurances concerning the continued use of the facilities. Federal law, and the grant
assurances require that access be permitted to the Airport on fair and reasonable terms,
without unjust discrimination, and without imposing an undue burden on interstate
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commerce. Demand management techniques may not be implemented that unfairly
discriminate against types of aircraft or impose an undue burden on interstate commerce.

Based on the issues disclosed throughout this chapter, activity or demand management
might theoretically result in the No Action or Without Master Plan condition. However, it
would not prevent the activity from occurring. Instead, congestion and operational
inefficiencies could be exacerbated. As is described later in this chapter, the Without Master
Plan or No Build condition is considered throughout this document.

(D) Alternatives At King County International Airport

During the Master Plan evaluation of alternatives, nine goals were considered:

» Assure safety;

» Maximize efficient use of space;

» Assure continued financial self-sufficiency;

> Enhance airport-community relationships and support the Airport being a good
neighbor to surrounding communities;

» Assure compliance with environmental regulations;

» Promote community and business partnerships with the Airport;

» Allow the Airport to respond to changing market needs;

» Assure provision of high quality services; and

» Enhance the Airport’s role as a gateway to the region.

Based on these goals, the Master Plan formulated a series of 10 initial alternatives. These
alternatives were then narrowed to a list of four. Consideration was also given to a
Community Alternative (as is discussed in Appendix B).

1. Alternatives Considered

As is demonstrated in Chapter 1, KCIA consists of about 600 acres of land (see Table 1-
1) and is a significantly land constrained airport. While greater efficiencies could be
achieved within certain parcels of land at KCIA, there are no large parcels available to
satisfy future demands. In addition, substantial expansion of the Airport is constrained
by its proximity to railroad tracks, local manufacturing development, and hillsides.

The following ten initial alternatives were identified during the Master Plan, based on
input from the public and comments from the Strategic Plan and Noise Advisory Group:

a. Close the Airport — with this alternative, the land on which KCIA is located would be
adsorbed into the industrial corridor for non-airport uses. This alternative was
determined to not be prudent, as closure of the Airport would require The Boeing
Company to relocate its facilities to another airport, which would most likely to be out
of Washington State. In addition, KCIA is the base of Seattle operations for UPS,
Airlift Northwest, Nordstrom, and a number of other corporate users. Closure of the
Airport to these users would require relocation of 400-based aircraft to another
airport in the region. No other airport in the region affords the close proximity to the
downtowns of Seattle and Bellevue. For this reason, it was not considered further.
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b.

Status Quo — no change in policy would occur with this alternative. Market forces
would determine how lands are used. This alternative would continue the existing
policies of King County relative to KCIA. As a result, it was explored further.

Maximize use by small aircraft — this alternative would emphasize the use by
operators of aircraft weighing less than 12,500 pounds. Facilities would be provided
to support these users to their maximum market potential. Other markets would
compete for the remaining available space. The Master Plan found that the market
potential for these users could be fulfilled in the height-restricted areas of the Airport.
This alternative was eliminated because it would not enable the Airport to achieve
the objectives established by the Master Plan. This alternative would not enable the
Airport to be financially self-sufficient if it were dominated by small aircraft users, and
would not result in maximum efficiency of facility use and operations. Thus, this
alternative is not prudent. Because these users can be accommodated in the height-
restricted areas of the Airport, this was an option retained for all subsequent
alternatives.

Maximize use by large aircraft — This alternative would seek to accommodate aircraft
greater than 12,500 pounds. As general aviation (small aircraft) leases expire, areas
would be re-developed to accommodate the larger aircraft (corporate, passenger,
and cargo). Similar to the preceding alternative, this alternative was found not to be
prudent, as it would not meet the goals established for the Master Plan. Deficiencies
of this alternative include; it would not enhance service, it would not enahle financial
self-sufficiency, and would not meet general aviation needs.

Maximize recreational and public education uses — This alternative would expand the
Museum of Flight on airport land, develop an interpretative center at the old terminal
and other viewing areas and classrooms as facilities transition. When contrasted
with the goals of the Master Plan, this alternative would not meet any of the goals. It
would not make efficient use of airport lands, and would likely not allow the Airport to
be financially self-sufficient. Thus, this alternative was found to not be prudent.

Maximize corporate development — To achieve this alternative, policies would be
adopted, ensuring that corporate operators (large and small) would be given priority
in leasing new and transitional lands at the Airport. Users that would be given
priority would be corporate general aviation, air cargo, passenger, and aerospace.
As a result, this alternative was determined to not be prudent, as it would not meet
the needs of general aviation and would not address the recognized mix of needs of
the existing and future users.

Maximize cargo development — Policies would be established to ensure that lands
transition to cargo and freight forwarding services. Since many of the areas on the
airfield are not suitable for large aircraft, this alternative does not preclude general
aviation activity. This alternative would likely also lead to substantial increases in
noise impacts. This alternative was found to be consistent with the goals of the
Master Plan and was considered further.

Maximize passenger services — Additional passenger services could be developed to
occupy the terminal area with improved ticket counters and active passenger waiting
areas. This approach could be undertaken to encourage development of point-to-
point passenger air service from KCIA. It, however, depends on many uncertain
factors, including a passenger airline wishing to operate at KCIA. While substantial
revenue would be generated, the cost of renovating the terminal building to comply
with TSA security regulations, and passenger service needs (rental cars,
concessions, flight kitchens) might be considerable. Passenger service is
anticipated in the forecast horizon at KCIA.
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Maximize Boeing development and use of the field — This alternative would result in
an increase in Boeing’'s leasehold to lands suitable for heavy aircraft use and remote
manufacturing activities. In evaluating this alternative, discussions with Boeing were
conducted, which revealed that they do not need a larger leasehold. Consideration
was also given to emphasizing Boeing subcontractors to fill the remainder of the
Airport lands. However, that approach would not make efficient use of lands and
would displace other aviation users. Because there is no need, and the alternative
would not meet the goals of the Master Plan, no further consideration was given to
this alternative.

Expand the boundaries of the field to accommodate the growth of one or more of the
above markets — King County owns all but a few properties within the boundaries of
Ellis Avenue, S. Hardy, Airport Way, South Norfolk Street and East Marginal Way.
This alternative would consider expanding the Airport across these boundaries.
Options considered were expansion across Norfolk Street to the AGA and
associated lands: across Airport Way to land east of the Burlington Northern railroad
tracks. This option was then retained for consideration in addressing the need of the
users, as defined by all preceding alternatives.

One of the findings of the evaluation of scenarios was that large aircraft, such as those
associated with air cargo operations are not capable of using land adjacent to the
northwest portion of the airfield. This constraint is due to the limited amount of King
County owned land, as well as aeronautical surfaces that protect safe flight.

A list of final alternatives was developed based on blending elements of the preceding
alternatives. Based on the analysis, the following alternatives were given more detailed
evaluation in the Master Plan:

Status Quo

Emphasize air cargo

Emphasize corporate general aviation
Balanced uses

Emphasize noise reduction

RN =

Issues that were considered in evaluating each of these alternatives include:

Status Quo - As noted earlier, this alternative would retain the current approach to
allocation of airport lands — market demand. No method exists to predict exactly how
the Airport would evolve in this scenario, as it would be reflective of regional and
local economic conditions. However, it was estimated that this alternative could
accommodate 93% of small general aviation, 85% of corporate general aviation,
40% of air cargo, and 15% of passenger facility requirements based on the current
ratios of those market sectors. While a portion of the facility requirements could be
accommodated, the Master Plan found that this scenario could not accommodate the
full unconstrained/forecast activity levels. Facilities at the Airport would operate
inefficiently, with substantial congestion during parts of the day. Unlike some of
other alternatives considered, this alternative would not have “zones” allocated to
user types. The market would likely respond where no effort is made to change the
existing configuration of parcels and their use. Tenants might sell their leases and
King County has little or no basis for denying approval of subleases. Currently, the
use of airport land parcels is not restricted except by legal height restrictions and few
changes would be required. Finally, this alternative would not necessarily allocate
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land to the most efficient uses. This alternative represents the Without Master Plan
alternative and, thus was carried forward throughout the environmental analysis.

Emphasize air carqo — It was envisioned that with this alternative, King County
would actively market KCIA to cargo users and would encourage cargo tenants to
acquire parcels from other non-cargo users. Over time, cargo operations would
dominate all sites except the Boeing leasehold and other long-term committed sites.
Cargo tenants would be given priority for new leases and other users would be
encouraged to relocate elsewhere. This alternative would likely accommodate 90%
of small general aviation, 92% of corporate general aviation, 99% of air cargo and
15% of passenger facility requirements. Leases would be established that contain
performance standards, and subleasing would be permitted to further the needs of
cargo and freight forwarding. In this scenario, specific zones would be created for
users. The Boeing EMF site would develop as air cargo, with the public ramp west
of Ameriflight and Boeing EMF being dedicated to air cargo users. The Russak
property on the southwest side of the Airport would be acquired and used for small
general aviation, and the Washington Air National Guard site would be converted to
general aviation use. Three-quarters of the public ramp west of the Arrivals Building
would be dedicated to air cargo use and the 7300 Building and adjacent parking
would be converted to air cargo use. Benefits to land use might accrue, as
economies of scale might make shared infrastructure and other ground support
equipment. However, truck access and employee parking needs would increase, and
would likely result in the need to acquire land outside the current airport boundaries.

Emphasize corporate general aviation - Implementation of this alternative could
occur by King County marketing the Airport to corporate users and would encourage
corporate tenants to acquire parcels from other tenants. Corporate tenants would
use all but the lands that are restricted in height usage or ownership. Based on that
analysis, this alternative would likely accommodate 93% of small general aviation,
139% of forecast corporate general aviation (indicating that King County could attract
demand that currently does not exist), 35% of air cargo, and 15% of passenger
facility requirements. Similar to the preceding alternative, zones would be
established dedicated to specific users (in this case corporate GA). Small general
aviation would occur on the southwest, southeast, and northeast corners of the
Airport. Corporate general aviation would occur north of the southeast small general
aviation area and south of the northeast small general aviation area and in the
central portion of the east side of the Airport. Cargo would occur in a few locations in
the central portion of the east side of the Airport. Leases would contain performance
standards and subleasing would be allowed to enhance the corporate tenant
attraction. Such usage however, would result in increased desires for ramp space,
ramp privacy with wide spacing and little sharing. This could result in reduced
amount of public ramp space. Because sites would likely go to the highest bidder,
efficiencies of land use might not be realized. In addition, increased demand for
corporate or executive aviation would increase the demand for large hangars,
requiring aesthetic amenities. Because this would not make efficient use of the
Airport, it was not considered further.

Balanced use (Preferred Alternative) — Recognizing that not all market segments
can be fully accommodated within the limited land envelope available, King County
could establish a percentage of the demand in each market and allow growth up to
that level. A balance between small general aviation, corporate general aviation and
air cargo use could be established. As a result, proportionate access to all market
segments would be allowed. Based on the forecast, it is anticipated that this
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alternative could accommodate 92% of small general aviation, corporate general
aviation, and air cargo, and 41% of passenger facility requirements. To achieve
maximum efficiencies, land use groupings would likely be necessary and as a result,
all land use would have a clear designated future use. Small general aviation would
occur on the southwest, southeast, and northeast corners of the Airport. Corporate
general aviation would occur north of the southeast small GA area, and south of the
northeast small GA areas, as well as in a central portion of the east side of the
Airport. Air cargo would occur in the central portion of the east side. Because this
alternative would respond to market demand and achieve the greatest efficiency of
use of the airfield, it was selected by King County as the Preferred Alternative. It is
discussed further in a subsequent section.

Emphasize noise reduction — this alternative would emphasize the reduction of
aviation noise at KCIA by focusing on the aircraft operations that are expected to be
the quietest or have least impact on the community. This alternative was
recommended by the public due to concerns with aircraft noise, particularly in
Georgetown, Tukwila, and Magnolia. It would focus on small general aviation, and
as a result, would accommodate all of small general aviation demand and
requirements, 86% of corporate general aviation, 26% of air cargo, and 16% of
passenger facility requirements.

During initial formulation of the alternatives for the Master Plan, a group of citizens
submitted an alternative for consideration by King County. This alternative, known as
the Community Alternative, was also considered by the Master Plan. Further analysis of
this alternative is presented in Appendix B.

As a result of the Master Plan’s review of these alternatives, only one alternative was
determined to be prudent and feasible ~ the Balanced Use alternative. Conclusions that
lead to the selection of this alternative are:

KCIA is a vital component of the regional and national airport system. Having a
diverse aviation role, it is the primary general aviation/industrial aviation airport
serving the Seattle area. As part of the Master Plan process, the following mission
statement was developed for the Airport: The mission of King County International
Airport is to support the national air transportation system and the economic vitality of the
county by providing safe and continuous general aviation airport services to King County
businesses and residents and serving as a gateway to the county. In fulfilling this mission,
the Airport will strive to be a good neighbor and to provide high quality facilities to Airport
tenants and operators in an efficient and fiscally prudent manner.

To a large degree, demand will dictate development at the Airport. As required by
Grant Assurances to the Federal government, and the Equal Protection Clause of
the 14" Amendment, the Airport must be available for public use on fair and
reasonable terms without unjust discrimination among or between classes of aircraft.
Airport operators cannot attempt to regulate aircraft safety and operation of flight, as
this responsibility lies solely with the Federal government. Airport operators cannot
regulate rates, routes or services of an air carrier, nor can operators create an undue
burden on interstate commerce. As a result, many of the alternatives discussed
earlier are not feasible.

The Airport has a relatively small land area and the majority of the property outside
the runway/taxiway system has been fully developed. The lack of significant quantity
of undeveloped land on or adjacent to the Airport which could accommodate future
development indicates that the County must make the best use of its most scarce
resource; undeveloped land. As a result, the developed land around the runway
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system would continue to be in high demand for aviation use facilities and would
continue to be developed/re-developed to accommodate that demand.

» Because of anticipated demand, the limited quantity of on-airport land, and the goals
expressed in the Airport's mission statement, each parcel of airport property that
could support use should be programmed for that potential.

Based on these key findings, the balanced program provides the most appropriate basis
of the future conceptual layout of KCIA's on-airport facilities. It best achieves the
mission statement, because it supports the broadest mix of aviation uses, allowing
flexibility in responding to changing needs among the diverse general aviation markets,
and efficiently utilizing scarce airport property.

2. The Preferred Alternative

As was noted earlier, the preferred alternative for satisfying the demand for additional
airport facilities would establish zones or areas at the Airport. These areas represent
locations where the operations and development associated with specific user types
(small general aviation, corporate general aviation, and air cargo) are to be concentrated
whenever possible. While not all facility requirements could be met due to shortage of
available land, 92% of the required facilities could be provided and all of the demand
could be met for those users. Only 41% of the passenger facility requirements could be
met.

To correct the runway safety areas, King County proposes to implement operational
procedures (as noted in Appendix E) and shift Runway 13R/31L 880 feet to the north, to
extend the west parallel taxiway 880 feet to the north, construct crossover taxiway
connectors, and to establish 880 feet displaced threshold on the south end of Runway
31R. To screen the Georgetown Steam Plant property from possible jet blast, a blast
wall or fence would be developed on the west side of Taxiway Z.

The remainder of the Master Plan consists of programmatic recommendations (specific
facilities would be proposed in response to specific user development needs). The
general framework in which the Preferred Alternative would achieve the balanced use
objectives could consist of the following types of improvements, as discussed in Section
1.3 of Chapter 1:

e Fast Side Development:
¢ Small GA is recommended to be concentrated in the north and south ends of the east
side;

+ Corporate GA is recommended to occur adjacent to the small GA on the inner portions of
the north and south ends, in addition to retaining the middle area of the east side for
corporate uses;

s Cargo use is to be consolidated on parcels immediately to the south of the Terminal and
Arrivals Buildings (east side);

« Continued use of the passenger terminal for future passenger use as well as renovation
of the aging terminal structure. The building on the north side of the terminal facility
would also be reserved for future passenger terminal use.

e Construction of a helipad on the north east side of the runway system, north of Taxiway
A1, west of Classic Helicopter:
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e Construction of a second helipad — to be located on the southern portion of the east side
development area, adjacent to Apron 12, south of Taxiway A10;

o West Side Development:
e Should Boeing release land, the land would be used to serve aviation needs;

s GA and other aviation activities would continue to occupy existing space north of the
Museum of Flight. Additional small GA facilities are proposed for a portion of the existing
Boeing lease area north of the State Aeronautics hangar and office. The parce! of non-
airport property north of the existing T-hangar site is proposed for acquisition and
development. The existing airport-owned structures in the vicinity of the state facility
would be rehabilitated or removed and replaced to better meet current airport needs;

¢ Continued FAA Air Traffic Control Tower presence on the west side, with the FAA
anticipated to replace the tower;

+ Continued use of the Northwest development area by users that do not require taxiway
access; and

e Evaluate the construction of an engine testing/run-up enclosure (“hush house”).

(E) Without Master Plan/No Build/No Action

In accordance with the Washington State Environmental Policy Act and National
Environmental Policy Act requirements, environmental impact studies are to consider future
conditions without the proposed action. Therefore, the Without Master Plan/No Action
alternative would result in KCIA building facilities remaining as they are today. Therefore,
existing operational congestion and inefficiencies would continue and not be relieved. The
southern end of the runway would not have a standard RSA — the dimensions of the RSA
would be non-standard in as they would be less than 1,000 feet long by 500 feet wide,
Under the No Action RSA, the RSA would only be 500 feet wide for a length of 120 feet off
the end of the runway and would progressively narrow on the eastern edge of the RSA.

With or without the Master Plan the level of activity would be the same, as shown in Table 2-
3.
TABLE 2-3
BOEING FIELD FORECAST OF ACTIVITY -
WITH AND WITHOUT MASTER PLAN

2018 2018
Without With
Master Plan Master Plan

General Aviation. 284,650 284,650
Air Taxi 70,050 70,050
Military 3,000 3,000
Air Carrier 14,090 14,090
Total 371,790 371,790
Enplaned Passengers 22,800 22,800

Source: Barnard Dunkelberg & Co., December 2003. Numbers rounded to the nearest ten.

Although this alternative may not be prudent, it is feasible, and therefore, is one of the
alternatives considered throughout this SEPA/NEPA document.
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Chapter 3
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

The area surrounding King County International Airport (KCIA), which may be affected by the
proposed Master Plan recommendations, is described in this chapter. The existing conditions
relative to each of the environmental disciplines addressed in this document are provided in
Chapter 4, “Environmental Consequences”. The following factors are described in the affected

environment:

¢ General Character of the Area
s Future Planned Development

The study area evaluated throughout this document focuses on two specific areas: the
immediate airport property and environs, and the area affected by significant (as defined by
Federal or State guidelines) effects of the Airport. While other areas may experience influences
from KCIA, these influences with or without the Master Plan recommendations are not

significant.

3.1 GENERAL CHARACTER OF THE AREA

KCIA is located about five (5) miles south of Seattle’s central business district and is bound on
the east by Interstate 5 (I-5) and Airport Way, on the north by Ellis Avenue, the west by the
Boeing Company and East Marginal Way, and the south by South Norfolk Street. Exhibit 3-1
shows the Airport relative to the surrounding area. The Airport is located in the cities of Seattle

and Tukwila.

Access to KCIA is provided by I-5 to the east, and SR-99 to the west, as well as local major
arterials, such as Airport Way and East Marginal Way. Much of the Duwamish industrial
corridor, located east and north of the Airport is also served by major rail, which is located
between Airport Way and I-5 to the east.

(A) Land Use

Existing land use in the area around KCIA is predominantly industrial and commercial. The
Boeing Company is a major landowner and operator on the west side of the Airport. The
Georgetown neighborhood, located just northwest of KCIA, consists of a small commercial
area and residences. Burlington Northern/Santa Fe Railroad (BNSF) Company maintains a
switching yard in the area north of the Georgetown neighborhood and has multiple tracks,
including the BNSF mainline, east of KCIA. The area south of the Airport is also used
primarily for industrial and commercial activities, although there is a smail pocket of low and
medium density residential properties in the Allentown neighborhood of Tukwila. Bordering
the east side of the area, on the bluff above Interstate 5, is a large residential area -- the
Holly Park neighborhood of Tukwila. The South Park neighborhood, situated in a portion of
King County, is located west of the Airport.

Exhibit 3-2 shows the locations of non-residential land uses that are sensitive to aircraft
noise exposure. As is shown, nine (9) parks, four (4) schools, and five (5) sites listed on the
National Register of Historic Places are located in the near vicinity of the Airport. Numerous
other possible historic sites are also shown. Table 3-1 summarizes these facilities.
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TABLE 3-1
NON-RESIDENTIAL NOISE SENSITIVE FACILITIES
Code Property Location Resource Type

P1 Pea Patch Park Tukwila Park
P2 Foster Golf Links Tukwila Park
P3 Van Asselt Community Center Seattle Park
P4 Cleveland Playground Seattle Park
P5 Georgetown Playfield Seattle Park
P6 Maplewood Playfield Seattle Park
P7 Ruby Chow Park King Co. Park
P8 First Avenue South Boat Ramp Seattle Park
P9 Duwamish Waterway Park Seattle Park
S1  Wing Luke Elementary Seattle School
S2 Maple Elementary Seattle School
S3 Rainier View Tukwila School
S4 Cleveland High Seattle School
H1 gg’fg‘d%gg’?‘ggg%‘;er:;g Alrplane ¢y wila Historic Site
H2 Georgetown Steam Plant Seattle Historic Site
H3 Old Georgetown City Hall Seattle Historic Site
H4 Georgetown Poor Farm Annex Seattle Historic Site
H5 Maple Donation Claim Seattle Historic Site

See Table 4.8-1 for listing of locally
HB-H47 significant historic sites Seattle
Source: Anchor Environmental LLC, and The Sheridan Group

Historic Sites

The approximate locations of these facilities can be found on Exhibit 3-2.

(B) Existing Zoning

Exhibit 3-3 shows the Airport area general zoning characteristics and the boundary
between the two jurisdictions in which KCIA is located: Seattle and Tukwila. Most of the
property within the KCIA area is zoned industrial to promote and recognize existing
industrial activity in the lower Duwamish River valley. There are two small commercial areas
located near the north end of the Airport. A three-block stretch of South Bailey Street is
zoned as Neighborhood Commercial (NC3). This zoning designation functions as a
pedestrian-oriented shopping district to serve the neighborhood. The other commercial area
near South Bailey Street is zoned Commercial 2 (C2). The C2 zone is an auto-oriented,
primarily non-retail commercial area that provides a wide range of commercial activities.
This type of area is expected to provide employment and business support services to the
surrounding neighborhood and vicinity. The six-block commercial area on 4™ Avenue South
between South Bennett Street and South Fidalgo Street is zoned Commercial 1 (C1). A
three block section on the north side of East Marginal Way South, between Corson Avenue
South and Ellis Avenue South, is also zoned C1. This designation is an auto-oriented,
primarily retail/service commercial area, that serves surrounding neighborhoods and the

larger citywide community.
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There are also properties zoned for residential uses within the KCIA study area. The
general area northwest of KCIA bound by Ellis Avenue South, Corson Avenue South, South
Bailey Street, and East Marginal Way South is zoned for single family (SF5000) and multi-
family housing (L2). The SF5000 designation allows one single-family house per 5,000
square foot lot. The L2 zone encourages a variety of multi-family housing types at a scale
compatible with single-family structures. There is also a roughly four (4) square block area
bound by South Homer Street, South Orcas Street, 7™ Avenue South, and Corson Avenue
South that is zoned L2. The area on the bluff above and to the east of KCIA above
Interstate 5 is a mixture of single- and multi-family residential zones.

In addition to the industrial, commercial, and residential zoning, there is also an Airport
Height Overlay District in the Seattle Municipal Code.# The purpose of this overlay district is
to ensure safe and unobstructed takeoff and landing path to KCIA by limiting the height of
structures within the Airport Height Overlay District. All properties within the Airport Height
Overlay District are subject to both the requirements of the underlying zoning (industrial,
commercial, or residential) and the requirements imposed by the Airport Height Overlay
District. The boundaries of this district are based on imaginary surfaces developed by the
FAA for height fimits surrounding airports. There are five different types of areas defined in
the Airport Height Overlay District and each area has different size and slope characteristics
that make up the imaginary surfaces that cannot be penetrated by a structure. The outer
limits of the Airport Height Overlay District extend about 9.5 miles from each end of the

runway.

(C) Community History and Historical Resources

The area around KCIA shares an important portion of the history of the Puget Sound
Region.

KCIA: Boeing Field was dedicated in 1928 on a river front airport site selected for its
proximity to two major highways and to the Boeing Company. The numerous structures
along the eastside of the Airport are mostly newer office and warehouse/hanger
structures, primarily of concrete or metal construction; few older structures appear to
remain. The two-story terminal building was built in 1930 and exhibits the stepped-back
massing and detailing typical of the Art Deco period; it has been altered with new
windows and a large modern addition and is currently undergoing a renovation. The
building at 7300 Perimeter Way South is an older two-story brick building, which also
has new windows and a large addition. ,

Georgetown: One of Seattle’s oldest neighborhoods, Georgetown, adjoins KCIA on the
north. The community has a small commercial district and about 1,000-1,500 residents.
The historic boundaries of the community, as included in the historic the property survey,
were from the Airport boundary on the south to approximately South Lucille Street on the
north and from 1-5 on the east to Corson Avenue South, South Orcas Street and 7"

Avenue South on the west.

The Georgetown-airport area was originally a rich valley covered with fertile sediment
and lush vegetation. The Duwamish River provided both an inexhaustible food source
and an important means of transportation for the Native Americans. The earliest white
settlers quickly discovered this valley, with John Holgate, Luther Collins, Henry Van
Asselt, Jacob Maple, and Samuel Maple taking out claims along the lower Duwamish in

8 City of Seattle Land Use Code, Chapter 23.64,
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1850-1855 — before the famed Denny party landed at Alki. Over the next twenty years
the area became a prosperous farming community.

In 1870 King County established the county poor farm on Corson Avenue South. This
facility operated sporadically until 1894, when a large three-story hospital opened
nearby. In the 1880s the flat, easily accessible land attracted other non-agricultural
facilities wishing to take advantage of the new streetcar system (established in 1882)
and the national rail network (1883). Breweries, brick making (using local clay) and the
rail yards themselves came to dominate the local landscape.

In 1890, the town of Georgetown was platted, oriented to a bend in the river. In 1904,
the town incorporated, in order to protect the licenses of the numerous saloons
surrounding the breweries. A grand city hall was built in 1909. The booming industrial
area attracted many families, and by 1910 the population had grown to 7,000 people.
Businesses at this time included a power plant, the streetcar barns, breweries, foundries,
shipbuilding, and support services such as groceries, banks, stables and saloons.
During the first decade of the century many foreign immigrants arrived, particularly
Italians who established truck farms and small businesses.

In 1910 Georgetown citizens voted to be annexed to Seattle. The same year voters
approved a proposal to straighten the Duwamish River for flood control and to produce
more industrial land. Between 1912 and 1917 more than 20 million cubic yards of earth
were moved to create new, flat land. The river was shortened from sixteen to four miles,
with ten of the sixteen bends being eliminated, including that around which Georgetown

was built.

Prohibition (which began in Washington in 1916) drove the breweries out of business,
but other industries came, including Bill Boeing’s Pacific Aero Company in 1916.
Seattle’s first zoning code, in 1923, allocated the entire area for industrial use, but small
businesses and housing continued to increase. Boeing Field was established in the late
1920s. During World War 11, industrial activity increased, with Boeing producing more
than 15,000 bombers in only four years.

After the war, the community declined. The 1956 Seattle Comprehensive Plan called for
the residential areas to be phased-out to provide additional industrial land. The
construction in 1962 of 1-5 and the Michigan Street ramps carved up the community and
destroyed many significant structures. This disruption ended most of the business
district activity.

In the 1990s the residential community has revived, with the Georgetown Neighborhood
Plan calling for continued coexistence between the residential communities and
surrounding industries. The residential core is generally well maintained and few houses
are abandoned or heavily deteriorated; several have been recently rehabilitated. The
commercial core is centered on South Bailey Street and Airport Way South, near the old
city hall. While there are a number of thriving businesses, a number of commercial
structures are unused and appear to have significant structural problems.

Surrounding Areas: The area north of Georgetown to Spokane Street has primarily
newer (1960s-90s) warehouses and commercial and industrial structures. Some of the
industrial facilities appear to date from the pre-World War Il era; many of these appear to
be little used and poorly maintained.
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The area west of the Airport has been used by heavy industry since early in the century
and was the site of major activity during World War Il. A number of the facilities, such as
Boeing Plant Il, Kenworth Truck Company, and Jorgenson Steel, date back more than
fifty years. However, they have been modernized significantly to maintain efficient
production. The historic “Red Barn,” Boeing’s first Duwamish manufacturing facility, has
been relocated and incorporated into the Museum of Flight at the edge of the airfield.

The south end of the Airport has primarily newer concrete warehouse and wood-frame
office structures. Farther south are the residential areas of Riverton and Allentown.
Many older Craftsman and vernacular homes (1900-1830) are clustered on the hillside
and along the river; most of these have been altered with new windows, siding or
addition. Interspersed throughout are numerous post-World War 1i homes, primarily
from the 1940s-60s.

(D) Economic and Demographic Character

The population of the Puget Sound Region nearly doubled between 1960 and 1990. While
the growth rate is anticipated to slow, the 1.4 million new residents that are forecast by year
2020 is greater than the growth that occurred between 1960 and 1990 (1.2 million).
Between 1960 and 1990, net in-migration (people moving from outside the Puget Sound
Region to the four county area), averaged 57% of the annual population change over the
period. Because the Region is a major employment center, migration into this area has
been primarily for economic reasons (such as better jobs or business opportunities).

Population and employment growth of the Puget Sound Region has and will likely continue
to outpace the national average. Between 1960 and 1990, the population of the United
States grew at an average annual growth rate of 1.08%. In contrast, the population of the
Puget Sound Region grew at a rate of 2.0%. The population of the United States is
expected to grow at an average annual rate of 0.86% between 1990 and 2020, while the
Puget Sound Region is forecast to grow at a rate of 1.4%, nearly double the national

average.

Three Fortune 500 manufacturing companies are headquartered in the Puget Sound
Region: Boeing Commercial Aircraft (commercial aircraft), PACCAR (diesel trucks), and
Weyerhaeuser (forest products). A number of Fortune 500 service companies are also
headquartered in the Region: Airborne Freight, Alaska Airlines, Costco Wholesale,
Microsoft, Nordstrom, Safeco Financial, Univar, and Washington Mutual Savings and Loan
Association. Although the Region’s economic base is strong, it is highly concentrated in the
aerospace industry. In the past, employment in the Puget Sound Region fluctuated by a
much wider magnitude than that of the nation, due in large part to the cyclical swings of the
aerospace industry. In 1997, aerospace accounted for about 7% of total jobs or around
45% of the total manufacturing sector jobs of the Region. Since the early 1970s, the Region
has experienced a fast growth in service and trade sectors, paralleling the trends observed

throughout the country.

The Region’s economy is made up of two categories of industries: the basic sector, which
exports goods and services outside the Region, and the non-basic sector, which produces
goods and services consumed within the local economy. Growth in basic sector employers
is critical for generating new employment, income, and sales by injecting new funds into the
local economy. Exports of consumer and business services, and of goods sold through
wholesalers located within the Region, are traded to outside communities through
distribution channels in the Central Puget Sound Region. Forest products, pulp, paper,
aircraft, ships, and seafood products are recognized as the traditional components of the
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Region’s economic base. Services such as transportation, engineering, and finance are
also exported and thus considered base industries. In addition, an increasing share of
software and durable goods are exported, making these industries significant contributors to
the economic base.

Within the immediate area of the Airport, population has declined. Table 3-2 lists the
population of the forecast and analysis zones (FAZ) in the immediate vicinity of King County
International Airport. As the table shows, of the four FAZ’s in the vicinity of KCIA, population
declined 3.2% per year over the decade of the 1970s, but again increased at an average
annual growth rate of 1.4% during the 1980s and 1990s. The Airport area growth has been
somewhat parallel to the overall growth of King County, which grew at an average annual
growth rate of 0.9% during the 1970s, then at 1.7% annually during the 1980s slowing to
1.5% during the 1990s.

TABLE 3-2
POPULATION OF IMMEDIATE AIRPORT AREA

Population Ava. Annual Growth Rate
FAZ 1970 1980 1990 2000 1970-1980 1980-1990 1990-2000
3825 Boulevard Park 14,776 13,921 15,153 17,118 -0.5% 0.8% 1.3%
3905 N. Tukwila 12,955 5,501 6,895 7,701 -5.2% 2.3% 1.2%
5815 Lower Duwamish/Boeing 7,140 3,857 4,047 4,898 -4.2% 0.4% 2.1%
5825 Duwamish Mouth 3,283 1,297 2,331 2.602 -5.5% 7.2% 1.2%
Airport Area Totals 38,154 24,576 28,426 32,319 -3.2% 1.4% 1.4%
King County Totals 1,159,464 1,269,649 1,507,320 1,737,034 0.9% 1.7% 1.5%
% of County Totals 3.3% 1.9% 1.9% 1.9%

Source: Puget Sound Regional Council database, December 1398 and 2000 Census.
FAZ refers to Forecast and Analysis Zones.

(E) General Ecological Character

KCIA is located in a heavily industrialized area of south Seattle/north Tukwila. The natural
environment has been extensively modified and very few undisturbed areas remain in the
general vicinity. The most notable natural feature is the Duwamish River, which flows about
% mile to the west of the Airport. This particular section of the river is known as the
Duwamish Waterway, as it is routinely dredged to allow navigation use by large ships and
barges accessing industrial properties. The Duwamish River/Waterway hosts several runs
of anadromous and resident fish, including Fall Chinook, Chum, Coho, Pink, and Sockeye
Salmon, along with Summer and Winter Steelhead. No wetlands or floodplains are present
on airport property. The Duwamish Waterway is the receiving waterbody for surface water
runoff from this area, including airport property. A study by EPA confirmed that
contaminated sediments are present in a five-mile stretch of the lower Waterway, from the
southern tip of Harbor Island to just south of the turning basin. The contaminants include
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), poly-aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), mercury and other
metals, and phthalates. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) listed the lower
Duwamish Waterway as a Superfund site in September 2001. The natural environment is
discussed in more detail in Chapter 4.
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3.2 FUTURE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT

The purpose of this section is to clearly identify the actions that are considered in Chapter 4
“Environmental Consequences” in evaluating the cumulative impacts of the Master Plan
recommendations in combination with other actions in the Airport vicinity.

The immediate Airport environs are intensively developed. No sizeable new developments are
anticipated.

Regional actions, such as the Sound Transit Light Rail System, which would provide high
speed transit between the downtown central business district and Tukwila/Sea-Tac is planned
for the general area. A specific alignment was chosen for the light rail system in November
1999 and has since undergone revisions. From the southern terminus in the city of SeaTac,
trains would connect to Sea-Tac International Airport and move through Tukwila and the Rainier
Valley. They could pass through Beacon Hill in a tunnel, emerging in the industrial area south of
downtown Seattle. From there Sound Transit could pass through the neighborhoods of First
Hill, Capitol Hill, University District, and terminate at the Northgate Transit Center.

In addition to the Sound Transit Light Rail System, the Elevated Transportation Company is
currently evaluating whether to expand the Seattle Monorail system throughout the city of
Seattle. The southern terminus of the monorail is expected to be in West Seattle.

The City of Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan? includes establishing/maintaining a
Manufacturing/Industrial Center in the lower Duwamish River valley. Most of the study area lies
within this center. The goal of this center is to ensure that adequate accessible industrial land is
available to promote a diversified employment base and sustain Seattle’s contribution to
regional high wage job growth.

The area surrounding the intersection of 13" Avenue South and South Albro Place in the
Georgetown neighborhood is designated under the Comprehensive Plan as a Neighborhood
Anchor. The goal of Neighborhood Anchors in the Comprehensive Plan is to provide a service
and transit focus for surrounding neighborhoods in areas where, overall, existing conditions are
to be maintained. Through the neighborhood planning process identified in the Comprehensive
Plan, a neighborhood plan has been developed for Georgetown. The Georgetown
Neighborhood Plan is comprised of a variety of goals, policy statements, and recommendations
for specific and non-specific actions within the neighborhood.1? The recommendations were
numerous and covered the following topics: Seattle Design District (Georgetown is looking to
promote small industrial businesses that emphasize craftsmanship, ar, and design), quality of
life issues, safety, promoting industry, code enforcement, economic development, residential
neighborhood issues, traffic and transportation, and environment. Residents of Georgetown
were divided when addressing the topics of economic development and industry. It is noted in
the Georgetown Neighborhood Plan that many respondents were not in favor of increased KCIA
activity or emphasizing freight mobility. The final Georgetown Neighborhood Plan was
published in June 1999, and the Seattle City Council accepted the Plan on February 7, 2000.

The City of Tukwila’s Comprehensive Planl! includes a 998 acre Manufacturing/Industrial
Center (Center) in the KCIA study area south of the Seattle city limits. There are 114

[<e)

! City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan, Toward A Sustainable Seattle, A Plan for Managing Growth: 1994-2014, July 1994.

Georgetown Neighborhood Plan, June 1999,
1 City of Tukwila Comprehensive Land Use Plan, December 1995.

B!
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businesses located in this area employing more than 18,000 people. The Center is
characterized by light to heavy manufacturing uses, storage facilities, office development, small
areas of commercial development along arterials, and a few older residences. KCIA occupies
about 175 acres of the Center. Because the Center is an established industrial area, adequate
infrastructure has been in place and maintained for years.

In addition to comprehensive planning efforts, King County and the Cities of Seattle and Tukwila
agreed to modify their common boundaries near KCIA to provide a straight boundary between
the cities. The proposed boundary adjustment would also place the flight areas at KCIA within

the City of Seattle.

The Museum of Flight, located on the west side of the airfield at Boeing Field, is also
evaluating an expansion plan. The Museum of Flight Foundation manages the museum and
has established a mission “to preserve and collect examples of historical aircraft and space
vehicles from every era, archives, blueprints, photographs, personal diaries and more.” In 2002,
the Museum Foundation completed a master plan that calls for three phases: Phase 1 -
Personal Courage Wing (expansion of the north end of the main building by 88,000 square
feet); Phase 2 — Red Barn Pavilion (enclosing the Red Barn); and Phase 3 — completion of a
Commercial Aviation Wing and Space Gallery. As part of the Phase 3 work, land would be
acquired from Boeing (through a donation), including land on the west side of East Marginal
Way. An aircraft transit corridor would be developed to connect the museum galleries on the
east and west side of the street. To enable the aircraft transit corridor, the Museum would build
four new hangar buildings on two parcels (Lot 14 and lot 14-06) to replace Hangars A and B,
which would be torn down and replaced by aircraft tie-downs and an aircraft towpath. Once
construction is completed, the Museum Authority and King County would exchange lot 14-06 for
a similarly sized parcel located on museum land. Completion of the project would enable
335,000 square feet of new building space and about 22,000 square feet of renovated space.

Separate from the Airport Master Plan recommendations, King County is working with Seattle
Light concerning improved access driveway to the Georgetown Steam Plant. Currently,
City Light has an easement through the secure portions of the airfield of the north Runway
Protection Zone. King County is proposing to acquire the easement interests and to coordinate
a land exchange between the County, the Boeing Company, and Seattle Light that would
enable direct access to the Steam Plant property from Ellis Avenue. The County expects to
complete all requisite NEPA and SEPA analysis on this access plan once the driveway access
plan has been fully developed. A temporary access driveway has been developed to address
short-term runway safety area concerns, while the permanent driveway is being developed.

In 1999, King County initiated a Part 150 Noise Compatibility Planning study for KCIA. The
purpose of that study was to develop a balanced and cost effective program for reducing
existing and future noise exposure from the Airport. In 2002, the County completed the study
and recommended to the County Council a number of actions. The following action items were
approved in February 2003 by County motion 11600:

1. Develop combined noise contour with Sea-Tac Airport and King County Airport ~the purpose of this
action would be to enable identification of people exposed to noise from the combined noise of both
airports and to then extend mitigation to those affected,;

2. Implement a public instrument approach procedure with an Elliot Bay ground track to avoid over-flight of
residential areas - The implementation of an alternative instrumentation system for approaches from the
north would enable aircraft to approach over Elliott Bay and avoid over-flights of residential areas,
especially Magnolia. This would have negligible effect on the size of the 65 DNL but it would provide
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10.

11.
12.

substantial relief from single-event flyovers to the residential areas avoided by use of the alternative
instrumentation approach and would be especially effective in reducing noise intrusion during nighttime
hours.

Implement Close-in Departure Procedure for North Departures - The FAA has approved specific Close-
in Noise Abatement Departure Procedures for all aircraft types over 75,000 pounds and each aircraft
operator has such a procedure for their specific aircraft types. The Airport Sponsor can request that
each operator utilize this particular procedure when departing north from King County International
Airport. This recommendation would reduce the number of people within the 65 and greater DNL noise
contours north of the Airport.

Investigate the Viability of Undertaking a Part 161 Study for Stage 2 Jets - This recommendation might
reduce the night impacts of noise levels associated with the louder, older Stage 2 business jet aircraft.
These aircraft are most intrusive during the nighttime hours (10 pm to 7 am), and this recommendation
would result in eliminating their use during those hours. However, the implementation of this
recommendation would require an additional study (called a Part 161 study, per the requirements of
FAR Part 161 Noise and Access Restrictions) to be prepared and approved by the FAA.

Upgrade flight tracking and noise monitoring program (Fly Quiet Program) to achieve voluntary
compliance and accountability with noise program. The Fly Quiet Program would consist of several
distinct features: operator education program, a pilot's incentive program, and advanced technology to
improve noise monitoring and reporting.

Maintain existing curfew on nighttime engine run-ups - The Airport has an existing nighttime curfew for
engine run-ups that reduces the ground generated noise intrusion to nearby residences during critical
nighttime hours. King County staff recommended that the curfew be maintained as it is currently
written.

Conduct site selection and feasibility study for Ground Run-up Enclosure (GRE) - Based on the existing
uses on Airport property, it is difficult to determine a feasible site for such a facility at this time.
Therefore, King County Staff recommended that a more detailed site selection and feasibility study be
undertaken.

Establish building design/placement standards fo reduce off-airport noise effects from aircraft
movements on the ground - Proper placement and design of future landside facilities can be useful in
reducing ground generated noise intrusion to adjacent residences. Proper acoustical treatment and
placement of buildings can act as barriers to sound transmission, and such considerations should be
incorporated, if feasible, in future landside development.

Provide a variety of options for people living in the 65 and 70 DNL KCIA contours, including purchase of
avigation (noise) easements, sound aftenuation, and sales transaction assistance - Even if all feasible
noise abatement measures are implemented, there would still be residences within the significant noise
contours associated with aircraft operations occurring at the Airport. As such, there are several land
use options (as noted in the recommendation) that can be offered to residents in an effort to reduce
inside noise levels or provide some type of relief.

Provide variety of options for people living in the 65 and 70 DNL combined KCIA/Sea-Tac contours
including purchase of avigation (noise) easements, sound attenuation, and sales transaction
assistance. This recommendation would provide relief to those residents that are not currently eligible
under existing noise programs or existing FAA Policy. The intent of this recommendation is to
implement within the KCIA contours first and then address those noise sensitive uses within the
Combined Contours. This would ensure that the residents closest to the Airport, in the loudest noise
contours, would be provided assistance first.

Insufate schools and public buildings

Investigate alternatives for voluntary purchase of homes within the 70 DNL contour using programs that
are not available through the federal government - All of the recommended programs and procedural
changes within the 65 DNL contour and greater would leave areas of residential use inside the 70 DNL
contour. Given the normal requirement that homes be brought up to building codes at the time of
insulating, it's possible that some of the older homes cannot be sufficiently mitigated at a typical cost to
reduce the noise levels to a range compatible with residential use under FAA guidelines (i.e., attain a
level of no more that 45 dB inside the home). A mandatory purchase program applied to entire
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neighborhoods would require residents to leave who are not troubled by the noise level and do not wish
to live in other areas of the City. A voluntary program funded by the FAA could lead to degradation of
the remaining neighborhoods because FAA funding requires either maintaining the purchased site in a
cleared, unused state or changing the fand use, both of which lead to neighborhood deterioration. On
the other hand, it was felt that some relief should be provided to those who currently reside in an area of
such high noise levels, if the residents would like relief that would not lead to neighborhood
deterioration.

Based on the recommendations of the Part 150, it is estimated that the population exposed to
aircraft noise would decrease upon implementation of the recommendations, as shown in Table
3-3. The table shows existing impacts, impacts in 2008 without the Part 150 recommendation,
as well as with the Part 150 recommendations. Each of the future conditions (2008) also
reflects completion of the proposed Master Plan recommendations (preferred alternative). As
the population and housing data show, implementation of the Part 150 recommendations would
alter the area affected, and thus slightly change the population and housing impacts. At the
time of this document, the King County Council was reviewing the recommendations. Upon
acceptance by the Council, the recommendations would be forwarded to the FAA for their
review and approval. Implementation cannot occur until the FAA has approved the actions.

TABLE 3-3
NOISE IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH PART 150 RECOMMENDATIONS

Without Part 150 Part 150

2003 Recommendations Recommendations —

Existing 2008 2008
Population Housing Population Housing Population Housing
60-65 DNL 12,440 4,770 11,530 4,470 11,380 4,410
65-70DNL 4,280 1,720 4,010 1,640 3,920 1,610
70-75 DNL 890 400 750 350 700 320
75+ DNL 60 20 40 10 30 10

0 0

65 DNL & Greater 5,230 2,140 4,800 2,000 4,650 1,940
60 DNL & Greater 17,670 6,910 16,330 6,470 16,030 6,350

Source: Barnard Dunkelberg & Company. Using 2000 Census data.

With implementation of the Part 150 recommendations, homes within the 65 DNL and greater
noise exposure contours would be evaluated to participate in the various programs, consisting

of about 1,880 homes.

As was identified in the Part 150 Study, the proximity of Seattle-Tacoma International Airport
and its associated aircraft overflights combines with noise from King County International Airport
to produce greater noise on residents near KCIA than from overflights alone from KCIA.
Therefore, it is important to recognize that the Port of Seattle, as operator of Sea-Tac Airport,
has adopted a Master Plan Update for that airport which anticipates completion of a Third
Parallel Runway and development of improved terminal and landside facilities.
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Chapter 4
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This section presents the assessment of the environmental impact of the proposed Master Plan
recommendations per the requirements of the Washington State Environmental Policy Act
(SEPA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). In addressing NEPA requirements,
the Federal Aviation Administration’s Order 5050.4A “Airport Environmental Handbook”
identifies the breadth of analysis required for an environmental assessment. SEPA
requirements are addressed in Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 197-11-440.
Environmental disciplines required for consideration are:

41  Noise 411 Wetlands and Floodplains

42  Land Use Compatibility 4.12 Coastal Zone Management, Coastal Barriers
4.3  Social Impacts and Wild and Scenic Rivers

44  Induced Socio-Economic Impact 4.13 Farmland

45  Air Quality 4.14 Energy Supply and Natural Resources

46  Water Quality 4.15 Public Services and Ultilities (including Solid
4.7  Human Health and Safety Waste and Hazardous Waste)

4.8 Historic, Cultural and Archaeological Resources 4.16 Light Emissions

49 DOT 4(f) Lands 4,17 Aesthetics and Visual Resources

4.10 Plants and Animals/Biotic Communities and 4.18 Construction

Endangered Species

The analysis of each of these environmental disciplines listed above focuses on existing
conditions, and the conditions anticipated to occur in the future through year 2015 or 2018, with
and without the proposed Master Plan recommendations. 12 In addition, a cumulative impact
evaluation was prepared for the cumulative effects of addressing the two master plan needs, as
well as the effect relative to planned actions or development in the area (as noted in Chapter 3.2
“Future Planned Development”).

Throughout this chapter, the analysis describes:

e \Without Master Plan Recommendations (RSA Alternative A-513 and facility Alternative D-5)
With Master Plan
o Shifted Runway- Full Use (RSA Alternative A-2)
o Shifted Runway — Special Use Procedures (RSA Alternative A-3): Preferred
Alternative
o Other Facilities (D-4)

4.1 NOISE

One of the primary conditions that residents in the vicinity of an airport express concern with is
aircraft noise. For the purpose of this evaluation, aircraft noise impacts are described in terms
of the land area exposed to aircraft noise above predetermined levels. Contour lines
representing average annual noise conditions were generated showing the Day-Night Average

12 |n December 2003, the existing conditions noise and land use-related analyses were updated reflecting the most
recent 12 month period (July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2003). Based on the forecast update discussed in
Chapter 1, the noise, land use, air quality disciplines were also updated to 2018 reflecting the new airport
forecast. The documentation of all other environmental disciplines consider impacts in 2015 unless noted.

13 Alternative A-5 reflects the status quo, such that a non-standard RSA would be available for Runway 31L.
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Sound Level (DNL or Ldn) of 60, 65, 70, and 75 dBA for aircraft operations. The number of
existing residents and dwelling units located within the noise exposure pattern were identified.

The following sections provide a brief summary of the methodology used and the resulting
impacts. Chapter 4.2 “Land Use Compatibility” discusses the compatibility of various land uses
with existing and future noise exposure and identifies the population and housing impacts.
Chapter 4.7 “Human Health and Safety” contains a summary of the human health effects due to

noise.

(A) Methodology

Day Night Sound Level (DNL) contours were developed using the FAA’s Integrated Noise
Model (INM), Version 6.1 computer model. The INM is a sophisticated computer model that
evaluates the cumulative noise exposure of all aircraft operating to and from the Airport on
an average annual day. Noise levels associated with the aircraft while on the runway or in
flight have been available since the introduction of the model in 1978. Version 6.1 of the
INM, released by the FAA in spring of 2003, has features (which were used in this
evaluation) that allow a standard evaluation of aircraft noise to include the effects of:

e Run-up noise
¢ Departure climbs adjusted for local elevation and temperature

Airfield layout and operational fleet mix for each condition were drawn from data produced
for the Airport Master Plan and the Part 150 Study. Runway utilization was developed from
Airport records. The detailed statistical information related to these and other factors
important to the development of the noise contours are presented in Appendix C.

As required by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), the Day-Night Average Sound
Level (DNL) is to be used in evaluating aircraft noise exposure impacts. The DNL is a 24-
hour average annual sound level that includes a sound level weighting (penalty) for sounds
occurring between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. This weighting reflects the added sensitivity of sound
sources occurring during the hours when the majority of the population is sleeping.

Appendix C contains a detailed description of the following:

» Noise Modeling Assumptions

» Locational Impact analysis
e DNL levels
¢ Time Above a threshold of A-weighted sound level (TA)
¢ Peak sound exposure level (SEL)

(B) Existing Aircraft Noise Reduction Programs

The existing noise reduction program that is used at KCIA includes the following:

» Noise monitoring - KCIA’s noise monitoring program was installed beginning in 1997 to
quantify noise from the Airport. A total of ten monitors are in use: six moveable monitors
and four fixed position monitors. Fixed position monitors are installed in Tukwila, West
Seattle, Georgetown, and Beacon Hill. These monitors provide both a baseline and
information about changes over time. The six mobile monitors have been installed
inside camper vans so that they can be moved from location to location.
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Noise hotline - KCIA has also installed a noise hotline to track citizen concerns about
noise. Established in 1996, the hotline can be reached at 206-296-KCIA. Airport staff
investigates the cause of each complaint and provides a written response each month to
the caller and also notifies airport users when their operations result in citizen

complaints.

Flight tracking — KCIA staff added flight tracking to the noise monitoring system in
1999. The Airport staff can identify Instrument Flight Rule (IFR) specific flights according
to operator, direction, and altitude.

Pilots’ brochure — King County published a brochure designed to identify noise
sensitive neighborhoods and recommend VFR (Visual Flight Rules) preferred approach
and departure routes. This material encourages pilots to voluntarily use routes that avoid
flying over residential areas when possible.

Operating procedures: the following operating procedures are in place:
» No ‘touch and go” operations are allowed between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.;
= Intersection takeoffs for jet aircraft are prohibited;

*» Runway 13L/31R is not used between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m;

= Engine maintenance run-ups are not allowed between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. During
daytime hours, run-ups are conducted at a location on the west taxiway to minimize
off-airport impacts. The Boeing Company has volunteered to prohibit its run-ups
between 5:30 p.m. and 8:00 am and all day Sunday and holidays. However, when it
is necessary that run-ups occur during this period, they coordinate their run-ups with
King County; and

» To aid general aviation aircraft at maximizing their altitude on approach, King County
has placed Visual Approach Slope Indicators (VASIs) on Runway 13L/31R (the

shorter runway).

Section 3.2 Future Planned Development summarizes the recommendations of the recently
completed Part 150 Study.

(C) Existing Noise Exposure Area

Table 4.1-1 summarizes the area within each noise contour range for the existing noise

condition.
TABLE 4.1-1
EXISTING AREA AFFECTED BY AIRCRAFT NOISE (square miles)
2003
Noise Impact Existing

60-65 DNL 6.07 sm
65-70 DNL 2.63
70-75 DNL 1.09
75-80 DNL 0.37
80+ DNL 0.50
65 DNL and Greater” 4.58
60 DNL and Greater 10.65

Source: Bridgenet Consulting Services, December 2003.  sm = square miles
* 65 DNL and greater includes 65-70 DNL, 70-75 DNL, 75-80 DNL and 80+ DNL
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The aircraft noise exposure pattern for the average annual day in 2003 is presented in
Exhibit 4.1-1. The levels represented by the noise contours range from 80 DNL within
airport property to 60 DNL furthest from the Airport. The 60 DNL is provided for
informational purposes only to assist the reader in better understanding the aircraft noise
exposure patterns in the community.

On the basis of scientific surveys and analysis, the FAA has established 65 DNL as the
critical level for the determination of noise impacts 14 The existing 65 DNL and greater
contours currently encompass 4.58 square miles (2,931 acres), including Airport property,
while the 60-65 DNL contour includes 6.07 square miles. The predominant use of southerly
traffic flows at the Airport results in a larger portion of the existing contour pattern falling
south of the airfield due to the prevailing winds. Owing to the greater thrust levels used,
departures are typically several decibels louder than approaches at the same distance from
the aircraft, resulting in larger noise contours in the principal direction of departing traffic.
Therefore, the noise contours for the existing condition reach farther into communities south
of the Airport than into those to the north.

The existing 65 DNL noise exposure contour extends from its north end at about Spokane
Street southward to terminate near the Foster Links Golf Course, between Interurban
Avenue and the rail line.

(D) Euture Aircraft Noise Exposure

The following sections summarize the noise exposure pattern of the alternatives in year
2018. FAA Order 5050.4A, Chapter 5, Paragraph 47e (1)(d)2 states: “FAA’s threshold of
significance has been determined to be a 1.5 Ldn increase in noise over any noise sensitive
area located within the 65 Ldn contour”. The following sections summarize the changes in
the noise exposure contours and identify any 1.5 DNL (Ldn) change of noise within the 65
DNL noise exposure contours. Table 4.1-2 compares the “Without Master Plan” noise
exposure to the “With Master Plan” scenarios. Exhibits 4.1-2, 4.1-3, and 4.1-4 show the
noise exposure conditions with and without the Master Plan respectively.

TABLE 4.1-2
AREA AFFECTED BY AIRCRAFT NOISE (square miles)
2018
{RSA Alt A-5) With Master Plan With Master Plan
Noise Impact Without Shifted Runway Shifted Runway Special

Master Plan Full Use {(Alt A-2) Use Procedures (Alt A-3)
60-65 DNL 5.52 sm 5.50 sm 5.52 sm
65-70 DNL 2.43 2.39 2.43
70-75 DNL 0.87 0.82 0.86
75-80 DNL 0.31 0.31 0.31
80+ DNL 0.43 0.43 0.42
65 DNL and Greater® 4.02 3.95 4.02
60 DNL and Greater 9.54 9.45 9.54

Source: Bridgenet Consulting Services, December 2003.  sm = square miles
* 65 DNL and greater includes 685-70 DNL, 70-75 DNL, 75-80 DNL and 80+ DNL

14/

Federal Aviation Regulation Part 150 and the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise.
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All future conditions (with and without the Master Plan) assume continued operation of the
existing noise abatement procedures and policies.

1. Without Master Plan Recommendations (No Action RSA A-5)

As noted in Chapter 2, the No Action RSA alternative would retain the existing arrival
and departure thresholds, with the RSA for the southern end of the primary runway (31L)
not meeting current standards. [t is also assumed that all forecast aircraft operations
would use the Airport in the 2018 timeframe.

As is shown in Table 4.1-2, the area that would be affected by 65 DNL and greater noise
contours without the Master Plan is expected to be 4.02 square miles or about 2,573
acres. This would be a reduction of nearly 12% over current noise exposure, estimated
at 4.58 square miles versus without the Master Plan in 2018 at 4.02 square miles. The
noise exposure contour for the 2018 “Without Master Plan” very closely resembles the
existing conditions, with the exception of the size being smaller. The 65 DNL noise
contour extends from its northerly location (just south of Spokane Street) to its southern
most location near I-5 at 52" Street South.

2. With Master Plan Recommendations

The With Master Plan recommendation scenarios were evaluated: a) full use of the
shifted runway and b) establishment of procedures to require users to demonstrate the
need for 10,000 feet of departure runway length when operating in south flow, and c)

other facilities: '

a) With Runway Safety Area Correction With Full Use of Runway Shift (RSA
Alternative A-2)

With the runway shift, all of the forecast operations would be capable of operating at
the Airport. With this alternative, all activity using the Airport would depart from the
new threshold in a south flow. Arrivals in a south flow would occur at the current
threshold, and departures in a north flow would not be affected.

As is shown in Table 4.1-2, the area affected by 65 DNL and greater noise levels
with this contour is expected to be 3.95 square miles, which would be slightly smaller
than the area affected by the Without Master Plan noise contour (about 0.07 square
miles smaller). The 60 DNL and greater noise contour would encompass 9.45
square miles, while the 75 DNL and greater noise contour would include 0.74 square
miles. The noise contours for this alternative in 2018 would extend from their
northern terminus at just south of Spokane Street to the southern extension at the
south end of 50" Place South near S. 129" Street.

As is shown in the table, with this alternative (full use of the shifted runway), the 65
DNL and greater noise exposure contour would be slightly smaller than with the
preferred alternative (Alternative A-3) — about 0.07 square miles or 45 acres. In this
section of the document, the documentation identifies noise exposure without regard
to the land uses within the contour. Section 4.2 “L.and Use” presents the impacts of
the alternatives, which shows that the noise sensitive use impacts are greater with
this alternative than would suggest by the area within the contour. The shifted
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pavement results in aircraft being higher over areas south of the Airport when
departing in south flow, and thus slightly less noise and a smaller noise footprint.

While the noise exposure contours are smaller with this alternative relative to the
Without Master Plan, it would result in significant changes (1.5 DNL or greater) at six
locations:

= Georgetown Steam Plant — in 2018, full use of the shifted runway would
result in a 6.5 DNL increase over the Without Master Plan (from 70.8 DNL
with the No Action to 77.3 DNL with this alternative)

= Grid 402 (7,36) at 1.5 DNL over the Without Master Plan along I-5

» Grid 340 (6,35) at 2.8 DNL over the Without Master Plan within the northern
airfield portion of KCIA

» Grid 341 (6,36) at 5.8 DNL over the Without Master Plan within the northern
airfield portion of KCIA

=  Grid 280 (5,36) at 6.6 DNL over the Without Master Plan within the northern
airfield portion of KCIA near the Steam Plant from 71.7 to 77.7 DNL

»  Grid 279 (5,35) at 3.7 DNL over the Without Master Plan within the northern
airfield portion of KCIA from 80.3 to 84.0 DNL

For the grid analysis performed for the Georgetown neighborhood area (250 ft), a
number of sites were found to result in a 1.5 DNL increase over the Without Master
Plan. However, all of these sites are located in areas that are undeveloped either at
KCIA or along the right-of-way between Airport Way and 1-5 and include: grid 142,
143, 144, 169, 170, 171, 197, 198, 225, 226, 227, 254, 255, 256, and 283. The
greatest increases would be as high as 23.0 DNL at grid 197 (at the very end of the

runway).

b) Preferred Alternative — Procedures for Use of Special Use Area (A-3)

With the runway shift, only those users that have a demonstrated need for 10,000
feet of departure runway would use the new pavement on the north. It is anticipated
that one (1) to two (2) average daily aircraft operations would require the full 10,000
ft departure capability. This analysis reflects that annually, about 438 operations per
year in 2018 might require 10,000-ft of departure runway length. These operations
would consist of the Boeing Aerospace (including AWACs military flights) and heavy
cargo operations consisting of: AWACs (707 version), B-747-400, B-757-200, B-767-
300, and B-777.

The area affected by 65 DNL and greater sound level would total 4.02 square miles
with the Master Plan recommendations, or the same area as the No Action/without
the Master Plan. The 65 DNL and greater noise exposure contours would extend
from their northern tip just south of Spokane Street to the southern extension near
the south end of 56™ Avenue South.

No off-airport sites would be exposed to a 1.5 DNL or greater change over the No

Action/"Without Master Plan” to the Master Plan with the Runway Shift and Special
Use Area procedures. Project-related noise increases with this alternative at the
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Georgetown Steam Plant would be 1.1 DNL, increasing from the Do Nothing of 70.8
DNL to 71.9 DNL with the Preferred Alternative.

¢) Other Facilities

As is noted in Chapter 1, the Master Plan recommends a land use plan that would
concentrate uses to the extent possible in various areas of the Airport. These areas
or zones are relatively consistent with the uses occurring today at KCIA. Therefore,
further concentration of increases in activity could result in increases in ground-
emanating noise (noise occurring within the apron area from surface vehicles and
aircraft taxiing to and from the runways). As taxiing noise is masked by the greater
noise levels generated by arriving (with reverse thrust) and departing aircraft, no
significant adverse impacts are expected from further concentration of users in
various areas of the Airport.

(E) Cumulative Impacts

The proposed Master Plan recommendations would have a cumulative impact on aircraft
noise exposure conditions as described in the preceding sections. Planned regional
development, such as the Sound Transit light rail system and Elevated Transit System (also
known as the Monorail) would not affect aircraft noise exposure.

As noted in Section 3.2, King County has recently completed a Part 150 Noise Compatibility
Planning Study for KCIA. The Noise Compatibility Plan developed for the recommendations
also reflects the Preferred Alternative of the Master Plan (Runway Safety Area Alternative A-
3 and airport facility development).  Table 3-3 shows that with the Part 150 Study
recommendations, the population affected by 60 DNL would decrease by about 2% and that
impacted population and housing within 65 DNL would decrease 3%. As required by FAR
Part 150, the noise exposure contours focused on then existing (2000) conditions and
conditions five years into the future (2006). Based on the Part 150 future analysis, it would
be expected that future conditions (post 2006) would also experience a similar reduction
with implementation of the Master Plan and Part 150 recommendations. Those
recommendations, if approved and implemented, when combined with the Master Plan
would result in further noise reductions than would occur in the future without the

recommendations.

As is also noted in Section 3.2, the Port of Seattle has completed a Master Plan Update for
Sea-Tac Airport that anticipates completion of a new runway and expansion of the terminal
and landside complex in the next decade. As was shown during the KCIA Part 150, the
noise from Sea-Tac and KCIA combine to result in greater noise exposure in the vicinity of
KCIA than is shown when considering operations from KCIA alone. During the Part 150
Study for KCIA, the noise exposure contours considered the cumulative impact of both
airports and presented the combined condition. Reflected in conditions at KCIA was the
implementation of the preferred Master Plan recommendations, as well as assumed for Sea-
Tac was the implementation of their Master Plan Update recommendations.

Table 4.2-4 shows a comparison of the impacts of the combined airports. As this table
shows, the combination of overflights from KCIA and Sea-Tac Airport together result in a
larger noise exposure pattern in the area around KCIA than would occur from just the KCIA
flights. Implementation of the KCIA Master Plan recommendations (unrelated to the RSA),
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which are equal to the No Action, would combine with noise from Sea-Tac to result in slightly
greater noise exposure, a cumulative airport increase in noise. However, the Master Plan
projects would not induce additional noise exposure impacted population.

(F) Mitigation Measures

Because no significant new noise exposure impacts are anticipated to be caused by the
proposed Master Plan Preferred Alternative recommendations, no mitigation is required.
King County initiated a Part 150 Noise Compatibility Planning Study for KCIA in July 1999.
The purpose of that study is to develop a balanced and cost-effective program for reducing
current and future (through 2006) noise exposure. As discussed in Section 3.2, the Part 150
recommendations would further reduce existing and future impacts with the Master Plan.
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4.2 LAND USE COMPATIBILITY

Aircraft noise is generally regarded to be the primary impact of an airport on surrounding land
uses. This section summarizes the population, housing units, and non-residential noise-
sensitive facilities that are affected by current Airport operations and by those of the proposed
Master Plan and the alternatives for future years. The compatibility of the alternatives with local
and regional land use plans is also discussed.

Existing noise contours indicate that noise levels in the residential and commercial areas of the
Georgetown neighborhood currently exceed 65 DNL. Shifting the runway 880 feet north would
increase the impacts from noise on these residential and commercial areas. Non-residential
noise sensitive facilities north of the Airport would experience increased noise levels with a
shifted runway; although the impacts would not be significant with the Preferred Alternative
(RSA Alternative A-3 and the proposed facility concept).

(A) Methodology

Noise contours delineating locations of equal noise exposure (60, 65, 70, and 75 DNL) were
developed for the existing (2003) condition, and for the With and Without Master Plan
recommendation alternatives for the year 2018. To determine the amount of noise affected
population and housing, the contours were electronically overlaid on the Census block group
data. To evaluate the existing and future conditions, year 2000 census data was used. The
area between two specific noise contours was calculated as a percentage of the total
affected block group and then multiplied by the total population and housing of the affected
block group to develop population and housing impact data. These data were then
evaluated against aerial photographs overlain by noise exposure contours to determine the
reasonableness of the data, which is shown in Table 4.2-2. The noise contours for existing
conditions and the future alternatives were also electronically overlaid on the Airport
environs database of non-residential noise-sensitive facilities (schools, churches, hospitals,
and nursing homes, libraries, parks and recreation facilities, and historical sites) to
determine which uses are affected by noise.

The degree of impact within the noise contour was determined using Part 150 of the Federal
Aviation Regulations which contains guidelines for determining the sensitivity of specific land
uses to various levels of aircraft noise.l¥ These guidelines note that if local land use
authorities have enacted local aircraft overflight noise compatibility guidelines, these
guidelines can be used in lieu of the Part 150 guidelines. However, none of the land use
jurisdictions in the vicinity of KCIA have enacted guidelines concerning aircraft overflight
noise exposure. Several jurisdictions (City of Seattle, King County, and State of
Washington) have established property line noise guidelines, which do not relate to these
land use compatibility guidelines, and do not relate to aircraft overflights.

Table 4.2-1 lists the Part 150 land use compatibility guidelines and notes that residences
and certain public-use facilities are not compatible with high levels of aircraft noise. These
Federal guidelines show that residential land uses are normally incompatible in areas
exposed to noise levels in excess of 65 DNL. With appropriate soundproofing, however,
residential structures may be compatible with noise exposure levels of 65-75 DNL. Other
noise-sensitive land uses such as medical, educational, religious and cultural facilities,
areas of public assembly, resorts, and group camps follow these same patterns of
compatibility. As discussed later in Section 4.9 “DOT Section 4(f) Lands”, park and

15 noise Controf and Compatibility Planning for Airports, Appendix 1, FAA Advisory Circular AC 150/5020-1, August 5, 1983,
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recreation uses are normally considered to be compatible with noise exposure levels below
75 DNL.

The Part 150 land use compatibility guidelines indicate that most land uses, including
residences, are compatible with noise exposure levels below 65 DNL. The area within DNL
65 and greater noise exposure is considered significantly impacted by aircraft noise
exposure by the FAA's land use compatibility guidelines. It is also generally recognized that
some residents, especially owner-occupants of single-family homes, may be highly annoyed
by exposure to noise below 65 DNL (yet circumstances can vary with individual residents).
In view of this sensitivity, areas affected by 60 to 65 DNL are also included in this report for
the information of the reader. However, there are no generally recognized standards for
characterizing the actual effect of such noise exposure on these individuals. Accordingly,
areas exposed to less than 65 DNL are described as being impacted, but these impacts are
not judged to be significant. Section 4.7 “Human Health and Safety” discusses the health
related concerns with aircraft noise.

(B) Existing Conditions

Land use in the Airport area is primarily industrial and commercial, consisting of two
manufacturing/industrial centers (Duwamish and Tukwila) that were established to ensure
adequate accessible industrial land is available to promote a diversified employment base.
There are also small residential areas within the area (Georgetown neighborhood in Seattle
and the Allentown neighborhood in Tukwila), and the eastern boundary of the area overlaps
a portion of the Holly Park neighborhood in Seattle. The existing land uses in the general
area are shown in Exhibit 3-3. KCIA lies within the Cities of Seattle and Tukwila. Land
adjacent to the Airport is primarily industrial/manufacturing. The Seattle neighborhood
Georgetown is located north and west of the Airport.

Existing land use impacts are categorized into two groups, residential uses and non-
residential noise-sensitive facilities. All residential land uses, with the exception of motels
and hotels, are considered to be sensitive to aircraft noise levels above 65 DNL. Table 4.2-
2 summarizes the population and housing impacts within the existing noise exposure
contours. Of the parks, schools, and historic sites in the study area, only three (3) parks,
one (1) school, and five (5) national historic sites are affected by the 65 DNL and greater
sound level. Table 4.2-3 lists the noise exposure at each of these facilities.

The aircraft noise exposure pattern for existing conditions is shown in the previous Section
4.1 “Noise” in Exhibit 4.1-1. As shown in Table 4.2-2, there are currently 5,230 people
residing in about 2,140 housing units affected by 65 DNL or greater noise levels, the level of

significant noise exposure.
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TABLE 4.2-1

King County International Airport

PART 150 LAND USE COMPATIBILITY GUIDELINES

Land Use

RESIDENTIAL:
Residential, other than mobile homes and
transient lodgings
Household units (11)
Single units-detached (11.11)
Single units-semidetached (11.12)
Single units-attached row (11.13)
Two units-side-by-side (11.21)
Two units-one above the other (11.22)
Apartments-walk up (11.31)
Apartments-elevator (11.32)
Group quarters (12)
Residential hotels (13)
Other residential (19)

Mobile home parks (14)
Transient lodgings (15)

PUBLIC USE:

Schools, hospitals, and nursing homes
Educational services (68)
Hospitals, nursing homes (65.13, 65.16)

Churches, auditoriums, and concert halls
Cultural activities (including churches) (71)
Auditoriums, concert halls (72.1)

Governmental services (67)

Transportation
Railroad, rapid transit and street
Railway transportation (41)
Motor vehicle transportation (42)
Aircraft transportation (43)
Marine craft transport (44)
Highway and street right-of-way (45)

Parking (46)

Numbers in parentheses refer to Standard Land Use Coding Manual (SLUCM)

Page 1 of 4
Yearly Day-Night Average
Sound Level (DNL) in Decibels
<65 65-70 70-75 75-80 80-85 =85
Y N1 NL N N N
Y N N N N N
Y N1 N1 N? N N
Y 25 30 N N N
Y 25 30 N N N
Y Y 25 30 N N
Y Y Y2 Y3 Y4 Y4
Y Y Y2 \& v4 N

Footnotes contained on page 4 of table.
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TABLE 4.2-1

King County International Airport

PART 150 LAND USE COMPATIBILITY GUIDELINES
Page 2 of 4

Land Use

COMMERCIAL USE:

Offices, business, and professional
Finance, insurance and real estate services (61);
Personal services (62); Business services (63);
Professional services (65); Other medical facilities
(65.1); Miscellaneous services (69)

Wholesale and retail-building materials,
hardware and farm equipment
Wholesale trade (51); Retail trade-building materials,
hardware and farm equipment (52); Repair services
(64); Contract construction services (66)

Retail Trade - general
Retail trade-general merchandise (53)
Retail trade-food (54)
Retail trade-automotive, marine craft,
aircraft and accessories (55)
Retail trade-apparel and accessories (56)
Retail trade-furniture, home furnishings
and equipment (57)
Retail trade-eating and drinking establishments (58)
Other retail trade (59)

Utilities (48)
Communication (47)

MANUFACTURING AND PRODUCTION
Manufacturing, general

Yearly Day-Night Average
Sound Level (DNL) in Decibels

<65 65-70

70-75

75-80

80-85

>85

Y Y

<
<

Food and kindred products - manufacturing (21); Textile

mill products-manufacturing (22); Apparel and other

finished products made from fabrics, leather and similar

materials-manufacturing (23); Lumber and wood
products (except furniture) - manufacturing (24);
Furniture and fixtures-manufacturing (25); Paper and

allied products-manufacturing (26); Printing, publishing,

and allied industries (27); Chemical and applied
products-manufacturing (28); Petroleum refining and
related industries (29); Rubber and misc. plastic
products-manufacturing (31); Stone, clay and glass

products-manufacturing (32); Primary metal industries

(33); Fabricated metal products-manufacturing (34);
Miscellaneous manufacturing (39)

Numbers in parentheses refer to Standard Land Use Coding Manual (SLUCM)
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TABLE 4.2-1

King County International Airport

PART 150 LAND USE COMPATIBILITY GUIDELINES
Page 3 of 4

Yearly Day-Night Average
Sound Level (DNL) in Decibels

Land Use <65 65-70 70-75 75-80 80-85

>85

MANUFACTURING AND PRODUCTION (continued)

Photographic and optical professional, scientific Y Y 25 30 N
and controlling instruments, photographic
and optical goods; watches and
clocks manufacturing (35)

Agriculture (except livestock)
and forestry Y Y6 Y’ Y8 Y8
Agriculture (except livestock) (81)
Agriculture related activities (82)
Forestry activities and related services (83)

Livestock farming and breeding (81.5 - 81.7) Y Y6 Y7 N N

Mining and fishing, resource production
and extraction Y Y Y Y Y
Fishing activities and related services (84)
Mining activities and related services (85)
Other resource production and extraction (89)

RECREATIONAL:
Outdoor sports arenas and spectator sports (72.2)

Y
Qutdoor music shells, amphitheaters (72.11) Y
Y
Y

< Z
z Z

Nature exhibits and zoos (72.1)

Amusements, parks, resorts and camps
Amusements (73), Parks (76)
Public assembly (72)
Resorts and group camps (79)
Other cultural, entertainment and recreation (79)

Z 2 Z Z
2 Z2 Z2 Z2

Golf course, riding stables and water
recreation (74) Y Y 25 30 N

Numbers in parentheses refer to Standard Land Use Coding Manual (SLUCM)

e The designations contained in this table do not constitute a Federal determination that any use of land

covered by the program is acceptable or unacceptable under Federal, State, or local law. The responsibility

for determining the acceptable and permissible land uses remains with the local authorities. FAA
determinations under Part 150 are not intended to substitute federally determined land uses for those
determined to be appropriate by local authorities in response to locally determined needs and values in
achieving noise compatible land uses.
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TABLE 4.2-1

King County International Airport

PART 150 LAND USE COMPATIBILITY GUIDELINES

Page 4 of 4
KEY TO TABLE
Numberin{ ) Standard Land Use Coding Manual (SLUCM).
Y (Yes) Land Use and related structures compatible without restrictions.
N (No) Land Use and related structures are not compatible and should be prohibited.
25,30, 0r 35 Land Use and related structures generally compatible; measures to achieve Noise

® N @ o

Level Reduction (NRL), outdoor to indoor, of 25, 30, or 35 must be incorporated
into design and construction of structure.

NOTES FOR TABLE

Where the community determines that residential uses must be allowed, measures to achieve outdoor to indoor Noise Level
Reduction (NLR) of at least 25 dB and 30 dB should be incorporated into building codes and be considered in individual
approvals. Normal construction can be expected to provide a NLR of 20 dB, thus, the reduction requirements are often stated
as 5, 10 or 15 dB over standard construction and normally assume mechanical ventilation and closed windows year round.
However, the use of NLR criteria will not eliminate outdoor noise problems.

Compatible where measures to achieve NLR of 25 are incorporated into the design and construction of portions of these
buildings where the public is received, office areas, noise sensitive areas or where the normal noise level is low.

Compatible where measures to achieve NLR of 30 are incorporated into the design and construction of portions of these
buildings where the public is received, office areas, noise sensitive areas or where the normal noise level is low.

Compatible where measures to achieve NLR of 35 are incorporated into the design and construction of portions of these
buildings where the public is received, office areas, noise sensitive areas or where the normal noise level is low.

Land use compatible provided special sound reinforcement systems are installed.
Prime use only, any residential buildings require NLR of 25 to be compatible.
Prime use only any residential buildings require an NLR of 30 to be compatibie.

Prime use only, NLR for residential buildings not normally feasible, and such uses should be prohibited.

g. Designations contained in the table do not constitule a Federal determination that any use of land covered by the program
is acceptable or unacceptable under Federal, State, or local law. The responsibility for determining the acceptability and
permissible land uses remain with the local authorities.

h. Although TABLE 2 of FAR Part 150 defines the compatibility or non-compatibility of various land uses for the purposes of
Federal Aid, programs, or sanctions under the ASNA Act, adjustments or modifications of the descriptions of the land use
categories may be desirable after consideration of specific local conditions.

Source: Federal Aviation Administration Advisory Circular AC 150/5020-1, Noise Control and Compatibility Planning For
Airports, Appendix 1, August 5, 1983.
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TABLE 4.2-3
NON-RESIDENTIAL NOISE SENSITIVE FACILITY NOISE IMPACTS — DAY NIGHT
AVERAGE SOUND LEVEL (DNL)

2018
With Master Plan
{RSA Alt A-5) With Full Use Procedures for
Without of Shifted Special Use

Code Property Location Existing Master Plan Runway (A-2)  Area (A-3)
P1 Pea Patch Park Tukwila 64.6 63.9 63.5 63.9
P2 Foster Golf Links Tukwila 64.1 63.8 63.4 63.7
P3 Van Asselt Community Center Seattle 59.1 58.8 58.7 58.8
P4 Cleveland Playground Seattle 67.4 66.5 66.5 66.5
P5 Georgetown Play field Seattle 725 72.3 72.3 72.3
P6 Maplewoad Play field Seattle 63.5 62.6 62.6 62.6
P7 Ruby Chow Park King Co. 73.7 72.6 73.7 736
P8 First Avenue South Boat Ramp Seattle 55.6 546 55.0 54.7

P9 Duwamish Waterway Park Seattle ..56.8 56.1 56.0 56.1

S1  Wing Luke Elem. Seattle : 61.9

S2 Maple Elem. Seattle 63.5
S$3 Rainier View Seattle 63.3
S4 Cleveland High School Tukwila 679
H1 Museum of Flight/Airplane Co. Bld. Tukwila 82.4
H2 Georgetown Steam Plant Seattle 717
H3 Old Georgetown City Hall Seattle 73.1

H4 Georgetown Poor Farm Annex Seattle
ati i tle

Affected by 65 DNL & greater 5 5 5 5
Number of Schools Affected by 65

DNL & greater 1 1 1 1
Number of Parks Affected by 65

DNL & greater 3 3 3 3

Source: Anchor Environmental LLC and Bridgenet Consulting Services, March 2002.

notes that alternative would create a 1.5 DNL or greater impact at the site.

(C) Future Conditions

To evaluate the impact of the Master Plan recommendations, noise exposure in year 2018
was quantified, based on the aviation forecasts presented in Chapter 1. Year 2000
population and housing census data was used to estimate future impacts on population and
housing. For the area affected by 65 DNL and greater noise levels, little or no population
growth is anticipated.

1. Without Master Plan/No Action (RSA Alternative A-5)

The “Without the Master Plan” scenario considers the existing airport facilities, without
the Runway Shift or other Master Plan recommendations. Without the Master Plan
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recommendations, noise exposure is expected to decrease over existing noise levels,
despite an increase in aircraft operations. This reduction is expected as the noisier
Stage 3 aircraft are retired from the fleet, and are replaced by quieter aircraft. As is
shown in Table 4.2-2, the population affected is expected to decrease from current
levels of about 5,230 people within the 65 DNL and greater noise contour to 3,850
people in 2018, about a 23% reduction; the majority of the reduction in impact is due to
the reduced number of retrofitted Stage 2 aircraft that would be operating in 2008. The
number of non-residential noise sensitive facilities affected by 65 DNL and greater sound
levels is expected to remain about the same between 2003 and 2018.

2. With Master Plan Recommendations

Three With Master Plan recommendation scenarios were evaluated: a) full use of the
shifted runway; b) establishment of special use area procedures to require users to
demonstrate the need for 10,000 feet of departure runway length when operating in
south flow and c) other facility recommendations. The land use implications of these
scenarios are noted below:

a) With Runway Safety Area Correction With Full Use of Runway Shift (RSA
Alternative A-2)

Table 4.2-2 shows the population and housing impacts associated with shifting the
runway 880 feet to the north and use of all aircraft to depart in a south flow from this
relocated threshold. Relative to the Without Master Plan, this alternative would
produce a slightly smaller noise contour and slightly lower population/housing
impacts (90 less people in 40 less homes).

This alternative would also result in an increase in noise to properties located off the
end of Runway 31L. As is noted in Section 4.1 “Noise” and Section 4.8 “Historic
Cultural and Archaeological Resources”, significant noise exposure would be caused
by this alternative. Significant noise exposure is defined by FAA Order 5050.4A,
which notes that a 1.5 DNL increase in sound to noise sensitive properties within the
65 DNL is considered significant. Similarly, if increases in impacts of 3.0 DNL occur
within the 60 DNL, further evaluation is recommended. As was noted in Section 4.1
“Noise”, this alternative would increase the noise to the Georgetown Steam Plant
significantly (6.5 DNL) as well as to the north end of the airfield and the I-5 Airport
Way right-of-way. No other off-airport noise sensitive uses would be expected to
experience significant changes in aircraft noise exposure with this alternative.

As is noted in Section 4.8, a specialized vibration study was undertaken to examine
the implications of aircraft taking off closer to the Georgetown Steam Plant, a historic
landmark. That analysis showed that with the most conservative of criteria and the
age of the steam plant windows, it might be possible that the windowpanes could
vibrate loose, fall and shatter. See Section 4.8 for further details on this impact and

mitigation.

Analyses indicate there are residential and business sites north of KCIA that may be
eligible for historical status. Section 4.8 “Historic, Cultural and Archaeological
Resources”, discusses these resources. A portion of the residential area east of
KCIA on the bluff above Interstate 5 is currently between the 65 and 70 DNL
contours. Shifting the runway north would move the portion of the residential area
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that is between these two contours. Some small portions of the residential area
would drop below 65 DNL and other small areas would increase to the 65 DNL level.

b) Preferred Alternative — Procedures for Use of Special Use Area (RSA
Alternative A-3)

With the Master Plan Preferred Alternative, noise exposure is also expected to
decrease relative to existing conditions due to the transition to quieter aircraft.
Relative to the Without Master Plan condition, the Preferred Alternative (Shifted
runway with special use area procedures) would result in the same population and
housing impacts as the No Action and the Full Use Alternative (A-2) within 65 DNL
and greater sound levels. Within the 60-65 DNL noise exposure contour, this
alternative would increase the impacts by 10 people with a reduction in the number
of homes being affected relative to the Without Master Plan. The change in
population relative to housing reflects the shift in noise and differences in
residential/population density of the affected areas.

Shifting Runway 13R/31L 880 feet north would increase the impacts of noise on
areas north of the runway. The majority of residential lands in the Georgetown
neighborhood currently experience noise levels between 65 and 70 DNL with or
without the proposed Master Plan recommendations. Shifting the runway north
would result in a slight increase in aircraft noise levels to Georgetown. Portions of
the residential area on the north side of Ellis Avenue South would receive noise
exposure of between the 75 and 80 DNL under this Alternative, which is similar to
the existing noise exposure. Most of the commercial area centered on South Bailey
Street is currently between the 70 and 75 DNL contours. While the Preferred
Alternative would move the 80 DNL contour closer to the commercial area, this area
would not exceed 75 DNL. The commercial area on 4™ Avenue South is currently
below 65 DNL and would remain below 65 DNL under this Alternative.

Shifting Runway 13R/31L to the north would also result in a slight increase in noise
to properties located off the end of Runway 13R. As noted in Section 4.1, this
alternative would not result in a 1.5 DNL increase to noise sensitive facilities off-

airport.

As is noted in Section 4.8, a specialized vibration study was undertaken to examine
the implications of aircraft taking off closer to the Georgetown Steam Plant. That
analysis showed that with the most conservative of criteria and the age of the steam
plant windows, it might be possible that the windowpanes could vibrate loose, fall
and shatter. As a result, King County is proposing to conduct window mitigation. See
Section 4.8 for further details on this impact and mitigation.

Analyses indicate there are residential and business sites north of KCIA that may be
eligible for historical status. Section 4.8 "Historic, Cultural and Archaeological
Resources’, discusses these resources. A portion of the residential area east of
KCIA on the bluff above Interstate 5 is currently between the 65 and 70 DNL
contours. Shifting the runway north would move the portion of the residential area
that is between these two contours. Some small portions of the residential area
would drop below 65 DNL and other small areas would increase to the 65 DNL level.
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Similarly, the noise contours at the south end of the area would be reduced, and thus
move north with the runway shift. The movement of the 65 DNL contour would result
in a reduction in land use activity above the 65 DNL contour. The residential area in
the Allentown neighborhood of Tukwila currently has noise levels between 65 and 70
DNL. Under this alternative, the noise levels would be reduced in this area, but not
below 65 DNL.

c) Other Facilities

Building a “hush house” as part of Master Plan recommendations® would reduce
the noise from engine run-ups during maintenance activities at KCIA and provide a
beneficial impact on land use. The wall, proposed as a screening for the northern
portion of the Airport, could also provide slight noise reduction. However, the noise
reduction benefits would be dependent on the height and materials used in the wall.
No other facilities would be expected to result in a noise or land use incompatibility.

(D) Cumulative Impacts

As noted in Section 3.2, King County has recently completed a Part 150 Noise Compatibility
Planning Study for KCIA. The Noise Compatibility Plan developed for the recommendations
also reflects the Preferred Alternative of the Master Plan (Runway Safety Area Alternative A-
3 and airport facility development).  Table 3-3 shows that with the Part 150 Study
recommendations, the population affected by 60 DNL would decrease by about 2% and
decrease 3% within the 85 DNL and greater noise exposure contours. As required by FAR
Part 150, the noise exposure contours focus on existing (2000) conditions and conditions
five years into the future (2006). Based on the Part 150 future analysis, it would be
expected that future conditions would also experience a similar reduction with
implementation of the Master Plan and Part 150 recommendations. Those
recommendations (if approved and implemented), when combined with the Master Plan
would result in greater noise reductions than would occur in the future without the

recommendations.

As is also noted in Section 3.2, the Port of Seattle has completed a Master Plan Update for
Sea-Tac Airport that anticipates completion of a new runway and expansion of the terminal
and landside complex during the next decade. As was shown during the KCIA Part 150, the
noise from Sea-Tac and KCIA combine to result in greater noise exposure in the vicinity of
KCIA than is shown when considering operations from KCIA alone. During the Part 150
Study for KCIA, the noise exposure contours considered the cumulative impact of both
airports and presented the combined condition. That evaluation considered noise from
operations at Sea-Tac and KCIA in 1999. Reflected in conditions at KCIA was the
implementation of the preferred Master Plan recommendations, as well as assumed for Sea-
Tac was the implementation of the Master Plan Update recommendations. Table 4.2-4
shows a comparison of the impacts of the combined airports noise exposure:

As the table shows, the combination of aircraft noise exposure from both airports results in
an increase in about 480 more people being exposed to 70 DNL and greater noise in year
1999 than from aircraft noise associated with KCIA alone. Within the 65 DNL & greater
contours, about 1,680 more people are exposed to the combined noise than from KCIA
alone. Similarly, in 2008, the combined contours would result in about 840 more people

16/ As is noted in Section 3.2, the Part 150 Study recommends conducting a site selection and feasibility study of a GRE at KCIA.
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being affected by 65 DNL & greater noise than would occur with KCIA operations alone.
Section 3.2 discusses the land use compatibility actions that KCIA staff recommends to
address the additional noise exposure.

Because the “With Master Plan” project conditions would be compatible and consistent with
county, city, and neighborhood plans and goals (discussed in detail in the following
paragraphs) significant adverse indirect impacts to land use are not anticipated.

TABLE 4.2-4
KCIA AND SEA-TAC COMBINED NOISE EXPOSURE
1999 Combined Airports 2006 2006

KCIA Only 1999 (SEA & KCIA) KCIA Only Combined SEA & KCIA
Noise Contour Pop. Housing Pop. Housing Pop. Housing Pop. Housing
60-65 DNL 8,350 3,370 8,010 3240 12,360 4,600 13,970 5,300
65-70 DNL 2,450 1,140 3,650 1,620 3,590 1,550 4,430 1,920
70-75 DNL 300 140 780 340 670 330 670 330
75 DNL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0] 0]
80+ DNL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
65 DNL & 2,750 1,280 4,430 1,960 4,260 1,880 5,100 2,250

Greater

Source: Barnard Dunkelberg using 1990 Census data. The above analysis reflects an evaluation performed
during the Part 150 study, which was based on existing (1999) conditions and year 2006 conditions. It is
anticipated that the relative comparisons (effect of combining Sea-Tac noise with noise from Boeing Field) would
remain as depicted above.

(E) Local Comprehensive Plans and Land Use Compatibility

This section examines the compatibility of the “With Master Plan” alternatives with relevant
local land use plans. The following plans are discussed: City of Tukwila Comprehensive
Plan, City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan, and the recommendations from the Georgetown
Neighborhood Plan.

1. City of Tukwila Comprehensive Plan

The southern portion of the study area lies within the City of Tukwila, and the majority of
the study area within Tukwila is in the Tukwila Manufacturing/Industrial Center. The
Tukwila Comprehensive Plan contains one goal and many policies encouraging support
and development of manufacturing and industrial uses in the area.

Goal 11.1 encourages “support for industrial activities in the Manufacturing/Industrial
Center and development of new industrial activity in order to maximize the employment
and economic benefits to the people of Tukwila and the region, while minimizing the
impacts on residential neighborhoods.”

The Preferred Alternative condition would be compatible with the goal for supporting the
Manufacturing/Industrial Center. The noise assessment conducted for this document
indicates that the 2018 Preferred Alternative conditions would reduce noise levels for
some portions of the small residential areas within the study area south of KCIA, but not
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change the total population affected by significant noise. The noise levels would not
increase in any portion of the residential neighborhcods under the Preferred Alternative.

The Tukwila Comprehensive Plan also includes goals and policies intended to protect
neighborhoods from undue noise impacts to ensure the continued use, enjoyment and
value of their homes, public facilities and recreation, and the outdoors.

Policy 7.2.5 encourages the reduction of noise at KCIA by promoting the development of
new or retrofitting/modifying existing aircraft engines that are quieter.

Because controlling aircraft noise is largely federally pre-empted, it is important to
consider what the Federal government has done. In 1990, Congress enacted the Airport
Noise and Capacity Act (ANCA) that required the phase-out of the noisier Stage 2
aircraft weighing more than 75,000 pounds by December 31, 1999. The International
Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) sets aircraft engine noise standards. In June 2001,
ICAO adopted a new Chapter 4 (known in the U.S. as Stage 4) noise standard, more
stringent than that contained in Chapter 3/Stage 3. Commencing 1 January 20086, the
new standard will apply to newly certificated aircraft.

Both the 2018 “Without the Master Plan” and “With Master Plan” alternatives exhibit a
reduction in noise levels over existing (2003) conditions despite future activity levels
being greater than existing. This reduction in noise is because noisier Stage 3 aircraft
(or Stage 2 aircraft weighting less than 75,000 Ibs) would be retired from the fleet and
replaced with newer, quieter aircraft. The Part 150 Noise Compatibility Planning Study
for KCIA recommends additional noise reduction actions. Section 3.2 “Future Planned
Development” contains a brief discussion of those actions. Included in that study is a
recommendation that a Part 161 Noise and Access Restriction be pursued in an attempt
to remove the Stage 2 aircraft weighing less than 12,500 Ibs from the aircraft mix at the

Airport.

Policy 7.2.6 provides that the City will work with KCIA and the FAA to promote
development and implementation of airport operational procedures that will decrease
adverse noise effects of airport operations on residents of Tukwila.

Again, both the “Without the Master Plan” and “With Master Plan” alternatives exhibit a
reduction in noise levels over existing conditions because noisier Stage 3 aircraft would
be retired from the fleet and replaced with newer, quieter aircraft. The Preferred
Alternative (With Special Use Area Procedures and Runway Shift) would reduce noise at
the south end of the Airport in Tukwila as shown in Exhibit 4.1-3. In addition, actions
identified by the Part 150 Study, discussed on page 3-13 are expected to result in
additional reductions in Tukwila.

Policy 13.6.4 states that the City of Tukwila will participate with King County and the Port
of Seattle in updating their airport master plans to ensure that airport operations and
development: (1) enhances Tukwila goals and policies, (2) incorporates Tukwila land
use plans and regulations, and (3) minimizes adverse impacts to Tukwila residents.

King County formed a group called the Airport Roundtable in September 1997 to advise
the County on airport issues, including those associated with the Master Plan and noise
impacts. The Airport Roundtable included members from the City of Tukwila. The
Preferred Alternative does not create significant adverse noise impacts off airport
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property. KCIA helps facilitate manufacturing and industrial growth in the area by
providing air transportation facilites for the movement of goods. The Preferred
Alternative also reduces noise levels in parts of the residential area in the south portion
of the study area.

2. City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan

The principal purpose of the City of Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan is to provide policies
that guide the development of the City in the context of regional growth management.
The north half of the study area lies within the City of Seattle and the majority of that
area is within the Duwamish Manufacturing/Industrial Center.

Goal G21 of the Comprehensive Plan establishes the goal of the
Manufacturing/Industrial Center. The emphasis of this goal is to ensure adequate
accessible industrial land is available to promote a diversified employment base and
sustain Seattle’s contribution to high-wage job growth. Policies in the Comprehensive
Plan promote manufacturing and industrial employment growth and strive to expand
existing manufacturing and industrial activity. Policy L27 also limits commercial or
residential uses in the Manufacturing/Industrial Center that: (1) are unrelated to industrial
functions, (2) occur at intensities posing short- or long-term conflicts for industrial uses,
or (3) threaten to convert significant amounts of industrial land to non-industrial uses.

The “With Master Plan” alternatives would provide opportunities for airport-related
activities to continue on KCIA property. These alternatives would not affect industrial or
manufacturing activities outside of KCIA boundaries.

The Comprehensive Plan also contains goals related to Neighborhood Anchors. As
described in Chapter 3, the area around the intersection of 13th Avenue S. and S. Albro
Place has been designated as a Neighborhood Anchor. The goal of Neighborhood
Anchors (G29) is that these areas will provide a service and transit focus for the
surrounding neighborhood in areas where overall existing conditions are intended to be
maintained. The ‘With Master Plan” alternatives would not affect the Georgetown
Neighborhood Anchor and the area would retain its existing character.

3. Georgetown Neighborhood Plan Recommendations

Through the neighborhood planning process identified in the City of Seattle’s
Comprehensive Plan, the Georgetown neighborhood has drafted a neighborhood plan
with eight general goals (which are referred to as “Cornerstones”) and numerous
recommendations, specific and nonspecific, for actions within the neighborhood. The
Georgetown Plan encompasses 618 acres of the southern portion of the Duwamish
Manufacturing/Industrial Center. The land use activity within the Neighborhood is 89%
industrial, 4% commercial, and 7% residential. The final Georgetown Neighborhood
Plan was published in June 1999, and the Seattle City Council accepted the Plan on

February 7, 2000.

Goal 1 relates to encouraging/enhancing a “Seattle Design District”. Generally, this
goal's purpose is to promote economic vibrancy in the design and gift related trades.
This includes encouraging retail, design, and light manufacturing and emphasizing art

and craftsmanship.
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None of the alternatives in this environmental document would result in the loss or
change of use in the areas designated “Seattle Design District”. Nor would the proposed
alternatives affect policies that would encourage design district activities.

Goal 2 relates to a Neighborhood Anchor designation for Georgetown. The
Neighborhood Anchor designation recognizes, preserves, enhances, and validates
Georgetown as an important historical neighborhood in Seattle. The goal of the
designation is to retain residentially zoned lands, promote the adaptive use of historic
structures linking historic preservation with economic revitalization, and to create
recreational opportunities. The language of the goal specifically encourages recognition
of Georgetown’'s past by preserving, protecting, and promoting its historic character.
Historically significant structures in the Georgetown area such as the old Georgetown
City Hall and the 1906 Georgetown Steam Plant still stand.

Because the Master Plan recommendations associated with non-RSA related facilities
are within KCIA property boundaries, the proposed Airport Master Plan would not affect
the Neighborhood Anchor designation; no changes in land use outside airport property
are proposed by the Master Plan. However, the Master Plan recommendations
associated with the runway safety area could affect historic sites. The “Full Use of the
Shifted Runway” (RSA Alternative A-2) would have a significant impact on the
Georgetown Steam Plant. Noise at the Steam Plan with this alternative would increase
by 6.5 DNL over the Without Master Plan (RSA Alternative A-5). The "With Shift and
Special Use Area Procedures” alternative (RSA Alternative A-3 the Preferred
Alternative) would not have a significant noise impact on historic sites; however, King
County proposes to provide a window mitigation program to the Steam Plant to ensure
that the glass windowpanes would not break loose, fall and shatter; based on the
specialized vibration study conducted for all of the with runway shift alternatives, such
potential exists using conservative evaluation criteria, as noted in the appendix. Section
4.8 “Historic, Cultural and Archaeological Resources” discusses this mitigation program.
With mitigation, the Preferred Alternative would aid in preserving the historic resources
of the Georgetown area.

Goals 4 and 6 relate to the Duwamish Manufacturing/Industrial Center policies. While
the Georgetown Neighborhood Plan defers the larger policy decisions to the larger
Duwamish Manufacturing/Industrial Center planning efforts, the Neighborhood Plan does
suggest consideration of a few specific policies. The Georgetown Neighborhood Plan
recommends a policy of no net loss of industrial zoning, recommends enforcing policies
relating to limiting commercial or residential activities in industrial/manufacturing areas,
and supports investment in necessary infrastructure to continue economic vitality.
However, many of the community members were concerned that emphasizing industry
and economic development would have an adverse impact on the quality of life for
neighborhood residents. Specifically, the Plan reports that many respondents oppose
the “800-foot extension to the Airport runway.”

None of the alternatives would result in the loss of industrial area, and none would affect
enforcement of policies limiting activities in industrial/manufacturing areas. In addition,
though the runway would be shifted to the north 880 feet in RSA Alternatives A-2 and A-
3, the runway would not be longer than it is currently, relative to operational

performance.
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Goal 7 contains recommendations for dealing with transportation facilities in the
Georgetown Neighborhood. Transportation access to Perimeter Road South and the
connection to Airport Way were specifically discussed in connection with KCIA.
Recommendations included improving transportation access to Airport Way South and
Perimeter Road South, participating in funding and evaluating noise and air quality
studies conducted by KCIA, working with KCIA to address noise and air quality issues,
and participating in KCIA’s future planning efforts.

As noted earlier, King County has recently completed the Part 150 Noise Compatibility
Planning Study to address noise issues at the Airport, and an air quality assessment
would be undertaken to address air quality issues. King County formed a group called
the Airport Roundtable in September 1997 to advise the County on airport issues,
including those associated with the Master Plan and noise impacts. The Airport
Roundtable included representation from the Georgetown neighborhood.

(F) Mitigation

No mitigation is required at this time, as no significant impacts are anticipated.

4.3 SOCIAL IMPACTS

The principal social impacts that KCIA creates relate to impacts on quality of living. During
scoping, residents reported concerns with aircraft noise, air pollution, and quality of living.
These issues are also addressed in Section 4.1 “Aircraft Noise”, Section 4.2 "Land Use
Compatibility”, Section 4.5 “Air Quality” and Section 4.7 “Human Health and Safety”.

Specific issues addressed in this section are:

e Environmental justice and
e Surface traffic conditions.

As no acquisition is necessary to implement the Master Plan recommendations or its
alternatives, no displacement related impacts are anticipated.

(A) Methodology

Environmental Justice - The purpose of the environmental justice evaluation is to identify
whether high and adverse human health or environmental effects from implementing the
Master Plan are likely to fall disproportionately on minority or low-income populations. The
methodology used in this analysis complies with Executive Order 12898 - Environmental
Justice and the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) Order on Environmental Justice 17
The DOT order provides that a “disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and
low-income populations” means an adverse effect that:

“(1) is predominantly borne by a minority population and/or a low-income population; or

17/ Environmental Justice Guidance under the National Environmental Policy Act, Council on Environmental Quality. December
10, 1997. U.S. Department of Transportation Order on Environmental Justice. From Federal Register, April 15, 1997 (Volume
62, Number 72), pages 18377-18381.
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(2) will be suffered by the minority population and/or low-income population and is
appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect that will be
suffered by the non-minority population and/or low-income population.”

The Order further provides that “disproportionate impacts on low-income and minority
populations are to be avoided, if practicable, that is, unless avoiding such disproportionate
impacts on would result in significant adverse impacts on other important social, economic,

or environmental resources.”

The evaluation of environmental justice issues focuses on the populations that are located
within the area potentially affected by the Master Plan alternatives. The geographic
boundary of the study area is based on the aircraft noise exposure contours presented in
Section 4.1 "Noise”. The 65 DNL noise contour was used to define the study area for the
affected population, as noise impacts typically have the potential to be significant and
adverse. In accordance with the DOT Order, the assessment then identifies where minority
and low-income populations reside and examines the probability of significant impacts
relative to these populations.

Minority status. The definitions provided in the DOT Order state that minority ‘means a
person who is:
(1) Black (having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa),
(2) Hispanic (a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or
other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race),
(3) Asian American (a person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far
East, Southeast Asia, the Indian subcontinent, or the Pacific Islands); or
(4) American Indian and Alaskan Native (a person having origins in any of the original
people of North America and who maintains cultural identification through tribal
affiliation or community recognition)”.

Minority populations are defined by DOT as “any readily identifiable groups of minority
persons who live in geographic proximity, and if circumstances warrant, geographically
dispersed/transient persons (such as migrant workers or Native Americans) who would be
similarly affected by a proposed DOT program, policy or activity". Low-income populations
are defined in a similar manner.

However, neither the Executive Order on Environmental Justice nor the DOT Order provide
specific methods for establishing minority and/or low-income populations (i.e. what
percentage should be used to designate such a population.) The President’s Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) provides the following guidance: “minority populations should
be identified where either: (a) the minority population of the affected area exceeds 50
percent or (b) the minority population percentage of the affected area is meaningfully greater
than the minority population percentage in the general population or other appropriate unit of
geographic analysis.”

Low-Income Status. CEQ provides the following guidance on low-income populations:
“low-income populations in an affected area should be identified with the annual statistical
poverty thresholds from the Bureau of the Census’ Current Population Reports, Series P-60

on Income and Poverty."
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Establishing a Reference Population. Using CEQs guidance for minority and low-income
populations, a reference population for the KCIA area was established against which
populations possibly affected by a Master Plan alternative could be compared. For this
purpose, CEQ guidelines state: “the selection of the appropriate unit of geographic analysis
may be a governing body’s jurisdiction, a neighborhood, census tract or other similar unit
that is to be chosen so as to not artificially dilute or inflate the affected minority population”.

King County considered a number of alternatives for defining a reference population, and
established the following limits as an appropriate boundary for the reference area — the area
within the City of Seattle limits, plus an area to the south and southwest of the Airport, within
1-1/2 miles of the limits of existing the 65 DNL contour. Using the population of this area as
the reference population would account for the population characteristics of:

(1) Those who would be impacted by the project

(2) Those who would not be impacted, but potentially could have been impacted by the
project

(3) Those who would be benefited by the project

Effect Determination. The numbers of minority and low-income persons within the reference
population and affected study area were calculated for all Census Block Groups1& within the
65 DNL noise exposure from King County International Airport. Census data is generally
regarded as the most comprehensive source of information on population demographics,
and is the most common source of data for environmental justice evaluations in this region.

For purposes of this study, it is necessary to identify the census block groups that meet the
minority or low-income criteria. A minority or low-income area was defined as that which
was one standard deviation or more above the mean (average) of the reference
population.1¥ Based on data for Census Tracts/block groups within the geographic area of
the reference population, the average percentage of the population that is minority or low
income is 24% or 12% respectively. One standard deviation from the mean would consist
of 45% of its population being a minority or 25% being of low-income. Census block groups
meeting the criteria were then highlighted.

Once the potential minority and low-income communities were identified, then the effects of
the proposed Master Plan and its alternatives were considered. For potentially significant
impacts that could be considered adverse effects under the DOT order, a determination was
made whether minority or low-income populations were disproportionately affected by
implementation of the alternatives.

In addition to the analysis of minority and low-income communities, specific outreach efforts
were made to involve the community in the decision-making process for the Master Plan.
King County has implemented a public involvement program as part of the development of
the KCIA Master Plan, as described in Appendix A. Through this public involvement effort,
the community surrounding the project area has had many opportunities to become familiar

Census data is aggregated through a geographic hierarchy. Census Blocks are the smallest geographic unit for
which Census data is tabulated. Block Groups are a collection of Census Blocks within a Census Tract. Census
Tracts are small statistical subdivisions of counties, averaging about 4,000 persons.

One standard deviation typically represents “expected” variation — not necessarily a value that would constitute
“meaningfully greater than the mean”. Using two standard deviations is more commonly used to indicate
statistical significance, and therefore would be a better representation of “meaningfully greater than the mean”,
however, in this case it was thought that one standard deviation would be a more conservative application.
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with the planning process for the Airport, and has provided feedback during the scoping
process for the EIS.

Surface Transportation - The current Comprehensive Plans for Seattle and Tukwila were

reviewed to determine existing and forecast traffic conditions for the KCIA area. Projected

traffic increases were then compared to area traffic counts to determine if there would be

capacity to accommodate the increases.

(B) Existing Conditions

The following sections describe the existing conditions relative to environmental justice and
surface traffic conditions:

1. Environmental Justice

Since the first Euro-American settlers arrived in the Duwamish River Valley in 1850, the
residential areas and populations in the area have changed dramatically. Initially an
agricultural community, the re-channelization of the Duwamish River in 1914 was the
beginning of the change to an industrialization of the area. When Boeing Field opened
in 1928, and in the years following WWII, many Boeing workers lived in the adjacent
neighborhoods, and the community thrived on the economic opportunities of the post-
war era. In the late 1950's the City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan eliminated all
residential zones and replaced them with industrial zones.

Today, the neighborhoods surrounding the Airport have a small residential component.
Some of the Census units that were evaluated show no persons living within their limits.
The City of Seattle’s Duwamish Manufacturing and Industrial Center Neighborhood Plan
(April 1999) estimates that approximately 81% of the land area is in industrial use, with
the remaining 19% in commercial, institutional, residential and undeveloped lands.29

TABLE 4.31
MINORITY AND LOW-INCOME POPULATIONS IN STUDY AREA
Total % Minority % Low-Income

Census Unit Persons Population Population
Tract 93 (Block group 3) 97 64 13
Tract 104 (Block group 4) 375 80 4
Tract 109 (Block groups 1 & 2) 655 38 18
Tract 110 (Block group 3} 341 89 4
Tract 117 (Block groups 2, 3, & 4) 1,386 83 10
Track 119 (Block group 4) 297 80 8
Tract 261 (Block groups 4 & 5) 99 61 5]
Tract 263 (Block groups 1 & 2) 822 44 6
Tract 264 (Block group 1) 5 56 1
Tract 272 28 38 19

Average 63.3 8.9

Note: Minority population threshold — 45%; low-income population threshold — 25%. Census Tracts/Block groups that
meet the study reference area Minority or Low-Income designations are shown in Bold.

Source: 2000 Census Data, Anchor Environmental, LLC

20’

City of Seattle Department of Neighborhoods. Greater Duwamish Manufacturing and Industrial Center Plan. April 27, 1999.
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Exhibit 4.3-1 shows the location of the census tracts and blocks for the affected study
area and visually contrasts the population and income data with the reference population
data. Table 4.3-1 lists the percentage minority population and percentage low-
income.2Y

As noted above, some sections of the affected study area within seven (7) census tracts
can be described as minority population areas: Census Tracts 23, 104, 110, 117, 119,
261, and 264 can be described as minority population areas. None of the census areas
are above the low-income population threshold, although tract 109 is close to
approaching this threshold (census indicated 18% of the population in that tract is low-
income, whereas the threshold for this evaluation was 25%). As a collective group, the
average population in the study area exceeds the threshold for minority populations, but
is within the threshold for low-income populations.

2. Surface Transportation

Airport Way South, East Marginal Way South, and South Boeing Access Road are the
primary access points to KCIA. Perimeter Road provides automobile access to and from
all facilities on the eastside of the Airport. Perimeter Road is connected to Airport Way
South through four separate entrances: north, main, Portland Street, and south. In
addition to businesses having direct access onto Ellis Avenue South, the northwest
portion of airport property is provided access via South Warsaw Street, South Myrtle
Street and South Willis Street. On the west side of the Airport, individual Airport tenants
are accessed directly off of East Marginal Way South.

The majority of the public/semi-public parking on the Airport is located in the vicinity of
the Terminal Building. The largest lot is located on the east side of the Terminal Building
and has 195 automobile parking spaces. There are numerous other lots in the vicinity of
the 7300 building, between Perimeter Road and Airport Way South associated with

individual leased tracts.

The City of Seattle’'s Comprehensive Plan22 included a traffic analysis that summed
volumes for all arterials crossing a particular screenline. This methodology judges the
performance of an arterial system, rather than a single intersection or arterial.

The South City Limit screenline (which includes KCIA) was assigned a level of service
rating of 1.00. The 2010 volume-to-capacity ratio (v/c), with implementation of the
Comprehensive Plan, was estimated at 0.24 for northbound traffic and 0.54 for
southbound traffic. This forecast v/c ratio is well below the level of service (LOS)
standard established for the screenline.

The City of Tukwila Comprehensive Plan2¥ and associated Environmental Impact
Statement24 assessed traffic conditions with the Manufacturing/Industrial Center (MIC).
The MIC includes the ar