Alternatives

Introduction
Federal environmental regulations concerning the environmental review process
require that all reasonable alternatives, which 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 all reasonable alternatives have been considered and that an
alternative, which addresses the project purpose and need, and might enhance
environmental quality (or has a less detrimental effect), has not been prematurely
dismissed from consideration.

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations1 state that the
alternatives section is the heart of the environmental document. In accordance with
the federal guidelines implementing NEPA, a range of reasonable alternatives has
been identified that may accomplish the objectives of the proposed action. CEQ
regulations also state that the responsible agencies shall “rigorously explore and
objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives that were
eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been
eliminated.”

Range of Alternatives

The evaluation of alternatives is required by the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) and by CEQ Regulations (40 CFR §1502.14), because some aspects of the
proposed actions may impact the environment in a manner that could be minimized
or eliminated by pursuing an alternative action. NEPA mandates that all reasonable
alternatives to the proposed actions must be examined. The CEQ has defined
“reasonable” as those alternatives that are prudent or feasible.
As described in Section 1, the proposed actions are intended to address specific
purposes and needs. This section describes the range of alternatives available to
meet these needs.
1
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No Action Alternative.



The Preferred Alternative (Proposed Action or the Project).



Use of other airports.



Use of Other Aircraft.



Construct a Large Permanent Terminal as Shown on the ALP.

The assessment of the alternative of not pursuing the
proposed actions is required by NEPA.
The proposed actions
consist of: amending the operations specifications for Horizon Air and Allegiant
Air; amending the Part 139 operating certificate for Paine Field; and providing
for federal funding for the modular terminal building.
Instead of operating at Paine Field, the airlines operate at
another airport in the region.
Instead of operating the Q400 and the MD83 (or CRJ700
substitute) aircraft, the operators use other aircraft.
Construct a new
passenger terminal the size and location as shown on the Airport Layout Plan
(ALP).

An initial review of the broad range of alternatives was conducted through these
categories to identify those alternatives that are considered reasonable. Alternatives
that might meet the identified needs were then carried forward for further
evaluation.

Initial Consideration of the Range of Alternatives

Based on the range of alternatives discussed in the preceding section, a review was
conducted to identify prudent and feasible alternatives. The following sections
document the evaluation and the formulation of the alternatives relative to
addressing specific needs at Paine Field/Snohomish County Airport.
NEPA, and its implementing regulations, require consideration
of a No Action Alternative. The No Action, when compared with another
alternative, enables the identification of the probable impact of that alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, both Horizon Air and Allegiant Air would
continue to serve the region with their existing operational locations (Horizon at SeaTac, and Bellingham, and Allegiant at Bellingham). In addition, there would be no
amendment pursuant to the Airport’s 14 CFR Part 139 operating certificate and
there would be no federal funding of the construction of a new modular terminal
building. In essence, this alternative would result in the airport facilities remaining
as they are today, with minor anticipated and already approved development
undertaken in the near future. Activity would be expected to continue to grow in
accordance with the forecasts approved by the FAA as part of this study (Appendix
G). It is important to note, that the forecasts were revised twice, first in October of
2009 based on a news release from Boeing indicating that some of the B-787 final
assembly would take place in Charleston, South Carolina instead of Paine Field, and
second in July 2012 to reflect changes in operations during 2011 and in the FAA
No Action Alternative.
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Terminal Area Forecast (TAF). The original forecast and both revised forecasts and
their associated approval letters are included in Appendix G.
The following table, Table B1, presents the aviation activity forecasts that are
predicted to occur at the Airport in the future without the introduction of new
scheduled commercial service activity. In other words, the No Action Alternative
forecasts no commercial service activity. The existing year represents the period
between August 2007 through July 2008.2
Table B1
OPERATIONS FORECASTS

Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment
Aircraft Operations by Type
Air Carrier
Air Taxi
General Aviation
Military
TOTAL OPERATIONS

20081
3,132
2,782
136,900
908
143,722

2013
5,591
2,464
103,425
1,253
112,733

2018
5,591
2,464
104,479
1,253
113,787

Source: Airport Records and Airport Staff Forecast Analysis, approved by FAA in letter to the
Airport dated July 24, 2012.
1 Actual.

The proposed action is for the
FAA to approve an amendment to Horizon Air and Allegiant Air Operating
Specifications pursuant to 14 CFR Part 119 and amendment to the airport operating
certificate pursuant to 14 CFR Part 139. This would allow both airlines to provide
scheduled commercial service to PAE with the Bombardier Q400 Dash 8 (with the
CRJ700 as the substitute) and the Boeing MD83 aircraft, respectively, if all safety,
operational, and environmental issues are satisfied. In addition, the FAA may
provide federal funding for the proposed modular terminal building if requested.
Preferred Alternative (Proposed Action or the Project).

Consistent with its Grant Assurance obligations, the County has been negotiating in
good faith with Horizon Air and Allegiant Air to accommodate their proposed
passenger service at Paine Field. Those negotiations have been limited in scope to
the proposed service outlined in the carriers’ letters of intent (attached in Appendix
A). Neither the County nor either carrier has indicated any intent to expand service
beyond that proposal and neither has the County received any notice of intent from
any other carrier to initiate passenger service at the Airport. Therefore, no expansion
of service or facilities beyond those proposed is reasonably foreseeable.

Use of this existing year is a more reasonable representation of actual operations because it avoids effects from the Boeing
Company work stoppage which reduced air carrier flights in late 2008.
2
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The enplanements for the Preferred Alternative were determined from information
provided by both Allegiant Air and Horizon Air concerning each airline’s anticipated
passengers for the respective years (see letters in Appendix A). Horizon Air will
utilize the 76 seat Q400 aircraft with a predicted load factor (percentage of available
seats filled) ranging from 61 to 63% with departures ranging from 6 to 10 per day for
approximately 350 days per year. Allegiant Air will utilize the MD83 aircraft with
150 available seats with a predicted load factor of 90% with departures ranging from
2 to 10 per week over 365 days. This would result in approximately 112,000
enplanements (people boarding aircraft at Paine Field) in 2013 increasing to
approximately 238,200 enplanements in 2018.
The Operations Specifications Amendments that are the
subject of this EA are limited to requests by two specific airlines (Horizon Air and
Allegiant Air) to provide scheduled commercial air service to a single airport, Paine
Field. The FAA exercises its authority to manage the use of the nation’s navigable
airspace in a manner that is consistent with all applicable Federal laws. The US
government deregulated the airline industry with Public Law 95-504, known as the
“Airline Deregulation Act of 1978”. A consequence of that Act allowed airlines
unrestricted choice as to which airports they serve. Other than to ensure safety,
neither the Airport Sponsor nor the Federal Government controls where, when, and
how airlines provide their service. Public use airports, such as Paine Field, cannot
deny access to an airline if the aircraft they proposed to use can safely operate at that
facility. Both airlines have submitted letters of intent to operate at Paine Field (see
Appendix A).
Use of Other Area Airports.

The use of other area airports by both Horizon Air and Allegiant Air instead of
Paine Field is reflected in the No Action alternative because Horizon Air already
offers scheduled commercial air service at Seattle-Tacoma International Airport,
approximately 30 miles south of Paine Field, and Bellingham, located approximately
74 miles north of Paine Field. Allegiant Air offers scheduled commercial air service
currently at Bellingham International Airport. There has been no indication from
these airlines that should the proposed project not be implemented that they would
initiate service to any other area airport beyond those used today. Therefore in lieu
of another airport seeking to sponsor these airlines and a request by the airlines to
serve another airport, this alternative does not meet the purpose and need.
As a result of these considerations, the use of another airport for the proposed
scheduled commercial passenger air service is not a reasonable alternative to the
proposed action.
Another alternative would be using different aircraft to
provide scheduled commercial service other then the ones preferred by the airlines.
Thus, consideration was given to other aircraft in the airlines’ fleet. Horizon’s
current mix of aircraft is limited to the Q400 Dash 8 and the Regional Jet (RJ).
Horizon proposes to use the Q400 while Allegiant proposes to use their only aircraft
type: MD83 aircraft, although Horizon Air has identified the CRJ700 as a
replacement aircraft if the Q400 aircraft is not available. This is estimated by the
Use of Alternative Aircraft.
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airlines to occur approximately 1 percent of the time. The noise analysis in Chapter
D also assumes 1% of CRJ700 operations for Horizon Air. It is at the discretion of
the airline as to what aircraft to use to serve a particular market. It should be noted
that the operations specification is not only airport specific, but aircraft type specific.
Accordingly, if Horizon Air or Allegiant Air decides to use a different aircraft, the
operations specification would need to be amended.
As discussed above, neither the FAA nor the Airport sponsor has the authority to
instruct either carrier to provide service using a different aircraft if the proposed
aircraft can safely operate at the proposed airport in compliance with all statues.
Additionally, public use airports such as Paine Field cannot deny access to an aircraft
operator if they can safely operate at that facility.
As a result of these considerations, the use of different aircraft for the proposed
scheduled commercial air service is not a reasonable alternative to the proposed
action.
This is only an alternative
to the modular terminal expansion, not the issuance of modifications to operating
specifications or the Airport certification amendment.
Construct a Large Permanent Terminal as Shown on the ALP.

The 2002-2021 Airport Master Plan Update (Master Plan) indicated that some level
of unconstrained demand existed for passenger service at Paine Field and presented
a forecast of annual enplanements correlated to forecast population growth of the
region. The Master Plan also included a list of terminal area facility requirements
developed in order to accommodate the unconstrained passenger demand.
Components of the terminal area complex include the terminal building,
gate/parking positions and apron area, vehicular access and auto parking.
Based on the Master Plan forecast number of passenger enplanements, and using
estimates of peak hour demand derived from those enplanement forecasts, planning
rules-of-thumb were used to establish an ultimate square footage estimate for a
passenger terminal building in consideration of predicted demand. The Master Plan
anticipated approximately 136,600 enplanements in 2011 compared to approximately
112,000 enplanements anticipated by this EA occurring in 2010. The size of the
terminal indicated on the Airport Layout Plan that accompanied the Master Plan was
approximately 35,000 square feet. The terminal was based on rule-of-thumb
terminal planning criteria to reserve terminal space. The proposed modular terminal
addition is planned based on airline provided projections of enplanements and
updated terminal planning criteria, representing a more realistic size, of
approximately 29,350 square feet.
Recognizing that the Master Plan square footage requirements were a very
conservative estimate, and were not based on actual airline derived passenger
estimates, and also recognizing that the Airport currently meets the requirements for
both aircraft parking and automobile parking spaces, the Airport decided that the
new terminal and parking facilities recommended in the Master Plan and shown on
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the ALP were premature at this time. The existing aircraft parking apron and
terminal automobile parking areas can accommodate the new passenger service by
both Allegiant Air and Horizon Air and a modular addition of approximately 29,350
square feet can be constructed adjacent to the existing terminal facility.
Consequently, this alternative is not warranted and not the best use of public funds
at this time. As such, it will not be considered in detail but will continue to be shown
on the ALP as a future reservation of space.

Alternatives Considered in Detail
As a result of the previous considerations, this EA examines the following
alternatives in detail:
No commercial service would occur at the Airport under
this alternative and no changes to the existing terminal building would be made. The
No Action Facilities are shown in Figure B1. Table B1 (Page B.3) presented the
anticipated activity levels through the year 2018 without the proposed actions.
The No Action Alternative.

The FAA would approve an amendment
to the Horizon Air and Allegiant Air Operating Specifications pursuant to 14 CFR
Part 119 that would allow both airlines to provide scheduled commercial service to
Paine Field with the Bombardier Q400 Dash 8 and the Boeing MD83 aircraft,
respectively, if all safety, operational, and environmental issues are satisfied, and
would amend the Airport’s Operating Certificate accordingly. Allegiant Air
proposes to initiate service with 2 departures per week and then increase to 10
departures per week the fifth year. Initially this would represent 208 operations per
year (104 arrivals and 104 departures) growing to 1,040 operations in the fifth year.
Horizon Air proposes to initiate service with 6 departures per day and then increase
to 10 departures per day the fifth year. Horizon’s operation would represent 4,380
operations per year initially growing to 7,300 operations in the fifth year. In total
these airlines would add 4,588 operations per year initially and 8,340 in the fifth year.
Table B2 shows the level of passenger and aircraft operations. The airlines
anticipate that some of the enplanements will be “new demand” although some
passengers now using Sea-Tac and Bellingham may opt for Paine Field due to closer
proximity and shorter travel times.
The Preferred Alternative (Proposed Action).

Table B2 presents the operations forecasts and enplanements for the future years
with the proposed project. The operations were developed in the memorandum
found in Appendix G and the enplanements were derived from airline provided
information and the Hirsh report in Appendix K. As stated previously, the forecasts
were revised in July of 2012 (and a new FAA approval issued).
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Table B2

AVIATION ACTIVITY FORECAST SUMMARY

Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment

2013 Passenger Enplanements
Passenger Air Carrier
2013 Aircraft Operations
Passenger Air Carrier
Air Taxi
General Aviation
Military
2013 TOTAL
2018 Passenger Enplanements
Passenger Air Carrier
2018 Aircraft Operations
Passenger Air Carrier
Air Taxi
General Aviation
Military
2018 TOTAL

No Action
Operations

Enplane- Proposed Action Enplanements
Operations
Ments1

0
5,591
2,4,64
103,425
1,253
112,733

112,000
10,179
2,464
103,425
1,253
117,321

0
5,591
2,464
104,479
1,253
113,787

238,200
13,931
2,464
104,479
1,253
122,127

Source: Airport Staff Forecast Analysis, approved by FAA in letter to the Airport dated July 24, 2012. Airline provided information,
Airport developed operations forecast report.1 Hirsh Memorandum (Appendix K).

Thus, approval of the proposed actions would increase the level of aircraft operations
and passengers using the airport relative to the No Action. The Proposed Action also
includes the funding, if requested, of the modular terminal building to accommodate
the passengers served by the two carriers. The figure after the following page, Figure
B2 PROPOSED ACTION, TERMINAL BUILDING LOCATION, shows the
location of the proposed terminal building at the Airport. The proposed modular
terminal building would be approximately 29,350 square feet, consisting of 18,060
square feet of passenger terminal space, 1,664 square feet of bag make-up, 1,535
square feet of entrance concourse and 8,100 square feet of bag concourse, as shown
in Figure B3, TERMINAL SITE PLAN. It would accommodate two aircraft
“boarding gates”, and would be sized to accommodate 225 people in the gate
boarding area. This is the maximum number of people that can be accommodated on
one Q400 and one MD83. Based on Snohomish County Code requirements, there is
sufficient existing on-airport surface parking available to accommodate the parking
requirements of a building this size and thus, no additional parking is required. This
demand would generate the need for six to ten additional airline employees, several
which may be contracted from existing Fixed Base Operators. An total of seventeen
employees; including airline, FBO, Transportation Security Administration (TSA)
employees, security, rental car and maintenance workers are anticipated. Employees
would also use the existing on-airport parking.
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Figure B3

Terminal Site Plan
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