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Response to Comment
Dear Alex Caceres:
Thank you for your comments to Paine Field Airport; they have been noted. Please refer to the following
general responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 5-1:
General Response 9-1:

Existing aircraft noise concerns
What is the impact upon property values?
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—Original Messag—
From: Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov [mailto:Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, January 20, 2010 5:28 PM
To: Waggoner, Dave; Dolan, Bill; Ryk Dunkelberg; Ryan Hayes
Cc: Patricia.Deen@faa.gov; Caroline.CTR.Poyurs@faa.gov;
Roland. J.McKee@faa. gov
Subject: Fw: Paine Field Commerical Traffic
Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
425—227—2653
Forwarded by Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA on 01/20/2010 04:27 PM
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I->
>—

IPaine Field Comrnerical Traffic
>

We are outraged that the Snohomish County Executive and Council are
supporting commercial air traffic at Paine Field. We believe strongly that
this fundamentally violates the public trust, panders to the greed of a
few, and threatens the infrastructure of the surrounding community. It
certainly calls into question the personal integrity of our local
leadership to say nothing of the damage it will do to surrounding area.
It’s a tuff employment market out there so let these people be warned.
William P. Canavan, Colonel, USAFR, WA ANG, Ret.
Judith R. Canavan, Teacher
12122 Concord Way
Mukilteo, WA 98275
C: 425—210—9599
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Response to Comment
Dear Judith Canavan:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA and Snohomish County; they have been noted.
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—Original Message—
From: Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov [mailto:cayla.Morgan@faa.gov]
Sent: Friday, February 05, 2010 12:16 PM
To: Waggoner, Dave; Dolan, Bill; Ryk Dunkelberg; Ryan Hayes
Subject: Fw: Paine Field commercial flights
Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
425—227—2653
Forwarded by Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA on 02/05/2010 11:15 AM
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>
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I’ve read everything I can get my hands on regarding this issue.
It would
be a great thing to have commercial service at Paine Field.
I feel that
the assessments made regarding the impact are accurate enough to proceed
with the flights.
The benefits seem to far outweigh any perceived
disadvantages.
The scare tactics used by Greg Hauth, V.P. of “Save our Communities” in his
guest commentary in the Herald 1/31/10 are almost comical in their
absurdity, saying that the flights will cause everything from asthma to
heart disease.
Jason Capella
Everett
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Response to Comment
Dear Jason Capella:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA; they have been noted.
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—Original Message—

From: Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov [mailto:Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov]
Sent: Monday, January 25, 2010 3:28 PM
To: Waggoner, Dave; Dolan, Bill; Ryk Dunkelberg; Ryan Hayes
Subject: Fw: Paine Field Commercial Flights

Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
425—227—2653
Forwarded by Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA on 01/25/2010 02:28 PM
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IPaine Field Commercial Flights
>
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Cayla Morgan
F.A.A.
I look forward with great anticipation to the possibility of having
commercial air service at Paine Field.
I live in Everett on Mukilteo
Boulevard in close proximity of the flight paths for Paine Field. We see
flights coming in and out of Paine Field and are neither disturbed by or
worried about noise from flights.
The convenience of not having to slog through traffic on 1—5 to get to
Sea—Tac would be a much less stressful way to start a trip than what is now
necessary. Visiting friends and family must also be picked up at Sea—Tac,
and I’m sure many tourists stay away from the beauty of Snohomish County
because it’s so hard to get here.
Everett’s mayor and most business leaders favor commercial air service as a
necessity in this down economy.
Most of the infrastructure is already in place and under—used at Paine
Field. Airlines should be encouraged to provide service here.
I compare our situation here to one in California where North Bay Area
residents are able to fly in and out of Sonoma County airport in Santa Rosa
and avoid the hassles of using SF0.
Having commercial air service at Paine Field is a no—brainer and should be
encouraged.
Joel M. Capella
1014 W Mukilteo Blvd.
Everett, WA 98203
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Response to Comment
Dear Joel Capella:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA; they have been noted.
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Mx.W. S. Cad
February 1, 2010
Ms. Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
1601 Lind Ave. S.W.
Renton, WA 98057-3356

E~O42~

BY
Dear Ms. Morgan,
The purpose ofthis letter is to inform you as a businessman, employer, and a resident of
Snohomish County, that I am greatly concerned about the lack of accuracy and completeness of
the EA report for the expansion of Paine Field to accommodate commercial aircraft. There is no
question that economic growth in this area is important, but not through commercial airline
expansion which would be a detriment to our enviromnent. I actually believe it will be more
difficult to attract talented employees because they will not live and raise their families in an
environmentally challenged community. I am hopeful that Paine Field would be a model for
good environmental stewardship,
1. The assessment does not take into consideration future growth and impact ofthe airport and I
believe that everyone agrees that opening this airport to commercial traffic is opening “Pandora’s
Box.” Once it is reclassified there will be no stopping more airlines and flights and the
environment will suffer greatly.
2. The report is lacking a credible report on the noise and pollution impact on schcols and the
students who need a positive learning environment.
3. The traffic impact is also short sighted. With Boeing increasing jobs in the area, and
increased traffic from passengers, it is impossible to come up with a conclusion that traffic will
not increase and add to the already existing traffic problem.
4. Considering the boundary line drawn for noise around the airport shown in the assessment, it
is a lict that the noise impacts a much larger area depending on the flight path of the airplane.
To say that noise will not increase is a false statement.
5. Even if only one flight a day were to be added, it will increase the pollutants in the air. It is
hard to comprehend what increased flights will actually do to our environment, but studies are
available about the impact on our land and health. Our air must be protected!
After attending the EA meeting I remember a comment that the FAA is actually a lobbyist for the
airlines. I want to believe that is not true and that the FAA will put people and quality of life
first. Therefore, this BA report is unacceptable and needs a more accurate assessment into the
area around Paine Field.
The list of perceived benefits to having this airport expansion is miniscule compared to
the list of negative impacts, and there is a cost associated with each one of them. One only has to
look at areas around other airport expansions to see what the future could be for this beautiful
area. Hopefully, you attended one of the meetings so that you could hear first hand the concerns
the citizens have about this EA study. If not, I am hopeflul that you, as a representative of the
FAA you will thoroughly investigate the completed studies and implementation of other like
facilities to see the negative impact.
Please carefully regard all letters of concern.
Sincerely,
W. John Carl

corn
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Response to Comment
Dear John Carl:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA; they have been noted. Please refer to the following general
responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 1-1:
General Response 1-6:
General Response 1-10:
General Response 1-11:
General Response 1-13:
General Response 3-1:
General Response 3-5:
General Response 3-14:
General Response 6-1:
General Response 7-1:
General Response 7-7:
General Response 8-1:
General Response 9-8:
General Response 10-2:

Why can't the County limit or restrict operations?
What are the FAA and County roles in this EA and has a decision been made
to move forward?
Scope of the EA analysis for future operations and passengers
Flawed/inadequate/biased EA
Additional study should be conducted
What is the purpose and need for the action or project?
Why was 2016 selected as the future year?
What actions will require additional environmental review?
Significance of Project Effects
Use of DNL
Noise impacts on schools
Traffic analysis
What are the health and quality of life effects associated with the project?
Air quality conformity
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—Original Messag—
From: Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov [rnailto:Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov]
Sent: Friday, February 05, 2010 1:31 PM
To: Waggoner, Dave; Dolan, Bill; Ryk Dunkelberg; Ryan Hayes
Subject: Fw: Paine Field airport expansion

Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
425—227—2653
Forwarded by Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA on 02/05/2010 12:31 PM
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Dear Cayla, From the report in the paper today you have received a large
response concerning the environmental study done regarding the expansion of
the airport and allowing commercial flights into Paine Field.
I am sure my
comments are repeats of comments already made, so I will keep them brief.
My family chose to make their investment in property in this community
because of the quality of living and the promise that there would NOT be an
airport expansion.
I am a retired teacher in the Mukilteo District and we
chose to raise and educate our children here because of the good education
that they would receive in this district. As a teacher, I do not believe
that the noise and pollution concerns have been adequately addressed.
My husband and I have attended meetings and have learned that our quality
of life is in jeoprady. We were unimpressed with the depth of the study
presented and see the many flaws.
Knowing that these flaws have been
pointed out to you numerous times, I will state the one that is the most
obvious is that there has been no consideration made as to what opening
this airport to commercial traffic will do to the community in the future.
We can agree that a “few” added flights might not make a difference, but we
know that is not what is going to happen once we open the doors.
I hope you have visited this area, attended the meetings, and have listened
carefully to the majority which are in oppostion to this environmental
study.
It appears that the ones supporting this expansion do not live in
the flight paths, and care primarily about their businesses, and the ease
of getting to Las Vegas, etc.
I want to believe that the FAA will implement a more thorough and accurate
study and that you want to protect this enviroment.
Many say that the decision has already been made and that the study was
only a formality and that our concerns are in vain.
I hope the letters and
concerns will be given the proper consideration and that idea will be
proven wrong. Note that the cities surrounding this airport make valid
arguments against this expansion and the study.
Thank you for taking the time to read this letter,
Sincerely, Susan Carl
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Response to Comment
Dear Susan Carl:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA; they have been noted. Please refer to the following general
responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 1-1:
General Response 1-6:
General Response 1-10:
General Response 1-13:
General Response 1-13:
General Response 1-15:
General Response 2-1:
General Response 3-14:
General Response 6-1:
General Response 6-4:

Why can't the County limit or restrict operations?
What are the FAA and County roles in this EA and has a decision been made
to move forward?
Scope of the EA analysis for future operations and passengers
Additional study should be conducted
Additional study should be conducted
EA did not reflect the opposition of the community
MRD document
What actions will require additional environmental review?
Significance of Project Effects
What are the quality of life impacts?
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From: Mr KIM CARLSON [mailto:kim.carlson6l©verizon.net]
Sent: Friday, February 05, 2010 6:07 PM
To: Air Service Comments; cayla.morgan@faa.gov
Subject: Paine Field
I will add my comments on the commercial flights out of Paine.
We have lived on this property between 1-5 and Paine Field since 1974.
When we moved here, we knew there was a freeway, and that the airfield, which can handle
747s, would probably expand.
We hear the freeway from our house 24/7, and can hear the planes testing their engines at Paine.
If we thought that the traffic would never grow on 1-5, or that Boeing would stop making planes
and that Paine would be turned into a park like Sand Point Navel Air Station was, we knew we
would be fooling ourselves.
We would like to see commercial traffic at Paine, since we live 2 miles from the airport, and that
would save us a great deal of time rather then going to Sea-Tac.
For those that have moved around the airport, if they didn’t notice that large runway, that is their
problem, and they can’t stop progress.
In the 60s my great aunt’s house was torn down in Everett to make room for the freeway, and my
aunt & uncles house in Alderwood was torn down when the mall was built. In the 50s their house
was on a dead end road just south of the school bus barn, and the whole area was wooded. For
anyone that remembers the area back then, it has changed a bit since the 50s. That is called
progress whether we like it or not.
I guess these newcomers just do not understand that they are the ones plugging up our roads,
and sending our taxes through the roof to maintain the new schools, new roads, and other
infrastructure needs.
Kim Carlson
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Response to Comment
Dear Kim Carlson:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA and Paine Field Airport; they have been noted.
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From: Linda Carison [mailto:carlson4linda©verizon.net]
Sent: Friday, February 05, 2010 5:39 PM
To: Air Service Comments
Subject: paine field
Hello:
I am against commercial air service at Paine Field.
An agreement was made years ago that it was not to happen.
Also, for an “impact study” to come to the conclusion that 10 flights a day would not significantly
affect the quality of life in the surrounding community seems flawed to me.
Please do not go ahead with this.
Thank you,
Linda carlson
Everett resident
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Response to Comment
Dear Linda Carlson:
Thank you for your comments to Paine Field Airport; they have been noted. Please refer to the following
general responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 2-1:
General Response 6-1:
General Response 6-4:

MRD document
Significance of Project Effects
What are the quality of life impacts?
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From: carolannechols@comcast.net [mailto:carolannechols©comcast.net]
Sent: Friday, February 05, 2010 5:54 PM
To: Air Service Comments
Cc: cayla.morgan@faa.gov
Subject: Commercial use of Paine Field

Unfortunately, for the homeowners who moved to towns north of Paine Field with
the assurance of never permitting commercial flights there, nothing is written in
stone except the Ten Commandments. Times change and so do the demands
and needs of commerce and people. The current plans would not be that
intrusive and I doubt that the volume of traffic would ever come close to Sea
Tac. I would concur with the plan to allow the commercial flights requested.
Let’s face it, this area needs the revenue they would generate.
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Response to Comment
Dear Carolannechols@comcast.net (Email):
Thank you for your comments to the FAA and Paine Field Airport; they have been noted.
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-Original Messag—
From: Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov [mailto:Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, January 20, 2010 4:56 PM
To: Waggoner, Dave; Dolan, Bill; Ryk Dunkelberg; Ryan Hayes
Cc: Patricia.Deern@faa.gov; Caroline.CTR. Poyurs@faa.gov;
Roland. J.McKee@faa . gov
Subject: Fw: PAE SKED. AIR CARRIER SERVICE

Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
425—227—2653
Forwarded by Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA on 01/20/2010 03:56 PM
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PLEASE COUNT ME AS ONE WHO IS HIGHLY IN FAVOR OF LONG OVERDUE SCHEDULED AIR
CARRIER SERVICE AT PAINE FIELD, EVERETT.
THANKS VERY MUCH,
KENNETH L CASE
7601 RIDGE WAY
EDMONDS, WA 98026

(425)

771—5335
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Response to Comment
Dear Kenneth Case:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA; they have been noted.
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—Original Message—
From: Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov [mailto:Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov]
Sent: Monday, February 01, 2010 4:47 PM
To: Waggoner, Dave; Dolan, Bill; Ryk Dunkelberg; Ryan Hayes
Cc: Patricia.Deem@faa.gov; Caroline.CTR•.Poyurs@faa.gov;
Roland. J.McKee@faa. gov
Subject: Fw: Airline service at PAE

Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
425—227—2653
Forwarded by Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA on 02/01/2010 03:46 PM
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>
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Cayla,
Would you be good enough to update me on what transpired at the January
4th, 5th and 21st meetings regarding this?
Thanks very much, Kenneth Case
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Response to Comment
Dear Kenneth Case:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA; they have been noted. Please refer to the following general
responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 1-15:

EA did not reflect the opposition of the community
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21 January 2010
PAINE FIELD
AN AIRPORT WITH AN ALTERNATIVE
Say “NO” to passenger air service at Paine Field.
Rather, make Paine Field an airport of national significance,
Such a plan makes the best Business Sense.
What is this Plan?
An alliance between The Free Market, driven by Boeing, Governments,
Communities, Private Citizens and the University of Washington which:
Achieves an aerospace research, development and production economic engine,
That becomes a monetary powerhouse serving the interest of all parties,
It clears the field for Boeing to use the airport for production and testing with
maximum efficiency.
Continues to attract high quality, high tech aerospace industries to Paine Field.
Creates many high paying jobs,
And results in less impact on traffic congestion than alternatives,
Encourages a business-friendly plan that keeps Boeing in Washington,
Lets business revenues soar,
Allowing B&O taxes to increase, to the benefit of the community,
Elevates, embellishes local property values,
Which increase public revenues from property taxes,
AND MOST IMPORTANTLY,

C.29

Allows Mukilteo to build out a prosperous community centered on Old Town,
offering amenities that attract tourists and bring in cash
(Travel to Madison Park to see what I mean.)
Thus preserving one of the most beautiful sites in Puget Sound.
What Does this Alternative Avoid?
The increase in prostitution, drugs, and crime asssociated with commercial aviation.
The low quality, low wage businesses that inhabit airport perimeters and do little to help
local economies thrive.
A dysfunctional increase in traffic congestion in a location completely compromised
geographically Mukilteo, being one mile wide and six miles long, hemmed in to the
north and west by Puget Sound. This bottle neck serves no one.
-

In Summary:
Let us advocate for prosperity that serves business, communities, governments and
higher education.
Let us convince the FAA that this alternative is “the highest and best use” for Paine
Field.
This is a better business plan.
V~

~

~

2. Scott Casselhian, MD

I
21 January 2010

.
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Response to Comment
Dear Scott Casselman:
Thank you for your comments to Snohomish County; they have been noted.
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-Original Messag—
From: Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov [mailto:Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov]
Sent: Monday, February 01, 2010 5:33 PM
To: Waggoner, Dave; Dolan, Bill; Ryk Dunkelberg; Ryan Hayes
Cc: Patricia.Deern@faa.gov; Caroline.CTR. Poyurs@faa.gov;
Roland. J.McKee@faa gov
Subject: Fw: passenger service at paine field
snohomish county
.

—

Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
425—227—2653
Forwarded by Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA on 02/01/2010 04:32 PM
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snohornish county

1 February 2010
A BETTER BUSINESS PLAN
FOR PAINE FIELD
We the people of multiple municipalities in mid—Puget Sound call upon the
FAA to declare the Snohomish County Airport, Paine Field, to be “an airport
of national significance.” This alternative business plan offers the
“highest and best use” for this facility.
How does this plan work?
It creates an alliance between private enterprise~ governments,
communities, and the University of Washington to build an expanded
aerospace economic engine serving the best interests of all parties.
The Boeing Company, long the world-class leader in aerospace, is already a
national tourist attraction, housing the largest interior work space in the
world. Other uniques facilities of public interest such asThe Museum of
Flight and Paul Allen’s Flying Heritage Collection are current successes at
Paine Field.
Already on site are major corporate partners to include Goodyear and the
Correy Corporation. There is space for more.
Room is also available for a specialty campus offering advanced degrees in
math, science, engineering and manufacturing in aerospace endeavors. And
the Boeing Corporation is a partner just across the tarmac.
Such a business—friendly consortium will help keep Boeing in Washington.
Boeing speaks for economic stability; regional airlines come and go on
their whim, leaving their detritus behind.
There are many benefits to adjacent communities. This plan will attract
additional high—paying jobs while minimizing increased traffic congestion
already causing near paralysis locally.
Business revenues can soar, profits escalate, and property values increase,
all providing sources for public monies serving the common good.
Also, this plan guards against increase in prostitution, drug use, and
crime associated with aviation sites. It discourages low quality, low wage
businesses that inhabit airport perimeters but do little to help local
economies thrive.
As growth in Puget Sound increases it will be to the north of Everett. In
decades, when additional air capacity is needed, it will be north of
Snohomish County.
“An airport of national significance” is not without precedence. Few sites
in l~merica more obviously qualify for this designation than Paine Field.
It is the better business plan for all parties. It is not accommodated by
redefining the airport for commercial passenger service.
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Thank You for listening.
E. Scott Casselman, MD

Mukilteo, Wa.
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Response to Comment
Dear Scott Casselman:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA; they have been noted.
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Subject:

FW:

Original Messag
From: Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov [mailto:Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, February 17, 2010 5:29 PM
To: dave.waggoner@co.snohonish.wa.us; Ryk Dunkelberg; Ryan Hayes
Subject:
Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
425—227—2653
Forwarded by Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA on 02/17/2010 04:2S PM
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I

j
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1
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>

—

I wish to comment on the proposed airport expansion in my neighborhood.I live 2miles SE of
the airport and I don’t see any problem with this I knew when I moved in nexet to it that
it would eventualy expand and I welcomed this. The people who are against this are stupid
idiots who are only looking out for them selves . I lived next to a railroad but I was
smart enough to know that it was’t going to stop running just because I wanted it to, I
got use to it, before I moved here. I am for the expanded air service just because I wont
have to go to seatac and fight the trafic. Jim Cates
12504 10th dr SE Everett Washington 98208

2
C.37

Response to Comment
Dear Jim Cates:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA; they have been noted.
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—Original Message—
From: Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov [mailto:Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2010 3:17 PM
To: Waggoner, Dave; Dolan, Bill; Ryk Dunkelberg; Ryan Hayes
Cc: Patricia.Deem@faa.gov; Caroline.CTR.Poyurs@faa.gov;
Roland. J.McKee@faa.gov
Subject: Fw: Noted

Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
425—227—2653
Forwarded by Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA on 01/05/2010 02:16 PM
“Frank Chaddock” <chaddfgc@comcast.net> wrote on 01/05/2010 07:00:25 AM:
>

[image removed]

>
> Noted
>
> Frank Chaddock
>

> to:
>
> Cayla Morgan
>
> 01/05/2010 07:00 P24

>
> 6:00 PM meetings are too early for most why not 7:00 PM that way all
> working home owner/commuters can go home have dinner then attend. Huh?
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Response to Comment
Dear Frank Chaddock:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA; they have been noted.
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From: Waggoner, Dave [mailto: Dave.Waggoner@co.snohomish.wa.us]
Sent: Wednesday, January 20, 2010 7:13 PM
To: Air Service Comments
Subject: FW: Paine Field

From: County Executive
Sent: Wednesday, January 20, 2010 10:30 AM
To: Waggoner, Dave
Subject: FW: Paine Field

Amy Ockerlander
Snohomish County Executive Office
3000 Rockefeller, MIS 407

Everett, WA 98201-4046
Phone: 425-388-3460

Fax: 425-388-3434
Email: amv.ockerlander(~snoco.orp

www.snoco.org
From: JANE CHAMBERLAIN Uanechamber©verizon.netl
Sent: Tuesday, January 19, 2010 1:27 PM
To: County Executive
Subject: Paine Field
Executive Reardon:
I regret to tell you how disappointed I am at your lack of participation in the Paine Field discussions. Why
are you not speaking out against the flawed DEA study?
I am a teacher at a school in South Everett. Now the noise is tolerable, but any increase will be
unacceptable.
You seem to give lip service to opposing the expansion of Paine Field, but no actions. What’s the
deal???
J. Cecile Chamberlain
Mu kilteo

C.41

Response to Comment
Dear J. Cecile Chamberlain:
Thank you for your comments to Snohomish County; they have been noted. Please refer to the following
general responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 1-11:

Flawed/inadequate/biased EA
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From: JANE CHAMBERLAIN [mailto:janechamber@verizon.net]
Sent: Sunday, January 10, 2010 9:32 PM
To: Air Service Comments
Subject: DEA Report
Mr. Waggoner,
The DEA is not revealing the full scope of the Project with regard to the expansion of Paine Field.
They are using only the numbers of operations forecast by the first two carriers requesting
access. They kept using the word “conservative” which indicates they are not taking into
consideration the potential for a greater number of operations created by the modular terminal
when combined with the projected space.
The DEA is ignoring the increased noise impact resulting from the additional aircraft operations
according to the Master Plan Year, 2027.
They failed to mention that this project must conform to a SIP. If a Federal project emits more
than 100 tons of Carbon Monoxide, a full conformity determination must be performed.
The DEA is contradictory withrespect to Environmental Justice. The DEA information was
circulated only in English, and there are a significant number of Hispanics and Asians in this area.
This project is wider in scope, and its impact is greater than the DEA protrays.
I realize that it is your job to promote the airport. lam wondering where you live.
I am a teacher in South Everett. I work with children that have difficulty learning to read. I hope
you can understand my position.
Yours truly,
J. Cecile Chamberlain
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Response to Comment
Dear J. Cecile Chamberlain:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA and Paine Field Airport; they have been noted. Please refer to the
following general responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 1-9:
General Response 1-10:
General Response 1-13:
General Response 3-1:
General Response 3-4:
General Response 3-5:
General Response 6-1:
General Response 7-3:
General Response 9-5:
General Response 10-2:

Roles of consultant and their qualifications
Scope of the EA analysis for future operations and passengers
Additional study should be conducted
What is the purpose and need for the action or project?
EA Conflicts with proposed terminal in Airport Master Plan
Why was 2016 selected as the future year?
Significance of Project Effects
Noise analysis methodology
Environmental Justice
Air quality conformity
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Please also refer to the following individual response.
Contradictory Environmental Justice Data:
Concerns were raised over some of the language and description of the environmental justice data. First, a
comment was noted that the no significant impact determination is not supported due to the fact that there is a
larger list of future on- and off-airport projects as well as the amendment to the operating certificate that could
allow virtually unlimited aircraft operations and facilities. While operations cannot be restricted, the
reasonably foreseeable operations after issuance of the operating certificate would create no significant impact
related to environmental justice issues for the reasons noted in the Environmental Assessment (EA). However,
in response to this comment an analysis was prepared to examine the effects of activity increasing and reaching
the theoretical maximum capability of the proposed terminal. This analysis is presented in Appendix P.
Commenters also suggested that the Environmental Assessment (EA) includes contradictory statements with
regard to Environmental Justice. Page C.20 outlines the special populations that are within close proximity to
the Airport. On page C.19, the EA states that there are no known special population groups within the project
study area. The project study area for noise/environmental justice assessment includes the area within the 65
Day-Night Noise Level (DNL), which does not include any noise sensitive land uses or special population
groups.
No Alternative Document Languages:
In response to comments regarding releasing the document in additional languages, there is no requirement to
circulate the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) in other languages other than English. While the Puget
Sound Region has residents that speak many languages, there has been no request for information in alternative
languages. According to the U.S. Census data, the census blocks around the Airport were English-speaking.
No Impacts:
The Draft and Final Environmental Assessment (EA) were prepared in compliance with the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations and Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Orders 1050.1E, Change
1 and 5050.4B. The document presents the existing impacts and the anticipated impacts in the future with and
without the proposed actions. Based on the FAA's significance thresholds identified in Order 1050.1E Change
1, the impacts of the actions were then identified as being either above or below the thresholds. If above the
threshold, the impact is considered significant. Often the public assumes that a “no significant impact”
statement means there are no impacts. Rather, the purpose of the EA is to disclose the probable impacts and
their significance. If there are impacts that are less than the threshold of significance, then no federal mitigation
is required.
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—Original Message—
From: Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov [mailto:Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2010 12:28 PM
To: Waggoner, Dave; Dolan, Bill; Ryk Dunkelberg; Ryan Hayes
Cc: Patricia.Deem@faa.gov; Roland.J.McKee@faa.gov;
Caroline. CTR. Poyurs@faa.gov
Subject: Fw: Payne Field
Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
425—227—2653
Forwarded by Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA on 01/06/2010 11:27 AM
Colleen Chandler <cchanlb@aol.com> wrote on 01/05/2010 12:36:46 PM:
>

[image removed]

>
> Payne Field
>
> Colleen Chandler
>

> to:
>
> Cayla Morgan
>
> 01/05/2010 12:37 PM

>
> Cayla Morgaan
>
> I moved to Mukilteo for some peace and quiet 7 years ago and bought a

> condominium on the golf course. I knew Payne Field was a short
> distance away
> however, after living there a short time realized that there was no
> problem with excessive noise form the air traffic.
> I would however, in no way want commercial air service taking off and
> landing at Payne Field no matter what the size plane.
If as they say
> only a few
> commercial planes are going in and out daily it won’t be long before
> they are taking off and landing all day long.
> The residents are not stupid and if we allow it to begin small it will
> grow in no time to more flights, not to mention our property value
> will surely go down.
> Mukilteo is a beautiful place to live and I OPPOSE STRONGLY
> COMMERCIAL AIR SERVICE TO PAYNE FIELD.
>
> Thank you for your attention
> Colleen Chandler
> Harbour Pointe Resident
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Response to Comment
Dear Colleen Chandler:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA; they have been noted. Please refer to the following general
responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 1-10:
General Response 1-13:
General Response 3-5:
General Response 3-14:

Scope of the EA analysis for future operations and passengers
Additional study should be conducted
Why was 2016 selected as the future year?
What actions will require additional environmental review?

C.47

—Original Message—
From: Day Chapin [mailto:chapin@alarron.com]
Sent: Monday, February 01, 2010 6:54 PM
To: Waggoner, Dave
Cc: Air Service Comments
Subject: Re: comments on paine field
Dave,
Thanks for the calling and explaining the process. I’ll start reading!
Cheers,
-Day
Day Chapin
chapin@alarron.com
Tel: (425) 744-0186
Confidentiality
Notice: This email and any attachments are for the sole use of the intended
recipient(s) and contain information that may be confidential and/or legally
privileged.
If you have received this email in error, please notify the
sender by reply email and delete the message. Any disclosure, copying,
distribution or use of this communication by someone other than the intended
recipient is prohibited.
—

-

—

—

On Feb 1, 2010, at 5:45 PM, Waggoner, Dave wrote:
> I called him and provided an overview of the comment process.

>
>
Original Message
> From: Day Chapin [mailto:chapin@alarron.com]
> Sent: Monday, February 01, 2010 3:07 PM
> To: Air Service Comments

> Subject: comments on paine field
>
> Where does this email address go and who reads it?

>—Day
>
>
Day Chapin
chapin@alarron.com
Tel: (425) 744—0186
Confidentiality
Notice: This email and any attachments are for the sole use of the intended
recipient(s) and contain information that may be confidential and/or legally
privileged.
If you have received this email in error, please notify the
sender by reply email and delete the message. Any disclosure, copying,
distribution or use of this communication by someone other than the intended
recipient is prohibited.
-

-

—

>
>

>
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—

Response to Comment
Dear Day Chapin:
Thank you for your comments to Paine Field Airport; they have been noted.
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—Original MessageFrom: Day Chapin [mailto:chapin@alarron.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 04, 2010 10:02 PM
To: Air Service Comments
Cc: cayla .morgan@faa. gov
Subject: Comments on EA for Paine Field
I’ve attached a few comments in a PDF file
let me know if you need a
different format. Thank you for your work on this proposal.
-Day
-
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To:
Dave Waggoner, Director
Snohomish County Airport
3220 100th St. SW Suite A
Everett, WA 98204
airserviceeacomments~snoco.org
and
Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office, FAA
1601 Lind Ave. SW
Renton, WA 98057-3356
cayla. morgan~faa.gov
Subject: Comments on DRAFT EA for Snohomish County Airport Paine Field Commercial Air
Service Environmental Assessment
-

Date: February 4, 2010
Thank you for posting the information on-line and the opportunity to comment on the process. I would
like to offer the following comments.
1. My understanding is that the study focused on the immediate impact in and immediately
surrounding the airport Figure Cl, Airport Environs Map, and Figure C6, Existing Noise
Contours. I did not see a study of the effect to the larger community areas (e.g., in the flight
path) including South Snohomish and other areas. There is a lot of discussion about 65 DNL but
my understanding is that this is not necessarily a threshold with no “economic, sociological, or
environment” effects.
2. From what I can tell the study assumed an initial traffic pattern and not future expanded traffic
pattern scenarios based on extension of proposed aircraft (and the resulting environmental
impact)- not entirely different aircraft that might be used later..
3. I could not find sufficient economic justification that clearly demonstrates this project is a good
investment for the County.
Therefore, in my view, the information that has been presented does not justi~’ this project.
Sincerely,
H. Day Chapin, P.E.
9826 Cherry Street
Edmonds, Washington, 98020
(425) 744-0186
daychapin~gmail. com
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Response to Comment
Dear Day Chapin:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA and Paine Field Airport; they have been noted. Please refer to the
following general responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 1-8:
General Response 3-1:
General Response 3-5:
General Response 5-5:
General Response 6-3:

Adequacy of FAA guidance and use of FAA guidance
What is the purpose and need for the action or project?
Why was 2016 selected as the future year?
Study Areas
What are the project benefits?

Please also refer to the following individual response.
No Economic Justification for the Project:
In response to your comment regarding the economic justification of the project, the purpose of the
Environmental Assessment (EA) is to assess and disclose the impacts to the natural and human environments as
a consequence of the proposed Federal action, not to provide justification (financial or otherwise) for the
proposed Federal action. In that way, an objective evaluation of the proposed service by two airlines was
conducted. A financial justification of the two private companies seeking to initiate commercial service at
Paine Field is the responsibility of those private companies.
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—Original Message—
From: Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov [mailto:Cayla.Morgan@faa.govj
Sent: Thursday, February 04, 2010 6:43 PM
To: Waggoner, Dave; Ryk Dunkelberg; Ryan Hayes; Dolan, Bill
Subject: Fw: Paine Field
Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
425—227—2653
Forwarded by Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA on 02/04/2010 05:43 PM

I

>

I From:
I

>

I

>
IDay Chapin <chapin@alarron.com>

>
>

I

To:

I

>
>

I Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA@FAA
>

I
I Date:
I

>

I
>

>

102/01/2010 03:05 PM
>
>

I Subject:

I

I

>

>
IPaine Field
>

C.53

Cayla,
When is the last day to file comments on the plan for commercial traffic at
Paine Field?
Is there a form to fill out
or do I send an email in any particular
format?
Cheers,
-Day
-

Day Chapin
chapin@alarron.com
Tel: (425) 744-0186
Confidentiality
Notice: This email and any attachments are for the sole use of the intended
recipient(s) and contain information that may be confidential and/or
legally privileged.
If you have received this email in error, please
notify the sender by reply email and delete the message. Any disclosure,
copying, distribution or use of this communication by someone other than
the intended recipient is prohibited.
—

—

—

—
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Response to Comment
Dear Day Chapin:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA; they have been noted.
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Response to Comment
Dear Eva Chapman:
Thank you for your comments to Paine Field Airport; they have been noted. Please refer to the following
general responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 1-5:
General Response 10-4:

Mitigation
Would there be an increase in fuel dump/fuel smell/residue?
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-Original MessageFrom: Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov [mailto:Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, January 13, 2010 4:01 PM
To: Waggoner, Dave; Dolan, Bill; Ryk Dunkelberg; Ryan Hayes
Cc: Patricia.Deem@faa.gov; Caroline.CTR.Poyurs@faa.gov;
Roland. J.McKee@faa gov
Subject: Fw: PAINE FIELD

Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
425—227—2653
Forwarded by Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA on 01/13/2010 03:00 PM

I

>

I From:

I

I

>

>

I “Max Chico” <MaxChico@comcast.net>

>

I

>

I

To:

I

>
>

I Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA@FAA
>

I
I Date:

>

I

>

I

>

101/12/2010 02:09 PM
>

I

>

Subject:

I

I
>

>
IPAINE FIELD
>

C.58

Dear Ms Morgan,
I am writing to let you know of my vehement stand against commercial air
operations at Paine Field. I an a resident of the beautiful city of
Mukilteo for six years now. When I was concluding my Navy tour in Japan in
2004 and getting ready for my assignment to Whidbey Island, myself and my
wife conducted our research to find the best location to call our next home
in Washington state.
Foremost on our requirements was to a location that would have an excellent
school system. We are parents of an autistic child who requires special
education and we wanted nothing less than the best education that we can
get for her. This is how we got to be acquainted with the city of Mukilteo.
Mukilteo boasts of the best school system in Snohomish county and the
lowest crime rates. When we actually saw Mukilteo we certainly found it to
be as beautiful as we expected it to be although their property values were
significantly higher than the areas that surround it.
We also saw Paine Field and the first question that came into my mind was
what were they using the airfield for given its huge size. This is when I
became aware of the Memorandum of agreement which essentially has not
allowed commercial air travel at Paine Field for several decades now. That
to me is what sealed the deal, the understanding that there would be no
commercial air travel at Paine field. I know I am not alone as I know the
tens of thousands of Mukilteo residents believe in the same memorandum of
agreement as I do.
You are probably aware that Mukilteo has now been for the past 3 years or
so in the top 100 suburban cities in the United States in a poll conducted
annually by Business week. For 2009, Mukilteo has been listed as one of the
top 10 places to live by Money Magazine
http://money.cnn.com/magazines/moneymag/bplive/2QQ9/top1Q0/. When you live
in Mukilteo these accolades are not surprising because they all are boil to
the same reasons on why we chose to live here in the first place. The best
schools, the low crime rate, and the beautiful community. I can guarantee
you that if you had told me that they were eventually going to have
commercial air service in Paine Field, I would have not chosen to live
here. I know the same goes for the other thousands of Mukilteans like me
and Mukilteo would NOT be what it is right now.
I know you are an intelligent person and you can at least understand, if
not agree, on the impact of allowing commercial service to Paine field on
Mukilteo relating to property values, the crime rate, and most importantly
the quality of education that its school system provides. I am very
concerned not only because of these reasons but I am also aghast that a
memorandum of understanding that has been in place and which is, in my
mind, the linchpin that has allowed Mukilteo to be proudly where it has
become right now is in danger of being pulled! This in my mind is somewhat
treacherous because the pride and hard work of Mukilteans that have made
Mukilteo the proud city that it is in danger of being made to naught with
the introduction of commercial air service.
Thank you for your time and I hope your understanding of our situation will
lead you to a favorable opinion and action on our position.

C.59

Sincerely,
Maxino M. Chico
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Response to Comment
Dear Max Chico:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA and Paine Field Airport; they have been noted. Please refer to the
following general responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 2-1:
General Response 6-4:
General Response 7-7:
General Response 9-1:
General Response 9-6:

MRD document
What are the quality of life impacts?
Noise impacts on schools
What is the impact upon property values?
What is the impact of the project on crime?
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—Original Message—
From: Peter Chopelas [mailto:petros9s223@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, February 05, 2010 12:11 PM
To: Air Service Comments
Subject: Paine Field comments
I support commercial service at Paine Field.
The area is badly undeserved by commercial carriers, North King,
Snohomish and Skagit county residence would all benefit. Now anyone
needing to travel by air has to spend as much time driving to SeaTac
as their actual flight time to anywhere on the west coast.
It adds to
traffic congestion in Seattle and harms the environment to have so
many people traveling by car to a distant airport.
It would also be one of the largest single long term econmic benefit
to the county and the residence of the county.
The few people who bought property near the airport and now do not
want to see commercial flight should not be able to hold the whole
region hostage to their desires. Large commercial aircraft already
use the airport daily anyway, adding revenue flights can not have that
much effect.
Please open up Paine field to commercial service, the area needs it,
the citezen needs it and it is a great reasoure and benefit to the
county.
Thank you.
Peter Chopleas
15105 317th street NE
Arlington WA 98223
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Response to Comment
Dear Peter Chopleas:
Thank you for your comments to Paine Field Airport; they have been noted.
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Dave Waggoner, Director,
Snohomish County Airport,
3220 100th Street S.W., Suite A,
Everett, WA 98204.

Dear Sir.
i.

-yt~

c~jchq

agree with the cities of Edmonds, Lynnwood. Mukilteo, Mountiake

Terrace, ‘Ithe. County Council & the County Executive that Paine Field properly
balances the needs of our community, general aviation and the operations of Boeing
and other aerospace companies.
I believe that introducing scheduled air service will significantly disrupt this balance
and I join with others to ask local, state and federal government officials to support
the current balance and oppose scheduled passenger air service at Paine Field.

Sincerely:

N”tA

Cl1 £4
C.64

Response to Comment
Dear Yu Fang Chu:
Thank you for your comments to Paine Field Airport; they have been noted. Please refer to the following
general responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 6-1:
General Response 6-4:

Significance of Project Effects
What are the quality of life impacts?

C.65

From: jmcchung@comcast.net [mailto:jmcchung@comcast.netj
Sent: Friday, February 05, 2010 1:49 PM
To: Air Service Comments;
Subject: commerdal flights at Paine Field
Dear Sir / Madam:
As a resident of Snohomish county I oppose allowing commercial flights to
operate at Paine Field.
Allowing commercial fights at Paine Field would have a major NEGATIVE impact
on the lives of
Snohomish County residents. I say this from experience, as I formerly lived in
Hawthorne, California.
Hawthorne is about a half hour drive away from LAX. This distance is supposed
to reasonably
insulate Hawthorne from the effects of an airport, (noise, pollution, etc) and yet
THE AIRPORT WAS THE MOST SIGNIFICANT INFLUENCE ON OUR
ENVIRONMENT.
From experience, I can tell anyone who thinks they are living a reasonable
distance from a potential
airport with commercial flights what life was like:
First of all, a fine layer of black dust constantly collected on everything.
Everything in our apartment (lamps,
shelves, computer, etc) required constant cleaning. After wiping the black dust
off, it would simply could collect
again within —1.5 weeks. I wondered about the source of this dust, thinking it
might just be Los Angeles’s inclement
air pollution, but friends that lived further from LAX (eg. Torrance) did not have
this problem. I can only attribute
the source of the black dust to the planes that flew visibly overhead in the
approach corridor to LAX.
However, there is a positive aspect of the black dust at least we could see
where it was. I do not doubt there
were other gaseous pollutants we were breathing that were invisible to us.
Thus it did notsurprise me
to hear a study had found that long term residents of LA had 10% diminished
lung capacity.
Despite the many things we liked about Los Angeles, this pollution made it
an unacceptable place
--
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to raise a family. The thought of our infant constantly breathing and eating this
black dust was abhorrent,
and a major reason we moved away.
Second, a major increase in noise would accompany the advent of commercial
flights at Paine Field.
The noise of commercial flights using LAX formed the baseline background noise
level of our life,
for literally 24 hours a day, seven days a week while we lived in Hawthorne.
Granted, there would be some measure of convenience in not having to travel far
to catch a plane.
But how often would the average resident of Snohomish county use this
convenience?
To the average Snohomish county resident, would the occasional convenience
of a
nearby commercial flight outweigh the drawback of constant noise? I do not
believe so.
As public officials entrusted with the responsibility of doing what’s best for the
people you represent,
I urge you to consider the impact an airport with commercial flights would have
on the health
of the people of Snohomish County. I ask that you think about the following
questions:
How would the vicinity of Paine Field be altered? How about the disruption
in people’s lives! sleep from the noise of flights at odd hours of the night?
What would be the effect of constant exposure to the pollutants
I described? Would it be acceptable that your children constantly breathe
and eat these pollutants? Please think about this, for these are the
questions we the residents of Snohomish County must answer
Sincerely,
Ellen Chung
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Response to Comment
Dear Ellen Chung:
Thank you for your comments to Paine Field Airport; they have been noted. Please refer to the following
general responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 6-1:
General Response 6-4:
General Response 7-7:
General Response 9-8:

Significance of Project Effects
What are the quality of life impacts?
Noise impacts on schools
What are the health and quality of life effects associated with the project?

Please also refer to the following individual response.
No Night Activity Reflected:
In response to your comment regarding nighttime activity, in the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA), it was
assumed that the proposed scheduled commercial operations would occur primarily during the day (7 a.m. to 10
p.m.). However, to account for potential weather delays and/or late arriving commercial flights, it was assumed
that two percent of commercial flights would take place at night. In response to comments, the nighttime
activity assumption was re-examined and discussed with both Horizon Air and Allegiant Air. Both airlines
indicated that the two percent assumption to account for potential late flights and weather delays was
appropriate. Additionally, Horizon Air indicated that it was likely that one Q400 would depart before 7 a.m. in
the 2013 condition and that two Q400 aircraft would depart before 7 a.m. and one Q400 aircraft would arrive
after 10 p.m. in the future (2018) condition. Allegiant Air indicated that they anticipate all operations to occur
during the day since the aircraft would be scheduled to overnight in Las Vegas, with operations occurring
around midday at Paine Field. The updated nighttime operation assumptions were input to Integrated Noise
Model (INM) and the contour was remodeled to analyze potential noise impacts. No noise sensitive uses are
included in the new 65 Day-Night Noise Level (DNL) noise contour in the Final EA based on the new
operational assumptions; therefore, no significant noise impacts would occur. The day and nighttime operations
are detailed in Tables 3 and 4 of the Appendix D in the Draft and Final EA.
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Hyon Mo Chung
14714 45p1 West

k~ )

Lynnwood, WA 98087

Feb 1. 2010

Cayla Morgan,
Environmental Protection Specialist,
Seattle Airiiorts District Office, Federal Aviation Administration,
1601 Lind Avenue SW., Renton, WA 98057—3356.

Dear Madam
I, Hyon Mo Chung agree with the cities of Edinonds, Lynnwood, Mukilteo,
Mountlake Terrace, the County Council & the County Executive that Paine Field
properly balances the needs of our community, general aviation and the operations
of Boeing and other aerospace companies.
I believe that introducing scheduled. air service wilt significantly disrupt this balance
and I join with others to ask local, state and federal government officials to support
the current balance and oppose scheduled passenger air service at Paine Field.

Sincerely.

I-lyon

Chung
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Response to Comment
Dear Hyon Mo Chung:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA; they have been noted. Please refer to the following general
responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 6-1:
General Response 6-4:

Significance of Project Effects
What are the quality of life impacts?
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Lynnwood WA 98087
Feb 1, 2010

Dave Waggoner, Director,
Snohomish County Airport,
3220 100th Street S.W., Suite A,
Everett, WA 98204.

Dear Sir.
I. ~~on Soon Chung, agree with the cities of Edmonds, Lynnwood, Mulcilteo,
Mountlake Terrace, the County Council & the County Executive that Paine Field
properly balances the needs of our community, general aviation and the operations
of Boeing and other aerospace companies.
I believe that introducing scheduled air service will significantly disrupt this balance
and I join with others lo ask local, state and federal government officials to support
the current balance and oppose scheduled passenger air service at Paine Field.

Sincerely,
Syon Soon Chung
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Response to Comment
Dear Syon Soon Chung:
Thank you for your comments to Paine Field Airport; they have been noted. Please refer to the following
general responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 6-1:
General Response 6-4:

Significance of Project Effects
What are the quality of life impacts?
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—Original Messag—
From: Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov [mailto:Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov]
Sent: Monday,
To: Waggoner,
Subject:

January 25, 2010 3:25 PM
Dave; Ryk Dunkelberg; Dolan,

Bill;

Ryan Hayes

Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
425—227—2653
Forwarded by Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA on 01/25/2010 02:25 PM

I

>

I From:

I

>

>

I “jaclokl@netzero.com” <jaclokl@netzero.com>

>

I
I To:
I

>

I
>

>

I Cayla

Morgan/ANM/FAA@FAA

>

I

>

I Date:
I

>

>
101/25/2010 09:14 AM
>

I

I

>

Subject:

I
>

>

>
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Sorry, I can not be there.
I hope there are plenty of folks there.
would like to see Paine field add commercial flights.
It’s a long way to
SeaTac from Everett. Thanks.
Jackie Clark
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Response to Comment
Dear Jackie Clark:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA; they have been noted.

C.75

-Original Message—
From: Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov [mailto:Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, January 13, 2010 10:47 AM
To: Waggoner, Dave; Dolan, Bill; Ryk Dunkelberg; Ryan Hayes
Cc: Patricia.Deem@faa.gov; Caroline.CTR.Poyurs@faa.gov;
Roland. J. McKee@faa gov
Subject: Fw: In support of passenger air service at Paine Field.
.

Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
425—227—2653
Forwarded by Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA on 01/13/2010 09:47 AM
I
>
I From:
I

I

>
>

I Jeffrey Cline <jeffreymailene@comcast net>
.

>

I
I To:
I

>

I
>

>

I Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA@FAA
>
>

I

Date:

I

>
>

01/05/2010 08:53 AM
>
>

Subject:

I
>

>

un support of passenger air service at Paine Field.
>

C.76

Ms. Morgan,
I am in support of passenger air service at Paine Field, this would be a
huge plus for Snohomish County.
Thank you,
Jeff Cline
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Response to Comment
Dear Jeff Cline:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA; they have been noted.

C.78

—Original Message—
From: Catherine Cloud [rnailto: seacloud@greatnorthern.net]
Sent: Friday, February 05, 2010 9:25 PM
To: Air Service Comments
Subject: No problem with flights
I am in favor of opening Paine Field to commercial air service.
Catherine Cloud, Stanwood, WA
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Response to Comment
Dear Catherine Cloud:
Thank you for your comments to Paine Field Airport; they have been noted.
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—Original Message—
From: Cayla.Morgan@faa. gov [mailto:Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, January 13, 2010 10:56 AM
To: Waggoner, Dave; Dolan, Bill; Ryk Dunkelberg; Ryan Hayes
Cc: Patricia.Deem@faa.gov; Caroline.CTR.Poyurs@faa.gov;
Roland. J.McKee@faa. gov
Subject: Fw: Commercial Flight Service to Paine Field

Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
425—227—2653
Forwarded by Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA on 01/13/2010 09:55 AM

I
I

>

From:
>
>

I “Gordon Cole” <Gordon@corstonellc.com>

>

I
I To:
I

>
>

>

I Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA@FAA
>

I
I Date:

>

I

>

I

>

101/08/2010 02:49 PM
>
>

Subject:

I
>

>

ICommercial Flight Service to Paine Field
>

C.81

Dear Ms. Morgan:
I writing in support of proposed commercial flight service at Paine Field.
After years of controversy and study surrounding this issue I believe the
facts are reasonably clear:
1.
The negative impacts of adding commercial flights to Paine
Field are relatively small given its current use.
2.
It would be a tremendous boost to our local economy to have
commercial service available, helping to create jobs and needed
business growth.
3.
It would be an asset to all residents of Snohomish County to
be able to avoid the time and hassle (not to mention pollution and
congestion) of a commute to SeaTac for many of our flights.
I utilized the limited service which was once offered at Paine Field by
Horizon and found it extremely beneficial for business flights to Portland.
Please support commercial passenger flights at Paine Field.
Thank you.
Gordon Cole
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Response to Comment
Dear Gordon Cole:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA; they have been noted.

C.83

From: c92176@aol.com [mailto:c92176©aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, January 14, 2010 12:27 PM
To: Air Service Comments
Subject: commercial service at Paine Field
We write to express our dismay regarding the recent publication of the Paine Field Environmental
Impact Study. This report is a perfect example of why people lose faith in government at all
levels because the questions asked and answered are almost irrelevent to the issue at hand. No
one objects to a handful of flights being added to Paine Field--this has occurred among private
flyers over the years since we have lived here. People object to the spectre of Paine Field
becoming a Sea-Tac for the north, with the same disastrous impact that the southern Sea-Tac
has had on its neighboring communities. In short, the Study is hopelessly flawed in its
narrowness of scope; it should have included an examination of the effects of a maximum or
worst case use of the field in order to give the citizenry a full understanding of the issue. Failure
to address the issue in a full and fair matter is just one more example of the government’s smug
unwillingness to deal fairly with its citizens. Our tax dollars, apparently some $450,000, were
spent on a study which is hopelessly inadequate--surely for a few dollars more a the study could
have been expanded to include the impact of maximum service.
Sincerely,
John and Ann Collier
10304 Marine View Drive
Mukilteo, WA 98275
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Response to Comment
Dear John and Ann Collier:
Thank you for your comments to Paine Field Airport; they have been noted. Please refer to the following
general responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 1-10:
General Response 1-11:

Scope of the EA analysis for future operations and passengers
Flawed/inadequate/biased EA

C.85

Paine Field Public Hearing

Comment Form
January21, 2010

Draft Environmental Assessment
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Response to Comment
Dear John Collier:
Thank you for your comments to Paine Field Airport; they have been noted. Please refer to the following
general responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 1-11:
General Response 2-1:

Flawed/inadequate/biased EA
MRD document
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Snohomish County Airport
3220 100th Street Southwest
Everett, Washington 98204
Email. airserviceeacomments@snoco.org

____________________
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Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration

1601 Lind Avenue, SW
Renton, Washington 98057-3356
Email. Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov

Thank You!
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Response to Comment
Dear Carol Collison:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA; they have been noted. Please refer to the following general
responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 1-9:
General Response 1-11:
General Response 1-13:
General Response 3-1:
General Response 3-5:
General Response 6-1:
General Response 7-7:

Roles of consultant and their qualifications
Flawed/inadequate/biased EA
Additional study should be conducted
What is the purpose and need for the action or project?
Why was 2016 selected as the future year?
Significance of Project Effects
Noise impacts on schools
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Snohomish County Airport
3220 100th Street Southwest
Everett, Washington 98204
Email. airserviceeacomments@snoco.org

Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
1601 Lind Avenue, SW
Renton, Washington 98057-3356
Email. Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov

Thank You!
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Response to Comment
Dear Carol Collison:
Thank you for your comments to Paine Field Airport; they have been noted. Please refer to the following
general responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 1-9:
General Response 1-13:
General Response 2-2:
General Response 6-1:
General Response 7-6:
General Response 8-1:

Roles of consultant and their qualifications
Additional study should be conducted
Boeing reaction to the Proposed Project and effect of the Project on Boeing
Significance of Project Effects
What are the existing and future noise impacts?
Traffic analysis
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—Original Messag—
From: Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov

[mailto:Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, January 06, 2010 12:58 PM
To: Waggoner, Dave; Dolan, Bill; Ryk Dunkelberg; Ryan Hayes
Cc: Patricia.Deem@faa.gov; Roland.J.McKee@faa.gov;
Caroline. CTR. Poyurs@faa.gov
Subject: Fw: Snohomish County Airport
Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
425—227—2653
Forwarded by Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA on 01/06/2010 11:29 AM
patcolwell@concast.net wrote on 01/05/2010 01:22:36 PM:
> [image removed]
>
>
>
>

Snohomish County Airport
patcolwell

>
>
>
>

to:
Cayla Morgan

>
>
>
>
>

01/05/2010 01:23 PM
Hello Cayla;

> More input on the Airport.
Born and raised in Everett, I am now 64
years old and was a member of the Civil Air Patrol when I was a kid,
attended many Air Shows at Paine Field when it was an Air Force Base
> and also learned to fly there.
>
>

>
> I support commercial passenger service there for reasons I’m sure

> you have heard many times.
The environmental considerations for a
> new airport most anywhere are far too cumbersome these days to build
> new ones not to mention the expense. This area is and will continue
> to grow no matter what along with the need for expanded commercial
> air service.
I’m sure you can site other cities across the country
> that have had similar growing pains with the related pro and con
> points of view.
>
> You can be sure that given the growth in this area including that
> which directly encircles the airfield, most of those complaining
> have not lived here long enough to remember the noise generated from

> the field when it was an Air Force Base. As you know, there are no
> decibel considerations on jet fighters and yet back in the day folks
> accepted the field for what it was; an Air Force Base.
>

> There will always be those who purchase a home near an airfield and
> complain about the noise, buy a home adjacent to a freeway and

C.95

> complain about the traffic, buy a home next to a railroad and
> complain about the trains.
They are with us like bad weather.
>
>
>
>

I’m sure commercial passenger air service will find its way to the
Snohomish County Airport now or later so you can put me on record as
being in favor.

>
>
>

Thanks for all your efforts in dealing with this issue.

>
>
>
>

Best regards;
Pat Colwell

>
>
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Response to Comment
Dear Pat Colwell:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA; they have been noted.
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—Original Message—
From: Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov [mailto:Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov]
Sent: Monday, January 25, 2010 2:06 PM
To: Waggoner, Dave; Dolan, Bill; Ryk Dunkelberg; Ryan Hayes
Cc: Patricia.Deem@faa.gov; Caroline.CTR.Poyurs@faa.gov;
Roland. J.McKee@faa. gov
Subject: Fw: Paine Field draft

Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
425—227—2653
Forwarded by Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA on 01/25/2010 01:06 PM
>

I From:
I

I
>

>

I bobpatcolyer@aol corn
.

>

I
I To:
I

>

I
>

>

I Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA@FAA
>

I

>

Date:

I

I
>

>
101/22/2010 09:52 AM
>

I
I Subject:
I

>

I
>

>
IPaine Field draft
>

C.98

Good day, Ms. Morgan.
I have not yet read nor heard one of the major
objections to “No Significance” concerning one aspect of environmental
impacts of opening Paine Field to commercial airline operations.
That concerns education.
EVERY teacher in the world will tell you that
ANYthing that disrupts the students’ concentration has a major negative
impact on what the teacher is working on.
Even the anticipation (fire
drill, tornado drill, coming assembly, etc.) disrupts both the teacher’s
con—centration and that of the students. Almost always getting the
concentration back takes much time, particularly among elementary students.
Without total concentration, education suffers. And the US is already
behind many other countries when it comes to positive education results.
The area supposedly affected by airplane noise is MUCH larger than shown
on the map. We live about one mile from the airport and very clearly hear
every take—off and landing, even with all the doors and windows closed. We
are on the WEST side of three Mukilteo schools
the noise is much louder
there.
In addition, there are schools directly under the flight path,
where the impact will be very great.
—

I feel that the FAA needs to speak with teachers, principals, and others
who really understand the problem before stating that there will be no
negative environmental aspects to commercial airline service to and from
Paine Field.
Sincerely, Pat Colyer, retired high school science teacher

C.99

Response to Comment
Dear Pat Colyer:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA; they have been noted. Please refer to the following general
responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 5-5:
General Response 7-7:

Study Areas
Noise impacts on schools
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—Original Messag—
From: Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov

[mailto:Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov]

Sent: Thursday, January 07, 2010 4:39 PM
To: Waggoner, Dave; Dolan, Bill; Ryk Dunkelberg; Ryan Hayes
Cc: Patricia.Deem@faa.gov; Caroline.CTR.Poyurs@faa.gov;
Roland. J.McKee@faa. gov
Subject: Fw: Please read our concerns.. .thank you, Cayla
Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
425—227—2653
Forwarded by Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA on 01/07/2010 03:38 PM
cdtecra@aol.com wrote on 01/07/2010 03:28:58 PM:
>
>

[image removed]

> Please read our concerns.. .thank you, Cayla
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>

cdtecra
to:
Cayla Morgan

01/07/2010 03:29 PM
Cc:

trispamp
[attachment “Concerns about Paine expansion.doc” deleted by Cayla
Morgan/ANM/FAA]
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January 06, 2010
Cayla,
I’m quite surprised at the latest developments and actions regarding Paine Field and the issue of commercia
expansion and writing to ensure you hear from a concerned Mukilteo family.
I respectfully ask that you please ‘hear me out’ and read my concerns in full:
My wife and I are residents of Mukilteo who just added our first, a daughter.
We enjoy the city and planned to settle. Before purchasing our home, it was communicated commercial expansior
would not occur due to agreements forged between government and the surrounding communities sometime ago.
However, the latest developments read in the Seattle Times! Beacon as well as news media on TV have caused Kirr
and I both to reconsider our ‘resident status’
Our concerns begin with the following:
Many families in Mukilteo moved to the area considering the quality school system and other infrastructure(s)
The airport expansion proposal will undoubtedly cause families, much like us, to:
1. Reconsider moving to Mukilteo because of increase noise pollution, crime, and diminished property values
(which is already beginning to occur according to local real estate agents based on the threat of expansion)
2. Current residents vacating Mukilteo
First, to be clear, my wife and I are not against commercial aviation.
I actually utilize SeaTac at a minimum of 3-6 times per month considering my profession. My wife travels as well for
a local university hospital.
We are both professionals who do not mind the 40 minute one way drive to SeaTac and having been doing so foi
many years.
We are voicing our emphatic non support of any expansion to include commercial airlines for Paine Field.
Items to consider as the FAA ponder future and ongoing discussions on commercial expansion:
Considering the real estate decline which has affected all of us to a degree, airport expansion would undoubtedl~i
cause furthermore deterioration in already fallen property values. In other words, the ‘road to recovery’ will be that
much more difficult. In essence, commercial air expansion would be responsible for furthermore widening the gap in
property values.
There are those who claim the local economy would benefit from commercial expansion...this is truly false and
misleading. Flights that are being proposed are daily trips to Las Vegas, Spokane, and Portland. Typically, travelers
going to any of these 3 cities would not require any overnight stays in hotels, therefore mitigating any perceived local
financial benefit in the form of rented hotel rooms, local restaurants or shopping/entertainment.
C.102

What about 100,000+ residents in potentially affected surrounding areas who would be subjected to increased traffic,
crime, noise pollution, reduced property values, and more? The ferry lanes are already at a minimum of one hour
plus wait times...are we to think adding expansion would not add to the congestion?
Last but not least, serious crimes have been, to date, non existent in Mukilteo...how would you feel if serious crimes
begin because of the addition of commercial airlines? Not convinced? Simply research the surrounding areas of
SeaTac.
Expansion is not a good thing for the area...trust us...we are seasoned travelers who spend an inordinate amount of
time at airports. I have, for one, traveled over a million miles in my lifetime and have seen many airports...l have a
qualified perspective on airports and their community effects.
I truly hope you will hear a concerned family’s voice.
We turn to you and other officials to fairly represent the people who moved to these areas for the quality of life.
Please consider our thoughts on what we truly believe are fair and just...protect our way of life, continue providing a
safe haven for our families, and keep Mukilteo strong. Expansion would deter from all of this and more.
Thank you for your time and consideration of our concerns.

Respectfully,

Coecenedflali/tto

[€4
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Response to Comment
Dear Concerned Mukilteo Family:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA; they have been noted. Please refer to the following general
responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 2-1:
General Response 6-1:
General Response 6-3:
General Response 7-3:
General Response 8-1:
General Response 9-1:
General Response 9-6:

MRD document
Significance of Project Effects
What are the project benefits?
Noise analysis methodology
Traffic analysis
What is the impact upon property values?
What is the impact of the project on crime?
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—Original Messag—~
From: Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov [mailto:Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov]
Sent: Monday, February 01, 2010 4:35 PM
To: Waggoner, Dave; Dolan, Bill; Ryk Dunkelberg; Ryan Hayes
Cc: Patricia.Deem@faa.gov; Caroline.CTR.Poyurs@faa.gov;
Roland.J.McKee@faa. gov
Subject: Fw: Condon comments on Paine Field Airport EA
Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
425—227—2653
Forwarded by Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA on 02/01/2010 03:34 PM

I
I From:
I

>

I
>

>
Ijmihfahning@verizon.net

>

I
I To:
I

>

I
>

>

I Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA@FAA
>

I
I Date:

>

I

>

I

>

101/26/2010 09:00 PM
>

I
I Subject:
I

>
>

>
ICondon comments on Paine Field Airport EA
>
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Dear Ms. Morgan,
I have attached my comments to the Paine Field EA.
I want you to know
I oppose commercial air service at Paine Field Airport.
I believe it
will result in adverse affects to my home and community.
(See attached file: Condon comments on Paine Field EA.doc)
Sincerely,
Sandra Condon
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1-26-2010

Comments on the Paine Field Environmental Assessment

To: Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office 2004 Test Drive User Federal Aviation Administration
1601 Lind Avenue, SW
Renton, WA 98057-3356
Dear Ms. Morgan,
We are writing to you today to oppose the efforts of the FAA, Snohomish County and
Paine Field Airport staff to change Paine Field Airport’s operation certificate from a
Category IV airport (which does not allow scheduled commercial service), to a Category
I airport, which allows virtually unlimited operations by all types and classes of aircraft.
I have owned a home in Harbour Pointe for 23 years. I watched our community grow
with new residences, schools and recreation areas with the expectation and promise that
Paine Field was and would remain a small general aviation airport.
The Environmental Assessment is so blatantly flawed I consider it an act of fraud on the
behalf of all those involved. As a resident of Mukilteo, Washington, a taxpayer, and an
honest person, I request that you investigate how such a large act of fraud such as this has
come so far in the process. I request new leaders be put in charge.
Comments:
-The Environmental Assessment (EA) is insufficient in that it does not acknowledge
or analyze the filly allowed impacts of the proposal to change the airport category. It
only looks at the impacts from 6 to 10 flights/day from Horizon and 2 to 10
flights/week from Allegiant over a minimal period of five years. The assessment
needs to consider the proposed airport role change and the impacts from
“unconstrained activity” as required by FAA regulations. Also, as is standard with
any planning tool, the assessment needs to look out 20 years, not the minimal 5 years
considered in this report. Why have the fill impacts of the proposed category change
not been considered? When will the fill impact be considered? Why was a 5-year
horizon analyzed rather than a 20 ear horizon?
-The proposal of changing the airport category to allow for unlimited commercial
flights is enormous in scope. This calls for further studies including a fill
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) not the minimal requirements of an
Environmental Assessment (EA). Why was an EIS not completed for this project?
When will an EIS be prepared for this project?

C.107

-The following is an excerpt from the EA:
“No Action Alternative
This alternative includes the continuation of the normal operation of the
Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field without the provision of scheduled
commercial service or any changes to the existing passenger terminal building.
Preferred Alternative
The Preferred Alternative includes the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
Issuance of operations specifications to allow scheduled commercial air service
and Approval of an Amendment to the Airport’s CFR Part 139 operating
certificate. In Addition, the Preferred Alternative includes the addition of a
modular terminal building to accommodate the proposed scheduled commercial
air service.”
What is the justification for the selection of the Preferred alternative? ‘Who are
the people that selected the Preferred Alternative? We and thousands of others
throughout the community prefer the No Action Alternative.

At the public meeting I attended on January 2l~, 2010, the consultant stated that
commercial air service was compatible with the land use zoning ofthe surrounding
area. Please explain how the surrounding residential land use schools and
recreational areas are compatible with commercial air flights.
-

-The supporting traffic analysis prepared by Gibson is flawed in that it does not
consider filly allowed traffic impacts that would be produced from the change in
airport category allowing for unlimited commercial flights from Paine Field Airport.
I live in the Harbour Pointe area and roadways at peak commute times are already
congested and unable to handle additional traffic. The fill range of impacts from the
proposed airport category change need to be evaluated.
Explain why the filly allowed impacts were not evaluated and when warrants will
require their analysis. Explain why the analysis did not take into account vehicle trips
that may divert from Sea-Tac International Airport or Bellingham International
Airport. Explain who will be responsible to fimd the major transportation projects
that would be required if the airport category changed to allow for unlimited
commercial flights.
-

The noise analysis completed for the EA if insufficient in that it did not look at the
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increased range of noise decibels residents and receivers will be exposed to. I am
requesting a study that evaluates the noise levels using decibel readings that exist
today as well as the potential increase in noise levels from the impacts related to
changing the airport category to allow for unlimited commercial air service at Paine
Field Airport.
The EA study rather looked at a measure of noise called DNL. The report says that,
“DNL provides a numerical description of the weighted 24-how cumulative noise
energy level using the A-weighted decibel scale, typically over a period of a year.
Noise sensitive areas exposed to increases of 1.5 DNL within the 65 DNL contour are
considered a significant impact.” The report also states that, “Noise 65 Day-Night
Average Sound Level (DNL) DNL calculations account for the sound exposure level
of aircraft, the number of aircraft operations and a penalty for nighttime operations.
In the DNL scale, each aircraft operation occurring between the hours of 10 p.m. to 7
a.m. is penalized by 10 dB.”
I requesting data showing the exact decibel levels anticipated and the time and
frequency of their occurrence, not an average weighted over a 24-hour and annual
basis. Each noise encounter affects the residents. ‘When I am awakened by airplane
noise I cannot average the impact to me at other intervals between flights. This is not
a reasonable way to evaluate noise impact.
The EA noise analysis states the following, “Route 526 to the extreme northwest
corner of the Airport. There are 0 residential or other noise sensitive uses and 0
people located within the 65 or greater DNL noise contours. The 70 DNL noise
contour is entirely on Airport property except for an area to the northeast where it
extends over the Boeing Company complex. Noise sensitive areas exposed to
increases of 1.5 DNL within the 65 DNL contour are considered a significant
impact.”
The analysis shows that even in its limited scope that noise levels increases are
significant as they well exceed the 1.5 DNL averaged level. It also does not pass the
validity test that noise generated from this proposal will stay within the airport
boundaries. I hear airplane noise all the time. It does not stay within the confines of
the airport bubble. An increase in airplane activity will cause an increase in noise
levels at our homes and schools. This needs to be studied.
The noise analysis is insufficient in that it does not acknowledge or analyze the fully
allowed impacts of the proposal to change the airport category. It only looks at the
impacts from 6 to 10 flights/day from Horizon and 2 to 10 flights/week from
Allegiant over a minimal period of five years. The Assessment needs to consider the
proposed airport role change and the impacts from “unconstrained activity” as
required by FAA regulations.
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I request to know what the range of decibel level changes (actual values not averages
over 24 how periods) would be in my neighborhood as a result of the current
proposal to change the category of the airport to allow for unlimited commercial
flights at airport capacity. This needs to be studied and reported in an EIS.
Health: The EA ignores the project’s cumulative air quality impacts. The
Conformity provision of the Clean Air Act requires that all Federal projects such as
this one conform to a State Air Quality Implementation Plan (SIP). While Paine
Field is in a “maintenance area”, rather than an area that is in non-attainment of the
SIP’s air quality goals, if a Federal project emits more than 100 tons of Carbon
Monoxide (CO), a full conformity determination must be performed. Even based on
the limited terminal facilities and forecast of operations, the EA predicts that the
project will emit 75 tons of CO per year by 2015. Since the EA only evaluates the
emissions impacts from the current “phase” of development, the modular terminal,
and fails to take into account the impacts of reasonably foreseeable future projects,
emissions of CO could very well exceed 100 tons per year.
-

Environment: The following is an excerpt from the EA, “The below list of
endangered, threatened and candidate species, along with the species of concern for
Snohomish County was reviewed by airport personnel in consultation with the
thlltime on-site USDA Wildlife Services Biologist who has been conducting weekly
wildlife surveys on the Airport since 2001 (Appendix H).” The EA is insufficient
and flawed because it does not look the fill extent of changing the airport category to
allow unlimited commercial air flights. Environmental impacts are not limited to
airport property as the EA reports. There has been no survey of the environments
outside of airport property to assess impacts to endangered species
-

Schools: The following is an excerpt from the EA, “Children’s Environmental
Health and Safety Risks. Executive Order 13045, the Protection of Children from the
Environmental Health Risks, directs Federal agencies to make it a high priority to
identi~’ and assess environmental health risks and safety risks that may
disproportionately affect children. There are no residences or schools within the
project area.”
-

The EA is insufficient and flawed in that it considers there to be no residences or
schools within the project area. The assessment finds no impact to the surrounding
community since it did not include the surrounding community in the assessment.
Please explain how the project area is confined to only the existing airport. The
effects of changing an airport category to allow for unlimited commercial flights
surely will have impacts outside of the airport boundaries.
The statement in the Draft EA that no residences or schools are within the project
area indicates a thought process and approach that misses the point. This is not just
about the construction of a terminal. The FAA, the County, airport officials and the
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airlines are well aware that the major concerns are about the activities associated with
starting up and expanding scheduled service. Impacts to schools, children,
playgrounds, recreational areas and the communities at large are not restricted to the
construction and existence of a terminal building. Listing a technical school and one
grade school in the entire Draft EA is absolutely inadequate and unacceptable.
Impacts are not restricted to the terminal construction or the day/night noise line that
“averages” noise over a 24-hour period.
The EA is flawed in that it does not look at the second terminal identified in the
airport’s Master plan. The environmental effects of the “Future Passenger Terminal”
and its “Access and Parking” have been incorrectly omitted from this EA analysis.
As a result, the EA should be re-done.
-

FAA has a conflict of interest. The FAA wants to assess/mitigate the impacts of the
proposed role change on a relatively low level of activity while on the other had their
regulations require that the airport accept any and all activity literally 24/7. Good
deal for the FAA, bad deal for communities; the FAA finds little or no impact from
this proposal and the surrounding communities get to shoulder the load of all ofthe
“unconstrained” future growth. This conflict of interest is apparent throughout this
EA, as the EA makes contradictory and unreasonable conclusions. Please explain
what percentage of the airport’s funding has come from the FAA annually over the
past 20 years. Please explain why the FAA is a proponent of engaging in commercial
air flight at Paine Field.
-

I say give up FAA funding if we need to. Tax the communities to keep Paine
Field as a category IV airport that will not allow commercial air service. The cost
of our homes, families, and health are much more important than any FAA
finding. This does not just affect Mukilteo. Flight paths will affect Whidbey
Island, Mukilteo, Marysville, Everett, Stanwood, Snohomish, Mill Creek,
Lyimwood, Edmonds, Mountlake Terrace Kenmore and Bothell.

-The forecast time frame in the EA should not be limited to 2016. The EA refers to
an air emissions timetable requirement of 2016. This should not be the basis for
forecasting scheduled service activity levels of any proposal. The airlines are not
motivated to provide you the maximum level of potential activities. The FAA itself
requires much longer planning horizons than 5 years or 2016 and so they should
forecast that far for altematives in the EA.

Requirements to filly consider impacts to children should have driven a rigorous
analysis of this issue and not ofjust a few flights but the maximum level. A rigorous
analysis must include noise and air emissions, traffic, disruptions to learning, health
impacts to children and so on. The Executive Order 13045 referenced in the Draft
EA should be adhered to and not dismissed because many schools are in the flight
paths and near to the airport, even if they are not directly on airport property.
-
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The EA does not address the community opposition or the fact that the Mayors and
City councils of Brier, Edmonds, Lynnwood, Mountlake Terrace, Mukilteo, and
Woodway oppose expansion at Paine Field. Why has this opposition and community
polling not been included in the BA? When looking at an environmental impact
should we not consider how it affects the people who live in the area? There are
residential communities surrounding the airport and under the flight paths.
-

The BA is flawed in that is does not consider the loss of tax revenue as related to
reduced home values. I know real estate agents who say people are afraid to move
into the area because of the proposal to allow commercial air service out of Paine
Field. There is clearly a stigma of having a commercial airport in your back yard.
Please add to the Assessment a section analyzing the impacts to property values in the
area and under the flight path as a result of the proposal to allow unlimited
commercial air flights out of Paine Field.
-

The EA is flawed in that it does not look at other locations for commercial flights.
What other airports were looked at? What forecaster is showing a need for additional
commercial flights?
-

Will a certain percentage of airport time be protected for Boeing? It is important to
ensure that Boeing stays in Everett. It provides high paying jobs with health care in
our community.
-

The Governor, our Senators, our US Representatives, our District Senator and
Representatives, our County Executive, our County and City council members, the
WSDOT, the FAA, Snohomish County and the Paine Field Airport should immediately
order a new Environmental Assessment with the inclusion of both new terminals and
their REAL maximum capacity. The impacts oftwo large terminals in operation 24 hours
a day seven days a week must be studied.
The BA failed to assess the impacts of changing the airport’s role and operating
certificate to allow scheduled service. Therefore, the “No Action Alternative” must be
the default alternative until a comprehensive frill-capacity EIS is completed and
compared to alternatives.
I look forward to hearing your response and seeing you in the fliture at public meeting.
Sincerely,
Sandra Condon
10729 58thAvW
Mukilteo, WA 98275
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Response to Comment
Dear Sandra Condon:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA and Paine Field Airport; they have been noted. Please refer to the
following general responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 1-1:
General Response 1-4:
General Response 1-6:
General Response 1-11:
General Response 1-13:
General Response 1-15:
General Response 1-16:
General Response 2-1:
General Response 2-2:
General Response 3-4:
General Response 3-5:
General Response 3-11:
General Response 3-12:
General Response 3-13:

General Response 4-1:
General Response 4-6:
General Response 5-5:
General Response 6-1:
General Response 7-1:
General Response 7-2:
General Response 7-6:
General Response 7-7:
General Response 7-12:
General Response 8-1:
General Response 8-2:
General Response 9-1:
General Response 9-4:
General Response 10-2:
General Response 11-1:

Why can't the County limit or restrict operations?
The County should no longer seek FAA funds
What are the FAA and County roles in this EA and has a decision been made
to move forward?
Flawed/inadequate/biased EA
Additional study should be conducted
EA did not reflect the opposition of the community
How will the proposal be funded?
MRD document
Boeing reaction to the Proposed Project and effect of the Project on Boeing
EA Conflicts with proposed terminal in Airport Master Plan
Why was 2016 selected as the future year?
What is the capacity of the terminal?
What is the relationship of the two terminals?
What is a Class I Airport? Explanation of Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR)
Part 139
Alternative airports should be used
What does the term "Preferred Alternative" mean?
Study Areas
Significance of Project Effects
Use of DNL
Noise Measurements and Supplemental Metrics requested
What are the existing and future noise impacts?
Noise impacts on schools
How are the potential noise impacts compatible with surrounding residential
land uses?
Traffic analysis
Why weren't diverted trips accounted for?
What is the impact upon property values?
E.O. 13045 Children's Health and Safety impact analysis
Air quality conformity
What is the impact on wildlife?
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—Original Message—
From: Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov [mailto:Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, January 13, 2010 10:53 AM
To: Waggoner, Dave; Dolan, Bill; Ryk Dunkelberg; Ryan Hayes
Cc: Patricia.Deem@faa.gov; Caroline.CTR.Poyurs@faa.gov;
Roland. J.McKee@faa. gov
Subject: Fw: Paine Field

Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
425—227—2653
Forwarded by Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA on 01/13/2010 09:52 AM
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>

I

I

>

Subject:
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I->
>—

I Paine Field
>

Hi Cayla,
Our company & family wants to see Pain Field allow airlines to provide
service there.
We live in Everett.
We believe the opponents are acting selfishly.
They gain nearly nothing in
their effort while costing the community at large.
Forcing thousands of cars through king county to catch regional commuter
air service is completely ridiculous.
We need convenience and we need traffic congestion solutions.
This step forward is going to happen, it’s only a matter of when.
We think it’s already past due.
Thank you!
Lin Cooper
Northwest Regional Manager
Zenith Specialty Bag Company
1302 Hoyt Ave.
Everett, WA 98201
425 317 8485
206 650 5896 cell

C.116

Response to Comment
Dear Lin Cooper, on behalf of Zenith Specialty Bag Company:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA and Paine Field Airport; they have been noted.
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—Original Message—
From: John Cooper [mailto:j .cooper5s@verizon.net]
Sent: Saturday, January 30, 2010 4:56 PM
To: Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov
Cc: Air Service Comments
Subject: Paine Field Expansion

As a private citizen I have limited say in community matters that
come to the forefront of public debate.
When these matters have the potential of causing major disruptions
and disharmony in both my life and that of the communities that
surround me I get rightfully upset.
Such is the case concerning the
proposed expansion of commercial operations at Paine Field that two
operators, Allegent Air and Horizon Air, have requested.
I recently
attended the third public hearing, Jan. 21, 2010, where the EA
(Environmental Assessment) was presented in a summarized form and was
shocked to see what a woefully inadequate and erroneous document it
is.
The shortcomings and omissions are legion but my major concerns
are as follows.
1.
The noise levels from the proposed operations have been craftily
hidden using an averaging technique CDNL) that does not reflect real
life
effects.
2.
The noise level contours shown in the EA are not realistic and
are overly optimistic in that they show that the aircraft noise will
be confined to
Paine Field property; this is incorrect.
3.
The close proximity of many schools and daycare facilities and the
adverse effect that excess noise has on them has been ignored.
The
need for noise mitigation funding has been ignored.
4.
The increased hydrocarbon emissions from the aircraft and the
known effects to population have been ignored; and considering that
Paine
Field is centered in a highly populated and congested area, this
omission needs to be addressed.
5.
The fact is that future commercial activity will surely come on
the heels of Allegent and Horizon operations and that in turn will
definitely
increase traffic congestion significantly.
This will have an
adverse effect upon air quality in the region.
In addition to these concerns is the disturbing fact that as Paine
Field is changed into a major commercial aviation hub the whole
complexion of the surrounding residential communities will be
changed.
This change will be for the worst not better; property
values will plummet as will corresponding tax revenues; this means
that state and local coffers will also suffer.
The whole scenario
will have been in complete violation of
“The Greatest Good” principle.
This principle means that any
development of our infrastructure should result in the greatest good
for the largest number of people.
The idea that ruining the quality of life for the great many people
who live in the communities surrounding Paine Field just so th
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Sincerely.
John T. Cooper

j

.cooper55@verizon.net
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Response to Comment
Dear John Cooper:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA and Paine Field Airport; they have been noted. Please refer to the
following general responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 1-5:
General Response 1-11:
General Response 3-5:
General Response 6-1:
General Response 6-4:
General Response 7-1:
General Response 7-6:
General Response 7-7:
General Response 9-1:

Mitigation
Flawed/inadequate/biased EA
Why was 2016 selected as the future year?
Significance of Project Effects
What are the quality of life impacts?
Use of DNL
What are the existing and future noise impacts?
Noise impacts on schools
What is the impact upon property values?

Please also refer to the following individual response.
Increased Hydrocarbons and their Effect/VOCs:
In response to comments regarding increased hydrocarbons, incomplete burning of fuel is typically a reference
to particulates or soot, and hydrocarbons represents all pollutants in the exhaust stream. The air quality
analysis in the Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared to comply with all requirements of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations.
Emissions associated with aircraft and other project-related sources included the evaluation of hydrocarbons
through the consideration of PM10, PM2.5, and volatile organic compounds (VOC) which were part of the
emissions inventory. Since the project does not trigger any federal thresholds of significance for air quality for
these pollutants, there are no significant impacts relating to the air quality.
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Evelyn [4. Corcoran
10427 62nd Place
Mukilteo, WA 98275

February 4, 2010
Ms. Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airport District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
1601 Lind Avenue SW
Renton, WA 98057-3356

Dear Ms. Morgan,
One more time, loud and clear

—

NO EXPANSION OF PAINE FIELDl

Those impacted by this new proposal have repeatedly voted with both their feet
and voices; are you tone deaf? It is unconscionable that you have dismissed, as an
impediment to the proposed expansion, a long established promise that prohibits
expansion of the airport. That agreement has been the linchpin when deciding to
purchase property in the airport’s flight path and surrounding areas. You are
seeking to put aside an existing agreement and replace it with a new one
containing the few concessions & assurances the airlines have put forth. If one
does not honor the original promise, there is absolutely no reason to trust that a
new promise would be any more believable. You have broken faith with the people
who helped develop the area into enviable residential communities. FOR SHAME!!!
The arguments and counter proposals have been made on both sides of the issue.
I raise my voice in opposition, as a thirty-two year residential property owner in
Mukilteo.
Re

‘yn M. Corcoran
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Response to Comment
Dear Evelyn Corcoran:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA, Snohomish County, and Paine Field Airport; they have been noted.
Please refer to the following general responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 1-1:
General Response 1-6:
General Response 2-1:
General Response 3-1:

Why can't the County limit or restrict operations?
What are the FAA and County roles in this EA and has a decision been made
to move forward?
MRD document
What is the purpose and need for the action or project?
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—Original Message—
From: Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov [mailto:Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, January 13, 2010 10:48 AM
To: Waggoner, Dave; Dolan, Bill; Ryk Dunkelberg; Ryan Hayes
Cc: Caroline.CTR.Poyurs@faa.gov; Patricia.Deem@faa.gov;
Roland. J.McKee@faa. gov
Subject: Fw: Paine Field Commercial Service
Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
425—227—2653
Forwarded by Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA on 01/13/2010 09:47 AM
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>

I From:

I

>

>

“Greg Corrado” <Gcorrado@wavecable.com>

>

I
I To:
I

>

I
>

>

I Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA@FAA
>

I
I Date:

>

I

>

I

>

01/05/2010 09:20 AM
>

I

>

I Subject:
I

>

I

>

IPaine Field Commercial Service
>
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Full Speed Ahead. This is a great idea not only to increase Commercial
Airline utility but will allow many people to travel shorter distances with
less congestion to access Flights.
It will also allow GA aircraft easier access to an airport with commercial
service which is virtually impossible at SeaTac.
Greg Corrado
7512 Long Lake Rd SE
Port Orchard, WA 98367
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Response to Comment
Dear Greg Corrado:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA; they have been noted. Please refer to the following general
responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 3-2:

What are the effects of the Proposed Project on general aviation?
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From: gawrsh@comcast.net [mailto:gawrsh@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, January 04, 2010 5:43 PM
To: Air Service Comments
Cc: cayla.morgan@faa.gov
Subject: Commercial Flights at Paine Field

DO NOT begin commercial flights at Paine Field. I did not move to this area with
the intention of living next to a commercial airport. If that was my intention, I
would have purchased a much cheaper home by SeaTac. This will also lower
the resale value of my home and decrease my ability to sell it in the future. This
is not, nor will it ever be, an acceptable proposal.
Heidi Costello
5704 131st Place SE
Snohomish, WA 98296
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Response to Comment
Dear Heidi Costello:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA; they have been noted. Please refer to the following general
responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 9-1:

What is the impact upon property values?
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—Original Message—
From: Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov [mailto:Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2010 4:46 PM
To: Waggoner, Dave; Dolan, Bill; Ryk Dunkelberg; Ryan Hayes
Subject: Fw: Commercial Airline Operations at Paine Field
Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
425—227—2653
Forwarded by Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA on 02/24/2010 03:45 PM
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>
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>
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Commercial Airline Operations at Paine Field
>
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Summary: We are in favor of allowing commercial airline operations at
Paine Field.

We see several points in the discussion of this subject

—

1.
The airport was established in the 1940s or earlier.
Therefore, the
people who are complaining about the airport’s presence moved near the
airport, not the other way around.
2.
Many of the airplanes operating at the airport in the 1960s, 1970s,
and most of the 1980s were significantly noisier than the airplanes used
now by airlines.
3.
The airport is supported by taxes from people in the general region,
and should be available to be used for benefit of these people. A few
people who chose to live by the airport shouldn’t be allowed to deny this
benefit.

If there were to be some restrictions on airline operations on the airport,
we would suggest that they be of the following nature:
A.

The airlines’ aircraft are to meet stage 4 noise requirements;

B.
The takeoff gross mass of the aircraft are not to exceed 330,000
kilograms;
C.
90% or more of an airline’s flight operations to and from Paine Field
are to be in the Northern half of the Western hemisphere.

The airport would be available for emergency landings by any aircraft.
The airport would be available for weather caused diversionary landings by
any aircraft.

Thank you for your consideration.
Lauren and Helen Countryman
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Response to Comment
Dear Lauren & Helen Countryman:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA; they have been noted. Please refer to the following general
responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 1-1:
General Response 1-5:
General Response 7-5:

Why can't the County limit or restrict operations?
Mitigation
Proposed commercial fleet mix
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From: Victor [mailto:victor@victorcoupez.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 04, 2010 8:37 PM
To: cayla.morgan@faa.gov
Cc: Air Service Comments; Waggoner, Dave
Subject: Paine Field draft EA
Ms. Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office, Federal Aviation Administration
1601 Lind Avenue S.W.
Renton, WA 98057-3356.

Dear Ms. Morgan:
In response to the request for comments on the draft Environment Assessment (EA) for
Snohomish County (Paine Field) airport, my comments are below. I ask for a detailed response
to questions posed. The draft EA was so flawed and incomplete that I did not have time to
address every issue. Below are a few key points that require an explanation and a finding of “No
Action”. How can you in any stretch of the imagination say the converting an airport from Class
IV to Class I has “No Significant Impact” on the surrounding communities and ecosystems?
Especially one with a residential population so close to the airport.
Your draft EA states in the title “Environmental Assessment for Amendment to the Operations
Specifications for Air Carrier Operations, Amendment to a FAR Part 139 Certificate, and
Modification of the Terminal Building” yet the draft EA ignored the effects of changing the role
of Paine Field from Class IV to Class Ito allow commercial flights. Where is the analysis of ALL
potential flights; even if limited to the routes and aircraft proposed by Allegiant and Horizon?
You used the projections given by Allegiant and Horizon even though Allegiant’s projections
contradict the pattern it has established. For example, in Bellingham, Allegiant increased to 32
flights per week in six years, yet you accepted their statement that they will only increase to 10
flights per week in five years at Paine Field! WHY? Where is the “hard look” REQUIRED by
Section 706.f of FFA Order 5050.4b?
Section 706.f of FAA Order 5050.4b states “The EA must show that the FAA took the required
“hard look” at these impacts to support an FAA decision to prepare a FONSI or an EIS.”
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Where is the hard look at the change to allow unlimited commercial flights? No further study or
approval is required for Allegiant Air or Horizon Air to increases the number of flights to the
capacity of the terminal and airport and to allow these flights at any time of day or night.
The scope of the draft EA goes out five years. Why do you assume that an airport role change
only requires a five year projection? Why did you use the airlines flight projections and not the
capacity of the terminal and runway?
Also, where is the “open, effective community involvement” required in section 401 of FAA
Order 5050.4b? Part a of this section states that the FAA must “Provide active, early, and
continuous public involvement and reasonable public access to information that accurately
describes a proposed project and its environmental effects.”
Where was the active, early, and continuous public involvement? You created a document was
incomplete and flawed and only asked for public opinion after you had conveniently ignored
the full scope of what is proposed and only studied that portion which supports your selfdefined “preferred option”.
The public deserves better than you have delivered. The draft EA is flawed and incomplete. I
request detailed answers to my questions and a finding of the proper preferred option, “No
Action”.
Sincerely,
Victor Coupez
1109 1gth St
Mukilteo, WA 98275
425-971-3428
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Response to Comment
Dear Victor Coupez:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA and Paine Field Airport; they have been noted. Please refer to the
following general responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 1-8:
General Response 1-10:
General Response 1-11:
General Response 1-12:
General Response 1-13:
General Response 1-15:
General Response 3-1:
General Response 3-5:
General Response 3-13:
General Response 3-14:
General Response 4-6:
General Response 6-1:
General Response 11-9:

Adequacy of FAA guidance and use of FAA guidance
Scope of the EA analysis for future operations and passengers
Flawed/inadequate/biased EA
Adequacy of public involvement and release of the Draft EA and Public
Hearings
Additional study should be conducted
EA did not reflect the opposition of the community
What is the purpose and need for the action or project?
Why was 2016 selected as the future year?
What is a Class I Airport? Explanation of Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR)
Part 139
What actions will require additional environmental review?
What does the term "Preferred Alternative" mean?
Significance of Project Effects
How does this project compare to the commercial operations at Bellingham
Airport?
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From: David Cram [mailto:dlcrains@msn.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 03, 2010 10:01 PM
To: cayla.morgan@faa.org; Air Service Comments
Subject:
To Whom It May Concern,
This e-mail is being sent to let you know that I do not support the expansion of
Paine Field. I am a 30+ year resident of Lynnwood, WA. and am right in the flight
path of the proposed expansioin. I am concerned with the presentation I heard at
the Mukilteo meeting. I found it biased on the side of the government and airport
supporters. I feel that an unbiased EA needs to be done.
It is true that I am just a resident, and am coming from a very emotional place.
However, I love this city and love my home. We have over the years rushed outside
to see the low flying Boeing planes and the various other aircraft that have loudly
passed over our home. We have occassionally been woken up in the middle of the
night by loud planes, but it has all seemed exciting. The reality that it will be
happening all day and all night is mind boggling, very disturbing and down right
horrible. We had hoped to have value in our home when we retired and needed to
leave it. However, that will now be severely impacted with property values
plummeting with the expansion.
One of the most disturbing and devastating things I learned at the meeting was
about the fuel that could be and probably will be covering our home, yard, pets, us
and the play equipment and toys of CHILDREN. You cannot allow this to happen.
How can you say there is no impact on our community when our very health is at
stake.
So, in closing, I do NOT support the expansion of Paine Field.
Laurie A. Cram
18709 41st P1 W
Lynnwood, WA 98037
425-776-5366-Home
Cell-206-498-9833
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Response to Comment
Dear Laurie Crain:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA and Paine Field Airport; they have been noted. Please refer to the
following general responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 1-6:
General Response 1-9:
General Response 1-13:
General Response 5-1:
General Response 5-3:
General Response 6-1:
General Response 9-1:
General Response 9-8:
General Response 10-4:

What are the FAA and County roles in this EA and has a decision been made
to move forward?
Roles of consultant and their qualifications
Additional study should be conducted
Existing aircraft noise concerns
Aircraft currently fly low and very close to houses
Significance of Project Effects
What is the impact upon property values?
What are the health and quality of life effects associated with the project?
Would there be an increase in fuel dump/fuel smell/residue?
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—Original MessageFrom: Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov [mailto:Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, February 02, 2010 4:46 PM
To: Waggoner, Dave; Ryk Dunkelberg; Ryan Hayes; Dolan, Bill
Cc: Patricia.Deem@faa.gov; Caroline.CTR.Poyurs@faa.gov;
Roland. J.McKee@faa. gov
Subject: Fw: Paine Field

Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
425—227—2653
Forwarded by Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA on 02/02/2010 03:46 PM
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>

I From:
I

>
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>
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>
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>
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>
>
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I
>

>
IPaine Field
>
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Cayla Morgan,
Please, no passenger service at Paine Field.
The money should be spent
on safe parking lots with rail to Sea Tac.
This is high pollution
transportation, people should fly less.
Ken Crane
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Response to Comment
Dear Ken Crane:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA; they have been noted. Please refer to the following general
responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 4-5:

Other modes of transportation may be better alternatives
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From: County Executive [mailto:county.executive@co.snohomish.wa.us]

Sent: Wednesday, February 03, 2010 11:18 AM
To: Waggoner, Dave; Air Service Comments
Subject: FW: Paine Field

Amy Ockerlander
Executive Analyst
Snohomish County Executive Office
3000 Rockefeller, MIS 407
Everett, WA 98201-4046
Dir. Phone: 425-388-3090
Main Phone: 425-388-3460
Fax: 425-388-3434
Email: amy.ockerlander(~snoco.org
w~.snoco.org
From: Ken Crane [mailto:kennected@msn.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 02, 2010 7:48 PM
Subject: Paine Field

I wondered what you thought of the Boeing issue.
Please help us stop passenger service at Paine Field. We were
told at one of the meetings that Boeing is not legally able to oppose
it, but doesn’t want it. We donTt want to give them another reason
to leave. The FAA is trying to do this, regardless of the will of the
people. Taxpayers have spent $450,000 for their bogus study.
They will have to spend vast sums in the future, soundproofing
homes, tearing down homes, Terminals and improvements. The
money would be better spent on parking lots and rail to Sea Thc, an
area that is already an unpleasant place to live. This is also high
pollution transportation, people need to fly less. The air
transportation industry appears unconcerned with climate change.
Ken Crane,
Snohomish
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Response to Comment
Dear Ken Crane:
Thank you for your comments to Snohomish County; they have been noted. Please refer to the following
general responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 1-5:
General Response 2-2:
General Response 4-5:
General Response 10-1:

Mitigation
Boeing reaction to the Proposed Project and effect of the Project on Boeing
Other modes of transportation may be better alternatives
Greenhouse gas/climate change
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From: Ken Crane [mailto:kennected©msn.comj
Sent: Monday, February 01, 2010 9:24 PM
To: Air Service Comments
Subject: Paine Field

Dave Waggoner, Director SCA,
Please, no passenger service at Paine Field. The money
should be spent on safe parking lots with rail to Sea Tac. This
is high pollution transportation, people should fly less. We
have more aircraft noise than we can stand with the traffic
from Harvey Field.
Ken Crane
Snohomish
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Response to Comment
Dear Ken Crane:
Thank you for your comments to Snohomish County and Paine Field Airport; they have been noted. Please
refer to the following general responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 4-5:
General Response 5-1:

Other modes of transportation may be better alternatives
Existing aircraft noise concerns
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From: Jusun C. [mailto:justinc_©hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, February 05, 2010 9:58 AM
To: Air Service Comments
Subject: Paine Field Public Comment
Hello,
I own a home in Lynnwood (though it’s just about in Mukilteo) and am opposed to
the potential increase in air traffic flying over my home for numerous obvious
reasons. The proposal would clearly decrease the quality of life I currently enjoy at
my home. My home was not constructed with noise mitigating materials; this could
cause health/hearing problems. That is why some jurisdictions have noise zones
that require noise abatement materials in construction. The proposal would decrease
my property value and increase vehicular traffic. I’m sad to say that I realize I am
now a NIMBY, but the fact is that I am not in favor of increasing air traffic over my
house.
Thanks you,
Justin Craven
Hotmail: Trusted email with powerful SPAM protection. Sign uj now.
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Response to Comment
Dear Justin Craven:
Thank you for your comments to Paine Field Airport; they have been noted. Please refer to the following
general responses (see Appendix S) that apply to your comments.
General Response 6-4:
General Response 7-9:
General Response 8-1:
General Response 9-1:
General Response 9-8:

What are the quality of life impacts?
What are the health effects of noise?
Traffic analysis
What is the impact upon property values?
What are the health and quality of life effects associated with the project?
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-Original Messag—
From: Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov [mailto:Cayla.Morgan@faa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2010 3:13 PM
To: Waggoner, Dave; Dolan, Bill; Ryk Dunkelberg; Ryan Hayes
Cc: Patricia.Deem@faa.gov; Caroline.CTR. Poyurs@faa.gov;
Roland.J.McKee@faa gov
Subject: Fw: Paine Field

Cayla Morgan
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seattle Airports District Office
Federal Aviation Administration
425—227—2653
Forwarded by Cayla Morgan/ANM/FAA on 01/05/2010 02:12 PM
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>
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Paine Field

>
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Absolutely
allow more flights at Paine Field.
That is such an
under-used airport that more flights would certainly be acceptable.
Sea—Tac is getting to be ridiculous with air traffic lately and Paine Field
would be a great alternative for those of us living in the north end.
I
happen to live in Lynnwood, in the flight path of Paine when planes take
off to the south or land from the south.
I have no problem with air
traffic.
I often go out on the deck and see what plane is flying
overhead.
By the way, I remember when Paine Field was an active air force
base and Deltawing fighters were stationed there.
My feeling is that the
airport has been there for many years, and if people chose to build or buy
a house near the airport or in the flight path, they knew what they were
getting into.
They have no reason to cry foul now.
—

Marcia Curtis
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Response to Comment
Dear Marcia Curtis:
Thank you for your comments to the FAA; they have been noted.
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PAINE FIELD ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
GENERAL RESPONSES
ISSUE 1, STUDY PROCESS
1-1

Why can’t the County limit or restrict operations?

Comments stated that the County should limit or restrict commercial operations. Other
comments expressed concern that once commercial operations are allowed that there will be no
limit to those operations. The County is not allowed to limit or restrict operations at the Airport,
because it is a public use airport that has accepted federal funding, which requires certain
assurances. In accepting federal funding, the County has agreed to comply with 39 specific grant
assurances. These assurances require that the County, among other things, must “make the
airport available as an airport for public use on reasonable terms and without unjust
discrimination to all types, kinds, and classes of aeronautical activities, including commercial
aeronautical activities offering services to the public at the Airport.” (Grant Assurance 22(a)).
The U.S. government deregulated the airline industry with Public Law 95-504, known as the
“Airline Deregulation Act of 1978.” Since the deregulation of the airline industry in 1978,
certificated U.S. air carriers are free to fly routes of their choice and serve airports of their
choice. Airports that are composed of surplus federal property and/or receive federal funding are
considered public use airports, and must be made available for use on a reasonable basis when a
carrier seeks to start service. A consequence of that Act allowed airlines unrestricted choice as
to which airports they serve. Other than to ensure safety, neither the Airport Sponsor
(Snohomish County) nor the Federal government controls where, when, and how airlines provide
service. Operators of public use airports, such as Paine Field, cannot deny access to an airline if
the aircraft they propose to use can safely operate at that facility. Consistent with its grant
assurance obligations, Snohomish County has been negotiating in good faith with Horizon Air
and Allegiant Air to accommodate proposed passenger service at Paine Field.
If the FAA were to find the Airport in non-compliance with its grant assurances, the
consequences could include the suspension of grant funding, loss of the Part 139 Certificate, and
the County could be required to pay back historical grant funding. The requirements of Grant
Assurance 22a are similar to the requirements of the quitclaim deed for airport property from the
Federal government to Snohomish County. Deed covenants require that the land be used for
public airport purposes for the use and benefit of the public, without unjust discrimination or
granting of exclusive rights. If Snohomish County does not meet these deed requirements, if
portions of the Airport are transferred for non-airport purposes, or if the entire property ceases to
be used as an airport, the property may revert back to the Federal government at their option.1
See General Response 1-4 on grant funding and grant assurances, and General Response 3-15
on what actions would require additional environmental review.

1

Quitclaim Deed, Book 889859, Volume 421, Pages 449-467.
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1-2

What is the Centennial rule? Does it apply here?

Some comments recommended invoking the Centennial Rule at Paine Field to enable the County
to reject the commercial service request at Paine Field. The Centennial Rule, Title 49 U.S. Code
(USC) 47107 (q) and (r), provides an exception test under which a general aviation airport can
prohibit scheduled air passenger service yet otherwise remain “in compliance” and qualify for
federal funding under FAA rules. Specifically, the rule states:
“Notwithstanding any written assurances prescribed in subsections (a) through
(p), a general aviation airport with more than 300,000 annual operations may be
exempt from having to accept scheduled passenger air carrier service, provided
that the following conditions are met: (1) No scheduled passenger air carrier has
provided service at the airport within 5 years prior to January 1, 2002.
(2) The airport is located within or underneath the Class B airspace of an airport
that maintains an airport operating certificate pursuant to section 44706 of title
49. (3) The certificated airport operating under section 44706 of title 49 does not
contribute to significant passenger delays as defined by DOT/FAA in the ‘Airport
Capacity Benchmark Report 2001’. (r) An airport that meets the conditions of
subsections (q)(1) through (3) is not subject to section 47524 of title 49 with
respect to a prohibition on all scheduled passenger service.”
Paine Field does not meet the primary requirement of the Centennial Rule to be a general
aviation airport with more than 300,000 annual operations. Paine Field accommodated
approximately 143,722 annual operations in 2008, 114,784 in 2010 and the Final EA only
forecasts 122,127 annual operations by 2018. Therefore, the Centennial Rule does not apply to
Paine Field.
1-3 An independent investigation is needed because the FAA pushed the County to
approve the terminal
Comments suggested that the FAA pushed Snohomish County to support construction of a
terminal, thus an independent investigation should be completed. Both the FAA and Snohomish
County have followed all applicable rules and regulations in responding to the requests from the
airlines to initiate commercial passenger service at Paine Field. The FAA has taken the
appropriate actions related to the approval process for all Federal actions. The referenced
communications reflect the parties seeking clarity concerning the requirements of the grant
assurances, as well as the Federal agency steps and requirements in approving the Federal
actions. Snohomish County has been and continues to negotiate in good faith with the air
carriers in accordance with those requirements.
The FAA is not requiring, nor do they have the power to require, Snohomish County to change
existing land use, existing zoning, or future planned land use to allow Paine Field to be served by
the air carriers.

Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment
Appendix S

September 2012
Page -2

1-4

The County should no longer seek FAA funds

Some comments were received stating that no additional taxpayer money or FAA grants should
be given to Snohomish County for Paine Field and that the County should pay back funds
already received from the FAA.
Even if Snohomish County were to no longer take any FAA grants for Paine Field, the County
would still be obligated due to the tens of millions of dollars already received in FAA grant
funding. The County would also have to pay FAA back for any funds received in the past. The
County does not believe that it is feasible or prudent to pay the FAA back because the County
would then be responsible for the on-going operation of the Airport. The County would likely
have to significantly increase fees charged to tenants or would have to obtain other County
funding (derived from taxpayers), which is not considered prudent in today’s economic climate.
See also General Response 1-1.
1-5

Mitigation

Comments received concerning mitigation were varied. Some comments mentioned the need for
mitigation for anticipated environmental impacts associated with the Airport and the proposed
actions/projects. Other comments questioned what roadway traffic, noise, and air quality
mitigation would be required as a result of the proposed actions and who would be responsible
for that mitigation.
Mitigation is only required for actions where the project-related effects would exceed the
Federally defined thresholds of significance (see also General Response 6-1). As is noted, the
proposed actions and their associated projects are not expected to produce impacts that would
exceed the Federal thresholds and thus, compensatory mitigation is not required for the proposed
actions at Paine Field.
Even though actions may not exceed defined thresholds, the County and airport users undertake
best management practices (BMPs) to regularly reduce the effects of the Airport on the
surrounding community, such as noise abatement measures and emission reduction actions.
These actions are funded by the County or the tenants. These are referred to as BMPs as they are
not mandated because of an exceedance of a federal threshold.
For traffic mitigation, the only required mitigation identified in the EA is traffic mitigation fees,
which are a local requirement. Implementation of the proposed actions and associated projects
will require contributing local mitigation fees to the two WSDOT intersections to aid in funding
improvements to the I-5/128th Street SW interchange, per the interlocal agreement and WSDOT
comments. Traffic mitigation fee payments to the WSDOT and the City of Mukilteo would
mitigate the project’s impacts to the intersection of SR-525 at 84th Avenue NE by allowing the
signal timing of the intersection to be optimized, which is anticipated to allow the intersection to
operate at an acceptable level of service.
Under the Washington State Growth Management Act, state and local communities can impose
impact fees based on new surface traffic that a project is expected to generate. Appendix F,
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Traffic Impact Analysis notes that impact fees would be required based on the passengers that
would be served at the Airport and their use of area roadways and local intersections. The traffic
impact fees that would be paid by the Airport to Snohomish County, WSDOT, and the City of
Mukilteo for the proposed actions have been calculated at approximately $333,262.85.
In regards to noise mitigation, the federal threshold for significance is 65 DNL. As stated on
Page D.21 of the EA, there are no noise sensitive land uses within the 65 DNL noise contour or
greater. Therefore, no noise mitigation is required. See General Response 7-1.
In response to comments about air quality mitigation, Snohomish County is in attainment for all
pollutants as defined by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). This means, that
while past pollutant levels in parts of the county may have exceeded standards, currently the
standards are being attained. The area retains a maintenance designation for carbon monoxide
due to exceedances during winter months of the standard during mid-1980s and conditions in
1992.
As the proposed actions would generate emissions less than de-minimis, mitigation would not be
required. However, Snohomish County notes that it continues to work with its existing and
future tenants to reduce emissions and implement best management practices. The County will
investigate participation in the FAA’s Voluntary Airport Low Emission (VALE) grant program
to reduce pollutant emissions from its fleet vehicles and those of its tenants. These programs
(such as participation in the VALE program) are voluntary and not related to the proposed
actions; no mitigation is required from the proposed actions. See General Response 10-2.
1-6

What are the FAA and County roles in this EA and has a decision been made to
move forward?

Some comments requested clarification of the role of the FAA and the County in the EA process
and the environmental decision making process. Also, some comments suggested that the
decision to move forward with the proposed federal actions has already been made.
The FAA is the agency responsible for meeting the requirements of NEPA for federal actions
related to the airport. Because the federal actions were not eligible for a categorical exclusion,
the FAA required the preparation of an EA to determine if the actions would produce significant
adverse effects. Both the FAA and County have been involved in this EA process from the
beginning of scope development.
In the case of actions subject to EAs, FAA guidance enables the FAA to delegate responsibility
for preparing the Draft EA to the Airport Sponsor. As such, Snohomish County’s role in this EA
process is to prepare the environmental documentation (either the County itself or, in this case,
through the use of consultants - See General Response 1-10) for the proposed Federal actions at
Paine Field and submit the Draft EA to the FAA. FAA typically provides funding assistance
through the Airport Improvement Program (AIP) to Airport Sponsors to complete NEPA
documentation. Ultimately, the FAA must accept and sign the EA for it to become a Federal
document used in the decision making process.
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As of the preparation of the Draft EA and response to comments, the decision to approve the
federal actions has not yet been made and cannot be made prior to an official environmental
finding based on the Final EA. Following receipt of the Final EA from the Airport Sponsor, the
responsible FAA official (See General Response 1-7) reviews the EA, the public comments, the
expected impacts, the proposed mitigation, and then makes a decision. The FAA will either
decide that the anticipated environmental impacts are not significant, or have been adequately
mitigated where appropriate, and issue a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)/Record of
Decision (ROD). Alternatively, the FAA will decide that the anticipated environmental impacts
are significant and recommend the preparation of an EIS.
1-7

Who will make the final environmental determination?

Some comments asked who would make the environmental determination on the proposed
actions. The approving official is the FAA Regional Administrator, Northwest Mountain
Region.
1-8

Adequacy of FAA guidance and use of FAA guidance

Some comments questioned FAA’s implementation of and compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) as well as analysis methodologies used in the EA. Some
comments stated that the EA was biased toward the FAA, and that there was insufficient detail in
the EA.
The FAA has the authority and responsibility, consistent with NEPA and CEQ, to prepare and
issue guidance for the preparation of environmental documents addressing FAA actions. The
FAA has published such guidance and Airport Sponsors are required to follow that guidance
when preparing EA’s.
Preparation of the Draft EA followed the policies, procedures, and guidelines as outlined in FAA
Order 1050.1E Change 1, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures and Order 5050.4B,
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions.
These orders outline FAA accepted methodologies, methods, models, techniques, and thresholds
of significance for the impact assessment and preparation of EA documents. The EA was
prepared in compliance with NEPA, and Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations.
All environmental documents prepared under FAA oversight follow and adhere to these same
Orders, setting national standards for the preparation of environmental documentation.
1-9

Roles of consultant and their qualifications

Some comments questioned the role of the consultant in the Environmental Assessment (EA)
process and the qualifications/potential for bias of the consultant to complete NEPA analysis.
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) often delegates the preparation of Environmental
Assessments (EAs) to the Airport Sponsor for projects involving federal actions. Snohomish
County, as the Airport Sponsor, retained a third- party, independent consultant to prepare the
Draft EA. The third-party consultant was retained using the County procurement process. The
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process also complied with FAA requirements which ensure a competitive selection is
undertaken. Barnard Dunkelberg & Company was selected.
Compliance with NEPA is not voluntary and it is the FAA’s obligation to ensure that the analysis
is done correctly before accepting the EA as a Federal document. Barnard Dunkelberg &
Company has no financial interest in whether or not a project is constructed or initiated.
Therefore, there is not potential for a conflict of interest. For information on the FAA and
County roles, see also General Response 1-6.
1-10

Scope of the EA analysis for future operations and passengers

Some comments received on the Draft EA stated that the scope of the EA should be broader in
terms of the level of operations analyzed and more long-term in nature, believing that once
commercial service was initiated at the Airport, that the airlines would chose to operate many
more flights and enplane many more passengers than what was projected in the Draft EA. A
majority of the comments questioned the projected numbers of operations and passengers used in
the analysis, indicating that they were too low.
Preparation of the Draft EA complied with applicable FAA Orders and guidance implementing
NEPA (see General Response 1-8). The orders outline FAA accepted methodologies, methods,
models, techniques, and thresholds of significance for the impact assessment and preparation of
EA documents based on actions that are “reasonably foreseeable”. The FAA does not believe
that it is reasonably foreseeable that activity levels will be higher than those projected by the
airlines (Appendix A). Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing
NEPA require that documents address impacts that are "reasonably foreseeable." FAA Order
5050.4B Paragraph 9q defines reasonably foreseeable as:
“An action on or off-airport that a proponent would likely complete and that has been developed
with enough specificity to provide meaningful information to a decision maker and the interested
public. Use the following table to help determine if an action is reasonably foreseeable .”4
(footnote 4: Paragraph 905.c(1) and (2) provide definitions of “connected actions” and “similar actions,” respectively)

The evaluation of operations or enplanements beyond 2018 would be speculative and not
reasonably foreseeable. Not only would aircraft operation numbers be speculative, but the types
of aircraft flown, the destinations flown, and the time of day or night those operations could
occur would also be speculative. An infinite number of possibilities could be imagined, none of
which would be based on actions which are reasonably foreseeable. This is especially true in
response to the comment requesting that the maximum capacity of the Airport be evaluated. The
maximum capacity of the Airport is a theoretical number driven by the type of aircraft, and will
vary based on the aircraft fleet mix. In addition, any additional airlines or aircraft types desiring
to operate at the Airport would be subject to additional environmental documentation. If the
number of passengers exceeded the capacity of the proposed terminal; the terminal would require
expansion or a new terminal. Such expansion of the terminal would in turn require modification
to the Airport Layout Plan (ALP), which would be another Federal action, triggering NEPA
compliance. For more information on what actions would require additional environmental
review, please see General Response 3-15.
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However, in response to these public comments, the FAA tasked the County to prepare an
analysis to disclose the effects should activity grow and reach the maximum capacity of the
proposed terminal. The FAA determined that the terminal is the limiting factor, so the
maximum capacity of the modular terminal was examined as a theoretical scenario. This
additional analysis was prepared for disclosure purposes to respond to comments about activity
levels either above that identified by the airlines or outside the time period which the FAA
believes is reasonably foreseeable. See also General Response 3-12. This analysis evaluated the
Hirsh Report, Terminal Capacity Estimates (Draft and Final EA Appendix K) which reflect a
theoretical activity level of the maximum capacity of the proposed terminal in terms of the
maximum number of enplanements that could be accommodated and the resultant number of
aircraft operations utilizing the proposed aircraft types. This analysis and its results can be found
in Appendix P of the Final EA. For more information on methods, scope and impact analysis,
please see General Responses 1-8 and 1-12.
1-11

Flawed/inadequate/biased EA

Some comments indicated that the EA was flawed and inadequate in its analysis of
environmental impacts of the Airport or the proposed actions and its associated projects.
The FAA and County believe that the EA provides an appropriate assessment of the potential
environmental impacts of the proposed actions both for existing conditions and under reasonably
foreseeable conditions in accordance with all FAA Orders and guidance (General Response 1-8)
and the requirements of NEPA. During the preparation of the EA, the most up-to-date models
were used in all modeling exercises, per FAA Orders. FAA policy is that the same model will be
used throughout the preparation of an EA even if a new model is available. However, based on
public comments, the air quality analysis in the Final EA was updated with the most recent
version of the model. The EA addresses the potential impacts of the proposed actions based on
reasonably foreseeable conditions compared to the thresholds of significance outlined in the
FAA Orders and described in General Response 6-2. The development of the EA and its
conclusions take a critical look at the potential impacts that could occur if the proposed actions
are implemented, as required under the NEPA. For more information on the scope and analysis
within the EA, please see General Responses 1-8, and 6-1.
1-12

Adequacy of public involvement and release of the Draft EA and Public Hearings

Some comments questioned the adequacy of public involvement in the EA process including
both the public review of the draft EA document and the public hearing arrangements. Some
comments related to the timing for the release of the Draft EA, with some suggesting that the
release near the holidays and perceived lack of notification was deliberate in an effort to reduce
the level of public involvement. Also, comments were received noting the lack of space in the
third public hearing in Mukilteo, stating that it was poorly planned and limited the ability to hear
commenters.
FAA Order 1050.1E Change 1, paragraph 208.a states that:
NEPA and the CEQ regulations, in describing the public involvement process, require Federal
agencies to: consider environmental information in their decision making process; obtain
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information from the public regarding environmental concerns surrounding an agency’s
proposed action; fully assess and disclose potential environmental impacts resulting from the
proposed action and alternatives; and provide the public with this information and allow it to
comment on these findings.

The Draft EA was published with electronic versions of the entire EA placed on the County’s
website and hard copies available for review and comment at the following locations:




Snohomish County Planning and Development Services Customer Support Center,
Snohomish County Airport administrative office, and
Seven local libraries.

Public involvement for this EA provided more public hearings than is typical for a FAA EA.
Snohomish County ultimately conducted three public hearings. Each hearing included an open
house to enable the public to discuss the actions/project with the County, the FAA and consultant
staff, followed by a presentation, and a formal comment forum. Notices for the three public
hearings were run in the Everett Daily Herald, the Mukilteo Beacon, and Mukilteo Tribune. In
addition, notices of the hearings were posted at the local libraries where the EA was available, as
well as on the County website.
The Draft EA was released as soon as it was complete and was not timed to occur during the
holidays. Originally two hearings were scheduled for January 4th and 5th. Some early comments
requested that additional public hearings be added not so close to the holidays, allowing people
an opportunity to review the document and be available. Both the FAA and the County were
responsive to these comments, and adjustments in scheduling and access were made. A third
hearing was added on January 21, 2010 to enable those people who could not attend the first
hearing dates (January 4th and 5th) to attend a hearing.
In addition to requests regarding an additional hearing date, requests were made to extend the
comment period. The initial end of the comment period was January 15, 2010. This comment
period was initially extended to January 29, 2010. Then, when a third hearing date was added,
the comment period was extended to February 5, 2010. Although the FAA generally only has
one public hearing on an EA, the County felt that additional hearings were reasonable due to the
public interest in the proposed actions.
All of the hearings were held starting at 6 p.m. to allow adequate time for the open houses, the
hearing presentations, and verbal testimony, while balancing the fact that many people get off
work around 5 p.m. The general process and procedures for the hearings allowed each person to
accept one speaking card that equated to an initial allotment of three minutes for public
testimony. Three minutes is the generally allowed length of comment time used at Snohomish
County public meetings. If, after those three minutes were finished, a commenter wished to
make additional comments, they were invited to submit additional verbal comments after all
other people who wished to give testimony had received their first opportunity to speak. Or the
person was invited to submit their additional comments in writing either at the hearing or by
mailing or emailing their additional comments to the contact addresses. This process ensured
that everyone who wished to provide verbal testimony would have a chance to speak without any
one person monopolizing the entirety of the hearing. Due to the large number of commenters,
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some people did not get a chance to orally finish the entirety of their comments. Recognizing
that this was frustrating, the agencies hope that the commenters took the opportunity to submit
the remainder of their comments in writing.
In regards to the stated inadequacies of the Mukilteo public hearing site, the FAA and the County
worked with local authorities when trying to find a site in Mukilteo as was requested by a
number of early commenters. The Kamiak High School in Mukilteo was found to offer the most
room for a public hearing. There was no way for the agencies to determine the exact count of
those in attendance prior to the night of the public hearing. Although some people were not able
to attend, the same options to submit written comments were available to all interested
individuals.
1-13

Additional study should be conducted

Some comments requested additional study and some comments specifically requested that the
FAA prepare an EIS. Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations and FAA guidance
require the preparation of and EISs for certain actions or in cases where an EA has shown
significant adverse impacts.
As described in General Response 1-6, the FAA will review the Final EA, expected impacts,
and proposed mitigation. If the impacts exceed the significance thresholds for any affected
resource, the FAA may then recommend the preparation of an EIS. Should the impacts not
exceed the significance thresholds for any affected resources; the FAA may prepare a Finding of
No Significant Impact (FONSI)/Record of Decision (ROD). Please see General Responses 1-8,
1-11, and 1-12 regarding additional information on EA preparation guidance, scope of the EA,
and comments on the analysis contained within the EA.
The Draft EA for the proposed actions and projects showed that there would be no significant
unresolved project-related effects. Therefore, while an EIS for the proposed actions is not
warranted, in response to comments requesting additional study for higher activity levels, the
FAA asked the Consultants to prepare additional analysis for the maximum capacity of the
proposed terminal. While the FAA does not believe this activity level scenario is reasonably
foreseeable, it has been included in response to comments for disclosure purposes (See General
Response 1-11).
1-14

What is the role of the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) and why is it not
mentioned in EA?

Some comments asked why there was no discussion of the requirements of the State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) analysis in the NEPA EA. Other comments questioned when
SEPA compliance would be undertaken.
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Certain actions by Airport Sponsors located in Washington must comply with SEPA. Similar to
FAA Order 1050.1E, Change 1 and Order 5050.4B, the Department Ecology has issued guidance
on compliance with SEPA, titled “SEPA Handbook”. Snohomish County is responsible for
SEPA compliance.
The County and FAA recognize that SEPA compliance is required. While the approach to the
SEPA process has not been finalized, the County may adopt the NEPA document for purposes of
meeting SEPA requirements in accordance with Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 19711-610. Thus, to preserve this option, the FAA and the County agreed to complete the NEPA
process first and to then begin the SEPA process. The County will comply with SEPA and will
provide public notice in compliance with the SEPA process.
1-15

EA did not reflect the opposition of the community

Some comments stated that the EA did not reflect the opposition of the community to the
proposed actions. Other comments asked what the role of community support was in the EA.
The Draft EA did not discuss community support or opposition to the proposed actions. The
public hearings and comment period provided opportunity for the community to comment upon
the proposed actions and projects. Comments were received both in support of the proposed
actions and in opposition to the proposed action. The FAA and Snohomish County have
considered all comments received concerning the Draft EA in preparing the Final EA. These
comments resulted in modifications to the main body of the EA as well as the preparation of
additional analysis in Appendix P, as described in General Response 1-11.
A detailed response was prepared for all substantive comments, as reflected in this document.
Similar comments were grouped together and responses were then prepared and are provided in
this document. Individual/unique comments were responded to individually. The general
grouped responses are included in Appendix S while the individual responses are provided
either at the bottom of the letter/email or on the page following the letter/email in Appendix Q.
Comments obtained at the hearings were responded to in Appendix R. The Final EA reflects
changes that were made in the Draft EA based on public and agency comments. The next steps
for the EA process are described in General Response 1-6.
1-16

How will the proposal be funded?

Some comments asked how the proposal would be funded and whether this would be a good use
of public funds. The operations specifications for air carrier operations and the amendment to
the Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 139 certificate do not require FAA or County
funding. Preparation of the NEPA documentation was funded through the FAA Airport
Improvement Program (AIP) of the Aviation Trust Fund2 and Airport funds. The airlines and the
FAA would be responsible for their own administrative actions. The modification and expansion
of the terminal building is estimated to cost approximately $3 million. Snohomish County has

2

The Trust Fund is generated through fees on aviation activities such as passenger tickets and aircraft parts.
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not yet decided how the proposed modular terminal addition will be funded. Options for funding
the terminal development and the specific approach to the terminal funding will be determined
during negotiations with the airlines to reach agreement on a lease or license.
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ISSUE 2, BACKGROUND
2-1

MRD document

Some comments cited the “mediated role determination” as an agreement or promise by the
County that Paine Field would never have commercial service. In some instances, the
commenters stated that they moved to the area because of the promise that commercial service
would never be implemented. The May 16, 2007 Executive Summary of the Report on the
Mediated Role Determination for Paine Field states the following:
In 1978 at the request of Snohomish County, the University of Washington, Office of
Environmental Mediation convened a panel to recommend the future role of Paine Field. The
“mediated role determination” (MRD) panel suggested that general aviation and commercial
aeronautical work (such as Boeing’s Everett plant) be the dominant uses of Paine Field. The
MRD Panel recommended encouraging those uses, and discouraged any uses incompatible with
community harmony. The existing airport uses that would be discouraged included
supplemental/charter air passenger service, large transport crew training operations, air cargo
aviation, and military aviation.
In late 1978 and early 1979, the Snohomish County Planning Commission adopted the
recommendations and forwarded them to the County Commissioners who adopted the
recommendations with few changes. These two documents are colloquially known as the “MRD
Document.”
The community and aviation business changed dramatically in the past quarter century.
Populations boomed. Aeronautical technologies improved, with larger jets becoming quieter.
Environmental and land use and planning laws became ever more stringent. The form of County
government changed from a commission system (in which the commissioners handle both the
legislative and executive functions of government) to an executive/council form of government
(in which the executive leads, provides policy direction, and operates the government while an
elected council decides overarching policy issues and approves the budget). The 1980s saw
many disagreements around the Country between local jurisdictions and the aviation industry
over noise and other impacts from a burgeoning scheduled passenger air service industry. Those
disagreements led the federal government to pre-empt local attempts to control the type,
frequency, and noise of scheduled passenger air service with the passage of the Airport Noise
and Capacity Act (ANCA) of 1990 (49 U.S.C. 2101 et seq.). Among the requirements of ANCA
was the establishment of Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 161 Notice and Approval of
Airport Noise and Access Restrictions. Since the passage of FAR Part 161, only one airport has
met the requirements to enable a restriction on the types of aircraft operating at that airport.
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After booming through the 1990s, the economy saw a downturn with the dawn of the 21st
century. The terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center in New York City exacerbated the
economic problems. Boeing laid off thousands. The County Council and then County Executive
Bob Drewel formed a task force to develop methods of stimulating the local economy. The task
force produced an economic stimulus action plan in 2002.
The 2002 action plan called for exploration of regional air service and for specific steps to
prepare for regional air service at Paine Field. This plan concerned the communities of south
Snohomish County. Many south County residents believed the MRD Document forbade
scheduled passenger air service and were concerned that scheduled passenger air service would
disrupt and diminish the quality of life that attracted them to the area.
In 2005, County Executive Aaron Reardon formed an advisory panel of 12 community members
to review and update the role of Paine Field defined by the Snohomish County Commissioners in
1978, and charged the community panel to update the MRD Document.
The community panel held its first meeting in November 2005 and heard from numerous experts
on such diverse topics as land use, noise, airport operations, and airport law.
Some community panel members viewed the MRD Document as an important, fundamental
social contract between the County government and the citizens and south County cities. Some
of these community panel members would like to see the MRD Document rewritten to more
clearly state a dislike for scheduled passenger air service.
Other community panel members believed the MRD Document has been overtaken by events
and is no longer relevant. They believe the MRD Document is subsumed within Comprehensive
Plans mandated by the State’s Growth Management Act and the County’s Airport Master Plan.
They say the MRD Document informed the decisions made in the Comprehensive and Master
Plans, and the Plans now describe the appropriate role of Paine Field.
These community panel members would like to see scheduled passenger air service at Paine
Field and felt such service would drive economic development and provide a substantial
convenience to users. This perspective was countered by other community panel members who
vehemently disagreed, arguing no evidence supported the claim that scheduled passenger air
service would stimulate economic development and claiming that scheduled passenger air
service would devalue property and diminish a cherished quality of life.
The panel completed its charge in December 2006. The community panel substantially agreed on
how to update the language, though some felt no need to update the MRD Document at all. For
example, the community panel generally agreed that references to military aircraft operations
could be deleted because Paine Field no longer hosts a military aviation unit.
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The efforts of the community panel identified three primary, fundamental factors influencing the
future role of the Snohomish County Airport (Paine Field):
1. Current federal law does not allow the County to prohibit or limit scheduled
passenger air service.
2. Current federal law does not require the County to encourage or subsidize scheduled
passenger air service.
3. The County can and should insist that an airline pay its own way and mitigate its
impacts.
The MRD is advisory in nature. As stated previously in General Response 1-1, federal law does
not allow the County to prohibit or limit scheduled passenger air service.
2-2

Boeing reaction to the Proposed Project and effect of the Project on Boeing

Some comments expressed concern that the proposed actions may negatively affect Boeing
operations and/or cause Boeing to relocate facilities to other airports or other states. According
to a Boeing Company letter sent to County officials on January 8, 2009, “Boeing would not be
negatively impacted by the addition of commercial air service to Paine Field.” Boeing also
expressed concern in the letter that if Snohomish County were to refuse airline service at Paine
Field, the FAA could withhold future airport improvement funding. For further description of
these issues please see General Responses 1-1 and 1-4.
2-3

Airport Master Plan

Some comments asked about the purpose of the Airport Master Plan and its relation to the
analysis in the EA. Other comments indicated that the EA was not consistent with the Master
Plan.
The Airport Master Plan is a plan for long-term physical development that may be needed at the
Airport. The Airport Master Plan’s purpose is to reserve areas for potentially necessary facilities
and to assess how airport land is best used in consideration of anticipated future demand.
Airports typically undertake preparation of a Master Plan every 5-10 years in response to
changing local and national conditions. Snohomish County completed its most recent long-range
plan in 2002 for Paine Field. The 2002 Airport Master Plan included a list of projects to be
implemented over 20 years and other projects to be implemented as dictated by demand. One of
the projects scheduled to be implemented when demand materialized was a commercial
passenger terminal project. As activity levels have changed at the Airport, the County has
pursued recommendations in the Plan. Until receiving the request for service from Horizon and
Allegiant, there was no need to develop the commercial passenger terminal project.
Some comments compared the forecasts included in the EA to the forecasts included in the 2002
Airport Master Plan. Some comments implied that amending the Airport’s Federal Aviation
Regulations (FAR) Part 139 operating certificate enables an uncalculated and unanalyzed
number of air carrier operations and that the forecasts included in the Airport Master Plan should
be analyzed rather than the forecasts included in the EA. Many conditions have changed since
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the forecasting effort for the 2002 Master Plan was conducted. As such, the FAA required a new
forecasting effort for this EA based on new conditions and the information provided by the air
carriers (Horizon Air and Allegiant Air). In addition, because the proposed action would result
in air carrier service at an airport that does not presently have service, two forecasts were
required – one that reflected the No Action and the other reflecting activity with the proposed
actions. These forecasts were reviewed and approved by FAA as described in more detail in
Appendix G of the Draft and Final EA. The preferred forecast in the 2002 Airport Master Plan
was the regional low forecast (Scenario 3) which indicated approximately 10,861 passenger air
carrier operations by 2016. By comparison, the forecasting effort for the Final EA indicated
approximately 12,055 passenger air carrier operations by 2018 which is only slightly higher than
the Master Plan forecast. See also General Response 1-11.
Some comments also recommended that the EA consider either the regional high or the national
high scenarios included in the Airport Master Plan and evaluate the environmental impacts of
those scenarios. Neither Snohomish County, nor the FAA has any information that would
indicate that either the regional high or the national high scenarios included in the Airport Master
Plan are reasonably foreseeable. For information related to the environmental impacts related to
the maximum capacity of the proposed terminal, please see Appendix P of the Final EA. For
more information regarding the Master Plan and the proposed terminal scenarios, please see
General Response 3-5.
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ISSUE 3, PROJECT AND PURPOSE AND NEED
3-1

What is the purpose and need for the action or project?

Some comments raised questions concerning the purpose and need for the proposed Federal
actions and the need for the County to accommodate commercial passenger operations beyond
that forecast by the two airlines proposing service at Paine Field. The purpose and need are
explained on Pages A.1 through A.4 in the Final EA. The purpose of the proposed action is to
allow passengers to fly between Paine Field and Portland, Spokane and Las Vegas. The need for
the proposed actions is to meet an unmet demand for commercial service within the area, as
identified by Horizon and Allegiant Air. The County is evaluating the development of a new
passenger terminal to satisfy this demand. The FAA must review amendments to operations
specifications and is required to either grant or deny the amendment to the operations
specifications based on a number of criteria. The FAA will review the requests from both
Horizon Air and Allegiant Air for the FAA to amend operations specifications to allow
scheduled commercial air service to Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field to ensure that any
amendments to the FAR Part 139 operating certificate meets all safety standards.
Activity levels beyond what is forecast are not considered reasonably foreseeable and are not
pertinent to the purpose and need of the proposed project. For more information on what
reasonably foreseeable actions were determined and the effects of these actions, please see
General Responses 1-11 and 6-1. Also, the potential addition of new carriers providing service
at Paine Field would require additional environmental review, as described in General Response
3-14.
3-2

What are the effects of the Proposed Project on general aviation?

Some comments questioned the effect of the proposed actions on general aviation operations at
Paine Field. As indicated in Table B2 of the Final EA, passenger air carrier operations are
expected to be approximately 13,931 by 2018 out of a total of 122,127 aircraft operations. In
other words, with the proposed actions, air carrier operations are expected to account for less
than 12 percent of total aircraft operations. General aviation operations are expected to total
104,479 operations in 2018 regardless of whether or not the proposed actions are implemented.
Thus, the initiation of commercial service is not expected to affect the level of general aviation
operations at Paine Field. Furthermore, the Annual Service Volume (ASV), or the number of
aircraft operations that an airport can accommodate without undue delay, was determined to be
367,000 annual operations. As Paine Field would operate well below the ASV with or without
the proposed actions, impacts to general aviation operations due to commercial service are not
anticipated.
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3-3

Concerns that only half of the activity was considered

Several comments stated that there was confusion over the term “enplanements”, and that the
activity reported is only half of what should have been considered in the analysis.
Enplanements refer to passengers boarding flights, deplanements refer to passengers that get off
the aircraft on arrival, and total passengers refers to both enplanements and deplanements. The
Draft and Final EA used total passengers in the assessment. Similarly, total operations (the sum
of all arrivals and all departures) were used. This confusion appears because a standard reporting
of airport activity often occurs through the use of enplanements to enable comparison of one
airport to another. However, for purposes of assessing the effect of the Airport and the proposed
actions, enplaned and deplaned passengers (total passengers) and total operations were included.
Performing environmental assessments using total passengers and operations is standard practice
in FAA NEPA documents.
3-4

EA Conflicts with proposed terminal in Airport Master Plan

Some comments suggested that the proposed terminal expansion conflicts with the planned
permanent terminal in the Airport Master Plan. The County’s proposed project reflects
construction of a modular terminal to accommodate the proposed air service. The alternative to
construct a larger, more permanent terminal was considered in the EA and is described on Page
B.5 of the EA.
The 2002 Airport Master Plan facility requirements were a conservative estimate of spatial needs
based on then forecast growth in activity. The Master Plan forecasts were not based on actual
airline derived passenger projections, but were based on generalized “rule of thumb” airport
planning estimates. The Master Plan used this approach, because at the time, there was not a
specific air service proposal, and thus the needs of a possible carrier could not be precisely
anticipated. This resulted in the Master Plan space requirements that overestimated the space
that may be required so that adequate room was reserved on the ALP to accommodate a terminal.
Recognizing that the Airport currently meets the requirements for both aircraft parking and
automobile parking spaces, the County decided that the larger, more permanent terminal and
parking facilities recommended in the Airport Master Plan and shown on the ALP was not
warranted to accommodate the air service activity proposed by Horizon Air and Allegiant Air. A
more detailed evaluation of the terminal needs was prepared based on the anticipated activity
forecast by Horizon and Allegiant Airlines, which indicated a terminal building smaller than that
reserved on the ALP. Given the uncertainty of the success of the service, the County proposes
the development of a semi-permanent modular terminal. There are many examples throughout
the industry of air service starts and stops as well as airports building terminals only to have
airlines cease operations and the terminal goes unused.
Some comments also suggested that because a larger terminal is shown on the Airport’s ALP, the
expansion of commercial service that might operate within this larger terminal is reasonably
foreseeable and should be addressed in this EA. The purpose of an Airport Master Plan is to
reserve space for potentially needed future facilities and the presence of a facility on an ALP
does not indicate that demand for that facility is imminent or reasonably foreseeable. For
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information regarding the forecasts used in the EA and the Airport Master Plan, please refer to
General Response 2-3 and 3-13.
3-5

Why was 2016 selected as the future year?

Some comments stated that there would be growth beyond the Draft EA future year (2016) and
that those future operations should be analyzed in the EA. The comments questioned why 2016
was selected as the future year and not additional dates further into the future.
Neither the NEPA nor Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations contain
requirements about specific years to be evaluated. Rather, these regulations indicate that NEPA
documents should address the reasonably foreseeable future (See General Response 1-11). The
only reference to analysis of project impacts beyond five years in FAA environmental guidance
is in Section 14 entitled Noise, of Appendix A in FAA Order 1050.1E. Paragraph 14.4g. states
that “DNL (Day-Night Noise Level) contours, grid point, and/or change-of-exposure analysis
will be prepared for the following: (1) Current conditions; and (2) Future conditions both with
and without (no action) the proposal and each reasonable alternative. Comparisons should be
done for appropriate timeframes. Timeframes usually selected are the year of anticipated project
implementation and 5 to 10 years after implementation. Additional timeframes may be desirable
for particular projects.”
The year 2016 was selected, in part, because it is the concurrency timeframe required under the
Snohomish County Unified Development Code (SCC30.66B.155) as well as the timeframe
required in accordance with the Clean Air Act General Conformity analysis years (based on the
year of attainment/maintenance). The Draft EA considered noise impacts, in accordance with
FAA guidance, for the first year of implementation, 2010, and for one future year, 2016, both
with and without the proposed activity levels. There were a number of reasons that this
timeframe was considered reasonable and appropriate. First, the information from both Allegiant
Air and Horizon Air (Appendix A of the EA) was given to the County in two year increments,
starting with year 1, and continuing with years 3 and 5. The forecasts of aviation activity
(Appendix G) were based on these projections supplied by the airlines.
Due to the timeframe required to respond to comments on the Draft EA and changes in
operational activity at the Airport during that time, the aviation activity forecasts and analysis
years from the Draft EA were updated prior to the publication of the Final EA. In the Final EA,
2008 remains the base year or existing year, while 2013 was considered the initial year of
commercial airline service, and 2018 was considered the future year for applicable
environmental consequence analysis.
The growth rates beyond 2018 (if any) cannot be accurately predicted at this time. It is unclear
whether or not the air service would be successful, or if successful, how quickly the air service
would increase. Such increases would be dependent on area residents choosing to fly using
commercial service at Paine Field (See General Response 3-1).
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In response to concerns about future activity levels, the FAA requested that an additional
appendix be prepared that identifies the operating capacity of the proposed terminal and the
associated environmental effects. These issues are documented in Appendix P.
3-6

There should be an alternative future activity scenario

In response to comments received concerning alternative activity scenarios that might arise with
the amended Part 139 certificate and commercial passenger terminal, an expanded analysis was
prepared for the Final EA. This analysis in Appendix P, considers the theoretical maximum
level of operations that could occur at the proposed terminal and the resulting environmental
effect. For more information see General Responses 1-11 and 3-15.
3-7

Parking capacity

Some comments indicated that the EA failed to address parking needs of the passengers or that a
future parking plan was not provided. The vehicle parking requirements associated with the
proposed actions were identified using generally accepted airport planning practices and
estimates of parking demands. The County determined that the existing number of vehicle
parking spaces is adequate based on the anticipated passenger demand. As described on Page
B.7 of the EA, Snohomish County shows a Uniform Building Code (UBC) requirement of 115
parking spaces for buildings similar in size to the proposed terminal and 141 spaces required for
the terminal, the airport office, and Precision Engines (a private business located adjacent to the
terminal and airport office) combined.
FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5360-13 Planning and Design Guidelines for Airport
Terminal Facilities indicates that between 1 space per 500 to 1 space per 700 enplanements is a
general rule of thumb for estimating parking requirements for airports. Estimations using that
guidance would equate to 160 to 224 spaces for the 112,000 enplanements in 2013 and 340 to
476 spaces for the 238,200 enplanements in 2018. FAA AC 150/5360-9 Planning and Design of
Airport Terminal Facilities at Non-Hub Locations, Figure 6-2 indicates 340 to 440 parking
spaces would be required to meet the need for the total 238,200 estimated enplanements in 2018.
There are currently six parking areas near the terminal as follows:
1. SE lot with 70 spaces dedicated to Precision and Aviation Technical Services
(ATS) parking.
2. Adjacent to the existing C1/C2 terminal building with 30 spaces dedicated to
airport staff and Precision parking.
3. Main lot with 177 spaces.
4. North lot with 102 spaces.
5. C4 lot with 35 spaces.
6. C57 lot with 50 spaces planned for long term parking by 2018.
Of these six lots, only the last four can be used for air carrier passenger vehicle parking, enabling
space for 364 cars, or 1 space per 308 enplanements in 2013 and 1 space per 654 enplanements
Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment
Appendix S

September 2012
Page -19

in 2018. Therefore, the available parking stalls are expected to meet the requirements for
parking.
3-8

Increase in rental cars/rental car agencies

Comments were received about the use of rental cars or the increase in rental car agencies as a
result of the proposed actions. Enterprise Rent-A-Car currently provides service at Paine Field
to general aviation users of the Airport out of Building Number C84. Enterprise currently rotates
cars to Paine Field from their downtown Everett lot as needed. No additional proposals or letters
of interest from rental car agencies have been received to date. However, it is possible that
additional rental car agencies might consider providing service at Paine Field if commercial
service is initiated. If additional rental car facilities would be constructed, a review would be
conducted at that time to determine if a modification to the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) would be
needed, thereby triggering a federal action, which in turn would require NEPA compliance.
Until a proposal for additional rental car space is received, such increases are not reasonably
foreseeable.
3-9

Public transportation options should be considered

Comments suggested that more analysis of public transportation options, including bus service
and light rail service, should be included in the alternatives chapter.
Local public transportation is technically not an alternative to regional air service.
Improvements to local public transportation may, however, facilitate improved access to other
airports like Bellingham or Sea-Tac. This alternative is addressed on page B.4 of the EA within
the section “Use of Other Area Airports.” This alternative is also represented by the No Action
Alternative because with the No Action Alternative, passengers wishing to travel by air are
required to use other area airports and either use public transportation or private surface vehicle
travel. With or without the proposed actions, neither the FAA nor the County can require
passengers to access Paine Field or other airports using public transportation.
3-10

What is the capacity of the airport?

Some comments requested consideration of the maximum operational capacity of the airfield in
the EA.
The capacity of the airfield system was analyzed and disclosed in the 2002 Airport Master Plan
in accordance with FAA Advisory Circular 150/5060-5, Airport Capacity and Delay. The
Annual Service Volume (ASV) is a reasonable estimate of an airport’s annual capacity (defined
as the level of annual aircraft operations that would result in an average annual aircraft delay of
approximately one to four minutes). According to the Master Plan, under current policies and
practices, the Airport has an ASV of approximately 367,000 operations. In 2008, the Airport
recorded approximately 143,722 annual operations, or approximately 39 percent of the
calculated capacity. Given the dramatic decrease in general aviation activity at the Airport in
2010, the Final EA forecast (Appendix G) indicates the Airport only reaching 122,127 total
operations by 2018 or approximately 33 percent of annual capacity. Consideration or analysis of
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367,000 annual operations is not considered appropriate because neither the County nor the FAA
has received any indication of interest to provide passenger service beyond that proposed by
Allegiant Air and Horizon Air. Consequently, analysis of environmental impacts resulting from
commercial operations and enplanement levels that are not reasonably foreseeable is considered
speculative.
3-11

What is the capacity of the terminal?

Some comments requested consideration in the EA of the maximum operational capacity of the
proposed modular terminal building expansion.
The capacity of the proposed terminal expansion was estimated and disclosed in Appendix K of
the Draft EA, as described in General Response 1-11. Two estimates of terminal capacity were
completed, the maximum capacity of the terminal and the realistic capacity of the terminal. The
maximum capacity estimate was based on the capacity of the terminal’s gates and a range of
departures per gate. Using a number of standard industry assumptions, the capacity range was
determined to be between 252,000 to 401,600 annual enplaned passengers. In other words,
401,600 annual passengers boarding aircraft is considered the maximum theoretical capacity of
the proposed modular terminal expansion. A more realistic capacity considers the mix of aircraft
which might actually serve the Airport based on predicted fleet mix. In consideration of the mix
of commercial service aircraft expected to use the facility, the realistic capacity of the modular
terminal expansion was estimated at 294,000 annual enplanements.
To respond to comments concerning this issue, an analysis was added to the Final EA (in
Appendix P) to examine the probable environmental effects associated with the maximum
theoretical terminal capacity. See also General Response 3-15.
3-12

What is the relationship of the two terminals?

Some comments mentioned the two separate terminals shown in Figure B2 of the Draft EA and
some of the comments suggested that the capacity of both terminals need to be disclosed. The
base map used in Figure B2 of the Draft EA was the existing, FAA conditionally approved
Airport Layout Plan (ALP) for Paine Field. Because the conditionally approved ALP included
the recommendations of the Airport Master Plan, it showed a possible future passenger terminal.
That terminal is conditionally approved because it would still require a NEPA review, separate
from this EA. The Airport Master Plan forecasts indicated that a level of commercial service and
enplanements might occur at Paine Field, at a level greater than what could be accommodated by
the existing terminal building. Consequently, during the Airport Master Plan process, area and
space were reserved for a future terminal and vehicle parking facilities to accommodate that
commercial service activity. See also General Response 3-5.
Following receipt of requests from Horizon Air and Allegiant Air to initiate commercial service,
the County decided that a terminal facility similar to the Airport Master Plan/ALP terminal was
not warranted. An alternative to the Airport Master Plan terminal building was to provide a
modular expansion of the existing terminal building. This is further described on Pages B.2
through B.6 of the EA.
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Two terminals would not be constructed to accommodate the proposed service at Paine Field.
Rather, the modular terminal expansion of the existing terminal would be constructed instead of
the future passenger terminal considered during the Master Plan process and subsequently shown
on the ALP.
3-13

What is a Class I Airport? Explanation of Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part
139

Some comments requested clarification on the term Class I airport and an explanation of Federal
Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 139.
The FAA is required by 14 CFR Part 139 to issue airport operating certificates to airports that:




Serve scheduled and unscheduled air carrier aircraft with more than 30 seats;
Serve scheduled air carrier operations in aircraft with more than 9 seats but less than 31
seats; and
The FAA Administrator requires an airport to have a certificate.

In 2004, the FAA revised FAR Part 139 to create four classes of operating certificates . Prior to
this revision, certificated airports could have either a full or a limited operating certificate. Paine
Field has had a full operating certificate since 1974. The certificate was revised in 2005 as a
Class IV certificate because at that time there were no scheduled large air carrier operations at
the Airport. Part 139 does not apply to airports at which air carrier passenger operations are
conducted only because the Airport has been designated as an alternate airport. Airport
Operating Certificates (AOC) serve to ensure safety in air transportation. To obtain a certificate,
an airport operator must agree to certain operational and safety standards and provide for such
things as firefighting and rescue equipment. These requirements vary depending on the size of
the airport and the type of flights available.
Class I airports include airports serving all types of scheduled operations of air carrier aircraft
designed for at least 31 passenger seats (large air carrier aircraft). These airports currently hold
an AOC and may serve any air carrier operations covered under Part 139. Accordingly, the
operators of these airports must comply with all Part 139 requirements. The operating certificate
at Paine Field would be changed to a Class I Airport as part of the proposed Federal actions
assessed in the EA.
Class II airports include airports that currently hold a Limited AOC (or airports that have
maintained an AOC after loss of scheduled large air carrier aircraft service) are either Class II
airports or Class IV airports. Class II airports are those airports that serve scheduled operations
of small air carrier aircraft and unscheduled operations of large air carrier aircraft. Class II
airports are not permitted to serve scheduled large air carrier operations.
Class III airports are airports that serve only scheduled operations of small air carrier aircraft. As
specified in the authorizing statute, airport certification requirements are not applicable to certain
airports in the State of Alaska.
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Class IV are airports that currently hold a Limited AOC (or airports that have maintained an
AOC after loss of scheduled large air carrier aircraft service) are either Class II or Class IV
airports. Class IV airports are those airports that serve only unscheduled operations of large air
carrier aircraft. Air carrier operations are so infrequent at these airports that in the past, FAA
only required them to comply with some Part 139 requirements. This continues to be the case,
but new operational requirements have been added along with modifications to the Airport
certification process and other administrative changes. The proposed actions in the EA include
an approval to the FAR Part 139 operating certificate for Paine Field reclassifying the Airport
from its existing classification as a Class IV airport to a Class I airport.
The change to a Class I airport would enable Paine Field to have scheduled air carrier aircraft
operations at the Airport and Horizon and Allegiant could potentially increase operations beyond
the projected number. However, if carriers other than Horizon and Allegiant would want to start
service at Paine Field, additional environmental review would be required. For additional
information on what other actions would require additional environmental review, please see
General Response 3-14.
3-14

What actions will require additional environmental review?

Some comments asked if this would “open the door” entirely to unconstrained commercial air
service actions and what would require additional environmental review prior to implementation.
Such review could be one of the following levels of Federal environmental review:




Categorical Exclusion (CatEx)
Environmental Assessment (EA)
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Federal actions that may require further environmental review include:





An operations specifications amendment request by another airline to begin service to
Paine Field.
An operations specification amendment to add a new aircraft type by an existing airline.
Additional city destinations not currently covered by Horizon’s or Allegiant’s operations
specifications.
FAA funding for a new or expanded terminal building beyond that proposed in this EA or
other airport facility development

Additional service by either Horizon Air or Allegiant Air to the cities included in their request
letters in Appendix A of the EA or service to other cities included in the airlines’ approved
operations specifications would not constitute a Federal action and would not likely require
additional environmental review unless FAA funding of further terminal expansion was required
to accommodate that service or a new aircraft type was proposed.
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ISSUE 4, ALTERNATIVES
4-1

Alternative airports should be used

Some comments requested that other airports, such as Sea-Tac Airport, be used in lieu of Paine
Field. The airlines’ use of another airport other than Paine Field was examined as part of the
Alternatives Analysis in Chapter B of the EA.
The use of other area airports by both Horizon Air and Allegiant Air in place of Paine Field is
reflected in the No Action Alternative because Horizon Air already offers scheduled commercial
air service at Sea-Tac Airport, approximately 30 miles south of Paine Field, and Bellingham
International Airport, 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 actions not be implemented, they
would initiate service to any other area airport beyond those used today. Further, Snohomish
County is not aware of any airport in the area with sufficient runway length that is specifically
marketing itself to receive air carrier service other than the airports that Horizon and Allegiant
are already operating as reflected in the No Action Alternative. Therefore, this alternative is not
prudent and feasible, nor would it meet the purpose as described in Chapter A of the EA. The
FAA cannot require airlines to choose one airport over another and therefore, this is not a viable
alternative to the Proposed Action.
4-2

What is the relationship of the Proposed Project to WSDOT’s Long-Term Air
Transportation Study (LATS)

Some comments asked about the relationship of the airline proposals and the EA to the recently
completed study by the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) known as the
Long-Term Air Transportation Study (LATS). LATS was a strategic planning effort based on
the first comprehensive review of the aviation system in the State of Washington in over two
decades. The result of the study was a set of realistic recommendations to address the state’s
future aviation needs. One of the identified future aviation needs was additional airside and
landside capacity for scheduled commercial air service. LATS recommended consideration of
other airports in the Puget Sound Area with the potential to absorb future commercial capacity
including Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field, Olympia Regional Airport, King County
International Airport/Boeing Field, and Bremerton National Airport. However, the report
qualified the recommendation that these airports could provide additional capacity by stating that
the provision of commercial service at these airports is dependent on the interest of the airlines.
The planning process for the LATS included several regional public meetings in July 2008 and
March 2009. Concern was expressed at these meetings and in written comments about the
potential impacts of commercial service at Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field and at
Olympia Regional Airport. Participants encouraged the Aviation Planning Council to explore
non-aviation alternatives to relieve capacity for in-state travel and alternatives to airport
expansion or new airport constructions. The purpose of the proposed actions at Paine Field is
not to increase capacity or to provide regional capacity relief. Rather the purpose of the Federal
action by the FAA is to evaluate the requests from both Horizon Air and Allegiant Air for the
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FAA to amend operations specifications to allow scheduled commercial air service to Paine
Field, to approve an amendment to the Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 139 operating
certificate for Paine Field and the construction of the modular terminal.
4-3

What is the demand for this proposal and how does it fit with regional planning?

Some comments questioned whether regional demand was sufficient to support commercial
service at Paine Field. Other comments suggested that additional regional planning and analysis
of the regional demand for air service should be conducted.
The decision to initiate commercial service at an airport is a business decision by the airlines.
Other than to ensure safety, neither the Airport Sponsor nor the Federal government controls
where, when, and how airlines provide service. Should demand prove to be lower than that
projected by the airlines, the airlines would likely choose to reduce the number of flights or cease
service at Paine Field.
The purpose and need as identified in this EA is not to address the concerns related to regional
demand/capacity. Rather the EA addresses the responsibility of the FAA and County in
responding to the request of two carriers to begin service at the Airport. Per Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) and FAA guidance, alternatives considered in NEPA process must
address the underlying purpose or need.
In this case, the EA has considered the possible use of other airports (See General Response 41). However, as noted, if the carriers who are seeking to use Paine Field wished to serve other
area airports they are not currently serving, they would make the request to those airports. These
two airlines have identified demand for commercial air service at Paine Field and have
consequently proposed to initiate service to accommodate that demand. In accordance with
Federal grant assurances, the County has limited discretion to deny an airline request to operate
at Paine Field. Since additional analysis on regional demand does not meet the purpose and need
identified in this EA, it is not warranted.
For comments regarding the capacity at other airports, please see General Response 4-4.
4-4

Relationship between capacity at other airports and Paine Field

Some comments question the relationship between unused capacity at other airports and the
proposed service at Paine Field. Comments suggested that expanded airline service at Sea-Tac
Airport is a better alternative than the introduction of commercial service at Paine Field.
In regard to the recent "capacity" improvements at Sea-Tac, the third runway was not constructed
to relieve or otherwise accommodate projected demand at Paine Field. The use of the third
runway is separate from the purpose and need for the proposed action considered in this EA.
The proposed Federal actions that are the subject of this EA respond to requests from two
specific airlines to initiate service at Paine Field.
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Regarding the “demand” for operations at Paine Field, the airlines’ use of another airport other
than Paine Field was examined as part of the Chapter B, Alternatives Analysis, in the EA. As
described in General Response 1-1, the FAA and Snohomish County cannot require an airline
to serve a specific airport nor can they restrict an airline from a specific airport if the airport is a
public use airport and the proposed aircraft can safely operate at that airport, regardless of which
airport has more unused capacity.
4-5

Other modes of transportation may be better alternatives

Some comments suggested that either high speed rail, bus service, or other modes of
transportation would be a better alternative to initiating commercial air service at Paine Field.
Use of public transit is discussed in General Response 3-9 and local public transportation is
technically not an alternative to regional air service. Other modes of transportation were not
considered in the alternatives analysis as they do not meet the purpose and need for the proposed
Federal actions; the decision to take different forms or modes of transportation rests with the
passenger, and under the current Federal regulatory process, neither the FAA or the County can
require passengers to drive or take other surface modes (train or bus).
4-6

What does the term “Preferred Alternative” mean?

Some comments asked about the use of the term "Preferred Alternative."
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) defines the term Preferred Alternative as “the
alternative which the agency believes would fulfill its statutory mission and responsibilities,
giving consideration to economic, environmental, technical, and other factors.”3 While the Draft
EA was prepared by the Airport Sponsor, it was closely coordinated with the FAA to ensure that
the selection of the preferred alternative would address the FAA's responsibilities under NEPA.
The other alternatives reviewed in Chapter B of the EA were determined not reasonable as they
did not meet the purpose and need. The Draft EA identified the draft Preferred Alternative so
that the public and agencies would have an opportunity to comment upon that selection. A final
confirmation of the Preferred Alternative will be made if the FAA accepts and signs the Final
EA. The Preferred Alternative is also referred to as the Proposed Action, the project or the
proposed project in the EA.

3

CEQ NEPA's Forty Most Asked Questions, Question 4. 46 Fed. Reg. 18026 (March 23, 1981)
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ISSUE 5, AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT/EXISTING CONDITIONS
5-1

Existing aircraft noise concerns

Some comments discussed the level of existing noise and its impact on quality of life. As stated
on page C.16 of the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA), existing aircraft related noise
exposure was defined in the EA through the use of noise exposure maps or contours prepared
with the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA’s) Integrated Noise Model (INM), version
7.0a. The INM is a state-of-the-art, FAA approved software program used to model the noise
exposure levels from aircraft operations and engine testing and produce contours of equal noise
energy. These contours are presented using the 65 Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL)
noise contour metric where 65 DNL represents significant aircraft noise levels.
DNL metric measures the overall aircraft noise experienced during an entire (24-hour) day.
DNL calculations account for the sound exposure level of aircraft, the number of aircraft
operations and a penalty for nighttime operations. In the DNL scale, each aircraft operation
occurring between the hours of 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. includes a sound level penalty to account for
the higher sensitivity to noise in the nighttime and the expected further decrease in background
noise levels that typically occur at night. DNL provides a numerical description of the weighted
24-hour cumulative noise energy level using the A-weighted decibel scale, typically over a
period of a year.
Because DNL is a cumulative metric, while areas can receive single event noise levels above 65
dB, it is the average of these noise levels over the course of a year that provides for the 65 DNL
contour. Although the FAA recognizes that noise occurs outside of these contours, the 65 DNL
contour has been federally accepted at the level at which residential and other noise sensitive
land uses are non-compatible with aircraft noise. Because the existing 65 DNL noise contour,
shown on Figure C6, page C.18 of the EA, does not encompass any noise sensitive land uses
(homes, schools, churches, etc.) the existing land use in the vicinity of the Airport is considered
compatible with aircraft operations and aircraft generated noise under the federal guidelines.
See General Response 7-6 regarding the existing and future noise impacts.
5-2

Current curfew is broken

Some comments stated that the Airport currently operates under a noise curfew and that the
curfew is already broken.
The County has a voluntary noise abatement program that discourages touch-and-go flights and
repetitive training flights by jet, turboprop, and large propeller aircraft and requires air carrier
aircraft with more than 30 passenger seats between 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. to receive prior
permission from the Airport Director. The voluntary noise abatement program does not prevent
aircraft from operating at the Airport and is not a mandatory noise curfew as suggested by some
comments. The program requests those aircraft to have prior permission during those hours.
Other aircraft are still allowed to depart/arrive at the Airport during those times without the
request of prior permission. See also General Response 7-11.
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5-3

Aircraft currently fly low and very close to houses

Some comments mentioned that aircraft already fly very low, and close to houses.
The height of aircraft on final approach to a runway or departure from a runway is controlled by
the FAA. The standard traffic pattern altitude for small aircraft is 1,600 feet Mean Sea Level
(MSL) while the traffic pattern altitude for large aircraft is 2,000 feet MSL. An airfield traffic
pattern is a standard path followed by aircraft on takeoff or landing while maintaining visual
contact with the airfield. Aircraft typically begin descending from pattern altitude in the
downwind leg of the pattern when landing and on a 3-degree approach slope for the final leg of
the pattern.
According to Title 14, Code of Federal Regulations, Section 91.119, Minimum safe altitudes; in
general, there are minimum standards for operations of fixed wing aircraft (excluding when
necessary for takeoff/landing). Over congested areas, an altitude of 1,000 feet above the highest
obstacle within a horizontal radius of 2,000 feet is required, except for under take-off and
landing procedures. Complaints on low-flying aircraft may be filed with the FAA, Office of
Flight Standards, which monitors aircraft operations. Once the facts have been recorded, an
FAA aviation safety inspector attempts to identify the offending aircraft operator. For more
information on low flying aircraft complaints, please visit the following website:
http://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/field_offices/fsdo/
5-4

Existing Traffic

Some comments indicated that existing surface traffic in the area is already very bad and that
additional traffic analysis should be included in the EA.
The surface traffic analysis was based upon the existing level of traffic compared to the future
levels under the Preferred Alternative. Local jurisdictions establish thresholds which determine
if a road segment or intersection is operating at an acceptable level or at a deficient level of
service (see General Response 8-1). Currently all roads analyzed are operating at acceptable
levels of service. However, there are currently two intersections that operate at deficient levels
of service and a total of four intersections that are anticipated to operate at deficient levels of
service in the future whether or not the proposed action is implemented. These four intersections
are SR-525 at Beverly Park Road (WSDOT Intersection), SR-99 at Airport Road (City of Everett
Intersection), the I-5 northbound ramps at 128th Street SW/SR-96 (WSDOT intersection), and
SR-525 at 84th Street SW (City of Mukilteo intersection). The City of Everett has identified that
capacity improvements for single-occupant vehicles to the intersection of SR-99 at Airport Road
are not practical due to the existing land configuration and lack of right-of-way. The project’s
impacts to the WSDOT intersections will be mitigated through the WSDOT mitigation fees in
accordance with the interlocal agreement between Snohomish County and WSDOT. The City of
Mukilteo intersection would operate at an acceptable level of service with optimized timings,
which may occur as part of the normal maintenance of the signal. However, the traffic
mitigation fees that will be paid to the City of Mukilteo will mitigate the impacts of the proposed
action.
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5-5

Study Areas

Some comments questioned the boundaries used for evaluation of various resource areas in the
EA and stated that expanded study areas should have been considered. Also, some comments
stated that the area identified for various resource evaluations for the EA should be the same as
the Airport Influence Area, as designated in the Snohomish County 2025 Comprehensive Plan.
As stated in General Response 1-8, the purpose of the EA is to analyze potential environmental
impacts from the proposed Federal actions in accordance with NEPA and the associated FAA
Orders. These Orders include guidance for study methodologies to identify project-related
effects and thresholds of significance, which result in determining resource study areas for each
environmental resource category. The analysis in the EA follows those methodologies,
significance thresholds, and other guidance for determining the boundaries of resource study
areas as described in the EA.
The scope of each environmental resource category is slightly different and consequently, not all
study areas for these resource categories are identical. For instance, two resource study areas
were examined for historic/cultural resources. The first resource study area includes the direct
impact area that is limited to the ground that would be affected during construction where
artifacts might be located. Therefore, the study area for that resource category is limited to the
direct construction impact area where the terminal footprint is proposed. However, impact on
historic properties was also examined within the context of environmental affects that would
occur off airport, such as aircraft noise, outside the construction footprint. Federal guidance state
that noise above a 65 Day-Night Noise Level (DNL) level is not compatible with land uses such
as certain historic properties, schools, and residences.
The EA does not state that noise would not occur outside the 65 DNL contour, but rather
presents the area of significant noise exposure as defined by the 65 DNL and area that would be
incompatible with various land uses. Changes in the noise environment would occur outside this
contour with or without the proposed actions; however, the 65 DNL contour is the federally
accepted threshold of the beginning of significant aircraft noise levels and therefore is the
contour used to disclose any significant impacts.
Similar to historic/cultural and noise resources, study areas were also established separately for
air quality, water quality, and wildlife resources among others. For instance, the resource study
area for air quality is based upon the Central Puget Sound Region airshed. Likewise, water
quality impacts are considered over potentially affected watersheds, and wildlife habit impact
areas are considered for the species potentially affected.
The Airport Influence Area, shown on Figure C1 of the EA, is designated in the Snohomish
County 2025 Comprehensive Plan as “property within the environs of the Airport where land
uses are either influenced by, or would influence the operation of the Airport in a positive or
negative manner.” (See also General Response 7-14). The study area boundaries for the EA
resource categories are those where the proposed actions would exert a change and where the
context and intensity of the impact should be identified. Therefore, the resource areas for the EA
were established following that guidance in accordance with the agency's guidance on the

Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment
Appendix S

September 2012
Page -29

individual environmental discipline. The Airport Influence Area does not coincide with the
guidance regarding identifying study areas for resource evaluation.
5-6

Sources of existing air pollution

Some comments requested a description of existing pollution sources compared with the airport
pollution sources. A number of documents identify the likely sources of emissions at airports,
which typically represent the following:







Aircraft and auxiliary power units (APU) on the aircraft
Ground support equipment (GSE) - the vehicles that service the aircraft
Ground access vehicles, roadways, and parking lots - the vehicles that transport
passengers, employees, and goods and services that use the airport on the area
roadway system
Stationary sources - such as generators, heating and cooling systems, etc.
Fire training
Maintenance and construction activity

Other sources of pollution not associated with the airport and its operations are not the subject of
the EA.
Information provided by the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency indicates that airport-related
emissions are less than 5 percent of total Puget Sound air emissions. Surface vehicle emissions
within the Puget Sound Region are the single largest source of emissions.
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ISSUE 6, GENERAL PROJECT EFFECTS
6-1

Significance of Project Effects

Some comments disputed that the project-related effects would not rise to the level of the
significant thresholds; comments indicated that the project would generate significant adverse
effects.
As stated in General Response 1-8, the EA was prepared according to NEPA and associated
FAA guidance. The Draft and Final EA identify all anticipated project-related effects associated
with the proposed actions. However, while there would be project-related effects, these effects
are not expected to exceed the significance thresholds identified in Appendix A of FAA Order
1050.1E, Change 1. Therefore, because these effects are not significant under NEPA, no
mitigation measures are required.
6-2

How is significance defined?

Some comments suggested that either the term significance is ambiguous or that it is not well
defined in the Draft EA.
FAA Order 5050.4B paragraph 9s provides the following definition:
s. Significant impact threshold. The impact level or “threshold” that the responsible FAA official uses
to determine if the environmental effects of a proposed action or its reasonable alternatives would cause
significant environmental effects. If FAA has established a threshold for a resource, the responsible FAA
official must use that threshold to determine impact severity and context.
Note: For convenience, Table 7-1 of Chapter 7 of this Order provides the verbatim text of significant impacts in FAA Order
1050.1E, Appendix A, for many environmental resources. The Table also presents information about those thresholds to help
analyze airport-related environmental impacts.

FAA defined thresholds of significance for each environmental resource category are described
and explained in Appendix A of FAA Order 1050.1E Change 1. The thresholds of significance
are described in Chapter D of the EA.
6-3

What are the project benefits?

Some comments questioned what the benefits of the proposed projects are and whether or not the
cost outweighed the benefits.
It is important to note the purpose of the EA is not to assess the cost/benefit of the proposed
actions. The effects that would be beneficial to the area are of a socio-economic nature, which
are discussed in Chapter D, Environmental Consequences. The Proposed Action is not expected
to significantly change the socioeconomic environment around the Airport. It would temporarily
increase jobs during the construction phase and would increase use of local goods and services.
There would also be a slight increase in business both at the Airport and in the vicinity of Airport
Road from the increase in vehicle traffic. However, no major shifts in public service demand are
expected. Overall, there would not be a significant change in the socioeconomic environment
around the Airport. It is true that the airlines would likely benefit from the proposed project.
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6-4

What are the quality of life impacts?

Some comments mentioned that their quality of life would be impacted due to changes in noise,
air quality, and potential decreases in property value.
“Quality of life” is not a category that is specifically called out in NEPA or FAA guidance.
However, the concept of quality of life is tied into several environmental resource categories
addressed in NEPA documents, including noise, water quality, air quality, children’s health and
safety, etc. While the proposed actions are not expected to generate significant adverse effects,
there will be project-related effects. In accordance with the requirements of NEPA, the purpose
of the EA is to assess and disclose the environmental impacts of the proposed action and make a
determination as to the significance of the impact(s). While some of the environmental resource
categories would have project-related environmental effects, as is noted in General Response 61, these effects would not exceed FAA defined thresholds of significance.
6-5

Are there any growth inducing or indirect effects?

Some comments asked about the secondary impacts or indirect effects of the project that could
induce additional growth.
Secondary (induced) impacts are described on page D.32 of the EA. Major development projects
can potentially influence induced or secondary impacts on the surrounding community. Some of
these induced impacts could include the relocation of people or a substantial change to traffic
patterns in the area. The analysis in the Draft and Final EA considered the induced effects of the
proposed actions. Minor traffic changes are anticipated to the roadway systems in the vicinity of
the Airport as presented in the Surface Transportation Section (Page D.34 of the EA) and in the
Traffic Impact Analysis Report found in Appendix F, and further described in General
Response 9-2. However, these traffic changes are not expected to induce growth or otherwise
significantly impact the community.
The proposed actions are not considered a major development project. Due to the low number of
project related commercial aircraft operations and enplanements, shifting in patterns of
population movement and growth or changes in public service demands are not likely. No
significant secondary impacts are expected as the result of the proposed Federal actions.
6-6

The document does not refer to “pollution”

Some comments questioned where the EA analyzed pollution impacts since the document did
not refer to the word pollution.
“Pollution” is not a term used in the EA because pollution is an overarching word that refers to
several separate resource categories within an EA. Pollution, by definition, could be a
contamination of air, water, or soil by substances that are harmful to living organisms.4 Within
4

The American Heritage Science Dictionary, Houghton Mifflin Company, 2005.
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the EA, the air quality, noise, water quality, hazardous materials, and fish, wildlife and plants
analysis, all address with different aspects of potential pollution. Therefore, per FAA Orders
5050.4B and 1050.1E, Change 1, impacts are examined based on those specific environmental
resource categories, and not “pollution” as a whole. As stated in each of the sections within
Chapter D, Environmental Consequences, based on federal thresholds of significance there are
no expected significant environmental impacts to water quality, air quality, or noise and no
significant impacts relating to hazardous materials or fish, wildlife and plants. Therefore, there
are no significant impacts related to the broader category of pollution that encompasses all of the
resource categories that relate to pollution.
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ISSUE 7, NOISE AND LAND USE

7-1

Use of DNL

Some comments asked, “why is the Day-Night Noise Level (DNL) used as the basis for the noise
analysis within the EA.”
DNL is the standard required metric for quantifying aircraft noise exposure. As a result of the
1979 Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act (ASNA), Congress required the FAA to select a
single metric to standardize the evaluation of aircraft noise. In response to ASNA, through
Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 150 Noise Compatibility Planning, FAA formally
adopted DNL as its primary metric for evaluating aircraft noise to ensure consistency across the
country. FAA Order 1050.1E, Change 1, Paragraph A14.1, states “For aviation noise analysis,
the FAA has determined that the cumulative noise energy exposure of individuals to noise
resulting from aviation activities must be established in terms of yearly day/night average sound
level (DNL) as FAA's primary metric.”
DNL is the 24-hour average sound level in A-weighted decibels (dBA). This average is derived
from all aircraft operations during a 24-hour period that represents an airport’s average annual
operational day. DNL reflects the inclusion of a penalty to each aircraft operation occurring
during nighttime hours (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.). This penalty attempts to compensate for people’s
heightened sensitivity to noise during this period. Significant project-related effects are defined
as impacts to noise sensitive land uses at or above the 65 DNL that experience a project-related
increase of at least 1.5 DNL.
DNL contours were prepared with the FAA’s Integrated Noise Model (INM), version 7.0a. The

INM is a state-of-the-art, FAA approved software program used to model the noise exposure
levels from aircraft operations and engine testing and produce contours of equal noise energy.
These contours are presented using the 65 DNL noise contour metric where 65 DNL represents
significant aircraft noise levels, and project-related significant impacts are identified based on a
project-caused increase of 1.5 DNL within the 65 DNL contour for noise sensitive land uses.
Although the FAA recognizes that noise occurs outside of these contours, the 65 DNL contour
has been federally accepted as the level at which residential and other noise sensitive land uses
are non-compatible with aircraft noise. Because the existing 65 DNL noise contour shown on
Figure C6, page C.18 of the EA, does not encompass noise sensitive land uses (homes, schools,
churches, etc.), the existing land use in the vicinity of the Airport is considered compatible with
aircraft operations and aircraft generated noise under the federal guidelines.
The compatibility of various land uses with noise above 65 DNL has been based on scientific
research concerning public reaction to noise exposure. The Schultz curve, predicts
approximately 14 percent of the exposed population would be highly annoyed with exposure to
the 65 DNL. At 60 DNL, this rate of annoyance decreases to approximately 8 percent of the
population would be highly annoyed. For more information on additional requests for noise
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analysis, please see General Response 7-2, and for more information on perception of noise and
general noise methods, please see General Response 7-3.
7-2

Noise Measurements and Supplemental Metrics requested

Some comments requested that noise measurements be conducted and that alternative noise
metrics (including change in decibel) be used for the analysis. As described in General
Response 7-1, the analysis of aircraft noise exposure was prepared in compliance with Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) Orders. Those orders require the use of noise exposure contours
using the FAA’s Integrated Noise Model (INM) showing the area affected by 65 Day-Night
Noise Level (DNL) and greater noise levels. While alternative metrics can be informative, they
are often associated with further understanding the effects associated with 65 DNL and greater
sound levels when noise sensitive land uses are located within the 65 DNL noise contour. While
FAA guidance indicates that the use of supplemental metrics such as Lmax and Leq is warranted
in special circumstances such as areas of natural quiet or sleep disturbances, the FAA has
determined that in this case, use of supplemental metrics is not warranted. For more information
on noise perception, please see General Response 7-3. Therefore the standard DNL metric and
65 DNL threshold would be used to determine significance of the potential impacts on noise
sensitive land uses.
Noise measurements, commonly referred to as noise monitoring, is a process used to confirm and
verify the accuracy of the modeled contours. Noise monitoring is not a process used to test
public reaction to a proposed action.
7-3

Noise analysis methodology

Some comments were received on the noise analysis questioning the use of the INM model, and
the validity of the analysis. Other comments suggested that the analysis did not include
additional noise sources such as engine run-up noise.
The noise methods used in the EA comply with the FAA environmental orders concerning
aircraft noise. The noise contours were developed using the Integrated Noise Model (INM) 7.0a,
which was the most current INM model at the time the report was created. The operational
inputs were based on the FAA approved forecasts in Appendix G.
The INM model included aircraft engine run-ups that take place on the Boeing ramp on the
northeast quadrant of the Airport. The “bubbling out” of the noise contour in the south central
part of the Airport and to the northeast near the Boeing ramp is a result of aircraft run-ups from
Boeing operations and Aviation Technical Services (ATS) operations. Because these noise
events can be quite loud, they have a substantial effect on the contour, pushing the contour out to
the east. However, the proposed actions are not expected to increase or change these aircraft
run-ups. Taxiing operations are not included in the noise model as the INM does not model
taxiing noise because it is believed to be overshadowed by landing and takeoff noise.
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7-4

Flight tracks should be shown

Some comments requested that the flight tracks be shown on maps in the EA and asked if any
changes would occur to the flight tracks as a result of the proposed Federal actions. In response
to this request, the flight tracks are included in Figure C6 of the Final EA. Flight tracks are not
expected to change with implementation of the proposed actions.
The Integrated Noise Model (INM) uses multiple input variables such as flight track data along
with fleet mix, number of operations, etc. to produce noise contours. The flight track data from
the Part 150 Study was used in preparing the noise contours for the Draft and Final EA. Data
from the Part 150 included both flight track location and flight track use by type of aircraft.
There would not be any change to the flight tracks as a result of the Proposed Action.
7-5

Proposed commercial fleet mix

Some comments were about the type of aircraft proposed for commercial service. Some
comments suggested that the Allegiant MD83 aircraft should not be allowed to operate at Paine
Field because of the noise levels that it generates.
The fleet mix used in evaluating the proposed actions in the EA was based upon communications
with both Horizon and Allegiant. Horizon plans on using the Q400 for the proposed service at
Paine Field and Allegiant plans on using the MD83. The Integrated Noise Model (INM) noise
contours were completed based on these aircraft types and therefore the contours take into
account the relative “noisiness” of each aircraft. Horizon also listed the CRJ 700 as a substitution
aircraft for scheduling conflicts, so 1% of the Horizon traffic was modeled for that aircraft. Both
turboprops and jets already operate at Paine Field.
In the early 1980s, the FAA began issuing rules and regulations that control aircraft noise at the
source, the aircraft fuselage and engines. These aircraft noise standards established by the federal
government must be met by aircraft manufacturers through newly-designed engines and aircraft.
The government established timetables for airlines to comply with these noise standards,
commonly known as Stage 1, Stage 2, Stage 3, and Stage 4 (in the international area these stages
are referred to as Chapter 1 through 4).
Full compliance with Stage 2 standards was established in January 1, 1988 (Federal Aviation
Regulations (FAR) Part 36). Subsequent to this timeframe, Congress passed the Airport Noise and
Capacity Act of 1990 [ANCA], PL 101-508, 104 Stat. 1388, which established two broad
directives for the FAA. The first directive established a method to review aircraft noise and airport
use or access restrictions imposed by airport proprietors, and the second was to institute a program
to phase-out Stage 2 aircraft over 75,000 pounds by December 31, 1999. In early 2000, the
International Civil Aviation Organization established the Stage 4 requirements that require newly
manufactured aircraft engines to meet Stage 4 levels by December 31, 2006.
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To implement ANCA, the FAA amended FAR Part 91 and issued a new FAR Part 161. Part 91
addresses the phase-out of large Stage 2 aircraft and the phase-in of quieter Stage 3 aircraft. FAR
Part 161 was promulgated as a stringent review and approval process for implementing use or
access restrictions by airport proprietors, such as curfews and caps on operations.
This is in keeping with one of the major reasons for ANCA, which was to discourage local
restrictions more stringent than ANCA’s 1999 Stage 2 phase-out. Part 161 makes it more difficult
for airports or any others to implement use or access restrictions, especially those associated with
Stage 3 aircraft. These difficulties are so significant that to date there has been only one Part 161
plan approved by the FAA. This plan was approved for Naples Airport in Florida for restricting
Stage 2 smaller aircraft (under 75,000 pounds). Worth noting, airport/aircraft use restrictions in
place at airports before the passage of ANCA were “grandfathered” and therefore allowed to
remain in place as long as the airports did not modify the restrictions making them more stringent.
Airports and state and local governments are preempted from regulating the operations of aircraft,
with one exception. They may exclude aircraft from an airport for noise reasons as long as the
exclusion is reasonable and nondiscriminatory. In addition, it must comply with the provisions of
the ANCA, through FAR Part 161, and it must not regulate military aircraft. In 2005, the FAA
adopted a new noise standard for jet airplanes that ensures the latest available noise reduction
technology be incorporated into new designs. This noise standard, Stage 4, applies to any person
submitting an application for a new airplane type design on after January 1, 2006.
The Q400 is a Stage 4 aircraft and the MD 83 is a Stage 3 aircraft. Therefore they meet all noise
regulations related to aircraft stages.
7-6

What are the existing and future noise impacts?

Some comments stated that the existing noise is already intolerable, and mentioned that the
proposed project would only make the problem worse and open the floodgates for even more
noise. The comments also indicated that the analysis was flawed and did not represent the true
change in noise.
The analysis of aircraft noise exposure in the EA was prepared in compliance with FAA Orders
1050.1E, Change 1 and 5050.4B. Those orders require the use of noise exposure contours using
the FAA’s Integrated Noise Model (INM) showing the area affected by 65 Day-Night Noise
Level (DNL) and greater noise levels.
The FAA and the County have taken steps over the years to assess existing levels of aircraft
noise and develop noise abatement procedures to reduce the impacts on residential and other
noise sensitive areas. As a result, under current conditions (without aircraft operating in
commercial service at Paine Field) there are currently no noise sensitive uses exposed to 65 DayNight Noise Level (DNL) noise levels at Paine Field. This existing 65 DNL noise contour is
shown in Figure C6, page C.18 of the EA. The 65 DNL does not encompass any noise sensitive
land uses (homes, schools, churches, etc.). Therefore, as described in General Response 5-1,
the existing land use in the vicinity of the Airport is considered compatible with aircraft
operations and aircraft generated noise according to Federal guidelines.
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With the proposed actions, a slight change in noise would occur increasing the 65 DNL contour
by approximately 17 acres in 2018. As seen starting on page D.21 of the Final EA, the proposed
actions and their associated projects would not result in noise sensitive uses within the 65 DNL
noise exposure contour. Because no significant noise impacts would occur to sensitive land uses
within the FAA defined thresholds of significance (65 DNL contour), no mitigation is required.
For more information on the use of DNL please see General Response 7-1 and for more
information regarding noise perception compared to this significance analysis, please see
General Response 7-3.
7-7

Noise impacts on schools

Some comments stated that there will be impacts on schools from increased noise as a result of
the Proposed Action.
As stated in General Response 7-1, the noise and land use impact analysis presented in the
document were prepared in accordance with Federal guidelines and showed that while aircraft
noise would change slightly with the proposed project (increasing the 65 DNL contour by
approximately 17 acres in 2018), there would continue to be no noise sensitive uses exposed to
65 Day-Night Noise Level (DNL) or greater noise levels. No schools would be exposed to 65
DNL or greater noise levels with or without the proposed actions. Part 150 Land Use
Compatibility Guidelines indicate that schools are compatible with aircraft noise levels less than
65 DNL. For comments regarding the use of additional noise metrics in the analysis, please see
General Response 7-2.
7-8

Where are the schools located on the noise map?

Some comments requested that the locations of the schools be included in the EA.
In response to these comments, the locations of the schools have been placed on the noise
exposure maps for both existing and future base case and with project scenarios in the Final EA.
Please see Figures C4, and D1 through D6 of the Final EA. As described in General Response
7-2, use of the Lmax or Leq metric would not be warranted in this case. See General Response
7-7 for information regarding the noise impacts on schools.
7-9

What are the health effects of noise?

Some comments were received questioning the impacts of noise on public health. According to
various studies and scientific research, noise can have varying effects on people. From these
effects, criteria have been established to help protect the public health and safety and prevent
disruption of certain human activities. These criteria are based on effects of noise on people,
such as hearing loss (not a factor with typical community noise), communication interference,
sleep interference, physiological responses, and annoyance.
The health effects were taken into account when the FAA was required by Congress, through the
Aviation Safety and Noise Abatement Act (ASNA) of 1985, to select one metric for describing
aircraft noise levels. As stated in General Response 7-1, the FAA selected the use of the DayNight Noise Level (DNL), which is required for use in FAA NEPA documents. The DNL
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reflects the Schultz curve, which predicts that approximately 14 percent of the exposed
population would be highly annoyed with exposure to the 65 DNL. This annoyance level has
been correlated to health effects due to stress; hearing loss would not be expected at sound levels
experienced off-airport in the vicinity of Paine Field. The Proposed Action would not subject
any noise sensitive land uses to exposure of 65 DNL or greater; therefore, no significant projectrelated noise impacts are expected.
As stated above, noise is known to have adverse effects on people and these effects have helped
establish criteria to protect the public health and safety and prevent disruption of certain human
activities. These criteria are based on effects of noise on people, including hearing loss,
communication interference, sleep interference, physiological responses, and annoyance. Each
of these potential noise impacts is briefly discussed in the following points:

5



Hearing Loss is generally not a concern in community/aircraft noise situations, even
when close to a major airport or a freeway. The potential for noise induced hearing
loss is more commonly associated with occupational noise exposure in heavy
industry; very noisy work environments with long-term, sometimes close-proximity
exposure; or, certain very loud recreational activities such as target shooting,
motorcycle, or car racing, etc. The Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA) identifies a noise exposure limit of 90 dBA for eight hours per day to protect
from hearing loss (higher limits are allowed for shorter duration exposures). Noise
levels in neighborhoods near airports, even in very noisy neighborhoods, do not
exceed the OSHA standards and are not sufficiently loud to cause hearing loss.



Communication Interference is one of the primary concerns with aircraft noise.
Communication interference includes interference with hearing, speech, or other
forms of communication such as watching television and talking on the telephone.
Normal conversational speech produces sound levels in the range of 60 to 65 dBA,
and any noise in this range or louder may interfere with the ability of another
individual to hear or understand what is spoken. There are specific methods for
describing speech interference as a function of the distance between speaker, listener,
and voice level. The following figure entitled QUALITY OF SPEECH
COMMUNICATION IN RELATION TO THE DISTANCE BETWEEN THE TALKER
AND THE LISTENER5 shows the relationship between the quality of speech
communication and various noise levels.

Source: Noise Effects Handbook, EPA

Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment
Appendix S

September 2012
Page -39

QUALITY OF SPEECH COMMUNICATION IN RELATION TO THE DISTANCE
BETWEEN THE TALKER AND THE LISTENER



Sleep Interference, particularly during nighttime hours, is one of the major causes of
annoyance due to noise. Noise may make it difficult to fall asleep, create momentary
disturbances of natural sleep patterns by causing shifts from deep to lighter stages,
and may cause awakenings that a person may not be able to recall.
Research has shown that once a person is asleep in their own home, it is much more
unlikely that they will be awakened by a noise. Some of this research has been
criticized because it has been conducted in areas where subjects had become
accustomed to aircraft noise. On the other hand, some of the earlier laboratory sleep
studies have been criticized because of the extremely small sample sizes of most
laboratory studies and because the laboratory was not necessarily a representative
sleep environment.
An English study assessed the effects of nighttime aircraft noise on sleep in 400
people (211 women and 189 men; 20-70 years of age; one per household) living at
eight sites adjacent to four U.K. airports, with different levels of night flying. The
main finding was that only a minority of aircraft noise events affected sleep, and, for
most subjects, that domestic and other non-aircraft factors had much greater effects.
As shown in the following figure entitled CAUSES OF REPORTED AWAKENINGS6,
aircraft noise is a minor contributor among a host of other factors that lead to
awakening response.

6

Source: Federal Interagency Committee on Aviation Noise (FICAN), 1997
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CAUSES OF REPORTED AWAKENINGS

Likewise, the Federal Interagency Committee On Noise (FICON) in a 1992 document
recommended that sleep disturbance be assessed based on laboratory studies of sleep
disturbance. This review was updated in June 1997, when the Federal Interagency
Committee on Aviation Noise (FICAN) replaced the FICON recommendation with an
updated curve based on the more recent in-home sleep disturbance studies. The
FICAN recommended consideration of the "maximum percent of the exposed
population expected to be behaviorally awakened," or the "maximum awakened."
The FICAN recommendation is shown in the following figure entitled
RECOMMENDED SLEEP DISTURBANCE DOSE-RESPONSE RELATIONSHIP
along with a more common statistical curve. The differences indicate, for example, a
10% awakening rate at a level of approximately 100 dB SEL, while the "maximum
awakened" curve prescribed by FICAN shows the 10% awakening rate being reached
at 80 dB SEL. (The full FICAN report can be found on the internet at
www.fican.org). Sleep interference continues to be a major concern to the public and
an area of debate among researchers.
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RECOMMENDED SLEEP DISTURBANCE DOSE-RESPONSE RELATIONSHIP



Physiological Responses reflect measurable changes in pulse rate, blood pressure, etc.
Generally, physiological responses reflect a reaction to a loud short-term noise, such
as a rifle shot or a very loud jet over flight. While such effects can be induced and
observed, the extent to which these physiological responses cause harm is not known.



Annoyance is the most difficult of all noise responses to describe. Annoyance is an
individual characteristic and can vary widely from person to person. What one
person considers tolerable may be unbearable to another of equal hearing capability.
The level of annoyance also depends on the characteristics of the noise (e.g.,
loudness, frequency, time, and duration), and how much activity interference (e.g.,
speech interference and sleep interference) results from the noise. However, the level
of annoyance is also a function of the attitude of the receiver. Personal sensitivity to
noise varies widely. It has been estimated that two to 10 percent of the population are
highly susceptible to annoyance from noise not of their own making, while
approximately 20 percent are unaffected by noise. Attitudes are affected by the
relationship between the listener and the noise source (Is it your dog barking or the
neighbor's dog?). Whether one believes that someone is trying to abate the noise will
also affect their level of annoyance.
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7-10

What potential exists for a project related increase in vibrations?

Some comments stated that aircraft noise associated with Paine Field causes vibrations in homes
and some of the comments stated that these homes are located outside of the 65 Day-Night Noise
Level (DNL) contour. Some comments stated objections to the potential vibrations that could
result from additional aircraft activity as a result of the Proposed Action.
As shown on Figure C6 of the EA, there are no homes or other noise sensitive land uses located
within the 65 DNL or greater noise exposure contour. Residences in the vicinity of Paine Field
are subject to vibration associated with existing aircraft. The vibrations are caused by waves of
energy emitted from both aircraft engines and the physical airframe of the aircraft as they pass
through the air. Vibration, sufficient to cause structural damage, typically only occurs in areas of
close proximity to the runway end, usually with areas exposed to 80 DNL and greater sound
levels.7 As 80 DNL conditions do not occur outside the immediate confines of the runway ends
at Paine Field, no adverse vibration effects sufficient to result in damage or hazards would be
expected.
7-11

Call for noise curfew/activity restrictions

Some comments called for a noise curfew, or for activity restrictions or other measures to
mitigate the impacts of the proposed project and general noise at the Airport.
Because there are no noise sensitive land uses within the 65 Day-Night Noise Level (DNL) and
there are no project-related effects that rise to the level of being significant, no mitigation
measures are required. See General Response 1-5.
In terms of restrictions or curfews, the Airport Noise and Capacity Act (ANCA) of 1990
restricted local Airport Sponsor’s ability to impose a curfew or restrict activity at a public use
airport. Restrictions or required curfews can put an unreasonable burden on interstate commerce
(which is an area of regulation reserved for the Federal government), and also results in
discriminatory regulation that violates the tenets of the constitution. Therefore, these types of
restrictions cannot be put into place at a public use airport. However, in 1997, the Airport
enacted a voluntary noise abatement procedure for large commercial aircraft with more than 30
passengers from 9 p.m. to 7 a.m., where aircraft cannot land or take off without receiving prior
permission from the Airport. This procedure is voluntary since ANCA makes it impossible to
impose a required curfew or activity restriction and it also serves as a safety measure to inform
pilots of potential head to head conflicts when the tower is closed. See also General Responses
2-1 and 5-2.

7

FAA Aviation Noise Effects, FAA-EE-85-2, March 1985.
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7-12

How are the potential noise impacts compatible with surrounding residential land
uses?

Some comments questioned how the potential project-related aircraft noise impacts can be
compatible with surrounding residential land uses.
The FAA selected the use of the Day-Night Noise Level (DNL) noise metric, which is required
for use in FAA NEPA documents. See General Response 7-1.
In accordance with the land use compatibility guidelines as defined in 40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Part 150, certain land uses are compatible with various noise exposure levels.
Most notably, residences, schools, churches, and other noise sensitive uses are compatible with
noise levels less than 65 DNL (See Figure D7 in the Final EA). As shown in the Draft and Final
EA, no noise sensitive uses would be affected by 65 DNL or greater noise levels. However,
please see General Response 7-3 regarding people’s perception of noise.
7-13

What is the effect of the proposed project on parks?

Some comments stated that the proposed actions would have an impact on parks in the
community.
Figure D7 of the EA shows land uses, including parks, relative to various levels of aircraft noise.
Recreational uses of all kinds are compatible with noise below 65 Day-Night Noise Level
(DNL). While there would be a project-related increase in noise to several parks in the airport
vicinity, because no parks or recreation facilities are located in areas with noise exposure above
65 DNL, FAA land use compatibility guidelines indicate that the existing and future noise
exposure with the proposed actions would be compatible with the anticipated noise. Therefore,
no significant project-related impact to these parks is expected. For more information on noise
see General Response 7-1.
7-14

What is the Airport Influence Area?

Some comments stated that the Airport Influence Area was designated by the local government
to be an area appropriate for residential development, and that because of this designation, local
officials had promised that commercial service would not occur at Paine Field.
The Airport Influence Area is defined in the Snohomish County General Policy Plan as “the
property within the environs of the airport where land uses are either influenced by, or will
influence, the operation of the airport in a positive or negative manner.” As described in General
Response 5-5, the Airport Influence Area does not relate to the EA thresholds of significance or
project area boundaries. The Airport Influence Area includes the Land areas within the Federal
Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 77 conical and approach surfaces within three miles from the
ends of the Airport’s runways. The Airport Influence Area was not a consideration of the
Mediated Role Determination.
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ISSUE 8, TRAFFIC
8-1

Traffic analysis

Some comments were received questioning the validity of the surface traffic impact analysis.
The traffic impact analysis for the proposed action (“the project”) was performed in accordance
with Snohomish County’s requirements for new developments and the interlocal agreements
between Snohomish County and WSDOT and the City of Mukilteo. Snohomish County does not
have an interlocal agreement with the City of Everett and therefore the City of Everett’s SEPA
traffic impact analysis requirements for developments were used when determining the scope of
analysis required for the trips generated by the project impacting City of Everett intersections.
Reviewing jurisdictions generally require impacts to be analyzed during the typical PM peakhour (within the 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM time period) and sometimes the AM peak-hour (within the
7:00 AM to 9:00 AM time period). Snohomish County, WSDOT, the City of Mukilteo and the
City of Everett do not require analysis of impacts during Boeing shift-changes, peak ferry times,
during holidays or other non-typical peak times. In addition, the daily count data along 128th
Street SW (the closest Snohomish County critical arterial unit) shows that the 4:00 PM to 6:00
PM traffic volumes are the highest volumes during the day. Snohomish County and the
surrounding jurisdictions do not have a weekend or holiday peak analysis requirement for this
area since the standard weekday commuter peaks typically have higher traffic volumes than
weekends in the study area and seasonal peaks are only for 2-3 months of the year.
The exact schedule for the flights is not currently known. Therefore, to analyze the highest
impact scenario it was assumed that the peak trip generation of the project would occur during
the existing weekday commuter peaks (7:00 AM to 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM). This
analysis timeframe was scoped with Snohomish County during the traffic scoping meeting held
on September 17, 2009. During the scoping process the distribution of trips and
intersections/arterials that were required to be analyzed were also determined.
The peak trip generation of the project assumes that during a 60-minute period the following
trips will occur:




One Horizon Air turn, all passengers arriving and departing
One Allegiant Air turn, all passengers arriving and departing
A quarter of the 17 employees will arrive and a quarter of the 17 employees will leave

These Paine Field trip generation assumptions were compared to the operations at Bellingham
International Airport, which serves Horizon Air and Allegiant Air. It was found that the time
between a full turn for Horizon Air and Allegiant Air at Bellingham is closer to two hours.
Therefore, the assumption that all of the Paine Field trips will occur during one hour is
conservatively high.
The trip generation calculations for the proposed action were also compared to the analysis
performed by The Transpo Group for the Bellingham International Airport, dated November
2009. The Bellingham International Airport analysis shows that the existing 1,100 daily
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enplanements, which equates to approximately 385,000 annual enplanements, generates 131 PM
peak-hour trips. In comparison, the proposed action is anticipated to have 238,200 annual
enplanements in 2018, approximately 40% fewer enplanements than the existing annual
enplanements at Bellingham International Airport. However, the anticipated peak-hour trip
generation for the proposed action is 212 PM peak-hour trips, which are 60% more trips from
40% fewer enplanements. The trip generation calculations performed for the proposed action are
also similar to the maximum peak-hour trip generation calculations that were calculated by Hirsh
Associates in their analysis. The three comparisons of the peak-hour trip generation of the
project show that the trip generation is conservatively high.
All of the trips generated by the proposed action (i.e. trips to and from the new terminal) were
assumed to be new trips to the road system for the purposes of performing the level of service
analysis. This assumption that all trips are new, despite the fact that it is likely that the project
will divert some existing trips to Paine Field from Sea-Tac International Airport and Bellingham
International Airport that are presently traveling along the local road system, represents the
highest impact scenario. The diversion of trips on a microscopic scale, intersection by
intersection, is nearly impossible to determine. However, the diversion of trips can be calculated
on a macroscopic level, the level at which the VMT analysis was performed, since the
macroscopic level analysis is performed over a large area and is not based on turning movement
volumes at specific intersections. A diversion of trips has therefore not been included in the
level of service analysis for the traffic impact analysis. This assumption means that all of the
trips generated to the project are new to the analyzed intersections and arterials, which represents
the highest estimate of the impacts of the project.
The analysis of the impacts of the development are based on the Snohomish County and City of
Everett standards for all developments and the interlocal agreements between Snohomish County
and WSDOT and the City of Mukilteo and City of Everett standards for all developments.
WSDOT, the City of Mukilteo and the City of Everett evaluate impacts of a development based
on the operation of intersections. Snohomish County evaluates the impacts of a development
based on the operation of arterial segments. The level of service criteria for WSDOT, City of
Mukilteo and City of Everett intersections is summarized in Table 1, which is consistent with
Table 1 of the traffic impact analysis.
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Table 1: Level of Service Criteria for Intersections
Level of 8
Service

Expected
Delay

A
B
C
D
E
F

Little/No Delay
Short Delays
Average Delays
Long Delays
Very Long Delays
Extreme Delays9

Intersection Control Delay
(Seconds per Vehicle)
Unsignalized
Signalized
Intersections
Intersections
<10
<10
>10 and <15
>10 and <20
>15 and <25
>20 and <35
>25 and <35
>35 and <55
>35 and <50
>55 and <80
>50
>80

The City of Mukilteo and the City of Everett have a level of service threshold of LOS D for the
operation of their intersections. WSDOT has a level of service threshold of LOS D for
intersections along SR-525 and SR-526 and a threshold of LOS E for I-5 interchange ramps.

8

Source: Highway Capacity Manual 2000.

LOS A: Free-flow traffic conditions, with minimal delay to stopped vehicles (no vehicle is delayed longer
than one cycle at signalized intersection).
LOS B:

Generally stable traffic flow conditions.

LOS C:

Occasional back-ups may develop, but delay to vehicles is short term and still tolerable.

LOS D: During short periods of the peak hour, delays to approaching vehicles may be substantial but are
tolerable during times of less demand (i.e. vehicles delayed one cycle or less at signal).

9

LOS E:

Intersections operate at or near capacity, with long queues developing on all approaches and
long delays.

LOS F:

Jammed conditions on all approaches with excessively long delays and vehicles unable to move
at times.

When demand volume exceeds the capacity of the lane, extreme delays will be encountered with queuing which
may cause severe congestion affecting other traffic movements in the intersection.
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The level of service criteria for Snohomish County arterials is summarized in Table 2, which is
consistent with Table 2 of the traffic impact analysis.
Table 2: Level of Service Criteria for Arterials
Level of
Service

Expected
Delay

A
B
C
D
E
F

Little/No Delay
Short Delays
Average Delays
Long Delays
Very Long Delays
Extreme Delays

Average Arterial Speed
(miles per hour)
Urban,
Urban,
Category II
Category III
> 35
> 30
> 28
> 24
> 22
> 18
> 17
> 14
> 13
> 10
< 13
< 10

Snohomish County has a level of service threshold of LOS E for the operation of their arterials.
There are two arterials that are Urban Category II arterials:



Arterial Unit #227 – Beverly Park Road, SR-525 to Airport Way
Arterial Unit #231 – Airport Road, 106th Street SW to Kasch Park Road

The only Urban Category III arterial impacted by the project is:


Arterial Unit #228 – Airport Road/128th Street SW, SR-99 to I-5 Southbound Ramps

The analysis of the Snohomish County arterials is based on a model that has been calibrated to
field collected data to ensure that the model accurately represents the existing operation of the
arterial and can accurately predict the operation with the additional traffic.
It should be noted that Arterial Unit #223 was analyzed as part of the traffic impact analysis in
the Draft EA, but not the Final EA. This arterial was no longer a critical arterial unit at the time
of the traffic impact analysis included in the Final EA.
A scoping meeting was held with Snohomish County staff on September 17, 2009 and a scoping
memorandum was received from WSDOT. Scoping discussions were held with City of Everett
staff and a scoping request was made to the City of Mukilteo, but a response from the City of
Mukilteo was never received. These scoping discussions were performed to, in part, determine
the scope of analysis required for the project. The interlocal agreement between Snohomish
County and WSDOT sets a threshold of 10 total PM peak-hour trips for analysis of WSDOT
intersections. The following WSDOT intersections, designated by their associated study
intersection numbers, are impacted with 10 or more PM peak-hour development trips and were
analyzed as part of the traffic impact analysis:
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4. SR-525 at Beverly Park Road
12. I-5 Southbound Ramps at 128th Street SW
17. I-5 Northbound Ramps at 128th Street SW
20. Airport Road at SR-526 Westbound Ramps
Additional WSDOT intersections were not analyzed since the either did not meet the threshold of
10 PM peak-hour trips or were not requested by WSDOT for analysis during the scoping
process. A review letter from Lorena Eng of WSDOT, dated January 20, 2010, agreed with the
analysis of impacts to WSDOT intersection.
The interlocal agreement between Snohomish County and the City of Mukilteo requires arterial
intersections impacted with 10 or more directional PM peak-hour trips to be analyzed. The only
City of Mukilteo intersections meeting this criteria that will be impacted by 10 or more
directional PM peak hour trips from the project, designated by their associated study intersection
numbers, are:
21. SR-526/Paine Field Boulevard at 84th Street SW
22. 44th Avenue W at 84th Street SW
23. SR-525 at 84th Street SW
The Traffic Impact Analysis included these intersections.
Snohomish County and the City of Everett do not have an interlocal agreement. However,
impacts to City of Everett intersections have been analyzed following the City of Everett SEPA
impact threshold of 50 PM peak-hour trips. The intersection of the SR-526 westbound ramps at
Evergreen Way which is a City of Everett intersection, was also analyzed at the request of
WSDOT even though it is not impacted with 50 PM peak-hour trips. The following City of
Everett intersections, designated by their associated study intersection numbers, were analyzed
as part of the traffic impact analysis:
5. Beverly Park Road at Airport Road
6. SR-99 at Airport Road
18. Airport Road at 112th Street SW
19. Airport Road at Casino Road
24. SR-526 Westbound Ramps at Evergreen Way
The project does not impact any other City of Everett intersections with 50 or more PM peakhour trips. A review letter, dated February 3, 2010, from Allan Giffen, the SEPA Responsible
Official of the City of Everett, agreed with the analysis of impacts to City of Everett intersection.
The traffic impact analysis determined that the project’s impacts to these arterials and
intersections would decrease the travel speed on the arterials and add delay to the intersections.
However, the analysis showed that the project will not have a significant impact on the
surrounding roadways since the project will not cause any of the arterials or intersections to
change from an acceptable level of service without the project to an unacceptable level of service
with the project. This increase in delay is not anticipated to significantly affect emergency
vehicles that will use the major roadways in the site vicinity, especially since Snohomish County
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provides pre-emptive operation for emergency vehicles. The increase in delay is also not
anticipated to significantly change the existing travel patterns since the project will not cause any
arterials or intersections to operate at a deficient level of service.
The project will add trips to one City of Everett intersection, SR-99 at Airport Road, one City of
Mukilteo intersection, SR-525 at 84th Street SW, and two WSDOT intersections, SR-525 at
Beverly Park Road and 128th Street SW at the I-5 northbound ramps, which will operate at LOS
F without the addition of the project and will meet the respective impact thresholds for the
jurisdiction. The City of Everett did not require mitigation for impacts to this intersection since
capacity improvements for single-occupant vehicles are not practical. The City of Everett
supported the recently implemented Swift bus rapid transit as its strategy for multi-modal
transportation improvements to this corridor and is in the process of evaluating the entire
Evergreen Way corridor in this area for comprehensive transportation enhancements. The
project will be contributing mitigation fees as part of the WSDOT traffic mitigation fees to aid in
funding improvements to the I-5/128th Street SW interchange, per the interlocal agreement and
WSDOT comments and the intersection of SR-525 at Beverly Park Road is at its ultimate
configuration. The City of Mukilteo intersection of SR-525 at Beverly Park Road is anticipated
to operate at a deficient level of service under the 2018 with project conditions and the existing
signal timings. However, the intersection is anticipated to operate at an acceptable level of
service under the 2018 with project conditions if the signal timings are optimized. Traffic
mitigation fees are proposed to be paid to the City of Mukilteo that will help mitigate the impacts
to City of Mukilteo roadways.
The calculated peak-hour trip generation for the Paine Field project, which is used for all of the
impact analysis in the traffic impact analysis, has been shown to be consistent with the trips
generated at Bellingham International Airport for a Horizon Air and Allegiant Air arrival and
departure over approximately 2 hours. The peak-hour trip generation of the project is therefore
conservatively high since it has been assumed that all of the trips will occur in 1 hour, as
opposed to 2 hours. This assumption is also consistent with the analysis in the Hirsh Associates
report (Appendix K of the Draft EA and Final EA). The peak-hour trip generation is also higher
than the peak-hour trip generation that would be calculated using the Institute of Transportation
Engineers trip generation data.
8-2

Why weren’t diverted trips accounted for?

Some comments questioned why the analysis did not account for diverted trips.
Diversions are expected. However, it is not possible to determine on an intersection-byintersection basis the diverted traffic. Evaluating diversions would require knowing, on a
neighborhood-by-neighborhood and street-by-street basis, how many passengers are likely to use
Paine Field instead of Sea-Tac International Airport or Bellingham International Airport. The
FAA determined that such micro level scale location information was not available and thus, the
impact analysis should focus on a conservative evaluation. For these reasons a diversion of trips
(reduction in trips) was not applied to the microscopic analysis that is required for the traffic
impact analysis. Therefore, a conservative analysis of the impacts of the project was used.
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ISSUE 9, SOCIOECONOMIC
9-1

What is the impact upon property values?

Some comments expressed concern that the proposed actions would have a negative impact on
property values in the area.
A limited number of studies have attempted to measure the impact of aircraft noise on property
values. No specific studies of the impact of noise at Paine Field on real property values have
been conducted. Studies conducted at other airports have concluded that airport noise has only a
slight impact on property values within the 65 Day-Night Noise Level (DNL) or greater noise
contour. Additionally, comparison of older studies to more recent studies indicates that the
impact was greater in the 1960’s, when jet aircraft first entered the fleet, than in the 1980’s or
1990’s. This presumably is the result of stabilization of real estate markets following an initial
adjustment to noisier jets, and of noise reduction in more modern Stage 3 planes.
An FAA summary report on aviation noise effects states:
“Studies have shown that aircraft noise does decrease the value of residential property located around
airports. Although there are many socio-economic factors which must be considered because they may
negatively affect property values themselves, all research conducted in this area found negative effects
from aviation noise, with effects ranging from 0.6 to 2.3 percent decrease in property value per decibel
increase of cumulative noise exposure ... The studies can be divided into two groups and some
conclusions drawn. The first group of estimates ... was based on 1960 data (and included New York,
Los Angeles and Dallas) and suggests a range of 1.8 to 2.3 percent decrease in value per decibel
(DNL). The second group of estimates, covering the period from 1967 to 1970, suggests a mean of 0.8
percent devaluation per decibel change in DNL... The bottom line is that noise has been shown to
decrease the value of property by only a small amount -- approximately 1 percent decrease per decibel
(DNL). At a minimum, the depreciation of a home due to aircraft noise is equal to the cost of moving
to a new residence. Because there are many other factors that affect the price and desirability of a
residence, the annoyance of aircraft noise remains just one of the considerations that affect the market
value of a home.”10

One of the difficulties in evaluating the effect of aircraft noise on property values is the
application of findings from one location to another. The Effect of Airport Noise on Housing
Values, a report prepared in 1994 by Booz-Allen & Hamilton for the FAA, outlined a viable
method of examining the effects of airport noise on housing values at the national level by using
an approach referred to as the "neighborhood pair model." A series of studies conducted at
Baltimore-Washington International, Los Angeles International, and New York LaGuardia and
Kennedy International Airports determined that the neighborhood pair model can be used to
establish the boundaries of the effect that airport noise has on housing values at a given airport.
However, Booz-Allen recommended that their approach not be used at this time to determine
property values.

10

Aviation Noise Effects, J. Steven Newman and Kristy R. Beattie, Report No. FAA_EE-85-2, March, 1985
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In the Summary and Conclusions section of the report, it was stated "the magnitude of this
impact [of noise on property values] cannot be estimated at the national level at this time, since
the results varied across a wide range for the Airports studied, and only a small sample of
airports was considered."
9-2

Indirect/induced traffic effects

Some comments questioned the evaluation of indirect and induced impacts, specifically relative
to traffic.
The evaluation of indirect and induced impacts was conducted in accordance with FAA Orders
1050.1E Change 1 and 5050.4B. Major development projects can potentially influence induced
or secondary impacts on the surrounding community. Some of these induced impacts could
include relocation of people or a substantial change to traffic patterns in the area. Minor traffic
changes are anticipated to the roadway systems in the vicinity of the Airport as presented in the
Surface Transportation section of the EA (Page D.34) and in the Traffic Impact Analysis Report
found in Appendix F. Growth induced impacts are addressed in General Response 6-6, job
impacts and socioeconomic impacts are addressed in General Response 9-3.
9-3

Socioeconomic Impacts

Some comments generally questioned what socioeconomic impacts would occur as a result of
the proposed actions. Other comments questioned what impacts the proposed actions would
have on the community, specifically in terms of jobs.
According to FAA Order 1050.1E Change 1, a socioeconomic impact is significant if it requires
extensive relocation, with insufficient replacement housing available, extensive relocation of
community business that would cause severe economic hardship for affected communities,
disruption of local traffic patterns that substantially reduce the Levels of Service (LOS) of roads
serving the airport and its surrounding communities, or a substantial loss in community tax base.
As stated in the Final EA, an increase in the number of jobs and use of local goods and services
as a result of the Proposed Action can be expected. The proposed actions would specifically
generate additional jobs, payroll, and expenditures in the airport vicinity. It is estimated that 6 to
10 airline jobs would be created. However, some of these employees (such as fuel service
providers) may be existing Fixed Base Operator (FBO) contracted employees. It is also
estimated that up to 17 new Transportation Security Administration (TSA), rental car, and
maintenance jobs would be permanently created at the Airport. There was concern from some
commenters that these jobs created would be “lower-paying jobs,” and this issue is addressed in
General Response 9-7.
Because the Proposed Action would not require relocation of businesses or residences, there
would be no significant change in either the tax base or the economic vitality of the area. No
significant impacts on property values are expected and therefore, no induced impacts resulting
from a negative change in the tax base are expected. There would be a slight change in traffic as
described in General Responses 8-1 and 9-2, but this impact would not be significant.
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9-4

E.O. 13045 Children’s Health and Safety impact analysis

Some comments stated that children’s health and safety were not analyzed in the EA.
The analysis of impacts to children’s health and safety was prepared in accordance with FAA
Orders 1050.1E Change 1 and 5050.4B. Per Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children
from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks Federal agencies:
(a) shall make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health risks and safety
risks that may disproportionately affect children; and
(b) shall ensure that its policies, programs, activities, and standards address disproportionate
risks to children that result from environmental health risks or safety risks
The analysis of children’s health and safety was included in the EA and can be found on page
D.32 of the Final EA. In response to comments, the locations of schools were added to the noise
contour figures in the EA (General Response 7-8). There are no anticipated significant noise
impacts on schools (General Response 7-7 and see Figures D1 through D6 of the Final EA) and
there are no other general effects on schools regarding air quality, water quality or other
resources which could affect the health of children or impact schools. Because there are no
significant adverse impacts (including noise) to any population groups or neighborhoods
according to FAA defined thresholds of significance, there are no significant adverse impacts or
disproportionate impacts to children’s health or safety.
9-5

Environmental Justice

Some comments stated that the EA did not address environmental justice or special population
issues.
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations directs federal agencies to identify and address, as
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its
actions on minority populations and low-income populations. The effects of the proposed
actions were addressed in the Draft and Final EA in the section titled Socioeconomic
Environment, Environmental Justice, and Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks.
There are no significant impacts to any population group or neighborhoods based on the 65 DayNight Noise Level (DNL) noise contour and the FAA’s threshold of project-related significance;
consequently, there can be no disproportionate adverse effects to special population groups,
minority populations or low-income populations. The “project area” in the EA either refers to
the actual construction footprint of the modular terminal and/or the 65 DNL noise contour. While
there are special population groups in the surrounding community, there are no special
population groups or neighborhoods located within the direct impact area (construction footprint)
or within the 65 DNL noise contour (the indirect impact area); therefore there would not be any
significant direct or indirect impacts on special population groups or neighborhoods. No land
acquisition is associated with the Proposed Action and the only off-airport effects of the
Proposed Action are in the areas of surface transportation and noise. No significant impacts are
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expected and no improvements are required for the roadway system as a result of the increased
traffic attributable to the Proposed Action and the 65 DNL noise contour remains primarily on
airport property and does not encompass any residential development.
9-6

What is the impact of the project on crime?

Some comments stated that the proposed actions will increase crime in the community.
There is no known published research that would indicate a correlation between the initiation of
commercial air service or conduct of commercial aviation and local crime or prostitution.
Therefore, it is not possible to evaluate such conditions relative to the proposed actions.
9-7

Project will bring in lower income people and low paying jobs

Some comments stated that the proposed actions will bring in lower income people and low
paying jobs that would have a negative impact on the community.
The proposed actions are not expected to alter population patterns in the airport area, as the
actions are not expected to result in residential or business displacements or result in a material
change in employment patterns. The jobs that would be created as a result of the Proposed
Action are expected to have a positive impact on the local community. See also General
Response 9-3 on the number of created jobs resulting from the proposed actions. No negative
socioeconomic impacts are expected to result from jobs, which would help stimulate the
economy. Also see General Response 9-1 concerning perceived loss in property values and
General Response 9-4 regarding general socioeconomic impacts.
9-8

What are the health and quality of life effects associated with the project?

Some comments stated that the proposed actions will have an adverse effect on health and
quality of life.
“Health” is not a category that is specifically called out in NEPA or FAA NEPA guidance.
However, each of the environmental resource categories addressed in the EA can be related back
to health effect. For example, in the area of air quality, the national ambient air quality standards
are established by the USEPA to protect public health and welfare. Thus, the air quality
evaluation considers the effects of the proposed actions relative to these standards. Similarly,
FAA’s consideration of aircraft noise exposure ensures the protection of public health and also
the compatibility of land uses with various sound levels. Each section in Chapter D of the EA
discusses the environmental resources. As noted, in accordance with FAA NEPA guidance, the
project-related effects of the proposed actions are not expected to exceed the FAA’s thresholds
of significance, and thus, no significant health-related effects are expected.
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ISSUE 10, AIR QUALITY/EMISSIONS
10-1

Greenhouse gas/climate change

Some comments requested that the EA address project-related greenhouse gas emissions and
climate change.
In response to these comments and in close coordination with the Puget Sound Clear Air
Agency, the FAA included the following discussion in the Final EA:
In January 2012, the FAA issued FAA Order 1050.1E Change 1 Guidance Memo #3
titled "Considering Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA): Interim Guidance". 11 This section addresses the
effects of the proposed actions at Paine Field in accordance with the FAA guidance.
Of growing concern is the impact of proposed projects on climate change. Greenhouse
gases are those that trap heat in the earth's atmosphere. Both naturally occurring and
anthropogenic (man-made) greenhouse gases include water vapor (H2O), carbon
dioxide (CO2),12 methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), and ozone (O3).13
Research has shown that there is a direct link between fuel combustion and greenhouse
gas emissions. Therefore, sources that require fuel or power at an airport are the
primary sources that would generate greenhouse gases. Aircraft are probably the most
often cited air pollutant source, but they produce the same types of emissions as cars.
Aircraft jet engines, like many other vehicle engines, produce CO2, water vapor,
nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, oxides of sulfur, unburned or partially combusted
hydrocarbons [also known as volatile organic compounds (VOCs)], particulates, and
other trace compounds.
According to most international reviews, aviation emissions comprise a small but
potentially important percentage of human-made greenhouse gases and other emissions
that contribute to global warming. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC) estimates that global aircraft emissions account for about 3.5% of the total
quantity of greenhouse gas from human activities.14 In terms of relative U.S.
contribution, the U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) reports that aviation accounts
“for about 3% of total U.S. greenhouse gas emissions from human sources” compared
with other industrial sources, including the remainder of the transportation sector (23%)

11

http://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/apl/environ_policy_guidance/guidance/media/NEPA_GHG_Guidance_Final.pdf

12

All greenhouse gas inventories measure carbon dioxide emissions, but beyond carbon dioxide different inventories include different
greenhouse gases (GHGs).

13

Several classes of halogenated substances that contain fluorine, chlorine, or bromine are also greenhouse gases, but they are, for the most
part, solely a product of industrial activities. For example, chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) and hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs) are
halocarbons that contain chlorine, while halocarbons that contain bromine are referred to as bromofluorocarbons (i.e., halons) or sulfur
(sulfur hexafluoride: SF6).

14

IPCC Report as referenced in U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) Environment: Aviation’s Effects on the Global Atmosphere Are
Potentially Significant and Expected to Grow; GAO/RCED-00-57, February 2000, p. 4.
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and industry (41%).15 The 2012 USEPA nationwide inventory of greenhouse gas
emissions, notes that aviation-related emissions represented about 2.1% of emissions.
That report also found "Across all categories of aviation, CO2 emissions decreased by
20.6 percent (36.9 Tg) between 1990 and 2010." 16
The scientific community is developing areas of further study to enable them to more
precisely estimate aviation's effects on the global atmosphere. The FAA is currently
leading and participating in several efforts intended to clarify the role that commercial
aviation plays in greenhouse gas emissions and climate change. The most
comprehensive and multi-year program geared towards quantifying climate change
effects of aviation is the Aviation Climate Change Research Initiative (ACCRI) funded
by FAA and NASA. ACCRI will reduce key scientific uncertainties in quantifying
aviation-related climate impacts and provide timely scientific input to inform policymaking decisions. FAA also funds Project 12 of the Partnership for Air Transportation
Noise & Emissions Reduction (PARTNER) Center of Excellence research initiative to
quantify the effects of aircraft exhaust and contrails on global and U.S. climate and
atmospheric composition.
Aviation activity levels and airport development projects have the potential to both
affect climate change and be affected by climate change. Changes to generation and/or
use of natural resources such as air quality and energy supply can potentially affect
climate change (e.g., by increasing the amount of greenhouse gases emitted), but
projects can also be impacted by climate change (e.g., rising sea levels). At this point,
there is no consistent scientific indication of when and how the climate will change.
Research has shown that there is a direct link between fuel combustion and greenhouse
gas emissions. Therefore, sources that require power/fuel at an airport are the primary
sources that would generate greenhouse gases. Aircraft are probably the most often
cited air pollutant source, but they produce the same types of emissions as cars. Based
on FAA data, operations activity at Snohomish County Airport, relative to aviation
throughout the United States, represents less than 1% of U.S. aviation activity.
Therefore, assuming that greenhouse gases occur in proportion to the level of activity,
greenhouse gas emissions associated with existing and future aviation activity at the
Airport would be expected to represent less than 0.03% of U.S.-based greenhouse
gases. Therefore, emissions of greenhouse gases from this project are not expected to
be significant.
As discussed above, changes to resource categories such as air quality and natural
resources and energy supply can potentially affect climate change (e.g., by increasing
the amount of greenhouse gases emitted), but projects can also be impacted by climate
change (e.g., rising sea levels). At this point, there is no consistent scientific indication
of when and how the climate will change.

15

Ibid, p. 14; GAO cites available EPA data from 1997.

16

Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990-2010, United States Environmental Protection Agency, Report EPA 430-R-12001, April 15, 2012; page 3-13/
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The EA adequately addresses FAA guidance and requirements for Air Quality and Climate
Change. There is no FAA requirement for GHG quantitative evaluation. At this time a full
airport and project-related greenhouse gas inventory has not been prepared. However, parts of
the information are available, and others will be generated when the County prepares its
Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) documentation. The following data is
available:

Pollutant

Year 2008
Aircraft
Ground Service Vehicles
Ground Access Vehicles
Total
Year 2013*
Aircraft
Aircraft
14,95423,527
Ground Service
Vehicles
Ground
Service
Vehicles
16,57925,159
1,625632
Ground Access Vehicles
Construction
Ground
GroundAccess
ServiceVehicles
Vehicles NA
Total
NA NA
Year
2016
Total
Aircraft
Ground Access Vehicles NA
Ground Service
Vehicles
1,712260
1,712260
Ground Access Vehicles
Total
Total 14,95423,527 18,29126,419
Year 20183,3372,
Aircraft
Ground Service Vehicles
Ground Access Vehicles
Total

CO2 Operational Emissions (Tons)
No Action
Preferred
Project-Related
CO2 Operational
Emissions (Tons)
Alternative
Emissions

17,068
NA
NA
17,068

NA
NA
NA
NA

NA
NA
NA
NA

23,527
NA
NA
NA
23,527

25,159
NA
1,260
316
26,735

1,632
NA
1,260
316
3,208

23,424
NA
NA
23,424

27,276
NA
1,713
24,696

3,852
NA
1,713
5,565

23,432
NA
NA
23,432

27,283
NA
2,166
29,449

3,851
NA
2,166
6,017

BridgeNet Consulting Services, July 2012 Using EDMS 5.1.3; Surface emissions: Synergy Consultants, July 2012. Note that EDMS is not able
to quantify CO2 emissions from GSE and CO2 emissions for ground access vehicles assumes no diverted trips. GAV calculated assuming
average MPG of 22.5 and 19.56 lbs of CO2 per gallon fuel. * Project-related emissions for 2013 are conservative and assume a full year of
operations in addition to construction of the proposed terminal.
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10-2

Air quality conformity

Some comments stated that the EA did not address general conformity or fully address air
quality impacts.
The General Conformity Regulation requirements of the Clean Air Act (40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Part 93) are very clear. Any actions of the federal government must be
shown to conform with the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for the area. In undertaking a
conformity analysis, the conformity regulations identify the steps of the process, which first
starts with a determination of whether or not the regulation applies, through the preparation of
an applicability analysis. If the total project-related emissions are less than the de-minimis
threshold for the pollution, a conformity determination is not required. The Draft and Final EA
contain that applicability analysis. Because the Puget Sound Region is in attainment for all
pollutants, but is subject to a maintenance plan for carbon monoxide, the conformity analysis is
only required for that pollutant. The de-minimis threshold for a carbon monoxide maintenance
area is 100 tons of project-related emissions per year. (40 CFR Part 93.153(b)(2). The air
quality modeling indicated that the proposed project would not trigger the de-minimis
threshold (i.e. the project would produce less than 100 tons of project-related emissions per
year).
In response to questions and comments about the emissions being low because the evaluation
only focused on the proposal by two carriers, it is important to understand the basis by which
NEPA documents are prepared. Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations
implementing NEPA requires that NEPA documents address impacts that are "reasonably
foreseeable".
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Order 5050.4B Paragraph 9q defines reasonably
foreseeable as:
An action on or off-airport that a proponent would likely complete and that has been
developed with enough specificity to provide meaningful information to a decision
maker and the interested public. Use the following table to help determine if an action
is reasonably foreseeable.4
(footnote 4: Paragraph 905.c(1) and (2) provide definitions of “connected actions” and
“similar actions,” respectively)
Similar to the requirements of NEPA, the General Conformity Regulations also contain a
related definition. 40 CFR 93.153 defines "reasonably foreseeable emissions" as:
... are projected future indirect emissions that are identified at the time the conformity
determination is made; the location of such emissions is known and the emissions are
quantifiable, as described and documented by the Federal agency based on its own
information and after reviewing any information presented to the Federal agency.
While the action of constructing a new modular terminal is reasonably foreseeable, and thus is
ripe for consideration in the EA, how and when activity levels may change beyond that
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predicted by the two proposing airlines is not foreseeable. Such information is required to
evaluate the environmental effect. To disclose the effects of activity at the maximum capacity
of the proposed terminal, the Final EA includes Appendix P. It is important to note that some
commenters indicated that the proposing carriers may increase their activity to that capacity
level, or that additional carriers may choose to operate at Snohomish County Airport. The
results of the impact evaluation would differ based on the fleet mix assumptions and activity
assumptions of the carriers operating. Appendix P describes one such scenario. Without a
clear understanding of the carriers that would be operating in a specific timeframe, the impacts
on air quality could not be identified, as emissions vary based on aircraft type and the
associated engines. For these reasons, the FAA determined that such conditions are not
reasonably foreseeable and therefore will not be modeled or assessed in this EA.
10-3

Outdated model: EDMS

Some comments indicated concern with the modeling process and use of an outdated model in
the EA to assess air quality conditions.
At the time the analysis was initiated, it was conducted using the most recent version of the
model required by the FAA for use in NEPA documents – the FAA’s Emissions Dispersion
Modeling System (EDMS). This is the same model used by the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency
(PSCAA) in preparing inventories for airports that are represented in the maintenance plan/State
Implementation Plan (SIP). FAA Order 1050.1E Change 1 Appendix A.2.2 notes: "In conducting
air quality analysis for purposes of complying with NEPA or conformity, the FAA requires use
of the Emissions and Dispersion Modeling System (EDMS) model for aviation sources (aircraft,
auxiliary power units, and ground support equipment)."
The emissions inventory presented in the Draft EA was prepared using FAA's EDMS version
5.1. Preparation of the Draft EA was initiated in early 2009. At that time, Version 5.1 was the
most recent version of EDMS offered by FAA. Subsequently, the FAA issued Version 5.1.3. As
noted on the FAA's web site, Version 5.1.3 corrected several output reports associated with the
FAA's Voluntary Airport Low Emission (VALE) grant program, which is not related to analysis
used in this EA. However, because a new forecast was prepared the most recent version of the
EDMS was used.
FAA Order 1050.1E Appendix A.2 states:
2.4c. Modeling Requirements. The EDMS is FAA’s required methodology for
performing air quality analysis modeling for aviation sources. EDMS also offers the
capability to model other airport emission sources that are not aviation-specific, such as
power plants, fuel storage tanks, and ground access vehicles. (underline added)
2.4d. Except for air toxics or where advance written approval has been granted to use
an equivalent methodology and computer model by the FAA Office of Environment and
Energy, the air quality analyses for aviation emission sources from airport and FAA
proposed projects conducted to satisfy NEPA, general conformity, and 49 USC 47106(c)
requirements under the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (as amended) must be
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prepared using the most recent EDMS model available at the start of the environmental
analysis process. In the event that EDMS is updated after the environmental analysis
process is underway, the updated version of EDMS may be used to provide additional
disclosure concerning air quality but use is not required. (Underline added)
Although the consultant had already completed the emissions inventory modeling, due to
public comments, the EDMS model was re-run with the most recent version of the model,
EDMS 5.1.3. The quality modeling results presented in the Final EA reflect the analysis using
the most recent version of the model.
EDMS was accepted as an U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) “Preferred Guideline”
model in 1993 under Title 40 CFR part 51 Appendix W. In 2005 the FAA and EPA recognized
that EDMS employs a suite of standalone compliance models already listed in the “Preferred
Guideline” such as MOBILE6.2, NONROAD, AERMOD, AERMET, and AERMAP.
Consequently, EDMS was relocated to section 6.2.4 “Modeling Guidance for Other
Governmental Programs” in 40CFR51 Appendix W to coincide with FAA’s policy that EDMS
is the required model to assess airport emissions.
10-4

Would there be an increase in fuel dump/fuel smell/residue?

Some comments stated that there would be added fuel dump, smell and residue as a result of the
proposed project. Rarely does fuel dumping actually occur. If an aircraft needs to jettison fuel,
it is in an emergency situation. Most aircraft have the capability of taking off with more weight
than they can safely land with. This means that in an emergency situation after takeoff, the
aircraft would need to reduce its weight to make a safe return landing. Depending on the nature
of the emergency, the pilot has two options, either jettison fuel or fly in a holding pattern until
enough fuel has been burned to reduce the weight to below the maximum certified gross landing
weight. According to federal directive 7110.65T paragraph 9-4-1 through 9-4-4, aircraft may
dump fuel as necessary in a declared emergency state. There are no restrictions as to where the
aircraft may or may not dump fuel. However, each airspace area has a recommended, predesignated fuel dumping area for instances where fuel needs to be dumped if time permits.
7110.65T states controllers are to "assign an altitude at least 2,000 feet above the highest
obstacle within 5 miles of the route or pattern being flown." For the Central Puget Sound Region,
this is typically over Puget Sound at an altitude of above 5,000 feet to allow time for the fuel to
evaporate before reaching the ground, and to prevent non-evaporated fuel from reaching
populated areas. Because any fuel release is irregular and restricted to emergency conditions,
impacts to human or natural habitats would be minimal and rare.
It is important to note that not all aircraft even have the capability to jettison fuel. Some are
designed and stressed to be able to takeoff and land with the same weight, so fuel jettisoning is
not necessary. Boeing information indicates that fuel dumping is not available on the MD80
aircraft as this aircraft is designed with a high landing weight.
Citizens also noted that soot or particles are deposited on their property due to aircraft flights.
The FAA has conducted soot analysis at many airports across the country with the uniform result
that samples collected on and near the airport bore little chemical resemblance to either unburned
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jet fuel or soot from jet exhaust. Instead, the collected material was found to be chemically
similar to general urban pollution, particles from burning heavy fuels, and motor vehicle exhaust.
Odors from aircraft typically have more of an oily smell versus an odor like one would
experience when fueling an auto. The pollutants that comprise this type of smell are accounted
for in the air pollutant assessment presented in the Environmental Assessment (EA) for precursor
pollutants -- pollutant levels where the standards exist to protect human health and welfare.
There are many different types of odorous hydrocarbon compounds in jet exhaust which may be
responsible for periodic “odor episodes”. Typically, the most reactive or “volatile” hydrocarbons
have the most potential to cause odor (i.e., cause a detectable odor at a lower concentration).
The principal odor-causing hydrocarbon species in jet exhaust are the aromatic (fuel-related) and
oxygenated (partially burned) hydrocarbons. Hydrocarbon emission rates are greatest during the
low-power idle and taxi modes of the Landing-Take-Off (LTO) cycle, when the engines are not
operating as efficiently. During takeoff and climbout, for example, hydrocarbon emissions are
greatly reduced since the engines operate with greater efficiency.
The most recent study concerning odors from jet engine exhaust was conducted at Boston’s
Logan Airport (“Identification of Odorous Compounds From Jet Engine Exhaust at Boston’s
Logan Airport”, December, 1992). Based on air monitoring at Boston Logan, three compounds acetaldehyde, formaldehyde, and naphthalene - were present on a consistent basis above their
respective odor recognition thresholds. Each of these compounds could be generated by the
incomplete combustion of jet fuel. The odor impact depends on wind speed and direction,
turbulence, and distance between the source and nearby residents. The odor recognition
characteristics of these compounds is generally characterized as follows: Acetaldehyde is
described as sweet, “apple ripened” and pungent; Formaldehyde is described as odor like hay,
straw-like, and pungent; Naphthalene is described as having odor like tar, creosote, and
mothballs.
As noted by the Boston study, the results were based on the minimum detectable limits because
overall concentrations for these compounds were generally small. Additionally, no specific
source or activity was identified as the primary source of these compounds. Moreover, the
Boston study notes that motor vehicle exhaust also contains many of these same compounds. No
conclusion was drawn as to the source, concentration, or potential impact to human health.
The air quality modeling within the EA covers many of the pollutants that relate either directly or
indirectly to fuel “smells,” and covers all the pollutants regulated federally that relate to human
health. Since the project does not trigger any federal thresholds of significance for air quality for
these pollutants, there are no significant impacts relating to the air quality.
10-5

Question regarding the analysis of PM10 and PM2.5

Some comments stated that particulate matter needed to be rigorously analyzed in the EA. The
EA considered emissions of particulate matter within the evaluation capabilities of the models
that are required for use (Emissions Dispersion Modeling System – EDMS). The inventory
presented in the EA considered the two particulate matters for which there are national ambient
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air quality standards (PM10 and PM2.5). The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has
designated the Snohomish County as attainment for both PM10 and PM2.5.
The EPA, Washington State Department of Ecology, and the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency
(PSCAA) conduct measurements throughout the State for purposes of monitoring compliance
with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The closest air quality monitoring
station to Paine Field is located in Marysville (7th Ave) about 10 miles north of the Airport, and
Lynnwood (on 212th) about 9 miles south of the Airport. Two other sites also measure
concentrations in Snohomish County – Darrington (Fir Street) and Woodinville. Both of these
monitoring sites measure PM2.5 concentrations. The 2007 Air Quality Data Summary Report17 by
the PSCAA states:
The agency, along with partners, continued to monitor the region’s air quality in 2007.
Over the last decade, criteria air pollutant concentrations for some pollutants have
fallen well below levels of concern in our jurisdiction. For example, levels of carbon
monoxide, a pollutant that the region was formerly in nonattainment for, have fallen to
levels so low that the Washington State Department of Ecology discontinued many of
the monitors in 2006 in order to focus its monitoring resources on higher priority
pollutants.
The same is true for the criteria pollutants sulfur dioxide, lead, and nitrogen dioxide.
While the area enjoys improving air quality, we are facing new challenges. After more
than a decade of attaining all federal standards, the agency faces nonattainment,
potentially in multiple areas, for PM2.5 and ozone. This is due to recent revisions to the
national fine particulate and ozone standards to better protect public health….
... sites in Snohomish and King Counties are close to the daily fine particle federal
standard. … While efforts to reduce fine particulate emissions will be tailored to
different areas, they generally target wood smoke emissions reductions, as the highest
PM2.5 levels occur in heating months when wood stoves and fireplaces contribute the
majority of PM2.5. (Page 3)
Relative to particulate emissions, the PSCAA has noted that “Concentrations at the Marysville
and Darrington monitors, both in Snohomish County, are on the brink of violating the new daily
standard” (35 μg/m3 which was adopted in 2006). Daily PM2.5 measurements in Snohomish
County have shown that measurements at Lynnwood have not exceeded the federal standard
since measurements began in 2002, but measurements at Maryville equaled or exceeded the
standards between 2001 and 2007, except in 2006. Relative to the annual PM2.5 standard,
measurements at the two Snohomish County sites have been below the standard between 2001
and 2007. PSCAA notes that the primary contributor to PM emissions is from residential wood
stoves and fireplaces.

17

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, 2007 Air Quality Data Summary,
http://www.pscleanair.org/news/library/reports/2007AQDSFinal.pdf , October 2008
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The air quality modeling within the EA covers the analysis for both PM10 and PM2.5. Since the
project does not trigger any federal thresholds of significance for air quality for these pollutants,
there are no significant impacts relating to the air quality under NEPA.
10-6

Toxics/HAPS

Some comments addressed hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) and their potential increase due to
the proposed project. FAA guidance states:
e. Airport-related hazardous air pollutants (HAPs). The Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) has identified roughly 25 individual HAPs that are associated with emissions from
aircraft and airport ground service equipment (GSE). However, EPA does not specify
aircraft and airports in the definitions and categories of HAP sources in Section 112 of the
Clean Air Act (CAA) (“Hazardous Air Pollutants”). Nor has EPA established standards
for HAPs. When compared with existing urban backgrounds, air quality monitoring
studies near several large airports have not shown that increased HAP levels occur near
those facilities. In fact, only a small percentage of an urban area’s overall air pollution is
attributable to airport emissions. Nevertheless, due to the emission levels of unburned
hydrocarbons and particulates near airports, EPA’s National Air Toxic Program notes that
airports are complex facilities that emit HAPs.
Therefore, to comply with NEPA’s disclosure requirements, FAA reports HAPs emissions
in its environmental documents for information purposes only. FAA does not use that
information to assess human health risks. The responsible FAA official should consider
whether 40 CFR Section 1502.22, which addresses incomplete and unavailable
information, applies to HAPS emissions for major airport development projects.
(1) For major projects normally requiring an EIS (e.g., new airport, new runway, major
runway extension), the responsible FAA official should decide, in consultation with
Federal, State, and local air quality agencies whether it is appropriate to conduct a HAPs
emission inventory. This is, especially so when the action would occur in areas that are
classified as nonattainment or maintenance for O3 or particulate matter (PM).
(2) As needed, consult APP-400 to determine the HAPs FAA will analyze and the
methodology FAA will use to conduct that analysis.
In 2003, the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (PSCAA) completed a toxics evaluation for the
Puget Sound region. Relative to airports, the following was concluded:
Emissions from the two airports (Sea-Tac and Boeing Field) could impact the Sea-Tac
and Georgetown monitors. However, the results do not reflect significantly higher
pollutant levels at these locations when compared with other sites. In fact, SeaTac
potential risks appear slightly lower than Beacon Hill. It is possible that the airport
emissions do not significantly impact the monitors because the emissions are diluted over
the area. It is also possible that the pollutants of concern at the airport are not those
included in the monitoring study.
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Because of this information, the FAA did not feel that the evaluation of HAPs would be
warranted.
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ISSUE 11, OTHER RESOURCE CATEGORIES
11-1

What is the impact on wildlife?

Some comments stated that there would be impacts on wildlife as a result of the proposed
actions.
Potential action-related impacts to wildlife as a result of the Proposed Action were assessed in
Chapter D of the EA in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1E Change 1. There are no
endangered, threatened, or special status species or habitat in the study area. The area of direct
effect is located entirely on airport property and consists of pre-disturbed ground that does not
contain any native habitats. No natural habitats would be impacted by the construction activities.
Concerns were raised over the project study area of potential effect with respect to wildlife,
suggesting that wildlife outside of airport property and construction area could be impacted,
especially with respect to areas within the flight pattern from aircraft activities or noise.
Public observations of special status species were located outside the project area. Because the
area of construction consists of pre-disturbed ground on airport property, and because flight
paths would not change, it was determined that no substantial impacts to wildlife would occur to
species outside the construction area. Additionally, no significant impacts are expected with
respect to air quality, noise, wetlands or water quality that would affect surrounding habitats on
or off airport property that would warrant examining a larger biotic project area or require a
large-scale survey. No habitats would be affected, and according to FAA Orders, no additional
coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is required.
Although there are documented special status species, such as the Bald Eagle and Spotted Owl
within Snohomish County, the Proposed Action is not expected to alter any important natural
habitat of any kind. According to FAA Order 1050.1E Change 1, for federally listed species, a
significant impact would occur if, “a proposed action would likely jeopardize a species’
continued existence or destroy or adversely affect a species’ critical habitat.” Since the Proposed
Action would not destroy any natural habitat, and there are no significant indirect impacts from
changes in noise, air quality, wetlands, or water quality, there are no expected significant impacts
to Federally-listed species. For non-listed species, FAA Order 1050.1E, Change 1, states that the
FAA should “consider scientific literature on and information from agencies having expertise on
addressing the affected species. Consider information on: project effects on population
dynamics; sustainability; reproduction rates; natural and artificial mortality (aircraft strikes); and
the minimum population size needed to maintain the affected population.” As stated above,
while there would be an increase in the number of flights, the additional aircraft operations
would use the same flight paths that are currently used today. Therefore, there are no significant
impacts to fish, wildlife or plants as a result of the Proposed Action.
Additionally, the Airport discourages the siting of land uses (such as ponds) that are wildlife
(specifically bird) attractants through a provision within the Snohomish County 2025
Comprehensive Plan’s designated Airport Influence Area. This applies directly to the area on
the Airport and immediately surrounding the Airport due to the safety risks of bird strikes. This
provision does not pertain to the natural features outside this direct area, such as the ravines,
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bluffs, and hillsides within a larger area around the Airport. It is merely a pre-existing means to
prevent aircraft/wildlife safety issues. The Airport regulates wildlife through its Wildlife Hazard
Management Plan, which pertains to wildlife on airport property. No changes in this policy
would occur as the result of the Proposed Action and the continued management of wildlife on
airport property would not change. The Airport has no authority over the preservation of open
spaces within the County, and can only manage wildlife and wildlife attractants within airport
property. Additionally, the Proposed Action would not result in the removal of any trees.
11-2

Migratory Bird Treaty Act and ESA threshold of effect were not considered

Some comments stated that the EA did not address the Migratory Bird Treaty Act or the
Endangered Species Act.
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) was not specifically discussed in the Draft EA as the
proposed actions will not affect migratory birds. As outlined in FAA Order 1050.1E, Change 1,
MBTA prohibits private parties (and depending on the judicial circuit, federal agencies), from
“intentionally taking a migratory bird, their eggs, or nest. Take is defined as ‘pursue, hunt,
shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect’ (50 CFR 10.21). The MBTA prohibits taking,
selling or other activities that would harm migratory birds, their eggs or nests unless the
Secretary of the Interior authorizes such activities under a special permit.”
Because there are no migratory birds known to be located within the construction area, no
migratory birds would be intentionally taken or impacted as a result of the Proposed Action.
Therefore, there would be no significant impacts to migratory birds under the MBTA and
coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is not required.
The endangered, threatened, and special status species impacts are described in Chapter D,
Environmental Consequences. FAA Orders 1050.1E, Change 1 and 5050.4B require FAA to
make an affect determination for Federally-listed species. If the FAA determines that the
Proposed Action may affect a Federally-listed species or critical habitat, then further consultation
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is required. If the FAA determines that the Proposed
Action would not affect a Federally-listed species or critical habitat, consultation with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service is not required.
Based on regular on-airport surveys, there are no endangered, threatened, or special status
species that are known to be permanent residents in the project area, the area where the proposed
terminal would be completed. There is also no known habitat of importance to any special status
species within the project area. Of all the species listed during the weekly surveys, only two
special status species were observed (the Bald Eagle and Peregrine Falcon). The Peregrine
Falcon was observed only once since 2001 and the Bald Eagle observations are infrequent.
According to FAA Order 1050.1E, Change 1, for federally listed species, a significant impact
would occur if, “a proposed action would likely jeopardize a species’ continued existence or
destroy or adversely affect a species’ critical habitat.” The area of direct effect is located entirely
on airport property and consists of pre-disturbed ground that does not contain any native habitats.
No natural habitats would be impacted by the construction activities. Concerns were raised over
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the project area of potential effect with relation to special status species, suggesting that wildlife
outside of the airport property and construction area could be impacted, especially with respect
to areas within the flight pattern from aircraft activities, noise, air pollution or water quality
impacts that could occur outside of the area of direct impact. Public observations of special
status species such as the Spotted Owl were located entirely outside the project area. Because
the area of construction is within pre-disturbed ground on airport property and the additional
aircraft operations would use the same flight paths that are currently used today, it was
determined that no significant impacts to wildlife would occur to species outside the construction
area.
11-3

What is the potential for additional bird strikes?

Some comments expressed concern over the safety of commercial service operations in an area
with birds and the potential for additional bird strikes.
The Airport discourages the siting of land uses (such as ponds) that are wildlife (specifically
bird) attractants through a provision within the Snohomish County 2025 Comprehensive Plan’s
designated Airport Influence Area. This applies directly to the area on the Airport and
immediately surrounding the Airport due to the safety risks of bird strikes. This provision does
not pertain to the natural features outside this direct area, such as the ravines, bluffs, and hillsides
within a larger area around the Airport. It is merely a pre-existing means to prevent
aircraft/wildlife safety issues.
The Airport attempts to control wildlife through its Wildlife Hazard Management Plan, which
pertains to wildlife on-airport property that could be a risk to aircraft safety. Snohomish County
contracts with the United States Department of Agriculture to manage wildlife on airport
property. While there would be an increase in the number of flights as a result of the Proposed
Action, the additional aircraft would use the same flight paths that are currently used today. The
Proposed Action is not expected to increase bird strikes at the Airport.
11-4

Effect on culture of local community

Concerns were raised on the change in local community culture as the result of the Proposed
Action and that the EA “disregarded the culture of the local community.”
Following FAA Order 1050.1E, Change 1 guidance, impacts to local communities are generally
analyzed based on the significance of noise impacts or required relocations that could fracture a
community or otherwise disrupt the community physically or economically. Aircraft noise
already exists from current operations, although no noise sensitive uses are located in significant
aircraft noise exposed areas. The proposed actions are not expected to generate significant
aircraft noise exposure (See General Response 7-6). No homes, businesses or other community
resources would need to be relocated (See General Response 9-4). Additionally, no historic,
cultural, architectural or archaeological sites are located within the project’s area of potential
effect (APE). No significant health effects are anticipated (See General Response 9-9). No
significant impacts on children’s health of safety or schools are anticipated (General Response
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9-5). Therefore, no significant impact on the local community or cultural values is expected as a
result of the Proposed Action.
11-5

What are the health impacts compared to safety?

Some comments expressed concern with health and safety of the community relating to the
proposed addition of commercial service at Paine Field.
The continuing mission of the FAA is to provide the safest, most efficient aerospace system in
world. Air carriers and airports must meet various safety certifications and operating
requirements required by the FAA. Both Horizon Air and Allegiant Air currently meet FAA
safety certification requirements and air worthiness standards for their respective fleets.
As stated in General Response 9-9, because no significant adverse impacts were identified,
there are no predicted significant impacts to human safety, or health as a result of the Proposed
Action. Safety is further described in General Response 11-6.
11-6

Safety: No mention of accident history or airline safety

Some comments were received on the safety of initiating commercial service at Paine Field,
specifically about the lack of discussion in the EA on accident history of the airlines or overall
airline safety.
The continuing mission of the FAA is to provide the safest, most efficient aerospace system in
world. Air carriers and airports must meet various safety certifications and operating
requirements required by the FAA. Both Horizon Air and Allegiant Air are in good standing and
meet current safety certification requirements and air worthiness standards for their respective
fleets. Paine Field meets all applicable FAA standards.
11-7

Security: terrorist attack

Some comments questioned the security of adding commercial service to Paine Field, citing the
fact that commercial service aircraft have been used for terrorist activity.
The Transportation Security Administration (TSA) protects the nation’s transportation systems to
ensure freedom of movement for people and commerce. Security screening (including both
passenger and baggage screening) associated with the proposed commercial service would be
conducted by TSA using all required technology and equipment. For more information on
general safety issues, please see General Response 11-6.
11-8

Cumulative impacts

Some comments suggested that the overall cumulative impacts of the proposed Federal actions
were not adequately assessed in the Draft EA, while others suggested that the future timeframe
for the assessment of impacts (2016) was not appropriate and that an additional outlier year
should be considered in the cumulative impacts analysis.
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Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations state that cumulative impacts represent the
“…impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency
(Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result
from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over time.” The
cumulative impacts assessment, which was prepared in accordance with CEQ regulations and
FAA Order 1050.1E Change 1 and Order 5050.4B, is described in the Final EA in Chapter D,
Environmental Consequences starting on page D.40. The cumulative impacts section in the
Final EA describes past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects on and adjacent to the
Airport that have the potential for cumulative impacts when considered with the proposed
actions. The analysis in the Final EA has been refined to address the comments received, and
states that based on Federal significance thresholds, there would be no significant cumulative
impacts.
In regard to the future timeframe for the assessment of impacts (2016), as stated above, CEQ
regulations state that future actions being considered for cumulative impact analysis must be
“reasonably foreseeable.” As mentioned in General Response 3-5, the aviation activity
forecasts and analysis years from the Draft EA were updated prior to the publication of the Final
EA. In the Final EA, 2008 remains the base year or existing year while 2013 was considered the
initial year of commercial airline service and 2018 was considered the future year for applicable
environmental consequence analysis.
Passenger service growth rates beyond 2018 (if any) cannot be accurately predicted at this time
and are therefore not reasonably foreseeable. Accordingly, projects beyond 2018 are not
appropriate for consideration in the cumulative impacts analysis. Also see General Response 35 for additional discussion on the selection of 2018 as the future year of analysis for the proposed
actions.
11-9

How does this project compare to the commercial operations at Bellingham
Airport?

Some comments suggested that the initiation of commercial service at Bellingham Airport was a
good parallel example of what they envision occurring at Paine Field.
In response to comments about the potential parallel between commercial service at Bellingham
Airport and Paine Field, consideration was given to the characteristics of the two airports.
Because of the proximity of Bellingham Airport to the City of Bellingham and Vancouver
British Columbia as well as the distance from Sea-Tac Airport, Bellingham Airport serves a
much broader and larger market than would be served by Paine Field. The lower cost and
relative convenience for British Columbia residents clearing customs at the border instead of at
Vancouver International Airport is also a factor in the popularity of flying to U.S. destinations
from Bellingham Airport.
If commercial service is initiated at Paine Field, the airlines will be serving a completely
different market. Given the existing service at both Sea-Tac and Bellingham airports, the service
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at Paine Field would likely draw traffic from primarily Snohomish County and those closest to
the airport. Growth in traffic beyond that predicted by the carriers proposing the service is not
reasonably foreseeable. See General Response 3-5.
11-10 Water quality impacts
Some comments related to the potential for water quality impacts as a result of the Proposed
Action.
Water quality considerations related to airport development and operation often include
increased surface runoff, erosion, and pollution from fuel, oil, solvents and deicing fluids and
potential impacts from decreased water quality on fish, wildlife, plants, and humans. Potential
pollution could come from petroleum products spilled on the surface and carried through
drainage channels off of the Airport. State and Federal laws and regulations have been
established that include standards for above ground and underground storage tanks, leak
detection and overflow protection.
Paine Field currently operates under a Master Drainage Plan which includes stormwater
detention and water quality requirements. According to the Master Drainage Plan, all runoff
from the Airport is detained for stream protection standards as set forth in the 1992 Department
of Ecology (DOE) Manual and the Snohomish County Addendum to that manual. The Airport
also operates under Permit #SO3000428C issued to Snohomish County under the State of
Washington’s Industrial Stormwater General Permit.
Only a small amount of additional impervious area (approximately 1,000 square feet) is
anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action, as described in the water quality section starting
on page D.37 of the Final EA. Commercial aircraft maintenance and washing activities are not
expected as a result of the Proposed Action. All commercial aircraft requiring deicing would use
the approved deicing pad located at Taxiway “A1”. This deicing pad drains to the Boeing
Company sanitary sewer system and outfalls to the City of Everett Treatment Plant, not to
groundwater or other bodies of water. The de-icing run-off would be treated at the treatment
plant. The closest known aquifer is located approximately 220-feet below the Airport and
infiltration or other impacts to this aquifer are considered unlikely. Therefore, there are no
expected water quality impacts resulting from the Proposed Action.
Concerns were raised over the dumping of aircraft fuel before landing and its potential to impact
water quality. Dumping of fuel is a rare practice that generally only occurs during emergency
situations. Aircraft at lower altitudes often show a “trail,” that some people assume is a fuel
dump. However, these vapor trails (contrails) are created due to moisture in the air and are not
evidence of fuel dumping. Therefore, there are no expected water quality impacts related to the
rare practice of fuel dumping.
11-11 Light pollution
Some comments stated that the project could increase light pollution.
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According to the FAA Order 1050.1E, Change 1, Environmental Impacts: Policies and
Procedures, due to relatively low levels of light intensity from airport lighting compared to
background levels associated with airport development actions, light emissions impacts are
unlikely to have an adverse impact on human activity or the use or characteristics of the
protected properties. The metric for measuring impacts is generally a comparison between
existing background lighting/visual impacts compared with the change proposed from the
project. The Proposed Action includes only minor lighting improvements associated with the
modular terminal expansion as well as minor lighting improvements for the commercial aircraft
parking apron. No additional runway lighting would be required. Generally, airfield lighting is
the most visual aspect of an airport. Because the additional terminal lighting meets with the
general background lighting environment within the developed area, and because the existing
Boeing aircraft parking ramp includes lighting, the minor lighting improvements associated with
the terminal are not expected to result in a significant impact.
11-12 Wetlands
Some comments questioned impacts on wetlands.
As stated in the EA on page D.38, according to the Airport’s Master Drainage Plan, there are two
large wetland areas, one wetland mitigation bank and a number of small wetlands located on
airport property. Wetlands on Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field property have been
impacted by fill, clearing and/or surrounding land use over the past several years. However, no
wetlands were identified that could be potentially impacted by the proposed project.
Additionally, as stated in General Response 11-10, no significant water quality impacts are
expected. Because increased stormwater and deicing practices would not exceed the capacity of
the stormwater detention systems and permits, no water quality impacts are expected and
therefore, no indirect wetland impacts are expected.
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