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METROPOLITAN KING COUNTY COUNCIL

LABOR, OPERATIONS AND TECHNOLOGY COMMITTEE
STAFF REPORT

AGENDA ITEM:  7
DATE:  July 27, 2004
PROPOSED NO:  2004-0328
PREPARED BY:  Mike Alvine
SUBJECT:  A MOTION to adopt the King County International Airport Master Plan and to approve and allocate federal government grants for implementing the recommended programs and projects.
SUMMARY:  The proposed motion would adopt a new master plan for King County International Airport which identifies existing facilities and land uses as well as potential land uses and facilities corresponding to projected air traffic demand.
BACKGROUND:

History – Originally known as “Boeing Field”, King County International Airport began when the voters of King County approved a bond measure by a rather amazing 86 percent.  The purpose of constructing the airfield was to keep Bill Boeing’s growing airplane factory from moving to California or Kansas.  
County Commissioners at the time expressed the hope that “The Boeing Company ‘will continue to increase and employ a large number of men and to be a monument to the manufacturing industries of Seattle and the Northwest”.
  This indeed turned out to be the case, and Boeing eventually even hired women in manufacturing jobs, leading to the “Rosy the Riveter” icon of World War II.  During this time, the War Department took over the airfield to oversee the production of aircraft, notably 7,000 B-17 Flying Fortress bombers.  Boeing Field served as the primary commercial airport in the Northwest until the construction of Sea-Tac in the late 1940s.
Geography and Runway Characteristics – KCIA is located about four miles south of downtown Seattle, and five miles north of Sea-Tac Airport.  KCIA is tucked into the Duwamish River valley, on land where the river meandered before it was straightened.  It sits at 18 feet above average mean sea level and occupies approximately 600 acres.  More than half of this acreage is used by two runways and associated taxiways.  Runway 13R/31L is 10,000 feet long and 200 feet wide and can handle the largest U.S. made military and commercial airplanes up to 330,000 pounds.  It is equipped with an Instrument Landing System.
The second runway (13L/31R) is 3,710 feet long and 100 feet wide.  It can handle general aviation aircraft of up to 50,000 pounds with single wheel main landing gear.  This runway is not equipped for instrument landings.
Landside Facilities – Landside facilities can generally be categorized into aircraft parking aprons, passenger terminal facilities, industrial aerospace facilities (Boeing), air cargo facilities, storage hangars, maintenance hangars, air traffic control facilities, fuel storage facilities, automobile access and parking and a few non-aviation related facilities.
Federal Control of Airports – Even though airports are owned by various public and private entities around the nation, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has a high degree of control over operations as well as planning.  In large part this is to assure national security, public safety and the economic benefits of having an integrated national and regional air transportation system.  This is similar to the federal control of and investment in the Interstate Highway system.  Similar to that system, the FAA makes major capital grants to large and small airports around the U.S. and therefore exerts many standards and regulations on operations and planning.
Airport Operations and Planning – Developing a master plan for an airport is very different from developing a land use plan.  It gets even more complicated when the airport owner needs or wants to change significant operational or physical parameters of the airport.  The proposed master plan proposes such a major change to address the deficient “runway safety area” at the south end of the long runway.  

When changes of this nature are involved in a master plan, it is necessary for the FAA to “accept” the proposed solution/change prior to the airport conducting an environmental impact analysis.  Airports must not only comply with the Washington State Environmental Protection Act (SEPA) through an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  The airport also complied with the Federal Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) by conducting an Environmental Assessment (EA).  

Planning Timeframe – The County began the master planning process in 1995.  A brief explanation will be provided here to explain the length of the planning process.  
· Initially the County studied a number of new scenarios that would have expanded the airport beyond its traditional functions.  A number of these scenarios proved infeasible due to land constraints, community opposition and financial constraints.  As a result, the master plan was re-scoped.  
· In October of 1998 the Metropolitan King County Council directed the airport to focus its resources on noise mitigation activities.  To meaningfully address noise, the airport needed to conduct an FAA Part 150 Noise and Land Use Compatibility Study.  This required a level of effort and complexity equal to developing a Master Plan.  
· In August of 2001 the FAA accepted the draft Master Plan (airport staff had continued working on the plan) and KCIA began the environmental assessment process.  
· In July of 2002 the FAA approved the Airport Layout Plan (ALP) which is a conceptual map that allocates airport land to categories of uses and identifies related facilities that may be developed.  The ALP is based on the best estimates of demand by various types of aircraft and uses at the time of the forecast and follows the general policy directives identified in the master plan.  This document is considered to be flexible by the FAA in the sense that it is common to amend the ALP as actual demand and uses become clear over time.  The ALP also identifies and is updated regularly to identify flight obstructions such as trees, buildings and utility poles.
· In October of 2002 the Metropolitan King County Council adopted the Part 150 Noise Study.  The Study has been submitted to the FAA for approval, but final action on the Part 150 study cannot be taken until the County adopts the Master Plan.
· In May of 2003 the FAA required KCIA to do a new Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) as the Master Plan and Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Assessment (EIS/EA) were based on a TAF using 1997 data.

· In December of 2003 the FAA accepted the airport’s new TAF, and the EIS/EA was completed by February 2004.
· From February 25, 2004 to April 9, 2004 the Draft Master Plan and EIS/EA were available for public comment.

· On April 9, 2004, a public hearing was held at KCIA.

· On June 15, 2004 the FAA published a Finding of No Significant Impacts and its Record of Decision.

· On July 8, 2004 the Master Plan and EIS/EA were transmitted to the Council.
Stakeholder Involvement – In 1997 the Metropolitan King County Council established the Airport Roundtable under the leadership of then Councilmember Greg Nickels.  This body was charged with advising the Executive and the Council on all matters relating to KCIA.  The Roundtable has a balance of interests with individuals representing various noise-impacted neighborhoods, airport tenants, pilots, air cargo, The Boeing Company and organized labor.  
The Roundtable has provided thousands of hours of valuable service to King County not only on the Master Plan and EIS/EA, but also on the Part 150 Study and a host of operational issues such as reducing noise and many operational issues.  While the Roundtable did not take an official position on the Master Plan, it did endorse the Runway Safety Area Project and the “Balanced Approach” to meeting future operating and landside facility needs.  Combined, these are the foundation of the proposed Master Plan.
In addition to benefiting from Roundtable advice, airport staff attended more than 20 community meetings over three years that included master planning and the Part 150 study.  The airport also sought input through newsletters (2,500 person mailing list) and 
e-mail announcements.  
FAA PLANNING PROCESS
Demand Projections – The FAA requires that the master planning process begin by developing “unconstrained operations forecasts” for all aviation uses feasible at the airport.  An operation is a takeoff or a landing.  These projections are based on numerous federal, state and regional forecasting and planning documents as well as KCIA historical data.  In the case of KCIA, operation forecasts (Attachment 3-taken from the TAF) were made for:
· General Aviation (GA) – This category includes small, single engine piston airplanes, corporate aviation (which can include larger jets), and charter operations using planes under 60,000 pounds.
· Military – Usually related to The Boeing Company, but some separate Department of Defense operations.

· Air Cargo 

· Aerospace – The Boeing Company

· Passenger Service – KCIA currently has two scheduled air carriers.
· Air Taxi – Point to point flights of individuals, small groups or cargo including med-evac flights.

Fleet Mix – The projections of operations are then allocated to types of aircraft.  (See Attachment 4 from the TAF)

Local and Itinerant Operations – The projections of operations are also divided into Local Operations, generated by aircraft based at KCIA, and Itinerant Operations, flights into and out of KCIA by  aircraft based at other airports.  Only 30 percent of annual operations are Local.
Peak Operations – Once annual operations estimates are made, the FAA methodology also calculates the peak operations for the year, the average daily operation for the peak month, and the hourly average for the average peak day.  (Attachment 5-taken from the TAF)
Constraints – The FAA then prescribes a process of overlaying constraints on the projected demand.  Constraints include the number, configuration and instrumentation of runways, local weather conditions, fleet mix, local aviation demand, air traffic control requirements and the amount of land area available to serve the various aviation segments.  This produces the final “constrained forecast” around which the Master Plan and EIS/EA are based.  (Attachment 6-taken from the TAF)  The most significant constraints found at KCIA are divided into two categories, airside facilities and landside facilities. 
· On the airside, the primary constraint is the inadequacy of the runway safety area at the south end of the long runway.  The EIS/EA studied six alternatives to address this issue for the Master Plan.

· On the landside, the primary constraint is the lack of land and the fact that most of the land is already built out.  Airport land has very strict height limits for buildings in order to limit flight obstructions.  Land near the middle of the airfield supports the tallest buildings and building heights decrease to zero toward the side-ends of the runways.  The EIS/EA studied six alternatives to address landside and operational issues for the Master Plan.
KEY MASTER PLAN ELEMENTS:
The analysis of constraints identified that KCIA cannot meet the unconstrained needs of any one segment of the aviation market.  This is due largely to the limited land base of the airport.  For that reason the airport and the FAA have endorsed a “Balanced Approach” to meeting future operations.  This means that KCIA will continue to accommodate a portion of all segments it currently serves.  The following table illustrates the current distribution of acres by use on the airfield.

	Existing Distribution of Airport Land

	Land Use
	Acres
	Percent*

	Airfield
	330
	NA

	General Aviation
	82
	31.0

	Air Cargo
	22
	8.3

	Aerospace (includes Military)
	124
	46.9

	Other non-aviation
	25
	9.6

	Public Ramp, Passenger Terminal
	11
	4.2

	Total
	594
	100 (264 AC)


*Excludes Airfield (runways and taxiways)  Source:  Bernard Dunkelberg & Company 1999
The percentage distribution of land among uses is expected to remain about the same with the new Master Plan, although by clustering uses, efficiencies will be gained.
The Master Plan identifies project specific changes and programmatic changes that are evaluated in the EIS/EA.  These plan elements are briefly described below.

Project Specific Elements
· Shift runway 13R/31L 880 feet to the north (the long runway).  This creates the required 1,000 foot runway safety area at the south end of the airstrip.
· Extend the parallel taxiway 880 feet to the north.  This allows access to the north end of the shifted runway.
· Implement Special Area Use Procedures, known as Prior Permission Required, for the new taxiway (Taxiway Z) and runway pavement area.  This requires pilots who need to use the full 10,000 feet of runway for takeoff to do so.  Only 438 annual operations per year are expected to need the full runway length for takeoff by 2018.  
· Establish a jet blast wall adjacent to the southern portion of the Georgetown Steam Plant, west of Taxiway Z.  This will protect the historic facility from jet blast.  In addition, the airport will work with the City of Seattle, National Park Service and State Historic Preservation Office in evaluating mitigation procedures associated with aircraft vibration impact on the Steam Plant windows.  
Programmatic Elements
· Consolidate cargo use on parcels to the south of the Terminal and Arrivals Buildings (on the east side of the airport).  This is thought to be an efficient use of the space and provides good road access for trucks.
· Develop a helipad on the northeast side of the runway system.  This is a safety issue.

· Consolidate small general aviation uses to the far ends of the east side of the development area and near the Museum of Flight (on the southwest end of the airport)

· Study the feasibility of constructing an engine testing enclosure (hush house).  This was one of the recommendations of the Part 150 Noise Study.

· Use the area between the small GA and cargo (on the east side of the airport) for corporate GA.  This primarily involves what is known as the 7777 Perimeter Road or “Quad 7” property.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT:

The EIS/EA evaluated five alternatives plus a “Community Alternative”, defined by the Airport Roundtable (in a minority report), in relation to the Runway Safety Area.  The EIS/EA also evaluated five alternatives and the Community Alternative for meeting current and future aviation demand with an emphasis on landside facilities.  (Attachment 7-taken from the EIS/EA (Table 2-1))
The EIS/EA examined the alternatives for their possible effects on noise, land use compatibility, social impacts, induced socio-economic impacts, air quality, water quality, human health and safety, environmental justice, historic, cultural and archeological resources, parks, recreational and wildlife refuge lands, plants, animals, biotic communities and endangered species, wetlands and floodplains, coastal zone management, farmland, energy and natural resources, public services and utilities (including solid waste and hazardous waste), light emissions, aesthetics, construction impacts and consistency with other federal, state and local plans.

No Significant Impacts – While the EIS/EA identified no significant impacts, it did identify some impacts for which mitigation measures will be enacted.  Two areas of negative impacts will be discussed in this report, Noise and the historic Georgetown Steam Plant.  One area of positive impacts will also be discussed, economic impacts.
Noise – Noise is a significant concern at KCIA as it is at all airports.  It is undoubtedly the single most significant community concern.  The FAA defines noise in terms of a day-night level (DNL), average decibel level, over a 24 hour period of time.  The FAA does not base its environmental analysis or financial support for mitigation actions on single event noise levels.

The EIS/EA states “The airport presently creates environmental impacts that have the potential to affect human health.  This impact is characterized as potential since many research studies indicate conflicting reports on human health impacts.”  The analysis goes on to describe four types of noise impacts:
· Hearing Loss – The Occupational Safety and Health Administration sets a noise exposure level of 90 dBA for eight hours per day as an appropriate level to prevent hearing loss.  No off-airport sites would meet or exceed this eight-hour limit.
· Communication Interference – Normal conversation is in the 60 – 65 dBA range.  Any noise in this range or higher is likely to interfere with communication.
· Sleep Interference – This is a major concern in noise assessment, particularly at night when most people sleep.  The following is an example of the confusing and conflicting research on noise.  Extensive research in laboratories has shown that recommended noise levels in the bedroom are normally35-40 dBA to prevent sleep disturbances.  Recent research from England and the United States Air Force, conducted through the use of actual in-home studies suggest that if the interior noise level reaches 95 dBA, about 15 percent of the population would be awakened.

· Annoyance – This is the most difficult of all noise responses to describe.  Annoyance can vary widely from person to person and is a very individual response.  It is estimated that two to 10 percent of the population is highly susceptible to noise not from their own making.  Approximately 20 percent of people are unaffected by noise.  Attitudes are affected by the relationship between the noise source and the person.
Comparative Community Noise Levels (dB)
	Activity
	Distance (feet)
	dB Level

	Conversation at:
	3’
	65 dB

	Car passing at:
	50’
	75 dB

	Living room music at:
	5’
	76 dB

	Vacuum cleaner at:
	5’
	76 dB

	Large truck passing at:
	50’
	85dB

	Food blender at:
	1’
	88 dB

	Lawn mower(gasoline) at:
	3’
	107dB

	Rock Band at:
	50’
	108-114 dB

	Jet plane at:
	100’
	130 dB


The EIS/EA found that the noise contours for the runway shift to the north differed by less than 1.5 dBA DNL from the current airport operation.  This difference is not considered significant.  However, the Part 150 Noise Plan provides a testing program for homes and schools within the 65 DNL contour line.  Those buildings meeting the FAA criteria are eligible for the insulation program.  Apartments with more than four units and business facilities are not eligible for sound insulation.  Approximately 5,230 individuals live within the 65 or greater DNL contour line (Table 3-3 EIS/EA based on the Part 150 Noise Study).
Community Alternative – During an early stage in development of the Master Plan, the Airport Roundtable submitted a minority report that described a Community Alternative. Airport management agreed to include it in the environmental analysis.  The key characteristics of this alternative were:
· Shorten the runway to 9180 feet;

· Enact a moratorium on new leases until completion of Part 150 and Part 161 Noise Studies and adoption of a final Master Plan;

· De-emphasize air cargo and passenger operations.
The Community Alternative was conceptual so it was necessary for the environmental consultant to develop a set of assumptions for analytical purposes.  The most striking conclusions of the analysis are:

· The noise contours are significantly smaller than a No Master Plan alternative (this is the same option as the No Action Alternative) for the preferred Master Plan.  The Community Alternative would include 1.1 square miles in the 65 DNL or greater contour line compared with 4.02 square miles for the other two alternatives.

· The negative socio-economic impacts are significant.  By shortening the runway, the analysis concludes that cargo operations, The Boeing Company and military operations will all be forced off KCIA.  There would be a loss of 2,076 jobs and a loss of $1 billion in labor wages and regional domestic product value.  Compared with the preferred Master Plan, there would be a loss of 3,701 jobs and a loss of $2.4 in billion in labor wages and regional domestic product value.
· Ultimately the Community Alternative would be found out of compliance with required Grant Assurances to the Federal Government and illegal for violating the Equal Protection Clause of the 14th Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.  “The airport must be available for public use on fair and reasonable terms without discrimination among or between classes of aircraft.”
  This is the same consideration that supports the “Balanced Approach” in the proposed Master Plan.
Georgetown Steam Plant – This facility is on the National Register of Historic Places.  Because of this status, the federal government required a “section 106” consultation process to evaluate potential impacts to the facility and appropriate mitigation measures.  The City of Seattle owns the steam plant which was taken out of service in 1977.  It is managed by the Georgetown Powerplant Museum as a museum.  The two adverse impacts that could affect the building are vibrations and jet blasts.  Actions identified in the plan and EIS/EA call for the airport to mitigate the windows and build a jet blast wall between the building and the Taxiway Z.

Economic Impacts – KCIA hired William B. Beyers, Ph. D., to conduct an economic impact study of the airport. Published in February of 2000 and updated in December 2003, the study found that KCIA generated the following direct, indirect and induced benefits:

· 10,201 jobs;

· $503 million in wages and;

· $1.65 billion in output;
· $24.0 million in state sales tax;
· $9.28 million in state B & O tax

· $6.2 million in local government sales tax.
The figures quoted above represent updated information compared with data published in the EIS/EA.
FAA Capital Grants – The 2003 FAA reauthorization act changed federal funding for capital projects for the next four years.  Previous capital project funding was 90 percent FAA and 10 percent local funds.  The new federal matching program is 95 percent federal funds and 5 percent local funds.  This has a positive impact on the KCIA development program as identified in the Master Plan.  Airport funds are either entitlement or discretionary money.  Three major capital projects are scheduled between 2005 and 2007.  These are:
· Runway Safety Area Project - $8.18 million
· Main Runway 13R/31L Rehabilitation Project - $11.3 million
· Bravo Taxiway Rehabilitation - $6.2 million
· The total FAA grant funding for the above projects is $24.4 million. 

The Part 150 insulation program, when approved by the FAA, will also be funded during this same time period at the 95 percent federal and 5 percent local levels.  
Financial Plan – The financial plan that supports the Master Plan presented KCIA with some challenges.  Since the terrorist events of 9/11 and the downturn in the economy, airport revenues are down.  While revenues are expected to rebound somewhat as the local economy improves, its cost structure may be permanently altered.  This is largely because of new Homeland Security and FAA requirements for security and firefighting.  In order to make the financial plan “work” a number of capital projects were moved to a later timeframe than would be optimal.

It is important to note that the airport is run like a business.  It is a separate enterprise fund.  While general tax revenues could legally be used to support airport operations, this has never happened as best staff can determine.  On the other hand, it would be illegal to use airport generated revenues for any activity not related directly to the airport.
The master plan provides a high-level financial plan to assist the airport in meeting the identified needs.  This 20 year plan is based upon the best available data at the time.  The airport financial plan follows King County budgetary procedures.  The airport develops a six-year business plan for operations and capital projects, which is updated annually through the budget process.  
Amendment – There is one amendment for the Committee’s consideration.  The Master Plan and EIS/EA are based on an updated Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) using 2003 data, and accepted by the FAA in December of 2003.  While the Master Plan and the EIS/EA are both based on and refer to the updated TAF, it is not officially a part of either document.  This makes it very difficult for the average reader to connect the Master Plan to the EIS/EA.  
While it is not necessary from the FAA’s perspective to have the TAF be officially appended to either document since it has already accepted the TAF, it would appear to be useful to do so.  The FAA would have no objections to this amendment.  This is very different from Master Plan amendments that would change the TAF or the Airport Layout Plan, which would require substantial new planning and new approval by the FAA.  Such amendments while possible, would likely involve a significant delay in implementing the new master plan, and endanger the discretionary grant funding for major capital projects.
SUMMARY:

The master plan provides guidance for airport development.  The plan provides a layout of the airport of existing and proposed uses and provides guidance to airport management in making development decisions.  The master plan also supports the:  
· Part 150 Noise Plan to reduce noise in neighborhoods;

· Capital improvement grants and projects;

· Preferred alternative to meet the runway safety area requirements; and
· Long-term financial plan.  
ATTENDING:  
Harold Taniguchi, Director, Department of Transportation, King County
Robert Burke, Director, KCIA
Gary Molyneaux, Planning Manager, KCIA
ATTACHMENTS:  
1. Proposed Ordinance 2004-0328
2. Transmittal letter dated July 8, 2004
3. Table of Aviation Activity Forecast - 2003-2023
4. Table of Operations by Aircraft Type (Fleet Mix), 2003-2023
5. Table of Peak Period Aircraft Operations, 2003-2023
6. Table of Airport Planning Forecast, 2003-2023
7. Table of Alternatives Considered (Table 2.1 from the EIS/EA)

8. Amendment 1 adding Appendix A to the Master Plan “Aviation Activity Forecast Update, King County International Airport/Boeing Field” by Bernard Dunkelberg & Company, December, 2003
� Taken from the NEPA/SEPA document for the Master Plan, Page 1.


� Taken from the EIS/EA
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