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Response to Comment

Dear Sydney Burrus:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

2-4: Aircraft Currently Fly Low and Very Close to Houses

3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?

3-8: What are the Health Effects of Noise?

6-1: What are the Quality of Life Impacts?

6-4: What are the Health Effects Associated with the Proposed Action?
6-11: Mitigation
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Response to Comment

Dear Karen Einwalter:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

2-4: Aircraft Currently Fly Low and Very Close to Houses
3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
3-10: Boeing 747 Dreamlifter Operations
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Response to Comment

Dear Commenter:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
: Why Can’t the County Limit or Restrict Operations?

: What are the Effects of the Proposed Project on General Aviation?

: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?

: Noise Impacts on Schools

: What are the Health Effects of Noise?

: Existing and Future Traffic

: Ferry Operations

: What is the Impact on Property Values?

: What is the Impact of the Proposed Action On Crime?
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Response to Comment

Dear Dennis and Darlene Brawford:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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Response to Comment

Dear Darlene Storkson:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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Response to Comment

Dear Gary Goins:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.




P7



Response to Comment

Dear Robert Mayer:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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Response to Comment

Dear Jace Albertsen:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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Response to Comment

Dear David Pearson:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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Response to Comment

Dear Jason Childs:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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Response to Comment

Dear Steve Raymond:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

-3: Flawed/Inadequate Supplemental EA

-7: Study Areas

-8: Significance of Project Impacts

-9: How is Significance Defined?

-4: Aircraft Currently Fly Low and Very Close to Houses
1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns

6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?

1

1: Mitigation

1
1
1
1
2
3
3
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Response to Comment

Dear Margaret Patrick:

Thank you for your comment regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general response that applies to your comment.

General Response

1-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
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Response to Comment

Dear Diana and Gary Carew:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-7: Study Areas

2-1: Why Can’t the County Limit or Restrict Operations?

2-5: Would there be an Increase in Fuel Dump/Fuel Smell/Residue?
3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?

3-7: Noise Impacts on Schools

4-1: Sources of Existing Air Pollution

4-2: Air Quality

5-1:Existing and Future Traffic

6-1: What are the Quality of Life Impacts?

6-2: What is the Impact on Property Values?

6-4: What are the Health Effects Associated with the Proposed Action?
6-5: What is the Impact on Wildlife?

6-8: Cumulative Impacts

6-9: Water Quality Impacts
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Response to Comment

Dear Roy and Barbara Yates:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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Response to Comment

Dear lova Corcovelos:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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Response to Comment

Dear Patrick Pierce:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.




P17

From: John Newhoff

To: Paine Field

Subject: Environmental Assessment for commercial air service
Date: Monday, October 22, 2018 10:09:46 AM

Hello,

Regarding the proposed commercial air service a Paine, i learned recently the afairly large
amount of space near the old Jet Deck restaurant building will be converted for the long term
to alarge parking areafor cars, presumably for commercial air service customers.

While | understand the need for something like this, | find it concerning that thisislargely
coming from general aviation aircraft parking.

My flying club is on alongggg waiting list for hanger space and the prospects of losing
parking for general aviation planes with no plans for improving the GA hanger availability
seems to be ignoring an already existing problem.

| really hope the airport’ s long term management plans take this into account and work
towards more GA hanger space and/or improving the utility of existing hanger space where
car access, bathrooms, or flight planning space doesn't exist.

Thanks,

John Newhoff

Board Member, Cascade Flyers
206-229-4655

Portage Bay Solutions, Inc. john@portagebay.com
Database Programming and Consulting Services (425) 481-8175

FileMaker 16 Certified Developer, 4th Dimension Silver Partner

Keep up to date with our newsletter!

Member of the Board, Washington’s National Park Fund


mailto:john@portagebay.com
mailto:painefield@esassoc.com
http://www.portagebay.com/
mailto:john@portagebay.com
http://www.portagebay.com/newsletter-articles
http://www.wnpf.org/

Response to Comment

Dear John Newhoff:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general response that applies to your comments.

General Response

2-3: What are the Effects of the Proposed Project on General Aviation?
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From: Barbara Grimes

To: Paine Field

Subject: Public comment

Date: Monday, October 22, 2018 10:00:59 PM

Please note my two comments below.
1) Thereis no reason to alow night time flights. Takeoffs should be limited to day time hours

of 7am to 10 pm.

2) Traffic mitagatiin on Mukilteo Speedway (525) should be taken. There will be overflow
traffic on 525. An HOV lane in both directions should be added.

Thank you for providing opportunity to comment.

Barbara Grimes
12807 57th Pl W Mukilteo WA 98275

425-218-6668
BIf.grimes@gmail.com

Barbara Grimes 425-218-6668 Blf.grimes@gmail.com


mailto:blf.grimes@gmail.com
mailto:painefield@esassoc.com
mailto:Blf.grimes@gmail.com
mailto:Blf.grimes@gmail.com

Response to Comment

Dear Barbara Grimes:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-9: Request for Noise Curfew/Activity Restrictions
5-1: Existing and Future Traffic

5-2: Traffic Analysis

6-11: Mitigation
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From: Russell Popp <raftnuts@comcast.net>

Sent: Sunday, October 28, 2018 11:51 AM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Fwd: Reminder: please consider writing a response for the public comment period

Dear Paine Field / FAA:

| was surprised to see thatour neighborhood was completely left out of the Generalized Study
Area (see below photo and attached description of the area). The study really should have
included us since we’re obviously just north of the main runway and the jets fly pretty low over
us. We measured the noise from a typical one at 85 decibels. | think we for the impact on all
homes north of the runway to be studied.

Also on the attached you can see how the New Activity (Proposed Action) column might not
look like a large increase compared to the grand total annual flights that includes General
Aviation (propeller) flights. But assuming that “Air Carrier” indicates passenger jet flights, the
daily average of 12.57 jet flights will go up to 35 daily flights. I’'m not sure how that can be
thought of as “insignificant”.

The study concludes that that no single-family residences are impacted, and no mitigation is
needed for them. | can’t believe how that could be possible. It is a safety issue with increased
noise, pollution, and the increase in traffic in the general area. When planes fly over now, it is
very difficult to talk let alone sleep.

We recognize that this brings “good” to the area at large. In the spirit of that we would
request that Airlines and Propeller to abide by some restrictions:

¢ Increase the noise restriction levels for the commercial flights. Currently Paine Field
only requires “Stage 2” noise levels, but I’'ve heard from a Boeing friend that we should
ask for Stage 4 or higher.

e The size of the commercial jets should be limited as much as possible, preferably to the
737 Max and the A320Neo since they are the quietest airplanes currently available.

e Limit hoursto 7am to 10 pm. Other community airports have restricted hours. John
Wayne in Santa Ana, the Long Beach airport with it’s required steep ascents, etc.

o Enforce the Stage 2 noise levels for propeller planes

Thank you,

Russell and Terri Popp


mailto:raftnuts@comcast.net
mailto:painefield@esassoc.com

Response to Comment

Dear Russell and Terri Popp:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-7: Study Areas

1-8: Significance of Project Impacts

1-9: How Is Significance Defined?

2-4: Aircraft Currently Fly Low and Very Close to Houses
3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
3-9: Request for Noise Curfew/Activity Restrictions

6-11: Mitigation

Please also see the following individual response.
Stage 2 Aircraft

Passage of the Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 (ANCA) prohibited operation of
Stage 1 and Stage 2 jet aircraft with a maximum weight above 75,000 pounds within the
United States after December 31, 1999. In addition, the FAA Modernization and Reform Act
of 2012 (FMRA) prohibits operation of Stage 1 and Stage 2 jet aircraft with a maximum
weight of 75,000 pounds or lower within the 48 contiguous United States after December 31,
2015.

As a result of ANCA, no new noise and/or access restrictions at airports can be implemented
without a thorough demonstration of the need for the restriction, a detailed analysis of the
restriction and its consequences, a demonstration that the benefits of the restriction outweigh
its costs, evidence that all other nonrestrictive measures have been exhausted, input from the
affected aircraft operators regarding the restriction, and approval of the restriction by the FAA.
Given that all of the DNL 65 contours for Paine Field’s existing and future aircraft operations
with and without the Proposed Project contain no non-compatible land uses, there is no basis
to restrict aircraft from operating at PAE.

There are very few Stage 2 propeller aircraft that operate at Paine Field; approximately five
round-trip flights a day are by Stage 2 propeller aircraft such as the Cessna 182. Operation of
these aircraft is consistent with all applicable federal laws. Therefore, there is no legal method
of restricting these operations as there would be no way to demonstrate a need consistent
with ANCA when there are no noncompatible land uses within the DNL 65 dB contour to
mitigate.

Additionally, the Airport has voluntary Noise Abatement Procedures for both small and large
propeller aircraft, which are described in detail on Paine Field’s website
(https://lwww.painefield.com/159/Noise-Abatement-Procedures).
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Response to Comment

Dear Tim Raetzloff:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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From: Comcast <cougarl987@comcast.net>

Sent: Sunday, October 28, 2018 4:04 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Cc: Bob Tucker <cougar1987@comcast.net>

Subject: Comments To The Supplemental Environmental Assessment For Commercial Flights From Paine
Field

We believe that the subject environmental assessment is flawed and incomplete and should be set aside
and redone. Commercial flights from Paine Field should be delayed until this assessment is corrected.

The following are the reasons supporting our position:

1. We disagree with the assessment’s findings that there will be no significant impacts to the following
aspects of living near Paine Filed as commercial service starts and continues to grow:
*Traffic - increased in an area that already has high traffic volumes.

*Schools - noise increases and mitigation costs will be significant
*Noise - increased for everyone and significantly so for some.

*Home value reduction leading to increased tax rates to cover less tax revenue
*Loss of home equity
*Conversion of home ownership to rentals

*The appearance of undesirable businesses generating unwanted activities that are typically criminal in
nature, or nearly so, and that are typical for a close proximity to an airport. Examples include rundown
motels, strip clubs, rundown bars where the increased tax burden for increased law enforcement will
then fall on surrounding cities and citizens. Crime will undoubtedly increase. Who will be responsible
for addressing this increase?

2. Why wasn’t a more comprehensive EIS conducted, instead of the streamlined Environmental
Assessment, given the magnitude of this change?

3. Why weren't more public hearings than one held?

4. The study’s definition of a significant impact must be incorrect to have ignored all of the issues
brought out above in Point #1. What criteria defines what a significant impact is? This definition and
criteria needs to be revised and the study redone.

5. What assurances are there that the cumulative impacts of all scheduled service will be assessed with
any increase in operations? The FAA and Snohomish County are trying to established a precedent which
will allow incremental growth over time without any assessment of the impacts to the surrounding area.
This is wrong and bordering on criminal. The FAA and Snohomish County need to comply fully with the
letter and spirit of the law requiring a comprehensive and objective assessment of all impacts with
business interests set aside.

6. What assurances are there that mitigation of impacts will be paid for solely by Propellor Aviation and
the operating airlines and not the taxpayer?


mailto:cougar1987@comcast.net
mailto:painefield@esassoc.com
mailto:cougar1987@comcast.net
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7. In light of the abject failure of “after the fact” initiatives like SeaTac Airport’s Greener Skies Over
Seattle, the Paine Field supplemental assessment must be set aside, redone correctly, and acted upon
in an intelligent manner with the best interests of the public in mind.

8. We believe that Snohomish County and Propellor Aviation should lead an effort to make Paine Field
an example of a good neighbor to the surrounding communities by addressing the above concerns and
working to implement a voluntary night time curfew for commercial flights.

Robert and Kittie Tucker
9550 57th Avenue West
Mukilteo, WA 98275
425-348-5475
cougarl987@comcast.net



mailto:cougar1987@comcast.net

Response to Comment

Dear Robert and Kittie Tucker:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
1-3: Flawed/Inadequate Supplemental EA

1-4: Adequacy of Public Involvement and Public Hearing
1-5: Additional Study Should Be Conducted

1-8: Significance of Project Impacts

1-9: How Is Significance Defined?

3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns

5-1: Existing and Future Traffic

6-2: What is the Impact on Property Values?

6-3: What is the Impact of the Proposed Action On Crime?
6-8: Cumulative Impacts

6-11: Mitigation
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From: Cioffoletti (US), Martin S <martin.s.cioffoletti@boeing.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 30, 2018 5:42 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Comment on 2018 Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment for Proposed Commercial Air
Service at Paine Field - Jet Engine Particulate concern

Flights into and out of Paine field fly down Edgewater Creek as the flight corridor. | live on Edgewater
creek and often wonder about “Fine Particle Contamination” raining down on my property and those
around me. | would like to see an evaluation of the particulate exhaust emitted by commercial airplanes
and the literal “fallout” of that exhaust onto homes and property. | have not seen a report relating the
physical by-products of engine exhaust and the impact those by-products have to those living under
them.


mailto:martin.s.cioffoletti@boeing.com
mailto:painefield@esassoc.com

Response to Comment

Dear Martin Cioffoletti:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general response that applies to your comments.

General Response

2-5: Would there be an Increase in Fuel Dump/Fuel Smell/Residue?
Please also see the following individual response.

Fine Particle Contamination

The USEPA does not currently have standards related to Ultrafine Particles (UFPs), and the
Proposed Action is in compliance with the air quality analytical requirements for the NEPA
process. While the evaluation of UFPs, on surrounding residential areas, is not specifically
addressed as part of the NEPA EA process; it should be noted that areas in close proximity
to airports do not generally have higher concentrations of hazardous air pollutants in
ambient air than are found in typical urban environments. Because of the small diameter
size of the UFP emissions, it should be understood that deposition tends to occur well away
from the flight path as atmospheric forces such as wind and pressure disperse particulate
away from the original aircraft emissions source.
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THALES

October 29, 2018

Environmental Science Associates
Paine Field Supplemental EA
5309 Shilshole Avenue NW, Suite 200

Seattle, WA 98107
Subject: Support for Commercial Air Service at Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field
Dear Sirs:

Thales USA, Inc. wishes to express our strong support for commercial airline service to/from the
Snchomish County Airport/Paine Field. Such service would dramatically improve our travel efficiency,
increase productivity and reduce costs. And, considering the increasing commercial and residential
growth north of Seattle, commercial airline service out of Paine Field is a very natural and necessary
next step in the transportation infrastructure to both support the growth that has occurred thus far, as
well as ensuring the region’s continued development and prosperity.

Paine Field has been a vital part of the Snohomish County economy and infrastructure since the late
1930s. The airfield made contributions to the nation’s defense during World War ll, the Korean War,
and the Cold War. In 1966, Paine Field was selected by Boeing as the manufacturing home for their
Model 747 aircraft line. In short, Paine Field is a community asset and investment that has already paid
for itself many times over. But, the true potential for Paine Field is far from being fully realized until it is
able to offer commercial airline service. Such service would — in many cases — eliminate the need for air
travelers to transit the highly congested Seattle traffic corridor driving to SeaTac International Airport,
relieve some of the stress upon arrivals/departures from SeaTac and, as previously mentioned, serve as
a continued economic driver to the entire area. Paine Field is well sized and already well equipped to
support commercial air traffic and will require little if any additional infrastructure other than the
terminal and parking facilities that have already been constructed.

Qur business and employees are highly affected by what happens with Paine Field. We trust that both
the governments and citizens that determine the future of this airport will recognize and appreciate the
its importance and continue to assure that it is used to the fullest possible extent for the benefit of
everyone who lives and works in the surrounding area.

ll} ._:_>_."



Sincerely yours,

Mﬁﬁw&tmﬁwa«

Scott E. Brandenburg
Vice President — Boeing Business Unit

Thales USA, Inc.

808 134th Street SW
Building B, Suite 213
Everett, WA 98204

Office: +1 949 790-2806
Mobile: + 1206 403-0205

e-Mail: scott.brandenburg@us.thalesgroup.com

2|Page
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Response to Comment

Dear Scott Brandenburg:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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To whom it may concern,
I would like to strongly speak in favor of starting commercial flights from Paine Field ASAP.

I live on North Whidbey Island. Getting to SeaTac airport requires going through Seattle which
has rush hour conditions for several hours morning and afternoon. Sometimes the traffic never
really clears mid day so it's near constant rush hour conditions.

Instead of SeaTac, it would be so much better to be able to travel to Everett and take flights to
popular destinations from there. It would literally save at least an hour each way (no traffic) and
most times at least two hours more each way. Let's take some traffic off already overloaded I-5
in Seattle.

There are large capacity roads that already travel from I-5 to Paine Field so the impact of
increased car traffic in the area would be minimal.

The North Sound is and has been a major growth area. We need a commercial airport that
services this community.

Thank you,

Mike Henderson
Whidbey Island



Response to Comment

Dear Mike Henderson:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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Hello!

We heard you are needing more public support for the commercial flights out of Paine Field. It
would be amazing for us on Whidbey Island. My husband has traveled almost 75k this year and
we would gladly take that business to Paine Field because it would be much more convenient.

Thank you again!

Kelsey
www.tennisonfilms.com



http://www.tennisonfilms.com/

Response to Comment

Dear Kelsey:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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As a Snohomish County resident for over 33 years I totally support the commercial air travel
from Paine Field. The total number of proposed flights are miniscule compared to Sea-Tac, but
will bring some relief to air travelers who want to use Paine Field to fly to serviced destinations.

Travelling to Sea-Tac to board a commercial flight can take longer than the flight itself. The
drive time to Sea-Tac is also a factor in the already horrific congestion our region is
experiencing. Traffic congestion is increasing and will only increase. Therefore, the commercial
flights from Paine Field will help alleviate some of the traffic congestion from Marysville to Sea-
Tac.

With this slight increase in the number of airline flights for commercial service, the noise
impacts will be minimal with regards to the continued growth in our area. I urge support for the
commercial air service from Paine Field and look forward to using it to improve my stress, time
and cost of having to drive to Sea-Tac.

Barry N Martin
Granite Falls Washington

Sent from Mail for Windows 10


https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986

Response to Comment

Dear Barry Martin:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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Paine Field is extremely under utilized. I'm a commercial Pilot and | see this every time |
take my General Aviation Airplane in to Paine Field.

When | do need to fly out commercially it takes forever to get to Sea - Tac Airport. Help
relieve the amount of cars going through Seattle.

The Terminal is Built, bring jobs and businesses to Snohomish County. Get the Boeings
Flying commercially in to and out of Paine!

Blue Skies

Gregg Ortega



Response to Comment

Dear Gregg Ortega:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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As a resident of Mukilteo, I am very much against commercial air flights in our
vicinity. My husband is a retired naval aviator, but there are enough flights over our
community and traffic has increased dramatically since we moved here from the Bay
Area- near San Jose. We lived in the Bay Area 40 years and saw the San Jose

airport become a huge international airport over the years. Although we lived in
Sunnyvale, friends living in the flight paths were reimbursed for putting in more
insulation and new windows to decrease the noise. This may happen here and who
will pay? Traffic here is becoming like Seattle and I was appaled to learn that flights
are scheduled 18 hours a day. We all know this is just the beginning of the impact on
our community and life style here.

We were assured that this would not happen when we bought our home. Once the
flights begin, there will be no end to the increases and lower property values. I would
not mind what is planned now as we fly to California frequently and would find it
convenient. My major concern is seeing the FAA allowing more and more flights in
and out of our nice community. Thank you for addressing this issue. My opinion is
shared by most of our neighbors as well- most are affiliated with Boeing.

Sincerely, Bev Lundgaard



Response to Comment

Dear Bev Lundgaard:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see
the following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?

5-1: Existing and Future Traffic

6-1: What are the Quality of Life Impacts?

6-2: What is the Impact on Property Values?

6-11: Mitigation
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Comment from Steve Tollefson, October 29, 2018

| appreciated this meeting, there were about 200 citizens in attendance and
about thirty of us were able to speak publically.

Those speaking in favor, the city of Everett, the Snohomish County Council, the
Everett City Council, the Snohomish Economic Council and several private
citizens praised the economic benefits and convenience of this new service.

However, the larger majority that spoke in opposition were just concerned
citizens living in close proximity to Paine Field.

Most of those in opposition sited concerns about noise, pollution and loss of
home values or quiet lifestyles as reasons for their opposition.

While many in attendance last night agreed that having commercial flights from
Paine Field beginning in early 2019 will be convenient, a majority said this
decision by the FAA was rushed for final approval. Most in opposition said “slow
down” and do this right with a new EIS!

They felt that despite this hearing, their voices were not being heard and the
decision was made more for economic reasons than concerns about the
environment.

| was able to speak at the hearing and said Whidbey Island was the forgotten
neighbor to the west, meaning that we were excluded from any part of the
original EIS in 2012 or this current EA.

| used the FAA term “errors of omission” as | spoke to say that Whidbey Island
was ignored/omitted because we were never included in any of their previous
studies. Why was this?

| also said that while | was not in strict opposition, | was concerned about the
impact these future commercial flights vectored over Whidbey Island will have on
us. This was because these new flight paths over us have not been addressed in
any of the previous studies.

| said 65-thousand people live on Whidbey Island and we were concerned about
noise and loss of our quiet island lifestyle as the Paine Field Commercial Flights
begin.

| obtained contact information from the following individuals: Cayla Morgan one
of the FAA Representatives present from Paine Field (cayla.morgan@fra.gov)

Steven Alverson Senior Vice President for ESA Airports & project Director for the
Environmental Assessment (salverson@esassoc.com)



mailto:cayla.morgan@fra.gov
mailto:salverson@esassoc.com
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Headquarters, Sacramento California

| hope they can assist me to discover why Whidbey Island has not been included
in any of their past studies?

| also strongly support a new and robust Environmental Impact Study that
includes Whidbey Island.

Thanks, | look forward to hearing from you,
Sincerely, Steve Tollefson
8256 Tideland Way, Clinton WA 98236

stevetollefson@agmail.com
Cell: 206-992-3870



mailto:stevetollefson@gmail.com

Response to Comment

Dear Steve Tollefson:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

-5: Additional Study Should Be Conducted
-6: Draft Supplemental EA Did Not Reflect the Opposition of the Community
-7: Study Areas

6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?

1: What are the Quality of Life Impacts?

2:

1
1
1
3
6
6-2: What is the Impact on Property Values?
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From: jndkimble@wavecable.com <jndkimble@wavecable.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 30, 2018 1:56 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield @esassoc.com>

Subject: Proposal to increase Paine Field Air Traffic Over Kitsap County
Importance: High

October 30, 2018

Sent Via E-Mail

Environmental Science Associates
Paine Field Supplemental EA
5309 Shilshole Ave NW, Suite 200

Seattle, WA 98107

Dear Environmental Associates:

As | sit here in my waterfront family home in Manchester | can already here
commercial jet traffic passing over Bainbridge Is. and points North and South of
Seattle Metro. The last thing we want or need is more commercial flights passing
over Kitsap County. We just found out about this flight path change

proposal. We are pretty sure many here in Kitsap County are unaware of what
you are proposing. We are 110% against FFA allowing Alaska Airlines, United
Airlines, Inc., and Southwest Airlines Co., and all other carriers to commence
scheduled commercial airline service to Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field
that will fly over Kitsap County.

| have looked over the sections of the proposal, EA with special attention to
noise. Twenty or more (which I assume will be more than twenty in time) flights,
per day, is unacceptable to be sending over quite, serene, and currently peaceful
Kitsap County communities. Allowing these flights poses an extremely negative
impact to current tourism for Kitsap County. People in there homes who cannot
afford to sell and leave would be most negatively impacted. We don't want to
leave here because commercial airlines want to make more money, and without
any concerns by them to how their 'business’ activities will negatively effect our
communities. This plan will do nothing for Kitsap County, it would most certainly
diminish the quality of life for those of us who live and work in Kitsap

County. We moved her to get away from this sort of noise pollution. The number
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of flights passing over us from SEATAC is already to many, and we have noted
those have increased.

In short NO, NO, NO! We do not support increased flights going over Kitsap
County. Constant daily noise is not why we moved here. We have been here
since 1969 and this does come up from time to time. These airline carriers care
nothing about our quality of life here in Kitsap County. This is all about business
and making more profits for them. And all at the expense of our loss of peace
and quite and the attraction this County has to bring in tourism. No one wants to
sit on a beach, in a boat, and listen to flight after flight of jets taking off and
landing from Paine field. We would be in the bull's-eye of the flight pattern noise
wise.

Bainbridge Is. is of course part of Kitsap County, and they do have the money to
mount an appeal to the EA, and do more to stop this. They will all be saying NO,
NO, NO to more flights passing over their neighborhoods. Find another route
that does impact Kitsap County. | hope this is clear enough so that the

FFA clearly understands we are dead set against this flight path plan change.
The volume of flights will harm our economy in Kitsap County, no one will want to
raise families here. No one will want to visit and spend their tourist dollars here.
The additional noise is not merely ‘'white noise' it is unhealthy for those forced to
live under it, around it. We do not need this change and we will be contacting our
legislators to protest this proposal.

Sincerely,

David Kimble
PO Box 85
Manchester, WA



Response to Comment

Dear David Kimble:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-7: Study Areas

3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
6-1: What are the Quality of Life Impacts?

Please also see the following individual response.
Impacts to Kitsap County Tourism

Following FAA Order 1050.1F, 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 Action would not generate significant aircraft noise
exposure. No homes, businesses, or other community resources would need to be
relocated (see Section 6.11 of the FSEA).

The closest point of Kitsap County land is located approximately 10+ miles from Paine
Field. The Proposed Action includes 24 round-trip (48 total: 24 arrivals and 24 departures
operations a day). Without the Proposed Action, Paine Field has nearly 150 round-trip (300
total) operations a day in both 2019 and 2024. As shown in Figure F-1, the aircraft flying
to/from Paine Field fly in all directions. It is extremely unlikely that all 24 flights would arrive
and depart over Kitsap County on any given day.

The decision makers, airport sponsors, and city officials have carefully weighed potential
impacts to the current environment against the overall benefits of the Proposed Action.
Comment letters were received from several local cities, and are included in Appendix H-2.
Furthermore, offering commercial flights at Paine Field would increase passenger
enplanements and could increase the potential for additional tourism activity in Kitsap
County.
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From: Neal & Carolyn <cmfnet@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, October 30, 2018 2:24 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Pain Field SEA comment

To Whom it May Concern,

I am very concerned about your predetermined findings of “no impact” on our environment, our
traffic, and our community. As anyone who lives in Mukilteo already knows, traffic is a mess
during certain hours, especially around Boeing shift changes. How can you tell us that adding
hundreds more travelers during that time will not affect traffic? How was this determined?

Why wasn’t a more comprehensive EIS conducted? What do you mean by significant
impact? How is that determined?

I live at the edge of the Japanese Gulch and can tell you that we are rocked out of bed by many
of the louder aircraft. What are you going to do/require to assure that we will not have any
“significant impact” as we are awoken each night by loud aircraft?

How many more flights can be added before you go thru this farce of a study again?

Where exactly did you do sound studies to show no significant impact? Did you put sound
monitors in ME or OV? Kamiak? Near Japanese Gulch?

Are flight hours going to be restricted?
Where were sensors put for pollution to show your outcome?
Why did you limit the public input to only one meeting?

I would honestly like answers to these questions and know clearly how this was determined and
what recourse we have when we DO have significant impacts on our quality of life.

Thanks for your time.
Neal Thatcher

1010 8™ St.
Mukilteo WA 98275


mailto:cmfnet@comcast.net
mailto:painefield@esassoc.com

Response to Comment

Dear Neal Thatcher:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
: Adequacy of Public Involvement and Public Hearing

: Additional Study Should Be Conducted

: Significance of Project Impacts

: How Is Significance Defined?

: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns

: Noise Measurements and Supplemental Metrics Requested
: Request for Noise Curfew/Activity Restrictions

: Sources of Existing Air Pollution

: Existing and Future Traffic

1: Mitigation
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From: Katherine Rowe <katherine.rowe@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 30, 2018 3:13 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Paine Field - Public Input

Dear sirs:

| would like to offer comments regarding passenger flights to and from Paine Field in Everett,
WA. | write as a mother, daughter, caregiver, business traveler, and community supporter.

Recently, | had the privilege of touring the new PAE passenger terminal. While features such as
a full-service bar, glass jetways, and Northwest design theme are quite wonderful, what struck
me most was the ideal nature of the small terminal for two groups of flyers who will benefit
enormously from that experience--senior citizens and travelers with disabilities.

My son has autism. While he finds SeaTac airport fascinating in some ways, he also finds it
overwhelming, intrusive, and chaotic. Being able to fly from PAE will offer ideal conditions for
both arrival and departure and will enable him to comfortably travel anywhere on his own. The
small size of the terminal will provide an outstanding experience for many travelers with special
needs, allowing them comfortable access to the nation's air system. The customer-friendly valet
service at the curb will also reduce stress and confusion.

Senior citizens are another group that will be well served by the new PAE terminal. | am the
person who takes my elderly father to SeaTac when he wants to travel. That airport is
enormous, and it makes him feel confused. There are so many walkways, so many people to
interact with, it undermines his confidence and he literally cannot navigate it by himself, yet he
is unwilling to request assistance. It's also exhausting to work his way through all the hurdles;
he's tired when he gets to the gate. | absolutely know he will love traveling to and from Everett,
which will enhance his connection with the community and with his friends in far-away places.
He is a former military aviator and will find the passenger experience there to be "like the good
old days".

| am grateful that Propeller Airports and Paine Field have figured out how to partner. | expect
and appreciate the FAA's support of this innovative approach. Any impacts to ARFF, tower
operations, snow and ice removal, or other airport activities can surely be addressed if they
haven't been already. Perhaps Paine can be a model for other U.S. airports, especially small
ones, to demonstrate that government and private business can each do what they're good at
and create a win-win for the public at a scale that works.

It's exciting to think of not having to travel to SeaTac as much in the future. Puget Sound

traffic has created a 90-minute commute to get there, plus a 90-minute buffer for TSA, baggage
check, and other tasks to endure, meaning we from eastern Snohomish County can easily waste
2/3 of a day just getting to San Francisco (a short flight). | expect Paine Field will meet this need
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in less than 3 elapsed hours, which not only benefits me, it benefits other drivers anytime I'm
not driving to SeaTac.

| support prompt approval for the launch of passenger service at Paine Field.
Sincerely,
Katherine Rowe

Monroe, WA



Response to Comment

Dear Katherine Rowe:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field
Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment

Public Information Workshop
Monday, October 29, 2018
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EMAIL: PaineField@esassoc.com MAIL: ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATES
PAINE FIELD SUPPLEMENTAL EA
5309 SHILSHOLE AVE NW, SUITE 200
SEATTLE, WA 98107



Response to Comment

Dear Alicia Higgins:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general response that applies to your comment.

General Response

2-4: Aircraft Currently Fly Low and Very Close to Houses
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Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field
Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment

Public iInformation Workshop
Mon ay, October 29, 2018

Name: : ) 0 0
Address:

Phone or
Email:

Please provi ec  ments in the area below. (See back or attach dogitiogal sheet if neces ary):

Y& C
EMAIL: PaineField@esassoc.com MAIL: ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATES

PAINE FIELD SUPPLEMENTAL EA
5309 SHILSHOLE AVE NW, SUITE 200
SEATTLE, WA 98107



Response to Comment

Dear Amy Johnson:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
3-5: Where are Flight Tracks Shown?
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Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field
Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment

Public Information Workshop
Monday, Octpber 29, 2018
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Please provide comments in the area below. (See back or attach additional sheets if necessary):

P

EMAIL: PaineField@esassoc.com MAIL: ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATES
PAINE FIELD SUPPLEMENTAL EA
5309 SHILSHOLE AVE NW, SUITE 200
SEATTLE, WA 98107



Response to Comment

Dear Amy Johnson:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general response that applies to your comments.

General Response

4-1: Sources of Existing Air Pollution
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Response to Comment

Dear Commenter:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
Adequacy of Public Involvement and Public Hearing
Additional Study Should Be Conducted

2:
4:
: Significance of Project Impacts

-9: How Is Significance Defined?
What is the Impact of the Proposed Action On Crime?

Cumulative Impacts

5
8
9
3
8
11: Mitigation

1
1
1
1
1
6
6
6
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Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field
Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment

Public Information Workshop
Monday, October 29, 2018

Name:

Address:

Phone or
Email:

Please provide comments in the area below. (See back or attach additional sheets if necessary):
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The comment period ends on November 2, 2018. Comments may be submitted at the

Public Information Workshop or to the following addresses:

EMAIL: PaineField@esassoc.com MAIL: ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATES
PAINE FIELD SUPPLEMENTAL EA
5309 SHILSHOLE AVE NW, SUITE 200
SEATTLE, WA 98107



Response to Comment

Dear Commenter:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.




P38 §@W€4& < frdiee
gkl

From: "Save Our Communities" <info@socnw.org>
Date: October 27, 2018 at 12:00:18 AM PDT

To: [REDACTED]

Subject: Talking Points for Public Hearing
Reply-To: info@socnw.org

Dear Help Support Our Efforts!

Please help support our communities today by making an online contribution.

We are a 100% volunteer organization.

Donate Here!

Friends,

Stand Up for our communities on Monday October 29th, 6:30
PM!

Join us to stand up for our communities at the FAA public hearing on the Supplemental
Environmental Assessment for scheduled commercial flights at Paine Field. The Public
Information Workshop/Public Hearing will be held Monday, Oct. 29, 2018 at the Lynnwood
Convention Center, at 3711 196th St SW, Lynnwood, WA 98036, from 5:30 PM to 8:30 PM,

with the Public Hearing portion beginning at 6:30 PM.

Acceptance of the Supplemental Assessment has a huge impact for our communities. We need
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you to show up and give public comment to be on the record in opposition to the incomplete,
flawed assessment. If you don't feel comfortable speaking, come and help make our collective

presence known. You also have until November 2nd to submit written comments.

The fix is in and we cannot stop commercial flights at Paine Field, but we must make our voices
heard! Remember, any amount of money required for mitigation of the negative impacts not

paid for by Propeller will be paid by us, the taxpayers.

Please attend Monday's hearing and also consider speaking in opposition to this round of
"death by a thousand cuts". The FAA and County have this set up to allow incremental growth
over time with the predictable finding of "no significant impacts" associated with starting and
growing scheduled service. The FAA/County approach fails to identify all the impacts and
mitigation measures that need to be implemented. They need to fully comply with the letter
and spirit of the law requiring a comprehensive and objective assessment of all impacts. We

need to point that out...again!

If you choose to speak on Monday night, here are our suggestions:

1. Sign up to speak, and your name will be called in the order you signed up.

2. Identify yourself, and if you're commenting on behalf of a group, name the organization you
represent.

3. Be clear about what you oppose and what your concerns are. Here are some suggestions:

e First, form your points into questions to force them to answer (they will not answer
Monday, but will address questions in written form)

e Why wasn't a more comprehensive EIS conducted given the magnitude of this change
(they conducted a streamlined Environmental Assessment and a Supplemental without
any public input on the scope of study)

¢ Why only hold one public hearing when so many less impactful projects today hold

multiple public hearings to ensure public input?
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e What criteria defines what a significant impact is? It is obvious to the majority of
impacted citizens that starting scheduled commercial service at Paine Field (or any
airport) will produce many impacts that will grow as scheduled service grows.

¢ What assurances are there that the cumulative impacts of all scheduled service will be
assessed with any increase in operations?

e  We will definitely make the above points so either repeat them in your own words or
pick your key issues and ask specific questions about how they concluded no significant
impacts to your issues of concern: schools, traffic, noise, home value reduction leading
to increased tax rates to cover less tax revenue, loss of home equity, conversion of
home ownership to rentals, airport type of unwanted businesses generating unwanted

activities and more public services and costs and so many more.

4. Speak from your own experience and perspective.
5. Use your time well. Comments will likely be limited to 3 to 5 minutes per person.

6. Be respectful and courteous.

If you prefer to submit written comments, all written comments may be provided at the Public
Information Workshop/Public Hearing or submitted to PaineField@esassoc.com or to the
following address through Nov. 2, 2018:

Environmental Science Associates

Paine Field Supplemental EA

5309 Shilshole Ave NW, Suite 200

Seattle, WA 98107

Thank you for your public service!

Regards,

Save Our Communities
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Response to Comment

Dear Andrew Skotdal:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

: Adequacy of Public Involvement and Public Hearing

: Additional Study Should Be Conducted

: Significance of Project Impacts

: How Is Significance Defined?

: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?

: Noise Impacts on Schools

: Existing and Future Traffic

: What is the Impact on Property Values?

: What is the Impact of the Proposed Action On Crime?
: Cumulative Impacts

OWN-_-2NOOO0OA
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Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field
Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment

Public Information Workshop
Monday, October 29, 2018
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EMAIL: PaineField@esassoc.com MAIL: ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATES
PAINE FIELD SUPPLEMENTAL EA
5309 SHILSHOLE AVE NW, SUITE 200
SEATTLE, WA 98107



Response to Comment

Dear Betsy and Dave Harris:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns
3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
6-11: Mitigation
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Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field
Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment

Public Information Workshop
Monday, October 29, 2018
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EMAIL: PaineField@esassoc.com M IL: ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATES
PAINE FIELD SUPPLEMENTAL EA
5309 SHILSHOLE AVE NW, SUITE 200
SEATTLE, WA 98107



Response to Comment

Dear Barbara Grimes:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-9: Request for Noise Curfew/Activity Restrictions
5-1: Existing and Future Traffic

5-2: Traffic Analysis

6-11: Mitigation
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Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field
Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment

Public Information Workshop
Monday, October 29, 2018
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EMAIL: PaineField@esassoc.com MAIL: ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATES

PAINE FIELD SUPPLEMENTAL EA
5309 SHILSHOLE AVE NW, SUITE 200
SEATTLE, WA 98107



Response to Comment

Dear Brian St. Clair:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field
Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment

Public Information Workshop
Monday, October 29, 2018
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PAINE FIELD SUPPLEMENTAL EA
5309 SHILSHOLE AVE NW, SUITE 200
SEATTLE, WA 98107



Response to Comment

Dear Chris Lang:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field
Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment

Public Information Workshop
Monday, October 29, 2018
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The comment per|od ends olg November 2 2018. Comments may be submitted at the

Public Information Workshop or to the following addresses:

EMAIL: PaineField@esassoc.com MAIL: ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATES
PAINE FIELD SUPPLEMENTAL EA
5309 SHILSHOLE AVE NW, SUITE 200
SEATTLE, WA 98107



Response to Comment

Dear Darlene Brawford:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field
Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment

Public Information Workshop
Monday, October 29, 2018
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The comment perlod ends on November 2,2018. Comments may be submltted at the

Public Information Workshop or to the following addresses:

EMAIL: PaineField@esassoc.com MAIL: ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATES
PAINE FIELD SUPPLEMENTAL EA
5309 SHILSHOLE AVE NW, SUITE 200
SEA LE, WA 98107



Response to Comment

Dear Dennis Brawford:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field
Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment

Public Information Workshop
Monday, October 29, 2018
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EMAIL: PaineField@esassoc.com MAIL: ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATES
PAINE FIELD SUPPLEMENTAL EA
5309 SHILSHOLE AVE NW, SUITE 200
SEATTLE, WA 98107




Response to Comment

Dear Darrell Chapman:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see
the following individual response to your comments.

Destinations
As shown in Tables 1-2 and 1-4, a Las Vegas route would be operated by Alaska Airlines.
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FOR YOUR INFORMATION...ON THE FAA ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY

THERE ARE SOME IMPORTANT PARTS THAT APPARENTLY HAVE BEEN LEFT
OUT OR IGNORED!

THE1 PACT ON VEHICLE CONGESTION

Over the last two years, thousands of people have decided to move north to the
Marysville area and even further. The consequence has been a massive gridlock on |-5
south-bound starting between 6 to 9 am from south of Marysville through Everett all the
way down to Seattle, lasting from 10:30 to 11:00 am. Hwy. 99 is not much help.

In the afternoon, at 2:30 it starts to block up from Seattle all the way to North of
Marysville. South of Everett, at 3:00 pm it becomes a virtual PARKING LOT.
It does not improve until about 6:00 pm.

If the D.O.T. in all of their wisdom decides to do a little work, trimming or patching the
road a back-up will last longer. They don't like to do the work at 8:30 or 9 pm.

State route 525 does not help much at these times.

Now we bring in the FERRY vehicle traffic going through Mukilteo, many times a day
and late in the evening. Do you have any idea how many passengers are arriving and
departing? in CARS! NO YOU DON'T!

Now you have the huge BOEING PLANT, thousands of employees coming and going at
various times of the day and night.

At the present there is no rapid transit directly in the Paine Field area. If you think its
only a couple of years away HA! You don't know a thing about Washington projects.

So let me get this right, you think its a very smart idea to bring in twenty four flights a
day to Paine Field. So let's do the math.... 24 flights a day 200 plus passengers arriving
and departing, on each flight, Hmm 24 times 400 = that's 9,600 passengers a day so if
one third arrive in cars that's 3,200 cars added to the mix.

We have not considered service businesses in the area, restaurants, bars and most
importantly HOTELS! Not much there now, but I'm sure they will go up quickly? After the
the field is finished. Until then they will have to go into Everett, Lynnwood and Seattle,
adding to the traffic JAMS!

The whole area has ghanged traffic wise, your previous studies are obsolete!
if you don't believe me, tomorrow jump into your car at 7:30 am and head into Seattle,
with your driver doing the work take along a good book!

Your very, very concerned Citizen. David C. Fowler, Lynnwood, WA



Response to Comment

Dear David Fowler:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

5-1: Existing and Future Traffic
5-2: Traffic Analysis
5-3: Ferry Operations
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EMAIL: PaineField@esassoc.com MAIL: ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATES

PAINE FIELLD SUPPLEMENTAL EA
5309 SHILSHOLE AVE NW, SUITE 200
SEATTLE, WA 98107



Response to Comment

Dear Dan Powers:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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Response to Comment

Dear Dennis White:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

-3: Flawed/Inadequate Supplemental EA
-5: Additional Study Should Be Conducted
-7: Study Areas

7.

1
1
1
3-7: Noise Impacts on Schools
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Response to Comment

Dear Ed Clarke:

Thank you your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
5-1: Existing and Future Traffic

6-3: What is the Impact of the Proposed Action on Crime?

6-8: Cumulative Impacts
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Response to Comment

Dear Erin Corey:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
2-5: Would there be an Increase in Fuel Dump/Fuel Smell/Residue?
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Public Information Workshop or to the following addresses:
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PAINE FIELD SUPPLEMENTAL EA
5309 SHILSHOLE AVE NW, SUITE 200
SEATTLE, WA 98107




Response to Comment

Dear Edward Goldenberg:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-7: Study Areas
6-2: What is the Impact on Property Values?




P52

Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field
Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment

Public Information Workshop
Monday, October 29, 2018

Name: f/m Z& S\’Q {‘ﬁ’
A Y y e

A dress*

Q008 T ODRER § ; N Mk Heo jw,mu
o SwXe o), muJu HLO wh 948275 a
Email: ’Fhﬁh«g@‘/\mkdb Cinn

Please provide comments in the area below. (See back or attach additional s pets if necessary)’

Vor, cm cwed pn The umpak on Tra (mditions
A8V wu g \W Nolee  Doved —Arat (s ﬂOIM
DO i MM):M 1 2Ag (0}!0 nwer < nir

(L5, ’ ) R
Thife o  ND oo dov mura Freafic L1g
N d w0y “hu. pAYyng Aiedd  Trabhe  Aoisg
LAy and k¥ (5 400 1 Ade e J

A
Vi, CM\CM ol Qwdg We. Jdud  Thadt

ﬁoulb L;’ s ahutld  hasre hlen e
Y /
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PAINE FIELD SUPPLEMENTAL EA
5309 SHILSHOLE AVE NW, SUITE 200
SEATTLE, WA 98107



Response to Comment

Dear Felicia Zaffiro:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-6: Draft Supplemental EA Did Not Reflect the Opposition of the Community
3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?

5-1: Existing and Future Traffic

5-2: Traffic Analysis
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Response to Comment

Dear George and Darcel Sicpak:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
1-4: Adequacy of Public Involvement and Public Hearing
6-11: Mitigation
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From: Michael Murdock <mikmur@icloud.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 30, 2018 8:14 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Paine Field Opening and Increased Jet Noise Already

Good Afternoon,

| attended the open house at Lynnwood Convention Center based on concerns with increasing jet noise
over Edmonds and northern communities already. We live in the Meadowdale area in Edmonds. The
issue with noise is threefold. | commented both oral and written at the meeting.

First, increasing numbers of flights from Sea-Tac are sent west over Puget Sound and circle one right
after the other over Edmonds and north communities and head south to Sea-Tac. This even occurs on
Sunday nights for example often between 9:45 PM and well after 11:00 PM sometimes. My wife and |
comment on this all the time we cannot be the only ones that hear it. It is very annoying and has
increased.

Secondly, we have Boeing test flights crisscrossing the skyline with no apparent flight or height pattern
at all hours. They have shaken the house a couple of times flying so low one can read the bottom of the
plane. Once upon a time these flights seemed to observe some common respect for noise and residents.
| support Boeing but these flights need to be managed for the sake of the community with patterns and
times.

Thirdly, now Paine Field enters soon with more jets in an already unmanaged sky over our community.
Who is steering the ship and looking out for the community? No one had answers about when airport
will shut down at night or flight patterns. No answers to questions of how Paine flights will be handled
with all the current traffic over our community. Sea-Tac currently sends flights to the north when winds
blow from the south which is a good portion of the time. Will Paine do the same? John Wayne Orange
County has noise ordinance and special pattern, and hours. Will Paine?

| realize the airport will happen, | get that. Our fear is that the failure will be in managing this threefold
flight problem. No one seems to be addressing it. It is well documented in the Seattle Times regarding
current Sea-Tac jet noise over communities and ongoing problems. My great concern is that we will join

that list. If they are going to do an airport they need to do it right.

If any of you interact with anyone in committees at Paine or wish to bring up this issue anywhere please
feel free to do so. It would be appreciated.

Thank you,

Mike Murdock


mailto:mikmur@icloud.com
mailto:painefield@esassoc.com

Response to Comment

Dear Mike Murdock:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

2-4: Aircraft Currently Fly Low and Very Close to Houses
3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns

3-9: Request for Noise Curfew/Activity Restrictions

5-1: Existing and Future Traffic




P55

Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field
Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment

Public Information Workshop
Monday, October 29, 2018
Name: J‘” s

Address:

Seomke S

1zee 61th Ave S ® B30
Covonms LA 928070

Phone or

Email: 25~ g2 2 1&

Please provide comments in the area below. (See back or attach additional sheets if necessary):

-~ N & oF MRz ¢ 2 ApRs less T Corrsw

Aircen e FLY iMe AT Fanvne Feon

- 70 Down ow Avrto Travsic Ezom Suoloouty
o SeaTac.

- Ease

Tues CoudeaTian AT Ssa Tac.

Ease Tue Time e oiReD To (G ToTus AvrvozT

_I_ 6a,6\\/£ Jse ox P MNsE By [omr—reflngAl, AﬂacﬁZA.rr—q’
e tLL

RP&VE Loattes TwlPACT TO TH® SLRER e ST 33
ARTA

Tt ree B A GREAT CotlvesSIERNCE To

Bes aoe wars
Cro Aeubagm™mi <o Suors UNE

EMAIL.:

PaineField@esassoc.com MAIL: ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATES
PAINE FIELD SUPPLEMENTAL EA

5309 SHILSHOLE AVE NW, SUITE 200
SEATTLE, WA 98107



Response to Comment

Dear John Brookes:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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Response to Comment

Dear Joy and Frederic Baudart:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general response that applies to your comments.

General Response

6-2: What is the Impact on Property Values?
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Response to Comment

Dear Jodie Powers:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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PAINE FIELD SUPPLEMENTAL EA
5309 SHILSHOLE AVE NW, SUITE 200
SEATTLE, WA 98107



Response to Comment

Dear Jerry Vergeront:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see
the following general responses that apply to your comments

General Responses

1-1: Adequacy and Use of FAA Guidance

1-5: Additional Study Should Be Conducted

5-2: Traffic Analysis

Please also see the following individual response.
Payment for Study

The Environmental Assessment (EA) was paid for by the airlines proposing to initiate
scheduled commercial service at PAE.
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October 29, 2019

Environmental Science Associates
Pane Field Supplemental EA

5309 Shilshole Ave NW, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98107

This public process has been flawed from the start. Snohomish County, with undue deference to
business interests over residential communities, approved commercial service at Paine Field. They gave
away a 50-year lease to Propeller for the airport terminal which in essence gives a free subsidy to the
airlines. The extensive negative impacts commercial service will create to nearby homes, schools,
churches, and parks have been completely disregarded.

The draft EA should be revised to include analyses for reasonably foreseeable, potential, and future
impacts for at least the next 20-years if not for the entire life of the lease by Propeller. Otherwise, how
will the floodgates be managed? Who will be watching over the airline companies to hold them to the
current flight limits? At what point will we have any assurance of good faith by the County, FAA,
Propeller or the airlines?

The draft EA scope and methodology are inadequate. The 65 DNL is a bad standard and the FAA knows
it. A 50 DNL standard would more appropriately measure impacts for suburban, noise-sensitive uses. A
revised draft EA should use site specific measurement locations for noise contouring instead of AEDT
modeling. Of course, modeling is cheaper and easier - yet another FAA rule that supports business over
communities. But, does the modeling approach take into account topography, bodies of water, land
mass and other environmental occurrences specific to our area? At our home, we get stereo sound on
both sides with a plane to the East and the noise bouncing off the Puget Sound and Whidbey Island to
the West. | would like to know, what is the actual methodology for the AEDT modeling? Does it include
natural features and topography?

The draft EA, along with this entire process, is flawed and has been weighted toward business interests
from Day 1. Before we become SeaTac North, the County needs to withdraw its permit for the terminal
and the FAA needs to be a good broker by requiring a full 20-year EIS to balance both business interests
and the interests of the people and communities impacted.

Or, everyone could cut-to-the-chase and do what we all know needs to be done. Noise abatement and
flight limits need to be established to mitigate all current and future impacts of the airport. Homes and
schools will need extensive soundproofing. Nighttime flights should be eliminated aitogether. Getting
shaken out of bed by the Dreamlifter between 2 am and 4 am is bad enough - adding 9 more flights per
night is unacceptable.

The developer and airline companies should pay for the impacts they are creating. We should not have
to pay the bill with lower property values, increased health risk, and a diminished quality of life.

pegien

Kristin Kirk
Mukilteo, WA




Response to Comment

Dear Kristin Kirk:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
1-4: Adequacy of Public Involvement and Public Hearing

1-5: Additional Study Should Be Conducted

3-2: Use of the DNL Metric

3-4: Noise Analysis Methodology

3-9: Request for Noise Curfew/Activity Restrictions

3-10: Boeing 747 Dreamlifter Operations

6-11: Mitigation
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Response to Comment

Dear Kristina Melnichenko:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
4-1: Sources of Existing Air Pollution

6-1: What are the Quality of Life Impacts?

6-5: What is the Impact on Wildlife?

6-7: Effect on Culture of Local Community

6-8: Cumulative Impacts
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The comment period ends on November 2, 2018. Comments may be submitted at the

Public Information Workshop or to the following addresses:

EMAIL: PaineField@esassoc.com MAIL: ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATES
PAINE FIELD SUPPLEMENTAL EA
5309 SHILSHOLE AVE NW, SUITE 200
SEATTLE, WA 98107



Response to Comment

Dear Kelly Papageorge:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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| deliberately moved to Mukilteo (near PAE) in 1983 and went to work for Boeing in Everett as
an Aeronautical Engineer. One of the jobs | had while working at Boeing was as a Noise
Staff Engineer. | earned my pilots license at PAE. We raised our son and daughter in
Mukilteo.

We've lived in Mukilteo for the past 35 years, the last 14 of which have been in Old Town near
the Mukilteo Ferry. Only in the past couple of years have we experienced noise from
“nighttime” (10pm-7am) Dreamlifter flights that not only abruptly wake us while sleeping,
but as my wife Dana describes, literally “shakes us awake”.

Our bedroom is on the 2" floor of our home with the window facing North which is the
approach for PAE runway 16R. Measured nighttime ambient noise levels at our home are
30-32dBA and measured noise levels at our home for Dreamlifter arrivals are typically 70-
75dBA and departures are 75-80dBA (unless they turn out early in which case they are
significantly higher earning the “shakes us awake” title.)

Based on our current experience with the nighttime Dreamlifter flights that occur on average
once every 3 days (Flight Aware data, Feb 2018-Sep 2018, attached), we fear the projected
4.5 scheduled CAS nighttime flights will force us to move. We're already contemplating
needing to move due to the Dreamlifter flights but are hopeful Boeing will help curtail its
evening Dreamlifter flights.

At a recent Paine Field Community Council meeting, airport staff told us the scheduled CAS
flights would start as early as 5am and run as late as midnight. That only leaves us a 5 hour
block for sleep and combined with the random nature of the nighttime Dreamlifter flights
we’ll be forced to move. Granted, the nighttime Dreamlifter flights tend to come in bursts.
For example, just this past Saturday early morning, there were Dreamlifter flights (two
arrivals and two departures) at 1:12am, 3:31am, 4:54am and 6:57am.

The 1990 ANCA (Airport Noise and Capacity Act) prevents local jurisdictions from imposing
nighttime curfews on aircraft flights. However, it also has provisions that allow voluntary
curfews to be imposed. | believe this option should be spelled out in the EA to encourage
the aircraft operators and our elected officials to work together to mitigate the adverse
noise impacts that some of us are already experiencing.

Unresolved questions:

e Why doesn’t the EA mention that local jurisdictions can work with aircraft operators to
implement voluntary curfews to mitigate the adverse impact nighttime flights can have
on the community?

e Did the EA include the recent increase of nighttime Dreamlifter flights that are currently
impacting our ability to get a reasonable night’s sleep on a consistent basis?



P62
e Why doesn’t the airport and elected officials make a visible effort to discourage
nighttime flights that have such a detrimental impact on some of us?

e What options or help is available to noise proof our home or assist us in moving?



Response to Comment

Dear Kevin Stoltz:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

2-1: Why Can’t the County Limit or Restrict Operations?
3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns

3-9: Request for Noise Curfew/Activity Restrictions

6-8: Cumulative Impacts
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SEATTLE, WA 98107



Response to Comment

Dear Kimberly Vergerony:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-3: Flawed/Inadequate Supplemental EA
1-5: Additional Study Should Be Conducted

Please also see the following individual response.

Solid Waste

As stated in the Draft Supplemental EA, "The increase in solid waste is expected to be
minimal and is not anticipated to exceed the capacity of the Airport Road Recycling &
Transfer Station." Given the expected level of solid waste generation, a more detailed
guantitative analysis is not warranted.
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Response to Comment

Dear Lori Homes:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-5: Additional Study Should Be Conducted

2-5: Would there be an Increase in Fuel Dump/Fuel Smell/Residue?
3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns

3-2: Use of the DNL Metric

5-1: Existing and Future Traffic

5-2: Traffic Analysis

6-11: Mitigation
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Comments on Draft EA for Paine field

1. The defined study area is a rectangular box that does not represent
the geography and drainage basins that take pollutants from the
airport site to puget sound.

2. Noise levels of 65dB are contained within the airport property yet
for residents living outside the airport noise levels are unbearable.
How can the 65dB limit be realistic? What noise frequency is used
in the rating

3. Homes directly in the flight path such as along 5th ave Mukilteo old
town are not included in the study area and have not been
included in the public notification process for changes taking place
at the airport.

4. Noise from several aircraft such as the dream lifter as well as
historic aircraft are unbearable outside the study area .

5. The EA assumes no construction will take place yet a new terminal
will be created and reports of large areas being paved for
additional parking are not included in the draft EA. Runoff from
these sites will most likely affect the drainage basins leading to
Puget Sound from the airport.

6. Public Notification for this EA is poor for local residents who are
directly affected. Nothing was sent in the mail. We only learned
about this by happening to watch local news.

Les Nelson and MaryJane Cavanagh
1565 Mukilteo Lane
Mukilteo WA 98275



Response to Comment

Dear Les Nelson and Mary Jane Cavanagh:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-4: Adequacy of Public Involvement and Public Hearing
1-7: Study Areas

3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns

3-4: Noise Analysis Methodology

3-10: Boeing 747 Dreamlifter Operations

6-9: Water Quality Impacts
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Response to Comment

Dear Laurice Whited:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

2-4: Aircraft Currently Fly Low and Very Close to Houses

3-3: Noise Measurements and Supplemental Metrics Requested
3-9: Request for Noise Curfew/Activity Restrictions

6-3: What is the Impact of the Proposed Action On Crime?
6-11: Mitigation
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Response to Comment

Dear Mike Murdock:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

2-4: Aircraft Currently Fly Low and Very Close to Houses
3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns

3-9: Request for Noise Curfew/Activity Restrictions

6-3: What is the Impact of the Proposed Action on Crime?
6-8: Cumulative Impacts
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Paine Field EA Update

5.9 tand Use and Zoning

Paine field is located in Snohomish County, and is adjacent to the Citi Everett and Mukilteo.

The 2012 EA discussed Snohomish County's 2025 Comprebefisive Plan and future land use plan.

Snohomish County has since updated their Plan the Snohomish County 2035 Comprehensive

Plan was reviewed for this Supplemental EX” The 2035 Plan classifies the future land use of

Paine Field as Manufacturing Industfial Overlay. This updated plan also retains the designation of

an Airport Influence Area (AlA), defined as the area within a specified distance of a public use

syfrounding properties of the proximity to public use airports, and discourage development

adjacent to public use airports that may negatively impact airport operations.

\_’——"__,N_/r e —— e —

Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan (Future Land Use Map): What does “Manufacturing

Industrial Overlay” mean? {No definition?)

2. EA6.13.1- Road intersections: What is the definition of “acceptable level of service” vs.
“deficient level of service?”

a. Liked that report specified 7 deficient intersections that would be deficient even with no
action alternative; but certainly the level of service for these intersections will not
improve with additional airport traffic.

3. How did this study account for the waves of Boeing surface traffic? For Mukilteo ferry surface
traffic?

4. For Mukilteo, how did this study forecast surface traffic diverted to side streets, e.g. 80" St. SW,
76t St. SW, and 44t Ave. W.? i.e. as traffic grows at nearby intersections, more vehicles taking
short cuts up/down hills through neighborhoods (already have semis cutting through without
additional airport traffic)

% 5. We keep hearing “no significant impacts.”

a. Increase from 9-10 scheduled “departures” (2012) per day to 24 “round trip” flights per
day (2018).

i. Apples/oranges. Please express in equivalent units. Were 20 round trip flights
per day planned in 2012? (departures + arrivals) Are the 24 “round trip” flights
now including arrivals at PAE? (presumably?)

b. Please give examples of what would constitute significant impacts for the following:

i. Aircraft noise

ii. Wetland & parks

1.
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iii. Road traffic
EA Figure 5.6-1- Narbeck Wetland Sanctuary is not included as a Section 4(f)/6(f) property.
Why?

a. EA5.15.1- Narbeck is mentioned as a wetland mitigation bank from the 2012 EA. How
was Narbeck addressed in the 2018 update considering the significantly increased level
of scheduled flight operations and its associated activities?

EA 1.2.2- “...0n January 31, 2013, a petition was filed in the United States Court of Appeals for
the Ninth Circuit challenging the FONSI/ROD.6...The FAA argued that it did not view the
possibility of unlimited commercial service at Paine Field as reasonably foreseeable. The FAA
pointed to a number of constraints and physical limits at Paine Field that limit the number of
commercial air service operations that can be accommodated at the airport including the size
and capacity of the proposed modular passenger terminal....”

a. Unlimited airline service is not foreseeable due to physical limits at PAE. Besides the
size and capacity of the modular terminal building, what are those physical limits?

b. The terminal is currently at capacity limits based on the proposed flight schedules by the
3 airlines. Given the previously stated physical limits at PAE, why do the airlines wish to
operate here if they cannot grow?

c. Why is the terminal building of modular design?

d. “...During the litigation, funding sources for the terminal building changed, and neither
Allegiant Air nor Horizon Air moved to initiate commercial air service at Paine Field.”
Can you provide additional details? How did the funding sources change? How/Why
did that impact Allegiant and Horizon?

MOTION NO. 18-313 AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTIVE TO EXECUTE AN AMENDMENT TO LEASE
WITH PROPELLER AIRPORTS PAINE FIELD, LLC AT THE SNOHOMISH COUNTY AIRPORT-
“WHEREAS, Lease Amendment No. 1 provides an additional 192,963 square feet for vehicle
parking to the existing leased premises of 457,656 square feet, totaling 650,619sf. Legal
descriptions of leased areas will be revised....”

a. That's a 42% increase in parking space. Why?

b. How does this expansion NOT encroach on existing GA aircraft parking space?
Particularly in proximity to the P4 parking lot?

¢. What measures will be taken to assure ease of parking and access for existing GA
tenants and customers?

d. Why is this change not addressed in the EA update?

6.

QRoESNonwe 66D CommE TR
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Response to Comment

Dear Mike Shea:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-8: Significance of Project Impacts

1-9: How Is Significance Defined?

2-3: What Are the Effects of the Proposed Project on General Aviation?
5-2: Traffic Analysis

5-3: Ferry Operations

6-10: Wetland Impacts




P69

Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field
Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment

Public Information Workshop
Monday, October 29, 2018

Name: A n 5’
Address: W
N o A 36
Email: 25- 9-71Y/ . @ frfrer. com

Please provide comments in the area below. (See back or attach additional sheets if necessary):

EMAIL: PaineField@esassoc.com MAIL: ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATES
PAINE FIEL.D SUPPLEMENTAL EA
5309 SHILSHOLE AVE NW, SUITE 200
SEATTLE, WA 98107



P69

To: Paine Field Commercial Traffic Study Team 10-29-18

| moved to the Puget Sound area from Alaska in 1987. My in-laws were living in Burien, and we
stayed with them for about 3 months while we searched for, and purchased, a house. During
the first few weeks of staying with them, it became abundantly clear that the noise from SeaTac
was overwhelmingly loud, and | vowed that we would not purchase a house anywhere near
SeaTac. The jets came in and out starting at 6:00 am, until about midnight. They were so loud,
they rattled the windows, woke up my children, you could not hear the TV, and you could not
carry on a conversation when outdoors. And be aware, these jets were not flying overhead, but
you could see them in the distance as they landed and took off from the airport. This was
before the third runway was built, and there were swaths of empty houses that had been
seized via eminent domain, for the future runway. My brother-in-law lives in Des Moines, and
after the third runway was built, the SeaTac Authority installed triple pane windows in this
house due to the extreme noise.

All that being said, we bought in Lynnwood. At that time, we actually inquired about the
possibility of commercial air traffic coming and going from Paine Field, and were assured it
would likely never happen. Through the years, there has been increasing jet traffic at Paine
Field, for the delivery and test flying of new jets out of Boeing, and other jets coming in for
repairs and bringing in parts and supplies. The air traffic is sporadic, not scheduled, and is for
the most part, acceptable. Sometimes, however, the jets are extremely low over my house,
and are amazingly loud. | can look up and see the enormity of the plane, all the details on the
plane, and | can physically feel the roar of the engines.

It is shocking to me to think that this could be happening dozens of times a day. In fact, it
would likely cause me to put my house up for sale and leave the area. | might as well have
bought a house in Burien in 1987, where houses were very cheap BECAUSE OF THE LOUD JET
NOISE. So guess what? Now the value of my house in Lynnwood will be horribly impacted, the
equity | have built in my home will drop, and I will never enjoy the benefits of the investment |
have made in my home in Lynnwood. In case | have not made it clear: | strongly oppose the
approval of regularly scheduled commercial jet traffic in and out of Paine Field.

Mary Stephens-Bell
2919 203" St SW

Lynnwood 98036



Response to Comment

Dear Mary Stephens-Bell:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

2-4: Aircraft Currently Fly Low and Very Close to Houses
3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns
6-2: What is the Impact on Property Values?




P70

Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field
Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment

Public Information Workshop
Monday, October 29, 2018

Name: Mon/c a A/[, /s barl

Address: 5¢ 2, Qoo™ s, <4/ /14/M H-/0y

/_'ynnu)oag/, LWhH 7 30%@
Phone or

Email: 101, cn wesshat é(l)/\/ﬂjm Corvi

Please provide comments in the area below. (See back or attach additional sheets if necessary):

Aﬂ.s any othen S/)Zcf /\/Eﬂ{ Sﬁaﬂé_

) , 7
Leerr “considired 7
EMAIL: PaineField@esassoc.com M IL: ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATES

PAINE FIELD SUPPLEMENTAL EA
5309 SHILSHOLE AVE NW, SUITE 200
SEATTLE, WA 98107



Response to Comment

Dear Monica Weisbart:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general response that applies to your comments.

General Response

1-10: Consideration of Other Airports
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Response to Comment

Dear Nathan Raring:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-2: Use of the DNL Metric
3-4: Noise Analysis Methodology
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Local 109
AFSCME.

We Make Snohomish €ounty Happen

Hello

My name is Polagaya MclLaughlin and | am President of Local 109 of the Amerlcan C
T aw he~ 3 w beba)

Federation of State County & Municipal Employees. r the

Maintenance Workers at the Paine Field Airport. Along with other work, these union

workersaret o sresponsible for keeping the runway painted, clear of debris,

painted, and in good order, cleaning snow, placing deicer, and seeing that the runway

lights are in proper operating order. of e BE(S

Cie 2CON™ wx:'(-' oS P&f)( . ch‘pe/h\
come with two grave safety concerns. v~ ¥ ¥ soncesm _A', t": g
We \eeletve Y\O'\’ W clrLSS O\r wotkers o

First, itis my understandmg that the - Tower will n not be staffed 24 x 7. Yet the Airport
remains a general service airport. Besides commer ial service, small planesc use the

runway and Boeing ’ brin n\ planes for repair and maintenance and
for test flights. The runway needs to be swept and st sweepingw |tak place when
cleon~ o 3

the runway is quiet. The ork window is very narrow an it willn  be at night, when
the Tower is closed. Planes are allowed to land at that time of day without an okay from
a Tower and withou announcement. Our workers have radios and they monitor for
landing announ\eements They have already had several near misses ~ working on
the runway P an approaching plane did not announce they were P > At night
workers cannot even see the planes approaching so that they off the runway. We
believe this is an accident waiting to happen and it endangers not only our workers but
the occupants of the plane, as well.

Second, anincrease in plane traffic Il mea anincrease in debris on the runway. At the
same time increased plane traffic narrows the window in which our workers can  on
the runwa tg\clear debris. Debris left on the runway can be expensive when™ amage
a plane. canalso be deadly. We greatly feart current staffing plans do not cover

the additional workload X : BT a-&e-% oc.%—\/»] leoe
cwnnNomd S .
sk that both these safety concerns axe addressed before moving forward

with additional flights.



Response to Comment

Dear Polagaya McLaughlin:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
Please see the following general response that applies to your comments.

General Response

6-6: What are the Safety Impacts due to the Air Traffic Control Tower Hours?
Please also see the following individual response.

Foreign Object Debris

Foreign Object Debris (FOD) control on the runway is expected only when the
tower is occupied, which is the current protocol; if there is a necessity to

remove FOD when the tower is not staffed, Common Traffic Advisory Frequency
(CTAF) procedures are and would be employed (see General Response 6-6).
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Response to Comment

Dear Robert Edwards:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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Response to Comment

Dear Rick and Sandy Phillips:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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Environmental Science Associates
Paine Field Supplemental EA
5309 Shilshole AVE N.W. Suite 200

Seattle WA. 98107

To all involved, please take the time to address all the concerns from the neighboring communities
regarding the Paine Field expansion. There will be greater impacts on health, noise, lifestyle and
property values that do not appear to be reflected in the testing that was performed.

| used to live in the flight path of the SeaTac airport at 264" pl in Des Moines, WA. | do remember how
opposed people were about the third runway and all complaints against it fell on deaf ears. | sure hope
this will not be the case with this expansion. | have several issues with the process up to date and would
like some explanation as to how these findings came to be.

My first issue is with the overall notification. | have spoken with neighbors who had no idea this was
going to happen. Maybe they do not watch the news, but the way news goes these days | can't say |
blame them. There should have been mailers go out to affected properties. Something of this
magnitude must be made known, especially to the residents that believed there would be no expansion
of the airport by means of the “Mediated Role Determination”.

But then that brings me to my second complaint. How was the community north of the runway not
included in your survey/study area?! The line was drawn just before the properties in my neighborhood.
The planes do not suddenly stop making noise, pollution, or danger risk to people beyond this line. |
believe this was a flawed test and should be re-done with the affected area going all the way to the
water. The SeaTac noise abatement boundaries went from the airport (188" st) to Federal Way
(s0.272™ ST) which is 84 blocks. | would expect that Paine field should use that distance as a starting
point.

My third concern is how the test and percent increase in flights may not be reflective of the actual
increase in like-sized aircraft. The increase of 17,520 flights per year is a 16% increase of the normal
total number of flights of 106,852. However, the real impact is the tripling of the air carrier flights that
are at 4,589 per year before expansion. Once again it seems there could have been better data to reflect
the real-world impact. | just do not see why, if there is any concern about the neighboring communities,
why there was not a real-world test conducted by running actual flights for 48 hours that would simulate
the total effect on our community, including the night time annoyance of these flights. If this test were
run, the time weighted average of the current noise level could be compared to the proposed actual
time weighted average in different zones of the affected areas. Then there could have been a more
accurate comprehensive test and results.

Lastly but not the least is my concern for the added safety risks of more flights over populated areas,
especially ones that have been left out of a risk assessment analysis. This oversight is unacceptable and
should be demanded to be re-evaluated and further tests must be performed for public safety and risk
assurance. Not to mention every affected household must be notified of when the testing will take place
and what the results are.



P75

In conclusion, the residents in all the neighborhoods are due explanations of not only what the test
results are, but what is the intent of the airport for the near future as well as the distant future. Is this
just the beginning of what could be a long chiseling of our way of life in these neighborhoods from at
one time promising no commercial flights to running 24, 48, 64, etc. commercial flights a day or night?!
What legal action will the neighbors have once this is enacted? Will there be settlements, abatement, or
buyouts? Transparency and honesty will be a key operative to best relations with the neighbors of the
airport.

Regards,

Kol KHL A

Rob Stahnke
404 Lamardr.

Mukilteo, WA. 98275



Response to Comment

Dear Rob Stahnke:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-4: Adequacy of Public Involvement and Public Hearing

1-7: Study Areas

2-2: Mediated Role Determination (MRD) Document

3-3: Noise Measurements and Supplemental Metrics Requested

3-4: Noise Analysis Methodology

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?

6-2: What is the Impact on Property Values?

6-4: What are the Health Effects Associated with the Proposed Action?
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Response to Comment

Dear S. Swann:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-6: Draft Supplemental EA Did Not Reflect the Opposition of the Community
2-2: Mediated Role Determination (MRD) Document
5-2: Traffic Analysis
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I testified at the original FAA hearing when the proposal was to allow 12
commercial flights per day at Paine Field. I signed up to hopefully receive notices
of any future meetings or decisions. I heard nothing. I received no notifications.
For that reason I come here tonight with great skepticism for this meeting. We no
longer are talking about 12 flights a day. Now the number we are told is 24. What
that really means is 24 flights in and 24 flights out, a total of 48 overflights each
day. I moved to Lynnwood 50 years ago. At that time we were given assurances
that Paine Field would be a General Aviation airport. Those assurances were
violated by the FAA and the County Council in response to business interests who
would not be affected by noise and pollution of Commercialization of Paine. Most
of them live north or east of the airport. We live directly in the path of the field.
We are directly impacted by the increase of the size, noise and pollution this will
bring to our neighborhood.

I have no doubt that my appearance here tonight will have NO impact on your
decision. It is to me obvious that this is a done deal and this meeting tonight is
only to allow you to say “we reached out to the community. We have done our
due diligence.” You may consider me naive or stupid in light of the past promises
made about Paine Field, but I want to ask you if you are willing and able to assure
us that the number of flights will be limited to 24 per day for now and for all time.
Perhaps I am cynical, but I fully expect Propeller and the airlines to discover that
more flights will be necessary in the near future and that the number of gates will
be increased to 4 and the number of flights in and out increased to 96. And that the
future of Paine will be SeaTac 2.0. By that I assume the runway limitations at
Paine will never match SeaTac but the expansion of flights will, in the future, lead
to hundreds of flights being added and the impacts to our neighborhoods will affect
the livability and value of our homes. As I testified at the original hearing, there is
still no mitigation in this plan for noise impacts. There are a dozen or more
schools in the flight path and their situation should be addressed before this plan is
approved. Finally, give us your assurance that the number of flights will be limited
for now and for all time to 24 per day. Without that assurance it is clear you are
condemning us to the same fate that residents around SeaTac face. It is clear that
our voices carry no weight with the FAA or the County and our fate is sealed.
What is your assurance, what is your promise to us tonight. Honesty counts.

Ted Hikel, 3820 191% Place S.W., Lynnwood, WA 98036, Phone 425-778-6342



Response to Comment

Dear Ted Hikel:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
1-4: Adequacy of Public Involvement and Public Hearing

1-6: Draft Supplemental EA Did Not Reflect the Opposition of the Community

1-10: Consideration of Other Airports

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?

3-7: Noise Impacts on Schools

6-11: Mitigation
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Comment Form

Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field
Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment

Public Information Workshop
Monday, October 29, 2018
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Response to Comment

Dear Tricia Monaghan:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
1-5: Additional Study Should Be Conducted

1-7: Study Areas

2-5: Would there be an Increase in Fuel Dump/Fuel Smell/Residue?

3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns

3-5: Where are Flight Tracks Shown?

3-8: What are the Health Effects of Noise?

6-10: Wetland Impacts
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To the FAA:

| was so surprised to see that our neighborhood just north of the main runway was completely left out
of the Generalized Study Area (see attached photo). The jets fly very low over us and | assume we’ll
have virtually all the takeoffs or landings from the new commercial flights going right over us. Typically
we only have a handful of jets flying over per day, perhaps an average of 6, and some Sundays we only
hear one. Obviously, 24 more daily flights going right over us is a very significant increase (likely we will
get one direction for each flight).

On table 3-4 you can see that the Air Carrier flights in 2019 are expected to average 12.57 per day
(annual total of 4,589/365, either direction counted as one flight); obviously the addition of 48 (24
flights, each way) more jet flights per day is NOT insignificant. It’s not appropriate to compare the
increase of 48 to the full number of flights at Paine Field as the GA propeller flights aren’t nearly as
noisy. Of course there’ll be a huge impact from the tripling of jet flights over our neighborhood from
noise, pollution and safety aspects.

The average jet passing over the neighborhood directly north of the runway appears to be 85 decibels.
Thus the noise level is not insignificant for us, and many single-family residences will be significantly
impacted. Given that the # of jets will nearly triple, it is possible that we will have an average decibel
level increase of 1.5 or more (the studies indicate that as a threshold for significant DNL impact).

Please expand the Generalized Study Area to include all neighborhoods under the flight patterns of the
commercial jets within Mukilteo and Everett city limits. You’re making a serious omission by not
including the single-family homes significantly impacted by commercial flights.

This significant increase in jet flights directly over us does indeed bring up safety concerns, so I'm asking
the FAA to please consider the increased risk for the many families directly under the flight patterns.

I realize that you will surely want to simply classify us as “NIMBY’s”, but I'm trying to remain hopeful
that you will also keep the “golden rule” in mind. How would YOU like to be treated if YOU had
happened to buy the best house you could afford in the safe, cute town of Mukilteo, many years ago.
And YOU figured there’d never be commercial flights allowed over so many homes, you knew the was
an agreement not to, and you got used to a few jets going over head. But now YOU are faced with 24
additional flights thundering over per day, every day, even in the middle of the night? How would YOU
prefer to be treated if you happen to live in one of our houses?

You'd probably ask for at least some restrictions to be placed on the airlines and Propeller:

e Increase the noise restriction levels for the commercial flights. 've heard from a Boeing friend
that Stage 4 or higher would be best.

e The size of the commercial jets should be limited as much as possible, preferably to the 737 Max
and the A320Neo since they are the quietest airplanes currently available.

e Limit hours to 7am to 10 pm. Other community airports have restricted hours.

e Enforce the Stage 2 noise levels for propeller planes

Please pass along all of this feedback to the FAA.
i /‘
oY W Lo >
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Response to Comment

Dear Vallew Thuyen:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

7: Study Areas

Significance of Project Impacts

How is Significance Defined?

: Aircraft Currently Fly Low and Very Close to Houses
: Use of the DNL Metric

9: Request for Noise Curfew/Activity Restrictions

11: Mitigation

1-
1-8:
1-9:
2-4
3-2
3
6

Please also see the following individual response.

Stage 2 Aircraft

Passage of the Airport Noise and Capacity Act of 1990 (ANCA) prohibited operation of
Stage 1 and Stage 2 jet aircraft with a maximum weight above 75,000 pounds within the
United States after December 31, 1999. In addition, the FAA Modernization and Reform Act
of 2012 (FMRA) prohibits operation of Stage 1 and Stage 2 jet aircraft with a maximum
weight of 75,000 pounds or lower within the 48 contiguous United States after December
31, 2015.

As a result of ANCA, no new noise and/or access restrictions at airports can be implemented
without a thorough demonstration of the need for the restriction, a detailed analysis of the
restriction and its consequences, a demonstration that the benefits of the restriction outweigh
its costs, evidence that all other nonrestrictive measures have been exhausted, input from the
affected aircraft operators regarding the restriction, and approval of the restriction by the FAA.
Given that all of the DNL 65 contours for Paine Field’s existing and future aircraft operations
with and without the Proposed Project contain no non-compatible land uses, there is no basis
to restrict aircraft from operating at PAE.

There are very few Stage 2 propeller aircraft that operate at Paine Field; approximately five
round-trip flights a day are by Stage 2 propeller aircraft such as the Cessna 182. Operation of
these aircraft is consistent with all applicable federal laws. Therefore, there is no legal method
of restricting these operations as there would be no way to demonstrate a need consistent with
ANCA when there are no noncompatible land uses within the DNL 65 dB contour to mitigate.

Additionally, the Airport has voluntary Noise Abatement Procedures for both small and large
propeller aircraft, which are described in detail on Paine Field’s website
(https://www.painefield.com/159/Noise-Abatement-Procedures).
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Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field
Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment

Public Information Workshop
Monday, October 29, 2018
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SEATTLE, WA 98107



Response to Comment

Dear William Gregerson:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

5-2: Traffic Analysis
6-11: Mitigation

Please also see the following individual response.
Intersection of 100th Street SW and Holly Drive

The intersection of 100th Street SW at Holly Drive is a City of Everett intersection. The City
of Everett has a threshold of 50 peak-hour trips to determine which intersections are
analyzed. The intersection of 100th Street SW at Holly Drive is not impacted with less than
50 peak-hour trips and was not identified during the scoping process with City of Everett
staff. The intersection of 100th Street SW at Holly Drive was therefore not required to be
analyzed as part of the traffic analysis. It is important to note that the City of Everett
Transportation Element does identify improvements to 100th Street SW between Airport
Road and 4th Avenue W, but does not identify specific improvements.
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Environmental Science Associates
5309 Shilshole Ave NW, Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98107

Subject: Paine Field Draft Supplemental EA
William Lider, PE Comments
Submitted for the Sno-King Watershed Council

Your consideration is requested of the following comments on the subject Draft
Supplemental Environmental Assessment submitted on behalf of the Sno-King
Watershed Council:

1. Page 4-2, Section 4.2.2, Third Paragraph, First Sentence reads:

“There is no proposal to construct any new, or expand any existing, terminal
buildings, concourses, aircraft parking aprons, or support buildings at Paine
Field.”

Revise this sentence to read:

There is no proposal to construct any new or replaced hard surface,
or expand any existing, terminal buildings, concourses, aircraft
parking aprons, or support buildings at Paine Field under this
Supplemental Environmental Assessment.

2. Page 5-13, Section 5.3.3, add a discussion on the use of Big Gulch Creek
and Japanese Guich Creek by threatened salmonid species, see
Comment 3 below. Stormwater flow from Paine Field does not match the
forested, predeveloped flow durations that can adversely impact
threatened fish habitat in the creeks downstream from Paine Field.

3. Page 5-44, Section 5.15.4, second paragraph: The 2008 Paine Field
Master Drainage Plan can no longer be used for addressing stormwater
control and water quality treatment for Paine Field Airport. The 2008
Master Drainage Plan relies on the outdated and discredited Santa
Barbara Urban Hydrograph (SBUH) single storm event methods.
Stormwater flow control and water quality treatment must be designed
using the most current edition of the Western Washington Hydraulic Model
under the Snohomish County 2016 Drainage Manual, revised 2017.

Page 10of 3
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This project and all future projects at Paine Field can no longer be vested
under the Paine Field Airport’s 2008 Master Drainage Plan, pursuant to
the December 29, 2016 Washington State Supreme Court ruling
Snohomish County, et.al. v. Pollution Control Hearings Board, et.al ruling.

4. Page 5-45, Section 5/15.5, last paragraph: Reference is made to using
the:

“Washington State Department of Ecology 2012 Stormwater Management
Manual for Western Washington, as amended in December 2014 (WDOE 2014).”

This is the incorrect stormwater manual is not allowed for use under
Snohomish County’s Phase | Municipal Stormwater Permit. All
stormwater work must be designed using Snohomish County’s 2016
Drainage Manual, revised 2017.

5. Page 6-5, Section 6.3.2, First paragraph states that:

“There are no known federally-listed species documented on the airport and no
designated Critical Habitats within one mile. Approximately one mile to the west
of Paine Field, Puget Sound contains Critical Habitat for federally-listed Chinook
saimon, bull trout and Puget Sound Southern Resident killer whale.”

Critical habitat exists in both Big Gulch Creek and Japanese Guich Creek
for federally listed, threatened Chinook salmon. Use of these streams by
juvenile non-natal Chinook salmon has been documented in the report:
JUVENILE CHINOOK SALMON REARING IN SMALL NON-NATAL
STREAMS DRAINING INTO THE WHIDBEY BASIN, Beamer et.al. report
dated December 3, 2013. This report has been presented as an exhibit at
several past appeals of Paine Field projects by the Sno-King Watershed
Council and copies of this report should be available through the Paine
Field Planning Department.

Please revise the DSEA to note the presence and use of both Japanese
Gulch and Big Gulch my threatened Chinook salmon and the need to
protect this critical habitat.

6. Page 6-6, Section 6.3.2, last paragraph states:

“The Proposed Action would result in no new grading or increase in impervious
surface at the Airport.”

The foregoing sentence is poorly written. It is suggested that the sentence
be re-written to read:

The Proposed Action weuld will result in no new grading or
increase-in-new or replaced hard surface at the Airport.

Page 2 of 3
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This change is required because replaced hard (e.g. impervious) surface
can require construction of flow control and water quality treatment.
Please refer to SCC 30.91R.119 for the definition of what constitutes,
“replaced hard surface”.

7. Page 6-27, Section 6.15.2.4, First Paragraph, please revise the reference
to Paine Field’s obsolete 2008 Master Drainage Plan, per the previous
comment on the Master Drainage Plan.

8. Page 6-28, Section 6.15.2.5, First Paragraph: Revise the last sentence to
indicate that there will be no replaced hard surface as a result of this
project, as defined under SCC 30.91R.119.

Thank you for your consideration and response to address the foregoing comments on
the Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment.

Respectfully submitted,
LIDER ENGINEERING, PLLC

October 29, 2018

William Lider, PE, CESCL
Principal Engineer

cc: Sno-King Watershed Board

Page 3 of 3
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Response to Comment

Dear William Lider:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following responses to your comments.

Impacts to Wildlife

Potential project-related impacts to wildlife as a result of the Proposed Action were assessed in
Section 6.3 of the DSEA in accordance with FAA Order 1050.1F. There are no known Federally-
listed species documented on the Airport and no designated Critical Habitats within one mile.
Approximately one mile to the west of Paine Field, Puget Sound contains Critical Habitat for
Federally-listed Chinook salmon, bull trout and Puget Sound Southern Resident killer whale.
None of these aquatic habitats would be affected by the Proposed Action.

Public observations of special status species were located outside the project area. Because
there is no construction and flight paths would not change, it was determined that no substantial
impacts to wildlife would occur to species outside the study 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. Since a No Effect determination was made,
consultation is not required pursuant with the USFWS pursuant to the Endangered Species Act
(ESA).

Water Quality Impacts

Water quality considerations related to airport development and operation often include
increased surface runoff; erosion; 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 Snohomish County’s 2016 Drainage Manual, which
includes stormwater detention and water quality requirements. The Airport also operates under
Permit WAR000428 issued to Snohomish County under the State of Washington’s Industrial
Stormwater General Permit. Surface water and stormwater runoff is captured and conveyed in a
series of constructed bioswales, storm drain pipes, catch basins, detention facilities and
constructed stormwater ponds throughout the area.

There would be no change in impervious surface areas as a result of the Proposed Action.
Additionally, Commercial aircraft maintenance and washing activities are not expected as a
result of the Proposed Action.



The Airport operates under Permit WAR000428 issued to Snohomish County under the State
of Washington’s Industrial Stormwater General Permit, the associated Paine Field Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (2015), and the Snohomish County’s 2016 Drainage Manual. Per
stormwater detention and water quality requirements, surface water and stormwater runoff are
captured and conveyed in a series of constructed bioswales, storm drain pipes, catch basins,
detention facilities, and constructed stormwater ponds throughout the area. The Airport follows
best management practices for deicing and anti-icing operations, and provides monitoring data
to the Department of Ecology in accordance with the terms of the Permit. Paine Field does not
use Airport deicing products that contain urea, and this practice is certified in the Paine Field
Annual Reports. Additionally, Paine Field does not use glycol-based deicing chemicals. Thus,
testing for the five additional parameters is not applicable to Paine Field operations at this time.
Propeller would obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Industrial
Stormwater Permit for the deicing activities at the gates. Should future deicing operations
change and exceed the 100,000-gallon glycol-based deicing benchmark, additional sampling
activities will occur in accordance with the Permit at the discharge locations associated with
the deicing activities.

Master Drainage Plan

References to the Master Drainage Plan will be updated to refer to the 2016 Drainage Manual.
Although there are no changes in flow or impervious surface with implementation of the
Proposed Action, any future work would be conducted in accordance with local codes.
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Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field
Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment

Public Information Workshop
Monday, October 29, 2018

Name: .\\\.\Am P/*VAO
Address: 3 Me \. sV Camono \s WA T8 ya
360 399 - €329
Phone or

Email: \4\/\ ?O\VQD@OU \OO\(r CeM

Please provide comments in the area below. (See back or a ach additional sheets if necessary):

Cowvcerw over What The \ma:«c:\— WS AT Thwe exsting

TN Comine Sodtw. Vo S@L\ar_ Pom The Yol Eroc)

\ See o Scmfcu:.s (JiTh \c:c_:f\/@ Feld lermimabl o Do

Woror Qo e\ The Cous (USY T(tu/duw, Soot., | My sds-

FU ek end) Lo e \cuqc Amau\\ [4/ Th the tew [eminani

'/CCU\’ %ob\x &LI/€ 2/‘7 ‘\OU('S w:T\r\oJT r"l;/ \/Q\'\\L,\‘é FUNW«AG

\7\‘UT\NOIG A\SO m Q_AC)L'A\')BMLL\'\ W Ecer X \QO?-"n mQJV\ﬂC’UC(’UCQ o

1-9 withouT The NMew [erruneds rf(rec@y TKe |-5 Tetc

Covr dor S onve 05% Thwe \Dusw@+ i T NQT;OVV"

(oc)cuc Thwe Newed AmD\cwues X e CDuucch A inves LaTh

M o) l~pecCY lvececse o8 (oke, Wih The [necease of

?eo:y\e rY\W.wc; Lolo oue Agse | donvl See oo chowe WX 10

Neve Cerv Amﬁji)"\ Acré%\nce O/ AéfTL &J

EMAIL: PaineField@esassoc.com MAIL: ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATES
PAINE FIELD SUPPLEMENTAL EA
5309 SHILSHOLE AVE NW, SUITE 200
SEATTLE, WA 98107



Response to Comment

Dear William Pavao:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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From: Tom Harmon <seahurst2@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 30, 2018 7:42 PM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: airport needed

| did not attend the meeting last night in Lynnwood because the opposition was well organized and
bound to be vocal.

| am a resident of the Old Town portion of Mukilteo and | wait with great anticipation to the opening of
PAE to commercial flights.

Tom Harmon
610 Front St
Mukilteo


mailto:seahurst2@gmail.com
mailto:painefield@esassoc.com

Response to Comment

Dear Tom Harmon:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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From: Paula Karlberg <pakarlberg@comcast.net>

Sent: Tuesday, October 30, 2018 8:00 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Supplemental Environmental Assessment for scheduled commercial flights at Paine Field.

To Whom It May Concern:

| am writing to offer my two cents or most likely two quarters these days, with regard to the
establishment of commercial flights at Paine Field. | have lived in lake Forest Park for almost 50 years
and what were quiet and relaxing summers out in my garden are no longer that. Even without
commercial flights from and to Paine Field, there is a plane every single minute of every day that flies
over my home. And, that’s just the Sea-Tac airport flights. That doesn’t include the float planes from
Kenmore Air Harbor nor the flights that to in and out of the Whidby Air Naval Station.

The past Sunday’s Seattle Times carried a photo of just one day’s Sea-Tac flights and it was extremely
easy to see why there’s no peace and quiet to be found in my own garden...and at times even inside my
own home.

| realize this email will have very little effect on the decision to continue with opening Paine Field to
commercial flights; however, | wanted to speak out against all the airplane noise pollution which is only
going to become worse with each passing year.

Sincerely,
Paula Karlberg

19604 36 Ave NE
Lake Forest Park WA 98155-2624


mailto:pakarlberg@comcast.net
mailto:painefield@esassoc.com

Response to Comment

Dear Paula Karlberg:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns
3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
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From: B D KIRK <kirkesg@msn.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 30, 2018 7:49 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Draft Environmental Assessment comment

The draft 2018 Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment for Proposed Commercial Air Service at Paine Field
is insufficient because it uses 65 decibel day-night level (DNL) curves to assess noise impacts, rather than modeling
noise levels more appropriate to the area, such as 50 or 55 DNL. The Aviation Environmental Design Tool (AEDT)
model should be re-run for 50 or 55 DNL for the final Environmental Assessment, and the FAA and Snohomish
County should base any decisions and requirements for mitigations on this more appropriate noise level curve.

While 65 DNL is the minimum noise level required by the FAA in 14 CFR 150, the FAA also encourages
jurisdictions to take a more comprehensive approach to noise exposure below 65 DNL, per the Aviation Noise
Abatement Policy 2000.

The 65 DNL standard itself is problematic for a number of significant reasons:

e  The “Schultz curve” which established the use of 65 DNL was based a single study from the 1970s. The
study was controversial when it was published, and has since been superseded by more comprehensive
research

e Atbest, it is a subjective predictor of how many people will be “highly annoyed” by transportation noise,
which includes airplanes, highway noise, and trains

e It does not include specific events, such as interruptions of sleep or outside activities

Washington State Department of Transportation guidance for Airports and Compatible Land Use documents
additional issues:
e  The Schultz curve was developed for a noisy urban environment, not quieter communities.
e The reliance on averaged sound levels ignores the fact that reactions to aircraft noise are driven by
individual noise events, as demonstrated through studies of multiple airports.
e Aircraft noise events are intrusive, disruptive and can cause conflict. Rather than being similar to an
“ordinary conversation” as cited in the draft Environmental Assessment, WSDOT guidance found airplane
noise to be comparable to a power tool such as a chainsaw.

Allowing the airlines to only model the 65 DNL curve for an assessment of noise impacts is inappropriate to Paine
Fields location adjacent to quiet residential neighborhoods, schools, and parks. The FAA should require the airlines
to produce noise assessment curves using a noise level suitable to the location, such as 50 or 55 DNL. Selection of
the appropriate sound level should be done through consultation with state, county, city, and tribal governments. The
results of the modeling should be included in the final Environmental Assessment. The FAA and Sonohomish
County should base any decisions and negotiations of mitigations on the updated assessment of noise impacts.


mailto:kirkesg@msn.com
mailto:painefield@esassoc.com

Response to Comment

Dear B D Kirk:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-3: Flawed/Inadequate Supplemental EA
1-5: Additional Study Should Be Conducted
3-2: Use of the DNL Metric

3-4: Noise Analysis Methodology




P86

From: Marjorie Fields <mvfields@me.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 30, 2018 10:40 PM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Paine Field Public Information Session Comment

| went to the Paine Field Environmental assessment Information session with a positive attitude about
the commercial flight expansion at Paine Field, recognizing the need for such service in our area while
also realizing that there would be some negative affects. | expected to hear and see an analysis of those

affects at the information session. | came away feeling that Environmental Science Associates group
was hired to put one over on the public, not to study or inform.

Instead of analyzing impacts of the airport expansion, the environmental assessment reported no
significant issues - an illogical conclusion given the plan for 24 flights daily, double that with takeoff and

landings. This conclusion seemed to be the result of artificially limiting the studies, For instance, the
noise was ca|culate in terms o?gaveragese’ ratHer than actual noise o%rlng ta eo?f anJIancﬁng.

Additionally, the flight path study was limited to the area immediatel _surroundinF Paine Field; with
nothing onthe map showing residential areas further out, much of which obviously would be impacted.

The traffic impact was apparently calculated according to some unproven assumption of future reduced
general traffic that would offset increased airport traffic. And then there is air quality. Planes are
undoubtedly a significant source of pollution, and | feel guilty about how often | fly. Sure, | would like to
say.that re is “negligible tqQ discountable” impact from planes; but clearly 24 planes landing and
ta%ing oftfhcfaﬁ!yiNmﬁﬁ ve an?mpact. P P yeap &

So now | feel deceived about this project and no longer trust the process or the intent. My previous
positive attitude has been replaced by skepticism.

Marijie Fields
Edmonds


mailto:mvfields@me.com
mailto:painefield@esassoc.com

Response to Comment

Dear Marjie Fields:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3: Flawed/Inadequate Supplemental EA
7: Study Areas
8: Significance of Project Impacts
-9: How is Significance Defined?
2: Use of the DNL Metric

1: Sources of Existing Air Pollution

2: Traffic Analysis
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From: Brian Geppert <brian@geppert.us>
Sent: Tuesday, October 30, 2018 11:30 PM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Paine Field commercial flights

Hil

| just wanted to voice my enthusiastic support for the commercial flights at Paine Field. This will open
up a wide array of opportunities to travel for so many people that are put off by all the work required to
take a flight out of Sea Tac. It will make travel so much more convenient. | can hardly wait to book my
tickets!

| have several coworkers that live around Mukilteo and all are very supportive.
-Brian Geppert

13924 15" ave w
Lynnwood WA 98087


mailto:brian@geppert.us
mailto:painefield@esassoc.com

Response to Comment

Dear Brian Geppert:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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From: janine lindsey <janine_lindsey@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 2:42 AM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Airport expansion and commercial flights

| am a resident of Mukilteo in an area that is going to be severely affected by the dramatic increase in air
traffic.

| want to state simply and vehemently; | object to this rush to expand the airport for commercial flights
without proper impact studies.

This demonstrates a disregard for the quality of the lives and value of the property of the residents of
both Mukilteo and Everett.

Traffic to the airport combines with traffic from the ferry, commuters to and from work, school zones at
20 mph when active, and emergency vehicles, to paralyze an already inadequate road system through
Mukilteo. Left turns onto side streets stop traffic on the north end of the speedway where there are two
lanes. Trying to enter the speedway from those same streets creates a miserable wait time and a
miasma of backups.

Airport road has the same problem as the speedway, with it's minimal redemption being a wider lane
width for most of its length.

Noise levels have not been studied at all where | live. A decibel check by my home would reveal how
loud jets are.

The level on a fighter jet is exceptional. Have military jets been considered? They fly over my home.
How about the unmuffled engines of many small single or double prop planes? They fly over my home.
Have the test flights Boeing does on newly assembled jets been factored in? These fly over my home as
well.

EE%&‘&I‘ of 24 hr tower direction, if true, is horrifying. Who allows this? It is a situation for potential

People become angry and move away because the safety and quality of their neighborhoods
plummet. When they find they have lost property value, they file lawsuits to recoup their investments.

Tax bases decrease when homes are devalued. Everyone loses.

Please consider the real human and financial impact of the expansion of Paine Field for commercial use.
Janine Lindsey

1531 3rd Ln

Mukilteo 98275
425-514-0392


mailto:janine_lindsey@yahoo.com
mailto:painefield@esassoc.com

Response to Comment

Dear Janine Lindsey:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
: Flawed/Inadequate Supplemental EA

: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns

: Use of the DNL Metric

: Noise Measurements and Supplemental Metrics Requested

: Existing and Future Traffic

: Traffic Analysis

: What are the Quality of Life Impacts?

: What is the Impact on Property Values?

: What are the Safety Impacts due to the Air Traffic Control Tower Hours?

Jo N OIS RN RPN )

cnoaoacnclnwww—\—\
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From: Anders Olin <olinlegal@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 1:48 PM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Paine Field Commercial Flights

| reside in Mukilteo and am greatly supportive of commercial flights out of Paine Field. |, along with
countless other citizens of North County, will benefit immensely from being able to avoid the time and
inconvenience of having to drive through the congested bottleneck that is I-5 south through Seattle. |
am confident that any concerns or fears of potential adverse impacts of commercial flights out of Paine
Field as proposed will be greatly outweighed by the benefits and appropriate mitigation efforts.
Anders Olin


mailto:olinlegal@gmail.com
mailto:painefield@esassoc.com

Response to Comment

Dear Anders Olin:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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From: christopherandbrandon@gmail.com <christopherandbrandon@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 2:15 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Flight paths

Hi there,

Our family lives at 15008 72nd Ave W, Edmonds, WA 98026. We have a very tightly connected
community of families here and are very concerned with increases in noise from planes. We read that
sounds levels could reach 65 decibels, which would be devastating to our quiet community. We are
committed to ensuring that quality of life is maintained for our families. Please let us know how else we
can be involved. Our neighborhood is currently organizing to take this on however necessary.

Thank you,
Chris and Brandon


mailto:christopherandbrandon@gmail.com
mailto:christopherandbrandon@gmail.com
mailto:painefield@esassoc.com

Response to Comment

Dear Chris and Brandon:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses
3-2: Use of the DNL Metric

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
6-1: What Are the Quality of Life Impacts?
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From: Angelica and Marco hernandez <samndrew02@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 2:23 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Commercial flying

Hi my name is Angelica and | live in the Mukilteo neighborhood. | am not for commercial flight going out
the Paine field. The Mukilteo speedway is already slammed with traffic because of the ferry. Traffic will
get worst for our little neighborhood. We are not a neighborhood like Seattle or Tacoma to
accommodate an airport.

We have many schools next to pain field, kids have bedtimes and the last thing we want is are kids can’t
go to sleep because of all the extra aircraft noise. We already are acclimating to the noise there is now.
Please don’t add extra to our kid and family neighborhood. | moved to this city because of the schools
and the tranquility of the neighborhood.

Sent from my iPhone


mailto:samndrew02@gmail.com
mailto:painefield@esassoc.com

Response to Comment

Dear Angelica and Marco Hernandez:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-7: Noise Impacts on Schools
5-2: Traffic Analysis
5-3: Ferry Operations
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Comments to the Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment for Proposed
Commercial Air Service at Paine Field

October 31, 2018

Kevin Stoltz

904 4™ Street

Mukilteo, WA 98275
(425)344-1071
kstoltz@citynetwork.com

| deliberately moved to Mukilteo (near PAE) in 1983 and went to work for Boeing in Everett as an
Aeronautical Engineer. One of the jobs | had while working at Boeing was as a Noise Staff Engineer. |
earned my pilots license at PAE. We raised our son and daughter in Mukilteo.

We've lived in Mukilteo for the past 35 years, the last 14 of which have been in Old Town near the
Mukilteo Ferry. Only in the past couple of years have we experienced noise from “nighttime” (10pm-
7am) Dreamlifter flights that not only abruptly wake us while sleeping, but as my wife Dana
describes, literally “shakes us awake”.

Our bedroom is on the 2™ floor of our home with the window facing North which is the approach for
PAE runway 16R. Measured nighttime ambient noise levels at our home are 30-32 dBA and
measured noise levels at our home for Dreamlifter arrivals are typically 70-75 dBA and departures
are 75-80 dBA (unless they turn out early in which case they are significantly higher earning the
“shakes us awake” title.)

Based on our current experience with the nighttime Dreamlifter flights that occur on average once every
3 days (FlightAware data, Jan 2018-Aug 2018, attached), we fear the projected 4.5 scheduled CAS
nighttime flights will force us to move. We're already contemplating needing to move due to the
Dreamlifter flights but are hopeful Boeing will help curtail its evening Dreamlifter flights.

At a recent Paine Field Community Council meeting, airport staff told us the scheduled CAS flights would
start as early as 5am and run as late as midnight. That only leaves us a 5 hour block for sleep and
combined with the random nature of the nighttime Dreamlifter flights we’ll be forced to move.
Granted, the nighttime Dreamlifter flights tend to come in bursts. For example, just this past
Saturday early morning, there were Dreamlifter flights (two arrivals and two departures) at 1:12am,
3:31am, 4:54am and 6:57am.

The 1990 ANCA (Airport Noise and Capacity Act) prevents local jurisdictions from imposing nighttime
curfews on aircraft flights. However, it also has provisions that allow voluntary curfews to be
imposed. | believe this option should be spelled out in the EA to encourage the aircraft operators
and our elected officials to work together to mitigate the adverse noise impacts that some of us are
already experiencing.

Unresolved questions:
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e  Why doesn’t the EA mention that local jurisdictions can work with aircraft operators to
implement voluntary curfews to mitigate the adverse impact nighttime flights can have on the
community?

e Did the EA include the recent increase of nighttime Dreamlifter flights that are currently
impacting our ability to get a reasonable night’s sleep on a consistent basis?

e Why doesn’t the airport and elected officials make a visible effort to discourage nighttime flights
that have such a detrimental impact on some of us?

e What options or help is available to noise proof our home or assist us in moving?

Attached:

FlightAware data of Dreamlifter flights at PAE with nighttime operations highlighted in yellow, Jan 2018-
Aug 2018
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History = Atlas Air #4512 %~ FlightAware
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9/1/2018 History - Atlas Air #4356 »- FlightAware
vl itz v ightA My A \DS-B Enterprise User 02:28PM PDT |E g
Q S 1t r
GT14356 Flight Activity History GTI4366 | View Flight Activity History
o Live ¥ GTI4356 Flight Status
Filter by date
Show flights between and Filter |

BLCF Charleston Int/AFB (:.C1i5)  Snohomish County (KPAE)  12:56AM EDT  02:46AM PDT 4:49
A BLCF Charleston Intl/AFB (i< Snohomish County (KPAE)  01:02AM EDT  03:05AM PDT 5:03
BLCF Charleston Intl/AFB (< Snohomish County (KPAE)  11:10PMEDT  01:02AM PDT (+1)  4:51
A BLCF Charleston Inti/AFB (i< Snohomish County (KPAE)  11:11AM EDT  01:02PM PDT 4:50

BLCF Charleston Intl/AFB (f(CHS Snohomish County (KPAE)  10:08PM EDT  12:04AM PDT (+1)  4:55

BLCF Charleston Intl/AFB (< CH<=)  Snohomish County (KFAE)  12:20AM EDT  02:19AM PDT 4:58
30-Jul-2018 BLCF Charleston Intl/AFB (C1:5)  Snohomish County (KPAE)  04:06AM EDT  06:09AM PDT 5:02
BLCF Charleston Intl/AFB (<CHS)  Snohomish County (KPAE)  01:38PM EDT  03:54PM PDT 5:15
BLCF Charleston Inti/AFB (<CHS)  Snohomish County (KPAE)  10:08AM EDT  12:01PM PDT 4:52
BLCF Charleston Int/AFB (<CS)  Snohomish County (KPAE)  10:59AM EDT  12:41PM PDT 441
BLCF  Charleston Intl/AFB (<C1-5)  Snohomish County (KPAE)  04:15AM EDT  06:04AM PDT 4:48

BLCF Charleston Int/AFB (<CHS Snohomish County (KPAE)  10:08AM EDT  12:08PM PDT 4:59

BLCF  Charleston Int/AFB (<C15)  Snohomish County (KPAE)  10:09PM EDT  12:24AM PDT (+1)  5:14

BLCF Charleston Intl/AFB (<CHS Snohomish County (KPAE)  01:50PM EDT  03:43PM PDT 4:43

BLCF Charleston Intl/AFB (< CH Snohomish County (KPAE)  10:38AM EDT  12:23PM PDT 4:44

Ii BLCF Charleston Intl/AFB (+ Snohomish County (KPAE)  12:53PM EDT  02:38PM PDT 4:44

Ji BLCF Charleston Intl/AFB (<CHS Snohomish County (KPAE)  05:58AM EDT  08:05AM PDT 5:06
BLCF Charleston Intl/AFB (1<CHS Snohomish County (KPAE)  01:02PM EDT  03:12PM PDT 5:09

BLCF Charleston Intl/AFB (S Snohomish County (KPAE)  02:33AM EDT  04:25AM PDT 4:51

-May-2018 BLCF Charleston Intl/AFB (<CHS Snohomish County (KPAE)  10:09AM EDT  11:57AM PDT 4:47
BLCF Charleston Intl/AFB ( Snohomish County (KPAE)  01:43AM EDT  03:40AM PDT 4:56

BLCF Charleston Intl/AFB (1« Snohomish County (KPAE)  10:02PM EDT  11:55PM PDT 4:53

BLCF Charleston Intl/AFB (X Snohomish County (KPAE)  02:02AM EDT  03:38AM PDT 4:35

- BLCF Charleston Int/AFB (<1< Snohomish County (KPAE)  04:05AM EDT  05:57AM PDT 4:51
. BLCF Charleston Int/AFB (1XCHS Snohomish County (KPAE)  10:15AM EDT  12:32PM PDT 5:16
BLCF Charleston Intl/AFB (K CHS Snohomish County (KPAE)  10:57PM EDT  01:32AM PDT (+1)  5:34

- BLCF Charleston Intl/AFB (<CHS Snohomish County (KPAE)  08:14AM EDT  10:17AM PDT 5:03

- BLCF Charleston Int/AFB (i Snohomish County (<PAE)  10:15AM EDT  12:05PM PDT 4:49
BLCF Charleston Intl/AFB (- Snohomish County (KPAE)  10:06AM EDT  12:22PM PDT 516

BLCF Charleston Intl/AFB (! Snohomish County (KPAE)  10:08AM EDT  12:33PM PDT 5:25

11-Apl BLCF Charleston Intl/AFB (<CHH=)  Snohomish County (KPAE)  03:31AM EDT  06:00AM PDT 5:28

https://flightaware.com/live/flight/GTI4356/history/80 12
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GTI4351 Flight Activity History

e Live 9 GTI4351 Flight Status

Filter by date

Show flights between

); BLCF

23-Aug-2018
15-Aug-2018

BLCF
BLCF
BLCF
BLCF
BLCF
BLCF
BLCF
18 BLCF
BLCF
BLCF
BLCF
BLCF
BLCF
BLCF
BLCF

BLCF
BLCF
BLCF
BLCF
-201 BLCF
BLCF
BLCF
BLCF
BLCF
BLCF
BLCF

BLCF
BLCF
BLCF
BLCF

History =~ Atlas Air #4351 %~ FlightAware

Enterprise User

and Filter |

Charleston Int/AFB (/%)
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From: Sonja Brisson <sonjabrisson@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 2:35 PM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Potential noise and wildlife disturbance

Dear Administrators:

| live and work at 6625 Fisher Road in Edmonds, WA and am concerned about the potential noise and
wildlife impacts once flights begin in the new year/2019. | understand there will be up to 48 flights per
day. If this is the case, my husband and | hope that flight paths can be altered so that it doesn't
consistently go over our neighborhood.

Please let us know what the flight schedules and paths are (which | can't find online) and if our concerns
are founded in reality. Our quiet and peaceful neighborhood, which is also home to abundant wildlife
including owls and deer, needs to be preserved.

Sincerely,

Sonja Brisson

Sonja Brisson
Content Strategy | Copy

206-225-0911
sonja@sonjabrisson.com
sonjabrisson@gmail.com



mailto:sonjabrisson@gmail.com
mailto:painefield@esassoc.com
mailto:sonja@sonjabrisson.com
mailto:sonjabrisson@gmail.com

Response to Comment

Dear Sonja Brisson:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

2-1: Why Can’t the County Limit or Restrict Operations?
3-2: Use of the DNL Metric

3-5: Where are Flight Tracks Shown?

6-5: What is the Impact on Wildlife?
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From: Oksana Lysenko <oksana3791@msn.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 2:43 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: flight path, noise - Paine Field

Hello,
| have strong concerns about the excessive noise coming from the planes going to and from
the Paine Field airport, on all days of the week at various times. Most planes fly too low to the

ground and are very loud when pass over my house in Picnic Point neighborhood at 14229 57th
ave west Edmonds WA 98026. Please address this problem.

Thank you
Appreciate your help

Oksana Lysenko


mailto:oksana3791@msn.com
mailto:painefield@esassoc.com

Response to Comment

Dear Oksana Lysenko:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

2-4: Aircraft Currently Fly Very Low and Close to Houses
3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns
3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
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ACE Internet Services, Inc
PO Box 2667

Lynnwood, WA 98036

Phone (206) 551-7000

Fax (425) 307-3577
www.ace2100.com

james@ace2100.com

October 31, 2018

TO: Environmental Science Associates / Public Comment Period
PaineField@esassoc.com

RE: Flights out of Paine Field / Everett area

Hello,

I am a small business owner, President of my company, who moved my headquarters to Lynnwood in 2017. | have
been in business for over 20 years and am well established. | have been very interested in the new flights to Paine
Field that are on schedule to be delivered in 2019 now. | am very excited at the prospects of new business activity
and the positive changes the new public air services will bring for the whole of the Everett / Lynnwood area.

| travel every week back and forth from San Diego to SeaTac and this process is grueling and cumbersome. To
reroute from SeaTac airport after landing and get the 40+ miles from the airport back to my home in Everett in time
to sleep is taking a big toll on me. Sometimes it takes 45 minutes...sometimes it takes 2 hours ONE WAY. In fact, |
bought a new home in July 2018 expecting and hoping the direct flights to California would be coming soon. Once
these flights start, it will save me at least 4-8 hours every week in immediate travel time reduction. Additionally, it will
add more time to develop my business in the local area and better support our area businesses that need high
quality, cost effective computer support services. Hopefully it will increase my bottom line and | will be paying even
more in B&O taxes to the areal! | am happily pro-growth!

There are countless people | talk to every day | travel that, like me, would benefit greatly from the new flights.

For those with environmental concerns | wonder just how many tons of pollution will come off the road from people
not driving so much stuck in peak hour gridlock, not idling in rush hour traffic and help make Puget Sound an even
more attractive, clean green place to live?

| am also a huge property rights advocate and appreciate the concerns of property owners as | am now live less
than a few miles from the airport. Property owners need assurances that all efforts to keep the community they own
land or buildings in is a vibrant, safe and high-quality place to live. But | also feel the net effects of new air service in
the area will greatly and positively transform the area into a wanted destination.

Everett is extremely close to the great outdoor Washington experiences of the San Juan Islands, Cascade
mountains, ski resorts, Lynnwood Convention Center, and even the tech hubs of Redmond, Kirkland and Seattle as
an alternative path to bring in new activity or even reroute existing activity through our area.

It will be exciting to see the area transform!

Down in San Diego where | am a little less than half of every week, the roads are terrible and just don’t seem to get
upgraded. Pot holes are a problem that don’t get fixed. However, up in the Everett and Lynnwood area near my new
2018 home | have seen new roads finished being paved, new offramps from the freeways developed AND
finished...and a lot of thought put into how we are going to handle growth. It is very impressive and welcomed. |
even had to use the local ER recently that is very close to the airport for my son and was happily surprised at the
high quality and easy access.



mailto:PaineField@esassoc.com

| think we are poised for great things and want to encourage public officials to keep this project on track as | see it
will likely benefit many people in the area.

Please keep this project on track for me, my business, this community and all the future people who will use the
area. | look forward to many great days ahead and hope for a successful launch on this bold and needed venture.

Best Regards and thank you for reading my concerns and passions for that area, P9 5
Sincerely,
James Hoff

President
Ace Internet Service, Inc.

Microsoft.

Small Business
Specialist




Response to Comment

Dear James Hoff:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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From: Susan Schlosser <susan.schlosserll@frontier.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 3:37 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Expanding Paine Field

Gentlemen, we have been neighbors since 1980, before Alderwood Mall and Harbour Pointe expansion,
before the 525 correction. The traffic through our neighborhoods has expanded exponentially. We live
north of Seattle to avoid this noise and congestion. Please keep our neighborhood safe from further
expansion. Thank you, Susan

"Expect the best."


mailto:susan.schlosser11@frontier.com
mailto:painefield@esassoc.com

Response to Comment

Dear Susan Schlosser:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
5-1: Existing and Future Traffic
5-2: Traffic Analysis
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From: Annie Peterson <sevenskies@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 4:28 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: | support flying out of Paine Field...

Just last week, | spent a long weekend with my daughter's family outside Sacramento.
My SeaTac flight left at 11:40am, and | left my Lake Stevens home before 9 am. Even
after "rush hour," it took over an hour to get to Bellevue even in the express lanes and
another 1/2 hour plus to get to the airport. Construction at Sea Tac meant a delay in
take-off and a late arrival in Sacramento.

There is no time of day that it is possible to get to Sea Tac anymore in anything close to
a timely manner. My trip home meant landing at 9:30ish pm, and the same trip home
without traffic was 45 minutes after the delay getting to the gate for Sea Tac
construction.

The opening of Paine Field will be a wonderful addition to travel options for all of us
north of Seattle. In 2017, Snohomish County was one of the fastest growing counties in
the country (https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/data/new-residents-pour-in-
pierce-snohomish-counties-top-the-nation/) and that is likely continuing. It is imperative
that Snohomish County have Paine Field open for commercial operations not only for us
who fly often but for business opportunities for our fast growing and expanding area.

Thanks for your time.

Ann-Gale Peterson
427 101st Avenue NE
Lake Stevens, Washington 98258

206-963-9667


mailto:sevenskies@comcast.net
mailto:painefield@esassoc.com
https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/data/new-residents-pour-in-pierce-snohomish-counties-top-the-nation/
https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/data/new-residents-pour-in-pierce-snohomish-counties-top-the-nation/

Response to Comment

Dear Ann-Gale Peterson:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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From: Richard Rafoth <rrafoth@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 4:30 PM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Re: Flights and decibels.

....quiet side would be greatly appreciated. The rush to become a north Seattle
commercial hub is sad.

On Wed, Oct 31, 2018 at 1:28 PM Richard Rafoth <rrafoth@gmail.com> wrote:
I have lived in my home for 45 years and long wished that Paine Field would remain
just a small plane/Boeing support facility.

I think the plan for 40+ flights a day and the decibel limits that are fine for Seattle,
are not appropriate for the lifestyle I have come to enjoy in Chennault Beach.

I know that economics are going to rule the day. But anything that can be done to
keep us on the....

Richard Rafoth

Cycling Performance Tips: Cycling Performance Tips Website
CPTIPS on Facebook: Cycling Performance Tips Facebook Blog

A Doctor's Rx - Mill Creek Beacon Link to Beacon Column Archive Blog



mailto:rrafoth@gmail.com
mailto:painefield@esassoc.com
mailto:rrafoth@gmail.com
http://www.cptips.com/
http://www.facebook.com/pages/Cycling-Performance-Tips/108078485907369
http://adoctorsrx.blogspot.com/

Response to Comment

Dear Richard Rafoth:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
3-4: Noise Analysis Methodology
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From: Charlene Berquist <charberquist@icloud.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 4:35 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Paine field commercial flights

Hello, I am a concerned citizen of Mukilteo Washington.

| believe that with the new commercial airlines service and so many flights 24 roundtrips per day my
gosh, that my neighborhood is going to be negatively impacted. The traffic is going to be so much worse
than it already is around here. The noise of the planes as well as all the additional transportation will
add to the Unsafety of our residents that live here.

The pollution is a huge factor, tons of schools here and older people.

If this really has to happen, please cut down on number of flights BUT MORE IMPORTANT, NO FLIGHTS
AFTER 10pm.

Thankyou
Charlene Berquist
Sent from my iPhone


mailto:charberquist@icloud.com
mailto:painefield@esassoc.com

Response to Comment

Dear Charlene Berquist:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
2-1: Why Can’t the County Limit or Restrict Operations?

3-7: Noise Impacts on Schools

3-8: What are the Health Effects of Noise?

3-9: Request for Noise Curfew/Activity Restrictions

4-2: Air Quality

5-2: Traffic Analysis

6-9: Water Quality Impacts
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From: Peggy Cox <pcox@ix.netcom.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 5:13 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Starting of Commercial Flights at Paine Field: Feedback and Info requests

Hello,

| currently reside at 63rd and 136th Pl SW, Edmonds in the Picnic Point Area. | appreciate the need for
commercial flights in the north end of Puget Sound, given the growth in the region. | am occasionally
awakened during the night when dream lifters take off, or notice the WW2 planes from the Heritage
Museum and Air Force jets on occasion.

None of these items are a big deal for me personally. | am retired and frequently home during the day, so
believe | have a pretty good sense of noise levels from plane traffic as they exist today.

What | can't get my brain around is what it will be like from a noise perspective when the commercial
airline traffic begins given the approved total of 48 flights per day/around the clock. Where will the flight
paths be? Will they be varied? What might a standard sound level be in my location? | don't have any
preconceived notions that impacts on close in neighborhoods are really considered to be important by the
FAA given how things have worked out at SeaTac, but | would appreciate knowing where to access
information re my 3 questions above. Also, where to provide feedback if necessary after the

commercial flights begin.

Thank you for your assistance,

Peggy Cox



Response to Comment

Dear Peggy Cox:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

2: Use of the DNL Metric

5: Where are Flight Tracks Shown?
6:

1

What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
0: Boeing 747 Dreamlifter Operations

3
3-
3-
3-
Please also see the following individual response.

Noise Complaints

You may submit noise complaints through the Airport's website at:
https://www.painefield.com/FormCenter/Noise-Event-Report-3/Noise-Event-Report-43
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From: Terry_Ellen Horne <terryellen.horne@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 6:16 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL - PAINE FIELD FAA

Name Terry Horne
Address 12332 39t Ave SE - Everett, WA 98208
Email - terryellen.horne@gmail.com

DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT MEEETING

| attended the draft supplemental environmental meeting. It was informative, however many
of the objections to the additional air service at Paine field had already been addressed. There
was a preponderance of “NOT IN MY BACK YARD” . Additionally discussion concerning the
transport of parts by the Airlifter to the Boeing plant had no relevance to the needs of
commercial airline service to meet the needs of Snohomish county.

| have lived in Snohomish County since 1970 and have travelled frequently to SeaTac Airport for
both business and pleasure. The population growth in Snohomish County really mandates this
additional air service to accommodate business and personal travel without the hassle of
traveling on 15. Traveling to Seattle and SeaTac only increases the grid lock in Puget Sound. This
additional travel also increases air and surface pollution.

Please consider the previous environmental studies as sufficient to allow the additional
proposed air service . Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Terry Horne


mailto:terryellen.horne@gmail.com

Response to Comment

Dear Terry Horne:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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From: Bill Munson <bmunson3@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 6:43 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Environmental Assessment for 2019 and beyond commercial air traffic

Hello,

To Whom it May Concern:

We just heard from a neighbor that Friday, November 2, 2018 is the last day for the public to
comment on the proposed commencement of commercial air traffic for Paine Field. Could you

advise if this is accurate?

My family lives south of Paine Field. Since we have not been notified that we would be
affected, we are under the impression we are not directly under any proposed flight paths.

Thank you for your assistance.
Richard and Ann Munson

3431 Serene Way
Lynnwood, WA 98087



Response to Comment

Dear Richard and Ann Munson:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-2: Use of the DNL Metric
3-5: Where are Flight Tracks Shown?
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From: Mardi Hopkins <mardihopkins55@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 7:19 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Commercial Flights

To Whom it may concern,

I am a long time resident of Mukilteo and in particular Harbour Pointe. | am asking you to consider not
having the flight path over our area when commercial flights begin at Paine Field. We live in a pristine
area with multiple schools, homes and green spaces with wildlife which will all be negatively impacted
by noise levels.

| wanted my voice and objections heard.

Mardi Hopkins
Mardihopkins55@gmail.com

Sent from my iPhone


mailto:Mardihopkins55@gmail.com

Response to Comment

Dear Mardi Hopkins:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-5: Where are Flight Tracks Shown?

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
3-7: Noise Impacts on Schools

6-5: What is the Impact on Wildlife?
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From: Jason Chudy <chudman@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 7:38 PM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Paine Field flights

To whom it may concern:

| am registering my support for any amount of flights from Paine Field. | live in Mukilteo and the only
aircraft | hear are the largest transports clown out of there. | am supportive of the current plans as well
as an expansion of the plans. | am available to discuss further if needed.

Thanks,

Jason Chudy

Sent from my iPad



Response to Comment

Dear Jason Chudy:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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From: Joseph DeBoli <jdeboli@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 8:01 PM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Destruction of peace.

You and your predecessors have told all those communities surrounding Paine Field not to worry about what's to
come. At first it was only 6 flights a day, then we were told the flights were only during the day, never while you're
sleeping. Then it was 12 flights, then 24 now we're at 48 noisy, intrusive peace destroying flights over some of the
most beautiful and natural land along the coast. These flights simply put cannot pass close to the Meadowdale
ravine and its surrounding area.

In addition to the mental, financial and personal anguish this would lay upon the scores of tax paying residents in
our area, many of which are elderly and cannot tolerate chaos in their lives there are other issues to be considered.

Any flights in the proximity of the ravine and along the coast at the end of Fisher Road will assuredly disturb
Washington's native wildlife including the nesting and feeding sites of many of our indigenous birds, including rare
Owls and Bald Eagles. As you know, nature already has enough to deal with without Paine Field ruining what little
natural space is left. Your team must think flight paths through thoroughly or you will cause irreparable damage.

Thank you so much for providing this forum for open dialog and thank you for your time and consideration.
Joseph DeBoli

7126 151st St. SW

Edmonds WA 98026

Sent from my Verizon 4G LTE Smartphone



Response to Comment

Dear Joseph DeBoli:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
3-5: Where are Flight Tracks Shown?

3-8: What are the Health Effects of Noise?

6-2: What is the Impact on Property Values?

6-4: What are the Health Effects Associated with the Proposed Action?

6-5: What is the Impact on Wildlife?
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From: Katy Bigelow <arboristkaty@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 8:31 PM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Paine field public comment

Hello,
I was unable to make the public forum this week.

In my understanding of the SEA I do not believe there is any mention of how the fields around
the airport will be developed to offset the CO2 and other emissions that will occur from not only
planes but their maintenance and support vehicles and increased vehicular traffic to the area for
airport use. How was it at all found that, "Negligible to discountable incremental impacts to
surface transportation, air quality, climate, noise and noise compatible land use, and
socioeconomics in the greater landscape." would occur? This seems impossible.

There is quite a lot of bare land that has no vegetation or small trees that could be filled to absorb
poor air before it gets to neighborhoods. A partnership or acquisition of the museum could also
help fill the gaps in this respect.

I ask that you consider the larger and longer vision of environmental impacts - this is just the
beginning of changes to this area which will only increase. To state that there will be no or little
environmental changes is a gross oversight - why not be proactive instead of reactive in our
future? Why not make the airport GREEN instead of doing the bare minimum to cover
excesses?

Thank you for your consideration,
Katy Bigelow

Katy Bigelow
206.351.1375
www.katybigelow.com

ISA Board Certified Master Arborist®

International Society of Arboriculture Certified Arborist PN-6039B
PNW ISA Tree Risk Assessment Qualified

Registered Consulting Arborist® #490

Member - American Society of Consulting Arborists


http://www.katybigelow.com/

Response to Comment

Dear Katy Bigelow:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

Significance of Project Impacts
How is Significance Defined?
-11: Mitigation

1-8:
1-9:
6

Please also see the following individual response below.

Air Quality / Emissions

The impact assessment, completed for the EA, was conducted within the framework of the
NEPA process and based on FAA guidance. Impacts were analyzed within the established
framework of the process, and addressed and summarized accordingly. Surrounding
landscape management and planning was not addressed in the Project Description for the
action analyzed by the 2018 EA. Long-term land use and landscaping plans are addressed
under different regulatory programs, processes and jurisdictions and generally influenced
by city and sub-regional planning agencies and authorities and outside the scope of the EA
process.
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From: Tyler Schaffer <tylerschaffer@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 8:43 PM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Flight paths

To whom it may concern,

Please do not locate your flights paths over the Faire Harbour Neighborhood. The anticipated decibel
noise is too great.

Sincerely,

Tyler Schaffer, AIA, NCARB, LEED AP



Response to Comment

Dear Tyler Schaffer:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments

General Responses

1-7: Study Areas
3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
6-1: What Are the Quality of Life Impacts?
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From: Jeff Thompson <jeffc.thompson@frontier.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 8:44 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Cc: Jeff Thompson <jeffc.thompson@frontier.com>
Subject: Paine Field Additional Flights Comments

| live on the south side of Harbour Pointe and hear every takeoff to the south. 65dBs May be acceptable
in a big city like Seattle, it is too much for normally quiet cul-de-sacs neighborhoods like
Mukilteo/Harbour Pointe.

| believe any request to increase flights must compare the noise back to the original application. Not say
12 flights is not significant (DNS) compared to 0. Then say 24 flights compared to 12 is DNS. Then say 48
flights compared to 24 is DNS, and so on. Each request to increase flights needs to be compared to the
noise of zero flights.

The nice, family friendly, Mukilteo neighborhoods don’t want to turn into the crime ridden
neighborhoods around Sea-Tac airport.

Jeff Thompson
12711 54th Avenue W.
Mukilteo, WA 98275



Response to Comment

Dear Jeff Thompson:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-2: Use of the DNL Metric
6-1: What are the Quality of Life Impacts?
6-3: What is the Impact of the Proposed Action On Crime?
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From: Barb Carlow <barbcarlow@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 8:54 PM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Neighborhood Noise with 48 flights

Hello, | live in the Meadowdale neighborhood and | am concerned about the amount of
noise the additional flights will have on our quiet neighborhood. | think the flight noise
for a large city and the flight noise for a smaller town/neighborhood should be handled
separately and differently. Metropolitan vs urban is quite a difference in noise levels.
Please consider altering the flight pattern to come in over the more noisier locations like
closer to 15- rather than the smaller urban neighborhoods such as Picnic Point and
Meadowdale.

Please advise what the flight pattern will be for the amount of additional flights planned
for Paine Field and the noise impact you anticipate it having on our community?

thank you

Barb Carlow



Response to Comment

Dear Barb Carlow:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-5: Where are Flight Tracks Shown?
6-1: What are the Quality of Life Impacts?
6-11: Mitigation
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From: Jill_Scott_Morehead <sjgm1@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 9:03 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Additional Flight Concerns

To Whom it May Concern,

We are writing to express our concerns over the additional flights proposed at Paine
Field. These include noise, pollution, quality of human life, effect on wild life (raptors
such as owls, eagle and hawks that live in the neighbor hood).

As the number of flights that are currently being planned did not fall into the original
proposal of commercial flights, we believe it is crucial to critically view the impact of
noise and air pollution on neigborhoods before it is too late.

Jill and Scott Morehead

12707 Maplewood Ave

Edmonds, WA 98026



Response to Comment

Dear Jill and Scott Morehead:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
6-1: What are the Quality of Life Impacts?
6-5: What is the Impact on Wildlife?
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From: Joyce Morrill <joymorrillster@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 9:21 PM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Airline flight traffic - Paine Field

I'm emailing you to add our concerns as homeowners located in or near the flight paths going to
and from Paine Field.

We purchased our home, new, almost 2 years ago and we have noticed an increase in aircraft
noise over our neighborhood since that time.

It gets really loud at times. It is bad enough during the day, but we understand that there is a plan
to have flights of some kind between the hours of 10 pm through 6 am. This is unacceptable.

Following the example from South Seattle neighborhoods, our neighborhood homeowners,
should be compensated, by Paine Field & offending airlines, with sound-proof windows
provided at no cost to the homeowners.

Sincerely,

Joyce Morrill



Response to Comment

Dear Joyce Morrill:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Filed. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?

6-1: What are the Quality of Life Impacts?

6-5: What is the Impact on Wildlife?
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From: Suzi Miller <suzingarden@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 9:38 PM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Paine Field Written Comments

October 31, 2018

Environment Science Associates

Dear Associates

This is in response to the draft EIS.

First of all | am very excited to finally have the entire plan coming to fruition. | appreciate all
the hard work that has been done to get to this point.

| hope this means | will never have to drive to Sea Tac again.

| appreciate all the consideration you have given to the public with all the diverse opinions.

I know | will be under a flight path and | knew of that possibility when | purchased my home

20 years ago. | will be effected by the noise and appreciate the time-of-day limits you have set
for the new commercial flights.
Sincerely,

Suzi Miller



Response to Comment

Dear Suzi Miller:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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From: lese1297 @gmail.com <lese1297 @gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 10:26 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Supplemental Environmental Assessment

| am expressing my concerns and request the flight paths do not fly over us. There will
be extreme noise and intolerable traffic.

Mukilteo resident

Sent from my iPhone



Response to Comment

Dear Mukilteo Resident:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
5-1: Existing and Future Traffic

5-2: Traffic Analysis

6-1: What are the Quality of Life Impacts?
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From: April <agcooperl@comcast.net>

Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 10:28 PM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Flight path Meadowdale neighborhood.

We, as a family our concerned about so many flights taking off and landing over our neighborhood and
native wetlands each day. Since we are not a metropolitan area we are worried the noise level may be
excessive. Please take this in to consideration when determining the flight paths for the new 24
passenger flights that will occur each day.

Thank you,

April Cooper

15510 46th PI W
Lynnwood, Wa 98087

Sent from my iPad



Response to Comment

Dear April Cooper:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
6-10: Wetland Impacts
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From: Mary Callahan <CallahanMaryE@msn.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 10:38 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Flight pathways and traffic concerns

To Whom it May Concern,

It is my understanding that the FAA is continuing to access the disruption to homeowners in the
areas near the Paine Field airport that will be created due to the increased flights that have been
authorized. Although 24 round trip flights does not seem like much to the FAA or the
Environmental Association, who is conducting surveys, to those of us who will need to endure this
excessive noise on a daily basis it is not acceptable.

We moved into our neighborhood in 1989 and for the last 29 years have experienced everything
from flights flying near our home to those that literally sounded like they were going to land on our
house. When we would go outside we could not believe how low they were allowed to fly these
planes over residential areas. Recently we have been seeing more of the planes traveling on a flight
path that are on a trajectory that seem to run over Hwy 99 and then head over Mukilteo Speedway to
connect with Paine Field. In these instances the flight patterns are over businesses and not
residences.

In addition, we are also anticipating that these increased flights will create additional traffic problems
on roadways that are not meant for a high traffic volume. | am speaking of 52nd Ave West that then
becomes Beverly Park Road. For years this has become a thoroughfare for traffic traveling between
downtown Edmonds to Mukilteo and Everett, with traffic often backing up for distances at traffic
lights during rush hours. | can only imagine what traffic will be like throughout the day as travelers
use this roadway to get to Paine Field. | am aware that the above mentioned roadway was improved
several years ago but continues to be a 2 lane road with a center turn lane. It was not improved
enough to accept high volume traffic. The FAA and the airlines that are benefiting from the use of
Paine Field should accept full responsibility for improving roadways that are impacted by these
increased flights and access areas. The costs for these improvements should not be placed upon
the cities and unincorporated areas that are affected. | am hoping that the effect on roadways has
been taken into account during your studies.

| implore you to consider yourselves in our position and imagine your families lives being disrupted
numerous times, each and every day, by these flights. | ask you also to consider, when you select
your flight patterns, the impact your decision will also have on our home values. This is not a
metropolitan area that can endure noise levels of 65 decimals; which | understand is what the FAA
feels is acceptable. As residential neighborhoods 65 decimals is way too noisy and, when you also
look at the other major changes to our areas and environment, we will not be able to retain our home
values. Your decisions are affecting thousands of individuals who rely on your committees to make
fair and just assessments. | understand that you have completed numerous impact studies for this
situation but | ask you to put those numbers aside and base your conclusions and final outcomes on
how our communities will be affected.

I would like to thank you in advance for your consideration and understanding of these difficult
considerations.

Sincerely,
Mary and Dennis Callahan

15515 53rd PI. W.
Edmonds, WA 98026



Response to Comment

Dear Mary and Dennis Callahan:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

2-4: Aircraft Currently Fly Low and Very Close to Houses
3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns

5-1: Existing and Future Traffic

6-1: What are the Quality of Life Impacts?

6-2: What is the Impact on Property Values?

6-11: Mitigation
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From: sandy gemar <izwannalatte@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 11:09 PM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Paine Field commercial flight noise

We are writing to voice our concern regarding the nurse impacts of commercial flights in and out of
Paine field on the quiet pocket community of Mukilteo. We are asking that you please consider this

community as you plan your flight paths and avoid traveling directly over it. Thanks.

Sent from my iPhone



Response to Comment

Dear Sandy Gemar:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-5: Where are Flight Tracks Shown?
3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
6-1: What are the Quality of Life Impacts?
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From: Donna Hough <dsalins@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 11:23 PM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Paine Field Flight Paths & Decibel Levels

To: FAA

From: Dana and Donna Hough
17414 76th Ave W
Edmonds, WA 98026
H: 425 672 9236

A plea, following the public meeting regarding the Supplemental Environmental
Assessment that you (the FAA) are requiring prior to planning, routing, and scheduling
24 round trip flights per day over our homes.

This is in regard to two aspects of your plans: the flight paths and decibel levels of 48
commercial passenger flights over our neighborhood going in and out of Paine Field.

We purchased our Edmonds' home to be able to spend our retirement and final years in a
suburban neighborhood, where we could enjoy the peaceful quality it offered.

We can, now, hear the stream running near our home and we love to work peacefully in our yard.
This is a healthy and nurturing environment for seniors and families in this area. A baby eagle
landed on our deck last winter! It was stunning. And a deer with antlers wandered through our
yard. This is a vibrant area with amazing wildlife.

When planning "flight paths" in and out of Paine Field (which was originally designated to have
no commercial passenger flights), we hope you will please consider directing these flights away
from residential neighborhoods.

Please consider these current concerns, when you determine "acceptable" decibel levels for our
neighborhoods.

(1) Boeing test flights are very low to the ground and extremely loud. These are not going to go
away and it seems they have increased in numbers. So much so, that we often hurry outside,
because the sound vibrations make you wonder if the flight is in trouble and coming down.

(2) There are also a large number of cargo flights in and out of Paine Field and, now, you have
found it acceptable to add 48 additional flights in our sky on a daily basis, which is quite
shocking, honestly.

For a suburban home, 65 decibels of sound is quite a dramatic level to designate as "acceptable".
While this type of noise level might be less noticeable in a metropolitan or commercial area, it
would be a dramatic change for ours.
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We are expressing our concerns in advance of the Friday (November 2, 2018) deadline with the
hope you will kindly consider our homes and life styles, as you make decisions on where these
flight paths are routed.

Please consider the impact of air traffic and noise levels on our lives, when you finalize your
plans for Paine Field.

Thank you,
Dana and Donna Hough



Response to Comment

Dear Dana and Donna Hough:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
Please see the following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

2-4: Aircraft Currently Fly Low and Very Close to Houses
3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns

3-2: Use of the DNL Metric

6-5: What is the Impact on Wildlife?

6-11: Mitigation
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From: Donna Lundvall <jdlundvall@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 11:36 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: paine overflites

Hi, thanks for allowing input. I’ve been in this old house 49 years, please no direct over
flites. Sincerely john and donna Lundvall 6831 fisher rd. (norma beach)



Response to Comment

Dear Donna Lundvall

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
Please see the following general response that applies to your comments.

General Response

3-5: Where are Flight Tracks Shown?
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From: CRAIG EVERHART <craig@fundvec.org>
Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 12:07 AM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Questions re: Paine Field Supplemental EA

Re: Paine Field Supplemental EA
Dear Environmental Science Associates:

Unfortunately, we were unable to attend the FAA public hearing at the Lynnwood Convention
Center on Monday October 29th, but after reviewing the Supplemental Environmental
Assessment for commercial flights at Paine Field, we have the (following) questions that need to
be answered:

1. Given the magnitude of the change in your plans, why was no public input allowed on the
scope of the EIS Environmental Assessment and Supplemental that you conducted, and
why was (same) not more comprehensive?

2. Why have you not ensured that the public has had adequate opportunity to voice its
opinions, when in fact there has been only one public hearing held, and especially when
multiple public hearings are held for so many other projects that are less impactful?

3. What criteria did you use to define a “significant impact”? How could your study not
predict that, as commercial service at Paine Field (or, for that matter, any airport) grows,
many more impacts will occur as a result?

4. How will you assure us that the cumulative impacts of all scheduled service will be
assessed with any increase in operations?

5. As we are already experiencing substantial impacts from exponential population growth
in our area, we would like to know how you concluded that there would be no significant
impacts to our schools, traffic, noise, reduction in home values, increased taxes to cover
less tax revenue, and more public services and costs?

Please understand that while we as citizens do our best to protect our environment, we are
neither “anti-growth” nor NIMBYs, as long as all projected negative impacts can be minimized
by thoughtful planning and a serious commitment to following up good intentions.

However, after reading the front page article in last Sunday’s (Oct. 28) edition of the Seattle
Times titled, “Traffic Soars — SeaTac” (and subtitled, “As airport looms, distant neighborhoods
were promised relief that never arrived’), we have become seriously alarmed.

We learned from the article that over 20 years ago, the SeaTac airport expansion planners had
promised the public that it would alleviate projected increases in aircraft noise and pollution
through its program, “Greener Skies Over Seattle”.
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Since then, air traffic for SeaTac has grown tremendously, and in fact has increased over 30% in
the past five years; however, to this day, the “Greener Skies Over Seattle” program has never
been implemented, and as a result, neighborhoods as far away as 20 miles from SeaTac have
suffered.

As citizens, homeowners and taxpayers, we are seriously concerned that your report is being
fast-tracked for the short-term advantage of a few, and will risk detriment to the good of a public
that will ultimately have to pay dearly — and in many ways — for the long-term impacts that will
be created.

We look forward to receiving your response to our concerns.
Sincerely,

Mr. & Mrs. Craig L. Everhart

5109 153" P1 SW Unit B

Edmonds, WA 98026-4451
PH 425-435-1302



Response to Comment

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Craig L. Everhart:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
1-4: Adequacy of Public Involvement and Public Hearing

1-8: Significance of Project Impacts

1-9: How Is Significance Defined?

6-2: What is the Impact on Property Values?

6-8: Cumulative Impacts

6-11: Mitigation
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From: Tatiana Dashevskiy <malasmsu@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 12:27 AM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: regarding very loud noises coming from plains at night and day time

Hello.

We are residents of north Edmonds located 10 mins away from Paine Field. We have noticed
recently that number of flights passing above our house are significantly increased. Those
passing flights create very loud noise which is very disturbing during the day and especially
at night time. We have small kids, they go to bed at 9pm, and noisy flights after 9 pm wake
them up.

Our community follows the rule that loud noises are not allowed after 10 pm. Surprisingly, Paine
Field does not follow this rule and introduced late night flights passing above our houses after
quiet hours .

It would be great if somebody could address the noise problem.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Tatiana and Lev Dashevskiy

Residents of 12401 Marine view drive Edmonds, WA, 98026



Response to Comment

Dear Tatiana and Lev Dashevskiy:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns
3-9: Request for Noise Curfew/Activity Restrictions
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From: David Forbes <integrity54321@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 3:06 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: 48 flights

To whom it may concern:

The Meadowdale Beach Park area at the northern end of Edmonds, WA is a major nesting area
for bald eagles.

Please do not destroy this bald eagle habitat.

Respectfully,
David Forbes



Response to Comment

Dear David Forbes:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general response that applies to your comment.

General Response

6-5: What is the Impact on Wildlife?
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From: Elena G. <ellnpp69@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 11:14 PM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: 48 flights a day

I want to submit my opposition to the commercial usage of Paine Field. I was in military
aviation for 9 years. Now I am deaf in one ear and have a chronic respiratory illness.
ELLEN POPE, condo owner

53rd Ave W, Mukilteo

ellnpp69@gmail.com



mailto:ellnpp69@gmail.com

Response to Comment

Dear Ellen Pope:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general response that applies to your comment.

General Response

3-8: What are the Health Effects of Noise?
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From: aSuggestion.com <info@asuggestion.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 10:30 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Someone shared a comment with you on aSuggestion

Good day,

Someone you know has shared a comment, thought, or suggestion with you using aSuggestion.
You might like to know who posted the comment but, bear in mind, you may have never heard
this feedback if the author was forced to share it directly. Take a moment, clear your mind, and
appreciate this feedback for what it's worth.

When you're done with this suggestion, poke around and offer one of your own! Enjoy using the

system.

View aSuggestion

Happy Shadowing!
www.asuggestion.com

Life Improved,
Team aSuggestion

Get to know us on YouTube: Introduction to aSuggestion and aSuggestion Tutorial

Life Improved.

If You Feel You've Received This Message In Error, Please Contact Us And We'll Remove You From The System.
This email was sent by: aSuggestion LLC Box 134. 1435 East Main St. Torrington, CT 06790
Unsubscribe from these emails

View our Privacy Policy and Terms of Service


http://goodideas.asuggestion.com/wf/click?upn=8uJWquBrkkGb-2BNLtKlfJAzIqIYxSIDg7eSZQ03VsE4PJVW8ZjD-2Fk-2BwrjTouBuFJX_odLHl4V3EitvzUBUZAH5niuYja6HsyH-2FgYM1S-2BPBq5TLiUa-2BH0zpVAWaKPyuN8YgCAOz65qL1ptzT-2F69a5FlXQcZz6lzDiAjsHkowei8FCjsXspxkBAJPv21d0qUBFx2d7f3LSQiZ9hgwNX1b4Yc8Qy0U-2BFqbdns8Rcu7XZSf9u7r4tJZy-2F-2F2xSK0GNi39-2B0lWBiORx41JuDYbGNA4ut6st8crjj3AimzcuhZLfajlsq7G5VnOQl5l1mXnycEJ94jFRESP-2BftnEJxJAyXNBj4LBJ2B2ICJ1wXujlfUQ-2BaDA-3D
http://goodideas.asuggestion.com/wf/click?upn=8uJWquBrkkGb-2BNLtKlfJA4-2FK9NtaGxVWhkcwkdR1cOSYBcBGWOJhvuTvUnaa6ToR_odLHl4V3EitvzUBUZAH5niuYja6HsyH-2FgYM1S-2BPBq5TLiUa-2BH0zpVAWaKPyuN8Yg-2FH2-2F0hlkX0zzpjiqerv-2Fc70NBUFO6p0QYSwzYK-2BPEv7a2xfpbffA0d3Xdh8RTtLyUz2qCMBVYS9SSuivIL2ndmJD2t7s8VpdAljIekpto7tbqc6-2BaOcPvZXPWX1Ngyeyv858lL4bvsKpihrP7Tphl6hAsIxD-2BCSaN-2FxFYHxvHcXGxulAFxmFAyI4jQO7fIWGz4gBC7gAwu18NWQBswCNtgFVW2fE7IFAxnB04OCkaB8-3D
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Response to Comment

Due to security concerns related to e-mail spam and computer viruses, we are unable
to accept comments from third-party websites (such as aSuggestion.com).




P124

From: Vibush Ramadas <vibush@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 8:23 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Noise Concerns due to commercial air service at Paine field [13220 59th Ave W]

To whom it may concern.

We, Vibush Ramadas and Jessica Eggleston do not welcome of the possibility of increased noise
levels due to commercial air service at Paine field especially during 'quite hours'.

We live in a very quite neighborhood and spent well over half a million dollars of decades of
savings to purchase our dream home at 13220 59th Ave W Edmonds.

Please take this email as our formal rejection to any potential increase to noise levels due
commercial air service at Paine field other than between 9am to S5pm weekdays and 10am to 4pm
weekends (Saturday and Sunday).

Regards
Vibush Ramadas
Jessica Eggleston



Response to Comment

Dear Vibush Ramadas and Jessica Eggleston:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
3-9: Request for Noise Curfew/Activity Restrictions
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From: John Rankin <johnjrankinl@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 31, 2018 7:27 PM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: air traffic over Harbour Pointe

Hi, we live in the Camden Condominiums on Harbour Pointe Blvd and are very concerned about
air traffic after you open up Paine Field to the 24 or so flights each day. Are the planes going to
be flying over our area?? We already hear some very loud, very large sounding jets, daily, and
that is certainly an irritant. SO, the question is; what direction will planes be departing and
landing?

thank you

John J. Rankin
4808 Pointes Drive
Mukilteo, WA. 98275

206.353.4369 mobile



Response to Comment

Dear John Rankin:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns
3-5: Where are Flight Tracks Shown?
3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
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From: Joe Baker <shelby.pa@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 10:13 AM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: 2018 Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment for Proposed Commercial Air Service at
Paine Field

Hello, I live on Serene Rd and have noticed the increase of air traffic, the larger aircraft shake the
entire household (usually in the early afternoon). I am very concerned about the increase (as I
understand 48) flights per day over Serene Lake. Understanding that 65db is an acceptable
amount of noise, Lake Serene is just that, a very quiet and calm area with now roaring

aircraft 100's of feet above. An adjustment of the flight path over Hwy 99 would where there is
heavy traffic and commerce should be seriously considered.

Regards
Joe Baker



Response to Comment

Dear Joe Baker:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-2: Use of the DNL Metric

3-5: Where are Flight Tracks Shown?

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
5-1: Existing and Future Traffic

6-11: Mitigation
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From: Rick Straube <straubr@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 11:45 AM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Paine Field Flight Path

As a 25 year resident of Mukilteo | am concerned about the impact 24 round trips or 48 "passes" will
have on our community.

| attended the public hearing this past week and it became clear to me that if you are one of the
surrounding jurisdictions like Everett or Lake Stevens you're all for maximum air traffic because it won't
affect your community or lifestyle in a adverse way. Bring it on!

Conversely, if you live in Mukilteo as | do, you're very concerned about the impact a major airport will
have not only on your lifestyle but property values, etc. | believe this is only the beginning and soon the
number of flights will increase. The airlines aren't investing in terminals, etc without knowledge of major
profits.

| currently live in the Harboure Pointe community. Air traffic activity has increased noticeably the past
two years. Some summer evenings it's unpleasant to sit outdoors and have a conversation when a plane
is overhead. This all before the Paine Field expansion!

| understand that it's too late to effect major change- sad but true.

| urge you to consider our communities and the tranquil environment of Mukilteo and Harboure Pointe
when choosing flight patterns. By doing this you can mitigate noise levels to a reasonable level and
preserve or community.

Rick Straube



Response to Comment

Dear Rick Straube:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns

6-1: What are the Quality of Life Impacts?
6-2: What is the Impact on Property Values?
6-11: Mitigation
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From: mindy mark <shopwithadietitian@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 12:35 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: airport expansion

As a resident in Lynnwood, and, currently, experiencing commercial airplanes flying low
over our home, | am very much against this plan for commercial flights.

On various Sunday mornings, | am already awakened to some huge plane going over around
4am.

| cannot imagine what this will do to our property values, our health, it is proven that noise is
not a contributor to good health, especially in maintaining normal blood pressure levels, and

the health of our soil.

The draft report should spend time in my yard and hear the noise from the planes already flying
over, it is SeaTac, to be sure, and who wants to live there?

24 planes a day is too many planes, and to think it will stop at that is folly.

There needs to be more study re. the impact of noise in the surrounding area, like in my
Lynnwood neighborhood, which is near Edmonds Community College.

Georgene Ranney



Response to Comment

Dear Georgene Ranney:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
1-5: Additional Study Should Be Conducted

2-4: Aircraft Currently Fly Low and Very Close to Houses

3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns

6-2: What is the Impact on Property Values?

6-4: What are the Health Effects Associated with the Proposed Action?
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From: Janet Williams <Littleredporsche@Comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 1:39 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Commercial flights at Paine Field

Sirs:

It is time to bring commercial flight service to Paine Field! The positives far outweigh the
negatives in this case and it is time to move ahead and put the years long controversy behind us.

My husband and I have lived here (Mukilteo) for 44 years and have never been awakened by air
traffic, have never had an outdoor conversation interrupted, and have never seen our property
values decline. I would expect this to continue.

There will be economic advantages for the area and also a great convenience advantage. Will
there be some increased traffic? Probably, but our traffic has been congested for years and I

think we have learned to deal with it!

PLEASE put your final stamp of approval on the proposed commercial flight service out of
Paine Field and let’s move forward and FLY!

Thank you for your painstaking efforts.

Janet and Vic Williams



Response to Comment

Dear Janet and Vic Williams:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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From: annie98026@aol.com <annie98026@aol.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 1:49 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Noise Solution

To Whom,

As a resident down Fisher Rd. at 7220-151st SW, Edmonds, it is important that
overflights be diverted over the sound and not pass over our neighborhood. The
number of flights also seems excessive!

Regards,
Richard Lund, MD
Ann Lund



Response to Comment

Dear Ann and Richard Lund:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
6-11: Mitigation
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From: Sarah <sarah.merrihew@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 2:44 PM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Meadowdale neighborhood

| live in the Meadowdale neighborhood and am concerned about the additional commercial flights from
Pane field and how they will impact my neighborhood and the wildlife in it. | believe the excessive noise
will destroy the ambience in our community and disrupt the natural habitats within South Snohomish
County. If there is anything | can do to contribute to the redirection of the Pane field flight path over my
neighborhood please let me know.

Thank you,
Sarah Merrihew
425.213.4279



Response to Comment

Dear Sarah Merrihew:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
6-1: What are the Quality of Life Impacts?
6-5: What is the Impact on Wildlife?
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From: speedoville@frontier.com <speedoville@frontier.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 2:58 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: New Flights out of Paine Field

Most people who live in Mukilteo and the surrounding area and are against these Commercial
flights knew Paine Field was

there when they moved there and that there would be additional air traffic.

Don't focus on the negatives of additional noise and traffic. Boeing already flies MANY planes
in and out every day.

That's what Airports are used for!!

FOCUS ON THE POSITIVES

1. Easy access

2. Easy and less expensive parking

3. Less delay

4. Less driving time

Sea Tac is already overcrowded so Paine Field is great for people who live in the Everett & north
area.

More people means we need more options!

PAINE FIELD IS A PERFECT ONE



Response to Comment

Dear Commenter:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.




P133

From: Jason Erwin <jason.w.erwin@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 3:46 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Increased flight concern

Hello,

I wanted to express my deepest concerns with the proposed increase in air traffic out of Paine
field. The noise, pollution and safety of the area are my top concerns not just for me but the
neighbors, businesses and the environmental effects.

Please consider to choose less or use alternative locations for commercial flights.

Thank you.

Jason



Response to Comment

Dear Jason Erwin:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
1-10: Consideration of Other Airports

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?

4-2: Air Quality

6-1: What are the Quality of Life Impacts?

6-6: What are the Safety Impacts due to the Air Traffic Control Tower Hours?
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From: Gretchen Bennett Guethner <gretchenbennettg@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 3:59 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Commercial flights in/out of Paine Field

To whom It May Concern:

There is already enough flight traffic over our neighborhoods, sometimes thundering over
beginning 3:30 a.m. [ hardly sleep a night through under these circumstances. "Soundproofing"
the house is not an option in the near future, with a moderate income and no time to pursue a
major re-construction project.

Why am I forced to pay for the profits of the airlines and the fun of leisure travelers with my
health and well-being? I receive neither direct nor indirect benefit from additional air traffic,
pollution, and noise stress.

I do not want commercial aviation at Paine Field.

Thank you,
Gretchen Bennett Guethner



Response to Comment

Dear Gretchen Bennett Guethner:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns
6-4: What are the Health Effects Associated with the Proposed Action?
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From: Jo Sunderlage <sunshine5714@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 4:24 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Paine Field FAA hearing

| couldn’t come to Monday’s hearing.

You are most welcome to come to my home in Lynnwood (no not to sleep) to be in my bedroom when
planes wake you at ungodly early hours and to sit on my couch and look up at the planes flying over so
low you can see the lights in the window with the noise loud enough to disrupt conversation. | talked to
the lawyers in the opposition suit and was disappointed at the loss.

It’s really not about quality of life or value of real estate or that the big guns really listen to the cons. It’s
about lining pockets cause money rules. Funny that the Herald recently talked about Lynnwood as being
a desirable place to live. It may not be so when whole areas of the city are subject to 24 flights a day ...
hmmmm 24 hours in a day but the planes won’t be flying one per hour will they?

The funny thing is I'm a traveler. An airport closer than SeaTac? Sure. All for it ... yet oh boy I'm
affected and it sucks. I'd be willing to bet the hearing Monday was to appease but in the end not really

listen to those who object. For serious and very real reasons.

Lynnwood resident near Alderwood Mall



Response to Comment

Dear Jo Sunderlage:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

-6: Draft Supplemental EA Did Not Reflect the Opposition of the Community
-4: Aircraft Currently Fly Low and Very Close to Houses

-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns

-1: What are the Quality of Life Impacts?

1
2
3
6
6-2: What is the Impact on Property Values?
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From: GUY FLEISCHER <guy.fleischer@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 5:04 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Comments RE Draft Suppl. EA

Annoyance (in addition to hearing, sleep, health, and learning) remains the single most significant
negative effect associated with aviation noise. Community annoyance is the aggregate community
response to long-term, steady-state exposure conditions.

The application of the stringent DNL 65dB criterion for aviation noise sells short the full range of impacts
to the community from radiated aviation noise. This is an unfortunate, but significant oversight in the
current Draft Supplemental EA for Amendment to the Operations Specifications for Air Carrier Operations
and Amendment to a Part 139 Airport Operating Certificate (DAE) developed for Snohomish County Paine
Field.

One key form of economic manifestation of such annoyance is in depressed residential property values.
Understanding that the noise level at a given property location becomes one of many property features
and amenities (e.g., number of rooms, crime rate, schools) that make up the total value of any given
property, it is nonetheless well documented that aviation ‘noise blight’ can have a direct negative effect
on surrounding property values. In a study on suburban communities in Chicago, Frankel (1991)
classified noise-affected property owners into two groups: those who came to their location when the
location was quiet and later became the subject of aircraft noise and those who purchased the property
near an operational airport from a previous owner. The report concluded that it was the members of the
first group who bore the true burden of airport noise. The proposed action to establish commercial flights
(and now at an increased frequency) at Paine Field Snohomish County falls under the former, leaving the
current community of residential property owners to carry this burden. This broad economic impact was
not fully described or addressed in the current DAE.

Further, low frequency noise is an issue for observers located near an airport runway where jet noise at
the start of takeoff roll and/or the thrust reversers may cause low frequency noise impacts. Low
frequency noise is unique in that it may not be adequately described by the average-weighted decibel,
and may cause structural vibration that could lead to increased annoyance owing to the rattling of
windows or objects on shelves or hanging on walls. Such low frequency noise impacts were also not
addressed in the current DAE.

Background: In 1981, the FAA established DNL 65 decibels as the guideline level at which federal funding
is available for soundproofing or other noise mitigation. Aircraft noise is currently measured on a scale
that averages all community noise during a 24-hour period, known as the Day-Night Average Sound Level
(DNL), and exacts a ten-fold penalty on noise that occurs during night and early morning hours.

The original study by T. Schultz, BBN Report No. 2005 R, Technical Background for Noise Abatement in
HUD's Operating Programs, 8 November 1971, that formed the basis of this guideline stated about this
criteria: “It should be emphasized that criteria in the NEF 30 [~ DNL 65] range must be regarded as
provisional. In each of the national studies in which these limits were developed, these levels of noise
showed up as ‘maximum tolerable’ and were regarded as turning points above which annoyance
increased very rapidly; but sizable portions of the population were seriously disturbed at much lower
levels.”

It is obvious that the originator of the "DNL 65 dB” criterion understood that it was inadequate and did
not fairly measure the threshold for determining obnoxious noise, also stating in his publication: "It is
well known that serious public annoyance is prevalent long before official complaints are lodged. It is
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therefore obvious that these criteria are not adequate for aircraft noise abatement in the long run, since
they are deliberately permissive.”

Currently, there remains significant controversy over the use of the dose-response annoyance curve first
developed by Schultz and then updated by others. Fidell and Silvati (2004) identified shortcomings of this
criterion for predicting annoyance in populations exposed to aircraft noise that are well-understood and
well-documented. The authors argue that the U.S. National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (1969)
requires the use of the best-available technology for disclosure of noise impacts of major federal actions,
even though reliance on current approach for meeting NEPA requirements does not use the best available

technology.

In conclusion, the current Suppl. DAE is not forthcoming in that it is negligent in fully describing and
assessing the best available understanding of likely impacts of aviation noise to the greater community in
the necessary, proper and comprehensive manner. The determination of a Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI) is therefore questionable. This oversight is furthermore concerning since under H.R. 4:
FAA Reauthorization Act of 2018, The FAA is directed to address community noise concerns by examining
dispersal headings or other lateral track variations, studying the potential health impact of overflight
noise, and reviewing the relationship between aircraft noise and its effect on communities surrounding
airports. The FAA is fully expected to revise their outdated standards for noise intrusion and set lower
intensity modern noise standards that reflect current research and practice in other developed countries
(e.g., Europe and Australia).

Contact Information:
Guy Fleischer
23249 39th Ave W

Brier, WA 98036



Response to Comment

Dear Guy Fleischer:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-1: Adequacy and Use of FAA Guidance

3-2: Use of the DNL Metric

3-3: Noise Measurements and Supplemental Metrics Requested
3-4: Noise Analysis Methodology

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?

6-2: What is the Impact on Property Values?
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From: B D KIRK <kirkesg@msn.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 6:23 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Draft Environmental Assessment comment 2

The Environmental Impact Statement for EA-18G “Growler” Airfield Operations at Naval Air
Station Whidbey Island was recently released.

It includes the following statement:

“...65 DNL is the established federal standard for determining potential high
annoyance...Consistent with this guidance, 65 DNL is used to show areas with potential high
annoyance in this analysis. However, aircraft noise does occur outside the 65 DNL contour. In
order to more fully reflect the noise environment, the Draft EIS included noise contours of 60
DNL as well as detailed noise analysis for specific points of interest (POIs). In response to public
comments, the Navy has expanded the analysis in the Final EIS to show geographic areas subject
to greater than 55 DNL and has analyzed 18 additional POIs.”

The 55 DNL contours show miles of affected areas, from the San Juan Islands in the north to east
of La Conner to Camano Islyin the south.

It is clear from comments made during the public hearing for Paine Field that the noise impacts
for the proposed commercial flights will extend far beyond the 65 DNL curve, which only
encompasses the airfield.

If the Navy can incorporate public comment from a draft document and make changes to the
modeling for their final document, the FAA can certainly listen to public concern about the noise
impacts of commercial aviation at Paine Field and demonstrate good faith by requiring the
airlines to model noise levels of 50 or 55 DNL. The FAA should use this information in any
decision based on the final environmental assessment.

Get Qutlook for i0OS
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Response to Comment

Dear B D Kirk:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-6: Draft Supplemental EA Did Not Reflect the Opposition of the Community
3-2: Use of the DNL Metric
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From: B D KIRK <kirkesg@msn.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 6:42 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Draft Environmental Assessment comment 3

The Environmental Impact Statement for EA-18G “Growler” Airfield Operations at Naval Air
Station Whidbey Island was recently released.

It includes assessments for classroom/learning interference for 10 area schools, and probabilities
of sleep disturbance for 30 residential points of interest.

Noise above 50 dB was considered to impact classroom learning.
Sound exposure levels were converted to a probability of awakening a sleeping person.

Mukilteo and Everett children also deserve protection from airplane noise interfering with
learning. Residents around Paine Field don’t want to be woken up by commercial flights.

The fact that the FAA chose to conduct an Environmental Assessment rather than an EIS should
not absolve the airlines or the FAA from conducting a thorough analysis of potential impacts.
The FAA should require the airlines to determine classroom learning impacts and the probability
of night time awakening. The FAA should consider these results in any decision.

Get Outlook for i0S
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Response to Comment

Dear B D Kirk:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-1: Adequacy and Use of FAA Guidance
1-5: Additional Study Should Be Conducted
3-7: Noise Impacts on Schools

3-8: What are the Health Effects of Noise?
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From: Kelsey Beaman <beamanka@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 7:46 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Paine Field Flights

Hello,

I'm very concerned about the plan to have 24 flights a day out of Paine Field. This will
negatively impact the environment and citizens living in the areas surrounding Paine Field. First,
the noise pollution will greatly impact the numerous schools that are in the flight path.
Furthermore, the test flights already being flown disturb peole while they try to sleep. Will there
be hours of operation or can planes fly at all times of day? Will homes in the flight path be given
new windows?

Secondly, there is an increase in pollution from both the planes and more than 2,000 extra
vehicles on the roads. Is there a plan to plant more trees and plants? How is the county
accounting for increased traffic on the already crowed roads? How are we going to protect our
rivers and the Puget Sound from the additional run off?

When making the flight paths, I hope you take into consideration the thousands of local residents
whose lives will be adversely impacted on a daily basis. Please look at creating flight paths over
the water and away from residences.

We need to be looking at the bigger picture and not just focused on job creation for big business
and convience. We only have this one Earth and it is our duty to take care of it. | wany my
children and grandchildren to also be able to enjoy the beauty of South Snohomish County, but
that will only happen if we stand up and become good stewards of the land. Please carefully pick
the flight paths and limit the amount of daily flights.

Thank you for your time,

Kelsey Beaman



Response to Comment

Dear Kelsey Beaman:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
3-7: Noise Impacts on Schools

4-2: Air Quality

5-1: Existing and Future Traffic

6-11: Mitigation
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When | attended the public hearing in Lynnwood WA on October 29, | planned to provide verbal
comments supporting the acceptance in front of the audience. Once there | found that | had the option
of providing my comments directly to the court reporter which | did. | also had mailed written
comments in mid-October. Rather than leave after making my comments | stayed for a while to listen to
the other comments. What | heard prompted more comments.

Most of the speakers were activists who oppose commercial passenger service at Paine Field. In my
opinion their arguments actually support the validity of the 2018 supplemental assessment. Most based
their arguments on how bad the existing traffic and noise conditions are now but those conditions are
the baseline against which the incremental effects of the 24 daily commercial flights are compared. The
worse the baseline, the smaller the incremental effects of the proposed action will be.

One speaker felt that car traffic to and from the terminal will increase air pollution but the baseline
includes Boeing traffic which is much greater so the relative increase will be insignificant. Passengers
using Paine Field instead of Sea Tac will shorten their drive by up to two or more hours of stop and go
traffic and therefore greatly reduce overall pollution in the broader area.

One speaker complained that noise from Dreamlifter operations shakes him out of bed sometimes
several times a night. Again, that noise is part of the baseline and all of the commercial airplanes
proposed are far quieter than the Dreamlifter. None of the airlines propose using Dreamlifters.

Many other speakers complained about existing noise levels and the validity of noise calculations in the
study. No one even mentioned the noisy sounds of the coal and oil trains that travel on tracks along the
Mukilteo coastline several times every day and night. If people don’t have faith in the calculations, then
actually going and listening to the sound from the proposed airplanes and hearing how quiet they are
will validate the conclusion of the assessment.

Several complained about reduction in their property values due to increased noise and traffic. The
airport was there long before they were. The commercial service noise and traffic impact are small
compared to the baseline. Buyers may actually pay more to live there due to the convenience of a short
drive to a first class commercial airport.

The opposing activists will continue to try to put roadblocks in the way of commercial passenger service
at Paine Field but the science-based analysis and “common sense” conclude that there is no significant
impact from an action that will have the huge benefit of eliminating the long drive to and from Sea Tac
airport for 1.3 MILLION arriving or departing passengers per year. This underutilized federally funded
airport has existed for 80 years and was built to be a Super Airport to serve passengers. It’s time this
promise was realized. No more delays please.

Bob Mayer November 1, 2018
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Public Hearing Verbal Comments

My name is Bob Mayer and | am here to express my support for the final FAA
approval of commercial passenger service from Paine Field.

| was born and have lived all of my life in Everett. | am retired from a forty year
career as an Electrical Engineer which involved frequent air travel through Sea-Tac
airport. My air travel in retirement is exclusively for pleasure trips with my family.
Due to the deteriorating experience of travelling between Everett and Sea-Tac,
that part of the trip is no longer a “pleasure.” Driving to Sea-Tac to catch a flight is
a totally unpredictable experience that has probably discouraged profitable job-
producing businesses from locating here also.

Based on Table 3.5 in the September 2018 Draft Supplemental Environmental
Assessment, over 650,000 commercial passengers will depart from PAE annually
with approximately the same number arriving. That’s over 1.3 million passengers

relieved of the stress of commuting to and from Sea-Tac every year. Taking these
passengers off of I-5 is a huge positive result of the proposed action that
assessment shows has no significant impact. The facility is already built. How
many decisions yield such positive results for so many people?

We have been looking forward to commercial passenger service at Paine Field for
decades. It will finally fulfill the original purpose of the “super airport” when built
in the 1930’s.

We live about three miles from the north end of the runway and flights frequently
pass over our home. It is great to know that soon some of those flights will be
carrying commercial passengers. We are looking forward to joining them.

Bob Mayer Oct 29, 2018



Response to Comment

Dear Bob Mayer:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field.
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From: Tim Carothers <tbcvette@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 7:56 PM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Paine Field Expansion

Why isn’t there a formal noise mitigation plan as part of the introduction of commercial flights at Paine
Field? Our homes and schools will be significantly impacted with the increased noise.

Tim Carothers



Response to Comment

Dear Tim Carothers:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
3-7: Noise Impacts on Schools
6-11: Mitigation
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From: Jaspal Hans <jshans@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 8:23 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Public Comment: 2018 Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment for Proposed
Commercial Air Service at Paine Field

Dear Madam/Sir,

How does the proposed subject assessment address the Economic Impact of reduction in
Property values under your study areas defined in Chapter 5.1.2?

Does your recommendation for proposed action, take the significant adverse affect on property
values into consideration and provide any mitigation thereof?

Thanks,
Jaspal Hans
Mukilteo, WA 98275



Response to Comment

Dear Jaspal Hans:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

6-2: What is the Impact on Property Values?
6-11: Mitigation
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From: Alison Lott <verb8mreporting@frontier.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 8:34 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Paine Field Flights

To Whom It May Concern:

I live at 15309 -63rd Ave. W., Edmonds, 98026. My property abuts
Meadowdale Park, which is teaming with wildlife. One major concern I
have with flights out of Paine Field is noise pollution and its effect on the
wildlife. T recently read an article regarding the impact of noise pollution
on animals who rely on their hearing for defense against

predators. Adding more noise can only cause additional problems in the
delicate balance of our wildlife popuplation.

I am also concerned about the impact to traffic in this area. I have only
one choice in routes to leave my neighborhood, and it involves heading
east on 148th St. If I want fo go north or south, I typically do so via
52nd Ave. W. (also known as Bev-Ed Road). My only other option is Hwy
99, which is quite out of the way for most of the driving I do. As a major
route to Paine Field, T feel the impact on 52nd Ave. W. would be
devastating.

Please reconsider the number of flights you will allow out of Paine Field,
as well as the flight patterns over sensitive areas.

Thank you.
Alison Taylor

15309 -63rd Ave. W.
Edmonds, WA 98026
425-743-0887 (land line)
425-218-2622 (cell)



Response to Comment

Dear Alison Taylor:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

5-1: Existing and Future Traffic
6-5:What is the Impact on Wildlife?
6-11: Mitigation
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From: laure hauge <haugeplus3@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 9:05 PM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Comments draft ea

The ea is not adequate for the scope of work that now has 24 flights, 48 noise events not 6
flights, which is an increase of 40% on the community. I think the analysis is flawed, not up to
date with Oct 2018 current traffic, noise, air pollution and urban growth issues.

An eis would be the proper assessment vechile.

Is the ea using data from 2009, yet dated 2012?
Has the environmental impact of a commercial plane dumping fuel into Puget sound for an
emergency been factored?

Will there be a noise abatement olicy for window replacement due to increased noise events?
Flight paths should depart north to mitigate noise.

Will the minimal traffic mitigation fee cover maintenance of roads and signals?

The traffic chart showed that there would only be a decrease of 1 (one) mph with an increase of
700-2100? vehicles per day. This analysis is based on traffic on tue,wed,Thu from 7-9am and 4-
6pm according to gentleman at chart. Was Boeing traffic considered since they start at 5-6am
and get off 2-3pm. I can't believe the analysis showed no added congestion on highway 99, 525,
or Beverly park road.

Tentative flight times are Sam to midnight, which isn't conducive to raising a family with you
children or senior citizens.

Seems that ea analysis has low balled the impact and if this goes ahead, let's have another quick
analysis to see if the assumptions were accurate or not, there should be accountability.

There was no chart showing flight paths which would impact noise 65 dba, plus it was stated
there would be some new flight paths for the 24 additional flights, where they figured into the
black 65 dba area, what about noise air spikes?

Noise should be 50-55 dba not 65dba.

The noise chart is not accurate, the generalized existing land use is from? 2009 or 2012 and is
exactly the same for 2019 and 2024. Were building permits counted from 2012 to 2018 to show
the increase? Why no increase on existing land from 2019 to 2024?



Response to Comment

Dear Laure Hauge:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
-3: Flawed/Inadequate Supplemental EA
-5: Additional Study Should Be Conducted
5: Would there be an Increase in Fuel Dump/Fuel Smell/Residue?
2: Use of the DNL Metric

4: Noise Analysis Methodology
3-5: Where are Flight Tracks Shown?
5-2: Traffic Analysis
6-11: Mitigation

1
1
1
2
3
3
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From: jdewitt678 <jdewitt678 @aol.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 9:14 PM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Traffic concerns

To the Paine Field Association,

My greatest concern is the traffic in and around the Paine Field corridor. I believe that with the
addition of an estimated 2000 more daily commuters hurrying to/from the airport will most
significantly stall any ability we have to freely move about our community.

The money provided to our cities to mitigate this leaves little confidence that any action of
substance will actually occur.

Unfortunately the days of Mukilteo being one of the most desirable places to live are numbered.
Sincerely,

Julie DeWitt

Sent via the Samsung Galaxy S7 active, an AT&T 4G LTE smartphone



Response to Comment

Dear Julie Dewitt:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

5-1: Existing and Future Traffic
5-2: Traffic Analysis
6-11: Mitigation
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From: Mark Fussell <markfussell@rocketmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 10:07 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Comments on Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment

To whom it may concern,

I am the president of the Lake Serene Community Association (LSCA), and
my comments are below.

As a long-time resident, and also acting as the water quality monitor for
Lake Serene through the County Surface Water Management (SWM), I am
disappointed that there appears to be no thought about the impact to the
lake and surrounding neighborhood.

The lake is home to the following:

o Otter

o Eagles

e Osprey

o ducks/geese (generally around 40 geese)
o turtles

o trout/bass

Aircraft are tremendous polluters and the water quality is sure to suffer with
a flight path right over the lake. Where will excess fuel and waste be
dropped? SWM can give you more exact information about impacts. Right
now the water quality has been slowly degrading with all the new
development in the area.

The basic problem we have with development of commercial aviation is that
we have no say in how the airport is used and of its impacts on our
neighborhood. The FAA could open it up to be Seatac North anytime they
want.

« Will there be noise mitigation for our houses and schools?

« Will there be traffic mitigation for the speedway, 148th, Beverly Park
Rd, Airport rd etc.?

o Can the flight path over Lake Serene be diverted over the Speedway
and 997

No doubt many more flights than the 48 listed will be added in the future, so
we are apprehensive about our inability to have a say in the use of the
airport in our neighborhood and the cumulative impacts.
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I would appreciate the courtesy of a reply.
Mark Fussell
President LSCA

Lana Weed
Treasurer LSCA

Sonja Voice
Secretary LSCA



Response to Comment

Dear Mark Fussell, Lana Weed, and Sonja Voice:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
6-5: What is the Impact on Wildlife?

6-9: Water Quality Impacts

6-11: Mitigation
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From: Janet Crowley <Janay55@hotmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 10:19 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Cc: Janet Crowley <janay55@hotmail.com>

Subject: Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field---Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment

The expansion of air traffic to Paine Field should be contingent upon an Environmental Impact
Statement, as the study done for the Environmental Assessment is incomplete.

The EA study analyzes data from the area immediately surrounding the airport; addressing
birds, water, runoff, fuel storage, traffic delays, noise and other factors. But, the population
impacted is much more widely spread from that area-just the city of Mukilteo alone has
approximately 20,000 people who are already impacted by the airport-the combined
Snohomish county area, including Everett, has over 900,000 people. Further from the airport,
there are impacts to noise, animal habitats, nature and traffic, but these areas are not
addressed from what | have read in the assessment. Why is the scope so limited in distance?

There should be a minimum of 5-10 miles from the airport in the schematic drawings of noise
levels. Airplane noise has a long range effect, not only in the immediate vicinity of the airport.
The take off and landing flight paths, which the FAA should provide, should be indicated,
showing all directions from the airport. Why was this not given in the initial EA?

The dBA levels should also be indicated on the flight paths, including how long the noise levels
would be noticed by someone on the ground, during take-offs and during landings. People can
hear even lower levels of sounds, so all the decibel ranges should be indicated over the larger
area impacted by the airport. In certain areas, flight paths of other planes already travel over
many living in Snohomish county; the additional flights will certainly contribute to noise stress
of these residents; so give the residents detailed charts of sound impacting decibels.

To fully understand the EA, which includes approximately 200 pages, including appendixes,
takes some amount of time for the average person to read or even scan. This is an important
first step in the expansion of flights to Paine Field and more time should be given for the
community members to read and understand the information provided. A summary page
should be simple to prepare and extremely helpful.

The Environmental Impact Statement should address traffic along the main corridor of travel in
Snohomish county; I-5. In the future, 10 years or more, there will be some improvements made,
using taxpayer dollars, to fund the Light Rail. The airlines who want to increase use of Paine
Field for their benefit should shoulder costs to alleviate inconvenience to residents and others
who travel near Paine Field for other reasons. The mitigation could be based upon per
passenger or number of flights. The inconveniences to those living below air traffic and near
airports should be mitigated by the airlines, at least to some extent.
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Why do the airlines proposing this appear to be in such a hurry to start these flights? Yes, the
airport has been improved upon and has limited available space for flights. The EA is a simple,
and relatively quick way, to speed things along. But because this expansion is going to be
forever, it should be thorough and easily understood to the community.

The EA doesn't fully delineate how it would limit more flights in the future, up from the 24
round trip or actual 48 take off/landings per day to start, to some unknown number based upon
"demand". That should be addressed, with a definite upper limit set per day. Can the FAA limit
these flights once the airlines state they need more of them each day? How do the airlines
decide they need more flights? Is there some oversight to that?

One of the benefits of living in Snohomish county is because of the beautiful mountains, rivers,
trails and other outdoor amenities.Snohomish county residents, in general, prefer to live in
quiet, residential areas away from big city stresses. The addition of more airplanes flying over
certainly decreases the health benefits, and the quiet of the parks and enjoyment of outdoor
activities for many thousands of people. People probably don't go hiking and look up and say,
"my, what beautiful airplanes there are flying overhead!" The environment further away from
Paine Field should be studied to assess negative impact upon outdoor activities. Not just
decibel levels-but pollution, fuel smells, jet exhaust and even fuel dumping by the airlines.

People chose to live in this area for many reasons. An ever growing airport, without planning,
will certainly decrease the value people place on their residences. It is a concern of many that
more air traffic decreases home values and not one airport ever made a community more
enjoyable to live in.

In closing, the FAA should take the time to conduct a comprehensive Environmental Impact
Statement, instead of using the limited scope EA, to address concerns of the very large
community who live in the area directly and indirectly affected by any expansion of flights into
and out of Paine Field. The benefits of a more thorough approach to this proposal would be
beneficial.

Sincerely,

Janet Crowley

4505 218th St. SW

Unit B

Mountlake Terrace, WA 98043



Response to Comment

Dear Janet Crowley:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
1-3: Flawed/Inadequate Supplemental EA

1-4: Adequacy of Public Involvement and Public Hearing

1-5: Additional Study Should Be Conducted

1-7: Study Areas

3-4: Noise Analysis Methodology

5-2: Traffic Analysis

6-1: What are the Quality of Life Impacts?

6-11: Mitigation
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From: k@incardona.net <k@incardona.net>
Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 11:17 PM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Additional flights at Paine Field

Please, no more flights coming into or leaving Paine Field!! We’ve lived in this area for 30 years and love
the quiet, the wild life, the pristine water and beaches of the Puget Sound. The flights coming and going
have already impacted the enjoyment of this lovely area, don’t add more! Our local wildlife, birds, pets,
children shouldn’t have to be disrupted by the noise, the traffic, the negative environmental effects,
these additional flights that are proposed (to those already coming and going, are causing, and will
additionally cause), are terribly disturbing and shouldn’t be increased.

Sent from my iPad



Response to Comment

Dear Commenter:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

6-4: What are the Health Effects Associated with the Proposed Action?
6-5: What is the Impact on Wildlife?
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From: Fred Clark <fredoclark@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 11:27 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Public Comments on Paine Field Draft Supplemental Environmental Assesment

Comments Submitted by:
Fred Clark

1002 9th St,
Mukilteo, WA,
98275

fredoclark@gmail.com
November 1, 2018

Paine Field Draft Supplemental Environmental
Assessment Comments

The draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment did not include adequate community involvement. FAA AC 150/5020-1
refers to FAA AC 150/5050-4 Citizens Participation in Airport Planning. Page 40 of FAA AC 150/5050-4 notes that a
comprehensive program is suitable for complex and/or controversial studies. There were lawsuits against the original
Environmental Assessment, so the proposed introduction of commercial aviation at Paine Field should be considered
controversial, which should have of included comprehensive program of community involvement. Public involvement should of
occurred early in the process to help identify alternatives to the proposed action. The single public hearing on October 29, was
called a workshop, but it did not involve anything which could be considered a workshop. Also, the time between the October
29th meeting first opportunity to ask questions, and the Nov 2nd deadline for submitting comments is too short. I request
additional time to submit further comments. The Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment should be redone with a
comprehensive program of community involvement.

The Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment shows 65 DNL noise contours for 24 passenger flights a day, and for the
alternative, no passenger flights. The 65 DNL is an upper limit above which open space and residential zoning are not
compatible. The draft indicates that because the land within the 65 DNL boundary is not zoned for residential or open space,
there is no significant impact due to noise. After attending the hearing, I understand that this means that there is no significant
impact to the parties wishing to introduce commercial aviation service at Paine Field. The Draft Supplemental Environmental
Assessment should revised to consider potential health impact due to noise impact to surrounding residents with 55 DNL as a
upper limit that would show no significant impact. I copy below information that supports using 55 DNL:

Administrative Conference of the United States
Noise and Its Effects
Dr. Alice H. Suter
Conference Consultant

(November 1991)
“HUD, DOT and EPA recognize Ldn = 55 dB as a goal for outdoors in residential areas in protecting the public health and
welfare with an adequate margin of safety (Reference: EPA "Levels" Document.) However, it is not a regulatory goal. It is a level
defined by a negotiated scientific consensus without concern for economic and technological feasibility or the needs and desires
of any particular community.

The Department of Transportation's Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has adopted a DNL of 65 as the point above which
residential land-use becomes "normally unacceptable." Below this level, the FAA does not require airport authorities to draw
noise contours or discuss the impact of airport noise on the surrounding communities for purposes of compatibility planning or to
receive grants under the Part 150 program. (20) Thus, public policy decisions, at least on the federal level, have not considered
the annoyance of individuals living in the DNL 55-65 dB range.

Recent research confirms the findings of earlier investigations relied upon by the EPA, that annoyance is often generated at day-
night average sound levels well below 65 dB (Fidell et al., 1985; Fidell et al., 1991; Hall et al., 1981). Figures 4 and 5 from Fidell
et al. (1991) portray the responses from surveys of two mid-sized airports in California: Burbank Airport and the Orange County
Airport. The percentage of respondents highly annoyed is depicted as a function of DNL, and compared to the Schultz curve.
Both studies show significantly greater numbers of people highly annoyed than would have been predicted by the Schultz curve.
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For example, at 60 dB, as many as 70 percent of the Burbank population described themselves as highly annoyed and some 40
percent near the Orange County Airport.”

Also Noise: A Health Problem (Office of Noise and Abatement and Control, 1978 states that:
“It is finally clear that noise is a significant hazard to public health” and “Truly, noise is more that just an annoyance”

FAA guidelines Order 5050.4 dictate that increases in noise levels in wise sensitive land uses of over 1.5 DNL are considered
significant. The Draft should be revised to see if proposed action would cause an increase of over 1.5 DNL in noise sensitive
areas.

The maximum noise levels should also be plotted for the surrounding neighborhoods. A sudden loud noise of an aircraft flying
over residential areas can wake people up at night. If it is not possible to determine the maximum noise levels, then night flights
between 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM should not be allowed except for emergency landings.

The Draft should also be revised to consider the social economic impact of commercial noise. Airport proximity is detrimental
to residential real estate values. The economic impact is highest in moderately priced and expensive neighborhoods. The Draft
should be revised to include the detrimental economic noise impact both for homeowners and for city and state real estate tax
revenues. Some homeowners will need to leave the area due to aircraft noise, so in addition to lower sale value, the economic
impact analysis should include costs for buying, selling and moving, which would be approximately %10 percent of the current
home value.

The Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment should be revised to study the effects of traffic flow on the Hyw 525. The
traffic is typically congested throughout the day. The Draft only looks at intersections. Mitigation to increase the width of Hwy
525 to reduce congestion should be included. The Draft also states that the impact of increased traffic due to the proposed
introduction of commercial aviation service will be of no significant consequence due to mitigation fees. The proposed
increased in commercial aviation vehicle traffic should not be allowed until the mitigation construction is completed.

The Draft should be revised to consider the impact of increased pollution run off and the impact on endangered salmon in Big
Gulch and Japanese Gulch drainages. Also the environmental impact of possible dumping of aircraft fuel over the surrounding
areas, and the increased risk hazardous material leaks at the airport should be evaluated, with mitigation implemented.

The Draft states that the addition of commercial service will add .03% of US greenhouse gas emissions, and concludes that this is
not significant, without providing a specific rationale. It also indications that this increase will be compensated for by other
reductions taken somewhere else, without stating how these reductions will be implemented. I disagree with this assessment. In
Washington state, shellfish hatcheries are failing because of an acidifying ocean, record-breaking wildfires are destroying forests
and communities, and declining snowpack and earlier snowmelt in the mountains are jeopardizing summer water supplies. Orcas
and salmon runs are also endangered. Worldwide catastrophic climate change is predicted unless there is a dramatic reduction in
green house gasses. Any further increases in greenhouse gas emissions is of major significance.

A handout at the October 29 meeting states that alternative sites were not considered because the FAA does not have the
authority to direct or influence commercial service providers to provide service at a particular airport. This shows that an
Environmental Impact Statement is needed for region wide growth management transportation planning.

Please acknowledge receipt of these comments.



Response to Comment

Dear Fred Clark:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-1: Adequacy and Use of FAA Guidance
1-4: Adequacy of Public Involvement and Public Hearing
1-5: Additional Study Should Be Conducted

3-2: Use of the DNL Metric

3-8: What are the Health Effects of Noise?

4-1: Sources of Existing Air Pollution

6-2: What is the Impact on Property Values?

6-5: What is the Impact on Wildlife?

6-9: Water Quality Impacts

6-11: Mitigation

Please also see the following individual response.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

While the scientific community is generally in agreement that there is a human element to
exacerbating the impacts of climate change on Earth; the incremental Carbon Dioxide
Equivalents (CO2e) emissions increase from this action, as addressed within the context of
the NEPA process, does not establish this as a “significant” impact.

The 2012 EA concluded that greenhouse gas emissions associated with existing and future
aviation activity at Paine Field would be expected to represent less than 0.03 percent of
U.S. greenhouse gases; therefore, GHG emissions associated with existing and future
activity at Paine Field would not be significant.

The 2018 EA determined that there would be an increase of 20,610 and 22,993 metric tons
of CO2e emissions respectively at Paine Field in 2019 and 2024 if the Proposed Action was
to be implemented. Currently, there are no significance thresholds established for aviation
GHG emissions, and the FAA has not identified specific factors to consider in making a
significance determination for GHG emissions, especially as it may be applied to a particular
project. Additionally, due to the negligible change the Proposed Action would have on Paine
Field’s existing operational footprint, there would be little, if any, increase in vulnerability to
future climate impacts on the Airport from the implementation of the Proposed Action.
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From: Shawna & Russell Brenneke <brenneke@windermere.com>
Sent: Friday, November 2, 2018 12:03 AM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Public Comments

To Whom It May Concern:

I am a local resident of Mukilteo and my house backs to the take-off and landing area above Japanese
Gulch. The noise from the planes wakes me up in the middle of the night. When I’m enjoying my
backyard and a plane is landing or taking off I have to pause my conversations to wait for the plane to
pass. I know for a fact that the dB’s are louder than the 65dB’s used in the study... we have taken
measurements and recorded over 100dB.

I am flabbergasted that you did not include areas just outside of Mukilteo that will be greatly affected by
the noise and traffic. Speaking of traffic... it’s awful already. I do not understand how the folks at the
public meeting this week stated that there would be no noticeable increase.

Please consider timing the flights so that residents can sleep and that traffic doesn’t become unbearable.
The only way that we can get to our homes is the same way everyone will be going to get to the airport so
there is no escape for us.

Sincerely,
Shawna Brenneke

1278 Hill St.
Mukilteo WA 98275



Response to Comment

Dear Shawna Brenneke:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-7: Study Areas

3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns

3-2: Use of the DNL Metric

3-9: Request for Noise Curfew/Activity Restrictions
6-11: Mitigation
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From: Jan Beaman <beamanjan@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, November 2, 2018 12:08 AM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Paine Field Noise

To Whom it May Concern,

I am writing to register a concern for the addition of commercial flights out of Paine Field. This
is a terrible idea on many levels and it is hard to imagine how the concept has gotten this far. It
appears that there is more interest in making money than the welfare of the local residents. My
guess is that none of the people making these decisions live in the Paine Field area, because if
they did, they would never be promoting this idea. It is easier to think an idea is good if it does
not negatively impact you personally.

Adding more cars for the passengers of these planes to already overcrowded roads makes no
sense. The traffic in the Paine Field area is already impacted by growing local neighborhoods
and Boeing traffic. There is no infrastructure in place to handle additional traffic. The additional
congestion will cause more noise and pollution in an area that is already stressed.

Paine Field is located very close to several schools and the take off and landing noise will
definitely impact the equality of learning for many children. They do not need to be subjected to
noise pollution nor exhaust fumes from jet fuel while on the playground.

Our house is currently negatively impacted with the flights that operate from Paine Field. The
noise can be deafening and has even woken us up at night. In fact, just this week our sleep was
interrupted at 2:30am by an obnoxiously loud airplane that flew directly over our house. This is
not ok now and will only become worse as more flights are added. As | write this email, there
has been continuous plane noise going overhead for at least an hour, and that is with the current
flights operating out of Paine Field. Once we give permission for a certain number of flights,
before we know it, that number will be multiplied and the flight noise will be non stop.

Please do not approve the expansion of flights to 24 flights per day. Keep the original number
which I believe was12, which is 12 too many. Consider adding language that guarantees the
number of flights will not be increased in the future.

Also, insist that the flight path for these flights is kept over the water and not over the residential
areas full of schools and homes. People should not be subjected to additional noise and the traffic
congestion resulting from any additional flights. Stop the mad rush to grab a buck and consider
the quality of life for the residents of this area. We do not want to become the Sea Tac of the
north. It is one thing to build and test planes in your local area. It is a totally different issue to
become a commercial airport!

Thank you, Jan Beaman



Response to Comment

DearJan Beaman:

Thankyouforyour comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please seethe
followinggeneralresponsesthatapplytoyourcomments.

General Responses

1-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?

3-7: Noise Impacts on Schools

5-1: Existing and Future Traffic

5-2: Traffic Analysis

6-1: What are the Quality of Life Impacts?

6-11: Mitigation
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From: Denise <drsteink@aol.com>

Sent: Friday, November 2, 2018 12:35 AM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Commercial flights

As a resident in the neighborhood | am obligated by noise constraints from 1000pm to 8am. |
have been disappointed that as a commercial airfield you do not have to abide by these rules with
the Dreamlifter. As you expand to even more flights with commercial airlines overhead | believe
the neighborhood should be given the courtesy to respect the same hours of no flights from 10P
to 8A so that we can sleep. Especially in summer when windows are open.

Additionally I am concerned with increased traffic on Beverly park Blvd and the

speedway. During morning and afternoon rush hour it is full and ferry traffic arrival increases
the backup, | can’t imagine managing airport traffic increase without some infrastructure
planning/adaptations. Please don’t increase the road rage from high density housing and airport.

Denise Steinkerchner
Lynnwood/Meadowdale



Response to Comment

Dear Denise Steinkerchner:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please seéé
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-9: Request for Noise Curfew/Activity Restrictions
3-10: Boeing 747 Dreamlifter Operations

5-1: Existing and Future Traffic

5-3: Ferry Operations
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From: Diane Hart <seagazer755@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, November 2, 2018 12:42 AM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Increased volume of flights scheduled for Paint Field

To whom it may concern,

I am writing to express my deep concern over the doubling of flight capacity approved for
commercial airlines out of Paine Field even before commercial flights commence. This is very
disconcerting. The approval of this, knowing the public outcry from surrounding communities
over the first approval, which was half the number, is exactly why the public has no faith in due
process. Snohomish county has not only renigged on its original agreement with the people of
this area by allowing commercial flights out of Paine Field, but is doubling down on this,
proving it cares little about what the community thinks.. Money seems to be at the forefront of
every decision made by the county; not quality of life, environment, health.

The public was initially baited with the idea that the number of flights would be limited to 12 a
day. That was a sham and a lie. These were supposed to be smaller planes, but now even the
size of the planes have changed, increasing traffic volume and infrastructure problems. We knew
that once it was opened up to commercial flights at all, the envelope would continued to be
pushed, slowly increasing the numbers until, before we know it, we are living nextdoor to
another SeaTac airport. As usual, no thought is given to infrastructure, only greed. This is a
snowball rolling downhill. What next now that all 24 spots have been filled with larger planes
and greater volume? Does anyone bother to govern, or does business have free reign? This
seems to be all about the dollar bill and not about the lives of the community impacted.

We already have airplane noise, but infrequently, and most are small planes. No longer. Our
roads in the Mukilteo area are already impossible because of the ferry. You should know this is
already a problem, but it's obvious you don't care. The so called impact assessment by the FAA
is equally a joke. I have little faith in the days of our current administration, that any attempts to
look at impacts, or regulation of any kind, are sincere. The FAA isn't living in the area. The
idea that "the roads are already clogged”, so what's a little more traffic, is

preposterous! Snohomish County has put the cart before the horse, money before planning, with
no thought to the infrastructure to support it's new big venture. If you, who know our challenges,
can't be thoughtful and proactive about them, you are not doing your job.. If you were going to
put a commercial airport in, it should have been done before the community grew up around

it. Now, it has to be your job to set limits. You didn't plan ahead at a time when the impacts
we're not as great.

Snohomish County has a horrible reputation for rubber stamping everything. For no
planning. For not caring about quality of life, green spaces, parks. Prove us wrong, and
govern.

Diane Hart
Resident
Unincorporated county near Mukilteo



Response to Comment

Dear Diane Hart:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-1: Adequacy and Use of FAA Guidance

1-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
1-6: Draft Supplemental EA Did Not Reflect the Opposition of the Community

2-1: Why Can’t the County Limit or Restrict Operations?

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?

5-1: Existing and Future Traffic

5-3: Ferry Operations
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From: Nancy McCutchin <songbird360@mac.com>
Sent: Friday, November 2, 2018 1:45 AM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Paine Field Commercial Service Plan

Hello -

We sent you a separate email outlining our personal concerns, now we have some questions for
you regarding the expansion of Paine Field air service to include commercial flights.

« Given the magnitude of this change, why wasn't a more comprehensive EIS conducted?

e Many less impactful projects hold multiple public hearings to ensure public
input. Why hold only one public hearing?

e Since starting scheduled commercial service at Paine Field is bound to produce many
impacts, and the scope of those impacts will grow as scheduled service grows,
what criteria is being used to define a significant impact?

e What assurances are there that the cumulative impacts of all scheduled service will be
assessed with any increase in operations?

e Why wasn't the effect on home values studied?

e What is the mechanism for insuring mitigation money is actually paid?

Nancy and Bob McCutchin
13417 45th Ct W
Mukilteo, Wa



Response to Comment

Dear Nancy and Bob McCutchin:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
1-5: Additional Study Should Be Conducted

1-8: Significance of Project Impacts

1-9: How Is Significance Defined?

6-2: What is the Impact on Property Values?

6-8: Cumulative Impacts

6-11: Mitigation

Please also see the following individual response.

Implementation of Mitigation

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). If mitigation is required, it would be documented
in the Record of Decision to ensure proper implementation.
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From: Connan Pearson <connanp@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, November 2, 2018 3:26 AM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Comments for Supplemental Environmental Assessment

As a tax payer and resident of Lynnwood, | do not support this commercialization of Paine Field
and opt for the proposed alternative: No action. A proper investigation to the impacts of the
proposed action is not only a matter of moral nature, but of the health of our future. Such an
investigation can be accomplished with an Environment Impact Statement.

Under the 42 U.S. Code 7609 which regulates air pollution prevention and control, the
provision for Environmental Impact states that newly authorized Federal projects for
construction and any major Federal agency action must consult with the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ). The final EA will be submitted by the FAA to the CEQ under
misleading pretenses. The conclusions made by the EA say there is no significant impact, yet
they limited their studies to the airport land only, used antiquated methods of noise measurement,
and did not even do a preliminary evaluation of individual economic impact on real property.

I would also like to point out that the commercialization of Paine Field is in direct conflict with
Snohomish County's Mediated Role Determination in 1978-79.

Respectfully,

Connan Pearson
15119 44th PIW
Lynnwood, WA 98087



Response to Comment

Dear Connan Pearson:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

: Additional Study Should Be Conducted

: Study Areas

: Significance of Project Impacts

: How is Significance Defined?

: Why Can’t the County Limit or Restrict Operations?
: Use of the DNL Metric

: Noise Analysis Methodology

: What is the Impact on Property Values?
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Please also see the following individual response.
Council on Environmental Quality

The Supplemental EA is not submitted to the CEQ as part of the NEPA review process.
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From: Kay Kikumoto <keikikué@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, November 2, 2018 7:17 AM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Impact of Paine Field Airport on Communities

My family lives in the Picnic Point area, and we are very concerned about the dramatic increase
in noise and air pollution the airport will inflict on all of us. We have resided in this area for
nearly 30 years, and the primary reason for living in our neighborhood is it is quiet, peaceful and
clean. | cannot imagine how we will be able to live with the noise of planes taking off and
landing every 20 to 30 minutes. It is difficult enough to hear Boeing performing test flights and
jet engine tests, as well as, periodically hearing transport planes taking off. Not only do we have
to tolerate aircraft fly overs, but also the late night jet engine testing which wakes me from

sleep. I, myself, have had to invest in custom earplugs to wear at night. | do not believe that |
should be made to wear them 24 hours a day, everyday.

Studies have shown that aircraft engine emissions exceed the greenhouse gas emissions of all
other forms of transportation, and this area is regularly impacted by weather inversion, which
suppress air convection, trapping air movement and therefore creating a toxic air

environment. We already have significant and dangerous issues with poor air quality - this past
summer, our area was recorded to have the worst air quality in the entire US - during forest fire
season and during the winters when people are using their chimneys. Having aircrafts taking off
24 times a day will significantly worsen the quality of our air, especially during those periods |
have mentioned above, making this place intolerable to live.

With the ever increasing events of forest fires during the summer months and the regular weather
pattern of inversion layers, if Paine Field Airport decides to go forward with the plan to allow 24
takeoffs and 24 landings, | believe there will be an enormous public outcry from the community,
and | believe we will then take this matter to the courts.

Please do not increase the number of flights.

Thank you very much.

Brian and Kay Jellison

5731 145th PI SW

Edmonds, WA 98026

Sent from my iPad



Response to Comment

Dear Brian and Kay Jellison:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-6: Draft Supplemental EA Did Not Reflect the Opposition of the Community
3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?

4-1: Sources of Existing Air Pollution

4-2: Air Quality
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From: SALLY ESTEP <estep_s@msn.com>
Sent: Friday, November 2, 2018 10:46 AM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Statement

My name is Sally Estep and | would like to submit this statement.

There is not a lot of a buffer for planes to be taking off and landing in this highly populated residential
area. While | believe the best direction for takeoffs and landing is over the Boeing plant why are you
flying low in other directions over residential homes? | am violated when a plane is flying directly over
my head while being at home. On multiple occasions and late at night | hear a plane overhead that is
very loud- louder than others. Why is this happening? There have been several plane crashes at Paine
Field and | am sure close calls. | foresee disaster happening.

Sally Estep

4820 145th PL SW
Lynnwood, WA
98087

ph: 425.583-5526



Response to Comment

Dear Sally Estep:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

2-4: Aircraft Currently Fly Low and Very Close to Houses
3-9: Request for Noise Curfew/Activity Restrictions
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From: Peggy Russe <peggyr@pcmgt.us>
Sent: Friday, November 2, 2018 11:09 AM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Paine Field Airport

Importance: High

I am concerned about the EIS conducted and would like to know why it wasn’t more
comprehensive. The EIS study was streamlined and the public wasn’t able to
comment. There was only 1 public hearing.

What criteria defines what a significant impact is? It is obvious to the majority of
impacted citizens that starting scheduled commercial service at Paine Field (or any
airport) will produce many impacts that will grow as scheduled service grows.

What assurances are there that the cumulative impacts of all scheduled service will be
assessed with any increase in operations? Why wasn't the effect on home values
studied? What impact will this have on traffic? I work in Bellevue and now find it takes
me more time to get from Alderwood to my Harbor Pointe house that it does from
Bellevue to Alderwood. Ino longer am able to go the Mukilteo public market due to
the traffic on the Speedway.

What is the mechanism for insuring any mitigation money is actually paid?

Peggy Russe
Office — 425-460-2511
Cell — 206-571-7489



Response to Comment

Dear Peggy Russe:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

-1: Adequacy and Use of FAA Guidance

-3: Flawed/Inadequate Supplemental EA

1-4: Adequacy of Public Involvement and Public Hearing
1-5: Additional Study Should be Conducted

5-2: Traffic Analysis

6-8: Cumulative Impacts

6-11: Mitigation

_—
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From: Sharon Swann <swann2000@hotmail.com>

Sent: Friday, November 2, 2018 11:16 AM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>; flish5@yahoo.com
Subject: Paine Field Airport - Comments from Mukilteo Neighbours

Thank you for the public meeting last Monday. | do have some additional comments:

1. Why wasn't a more comprehensive EIS conducted given the magnitude of this change
with out any PUBLIC input

2.  Why only hold one public hearing when so many less impactful projects today hold
multiple public hearings to ensure public input

3. What criteria defines what a significant impact is? It is obvious to the majority of
impacted citizens that starting scheduled commercial service at Paine Field (or any
airport) will produce many impacts that will grow as scheduled service grows.

4. What assurances are there that the cumulative impacts of all scheduled service will be
assessed with any increase in operations?

5. Why wasn't the effect on home values studied?

6. What is the mechanism for insuring any mitigation money is actually paid?

Have a wonderful and blessed day!
Sharon
425.349.1807



Response to Comment

Dear Sharon Swann:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3: Flawed/Inadequate Supplemental EA
: Adequacy of Public Involvement and Public Hearing
5: Additional Study Should Be Conducted
8: Significance of Project Impacts
9: How Is Significance Defined?
: What is the Impact Upon Property Values?
8: Cumulative Impacts
11: Mitigation

4
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From: Kiran Asher <kiranasher@aol.com>
Sent: Friday, November 2, 2018 11:24 AM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Paine field impact in Mukilteo/Edmonds

Sir/Madam,

We understand that there’s been a proposal to increase commercial flights to 46 per day.

1. Could you please share the increased level of noise that this will cause.

2. Also share the decrease in the house values in the neighboring areas.

3. Specific maps of flight paths for incoming and out going flights, so we can charge the impact on our
house, and the noise level one over outdoors

Kiran Ashe



Response to Comment

Dear Kiran Asher:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-5: Where are Flight Tracks Shown?
3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
6-2: What is the Impact on Property Values?
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From: denys hoistad <denyshoistad@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, November 2, 2018 11:51 AM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Commercial air traffic

I have a number of concerns regarding commercial air traffic at Paine Field.

We have lived in the area for 17 years and we are raising our family here. My husband works in
Mukilteo and we choose it for the small town atmosphere, good schools, safety and beauty of the
area. Of course, it would be convenient to have commercial flights out of Paine field, but my
concerns are at what cost to the community. As a resident, | don't feel comfortable that the
impacts have been thoroughly evaluated for all concerned.

Specifically, my concerns are:

1. Has there been a significant study that shows all of the implications of the service and how
the airlines, airport or county will address the implications? | have only seen a very cursory
study.

2. Should the airlines wish to increase their flights, what will the process be?

3. What are the anticipated effects on our home values? Do residents have a vote if they wish to
see this service implemented and forego their home values and have increased traffic, air and
noise pollution?

4. What about homes that are significantly impacted by the noise? Is there any sound barrier
protection for these homes? When we purchased our home, the airport was not a commercial
airport. Surely the airlines or county bear some responsibility to make this right for the
residents. Where is all of the revenue for the county and airlines going - does any go back to the
community?

I would like to see this issue have more complete thought and to be put on a ballot for the
community to vote on it. If the majority wishes to have this service available at Paine Field so be
it. Without a vote | feel that it's just being pushed on us. The county and airlines make all of the
revenues and Mukilteo has to live with the negative fall out with no commitments or assistance
provided. Doesn't seem right - who is representing our community?

Now is the time to perform complete studies and involved the area residents. It will go a long
way in making it a community event and having residents embrace it for the long term. In the
end, even those not in favor of the flights would at least feel heard and included in the tough
decision.

| appreciate your response to these important questions.
Thank you.

Denys Hoistad
Resident of Mukilteo



Response to Comment

Dear Denys Hoistad:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

: Adequacy and Use of FAA Guidance

: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
: Flawed/Inadequate Supplemental EA

: Why Can’t the County Limit or Restrict Operations?

: Mediated Role Determination (MRD) Document

: Noise Analysis Methodology

: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?

: What is the Impact on Property Values?

1: Mitigation

“NOBRAN-_2WWN -
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November 2, 2018
Environmental Science Associates
5309 Shilshole Avenue, N.W. Suite 200
Seattle, WA 98107
Subject: Comments relative to the Paine Field Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment (submitted via email)

As a resident of Mukilteo and steward of Japanese Gulch, | am submitting these comments to highlight what appears to
be an oversight relative to the presence of species listed for protection under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) in the
area and the potential water quality related risks to them associated with drainage from Paine Field. Since the time that
the Environmental Assessment was published by the Barnard Dunkelberg Company in 2012, a major study (Beamer et.al.
2013%) was conducted that documents the presence of ESA listed species, specifically Chinook salmon, in multiple
streams that receive runoff from Paine Field. These streams include Big Gulch and Japanese Gulch. This information
supplements existing knowledge regarding the presence of Chinook salmon in the Lake Washington Watershed which
also receives inflow from Paine Field via Swamp Creek. Per the materials distributed by Environmental Science
Associates at the open house, this would fall in the category of a change in local environment or at least change in
knowledge relative to the local environment. The final version of the Supplemental Environmental Assessment being
prepared by Environmental Science Associates must incorporate this scientific information to be considered sound and
valid.

While it is true that a significant increase in impervious area is not likely to occur, there is a risk from the increased level
of activity on that impervious area. State of the art, effective treatment of the runoff from Paine Field is essential to the
protection of these adjacent ESA identified critical habitats. In addition to water quality related concerns, there is the
real risk that climate change induced increases in rainfall intensity may further exacerbate the alteration of hydrologic
patterns in the neighboring watersheds. This excerpt from Beamer (2013) highlights the importance the Big Gulch and
Japanese Gulch stream systems, as well as other similar systems:

“These small streams appear to be one of the habitats used by fry migrant Chinook salmon after they have left their natal
river. Protecting and restoring these streams would benefit the recovery of Whidbey Basin Chinook salmon populations
because all rivers demonstrate existence — if not an abundance — of fry migrants in their populations. Providing habitat
opportunity for fry migrants should improve survival of this life history type and improve overall viability of the
populations through improved life history diversity.

The small coastal streams of the Whidbey Basin are often spatially and/or temporally intermittent. They could easily be
overlooked as potential salmon habitat, especially for Chinook salmon, since no Chinook spawning occurs in these
streams. The streams are small enough that instream habitat can easily be degraded through direct actions such as
channel straightening, armoring, removal of riparian vegetation, and culverting.

The watershed areas of these streams are generally quite small and therefore more susceptible to development actions
that change the hydrologic character of streams, such as rerouting flow when roads are developed in the watershed
(e.g., not enough culverts, not the right location of culverts) or extending channels through ditching, resulting in a
flashier hydrograph.

Before being considered ‘final”, the Supplemental Environmental Assessment must be updated and revised to ensure
that adequate measures are in place to ensure the full protection the habitats used by ESA listed stocks including not
only directly impacted Chinook salmon but also the indirectly impacted Southern Resident Killer Whale population. As

1 Beamer, E.M., W.T. Zackey, D. Marks, D. Teel, D. Kuligowski, and R. Henderson. 2013. Juvenile Chinook Salmon Rearing
in Small Non-Natal Streams Draining into the Whidbey Basin.
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indicated below, it is clear that the consultants hired to complete the Supplemental Environmental Assessment are well
equipped to address this deficiency.

Thank you for providing me with the opportunity to respond and comment on the Draft Supplemental Environmental
Assessment.

Sincerely,

Keith Binkley
4628 75% Street SW

Mukilteo, WA 98275



Response to Comment

Dear Keith Binkley:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

6-5: What is the Impact on Wildlife?
6-9: Water Quality Impacts
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From: Comcast <jsjd@comcast.net>

Sent: Friday, November 2, 2018 12:53 PM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Commercial Flights

| live in Meadowdale and am very concerned about opening Paine Field to commercial flights. |1am
really hoping that the airport will try to be a good neighbor, for that is what we are a neighborhood. |
am sure there are things that can be done with flight patterns to minimize noise in neighborhoods. The
airplanes we have now flying overhead are all | can stand. Traffic is also s big concern. We already have
ridiculous congestion and the airport is going to cause backup problems on Beverly Park rd to be
intolerable!

| appreciate your consideration of this

Susan O’Hare

15528 53rd pl

98026

Sent from my iPhone



Response to Comment

Dear Susan O’Hare:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

2-1: Why Can’t the County Limit or Restrict Operations?
2-4: Aircraft Currently Fly Low and Very Close to Houses
3-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
5-2: Traffic Analysis
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From: Ron Savage <ronsavage@isomedia.com>
Sent: Friday, November 2, 2018 1:05 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Paine Field Airport Commercial Flights

| am concerned about a number of issues, please address the following:

1. Traffic congestion at the intersection of Beverly Edmonds Road and Mukilteo Speedway is already a
nightmare. Given that this problem is a huge safety issue and will become totally unbearable to the
public with the additional airport traffic, what is the plan to alleviate this situation?

2. Is there any plan to compensate homeowners for the inevitable reduction in home values as a result
of the increased, congestion, pollution and noise impact?

3. Given the scope of this airport expansion, why was a comprehensive environmental impact study
bypassed despite the public making it clear that this was required and yet it was never done?

Ronald Savage
3816 Serene Way
Lynnwood, 98087



Response to Comment

Dear Ronald Savage:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-1: Adequacy and Use of FAA Guidance
1-3: Flawed/Inadequate Supplemental EA
1-5: Additional Study Should be Conducted
5-1: Existing and Future Traffic

5-2: Traffic Analysis

6-2: What is the Impact on Property Values?
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From: Shannon Jay <shannonjay@comcast.net>

Sent: Friday, November 2, 2018 1:16 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>; mayoly@aol.com; Shannon Jay <shannonjay@comcast.net>
Subject: Questions & Comments on Paine Field Supplemental Environmental Assessment

Please see our questions and comments below concerning the Paine Field Supplemental
Environmental Assessment:

Why wasn't the effect on home values studied? Living in this area for over 20 years, we watched
the SeaTac Airport expansions with home and property values dramatically decreasing there and
the area changed, not for the better. Concerning traffic, the traffic in the morning and again early
through late afternoon is already a steady flow on Beverly Park Road. It can be very difficult to
get out onto Beverly Park Road from 47th Place W, a street we depend on to get out of our
neighborhood. What will be done to help with increased traffic on Beverly Park Road and 47th
Place W once the airport begins scheduled flights? It gets worse at Beverly Park Road and
Mukilteo Speedway where the traffic is backed up for blocks. Is anything going to be done to
help with the increased traffic on Mukilteo Speedway and especially around the Beverly Park
Road once the scheduled flights begin?

What is the mechanism for insuring any mitigation money is actually paid?

What assurances are there that the cumulative impacts of all scheduled service will be assessed
with any increase in operations?

What criteria defines what a significant impact is? It seems obvious to the majority of impacted
citizens that starting scheduled commercial service at Paine Field, or any other airport for that
matter, will produce many impacts that will only get worse as the scheduled service grows. To
the point, that scheduled service already increased with news service would begin at Paine Field
starting with a much lower number of flights per day jumping to the number it is now. What will
be done to protect us from impact? Who will be paying for these costs?

Why only hold one public hearing when so many less impacted projects today hold

multiple public hearings to ensure public input? We were not able to attend the one meeting and
it would have been nice to have had another date to be able to attend such an important meeting
with a project, a commercial airport, that impacts us greatly.

Why wasn't a more comprehensive EIS conducted given the magnitude of this change? It was
conducted in such a streamlined EA and a Supplement without any public input on the scope of
the study.

We feel very disappointed that we the public, especially the people of Mukilteo, have not been
able to participate on this project since it will be impacting our home values and our quality of
life. We also feel disappointed the Mediated Role Agreement was not used in the decision to
expand to commercial service at Paine Field or in the EA, why not? We purchased our home,
siting the Mediated Role Agreement, with the understanding that no commericial flights would
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begin at Paine Field and that was ignored, Why was it ignored? There is an impact to us with
Paine Field comensing with commercial flights.

Looking forward to your answers to our questions.Thank you,
Shannon & Mike Jay

13517 42nd Ave W

Mukilteo, WA 98275

shannonjay@comcast.net



mailto:shannonjay@comcast.net

Response to Comment

Dear Shannon and Mike Jay:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1: Adequacy and Use of FAA Guidance
-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
-3: Flawed/Inadequate Supplemental EA
-4: Adequacy of Public Involvement and Public Hearing
-5: Additional Study Should be Conducted
-8: Significance of Project Impacts
-9: How Is Significance Defined?
2: Mediated Role Determination (MRD) Document
1: Existing and Future Traffic

2: Traffic Analysis

1: What are the Quality of Life Impacts?

2: What is the Impact on Property Values?

8: Cumulative Impacts

1

1-
1
1
1
1
1
1
2-
5-
5-
6-
6-
6-
6-11: Mitigation




P166

From: Paul Richer <paul.richer@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, November 2, 2018 1:19 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Comments regarding scheduled commercial flights at Paine Field

My home is directly under the flight path for Paine Field. Clearly, the increased noise from additional
flights will have a negative impact on the value of my home.

Why wasn’t the effect of these increased flights studied?
What form of compensation can | expect to mitigate a decrease in my home’s value?
How can | be sure that | will receive any mitigation money?

Regards,
Paul Richer
3418 W. Mukilteo Blvd



Response to Comment

Dear Paul Richer:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
6-2: What is the Impact on Property Values?
6-11: Mitigation
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From: kcalawa <kcalawa@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 11:22 PM
To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Paine Field Commercial Flights

I have concerns over the increased noise pollution in the area near Paine Field with the 48 commercial
flights. Please consider keeping the flight paths over major roads like Mukilteo Speedway, Hwy 99 and Hwy 525, to
protect the surrounding residential neighborhoods from the increased noise of additional flights.

Thanks,
Kristine Calawa



Response to Comment

Dear Kristine Calawa:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

2-1: Why Can’t the County Limit or Restrict Operations?
2-4: Aircraft Currently Fly Low and Very Close to Houses
3-5: Where are Flight Tracks Shown?

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
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From: Nancy McCutchin <songbird360@mac.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 1, 2018 9:07 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>
Subject: Commercial Flights at Paine Field

Hello -

We have been residents of Mukilteo for about 40 years. We chose our current neighborhood
because it allowed us to live on a quiet cul-de-sac. We are approximately 5 miles south of Boeing,
and we were aware of the airplane flights out of Paine Field for Boeing flight tests and

deliveries. We were also aware of the daily small airplane flights and the annual aviation
celebrations. The noise level was tolerable for many years.

However, the noise levels have substantially increased with the release of the 787. Boeing is taking
787 component deliveries via flights in/out on the Dreamlifter. Due to the age of this model of 747
they are not equipped withthe newer, quieter engines and noise reduction packages. When “Big
Ugly” (as | like to call the Dreamlifter) comes and goes the whole house reverberates with a very
distinguishable, very loud sound. It happens at all hours of the day or night. | have been jarred
awake from a deep sleep too many times to count. It is so loud it requires any conversation to stop
or the participants are required to yell at each other to be heard. In addition, there are now a couple
of aviation restoration companies operating out of Paine Field. On a lot of summer weekends, they
fly their old model aircraft. As you can imagine, those old planes are extremely noisy. We chose to
stay here because we love Mukilteo and our neighborhood. We chose to tolerate the increased
noise levels. However, enough is enough!

| tell you all of this, because the current noise conditions are already much worse than when we
moved in. It is bad enough already without adding commercial flights to the mix. Commercial flights
of any kind will take the noise level way over the top. Several of the current Boeing flight paths are
only a few blocks away from my house. Adding more flights will make this intolerable.

The proposed “acceptable” decibel level of 65dB is not acceptable in our environment, particularly
when considering the noise level of the flights that already exist. Also, being able to fly in/out in
early mornings or late evenings is not acceptable. We already have way too many sleep
interruptions from current Dreamliner flights. When you combine the current noise levels with the
proposed noise levels it is not acceptable for our quiet neighborhood.

The quantity of passengers on our roads will further clog an already congested city and surrounding
areas. Airport road, Hwy 99, and the Mukilteo Speedway are totally congested at various times of
the da. Also, the same is true for the surrounding main streets, on/off ramps for freeway

access. This increase in traffic will make our area impassable. Also, the air pollution from airplane
engine exhaust will devastate our current air quality.

In lieu of the major scope of this project, a full fledged environmental impact study should be
completed. Itis not too late.

The current cap on flights will not last. It will only get worse. The mayors of Mukilteo, Lynnwood and
Edmonds are in opposition to this expansion, as well as many citizens impacted by this
expansion. We firmly stand in opposition to this expansion.

Nancy and Bob McCutchin
13427 45th Ct W
Mukilteo, Wa



Response to Comment

Dear Nancy and Bob McCutchin:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

-1: Adequacy and Use of FAA Guidance

-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
-3: Flawed/Inadequate Supplemental EA

-1: Existing Aircraft Noise Concerns
-2: Use of the DNL Metric

4: Noise Analysis Methodology

3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
3-10: Boeing 747 Dreamlifter Operations

4-2: Air Quality

5-1: Existing and Future Traffic

5-2: Traffic Analysis

1
1
1
3
3
3
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From: BABAK ARVANI <babak_arvani@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, November 2, 2018 1:49 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Paine field Environmental studies

Hello,

| am a resident of Harbour Pointe in Mukilteo whom will be impacted by commercial Flights out of Paine
Field airport.

| have the following questions for your association.

1- Why wasn't a more comprehensive EIS conducted given the magnitude of this change (they conducted
a streamlined Environmental Assessment and a Supplemental without any public input on the scope of
study)

2- Why only hold one public hearing when so many less impactful projects today hold multiple public
hearings to ensure public input?

3- What criteria defines what a significant impact is? It is obvious to the majority of impacted citizens that
starting scheduled commercial service at Paine Field (or any airport) will produce many impacts that will
grow as scheduled service grows.

4- What assurances are there that the cumulative impacts of all scheduled service will be assessed with
any increase in operations?

5- Why wasn't the effect on home values studied

6- What is the mechanism for insuring any mitigation money is actually paid?

| will wait for your replies.

Thank you.

Babak Arvani



Response to Comment

Dear Babak Arvani:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

1-2: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis for Future Operations and Passengers
1-3: Flawed/Inadequate Supplemental EA

1-4: Adequacy of Public Involvement and Public Hearing

1-5: Additional Study Should be Conducted

1-8: Significance of Project Impacts

1-9: How Is Significance Defined?

6-2: What is the Impact on Property Values?

6-8: Cumulative Impacts

6-11: Mitigation
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From: MICHAEL &amp; DIANE Hoover <mrdghoover@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, November 2, 2018 2:04 PM

To: Paine Field <painefield@esassoc.com>

Subject: Acceptance of the Supplemental Assessment

| am a homeowner in Mukilteo right near Paine Field. We bought our home in 1991
partly based on the realtor ensuring us that the airport was to remain general aviation
and not include commercial flights, based on a Memo of Agreement with the airport and
Snohomish county. We would have never purchased the home if we thought that
agreement was to be welshed on. My family would like answers to the following
guestions:

1: Is the county prepared to pay possible damages to homeowners like me that may
take part in class action litigation for loss of home value due to increase activity, noise,
traffic and pollution from adding commercial flights? Given that all of Harbour Pointe and
hundreds of other homes were built based on the MOU with the county, and the
thousands of dollars drop in home values per house, is the county prepared to pay the
millions of dollars if the homeowners win the lawsuit?

2: Why wasn't a more comprehensive EIS conducted given the magnitude of this
change, and without any public input on the scope of the study? A streamlined
Environmental Assessment and Supplemental assumes that the minimal amount of
airline traffic first approved won't expand in the future as other airlines and more flights
startup. We know that the FAA states that as soon as just one airline is approved for
flights, no one can stop other airlines to come in with virtually an unlimited number of
flights per day.

3: Why was there only one public hearing when so many less impactful projects today
hold multiple public hearings to ensure public input?

4: | am 69 years old and grew up in Long Beach, CA. My parents lived near the Long
Beach Airport and | witnessed the catastrophic changes in the neighborhood when
commercial flights started at the airport. Home values dropped, traffic increased
drastically, noise and pollution affected homes, schools, and businesses. My question
is: What criteria defines what a significant impact is, and how will the cumulative
impacts of all scheduled service be assessed with the inevitable increase of operations?

5: What is the mechanism for insuring any mitigation money is actually paid? Who is to
pay for the inevitable widening of the Mukilteo Speedway, and numerous other roads
and streets? Who will pay for rehab of schools for noise suppression? Who will pay for
increase police protection when the numerous bars and cheap motels come in like exist
around SeaTac?

| appreciate your answers to these questions. My wife and | are just citizens who
thought that agreements made by the county and the airport like the MOU would be
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kept. We keep our promises and taught our kids to do the same. I'm just wondering how
many lawyers are going to jump at the chance to represent my wife and I, and countless
other homeowners, in a class action suit against the county for renigging.

Thank you very much, Michael and Diane Hoover: 8703 53rd PI W. Mukilteo, WA
98275



Response to Comment

Dear Diane and Michael Hoover:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see
the following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

: Adequacy and Use of FAA Guidance

: Scope of the Supplemental EA Analysis f or Future Operations and Passengers
: Flawed/Inadequate Supplemental EA

: Adequacy of Public Involvement and Public Hearing

: Additional Study Should be Conducted

: Significance of Project Impacts

: How Is Significance Defined?

: Mediated Role Determination (MRD) Document

: What is the Impact on Property Values?

6-11: Mitigation
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LETTER TO FAA REGARDING COMMERCIAL FLIGHTS AT PAINE FIELD

FAA

1601 Lind Ave. SW, Renton, WA 98057 ! i «jf}d@

Commercial flights at Paine Field! My worst nightmare is about to come true. | have opposed commercial
flights at Paine Field many times in the past, writing letters and emails, contacting Paine Field, airlines and the
FAA (see attached). There are many significant reasons not to allow commercial flights over the Lake
Goodwin/Seven Lakes Area.

This action will destroy a beautiful, serene, ecologically sensitive and important area, the Lake Goodwin/Seven
Lakes area of Washington. This area is a quiet, peaceful area, and home to many people and abundant native

wildlife including nesting eagles, osprey, the rare Western Tanager bird, and countless other animals, sensitive
wetlands and habitats. There are two County parks on the lake, one with a boat launch, used by people year-

round. Fishing year round is extremely popular.

There is also a large Boys and Girls Club here that has many children there for summer camps, and after school
activities at other times, also directly under the approach to Paine Field.

The noise, pollution and danger that these flights will cause is UNACCEPTABLE! (see attached article regarding
living under airplane noise).

If my nightmare does come true, and they actually do start these unnecessary flights, YOU MUST RAISE THE
MINIMUM ALTITUDE ABOVE THE LAKE GOODWINN AREA TO AT LEAST 10,000 FEET. The current allowed
altitude is 3,000 MSL on the ILS approach and 2,000 MSL on the NDB approach when crossing the outer
marker (RITTS) at Mission Beach, THE MARKER IS TOO FAR NORTH, AS ADMITTED BY PAINE FIELD OFFICIALS.
(see attached). Lake Goodwin is at approximately 500 feet above sea level.

Even an occasional flight by a Boeing test plane is very disturbing and too low and noisy now, | can’t imagine
what will happen if the commercial flights are allowed over the area. There are also many small planes in the

area (close to Arlington Airport), and seaplanes that land frequently on Lake Goodwin.

YOU MUST RAISE THE MINIMUM ALTITUDE OVER THE LAKE GOODWIN AREA TO 10,000 FEET IF THESE
FLIGHTS ARE TO COMMENCE; AND HOPEFULLY THEY WILL BE USING THE NEW GPS GUIDANCE SYSTEM.

You are invited to come see this beautiful area that is about to be ruined by this decision. A foolish decision
that will only benefit a few people. Let those few move closer to SeaTac if they cannot stand to drive there, or
they can use the Airport Shuttle, the bus, etc.

This will also have a very negative effect on the cities of Mukilteo and Everett; more crime, more cheap hotels,
pot shops, more drugs and prostitution, traffic congestion, look at the SeaTac area for proof.

Kathleen Prevette 15030 39" Avenue NW, Stanwood WA 98292 ~ g foe AT poclirtn

—

360652 7374 /éﬂ

k.prevette@frontier.com

cc: Mayor of Mukilteo, Mayor of Everett, Snohomish County Development and others.

Kathleen L. Prevette |
PO Box 638 |
Stamwood, WA 98292 R
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Kathy Prevette
From: "Wray, Marty" <Marty. Wray@co.snohomish.wa.us>
To: <k.prevette@frontier.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 27, 2013 11:35 AM

Subject: noise complaints

Dear Kathleen,

I apologize for not being able to contact you sooner. | assure you that we follow up on all noise calls
regardless of whether they are in our airspace at Paine Field or not. We experienced a fiber optic failure
yesterday and | was unable to track via radar to determine the type, altitude etc. of the aircraft you enquired
about. In addition we had no email or internet yesterday. | did call you but there was no one at the phone
number provided.

I have this morning completed my investigation as to the aircraft you have described and have some
information for you. I have also included some links for further contact to the FAA to voice any concerns you
may have and some links to better understand traffic patterns and operations here at Paine Field Airport.

Feb. 24 @ 4:29pm:
LCF 747-400 arriving at Paine Field for parts delivery to Everett Boeing assembly plant. The aircraft was tracked
at 2,894’ adjacent to your address above ground level (AGL).

Feb. 26'" @ 6:10pm.:
Boeing 777-300 on test flight from Portland airport arriving at Paine Field. Unable to radar track via Flightgraph
but Flightaware graph indicates 4,200’ @ 6:10pm.

Your address indicates you’re approximately 13 miles from the Paine Field Airport runway 16R approach
path. These aircraft are intercepting the instrument landing system at Paine Field for landing on runway 16R.
Typically they intercept this navigation signal anywhere from 10-15 miles out from the airport and turn inbound
at that point. The aircraft inbound are in contact with either TRACON approach control in Seattle or Paine Field
ATC controllers. The Paine Field Delta airspace is a cylindrical area extends from the surface to 2,500 feet AGL. It
is individually tailored for each airport but typically extends out 4 Nautical Miles from the primary airport.

The flight paths are determined by the runway location, and the direction of flight operations are
dictated by the prevailing winds, opposite direction traffic and air traffic controller instructions. In most cases
the aircraft are abiding by the prescribed standard arrival and departure procedures as instructed by the FAA
and the control tower. There is not the option for re-routing traffic over different neighborhoods as the flight
path is directly related to the location of the runway.

In the event that the aircraft is not abiding by FAA standards, we take steps to contact aircraft operators
to discuss further. The Airport management has meetings with Tenants, businesses, museums and aircraft
operators located on the airfield to discuss flight operations and noise complaints. We do also discuss what can 4
be done to discourage late night operations, low altitude operations, and early morning flights, to make sure
that flight departments are aware of the community reaction to those flights.

The airport is limited to the authority we have over specific flight operations, we are mainly charged
with ground operations here at the airport. Aircraft are responsible to use the airfield in compliance with both
the standards set forth in the Federal Aviation Regulations, and the direction given to them by the air traffic
controllers. However, we do make contact with the aircraft operators to let them know about the community
feedback to certain flight operations and what they should be doing to minimize noise by adhering to Paine
Field’s voluntary noise abatement procedures when possible. The pilot’s are normally very receptive to this
feedback.

3/3/2013
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Our department has quarterly meetings with Boeing, ATS and other businesses on the airfield to discuss
their flight operations and noise complaints. We also discuss what can be done to discourage late night/early

morning operations and make sure that upper management and flight departments are aware of the community
reaction to those flights.

Here’s some links:

http://www.portseattle.org/EnvironmentaI/Noise/Noise-Abatement/Pages/Aircraft-Monitoring-
System.aspx

www.painefield.com
http://www.painefield.com/noiseform.aspx

http://www.painefield.com/pf_pdf/Paine%20Field%20NEMU%20PDF.pdf
(page 12 depicts flight patterns)

The following link is to the FSDO office for the FAA.
http://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/field_offices/fsdo/sea/

If you have any questions about this or any other concern, please feel free to contact me so | may be of
assistance.

Marty Wray

Operations Specialist

Paine Field Airport

3220 100th Street S.W. Suite A
Everett Wa. 98204

(425) 388-5113

3/3/2013
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3220 - 100TH STREET S.W, SUITE A \—/;2 (206) 353-2110

EVERETT, WASHINGTON 98204 S FAX 355-9883
COUNTY EXECUTIVE AIRPORT MANAGER
Wiilis D. Tucker Don Bakken AAE

January 28, 1991

Mr. Tom Prevett
P.O. Box 638
Stanwood, WA 98292

Dear Tom:

This letter responds to your complaint this morning regarding an aircraft you
perceived to be too low over Lake Goodwin while landing at Paine Field at 3:00 p.m.
on 1/26/91.

The aircraft in question was a Thai Airways 747-400 making an ILS (Instrument

Landing System) approach to Runway 16R at Paine Field. I have spoken with the FAA
Air Traffic Controller on duty at the time and a Boeing pilot who discussed your
complaint with a pilot on the flight in question. I have been assured by both that

the aircraft was on a normal ILS approach at or above 3000 above sea level (MSL) in (
the Lake Goodwin area. I have attached copies of the Runway 16R ILS and 16R ND
(Non Directional Beacon) approach plates which we discussed. You can see that Lake
Goodwin lies right under the procedure tumn to the final approach path. Note the

altitude is 3000" MSL on the ILS approach and 2000' MSL on the NDB approach when
crossing our outer marker (RITTS) at Mission Beach. As I mentioned to you, our .
outer marker is located so far north because Mission Beach is the closest land

surface on the approach course. ~——_

I was reminded by the Boeing test pilot that their pilots make every effort to

minimize noise impacts on our neighbors and that the multiple redundant systems in

the aircraft cockpit make it practically impossible for the aircraft to go below

2500" MSL over Lake Goodwin on our ILS approach without all kinds of annoying alarms

going oif. Thesc alarms did not go off on the flight in question.

Sincerely,
Witla
William Dolan

Airport Aviation Supervisor
WD/ka

Encl/2

cc:  Production Flight Test
FAA Tower
MEMBER OF THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF AIRPORT EXECUTIVES
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US.Department Flight Standards District Office
of Transportation 1601 Lind Avenue Southwest

Federal Aviation Renton, Washington 98055
Administration :

March 12, 1991

Ms. Kathleen Prevette
15030 39th Avenue NW
P.0. Box 638
Stanwood, WA 98292

Dear Ms. Prevette:

I regret that you were unable to meet with us today to discuss
your complaint of low-flying jet aircraft near your residence.

Since this office is tasked with the investigation of incidents
which affect aviation safety or violations of +the Federal
Aviation Regulations (FARs), I suggest that, in the future, you
contact Mr. Mitch Barker, FAA Public Affalrs, (206) 227-28017.
He will be able to work with you and direct some of your
questions to the appropriate personnel. I will gladly provide
him all of your correspondence as well as the information I have
gathered.

If you would like to reschedule a meeting with me, along with
someone from our Air Traffic office, please don't hesitate to
call me at (206) 227-2574.

Sincerely,

(/)Inz{{cfc,g ([ ()tu 2o

Candace C. Carrera
Aviation Safety Inspector

A N A Sl rt FTE
/i/c/(’/(uu/éo/\/(‘ ///waj/



P171

US Department of Transportation
Federal Aviation Administration
Flight Standards District Office
1601 Lind Avenue, S.W.
Renton, WA 98055-4056

Attn: Candace C. Carrera
Aviation Safety Inspector

Re: Low Flying Jets over
Lake Goodwin area
Stanwood, Washington
Kathleen Prevette

Dear Ms Carrera

Thank you for your response to my complaint about low flying jets
and extremely loud noise pollution from them over my home,

The situation 1s still intolerable. On Tuesday July 31 at 7:10 pm

a large silver Jjet with red markings (large stripe on the back section)
went over my home extremely low, 30 seconds later a small plane headed
West went over at approximately the same altitude - very frightening.

On Thursday August 2, the morning was especially bad with low noisy
flights flying constantly from 7:30 am, at 10:45 am a hugh silver 747
flew over extrememly low, It was so low and loud it frightened an

1l year old house guest staying with me very badly. A small plane

flew over less than 10 seconds later in the same area. I called Boeing
Field to report this one (the low jet) and talked to Mr. Dan Simms.

He confirmed that it was a T47, but said he didn't know the exact
altitude when it was over my house. He said 1000 feet was the height
restriction here and confirmed that this is a "congested area". When

I talked to a gentlemen in your office (I didn't get his name) on my
first call to you he said the height over this area should be 3000 feet
not 1000 feet. If these T47's etc. are at 1000 feet then it is much
too low. There is no reason for them to be that low this far from
their landing field! Mr. Simms said he has had other complaints from
this area also. T

This is not an area of new homes. Many of the homes here have been on
the lake for 40 or 50 years or more. Ours has been here since 1969.
These low flying jets are a recent problem. We did not move into their
territory, they moved into ours!!!

On Friday, August 3, a jet was so loud that I believe it could cause
EAR DAMAGE! That was at 10:10 am.

On August 10, 8:30 am another extremely low jet went over, from 9:00
to 9:15 lots of noise, very loud. At 3:35 pm another went over very
low and I got pictures of it. (pictures enclosed).

On Saturday August 11, a very low Jjet at about 2:30 pm went over,
on Sunday August 12, at 1:20 pm another (2 engine, very low, very loud).

On Tuesday August 14, at 12:33 extremely loud and low, I also got a
picture of this one (enclosed).
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I don't think the people responsible for these low flying jets
realize the gravity of the situation here. The small craft traffic
from Arlington Airport and float planes landing on the lake etc. make
it extremely dangerous for these jets to be at these low altitudes.
They also don't realize how completely disruptive this is to the
people and wildlife living here.

I will organize a community action and get a list of signatures on

a complaint if that is necessary. This dangerous situation must be
changed!:! These jets must be forced to fly higher or in a different
area altogether!!

PLEASE, these jets must be higher or rerouted!!

1000 feet is not high enough for these jets in this area. Good grief,
I can fly a kite at 1000 feet. If these jets I have taken pictures of
are at 3000 feet, then that is too low. The noise and danger are
unbearable!

I have enclosed a picture of two beautiful eagles flying over my home
to remind you of one of the reasons I am writing to you.

Is 1t possible to have one of your investigators come and see this
impossible situation in person? I believe it is the only way to
understand the extreme noise and danger of mid-air colligion here.

Hoping to hear from you soon, I remain....

"Frightened on Lake Goodwin"

S ik (5T

Kathleen Prevette
15030 39th Ave NW
Stariwood, WA 98292

Enecl.
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US.Department Flight Standards District Office
of ransportation 1601 Lind Avenue Southwest
Federol Aviation Renton, Washington 98055

Administration

Cctober 10, 1990

Ms. Kathleen Prevette
15030 39th Avenue NW
Stanwood, WA 98292

Dear Ms. Prevette:

In response to your letter dated June 22, 1990, we have
investigated your complaint of low flying jet aircraft near your
residence.

The locatijon of your residence is approximately 12 miles from the
center of the Snohomish County (Paine Field) Airport, Everett,
Washington. The approach path for aircraft landing to tl..e south
and the departure path, for those departing to the north, is
almost directly aligned with the Lake Goodwin area. The minimum
Air Traffic Control {ATC) radar vectoring altitude for that area,
within a 10-mile radius is 3000 feet above sea level. This means
that these jet type aircraft are not allowed below this altitude
in your area.

Wirh the help of Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)Y ATC, we
were able to track and identify specific aircraft at the
locations and times that you had documented. At no time did we
locate any of these aircraft at altitudes of less than 3100 feet
above sea level. Most aircraft were found to be significantly
lrigher than the minimum radar vectoring altitude of 3000 feet.
I have enclosed for your reference a copy of the Aviation
Sectional and Aeronautical Chart with which you can note the
location of your residence and the proximity of the airport.
The WAA is tasked with the investigation of incidents which
affect aviation safety or are in violation of the Federal
fviation Regulations (FARs). We do not have the authority to
investigate noise complaints. We suggest that you may wish to
contact the operator of the Snohomish County Airport with your
concerns, Their address is 3220 100th Street SW, Everett,
Wasnington 982064.
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Candace C. Carrera
Aviation safety Inspector
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3220 - 100TH STREET S.W, SUITE A \,.,:;-. (206) 3-53-21 10

EVERETT, WASHINGTON 98204 4 FAX 355-9883

COUNTY EXECUTIVE AIRPORT MANAGER
Wiilis D. Tucker Don Bakken AAS

January 28, 1991

Mr. Tom Prevett
P.O. Box 638
Stanwood, WA 98292

Dear Tom:

This letter responds to your complaint this morning regarding an aircraft you
perceived to be too low over Lake Goodwin while landing at Paine Field at 3:00 p.m.
on 1/26/91.

The aircraft in question was a Thai Airways 747-400 making an ILS (Instrument
Landing System) approach to Runway 16R at Paine Field. I have spoken with the FAA
Air Traffic Controller on duty at the time and a Boeing pilot who discussed your
complaint with a pilot on the flight in question. I have been assured by both that

the aircraft was on a normal ILS approach at or above 3000' above sea level (MSL) in
the Lake Goodwin area. I have attached copies of the Runway 16R ILS and 16R NDB
(Non Directional Beacon) approach plates which we discussed. You can see that Lake
Goodwin lies right under the procedure turn to the final approach path. Note the
altitude is 3000' MSL on the ILS approach and 2000' MSL on the NDB approach when
crossing our outer marker (RITTS) at Mission Beach. As I mentioned to you, our
outer marker is located so far north because Mission Beach is the closest land

surface on the approach course.

I was reminded by the Boeing test pilot that their pilots make every effort to

minimize noise impacts on our neighbors and that the multiple redundant systems in

the aircraft cockpit make it practically impossible for the aircraft to go below

2500" MSL over Lake Goodwin on our ILS approach without all kinds of annoying alarms

going off, These alarms did =~ o0 off on the flight in question.

Sincerely,

WitlaF2

William Dolan
Airport Aviation Supervisor
v

WD/ka
Encl/2
cc:  Production Flight Test

FAA Tower
MEMBER OF THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF AIRPORT EXECUTIVES
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By Ji
Herald Writer

After an hour of €xplaining hijs
fears about noise, traffic anq every-
thing else he f

his house, Patrick Donnelly realized
one word saiq enough.

“Unacceptable," the Harboyr
Pointe resident said this week, “The
whole idea ig Unacceptabje.”

The target of Donnelly’s complaint
is the “preferred alternative” of a
Panel seeking a Solution to the crush
of planes anqd passengers using
Seattle-Tacoma Internationaj
Airport,

The Puget Sound Ar Transporta-
tion Committee’s Preference is to
begin shiftingan average of 50 flights
aday from Sea-Tac to the Snohomish
County Airport by the year 2000,

Sea-Tac Wwould gain another
runway in the plan. A search would
also begin in Pierce and Thurston
counties for a thirq regional airport
site, though it jg not expected to be
needed hefore 2010.

The committee hag scheduleqd two
hearings in Snohomish County on the
draft environmenta] impact state.

from noop to 4 pm, Saturday at
Everett Civie Auditorium, 2415 Colby
Ave,

A second hearing js slated for 6-1¢
p.m. Feb, 12 gt the Arlington High
School auditorium,

The Flight Plap Project, as jt is
called, wag begun more than twg
Years ago ang js Sponsored by the
Port of Seattle ang the Puget Sound
Regiona] Council,

See Al E,
back Page, this section

ar rtfuty

Consultants looking at Possible sites for the region's
next major airport S<‘;ive top marks to creating w| at,
Some critics dub * ea-Tac North.* The Proposal is to
add passenger and cargo facilities at the Snoho-
mish Coung Airport at Paine Field and divert flights
there from eattle-Tacoma International Airport,

BOEING
ASSEMBLY
PLANT

BOEING
FLIGHT
LINE

1 AL AVIATION
o Vé '%S%%LPC_)R‘F

W, & NATIONAL
- % GUARD
U.S. NAVY
HOUSING
WJ’M ]

Existing funways -

New taxiways

7
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matter, are waiting for the commit-
tee to present the agencies with a
final recommendation in April.

This week, the Mill Creek and
Mukilteo city councils took stands
against expanding Paine. Mukilteo
also canceled membership in the
Snohomish County Economic Devel-
opment Council to protest business
support of the plan.

Snohomish County Executive Bob
Drewel and county council members
also have objected to expanding the
county airport. The Everett City
Council, whose domain includes the
airport’s biggest tenant, Boeing Co.,

. has not taken a position.

Just in case the preferred alterna-
tive doesn’t fly, the committee is
offering a mix of “secondary aiterna-
tives.” They include establishing a
regional airport at Arlington,
McChord Air Force Base, Fort Lewis,
or at one of several sites near
Olympia and in central Pierce
County.

At Arlington, the scenario might
include lengthening the municipal
airport’s existing runway and build-
ing a second landing strip.

If neither Paine Field nor Sea-Tac
is allowed to expand, a total of two
new regional airports would be
needed, according to the alternatives
laid out by the comunittee.

Project co-manager Peter
Beaulieu of the Puget Sound Regional
Council said the committee wants to
hear reaction to all of the alterna-
tives, not only those affecting Paine
Field or Arlington.

“There are no good sites,”
Beaulieu said. “The committee
recognized that all the sites are bad,
that all the sites are painful.

“But no matter where we go, if we
g0 to Sea-Tac or Pierce County or
elsewhere, the question is the same:
What do we do if people want to keep
buying airline tickets a year from
now or 10 ye#rs from now?

“It's not @ problem limited to any
single community.”

alternatives."
NO PAINE FIELD EXPANSI

Seattle-Tacoma International Airport.

another runway at Sea-Tac.

Although turning Paine Field into a regional airport is its preferred choice,
the Puget Sound Air Transportation Committee offers these *'secondary

Lengthen Arlington Municipal Airport's runway and add a runway to

Build a runway for commercial aircraft at a centrat Pierce County site and

NO EW SEA-TAC RUNWAY:

Convert Paine and a central Pierce County site into supplemental airports.

commercial runway each.

one commercial runway each.

NO PAINE AND SEA-TAC EXPANSION:
Create two commercial runways at Arlington.
Supplemental airports at Arlington and central Pierce County with one

Supplemsntal airports at Arlington and an Olympia-Black Lake site with

When the Trapps bought their
home, they were aware of the airport,
but they also knew of the 1978 agree-
ment and that it was supposed to keep
aviation in check. The uncertainty
now bothers them most of all, she
said.

“We want to do things to the house,
but we're scared,” said Trapp,
vowing to move if airlines come to
Paine. “It's getting to the point we're
afraid to put in a rhododendron. I see
everything going ‘poof’ at the hands
of a bunch of people in Seattle.”

Liz McLaughlin, the county
council’'s acting chairwoman,
declared the county will stick by its
pact with the Paine Field community.

“We own and operate the airport.
The Port of Seattle doesn't,”
McLaughlin said. “I think the Port of
Seattle sees politically they can't put
an independent runway at Sea-Tac,
and they want us to share the pain at
Paine. I'm not for sharing pain.”

McLaughlin was one of a handful
of transportation committee
members who voted against making
Paine Field a Sea-Tac backup. Sen.
Larry Vognild, D-Everett, was one of
the few Snohomish County members
who didl.

Vognild said two factors persuaded

—

him: cost and noise.

“What it boiled down to for me was
this; can we ask the people in this
state to spend literally billions of
dollars to build a totally new airport
when the facilities we already have
can be used?”

As for the increase in aircraft
noise, Vognild said he believes the
problem won't be as bad as most
people fear. By the time Paine Field
is needed eight years from now,
federal law will require much quieter
engines on commercial jets, the
senator said.

“I'mnot going to say there won't be
any noise impacts, but I honestly
believe it will have a minimal impact
on people around the airport,” he
added.

Vognild cautioned that making
Paine Field a regional airport would
depend on adding a new runway at
Sea-Tac.

“The (preferred) alternative calls
for both to be done simultaneously,”
Vognild said. “It won’t be a matter of
shifting heavy traffic to Paine and
then fighting about building a new
runway at Sea-Tac. If they don’t build
the runway, they can't use Paine.”

Vognild said it was a tough decision
and one that may have political
repercussions for him,
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The Following Businesses and Services are Located
at Paine Field to Serve Your Aviation Needs
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NAME RAMP LOCATION
Airport Fire Dept. South
Airport Maintenance Dept. South
Airport Manager's Office Terminal
Aircraft Radio Service Central
Aviation Careers Central
AvPrep Central
Crown Aviation East
FAA Control Tower Terminal
Fliteline Service — Chevron Fuel Terminal
Geneva Aviation North
Jot Deck Restaurant Central
International Air Fair Office Terminal
Museum of Flight North
Paine Field Instrument Shop Terminal
Precision Air-Motive Terminal
Regal Air Central
Sunwest Aviation Central
Ted's Aircraft Sales Central
Thunderbird Maintenance Central
Thunderbird Aero Enterprises — Texaco Fuel Central
Tramco Main Hangar #1 South

)
LlLd

Seattle FSS 1-800-992-7433
Paine Field ATIS 355-9797

) )

BLDG NUMBER

Bldg 219
Bldg 219
Bldg C-1
Bldg C-51-1
Bldg C-3
Bidg C-57
Bldg C-14
Next to C-1
Bldg C-2
Bldg C-72
Bldg C-57
Bldg C-1
Bldg C-72
Bldg C-1
Bldg C-1
Blidg C-51-3
Bldg C-51-3
Bidg C-57
Bldg C-64-8
Bidg C-51-2
Bidg 208

PHONE

353-1606
3563-1607
353-2110
363-4242
3565-4392
355-1616
355-4088
363-0414
355-6600
743-3000
743-9500
355-2266
353-1345
353-8611
353-8181
743-9123
355-4516
745-0168
742-8222
353-4949
347-3030

U.S. Customs 259-0246
Boeing Tour Center 342-4801
Civil Air Patrol 353-6310

Additional copies of Noise Abatement Procedures are available at FBO’s or the Airport Office.

)
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FREQUENCY

122.95 (Unicom)

123.3 (Fit. Sch.)
128.375 (Unicom)

HOUVIN

0661



Snohomish County Airport

Paine Field PAE

Freq encies

VHF UHF

Tower 121.3/120.2* 2294

Ground 121.8 242 1

Sea. Citr. 1285 3069

ATIS 12865 3870

Ramp 122.85

VOR/DME 114.2
ILS 109.3

FSS (seattle Radio) 122.55

* Primary/Secondary

Runways
16R-34L  9010'x150' HIRL
11-29 4514'x75' MIRL

16L-34R 3000'x75' MIRL
Acft. over 250 h.p. use only 16R-34L
16L-34R and 11-29 are closed
when tower is closed

eneral
Elev. 606’ TPA 1600’
N47 545 W122 16.8’
Variation 20° East
Services — Major & Minor
Tower hours 0700-2100 (local)
Fuel 80/87 100/130 Jet A-B

P171

JET, TURBOPROP, AND LARGE
PROP LLER AIRCR F

Noise Abatement Procedures
Unless Directed Otherwise by ATC

A. USE RWY 16R/34L.

Repetitive training flights are discouraged.

B. APPROACHES

. Standard NBAA noise abatement pro-
cedures should be used.
2. Practice IFR approaches during visual
meteorological conditions.
a. Circle to land maneuvers are discouraged.
b. Missed approaches should maintain run-
way heading to 3000,
3. VFR Approaches
a. Downwinds should be flown mid-
channel.
b. RWY 16R make turn to final North of
shoreline.
c. Fly final at or above ILS glide slope or
VAS|.
d. Straight in — maintain at or above 2000’
MSL until intercepting ILS glide slope
or VASI.

C. DEPARTURES (FR and VFR)
1. No intersection takeoffs
2. Standard NBAA noise abatement pro-
cedures
3. RWY 34L - avoid turns before reaching the
shoreline.
4. RWY 16R - avoid turns untit reaching 3000’
MSL.

OTAR | Al CR

A. MILITARY

Copies of military procedure are available from
the U.S. Army Reserve, Aviation Support Facility.

B. CIVILIAN HELICOPTERS

Use the helipad shown on the map unless
directed otherwise by ATC.



CORRECTED FIGURE 10

I'he original Figure 10 in the PSATC Dratt Final Report (pg. 33)
:ontains an error in the Total Emissions of both CO and NOX for
he Paine Field site. The correct figures are presented below
ind are highlighted with a box. The original Figure listed CO at

5 tons/day and NOX at .1 tons/day for both the one and two
unway scenarnos. We apologize for any inconvenience this may

1ave caused.

FIGURE 10

Site Options Data Summary
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WebMD

Tools and Resources P171
Cardiovascular Health M

Assessment

Men's Health Assessment

_ Chronic Exposure to Airplane Noise May Harm Heart
Women's Health Assessment Levels of heart disease, stroke rose along with exposure, researchers say

WebMD Symptom Checker

My Health Assistant By Robert Preidt

HealthDay Reporter

WEDNESDAY, Oct. 9 (HealthDay News) - People who put up with the constant roar of
aircraft overhead may be at higher risk for heart disease , two new studies suggest.

In one study, British researchers compared rates of stroke and heart disease among 3.6
miliion people who lived near London's sprawling Heathrow airport, one of the busiest transit
hubs in the worid.

The results showed that these people were at heightened risk for death and hospitalization
from heart issues. The risk was highest among the 2 percent of the study population exposed
to the highest daytime and night-time levels of aircraft noise, the team said.

In the second study, researchers analyzed data from more than 6 million people aged 65 and
older who lived near 89 U.S. airports during 2009. On average, people who lived in zip codes
with 10 decibel higher levels of aircraft noise had a 3.5 percent higher rate of hospitalization
for heart disease.

As in the British study, the association between hospitalization for cardiovascular disease and
aircraft noise was strongest among people exposed to the highest levels of aircraft noise, say
researchers led by Dr. Francesa Dominici of the Harvard School of Public Health.

Heart experts weren't surprised by the findings.

"Despite the thought that perhaps aircraft noise might [only} be a cause of sleep disturbances
-- of being disruptive or a mere irritation - these studies are showing the real health threat of
airport noise," said Dr. Suzanne Steinbaum, a preventive cardiologist at Lenox Hill Hospital in
New York City.

“Certainly this information should become an important issue when deciding where to live, or
in city planning for the future," she said.

Dr. Sripal Bangalore, a cardiologist at NYU Langone Medical Center in New York City, said
the new research "adds to growing literature on environmental-related risk factors for
cardiovascular disease.”

"One is left to wonder whether aircraft technicians, maintenance personnel and ground crews
who are not only at risk of job-related hearing loss, are also at high risk of cardiovascular
disease," said Bangalore, who is also assistant professor in department of medicine at NYU

The authors of the British study said that cities like London are under enormous pressure to
meet the demands of the airline industry. "However, policy decisions need to take account of
potential health- related concerns, including possible effects of environmental noise on
cardiovascular health," wrote a team led by Paul Elliott of Imperial College London.

Both studies were published ontine Oct. 8 in the journal BMJ.com. While the studies showed
an association between chronic exposure to aircraft noise and heart trouble, they were
observational in nature and could not prove a cause-and-effect relationship.

https://www.webmdhealth.com/nl/nlv.aspx?id=81B780CFE5248 AEB&s=696 11 06/2013



Response to Comment

Dear Kathleen Prevette:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general responses that apply to your comments.

General Responses

2-4: Aircraft Currently Fly Low and Very Close to Houses
3-6: What Are the Existing and Future Noise Impacts?
3-8: What Are the Health Effects of Noise?

6-2: What is the Impact on Property Values?

6-3: What is the Impact of the Proposed Action On Crime?
6-5: What is the Impact on Wildlife?
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Response to Comment

Dear Barbara Hawkins:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following general response that applies to your comments.

General Response

2-1: Why Can’t the County Limit or Restrict Operations?
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TO: Environmental Science Associates, Paine Field Supplemental EA
5309 Shiishole Ave NW, Suite 200,
Seattle, Washington 98107

Regarding Propelier Airports LLC Paine Field Temminal:

Boeing has been expanding production but has struggled to find ramp space for overflow aircraft
production at Paine Field. This started when Paine Field temporarily closed runway 11-29 to provide
additional ramp space for 787 overflow production. The runway closure was extended to 747 overflow
production due to engine delays. Runway 11-29 was then permanently closed after Boeing needed more
ramp space for KC-46 tanker overflow production. It should be noted that Boeing had previously
expanded onto the same ramp space as the new passenger terminal is now located.

With Paine Field ramp space so limited, how can a small 2-gate terminal accommodate 48 new daily
airline operations with weather delays, ATC delays, mechanical delays, late arrivals, late departures and
the many other unforeseen delays without requiring overflow ramp space? Such delays will cause a
"rippling effect" with no overflow ramp space to park passenger jets. When airliners at Paine Field stack-
up on-the-ground and in-the-air, won't this affect passengers directly in negative ways?

in addition, with the 2-gate limitation, how can Propeller Airports LLC handle peak-loads at peak-travel-
times (e.g. 7:00 to 10:00 AM and 4:00 to 7:00 PM)? We must consider that most other reginal airport
terminals support from 6 to 8 gates to handle such peak-loads.

Given ramp space and gate limitations at Paine Field, we recommend that Propeller Airports LLC operate
with 24 total daily operations (12 turnarounds) instead of 48 daily operations (24 turnarounds) as was
originally requested for reginal service at Paine Field. We would also like to point out that Propeller
Airports LLC has absolutely no prior experience operating a “live” airport terminal.

John Rotunda

{30909 50" m

Everett, Washington 98208
Long time Everett Resident, Boeing, Pilot, Paine Field Tenant, Aviation Expert



Response to Comment

Dear John Rotunda:

Thank you for your comments regarding the Proposed Action at Paine Field. Please see the
following individual response that applies to your comments.

Available Ramp Space

The airlines developed their gate schedules based on each airline’s individual operating
parameters. The proposed operational levels are consistent with the expected throughput of
the terminal and availability of aircraft parking. It is a business decision of the airlines to
reduce their frequency of use based on the ability to operate with an acceptable level of
delay.

Additionally, the Airport is aware that there are airfield constraints, particularly during
weather events and other anomalies, and is considering areas with available space to be
temporarily used to accommodate aircraft as necessary.

Regarding the suggestion to limit operations, as detailed in General Response 2-1, the
County is not allowed to limit or restrict operations at Paine Field because it is a public use
airport that has accepted Federal funding. 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). As a result of these grant assurances, the
Airlines and Propeller cannot be restricted to 12 operations.
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October 29, 2018

Subject: Paine Field Expansion’

| would like to make a comment on the projected Air Traffic to and from Paine
Field.

Attached is a copy of a Radar Vector Patterns as projected by N.A.C. Ltd.

Attached also are copies of Figures F-1 and F-2 from Appendix F — Noise, depicting
arrivals and departures to and from Paine Field. These are from the 2018 Draft
Supplemental Environmental Assessment documents as found on the web site:
https://www.painefield.com

Figures F-1 and F-2 DO NOT SHOW the land areas of the flight patterns AFTER
leaving or arriving into Paine Field. Why this was not done | do not know, but as
shown on the Radar Vector Patterns the southern flights (San Francisco,
Sacramento, and Los Angeles) travel over Kitsap County where | reside.

| reside in Manchester Community and would like to state that the jets that DO fly
over my area DO MAKE NOISE and to know there could be a lot more of them (20
maybe daily) flying over Kitsap County is of MUCH concern as we enjoy the
relative quiet of Kitsap County. The flight patterns projected are going over
smaller communities which you folks probably thought would not complain or
you figured you could sneak this proposal by without them knowing or even
involving them. | don’t think Bainbridge Islanders would appreciate more air
noise!! A mile up is not that high and noise travels well on our side!

| object to the proposed commercial air serivce into and out of Paine Field. To the
people who live in Everett and north of it that complain getting to SeaTac is hard,
then they need to spend the night before at SeaTac to ensure they do not miss
their flights! Simple as that.

Thank you.

Nick Kosin
7467 East Polk Street
Port Orchard, WA 98366
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