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PROJECT OVERVIEW

The Port of Seattle is participating in a Federal Aviation Regulation Part 150 Aircraft Noise and
Land Use Compatibility Study. The goal of Sea-Tac Airport’s Part 150 Study is to determine where
noise impacts from the airport are experienced the most, as well as the type of noise people
experience from the airport. Once these noise impacts have been analyzed and documented, the
Part 150 Study goes on to develop and recommend actions that can lessen the effects of aircraft
noise.

This is the fourth Part 150 Study the Port of Seattle has engaged in; the first was conducted in 1985.
As a result of previous Part 150 studies, the Port has invested some $500 million in sound
mitigation programs. Sea-Tac Airport is recognized today as having one of the most comprehensive
aircraft noise reduction programs in the nation.

This Part 150 Study represents the first time that the noise impacts from the new third runway,
which opened for operation in late 2008, will be analyzed using actual data. Landrum and Brown, a
national aviation consulting firm, is the lead consultant for the study. Norton-Arnold & Company, a
Seattle-based firm, is a sub-consultant to Landrum and Brown and is supporting the public
involvement process for the study.

WORKSHOP OVERVIEW

The third public workshop for the Part 150 Study was held on Wednesday October 27, 2010, from
6:30-9:30 p.m. at Mt. Rainier High School in Des Moines. Some 148 people signed in at the meeting,
which was staffed by representatives of the Landrum & Brown consultant team and the Port of
Seattle. The workshop agenda is included in Appendix A of this document.

This workshop was the third in a series of six scheduled public workshops that will be held
throughout the Part 150 Study. This workshop consisted of three main elements:

1. Abrief overview presentation that described the meeting purpose and format;
2. Aseries of “study sessions” that focused on three important elements of the Part 150
Study:
e In Classroom A: The DNL airport noise contours, which have been developed as a result
of the noise monitoring and modeling work.
e In Classroom B: Possible ways to reduce noise impacts from aircraft operations.
In Classroom C: The results of the temporary noise monitors that were installed as part
of the study process.
e A port staff member was also on hand to talk one-on-one with meeting attendees about
any concerns related to air quality and resulting health impacts around the airport.
3. An “open public comment” session was held at the end of the meeting.

The information gathered at this workshop will be used to guide the work of the Part 150
consultant team. The fourth public workshop is anticipated to occur during the first quarter of
2011.
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OUTREACH AND ADVERTISING

A number of efforts were made to widely publicize this public workshop. A press release was issued
to local media outlets, and three emails were sent to the “Constant Contact” email distribution list
with nearly 1,000 subscribers. Two advertisements were placed in the Highline Times, and the
Airport’s community newsletter, Air Mail, had a front page story on the workshop and was
distributed to approximately 33,000 households on October 7. The Part 150 website also included a
notice of the workshop.

The cities surrounding the airport also assisted with advertising. A flyer was distributed to all of the
cities, local libraries, and Highline School District schools. Federal Way posted the notification of
the meeting on its city website, and distributed it through its e-subscribe system. Normandy Park
posted the notification at its city hall, recreation center, the local grocery store, the city’s website,
and distributed it through its e-notice program. Tukwila posted the notice in its city hall and the
community center and on the city’s website, and also sent it to all City Council members. The City of
SeaTac posted the notification on its website, city hall and the community center, and included
information about the meeting in the City Manager’s Weekly Update.

Notification was also sent to all members of the Highline Forum, and to the Technical Review
Committee that is advising the Port of Seattle on the Part 150 Study Update. In addition to the
Constant Contact distribution list, emails were sent to city, neighborhood and local organization
contacts throughout the Seattle/Tacoma area.

The Port of Seattle also utilized the outgoing message on its Noise Information Line to advertise the
workshop. And, when written responses were made to those with noise-related inquiries or
complaints, notice of the workshop was included in those responses.

The Part 150 workshop flyer was translated into four languages spoken widely in the airport
communities (Spanish, Vietnamese, Cambodian and Somali) and distributed to all the airport cities,
a number of community organizations, local libraries and schools within the Highline School
District. A dedicated language line was set up specifically for the Part 150 process; this line allows
anyone who speaks Spanish, Vietnamese, Cambodian or Somali to call and leave a message in their
own language and receive a return call from someone who speaks their language. The Port also
made interpreter services available upon request to assist participants at the workshop. No one
requested assistance for the workshop.

STUDY SESSIONS

Participants were divided into three randomly assigned study sessions. All of the sessions were
guided by professional facilitators. The presenters spent 20-25 minutes providing information on
their topics, with questions and comments from participants following these presentations.

This section of the report provides a general summary of the presentations and question raised.
The presentations are provided in Appendix B of this report and the verbatim notes from each
group’s responses are provided in Appendix C.
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Noise Contours

Vince Mestre of Landrum and Brown provided an overview of the 65 DNL contour, which was
determined by the noise modeling that is now complete. The study shows that the existing contour
continues to decline in size. The “noise footprint” from the airport is growing smaller because
modern aircraft are quieter than their predecessors, and because aircraft operations at the airport
have dropped dramatically from earlier projections. The future noise contour shows a small
increase in area due to a gradual increase in operating levels.

The Federal Aviation Administration will only fund noise mitigation measures that fall within the
65 DNL contour, so meeting attendees were quite concerned about where that boundary would fall,
and how they might qualify, or not, for noise mitigation.

A great deal of concern was expressed about the monitoring/modeling work and the resulting
contours. Most people were highly skeptical of the reduced size of the contour. It did not make
sense to them, especially since the third runway has opened up and residents in the runway’s
vicinity have said they experience more aircraft noise. They wondered how the data could have
resulted in a smaller 65 DNL contour, and had a number of sharply-worded questions about that
result.

There were also a number of questions about which homes might be “in” or “out” of the contour.
Meeting attendees asked for more detailed maps so they could find their own homes and better
understand the situation at their particular home location. There were several questions about the
way in which both geography and atmospheric conditions such as fog affect noise impacts and
noise measurements.

The forecast of aviation activity was also a cause for concern. A number of meeting participants
wondered what will happen when the economy improves and the number of flights increases.
Especially as they looked out to 2016, they questioned how the contour could only grow a small
amount as the aircraft activity is anticipated to rise.

Several people had questions about the 65 DNL measurement, wondering why it is still in use and
what it actually means. A number of people expressed frustration, knowing that they live just
outside the 65-70 DNL boundary, perhaps just across the street. Because they experience the same
impact as their close-by neighbors, the boundary seems arbitrary and unfair to them.

The general tone of the discussion might be best summed up by this comment: The noise contours
do not reflect the reality on the ground.

Potential Noise Reduction Measures

Rob Adams of Landrum & Brown presented information on the types of noise mitigation measures
that are currently under consideration through the Part 150 Study. These measures include:

e Arunway use plan

e A hush house to muffle noise generated by airplane engine maintenance testing

e Future noise insulation programs for single family and multi-family homesowners within
the new 65 DNL who have not yet participated in the airport’s insulation program

e Air conditioning

e Aseller’s assistance program
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Participants in this session believed the Runway Use Plan would be a good idea, and were eager to
hear more information about it. The general feeling of the group was that the Plan could be useful
public information, although the plan in and of itself will not reduce noise. Participants commented
that having the information available on the Airport Website, as well as “real time data” showing
any deviations from the Plan, would be helpful for monitoring activity and noise impacts at
Sea-Tac.

Most people also said a hush house would be a useful addition to the noise mitigation program.
They expressed anger that the hush house had not been constructed already, given that it was
identified and approved in the 2002 Part 150 process. Meeting attendees could not understand why
this construction had not already occurred.

There was strong support for multi-family sound insulation, and strong interest in the possibility of
an air conditioning program. A number of people said that, while they had participated in the Port
of Seattle’s window and insulation program previously, it is still impossible to open the windows
during the summer due to noise. Air conditioning might be a helpful addition to their homes.

A number of people were also very interested in the seller’s assistance program, and wondered
how that program might be carried out.

Several people were concerned because they had participated previously in the noise insulation
program, and had used a contractor to install sound insulating windows. The windows had failed
over time, but in some cases the contractor had gone out of business, or was unwilling to replace
the windows. This has been an expense and concern for these homeowners.

Temporary Noise Monitors

Christian Valdes of Landrum & Brown provided information on the results of the temporary noise
monitors that had been installed to provide additional noise information as part of the Study. The
majority of the locations for these monitors had been suggested by the public at previous public
workshops.

Meeting attendees were highly skeptical of the data that had been generated through the temporary
noise monitors. In some cases, they felt that the numbers reported could not possibly be validated.
Other questions related to the location of the monitors, with several people questioning how those
locations were selected, and noting that other locations should have been included in the data
collection.

The fact that the monitors could distinguish between ongoing-ambient community noise vs. aircraft
noise was another cause of concern for many of those attending the meeting. They did not believe
that the ambient noise levels could be as high as they were reported, and disputed the data
collected in that regard.

A number of people requested the raw data from the noise monitors, expressing the opinion that
they could do a better job than the consultant team had of interpreting the numbers.

Groups attending this session also highlighted a number of locations where the temporary noise
monitors had not been in place, and recommended that these locations be thoroughly reviewed.
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Comments on Air Quality/Health Effects

Meeting attendees were also able to meet one-on-one with port and consultant team members who
were available to discuss air quality issues around the airport, as well as concerns related to the
negative health effects of poor air quality.

Four people took advantage of this opportunity. There were concerns expressed about a black soot-
like material that one woman has noticed on objects around the outside of her house since the third
runway opened. Other questions were raised about the odor from jet engine exhaust, and a general
question had to do with who is responsible for monitoring air quality throughout the area. Another
attendee described the powerful wake from jet aircraft that can sometimes knock him off his feet
when he is standing outside his home.

OPEN PUBLIC COMMENTS

Ten individuals made comments and asked questions at the end of the meeting. A bulleted list of
these comments and questions can be found in Appendix D of this report.

As had been heard during the study sessions, there was a general theme of disbelief in the data
generated, and in the resulting noise contours. Commenters did not trust that the noise contour
could actually be shrinking, especially with the addition of the third runway. One suggestion was
that the noise metric itself did not go far enough, with the recommendation that measurements of
noise in the 80-90 DNL range be taken into account for the Part 150 Study.

The 65 DNL noise contour line itself was another cause of concern. Commenters were upset that the
line divided neighborhoods, noting that a homeowner on one side of the street might get noise
remedy relief, while a homeowner just across the street may not qualify. The 65 DNL boundary
seems arbitrary and artificial for these homeowners.

Several commenters wondered about the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), and requested
that the FAA be more visible and accountable in the Part 150 process. A couple of people
recommended that audience members contact their state and federal elected officials to protest the
Part 150 process, noting that it is only at the federal level that change can occur.

The importance of building the hush house was reiterated during this comment time, with several
noting, again, that the hush house had been promised for a number of years but had not yet been
constructed. Another individual suggested that earthen walls or berms also be built to mitigate for
noise.

Health concerns were noted, especially the cancer risk from airplane emissions. Another person
was concerned about the general quality of life in the neighborhoods surrounding Sea-Tac Airport,
noting that those communities had degenerated over time.

Another perspective was that the third runway had been unnecessary, with the commenter
highlighting other world airports that were operating safely with only two runways.
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WRITTEN COMMENTS

Seven people submitted written comments at the meeting. The same frustrations expressed during
the study and open microphone sessions were expressed on the comment cards. There is
impatience about the fact that the hush house has not already been built. A couple of people
indicated they wanted to see a large map that included street names, so they could determine
where they might fall in relation to the 65 DNL contour. Home buyouts were suggested, and there
was interest expressed in the seller assistance program.

Copies of all of the comment cards are included in Appendix E of this report.

MEETING EVALUATION

Meeting participants also evaluated the effectiveness of the public workshop. Seventeen people, or
a little more than 10% of those attending, filled out evaluation forms at the meeting. Out of the 17
who filled out the evaluation form, not all filled it out entirely, and quite a few people made extra
comments.

Under the Meeting Logistics heading, 96% said the day of the week and time was convenient. Of
the 16 who answered this question, 88% said the meeting place was comfortable and accessible.
Although 86% of those answering said that the room set up was satisfactory, many also noted that
one of the classrooms was too small. The majority indicated they would like to receive notice of the
meeting one month in advance, with some noting that one month with a reminder two weeks prior
is preferable.

Under the Presentation heading, the responses were split 50/50 on the degree to which the
presentations had been effective in providing an adequate understanding of the Part 150 Study and
their role in it.

For the question about any area or topic that needed more information or was not addressed, most
said yes and had comments that elaborated on that point. Some specific comments included:

e Many attendees did not understand data: e.g. DNL, SEL, A weighted, etc.

e Methodology for using temporary sound monitors seemed flawed. Only radar confirmed
flyovers were counted. This doesn’t account for takeoffs or taxiing. Also, low frequencies are
ignored.

e Data presented could be skewed or flawed for noise events at locations.

e There were no solutions given.

e [t was all numbers, facts and figures. What about quality of life impacted by the third
runway and increased air traffic?

e Inadequate description of what DNL really is and how it is computed. Comments and
questions showed people had little understanding of this parameter. (I can understand why
you don’t want to describe it because it is too ridiculous for words.)
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The ratings for the Public Involvement category overall were in the middle of the road. Most
people gave responses in the “3s” when evaluating the effectiveness of the workshop in inviting
their participation. The exception was the third question, which asked whether or not the evaluator
would continue to follow the Part 150 process - most answered a 4 or 5, or “agree to strongly
agree” to this question.

With regards to major factors contributing to the success or shortcomings of the workshop
most people said there was too little time for their input, the presentations were too quick and
skimmed data; people said they feel like they are getting the “run around” and that the Port is not
addressing increased noise as a result of the third runway.

Suggestions for how the public workshop could be designed differently to work more
effectively ran from having smaller discussion groups, to taking people with specific issues aside
and talking with them one-on-one. Some said present more new data and give them answers as to
why the contour is smaller and noise is louder.

Comments under the “other” category included questions about health issues with the black
substance some have found on their roofs to insulation that is no longer helping with noise. Several
people said to redo the noise study because they feel the data is flawed. Others say they’ve heard all
this before, but have not heard the answers to the issues.

The workshop evaluation forms are included in Appendix F.
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Port of Seattle

PO Box 61781

Seattle, WA. 98168

Attn: Noise Programs Office
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_ Public Workshop Evaluation

Thank you for attending the Sea-Tac International Airport’s third public workshop for the Federal Aviation
Regulation Part 150 Noise Study. To ensure we have provided you with an adequate opportunity to
participate and appropriate meeting logistics please take 2 moment to answer the following questions.

Meeting Logistics
“Was the day.

“more convenient tim

Was the meeting place comfortable and accessible? Yes 79 No g/
Did you have any accessibility needs that were not considered? If so, please explain. | Yes @ No

Was there any area or topic you thought needed more information, was not Yes () No UJ
addressed, or could have been improved upon? If yes, please elaborate.
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More questions on the back. Thank you.
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Public Involvement <

On a scale of 1 to 5 where I vepresents “Strongly Disagree” and 5 represents “Strongly Agree,” please rate your overall perception
on. the following statements:

e _ Agree: Strougly
My expectations at the workshop were met concerning public involvement. (Please check one)

1 2 3 4 &

O 0 O o O

Strongly Agree Not Applicable

: : rougly dgree. Not-Applicable
The process was well-structured and the facilitators provided proper leadership to guide the process. (Please
check oneg)

1 2 3 4 : /, 5
= O O O Yoo oo =
__ Strongly Disagree Disagree Somewhat Agree Agree __ Strougly Agree Not Applicable

What major factors contributed to the success or shortcomings of the public workshop?
How could the public workshop be redesigned to work more effectively?

Other Comments:
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Thank you for attending the Sea-Tac International Airport’s third public workshop for the Federal Aviation
Regulation Part 150 Noise Study. To ensure we have provided you with an adequate opportunity to
participate and appropriate meeting logistics please take a moment to answer the following questions.

Was the meeting place comfortable and accessible? Yes & No O |
Did you have any accessibility needs that were not considered? If so, please explain. | Yes {(J No [«

Was there any area or topic you thought needed more information, was not Yes & No UJ
addressed, or could have been improved upon? If yes, please elaborate.
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More questions on the back. Thank you.
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Public Involvement

On a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 represents “Strongly Disagree” and 5 represents “Strongly Agres,” please rate your overall perception
on the following statements:

5
(N O
_ Strongly Agree Not Applicable

e _iraugy.- I3 .

The process was well-structured and the facilitators provided proper leadership to guide the process. (Please
check one)

I 2 3 e 5
D E] O O O 0
Strongly Disagree Disagree Somewhat Agree Agry Strougly Apree Not Applicable

‘What major factors contributed to the success or shortcomings of the public workshop?

How could the public workshop be redesigned to work more effectively?

Other Comments: _
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Thank you for attending the Sea-Tac International Airport’s third public workshop for the Federal Aviation
Regulation Part 150 Noise Study. To ensure we have provided you with an adequate opportunity to
participate and appropriate meeting logistics please take a moment to answer the following questions.

Was the meeting place comfortable and accessible? Yes No UJ
Did you have any accessibility needs that were not considered? If so, please explain. | Yes () No XL

2 weeks
Other:

Was there any area or topic you thought needed more information, was not Yes (O No &I
addressed, or could have been improved upon? If yes, please elaborate.

More questions on the back. Thank you.
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Public Involvemen

On a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 represents "Strongly Disagree” and & represents “Strongly Agree,” please rate your overall perception
on. the following statements:

wsagres saSomewliat Agree: Agtes: trongiy-dgre
My expectations at the workshop were met concerning public involvement. (Please check one)
1 é/ 3 4 5
O O O O

Strongly dgree

Strougly Disagres

‘L Strongly Disagree : Somzwhat Agree. Strongly.Agr - Not-dpp

The process was well-structured and the facilitators provided proper leadership to guide the process. (Please
check ong)

1 2 3

5
O (N O O B
Strongly Disagree Disagree _Somewhat Agree Strongly Agree _Not dpplrcable

What major factors contributed to the success or shortcomings of the public workshop?
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How could the public workshop be redesigned to work more effectively?

Other Comments:
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Thank you for attending the Sea-Tac International Airport’s third public workshop for the Federal Aviation
Regulation Part 150 Noise Study. To ensure we have provided you with an adequate opportunity to
participate and appropriate meeting logistics please take a moment to answer the following questions.

Was the meeting place comfortable and accessible?
Did you have any accessibility needs that were not considered? If so, please explain.

Yes @& No (U
Yes ) No [J

Was there any area or topic you thought neel)ded moxg information, was not
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More questions on the back. Thank you.
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Public Involvement.

On a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 represents “Strongly Disagree” and 5 represents “Strongly Agree,” please rate your overall perception
on the following statements:

$ ; ) ¢ Strongly dpree::
My expectations at the workshop were met concerning public involvement. (Please check one)

1 2 3 4 5
| O B 0 O O
_Strongly Disagree ~ Disagree . Somewhat Agree  dgree Strougly Agree Not dpplicable

ViStrongly Disagree 0 Disagr Somewhat Agiee

The process was well-structured and the facilitators provided proper leadership to guide the process. (Please
check one)

1 2 3 4 5
O m| O @ O O
Strougly Disagree Disagree Somewhat Apree Apree Strongly Agree Not Applicable

Other Comments:
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Thank you for attending the Sea-Tac International Airport’s third public workshop for the Federal Aviation
Regulation Part 150 Noise Study. To ensure we have provided you with an adequate opportunity to
participate and appropriate meeting logistics please take a moment to answer the following questions.

Was the meeting placeféémmeaM&anduagpgssmlg’B

Did you have any accegs?bﬂifir needs that were not considered? If so, please explain.

‘Was there any area or topic you thought needed more information, was not
addressed, or could have been improved upon? If yes, please elaborate.
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