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Purpose and Need for the Proposed Project

Introduction
Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field (PAE) is located in Snohomish County,
Washington, approximately 20 miles north of Seattle. The Airport is owned and
operated by Snohomish County under the County Executive and the County Council
with an on-site Airport Director. Two airlines have asked the Federal Aviation
Administration to issue amendments to their operations specifications to allow
scheduled commercial air service to the Airport. The proposed service would require
an amendment to the Airport’s existing FAR Part 139 operating certificate1. In
response to this request, the County is proposing to construct a modular terminal
building to accommodate the commencement of scheduled commercial air service
operations and passengers. This Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared to
comply with the requirement of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)
for all federal actions associated with the scheduled commercial passenger service.
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the agency responsible for reviewing and
approving actions that pertain to airports and aircraft and associated funding. As such,
this EA has been prepared in accordance with FAA order 1050.1E, Change 1,

Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, and FAA Order 5050.4B, National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions.

Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Federal Actions

The purpose of the FAA Federal action is to evaluate the requests from both
Horizon Air and Allegiant Air for the FAA to amend operations specifications to
allow scheduled commercial air service to Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field
and to approve an amendment to the FAR Part 139 operating certificate for Paine
Field. The need for the proposed actions is established in the Federal statutes and
regulations that direct FAA to respond to the requests, as described in the following
paragraphs. The purpose of and need for the addition of a modular terminal
FAA Order 5280.5c, paragraph 209B(1)(a), Airport Certification Program Handbook. Change in
AOC Class.
1
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building is to accommodate the proposed scheduled commercial air service at the
Airport.
Operations Specifications Amendment. FAA’s primary mission is to ensure safety

and efficiency in air commerce. One of the methods FAA uses to comply with this
mission is the issuance of operations specifications to scheduled commercial air
carriers. Both Horizon Air and Allegiant Air have requested amendments of
operations specifications from the FAA to operate at Paine Field (see letters in
Appendix A) with specific aircraft types. Horizon Air proposes to serve the Airport
with Bombardier Q400 turboprop aircraft, with Bombardier CRJ700 as its
substitution aircraft. Allegiant Air proposes to serve the Airport with Boeing MD83
turbojet aircraft. The FAA has limited discretion in amending the operations
specifications and is required to either grant or deny the amendment to the
operations specifications. Air commerce safety is the primary consideration in
determining the issuance of the specifications. The applicant is not required to
provide justification for wishing to serve a particular airport. As stated in 49 USC
Section 44705
“The Administrator of the Federal Aviation Administration shall issue an
air carrier operating certificate to a person desiring to operate as an air carrier
when the Administrator finds, after investigation, that the person properly
and adequately is equipped and able to operate safely under this part and
regulations and standards prescribed under this part. An air carrier operating
certificate shall (1) contain terms necessary to ensure safety in air
transportation; and (2) specify the places to and from which, and the airways
of the United States over which, a person may operate as an air carrier.”
(emphasis added)
Therefore, the FAA has a need to evaluate the requested change to operations
specifications to determine that safety in air commerce will allow the amendment of
those specifications, pursuant to 14 CFR Section 119.51 and 14 CFR Section 121,
and FAA Order 9800.1, Volume 3, Chapter 18, Section 5, paragraph 3-871.
The County has limited discretion to deny an airline request to operate at Paine
Field. The County agrees to Grant Assurances every time it accepts a grant from the
FAA. There are 39 such assurances that the County has agreed to that address a
variety of issues. The Assurances commit the County, as the owner of the Airport,
to certain requirements. Grant Assurance 22(a) addresses Economic
Nondiscrimination issues, including allowing commercial service operations to occur
at the Airport. The actual text of the Grant Assurance is as follows and is a
requirement found in 49 USC subtitle 47107, as amended;
22. Economic Nondiscrimination
a. It will 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.
Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment
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In a letter to the Airport Director dated June 4, 2009 (Appendix A), the FAA
reminded the County that Grant Assurance 22(a), which the County agreed to when
it accepted FAA funding, requires the County to “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.”
Operating Certificate Amendment. In addition to amending the operations
specifications, the FAA has been asked to issue approval of an amendment to the
FAR Part 139 operating certificate for Paine Field. Part 139, Section 107 states

An applicant for an airport operating certificate is entitled to a certificate if (1)
The provisions of Section 139.103 of this subpart are met; (2) the Administrator,
after investigation, finds that the applicant is properly and adequately equipped
and able to provide a safe airport operating environment in accordance with (i)
Subpart D of this part, and (ii) any limitation which the Administrator finds
necessary in the public interest; and (3) the Administrator approves the airport
certification manual
Per the FAA Airport Certification Program Handbook, a change from a Class IV
operating certificate to a Class I operating certificate is required to serve scheduled
operations by large aircraft. As with the operations specification, FAA has limited
discretion in approving the Amendment if all conditions are met.
Terminal Improvements. The Airport currently has no scheduled commercial air

service and its existing terminal building is not suited to serve the projected number
of passengers in a safe manner consistent with local health and safety codes. The
closest airport served by scheduled commercial air service with aircraft containing
more than 30 seats is Seattle-Tacoma International Airport (Sea-Tac), located
approximately 30 miles south of Paine Field. Sea-Tac is a large hub commercial
service airport with service from Horizon Air as well as many other airlines. The
nearest airport served by Allegiant Air is currently Bellingham International Airport,
approximately 74 miles north of Paine Field. See Figure A1, AIRPORT
LOCATION MAP and Figure A2, AIRPORT VICINITY MAP.
The existing terminal building cannot safely and efficiently accommodate the
projected number of passengers. Consequently, the County has engaged design
consultants to determine the size of a passenger processing facility that would be
necessary to accommodate the two prospective carriers. In order to efficiently and
safely serve the aircraft and passengers using those aircraft, the existing passenger
processing space needs to be increased. Based on FAA planning guidelines to
accommodate these passengers in a safe manner, and meet security requirements, it
has been determined that approximately 18,000 square feet would be needed with
two aircraft “boarding gates”, and these would be sized to accommodate 225 people
in the gate boarding area. According to Snohomish County Code requirements,
there is sufficient existing on-airport surface parking available to accommodate the
Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment
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parking requirements of a building this size and thus, no additional parking is
required. This terminal expansion will be a modular building placed on an existing
paved apron area just west of the existing terminal building and the terminal will be
sized to accommodate only the projected passengers as identified by the two airlines.
There will be a covered breezeway between the existing terminal building and the
new modular building. A bag make up enclosure will be attached for airline ramp
personnel service. The total size of the modular terminal, bag make up enclosure
and the connecting breeze-way to the existing terminal building will be
approximately 29,000 square feet. These improvements may be constructed in
phases; however, the phased construction will not exceed the footprint shown on
Figure A3, PROPOSED ACTION, TERMINAL BUILDING. Automobile parking
will be provided in existing parking areas and there is adequate ramp space to
accommodate the Q400 and MD83 aircraft.

Federal Actions Requested

The FAA is the federal agency responsible for the proposed actions. The proposed
actions consist of:
•

•
•
•

Issuance of the proposed operations specifications amendment for Horizon
Air to permit scheduled commercial air service at Paine Field using the
Bombardier Q400 Dash 8 as its primary aircraft and the Bombardier CRJ700
as its substitute aircraft pursuant to 14 CFR Part 119;
Issuance of the proposed operations specifications amendment for Allegiant
Air to permit scheduled commercial air service at Paine Field using the
MD83 aircraft pursuant to 14 CFR 119;
Approval of an amendment to the FAR Part 139 operating certificate for
Paine Field; and,
Approval of Airport Improvement Program (AIP) funding for the
construction of modular terminal building sufficient to accommodate the
proposed passenger service.

Action Funding and Time Frame

It is anticipated that the cost to construct the modular terminal building will be
approximately $3 million. The construction is scheduled to be completed in spring
2010 with service to commence in the summer of 2010. The first full year of
operation would be split between calendar years 2010 and 2011. The issuance of the
Operations Specifications and amendment to the operating certificate are also
scheduled for 2010.
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Alternatives

Introduction
Federal environmental regulations concerning the environmental review process
require that all reasonable alternatives, which might accomplish the objectives of a
proposed project, be identified and evaluated. The examination of alternatives is of
critical importance to the environmental review process and serves to establish the
conclusion that all reasonable alternatives have been considered and that an
alternative, which addresses the project purpose and need, and might enhance
environmental quality (or has a less detrimental effect), has not been prematurely
dismissed from consideration.

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

Range of Alternatives

The evaluation of alternatives is required by the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) and by CEQ Regulations (40 CFR §1502.14), because some aspects of the
proposed actions may impact the environment in a manner that could be minimized
or eliminated by pursuing an alternative action. NEPA mandates that all reasonable
alternatives to the proposed actions must be examined. The CEQ has defined
“reasonable” as those alternatives that are prudent or feasible.
As described in Section 1, the proposed actions are intended to address specific
purposes and needs. This section describes the range of alternatives available to
meet these needs.
1

Council on Environmental Quality Regulations, Section 1502.14
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y

No Action Alternative. The assessment of the alternative of not pursuing the

proposed actions is required by NEPA.
y

The Preferred Alternative (Proposed Action or the Project). The proposed

actions consist of: amending the operations specifications for Horizon Air and
Allegiant Air; amending the Part 139 operating certificate for Paine Field; and
providing for federal funding for the modular terminal building.
y

Use of other airports. Instead of operating at Paine Field, the airlines operate at
another airport in the region.

y

Use of Other Aircraft. Instead of operating the Q400 and the MD83 (or CRJ700
substitute) aircraft, the operators use other aircraft.

y

Construct a Large Permanent Terminal as Shown on the ALP. Construct a new

passenger terminal the size and location as shown on the Airport Layout Plan
(ALP).
An initial review of the broad range of alternatives was conducted through these
categories to identify those alternatives that are considered reasonable. Alternatives
that might meet the identified needs were then carried forward for further
evaluation.
Initial Consideration of the Range of Alternatives

Based on the range of alternatives discussed in the preceding section, a review was
conducted to identify prudent and feasible alternatives. The following sections
document the evaluation and the formulation of the alternatives relative to
addressing specific needs at Paine Field/Snohomish County Airport.
No Action Alternative. NEPA, and its implementing regulations, require

consideration of a No Action Alternative. The No Action, when compared with
another alternative, enables the identification of the probable impact of that
alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, both Horizon Air and Allegiant Air
would continue to serve the region with their existing operational locations (Horizon
at Sea-Tac, and Bellingham, and Allegiant at Bellingham). In addition, there would
be no amendment pursuant to the Airport’s 14 CFR Part 139 operating certificate
and there would be no federal funding of the construction of a new modular
terminal building. In essence, this alternative would result in the airport facilities
remaining as they are today, with minor anticipated and already approved
development undertaken in the near future. Activity would be expected to continue
to grow in accordance with the forecasts approved by the FAA as part of this study
(Appendix G). It is important to note, that the forecasts were revised in October of
2009 (and a new FAA approval issued) based on a news release from Boeing
indicating that some of the B-787 final assembly would take place in Charleston,
South Carolina instead of Paine Field. Both the original forecasts and approval
Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment
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letter, and the October 2009 revised forecasts and associated approval letter are
included in Appendix G.
The following table, Table B1, presents the aviation activity forecasts that are
predicted to occur at the Airport in the future without the introduction of new
scheduled commercial service activity. In other words, the No Action Alternative
forecasts. The existing year represents the period between August 2007 through July
2008.2
Table B1
OPERATIONS AND ENPLANEMENT FORECASTS

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

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

2010
2,663
2,833
144,505
865
150,866

2016
3,358
2,883
155,333
894
162,418

Source: Airport Records—June 2009
1 Actual.

Preferred Alternative (Proposed Action or the Project). The proposed action is for

the FAA to approve an amendment to Horizon Air and Allegiant Air Operating
Specifications pursuant to 14 CFR Part 119 and amendment to the airport operating
certificate pursuant to 14 CFR Part 139. This would allow both airlines to provide
scheduled commercial service to PAE with the Bombardier Q400 Dash 8 (with the
CRJ700 as the substitute) and the Boeing MD83 aircraft, respectively, if all safety,
operational, and environmental issues are satisfied. In addition, the FAA would
provide federal funding for the proposed modular terminal building.
Consistent with its Grant Assurance obligations, the County has been negotiating in
good faith with Horizon Air and Allegiant Air to accommodate their proposed
passenger service at Paine Field. Those negotiations have been limited in scope to
the proposed service outlined in the carriers’ letters of intent (attached in Appendix
A). Neither the County nor either carrier has indicated any intent to expand service
beyond that proposal and neither has the County received any notice of intent from
any other carrier to initiate passenger service at the Airport. Therefore, no expansion
of service or facilities beyond those proposed is reasonably foreseeable.

Use of this existing year avoids affects from the Boeing Company work stoppage
which reduced air carrier flights in late 2008 which is a more reasonable
representation of actual operations.
2
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The enplanements for the Preferred Alternative were determined from information
provided by both Allegiant Air and Horizon Air concerning each airline’s anticipated
passengers for the respective years (see letters in Appendix A). Horizon Air will
utilize the 76 seat Q400 aircraft with a predicted load factor (percentage of available
seats filled) ranging from 61 to 63% with departures ranging from 6 to 10 per day for
approximately 350 days per year. Allegiant Air will utilize the MD83 aircraft with
150 available seats with a predicted load factor of 90% with departures ranging from
2 to 10 per week over 365 days. This would result in approximately 112,000
enplanements (people boarding aircraft at Paine Field) in 2010 increasing to
approximately 238,200 enplanements in 2016.
Use of Other Area Airports. The Operations Specifications Amendments that are

the subject of this EA are limited to requests by two specific airlines (Horizon Air
and Allegiant Air) to provide scheduled commercial air service to a single airport,
Paine Field. The FAA exercises its authority to manage the use of the nation’s
navigable airspace in a manner that is consistent with all applicable Federal laws.
The US government deregulated the airline industry with Public Law 95-504, known
as the “Airline Deregulation Act of 1978”. A consequence of that Act allowed
airlines unrestricted choice as to which airports they serve. Other than to ensure
safety, neither the Airport Sponsor nor the Federal Government controls where,
when, and how airlines provide their service. Public use airports, such as Paine
Field, cannot deny access to an airline if the aircraft they proposed to use can safely
operate at that facility. Both airlines have submitted letters of intent to operate at
Paine Field (see Appendix A).
The use of other area airports by both Horizon Air and Allegiant Air instead of
Paine Field is reflected in the No Action alternative because Horizon Air already
offers scheduled commercial air service at Seattle-Tacoma International Airport,
approximately 30 miles south of Paine Field, and Bellingham, located approximately
74 miles north of Paine Field. Allegiant Air offers scheduled commercial air service
currently at Bellingham International Airport. There has been no indication from
these airlines that should the proposed project not be implemented that they would
initiate service to any other area airport beyond those used today. Therefore in lieu
of another airport seeking to sponsor these airlines and a request by the airlines to
serve another airport, this alternative does not meet the purpose and need.
As a result of these considerations, the use of another airport for the proposed
scheduled commercial passenger air service is not a reasonable alternative to the
proposed action.
Use of Alternative Aircraft. Another alternative would be using different aircraft to

provide scheduled commercial service other then the ones preferred by the airlines.
Thus, consideration was given to other aircraft in the airlines’ fleet. Horizon’s
current mix of aircraft is limited to the Q400 Dash 8 and the Regional Jet (RJ).
Horizon proposes to use the Q400 while Allegiant proposes to use their only aircraft
type: MD83 aircraft, although Horizon Air has identified the CRJ700 as a
replacement aircraft if the Q400 aircraft is not available. This is estimated by the
Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment
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airlines to occur approximately 1 percent of the time. The noise analysis in Chapter
D also assumes 1% of CRJ700 operations for Horizon Air. It is at the discretion of
the airline as to what aircraft to use to serves a particular market. It should be noted
that the operations specification is not only airport specific, but aircraft type specific.
Accordingly, if Horizon Air or Allegiant Air decides to use a different aircraft, the
operations specification would need to be amended.
As discussed above, neither the FAA nor the Airport sponsor has the authority to
instruct either carrier to provide service using a different aircraft if the proposed
aircraft can safely operate at the proposed airport in compliance with all statues.
Additionally, public use airports such as Paine Field cannot deny access to an aircraft
operator if they can safely operate at that facility.
As a result of these considerations, the use of different aircraft for the proposed
scheduled commercial air service is not a reasonable alternative to the proposed
action.
Construct a Large Permanent Terminal as Shown on the ALP. This is only an

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

Alternatives Considered in Detail
As a result of the previous considerations, this EA examines the following
alternatives in detail:
The No Action Alternative. No commercial service would occur at the Airport under
this alternative And no changes to the existing terminal building would be made.
The No Action Facilities are shown in Figure B1. Table B1 (Page B.3) presented
the anticipated activity levels through the year 2016 without the proposed actions.
The Preferred Alternative (Proposed Action). The FAA would approve an

amendment to the Horizon Air and Allegiant Air Operating Specifications pursuant
to 14 CFR Part 119 that would allow both airlines to provide scheduled commercial
service to Paine Field with the Bombardier Q400 Dash 8 and the Boeing MD83
aircraft, respectively, if all safety, operational, and environmental issues are satisfied,
and would amend the Airport’s Operating Certificate accordingly. Allegiant Air
proposes to initiate service with 2 departures per week and then increase to 10
departures per week the fifth year. Initially this would represent 208 operations per
year (104 arrivals and 104 departures) growing to 1,040 operations in the fifth year.
Horizon Air proposes to initiate service with 6 departures per day and then increase
to 10 departures per day the fifth year. Horizon’s operation would represent 4,380
operations per year initially growing to 7,300 operations in the fifth year. In total
these airlines would add 4,588 operations per year initially and 8,340 in the fifth year.
Table B2 shows the level of passenger and aircraft operations. The airlines
anticipate that some of the enplanements will be “new demand” although some
passengers now using Sea-Tac and Bellingham may opt for Paine Field due to closer
proximity and shorter travel times.
Table B2 presents the operations forecasts and enplanements for the future years
with the proposed project. The operations were developed in the memorandum
found in Appendix G and the enplanements were derived from airline provided
information and the Hirsh report in Appendix K. As stated previously, the forecasts
were revised in October of 2009 (and a new FAA approval issued) based on a news
release from Boeing indicating that some of the B-787 final assembly would take
place in Charleston, South Carolina instead of Paine Field.
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Table B2
AVIATION ACTIVITY FORECAST SUMMARY

Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment

2010 Passenger Enplanements
Passenger Air Carrier
2010 Aircraft Operations
Passenger Air Carrier
Air Taxi
General Aviation
Military
2010 TOTAL
2016 Passenger Enplanements
Passenger Air Carrier
2016 Aircraft Operations
Passenger Air Carrier
Air Taxi
General Aviation
Military
2016 TOTAL

No Action
Operations

Enplanements

Proposed
Action
Operations

0
2,663
2,833
144,505
865
150,866

EnplaneMents1

112,000
7,251
2,833
144,505
865
155,454

0
3,358
2,883
155,333
894
162,418

238,200
11,698
2,883
155,333
894
170,758

Source: Airline provided information, Airport developed operations forecast report.
1 Hirsh Memorandum (Appendix K).

Thus, approval of the proposed actions would increase the level of aircraft
operations and passengers using the airport relative to the No Action. The Proposed
Action also includes the funding of the modular terminal building to accommodate
the passengers served by the two carriers. The figure on the following page, Figure
B2 PROPOSED PROJECT, shows the location of the proposed terminal building at
the Airport. The proposed modular terminal building would be approximately
29,350 square feet, consisting of 18,000 square feet of passenger terminal space,
1,664 square feet of bag make-up, 1,535 square feet of entrance concourse and 8,100
square feet of bag concourse, as shown in Figure B3, TERMINAL SITE PLAN.
It would accommodate two aircraft “boarding gates”, and would be sized to
accommodate 225 people in the gate boarding area. This is the maximum number of
people that can be accommodated on one Q400 and one MD83. Based on
Snohomish County Code requirements, there is sufficient existing on-airport surface
parking available to accommodate the parking requirements of a building this size
and thus, no additional parking is required. This demand would generate the need
for six to ten additional airline employees, several which may be contracted from
existing Fixed Base Operators. An additional seventeen employees; including TSA
employees, security, rental car and maintenance workers are anticipated. Employees
would also use the existing on-airport parking.
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Figure B3

Terminal Site Plan

Not to Scale
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Affected Environment

Introduction
This Affected Environment chapter, per FAA Orders 1050.1E, Change 1 and 5050.4B is
designed to briefly provide context for the environmental setting of the proposed
project. Thus, this section briefly describes the relevant characteristics of the
potentially affected environment.

Project Setting

Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field is located in an unincorporated area of the
County. The northern and eastern portion of airport property abuts the City of
Everett, while the western portion of airport property abuts the City of Mukilteo.
There is also a small portion of airport property in the northwest corner of the
Airport that is within the City of Mukilteo. The corporate boundaries of the cities of
Lynnwood and Edmonds are approximately three miles to the south of airport
property.
Paine Field is owned and operated by Snohomish County, Washington. Under the
direction of the County Executive and the County Council, the Airport Director and
Staff supervise the day-to-day operation of the Airport. Paine Field is an enterprise
department of Snohomish County and is mandated to generate all revenue necessary
to operate and maintain the Airport. In the Federal Aviation Administration's
(FAA's) National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS), Paine Field is designated as
a “general aviation reliever airport” for Seattle-Tacoma International Airport. A
general aviation reliever airport is an airport that is located in a metropolitan area and
is intended to reduce congestion at a large commercial service airport by providing
general aviation pilots with alternative landing areas.
Figure C1, AIRPORT ENVIRONS MAP, provides a graphic description of Paine
Field’s location in relation to surrounding communities and roadways in Snohomish
County. Paine Field is located approximately six miles southwest of the Everett
Central Business District (CBD) and approximately twenty miles north of downtown
Seattle.
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Figure C1

Airport Environs Map

Source: Snohomish County Planning Department Mapping, Aerial Photography,
and United States Geological Survey (USGS) Quadrangle Sheets.
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The Airport consists of approximately 1,250 acres of land owned by Snohomish
County located adjacent to the City of Everett and the City of Mukilteo. There is
also a small portion of airport property in the northwest corner of the Airport that is
within the City of Mukilteo. Paine Field has three runways, an extensive system of
taxiways, aircraft parking aprons, hangars, an old terminal building, and various other
airport facilities. Figure C2, EXISTING AIRPORT LAYOUT, provides a graphic
description of the existing airport facilities, including an inset of the terminal area.
This Affected Environment chapter is organized in the same manner as the
Environmental Consequences chapter, as per FAA Order 1050.1E, Change 1,
Appendix A. However; the project and its reasonable alternatives are not likely to
affect the following resources: Farmlands; or Wild and Scenic Rivers. There is no
farmland in the project area and the Airport is not located in the vicinity of the three
designated wild and scenic rivers in the state, the Klickitat, the Skagit, or the White
Salmon Rivers. The closest river is the Skagit River, located approximately 30 miles
north of the Airport. Consequently, these resources will not be presented in the
Affected Environment chapter.
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Air Quality

The Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) and the Puget Sound Clean
Air Agency (PSCAA) have established State and local ambient air quality standards
similar to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Ozone (O3)
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Nitrogen Dioxides (NO2)
Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5)
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)
Lead (Pb)

Because air monitoring in the Puget Sound Region has indicated compliance with the
lead standard since 1980, lead was not examined in this study.
The Clean Air Act requires states with areas that have exceeded the ambient air
quality standards to develop plans (State Implementation Plans - SIP) for each area
that, when implemented, would reduce air pollutants and attain the standards. Areas
that have not attained the standards in the past are referred to as non-attainment
areas. The severity classifications for non-attainment areas are in increasing order of
severity: marginal, moderate, serious, severe, and extreme.
The Puget Sound Region, including Snohomish County, was designated as a ‘highmoderate’ non-attainment area for carbon monoxide and as a ‘marginal’ ozone nonattainment area until 1996, when an attainment with the standards was demonstrated
and a maintenance plan developed to ensure that pollutant levels do not increase. No
exceedances of the PM10 standard have occurred in the region since 1990. In 2005,
the 1-hour ozone standard, for which the Puget Sound Region was in nonattainment,
was rescinded. The Region has achieved attainment for the 8-hour ozone standard,
which replaced the 1-hour standard. Thus, Snohomish County is in attainment for
all air pollutant standards, but remains subject to a carbon monoxide maintenance
plan/SIP.
The USEPA, Washington State Department of Ecology, and the Puget Sound Clean
Air Agency conduct measurements throughout the State for purposes of monitoring
compliance with the Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS). The closest air quality
monitoring stations to the Paine Field are located in Marysville (7th Ave) about 10
miles north of the Airport, and Lynnwood (on 212th) about 9 miles south of the
Airport. Two other sites also measure concentrations in Snohomish County –
Darrington (Fir Street) and Woodinville. Both of these monitoring sites measure
PM2.5 concentrations.
The PSCAA has noted that “Concentrations at the Marysville and Darrington
monitors, both in Snohomish County, are on the brink of violating the new daily
standard” (35 µg/m3 which was adopted in 2006). ” Daily PM2.5 measurements in
Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment
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Snohomish County have shown that measurements at Lynnwood have not exceeded
the federal standard since measurements began in 2002, but measurements at
Maryville equaled or exceeded the standards between 2001 and 2007, except in 2006.
Woodstoves are the suspected cause. Relative to the annual PM2.5 standard,
measurements at the two Snohomish County sites have been below the standard
between 2001 and 2007.

Coastal Resources

All of Snohomish County (including the Airport) is included in the Washington
State’s Coastal Zone Management Program, although there are no specially
designated areas of particular concern within the County except for the Snohomish
River Estuary which is approximately nine miles to the northeast of the Airport. The
Airport has prepared and adopted both a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) and a Master Drainage Plan to control and regulate run-off and other types
of potential pollution.

Compatible Land Use & Zoning

As mentioned previously, Snohomish County Airport is located in an
unincorporated area of Snohomish County. The City of Mukilteo is considering an
annexation of approximately 2,661 acres of unincorporated portions of Snohomish
County immediately south of the Airport. The relationship of the Airport to the
surrounding cities and the potential Mukilteo annexation was illustrated previously
on Figure C1 entitled AIRPORT ENVIRONS MAP.
The Snohomish County 2025 Comprehensive Plan has designated an Airport Influence
Area (AIA) which is defined as the property within the environs of the Airport
where land uses are either influenced by, or will influence the operation of the
Airport in a positive or negative manner. The purpose of the AIA is to require that a
disclosure notice be provided to potential property buyers of the proximity of their
property to the Airport and to discourage the siting of land uses that attract birds,
create visual hazards, discharge any particulate matter in the air that could alter
atmospheric conditions, emit transmissions that would interfere with aviation
communications, and/or instrument landing systems, or otherwise obstruct or
conflict with aircraft patterns. The AIA is also illustrated on Figure C1 entitled
AIRPORT ENVIRONS MAP.
Existing land use and zoning within the airport environs play an important role in
determining both existing and short-term potential noise impacts as well as in
predicting potential long-term impacts. The following paragraphs will describe the
existing land use and zoning within the airport environs.
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Existing Zoning

General existing zoning within the vicinity of the Airport is illustrated on Figure C3
entitled GENERAL EXISTING ZONING, reflecting the zoning designations of
the cities of Everett and Mukilteo, along with those for the unincorporated areas of
Snohomish County. Due to several jurisdictions having different individual zoning
designations and considering the scale of the base map, the different jurisdictional
zoning designations have been consolidated into generally similar zoning types. For
purposes here, zoning falls into the following types: residential, commercial,
industrial/office park, and parks/open space. The Airport itself is zoned light
industrial.
In the area north/northeast of the Airport, there is a large manufacturing/industrial
and office zoning tract associated with the Boeing facilities. The area north of the
Airport and adjacent to Possession Sound is primarily zoned residential. Some
commercial zoning does exist north of the Airport associated with the ferry landing
and at the intersection of Mukilteo Speedway and Mukilteo Boulevard.
The area east of the Airport is characterized by residential zoning with strips of
commercial zoning along the major roadways; i.e., SR 99 and Airport Road. In
addition, Kasch Park and Walter E. Hall Golf Course are located directly east of
airport property, south of Casino Road.
The area directly southeast of the Airport is dominated by business park and
residential zoning, while southwest of the Airport, zoning uses along the Mukilteo
Speedway are characterized by a combination of general commercial, community
business, industrial, and manufacturing. General commercial and community
business zoning extend laterally along SR 99. The area south of the Airport is
dominated by various residential uses, with dispersed areas of commercial and
industrial zoning.
Within Mukilteo, west of the Airport, lies the Harbour Pointe Community zoned
primarily for residential uses, with several areas of park/open space and community
business. In the northwest portion of Mukilteo, zoning consists of waterfront mixed
use and downtown business district.
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Existing Land Use

As illustrated in the following figure, entitled GENERAL EXISTING LAND USE,
land use generally reflects existing zoning. In the area directly adjacent to the
Airport, industrial and commercial uses prevail; one notable exception is the
residential area west of Paine Field Boulevard. Commercial uses are found along
major arterials and at the intersections of these arterials. Densities of residential use
vary in the area, but generally reflect single-family, suburban development with areas
of open space. Additionally, clusters of multi-family development exist laterally
along Casino Road, between Airport Road and SR 99; along 112th St. SW, between
SR 99 and I-5; west of SR 525, south of Harbor Pointe Blvd, and along 128th St. SW,
between SR 99 and I-5. The waters of Possession Sound are located approximately
one and one-half miles west of the Airport and approximately two miles north of the
Airport. In addition, it should be noted that there is a substantial amount of land
that is undeveloped or dedicated to parks/open space in the vicinity of the Airport.
Several large tracts of undeveloped land exist within the environs on the Airport.
Some of these are associated with parks, or areas with limited development potential
because of steep slopes or drainage features. There are two large open spaces near
the Airport; the west side of airport property and the area directly north and west of
The Boeing Company plant.
Growth Management

The Washington State Growth Management Act requires certain counties and cities
in the state to engage in comprehensive planning activities and to follow a process
for identifying and siting essential public facilities like airports. Snohomish County is
one such county. Because airports are designated as essential public facilities, the
implementation of both land use and development controls is vested within the
authority of local city, county, or state governments and these governments are
responsible for ensuring compatible land use and appropriate zoning requirements
around airports. The comprehensive plans must contain certain elements, including
land use, housing, utilities, transportation, capital facilities, and rural elements.
Optional elements include conservation, solar energy, recreation, and sub-area plans.
The Act requires planning to be consistent with broad stated goals, based on
individual city and county visions of the future.
Comprehensive Plans and Future Land Use

The area surrounding the Airport is covered by multiple comprehensive planning
documents. The comprehensive plans of the City of Everett, the City of Mukilteo,
and Snohomish County's 2025 Comprehensive Plan depict future land uses within the
various jurisdictions in the vicinity of the Airport. Generally speaking, the
comprehensive plans as illustrated in Figure C4, GENERAL FUTURE LAND
USE, reflect both existing zoning and existing land use. Close in, the area
surrounding the Airport will continue to be primarily industrial and commercial uses.
Within the area as a whole, residential uses will continue to dominate with strips and
pockets of commercial, industrial and parks/open space.
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General Existing Land Use

Source: Snohomish County Planning Department Mapping, Aerial Photography,
and United States Geological Survey (USGS) Quadrangle Sheets.
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General Future Land Use

Source: Snohomish County Planning Department Mapping, Aerial Photography,
and United States Geological Survey (USGS) Quadrangle Sheets.
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Department of Transportation Action: Section 4(f)

Section 4(f) of DOT Act of 1966 (recodified and renumbered as section 303(c) of 49
U.S.C.), provides that the Secretary of Transportation shall not approve any program
or project that requires the use of any publicly owned land from a public park,
recreation area or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of National, State or Local
significance or land from a historic site of National, State or Local significance, as
determined by the officials having jurisdiction thereof, unless there is no feasible and
prudent alternative to the use of such land and such project includes all possible
planning to minimize impact.
The closest parks are Paine Field Community Park and 92nd Street Park,
approximately one mile west of the project area (the existing terminal area) and west
of Mukilteo Speedway and Kasch Memorial Park located less than one mile east of
the project area. The proposed project will take place entirely on airport property
that has been previously disturbed Also, as described in the following section
entitled Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources, there are no
known historic sites located within the project area.

Fish, Wildlife, and Plants

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (16 USC Section 1531, et.
Seq (ESA)) requires Federal agencies to examine if projects may have an adverse
impact on federally listed endangered or threatened species. The U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) defines an endangered species as one that is in danger of
extinction within all or a significant part of its natural range. A threatened species is
a species identified as one that will likely become endangered within the foreseeable
future.
The USFWS lists several endangered, threatened and candidate species, along with
species of concern for Snohomish County, as shown in Table C1, SNOHOMISH
COUNTY THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES AND SPECIES
OF CONCERN. The USFWS has also designated critical habitat for bull trout, the
Marbled murrelet and the northern spotted owl in Snohomish County but this
critical habitat does not exist on airport property. The closest designated critical
habitat to the project area is the “Paine Field Open Space” located off airport
property, approximately 1,200 feet north of the terminal area adjacent to the Boeing
Company ramp. The Paine Field Open Space is designated under the Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) Priority Habitats and Species (PHS)
Program as urban natural open space, or an area that contains habitat that is valuable
to fish or wildlife and is mostly comprised of native vegetation. These areas may
have more limited wildlife functions than other priority habitat areas due to the
general nature and constraints of these sites in that they are often isolated or
surrounded by highly urbanized lands.
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The below list of endangered, threatened and candidate species, along with the
species of concern for Snohomish County was reviewed by airport personnel in
consultation with the fulltime on-site USDA Wildlife Services Biologist who has
been conducting weekly wildlife surveys on the Airport since 2001 (Appendix H).
Of all the species on the list, only the Peregrine Falcon and Bald Eagle have been
observed during the weekly surveys. The Peregrine Falcon was only observed once
in 2004 and the Bald Eagle observations are infrequent. Neither species is a
permanent resident at the Airport.
Table C1
SNOHOMISH COUNTY THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES AND
SPECIES OF CONCERN

Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment
Common Name
Gray Wolf
Bull Trout
Canada Lynx
Grizzly Bear
Marbled Murrelet
Northern Spotted Owl
Oregon Spotted Frog
Yellow-billed cuckoo
Bald Eagle
Beller’s Ground Beetle
California Wolverine
Long-eared Myotis
Long-legged Myotis
Northern Goshawk
Olive-sided flycatcher
Pacific Lamprey
Pacific Townsend’s Bigeared Bat
Peregrine Falcon
River Lamprey
Tailed Frog
Western Toad
Botrychium Pedunculosum

Scientific Name

Rank

Canis lupus
Salvelinus confluentus
Lynx Canadensis
Ursus arctos
Brachyramphus
marmoratus
Strix occidentalis caurina
Rana pretiosa
Coccyzus americanus
Haliaeetus leucocephalus
Agonum belleri
Gulo gulo leteus
Myotis evotis
Myotis volans
Accipiter gentiles
Contopus cooperi
Lampetra tridentate
Corynorhinus townsendii
townsendii
Falco peregrinus
Lampetra ayresi
Ascaphus truei
Bufo boreas
Stalked moonwort

E
T
T
T
T
T
C
C
SC
SC
SC
SC
SC
SC
SC
SC
SC
SC
SC
SC
SC

Source: USFWS
T = federally-listed threatened
E = federally-listed endangered
C = Candidate
SC = Species of Concern
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Floodplains

Executive Order 11988 requires Federal agencies to take action to reduce the risk of
flood loss, minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health, and welfare, and
restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains.
According to published Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood
Insurance Rate Maps, the majority of the Airport is located within Zone X, or areas
determined to be outside of the 500 year floodplain. The closest 100 year
floodplains are associated with Possession Sound and Stickney Lake both located
slightly more than two miles from the project area.

Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste

Four primary laws have been passed governing the handling and disposal of
hazardous materials, chemicals, substances, and wastes, including: Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) (as amended by the Federal Facilities
Compliance Act of 1992), the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA or Superfund), and the
Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act of 1992. RCRA governs the
generation, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous wastes. CERCLA provides
for consultation with natural resources trustees and cleanup of any release of a
hazardous substance (excluding petroleum) into the environment. The EPA keeps
detailed information on all businesses dealing with Hazardous Materials, water
discharge, Superfund sites, toxic releases, and air emissions.
There are a number of sites located on airport property that are permitted as either
small quantity generators of hazardous wastes, large quantity generators of hazardous
waste, water dischargers, or multiple-activities. However, all sites are outside the
immediate area that would be disturbed for the proposed modular terminal. There is
a former pistol range located on the west side of the Airport that is listed on the
State Ecology’s Hazardous Sites List, however, the site has been cleaned up and
Ecology is proposing to remove the site from the list. A letter from the Department
of Ecology as well as a public notice proposing to remove the site from the
Hazardous Site List is included in Appendix O. To date, the Department of Ecology
has not received any comments on this notice.
The Airport has conducted multiple Phase I1 and other environmental investigations
throughout airport property. No known hazardous material sites are located on or
within close proximity to the site of the proposed modular terminal.

1 Environmental Due Diligence Audit (EDDA) for the evaluation of properties for potential hazardous substances
contamination.
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The Airport has a Stormwater Industrial Permit issued by the State Department of
Ecology under the Nation Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) to
regulate the discharge of stormwater that might contain traces of harmful pollutants.
In addition, construction contractors are required to apply for a Stormwater
Construction General Permit that regulates potential pollution sources and harmful
erosion.
Waste Management of Washington Inc. collects solid waste from the Airport. Two
compactors are collected weekly and one compactor is collected twice a week.
Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 requires a review to determine if any
properties impacted by the proposed action are in or eligible for inclusion in the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). This includes the areas within which
direct and indirect impacts could occur and cause a change in historic, architectural,
archaeological or cultural properties. Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA) requires Federal agencies to consider the impact of their
undertaking on properties on or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. Compliance
with section 106 of the NHPA requires consultation with the Department of
Archeology and Historic Preservation. The Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the
proposed action consists primarily of the inner terminal ramp area located between
the ATCT and the existing terminal building, but also includes the area with in the 65
DNL contour (see Noise section). A review of 49 facilities listed on the National
Register of Historic Places for Snohomish County was conducted. No historical,
architectural, archeological or cultural sites are known to exist on airport property.
Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments and the Presidential Memorandum of April 29, 1994, Government-togovernment Relations with Native American Tribal Governments require that the
responsible FAA official should consult directly with tribal governments (see letter in
Appendix B).

Light Emissions and Visual Impact

The Airport is bordered by the City of Everett on two sides, the City of Mukilteo on
one side, and unincorporated Snohomish County on one side. The Airport is
surrounded by both industrial and residential areas. Existing light sources at the
Airport include the rotating beacon for airplane guidance at night or in low visibility
conditions, runway and taxiway lights, parking lot lighting, aircraft ramp lighting,
road lighting, and lights from buildings.
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Natural Resources, Energy Supply, and Sustainable Design

Electrical service is provided by Snohomish County Public Utility District (PUD) #1,
natural gas service is provided by Puget Sound Energy, telephone/data service is
provided by Verizon, while both water and sewer services are provided by Mukilteo
Water and Wastewater District. Fuel storage facilities on the Airport include one 750
gallon Avgas tank, one 1,000 gallon Avgas truck, one 1,000 gallon Jet-A truck, one 3,000
gallon Jet-A truck and two 8,000 gallon Jet-A trucks. Permanent above ground fuel
storage facilities include six 60,000 gallon Jet-A tanks, one 20,000 Avgas tank, and one
4,000 gallon diesel tank. Permanent underground fuel storage facilities include one
15,000 gallon Avgas tank. There are no existing natural resource extractive activities
occurring on the Airport.

Noise

Current aircraft related noise exposure has been defined through the use of noise
contours prepared with the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA’s) Integrated Noise
Model (INM) version 7.0a. The INM is a state-of-the-art FAA approved computer
model used to model the noise exposure levels from aircraft operations and engine
testing and produce contours of equal noise exposure for selected points on the ground.
These contours are presented using the 65 Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL)
noise contour metric, where 65 DNL represents “noise impacted” areas. The 65 DNL
contour is utilized by FAA as the threshold of significance when determining noise
impacts of a proposed action. DNL metric measures the overall noise experienced
during an entire (24-hour) day. DNL calculations account for the sound exposure level
of aircraft, the number of aircraft operations and a penalty for nighttime operations. In
the DNL scale, each aircraft operation occurring between the hours of 10 p.m. to 7 a.m.
is penalized by 10 dB. This penalty is used to account for the higher sensitivity to noise
in the nighttime and the expected further decrease in background noise levels that
typically occur at night. DNL provides a numerical description of the weighted 24-hour
cumulative noise energy level using the A-weighted decibel scale, typically over a period
of a year. Noise sensitive areas exposed to increases of 1.5 DNL within the 65 DNL
contour are considered a significant impact.
The existing noise contours from aircraft operations at the Airport and from engine
testing on the adjacent Boeing owned property are presented in the Figure C6,
EXISTING NOISE CONTOURS (2008). This figure shows the existing 65 DNL and
70 DNL noise contours.
The 2008 base case 65 DNL noise contour encompasses approximately 656.2 acres of
land and extends slightly off Airport property to the southwest onto the Mukilteo
Speedway. The area on the southwest side of Mukilteo Speedway is commercial in
nature and is shown to continue to develop as such in the Mukilteo future land use plan.
The 65 DNL noise contour also extends beyond Airport property to the north and east,
over the Boeing Company industrial complex. The 65 DNL also extends over State
Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment
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Route 526 to the extreme northwest corner of the Airport. There are 0 residential or
other noise sensitive uses and 0 people located within the 65 or greater DNL noise
contours.
The 70 DNL noise contour is entirely on Airport property except for an area to the
northeast where it extends over the Boeing Company complex.

Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment
Draft Affected Environment Chapter

December 2009
C.17

Barnard Dunkelberg & Company

Rd

lvd
yB
wa

SnohomishCountyAirport

e
Av

Se a

EVERETT

son
rde
Ha

525

d
oo
w
en
le
G

y
ek Pkw
re
i ll C
r
r
Me

y
Boeing Freewa

65 DNL
70 DNL

MUKILTEO

West Casino Rd

526
Kasch Park
(LWCF Act Park) 1

W alter E. Hall
(LWCF Act Park) 1

W alter E. Hall
Golf Course

5 Avenue W

94th St SW

Paine Field Blvd

Mukilteo Speedway

Bu
r lin
gt o
n

No
r th
ern
Railroad

PaineField

100th St SW

Center Rd

Ev
er
gr
ee
n

121 St SW

4 A v enue W

d
Blv
nt
Po i
r
o
b
Har

W
ay

its
im
yL
Cit

Gib
son
Rd

nic
Poin
t

R Are Protected Under
(1) Note: These Parks

d

Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation
Fund (LWCF) Act, which Requires Replacement
Property as Mitigation for Conservation of Park
Property that was Purchased or Deveoped with
Stateside LWCF Funds.

Rd

128th Street SW

Pa
rk

Picnic Point
County Park

Be
ve
rly

P ic

Rd
rt
po
Air

eo
kilt
Mu

Mukilteo Cit y Limits

Harbour Point
Golf Course

1 12th St SW

Lake
Stickney

99

0

1,500

5

3,000

Scale in Feet

Figure C6

Existing Noise Contours (2008)

Source: Snohomish County Planning Dept. Mapping, 2007 Aerial Photography,
and United States Geological Survey (USGS) Quadrangle Sheets.
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Socioeconomic Environment, Environmental Justice, Children’s
Environmental Health and Safety Risks
Socioeconomic Environment. Because The Boeing Company’s manufacturing

activity at the Airport is often used as the county's economic yardstick, the current
and future economic picture within Snohomish County looks positive; although,
reductions in employment have been recently announced. In addition, other forms
of manufacturing (especially advanced technology) have been relocating to
Snohomish County in recent years. Much of this development activity has been
concentrated in the County's Technology Corridor. The Corridor is a group of
office/industrial development parks which straddle the I-5/I-405 area.
According to census data, the current estimated population in Snohomish County is
683,655 people and the population in Snohomish County is steadily growing. The
population increased 12.8 percent from 2000 to 2008 and has a population density of
about 328 people per square mile. The population growth in Everett has been
slightly slower, increasing from 91,488 in 2000 to an estimated 98,295 in 2007, a rate
of 7.4 percent, while the population growth of Mukilteo has been slightly faster
increasing from 18,019 in 2000 to 20,544 in 2008 a rate of 14 percent. The City of
Mukilteo is also proposing a large annexation of a portion of currently
unincorporated Snohomish County immediately south of the Airport. Using the
2006 Buildable Lands population estimate for this area of 14,910, the annexed
population would be approximately 73 percent of the City’s current population. The
largest employer in the County is obviously Boeing with facilities located adjacent to
the Airport. Other major employers in Snohomish County include Naval Station
Everett, the State of Washington, Snohomish County Government and the
Providence Everett Medical Center, Premera and Aviation Technical Services
(located at the Airport).
The Countywide Planning Policies for Snohomish County call for a long-term
monitoring process to review population and employment growth, annexations and
incorporations, land consumption and supply, and housing availability and
affordability. The monitoring program was developed jointly by cities and
Snohomish County. Results of the monitoring process are published annually in the
Snohomish County Tomorrow Growth Monitoring Report or GMR. The first
GMR came out in 1997 and it is updated annually.
Environmental Justice. Executive Order 12898, Environmental Justice and the U.S.

Department of Transportation (DOT) order on Environmental Justice require an
assessment of potential inequitable distribution of negative effects to special
population groups. U.S. Census data and Census block maps were reviewed and
there are no known special population groups within the project area.
According to the Washington State Employment Security Department, the labor
force in Snohomish County has been increasing steadily since 2000 and the
unemployment rate has been increasing from 4.1 percent in 2007 to 10.2 percent in
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October of 2009. According to U.S. Census data, the 2007 median household
income in Snohomish County was $65,324 and approximately 8 percent of the
County was living below the poverty level. Based on an analysis of census block
data, approximately 13.6 percent of the population in the vicinity of the Airport is
living below the poverty level. The Washington Office of Financial Management
projects the population of Snohomish County to grow to an estimated 950,066
people by 2030. Based on the previously presented noise contours, the four U.S.
Census Designated Places (CDPs) in the vicinity of the Airport with the potential to
be impacted by aircraft generated noise include the Paine Field-Lake Stickney CDP,
the Picnic Point-North Lynwood CDP, Mukilteo city and Everett city. According to
U.S. Census Bureau block maps and demographic data, these four places had a
combined population in 2000 of 156,843 residents, of which, 80.5 percent were
white, 3.1 percent were black, 1.3 percent were Indian or Alaska Native, 7.7 percent
were Asian, less than 1 percent were Native Hawaiian, 2.9 percent where some other
race, 4.2 percent were two or more races and 6.5 percent were identified as Hispanic
or Latino (of any race).
Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks. Executive Order 13045, the

Protection of Children from the Environmental Health Risks, directs Federal
agencies to make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health risks
and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children. There are no residences
or schools within the project area. The closest school is a technical high school
located less than one mile northeast of the terminal building and an elementary
school located less than one mile south of the terminal building.

Surface Transportation

Transportation networks in the vicinity of the Airport include Interstate Highway 5
(I-5), three state routes (SRs) and one principal arterial. I-5, which runs north/south,
is a limited access highway approximately four miles east of the airport, thereby,
providing good access to the nation's Interstate Highway System. SR 526 (Boeing
Freeway) is an east/west controlled access roadway that is adjacent to the north side
of airport property, providing the primary access to Boeing facilities. Providing
direct access to the west side of the Airport, Paine Field Boulevard and SR 525
(Mukilteo Speedway) tie in with I-5 and I-405 approximately four miles southeast of
the airport and with SR 526 at the northwest corner of the airport. In addition, SR
99, a southeast/northwest travel corridor, is located east of the airport and connects
SR 525 and SR 526.
The Airport Road/128th Street SW corridor provides the most direct access to the
terminal entrance and passes through the east side of airport property. Airport Road
connects with I-5 approximately three miles southeast of the Airport where it
becomes SR 96 and with Boeing Freeway (SR 526) at the north side of the Airport.
Direct landside access to airport property is provided by a series of streets with
access to the terminal area provided by 100th Street SW. A more comprehensive
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inventory of the road network is included in the Snohomish County Airport Traffic
Study, Appendix F. Potential impacts to traffic patterns are addressed further in the
Environmental Consequences Chapter.

Water Quality

The dominant water feature in the vicinity of the Airport is the Puget Sound and the
Pacific Ocean. The Airport drains to four drainage basins, Japanese Gulch, Big
Gulch, Smugglers Gulch and Swamp Creek. These four drainage basins are
illustrated in Figure C7, PAINE FIELD DRAINAGE BASINS. This section
provides a brief description of each of these basins and their aquatic resources.
The Paine Field Master Drainage Plan, October 2008 was prepared to guide stormwater
management for future development through planned build-out of the Airport. The
plan includes an inventory of existing facilities, determines conveyance and detention
capacities, identifies existing deficiencies, forecasts changes in land cover (i.e.,
impervious areas) based airport development plans, identifies future stormwater
facility needs to meet planned growth, and identifies capital improvement plan
stormwater projects to address near-term and long-term needs.
According to the Paine Field Master Drainage Plan, Swamp Creek watershed drains to
the east and discharges to the north end of Lake Washington. Big Gulch, Smugglers
Gulch and Japanese Gulch watersheds drain north (Japanese Gulch) and west (Big
Gulch and Smugglers Gulch) to Puget Sound. The majority of the Airport’s Swamp
Creek watershed discharges to the main stem of Swamp Creek via Lake Stickney
southeast of the Airport.
Within the more developed parts of the Airport, catch basin and pipe systems are
used for collection and conveyance of stormwater runoff. In the less developed
areas, ditch and culvert systems are used for collection and conveyance. Detention
for Japanese Gulch watershed is provided in a large linear regional detention pond
(Alpha Pond) located immediately west of the Boeing property at the north end of
Runway 16R/34L. The Smugglers Gulch watershed is partially undeveloped and
contains a large regional detention facility. Detention in the Big Gulch watershed is
provided principally by Wetland 25 with additional detention being provided by the
Swanson Wetland Mitigation Bank and Wetland 24. The Big Gulch watershed also
includes several smaller facilities including two open pond detention facilities that
serve Mukilteo Speedway drainage; linear detention ponds west of Runway 16R/34L;
and four open pond facilities. Detention in the Swamp Creek watershed is provided
by constructed ponds and buried vaults. Due to the underlying geology of the area,
there are no significant ground water resources. The deep compacted tills in this
area have low permeability and low potential yield. Ground water flow in this type
of terrain generally follows the topography.
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Figure C7

Paine Field Drainage Basins

Source: Snohomish County Planning Dept. Mapping, 2007 Aerial Photography,
and United States Geological Survey (USGS) Quadrangle Sheets.
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Snohomish County has developed a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan for the
entire Airport, along with the previously mentioned Master Drainage Plan. The
Airport has a permit under the State of Washington’s Industrial Stormwater General
Permit requirements. The Plan includes a detailed facility assessment, Best
Management Practices for various activities on the Airport and a Stormwater
Monitoring Plan.
Water quality considerations related to airport development often include increased
surface runoff, erosion, and pollution from fuel, oil, solvents and deicing fluids.
State and Federal laws and regulations have been established to prevent potential
environmental impacts due to spills. These regulations include standards for above
ground and underground storage tanks, leak detection and overflow protection.

Wetlands

Executive Order 11990, Order DOT 5660 requires Federal agencies to minimize the
impact of construction projects on wetlands. The Airport has completed two recent
reports pertaining to wetlands; a Critical Areas Study and the Master Drainage Plan. The
Critical Areas Study identifies jurisdictional wetlands on the Airport and addresses
mitigation measures if they are impacted. Mitigation will be achieved by using credits
in the Airport’s Wetland Compensation Bank program, utilizing two separate banks
in the vicinity, the Narbeck and Swanson banks.
The Master Drainage Plan identifies drainage basins on the Airport, where run-off
goes and developed a Stormwater Capital Improvement Program. The Plan
identifies drainage areas and contemplates run-off from Airport projects.
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Environmental Consequences

Introduction
This chapter outlines the potential environmental consequences associated with the
implementation of the No Action and the Preferred Alternative at the Snohomish
County Airport/Paine Field. The Project Area in this chapter is considered the actual
construction footprint of the proposed modular terminal expansion, however, it is
recognized that certain environmental disciplines such as noise could have off airport
related impacts and in these circumstances, the potential impact areas are more
broadly defined. The Alternatives chapter describes these options in detail and these
alternatives are summarized as follows:

No Action Alternative

This alternative includes the continuation of the normal operation of the Snohomish
County Airport/Paine Field without the provision of scheduled commercial service
or any changes to the existing passenger terminal building.
Preferred Alternative

The Preferred Alternative includes the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
issuance of operations specifications to allow scheduled commercial air service and
approval of an Amendment to the Airport’s CFR Part 139 operating certificate. In
addition, the Preferred Alternative includes the addition of a modular terminal
building to accommodate the proposed scheduled commercial air service.
The possible environmental impacts from these specific alternatives are described in
the following sections per FAA Order 1050.1E, Change 1, Environmental Impacts: Policies
and Procedures, and in accordance with FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental
Policy Act Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions.
Since there are no Farmlands or Wild and Scenic Rivers in the project aea, no further
evaluation will be provided for these resources.
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Air Quality
Summary

Based on the air quality analysis, the implementation of the Preferred Alternative
would increase emissions relative to the No Action. However, the anticipated
increase in emissions would be de minimis. A General Conformity Applicability
Analysis was conducted which indicates that the Preferred Alternative’s projectrelated emissions would be below the Clean Air Act defined de-minimis threshold,
and thus the proposed action would not require a conformity determination.
Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives

The following sections discuss the air quality implications of the No Action and the
Preferred Alternatives at the Airport in terms of air emissions, including a general
conformity evaluation, per the requirements of the Clean Air Act.
Methodology. FAA Order 1050.1E, Change 1, Environmental Impacts: Policies and

Procedures identifies the analysis requirements for air quality. That approach relies on
the FAA’s Air Quality Procedures for Civilian Airports and Air Force to provide guidance
concerning the breadth of air quality review required under NEPA. That document
indicates:
… not all of the steps are required for every action. Many projects at airports and air bases
are too small to require detailed air quality analysis and only a few projects are both broad
enough in scope and located in nonattainment or maintenance areas such that the full
complement of analyses described in this handbook would be required. Screening techniques
that streamline the process for many air quality assessment actions are available… (page 7)

Actions that would not increase airport capacity, lead to increased congestion of roadways or
airfields, or relocate aircraft or vehicular activity closer to sensitive receptors are not likely to
exceed the NAAQS [National Ambient Air Quality Standards]for CO [Carbon Monoxide].
For deciding whether or not a NAAQS assessment should be considered, the total number
of airport passengers and general aviation/air taxi operations should be evaluated. If the
level of annual enplanements exceeds 1,300,000 (or 2.6 MAP [MAP refers to the
enplanements and deplanemnets combined]), the level of general aviation and air taxi activity
exceeds 180,000 operations per year or a combination thereof, a NAAQS assessment should
be considered. (page 19-20)
Existing Emissions. Current (143,722 operations 2008) and forecast (170,758

operations in 2016) activity levels at Paine Field are listed in Appendix G. While
the level of activity by itself may not warrant an air quality evaluation, the Airport is
located in a maintenance area for carbon monoxide (CO), and therefore existing and
future emissions were inventoried and a General Conformity Applicability Analysis
was prepared. Table D1 lists the existing (2008) emissions for sources that could be
affected by the proposed actions.
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Table D1
CURRENT EMISSIONS (2008) OF SOURCES THAT MAY BE AFFECTED BY THE
PROPOSED PROJECT (TONS/YEAR)

Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment

Pollutant

Aircraft/
APU

Ground
Support
Equip

Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC)
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx)
Sulfur Oxides (SOx)
Particulate Matter (PM10)
Particulate Matter (PM2.5)

1,076.33
37.80
63.51
7.19
1.19
1.19

44.77
1.69
6.44
0.18
0.21
0.20

Surface
Travel
VMT
Construction

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

Total

1,121.10
39.50
69.94
7.36
1.40
1.39

Note: Paine Field does not currently have commercial air service, and thus, no passenger related VMT occurs. Similarly, there
was no construction for the proposed actions in 2008. NA = No project-related construction or passenger VMT occurred in
2008.
Note: Totals may not add due to rounding. EDMS 5.1 outputs include emissions to the nearest ten-thousandth and these
numbers are rounded to the nearest hundredth.
Source: BridgeNet Consulting Services, July 2009 Using EDMS 5.1

Future Conditions. To evaluate the effect of the proposed actions on air quality,
emissions inventories for the No Action and Preferred Alternatives were prepared.
Year 2010 construction emissions were evaluated. Operational emissions, the
emissions once construction is complete and the project is operating, were evaluated
for the first full year of operation (2011), as well as for 2016. Table D2 summarizes
the operational emissions of the proposed project. Table D3 summarizes the
construction-related emissions.

Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment
Draft Environmental Consequences Chapter

December 2009
D.3

Table D2
SUMMARY OF PROJECT-RELATED OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment
Operational Emissions (Tons)
Pollutant

No Action

Year 2011
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC)
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx)
Sulfur Oxides (SOx)
Particulate Matter (PM10)
Particulate Matter (PM2.5)
Year 2016
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC)
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx)
Sulfur Oxides (SOx)
Particulate Matter (PM10)
Particulate Matter (PM2.5)

Preferred
Alternative

Project-Related
Emissions

1,147.30
39.69
58.22
6.72
1.24
1.23

1,216.95
43.33
68.95
7.48
1.50
1.42

69.66
3.64
10.73
0.76
0.26
0.19

1,224.87
44.64
71.30
8.18
1.45
1.44

1,300.77
47.96
85.38
9.88
1.79
1.70

75.90
3.32
14.09
1.70
0.35
0.26

Note: Totals may not add due to rounding. EDMS 5.1 outputs include emissions to the nearest ten-thousandth and these
numbers are rounded to the nearest hundredth.
Source: BridgeNet Consulting Services, July 2009 Using EDMS 5.1; Surface emissions: Synergy Consultants, November, 2009.

Table D3
CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS – PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (90 DAYS IN 2010)

Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment

Pollutant

Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC)
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx)
Sulfur Oxides (SOx)
Particulate Matter (PM10)
Particulate Matter (PM2.5)

Construction
Emissions (Tons)

1.5
0.2
2.4
0.1
2.6
2.6

Note: Totals may not add due to rounding to the nearest tenth.
Note: PM10 and PM2.5 assume that all fugitive dust is PM10 and PM2.5.
Source: Synergy Consultants, Inc. July 2009.
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No Action Alternative. With the No Action, commercial service as proposed would

not occur; existing ongoing activity would occur, but there would be no service by
Horizon or Allegiant. Therefore, no project-related construction would occur, and
thus, no construction emissions.
As is shown by comparing Table D4 and Table D1, emissions of all pollutants are
anticipated to increase between 2008 and 2011 regardless of whether or not the
proposed commercial air service is initiated, as activity levels at the Airport are
expected to increase. Ongoing operational CO emissions would increase about 2.3%
(from 1,121.1 tons in 2008 to 1,147.3 tons per year in 2011); VOC emissions would
increase 0.5% (from 39.5 tons to 39.69 tons per year in 2011); and NOx emissions
would decrease 16.8% (from 69.94 tons in 2008 to 58.22 tons per year in 2011). SOx
emissions would be expected to decrease about 8.7% (from 7.36 tons to 6.72 tons
per year), and PM (both PM10 and PM2.5) would decrease about 11% (from 1.4 tons
to slightly over 1.2 tons per year). The decreases in emissions for Ground Support
Equipment and Surface Travel VMT from 2011 to 2016 are attributable to
assumptions included in EDMS 5.1 related to the year of manufacture of the
equipment/vehicles and associated improvements in engine technology. Surface
traffic vehicle miles traveled (VMT) included in Tables D4 and D5 refers to
vehicle trips due to the introduction of commercial service at the Airport.
Table D4
NO ACTION EMISSIONS – 2011 AND 2016 (TONS/YEAR)

Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment
Operational Emissions (Tons)

Pollutant

2011
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC)
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx)
Sulfur Oxides (SOx)
Particulate Matter (PM10)
Particulate Matter (PM2.5)
2016
Carbon Monoxide (CO)_
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC)
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx)
Sulfur Oxides (SOx)
Particulate Matter (PM10)
Particulate Matter (PM2.5)

Aircraft

Ground
Support
Equip

Surface
Travel VMT

1,114.27
38.43
53.47
6.62
1.07
1.07

33.03
1.26
4.75
0.11
0.17
0.17

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

1,147.30
39.69
58.22
6.72
1.24
1.23

1,208.54
43.99
69.01
8.12
1.34
1.34

16.33
0.66
2.29
0.07
0.11
0.11

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

1,224.87
44.64
71.30
8.18
1.45
1.44

Total

Note: Totals may not add due to rounding. EDMS 5.1 outputs include emissions to the nearest ten-thousandth and these
numbers are rounded to the nearest hundredth.
Source: BridgeNet Consulting Services, July 2009 Using EDMS 5.1; Surface emissions: Synergy Consultants, November, 2009.
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By 2016, emissions of the No Action Alternative are expected to increase further
relative to 2011 No Action conditions. Relative to 2008 emissions, CO emissions in
2016 are expected to increase about 9%, VOC emissions would increase 13%, NOx
emissions would increase nearly 2%, SOx emissions would increase about 11%, and
PM emissions would increase nearly 4% each for PM10 and PM2.5.
Preferred Alternative. With the proposed action, temporary emissions would occur

during construction of the modular terminal expansion. In addition, the proposed
actions would enable commercial air service at Paine Field as well as result in
changes in surface traffic patterns for air travelers that would now use Paine Field.
The following sections discuss the emissions associated with the proposed actions.
Construction: Before air service can be initiated, the Preferred Alternative
contemplates that a terminal expansion would be constructed. The County
anticipates that the construction process on-site would be completed in about 90days. The first 30-days would be delivery, and assembly of the modular units and
connection to the existing utilities and infrastructure. During the remaining 60 days,
interior finishing would be completed. This modular terminal would be constructed
off-site and delivered to the Airport for assembly.
The emissions associated with construction employee work commute, material
delivery, building assembly on-site, interior finishing, and connection to utilities
would result in emissions. It is anticipated that material delivery would involve heavy
duty diesel vehicles traveling an average of 30 miles round trip. Construction
employee travel, in light duty gas trucks, would be expected to travel an average of
20 miles round trip. Table D3 lists the emissions associated with construction.
Operational Emissions: Once construction is completed, Horizon and Allegiant
anticipate immediately starting commercial air service. The air service would
generate additional aircraft operations at the Airport. These additional operations
would require ground support using GSE. While the proposed service may decrease
vehicular travel for residents of Snohomish County who would otherwise travel
to/from either SeaTac International Airport or Bellingham International Airport, an
analysis was performed assuming that the project generated all new passengers and
that all travel would be project based. Based on those surface traffic assumptions
derived from information in the airline letters included in Appendix A which
included an assumption of 956 average daily trips, the surface traffic analysis showed
that the 2011 vehicle miles traveled (VMT) of project-related travel would be
4,161,870 miles. By 2016, the project would then expect to generate 5,252,415 VMT
miles (Traffic VMT Report in Appendix I).
Table D5 shows the With Project operational emissions for 2011 and 2016. As can
be seen in Table D5, the total Preferred Alternative emissions are greater than the
No Action emissions in Table D4.
Project-related emissions, those emissions that would occur beyond the No Action,
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are identified in Table D2. The information in Table D2 shows, aircraft operations
associated with the proposed project would generate increases in aircraft-related
emissions relative to the No Action. However, the greatest source of project-related
emissions would be due to assumptions concerning on-road vehicular travel. Total
project-related CO emissions would be 69.66 tons in 2011 and 75.9 tons in 2016.
Of the 2011 project-related emissions, 48.93 tons would occur due to passenger
surface travel while 20.78 tons would occur by aircraft-related emissions (aircraft,
APU, and GSE).In year 2016, the project-related emissions would consist of 50.02
tons CO from on-road surface travel, and 25.88 tons from aircraft and related
sources.
Table D5
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS – 2011 AND 2016
(TONS/YEAR)

Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment
Operational Emissions (Tons)

Pollutant

2011
Carbon Monoxide
Volatile Organic Compounds
Nitrogen Oxides
Sulfur Oxides
Particulate Matter (PM10)
Particulate Matter (PM2.5)
2016
Carbon Monoxide
Volatile Organic Compounds
Nitrogen Oxides
Sulfur Oxides
Particulate Matter (PM10)
Particulate Matter (PM2.5)

Ground
Support
Equip

Surface
Travel VMT

1,121.92
38.53
57.31
7.29
1.09
1.09

46.10
1.70
6.17
0.14
0.22
0.21

48.93
3.10
5.48
0.04
0.19
0.12

1,216.95
43.33
68.95
7.48
1.50
1.42

1,225.04
44.29
78.31
9.71
1.45
1.45

25.71
0.99
3.33
0.11
0.16
0.16

50.02
2.68
3.73
0.05
0.18
0.10

1,300.77
47.96
85.38
9.88
1.79
1.70

Aircraft

Total

Note: Totals may not add due to rounding. EDMS 5.1 outputs include emissions to the nearest ten-thousandth and these
numbers are rounded to the nearest hundredth.
Note: Decreases in emissions for Ground Support Equipment and Surface Travel VMT from 2011 to 2016 are attributable to
assumptions included in EDMS 5.1 related to the year of manufacture of the equipment/vehicles and associated improvements
in engine technology.
Source: BridgeNet Consulting Services, July 2009 Using EDMS 5.1; Surface emissions: Synergy Consultants, November 2009.

Mitigation and Best Management Practice. While the project results in an increase in

emissions, mitigation is technically not required as the project emissions are below
de-minimis thresholds as described in the following section and in Table D6.
Short-term construction-related emissions would occur. These construction-related
emissions will be minimized through the following Snohomish County standard
construction-related best management practices:
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•
•
•
•

Odors from vehicle emissions during construction will be controlled by muffler
systems on the vehicles.
Dust from construction activities will be controlled by the use of a water truck.
The work will comply with the requirements of the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency
and will use industry standard best management practices.
Equipment will be turned off when idling.

General Conformity. Because a Federal approval is required for the proposed

actions and the project is located in a maintenance area for carbon monixide, the
Federal approval must be preceded by a Clean Air Act general conformity evaluation.
To identify potential air emissions from the proposed actions, the previously
described emissions inventory was summarized and contrasted with the de-minimis
levels for a maintenance area for carbon monoxide. Table D6 shows that the
project-related emissions would be below the Clean Air Act defined de-minimis
threshold, and thus the planned actions do not require a conformity determination.
Table D6
TOTAL PROJECT-RELATED IMPACTS

Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment

Year

CO
(tons/year)

Are ProjectRelated
Emissions
Below DeMinimis?

Year 2010 (construction plus the first full year of operational
emissions)

1.5
69.66
71.16

Yes

Year 2011 First Full Operational Year (construction completed)

69.66

Yes

Year 2016 (operational emissions)

75.90

Yes

Construction
Operational Emissions (project-related)
Total

De-minimis (maintenance area)

100

Notes: Year 2010 assumes annual activity levels from 2011 as well as construction emissions from 2010. Year 2016 was evaluated as
it is the current end of the horizon considered in the Maintenance Plan.
Construction equipment emissions tables are included in Appendix E.
Source: Synergy Consultants, November 2009. Sources reflect direct and indirect emissions.
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Coastal Resources
Summary

The Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field is located approximately two miles east
and three miles south of Possession Sound. All of Snohomish County is included in
the Washington State Coastal Zone Management Program. According to FAA
Order 1050.1E, Change 1, “When a proposed action affects (changes the manner of
use or quality of land, water, or other costal resources, or limits the range of their
uses) the coastal zone in a State with an approved Coastal Zone Management (CZM)
program, the EA shall include the following:
(1) For Federally assisted activities or for other activities FAA itself undertakes,
the views of the appropriate State or local agency as to the relationship of
such activities with the approved State coastal zone management program,
and the determination of the State as to whether the proposal is consistent
with the approved State Coastal Zone Management program.
(2) For issuance of a Federal license or permit, the applicant’s certification that
the proposed action complies with the State’s approved Coastal Zone
Management program and that such activity will be conducted in a manner
consistent with the program, and the State’s concurrence with the applicant’s
certification. (Approval of an airport layout plan approval could by
definition be a Federal license or permitting action.) The State’s concurrence
may be presumed if the State does not act within six months after receipt of
the applicant’s certification, provided the State did not require additional
information regarding that certification.”
The No Action Alternative will not affect coastal resources. According to the
Snohomish County Economic Development Officer, the Airport is not located
within a shoreline of the state, and therefore, development on the Airport is not
subject to the requirement for a shoreline substantial development permit (see email
from Tom Barnett, Principal Economic Development Officer for Snohomish
County in Appendix C). Discussions with personnel of the Department of EcologySEA Program indicate that upon completion of the EA and an environmental
determination, a Certification of Consistency with the Washington State Coastal
Zone Management Program will be applied for by the County (see application in
Appendix M). The checklist and a copy of the EA will be forwarded to the
Department for a determination of consistency.
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Compatible Land Use
Summary

Neither the No Action Alternative nor the Preferred Alternative include the
acquisition of land in vicinity of Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field and there
are no anticipated impacts or changes to land use as a result of either alternative. A
more detailed analysis of land use is included later in the section entitled Noise.
As described in a following section entitled Noise, the 65 DNL noise contours for
both the No Action Alternative and the Preferred Alternative remain primarily on
airport property and no noise sensitive uses or noise sensitive areas are within the 65
DNL noise contour for any alternative. Consequently, no incompatible land use
impacts are anticipated.

Construction Impacts
Summary

There are no permanent construction impacts expected as a result of the No Action
Alternative. The construction impacts related to the Preferred Alternative are
temporary and are not expected to exceed the thresholds of significance. Traffic
patterns may be temporarily altered due to the additional vehicular traffic related to
the construction of the modular terminal building. Any additional potential
temporary construction impacts would be minimized by the contractor through the
use of the Best Management Practices (BMPs).
Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives

The County anticipates that the construction process on-site would be completed in
less than 90-days. The first 30-days would be delivery, and assembly of the modular
terminal units and connection to the existing utilities and infrastructure. During the
remaining 60-days, interior finishing would be completed.
Construction activities are regulated by Local, State, or Federal Ordinances. Typical
construction impacts include air, water and noise pollution, along with the potential
change in traffic patterns during construction. Contractors are required to comply
with all regulations including, FAA guidance contained in FAA AC 150/5370-10A,
Standards for Specifying Construction of Airports, AC 150/5320-15 (including Change #1)
Management of Airport Industrial Waste, AC 150/5320-5B, Airport Drainage, and
Item P-156, Temporary Air and Water Pollution, Soil Erosion and Siltation Control.
Final plans and provisions for the construction phase of the modular terminal
building have not yet been developed. However, these plans would include
guidelines to help minimize impacts due to erosion, air and water pollution, sanitary
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waste, waste disposal and traffic alterations, caused by the construction work. The
construction contractor would implement control measures for the fugitive dust
from construction related activities. These measures could include covering or
wetting the dry material, cleaning vehicles before exiting the construction site, and
potentially using bump strips or grates to shake dust from the vehicles. Construction
impacts related to air emissions were considered in the previous section entitled Air
Quality.
Construction activities can generate hazardous wastes and some construction
materials constitute hazardous substances. These materials could include fuel, oil,
lubricants, paints, solvents, concrete-curing compounds, fertilizers, herbicides, and
pesticides. The contractor would be required to implement proper practices to
prevent or minimize the potential for these hazardous substances to be released into
the environment. Chemicals, petroleum-based products, and waste materials,
including solid and liquid waste, would be stored in areas specifically designed to
prevent discharge into stormwater runoff. Areas used for storage of toxic materials
should be designed with full enclosure in mind, such as the establishment of a dike
around the perimeter of the storage area.
The construction contractor would also have to comply with temporary erosion and
sedimentation control requirements of Snohomish County, requiring that the crew
follow the Best Management Practices to prevent storm water pollution and erosion.
These preventative measures might include sedimentation basins, silt traps, catch
basins, and drip pans.
Construction equipment maintenance would be performed in a designated area and
include control measures, such as drip pans to contain petroleum products. Any
hazardous materials utilized during construction or operation of the proposed
modular terminal expansion would be done according to applicable regulations and
the person or entity responsible for handling the hazardous material will take
immediate corrective action, including notifying the National Response Center, if
there is an accidental release or other incident that could endanger people or
environmental resources.
Any construction projects requiring construction related earthwork have the
potential for both erosion and sedimentation. Under the Preferred Alternative, the
contractor would be required to follow guidelines outlined by the Federal Aviation
Administration's Advisory Circular 150/5370-10A, Standards for Specifying Construction
of Airports. This includes FAA guidance to airport sponsors to help protect the
environment during the construction phase. Final plans for any project would
incorporate the provisions of AC 150/5370-10A to ensure minimal impact due to
erosion, pollution, sanitary waste, and chemical use. All construction activities at the
Airport are covered by the current NPDES stormwater permit. The contractor
would be required to follow the Best Management Practices to prevent water
pollution due to any construction work. The No Action Alternative, which includes
no construction plans, would not have any impact on the surrounding area.
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Department of Transportation Action: Section 4(f)
Summary

None of the alternatives would result in any impacts to properties protected under
Section 4(f).
Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives

Section 4(f) of DOT Act of 1966 (recodified and renumbered as section 303(c) of 49
U.S.C.), provides that the Secretary of Transportation shall not approve any program
or project that requires the use of any publicly owned land from a public park,
recreation area or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of National, State or Local
significance or land from a historic site of National, State or Local significance, as
determined by the officials having jurisdiction thereof, unless there is no feasible and
prudent alternative to the use of such land and such project includes all possible
planning to minimize impact. There are no known Section 4(f) resources within the
project area.
Special procedures are also required when development would affect lands
purchased or developed using the Land and Water Conservation Fund Program
(LAWCON) monies. Section 6(f) of the LAWCON Act of 1965 (Public Law 88578), codified at Title 16 U.S. Code, Section 4601-8(f)(3), commonly referred to as
Section 6(f), requires:
No property acquired or developed with assistance under this section shall,
without the approval of the Secretary [of the Interior], be converted to
other than public outdoor recreation uses. The Secretary shall approve
such conversion only if he finds it to be in accord with the then existing
comprehensive statewide outdoor recreation plan and only upon such
conditions as he deems necessary to assure the substitution of other
recreation properties of at least equal fair market value and of reasonably
equivalent usefulness and location.
The authority to approve Section 6(f) conversions has been delegated to the Regional
Directors of the National Park Service (NPS). In the state of Washington, this
program is administered in partnership with the state Recreation and Conservation
Office (RCO). Agency coordination letters were sent to the National Parks Service
and Washington State Parks (Appendix B). The NPS replied (see letter in Appendix
C) stating that while there are Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) program
lands in the vicinity of the Preferred Alternative, that none of these lands would be
impacted by expansion of the terminal building. The NPS also requested
clarification that no easements would be required and that noise levels are not
expected to significantly increase over any parks. No response was received from
Washington State Parks; however, a response was received from RCO requesting the
opportunity to review the Preferred Alternative and evaluate any potential affects to
two LWCF parks located east of the Airport (Kasch Park and Walter E. Hall Park).
RCO was provided with a copy of the Draft EA for review and comment.
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Additionally, the proposed project would take place entirely on previously disturbed
ground and entirely on airport property. The 65 DNL noise contour does not
encompass Kasch Park or Walter E. Hall Park or any recreation areas or other such
properties for any alternative. Although it appears that none of the alternatives
would result in any impacts to properties or uses protected under Section 4(f) or
Section 6(f), as stated previously, RCO is reviewing the Draft Report.

Fish, Wildlife, and Plants
Summary

Both the No Action and the Preferred Alternatives are expected to have no effect on
fish, wildlife, or plants because no protected species are known to be permanent
residents on the Airport and no critical habitat or state listed priority habitats occur
on the Airport.
Neither the No Action nor the Preferred Alternative would result in significant
adverse environmental impacts to fish, wildlife, and plants.
Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) requires federal agencies to examine if proposed
projects may have an adverse impact on federally listed endangered or threatened
species. The agency must ensure that the Preferred Alternative is not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of a federally listed species or significantly alter or
destroy key habitat for these species. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
was contacted in order to identify if any endangered or threatened species are present
or likely to be present on the proposed project site. The USFWS did not provide
project specific information, but rather referred to the species list for Snohomish
County and the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife Priority Habitat and
Species Program for use in making an effect determination. Data from the Priority
Habitat and Species Programs was then reviewed and the closest Priority Habitat to
the project area is the “Paine Field Open Space” located off airport property,
approximately 2,100 feet north from the terminal and adjacent to the Boeing ramp.
Construction of the modular terminal building will not impact this open space in any
way. The Preferred Alternative would result in a slight increase in impervious
surface at the Airport (approximately 1,000 square feet), however, this increase
would be minor and would be accommodated in the Airport’s existing regional
detention pond. Furthermore, this increase would be covered under the Airport’s
existing stormwater discharge permit. The majority of the terminal expansion
included in the Preferred Alternative will take place on existing aircraft parking
apron.
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The list of endangered, threatened and candidate species, along with the species of
concern for Snohomish County was reviewed by airport personnel in consultation
with the fulltime on-site USDA Wildlife Services Biologist who has been conducting
weekly wildlife surveys on the Airport since 2001 (Appendix H). Of all the species
on the list, only the Peregrine Falcon and Bald Eagle have been observed during the
weekly surveys. The Peregrine Falcon was only observed once in 2004 and the Bald
Eagle observations are infrequent. Neither species is a permanent resident at the
Airport. Due to the absence of permanent threatened, or endangered species or
critical or priority habitat on the Airport, both the No Action and the Preferred
Alternatives are expected to have no effect on fish, wildlife, or plants.

Floodplains
Summary

The No Action Alternative and the Preferred Alternative are not expected to
adversely impact any floodplains.
Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives

Executive Order 11988 guides Federal agencies to take action in order to reduce the
risk of flood loss, minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health, and
welfare, and restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by
floodplains. A floodplain (100-year floodplain) is defined as an area with a one
percent or greater chance of flooding in a given year.
According to published Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood
Insurance Rate Maps, the majority of the Airport is located within Zone X, or areas
determined to be outside of the 500-year floodplain. The closest 100-year
floodplains are the floodplain associated with Possession Sound approximately two
miles northwest and the floodplains associated with Stickney Lake located slightly
more than two miles southeast of the project area. No floodplains will be impacted
by the Preferred Alternative.

Hazardous Materials, Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste
Summary

The No Action Alternative and the Preferred Alternative would not result in any
significant impacts regarding hazardous waste, pollution prevention or solid waste.

Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment
Draft Environmental Consequences Chapter

December 2009
D.14

Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives
Hazardous Materials. The Preferred Alternative would not result in significant

changes to the handling, use, or disposal of hazardous materials at the Snohomish
County Airport/Paine Field. An increase in aircraft fueling is expected as a result of
the Preferred Alternative; however, proper aircraft fueling procedures will be
followed and the Airport has plan in place to reduce the likelihood of a spill and
plans in place to respond to any fuel spills. The Preferred Alternative will also not
impact the closed pistol range site mentioned in the previous chapter.
Pollution Prevention. No significant changes to existing pollution prevention
practices are anticipated as a result of the Preferred Alternative. The Airport has a
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater permit for
construction to regulate the discharge of storm water that might contain traces of
harmful pollutants. Furthermore, the airlines and fuel suppliers on the Airport
maintain separate stormwater pollution prevention plans.
Solid Waste. Increases in solid waste generation and disposal as a result of the

Preferred Alternative can reasonably be expected due to the increased use of the
terminal building by arriving and departing airline passengers, as well as additional
airport employees. However, because the Preferred Alternative does not include the
demolition of any structures or facilities, these increases are expected to be minimal
and would not be expected to exceed the capacities of the local disposal facilities.

Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and Cultural Resources
Summary

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) is defined as the immediate terminal area and the
area within the 65 DNL noise contour. There are no sites within the APE
designated or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). Therefore, the FAA has made a determination of “no affect” to historical,
architectural, archeological or cultural resources as a result of either the No Action or
the Preferred Alternative. Due to the sovereignty of Federally-recognized tribes,
consultation with these tribes must occur in a “government-to-government” manner
in accordance with Executive Order 13175, Consultation and Coordination with
Indian Tribal Governments and FAA Order 1210.20, American Indian and Alaska
Native Tribal Consultation Policy and Procedures.
Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 requires a review to
determine if any properties within the environmental impact area of a proposed
action are in or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. The Archeological and Historic
Preservation Act of 1974 provides for the preservation of historic American sites,
buildings, objects, and antiquities of national significance by providing for the survey,
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recovery and preservation of historical and archeological data. Section 106 requires
Federal agencies to consider the impact of their undertaking on properties on or
eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. Compliance with Section 106 requires
consultation with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and/or the Tribal Historic Preservation
Officer (THPO) if there is a potential adverse effect to historic properties on or
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.
For this project, the APE consists of the area in the immediate vicinity of the
existing terminal building at the Airport and the area within the 65 DNL noise
contour. The Preferred Alternative would include modular terminal expansion work
on the existing aircraft parking apron north and northwest of the terminal building.
A review of 49 facilities listed on the National Register of Historic Places for
Snohomish County was conducted. No historical, architectural, archeological or
cultural sites are known to exist on airport property. The FAA has consulted, with
the Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP)
pursuant to Section 106 of the NHPA. They have also consulted with the
Stillaquamish Reservation, Sauk-Suiattle Tribal Council, and the Tulalip Reservation
in accordance with the Executive Order on Tribal Consultation. The DAHP has
concurred with the FAA determination of no historic properties affected and no
responses have been received from the tribes to date. See Appendix J and N.

Light Emissions and Visual Environment
Summary

There would be a slight change in the light environment around the Airport due to
increase lighting in the vicinity of the modular terminal expansion. However; due to
the mostly industrial land use in the area, neither the No Action Alternative nor the
Preferred Alternative would result in any significant impacts relating to the lighting
and visual environment of the Airport. Although the modular terminal would alter
the visual environment, such changes are in keeping with the existing visual setting
of the Airport. Further, from a visual perspective, the aircraft operating at the
Airport would not be substantially distinguishable from other types of aircraft
already operating at Paine Field.
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Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives

The FAA examines a project’s potential light emissions and visual impacts on the
nearby area. The main lights associated with the Airport are the FAA required
lighting for runways, taxiways and navigation. According to FAA Order 1050.1E,
Change 1, Environmental Impacts: Polices and Procedures, due to relatively low levels of
light intensity from airport lights compared to background levels associated with
airport development actions, light emissions impacts are unlikely to have an adverse
impact on human activity or the use or characteristics of the protected properties.
Because the No Action Alternative would not alter any existing light sources, there
would be no light emission impacts on the surrounding area. The Preferred
Alternative includes only minor lighting improvements associated with the modular
terminal expansion as well as minor lighting improvements for the commercial
aircraft parking apron. The Airport is surrounded by mostly industrial areas and
therefore, these minor lighting improvements are not expected to result in a
significant impact.
Visual impacts include things such as increasing contrast between an area and its
environment and the community’s perception of that change. The visual
environment would not change under the No Action Alternative. Visual impacts are
not expected as a result of the Preferred Alternative because adjacent land uses are
primarily industrial and the closest residential areas to the terminal building are
located approximately ¾-mile to the east. The view from these residential areas
toward the terminal is blocked by trees and other airport related facilities,
consequently, it is assumed that any visual impacts would be minimal.

Natural Resources, Energy Supply, and Sustainable Design
Summary

There would be no significant impacts to any natural resources or the energy supply
as a result of either the No Action Alternative or the Preferred Alternative.
Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives

Energy requirements associated with airport improvements generally fall into two
categories: 1) changed demand for stationary facilities (e.g. airfield lighting and
terminal building heating) and 2) those that involve the movement of air and ground
vehicles, altering fuel consumption.
The Preferred Alternative would lead to a minor increase in fuel consumption
through the construction of the modular terminal expansion and the additional
heating/cooling requirements of the terminal. Additional increases in fuel
consumption will be required for the aircraft being operated by the airlines as well as
aircraft ground support equipment (GSE). Based on the Vehicle Miles Traveled
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(VMT) Analysis (Appendix I), it is anticipated that the initiation of commercial air
service at Paine Field will increase overall VMT by 4,161,870 miles per year in 2011
and 5,252,415 miles per year in 2016. The VMT is derived from the information
included in the airline letters in Appendix A and the anticipated 956 average daily
vehicle trips being added to the surrounding roadways. This annual increase in
VMTs and its associated increase in energy consumption is not expected to have a
significant impact on natural resources or energy supply.
During the implementation of the Preferred Alternative the use of natural resources
would principally include construction materials and water. Additionally, no known
natural gas, geothermal, or other energy resources would be impacted by the
Preferred Alternative. The No Action Alternative would have no impact because it
would not change or otherwise alter energy use at the Airport.

Noise
Summary

As described in the following paragraphs, the 65 DNL noise contours for both the
No Action Alternative and the Preferred Alternative remain primarily on airport
property. In the small areas where the 65 DNL contours do extend off airport
property, the corresponding land use is commercial or industrial, and is considered
compatible with this level of aircraft noise. There are no noise sensitive uses within
the 65 DNL noise contour or greater. Also, because the land uses within the 65
DNL noise contour are compatible, there are no anticipated 1.5 DNL noise increases
of noise sensitive land uses within the 65 DNL. A detailed noise and land use
analysis is presented in Appendix D.
Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives

The noise analysis and evaluation for the implementation of the Preferred Alternative
included the same methodology as the evaluation of the existing noise environment
described in the previous chapter. In predicting the approximate noise impacts that could
occur from the increase in aircraft operations and the change in aircraft types as a result of
the Preferred Alternative, the FAA approved operations forecasts and the letters from the
potential airlines were reviewed and evaluated. The following tables, Table D7 and
Table D8, again present the approved aircraft operations forecasts for the Airport that
were utilized in the noise analysis. The majority of the air carrier operations (over 85%)
are expected to be conducted by Bombardier Q400 turboprop aircraft with the remainder
by Boeing MD83 turbine aircraft. It is also important to note that Horizon Air’s letter
included a request of approval of their CRJ700 as a substitute aircraft; however, the airline
only expects such a substitution approximately 1% of the time. This 1% substitution of
the CRJ700 has been considered and included in the following noise analysis.
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Table D7
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS, 2008, 2010 AND 2016

Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment
Aircraft Type

Air Carrier
Air Taxi
General Aviation
Military
Total Operations

2008

2010

2016

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

2,663
2,833
144,505
865
150,866

3,358
2,833
155,333
894
162,418

Source: Airport Staff Forecast Analysis, approved by FAA in letter to the Airport dated May 26, 2009.

Table D8
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS, 2008, 2010 AND 2016

Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment
Aircraft Type

Air Carrier
Air Taxi
General Aviation
Military
Total Operations

2008

2010

2016

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

7,251
2,833
144,505
865
155,454

11,698
2,833
155,333
894
170,758

Source: Airport Staff Forecast Analysis, approved by FAA in letter to the Airport dated May 26, 2009.

This Environmental Assessment used the FAA developed Integrated Noise Model (INM),
Version 7.0a to develop the 65 DNL noise contours and evaluate noise and land use
impacts. This is consistent with the Federal Aviation Administration FAR Part 150 Land
Use Guidelines. These guidelines indicate that residential development is incompatible
within the 65 or greater DNL noise contours. Other noise sensitive land uses, such as
schools, hospitals, churches and nursing homes are also considered to be incompatible if
located within the 65 DNL contour.
The No Action Alternative would have no significant noise impacts on land uses
surrounding the Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field. As indicated in Table D9,
Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would result in a slight increase in the size
and location of the noise contours at the Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field. In the
first year of commercial service operations (2010), the change in the noise contours
compared to the No Action Alternative would be approximately 4.0 acres larger. By 2016,
the change in the noise contours compared to the No Action Alternative would be
approximately 17.0 acres larger. Neither the 2010 nor the 2016 65 DNL contours will
encompass any residences, persons, or other noise sensitive land uses or areas. A graphical
comparison of the 2010 No Action and Preferred Alternative noise contours is shown in
Figure D1, FUTURE NOISE CONTOURS (2010) WITH & WITHOUT PROJECT. A
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comparison of the 2016 No Action and Preferred Alternative noise contours is shown in
Figure D2, FUTURE NOISE CONTOURS (2016) WITH & WITHOUT PROJECT.
In addition, the future No Action 2010 contours by themselves are presented in Figure
D3 and for 2016 in Figure D4. The 2010 With Project contours by themselves are
presented in Figure D5 and the 2016 With Project contours are presented in Figure D6.
Table D9
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE AND NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE CONTOUR ACREAGES,
2008, 2010 AND 2016

Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment
Alternative

65 DNL, in acres

Change, in
acres

Number of
People

656.2
654.7
658.7
687.8
704.8

4.0
17.0

0
0
0
0
0

2008 Base Case
2010 No Action Alternative
2010 Preferred Alternative
2016 No Action Alternative
2016 Preferred Alternative

Source: BridgeNet International and FAA’s Integrated Noise Model Software
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Figure D1

Future Noise Contours (2010) with & without Project

Source: Snohomish County Planning Dept. Mapping, 2007 Aerial Photography,
and United States Geological Survey (USGS) Quadrangle Sheets.
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Figure D2

Future Noise Contours (2016) with & without Project

Source: Snohomish County Planning Dept. Mapping, 2007 Aerial Photography,
and United States Geological Survey (USGS) Quadrangle Sheets.
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Figure D3

Future Noise Contours (2010) without Project

Source: Snohomish County Planning Dept. Mapping, 2007 Aerial Photography,
and United States Geological Survey (USGS) Quadrangle Sheets.
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Figure D4

Future Noise Contours (2016) without Project

Source: Snohomish County Planning Dept. Mapping, 2007 Aerial Photography,
and United States Geological Survey (USGS) Quadrangle Sheets.
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Figure D5

Future Noise Contours (2010) with Project

Source: Snohomish County Planning Dept. Mapping, 2007 Aerial Photography,
and United States Geological Survey (USGS) Quadrangle Sheets.
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Figure D6

Future Noise Contours (2016) with Project

Source: Snohomish County Planning Dept. Mapping, 2007 Aerial Photography,
and United States Geological Survey (USGS) Quadrangle Sheets.
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Establishing land use compatibility within airport environs is the responsibility of
local authorities, but should be based on a recognized standard. Federal Aviation
Regulations (FAR) Part 150 Land Use Compatibility Guidelines are the acknowledged
standard by the federal government regarding aircraft noise at airports. The
following illustration, Figure D7, LAND USE COMPATIBILITY MATRIX,
indicates those land uses that are compatible within certain DNL noise contours. It
identifies land uses as being compatible, incompatible, or compatible if sound
attenuated.
According to the FAA guidelines, thresholds of significance are primarily related to
noise impacts and the 65 DNL or yearly day-night average sound level in decibels. If
a noise sensitive use within the 65 DNL is subject to a 1.5 DNL or greater increase
in noise level, the impacts are considered significant.
Under both the No Action and the Preferred Alternatives, small portions of the 65
DNL contour extends off of the Airport over Airport Road to the east, over Boeing
Company property to the north and northeast, over SR 525 and commercial land
uses south and southwest of the Airport.
The No Action and Preferred Alternatives would have no significant impacts on land
uses surrounding the Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field. Implementation of
the Preferred Alternative would not result in the disruption of any communities, the
relocation of residences or businesses, or result in any changes to existing or planned
land uses.
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Barnard Dunkelberg & Company

YEARLY DAY-NIGHT NOISE LEVEL (DNL) IN DECIBELS
65-70
70-75
75-80
80-85

BELOW 65

LAND USE
RESIDENTIAL

Residential, other than mobile homes and transient lodgings
Mobile home parks
Transient lodgings

PUBLIC USE

Schools
Hospitals and nursing homes
Churches, auditoriums and concert halls
Governmental services
Transportation
Parking

COMMERCIAL USE

Offices, business and professional
Wholesale and retail-building materials, hardware and farm equipment
Retail trade-general
Utilities
Communication

MANUFACTURING AND PRODUCTION

Manufacturing, general
Photographic and optical
Agriculture (except livestock) and forestry
Livestock farming and breeding
Mining and fishing resource production and extraction

RECREATIONAL

Outdoor sports arenas and spectator sports
Outdoor music shells, amphitheaters
Nature exhibits and zoos
Amusements, parks, resorts and camps
Golf courses, riding stables and water recreation

OVER 85

Y
Y
Y

N(1)
N
N(1)

N(1)
N
N(1)

N
N
N(1)

N
N
N

N
N
N

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

N(1)
25
25
Y
Y
Y

N(1)
30
30
25
Y(2)
Y(2)

N
N
N
30
Y(3)
Y(3)

N
N
N
N
Y(4)
Y(4)

N
N
N
N
Y(4)
N

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

25
Y(2)
25
Y(2)
25

30
Y(3)
30
Y(3)
30

N
Y(4)
N
Y(4)
N

N
N
N
N
N

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y(6)
Y(6)
Y

Y(2)
25
Y(7)
Y(7)
Y

Y(3)
30
Y(8)
N
Y

Y(4)
N
Y(8)
N
Y

N
N
Y(8)
N
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y(5)
N
Y
Y
Y

Y(5)
N
N
Y
25

N
N
N
N
30

N
N
N
N
N

N
N
N
N
N

Numbers in parentheses refer to NOTES.
The designations contained in this table do not constitute a Federal determination that any use of land covered by the program is acceptable or unacceptable under Federal, State
or local law. The responsibility for determining the acceptable and permissible land uses and the relationship between specific properties and specific noise contours rests with
the local authorities. FAA determinations under Part 150 are not intended to substitute federally determined land uses for those determined to be appropriate by local authorities
in response to locally determined needs and values in achieving noise compatible land uses.
TABLE KEY
SLUCM

Standard Land Use Coding Manual.

Y(Yes)

Land Use and related structures compatible without restrictions.

N(No)

Land Use and related structures are not compatible and should be prohibited.

NLR

Noise Level Reduction (outdoor to indoor) to be achieved through incorporation of noise attenuation into the design and
construction of the structure.

25, 30 or 35

Land Use and related structures generally compatible; measures to achieve NLR of 25, 30 or 35 dB must be incorporated into
design and construction of structure.

NOTES
(1) Where the community determines that residential or school uses must be
allowed, measures to achieve outdoor to indoor Noise Level Reduction (NLR) of
at least 25 dB to 30 dB should be incorporated into building codes and be
considered in individual approvals. Normal residential construction can be
expected to provide a NLR of 20 dB, thus, the reduction requirements are often
stated as 5, 10 or 15 dB over standard construction and normally assume
mechanical ventilation and closed windows year round. However, the use of
NLR criteria will not eliminate outdoor noise problems.
(2) Measures to achieve NLR of 25 dB must be incorporated into the design and
construction of portions of these buildings where the public is received, office
areas, noise sensitive areas or where the normal noise level is low.
(3)

Figure D7

(4)

Measures to achieve NLR of 35 dB must be incorporated into the design and
construction of portions of these buildings where the public is received, office areas,
noise sensitive areas or where the normal noise level is low.

(5)

Land use compatible provided that special sound reinforcement systems are installed.

(6)

Residential buildings require an NLR of 25.

(7)

Residential buildings require an NLR of 30.

(8)

Residential buildings not permitted.

Measures to achieve NLR of 30 dB must be incorporated into the design and
construction of portions of these buildings where the public is received, office areas,
noise sensitive areas or where the normal noise level is low.

Land Use Compatibility Matrix

Source: FAR Part 150 Guidelines.
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Secondary (Induced) Impacts
Summary

The Preferred Alternative is not expected to alter or shift population, housing and or
business development in the vicinity of the Airport and there are no anticipated
significant induced impacts as a result of the proposed actions.
Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives

Major development projects can potentially influence induced or secondary impacts
on the surrounding community. Some of these induced impacts could include the
relocation of people or a substantial change to traffic patterns in the area. Minor
traffic changes are anticipated to the roadway systems in the vicinity of the Airport as
presented in the Surface Transportation Section and in the Traffic Impact Analysis
Report found in Appendix F.
The Preferred Alternative is not considered a major development project. Due to
the low number of project commercial service operations and enplanements, shifts in
patterns of population movement and growth or changes in public service demands
are not likely. There may however be a slight increase in business and economic
activity at the Airport and along Airport Road that could be attributed to the
provision of commercial service.

Socioeconomic Environment, Environmental Justice, and Children’s
Environmental Health and Safety Risks
Summary

There would not be any significant changes to the socioeconomic environment
around the Airport as a result of either the Preferred or No Action Alternatives. The
Proposed Action takes place entirely on airport property and does not require any
changes or improvements to roads or intersections in the vicinity of the Airport. No
relocations are required and no disproportionate impacts to children, or low income
or minority population groups are anticipated.
Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives
Environmental Justice. The Environmental Justice evaluation helps to determine

whether the proposed action results in disproportionate effects to special population
groups. These special population groups include minority, special ethnicity or lowincome neighborhoods. As stated previously, there is no land acquisition associated
with the Preferred Alternative and the only off-airport effects of the Preferred
Alternative are in the areas of surface transportation and noise. As presented in the
following section entitled Surface Transportation, no significant impacts are expected
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and no improvements are required for the roadway system as a result of the
increased traffic attributable to the Preferred Alternative. Also, as presented in the
previous section entitled Noise and Land Use Compatibility, the 65 DNL noise contour
remains primarily on airport property and does not encompass any residential
development. Therefore, neither the No Action Alternative nor the Preferred
Alternative are expected to result in any significant negative (or otherwise
disproportionate) impacts to any special population groups.
Children's Environmental Health and Safety Risks. Agencies are encouraged to

identify potential impacts and ensure that their policies, programs, activities and
standards address disproportionate risks to children resulting from environmental
health risks or safety risks. There are no schools within close proximity to the
proposed project area. The closest school to the project area is a technical high
school located less than one mile northeast of the terminal building. There is also an
elementary school located less than one mile south of the terminal building just
across the road from the airport property line. Both schools are located well outside
the 65 DNL noise contour and would not receive significant noise impacts as a result
of the Preferred Alternative. The No Action and the Preferred Alternatives are not
expected to result in any environmental health risks or safety risks for children. No
property acquisition is included in the Preferred Alternative and no households
containing children would need to be relocated. The Preferred Alternative is also
not expected to significantly affect products or substances that a child is likely to
come in contact with or ingest, such as air, food, drinking water, recreational waters
or soil. No disproportionate impacts on the children’s health, safety or general
welfare are anticipated.
Socioeconomic Environment. The Preferred Alternative is not expected to

significantly change the socioeconomic environment around the Airport.
Temporarily, the construction would provide an increased number of jobs within the
area, paired with the potential use of other local goods and services to complete the
Preferred Alternative. A slight increase in business both at the Airport and in the
vicinity of Airport Road can be expected due to the increase in vehicular traffic to
and from the Airport as a result of the Preferred Alternative; however, no major
shifts in public service demand or economic demand are anticipated.
The Preferred Alternative would not require any changes to traffic patterns because
the roadway system and intersections have the capacity to support the increase in
vehicular traffic as a result of the Preferred Alternative without significant reductions
to levels of service as described in the following section entitled Surface Transportation.
There are no homes or businesses located on airport property or within the 65 DNL
noise contours and no property acquisition is included in the Preferred Alternative.
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Surface Transportation
Summary

The Preferred Alternative will not cause any Snohomish County arterials or any
Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT), City of Mukilteo or
City of Everett intersections to change from an acceptable to a deficient level of
service. All of the Snohomish County arterials analyzed in the Traffic Impact
Analysis (TIA) (Appendix F) are anticipated to operate at acceptable levels of service
in the opening year and the year 2016 with full operation of the Preferred
Alternative. The No Action Alternative would have no effect on surface
transportation. The Preferred Alternative will, however, add trips to three
intersections that are anticipated to operate at deficient levels of service, whether or
not the Preferred Alternative is implemented. These intersections are SR-99 at
Airport Road (City of Everett intersection) and the I-5 southbound and northbound
ramps at 128th Street SW/SR-96 (WSDOT intersections). The City of Everett has
identified that capacity improvements for single-occupancy vehicles to the
intersection of SR-99 at Airport Road are not practical due to the existing lane
configuration and lack of right-of-way. The project’s impacts to the WSDOT
intersections will be mitigated through the WSDOT mitigation fees in accordance
with the interlocal agreement between Snohomish County and WSDOT.
Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives

The Preferred Alternative is proposed to consist of 20 daily aircraft operations by
Horizon Air and 20 weekly aircraft operations by Allegiant Air, with each operation
being either an arrival (landing) or a departure (takeoff). These operations are
anticipated to result in 956 average daily vehicle trips including 212 peak-hour vehicle
trips added to the surrounding roadways and intersections. The trip generation
calculations were performed using data from various sources, including the airlines
and correlation with Bellingham International Airport and the Institute of
Transportation Engineers. The peak-hour trip generation is conservative since it has
been assumed that one arrival and one departure for each airline will occur in one
hour and all passengers will arrive and depart Paine Field in that hour.
The trips from the Preferred Alternative were distributed onto the surrounding road
system based on regional data provided by the Puget Sound Regional Council area
model, existing traffic patterns from the local area, other approved distributions
from the local area and input from Snohomish County and City of Everett staff.
Scoping discussions were held with staff at Snohomish County, the Washington
State Department of Transportation (WSDOT), the City of Mukilteo and the City of
Everett. These scoping discussions were performed to evaluate the trip generation
and trip distribution and determine the scope of analysis required for the
implementation of the Preferred Alternative. There were a total of four Snohomish
County arterial units that meet the threshold for analysis and twelve WSDOT, City
of Mukilteo and City of Everett intersections that were requested for analysis and
Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment
Draft Environmental Consequences Chapter

December 2009
D.31

meet the threshold for analysis. All of these arterials and intersections were analyzed
for level of service. The level of service analysis was conducted for conditions
without and with the Preferred Alternative in the year 2010/2011, opening
operations, and without and with the Preferred Alternative in the year 2016, full
operation. The only road improvement included in the TIA is the SR-525 at Beverly
Park Road dual southbound and westbound left-turn lane completion that is fully
funded and programmed to be completed by the year 2010.
The following Snohomish County arterials units have been analyzed in both
directions as part of the TIA:
•
•
•
•

#223 – Beverly Park Road/52nd Avenue W (PM peak-hour)
#227 – Beverly Park Road (AM and PM peak-hours)
#228 – Airport Road/128th Street SW (AM and PM peak-hours)
#231 – Airport Road (AM and PM peak-hours)

The following Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT)
intersections, designated by their associated study intersection numbers, have been
analyzed as part of the TIA:
4.
15.
20.
23.

SR-525 at Beverly Park Road
I-5 Southbound Ramps at 128th Street SW
I-5 Northbound Ramps at 128th Street SW
Airport Road at SR-526 Westbound Ramps

The following City of Mukilteo intersections, designated by their associated study
intersection numbers, have been analyzed as part of the TIA:
24. SR-526/Paine Field Boulevard at 84th Street SW
25. 44th Avenue W at 84th Street SW
26. SR-525 at 84th Street SW
The following City of Everett intersections, designated by their associated study
intersection numbers, have been analyzed as part of the TIA:
8.
9.
21.
22.
27.

Beverly Park Road at Airport Road
SR-99 at Airport Road
Airport Road at 112th Street SW
Airport Road at Casino Road
SR-526 Westbound Ramps at Evergreen Way

While neither the No Action , nor the Preferred Alternative are expected to result in
significant impacts, the additional traffic as a result of the Preferred Alternative does
require mitigation pursuant to state and local requirements. The Washington
Growth Management Act (GMA) and Revised Code of Washington (RCW)
82.02.050(2) authorize local jurisdictions to establish proportionate share traffic
mitigation fees in order to fund capital facilities, such as roads and intersections.
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Snohomish County Code (SCC) 30.66B applies that authority to developments in
order to fund road improvements that would accommodate development.
Additionally, through SCC 30.66B and the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA),
Snohomish County has established reciprocal traffic mitigation fee interlocal
agreements with WSDOT and the City of Mukilteo that are within the influence area
of the Preferred Alternative. Based on the trip generation and identified codes the
total traffic mitigation fees identified in the TIA for payment to Snohomish County,
WSDOT and the City of Mukilteo for the Preferred Alternative is $333,262.85. The
Snohomish County mitigation fees are $206,161.40, the WSDOT mitigation fees are
$32,695.20 and the City of Mukilteo mitigation fees are $94,406.25.

Water Quality
Summary

Neither the No Action nor the Preferred Alternative would adversely affect the
water quality of surface water resources, stormwater runoff, sanitary wastewater, or
groundwater resources. The Preferred alternative includes only a very small increase
in impervious surface at the Airport as most of the actual development will be on
existing paved surface.
Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives

Water quality considerations related to airport development and operation often
include increased surface runoff, erosion and pollution from fuel, oil, solvents and
deicing fluids. 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.
The No Action Alternative would not impact water quality. Snohomish County
Airport/Paine Field currently operates under a Master Drainage Plan which includes
stormwater detention and water quality requirements. According to the Master
Drainage Plan, all runoff from the Airport is detained for stream protection
standards as set forth in the 1992 Department of Energy (DOE) Manual and the
Snohomish County Addendum to that manual. The Airport also operates under
Permit #SO3000428C issued to Snohomish County under the State of Washington’s
Industrial Stormwater General Permit.
The Airport is located on a topographic high and as such, contains headwater
tributary areas to several watersheds including Japanese Gulch, Smugglers Gulch,
and Big Gulch, which drain directly to Puget Sound and Swamp Creek which drains
to Lake Washington. Wetlands present on airport property include two large
wetland areas and a wetland mitigation bank. One of the large wetland areas,
Wetland 25, is a permitted stormwater detention facility. Of the Airport’s 1,252
acres, approximately 41 percent is covered with impervious areas. Only a small
Snohomish County Airport Environmental Assessment
Draft Environmental Consequences Chapter

December 2009
D.33

amount of additional impervious area (approximately 1,000 square feet) is anticipated
as a result of the Preferred Alternative. As such, no significant impacts to water
quality are anticipated.
Commercial aircraft maintenance and washing activities are not expected as a result
of the Preferred Alternative. All commercial aircraft requiring deicing will use the
approved deicing pad located at Taxiway “A1”. This deicing pad drains to the
Boeing Company sanitary sewer system and outfalls to the City of Everett Treatment
Plant. The closest known aquifer is located approximately 220-feet below the
Airport and infiltration or other impacts to this aquifer are considered unlikely.

Wetlands
Summary

Implementation of the Preferred Alternative is not expected to impact any wetland
areas or the wetland mitigation bank.
Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives

According to the Master Drainage Plan, there are two large wetland areas, one
wetland mitigation bank and a number of small wetlands located on airport property.
Wetlands on Snohomish County Airport/Paine Field property have been impacted
by fill, clearing and/or surrounding land use over the past several years. In 2007 the
Airport completed a critical areas study to locate and delineate wetlands using the
federal and state approved methodology for wetland delineation, to describe and
classify any delineated wetland areas, to flag the ordinary high water mark (OHWM)
of any streams, to discuss the regulatory implications of these findings and to assess
wetland and buffer function. The three areas included in the 2007 Critical Areas
Study were the entire west side of the Airport (Paine Field West), the portion of land
between Airport Road and Runway 16L/34R and the Navy housing area on the
south side of the Airport. The closest wetland to the proposed terminal expansion is
Wetland A; however, the implementation of the Preferred Alternative is not
expected to result in impacts to this, or any, wetland. Wetland A is shown in Figure
D8, SNOHOMISH COUNTY AIRPORT TERMINAL AREA WETLANDS. The
Critical Areas Study identifies no wetlands that would be impacted by either the No
Action or the Preferred Alternative.
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Cumulative Impacts
Summary

Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would not result in significant changes
to general aviation, air taxi, or military related aircraft operations at the Airport.
Transportation Security Administration (TSA) rules will limit access to the airfield
area near the terminal building. The Preferred Alternative would result in an increase
in vehicle trips on various roadway segments and intersections, however, this
increase combined with other roadway improvements and area developments will
not combine to create a significant impact. Some acceleration in economic growth is
expected, however, cumulative socioeconomic impacts as a result of the planned
developments are expected to be positive. The Preferred Alternative would result in
an increase in air carrier operations at the Airport; however, implementation of the
Preferred Alternative would not cumulatively or significantly increase noise in the
area or impact areas of historic, biotic, hydrological, or other environmental
significance. Therefore, neither the No Action nor the Preferred Alternative would
result in any significant adverse impacts at or in the vicinity of the Snohomish
County Airport/Paine Field when considered cumulatively with other past, present
or reasonably foreseeable projects
Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives

Cumulative impacts are those impacts on the environment that result from the
incremental impact of the action added to other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency, federal or non-federal or
person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from actions
which are individually minor, but collectively significant over a period of time.
Because project related off-airport impacts are only anticipated related to surface
transportation, socioeconomic environment, and noise, this section will consider the
potential cumulative impacts of other projects when combined with the off-airport
surface transportation, socioeconomic environment, and noise impacts expected as a
result of the Preferred Alternative.
Past and Present on Airport Projects. Some of the airport development projects

completed since the last Airport Master Plan Update include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Roadway improvements on west perimeter road, north perimeter road,
Bernie Webber Drive, and Commando Road.
Runway 16R/34L and Taxiway “A” rehabilitation Phase 1.
Taxiway “K1 and “K” North Construction
Taxiway “K6” Construction.
New corporate aviation tenant hangar development at the north ramp
and “K6”.
Boeing Ramp Expansion (adjacent to the Airport).
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•
•

Various tenant hangar rehabilitation and reconstruction.
Various industrial tenant new construction.

Future On-Airport Projects. Reasonably foreseeable future projects include:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Installation and upgrade of navigational aids.
Construction of Taxiway “K” South.
Construction of various taxiway improvements.
Construction of aircraft apron improvements.
Completion of Runway 16R/34L rehabilitation.
Runway 16L/34R rehabilitation.
Bernie Webber Drive, north section.
Construction of aircraft hangars and support buildings.
Improvements to the passenger terminal building.
Maintenance and improvements to utilities.

Past, Present and Reasonability Foreseeable Off-Airport Projects. Off-airport

development is expected to be minimal over the next few years with no major
planned development expected in the immediate airport vicinity. Some of this
development, including the Mukilteo Town Center, the Center 44 Commercial
Development and the Metropolitan Commerce Center are discussed further in the
following section entitled Surface Transportation General planned roadway
improvements in the airport vicinity include: various intersection improvements
designed to enhance safety and traffic operations and various pedestrian facility
improvements including sidewalk improvements. The only major road widening
project in the vicinity of the Airport is the Ash Way Corridor Improvements (2012
to 2014) which are designed to widen Ash Way from 148 Street SW to Gibson Road,
approximately two miles southeast of the Preferred Alternative project area.
The following resource categories were considered in more detail because of the
potential for a cumulative impacts of the Preferred Alternative and other on-going
development: Surface Transportation, Socioeconomic Environment and Noise and
Compatible Land Use.
Surface Transportation. Future roadway improvements in the vicinity of Paine Field
and their cumulative impacts were considered in the Traffic Impact Analysis
(Appendix F). As discussed in Section 5 and Table 7 of the TIA, future
developments such as the Mukilteo Town Center, the Center 44 Commercial and the
Metropolitan Commerce Center were considered for the potential for cumulative
impacts when combined with the Preferred Alternative.

These three developments are considered reasonably foreseeable by Snohomish
County. The anticipated increases in traffic as a result of these three developments
were combined with the traffic increases as a result of the Preferred Alternative in
the TIA and no significant cumulative impacts are expected.
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Socioeconomic Environment. As discussed in the previous section entitled

Socioeconomic Environment, Environmental Justice and Children’s Environmental
Heath and Safety Risks, the Preferred Alternative would result in a temporary
increase in a number of jobs due to construction and would likely accelerate
economic growth at the Airport and in the vicinity of Airport Road. A significant
increase in population or demand for work force housing is not expected and the
Preferred Alternative would not result in significant additional changes to planned
development in the area. Potential cumulative impacts on the socioeconomic
environment include the additional traffic created by the Preferred Alternative and
other planned developments such as the Mukilteo Town Center, the Center 44
Commercial and the Metropolitan Commerce Center.
The Mukilteo Town Center is a proposed commercial development anticipated to
consist of industrial, retail and office uses. The uses include industrial park, hotel,
day-care, general office, specialty retail, fast-food with drive-through, automobile
care center and gas station with convenience market and car wash. The development
is anticipated to include approximately 145,000 SF square feet of buildings. The
development is located on the west side of Mukilteo Speedway (SR-525), between
Paine Field Boulevard and Harbour Place.
The Center 44 development is anticipated to include offices, retail and industrial uses
in 4 buildings, totaling approximately 108,000 square feet. The industrial uses will
include warehouse, manufacturing and general light industrial uses. The
development is located east of 44th Avenue W between 80th Street SW and 84th Street
SW in City of Mukilteo.
The Metropolitan Commerce Center is a proposed commercial development that has
been analyzed for 915,000 square feet of warehouse and industrial park uses with
construction and occupancy by the year 2015. The site is currently vacant. The uses
are anticipated to nearly all be warehouse; however, per the pre-application with the
City of Everett and Mukilteo we have analyzed it as 75% warehouse (686,250 SF)
and 25% industrial park (228,750 SF) for a “worst case” analysis as industrial park
generates more traffic than warehouse.
However, as stated previously, the anticipated increases in traffic as a result of these
three developments were combined with the traffic increases as a result of the
Preferred Alternative in the TIA and no significant cumulative impacts are expected.
Noise and Compatible Land Use. As stated in the previous section entitled Noise, there

are no residences or noise-sensitive land uses within the 65 DNL contours and no
property acquisition is planned as part of the Preferred Alternative. None of the
previously listed projects are expected to cumulatively add to aircraft generated noise to
produce a significant impact on noise sensitive land uses. Snohomish County policy is
not to encourage commercial passenger service at the Airport beyond complying with its
Grant Assurance obligations to enter into good faith negotiations to accommodate such
service, if requested. Formal requests have been submitted by Horizon Air and Allegiant
Air for the service described in this EA.
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