
DISCUSSION ITEM Aug. 31, 1994 

TO: Transportation Policy Board 
and Growth Management Policy Board 

FROM: Jerry Dinndorf, Director 
Growth Management Planning Department 

SUBJECT: Why Paine Field was eliminated 

BACKGROUND 

Resolution A-93-03, adopted by the Regional Council General Assembly with an 88 percent 
majority in April 1993, said in part, "Eliminate small supplemental airports, including Paine 
Field, as a preferred alternative. " 

At its meeting on August 25, members of the Executive Board asked staff to compile, and 
provide to the policy boards, information regarding the decision-record and reasons why Paine 

'1 
Field was eliminated from consideration as a possible Major Supplemental Airport. 

This memo and the attached documentation provide a brief history of the discussion of Paine 
Field's role in meeting the region's air transportation needs. In addition to the Summary 
(below), the documents include a Chronology, Summary Information from the Flight Plan 
Process, and ~xcerpts from the Regional Council's Procedural Record. More detailed 
information is available. 

SUMMARY 

The principal reason Paine Field was eliminated from consideration was a determination that it 
is not large enough to be a Major Supplemental Airport. Both the Puget Sound Air 
Transportation Committee (PSATC) and the Regional Council made this determination. 

In coming up with its recommendation for a third runway at Sea-Tac, plus Paine Field with one 
runway and a third airport south of Sea-Tac, the PSATC determined that Paine Field could not 
accommodate two runways because of costs, because of substantial slopes and the requirement 
for huge amounts of fill, and because of the displacement of a large wetland. And even if a ,  
second runway was built despite these obstacles (and the displacement of approximately 295 
homes), there would only be 1200 feet of separation between the runways, so they could not be 
operated independently. 

Presentations during the Regional Council's decision process highlighted a number of these 
% .  . -- 

' issues, and also noted additional considerations, such as existing legal agreements which 
establish Paine Field's role as a general aviation airport (primarily for small planes), the impact 
on the significant employment in the vicinity, and the impact on schools and housing. 



n 
The Transportation Policy Board specifically decided that the region would be better served 
pursuing, as part of the preferred alternative, a major supplemental airport capable of having two 
independent runways, and eliminated the concept of pursuing several small supplemental 
airports, and specifically Paine Field. When the Executive Board considered the Transportation 
Policy Board's recommendation, a motion was made to add small supplemental airports to the 
search for additional long-term capacity. It failed. Reconsideration of Paine Field specifically 
was brought before the General Assembly in a proposed amendment to the Executive Board 
recommendation, and it failed. 



CHRONOLOGY 

Consideration of Paine Field by the regional planning agency goes back at least to September 
1988, when the Regional Council's predecessor, the Puget Sound Council of Governments 
(PSCOG), adopted the Regional Airport System Plan (RASP) as a component of the Regional 
Transportation Plan. In that document, the recommendations state in part that steps be taken 
"...to preserve a potential satellite air carrier role for Paine Field ...p ending completion of 
detailed site-specific evaluation and selection of a preferred regional air carrier alternative. It 
is recognized that the role of Paine Field in serving air carriers will be limited by the terms of 
the 'Modified General Aviation Role' being considered by Snohomish County. " 

The document also states: "The potential role of Paine Field as an air carrier satellite will be 
governed by the 1979 mediated agreement, and the policies contained therein, on the role of 
Paine Field." That mediated agreement states, in part, that "Paine Field will remain light 
aircraft oriented with the role as defined, 'General Aviation', adopted by the Board of 
Snohomish County Commissioners.~~ril 11, 1978, and in compliance with the covenants in 
deeds and grants of the U.S. government." 

In October 1991, PSCOG was replaced by the Puget Sound Regional Council. 

In June 1992, the Puget Sound Air Transportation Committee, jointly appointed by PSCOG and 
the Port of Seattle, recommended a Multiple Airport System that included a third runway at Sea- 
Tac, "the introduction of schedule air carrier service to Paine Field before the year 2000, and 

'I the identification of a two-runway supplemental airport site in Pierce County for development 
by the year 2010 in collaboration with the military, and, failing that, the identification of a 
suitable location in Thurston County. " 

In October 1992, the Regional Council released the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement (FEIS) on the PSATCYs "Flight Plan" deliberations. The FEIS contained no preferred 
alternative, but instead evaluated five alternatives, including: (1) enhancements at Sea-Tac; (2) 
a two-airport system (Sea-Tac and one airport either in Snohomish County in Pierce County; 
(3) a three-airport system, with airports both in Snohomish County and Pierce County; 4) a 
replacement airport for Sea-Tac; and 5) no action. 

In January 1993, the Regional Council began its process to develop an update to the Regional 
Airport System Plan. Following four "Flight Plan" workshops, the Transportation Policy Board 
conducted two decision meetings to arrive at a recommendation for consideration by the General 
Assembly. At the conclusion of the first meeting, on February 25, 1993, the board directed 
staff to prepare a number of alternative recommendations, including: 

the PSATC recommendation (noted above); 

Sea-Tac without additional capital construction and one or two small supplemental 
airports; 

, )  
. .  Sea-Tac with major capital construction and one or two small supplemental airports 

Sea-Tac without additional construction and one large supplemental airport; and 



Sea-Tac with major capital construction and one large supplemental airport. 

At the second Transportation Policy Board decision meeting on March 4, 1993, several 
members suggested is was time to eliminate options that included small supplemental airports, 
since they would not, even with Sea-Tac capacity expansion, ultimately meet the region's needs. 
The first recommendation moved for discussion included the language "Eliminate small 
supplemental airports, including Paine Field." Some members suggested it was wrong to 
eliminate small supplemental airports because there was not a reasonable site in the region for 
a large supplemental airport. 

A substitute motion was offered that, among other things, struck the reference to small 
supplemental airports, including Paine Field. It was specifically stated that the intention was not 
to eliminate Paine Field as an option. That substitute motion failed, 7-6. 

The final TPB recommendation, approved 8-5, included the language, "Eliminate small 
supplemental airports, including Paine Field, as a preferred alternative." 

On April 8, 1993, at the second of two Executive Board decision meetings to develop a 
recommendation to the General Assembly, an amendment was offered to add that "the large 
supplemental as well as two small supplementals should be included in the search for additional 
long-term capacity. l' It failed. 

On April 29, 1993, at the General Assembly meeting to consider the Executive Board's ,\, 
recommendation, a motion was made to delete the language, "eliminate small supplemental / 

airports, including Paine Field, as a preferred alternative." It was suggested that it was 
inappropriate to restrict the process by eliminating Paine Field as an option. The motion failed 
on a voice vote. 



SUMMARY INFORMATION FROM THE FLIGHT PLAN PROCESS 

The following information was used as the primary basis for eliminating Paine Field from 
consideration as a possible Major Supplemental Airport (two runways) for this region (references 
cited). 

I. Information considered by the Flight Plan Options Subcommittee of the Puget Sound Air 
Transportation Committee (PSATC) : 

The Flight Plan Project examined a two-runway alternative for Paine Field to 
determine, in part, the types of system alternatives to be evaluated. Working 
Paper 6 - Airport Site Concepts, examined a 6000-foot runway located 1200 feet 
east of the existing primary runway. This was the only on-site location for an 
additional runway. The passenger terminal area was located on the west side. 

The two-runway alternative was eliminated for the following reasons. The 
airport's west side has over 24 identified wetlands and substantial steep slopes 
with SR 525 (west of the runway) 40 to 70 feet below runway elevation. The 
south two-thirds of the new runway alternative also would involve huge amounts 
of fill and displacement of a large wetland. Tramco's Hangar 3, then under 
development, would be eliminated by this alternative and the company's existing 
Hangar 1 would interfere with approach requirements. With only 1200 feet 
separating the two runways, independent operation of the two runways would not 
be possible. (A minimum 3400-foot separation is required for two independent 
runways). The length of the runway would limit its use to commuter aircraft. 

The, capital costs for the Sea-Tac and Paine Field-with-two-runways alternative 
would be substantial and considerably more than other alternatives, estimated at 
1.1 billion dollars, with noise abatement and acquisition costs amounting to 
approximately 300 million dollars. (PSATC Working Paper 11, Table 2) 

The second runway alternative at Paine Field would displace an additional 120 
acres at the northwest corner of the airport, amounting to a total of 260 acres, 
and would directly impact an additional 295 homes. (PSATC Working Paper 11, 
P. 5) 

11. Information presented to the Regional Council's Transportation Policy Board: 

In 1978, the county adopted a resolution that defined Paine Field's role as general 
aviation -- meaning small planes would be dominant and regularly scheduled 
commercial flights discouraged. This was further supported in 1979 with a 
"Mediated Agreement" adopted by the County Airport Commission, which 
reaffirmed Paine Field's general aviation role. In 1989, the Snohomish County 
Council reaffirmed the 1979 "Mediated Agreement. " 
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In the Regional Airport System Plan (RASP) 1988-2020 the Puget Sound Council I ,  

of Governments adopted the following statement: 

" The potential role of Paine Field as an air carrier 
satellite will be governed by the 1979 mediated 
agreement, and policies contained therein, on the 
role of Paine Field. " 

As a result of the "Mediated Agreement" and comprehensive planning for the past 
15 years, the area surrounding Paine Field has been planned for greater 
residential densities, and commercial and industrial uses. Snohomish County and 
cities in the area have planned for residential development in non-noise impacted 
areas in the immediate vicinity of Paine Field. Hundreds of single-family 
dwelling units as well as large multi-family dwelling complexes have subsequently 
been constructed in reliance on past policies and plans. Industry has also invested 
millions of dollars to expand in and around Paine Field. 

The School Districts of Mukilteo, Edmonds, Northshore, Everett, Marysville and 
South Whidbey all filed written objections to the use of Paine Field as a 
supplemental airport. Edmonds School District noted that 32 school buildings 
with approximately 20,000 students are situated under or near the proposed flight 
pattern of the Paine Field Airport. Some of the schools are located within 3,000 
feet of the proposed second runway at Paine Field. .) 

/f 
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EXCERPTS FROhcl THE REGIONAL COUNCIL'S PROCEDURAL RECORD 

Contents : 

I. Transportation Policy Board Flight Plan Decision Meeting #1 -- 2/25/93 

Agenda Cover 
Summary 
Updated Areas of Agreement 
Decision Tree 

11. Transportation Policy Board Flight Plan Decision Meeting #2 -- 3/4/93 

Agenda Cover 
Summary 
Decision Tree 

111. Executive Board Flight Plan Decision Meeting #2 -- 4/8/93 

Agenda Cover 
Minutes 

111. General Assembly Meeting -- 4/29/93 

Agenda Cover 
Minutes 



Puqet Sound Re~ional Council 

Agenda 

TRANSPORTATION POLICY BOARD 

FLIGHT PLAN DECISION MEETING #I 

Thursday, February 25, 1993 12:30 p.m. Bellewe Conference Center 

12:30 p.m. Introductory Comments: Councilmember Bruce Laing, Chair* 

12:35 p.m. Summary Report on Open Houses: Rita Brogan, Pacific Rim Resources 

12:40 p.m. Implications of ~ e m a n d  Management, System Management, and 
Technological Advances: Dick Mudge, Apogee Research Inc. 

1:20 p.m. Application of Dynamic Strategic Planning Process to Flight Plan 
Alternatives (Presentation and Discussion): Dick Mudge, Apogee 
Research Inc. 

1:50 p.m. Discussion/Preliminary Conclusions on Specific Deletions/Exclusions 

2:20 p.m. Dwelop Preliminary Conclusions on future system configurations 
considering demand/capacity, environmental and other criteria 

3:30 p.m. Additional Conclusions 

3 5 0  p.m. Summary: Councilmember Bruce Laing, Chair, and Dick Mudge, Apogee 
Consultants 

4:00 p.m. Adjourn 

*Correspondence attached 

P L E A S E  NOTE CHANGE O F  MEETING DATE, TIME, AND 

Next meeting of the Transportation Policy Board: 
Thursday, March 4, 1993, 8:30 - 9:00 a.m., Bellevue Conference 
Center preceding Flight Plan Decision Meeting #2 (Thursday, 
March 4, 1993, 9:00 a.m. - 12:OO noon) 



Puaet Sound Regional Council 

SUMMARY 
Transportation Policy Board 

Flight Plan Decision Meeting #1 
(2125193) 

\ 

The Transportation Policy Board Chairman, King County Councilmember Bruce Laing, 
convened the meeting at approximately 12:30 p.m. 

Three proposed areas of agreement suggested from the previous meeting were offered. The 
first two were changed slightly to read: 

We agree that financial feasibility should be considered in (changed from "our") 
review of options, including the true cost of mitigation. (It was specifically agreed to 
that mitigation in this application needs to be defined.) 

We agree that we should consider how to get people and goods to and from sites in 
(changed from "our") review of options. 

The third was changed and then held for later consideration. The suggested change: 

We agree that the proposed (changed from our) implementation program should be 
structured .,s a phased approach. 

Two additional areas of agreement were offered and approved: 

Any solution must address noise. 

"No action" should be eliminated from the list of alternatives for further 
consideration. 

At the suggestion of Regional Council President Jim Street, Seattle City Councilmember, 
staff agreed for the next meeting to provide information on the impact on forecasted demand 
of a 25 percent increase in airline ticket prices. Street also suggested staff provide, as much 
as possible, estimates of the specific years in which future demand levels could be reached, 
and how, at each of those years, other factors such as demand management could affect 
demand. 

Seattle City Councilmember Martha Choe added that specific information on the most 
feasible and potentially reliable demand and system management options should be provided 
at the next meeting. 

1 
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Flight Plan ConsuItant Matt Hardison of Apogee Research, Inc., said that at the next 
meeting he would provide information from the Federal Aviation Administration's 
forecasting conference, with specifics on any points made regarding the impact of 
teleconferencing on projected commercial air traffic demand. 

Street suggested that a performance standard for noise should be developed as part of a 
Regional Council action on commercial air transportation capacity. 

An additional area of agreement was offered and approved: 
\ 

Moses Lake should be dropped from the list of system management alternatives. 

Three additional areas of agreement were approved (exact wording subject to approval at 
next meeting): 

Given the uncertainty about the forecasts and the effectiveness of demand 
management, system management and high speed rail options, we should have 
additional alternatives for meeting demand, at least for insurance. 

Given the uncertainty of demand management, system management and high speed 
rail, Sea-Tac even with major capital improvements may not be enough to 
long term insurance that future demand will be met. The region needs additional 
insurance. i 

The Sea-Tac replacement alternative should be eliminated from the list of alternatives 
for further consideration. 

, . 
Street suggested that major capital improvements at Sea-Tac could be considered as 
insurance, rather than just as a near-term capacity enhancement option. 

Federal Way City Councilmember Mary Gates suggested that staff needs to quantify the 
potential demand impact of moving general aviation away from Boeing Field, and moving 
commuter/regional air service to Boeing Field. 

Street suggested that staff needs to estimate the time it would take to develop a large 
supplemental airport to provide capacity, while bypassing any additional construction at Sea- 
Tac. 

In discussing alternative recommendations that staff should bring to the next meeting, Street 
suggested four elements: 

demand management "pushed to the limit" and linked as a predecessor to any 
expansion; 

2- 

permission for additional analysis related to major capital construction at Sea-Tac 
airport, stressing that it would be permission for analysis only, not a go-ahead for any 
construction; 



"doing what is necessary to fully analyze other expansion alternatives;" and 

"under any scenario, linking noise performance to capacity expansion." 

Island County Commissioner Mike Shelton suggested that the Whidbey Island Naval Air 
Station could be considered as a possible supplemental airport if the federal government 
recommends and ultimately decides that it should be closed as a defense facility. He said a 
base closure list is due March 15. 

In discussions on the "insurance policy" approach, Councilmember Gates suggested that 
supplemental airports should be looked at fust, prior to consideration of a third runway at 
Sea-Tac Airport, and Street said it would be important to preserve that as an option while 
looking at supplemental airports. 

urston County Regional Planning Council Member Mark Foutch suggested that "little 
airports tend to become big airports" and "we might as well ca l l  the insurance policy a large 
airport" rather than a small supplemental airport. 

At the direction of the board, the staff agreed to prepare a number of alternative 
recommendations for consideration at the next meeting, including: 

the recommendation by the Puget Sound Air Transportation Committee, which 
includes a third runway at Sea-Tac, Paine Field in Snohomish County, and a site in 
Pierce County; 

Sea-Tac without additional construction and one or two small supplemental airports; 

Sea-Tac with major capital construction and one or two small supplemental airports; 

Sea-Tac without additional construction and one large supplemental airport; 

Sea-Tac with major capital construction and one large supplemental airport. 

Chairman W i g  directed staff to call Transportation Policy Board members to see if they 
would be able and willing to extend the next decision meeting beyond its scheduled three- 
hour time, should additional time be necessary. The meeting was adjourned at approximately 
3:40 p.m. (Tapes and a complete transcript of this meeting are available for review at the 
Regional Council.) 

The next Transportation Policy Board Flight Plan Decision meeting is scheduled for 9 a.m. 
to noon Thursday, March 4, at the Bellevue Conference Center. The regular Transportation 
Policy Board meeting will commence first and run from 8:30 to 9 a.m. 

# # # 
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Puaet Sound Re~ional Council 

,Meeting the Region's 
Commercial Air Transportation Capacity Needs 

UPDATED AREAS OF AGREEMENT -- through 2/25/93 

Offered Sc Affirmed -- 2/4/93 

We agree that we need to engage in long-term planning for our future and that we 
need to integrate our growth management and transportation plans so they are 
consistent with and complement each other. 

We agree that we need a transportation system that includes air transportation, 
marine transportation, roadways and rail. 

We agree that commercial air transportation is important to  the region's economy. 

We agree that we do have, o r  will have at some point, a need for additional 
commercial air transportation capacity. We agree that we do have a problem or > 

\ / 

will have a problem. - - 

We agree that we need a solution that is consistent with the growth management 
planning that is occurring in the region. 

We agree that there is no perfect solution. 

We agree that we want to utilize demand management and system management to 
make the most efficient use of our existing air transportation system. 

We agree that any methods of achieving efficiencies and increasing capacity must 
not result in a decrease in safety. 

We agree that we need some long-term insurance policy, some method of 
accommodating a significant increase in commercial air transportation activity at some 
point in the future. 

We agree that, due to the uncertainty of forecasts, we need a long-term solution 
that is flexible. 

We agree that implementing a long-term solution to increasing commercial air 
transportation capacity needs ~~rlill require a lead time of up to 20 years. 



We agree that rail can be part of the solution, but rail alone is not the ultimate 
solution. 

W e  agree that any solution will require rigorous site-specific evaluation that may 
result in eliminating that option, or all options. 

W e  agree that we may need some sort of new governmental arrangement to 
implement a complete solution. 

Offered -- 2/4/93; Affirmed -- 2/25/93 

W e  agree that financial feasibility should be considered in the review of options, 
including the true cost of mitigation. (It was specifically agreed to that mitigation in 
this application needs to be defined.) 

W e  agree that we should consider how to get people and goods to and from sites in 
the review of options. 

Offered & Affirmed -- 2/25/93 

i Any solution must address noise. 

"No action1' should be eliminated from the list of alternatives for further 
consideration. 

, . 

Moses Lake should be dropped from the list of system management alternatives. 

Given the uncertainty about the forecasts and the effectiveness of demand 
management, system management and high speed rail options, we should have 
additional alternatives for meeting demand, at least for insurance. 

Given the uncertainty of demand management, system management and high 
speed rail, Sea-Tac even with major capital improvements may not be enough to 
provide long term insurance that future demand will be met. The region needs 
additional insurance. 

The Sea-Tac replacement alternative should be eliminated from the list of 
alternatives for further consideration. 

The Policy Board also agreed to look at the following alternatives: 

the recommendation by the Puget Sound Air Transportation Committee, which 
includes a third runway at Sea-Tac, Paine Field in Snohornish County, and a site in 
Pierce County; 



I 
Sea-Tac without additional construction and one or  two small supple~nental airports; 

Sea-Tac with major capital construction and one or two small supplemental airports; 

I Sea-Tac without additional construction and one large supplemental airport; 

1 Sea-Tac with major capital construction and one large supplemental airport. 






























































