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TOPICS 
Although not required for an EA, the Airport Sponsor held a scoping comment period from December 1, 
2022, to December 31, 2022. whereby agencies and the public could attend scoping meetings and also 
comment on the scope of the Proposed Action during the comment period (for more information on the 
agency scoping meeting, see Appendix J.2 and for more information on the public scoping meeting, see 
Appendix J.3). Forty-four (44) comments were received during the scoping period. Many of the comments 
received contained similar themes, concerns, and questions regarding the Proposed Project and the 
materials presented during the Scoping process. As a result, comments were grouped by topic and 
responses were developed for each comment group, when appropriate. The topics are categorized into 
the following 14 different categories: 

TOPIC 01 – FLOODPLAINS 
Harvey Field (the Airport) is close to the Snohomish River and is directly next to Hanson Slough, an 
undeveloped area that has experienced floods in the past. Many commenters noted that the Airport is in 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s Floodplains. Public scoping meeting attendees expressed 
concerns about impacts to floodplains surrounding the Airport. There were comments about the 
frequency of flooding events in the past with concerns that the proposed Runway Improvement Project 
(Proposed Action) would reduce the area of floodplains available to absorb floodwaters. Snohomish 
County has restrictions on development in floodplains and there is concern that special exemptions might 
be made for the Proposed Action to avoid the restrictions. There is concern from multiple commenters 
about where floodwaters may go if the Proposed Action is approved and constructed. A consistent theme 
of the floodplain comments is if the Proposed Action is approved there could be negative floodplain 
impacts to the areas surrounding the Airport. One of the primary uses of the Airport is for skydiving 
businesses and some commenters disagreed with building a new runway that could impact floodplains. 
Commenters also pointed out the existing density fringe restrictions in the Snohomish County Code and 
were concerned about the Airport finding ways for the Proposed Action to be exempted from the 
restrictions. 

TOPIC 02 – NOISE 
Noise from aircraft is a concern at many airports, and many comments were made about the noise at 
Harvey Field, including comments regarding aircraft and the associated noise has increased in recent 
years. Many comments were made regarding the noise resulting from the aircraft being disruptive. A 
frequent comment was that the new runway would allow for larger aircraft, which would cause more noise 
(see Topic 03 for more). Aircraft used by skydiving companies was specifically commented on as being 
loud. Some commenters were concerned that the noise would have a negative impact on property values 
in the area. The new location of the runway and adjusted flight paths caused concern among residents 
about how noise patterns would shift in the neighborhoods around the Airport. 

TOPIC 03 – MISINFORMATION (RUNWAY EXTENSION, AIRPORT 
EXPANSION, INCREASED AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS, AND AIRCRAFT 
SIZE) 

Many of the comments received contained information about the Proposed Action that was incorrect or 
misleading. The most common comment was that the new runway would be longer than the existing 
runway and that the Proposed Action included a runway extension. The comments stated that a longer 
runway would the lead to larger aircraft being able to use the Airport and that larger aircraft would then 
create more noise around the airport. There is great concern about the size of the aircraft that could 
potentially use the Airport if the Proposed Action is constructed. One consistent theme was that the 
runway would be extended into Hanson Slough, a floodwater storage area. There was confusion about 
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A p p e n d i x J – S c o p i n g R e p o r t 

what the runway length would be and if the new position of the runway being partially in Hanson Slough 
also allowed for lengthening the runway. 

TOPIC 04 – FLIGHT PROCEDURE/TRAFFIC PATTERNS 
Aircraft operate at Harvey Field with takeoff and departure procedures that avoid obstructions in the 
Runway Protection Zones causing planes to fly over residential and commercial areas close to the airport. 
The current flight patterns have been cited as a main concern and whether pilots are following the 
established procedures. There is also concern that the flight patterns are more considerate of the 
neighborhoods to the north and do not consider concerns from neighbors to the south. Comments stated 
safety concerns associated with the flight procedures not being enforced and some pilots flying recklessly 
at the Airport along with concerns about some flights serving as testing purposes and being a safety 
hazard to the community. Also noted in the comments was the lack of an air traffic control tower at the 
Airport and comments about a plan for controlling traffic in the future. Aircraft require lighting on them and 
also navigational aids on the ground and there was a comment about whether the new flight path might 
experience visual impacts from the lights. There is also concern about the flight paths interfering with bird 
migrations (see Topic 06 for more). Some comments noted the difficulty flying into the Airport due to the 
runway width and obstructions in the flight path and were supportive of the Proposed Action’s addressing 
the safety concerns. 

TOPIC 05 – SOCIOECONOMICS 
One of the main concerns is the impact the Proposed Action could have on local businesses. Comments 
stated that local agriculture businesses could be affected by the Proposed Action by making flooding 
events worse and more frequent (see Topic 01 for more). There were also comments from local business 
owners that noise is disruptive to their operations and the noise could get worse with the Proposed Action 
(see Topic 02 for more). Some commenters expressed the desire for the Airport to serve as a source of 
positive economic development in the area and a source of job creation. 

TOPIC 06 – BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
There are biological resources at the Airport and surrounding the Airport, including wetlands, trees, and 
birds. Commenters noted that birds and migratory bird patterns potentially being disrupted because of the 
Proposed Action and what the impacts could be. There were several comments asking what the expected 
impacts would be to wildlife in the area if the runway is shifted to the proposed location. 

TOPIC 07 - FUNDING FOR THE PROPOSED RUNWAY IMPROVEMENT 
PROJECT 

Funding for the Environmental Assessment and construction of the Proposed Action were another main 
topic of the comments received. Some comments were concerned about the use of taxpayer money for a 
privately owned airport. Other comments were about the use of taxpayer money in general and whether 
the money was being spent appropriately. Many commenters discussed that the Airport is a privately 
owned for-profit business and should not receive taxpayer money. 

TOPIC 08 – OTHER ALTERNATIVES 
The Environmental Assessment process requires looking at potential alternatives and determining their 
feasibility compared to the Proposed Action. Several commenters suggested alternatives to the Proposed 
Action. These included keeping the grass runway, relocating the fueling facilities, moving the Airport to a 
new location west of the current location, and closing the Airport entirely. A commenter wrote in 
expressing concern that the FAA was not sufficiently evaluating alternative sites for a new runway. 
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A p p e n d i x J – S c o p i n g R e p o r t 

TOPIC 09 – AIRPORT WAY RELOCATION 
The Airport Way relocation would allow the new runway to operate without displaced thresholds and allow 
the new runway to be positioned with enough separation from the taxiway to meet FAA standards. There 
were many comments about the proposed road relocation. One of the concerns was that the new 
alignment could create more traffic in the area. Another main concern was that the new alignment would 
contribute to flooding in the area. Other comments noted that the current road functions well and does not 
need replacing at this moment. Several commenters suggested that bike lanes be added to the new 
alignment to improve access for alternative transportation methods in the area. One homeowner 
commented with concern that the new alignment would require demolishing his residence. 

TOPIC 10 – CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC 
Construction vehicles would have to drive to and from the Airport to bring materials and workers to the 
site. Commenters noted that there is already traffic in the area and that adding more vehicles would make 
the traffic surrounding the Airport worse. Commenters wanted to know what, if any, mitigation measures 
could be taken to minimize any traffic impacts from construction vehicles. The Snohomish area is popular 
with tourists and increased traffic could be a deterrent to people visiting the area. 

TOPIC 11 – SCOPING PROCESS 
Scoping with the public and agencies is a part of the Environmental Assessment process, allowing the 
Airport Sponsor to understand what the concerns are regarding the Proposed Action and if the concerns 
can be mitigated in any way. There were some commenters who expressed dissatisfaction with the 
scoping process and felt that the Airport Sponsor was not being fully transparent with the Proposed 
Action descriptions. Members of the public mentioned commented that the outreach to inform the public 
about the Proposed Action was insufficient in its reach. Attendees at the scoping meeting suggested that 
explaining the Airport’s Master Plan and the master plan process would have been helpful. 

TOPIC 12 – AGENCY COORDINATION 
The Environmental Assessment process requires the FAA to coordinate with other agencies when there 
is a potential impact to certain resource categories. A comment was received expressing concern that 
coordination between any necessary agencies occur to ensure that money is spent efficiently. 

TOPIC 13 – GENERAL ENVIRONMENT 
The Environmental Assessment process covers a broad range of resource categories and identifies 
existing conditions along with potential impacts and mitigation measures. There were comments about 
the general environment as a whole and potential impacts resulting from the Proposed Action. Members 
of the public were concerned that the environment would not be fully studied and documented or that 
there would be only private gain from the Proposed Action and no benefit to the community. There were 
also comments regarding cumulative impacts from the Proposed Action and what long-term planning at 
the Airport is taking place. 

TOPIC 14 - FARMLANDS 
There is active farming at the Airport as well as in Snohomish County. The farming community in the 
area, including agencies and members of the public, commented about farmlands. The comments from 
the agencies about farmlands were about potential loss of value to farmland because of the Proposed 
Action causing increased flooding events in the area (see Topic 01 for more). A commenter wrote in 
questioning the appropriate land uses where the new runway would be placed, suggesting that farming 
activities are the only approved land use. 
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AGENCY SCOPING MEETING 
Kandace Harvey (Airport Sponsor) sent invitations on October 28, 2022, to federal, state, and local 
agencies inviting them to an agency scoping meeting for the proposed Runway Improvement Project 
Environmental Assessment (EA) at Harvey Field (Airport) being held on December 1, 2022. The agencies 
invited were those that might have experience or jurisdiction by law regarding environmental resource 
categories associated with the proposed Runway Improvement Project. In total, 55 agencies were invited 
to the agency scoping meeting, of which two attended the meeting. The agency scoping meeting 
occurred Thursday, December 1, 2022, from 2:00pm Pacific Standard Time (PST) to 3:30pm PST, at the 
Hangar 15 Event Center at the Airport (9900 Airport Way, Snohomish, Washington, 98296). The format of 
the agency scoping meeting was a formal presentation followed by an opportunity for agency 
representatives to ask questions of the Airport Sponsor and to provide comments. The presentation 
included a brief overview of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the NEPA process, the 
purpose and need for the project, alternatives being considered, and the environmental resource 
categories to be analyzed in the EA, along with how to provide comments during the 30-day scoping 
comment period. 

The following pages include the materials used for the agency scoping meeting associated with the 
proposed Runway Improvement Project: 

- Agency scoping meeting invitation and correction letter

- List of agencies invited to agency scoping meeting

- Agency scoping meeting sign-in sheet

- Agency scoping meeting comment form

- Agency scoping meeting presentation

Appendix J.2 has the Agency scoping comments received. 
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List of Agencies Invited to the Scoping Meeting 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

City of Snohomish 

City of Snohomish City Council 

City of Snohomish Department of Parks, Recreation and Volunteer Programs 

City of Snohomish Economic Development 

City of Snohomish Public Works 

Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation 

Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs 

Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs Reservation 

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 

Federal Emergency Management Agency, Region 10 

Marshland Flood Control District 

Muckleshoot Indian Tribe 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Fisheries, West Coast Regional Office, Central Puget 
Sound Branch 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Fisheries, West Coast Regional Office, Oregon and 
Washington Coastal Office 

Samish Indian Nation 

Sauk-Suiattle Tribe 

Snohomish County 

Snohomish County Conservation & Natural Resources 

Snohomish County Council District 1 

Snohomish County Council District 2 

Snohomish County Council District 3 

Snohomish County Council District 4 

Snohomish County Council District 5 

Snohomish County Parks and Recreation 

Snohomish County Planning and Development Services 

Snohomish County Public Works 

Snohomish County Surface Water Management 

Snoqualmie Indian Tribe 

State Historic Preservation Officer, Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 

State Legislative District 1 
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State Legislative District 44 

Stillaguamish Tribe of Indians 

Suquamish Indian Tribe of the Port Madison Reservation 

Swinomish Indian Tribal Community 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 Air and Radiation Division 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 Land, Chemicals, and Redevelopment Division 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 Office of the Regional Administrator 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 Water Division 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Pacific Region 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Washington Fish and Wildlife Office 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services, Endangered Species 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services, Migratory Birds 

Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 

Washington State Department of Ecology, Air & Climate 

Washington State Department of Ecology, Environmental Assessment Program 

Washington State Department of Ecology, Office of Equity & Environmental Justice 

Washington State Department of Ecology, Shorelands and Environmental Assistance 

Washington State Department of Ecology, Water Quality 

Washington State Department of Fish & Wildlife, North Puget Sound - Region 4 

Washington State Department of Transportation, Engineering & standards, Northwest Region 

The Tulalip Tribes 

Upper Skagit Indian Tribe 

Yakama Nation 
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Agency Scoping Comments 

Table J-1 below provides an indexed list of all agency and organization scoping commenters. The table is 
separated by agencies and organizations. Codes were developed that consist of a letter and a number to 
identify each commenter to facilitate the cataloging of all comments that were received. The letter 
identifies the type of commenter as follows: A = Agency (Federal, State, Regional, or Local) and O = 
Organization. The number that follows the letter identifies the specific comment letter, website comment, 
email comment, or oral comment. For example, the code “A-4” describes the commenter as being the 4th 
member of an agency who provided scoping comments. 

Table J-1 
Agency and Organization Scoping Commenters 

Commenter 
Number 

Name 
Agency/ 
Organization 

Date Submission Type 

A-1
Don Bailey, Marv 
Thomas, Tim 
Stocker 

Marshland Flood 
Control District 

December 19, 2022 Electronic 

O-1 Dan Bertelheimer 
Snohomish County 
Farm Bureau 

December 9, 2022 Mail 

O-2 Dan Bertelheimer 
Snohomish County 
Farm Bureau 

December 23, 2022 Electronic 

O-3 Dan Bertelheimer 
Snohomish County 
Farm Bureau 

December 24, 2022 

Electronic 
(duplication of 
letter from 
12/23/2022) 

O-4
Bromart Community 
Airport Watch 

December 28, 2022 Website 

Source: RS&H, 2023. 

The following pages present each comment received from agencies and organizations during the scoping 
period. 

A summary of topics from scoping comments received can be reviewed in Appendix J.1. 
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Commenter O-1 



 
 

 
     

             
  

 

 

From: Dan Bartelheimer 
To: Barrow, Julie 

Subject: Harvey Field 

Date: Friday, December 23, 2022 12:29:41 PM 

Attachments: CCF23122022.pdf 

Commenter O-2 

Julie 

Attached is a letter with comments on Harvey Field from the Snohomish County Farm 
Bureau. 

Dan Bartelheimer 







 
 

  
     

 

  

 

 
From: Dan Bartelheimer 
To: Barrow, Julie 

Subject: Harvey Field comments 

Date: Saturday, December 24, 2022 3:27:38 PM 

Attachments: CCF23122022 (1).pdf 

Commenter O-3 

See attached letter. 

Dan Bartelheimer 
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PUBLIC SCOPING OPEN HOUSE 
Kandace Harvey (Airport Sponsor) published a public notice in the Everett Daily Herald on October 28, 
2022, announcing that a public scoping open house was being held on December 1, 2022, for the 
proposed Runway Improvement Project at Harvey Field (Airport). The public scoping open house 
occurred on Thursday, December 1, 2022, from 6:00pm Pacific Standard Time (PST) to 7:30pm PST at 
the Hangar 15 Event Center at the Airport (9900 Airport Way, Snohomish, WA 98296). The format of the 
public open house consisted of display boards presenting a brief overview of NEPA and the NEPA 
process, the purpose and need for the project, alternatives being considered, and the environmental 
resource categories to be analyzed in the EA, along with how to provide comments during the 30-day 
public scoping comment period. Members of the public had an opportunity to review the display boards 
and talk to Airport Sponsor staff, the FAA, and the EA consultant team. In addition, members of the public 
were given the opportunity to submit oral comments through a stenographer and written comments on a 
comment form during the public scoping open house. 

The following pages include the materials used for the public scoping open house associated with the 
proposed Runway Improvement Project: 

- Notice of public scoping open house newspaper advertisement

- Notice of public scoping open house postcard

- Public scoping open house sign-in sheet

- Public scoping open house boards

The public scoping open house and the agency scoping meeting used the same comment form and is in 
Appendix J.2. Appendix J. has public scoping comments received. 
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Public Scoping Comments 

Table J-2 below provides an indexed list of all public scoping commenters. The table is separated by the 
name of the commenter listed in alphabetical order by last name. Codes were developed that consist of a 
letter and a number to identify each commenter to facilitate the cataloging of all comments that were 
received. The letter identifies the type of commenter as follows: P = Public. The number that follows the 
letter identifies the specific comment letter, website comment, email comment, or oral comment. For 
example, the code “P-4” describes the commenter as being the 4th member of the public who provided 
scoping comments. 

Table J-2 
List of Public Scoping Commenters 

Commenter Number Name Date Submission Type 

P-01 Jill Anderson December 8, 2022 Electronic 

P-02 Anonymous December 15, 2022 Mail 

P-03 Anonymous, John & Vicki December 8, 2022 Electronic 

P-04 Barb Bailey December 3, 2022 Electronic 

P-05 Barb Bailey December 3, 2022 Electronic 

P-06 Doug Bates December 1, 2022 Stenographer 

P-07 Valerie Bloodgood December 9, 2022 Electronic 

P-08 Jonathon Blubaugh December 28, 2022 Website 

P-09 John Calhoon December 2, 2022 Electronic 

P-10 Michelle Canfield December 2, 2022 Website 

P-11 Andrew Carlson December 31, 2022 Electronic 

P-12 Morgan Davis December 1, 2022 Electronic 

P-13 Morgan Davis December 3, 2022 Website 

P-14 Morgan Davis December 13, 2022 Electronic 

P-15 Morgan Davis December 20, 2022 Electronic 

P-16 Michael Edwards December 16, 2022 Electronic 

P-17 John First December 31, 2022 Website 

P-18 Cindy L Hansen December 7, 2022 Electronic 

P-19 Bonny Headly December 18, 2022 Electronic 

P-20 Nika Herford December 31, 2022 Electronic 

P-21 Tom, Linda, and Jean Hjort December 23, 2022 Electronic 

P-22 Robert Huffman December 6, 2022 Website 

P-23 Beth and Paul Jarvis December 16, 2022 Electronic 

P-24 Skyler Kelm December 2, 2022 Website 

P-25 Nathan Lovelace December 1, 2022 Scoping Meeting 

P-26 Darrel Martin December 11, 2022 Electronic 

P-27 Candace McKenna December 30, 2022 Electronic 

P-28 Doug Nelson December 13, 2022 Website 

P-29 Nancy Penrose December 7, 2022 Website 

P-30 Pilot December 1, 2022 Scoping Meeting 

P-31 Dylan Riley December 30, 2022 Electronic 

P-32 Kathryn A Riley December 30, 2022 Electronic 

P-33 Kathryn A Riley/a/ December 31, 2022 Electronic 

P-34 Ed Rosenthal December 9, 2022 Electronic 

H  a  r  v  e   y  F i  e   l  d  R  u  n  w   a  y  I m p  r o  v e m e   n  t  P r   o  j  e  c  t  F i   n  a  l  E A



    

  

   

   

       

     

        

                    
                  

   

            

            

A p p e n d i x J – S c o p i n g R e p o r t 

Commenter Number Name Date Submission Type 

P-35 Don Satko December 31, 2022 Electronic 

P-36 Randy Sleight December 16, 2022 Electronic 

P-37 Mick and Bridgitte Stocker December 15, 2022 Mail 

P-38 Tim and Tracy Stocker December 15, 2022 Mail 

P-39 Monica Van der Vieren December 31, 2022 Website 
Notes: 
/a/ - Commenter P-33 submitted the same comment three times on December 31, 2022. Since the comments were identical for 
each submission, responses were only provided for the first time the comments were submitted on December 31, 2022. 
Source: RS&H, 2023. 

The following pages present each comment received from the public during scoping. 

A summary of topics from comments received can be reviewed in Appendix J.1. 

H  a  r  v  e   y  F i  e   l  d  R  u  n  w   a  y  I m p  r o  v e m e   n  t  P r   o  j  e  c  t  F i   n  a  l  E A



 
   

     

 

                  
       

                 

                  
          

                

                   
 

     

                 

     

 

 Commenter P-01

From: jillwantsjustice@gmail.com 

To: Barrow, Julie 

Subject: Harvey Field proposed expansion 

Date: Thursday, December 08, 2022 11:29:05 PM 

Hello Julie, 

Thank you for requesting comments on your recent article on the proposed Harvey Field expansion. I have a few 
questions I’d like answers to before I comment. 

1. Who owns the land that will be impacted south of the current Harvey Field (Airfield) runways and/or Airport
Way?

2. Have the landowner(s) south of the current airfield been in discussions with the owners of Harvey Airfield and, if
so, have they agreed on a footprint that satisfies them both?

3. Do you have a drawing(s) of the envisioned completed project? May I have copies of those drawings?

4. What kind of environmental impact studies have been done, or will need to be done, for the project as it’s
currently proposed?

5. Who will pay for this project?

6. How long will it take to complete and what traffic mitigation strategies are being proposed for the construction
process?

Thank you for highlighting this issue, 

Jill Anderson 
206-940-0406

mailto:jillwantsjustice@gmail.com
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 Commenter P-03 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

john anonymous 

Barrow, Julie 

Harvey Field Cments 

Thursday, December 08, 2022 4:13:28 PM 

We live north of the “airport” and we agree with the gentleman about the noise especially on the 
weekends. The loudest noise for us comes from the plane used by the parachuters. Its loud to say 
the least especially when landing, low, fast and LOUD. The left turn rule is also routinely ignored. 
Really and Basically we feel protesting is a waste of time, Ms Harvey will hire some 500 dollar an 
hour lawyers, spread a few dollars under the table to some local politicians and bang just like Paine 
field. 

Respectfully Submitted 

John & Vicki 
418 Ave I 
Snohomish 

Sent from Mail for Windows 



 
   

    
     

           

                 
             
 

 
  

   

 Commenter P-04 

From: Barb Bailey 

To: Barrow, Julie; Full, David 

Subject: Comments on Harvey Airfield expansion 

Date: Saturday, December 03, 2022 12:48:53 PM 

Attachments: FEMA Floodplain Development - Biological Opinion NOAA Fisheries - Seattle Times 9.30.2008.docx 

Hello, 

Please add these comments. I am curious how the airport plans to extend the runway into the 
floodplain in light of all the floodplain filling restrictions. See attached Seattle Times 
newspaper story. 

Thanks, 

Barbara Bailey 
12711 Springhetti Rd. 
Snohomish, WA 98296 
360-568-8826



          

 
   

    

            
     

               
          

         

              
             

           

              
                

             
          

             
              

     

             
            

              

            
           

      

                
            

            
  

Tuesday, September 30, 2008 - Page updated at 12:00 AM 

By Warren Cornwall 

Seattle Times environment reporter 

Development near flood-prone Puget Sound rivers could face significant new restrictions aimed 
at protecting salmon and orcas. 

In an unusual decision that could have national ramifications, the federal agency in charge of 
protecting the animals says the federal flood-insurance program encourages destructive 
development near Puget Sound rivers, and needs to change. 

The insurance program is a linchpin of development in floodplains around the country, providing 
relatively low-cost insurance for property owners living in flood-prone areas. That includes more 
than 700 square miles of land in counties around Puget Sound. 

But the National Marine Fisheries Service last week quietly completed a report saying the 
program risks violating the federal Endangered Species Act. It does that by paving the way for 
construction that hurts Puget Sound chinook and steelhead, Hood Canal summer chum, and 
Puget Sound orcas that feed on salmon, the agency found. 

To remedy it, the fisheries agency called for wide-ranging reforms limiting development in 
floodplains and discouraging local governments from relying on levees and dikes to force rivers 
to stay in their banks. 

The report, known as a biological opinion, carries significant legal weight. The Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), which runs the insurance program, issued a news 
release saying it's reviewing the report, but didn't commit to implementing all the changes. 

"We will work together with communities to continue protecting Puget Sound-region residents 
from floods, while reducing our ecological footprint," Acting FEMA Regional Administrator 
Dennis Hunsinger said in a statement. 

Counties and cities would be risking lawsuits for killing salmon if they don't take the fishery 
agency's advice, warned Jan Hasselman, an attorney with the environmental group Earthjustice. 
Local governments write development regulations that make property owners eligible for the 
flood insurance. 



            
                
              

             
                

      

      

              
            

           

               
             

              
                

   

               
            

            
                 

        

              
       

                    
                    

             
 

                
     

               
               

 

  

"For jurisdictions that are already being responsible with development standards in sensitive 
areas, this might not have a very big impact," said Hasselman. "For others, who continue to 
allow sprawl in floodplains and riparian areas, this will have a very significant impact." 

But Mike Pattison, with the Master Builders Association of King and Snohomish Counties, 
worried the reforms could create more red tape inflexible rules that create more problems for 
landowners, but not more environmental protection. 

"I see peril ahead," he said. 

The flood-insurance program has long been a target of environmentalists, who complain that it 
subsidizes development in sensitive areas. The National Wildlife Federation won a federal 
lawsuit forcing FEMA to seek the review from the fisheries service. 

Floodplain development can restrict the natural ebb and flow of rivers, disrupting the creation of 
fish habitat, putting more pollution into the water and creating more intense floods. 

The fisheries service estimated that in the long run, floodplain development under the insurance 
program could reduce the chinook available for endangered Puget Sound orcas to eat by as much 
as 30 percent. 

To address the problem and avoid breaking the law, the fisheries service said local governments 
should consider a moratorium on floodplain development until they reform their regulations. 

Reforms would include barring further floodplain development in counties around Puget Sound, 
or allowing development only if there is no increase in flood levels or damage to the floodplain 
that could hurt salmon habitat, the agency said. 

A retired veteran FEMA official, who worked in the flood-insurance program since 1973, said 
such requirements would mean less floodplain development. 

"It comes about as close as you can to saying, 'Look, you can't build out there. But if you are 
going to build out there you can't make it any worse,' " said Carl Cook, who retired in 2007 as 
head of the division that oversaw the flood-insurance program in the Northwest, including 
Washington. 

That's fine by Cook. He said many people within the agency are troubled by the development 
allowed under the insurance program. 

It could also create pressure for a nationwide review of the insurance program. Experts could 
recall one other case where the flood-insurance program has been found at odds with endangered 
species. 



                     
             

     

       

  

 
 

"If it's salmon in the Northwest, if it's key deer in Florida, what else is it in other parts of the 
nation?" said Larry Larson, executive director of the Association of State Floodplain Managers. 

Warren Cornwall: 206-464-2311 or wcornwall@seattletimes.com 

Copyright © 2008 The Seattle Times Company 

... 

mailto:wcornwall@seattletimes.com


 
   

      
     

      

  

  
     

  

             

  

             

                
                

              
              
            

              
              

       

               
                

                
                

              
            

                
               

                
    

            
                

 
   

  
   

 

            
         

             
      

 Commenter P-05 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

Barb Bailey 

Barrow, Julie; Full, David 

Harvey Airfield Expansion Plans - Public Comment 
Saturday, December 03, 2022 7:49:04 AM 

Harvey Field expansion in Flood Plain 2022_20221126_0001.pdf 

December 3, 2022 

Julie Barrow, RS&H 
4582 South Ulster Street, Suite 1100 
Denver, CO 80237 

Re: Harvey Airfield Expansion Plans – December 1, 2022 Environmental Assessment Meeting Notice 

Dear Ms. Barrow, 

Thank you for requesting federal, state, regional, and public input for Harvey Airfield expansion 
plans. 

We live on a 5th generation family farm just south of Harvey Airfield and have experienced frequent
and severe flooding along with Harvey Airfield over the past 50 years or so. Periodically, Harvey 
Airport proposes the same airport expansion plans and is met with consistent opposition. Many city 
and area residents are concerned that longer runways mean larger aircraft and more airport noise. 
Our personal main concern is the increased flood hazard this development would create. 

Removing Airport Road to extend the runway into Hansen Slough would require extensive filling and 
obstruction in the floodplain. Blocking the natural floodwater flow would threaten our fragile levy 
system and make the flooding worse for everyone. 

16 years ago Harvey Airfield proposed a FEMA Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) to enable 
airport expansion. A Biological Opinion from NOAA Fisheries is a requirement for a FEMA flood map 
revision. There was a huge public outcry and on May 1, 2007, Snohomish Mayor Randy Hamlin and 
the City of Snohomish sent Resolution 1174 to the Snohomish County Council with a request to deny 
Harvey Airfield’s FEMA flood map revision request. Hundreds of area residents along with City, 
County, and State elected officials joined the opposition to Harvey Airport expansion plans. 

I would suggest our federal FAA tax dollars would benefit more residents by being spent on 
improvements for Paine Field and Sea-Tac, rather than a privately owned airport. And County tax 
dollars to fund the tremendous cost of relocating the County road just to benefit a privately owned 
airport does not seem right. 

I am sending several flood photographs, correspondence, and newspaper stories about this area 
taken over the years. I hope they are taken into consideration as an Environmental Assessment is 
prepared. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara and Don Bailey 
12711 Springhetti Rd. 
Snohomish, WA 98296 

Cc: Snohomish County Executive Dave Somers, Snohomish County Director of Planning and 
Development Mike McCrary, Snohomish County Council, Snohomish Mayor Linda Redmon, 
Snohomish City Council, WA State Senator John Lovick, WA State Representative April Berg, U.S. 
Senator Patty Murray, Marshland Flood Control District 
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 Commenter P-07 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

vbloodgood1@frontier.com 

Barrow, Julie 

new airport runway 

Friday, December 09, 2022 4:27:00 PM 

Hello Julie 

I have concern about the new airport runway. 

1) to loud 
2) more airplanes and noise 
3) bigger airplanes 
4) new road, the one we have is working well. 

why change something that is working very well. 

Thank You, 
Valerie Bloodgood 



 
C

o
m

m
en

te
r 

P
-0

8 



 
 

       
     

                
                 

               
              

              
 

            
               
 

            
                 

              
      

                
          

     
                

        
             

              
         

                
               
              

         

 

 

From: John Calhoon 

To: Barrow, Julie 

Subject: Comments on the Harvey Field runway improvement project 
Date: Friday, December 02, 2022 1:32:12 PM 

Commenter P-09 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the scoping of the EA for the Harvey Field 
runway improvement project on December 1. I am a private pilot and base my Cessna 172 in 
a closed hangar at Harvey Field. I also purchase fuel, maintenance and flight training from 
Snohomish Flying Service. I've been interacting with the airport in various forms since the 
1980s. 

Here are my comments after reviewing the Master Plan and the posters presented at the 
scoping event: 

1. Improvements to the approach paths including the reduction of displaced thresholds 
would be welcome. The trees on the final approach path to runway 33 are getting 
pretty tall. 

2. Relocation of Airport Way would be beneficial but the local transportation authorities 
really need to figure out a better way to get commuter traffic from Hiway 9 into the city 
of Snohomish and over to Hiway 2. Commuter traffic on Airport Way obstructs access 
to the land side of Harvey Field. 

3. Maximizing green space should be a priority for development of the airport. This is for 
water runoff considerations, CO2 consumption and in keeping with the rural, 
agricultural tradition of the local area. 

4. The Master Plan should consider keeping a grass runway. A grass runway is a good 
training tool for pilots and adds to green space. 

5. The Master Plan should consider relocating the self-service fuel facility to a more 
accessible part of the airport. The main ramp is often very crowded with visiting 
aircraft, flight school aircraft, and aircraft undergoing maintenance. 

6. I think it would have been helpful to kick off the scoping meeting with a presentation 
recapping the Master Plan and explaining the EA and the scoping process. Many of the 
questions I heard were covered in the Master Plan and it was necessary to mentally 
consume several posters in order to understand the overall process. 

Thanks 

John Calhoon 
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From: Drew Carlson 

To: Barrow, Julie 

Subject: Environmental Assessment (EA) Harvey Field 

Date: Saturday, December 31, 2022 3:57:36 PM 

Commenter P-11

Julie Barrow 
RS&H 
4582 South Ulster Street, Suite 1100 
Denver CO 80237 
julie.barrow@rsandh.com 

Dear Ms. Barrow, 

This email is sent as comment in regards to the proposed Harvey Field Runway Improvement 
Project Environmental Assessment (EA). I have been advised that you handle such comments 
for RS&H and the proposed project. Over the next year, I am sure you and your company will 
learn a great deal about the significant environmental and socioeconomic impacts such a 
proposed project will have on our community. Still, I hope the following will give you further 
insight into what may be challenging to discover. 

First, I would like to let you know that I greatly support aviation and Harvey Field. I own and 
reside at the one-acre parcel at 10612 99th Ave SE, Snohomish, WA. The home sits right 
outside the southern RPZ of the current paved runway location. Since purchasing the property, 
I have spent thousands of dollars to clearly define and amend a right-of-way easement for the 
airport and remove trees encroaching into the airspace in order to keep our aviation 
community safe. With the overflow of general aviation traffic in this area due to the issues 
with other local airports, Harvey has played an important role in the aviation community. 

The proposed improvements that were publicly disclosed in the letter to county residents that I 
received on November 21st, 2022 were as follows: 

Changing from a two parallel runway system (paved and grass) to one paved runway. 
Converting the grass runway to a paved surface runway 75 feet wide. 
Converting the existing paved runway to a parallel taxiway or removing the existing 
runway and constructing a new parallel taxiway. 
Relocating Airport Way. 
Relocating navigational aids and runway/taxiway lighting and fencing. 

Based upon the information available and presented at the public scoping meeting held on 
December 1st, 2022, at Harvey Field Hangar 15, I am against all the proposed improvements 
with the exception of improving navigational aids for the pilots. 

The grass runway plays an essential role for our aviation community at Harvey Field, and 
removing it to widen the paved runway would impact pilot safety and training. Harvey has a 
very popular flight school training program with a great reputation for safety and experience. 
An essential part of that experience that new and training pilots have at Harvey is the grass 
runway, and has been since the beginning of the airport in 1944. To train pilots properly, it is 
important to understand as much as you can about how conditions can affect landing surfaces, 
and the grass runway at Harvey Field provides such insight in a safely controlled setting. 
Removing this runway would prevent many pilots of the general aviation community from the 

mailto:julie.barrow@rsandh.com


             
             
        

              
                 

              
        

     
           

             
             

             
               
             

              
            

      

               
               

                 
   

              
             

                 
            
              

            
 

                
               

              
               

              
               

    

              
          
             

              
              

               
             

               
                

essential training necessary to land their aircraft safely. To preserve crucial safety training for 
the aviation community, I oppose the publicly listed improvements provided in the letter that 
may lead to the removal of the grass runway. 

One improvement not related to the widening of the proposed new runway, which was listed 
in the letter but not clearly defined in the scoping meeting, is the relocation of Airport Way. I 
was disappointed that there was no clear definition of the new location. Based on the 
information from the Harver Field Website (http://harveyfield.com/History.aspx) and its 
master plan information at (http://sites.jviation.com/harveyfield/2018-documents.html), I 
firmly oppose the proposed relocation of Airport Way for several reasons. 

As your experts will discover in their research, relocating Airport Way would have significant 
environmental impacts in the area. The proposed new relocation in the 2018 Master Plan 
suggests moving it further south and into Hanson Slough. Hanson Slough plays an essential 
role in flood management for the county. It will be vital for your representatives to discuss 
with local environmental experts the impacts such a relocation might have on the destruction 
of property, wildlife, and flood control among others. Such wildlife includes, but is not limited 
to, black-tailed deer, multiple hawk species, multiple owl species, bald eagles, cranes, coyotes, 
hummingbirds, ducks, geese, and many more. 

My home sits at the highest point of the slough. The proposed relocation of Airport Way 
suggests destroying my home and business in order to make room for the road. Not only 
would the abundant wildlife of this area lose their home, but my family and I would lose ours 
as well. 

This home was built in 1919 by Adolf Hanson for his daughter-in-law Elmira Debuque. As 
one of the oldest remaining farmhouses in the community, I have been working countless 
hours since June of 2021 to begin restoring the home to its original condition in an attempt to 
preserve its significant historical value. From the herringbone fir flooring and leaded pane 
windows to the details of the antique chandeliers and horse hair pattern ceilings, this old 
farmhouse tells an incredible story of craftsmanship that we must preserver for future 
generations. 

My business will also be destroyed if Airport Way is moved to the location proposed in the 
master plan. The agricultural operation set to begin in the summer of 2023 will represent the 
majority of my income and support for our family. Not only will this business provide 
significant tax revenue for the county, but it will also support the essential and struggling local 
farming community here in Snohomish County, which needs our help. I will do everything in 
my power to prevent my home and business from being destroyed to make way for an 
unnecessary paved road. 

The major problem that Harvey Field faces in any potential future changes is that the 
community understands that the Federal Aviation Administration and the Washington State 
Department of Transportation have a great interest in the expansion of Harvey Field. They 
believe there is an immediate need for further relief from the area's major airports. Harvey's 
location, in the eyes of these organizations, provides an ideal route. The local community and 
county repeatedly shot down this concept over the last 20 years. Becoming part of NPIAS has 
undoubtedly changed the position of Harvey Field's authority. However, it will likely be met 
with even further backlash than it has ever seen before. Moving the road and changing the 
zoning of the land would give way to an opportunity for expansion and that is exactly what 

http://sites.jviation.com/harveyfield/2018-documents.html
http://harveyfield.com/History.aspx


               

               
            

            
            
            
          

      

 

 
    

  
 
 

this community has been fighting against since it was originally proposed nearly 20 years ago. 

Harvey Field should be removed from NPIAS and preserved in its current footprint as a local 
private airport for pilot training, skydiving, and hot-air ballooning. To meet FAA standards, 
WSDOT and FAA should reconsider the classification of aircraft accepted at Harvey rather 
than trying to continue accommodating group II aircraft. Government funding would be much 
wiser spent on expanding other neighboring airports, such as Arlington Municipal or Moses 
Lake Municipal, which face much fewer environmental and socioeconomic consequences. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, 

Andrew Carlson 

Andrew Carlson 
10612 99th Ave SE 
Snohomish, WA 98296 
Phone: (425)-220-3408 
Email: drew@mercatostellina.com 

mailto:drew@mercatostellina.com


 
 
     

                     
     

  
                     

                
                
                    
                   
                  

      
               

              
              

         
                   

            
           

 
     

   
   

       
                 

    
 

 
                 

             
     

             
                 

             
                   

              

         

        

              
  

              
     

 Commenter P-12 
From: Morgan Davis 
To: Barrow, Julie 

Cc: Michael Whitney; Kayla Dunn; marshlandfloodcontrol@gmail.com; Beth 

Subject: Fwd: Airport Expansion Meeting Dec. 1, 2022 2:00 PM - 3:30 PM at Harvey Field, Hangar 15 Event Center, 9900 Airport Way 

Date: Thursday, December 01, 2022 10:08:58 PM 

Hello Julie Barrow. 
I attended part of your Dec. 1st 2:00 PM presentation by RS&H at Hangar 15. I left the meeting after I 
confirmed with the 2 FAA officials in attendance that they have never considered any alternative for the 
new runway other than on Harvey Airfield property. Also, the RS&H presenter stated the new runway 
must be on current Harvey Airfield land. No one would address the merits of my idea set forth in this 
email thread where I wrote "It seems to me the FAA should buy the farmland west of SR9 from Marsh 
Road north to the BNSF railroad tracks and build the new runway there and lease it to Harvey Airfield 
to operate, using Eminent Domain if necessary". 
Buying raw, floodplain farmland at $10,000 to $20,000 per acre costs far less than county taxpayers 
spending $30-$40 million to reroute Airport Way while at the same time creating an environmental 
disaster--trucking in thousands of dump truck loads of fill and upsetting the delicate flood prevention 
balance among the properties in the Marshland Flood Control District. 
Julie, I was told today I had to resubmit my idea again. So please consider this email thread my official 
comments in your EA scoping and assessment for the Harvey Runway Improvement Project. 
Thanking you in advance for keeping me informed as this project evolves. 
Yours truly, 
Morgan Davis, longtime Snohomish resident. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Morgan Davis <morgandavis360@gmail.com> 
Date: Tue, Nov 29, 2022 at 2:05 PM 
Subject: Re: Airport Expansion Meeting Dec. 1, 2022 2:00 PM - 3:30 PM at Harvey Field, Hangar 15 
Event Center, 9900 Airport Way 
To: <windchimehouse@comcast.net> 

Hello Beth, 
Yes, the FAA has designated Paine Field as its top contender to site a new Sea-Tac sized International 
Airport and wants Harvey Airfield to accommodate the "General Aviation" aircraft that will be 
displaced by the commercial passenger jets. 
All we can do is try to relocate the new Harvey runway so that: 
Thousands of dump truck loads of fill in the southern basin is prevented and relocating Airport Way is 
prevented. 
And aircraft won't fly over the city of Snohomish or the more populated areas. 
It seems to me the FAA should buy the farmland west of SR9 from March Road north to the BNSF 
railroad tracks and build the new runway and lease it to Harvey Airfield to operate. 

On Tue, Nov 29, 2022 at 1:03 PM <windchimehouse@comcast.net> wrote: 

Morgan, 

Glad to hear you, too, are still out there. 

I am hearing back from neighbors and may provide a “hot” summary once I understand 
everything being gleaned. 

My biggest concern is when federal agencies have a mandate to do something, that makes 
it really tough to fight, right?! 

mailto:windchimehouse@comcast.net
mailto:windchimehouse@comcast.net
mailto:morgandavis360@gmail.com


                

     

   

 

    
      

 
      

 
                 

    

 

 

                
         

                  
                
           

              
                   

                 
     

 

         

  

 

                 
      

            

 

              

 

                  
                
                

           

You nailed what my neighbor and I are thinking about – that basin on the south side. 

I will get back to you. 

Thanks for being there. 

Beth 

From: Morgan Davis <morgandavis360@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, November 28, 2022 4:26 PM 
To: windchimehouse@comcast.net 
Cc: Michael Whitney <michael.tribune@snoho.com>; Kayla Dunn <kayla.dunn@heraldnet.com>; 
julie.barrow@rsandh.com; marshlandfloodcontrol@gmail.com 
Subject: Re: Airport Expansion Meeting Dec. 1, 2022 2:00 PM - 3:30 PM at Harvey Field, Hangar 15 
Event Center, 9900 Airport Way 

Hello Beth, 

Thanks for the heads up about the public comment meeting on Harvey Airfield on Thursday. Maybe 
the local press can mention the public meeting before Thursday. 

Yes, trucking in thousands of yards of fill into that farmland basin or bowl just south of Airport Way 
to extend a beefed up and widened runway will make for an environmental disaster, let alone costing 
us county taxpayers $30-$40 million just to reroute Airport Way. 

My preference is that the FAA, using Eminent Domain if necessary, simply purchase the farmland 
just west of SR 9 and build the southeast to northwest runway there and lease it to Harvey Airfield to 
operate. There already is an underpass under SR 9 to connect the airfield to this proposed new 
runway just west of SR 9. 

On Mon, Nov 28, 2022 at 2:37 PM <windchimehouse@comcast.net> wrote: 

Dear Concerned Neighbors, 

For those of you who remember the July 2016 community action against the airport expansion… that’s 6 years 
ago, my neighbor just shared this attachment 

and this email from Marshland Flood Control about a meeting at Harvey Airport. 

It seems we need to remind the airport how we feel about this issue again. 

Please read the attached Notice and mark your calendars to attend the meeting if your schedule permits. If you 
cannot attend, but do wish to make written comments, please note that the attached Notice provides an 
address for mailing written comments on the middle of the second page. Also note, however, that written 
comments must be received by December 31, 2022, so please don't delay. 

mailto:windchimehouse@comcast.net
mailto:marshlandfloodcontrol@gmail.com
mailto:julie.barrow@rsandh.com
mailto:kayla.dunn@heraldnet.com
mailto:michael.tribune@snoho.com
mailto:windchimehouse@comcast.net
mailto:morgandavis360@gmail.com


 

 

 

 

  

  

 

                

 

 

 

 

 

   
    

       
        

 

   

 

            
                

              
      

 

                
               

               
              

  

 

               

Beth Jarvis 

1914 5th Street 

Snohomish WA 98290 

360.563.9376 

PS If any of you want to reconnect regarding this issue, please feel free to contact me. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Marshland Flood Control <marshlandfloodcontrol@gmail.com> 
Date: Wed, Nov 23, 2022 at 11:52 AM 
Subject: Harvey Airport Plans for Runways and Airport Way 
To: 

Dear Zone 1 Members: 

At their November 14 meeting, the Marshland Commissioners considered a Notice received by 
email about a meeting on Thursday, December 1, 2022 from 2:00 p.m. to 3:30 p.m. at Harvey 
Airport. The Notice involves changes the Airport hopes to make in its runway configuration. These 
changes would also involve "Relocating Airport Way." 

The Commissioners did not know how many of you may have been given Notice of this meeting, 
but felt it was important to the entire area most affected by the Airport. Therefore, the 
Commissioners directed that Zone 1 of the District receive email notice of the meeting. The more 
people who show up to let the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) officials know about local 
opinion, the better. 

Please read the attached Notice and mark your calendars to attend the meeting if your schedule 

mailto:marshlandfloodcontrol@gmail.com


                
               

              

 

 

 

  

   

   

  

  

 

 

 

 

permits. If you cannot attend, but do wish to make written comments, please note that the attached 
Notice provides an address for mailing written comments on the middle of the second page. Also 
note, however, that written comments must be received by December 31, 2022, so please don't 
delay. 

Thank you. 

Gary 

Gary W. Brandstetter 

Secretary/Manager and Legal Counsel 

Marshland Flood Control District

P.O. Box 85 

Snohomish WA 98291-0085 

360-568-6044

marshlandfloodcontrol@gmail.com 

mailto:marshlandfloodcontrol@gmail.com
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 Commenter P-14 
From: Morgan Davis 

To: Glen Pickus; Brooke Eidem; Barrow, Julie 

Cc: Linda Redmon (council); Donna Ray (Council); Lea Anne Burke (Council); Merritt Weese; Tom Merrill (council); 
Judith Kuleta (Council); Felix Neals (Council); David Flynn (Council); hmeskridge@comcast.net; Mitch Cornelison; 
Christine Wakefield-Nichols; Nick Gottuso; Ben Watanabe; Shari Ireton; Jerry Cornfield; Brandi Whitson; Heather 
Thomas; Michael Whitney 

Subject: Fwd: Airport Expansion Flyer for Concerned Neighbors 

Date: Tuesday, December 13, 2022 6:37:11 PM 

Attachments: Concern about Harvey Airfield Expansion flyer 12.12.22crev.pdf 

Hello Glen, Brooke, and Julie, 
Here is an important Flyer/FAQ Sheet relating to Harvey Airfield's proposed airport expansion 
plans that you should carefully study. 
Glen and Brooke, you were late comers to the Dec. 1st 2:00 PM presentation at Hangar 15, but 
surely you must realize this proposed expansion would be detrimental to the populated areas 
of Snohomish as well as a significant negative environmental impact on the residents and their 
farmland in the Snohomish River Valley area. 
Glen, during the December 6th Snohomish City Council meeting, you reported to the Council 
and Mayor that the proposed expansion of the runway enabling more air traffic would be good 
for the property owners on Avenues H, I, J, K, and Ludwig Road, giving this specious 
argument: The glidepath would be raised a few hundred feet making landings quieter. No, 
more aircraft landings and takeoffs don't increase safety; they only increase the probability of 
accidents. For example, why in the world does the FAA allow flight and stress tests over 
populated Snohomish as we saw in the November Cessna crash? What's next? An air traffic 
control tower at Harvey Airfield? 
The City specifically created the so-called "Southern UGA" for the Harvey family. That has 
been proven to be a blunder as the County now allows the airport to branch into the 
commercial storage business of renting out buildings for non-aircraft storage, such as boats, 
motor homes, motorcycles, trailers, RV's, etc. 
The taxpayers have been very generous to the Harvey family. Eldon Harvey placed a small 
runway going east-west on his farmland in wartime 1944. In 1959 a new SE-NW runway was 
built. I don't think the taxpayers are obligated to see the airfield expand to increase profits. 
Arlington Municipal Airport is the logical site to accommodate the larger GA/R aircraft being 
displaced by more commercial jets at Paine Field. 
Sincerely, 
Morgan Davis, longtime concerned Snohomish property owner. 
---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: <windchimehouse@comcast.net> 
Date: Tue, Dec 13, 2022 at 12:08 PM 
Subject: Airport Expansion Flyer for Concerned Neighbors 
To: <windchimehouse@comcast.net> 

Concerned Neighbors, 

A tool to use until December 31st , 2022. 

It will be revised after that date. This kind of thing goes through several iterations. 

If you speak with your neighbors and they’d like to be on the email list, have them email me. 

mailto:windchimehouse@comcast.net
mailto:windchimehouse@comcast.net
mailto:hmeskridge@comcast.net


             

      

             

       

        

               
           

 

            
       

   

 

  

  

Thank you to several of you who helped inspire and collaborate on this piece. 

Your efforts and opinions are greatly appreciated! 

Our concerns and alternate ideas are many, so let’s get those thoughts on record. 

Please feel free to reach back to me. 

Thanks, 

Beth 

PS For those who are new to the group. 

Go to the link for Harvey Field see the: Proposed 2021 Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) Goal, 
Airport Layout Plan (ALP), Harvey Field Runway Improvement Project Environmental Assessment and 
River Level. 

Under the Harvey Field Improvement Project box, see Documents and Displays, Scoping Meeting 
Boards. You can view the power point here… 

or simply search https://harveyfield.mysocialpinpoint.com/ 

Beth Jarvis 

1914 5th Street 

Snohomish WA 98290 

360.563.9376 

https://harveyfield.mysocialpinpoint.com


Concerned neighbors, once again Harvey Airport is planning expansion in a
floodplain. In 2006/2007 we addressed all the same issues. 

At that time experts, elected officials & residents explained that the airport expansion 
would increase local flooding, noise, accidents and taxes.  

We have a December 31, 2022 public comment deadline. Please send your 
concerns to julie.barrow@rsandh.com. Handwritten comments can be mailed to 
Julie Barrow, RS&H, 4582 South Ulster Street, Suite 1100, Denver, CO 80237. 

A response could be ready in fall 2023. 

The Tribune reported on November 2, 2022: 
 Without funding, it would 

2022 public airport pitch: 

mailto:julie.barrow@rsandh.com


 

 

The question is: If this expansion happens, where and when will the airport 
expansion end?  

Airport expansion will impact the residential and business charm of Snohomish, as well as, home 
values in Snohomish, and demolition and construction will definitely impact our traffic patterns 

and local businesses. 
What can you do about Harvey Airport expansion & air safety over Snohomish? 

Contact federal, state, county and city elected officials immediately. 
 

 
CITY OF SNOHOMISH COUNCIL MEMBERS 

Linda Redmon, City Mayor David Flynn, City Council 

360-282-3154 / redmon@snohomishwa.gov 
 
Donna Ray, City Council 

425-327-8790 / d.ray@snohomishwa.gov 
 
Judith Kuleta, City Council 

 425-327-6162 / kuleta@snohomishwa.gov 
 
Felix Neals, City Council 

flynn@snohomishwa.gov 
 
Lee Anne Burke, City Council 

l.burke@snohomishwa.gov 
 
Karen Guzak, City Council 

 ___________ / guzak@snohomishwa.gov 
 
Yosh Monzaki, City Engineer 
360-282-3161 monzaki@snohomishwa.gov 

 425-327-7754 / 
 
Tom Merrill, City Council 

neals@snohomishwa.gov Brooke Eidem, AICP, Planning Director 
360-282-3167 eidem@snohomishwa.gov 

 425-327-6668 / Merrill@SnohomishWA.gov 

COUNTY 
Strom Peterson, District 3 County Council Member 
425-388-3494 / Strom.Peterson@snoco.org 

Dave Somers, Snohomish County Executive 
425-388-3460 / 
Dave.Somers@co.snohomish.wa.us / 

 

 



Sam Lowe, District 5 County Council Member 
425-388-3494 / Sam.Low@co.snohomish.wa.us /

 

 
Jared Mead, District 4 County Council Member 
425-388-3494 / jared.mead@snoco.org

 

STATE DISTRICT 44 LEGISLATORS    
 

Sen. John Lovick, Democrat 

Rep. Brandy Donaghy, Democrat 

Rep. April Berg, Democrat 

 

 

FEDERAL 

NOAA Fisheries
 

Lynne Barre, Branch Chief / (206) 526-4745 / Email: 
lynne.barre@noaa.gov 
 
NOAA Marine Fisheries Advisory Committee 

Jennifer Lukens, Director Office of Policy / 
jennifer.lukens@noaa.gov / 301-427-8004 
Heidi Lovett, Senior Policy Analyst /  
heidi.lovett@noaa.gov / 301-427-8034 

Megan Dunn, District 2 County Council Member 
425-388-3494 / megan.dunn@snoco.org / 

 
Nate Nehring, District 1 County Council Member 
425-388-3494 / Nate.Nehring@snoco.org / 

 
 

CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT 1 LEGISLATORS 

U.S. Senator Maria Cantwell, Democrat 

U.S. Senator Patty Murray, Democrat 

U.S. Representative Suzan K. DelBene, Democrat 

DEPT. OF ECOLOGY STATE OF WA / Northwest 
Region Offices: Island, King, Kitsap, San Juan, 
Skagit, Snohomish, and Whatcom counties 
Shoreline Office 

Receptionist  206-594-0000  
Director  Tom Buroker / 
thomas.buroker@ecy.wa.gov 
Location  15700 Dayton Ave. N., 
Shoreline WA 98133 

FEMA WA STATE EPA  

Tim Cook / Phone: (253) 512-7072 / Fax: (253) 512- Email: epa-seattle@epa.gov (There is also a form to 
7207 / tim.cook@mil.wa.gov / submit with comment or questions on epa.gov) 

 Mail: 
 

mailto:tim.cook@mil.wa.gov
mailto:epa-seattle@epa.gov
mailto:thomas.buroker@ecy.wa.gov
mailto:Nate.Nehring@snoco.org
mailto:megan.dunn@snoco.org
mailto:heidi.lovett@noaa.gov
mailto:jennifer.lukens@noaa.gov
mailto:lynne.barre@noaa.gov
mailto:jared.mead@snoco.org
mailto:Sam.Low@co.snohomish.wa.us


FAA  EPA CONTINUED 

Federal Aviation Administration Physical Location: Region 10 Main Office 

Main phone: 800-
424-4372 or 206-553-1200 

 
866.835.5322 (866-TELL-FAA) 

Airports Division / 
(425) 227-2600 

 Washington Operations Office / 
Main phone: 360-753-9437 

benjamin.j.mello@faa.gov 

WRITE TO THE EDITORS OF THE HERALD AND THE SNOHOMISH TRIBUNE 

 

THREE MARSHLAND COMMISSIONERS TBD 

Gary W. Brandstetter 

360-568-6044 / marshlandfloodcontrol@gmail.com 

 

 
 

Want more information? 16 years have passed since we worked together to stop airport expansion. If 
you love our community, your home, your business, and are concerned with the safety in the skies over 

Snohomish and at the airport, contact us. Ask to be added to our email list  
 discussions between neighbors, newspaper articles, neighborhood meetings, talking 
points when communicating with decision makers, initiatives etc. 

 
 

mailto:marshlandfloodcontrol@gmail.com
mailto:benjamin.j.mello@faa.gov


 
          

      
        

     

       
              

               
       

                  
            
               

        
             

            
              

              
                 

  
               

         
             

                 
       

               
                   
           

              
     
             

                   
            

             
           

               
            

              

                
             

         

        
   

       
         

   

 Commenter P-15 

From: Morgan Davis 

To: Ben Watanabe; Michael Whitney; Jerry Cornfield; Kayla Dunn; newstips@heraldnet.com; Barrow, Julie 

Cc: Beth; Brooke Eidem; Brandi Whitson; dave.somers@snoco.org; marshlandfloodcontrol@gmail.com 

Subject: Fwd: Letter dated 12/19/22 re Environmental Assessment; Harvey Field 

Date: Tuesday, December 20, 2022 5:38:49 PM 

Attachments: CCF_000469(1).pdf 

Hello local Snohomish County press reporters and Julie, 
Here is a forwarded blistering letter sent by the Marshland Flood Control District to Harvey 
Airfield's hired airport consultant. I believe your readers will be very interested in this news 
story as it affects the whole Snohomish community. 
I attended a portion of the Dec. 1st 2:00 PM meeting and also was met with a failure to 
respond to my questions to the facilitator and FAA representatives. Curiously, county 
officials and especially the county public works director decided not to attend the meeting. 
The facilitator did say he invited them to attend. 
How can the public respond to an environmental assessment when the Harveys and their 
consultant won't even disclose what they want, like extending the runway and relocating 
Airport Way, while the County is seemingly colluding with the Harveys by not disclosing the 
costs to relocate Airport Way and for what benefit that would be to the taxpayers? 
BTW, why in the world is the FAA allowing flight tests and stress tests of aircraft over the 
populated Snohomish area? 
My grandfather, Thomas A. Davis, a Union Army Civil War Veteran, a survivor of 18 notable 
battles including Antietam, Shepherdstown, Chancellorsville, Brandy Station, and Raid on 
Richmond with General Phil Sheridan, homesteaded just south of Thomas Lake in 1885 and 
donated the land for the Thomas A. Davis Road (now called 35th Avenue SE) and was a co-
founder of Marshland Cemetery in 1899. 
My dad, Blaine Davis, knew Noble Harvey and his son Eldon Harvey as he bought dynamite 
from them to clear stumps on his small farm, now Cougar Park in the City of Mill Creek. I 
went through Snohomish schools with Eldon's son, Dick Harvey, and daughter, Marilyn 
Harvey. Dick Harvey was Kandace Harvey's first husband. My son went through Snohomish 
schools with their son, Lance Harvey. 
During WWII Eldon founded Harvey Airfield with a small east-west runway and a civil-air 
patrol to help in the war effort. When SR 9 was built in 1959, the small runway was relocated 
to SE-NW. This former homesteaded floodplain farmland has grown considerably since then 
with commercial storage units for not only small airplanes, but for motorhomes, boats, trailers, 
5th wheels, motorcycles, apartment units, coffee stand, and a bar and restaurant. 
It looks to me like the FAA, which wants a new SEA-TAC International Airport at the 
Snohomish County Paine Field Airport, also wants Harvey Airfield to accommodate all the 
General Aviation aircraft that will be displaced by the new Commercial Passenger jets at Paine 
Field. 
It is also my opinion that the current Harvey Airfield is solvent, profitable, and is not facing 
bankruptcy, and does not need corporate welfare from the county and federal taxpayers to 
expand and extend its runway for larger and heavier aircraft. 
Truly, 
Morgan Davis, longtime Snohomish area resident.-------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Merritt Weese <merrittsno8@gmail.com> 
Date: Tue, Dec 20, 2022 at 2:05 PM 
Subject: Fwd: Letter dated 12/19/22 re Environmental Assessment; Harvey Field 
To: Morgan Davis <morgandavis360@gmail.com> 

mailto:morgandavis360@gmail.com
mailto:merrittsno8@gmail.com


   
    

       
        

 

 

               

  
   

   
  

  

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Marshland Flood Control <marshlandfloodcontrol@gmail.com> 
Date: Tue, Dec 20, 2022 at 10:58 AM 
Subject: Letter dated 12/19/22 re Environmental Assessment; Harvey Field 
To: <julie.barrow@rsandh.com> 

Ms. Barrow: 

The letter regarding the EA; Harvey Field is attached below. No hard copy will be mailed. 

Gary W. Brandstetter 
Secretary/Manager and Legal Counsel 
Marshland Flood Control District 
P.O. Box 85 
Snohomish WA 98291-0085 
360-568-6044 
marshlandfloodcontrol@gmail.com 

mailto:marshlandfloodcontrol@gmail.com
mailto:julie.barrow@rsandh.com
mailto:marshlandfloodcontrol@gmail.com












 
 

         
     

                
     

                
                

                  
                 

             

               
                 

                  
                 

             

                   
               

               
               

                 

               

                
             

               
            

                  
                  

                
           

              
                  

 

                
                     
              

 Commenter P-16 

From: Michael Edwards 

To: Barrow, Julie 

Subject: public comments on Harvey field - Edwards 13025 Springhetti Rd 

Date: Friday, December 16, 2022 9:17:44 AM 

Julie, 

I am Michael (Mike) Edwards, I live at 13205 Springhetti Rd with my spouse Christine. We moved 
into our home in May 1996. 

I have followed with great interest the effort to expand Harvey Field over the past years. My 
neighbor who used to live across the street, Dan Huntington, was on a committee at Kandy’s request 
some years ago and kept me abreast of the work. Kandy also spoke to our Lions Club several years 
ago about the work. I have also spoken with my friend Hank Robinett about it on multiple occasions 
as well. And read all the news articles I have seen over the years. 

I remember during the shutdown noting how very quiet around here it had suddenly become, with 
hardly any planes flying over. Many, many days without a single plane. Yes, it was nice. Almost as 
nice as it was when Springhetti Rd was closed for a few months when it was being widened years 
ago. But I understood it came with an economic price. So, I was pleased as the overflights slowly 
increased over the months/years since and perhaps it is about back to normal now. 

I am in strong support of finding a way for Harvey Field to expand as needed to become a more 
viable regional airport. I see it as an opportunity for economic growth providing good jobs for 
members of our community. And I also have high hopes in the manner of regional flight 
improvements with technology changes, that they will have a deep and direct impact on our ability 
to recreate and do business in easier, cheaper and faster ways than most of us can even imagine 
today. 

Surely there is a way that the flood plain issues can be resolved by serious people. 

Frankly, I think if the county was a stronger advocate for local communities around the valley to 
ensure development does a better job of managing drainage and potentially increased water runoff 
they introduce to their downhill neighbors (which of course all ends up on the valley floor 
eventually) then that could help with much-increased short- and medium-term water flows from 
heavy rain or snow melt. As it is, I fear such developments such as on Kenwanda Golf Course will 
result in additional runoff in shorter periods of time that could well be on a par with what results 
from Harvey Field expanding into the flood plain. Don’t misunderstand me, I am in favor of the 
Kenwanda development, just not the heavy-handed manner DR Horton has conducted their 
engagement with the Kenwanda to address runoff concerns. I expect my water problems are about 
to get worse for that. And I will be dumping that extra water onto Rosemary Bailey and then our 
valley floor. 

As to the potential for increased noise of planes flying overhead… perhaps some day I will regret 
this, but I see it as a price we pay to ensure the economic vitality of our area that the young people 
have opportunities needed to live in our community. Perhaps there are mitigation strategies for that 



     

         

 
  

noise as well. (Like electric planes!) 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter. 

Michael Edwards 
13205 Springhetti Rd 
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From: Hansen, Cindy L. 
To: Barrow, Julie 

Subject: expansion of Harvey Airfield 

Date: Wednesday, December 07, 2022 12:58:56 PM 

Commenter P-18 

Why would the county subsidize a private airport expansion? I feel that the money spent on this 
would be wasteful when it could be put to better use. The road system would be impacted for a 
private airport. If the owners of Harvey’s airfield want expansion they should pay for it. Not the 
public! 



 
 

    
     

             
             

           
 

               
            

               
               

              
            
   

                
           

          

 
 

   
 

 Commenter P-19 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Bonny Headley 

Barrow, Julie 

Harvey Field Runway Improvement Project 
Sunday, December 18, 2022 12:30:55 PM 

I attended the Harvey Field open house with informational posters in Snohomish WA recently. 
I am adamantly opposed to "improvements" to this airfield. My concerns are that this 
represents further degradation of the environment for no community purpose, only private 
gain. 

This airfield functions adequately as it is. It is located in a floodplain. Proposed changes would 
involve significant hauling of fill into that floodplain, tearing out a well-functioning lightly 
trafficked road and building another road in a currently unpaved area. This is not needed. We 
have real needs for expansion of roadways on Hwy 9, adjacent to the field. 

Given climate change, we can anticipate further flooding in future. We should be planning for 
that eventuality, shoring up the levees, planting trees, NOT building greater infrastructure in 
this vulnerable area. 

The airport has operated safely for many years. The owners maintain it well, and there is no 
reasonable need for further infrastructure incursion into the environment. Monies should be 
spent elsewhere, where they can make a difference in safety. 

Thank you, 
Bonny Headley 
514 Rainier St. 
Snohomish WA 
98290 



 
   

   
   

   
       

   
      

 
     

     
   

  
   

     
  

  

            
            

       

              
               
            

              

              
              

                  
             

                
               

             
                

                  
             

         

           
                

             
                 
                 
                

                
                  

                
                
               

                
                   

               

              
                

 Commenter P-20 

From: Nika Herford 

To: dave.somers@co.snohomish.wa.us; Eric.Parks@co.snohomish.wa.us; Megan; strom.peterson@snoco.org; 
nate.nehring@snoco.org; jared.mead@snoco.org; sam.low@co.snohomish.wa.us; m.mccrary@snoco.org; 
redmon@snohomishwa.gov; kuleta@snohomishwa.gov; d.ray@snohomishwa.gov; guzak@snohomishwa.gov; 
l.burke@snohomishwa.gov; merrill@snohomishwa.gov; neals@snohomishwa.gov; flynn@snohomishwa.gov; 
Semir; john.lovick@leg.wa.gov; April.Berg@leg.wa.gov; Marshland Flood Control; Barrow, Julie; 
Semir.Ibrahimovic@leg.wa.govhimovic 

Cc: jennifer.lukens@noaa.gov; epa-seattle@epa.gov; thomas.buroker@ecy.wa.gov; heidi.lovett@noaa.gov; 
benjamin.j.mello@faa.gov; Tim Cook; lynne.barre@noaa.gov; fema-r10-info@fema.dhs.gov; Doug Owens; 
casework@murray.senate.gov; suzan.delbene@mail.house.gov 

Subject: Comments regarding Harvey Airfield Expansion/Environmental Assessment 
Date: Saturday, December 31, 2022 10:23:52 PM 

Attachments: Marshland Flood Control .pdf 

December 31, 2022 
Ms. Julie Barrow, RS&H 
4582 South Ulster Street, Suite 1100 
Denver, CO 80237 

Dear Ms. Barrow, 

Thank you for requesting comments from private citizens and public officials regarding Harvey
Airfield's wish to expand and the requirement to conduct an environmental assessment in
coordination with the FAA and other relevant agencies. 

I am providing my comments as a neighbor south of the Harvey Airfield/Hanson Slough property, 
who has lived in my house since March 2005, and as a 13-year emergency management specialist, 
who has responded to multiple natural disasters (mostly flooding) helping disaster victims and 
families in several states and Puerto Rico, within and outside of the continental United States. 

I have gone through two flooding events when the Snohomish River overtopped the flood protection 
levees, maintained by the Marshland Flood Control District, and filled Hanson Slough to the north, 
and Batt Slough to the south, of my home. It doesn’t take a levee overtopping event to cause water 
to accumulate in either slough. I know from my emergency management colleagues that the 
floodplain near our home essentially has a large aquifer underneath it, and that is why when the 
Snohomish River rises, due to tides and rainwater or rapid melt from rain further upstream and 
coming down from the mountains, the groundwater rises to cause standing water to accumulate, 
without water even having to overtop the river’s levee. When the river does overtop its banks, the 
path of the water is naturally to the lowest path of ground which is Hanson Slough and Batt Slough, 
around my neighborhood. The water can also be fast-moving. Interestingly, Hansen Slough fills up 
and is faster moving than Batt Slough to the south. 

Before Washington State Department of Transportation expanded the intersection of Marsh Road 
and Airport Way into Hanson Slough to the east and raised the height of Springhetti Road, the 
overtopping flood waters would rush through Hansen Slough, over Springhetti Road and Highway 9 
and continue west into the rest of the floodplain. After the road was raised, it essentially became a 
dam and prevents water from going over Highway 9 and dissipating into the rest of the flood plain. 
Also, water is now being diverted off Highway 9 into Hansen Slough, instead of the other way 
around. There are no proper culverts to enable the water to escape Hansen Slough and be absorbed 
by the rest of the floodplain, at this point. The next time the river overtops, when the rain continues 
in the mountains and enters the river upstream, and Hansen Slough gets full enough, the water will 
have nowhere else to go, but into properties that are lower than the elevated Springhetti section of 
road. The neighbors to the south of Harvey Airfield and the Harvey’s property within Hansen Slough, 
as well as the other properties, including, and nearby, the airport will be even more inundated with 
water. It is not a matter of if, it is a matter of when. For perspective, my property’s elevation is 
approximately 22 feet. The airport’s is approximately 14 and Hansen Slough is even lower than the 
airport. 

When I looked into Washington State’s project that elevated Springhetti Road, I discovered that the 
state did not obtain the proper permits from Snohomish County to do the project. The only permit 

mailto:suzan.delbene@mail.house.gov
mailto:casework@murray.senate.gov
mailto:fema-r10-info@fema.dhs.gov
mailto:lynne.barre@noaa.gov
mailto:benjamin.j.mello@faa.gov
mailto:heidi.lovett@noaa.gov
mailto:thomas.buroker@ecy.wa.gov
mailto:epa-seattle@epa.gov
mailto:jennifer.lukens@noaa.gov
mailto:April.Berg@leg.wa.gov
mailto:john.lovick@leg.wa.gov
mailto:flynn@snohomishwa.gov
mailto:neals@snohomishwa.gov
mailto:merrill@snohomishwa.gov
mailto:l.burke@snohomishwa.gov
mailto:guzak@snohomishwa.gov
mailto:d.ray@snohomishwa.gov
mailto:kuleta@snohomishwa.gov
mailto:redmon@snohomishwa.gov
mailto:m.mccrary@snoco.org
mailto:sam.low@co.snohomish.wa.us
mailto:jared.mead@snoco.org
mailto:nate.nehring@snoco.org
mailto:strom.peterson@snoco.org
mailto:Eric.Parks@co.snohomish.wa.us
mailto:dave.somers@co.snohomish.wa.us


             
         

               
                 
               

              
                 

               
                

              
              
                  

              
                

                
              

                  

              
                

               
             

               
              
                 

                 
              

               
                   

               
               

                

                 
                  

             
              
                 

               
                 

                 
              
                 

               
               

              
            

                  
                  

                   
                   

           

                 
  

                

that was obtained was a Shoreline permit. No environmental assessment or hydrologic study was 
done. It was/is a violation of floodplain guidelines and regulations. 

Since Hansen Slough and Harvey Airfield property is several feet lower than my property, by nearly 
10 feet, it would require an extraordinary amount of fill dirt to raise any construction in those areas 
to escape flood waters and would simply be washed away and onto neighboring properties in a 
probable levee overtopping incident. When the state was building up Springhetti Road, much of the 
construction was washed away and had to be redone, and many of the jersey barriers that the state 
had put on the expanded Highway 9 section were washed away by floodwaters. The proposal to 
expand the runway and move Airport Way to the south into Hansen Slough, which used to be 
designated, and truly serves as, a floodway, is a losing proposition, with multiple practical, structural 
and environmental adverse impacts. As it is, we all have various amounts of standing groundwater 
near or on our properties, at times, because of the large aquifer underneath all of us, when we have 
a saturating rain, and with more run-off water from increased building on properties at higher 
elevations to the south of us and elsewhere, there is more runoff contributing to the problem. Even 
when one of my neighbors illegally brought in crushed concrete to build a road and placed multiple 
temporary structures (against floodplain code) on his property, I had standing water on the other 
side of the fence from where he did this, when I had never had any standing water issues before. 

Years ago, the Harvey’s Hansen Slough property used to be a recognizable wetland, not the 
consistent green grass that it is now. Some have said that it was boggy, stagnant and unusable. 
Environmentalists would argue that it was critical to wildlife, like other areas in the floodplain. The 
Harvey’s requested, and were granted, permission to change the designation of the land from 
“floodway” to “density fringe,” so that the land could be used for agriculture. When it was 
“floodway,” it was land that apparently could not be used for agriculture. Since the permissible 
designation changed, it has been farmed for hay. I often wonder how toxic the hay may be with 
water being diverted from Highway 9 into the area. Nonetheless, the land is intended to be used for 
agriculture, not runway extensions and public road diversions. As I write my remarks tonight, much 
of Hansen Slough is covered in water, just groundwater, not water that has overtopped the river 
levee. It doesn’t take much for it to fill up and when the levee overtops, the water in the previous 
floodway picks up a considerable amount of speed. The last time this happened, I also watched 
water run down 111th St SE and watched a Community Emergency Response Team walk through the 
flood waters in waders towing an inflatable boat to rescue my neighbors east of the railroad tracks. 

Snohomish County is also in the process of replacing a culvert on our street, east of the railroad 
tracks, that was originally put in after the 1990 flood that broke through the levee and sent a four 
foot wall of water through our neighborhood. The railroad trestle was destroyed, houses were 
knocked off of foundations, barns floated away, multiple animals died, and people needed to be 
rescued by boat and helicopter in the valley during that flood. This was not the only flood that 
caused devastating damage. There used to be a bridge that crossed over Batt Slough (the original 
Snohomish River bed), before the 1990 flood. After the flood, it was replaced by a culvert that has 
since sustained damage over time and the County is working on replacing it. It is a project that 
County Commissioner Sam Low said was “a lawsuit waiting to happen.” Why would the County 
bother to fix a culvert over Batt Slough when water to the slough does not always flow throughout 
the year due to tide/fish gates? This is because there are salmonoids and other wildlife (eagles, 
heron, beavers, river otters, endangered bull trout possibly still) that have used this area of the 
floodplain to grow up, thrive, reproduce and sustain the ecosystem for millennia. A partnership 
between Washington Fish and Wildlife, Department of Ecology and Marshland Flood Control District 
and the US Corps of Engineers has enabled fish passage through this body of water by using a series 
of Fish/Tide gates. Why would they go to the trouble of replacing the culvert if there was not a 
requirement to do so to support and protect the wildlife that depends on the flow of water. A few of 
my neighbors grew up fishing for salmon in the old river bed area. I have pictures of salmon in the 
canal that is tidal and is supposed to get "flushed" regularly May-October. 

The bottom line is that this is a sensitive critical habitat area with multiple restrictions. There are not 
just flood considerations. 

All of the implications of expanding the runway and having to divert Airport Way will obviously cause 



            
            
              

         

            
             
                  

                  
               

                  
              

                
                

                    
                   

                  
                 

                    
                
               

                 
                 

                  
                   

                   

              
            
                  

        

                 
              

               
               
              

              
               

            
                

                
                   
                 

               
                      

                   
                

     

              
               

            
              

                
                 

more flooding and environmental contamination. These efforts have been proposed and denied in 
the past on multiple occasions, and the environmental conditions, including climate change, health 
and vitality of floodplains, killer whales and other species that depend on dwindling riparian flood 
plain, are in worse shape than they have ever been. 

My husband, also an emergency management professional, and I are personally and professionally 
against any airport expansion, most notably because of the obvious flooding dangers, and also 
because there is no benefit for us to have a diverted Airport Way almost on our doorstep, and more 
loud plane traffic (that is already over the 65 decibel limit that the airport claims to meet on its 
website). The skydiving jet that began operations at Harvey Airfield years after I bought my home 
has been an extreme nuisance, it serves no positive public purpose for any of us in the valley. It 
disturbs the peace, causing additional pollution beyond the pollutants that are already caused by the 
airport, and only serves the private needs of the Harvey’s and the skydivers who don’t really care 
about how their activities affect the lives of everyone who lives near, or in, the Snohomish valley. 
The plane can be heard miles away from the airport, and for those of us that live right by the airport, 
it is a mentally and physically dangerous vehicle that is using a runway that is not sufficient for it. The 
pilots have a lot of latitude and are disrespectful; the airport tries to placate the neighbors in the city 
of Snohomish, more than us to the south, but doesn’t care about any of us. Otherwise, they would 
not be using the plane in the first place, and trying to get taxpayers to pay for a runway that would 
enable them to try to attract more large and loud planes. They could use their smaller, quieter 
planes, keep the decibels within safe limits, enable us to carry on conversations on our own 
properties, and contribute to the beauty of the valley, not promoting the uglier side of living in the 
valley, if they truly cared about Snohomish and the neighbors. My home was built in 1896 by farmers 
and most of the other homes in my neighborhood and to the north of the airport were built before 
the airport began operations in the 1940s. The airport runway used to run east to west, not north to 
south. If it was built that way now, it would not have as much of an impact on the neighbors. 

I know that other neighbors and the Marshland Flood Control District have already submitted their 
comments (see attached), some with pictures and newspaper articles showing previous flooding and 
discussing other issues, so I don’t need to duplicate what they have done. I will just add that I 
support and concur with the information that they provided. 

I will also add that I take offense to having to spend my precious “free” time providing these 
comments when there are clear-cut reasons not to proceed with this project, and even the 
Environmental Analysis – it is a waste of taxpayer resources, and is pursuing questions that already 
have clear answers and have already been determined that the answers should be no to proceed 
with expansion by public officials. I spend nearly every moment at work directly helping individuals 
and communities recover from disasters, some of which are simply due to mother nature, despite 
good guidelines and policies, and others that are a result of decisions public officials and private 
enterprises have made, to put people in harm’s way, for monetary purposes. Pursuing 
environmental analysis for expansion purposes is so clearly a wrong path; we can all see a “train 
wreck” coming, and we have seen multiple plane crashes as well. The B-II Grand Caravan jet should 
not be flying now, the current runway is not rated for this aircraft. It is also based at Harvey Airfield 
and does not meet the critical design itinerant aircraft that the FAA must consider for using its funds 
to upgrade airports and change road infrastructure. The plane’s pilot obviously has skill and guts to 
fly this plane and especially to land on a runway not designed for it, but he does fly it like a fighter jet 
coming in for a landing on an aircraft carrier. It is loud, dangerous and could one day crash and burn, 
which would be bad enough, but it could end up crashing into someone else’s property and killing 
more than just the plane’s occupants. 

Let’s avoid wasting more public and private dollars, people’s precious time, emotions, and quality of 
life and settle into saving our beautiful valley for what it was intended (agriculture, tourism) and 
more peacefully coexist with human life, domesticated animal life, wildlife and the environment. 
These taxpayer dollars would be better spent on municipal airports that serve the public's general 
welfare. 

Let’s make 2023 and beyond, happy years for our community, and do what’s best for the vast 
majority of people who have various stakes in this issue, even those who want to pursue a course 



         

      

  
   

  

that may not ultimately be best for them either. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

Veronica (Nika) Owens 
9720 111th ST SE 
Snohomish, WA 98296 
206-601-3616 













 
 

  
     

                  
                 

                 
              

               
              

    

                  
                  

             
               

                 
                  

               

                   
           

 
 

 

 
From: Shorty Hjort 
To: Barrow, Julie 

Subject: Harvey Airfield Comments 

Date: Friday, December 23, 2022 1:03:42 PM 

Commenter P-21 

Hello, 

My family and I have lived in the Snohomish area for over 100 years. Over these years, the 
flight pattern has been over our homes and the flight noise increases every year. Now, it is 
impossible to have any quality time outside on a clear day because of the roar of an airplane 
engine over our heads. The thought of Harvey Airfield increasing in size or repositioning to 
allow more flight traffic over our heads is terrifying. The noise factor alone is detracting our 
property value, but it does not change or lower the amount in property taxes Snohomish 
County charges us each year. 

Not only is Harvey Airfield in the flood plain and the runway is edged up to the roadway and 
powerlines, but so is Mrs. Harvey’s 2 story home. On the other end, yes, there is a railroad and 
Lowell-Snohomish River Rd. Between the three roadways traffic is backed up for miles trying 
to get into and/or through Snohomish. Businesses struggle getting in and out of their parking 
lots and lose customers because of the traffic. Now there is talk of moving a roadway and 
powerline, using fill dirt to fill in an area that was dug out to control flooding. The flood 
control districts have enough to deal with and no budget to replace what they have already 
spent. 

Paine Field is a few miles away and a few more miles is Arlington Airport, there is no need for 
Harvey to expand. In fact, there is no need for Harvey Airfield. 

Sincerely, 

Tom Hjort 
Linda Hjort 
Jean Hjort 
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From: windchimehouse@comcast.net 
To: Barrow, Julie 

Cc: windchimehouse@comcast.net 

Commenter P-23 

Subject: Thank you for giving consideration to our concerns over the environmental assessment portion of your proposal. 
Date: Friday, December 16, 2022 1:40:04 PM 

Importance: High 

12.15.22 

Dear Ms. Barrow, 

Thank you for giving consideration to our concerns over the environmental assessment portion of your 
proposal. 

This plan appears to be conservative by comparison to that of the 2006 plan, however, some of the same 
issues that worried us in 2006 are inherent in this plan again. And, when you weigh the benefits vs the 
disadvantages of the airport expansion to the public, it still seems the people of Snohomish are being 
disadvantaged to the airport’s benefit. 

The airport, a private business, wants a grant (public money) to combine with their own monies for 
improvements. However, very few of us in town and on the farmland own a private aircraft. Many of us 
however, do own homes, have businesses, enjoy the tourism and the shops and eateries, visit the farms, 
go to school here, participate in sports on the many fields and take advantage of the big recreational 
spaces here in Snohomish. So, our focus is on what is ours. 

There are several areas of environmental concern to us. 
The impact of water displacement to the public, not just the airport, by filling the south slough 
beyond Airport Road which has been acting as a catchment water basin in the Snohomish 
floodplain for years. (How do you calculate the long-term financial impact to Snohomish when this 
water goes elsewhere? What does the County, FEMA, the Dept. of Ecology and the EPA say 
about that water displacement, isn’t that a big risk to others?) 
If airport expansion is allowed there is the impact to Snohomish during demolition and construction 
and thereafter of moving Airport Road, a road used by the public, not just the airport. (What would 
be the timeframe for this? We’re talking thousands and thousands of truckloads of dirt over all our 
roads for how long? There will be an impact to daily life, tourism and business in town. Tourists are 
not going to be excited to come here if there’s ongoing construction.) 
Once improved, won’t there be short-term and long-term impact in the numbers of flights, noise 
and accident risk to the public? (If you would put everything on the table here, what is the 10- or 
20-year plan at the airport?) 
The use of public monies to benefit a private business. When we think about grant money, we 
generally associate use of that money with doing something that benefits the community or the 
public. Isn’t it likely the improvements made will actually cost us more in the way of taxes? How is 
this airport benefitting us in the town of Snohomish? 

Environmental concerns in more depth: If the expansion is permitted the number and size of the 
aircraft will definitely increase, the noise will increase, the potential for an accident will increase, (the bird 
migration patterns run North to South and South to North, they have not gone away), the demolition and 
construction project will impact local traffic and businesses for who knows how long and create the 
potential for other forms of contamination or pollution, and the renovated airport will make more traffic for 
the town. Additionally, and of even greater concern: the project will permanently alter the floodplain (that 
slough basin) and when the floods come, the wetland will find its way somewhere else - that will not be 
the airport - but will be other people’s property. And once the slough basin is flat and/or elevated who will 
be held responsible for creating a new manmade water crisis. Consultants can run all the numbers they 
want and declare this percentage or that percentage safe for development, but Mother Nature does not 
care about percentages. Mother Nature is not predictable, and if we pay attention to weather patterns, we 
know rainstorms and flood events are unpredictable, and increasing in severity. 

Regarding the pilots of Snohomish: The fact is, while a couple of local pilots are respectful of the town, 

https://12.15.22


                  
                 
                   
                

                
                   

                
                

                  
               

                
                
              

                
              

              
                
                   

               
       

            
              

               
                 

               
                  

       

             
             

                
        

                  
                   

    

   

  
  

 
 
 
 

guest pilots are not as thoughtful or respectful of airspace. Guest pilots don’t live here, they may not stay 
within or follow the invisible approach and departure lanes in the sky. And Harvey Airfield and the FAA 
cannot guarantee all the pilots will use the flight paths as they are shown in the “Airport Layout Plan – 
Future.” Unfortunately, you cannot convince us that outsiders care as much as some of our local pilots. 

Regarding safety: If a private plane like the unfortunate Cessna 208B (Nov. 18, 2022) flown by those 
Raisbeck Engineers can test over the town, then crash in the field and drop a wing 200 yards away from 
the fuselage, we have good reasons to be concerned about what’s flying over our homes, schools and 
businesses. And the planes ARE flying over our homes because we watch and hear them every day. 
Increased air traffic is not going to be safer statistically and airplane noise is not going to be less. 
Lengthening the runways may improve the flight inclines, but ultimately, it will permit more and bigger 
airplanes. 

What’s good about the airport: We have been here since 2004, we accept Harvey Field as our 
neighbor, we see the airport as recreational. We know the Harveys do good in our community. We 
recognize the small planes, the parachutists, and the balloons. It’s characteristic of Snohomish and we 
accept it. And many of us even appreciate the parachutists who are quite amusing and the beautiful 
balloons and some of the more responsible pilots. Justifying this present airport expansion because of 
“safety” reasons is questionable because of the previous airport expansion plans in 2006, and because 
the airport just didn’t suddenly become unsafe. It’s not unsafe. We believe our local pilots are responsible. 
We know being concerned over the safety is a PR pitch for those who don’t live here. It’s a position 
statement to request public monies in the way of grants to obtain a “general aviation” airport 
designation and incrementally grow the Harvey Airport footprint. 

Regarding grant money consequences: If awarded, the consequences of this airport expansion project 
would be far reaching and unreversible. Collectively, those persons impacted, (not the airport,) might not 
be able to tolerate the environmental (displaced flood water) consequences over time. You may see this 
as an “airport improvement” but the resulting plan would not be an improvement for the City of Snohomish 
and surrounding farmland. For the City of Snohomish and surrounding farmland it would be an increased 
risk. We do not want to see the City of Snohomish and our farmland begin a slow and steady 
decline in value. Certainly, you understand this position. 

Alternative thoughts: Geologically speaking, this Snohomish Valley is like a giant bowl. Logically, there 
are limitations on the airport footprint. Future improvements should really be a cooperative exchange 
between the neighbors of Snohomish (the town and the farmers) and the airport. If there was true 
cooperation respecting both entities existence, acknowledging everyone’s investments, and 
reasonable growth (a plan involving the city and the farmers), the future could be good for both. It’s really 
a question of true cooperation. If there was a path to discuss alternative ideas it would be a good idea. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Beth and Paul Jarvis 

1914 5th Street 
Snohomish, WA 98290 
Phone: 360-563-9376 
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From: Darrel Martin 

To: Barrow, Julie 

Subject: Harvey field expansion 

Date: Sunday, December 11, 2022 12:12:15 PM 

Commenter P-26 

I am against this. First, I am opposed to filling in and harming what used to be a productive side channel wetland, 
and what still functions as floodplain drainage. Second, I think it’s wrong to push through developments that benefit 
a small fraction of people, while negatively affecting thousands more by making us deal with construction, increased 
noise, increased traffic and increased airport traffic. Lastly, I am sure many people would much rather see the flood 
plain restored to its former wetland glory. Why should Harvey field take precedence? 

-Local resident. 



 
 

      
     

                  

               
   

                  
  
            

  
               

      
                  

                   
        

              
                 

       

 

 

  
  

 

 

From: Candace McKenna 

To: Barrow, Julie 

Subject: Opposition to Harvey Field Runway Improvement Project 
Date: Friday, December 30, 2022 4:35:48 PM 

Commenter P-27 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed EA. I am a City of Snohomish resident. 

I am opposed to any improvements to Harvey Field that include impacting the existing flood plane 
and/or re-routing Airport Way: 

1. Airport way is a vital road in and out of Snohomish that is already over capacity during peak 
traffic hours. 

a. I oppose further overloading it with construction traffic, including truck traffic required 
to transport fill 

b. I oppose closing Airport Way for any reason and placing added burden on Highway 9 
which is already a north/south traffic bottleneck 

2. Any impact on existing flood plane puts roads and properties in the Snohomish Valley at risk. I 
have seen Highway 9 flooded and do not wish to see that again, nor do I want to see negative 
impacts, including flooding, on existing agricultural and home properties. 

While the proposed changes are intended to improve airport safety, we understand the Harvey Field 
will not close or have type of aircraft served impacted. Therefore the risks involved with re-routing 
Highway 9 are great and the benefit negligible. 

Thank you, 

Candace McKenna 

425 9th Street 
Snohomish, WA 98290 
425 308-8168 
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From: Dylan Riley 

To: Barrow, Julie 

Subject: Fwd: Harvey Airfield Airport Master Plan Comments 

Date: Friday, December 30, 2022 5:28:23 PM 

Attachments: SSD.png 

Commenter P-31 

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Dylan Riley <gcdriley@gmail.com> 
Date: Fri, Dec 30, 2022 at 3:57 PM 
Subject: Harvey Airfield Airport Master Plan Comments 
To: <chendrickson@harveyfield.com>, <Sonia.Cruz@faa.gov> 

Dear Team, 

I am writing to express my concern about the planes that fly too low over my 
neighborhood. As a resident living near the airport, I have noticed that the planes 
frequently fly under the specified altitudes, causing a disturbance to the community. 

Not only is the noise from the planes disruptive, but the low flying planes also pose a 
safety hazard. It is unsettling to see the planes flying so close to the ground and I worry 
about the potential for accidents. 

I understand that the airport needs to operate efficiently, but the safety and well-being of 
the community should also be a priority. I request that measures be taken to ensure that 
all planes adhere to the proper altitudes when flying over residential areas. 

I have included an example below and can include more if requested. 

mailto:Sonia.Cruz@faa.gov
mailto:chendrickson@harveyfield.com
mailto:gcdriley@gmail.com


       

       

  

How would expanding the runway mitigate these concerns? 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, Dylan Riley 



 
 

  
     

 

                
     

                 
                  

                   
                 

                   
                       

                 
           

     
  

 
                   
                 
                 
                       

                
                  

                
                  

               
 
 

                 
                  

                  
                

  
                  

               
              

            
 

              
  

 

 
From: Charles Riley 

To: Barrow, Julie 

Subject: Harvey Field Improvements 

Date: Friday, December 30, 2022 5:59:05 PM 

Commenter P-32 

Hello Julie, 

As a resident of Snohomish here is a listing of concerns that may impact the Harvey Field 
Improvement and the town of Snohomish: 

The airfield has no air traffic control. It cannot control the traffic that currently uses the airfield; 
therefore, I would like to know what the plan is for the future of control/monitoring as I think a 
larger, wider field would be for even larger wider airplanes. I am not worried about current but I am 
worried about future sizes. If current is not monitored then I am guessing that larger aircraft would 
also not be monitored. Aircraft flies in lower than they should … they are off the flight pattern, they 
are too low (so low that it is not safe to fly a drone to 400’ ceiling in case it should interfere with a 
plane flying in to land. I have seen what happens with aircraft crashing into a neighborhood and 
have no desire to experience it. Safety issue and noise issue. 

https://archive.seattletimes.com/archive/?date=19910414&slug=1277347 I would suggest reading 
this article regarding: 

Frequency of major floods 
Dikes breaking 
Dredging issues 
River reversing course and going back up river 

All of these point to future crisis with any sort of earth build up for the airfield. 
Safety issues for people and animals and huge costs to rebuild / recover. And I don’t think the 
government (at least per previous history) quite covers costs to start over / repair damage to people, 
animals, property, or cleanup to the environment. At least not quickly … almost 3 years for the river 
road to be fixed … not 3 days, 3 weeks or 3 months. Safety issue. 

There might be FAA funds for improvements. Hmmm, I think that comes from my taxes which limit 
me from doing my improvements. And yet millions had to be spent on building Highway 2 higher up 
across the valley because of a flood in the 1970’s. Again, money from tax payers … maybe there 
should be a systemic and holistic review of all agencies to coordinate and minimize impact to an 
area. Environmental issue. 
And on the environmental side … since the Snohomish Valley is a bird migratory path … I would think 
more &/or bigger airplanes flying in would be a very dangerous situation for the pilot, any 
passengers, tourists visiting Snohomish or residents of Snohomish should there be a bird strike (or 
for larger airplanes – a bird going through an engine). Safety issue. 

Thank you for requesting input. I would be happy to discuss in more depth. 
Katherine A. Riley 

https://archive.seattletimes.com/archive/?date=19910414&slug=1277347


 
    

  
     

         

    

   
  

      
    

 

 

       

                 
                
              

               
      

                

              
 

             
               
                    

                  
                 

               
                 

                 
                 

                 
                   

             
           

   
  

                    

 Commenter P-33 

From: Charles Riley 

To: Barrow, Julie; windchimehouse@comcast.net; Charles Riley 

Subject: Fwd: Harvey Field 

Date: Saturday, December 31, 2022 8:47:11 PM 

Sent from Mailspring, the best free email app for work 

---------- Forwarded Message ---------

From: Charles Riley <chucksno@comcast.net> 
Subject: Harvey Field 
Date: Dec 31 2022, at 7:39 pm 
To: Julie.Barrow@sandh.com, windchimehouse@comcast.net, Charles Riley 
<chucksno@comcast.net> 

Hello Julie, 

Regarding my concerns for the Harvey Field Improvements: 

Though the words may not have been said about larger and bigger aircraft my guess is that is 
why the airfield would need wider and longer runways. That being said ... I would wonder 
about the bird migratory path where birds would interfere with small airplanes and even worse 
the being sucked into any larger aircraft engines. I imagine the birds will have difficulty 
deciphering the memo to limit their flying. 

I would also be concerned for any fuel dumping to lighten an airplane over residents, fields or 
river. 

Please review this article from 1991 A River's Revenge -- The Snohomish Defies Decades of 
Dike Building 
https://archive.seattletimes.com/archive/?date=19910414&slug=1277347 
Which would only highlight the issues of adding dirt, changing land height, changing river 
routes especially during flooding and that we don't just have 100 year floods in the Snohomish 
Valley. A flood in the 70's required a new build of the Highway 2 Trestle due to the other one 
being covered and flooding all in the valley to Marysville. The one in the 90's took out the 
Lowell - Snohomish River for almost 3 years. A review in 2006 analyzed the building up of 
land mass would direct the river against the town of Snohomish with the businesses on the 
south side of 1st Street taking the hit. The article states the river backed up and flowed 
upstream during one of the floods ... I would be a nervous home owner or business owner in 
Monroe since there is a good portion built on fill. And of course the waste treatment plant 
being flooded is not good for any one. Supposedly there are barrels buried in the banks which 
no one knows is in them ... enough of a concern that when brought up the decision was not to 
expand building and development along the river of 1st Street which currently has some 
companies doing industrial work and Snohomish maintenance; certainly wouldn't want to stir 
up a release there. 
All Safety issues. 

There is also the situation of no control over air traffic. So if it isn't controlled now ... and I 

https://archive.seattletimes.com/archive/?date=19910414&slug=1277347
mailto:chucksno@comcast.net
mailto:windchimehouse@comcast.net
mailto:Julie.Barrow@sandh.com
mailto:chucksno@comcast.net


                 
                 

     
              

                  
     

                   

                 
    

                  
           

                  
                     

                   
                  

                 
                     

 

               
                

       

              

 

         

have been living in my home since 1989 (and it was built in 1932 before Harvey Airfield) and 
complaints have not been taken care of in all that time - why would I believe anything more 
would be taken care of? 
My son's email has information stating requirements for altitude ... and the tracker shows the 
Harvey Airfield Jumper plane coming in at 200 feet though the info is stating 475 ... so are the 
gauges in error on the plane? 
Why do planes come in over 5th Street and Ave J when they are supposed to come in over 3rd 
Street. 
Nothing has ever been resolved in decades so I have no trust that anything will be better for 
potentially bigger or larger airplanes. 
Now that there are drones that have a ceiling of 400 feet, I think that planes not adhering to 
500 feet coming in over residential area would be another safety issue. 

I understand that Harvey Airfield is R ... recreational? I knew that when we bought our home. 
Expansion to go to GA is not a need. Maybe a want but not a need especially since there is no 
control. 

And frankly, I pay tax dollars that look like they will go to a private business and I would like 
to keep some of those tax dollars to do my own property improvements. I don't know why I 
have to have my well earned money taken out of my pockets to fund someone else's property. 
I think I am paying well and above on my taxes than the maybe 4% that is being paid out by a 
private business. 

I worry about the impact to the residents of Snohomish, property damage that could happen to 
the downtown area, if something should happen to anyone visiting as a tourist in our town via 
flood or accident of a plane coming down. 

I am happy to have more in depth discussion on any of the above items. 
Sincerely, 
Katherine Riley 

Sent from Mailspring, the best free email app for work 



 
 

  
     

              
           

    

               
           

 

   
  

 
 
 

 
From: Ed. Rosenthal 
To: Barrow, Julie 

Subject: Harvey Field Planning 

Date: Friday, December 09, 2022 10:50:54 AM 

Commenter P-34 

As a resident of Snohomish County since the early 90’s it seems there’s been a 
relentless pursuit to diminish the nature and quality of life of nearby 
Snohomish by ‘improving’ Harvey Field. 

I believe this is a case of ‘bigger not being better’, and with so many logistical 
obstacles continuing to push this change on our community seems unfair and 
unwise. 

Edward Rosenthal 

15413 139th Av SE 
Snohomish Wa 98290 



 
 

  
     

   

        

 

 

 
From: Don Satko 

To: Barrow, Julie 

Subject: Snohomish airport expansion 

Date: Saturday, December 31, 2022 7:35:11 PM 

Attachments: satko responce to airport.docx 

Commenter P-35 

Julie, 

Attach is my response to the airport expansion. 

Thank you, 

Don Satko 



    

                   
                     
                    

                  
                      

              

                
                   

                   
                 

                  
                     

       

                   
                   

              

                       
                        

                    
                   

       

                    
         

 

  

    

    

To whom it may concern, 

My family has lived here since 1989, I am second generation owner of the property directly to the south 
of the Hanson slough. Over the decades we have seen the field directly to the north of the slough filled 
in with flood waters and pushed up against our property. Over the years when flooding the slough and 
the field that Kandace Harvey has proposed Airport Way be moved to has been UNDER WATER. This has 
been a natural water relief area during mild and heavy flooding. The water in the field has been up to 
the TOP of our property which is at a substantially higher elevation . 

The Harvey’s have not been honest with the community or with the Government officials that are 
looking into the expansion of the airport in moving Airport Way. When it comes to moving Airport Way 
and expanding the airport runways it will take a considerable amount of fill material to match the 
already established elevations. By adding the fill this would increase the water in other areas of the 
valley and directly toward our community to the south. Over the years and decades the field to the 
North of Hanson slough has been filled in and the slough diverted to as far South as possible to 
increase the Harvey’s property potential. 

The expansion would affect wildlife , migrating birds and water fowl from northern areas of the state 
and Canada. To mention a few , trumpeter and tundra swans, snow geese, snowy owls, bald eagles ,red 
tail hawks, blue herons, great horn owls, osprey, wood peckers and many more. 

I have seen an increase in some plane traffic but mainly the recreational jump plane that flies out of 
Harvey field .If there is an established flight path these pilots do not know where it is , as they fly over 
my home and split the two large cedars on my property to get back to pick up more passengers .My 
Mother has complained about this in the past where it has disrupted family time and caused undue 
stress on her pasture animals. 

To put our neighbors’ properties in harm’s way due to what appears to be economic greed is not what 
Snohomish is about. Thank you for your consideration 

Don Satko 

9605 111th Street SE 

Snohomish, WA. 98296 



 
 

        
     

              
   

             
             

              
        

                
                

                
                 
            

      

 Commenter P-36 
From: Randy Sleight 
To: Barrow, Julie 

Subject: Comments tied to scoping meeting held December 1st, 2022 

Date: Friday, December 16, 2022 11:34:04 PM 

Attachments: Comments on the Scope of the Environmental Assessment of the proposed Safety Improvements for Harvey 
Airfield in Snohomish County.docx 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed scoping for the environmental 
assessment of the proposed safety improvements which I fully support for Harvey Airfield. It 
is important to keep the automobile traveling public a little further separated from the light 
aircraft landing or taking off from the airfield. 
My more detailed comments are attached and I am willing to answer any question or follow up 
of the plans I reviewed and approved for construction back in the 90's if anyone can track 
down those plans or specific permits. I am sure the permits themselves are on file with the 
County, but the grading plans may be more difficult to track down. I do recall looking at the 
grading quantities and slopes for the proposed runway construction rebuild at that time 
thou, as well as several hanger plans. 



          

         

 

               
                  

                 
                 

                 
                

                

                    
                 

                 
             

                
              

   

    

                 
                   

                      
                

                   
           

                
                   

                    
                  

         

                    
                    

                  
              

                   
                     
                   

Comments on the Scope of the Environmental Assessment of the 
proposed Safety Improvements for Harvey Airfield in Snohomish 
County, Washington. By Randolph R Sleight PE, PLS Retired Chief 
Engineering Officer Snohomish County PDS. 

Historic Comments: 

The Airfield itself and the associated hangers, restaurant, runways, and taxiways lie on property that has 
been under the Harvey Family control since the 1850’s when John Harvey moved his wife and family to 
homestead where the property is located today well ahead of Statehood in November of 1889. Thus, 
the Harvey’s were Pioneers in the Territory and State of Washington well before even the advent of 
motorized aviation. Although, some of the first aerial flights in this region were by balloons, which even 
today are occasionally seen leaving and returning to the Harvey Airfield, as are hang gliders, ultra-lights 
and parachute jumpers also practice and gain skills at this Airport, along with light aircraft usage. 

The airfield has grown slowly over time from the 40’s on to date, prior to many of the current FAA 
standards for flight glide slopes and setbacks or clearance to obstructions being in place. Thus, some of 
the buildings do not meet the current FAA safety standards for setbacks to structures or even for 
setbacks and clearances to public roads for new airports of this type. 

It appears that several of the potential proposals would rectify those safety concerns and should be 
considered for implementation as soon as possible while mitigating any environmental impact due to 
the proposed project. 

Scope of potential impacts: 

The primary potential impacts that I could envision deal with potential flood blockage by both the Airport 
Road extension to the south to form more of a tee intersection with an east west connection in alignment 
with the light on highway 9. Like the old rail line trestle to the east of that extension, the proposed Airport 
roadway and Centennial Trail extension and any runway extension of about 300 feet would need to 
provide for the ability to pass the 100-year flood below the roadway surface if possible or at least have 
means to not block the flood flow during such an event. 

Most of the dikes in Marshland, French Slough and further downstream are supposed to start overtopping 
during only a 5-year flood event. After the 1990 floods which inundated the valley, the worst flood flows 
on record in this vicinity, a record of high-water marks can be found marked on the brick building on the 
north side of the river in the town of Snohomish. The correlation of these high-water marks with proposed 
Airport runway elevations should at least be looked at. 

In addition to flood blockage issues and being able to route a flood across property to the south and west 
of the proposed runway and split flows back to the north on the west side of the proposed runway where 
the existing grassed runway is proposed for paving and widening to 75 feet. Evaluation of the amount of 
fill and displacement of flood storage capacity may be an issue to look at. 

Topographically, it appears that the parcel that was acquired to the south by the Harvey’s rises to an old 
barn that is now falling, but this structure is near the high point and material of a sand and gravel nature 
likely could be cut or borrowed from this location to assist in both building the proposed road and runway 



                     
        

 

                   
                 
                 

                 
                 

              
                  

                   
              

                  
                 

                
                 

                    

             
                 

                 
           

            

                   
                    

              
 

                 
  

                 

                   
                   

                    
                     
                

                  
         

                  
               

              

extension. In doing so more of a cut and fill balance of material could likely be achieved and thus closer 
to a zero-level flood rise would be expected. 

Likely, a new grading permit would be necessary since the prior permit I reviewed in the 90’s for over 
12,000 cubic yards of material has long since expired and been completed. However, it appears from my 
cursory review of the original Shoreline permit that not all or almost 6000 cubic yards originally envisioned 
by that permit had not been used or physically constructed. However, likely a new Shoreline permit will 
be necessary to do the new construction envisioned in building the new runway west of the original 
runway over the grass runway. The County Planning and Development Services Department should be 
consulted on the issue of permits like Flood Hazard, Shoreline and now an LDA permit or Land Disturbing 
Activity Permit and Full Drainage plan and Critical Area Site Plan. Although, I believe most of this area 
where work is being proposed would have been prior converted cropland rather than wetland. 

My recollection of other utility projects that have run across the Valley like the Clearview Water Line bore 
under the Snohomish River and other work in this vicinity, the near surface soils constituted sands and 
gravels of an outwash or alluvial floodplain nature. However, downstream from the mill many logs were 
also encountered in the river area itself as they either had been historically washed down the river 
naturally or part of log rafts that may have sunk on the way to the earlier Everett Mill sites. 

The scoping should include geotechnical work sufficient to properly establish the subgrade characteristics 
for both a relocated Airport Road, a runway relocation to the grass runway site and the anticipated 
extension areas. Some recommendations for specs for soil suitable for the fill south of Airport Road would 
be good to meet FAA standards for the proposed Aircraft loading. 

The scoping should identify all potentially affected utilities for extension or relocation. 

What is the anticipated night glare or type of aircraft lighting that is anticipated? Since a number of homes 
are now on the hillsides of Lowell Larimer this lighting should be an aid to navigation of aircraft, but not 
obtrusive to homeowners like beacons, searchlights etc. that would be visually upsetting to the 
homeowners. 

What type of changes in noise are anticipated? Will the proposal add more helicopter usage to this 
airport? 
What type of security arrangements can be made to assure that the flying public is safe? 

What are the general obstructions to glide paths and safety areas that need to be mapped to meet FAA 
standards? Obviously, the fences at the end of the existing runway would need to be moved as would the 
road to not obstruct the extension of the proposed runway. One could not move the runway to the north 
as the railroad and river are in that direction so the only logical extension would be to the south and to 
try and get away from the existing building to meet setbacks from those potential obstructions. In 
addition, I suspect the height of the trees in the surrounding area need to be updated as poplar, 
cottonwoods and willows have grown along the river. 

I trust that FAA will work with the State, County, City of Snohomish, local tribes like Tulalip, Snohomish 
and Snoqualmie and the Harvey family to provide an improved light aircraft facility with safety 
improvements that would benefit the Snohomish County Community for years to come. While still 



            
                  

                
                   

         

 

 

 

 

 

 

protecting and mitigating impacts to other nearby agricultural farms and businesses, fishing opportunities 
along the river from the new City boat ramp to the east and to provide further recreational aircraft 
opportunities to the cadre of aviators in this region. Even the biking community indirectly could benefit 
by this project if an extension of the Centennial Trail across the Valley could occur at the time of 
construction of the Airport Road relocation and runway extension. 
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