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Attachimneni o the Enviy atal Protection Agency Air Oualiiv Comments
On the Proposed (iaster Plan Update Development Actions

at Seatile-Tacoma International Atrport

weneral Confermity

ibe conrormity provisions oi the Clean Axr Act mandate that any federal agency
proposing to conduct a project In a non-attainment or maintenance area make a determunation that
project would not:

(1) causs or conmmbie to any new viokihog of any standard in any area;
<11 werease the requency of seventy of any existing violation of any standard in ary area or
an 3y umely attainment of any standard or any required interim emission raductions or other rilestones in
ALV arsu

ugh dection 176(c) of the Federal Clean Air Act, Congress estahlished a higher to0°
Lo itaer o 2encies and the expenditure of federal monev than s t,t, case for non-federal pubic

Si Wi cenunes, Lhe conformify provisions require a tzderal agency to affinmaiively find that =

4ot AL ol worsen aty quality conditions i areas that have previously violated the Nauony!

Loenn A Juality Standards (NAAQS) EPA recogmizes that the moedeling used 1o deterrys
SUTHINOROXEC * UDPACS AT INIersections s {07 SCTeemnNE PUIDOSES [0 predm WOrsi-Case

scenanos. However, the conformuty provis equire that  federal agency ensure that worst-
case pothitant ,mpacts with its project are no worse than the worst-case pollutant unpacts without

" ihe genetal conformity rules establish certaw public notification and comment procedures
that 2 1ederal agency must folow when making a conforouty cetermination (58 FR 63214,
¢ 30, 19951 | he contormity determmauct contained in the Fipal EIS is the draft
coutormity T%rumu‘»; ana rmpucs {HAT 1T mav be modified after the public comment period. The
FAA has stated wat the fnal conforouiy determination will be inciuded n the Record of Decision
ot tias kis While the drati conformiry analvais does not support a conformity determination. the
A LeleTTIRADGY COuld, Dased upon a corrected emissions inventorv and commitment to
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+3 Lol of ithe veneral condormity rule sets forth the requirements for enforceable
J7es Thas must be teken when an mcrease in the frequency or severity of

sxoeslances 2 moaeled  This secnion states

21 Aty measties that a7 nrended 1o gt eale &I qUAITY tmpacts must be identified and the process for
unpiemeniauon and suforcement of sucn measures must be described, melnding an implementation schedule
SUlMONE explioll umelmes 107 Unplementaion

L0 Pnor o deisrmiting that a Foderal action 1= in conforouty. the Federal agency making the conformity
fEtETIINANON MUSt obtam Wriften commitments from the sppropriate persons or agencies to implement any
mitigation messures which are identified 2s conditions for meking conformity determinations.
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DesMoines Creek Business Park, the Federal Detention Center, the Seatac Hotel, the City of

Seatac improvements to three miles of International Boulevard near Seatac Auport, the proposed
CT1 campus and the 28/24th Arterial

We noted several inconsistencies in projected air quality for the samne intersections in the
EIS’s for the aforementioned projects. This variability underscores the need for additional
coordipation between project leads. The inconsistences are as follows:

i The modeling results for air quality m the Seatac final EIS conilict with those from
the draft EIS for the SR 509/South Access Road Corridor Project at two
intersections (both EIS’s used the same models) The two EIS’s model conflicting
results for existing conditons and future action alternatives at South 188th and
international Blvd., and South 200th and International Bivd. for the average CO.
concenranons indicated on page 4-7 in the 8R 509 KIS, as compared with the
sarne anaiyses on page [V.9-11H in the Seatac final EIS. Both analyses model CO
violations for existing conditions. but for future action alternatives the Seatac
analysis shows modeled CO violations where the SR 509 analvsis does not.
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Modeled air quality impacts at South 200th and International Blvd are ghowa 1o
the South Aviation Support Area Final EIS (pages 4-106 to 109 and 112). the
28/24th Street Arterial Final EIS (page 3.22) and the CTI Final EIS (paze 4-7. 2).
The results vary for each project ranging from 5.0 to 13.3 parts per million CU.

The ROD should cleariy indicate that the FAA has taken ali of these local projecis intc
consideration when modehng air impacts. The data from modeling should be available to ¢ ner
agendcies so that their analyses will be consistent with FAA’s. Data shaning wi.  ntribute to a
vetter overall air modehing analysis that will also assure a more comprehensive cinuiative impacts
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ttachm h ir ntal Protection Agency Ajr Quality Comments
On the Proposed Master Plan Update Development Actions

General Conformity

The conformuty provisions of the Clean Air Act mandate that any federal agency
proposing to conduct a project in a non-attainment or maintenance area make a deternunation that
, project would not:

() cause or contribute to apy new violation of any standard in any area;

(11) increase the frequency of seventy of any existing violation of any standard in any area; or

(1) celay tmely attainment of any standard or any required interim emission reductions or other milestones in
any ares

Lhrough Section 176(c) of the Federal Clean Air Act, Congress established a higher test
tor tederal agzencies and the expenditure of federal money than is the case for non-federal public
or privaie entiues. The conformity provisions require a tederal agency to affirmatively find that its -
actions will not worsen air quality conditions i areas that have previously violated the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). EPA recognizes that the modeling used to determin
Carbon monoxXic 2 umpacts at intersections is for screemng purposes to predict worst-case
scenanos. However, the conformity provisions require that - federal agency ensure that worst-
case poilutant impacts with its project are no worse than the worst-case pollutant impacts without

SUCh d project

“The general conformity rules establish certaw public notification and comment procedures
that a rederal agency must follow when making a conformuty determination (58 FR 63214,
November 30, 1993). The conformity determmation contained in the Final EIS is the draft
conformity finding, and unphes that it may be modified after the public comment period. The
FAA has stated that the final conformity determination will be included in the Record of Decision
for thus E1S. While the draft conformity analysis does not support a conformity determination, the
final determination could, based upon a comrected emissions inventory and commitment to
appropriate mutigation measures,
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Mitigation Measures

Section 93.160 of the general conformity rule sets forth the requirements for enforceable
mitigation measures that must be taken when an increase in the frequency or severity of
exceedances is modeled. This section states

(2) Any measures that are infended to mitigate air quality impacts must be identified and the process for
unplementauon and enforcement of such measures must be described, nclnding an implementation schedule
contaming explicit imelmes for unplementation

(b) Prior to determining that a Fedegal action is in conformmty, the Federal agency making the conformity
determination must obtain Wriften commitments from the appropriate persons or agencies to implement any
mitigation measires which are 1dentified as conditions for making conformity determinations.




06/07/96 19:25 FAX 206 553 69084 EPA REG X WATER Boo7 007

DesMoines Creek Business Park, the Federal Detention Center, the Seatac Hotel, the City of
Seatac improvements to three miles of International Boulevard near Seatac Airport, the proposed
CTI campus and the 28/24th Arterial.

We noted several inconsistencies in projected air quality for the same intersections in the
EIS’s for the aforementioned projects. This variability underscores the need for additional
coordination between project leads. The inconsistences are as follows:

1) The modehng results for air quality m the Seatac final EIS conflict with those from
the draft EIS for the SR 509/South Access Road Cormidor Project at two
wntersections (both EIS’s used the same models) The two EIS’s model conflicting
results for existing conditions and future action alternatives at South 188th and
International Blvd., and South 200th and International Bivd. for the average CO.”
concentrations indicated on page 4-7 i the SR 509 EIS, as compared with the
same analyses on page [V.9-11H in the Seatac final EIS. Both analyses model CO
violations for existing conditions, but for future action alternatives the Seatac
analysis shows modeled CO violations where the SR 509 analysis does not.

2) Modeled air quality impacts at South 200th and International Blvd are showa
the South Aviation Support Area Final EIS (pages 4-106 to 109 and 112), the
28/24th Street Arterial Final EIS (page 3.22) and the CTI Final EIS (page 4-7, 8).
The results vary for each project ranging from 5.0 to 13.3 parts per million CO.

The ROD should clearly indicate that the FAA has taken all of these local projects into
consideration when modehing air impacts. The data from modeling should be avaiable to other
agencies so that their analyses will be consistent with FAA’s. Data sharing will contribute to a
better overall air modeling analysis that will also assure a more comprehensive cumulative impacts
presentation.
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