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U.S. Department
Of Transportation
Federal Aviation
Administration
Office of Regional Counsel

Northwest Mountain Region 1601 Lind Avenue, SW
Colorado, Idaho, Montana Renton, WA 98055'+099
Oregon, Utah, Washington Tel: (425) 227.2161

Wyoming Fax: (425) 227'1007

Internet Address: Karl.Lewis@faa.dot.gov

July 3, 1997

Del)i L. DesMarais
CASE President
31500 lst Ave S #14-103
Federal Way, WA 98003

Dear Ms . DesMarais :

This is in response to your January 4, 1997, letter to U. S .
Attorney General Janet Reno, which has been referred to me for a
response . Your letter asks whether it is legal under Section 509
of the Airport and Airway Improvement Act [now recodified at 49
U. S . C . S 47106 (c) ( 1 ) (B) ] , for the Governor to "defer" the air and
water quality certification requirement to another state agency
for certification.

Today, the FAA issued its Record of Decision {ROD] for the Master
Plan Update Actions at Sea-Tac International Airport . Section
V.C. of that ROD addresses the issues raised by your letter.
That section states as follows :

The determination prescribed by this statutory provision is
a precondition to agency approval of airport development
project funding applications involving a major runway
extension or new runway location.

S

By letter dated December 20, 1996 [see Appendix B to this
ROD] , the Washington State Department of Ecology, acting
under delegated authority from the Governor of the State of
Washington, provided this certification, conditioned upon a
number of mitigation measures to be undertaken by the Port
of Seattle . Pursuant to general principles of agency and
administrative law, and absent evidence that delegation is
unauthorized or unlawful as a matter of state law, the FAA
has interpreted this statute to permit state chief executive
officers to delegate this certification responsibility to
lower state officials with appropriate subject matter
jurisdiction over state air and water quality [see FAA Order
5050.4A, paragraph 47e . (5) (e) ] . As described at FSEIS



Appendix F, page F"'-'79, the delegation to the Department of
Ecology which occurred in this case was appropriate under
Washington State law.

However, given the public controversy which has arisen over
this delegation, by letter dated June 30, 1997, (see
Appendix C to this ROD] , the Governor of the State of
Washington further certified that the airport project
evaluated in the FEIS and FSEIS will be located, designed,
constructed and operated so as to comply with applicable air
and water quality standards .

In accordance with established FAA policy and practice, this
certification is acceptable notwithstanding the fact that the
certIfication is conditioned upon the completion of specIfied
mitigation measures .

Sincerely,

Karl



NOV--04--99 THU 03: 06 usEr A ECOSYSTEMS OFF FaX NO. 2065536984 p, 01/04
q' ,./

<)
%,i ,,g,,a”

1) 8UNfTED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGiON 10

1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, Washington g81 Q1

August 23, 1996
Reply To

Atta Of: QAQ-..I07

Mr. Lowe ii H. Johnson, Manager
Airports Division
Northwest Mountain Region
Federal Aviation Adnlinl straHon

1601 Lind Avenue, S.W.
Renton, Washington 980554056

Dear Mr. Johnson:

Thank you for your letter of July 15, 1996 to our Regional Administrator, Chuck C}arke.
In your teHer, you requested dadecation of a number of issues related to our June 6, 1996 8etter
commenting on the Federal Aviadoi\ Administration (FAA)’s draft cerlformi ty analysis prepared
for the proposed Master Plan Update irnprQvefnent§ at the $eattle'.Tacanra InternaHona{ Airport.
Your letter also raised :aQer Issues related to how a project should be evaluated under the
general confonnity provisions of the Federal Clean Air Act. We view this response letter as
$uppkalentlng our June 6. 1996 cornment letter. - ,

&

In th 9 July 15, 3996 leaer, you requested our concurrence on the conditional approval
approach that FM is ean8ideHng. Front discussions with your agency, we und6Rtand the
following. The FAA is intending to madi& an scope of Ks approval of the Airport Layout Pgan
(ALP). The FAq ean$iders cedain activi$e6 in the ALP, such as the d$veloprnent of an
additional runway, to be separate and independent of other activities that !may be undertaken to
expand 8irpod facaitiei. The FAA is planning to fully approve some of those activities in the
Record of Decision for ,this Environmental impact $taternent. The FAA wiI! conditionally
8ppr©ve other projects, such as the North Unit Tenniha! in this action. Before the FM would
grant a full approval, the other projects would have to demonstrate compliance with all
applicable envinnnlental laws, includIng the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the
State. Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) and the Federal Clean Air Act.

e
I

NEPA, SEPA and the conformity rules prohibit the piece-rneaIing or segmentation of
pnjed s to obfuscate erwtronmen tal inrpacts. Dydng discussions with the FAA, your agency ,

has stated that the actIvitIes to be fully approved have independent uilily #ain the activities that
would be conditionally approved, in.past discussions, the FAA and Part of Seattie have noted
that the maIn reason for presenting a 2$year.vision of future airport faciiitie s in the Master Plan,
including those !terns that would be oniy conditionally approved, was the desire to fully inform
the public of possIble planning options, and not beau se these adivjtjgs are dependent on one

; another. Your ageney has stated that the activities that will be fully dpproved in the AIINa
/Layout Plan wIll not pnjudi'Qe the decision to build or fund other activities that have been
condItIonal Jy approved. Fuaher, the FAA has stated that a conditional approval is not a Federal
action for the purposes of triggering a €onfORnity review. In the past, EPA has said that the
approval of an Airport Layout Plan in and of itself does not necessarily constitute an action that
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rnust mea cdnforrnity. If a conditional approval is not a Federal qc:tion for the purpose
oconforRlity;and if the activities to be fully approved are separate and independent from the
conditionaIIV approved activities, then a conformity finding is not needed for the conditional
approval. irrespective of this. a conformity finding must be made for the unconditionally
approved project. Thus, based on available information, it appears that the FAA proposed
approach will satisfy our concerns regarding the !irnits on segnientatiQn in the conformity
regulations. Further. as we stated in our prior letter, we expect that as air quality issues are
discovered through modeling or monitoring, appropriate mitigation actions will be pursued in
cohjunction with the state. ~pk / . _ '„ #

&/ "+ P ' q2 \WE , ’ ?<MJ.
Regarding the question'of construban emi#Lns and de r©nlisheve%–:89ta8lighed by

the conformity r8gulatio6s, non-road construction 8#tissions are reagonabMreseeable. We
understand FAA's reluctance to ca]cut'ate emissions without the certainty of a contract being let.
However, as with other portions of the Environmental impact Statenrent. we believe it is
possible to create a likely or eVen conservative scenario of non+oad carbon rnonoxide (CO)
emissions. Reasonably foreseeable ernissions are broadly defined in the GeneJ21 Conformity
rute. Further, while he rule does not require an agency to conduct a conformity determination
for all emission scenarios, it does require that the conformity determination be.based on a
reasonable expeQtation of future activity resulting from a Federal action. Yet it should also be
noted that in the case of this Master P tan, the environrnental impact of noNroad CO emissions
on tIe intersections analyzed for the activity that would be approved b not !ike ly to be
significant. Due to the rapid dispersion rate of carbon monoxide and the location of most of the
non-road emissions sources, we understand and agree with FAA's assertion that it is unlikely
that non.road emissIons will significantly affect the CO concentrations at the inter$eqUons
evaluated in tRe hot spot analyses. As we have discussed in past nleeUngs, emissions from
cars and athe'r mobile sources have the lprgest impact on CO concentrations at these
intersections.' Further, it should be noted that the FEIS did address the more irnportant
trzlsportadQn omissions associated with construction. Thus with the additional modeling that
the Port has 6ommitted to, our concerns on construction have been addressed.

/'-X\
}

A
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Whether to use nohoxygenated or oxygenated gasoline in the analysis is less certain.
The current State Implernentation Plan does mandate the use of oxygenated fuel, while the
recently submitted rnaintenance plan Fresumes a'switch back to nor>oxygenated gasoline. On
June 1.1, 1996, EPA proposed to approve the maintenance plan (61 FR 2951&29518).
However, our proposed approval carne several months after the publication of th& FEtS.
However, because during the development of the FEIS, the regulatory agencies had discussed
this proposed change with FAA, it would have been a rnore conservative analysis to assume the
use of non-owgenated gasoline in analyzing air quality impacts. Yet due to the eircurnstances
surrounding the timing of EPA’s proposed approval, the use of oxygenated fuel does not appear
to be a vbtation of the conformity provisions. Nonetheless, as discussed in our letter to you
dated June 6, 1996, it is still requisite upon the FAA to demonstrate to the public that the use of
reformulated gas in its analysis results in equivalent or comparab ie impacts to the use of
oxygenated fuel. The ReconI of Decision should include an analysis and discussion of both
fuels

f
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Your letter asked for confinnation on the adequacy of evaluating four intersections using
thQ,CAL3QHC model to determine CO concentrations. In dIscussions with your agentv, EPA
did raise concerns that additional intersections should have been evaluated with a switch to
non4xygenated gasoline and its concomitant higher CO ernlssions. Again, we believe that a

/



'/Pa .+;

Table I1-1-'3. TYPICAL DURATION FOR CIVIL LTO CYCLES

AT LARGE CONGESTED METROPOLITAN AIRPORTSa
JH I :

HI ::::

Mode

Climbout Approach Taxi/ Total
Idle in

Taxi/ Takeo ff
Idle out

Cotmet cial
carrier It

a

!

Jwrbo, long
and neditm
range jetb 19.0

19.0

0.7
0.5

2.2
2.5

4.0

4.5

7.0

7.0
32.9

33.5

:v:it

Turboprop

: Transport -
piston 6.5 0.6 5.0 4.6 6.5 23.2

General
aviation

Business jet 6.5

19.0

12 . 0

0.4
0.5

0.3

0.5

2.5

5.0

1.6

4.5
6.0

6.5

7.0
4.0

15 . 5

33.5

27.3

C
Turboprop
P ist on'

Helicopter 3 . 5 6.5 6.5 3.5 20.0

PReference 3. Data given in minutes .
DSame times as EPA Classes T2, T3 and T4 (Note b, Table I1- 1-5)
bSame times as EPA Classes Tl and P2 (Note b, Table I1- 1-5)
-Same times as EPA Class Pl (Note b, Table 11- 1-5)
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{:#) UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 10

1200 Sixth Avenue
Seattle, Washington 98101

NOV 1 5 1995
Reply To
Att:n Of AT –082

D . L . DesMarais
24322 22nd Avenue South
DesNloines , WA 98198

Dear Ms . DesMarais

TI-tank yOU fOr your letter concerning air quality iS eldeG for
the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Proposed
Master Plan Update Development Actions at Seattle–Tacoma
International Airport prepared by the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) . This EIS includes the analysis of options
for a revised master plan including possible development of a
third runway .

As you know we have raised several questions regarding the
air quality analysis in our July 24 , 1995 comments on the draft
EIS . Outstanding issues left to resolve in the draft EIS
include : accuracy of CO and NO,. models , potential exceedance of
criteria pollutants at present and in the future , and effects of
air toxics to the community surrounding the airport .

We are currently studying the air quality issues at
Seattle–Tacoma International Airport . We will review these air
quality issues further together with conformity issues in the
final EIS when it is completed by the FAA. Any future actions by

depend on the f)IIt, coYne of our study and any neW
information provided by the FAA.
EPA \all]

In the meantime , if you have any questions please contact
John Bregar in the Office of Ecosystems at (206 ) 553 - 1984 or
Wayne Elson at (206) 553 -1463 in the Office of Air .

Sincerely ,

Chuck Clarke
Regional Administrator

a PrInted on Recycled Paper
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CONTROL AGENCy

Chapter 173–420 WAC

CONFORMITY OF TRANSPORTATION ACTIVITIES TO AIR QUALITY
IMP TIF:MEN TAT ION P TILNS

NEW SECTION g

WAC 17:3–420–010 Tit:l6 . This chapter shall ba known as the
"Washington State Clean Air Conformity Act " hereinafter as ''this
cllapter . 11

al

NEW SECTION

+

WAC 173–420–020 Purp080 and intent . ThIs chapter implements
RCW 70.94.037 of the Washington Clean Air Act (chapter 70.94 RC:W) .
The law requires the depart:InelIES of ecology and traIlspOrtatlion to
develop criteria and guIdance for demorrstratling and asslrring
conformity of transportation pJ.ans, programs , and projects to the
purpose of t:he state implementation plan for attaIning and
rnaintalning the natIonal ambienc air quaIIty standards and meeting
Ehe requirements of the federal Clean AIr Act ( 42 U . S . C . 7401 ) as
amended . This chapter is jointly adopted by the departments of
ecology and transportation and clan be amended only by agreement
between L he departments , TII is chapter sets forth minimum
requlremer\Es for evaluating Eransportlatlion plans , £)rograrns , and
projects for conformity with LLe purpose and intent of state
implementation plans for air quality . This chapter clarifies state
policy and procedures to achIeve national ambIent air quaIIty
standards , ' foster long-"rarrge plannIng for atta.i nment and
maintenance of those standards , provide a basis for evaluatIng
conformity determinations , and guide state , regiorlal, and local
agencies in making conformity determinaLions .

/

q

NEW SECTION

WAC 173–420–030 Scop8 . ( 1 ) Conformity determInations shall
be made for all transportation plans , ilnprovement programs , and

II OT6–6564 : 2

g
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Attachment #3
;

998111+ Alr99'ts DIst'let Otflee
' ee ' L re A+e' J+ SW
Re+'OP + HA 98 eps 1 4956

April 24, 1992

Ms. Minnie O. Brasher
846 South 136th
SeatUe, Washington 98168

Dear Ms. Brasher:

This responds to yoi'r letter dated April 2 nguging .the c Jpa city of qeatde-Ta':a''
Intermali i,>naI Airport if a dependent dlird runway is built. The hourly dq}on cara JIb..

of the existing d}pon during cleu weather conditions is 56 to 60 arrivals, as ye:. h3~ e
stated 1 aIn-’assuming that ihis number is based on actual operadon of the uirpon

The theoretical rnaximun{ hourly capacity of the existing &iVOR iS ICD OjA ini

S? Fe;::::/JJ£eF8i)IT?rTli?Je cJ:;Lile3t:eII::neq::33buyyPJLa; ict?)?o;h£ IV;f ::t}ng
del.BOde,nf run,A-ay during clear u:Gather iS 141 OFBrations. -At this time, we belie\'e that
this is a reasonable estimate.

Sincerely , Va % -„EL' tha a{- .,
,p&„a

j&Jt./_ pb.h
–Su,Lh P. Dalton

Planner, Puget Sound
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most ale a cdnfornlity. If a conditional approval is not a Federal qction for the purpose
oconformity/;and if the activities to be fully approved are separate and independent from the
conditionaltV approved activities, then a conformity finding is not needed for the conditional
approval. irr68pective of this, a conformity finding must be made for the unconditionally
approved project. Thus, based on available information, it appears that the FAA proposed
approach will satisfy our concerns regarding the limits on segrnentation in the conformity
regu}ation s. Further, as we stated in our prior letter, we expect that as air quality issues are
discovered through modeling or monitoring, appropriate nritigatton actions will be pursued in
CQhjunction with the state- '{ A~ /

'@? F\MA , , ?WW
Regarding the question'of construMn emi#brIS and de iWtrisheveWgtablighed by

the conformity regulatio6s, non-',roa-d construction e%ission s are rea&onabty,breseeable. We
understand FAA's re:uctan6e to calcut'ate emissions without the certainty of a-contract being let,
However, as with other portions of the Environrnenta! Impact Statement. we believe it is
possib£e to create a likely or eVen conservative scenario of non-road carbon !nonoxide (CO)
emissions, Reasonably foreseeable omissions are broadly defined in the General Confonnity
rule. Further, while the lute does not requir9 an agency to conduct a confonnity determination
for all emission scenarios, it does require that the conformity determination be.based on a
reasonable expeQtation of future activity resulting forD a Federal action. Yet it should a:so be
noted that in the case of this Master Pian, the environmental impact of non.road CO emissions
on the intersections analyzed for the activity that would be approved is not likely to be
significant. Due to the rapid dispersion rate of carbon monoxide and the location of most of the
non-road emissIons sources, we understand and agree with FAA’s assertion that it is unlikely
that non-road emissIons will significantly affect the CO concentrations at the interseQdons

evaluated in tFe. hot SPot analyses. As we have discussed in past nreedngs, emissions from
cars and other mobIle $attrees have the lprgest impact on CO concentrations at these
intersections.’ Further, it should be noted that the FEIS did address the rnore irnportant
tanspodatioQ emissions a$$odated with construction. Thus with the additional modeling that
the Port has dalnmitted to, our concerns on construction have been addressed.
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Whether to use nonoxygenated or oxygenated gasoline in the analysis is less certain.
The current State Implernentatian Plan does mandate the use of oxygenated fuel, while the
recently $ublnitted maintenance plan pre$urnes a 'switch t:::Jack to nonoxygenated gasoline. On
June 1.1, 1996, EPA proposed to approve the rnaintenance plan (61 FR 29515-29518).
However, our proposed approval carne several InDrahs after the publication of th6 FEIS.
However, because during the development of the FEIS, the regulatory agencies had discussed
this proposed change with FAA, it would have been a rnore conservative analysis to assume the
use of non-oxygenated gasoline in analyzing air quality impacts. Yet due to the cinurnstances
surrounding the timing of EPA’s proposed approval, the use of oxygenated fuel does not appear
to be a violation of the conformity provisions. Nonetheless, as discussed in our letter to you
dated June 6, 1996, it is still requisite upon the FAA to demonstrate to the pubIc that the use of
reformulated gas in its analysis results in equivalent or comparable irnpact$ to the use of
oxygenated fuel. The ReconI of Decision should include an analysis and discussion of both
fuels. \\
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Your letter asked for confirrnation on the adequacy of evaluating four intersections using
the.CAL3QHC model to determine CO concentrations. In dIscussions with your agency, EPA
did raise eDnarn s that additional intersections should have been evaluated $ith a switch to
non-oxygenated gasoline and its concomitant higher CO ernis sions. Again, we believe that ae
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Table 11- 1-3. TYPICAL DURAT10N FaR CIVIL LTC CYCLES

AT T.ARGE CONGESTED METROPOLITAN AIRPORTSa

d!i

; }i

pr craft
Mode

Climbout Approach Taxi/ Total
Idle in

Taxi/ Takeoff
Idle out

Co laBel cial
carri er

JuDbo9 long
and neditm
range jet:b 19.0

19 . 0

0.7
0.5

2.2

2.5

4.0

4.5

7.0
7.0

32.9

33.5
C

Turboprop

Transport: '-'
piston 6 . 5 0.6 5.0 4.6 6.5 23.2

General
aviation

Business jet 6.5

19.0

12 . O

0.4
0.5

0.3

0.5

2.5

5.0

6.5

1.6

4.5

6.0

6.5

6.5
7.0

4.0

3+5

15 . 5

33.5

27.3

20.0

Turboprop
Piston

Helicoi> ter 3 . 5+

SRe£etence 3 . Data given in minutes.
times as EPA Classes T2 , T3 and T4 (Note b, Table iI'- 1-5) .
times as EPA Classes Tl and P2 (Note b, Table 11- 1-5) .
times as EPA Class Pl (Note b, Table 11- 1-5) .

Same
C

Same
Same
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S£P-'24–96 TUE 04:27 PM OFFiCE CF AIR QUALiTY FAX NO. 268 533

f)
h

U.S. Depcnr71en?
of Transport':Non

NOrthwest Mountain Region
Ccjg.’aciD. idaho. tHan lana
Oregon, Utah. Washington
tV/Ornina

1 :’3: L:nd Avenue. S. W.
Re'ton. P/asking?on 98Q5S..4C56

F$clerat AviatIon
Adrnlnistratfon

/

JtJL iS 1996

=&k. Chuck Clark, Regond Administrator
U. S. EnvironlaeRial Protection Agency
Region 10
1200 Sixth Avenue

Seattle, Wahington 98101

JUL 1 B 1996

OFFiCE OF AIR

A

Dear }W. Clark

q:had< you for your &ne 6, 1996, !e,ter conFeaGIg the M-t air qualiV geaerd coldomlity
deteHnlq:don papua by the Federd Aviation AdaM$strdion CAA) forde proposed Master
Plan Update !a\provemw£s at Seattle..Tacoma Interaado Jlai ALTon. The purpose of tHs letter
is to request Clad8c_tion ofsevad of the iSSues idendSed h yOU !eau.

The HA ha several opdoas 3vai]able to demonstrate general coafoaIGv for the proposed 25-
yea inI;’foyeRieat !xogFaac

a. an endssions inv€ato ly shoMag that the HDi$sioas eoIn the project ne bei9w de n2iniads
levels estabEsiled by the coifonnity fille;

(iP:ESI:btSte;jodI::ItS:)DiESeL?!:g
Droie

SPOt
ndHPaP

associatedJn ,on

b. a hot scot evaiuation
not CT%te new aceedances
aHedaiices; urc!

'do

c. a hot spot evduadoa
worsening ofexceedaaces for :

to address any new o£ceedarices .Of

Jb

Subsequent to your ieaer, it is our understanding tIlat the FAA and Eavironmeau] Protection
Agency (EPA) have agreed that the spirit and intent of the conforality rules can be met through
the FAA’s aeKin of its coadido tbl approval process on an Airport Layout Plan lb rough
TasI&dan, the FAA can uncoadidoady approve'al! projects that successally aBa the
conformity requirements. Conditional approval could then be paIned for those eleaMitS of the
long range pba that do not met the.conforHity test, subject to certain conditions. The primary
condition bang that t’ e projects receiving approval do not triaer the need $3r or unfairly
prejudice the cute.,me of the projects being condidoaaib approved. The FAA conditional
approval is limited to approval of the layout plan (an illustration) which is prepared only for
pi3wring purposes. It would man that the Goa&donally approved projects could not be fUnded
or implweIEed until all requisite environmeatd apDrovaIh including air quality Gonforaity, have
been colnpiaed. Your coIannadon oftlis undenuadirlg is requested.

’Expel::t Excellence”
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Tye have discussed the possibility of dernonsRath g de miainBs levels £3r the proposed project.
As our analysis has shown, ale opemtion31 emissions aGm the proposed project are well below

, , the de minknis threshold established by the rules. Depending ppc>n how the proposed runway
E. T '='T elnbanklnent iS constructed, the €Dnstluction eTTliSSiOns could exceed the de Ininimis levels.

't . ' .'' However, as we have indicated, until wetland peH7dtting and a contractor is selected fg{the

•l••ngll•gIn

jaBiblelotailor'£hB–einstaIGdoa procas t6'iIba the -d€'hiiiriis levels,at Itis tiara we believe
that the uncedaiaty of total consmaion eKissions rIlakes this approach undesirable,

/

P (

in demonstrating ntu'onrity using the hot spOt evaluadoB several questions &HSe &om your
June 1etter. You indie=te that the analysis must re£ea the pollution conGeatrations usociated
wtb Gonstncdon. As we indicated above, the £nviroamuItil Impact Statement WS) does not
include an emissions inventory for coastmcdo& because of the uaGedainty associated with the
amount of on--site venus oa.site 61 but did include an evaluadoa afpoEutaat conGenUadons
that could occur dong the dw it area !ual routes. Uuptu rV, Section 23 “Coastnction
Impacts” (begrning on page TV.23--8) presented the dispersion evaluation at intenwdons likely
to be aMta by hauling associated wIth the ma'doom use of oR-site materid. zYtbough the
eaissions inventory wetdd exceed the confomlity de minimis !wds, the coawn&adoas at
inteawdons where hauling WQtad occur are weB below the NAAQU'3L&lanDIs .are

and_ec) ppm with or without the proposed -Mater Plan Up Me request can6nluTo==
/6;;pr;thpdb?ithafthe'LBX:6Mtia;nba;i Riaa applyQdyHweareseebag'
~ to use the de rr&lixrds approach to Gonfoari& ______--–---–-''-'-

\-h.---_ =•nIha

You also fque£ that the analysis present arobiie emissions festddng eoin the use of“re©£u
g3soBile”. tae Malygs prwented h the nail EIS reflects the use ofrefomtdued gu. As you
know there are baSedly due tires Qf he! !) the dane£ burning gas WHeatly in use in the
Puget Sound R&on between November and Feb iliaD' - Oxygauted Fuel 2) Reformulated heI
- a form ofoxy aid, but insigniEwrdy less clean burling; and 3) regtJu gas , don not contain
the higher oxygen content. While the EIS analysis iaconealy used the reformulated ale I
aisumpdoa, we have show1 that the digerence betwear oxy ale! and reform iIel have no eaect
on the conceatHdOas pfoducd. We understand that (IT! &e! was assumed in the 1995

inyernoly presented in the approved Statewide bnplealemador! Plan (SIP), but that the region iS
not assuming oxy 6le!'in the maintenance plan which is wneatiy under d£velopaent4e\ew.
The confomky nIles mandate that conformance be demonstrated agaR the alheat approved
SIP, which presuare the use ofOxy fuel However, corgomity also requires the use of
reasonably foreseeable emissiot& which asw:nag the approval of the ina&Beaanw plat\ will
rMIit in a return to regular gas related ernissions. \Ve request your guidance in intupretiag the
coaforaliv nIles relative to the applicable S:P versus a pending rnaiatenance plan and the issue
cf the reasonably fores@able emissions,

In Eg}it of possibly higher poEtIUnt levels due to regional use of regular Bas, we have evaluated
. di of the :atenmloas modeled with reformulated he! with both Oxy fuei and with fBUiaf gas'

No cIIUIsa over the data presalted & the Ers woldd occur with Oxy bel With Regulu gas,
ali iata-:€cdcns (with or without the proposed Master Plan Update improvements) would



•
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3

d•

produce 2-3 ppm more CO during an 8-hour period. Thus, the mme relationship presented h
the Final EIS would exist at all intersections, but nOh higher pollutant levels.

You have also questioned if other intersections, not evaluated using L"AL3QH(,' would result in
any new exceedances or worsening of the exceeelances with the regular ga assualption. We
have reviewed dI of the surface &ansportation data pnsa\ted in Appendix G.B and the EPA’s
nlodeang wideEn€s for Carbon MoaoHde and damMed that the proposed Master PlaI
Update improvements would not create new exceedulces of the NA\OS and that these

improvements would not increase the severity of any existing aceedances. We request that you
conan the validity that this approach wiH rneet the issues raised in your letter.

Your letter indicates that the EIS was not clear concerning the inclusion of a cunlulative impact
analysis reaecting a1 of the other surface transponat ion and a\ajor planned projects in the '

airport area. As we discussed in recent ineetings, the Final EIS contains a detailed analysis
reBating the €umuladve impact of an extensive number of known projects. -Chapter a and
applicable locations in Chapter IV, as well as Append& O-B of the Final EiS detail these

projects. Projects that were induded in the cumulative analysis are: the Regional Justice
Facility, the Des Moines Creek Technology Campus, the On AiQoa Hotel, the City of SeaT&
Airport Business Cent% the SR 509 £nengolYSouth Access and all other improvements
included in the PSRC’s MeuopoBtm Transponadoa Plan and TfuBpoaadoi! Improvement
Plan Our Record of DniMa will include a mwnaly of the projects included in the cumulative
inlpact aadysis. We would ap}xedate being advised if there are other projects which you are
concerned be included in the cualulative impact aaalysis,

Pending your r%ponse, we waI proceed with the faai codorlaity determination hr the
proposed improvements al SaHibTacoma Int€nladona! Airport.

cerI
)

:J
:Lowell H. Johnson
b£!anager, AinD IIS E idsJaII

Northwest Mountain Region
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Sea-Tac Airport Master Plan Update Draft EIS

TABIE nbl
I,#’ Page 2 of 2

Environmental Impact Statelnent
Master Plan Update

PREiMnvARY AIRSEDE SCREENDgG ANALYSIS

Master Plan Update Airside Options
IB 3 4A 4CIA

Air IavaUory (tons per day in yar 2020)
Cartx}n MoaoHde 13.86

Nitrogen Oxides 6.82
Ihrtiadate Matter (PMro) 0.00
Snlfiv (hades 0.33

13.86
6.82
0.00
0.33

0

10.18
6.49
0.00
0.28

4.2

6.82
6.19
0.00
0.23

5.4Wetland lalpacts (aaes) 0

0

0

0

q

100-Year Fkxxlplain Impacts (acres) 0

0

0

7

2,970

17

2

2,760

13

SHam Relocation (linar feet) 2,760

12

U:[n

Earth larlncts (million cubic yards)

Construction Impact (units displaad):
Properties
Homes
Parks
Historic/Cultural sites
Schools

h..,J
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

330
260

0

0

410
330

0

0

+i

g.

iII$

Impacts presated in this table were pRpued as a part ofapreblninary saening, based on initial cbta collection. As was noted h
pramtirrg this data in July 1994, the base information was !atm updated by this Eavtoamatal Lnpact Statement

aP
Landnrm & Brown, Shapiro & Asswiates, and GambreH Urban - Population and dwelling units using ]990 census.Source:

Optial IA/B -. DoNoth@
Optial 2 - Commuter Close Spaced - this option was not evaluated due to its shui]adty to Option 3.

C)ptim 3 – Commuter Dependent

Option 4A . Pngraaurra6c Baseline
Opdar 4B - Proguruladc Staggered - this option was not evaluated due to its sirniladty to Options 44 4C and 5.

Opdal4C; - 7,500 Foot .- Staggued
(8Uoa 5-D€wnclerrtwMaximum Langa
Option 6 - Independat – Maximtm Length

Qa

•

•

•

gt/

[

i'
&E:g

.. II..37B Chapter II
Purpose & Need and Alternatives

;}idbe#

5

6.82
6.19
0.00
0.23

5.0

5.86
6.11
0.00
0.22

5.4

7

2,970

17

400
300

0
I
0

420

320
0
I
0

I
11

Pf

4

!\

ty

6

4.86 /
6.02
0.00
0.20

27.7

30

12,240

28

700
500

I
3

1
n



Attachment A - Cornments on DraB Conformity

As indicated on page D-38, a separate analysis also confirmed that even if the average annual Beet

(i.e., all aircraR types in use) and the highest peak hour level of departures, maximized peak hour
departure queue time could occur at the same time, the change in pollutant levels would be minimal.
This analysis was also conducted for the Rlture annual aircraft fleet. Except at South 154th Street,
all pollutant concentrations would still be below the AAQS.

B

The test case analysis indicated that increased departure queue time would result in increased CO
levels, while increased aircraft departures would result in increased NO2 levels. However, as

observed by historic FAA data, peak hour departures and peak hour queuing are mutually exclusive
and do not occur at the same time. Nonetheless, the analysis indicates that all concentrations except
at South 154th Street would be below the AAQS,

Comment 14: Commentor questioned the time..in-mode/taxi and requested a clari6cation of these
assumptrons.

ResDonse: Appendix D, page D-5 discusses the determination of taxi-in and taxi-out times. Actual
field observations were used to estimate the amount of time an aircraft spends in different modes,
such as apron idling, taxiing, and idling at the end of the runway. Taxi-in and taxi-out times were
based on a determination of existing airfield taxi distances and aircraft speed for seven diaerent
points on the airfield. The addition of the South Aviation Support Area (S AS A) and the proposed
terminal improvements were modeled in combination with the proposed third parallel runway. The
average taxi distance was then calculated by applying the existing or future runway end use based on
a constant aircraft taxi speed of 15 knots.

The use of the proposed new parallel runway for departures is expected to be limited for the reasons
discussed in the Final EIS. Accordingly, taxi times are not expected to be substantially different over
existing conditions (i.e., taxi times take into consideration runway use). For the existing conditions,
each aircraR operation is expected to experience approximately 8.11 minutes of taxi-time (for both
arrival and departure operations).

Comment IS: Commentor stated that the EDMS write-up in the EIS should have noted that an
particulate data for jet aircraft had been rernoved.

Response: As stated in the EIS in Appendix R, response to comment R-10-2, the aircraft emission
rates included in the EDMS for particulates was revised by the FAA to include only that data for
which reliable particulate information is known. Accordingly, the most current EPA approved
version of the EDMS model (which was used in preparing the analysis for the Final EIS) includes
little information on particulates in comparison to older versions of the model. The FAA has not
updated the particulate data because no reliable data on aircraft particulate emissions is available.

Comment 16: Requested an explanation of why the aircraft emissions in the Final EIS are less than
those presented in the DraB EIS.

Response: As noted in Appendix D, page D.-34, in re-evaluating the air quality analysis, all input
assumptions used in preparation of the Draft EIS were re-examined. As part of that review, the
hourly aircraft temporal factors used in the Final EIS analysis for the existing condition were revised
to reaect hourly departure activity based on the FAA’s (.''apacity Enhancement Study. The revised

Appendix B - Attachment A-7 -



AIRCRAFT EMISSIONS RATES OR TOTAL GSE EMISSION PER LANDING/TAKEOFF CYCLE

Geornode I
Gec>node 2

2 Geornode 3
Geomode 4

13 Georao cie 5
4 Georaode 6

Geonode ?
GeoIRode 8

+n+a= a•HaBIB ann nwnp wn awPaHrBwn=nqglnaIBI oars UW HIS eliB + + W W BIB aBb snp en

aBU

4HasAircraft
Geographic mode

AIRCFT 747
GEOMODB

Takeoff ( kg/hr/eng )
Runway Queue ( kg/hr/eng )
Touch & Go ( kg/hr/eng )
Taxi in/out (kg/hr/eng)
Grad supp equip ( kg/LTC )
Test ( kg/hr/eng )
Climb ( kg/hr/eng )
Approach ( kg/hr/eng)

Fuel
Nun!>er of engines

FUEL + CD
ENG . NUM

Time in node TIMEMOD 2n89 Rlirrutes

Sun of GSE costs per LTO CSE .OO dollars/hours

Aircraft engine enissions per unit tline (kg/hr/eng) or
emissions from all ground support equipxlent per aircraft LTO (kg/LTO)

co 42 . 575443 & g. S?
HC 20 + 499287 -D.q:II'
NOx 2 . 444146 a . G
SOx . 425754 . Sq
Part . 000000 / d&

AiRCRAFT EMISSIONS RATES OR TOTAL GSR EMISSION PER LANDING/TAKEOFF CYCLE

Geomode I - Takeoff ( kg/hr/eng )
Georaode 2 - Runway Queue ( kg/hr/eng)

4 GeorRode 3 '- Touch & Go (kg/hr/eng)
Geomode 4 - Taxi in/out ( kg/hr/eng)

13 Geolnode 5 - Grnd supp equip (kg/L'PO)
4 Geomo<le 6 – Test ( kg/br /eng )

Geonode 7 '- Climb ( kg/hr/eng)
Geomode 8 -- Approach ( kg/hr/eng )
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AIRCFT 747
GEOMODE

Fuel
RuBber of engines

FUEL . CD
ENG . NUM

Time in node TIMEMOD 8.11 rail\utes

sun of CSE costs per LTO GSE OO dollars/hours

Aircraft engine enissions per unit tline (kg/hr/eng) or
enissions fron all ground support equipment per aircraft tITO (kg/bTO)

CO 42 + 575443
HC 20 + 499287
NOx 2 . 444146
SOX . 425754
Part . 000000
AIRCRAFT EMISSIONS RATES OR TOTAL GSR EMISSION PER LANDING/TAKEOFF CYCLE
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Gebraode I - Takeoff (kg/hr/eng)
Aircraft AIRCF'P 757 Geomode 2 -' Runway Queue (kg/hr/eng)
Geographic node GEOMODE 2 Geoxlo<ie 3 -- Touch & GO ( kg/hr/eng )

Geomode 4 - Taxi in/out ( kg/hr/eng)
Fuel FUEL , CD 13 Geor&ode 5 -' Grnd supp equip (kg/LTD)
Nunber Qf engines ENG . NUM 2 Geo=lode 6 - Test ( kg/hr/eng)

Geomode 7 '-' Clint> {kg/hr/eng)
Georno cie 8 -- Approach ( kg/hr/eng )

4

Tille in node TIMEMOD 2 , 89 minutes

Sun of CSE costs per LTa GSE OO dollars/hours
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FIGURE 2

constitute a small source compared to motor vehicle and aircraft
emissions . The boiler, which is powered with natural gas , is also a

minor source . The rest of the figures pertaining to emissions will
include only the major sources : aircraft and motor vehicles .

TABLE 1. AIR POLLUTION SOURCES AT SEA-TAC AIRPORT
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IJ S. Department
of Tra DSOOfiCtiOn

Northwest Mountain Region
Colorado, Idaho. Montana
Oregon, Utah. Washington
WyomIng

1633 Lind Avenue, S. W.
;c'!ton. b*'/’ashington 98055-4056

Federal Aviation
Administ7aHon

December 13, 1995

Mrs . Debt L . DesMarais
24322 22nd Ave . S .
Des Moines, WA 98198

Dear Mrs . DesMarais :

This is in response to your letter of November 13, 1995
your questions in the order asked.

I will address

1. This is the type of question that should have been asked as part of
your comments on the draft EIS . I believe it would be improper to answer
this question since the draft EIS comment period has long since closed.
Addressing this type of question, at this time, would be viewed by IItany as
preferential treatment or selectively re-opening the conuaent period.

2 . through 5 : Are general technical questions about E:DMS . The following
answers have been provided by the Office of Environment and Energy in our
Washington, D . C. Headquarters office :

Have the emission rates contained within the model been approved by EPA? if not , were previous rates
approved? When? is the EDMS model approved by EPA?

On July 20, 1993, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) formally accepted EDMS as a “Preferred
Guideline” model for use at civil airports and military air bases. The emission rates contained within EDMS
come hom EPA’s AP 42 Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors and the FAA Engine Emission
Database (FAEED).

If the emission Tales come fom manufacturers specifIcations , who exernpted aircraft engine manufacturers
}om estimating particulate matter (swroke nwnber)? if FAA exempted, do manufacturers estimaies aist? Are
they available for viewing?

The particulate matter (TM.,10) come from EPA’s M-+2 database. The aircraft engine manufactunrs are

required to estimate smoke number for certification purposes. For further information, please contact Richard
Wilcox at EPA, Ann Arbor, Michigan.

Does FAA updale emission daia periodicaU) with newer aircrajt engine ewtission rates? if so , can those rates
be substantiated with appropriate documentalion?

The FAA updates aircraft emission data as information becomes available. The EDMS model is flexible in
allowing users to add new aircraft emission data into the database and to override defaults for more detailed or
site specific values.

'ExpectExceUence ' ’
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Since there is such disparity between the 1985 EPA AP-42 engine emission rates and today FAA E:DMS ?utes ,

can the reduction in CO and HC by approximately 2/i be substantiated?

The emission rate in EPA’s AP-42 and EDMS are very close. We are in the process of updating the ED hIS
database to incorporate data from the recent update of the AP 42 database. If Ms DeMarais can specify how
she used the EDMS model to calculate the emission rate, then we would be willing to look at the cause of any
disparities.

A further contact for EDMS questions is Ms Diana Liang at 202–267-'3494 .

Sinqerely ,

,/f 1 a//;M24/
Dennis Ossenkop
Environmental Protection Specialist


