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] > i ‘}v’s have discussed 1.2 possibility of yinings tevels for the proposed project.
As our analysis has shown, the operational emissions from the proposed project are well below

the de minimis threshold established by the rules. Depending upon how the pmpo&ed TUWay o
S “ ambankment is constructed, the construction emissions could exceed the de minimis levels. -
2 How ver, as we have indicated, until wetland permitting and & COntractor is selected for the
sy mmmed project {which can not ocenr until after the  project has be&n}_gpmvm;-mnmuutmu
Aissions are not reasonably f foresceable, as defined by the conformity rules. While it fright be
“—Esmh}gtc“fz 160 £He construction process to meet the de| iR levels;at this time we believe
that the uncertainty sf total construction emissions makes this approach undesirable.

In demonstrating conformity using the not spot evaluation, several questions arige from your
o intter Vo indicate that the anatysis must refiect the poliution concentraiions assGoiated

construction. As we indicated above, the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) does not
an emissions inventory for construction, because of the uncertainty associated with the
un f af nresite versus off-gite fill but did include an evaluation of pollutant concentrafions

¢ could nccur slong the airport area haul routes. Chapter IV, Section 23 “Construction

Trinacts” (beginning on page TV.23-8) presented the dispersion evaiuatmﬁ at iiersections likely
45

1o ?"w- affected by haulmg sssociated with the maximum use of off-site material. Although the
ssions inventory wonld exceed the cont formity de minimis levels, the concentrations at

4

L ;*’%’I‘?‘é’t‘i&ﬁ ons where hauling would occur are weli below the hAA&gAmL&hw:.w icwa

r 2 ppm with or without the !}f‘ﬁy{z’%ﬁd Master Plan Update). We request confirmation of

ption thatthe EPA comments concerning - construction apply only if we are seeking”
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<t that the analysis presers mobile emissions resuling from the use of “1eg
» analvsis presented in the Final EIS reflects the use of - reformulated gas. f-@

knovw thers gre basically three types of fuel 1) the cleanest burning gas currently in use 1 &
Puy 'wt Sound Region between November and February - Oxygenated Fuel; Z) Rei'eﬁmmuﬂ fuel
form of oxy fuel, but insignificantly fefﬁ ciean bmmr“g am:i 3} regx.iar gaa Cbe:» ﬂm, v;mm,,.-,
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w*{“ rule: ciata fh?t wvmm ! be dem@nstmw agamsx the current appio JVED
h nresnme the use of Oxy fuel. However, ¢o nformity also requires the use of
.<ssable emissions, which assuming the approval of the malotenance plag, Wil
ragnlar gas related emissions. We request your guidance in inter p’“é;m'.ig. the
iles v &'amre to the apnlicable SIP versus a pending mamienance plan and the issu¢
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in fight of possib higher poiiutant levels due 1o regional use of regular gas
~Fthe interssctions modeled with refornmulated fuel with both Oxy fuel and with mgum gas.
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hanges over the data presented in the EIS would oceur with Oxy fuel. With chu& gas,
a1l intersestions (with or without the proposed Master Plan Updat improvements) would -
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produce 2-3 ppm more CO during an 8-hour period. Thus, the same relationship presented in
the Final BIS would exist at all intersections, but with higher pollutant levels.

You have also questioned if other intersections, not evaluated using CAL3QHC would result in
any new exceedances or worsening of the exceedances with the regular gas assumption. We
have reviewed all of the surface transportation data presented in Appendix O-B and the EPA's
modeling guidelines for Carbon Monoxide and determined that the proposed Master Plan
Update improvemenis would not create new exceedances of the NAACQS and that these
improvements would not increase the severity of any existing exceedances. We request that you
confirm the validity that this approach will meet the issues raised in your letter.

Your letter indicates that the EIS was not clear concerning the inclusion of a cumulative impact
analysis reflecting all of the other surface tremsportation and major planned projects in the

airpott area. As we discussed in recent meetings, the Final EIS contains a detailed analysis
refleciing the cumulative impact of an extensive number of known projects. Chap cand
applicable locations m Chapter IV, as well as Appendix OU-B of the Final EIS detad these
projects. Projects that were included in the cumulative analysis are: the Regional Justice
Bacluw the Des Moines Creek Technology Campus, the On- Airport Hotel, the City of Sealac
ness Center, the SR 509 Extension/South Access and all other improvements
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We wouid apprecnata D"Iﬂg S(AV‘L&?«Q if there are Gt"ii‘.‘f ;:s*m&u,a ‘Jeﬂ]bﬂ YU 2I¢
wluded in the cumulative Lﬂfaﬁs’.{ anawaz:;
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