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Attachinent t¢ the Epvir atal E_I;QIQQ];' on Agency Ajr Oualitv Comments
On the Proposed Master Plan Development Actions

at Seattie-Tacoma Intemanona_L Airport

General Conformity

1he conformuty provisions of the Clean Air Act mandate that any federal agency
proposing te conduct a project 1n a non-attainment or maintepance area make a determmation that
- project would not:

()} cause ar contribiie to any new viotiton of any standard in any ares;

(1) merease the Tequency of seventy of any existing violation of any standard in any area: or

(w ay tmelv eftainment of any standard or any required interim emission reducuons or other milestones in
A5V areu

cnrough Section 176(c) of the Federal Clean Air Act, Congress established a higher tasr

Lo iegevl czencies and the expenditure of federal monev thau is the case for non-federal public

oI priv z ennaes, Lhe conformuty provisions require a tederal agency to affirmanvelv find that its
acuons Wil 2ot worsen arr quality conditions n areas that have previouslv violated the Nationa!

Urient Aur Quality Standards (NAAQS). EPA recognizes that the medelhng used to determr
. uon IMOROXIC * UNPACES 4t INtersections is tor scTeenng PuIposes (o predict worst-case
scenanos. However, the conformuty provisions require that  federal agency ensure that worst-
case poilutant mmpacts wrth 1ts project are no worse than the worst-case pollutant impacts without

R
4 ety

"1 he general conformity rules establish certawn public notification and comment procedures
that 2 rederal agency must follow when making a conformuty determination (S8 FR 63214,
November 30, 1993} | he contormity determmation contained in the Final EIS is the draft
coutormity ninding, and unphes that it may be modified after the public comment period. The
FAA has stated tnat the rinal conformuiy determination will be included n the Record of Decision
ror thus £is While the drafi conformity analvsis does not support a conformity determination, the
lnal gelerminanou could, based upon a corrected emissions inventory and commitment to

LPUFODITALE QUNZalon measines
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%3 160 of the veneral couformity rule sets forth the requirements for enforceable
MutiZATon messures that must be taken when an mcrease in the frequency or severity of
excescances 5 woaeled This section states

SECtIon

(2) Any measuies that a2 niended 1o qutivate air quality impacts must be identified and the process for
unplementauon and enforcement of such measwres must be described, melnding an implementation schedule
conlaluing explient umelmes for uaplementanon

(0} Pnorto desrmining that a Fedegal action is in conformty, the Federal agency making the conformity
deteymination must obtain Wiitlen commitments from the appropriate persons or agencies to implement any
mitigation measures which are wdentified as conditions for making conformity determinafions.




DesMommes 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
CT1 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 varability underscores the need for additional
coordination between project leads. The inconsistences are as follows:

i) The modeling results for air quality m the Seatac final EIS conflict 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 condinons and future action alternatives at South 188th and
tnternational Blvd., and South 200th and International Bivd. for the average CO.
concentranons indicated on page 4-7 in 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 shown o
the South Awviation 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. 3).
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 modehng air impacts. The data from modeling should be available to ¢ ner
agencies so that their analyses will be consistent with FAA’s. Data sharing wil. = ntribute to a
better overall air modeling analysis that wall also assure a more comprehensive curuiative impacts

presentation.
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ITI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Results and Conclusions

EDMS calculated emission rates for all the criteria pollutants plus
hydrocarbons for Sea-Tac Airport’s typical activity on an annual basis.
Those emission reported in figures 2 through 8 and in Appendix 4.

After calculating emission rates, EDMS was used to calculate ambient
concentrations during peak-hour activity. This dispersion output was
contoured with an interpolating and plotting package called SURFER. The
interpolating technique used was Krigning. The results obtained from
the plotting exercise are shown in figures 9 through 22 found in
Appendix 5, and, although they serve the purpose of providing a
graphical illustration of the results, they must be used with caution.
Because of the low density of points in certain data sets, some contours
were not completed. Other contours contain waves and other artifacts
that are not a true reflection of the data, but rather reflect
weaknesses of the interpolating algorithm in handling the steep
gradients in regions with few data points. Practical considerations

relating to computer run time precluded using more calculation points.

L. Sea-Tac Airport is a major indirect source of air pollutants. It

contributes approximately 8% of the—carhon monoxide and 5% of the

nitrogen oxide emissions in King County. Refer to Figure 2.

2. The emission inventory obtained for Sea-Tac Airport shows that the
boilers, tank farms, and training fire are minor, even insignificant,
sources compared to aircraft and motor vehicles which together comprise
99.9% of the emissions.

e ol

Refer to Table 1 and Figure 3. Note that Figure 3 depicts the airport’s
hydrocarbon emissions in a logarithmic scale. Appendix 4 contains Sea-

Tac’'s emission inventory in more detail.

The tank farms contribute only hydrocarbons from evaporation
loses. The training fires take place quarterly, at night, and
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particular run EDMS predicted a concentration of 19 ppm NO, in a

receptor location right on 154th street. With the w1nd blow1ng dlrectly

as 12 ppm NOZ one- hour average during worst-case conditlons

6. Predicted maximum one-hour concentrations of carbon monoxide during
worst-case conditions are about 20 ppm in the terminal area, due almost
entirely to traffic, and range up to 59 ppm at the runway, rapidly
decreasing to about 15 ppm one kilometer downwind of the maximum
concentration. In the case where the wind direction is zero degrees,
the plume spreads out around the queulng area, and 1 km south of the
queue the impact is still about 10 ppm. In figure 9 an island of zero
concentration is located next to the 2 ppm contour. As expected, due to
the meteorology chosen and the nature of the source, there is a steep
gradient in the east-west direction and a more moderate one along the
north-south axis. In the 345 degree case illustrated in figure 11, a
one-hour average contribution to the housing development immediately
east of the Tyee Golf Course, Angle Lake School and Seattle Christian
School of approximately 9-5 ppm was predicted.

The one-hour standard for CO is 35 ppm. It is predicted that the
maximum one-hour concentration of CO due to aircraft alone is about 20
ppm, or 57% of the standard, in an area of public access during a peak
hour and low-dispersive meteorological conditions.

7. EDMS revealed localized hot-spots of particulate concentrations in
the range of 800 micrograms per cubic meter, particularly in the 170
degree case illustrated in figure 22. Note that 154th. Street is
located at the hot spot. At approximately 1 km north of the runway, the
concentration has decreased to 157 micrograms per cubic meter.

Q
0\4\4\ L (,.
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The 24-hour standard for fine particulate matter (PM-10) is 150 \eU;) o
' C\,\\(L\C -
micrograms per cubic meter. Measurements have shown that all of the e
particulate matter from aircraft exhaust can be classified as fine,

ranging in diameter from 0.03 to 0.1 micrometers.?’

8. The airport is also a significant source of hydrocarbons contributing

up to 5 ppm worst-case, ground-level concentrations. The hou51ng

deoelopment around Seattle Chrlst}an School and the school ltself may

get around 4 ppm of hydrocarbons as lllustrated in figure 14, the 345
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degree case. From a toxics standpoint that may be quite significant

—— o et

depending on the actual composition of the hydrocarbons. For example,
assuming that 4% (based on the Radian estimates) of the hydrocarbon
emissions are benzene, the benzene contribution to the hourly average
from the airport would be of about 0.16 parts per million (or 24000
parts per trillion annual average). As a point of reference, the

acceptable source impact level (ASIL) for new sources proposed in WAC

e

173-460 is 0.063 parcs per trillion.

9. The contribution of traffic to sulfur oxide pollution is minimal. A
high of 0.5 ppm SO, was predicted on the runway in the O degree case on
figure 18 decreasing to 0.1 ppm 1 km south of the queuing area, in the

vicinity of 200th Street. A one-hour average national standard for SO,

does not exist, Washington’s one-hour average standard is 0.4 ppm.

10. It is important to mention the conclusions that the FAA/EPA team
reached in their 1980 report Impact of Aircraft Emissions on Air Qualicy
in the Vicinity of Airports mentioned earlier. This report compiled
both monitoring and modeling analyses of airports throughout the
country: Washington National, Los Angeles Intermational, Dulles
International, Lakeland, John F. Kennedy, and Chicago O'Hare. They
summarized their conclusions in the following manner:

" * Maximum hourly average CO concentrations from aircraft are
unlikely to exceed 53 ppm in areas of public exposure and are thus small
in comparison to the NAAQS of 35 ppm.

* Maximum hourly HC concentrations from aircraft can exceed 0.25
ppm over an area several times the size of the airport.

* While annual average NO, concentrations from aircraft are
estimated to contribute only 10 to 20 percent of the NAAQS limit level,
these concentrations, when averaged over a one hour time period are
estimated to produce concentrations as high as 0.5 ppm if one assumes
that all engine produced NO is converted to NO, by the time these
emissions reach public exposure. This value is at the upper end of the
concentration range being considered for the short term NO, standard

presently under review and cannot be ignored."

The above excerpt identifies nitrogen oxides and hydrocarbons as two
pollutants to be concerned about at airports; however, this screening
study of Sea-Tac’'s emissions showed that the airport’s contribution to

ground-level pollutant concentrations is higher than expected.
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