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. SUMMARY

Introduction

On December 27, 2000, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers issued a second revised public notice
concerning the Section 404 application under the Federal Clean Water Act for the proposed Master Plan
Update improvements at Seattle-Tacoma International Airport. This document has been prepared to
provide the regulatory agencies with responses to agency and public comments conceming this
application from the Port of Seattle perspective. This document is organized as follows:

I, Summary (Introduction and Summary of Changes in the Port’s Application Since 1999)

II. General Responses to Comments

III. Response to Agency Letters
¢ Response to Tom Luster’'s Memo to Julia Patterson
e Response to Muckleshoot Tribe
¢ Response to Airport Community Coalition communities and their Technical Consultants

a. Helsell Fetterman h. Columbia Biological

b. Stephen Hockaday 1. Northwest Hydraulics

c. Geoff Gosling J-  Norman Wildlife Consulting
d. Thomas Lane Associates k. Paschal Osbom

e. GeoSyntec 1. Sheldon & Associates

f. Azous Environmental m. Water Resource Consulting
g. BioAnalysts n. Smith & Lowney

IV. Responses to Citizens, Groups and Elected Officials — letters, emails, faxes, hearing cards and
transcript

V. Earlier Public Notice Comments and Responses (Prior to 1999 Public Notice)
* Overview of how new material changes earlier responses
e Earlier Public Comments and Responses

Sections II through IV respond from the Port’s perspective to comments received since the 1999 public
notice. Section V contains the Port of Seattle’s responses to all comments received prior to the 1999
notice. It is important to note that the responses to comments in Section V have not been undated based
on new information. Rather, the Port has prepared an overview of how the 2000 public notice material
affects these responses.

Application History

On December 18, 1996, the Port of Seattle (Port) submitted a Joint Aquatic Resources Permit Application
(JARPA) to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) to apply for Section 404 approval under the
Federal Clean Water Act for the proposed Master Plan Update improvements at Seattle-Tacoma
International Airport.

On December 19, 1997, after receiving the additional information it deemed necessary for a complete

application, the Corps published a Public Notice (reference number 1996-4-02325). Table 1 lists the
pertinent details regarding the public notices for the project.
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1. Introduction

Table 1. Public Notice History for Master Plan Update Actions

Original Public Notice 1* Revised Public Notice 2™ Revised Public Notice
Publication Date December 19, 1997 September 30. 1999 December 27, 2000
i i 3 27 3
Pubhc_ Hearing Date and April 9, 1998 November 3, 1999 Januyr) 26 and 27, fOQI
Location . . Washington State Criminal
Foster Performing Arts Foster Performing Arts S ,
; ; Justice Training Center,
Center, Tukwila Center, Tukwila Bunen
End of Comment Period April 21, 1998 November 29. 1999 Februany 16. 2001
Number of Letters 90* 256 321
Num'be.r of People 70 59 17
Providing Oral Comments

* Number of letters listed are those received duning official comment periods. The Corps also accepted letters received benween
comment periods.

In July 1997, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) issued the Record of Decision on the Port’s
proposed improvements under its Master Plan Update, and the Port initiated the process to acquire
property necessary to construct those improvements. Up until that time, the majority of property owners
potentially affected by the project had denied the Port access to their property. The Final Environmental
Impact Statement (FEIS), Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (FSEIS), and permit
application (Joint Aquatic Resources Permit Application— JARPA) made note of this fact, consistently
stating that the impact of the project could increase as the Port obtained site-specific information.
Because access was denied until the property had been acquired, wetland fill acreages provided in these
documents had been estimated using the best available information, including City of SeaTac critical
areas mapping and National Wetland Inventory maps.

By mid 1998, the Port had gained possession of about 30 properties and had initiated a wetland
delineation and survey process for these parcels. At that time, it became apparent that more or larger
wetlands were present than had previously been estimated. In addition, a field survey found the Miller
Creek channel to be 83 feet further east than shown in previous mapping (which was based on National
Wetland Inventory maps). Because of the increased impact acreage, the Corps and the Port agreed that it
was important to give the public an additional opportunity to comment, so a Revised Public Notice was
issued on September 30, 1999, and a second public hearing was held on November 3, 1999.

In 1999, the state legislature mandated that Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) perform
a study of the impacts to the underlying aquifer and adjacent water bodies from the placement of fill
overlying the Highline Aquifer. Ecology contracted with Pacific Groundwater Group to conduct the
study, which was completed in June 2000.

The Port worked with the Department of Ecology and Corps of Engineers in 2000 to address comments
raised in the public comment period. Ecology determined that additional review of the Comprehensive
Stormwater Management Plan (CSMP) for Master Plan Update actions was necessary, and contracted
with King County to conduct a detailed review of the CSMP.

In September of 2000, Ecology determined that the state required more time to work with the Port to
evaluate whether the agency had reasonable assurance for the Master Plan Update improvements. The
time necessary to review and assess the remaining project issues was in excess of the deadline for
Ecology to issue a §401 water quality certification on the project, one year from the Public Notice date of
September 30, 1999. The additional review and assessment was required for specific remaining elements
of the Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan, the Natural Resource Mitigation Plan and Flow
Augmentation proposal.
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I.  Introduction

As a result. on September 28, 2000, the Port of Seattle withdrew the JARPA. with the intent of
resubmitting the application at a later date.

The second Revised Public Notice was issued on December 27, 2000. In this case, the public was asked
to comment on changes to the project since September 30, 1999, including:

* Project design changes

e Final verification of affected wetland boundaries

e Additional analysis of wetland impacts

e Revisions to the stormwater management plan

e Updated information concerning impacts to endangered species, and

¢ Revisions to the natural resources mitigation plan.

Changes Since First Revised Public Notice

Since the submittal of the Port’s first §401 application in December 1996, a number of changes have
occurred including:

* Project design changes (such as the mechanically stabilized earth wall, stormwater management
facilities, the temporary construction interchange on SR 509, etc);

* Final verification of wetland boundaries as the Port gained access to the land acquired to build the
runway embankment; and

¢ Listing by the National Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service of
Endangered Species known to use waters in Puget Sound.

The following summarize these changes.

Project Design Changes
Mechanically Stabilized Earth (MSE) Wall

Port staff and consultants have completed geotechnical, hydrologic, and wetland studies to identify
alternatives and verify that proven mechanically stabilized earth (MSE) technology can provide safe and
relatively cost-effective construction of retaining walls for soil conditions at the site. A large number of
embankment slope and retaining wall alternatives were considered to avoid or reduce impacts to Miller
Creek and adjacent wetlands. MSE retaining walls were selected by the Port as the recommended
alternative to be developed, as follows:

® At the north end of the embankment, MSE walls will be used to limit the impact to Miller Creek and
the extent of filling of Wetlands A-1 and 9.

® Near the middle of the west side of the embankment, an MSE wall will be used to avoid filling a
significant part of Wetland 37a, and to avoid relocating part of Miller Creek.

® Near the south end of the new runway, an MSE wall will be built to limit the extent of filling of
Wetland 44a.

MSE is a method of constructing earth embankments using a combination of compacted soil and
reinforcing elements. MSE technology includes a range of steel and polymer (plastic) products (mesh,
strips, and grids) used to retain and reinforce soil, and provides a number of advantages over other types
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1. Imtroduction

of retaiming walls. The MSE technology selected by the Port improves soil strength by incorporating
reinforcing steel strips into the soil embankment.

Proposed Stormwater Management Facilities

Stormwater management has been the main focus of discussions between the Port and the regulatory
agencies since the first Revised Public Notice. Many substantial design improvements have taken place
as a result of these discussions.

As described in a later section of this report, the stormwater detention requirements at the Airport have
increased from 76.6 acre-ft to 326.4 acre-ft. Table 2 lists the facilities the Port proposes to meet these

detention needs.

Table 2 - Proposed Stormwater Facilities for MPU Projects

Project Description

South Aviation Support Area (SASA)  Create regional stormwater detention pond for the SASA project and other
Detention Pond sites. Pond will be 33.4 acre-ft and discharge to Des Moines Creek.

North Employee Parking Lot (NEPL) A 13.9 acre-ft vault to retrofit the NEPL; will discharge to Miller Creek via
Vault Lake Reba.

Third Runway Vaults and Ponds Stormwater detention vaults and ponds at the north, west. and south sides of
the Airport, discharging to Miller, Walker, and Des Moines creeks.

Sea-Tac International Airport Retrofit  Detention vaults or ponds to provide flow control retrofitting for existing
Facilities Airport discharges to Des Moines Creek. Vaults to be constructed in
combination with third runway facilities when possible.

Cargo Vault Detention vault for North Cargo facility (4.5 acre-ft discharging to Miller
Creek via Lake Reba).

In response to Ecology’s preference for stormwater infiltration facilities, the Port has included two
infiltration facilities in subbasins of Miller Creek.

Temporary SR 509 Interchange

The Port has refined its design for this temporary construction-only interchange in consultation with the
Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT). The interchange will be constructed within
the WSDOT right-of-way in the south and northbound locations. In the SR 509 southbound lane, a ramp
accessing the interchange will exit SR 509 about 1,300 ft north of South 176™ Street and rise to the
elevation of the overpass. In the northbound lane, the ramp will merge empty trucks about 1,200 ft north
of the overpass. As a result, the grade change will provide a natural deceleration brake for full trucks
leaving SR 509 as they travel over the incline to reach the overpass, before proceeding east on the
overpass. Because property acquisition will have been completed to the area west of the Eroposcd Third
Runway embankment, as defined in the Final EIS and Final Supplemental EIS, South 176" Street will be
closed to through traffic at the casterly edge of the overpass (this will be done so as to not affect public
access to the residential area west of SR 509). As a result, trucks exiting SR 509 will not be required to
stop before turning east over the overpass.

The design of the interchange was modified slightly in 2000 to eliminate impacts to 0.011 acres of
Jurisdictional wetland that had been identified.
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Final Verification of Wetland Boundaries

As of the dates of the original Public Notice and the first Revised Public Notice. the Port did not have
access to all parcels affected by the proposed action. Accordingly, the Corps was not able to verify the
boundaries of all affected wetlands in the project area. The Port has now gained access to all parcels and
delineated all wetlands affected by the project and the Corps has verified these new boundanes. The
Corps considers the verification of all wetland boundaries affected by the Port’s proposal to be complete.

Completed Delineations of Impacted Wetlands at Airport

Wetland delineations have been completed for all wetlands that will be affected by Master Plan projects:
including several parcels not delineated prior to the last public notice.

Between the first and second Revised Public Notice, a specific concern was raised regarding the potential
impacts to Wetland 44 from the construction of the temporary SR 509 interchange. In response to these
concerns, the Port revisited the previous delineation.

Wetland 44 is located in a steep-sided ravine between South 174" Street and SR 509. The base of the
ravine is crossed by SR 509 road fill, which creates an artificial depression. Water entering the ravine is
conveyed in a culvert beneath SR 509 to a ditch on the west side of the highway, and then to Wetland 43.
Wetland 43 is the source of Walker Creek, a tributary to Miller Creek. The wetland was examined during
several site visits between July 1998 and October 2000. In June 2000, approximately 0.01 acre of
wetland occurring on the SR 509 road fill was added to Wetland 44a. In October 2000, the eastern edge
of the wetiand was modified when about 0.25 acre was determined to be upland.

The delineation of Wetland 28, near the Industrial Waste System (IWS) lagoon, was also modified.
Originally, the wetland edge was delineated near the base of existing fill, but portions of the wetland
boundary were found to extend upslope onto the fill. The wetland is now estimated to be 35.45 acres. A
total of 0.07 acre of Wetland 28 will be affected by the project.

Completed Delineations at Aubum Mitigation Site

In October 2000, Parametrix conducted a jurisdictional wetland delineation on the 67-acre mitigation site
located in Auburn, Washington. The wetland delineation followed required methods of the U.S. Ammy
Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987) and the Washington
State Wetlands Identification and Delineation Manual (Ecology 1997).

Three jurisdictional wetlands were delineated on the mitigation site. Wetland 1 occurs in the northwest
and central portions of the site and extends off site to the west and north. About 20.45 acres of the
wetland occur on the mitigation site. Wetland 2 is 0.60 acres and is located in the south-central part of the
site. Wetland 3 is 0.01 acre and is located in the north-central part of the site.

Wetlands 1 and 2 meet the Ecology criteria of a Category IIl wetland. Wetland 3 meets the criteria of a

Category IV wetland. The soil, hydrology, and vegetation of these wetlands are similar. The remainder
of the mitigation site (about 44 acres) is non-wetland.

Additional Analysis of Affected Wetlands

Between the first and second revised Public Notice, the Port undertook an extended additional analysis of
wetland impacts. This analysis included:

¢ Compiling more information on indirect and cumulative impacts;
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1. Introduction

e Assessing additional areas where impacts to wetlands could be avoided:
e Compiling more information on impacts associated with implementing the mitigation plan: and
e Taking a second look at certain wetlands where specific concerns had been raised.

Indirect Impacts

Section 4.3 of the Wetland Functional Assessment and Impact Analvsis (Paramemx 2000) provides a
detailed description of the anticipated indirect impacts from implementation of the Master Plan Update
improvements. Potential indirect impacts include:

e Placement of fill near or adjacent to wetlands;

e Stormwater management upslope of wetlands;

e Aircraft noise;

e Human disturbance from nearby construction activities:

¢ Wildlife hazard management activities required for aircraft safety;

e Excavation for retaining wall footings or stormwater management ponds upslope of wetlands; and
¢ Potential discharges of stormwater runoff to wetlands near construction sites.

These impacts could affect the wildlife habitat, hydrology, and/or water quality functions of the wetlands.

The calculated permanent impacts to wetlands (18.37 acres) include about 2.4 acres of indirect impacts
that could occur in certain locations where changes to wetland hydrology, shading, or fragmentation of
wetlands occur. While these indirect impacts could resultin the loss of some wetland functions from an
area, they may not necessarily remove all functions. For example, where the SASA bridge is proposed to
cross Wetland 52, shading will eliminate wetland vegetation and wildlife habitat, however, the corridor
and hydrology functions provided by the wetland will remain. Nevertheless, to be conservative. the
indirect impacts are fully mitigated at a ratio of 3:1.

Cumulative Impacts

Section 4.4 of the Wetland Functional Assessment and Impact Analysis provides a detailed description of
the anticipated cumulative impacts associated with the implementation of the Master Plan Update
improvements and other projects in the general area. These projects include:

* SR 509 Extension and South Access Roadway (Washington State Department of Transportation)
* Central Link Light Rail Transit System (Regional Transit Authority)

* Regional Detention Facility (Des Moines Creek Basin Committee)

¢ Land Use Planning Activities (City of SeaTac)

» Navigation Improvements (Federal Aviation Administration)

* South SeaTac Electrical Substation Upgrade (Port of Seattle)

* Upgrade and Expansion of Industrial Wastewater System Lagoon 3 (Port of Seattle)
¢ Upgrade of Airport Satellite Transit System (Port of Seattle)

e Air Cargo Development Plan (Port of Seattle)

e Part 150 Noise Study (Port of Seattle)

* South Terminal Expansion (Port of Seattle)

* Aircraft Hydrant Fueling System (Port of Seattle)
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Impacts Avoided in Borrow Areas 1 and 3

The Port has redesigned the excavation plan for Borrow Sites 1 and 3 to avoid impacts to Wetlands 48
and B15, which are located along the southwestern edge of the borrow area of Area 1. and to avoid
impacts to Wetlands B10, B29, B9b, B9a, 30, B7, B6 and BS in Area 3. This action avoids impactsA to
approximately 3.63 acres of wetland in Area | and approximately 2.35 acres in Area 3. a portion of which
1s forested. The Port has also designed a seepage collection drainage swale to mitigate potential indirect
impacts to wetlands in Area 3.

Wetland Modifications Resulting from Mitigation

Section 4.2.3.5 of the Wetland Functional Assessment and Impact Analysis identifies the anticipated
impacts associated with implementation of the proposed mitigation. These impacts will occur both at the
Airport and at the Auburn mitigation site. In general, these impacts will affect Category II, IIl. and IV’
wetlands that are farmed or dominated by non-native vegetation.

Since the affected areas would be incorporated into the mitigation design, no loss of wetland would occur.
The exception to this is a small (0.12 acre) area of emergent wetland (dominated by pasture grasses) that
would be filled by an access and maintenance road to the Aubum mitigation site. Following
implementation of the mitigation projects, wetland areas would be restored to higher quality wetlands.
including converting Category III and IV wetlands to Category II. These Category II wetlands will
typically have extended wetland hydro-periods and greater diversity of plant community types that
improve water quality and habitat functions.

Vacca Farm Wetland Restoration Site

Mitigation at the Vacca Farm Restoration site will modify existing wetland, farmed wetlands, and prior
converted cropland. Relocation of the Miller Creek channel will affect 2.21 acres of wetland. Fill
placement to create channel banks will affect 1.79 acres of wetland and excavation of new floodplain in
currently farmed areas will modify 1.56 acres of wetland.

Miller Creek Riparian Buffer

Enhancement of 7.40 acres of wetland in the Miller Creek buffer will involve minor disturbance. Planting
will redistribute soils. The clearing and grubbing that may be necessary to remove existing non-native
vegetation will also redistribute soils. Finally, a temporary irrigation system will also disturb wetland
soils.

Tyee Valley Golf Course Wetland Mitigation and Des Moines Creek Buffer

Enhancement of 6.07 acres of wetland on the Tyee Valley Golf Course will involve some soil
disturbance during demolition of pathways and other structures located in wetlands. Planting
will also redistribute soils. ’

Auburn Wetland Mitigation Site

Impacts from implementation of the mitigation plan at the Auburn site will be similar to those described
for the other mitigation sites. Soils will be disturbed and redistributed due to planting, and clearing and
grubbing. This will affect about 9.13 acres of low quality wetland. Excavation will affect about 10.39
acres of Category ITI wetlands. A temporary construction access road will affect about 1.55 acres of
wetland temporarily. To minimize these impacts, the road will be constructed on geotextile fabric and a
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quarry rock base. While the base will allow surface water to equilibrate across the road. culverts will also
be placed to convey water to existing ditches.

On-site construction staging will also temporarily affect about 5.11 acres of Wctlarldst Geotextile fabnc
and gravel will be placed on portions of the site prior to their use for staging. Following excavation, the
staging area will be removed and the existing wetlands enhanced.

Wetlands 43 and 44

Between the first and second revision of the Public Notice, the Airport Communities Coalition (ACC)
expressed concern over what they viewed as the potential alteration to the headwaters of Walker Creek. a
tributary to Miller Creek. The ACC maintained that impacts to Wetlands 43 and 44 affect “headwater
seeps” that they believe are the source of flow for Walker Creek. The impacts could potentially come
from the construction of the temporary SR 509 interchange or the embankment placement.

The portions of Wetland 44 where fill will occur are located upslope of one of the several perennial seeps
that ultimately coalesce and form Walker Creek. The fill would affect a channelized portion of the
wetland that, primarily due to stormwater runoff from streets and conveyance through culverts has
concentrated to form channelized flow. During winter months, some interflow (shallow soil water) also
seeps into this portion of the channel.

Two small channels are mapped as perennial on Parcel 496 in the Wetland Delineation Report
(Parametrix 2000, Appendix D, Map 14). Upslope of Parcel 496, where fill will occur (on Parcels 494
and 493) the channels are mapped as intermittent. Permanent fill will not extend westward from Parcel
494 or 493 to Parcel 496, and thus will not be placed in channels with perennial flow.

The project will eliminate unmanaged stormwater runoff generated by 12" Avenue South from entering
Wetland 44. In the future, stormwater runoff from the third runway project will be collected, treated to
meet water quality requirements, and released gradually from detention facilities to reduce peak
streamflows in Walker Creek. Thus, filling of 0.26 acres of Wetland 44 would not impact the water
quality or the peak flow conditions in Wetland 44, Wetland 43, or in Walker Creek.

The groundwater discharge functions of Wetland 44, which are important to Walker Creek, will be will be
maintained by the design of the embankment fill, as described in the several hydrologic evaluations for
the project. The embankment design will aliow groundwater to infiltrate into the embankment and
recharge aquifers in the soils beneath it. This water would move subsurface, eventually discharging to
Wetland 44 or Wetland 43. The hydrologic delay caused by water moving through the embankment fill,
would improve the hydrologic condition of Wetland 44 because additional groundwater would be
discharged to the wetland during the late spring and early summer months than currently occurs. Thus,
fill of 0.26 acres of Wetland 44 would not negatively impact the groundwater discharge functions this
wetland provides to Walker Creek.

Temporary impacts to Wetland 44 would result from stormwater management facilities needed during
construction. The temporary impacts that would occur on Parcels 493 and 496 are where a small
perennial seep is present and on Parcel 485 where a second intermittent channel is present. The
temporary uses of these areas for stormwater management are designed to protect water quality (by
removing sediments and turbidity) and to prevent hydrologic alterations (by preventing changes to
groundwater gradients and by discharging treated (clean) runoff back to the wetland).

Aﬁq cc_msultgtion with the Corps, the Port redesigned the temporary SR 509 interchange toavoid direct
and indirect impacts to wetlands. One of the most significant perennial water sources to Walker Creek
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base flow is from the constructed drainage system beneath SR 509 near South 176" Street. This
subsurface water is collected on the east side of SR 509 and conveved under the mghway to enter
Wetland 43 on the west side of SR 509. The outlet of this drainage system provides a large amount of
flow to Wetland 43 and may be construed to be the headwaters of Walker Creek. This groundwater
source will not be affected by the embankment or interchange project.

Stormwater Management

Stormwater management at Sea-Tac Airport has been the subject of much study and discussion between
the agencies and the Port since the first Revised Public Notice. As aresult, a number of changes have
occurred in the proposed Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan (Parametrix 2000).

The Port re-ran the model that the stormwater planning was based on and revised some of the basic
parameters. These included:

* Recalibrating the Hydrologic Simulation Program-Fortran (HSPF) model to include a separate
calibration for Walker Creek;

¢ Using updated land use and soils information;

* Changing the location of downstream points of compliance for peak stormwater flows from instream
locations to the outlets of each subbasin; and

¢ Changing the assumption of the pre-project condition from a 1994 base year to an assumption of only
10 percent impervious surface.

Additionally, the Port and the agencies agreed that the Port could not assume the use of an expanded
Miller Creek Regional Detention Facility (RDF) or a new Des Moines Creek RDF in its planning. The
outcome of these changes was to increase the stormwater detention requirements for the project from 76.6
acre-feet to 326.4 acre-feet.

The revised Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan includes new or expanded facilities to meet
the increased detention requirements. These include stormwater infiltration facilities in two Miller Creek
subbasins. The revised plan also proposes a schedule for implementation of new stormwater facilities that
is synchronized with Master Plan Update projects.

Another revision to the Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan since the first Revised Public
Notice concerns low flow mitigation to Miller, Walker and Des Moines creeks. The Port now proposes to
enhance low stream flows by ceasing the exercise of existing surface water rights (obtained by the Port
through property acquisitions) on Miller Creek, incorporating infiltration into stormwater detention
facilities where feasible, and supplementing low flow with stored and released stormwater to mitigate
base flow impacts. The Port’s participation in the Basin Plan flow augmentation project is not proposed as
mitigation for Master Plan Update impacts. Impacts to low flows in Des Moines Creek caused by Master
Plan Update projects will be mitigated by stored and released stormwater, and no other impacts to low
flow will be mitigated by the Port’s plan to store and release stormwater. The Port will continue to
participate in the Des Moines Creek Basin Plan Committee’s flow augmentation project, which addresses
low flow issues caused by urban development throughout the basin.

Endangered Species

Sccti'on 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) requires federal agencies to ensure that their actions do
not jeopardize the continued existence of endangered or threatened species, or their critical habitat.
Therefore, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) prepared documentation (Biological Assessments)
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on potential impacts and mitigation for species listed under ESA that may have the potennal to be
affected by actions at the Airport.

In 1995, a Biological Assessment (BA) was prepared for two bird species listed under ESA by the United
State Fish and Wildlife Service: bald eagles and peregrine falcons. The BA determined that the Master
Plan Update projects “may effect, but were not likelv to adverselv affect” these species. The FAA
initiated consultation in 1995 with the US Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) on the findings of the BA,
and USFWS concurred with the determination on December 6, 1995.

Since the May 1997 publication of the Final Supplemental EIS and the issuance of the Record of Decision
on July 3, 1997, two species of fish were listed as threatened under ESA: Coastal/Puget Sound bull trout
(listed by USFWS) and Puget Sound Chinook Salmon (listed by the National Manne Fisheries Service—
NMEFS). Both of these species and/or their critical habitat may occur in the vicinity of the Airport.

In April 2000, the FAA, because of changes to the proposed project and the new listings. re-initiated
consultation with the Services (USFWS and NMFS) concerning the impacts of Master Plan Update
projects over which FAA possesses discretionary involvement or control. Inaccordance with Section 7 of
the Endangered Species Act, the FAA and Corps authorized the preparation of a second Biological
Assessment (Parametrix 2000).

The 2000 BA concluded that the proposed actions: (1) “may affect” but are “not likely to adversely
affect” bald eagles, Puget Sound chinook salmon, and Puget Sound bull trout; (2) “may affect” but are
“not likely to destroy or adversely modify” designated critical habitat of chinook salmon; (3) are within
the range of expected circumstances, will have “no effect” on marbled murrelet or its designated critical
habitat; and (4) will not adversely affect designated pelagic or west coast groundfish essential fish habitat.

The BA was submitted to the Services in June 2000, and supplemented in November and December 2000
with further stormwater analysis information. The Port is currently waiting for the Biological Opinion
from the Services.

Natural Resource Mitigation Plan

The Natural Resource Mitigation Plan has been modified since the first Revised Public Notice to include
more specific details about how the mitigation will be constructed, operated, and maintained. The
revisions include:

* Clearer performance standards that increase the ability to evaluate if goals are being achieved and
increase the agencies’ ability to require contingency actions if standards are not met.

* More detail on monitoring to determine compliance with performance standards.

Additional mitigation actions are proposed at the Airport including;

* Increasing the amount of buffer along Miller Creek by providing 100-foot buffers (or buffer
averaging area) to riparian wetlands as well as Miller Creek.

* Modifications to the Miller Creek instream enhancement projects to reflect recommendations of
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife.

* Removal of a shoreline bulkhead around the west and north shorelines of Lora Lake as to improve
aquatic habitat functions of the lake.

* Addition of stream buffer enhancement adjacent to the Tyee wetland mitigation site on Des Moines
Creek at the golf course.

The Auburn mitigation design has been revised to:
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e Increase buffers to 100 feet
e Enhance new wetlands
¢ Incorporate the entire site (65 acres) into the mitigation project

The quantity of mitigation provided at Auburn has increased by about 15 acres over what had been
proposed earlier.
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. RESPONSES TO GENERAL COMMENTS

A series of General Responses have been prepared to questions that were asked by a number of
individuals or groups. General Responses (GLR) include:

GLR1 Proposal By An Independent Third Party to Conveyor Fill From Puget Sound To Sea-Tac
Airport )

GLR2 Fill Acceptance And MTCA Method A Standards

GLR3 Alleged Contaminated Material Placed At The Third Runway Embankment

GLR4 Use of Fill From Maury Island

GLRS Concerns With Windshear From The MSE Retaining Wall

GLR6 Ecology/Corps Review of the MSE Retaining Wall

GLR7 Instream Flow Mitigation

GLR8 Summary Of Endangered Species Issues

GLRS Highline School And Noise Effects On Schools

GLR10 Noise Conditions

GLR11 Air Pollution Conditions

GLR12 Public Hearing On The Revised §404 Application In 2001

GLR13 Temporary Construction Interchange On SR509

GLR14 Industrial Waste System (IWS) Lagoon 3 Project

GLR15 Comments Concerning Incomplete Information

GLR16 Validity Of The FEIS/FSEIS — Suggestions That A New EIS Or Supplemental EIS is
Needed

GLR17 Consideration Of Alternatives

GLR18 Delay Measurement

GLRI19 Cumulative Impacts

The responses 1n this section have been prepared from the Port’s perspective and knowledge.

GLR1  PROPOSAL BY AN INDEPENDENT THIRD PARTY TO
CONVEYOR FiLL FROM PUGET SOUND TO SEA-TAC

A private proponent has proposed a conveyor belt project consisting of an offloading pier for fill material
offshore of Des Moines marina and a 4.8 mile conveyor belt transport system to move material to the
Port’s Third Runway site. The conveyor would be used to transport fill material brought in by barge. A
conveyor could substantially reduce the number of truck trips that would be associated with construction
of the project. The City of Des Moines has not issued any permits or approvals for this project, and the
Port and Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) have concluded that permitting obstacles render this
project infeasible at this time. The conveyor belt is not necessary to construct the Master Plan Update
improvements. It has been proposed as an alternative method for delivery of fill material to the
construction site to alleviate trucks on local roadways. If it is not constructed, the fill can be delivered by
other means. The Master Plan Update §404 permit does not have to be revised to include the conveyor
belt proposal because all of the Master Plan Update projects could be built even if the conveyor is never
completed.
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Construction of the conveyor would require certain discretionary approvals from the City of Des Moines.
These include easements to cross City-owned land. rnight-of-way crossing approvals. a permit or zoning
ordinance amendment to locate in a single-family residential zone. a shoreline substantial development
permit, and review and approval pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act. A Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement for the Greater Des Moines Comprehensive Plan Amendment and
Proposed Conveyor Project was issued on March 5, 1999, and after deliberation by the Des Moines City
Council on May 13, 1999, an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan necessary to approve the private
proponents proposal, failed unanimously 6-0. -

The conveyor project is being considered under a separate application for a Corps Section 10 permit
(Corps File No. 2000-1-01481). A Public Notice on the project is anticipated shortly.

The conveyor belt project is proposed by a private entity (Environmental Materials Transport LLC) that
intends to compete for the job of delivering fill material to the Master Plan Updateproject sites. As was
noted in the Final EIS and Final Supplemental EIS, the Port would require project bidders to demonstrate
that the bidder has obtained all necessary environmental permits and approvals for delivery mechanisms
other than conventional haul (truck haul) and use of fill from the sites other than those evaluated. The
Port continues to believe that local permitting obstacles render the conveyor project infeasible at this time.

GLR2 FiLL ACCEPTANCE AND MTCA METHOD A STANDARDS.

Through its Clean Water Act §401 permitting process, the Department of Ecology (Ecology) has required
the Port to develop a process for ensuring that contaminated fill material is not incorporated into the Third
Runway embankment. The process agreed to by Ecology is contained in the 1999 Airfield Project Soil
Fill Acceptance Criteria (Fill Acceptance Criteria). The process includes several steps necessary to
evaluate fill material prior to acceptance and during placement of accepted material. Briefly, the
procedures include: .

1. The Port and the supplier identify the type of fill site. Sites which are potential sources of fill are
classified into three general categories: (1) State-certified borrow pits; (2) Category A sites
(industrial sources, locations known to have probability of environmental impact, and sites listed on
Ecology databases); and (3) Category B sites (sites with low probability for environmental impact
such as residential sites). The classifications are used to identify the appropriate level of evaluation
and testing.

2. The supplier conducts an environmental evaluation. Using a qualified environmental professional, a
supplier of proposed fill must conduct an environmental evaluation of the site. The level of review
varies based on the category of site, but generally involves a review of historic site operations, a site
inspection, and chemical testing of the soil. The supplier is required to certify that the soil meets
MTCA Method A standards.

3. The Port reviews the supplier documentation. Based on the information provided by the supplier, the
Port makes a determination of the suitability of the material. As appropriate, the Port may conduct an
independent inspection of the site. After making the evaluation the Port decides if the material is
suitable or not. The Port may also condition acceptance of the fill; for example, material may be
acceptec'i only from certain well-defined portions of a site, additional testing may be required during
excavation, or on-site environmental supervision may be required.
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4. The Port inspects incoming fill material. The Port inspects material coming into the Third Runway
embankment, specifically observing for any visual or olfactory signs of contamination. as well as any
other indication (e.g., soil type) that the material is different from the soil accepted for import. In
addition, the Port may inspect the source excavation activity on a periodic or regular basis.

5. The Port reports guarterly to Ecology. The Port provides Ecology a quarterly summary of material
brought into the Third Runway embankment along with supporting environmental documentation.

Pursuant to the Fill Acceptance Criteria, all material must meet project-specific geotechnical suitability
criteria, and it must meet Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA) Method A standards.

Concern has been expressed regarding the use of MTCA Method A levels. Comments were expressed
that MTCA Method A levels were developed to govern the clean-up of contaminated sites. not for the
protection of clean sites from potentially contaminated soil, and therefore use of MTCA Method A levels
was not appropriate in this context. MTCA Method A contaminant levels were developed by Ecology
and have long been accepted as soil constituent or contaminant levels that are protective of human health
and the environment. Method A standards are designed to be used as a conservative set of values to
determine whether soil in any location, under any conditions, may remain in place for unrestricted use.
Method A standards are protective of human exposure in residential settings and of ground water used as
drinking water. The standards are concentrations at which soil contamination will not migrate to or
otherwise impact ground water to be used as drinking water (adjusted for background and laboratory
detection limits). These are the most stringent soil standards established by MTCA and are appropriate
for evaluating the cleanliness of fill material to be placed in the Third Runway embankment.

Other alternatives to MTCA Method A levels that have been discussed are sediment standards, including
the Washington State Sediment Management Standards and the Puget Sound Dredge Disposal Agency
(PSDDA) criteria. However, sediment standards are intended for use in evaluating the soil to be placed
directly into an aquatic environment in which the material forms the substrate in and around benthos.
These are inappropriate standards for soil material to be located in an upland embankment that has
erosion and sedimentation control mechanisms with a proven track record of environmental success.

The permit is conditioned to require adherence to the Fill Acceptance Criteria for Port acceptance of all
fill material placed at the Third Runway embankment.

Another alternative is the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s Screening Reference
Tables Soil Values (SQuiRT). The SQuiRT approach is based on the geometric mean of natural soils
throughout the United States. This would not be an appropriate standard, because uncontaminated, native
soil could exceed a national average due to natural local conditions, and yet not be a threat to aquatic
resources.

GLR3 ALLEGED CONTAMINATED MATERIAL PLACED AT THE
THIRD RUNWAY EMBANKMENT.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Hamm Creek Restoration Project

Early in 1999, the Port received a request from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) to accept soil
excavated as part of the development of the Hamm Creek Restoration Site. The evaluation of the
suitability of the soil from the Hamm Creek Restoration Project was based on review of a 1990 site
assessment by Boeing and a 1997 Corps Sediment Characterization Report (including the Site Sampling
and Analysis Plan). Copies of these reports were provided to Ecology.

Response to 401/404 Comments 1-3 .
Reference: 1996-4-02325 April 30, 2001

AR 050097



II. General Responses

The evaluation of the Hamm Creek Restoration Project was based on review of information contained in
both the Corps studies and the Boeing studies. Port review included consideration qf site uses and
operational history, as well as chemical test results. The Boeing studies included collection and analysis
of 12 soil samples and three groundwater samples. Analytical test results for these samples were all below
Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA) Method A Cleanup Levels. The Corps study was focused on spcciﬁc
portions of the source area being considered for potential open water disposal. The sampling. incAludmg
the compositing of soil samples, was performed in accordance with Puget Sound Dredge Disposal

Authority (PSDDA) protoco! for open water disposal.

Although not collected in accordance with typical upland sampling protocol. it is the Port’s belief the data
collected by the Corps provides a useful supplement to the Boeing evaluations. The evaluation of the
suitability of the soil was based on MTCA Method A standards. The PSDDA criteria are developed for
open water disposal in 2 saltwater environment and are not applicable to an upland site. The material
ultimately accepted from the Corps' project satisfied the fill acceptance criteria, and from both a technical
and a regulatory standpoint, represented no unacceptable environmental risk as upland fill.

In 1999, approximately 80,000 cubic yards of soil was brought from the Hamm Creek Restoration Project
to the Third Runway for use as fill. A Senior Port Site Inspector visited the Hamm Creek Restoration Site
on two occasions during cxcavation activities to observe the material being brought into the Third
Runway. In addition, the material was regularly inspected at the Third Runway receiving site.

WSDOT First Avenue Bridge Project

In the Fall of 1999, the Port of Seattle received a request from the Washington State Department of
Transportation (WSDOT) to accept soil generated as part of WSDOT’s First Avenue Bridge Project.
WSDOT initially provided results for five samples collected throughout the proposed fill material. One
of these samples exceeded the MTCA Method A Cleanup Level for total petroleum hydrocarbons (heavy
oils). Additional sampling in the same area confirmed the presence of heavy oils. Based on these results,
the Port of Seattle designated as not suitable for Third Runway fill the material located where soil sample
data indicated concentrations greater than the fill criteria. The Port agreed to conditionally accept the
remaining project material and, along with WSDOT, developed a program to monitor and test the
material during excavation to confirm the continued compliance with the Third Runway Fill Acceptance
Criteria and to confirm that material from the impacted area was not brought to Port property. Material
from the First Avenue Bridge Project was brought to Port property in Spring 2000. The results of source
sampling activities and confirmational testing demonstrate that soil from the impacted area was not
brought to Port property. In addition, on-site supervision by a Senior Port Site Inspector was provided to
monitor soil excavation, specifically observing any visual or olfactory signs of contamination. At the
request of the Port Site Inspector, the previously identified impacted soil area was flagged so that it would
clearly be distinguished from other site material. WSDOT also had a full-time site inspector at the
excavation site. At the Port’s receiving site, a full-time observer observed all loads received from the
First Avenue Bridge Project. Based on these screening and precautionary measures, the Port is confident
that all material accepted from this project satisfied the Fill Acceptance Criteria.

Other Sites

In addition to the Hamm Creek and First Avenue South projects, allegations have been made concemning a
pile of dirt with a tire prominently exposed. A photograph of dirt pile and tire has been used as evidence
of the type of material the Port has been accepting for fill. The photograph was taken on Port property,
but it was of a stockpile of excavated material awaiting removal and disposal at a landfill. In fact, not
only was the stockpiled material not to be used for fill, the project involved was not even related to the
Master Plan Update projects.
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Concerns have aiso been expressed regarding the level of testing for the Airbome Express Project. It
should be clarified that at this site Phase I and Phase II studies (including soil sampling). were conducted.
As a standard condition the Port required “That the Port Environmental Department be notified
immediately if there are any unusual conditions such as visually or “smelly” soil.” This condition was
not a substitute for the standard testing requirements. Questions were also raised regarding the lack of
documentation at the Lakeland Pit. This site was initially reported to Ecology in 1998 as a state-certified
pit. However, subsequent reports to Ecology clarified that this site was not a state certified pit and
provided appropriate environmental documentation for the site. .

GLR4 USE OF FiLL FROM MAURY ISLAND

The Port is not proposing to mine material on Maury Island. If an embankment construction contractor
were to propose Glacier NW’s Maury Island pit as a fill source for the Third Runway. it would have to
meet all of the specification requirements, as is noted inthe Final Supplemental EIS. This would include
providing all necessary permits for the mining and transportation of the material. It would also require
environmental testing of the material to ensure compliance with project soil acceptance criteria. No
arsenic or lead contaminated materials will be accepted as fill material for the Third Runway. See also
General Response GLR2 and GLR3.

GLR5 CONCERNS WITH WINDSHEAR FROM THE MSE WALL

The proposed mechanically stabilized earth (MSE) retaining wall, its geometry, and its proximity to the
proposed Third Runway have been analyzed and meet all current criteria set forth by the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA). To further consider wind effects, the runway design contractor contacted bridge
design specialists. Bridge design specialists were contacted, because no such specialists beyond that of the
FAA exist concerning runway design requirements. Contacts with bridge design specialists indicated that
the proposed embankment and wall design do not represent unusual wind concerns that do not already
exist at Sea-Tac Airport off the immediate ends of the runway due to the terrain differences particularly
on the north end of the airfield. As such, no unusual wind conditions are expected.

GLR6 ECOLOGY/CORPS REVIEW OF THE MSE WALL

Review of the mechanically stabilized earth (MSE) wall is conducted pursuant to the Corps’ authority to
consider the potential impacts of the proposed project on the public interest, pursuant to 33 C.F.R.
§320.4(a) and related regulations. Such review is similar to that undertaken by the Corps for
impoundment structures, the procedure for which is set forth at 33 C.F.R. §325.1(d)(6), which states:

If the activity would involve the construction of an impoundment structure, the applicant may
be required to demonstrate that the structure complies with established state dam safety
criteria or that the structure has been designed by qualified persons and, in appropniate cases,
independently reviewed (and modified as the review would indicate) by similarly qualified
persons. No specific design criteria are to be prescribed nor is an independent detailed
engineering review to be made by the district engineer.

It is the Port’s belief that the professional team that is designing the retainingwall is highly qualified for
this work. The design team for the overall Third Runway project consists primarily of three firms:
HNm (civil engineering), Hart Crowser (geotechnical engineering), and Parametrix (stormwater
engineering and wetlands biology). As described in more detail below, a design team was assembled for
the Third Runway retaining walls consisting of these three firms plus others who specialize in retaining

Response to 401/404 Comments -5 April
Reference: 1996-4-02325 pril 30, 2001

AR 050099



Il. General Responses

walls. Prior to starting design of the wall, the Port reviewed eight differenttypes of rctaining.wall and
more than 60 wall/slope combinations before selecting the proposed MSE wall configuration.
Professional engineers at Shannon & Wilson Inc independently reviewed the evaluation of altemati\'_cs.
Shannon & Wilson 1s a 47-year-old geotechnical and environmental engineering firm that has extensive
experience in retaining wall design, Puget Sound soil characteristics, seismic analysis. and foundatiqn
analysis. Shannon & Wilson concluded that the proposed MSE retaining wall is most appropriate for this

site.

The HNTB design team worked with MSE wall experts at the University of Washington (U.W.) and the
Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT), and with two professional engineering
associations, to identify firms worldwide that are qualified to design MSE retaining walls. A request for
qualifications was sent out through two MSE associations. Based on its review of firms" qualifications,
the design team selected The Reinforced Earth Company (RECo) to serve as lead designer for the wall.
RECo’s engineers have designed hundreds of MSE walls around the world, including twelve that are
more than 90 feet high. The firm has designed two MSE walls that are as high or higher than the
maximum proposed wall height at the Airport, and both of these have been successfully built and are
performing well.

The proposed MSE walls at the Airport are being designed in accordance with the building code
developed by the American Association of State Transportation Officials. HNTB and Hart Crowser have
reviewed RECo’s wall design calculations. The preliminary design plans and supporting calculations
have been provided to the outside reviewers at the U.-W. and WSDOT for their review and comment.

In addition to the above, the Port has retained three internationally recognized engineers to form a special
Technical Review Board to review the RECo work. The Board members include:

* Dr. James K. Mitchell, P.E., Distinguished Professor at Virginia Polytechnic University and former
Chair of the Civil Engineering Department at the University of California at Berkeley. Professor
Mitchell is an expert in soil behavior and embankment construction.

* Dr. LM. Hdriss, P.E., Professor of Civil Engineering at the University of California at Davis.
Professor Idriss is a recognized authority on carthquake engineering and on seismic performance of
embankments and MSE walls.

* Dr. Barry Christopher, P.E., and independent geotechnical engineering consultant and internationally
recognized expert in MSE wall design, construction, and performance.

The Technical Review Board was given all the engineering data, design reports, results of calculations,
and wall plans for review and comment. The Board met with the Port’s design team to discuss the
investigations and design work, reviewed the preliminary design plans, and prepared a statement to the
Corps and Ecology dated January 25, 2001. The Board stated:

The Board is in general agreement with the design approaches and methodolo
cmplc:gcd by the design team on the Third Runway project. The Board further concludes
that the embankment and MSE wall investigations and technical analyses bein
conducted on the project are at an appropriate level of detail and thoroughness decmeg
necessary for a project of this complexity and are in compliance with current engineering
and construction industry practice.

Each of the Board’s suggestions has been, or is being, investigated and results to date
support the original design. The Review Board will continue to review the design and
construction approaches to the project and will provide further suggestions, as warranted,
based on their in-depth experience.

Thg Pox"t is _satisﬁegl that the MSE retaining wall is being designed by qualified persons and that the
design is being reviewed (and modified as the review would indicate) by similarly qualified persons.
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Detailed engineering plans and specifications for the MSE retaining wall are not required in the §404
permit process, as specified in 33 C.F.R. §325.1(d). Therefore. the Port believes that it was not necessary
to extend the public comment period to allow more time for public review and comment on the
engineering design drawings. Nevertheless, the Port believes that consideration has been given to all

comments filed with the Corps prior to the decision on the §404 permit.
GLR7  INSTREAM FLOW MITIGATION

Several comment letters focused on the related subjects of (1) the stormwater detention and release
strategy to mitigate low flow hydrologic impacts in Des Moines, Miller and Walker Creeks: (2) whether a
water right was necessary for the stormwater detention and release strategy; (3) impacts on low stream
flow of reduced irrigation in the Miller Creek subbasin; and (4) water rights issues associated with the
Port’s Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan (CSMP) and Des Moines Creek stream flow
mitigation using the Port’s Tyee Golf Course Well. This general response addresses these related

comments.

The Port’s plan for mitigating stream flow impacts is based upon stormwater detention and controlled
release to mitigate low flow impacts caused by construction of facilities at Sea-Tac Airport. The Port’s
Des Moines Creek Augmentation Plan is no longer the Port’s primary mitigation proposal within the Des
Moines Creek subbasin because of water right issues that will not be resolved by Ecology’s Water
Resources Program in a timeframe to meet the requirements of reasonable assurance for the §401 water
quality certification. In order to set forth the options considered and the current Port approach to
streamflow mitigation, a brief history of the Port’s consultations with Ecology regarding stream
mitigation and the evolution of the Port’s mitigation plan is set forth below.

History of Stream Flow Mitigation Options.

The Des Moines Creek Basin Planning Committee identified low summer flows as a problem in Des
Moines Creek in its 1997 Basin Plan. The low flows were attributed to development throughout the
basin. To correct this problem, the basin planning committee recommended augmenting stream flows
using groundwater from a Port-owned well. The Planning Committee proposed a minimum flow of one
cfs in the creek. Maintaining the minimum flow with well water would lower the stream temperature by
the introduction of cool groundwater, and would increase the dissolved oxygen content through passive
aeration of the groundwater prior to its introduction into the creek. The Port, through its participation in
the basin planning committee, agreed to allow the Tyee Golf Course well (Ground Water Certificate
2369) (Well No. 1) to be used to implement the basin plan. In that way, water from the well would be
used to restore stream flow reduced over time by basin-wide development. The minimum flow supported
by Well No. | would fully mitigate any low stream flow reduction caused by the Port’s proposed
construction projects.

Questions were raised about the validity of the water right associated with Well No. 1. The Port acquired
Well No. 1 in 1961 from King County Water District No. 75 (now Highline Water District) through
condemnation. The lack of clear information from the condemnation has led to questions of whether or
not the water right associated with the well was transferred to the Port at that time. The Port and Highline
Water District reached a negotiated agreement resolving those issues in March 2000. That agreement
confirmed the Port’s ownership of Well No. 1 and its associated water right and conveyed any remaining
interest or rights the District may have had in Well No. 1 to the Port.

Water from Well No. 1 has been put to beneficial use continually from 1965 through the present. The
water has been used to irrigate a golf course on Port property that is operated under a lease agreement. In
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June 2000, at the suggestion of Ecology staff, the Port filed a change of use application to add to the water
right flow mitigation for Des Moines Creek as a permitted use. However, Ecology ha§ not .actcd on ;hls
change of use application, and is unlikely to do so prior to Ecology’s §401 cemﬁcauon‘ dccnslon.
Accordingly, Ecology requested that the Port identify and pursue other sources of water to mitigate the
impacts of the Port’s proposed construction projects.

The Port subsequently contacted Seattle Public Utilities (SPU) to discuss the possibility of using SPU
water for flow mitigation. Sea-Tac Airport is an SPU customer, and water could be delivered through the
existing airport/SPU connection. Water could be piped from the airfield to the creek. treated to remove
chlorine, and discharged to the creek. However, Ecology determined that this would require a change to
be made to SPU’s water rights claims and/or permits. SPU declined to apply for a change to its water
rights, and withdrew from the discussions at that time. Subsequently, the Port commissioned studies to
design and evaluate stormwater detention facilities that would mitigate low flow impacts to Des Moines.
Miller and Walker Creeks.

The Port’s Mitigation Plan for Impacts to Streamflow

The Port’s mitigation plan for impacts to streamflow is to detain stormwater in detention ponds and vaults
and manage its release to mitigate the low flow impacts of Airport improvements on Des Moines, Miller
and Walker Creeks, without the use of additional sources of mitigation water. See Section 6.2 (page 6-3)
of the Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan (Parametrix, updated December 2000). The Port is
still participating in the Des Moines Creek Basin Planning Committee’s effort to use Well No. 1 to
mitigate basin-wide impacts. However, baseflow mitigation is not a part of the Port’s mitigation plan as
evaluated in the Low Streamflow Analysis (Earth Tech, December 2000).

The Sea-Tac Runway Fill Hvdrologic Studies Report (Pacific Groundwater Group, June 19, 2000) and the
Low Streamflow Analysis provide a comprehensive analysis of the hydrologic effects of the proposed
Third Runway fill embankment, proposed stormwater detention ponds and vaults, and changes in water
usage within the buy-out area of the basins. The Low Streamflow Analysis concludes that there will be no
net effect on the low flows of the Des Moines, Miller and Walker Creeks given the changes in runoff
conditions, delayed discharge of water percolating through the runway embankment fill, changes in water
uses within the buy-out areas, and managed release of stormwater from reserved storage facilities. The
analysis of no net streamflow impacts does not include any mitigation water sources for Des Moines,
Miller or Walker Creeks, only changes in runoff conditions and stormwater management. The Port
believes that the Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan demonstrates that detention ponds and
vaults and metered discharge will mitigate the effects of the Master Plan Update improvements on low
flows of the three creeks, without the use of additional sources of mitigation water. The Port is still
participating in the Basin Planning Committee’s effort to use Well No. 1 to mitigate existing basin-wide
low flow conditions, but not as part of the Section 404/401 permit applications for the Master Plan
Update improvements. The Basin Planning Committee’s effort to augment the baseflow of Des Moines
Creek is separate and distinct from the Port’s plan to mitigate for the impacts of the construction of those
improvements on Des Moines, Miller and Walker Creeks.

Technical Evaluation of Streamflow Impacts and Mitigation Facilities

The Sea-Tac Runway Fill Hydrologic Studies Report (Pacific Groundwater Group, June 19, 2000) was
prepared for Ecology in order to assess the hydrologic effects of constructing the proposed Third Runway
fill embankment. The report evaluated hydrologic analyses completed up to that time. It also presented
estimates of the hydrologic effects of delayed discharge to Miller Creek and Walker Creek of
precipitation that would infiltrate the runway embankment fill, and summarized the effects of non-
hydrologic factors, specifically discontinued irrigation withdrawals from Miller Creek and discontinued
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discharges of imported water through irrigation and domestic septic systems. Based on the information
available at the time of the report, it was concluded that the delayed fill discharge presented a significant
beneficial factor in supporting summer low flows and that the net effect of discontinued local withdrawals
and importation of water in the Miller Creek basin were approximately zero. Preparation of this study
was overseen by Ecology, and the results were reviewed by and presented publicly with Ecology staff.

Hart Crowser later prepared an independent analysis for the Port of the behavior of precipitation
infiltration through the proposed embankment fill (Hart Crowser, October 13, 2000). This analysis
utilized model methods and parameters that differed in some respects from the Pacific Groundwater
Group study. The Hart Crowser results supported the findings of the Pacific Groundwater Group report.
specifically that there would be a delayed discharge of infiltrated water and that this would provide
increased discharge from the fill area during low flow periods in Miller Creek.

The Low Streamflow Analysis (Earth Tech, December 2000) provided 2 more comprehensive evaluation
of potential low streamflow effects in the three stream systems. The analysis considered the net effects on
low streamflows from (1) changes in storm runoff characteristics; (2) delayed discharge of infiltrated
water percolating through the fill embankment; (3) changes in non-hydrologic water uses within the buy-
out area in the watersheds; and (4) managed release of stormwater from reserved storage facilities.

The EarthTech analysis utilized the results of updated Hydrologic Simulation Program-Fortran (HSPF)
model] simulations from the Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan that were reviewed by King
County staff working on behalf of the Department of Ecology. The estimates of historic local water
withdrawals were revised downward from earlier estimates based on consultations with former property
owners. The estimates of runoff volume that would percolate into the fill through biofiltration strips
accounted for the reduced infiltration capacity expected to result from direct precipitation on the filter
strips; the infiltration capacity of biofiltration swales atop the runway fill were conservatively neglected in
the analysis. The analysis concluded that low flows can be maintained to, or improved above, pre-project
conditions in all three streams with the implementation of the stormwater infrastructure proposed in the
Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan reflecting a refined estimate of historic water usage based
on verification with property owners, as updated in Appendix G of the Comprehensive Stormwater
Management Plan), cessation of irrigation and septic system discharges of imported water, delayed
discharge of direct precipitation and pavement runoff through the proposed embankment fill, and the use
of reserved stormwater releases.

The Walker Creek analysis accounts for changes in stormwater flows, the effects of stormwater
management facilities, and delayed discharge of direct precipitation and pavement runoff through the
proposed embankment fill.

The Des Moines Creek analysis accounts for the effects of stormwater management facilities and the use
of reserved stormwater releases, and does not rely on the use of water from Well No. 1 to maintain low
flows.

Miller Creek Water Rights Retirement

Some of the comment letters stated that the Port’s acquisition of water rights certificates and claims in the
Miller Creek basin would result in a net decrease to base flows. In fact, this impact is accounted for in the
Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan and the design of stormwater detention facilities to
mitigate low flow impacts. The initial estimates of water rights and historic water withdrawals were
revised in the December 2000 Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan (Appendix G, pages G-1
through G-5) following contacts with former property owners in the buy-out area. The Low Streamflow
Analysis concluded that the lowered estimate of water withdrawals in the basin would result in an
estimated reduction in Miller Creek streamflow of 25,000 galions per day (0.04 cfs). Low Streamflow
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Analysis at 10. This 0.04 cfs impact is the net effect of both reduced water withdrawals and reduced
impdrtation of water from septic system and irrigation recharge. See Table 8 Low Streamflow Analvsi. at
9. This net effect of 0.04 cfs is included in the Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan Table 6-
3.a, Summary of Miller Creek Streamflow Effects, as “Non-Hydrologic Changes.” Thus. contrary to the
positions taken in the comment letters, the lower estimates of water withdrawals prior to the Portfs bgy-
out of properties in the Miller Creek basin have been accounted for in the Port’s streamflow mitigation

plan.

Water Rights for Well No. 1 (Des Moines Creek Augmentation Plan)

Based on the Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan as described above. the Des Moines Creek
Augmentation Plan is no longer necessary to mitigate the impacts of Master Plan Update improvements.
However, the Port is still cooperating with the Des Moines Creek Basin Planning Committee to
implement its recommendation that a well and pump system be constructed near South 200" Street to
augment stream flow impacted by existing development in the basin. The flow augmentation would
improve the existing water quality conditions in the stream during late summer, when low stream flow
contributes to elevated temperatures and low dissolved oxygen levels. This effort will only be possible if
the Department of Ecology approves the Port’s application for change of Water Right Certificate No.
2369 to include stream flow mitigation. As part of Ecology’s investigation and findings on that change
application, it will make a tentative determination regarding the validity of the Port’s water right for Well
No. 1, answering questions raised in comment letters about the validity of the Well No. 1 water right and
its suitability for use for stream flow mitigation. As set forth above, the delayed timing of this
investigation and findings by Ecology led the Port to develop the Comprehensive Stormwater
Management Plan as its primary means of mitigating low flow and water quality impacts to the three
creeks. Ecology’s future determination regarding the validity of the Well No. 1 water right is not
essential to a finding of reasonable assurance of compliance with water quality standards for Master Plan
Update improvements, because the Port is basing such compliance on the Comprehensive Stormwater
Management Plan, not the Des Moines Creek Augmentation Plan.

If Ecology approves the Port’s water right change application for Well No. 1 (Certificate 2369), the Port
could provide enough streamflow mitigation from Well No. 1 to offset the impacts of both the Master
Plan Update improvements and accomplish the goals of the Basin Plan, making construction of some of
the stormwater detention vaults in the Des Moines Creek subbasin unnecessary. The Port anticipates that
Ecology’s §401 certification will provide that Well No. 1 could be used to mitigate low flow and water
quality impacts to Des Moines Creek as an alternative to the construction of some of the detention vaults
in the Des Moines Creek subbasin, if Ecology approves the Well No. 1 water right change application.
However, the Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan will provide necessary streamflow
mitigation even in the event that approval is not received.

Storm Water Detention and Release Water Rights Questions

Some comments suggest that the use of retained stormwater in vaults and controlled discharge to the three
creeks would improperly bypass water rights permitting requirements. The Port believes that there is no
statute or case law specifically addressing the requirement for a water right to detain stormwater and
control its discharge to a natural stream or aquifer as a means of mitigating the impacts of the Port's
construction projects. The Port is not aware of any case in which Ecology, the Pollution Control Hearings
Board, or the courts have required a water right to detain stormwater and control its discharge as
mitigation for impacts to stream flow or water quality.

State and federal law requires dischargers of stormwater from construction projects of five acres or
greater to control stormwater discharges. Such discharges may not occur in the absence of a discharge
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permit, and these permits require the development of a site specific stormwater management plan and the
implementation of “‘best management practices” to ensure that water quality requirements are met. Many
times these best management practices will include collection and detention of stormwater prior to
discharge. This requirement has been imposed at thousands of construction sites across the state.

The Port is not aware of any case where Ecology required a water right for such collection and discharge.
This is appropriate, since the purpose of stormwater collection and detention and the purpose of
collection, detention and metered release to augment stream flow is exactly the same- the protection and

maintenance of water quality and streamflows.

A water right 1s only required if a person seeks to appropriate water for a beneficial use. RCW 90.03.250.
Except for minimum instream flow water rights established by Ecology, a physical diversion from the
natural channel of the surface waters is required to constitute an “appropriation.” The Port intends only to
control stormwaters from artificially created impervious surfaces prior to their entering the natural
channels of the three creeks, not to divert these waters from the natural channels of the three creeks. The
Port’s plan to control the discharge of retained stormwaters to the creeks to mitigate the impact of the
Master Plan Update improvements on the water quality and quantity of the creeks during their summer
low flows does not involve a diversion of surface waters or the establishment of a new instream flow
water right. Accordingly, there is no “appropriation” of water involved. If all mitigation of impacts to
surface waters were categorized as “beneficial uses™ of water and required a water right permit, the state
would be discouraging the implementation of stormwater management plans in addition to expanding the
backlog of water right applications.

In addition, it is unnecessary to create a water right for the use of detained stormwater to mitigate water
quality and low flow impacts to Miller and Des Moines Creeks, because those creeks are already closed to
further appropriations by Ecology rule. WAC 173-509-040(1). Thus, even if the Port creates additional
flows for these creeks through stormwater detention and controlled discharges, the additional flows would
not be subject to appropriation.

Finally, contrary to the suggestion of several commentors, Washington administrative case law suggests
that water rights cannot be created for stream flow mitigation using detained stormwater. In Auburn
School District No. 408 v. Ecology, 1996 WL 752665 (PCHB Case No. 96-91), the Pollution Control
Hearings Board held that a water right applicant could not offset water captured from impervious surfaces
and infiltrated to ground water against other consumptive uses. The Board held that water captured from
impermeable surfaces would otherwise naturally recharge the system and benefit the base flows of
streams. As a result, no credit was merited or authorized under the Water Code for “returning to nature
what originally belonged to it.” Under this reasoning, retaining stormwater and later discharging that
stormwater for streamflow mitigation falls into the category of natural recharge, which would not require
a water right.

GLR 8 SUMMARY OF ENDANGERED SPECIES ISSUES

Since the publication of the Final Supplemental EIS in May of 1997 and the Federal Aviation
Administration’s (FAA) issuance of the Record of Decision on July 3, 1997, the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) and United States Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) have listed as threatened or
endangered two species of fish that are known to exist in streams and other waters in the Puget Sound that
have the potential to be affected by the construction of the Master Plan Update improvements.

The Fish.and Wildlife Service, a division of the Department of Interior, and the National Marine Fisheries
Service in the Department of Commerce, share responsibility for administration of the Endangered
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Species Act (ESA). Generally, NMFS possesses ESA jurisdiction over spcci;s that wd a majornity pf
their lives in marne environments (e.g.. anadromous salmonids), while FWS is responsible for terrestrial
and freshwater species and migratory birds. NMFS also administers imcrprctanon~ qf the Magnusqn-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, including Amendment 14 provisions for Essential

Fish Habitat.

A species may be classified for protection as “endangered” when it is in danger of cxtinction.within thc
foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range. A “threatened” classification is
provided to those animals and plants likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future
throughout all or a signification portion of their ranges. A “species” includes:

® any species or subspecies of fish, wildlife, or plant
e any variety of plant; and
* any distinct population segment of any vertebrate species that interbreeds when mature.

In applying the definition of “species” to anadromous salmonids, NMFS considers a group of saimonid
populations to constitute a species for purposes of listing if such populations are (a) reproductively
isolated from other conspecific populations; and (b) if such populations represent an important component
of the evolutionary legacy of the biological species. NMFS defines its listing unit as an “evolutionarily
significant unit” or “ESU.”

Once a species or critical habitat has been proposed for inclusion on a list of endangered or threatened
species, a notice is published in the Federal Register. The public is offered an opportunity to comment,
and the rule is finalized or withdrawn. Species and critical habitat are listed as threatened or endangered
on the basis of the “best scientific and commercial data available” considering biological status, threats to
existence, and probable recovery. FWS and NMFS (collectively the Services) maintain a list of
“candidate” species that are under review for potential listing.

The Final EIS and Final Supplemental EIS considered the effect of the Master Plan Update improvements
at Sea-Tac Airport on the marbled murrelet (Brachyamphus marmoratus). In 1995, a Biological
Assessment (BA) was prepared for bald eagle and peregrine falcon that determined that the Master Plan
Update projects may affect, but were not likely to adversely affect these species. Consultation with the
Services was initiated in 1995, and the Services concurred in the 1995 Biological Assessment’s
determination on December 6, 1995.

Subsequently, FWS and NMFS have listed several new species that may occur in the vicinity of Sea-Tac
Airport, including the threatened Coastal/Puget Sound bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus) and threatened
Puget Sound chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha). Section 7 of the ESA requires federal
agencies to ensure that their actions do not Jeopardize the continued existence of endangered or threatened
species, or adversely modify their critical habitat.

In April 2000, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) re-initiated consultation with the Services
concerning the impacts of Master Plan Update projects over which FAA possesses discretionary
involvement or control. In accordance with Section 7, the FAA and Corps prepared a second BA for the
proposed Master Plan Update actions. The BA determined that the Master Plan Update actions may
affect, but are not likely to adversely affect bald eagles, bull trout and chinook salmon. The agencies
further determined that under the range of anticipated conditions, the proposed action would have no
effect on marbled murrelets; however, under unlikely circumstance, the proposed action may affect, but
would not likely adversely affect this species. In accordance with Section 7, this BA was submitted to the
Services in June 2000. Supplements to the BA were submitted in November and December 2000
respectively to update the BA with further stormwater analysis information.
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NMES also recently established requirements under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery' Conservation and
Management Act for federal action agencies to consult over activities that may ad.\'crse]y effcct
designated Essential Fish Habitat (EFH). NMFS designated EFH for coastal pelagic fisheries and Pacific
groundfish species, as well as several Pacific salmon species. In accordance with the MSA. the FAA and
Corps prepared an EFH assessment in June 2000 analyzing the impacts of proposed Master Plan Update
actions on designated EFH for pelagic fish species and determined that the Master Plan Update projects
were not likely to adversely affect designated EFH. In September 2000, NMFS designated EFH for
several species of salmon, including chinook, coho, pink, and chum salmon. In February 2000 the FAA
prepared a supplemental EFH analysis and determined that the Master Plan Update projects may
adversely affect coho salmon EFH in the short-term, but are not likely to adversely effect chinook. coho.
and Pacific Sound pink salmon EFH in the long-term.

Chinook and pink salmon have not been documented to occur in the Miller or Des Moines Creek basins
upstream of their discharge with Puget Sound; therefore, construction and operations of the project will
have no adverse effect on freshwater EFH of chinook or pink salmon in the Miller Creek or Des Moines
Creek basins. Coho salmon are present within central and lower reaches of Miller, Walker, and Des
Moines creeks, and may be present in several areas where direct impacts could occur from construction of
habitat improvements (e.g., installation of large woody debris, removal of rock weirs) and/or water
quality alteration from turbidity, suspended sediment, or stormwater chemistry. When the potential
effects of the proposed Master Plan Update improvements on the EFH of coho salmon in the project area
were considered relative to the proposed conservation measures, the Agencies determined that the
proposed action “may adversely effect” coho EFH in the short-term, but will be unlikely to adversely
affect coho salmon EFH for the long-term and will actually prove beneficial to this species.

GLR9 HIGHLINE SCHOOLS AND NOISE EFFECTS ON SCHOOLS

In 1977, the Port settled a lawsuit with the Highline School District, paying $3.6 million to the District in
exchange for aviation easements over thirteen schools. In the spring of 1992, the District expressed
concern with the impact of aircraft noise on the learning environment in Highline schools. In response,
the Port Commission passed Resolution 3125 that included the Port's commitment to nsulate schools
affected by significant aircraft noise. Since 1993, the Port has been insulating buildings at Highline
Community College and completed the insulation of three private schools using standards adopted by the
Federal Aviation Administration.

In 1996, following the Puget Sound Regional Council’s resolution A96-01, the Port committed $50
million for a school sound insulation program. This cost was based on the District’s 1990 Study and
Survey Report on the condition of their facilities — which indicated total facility needs of $300 million,
including $50 million for noise mitigation. In 1997, the Port offered to jointly ask the State to apply
sales tax money from the development of the Master Plan Update improvements to help fund school
improvement costs. This offer was rejected by the District.

The Port has an outstanding commitment to insulate schools affected by 65 DNL and greater sound
levels. Although negotiations between the Port and Highline School District regarding this work are
ongoing, issues concerning the standards to which the schools would be insulated currently remain
unresolved. The Highline School District commissioned a study and selected a standard that is more
conservative than the FAA’s standard used across the country. The Port is unable to fund insulation to
the new standard. Congressman Adam Smith has intervened in the negotiations and is attempting to
resolve the remaining disputed issues. The District has recently commissioned a new study of designing
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the schools to the Federal Aviation Administration’s standard to understand the differences between the
two standards. The Port continues to stand by its commitment to insulate the affected schools.

GLR10 Noise CONDITIONS

Existing noise conditions are discussed in the Final EIS and the Supplemental EIS. Further. the Port has
maintained a longstanding commitment to address existing and future noise conditions from aircraft
operations at Sea-Tac Airport. The Port updated its Part 150 Noise Compatibility Plan in 2000 and issued
a State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) checklist and determination of non-significance for the
recommendations contained in that plan. The Port expects to update its noise plan every five years.

GLR11  AIR POLLUTION CONDITIONS

Since the completion of the Final Supplemental EIS, Ecology has conducted air quality measurements in
the vicinity of the Airport. The results of the carbon monoxide (CO) measurements showed that
concentrations along International Boulevard were lower than modeled predictions completed for the
Final Supplemental EIS. Higher actual CO concentrations were found along 1* Avenue South: however
the emissions are a result of regional traffic not related to Sea-Tac Airport. Measurements of nitrogen
dioxide found concentrations less than the national ambient air quality standards.

The Port continues to cooperate with Public Health — Seattle & King County, the Washington State
Department of Health, and Ecology as they investigate whether pollution from SeaTac Airport affects the
health of nearby residents. Thus far, two reports on that topic have been released. Although those reports
documented a 1992 spike in a type of brain cancer in the area around SeaTac Airport, the reports
concluded the rate is not higher now and that overall cancer risk is normal. However, there are
indications that respiratory diseases are higher around the airport than elsewhere. According to David
Solet, an epidemiologist from Public Health —Seattle & King County, "Smoking and both indoor and
outdoor air pollution are some of the risk factors for these diseases. Unfortunately, we don’t have enough
information to know which of the risk factors is most important here."

See also response to Helsell Fetterman’s December 22, 2000, letter concerning health studies conducted
at other airports.

GLR12 PuBLIC HEARING ON THE REVISED PERMIT APPLICATION

A number of comments were made regarding the Port’s revised §404 permit application, the public notice
issued in connection with that application, the public hearing held regarding the revised application, and
the public comment period following that application.

A Public Hearing on the Port’s revised §404 permit application was held January 26 and 27, 2001, at the
ashington State Criminal Justice Training Center. The January 26 hearing went from 5:30 pmto 10:20
pm, and the January 27 hearing went from 9:00 am to 5:00 pm.

Tbc 'Public thicc on t.hc revised permit application stated that the list of documents provided in the
Bibliography is a non-inclusive list and that additional information on the project is available at the
Corps’ District office.

The publ.ic notice was issued December 27, 2000. The standard public comment period is 30 days, but
the public comment period for this project was extended to February 16, 2001, in order to provide
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additional time for public and agency comment. The Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan was
issued December 2000, and the Public Hearing was held January 26 and 27, 2001.

Revised reports available before the Public Notice was issued on December 27, 2000, includ.c the:
Wetland Functional Assessment and Impact Analysis, Natural Resource Management Plan. Wetland
Delineation Report, Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan, and the Seattle-Tacoma Master Plan

Update Low Streamflow Analysis.
GLR13 TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION INTERCHANGE ON SR 509

The Port proposes to construct a temporary construction-only interchange near the existing South 176"
Street overpass to provide construction vehicles direct access from SR 509 to the west side of the Airport.
The half-diamond interchange would consist of an exit ramp from southbound SR 509 to South 176
Street and an entrance ramp from South 176" Street to northbound SR 509.

The 1997 Final Supplemental EIS evaluated the construction and use of temporary construction-only
interchanges proposed for the purpose of mitigating traffic-related impacts from hauling fill. The
temporary interchange is discussed in the Federal Aviation Administration’s Record of Decision (see
Table 2-7 of Appendix A) on the Master Plan Update improvements, issued on July 3, 1997.

The interchange will be used as part of the fill haul route during construction of the Third Runway. Itisa
mitigation measure to reduce surface transportation impacts. It will be dedicated to haul vehicles for the
Third Runway construction and will be removed when construction is complete. The Port will be
responsible for operation and maintenance of temporary and permanent drainage features throughout
construction of the Third Runway project as stated in the Temporary Interchange Design, Construction
and Operation Agreement between the Port and the Washington State Department of Transportation.

The Port prepared and issued construction bid documents for the project in March 2000. The Port had re-
evaluated the project and its impacts and believed that there would be no direct or indirect impacts to
waters of the United States from the implementation of the project. The Port issued the bid document
aware that any construction done on uplands related to the Third Runway before a permit decision were
undertaken at the Port’s own risk.

As the public learned of the request for bids, a number of letters were written to the Port, Corps, Ecology,
City of SeaTac, and Washington State Department of Transportation demanding that the temporary
interchange project be stopped until the Port received its §404 permit from the Corps. Some suggested
that the temporary interchange construction would directly impact Wetlands 43 and 44, which the writers
maintained were the headwaters of Walker Creek.

In response to the concemns raised in these letters, the Corps asked the Port and its consultants to provide
more information. Site visits were undertaken specifically to investigate the concerns on May 25and
June 8, 2000. During these visits, it became apparent that the delincation for Wetland 44a was incorrect.
A small area adjacent to the wetland had become saturated due to an un-maintained subsurface drainage
system under SR 509. The Corps conducted a determination and came to the conclusion that this area
was in fact a jurisdictional wetland. Therefore, as designed, the project would have placed fill in 0.011
acre of jurisdictional wetland and would have been subject to approval under the Clean Water Act.

The Port redesigned the project to avoid placing fill in the wetland. To be conservative, even though no

impgcts have been identified to surface waters, the Port has also applied for and received a Hydraulic
Project Approval permit from Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. Currently, the Port is
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awaiting the outcome of its request to Ecology for a modification to its National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System permit before proceeding.

GLR14 INDUSTRIAL WASTE SYSTEM (IWS) LAGOON 3 PROJECT

Commentors contend that the Industrial Waste System (IWS) Lagoon #3 upgrade and expansion project 1s
being done to accommodate runoff from the Third Runway and therefore should be considered under the

Port’s §404 permit application and in connection with the §401 water quality certification process.

The upgrade and expansion of the IWS Lagoon #3 is independent of construction or operation of the
Master Plan Update improvements, and would be undertaken regardless of the decision on the Port’s §404
application. Treated effluent from the Sea-Tac Airport Industrial Wastewater System Treatment Plant
(IWTP) currently discharges to the Midway Sewer outfall into Puget Sound. By June 2004. the Port plans
to discharge the treated effluent from the IWTP to the King County East Division Reclamation Plant in
Renton for further treatment, prior to discharge to Puget Sound. Expansion of Lagoon #3 will provide
greater storage capacity prior to treatment and allow for a more controlled discharge to the King County

Metro sewer system.

The proposed IWS improvements would allow additional areas that generate industrial wastewater to
drain to the IWS rather than to the stormwater system. Runways, taxiways or the future Third Runway do
not generate industrial wastewater. The existing runways and future runway will continue to drain to the
stormwater system. The upgrade and expansion of the IWS was recommended in the /ndustrial Waste
System and Treatment Plan Engineering Report (December 1995) and the Addendum to IWS Engineering
Report (April 1998), which evaluated all known, available, and reasonable treatment (AKART) methods
prior to discharge. In addition, special condition #4 of the Port’s National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System permit (WA-002465-1) for the IWS requires the Port to use AKART methods to
improve water quality at the Airport.

The Port has completed the cleaning and lining of Lagoons #1 and #2 and will complete the cleaning,
expansion and lining of Lagoon #3 in 2002.

GLR15 COMMENTS CONCERNING INCOMPLETE INFORMATION

A number of commentors expressed the opinion that “incomplete information” should keep the Corps and
Ecology from being able to make a permit decision. References to “incomplete information™ included (1)
frustration over perceived delays regarding formal requests for information from the permitting agencies
and the Port, (2) an “incomplete” Joint Aquatic Resources Permit Application and Public Notice, (3)
various environmental reports prepared by the Port of Seattle that have been revised following the filing
of the Port’s permit application and contain “incomplete and misleading” information, and (4) a belief
that the permitting agencies must wait for several pending studies and actions to be completed before they
can make an informed permit decision.
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Information Reguests

Information requests for federal and state agency files related to the Master Plan Update actions have
come under the Freedom of Information Act for federal agencies and the Public Disclosure Act for the

state agencies and the Port.

Freedom of Information Act requests

The Freedom of Information Act (FOLA) requires an agency to decide within ten business days whether to
comply with a FOIA request and to inform the person making the request of the agency's decision and of
the person's right to appeal a refusal to provide information to the head of the agency. An agency may
take an additional ten days to respond to the initial request or the appeal in "unusual circumstances." An
agency has 20 days to respond to an administrative appeal. If the agency upholds the decision to refuse to
provide the information, it must inform the person requesting it of the right to appeal to a federal court.

A number of comments have made reference to FOIA requests made to the Corps. The Port is unable to
comment on the specifics of how FOIA requests for this project have been processed by the Corps.
However, the Port presumes that all responses have been provided in accordance with the applicable
regulations.

Public Disclosure Act (PDA) requests

State agencies are required to respond to a request for public records within five business days of receipt
of the request. The response must either be (1) a production of the record, (2) an acknowledgment of
receipt of the request and a reasonable estimate of the time necessary for a response, or (3) a denial of the
request. If the agency asks for clarification, the requesting party must respond. Failure to do so excuses
the agency from responding to the unclarified request. Denials of requests must be made in writing and
state specifically the reasons for the denial. The written response must identify the specific exemption on
which the agency relies and a brief explanation of how that exemption applies to the records requested.

A number of comments have made reference to PDA requests made to Ecology. The Port is unable to
comment on the specifics of how PDA requests for this project have been processed by Ecology.
However, the Port presumes that all responses have been provided in accordance with the applicable
regulations.

PDA requests to the Port

The Port takes its public disclosure responsibilities seriously. To the Port’s knowledge, all requests have
been handled appropriately and within the guidelines set forth in the Public Records Act.

“Incomplete” Application

Somc commentors have contended that the Port’s §404 application is incomplétc because it does not
include sufficient information to *“generate meaningful comments” on some Master Plan Update projects.

The Port’s §404 application sets out all activities that the Port plans for the Master Plan Update projects.
In addition, the Port has fully disclosed the existence of Port-sponsored non-Master Plan Update projects
and non-Port projects in the vicinity of Sea-Tac Airport, and it has provided the Corps with the available
environmental information for those projects. The Port agrees that the Corps’ jurisdiction exceeds a
review of the specific activity that triggers the need for a §404 permit and may include reviewing other
aspects of the Master Plan Update projects or consideration of cumulative impacts.
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It is the Port’s belief that its application is complete, and includes “sufficient information to give a clear
understanding of the notice and magnitude of the activity to generate meaningful comment.” 33 CFR §
325.3. In addition to the material in the application, the Port believes that the Corps has considered. and
made available to the public, information on other projects in the vicinity of the Airport. In some cases.

the projects mentioned by the commentor are still in the planning stages and awaiting environmental
review. In others, the Port is not the project sponsor. To the extent known, the Port has provided the
Corps with all required environmental information on these projects and proposals. This information is
available in the Master Plan Update §404 project file for interested members of the public and to assist the
Corps’ continuing evaluation of the Master Plan Update projects and consideration of the relationship
between those projects and other Port and non-Port projects in the vicinity of the Airport.

“Incomplete” Public Notice

Some commentors have claimed that the section of the Public Notice that lists relevant documents is
incomplete.

The Project Bibliography section of the 2™ Revised Public Notice was intended to be a “non-inclusive
list” of the documents that have been issued since the last public notice which contain the most applicable
information on impacts of the project to waters of the United States. The interested reviewer is referred to
the Corps’ project files for more information. The Corps’ file for this project (open since 1996) is quite
large. The fact that the Public Notice did not list all of the documents that have been prepared since
November 1999 does not make the Public Notice incomplete.

A list of some of the documents referred to by the Corps was put in the Public Notice as an aid to the
public in preparing comments. However, 33 CFR §325.3 does not require that an exhaustive list of each
and every document prepared in connection with the project by either the Port or its consultants be
included in the Public Notice. Detailed peer review of every engineering document on a project as
complex as that proposed by the Port is not what is envisioned by the public comment process. Rather,
what 33 CFR §325.3 requires is a “brief description” of the project to allow the public to make
“meaningful comment” on the proposed project.

“Incomplete and Misleading” Environmental Reports

No attempt has been made by the Port or its consultants to mislead the public with the various
environmental reports that have been prepared. The Port believes that it has presented all the information
necessary for both the Corps and Ecology to make informed decisions in granting the subject permits.

Some commentors have suggested that the lack of change sheets accompanying the revised documents
was a deliberate act of the Port to keep commentors from being able to find new information quickly. In
fact, the documents are dynamic and have been revised a number of times in response to requests from
agencies and the public. A list of the revisions has not been made, nor has such a list been kept from the
public. '

“Information Not Available” to Make Informed Permit Decisions.

Some commentors suggested that several pending studies must be completed before the agencies can
make informed permitting decisions.
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Section 401 Certification

The Port believes that there is no requirement that a §401 water quality certification bc issu;d prior to the
Corps accepting a §404 permit application. Regulatory evaluation of the §401 certification and §404
permit can occur simultaneously, which is the approach being undertaken in this case.

Hyvdrology Studies

Some comments noted that the hydrology studies funded by the state legislature and prepared under the
direction of Ecology were not mentioned in the second Revised Public Notice. The results of these
studies were used in the revision of the Werland Functional Assessment and Impact Analysis (see Section
5-1) supporting the §404/401 application and the studies are listed in the bibliography.

Hazardous Waste Issues: Existing On-Site Aquifer Contamination

Some commentors contended that the Aircraft Hydrant Fueling System (AHFS) project will require the
removal of existing contaminated soils and that this necessitates that the Corps and Ecology must include
a review of on-site soil and aquifer contamination in their permit decision.

The AHFS is meant to replace the aging fueling system at Sea-Tac Airport and to significantly reduce the
use of fueling trucks around the Airport. The AHFS has utility independent from the Master Plan Update
projects and will be completed regardless of the other projects.

Because of its independent utility, the AFHS project is not included in the Master Plan Update projects
considered under this §404/401 application. Additionally, the project does not have potential impacts to
water of the United States and therefore does not require §404/401 approval,

The AFHS is included in the cumulative impact analysis that has been completed for the Master Plan
Update projects. See GLR19 Cumulative Impacts below.

GLR16  VALIDITY OF THE FEIS/FSEIS — SUGGESTIONS THAT A
NEW EIS OR SUPPLEMENTAL EIS 1S NEEDED

In February 1996, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and Port issued the Final Environmental
Impact Statement for Proposed Master Plan Update Development Actions at Seattle-Tacoma
International Airport (FEIS). On May 13, 1997, the FAA approved the Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Master Plan Update Development Actions at Seattle-
Tacoma International Airport (FSEIS). A Record of Decision (ROD) was subsequently approved on July
3, 1997, providing final approval for those FAA actions necessary to approve the proposed Airport
Layout Plan (ALP). The ALP depicts four categories of development at the Airport: (1) a Third Runway
(a new 8500-foot dependent air carrier runway); (2) a 600-foot southerly extension of existing Runway
16L/34R; (3) expanded runway safety areas for Runways 16R and 16L; and (4) certain terminal and
landside improvements scheduled to be completed through the year 2010.

Some commentors have stated that another supplemental EIS is necessary due to changes, new
information, and the passage of time since the FEIS and FSEIS were issued. Based on a full analysis of
the changes, new information, and passage of time, the Port has concluded that the environmental
documents are adequate and another supplemental EIS is not required.
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Supplemental review under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA? 1s rescwcd for 'fsigniﬁcam"
project changes. Unless the new circumstances or mformation present a seriously dxffcrem_pncturc qf th;
environmental impact of the proposed project from what was previously envisioned. the information is
not “significant.” Marsh v. Oregon Natural Resources Council, 490 U.S. 360, 371 (1989). An agency
need not supplement an EIS every time new information comes to light after the EIS is finalized. /d.

An agency’s decision on whether to prepare a SEIS is subject to the “rule of reason.” Marsh, 490 U.S. at
373 (1989). Under the “rule of reason” standard, an EIS must (1) contain a reasonably thorough
discussion of significant impacts of the probable environmental consequences and (2) the form. content
and preparation of the EIS must foster both informed decision-making and informed public participation.
The requirement is that the agency has taken this procedural and substantive “hard look.” Srop H-3
Association v. Dole, 740 F.2d 1442, 1461 (9™ Cir. 1984). The Port’s environmental review documents

meet this standard.

See response to Helsell Fetterman letter of December 22, 2000, for a discussion of the changes and new
information since the FEIS and FSEIS were issued. As described in that response, the Port has taken a
“hard look™ and concluded that the changes and new information do not present a seriously different
picture of the environmental impacts from what was envisioned in the previous environmental documents.
In the absence of significant changes and new information, the passage of time alone is not sufficient to
warrant preparation of another supplemental EIS.

Ecology and the Port are subject to requirements of the Washington State Environmental Policy Act
(SEPA) that are similar to NEPA's requirements. In January 2000, the Port issued an EIS addendum
under the Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) entitled Addendum To Final
Environmental Impact Statement and Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement For Proposed
Master Plan Update Development Actions at Seattle-Tacoma International Airport.  The Port has
assessed the new information regarding affected wetlands and the temporary interchanges under the
standards of SEPA governing when supplementation of an FEIS for an ongoing proposal is required. The
Washington SEPA Rules require a supplemental EIS if there are: (1) substantial changes so that the
proposal is likely to have significant adverse environmental impacts not considered in the previous EIS;
or (2) new information indicating a proposal’s probable significant adverse environmental impacts. WAC
197-11-600(3)(b) and (4)(d). The Port’s review led to the conclusion that an Addendum was the
appropriate mechanism to address these issues. SEPA does not have time limitations that would affect
the preparation of a Supplemental EIS.

GLR17 CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVES

Through the Flight Plan and Major Supplemental Airport Study and later through the Master Plan Update
and the associated EIS process, the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC), the Port, and Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) have considered the full range of alternatives to the Master Plan Update
projects, including alternatives to the third parallel runway.

The _1989-1992 Flight Plan Study and Flight Plan EIS Considered Regional Alternatives To Meet Air

Transportation Demand

In 1989, the Port and the Puget Sound Regional Council of Governments (the predecessor regional

plming organization to PSRC) initiated the Flight Plan Project to study alternatives and recommend
solutions for meeting the region’s long-term air transportation needs. See The Flight Plan Project - Final
Environmental Impact Statement (October 1992). As part of the Flight Plan Project, the Final Flight Plan
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Programmatic EIS (FPEIS) analyzed 34 alternative strategies for meeting the region’s air transportation
needs. Flight Plan Draft and Final EIS.

At the conclusion of the Flight Plan studies and public process in 1992, the Flight Plan Report concluded
there was a pressing need in the Puget Sound region to meet increasing demand for air transportation
services, and it recommended implementation of a multiple airport system, including the addition of a
new air carrier runway at Sea-Tac Airport. Flight Plan FEIS. An extensive search was conducted of
potential sites for a replacement or supplemental airport, and detailed study was conducted of the most
promising sites. The sites that were studied in detail included Boeing Field, Paine-Field. Arlington
Airport, McChord Air Force Base, and potential new sites in central Pierce County and in the Black Lake
area of Thurston County. Earlier in the study process, other airports and sites were considered and
rejected, including Auburn, Bellingham, Bremerton, Moses Lake, Olympia, Port Angeles, Renton.
Skagit/Bayview, and Tacoma Narrows.

In April 1993, in response to the recommendations in the Flight Plan Study, the PSRC General Assembly
adopted Resolution A-93-03, amending the Regional Transportation Plan to authorize development of a
Third Runway at Sea-Tac Airport (1) unless a supplemental airport site was proven to be feasible to
eliminate the need for a new runway at Sea-Tac Airport, (2) after demand management and system
management programs are achieved or proven not to be feasible, and (3) when noise reduction
performance objectives are scheduled, pursued, and achieved based on independent evaluation and
measurement of noise impacts. See Master Plan FEIS (EIS) Section I (Project Background).

In early 1994, the PSRC conducted the Major Supplemental Airport Feasibility Study (MSA) to consider
the feasibility of a major supplemental airport. The PSRC concluded that “there are no feasible sites for a
major supplemental airport within the four-county region” and that further studies of alternative sites
would not be undertaken. PSRC Executive Board Resolution EB 94-01 (10-27-94).

Following the MSA and other studies, the PSRC Executive Board determined that the region should
continue to support a Third Runway at Sea-Tac Airport. April 25, 1996 Minutes of PSRC Executive
Board.  On July 11, 1996, the PSRC General Assembly passed Resolution A-96-02, which amended
Resolution A-93-03 and included a Third Runway at Sea-Tac Airport, with additional noise reduction
measures, in the region’s Regional Transportation Plan. The Regional Transportation Plan is a part of
Vision 2020, the region’s growth policies and strategies. PSRC Resolution A-96-02.

Flight Plan Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

The 1992 Flight Plan Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (FPEIS) considered site-specific
and programmatic alternatives to construction of a Third Runway at Sea-Tac Airport as possible solutions
to the projected capacity. -These alternatives included:

No action

Limited expansion of Sea-Tac Airport

Expansion of Sea-Tac Airport, including a new air carrier runway

Closure of Sea-Tac Airport and development of a replacement airport

Multiple airport system involving Sea-Tac Airport and one or more smaller supplemental airports
A single remote airport to be functionally linked to SeaTac Airport

Demand management measures

New air navigation and airplane technologies

High-speed ground transportation
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The Puget Sound Air Transportation Committee (PSATC) evaluated these system altern?xtives based ona
series of criteria which included: (1) airspace and the presence of conflicts with other airports or terrain:
(2) operational capacity; (3) accessibility to the region's residents: (4) ecqnomic impacts: and (35)
implementation feasibility. The screening process resulted in a recommendation for further study of a
multiple airport system including the addition of a Third Runway at Sea-Tac Airport: a replacement
airport; use of Boeing Field as a close-in remote airport; and continued use of Sea-Tac f?irpon in
conjunction with demand management, new technologies, and alternate modes of transportation. The
following alternatives were considered and rejected:

No Action — The PSATC rejected the no action alternative because it would not have aleviated the
region’s projected air capacity shortfall. Even the most conservative estimates indicated that Sea-_Tac
Airport would soon reach its efficient capacity. Delays were projected to be unacceptabie, especml!y
during times of peak travel or inclemant weather. Failure to take action would also have resultgd in
negative environmental impacts, including increased air pollution and noise. and could potentially
impact the safety of the flying public. :

Demand Management — The PSATC considered various demand management strategies, including
optimizing aircraft size and varible ticket pricing, to maximize the efficient use of the existing
airspace capacity. The PSATC concluded that while such stragegies might provide some short-term
relieve while capacity improvements were made, demand management techniques alone would not
solve the region’s air transportation problems.

New Technologies — Likewise, the PSATC concluded that new technologies, such as super-sized or
tilt-rotor aircraft can play a role in operational efficiency, but were too speculative and could not be
relied upon to provide sufficient capacity relief and avert the expected shortfall.

High Speed Ground Transportation — The PSATC assumed that high speed ground transportation
could reduce flight operations to Portland, Oregon and Vancover, British Columbia by about one-half
(40,000 operations/year) by the year 2020. Despite this reduction, Sea-Tac Airport would still face a
capacity shortfall of 104,000 operations per year. Moreover, construction of a high speed rail line
would cost approximately $3 billion, which made this alternative the most expensive alternative of
those studied.

A single remote airport at Boeing Field or Moses Lake Airport to be functionally linked to Sea-Tac
Airport —- The PSATC concluded that growth would not occur at a remote airport site until the air
capacity delay and its associated cost at Sea-Tac Airport created an impetus for airlines to move their
operations to the remote airfield, which would not occur in the foreseeable future. The PSATC rejected
the Moses Lake remote field option because it would require some form of high-speed ground
transportation link between Sea-Tac and the remote airport. The need for a high-speed ground link
pushed the estimated cost to construct a remote airport at Moses Lake over $3 billion dollars, making it
the most expensive alternative studied. The ground transportation requirement would also result in
greatly increased travel times and reduce the convenient movement of goods and people. The PSATC
rejected siting the remote field at Boeing Field because this option would provide only limited capacity
enhancement to Sea-Tac Airport due to significant airspace conflicts with Sea-Tac Airport resulting from
the proximity of the two airports and the alignments of their runways. Also, Boeing Field already
relieves traffic at Sea-Tac Airport by accepting general aviation aircraft. ‘

Closure of Sea-Tac Airport/Replacement Airport — The PSATC rejected the closure of Sea-Tac
Airport and construction of a large airport capable of handling the region’s air transportation needs. It
concluded that a replacement airport would come at a significant economic cost and would likely result
in subst_antial environmental impacts, since no replacement sites exist close to urban centers. Siting the
airport in a rural area would increase urban sprawl, would increase travel times and associated costs, and
would negatively impact the region’s air quality because of increased vehicle emissions.
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1994 Major Supplemental Airport Studv

The Major Supplemental Airport Study (MSA) began with an initial list of 40 potential sitgs and was
developed from numerous sources, including the Flight Plan Project. existing ;ommerc1al. general
aviation and military airports in the Puget Sound region, and review of US Geological Survey maps for
level areas large enough to accommodate an airport.

Potential sites for a new regional airport were required to meet a 2,140-acre footprint criterion to
accommodate two parallel, independent runways, with a minimum separation of 2.400 feet. Sites were
classified as unacceptable if significant physical obstructions (major hills, cliffs.and bodies of water)
existed within the footprint that would prohibit development. Approximately 25 sites satisfied the initial
criteria. Six of these sites were then eliminated due to their location outside of the relevant market area.
The 19 remaining sites were then rated for accessibility, instrument approach capability, local airspace.
site construction, site expansion potential, noise impacts, and environmental impacts. Major Supplemental
Airport Feasibility Study, Working Paper Three, 3-9 (August 1, 1994). This secondary screening resulted
in a reduction to twelve potential sites.

The wetland impacts, stream impacts, and wildlife habitat impacts reported in the MSA were as follows:

Location Wetlands Stream Wildlife Habitat
Impacts (acres) Impacts (miles) Impacts (acres)

Stanwood 182 45 233

Arlington 45 23 124

Marysville West 75 6.2 232

Marysville East 185

Bothell/Mill Creek 92 0.0 170

Duvall 104 0.2 121

Redmond 187 1.0 335

Lake Sawyer 39 4.2 179

Enumclaw 83 0.0 92

McChord 166 4.1 196
Frederickson 29 0.0 33

Tanwax Lake 78 0.0 77

Major Supplemental Airport Feasibility Study Preliminary Site Screening (Phase I) Evaluation, p. 9
(August 1994). Since this initial evaluation of impacts was completed, the Port has undertaken additional
evaluation of the wetland and stream impacts of the Arlington, Lake Sawyer and Frederickson sites. This
supplemental evaluation demonstrated that development of the Arlington site would result inthe impact
to 329 acres of wetlands and 3 miles of stream length, development of the Lake Sawyer site would result
In impacts to 114 acres of wetlands and 5.3 miles of stream length, and development of the Frederickson
site would result in impacts to 101 acres of wetlands and .03 miles of stream length.

On October 27, 1994, based on numerous public meetings and hearings and the information set forth in
the FPEIS and MSA, the PSRC adopted Resolution EB 94-01, which concluded that a major
supplemental airport was not feasible. The rationale for the decision included the increased cost of a new
airport over the cost of constructing a Third Runway at Sea-Tac Airport, opposition from air carriers to
the concept of a supplemental airport, questions regarding the long-term need for a suppiemental airport
in light of emerging transportation technologies, and support from a variety of labor, business and
community groups for the concept of construction of a Third Runway at Sea-Tac Airport. /d. In addition,
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as is set forth in the table above, and as verified in the supplemental analysis of the Arlington. Lake
Sawyer and Frederickson site, evaluation of each of the remaining MSA sites dcmonsthcd that
development of any of those sites would result in more environmental impacts than construction of a

Third Runway.

Finally, it should be noted that there has never been a sponsor or identified source of funds for

construction of a supplemental airport and that no party or group intervened during the Flight Plan Study.
Major Supplemental Airport Study or in any forum since. Neither the lack of a sponsor. nor the
conclusion of the PSRC process appears to have been based on the level of anticipated demand for air

travel in the region.

Sea-Tac Airport Master Plan Update/EIS

Also in response to the PSATC Flight Plan Study, the Port undertook a comprehensive update to the Sea-
Tac Airport Master Plan to evaluate the long-term facility needs at the airport and to develop an array of
possible improvements for efficiently meeting forecast regional air travel demand to the year 2020. The
Master Plan Update built on planning work undertaken at the Airport during the previous several years
and sought to balance the capacity of the airfield, terminal, roadways, and parking facilities and to
maintain an efficient level of service for the growing passenger and operational demands.

To evaluate the potential environmental impacts and mitigation measures for proposed airport improvements
—including a new runway — the FAA and the Port entered into a memorandum of understanding to serve as
Joint-lead agencies for preparing an environmental impact statement on the Airport Master Plan Update. The
Corps of Engineers served as a cooperating agency for this EIS.

The Master Plan Update/EIS reconsidered the broad system alternatives to constructing a new runway at Sea-
Tac Airport, including use of other modes of transportation, use of other existing airports, construction of a
new airport, activity/demand management, use of technology, and delayed or blended alternatives. With
regard to a new runway at Sea-Tac Airport, the Master Plan Update included a detailed analysis of the range
of potential lengths and separations for a new runway. The Master Plan Update evaluated the operational
benefits of the following eight airfield options:

Do nothing

5,200' runway separated by 1,500' from the existing cast runway

5,200' runway separated by 2,500' from the existing east runway

7,000' runway separated by 2,500' from the existing east runway

7,000 runway separated by 2,500' from the existing east runway and staggered 1,435 on the north end
7,500' runway separated by 2,500' from the existing east runway and staggered 935' on the north end
8,500' runway separated by 2,500' from the existing east runway

8,500' runway separated by 3,300' from the existing east runway

A new runway separated less than 2,500 feet from the existing east runway would not permit dual poor
weather arrival streams and would therefore not significantly reduce delay. Options separated by 2,500 feet
would permit dual staggered arrivals, with the types of aircraft able to use the runway dependent on its length.
A 5,200 foot runway could only accommodate about 31 percent of the year 2020 Sea-Tac Airport fleet. A
7,000 foot, 7,500 foot, or 8,500 foot runway at 2,500 feet separation would be sufficiently long to
accommodate between 91 - 99 percent (depending on its length) of aircraft using Sea-Tac Airport in 2020
and would provide substantial delay savings benefits. A new runway separated 3,300' from the east nmway
vgith the use of fast-radar (precision nunway monitor) could potentially allow for independent dual
simultaneous (non-staggered) arrival streams during poor weather, but would not produce substantially more

Response to 401/404 Comments 11-24 .
Reference: 1996-4-02325 April 30, 2001

AR 050118



II. General Responses

delay savings benefits through the year 2020 planning horizon than would a runway separated by 2.500 fget.
In addition, a 3,300 foot separation would have greatly increased environmental impacts and construction
costs. Based on these findings, the Master Plan Update and EIS evaluated new runway options separated by
2,500feet from the east runway with lengths of 7,000, 7,500, and 8.500 feet.

The EIS focused on the potential environmental impacts and mitigation measures of three SeaTac Airport
improvement alternatives and the "Do-Nothing" option. Each of the three improvement altemnatives include
construction of a new parallel runway with a length up to 8,500 feet and development of a range of landside
support facilities in either the central terminal areaor through the addition of either a north unit termnal or
south unit terminal. The Master Plan Update recommended development of a new two-concourse terminal
building north of the existing terminal, including approximately 2025 new gates and new parking facilities.

FAA Consideration of Alternatives

On July 3, 1997, the FAA's Northwest Mountain Region issued its Record of Decision (ROD) for the
Master Plan Update Development Actions at Seattle-Tacoma International Airport. On pp. 8- 11 of the
ROD, the FAA discussed its analysis of alternatives to the Third Runway. It noted that the FAA has
participated for many years in regional attempts to find a solution to the Sea-Tac Airport delay problem
through a wide variety of alternatives. The studied alternatives included: development of a replacement
or supplemental airport, the expanded use of existing airports, development of other modes of
transportation, demand and system management alternatives, and use of additional air traffic and flight
technology. The FAA emphasized that it has in recent years made a number of procedural and
technological improvements at Sea-Tac Airport that have increased the efficiency of air traffic flow.
However, the FAA stated ‘

[W]e have now exhausted all known available and reasonable improvements of this nature.
Additional technological and procedural alternatives that have been suggested are not reasonable
solutions to the defined need. (FAA ROD atp. 8.)

Shorter Runway Alternatives

In the course of deliberations regarding the proposed Third Runway, an alternative was suggested that
involves a shorter runway length (e.g., 6,000 feet to 6,700 feet) that is not aligned with the existing
runways on the north end. Since most of the fill will occur on the north end of the runway, a 6,000 feet
runway could reduce the amount of fill and avoid relocating up to 800 linear feet of Miller Creek. This
alternative has been fully considered. The FAA considered and rejected a shorter-length runway and
approved the proposed 8,500-foot length. FAA ROD at p. 9.

To avoid wetlands and reduce Miller Creek relocation, the shorter runway's north threshold would have to be
staggered by approximately 2,500 feet (for a 6,000-foot runway) to 1,800 feet (for 6,700-foot runway). That
1s, the north end of the new runway would not be aligned with the north end of the two existing runways, but
would be "staggered" to the south by a considerable distance. (The two existing runways do not have
staggered north thresholds — they are aligned on the north end.) Under the suggested shorter-runway
alternative, the staggered north end is necessary to avoid wetland and stream impacts. If the north end were
aligned with the existing nnways, the suggested alternative would have no fewer wetland and stream impacts
than the Port's proposed 8,500-foot runway.

A staggered north threshold would not meet the project’s purpose. Staggering the north threshold would
prevent certain operations under air traffic control procedures in Instrument Flight Rule (IFR) onditions.
IFR conditions are common at Sea-Tac Airport, occurring approximately 25 percent of the time. Following
development of the Third Runway, it is important that the airport have the ability to conduct independent
arrivals and departures during IFR conditions (i.e., departures from the inboard runway at the same time as
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arrivals on the new Third Runway). The ability to conduct independent arrivals and departures is imponan_t
to reducing bad weather delay at Sea-Tac Airport. Moreover. this situation would be common (gs often at 15
to 17 percent of the time) because the inboard runway, the longest runway at Sea-Tac Axrpon 1s best smtec_l
for departures of all aircraft types. In addition, from an air traffic control perspective. it is preferable totaxi
aircraft across a runway where departures are occurring (where it is easier to hold the departing planes) rather
than to taxi aircraft across a runway where arrivals are occurring. For both reasons, the situation in which
departures are occurring on the inboard runway while arrivals are taking place on the new Third Runway
would be a common occurrence at Sea-Tac Airport. Moreover, in order to reduce aircraft operation delay at
Sea-Tac Airport it is highly desirable for the inboard departures and ouboard arrivals to be “independent” so
that the air traffic controllers do not need to create a temporal separation between each separate departing and
arriving aircraft.

Under FAA Rules, 2,500 feet is the minimum runway separation for independent takeoffs from the inboard
runway while landings are taking place on the outboard runway. But this is only true when the ends of the
runways are aligned. If the thresholds are staggered, additional separation between the two runways is
required.

When the thresholds are staggered and the approach is to the far threshold, the minimum 2.500-
foot separation (for simultaneous IFR approach and departure) requires an increase of 100 feet
for every 500 feet of threshold stagger. (FAA Advisory Circular 150/5300-13 Change 5, § 208)

Moreover, this is not a requirement that can be cured by better techmology, nor can it be waived, because it is
a safety requirement designed to keep departing aircraft a safe distance away from the wake vortices of
arriving aircraft. To maintain the ability to conduct simultaneous IFR approach and departure, which is an
important airfield operating element to reduce poor weather delay at SeaTac Airport, the proposed
"alternative" runway would have to be moved to the west by 400 to S00 feet, which would increase its
wetland and stream impacts.

Although the primary function of the new runway is to serve arrivals, which require less runway length than
departures, the new runway must be capable of limited departures during certain conditions. This will enable
air traffic controllers to offload departures from the primary departure runway during limited peak periods
and during conditions in which the existing runways are unavailable. Limited use of the new runway for
departures will also provide added flexibility for air traffic controllers. Only 50 to 60 percent of the
commercial aircraft typically departing from SeaTac Airport could use a 6,000- to 6,700-foot runway for

departures.

Pilots on arriving aircraft have the authority to reject a mnway assignment and select a different runway.
Many pilots would refuse to land on a 6,000- to 6,700-foot runway, given the availability of a longer parallel
runway. Technically, according to the aircraft flight manuals, a large percentage of aircraft @n land on a
6.000- to 6,700-foot runway in good weather. However, pilots are ultimately responsible for the control of
their aircraft and will frequently refuse a shorter runway length, especially during bad weather or crosswind
conditions, which are frequent at Sea-Tac Airport. Any time a pilot does so, additional delays and increased
air traffic controlier workload will result as arriving aircraft are routed to holding patterns and wait their turn
to land on the longer runway. The availability of an &500-foot runway that provides the flexibility to
accommodate virtually all arrivals, regardless of aircraft type and weather condition, reduces delays.

The suggested shorter runway would complicate air terminal management, based on routine air traffic catrol
procedures at Sea-Tac Airport. If the new runway were Iess than 8,500 feet in length, certain long-haul traffic
would have to be segregated from other traffic and re-sequenced into the approach pattern of the existing
longer runway. This procedure would not only increase controller work load, but it would increase aircraft
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flying time and delays, since aircraft would have to fly further, thereby building delays into the airfield at
Sea-Tac Airport.

For these reasons, a shorter runway would not meet the project’s purpose and is not a practicable alternative
to an 8,500-foot runway with a north threshold aligned with the existing two runways.

GLR18 DELAY MEASUREMENT

The purpose for the Third Runway project, as articulated in the Final EIS (FEIS), Final Supplemental EIS
(FSEIS) and the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) Record of Decision is to “Improve the poor
weather airfield operating capability in a manner that accommodates aircraft activity with an acceptable
level of aircraft delay.” One of the by-products of the project is an increase in airfield capacity, as is
discussed extensively in Chapter 2 of the Final Supplemental EIS. As that chapter notes. the capacity of
the two-runway system is about 480,000 annual operations. With the Third Runway and existing air
traffic procedures, the Third Runway would be expected to increase that capacity to about 600.000 to

630,000 annual operations.

The delay analysis presented in the FEIS and FSEIS is the state-of-the-art method for assessing delaysat
a specific airport. At this time, there is no single measure of delay that fully captures all delays attributed
to a particular airport. In the absence of a comprehensive delay measurement system, the most commonly
used method for estimating current and future levels of delay for purposes of considering airport capital
investment decisions is a simulation analysis. Simulation analysis is an industry-accepted methodology
for calculating airport delays that relies on the use of a validated simulation model and actual data on the
existing and future airport operating environment. The FAA's capacity enhancement study provided the
basis for considering delay in the FEIS and FSEIS.

Aircraft delay is one measure of the operating efficiency or performance of an airport system or its
various components. It is defined as the difference between the actual time required for aircraft to pass
through the system (or a component of the system, like the enroute airspace) and the optimal time
achievable without constraints such as poor weather at the destination airport, lack of adequate runway or
taxiway facilities, or airspace interactions with other airports. Aircraft delay results from multiple aircraft
competing for limited facilities and can be influenced by a number of factors, such as:

Ceiling and Visibility Conditions,
Airfield Physical Characteristics,
Air Traffic Control Procedures, and
Aircraft Operational Characteristics.

An additional factor in measuring aircraft delay is the fact that aircraft are often delayed at a location that
is not the source of the delay. By means of FAA Central Flow Control Procedures, aircraft are routinely
held at the origin airport rather than in airspace holding patterns during periods of reduced arrival
acceptance rates at the destination airport. Accordingly, when weather conditions.in Seattle preclude the
use of dual approaches, aircraft destined for Sea-Tac are held either at the gate or on the airfield of the
origin airport. Such delays often are attributed to the departure from the origin airport, rather than the
arrival into Sea-Tac Airport.

The metrics used to measure delay vary widely and depend on the intended use of the data. For example,
the FAA’s Air Traffic Management Operations System (ATOMS) is an operational and tactical planning
tool used to support decisions about real time air traffic control procedures and the deployment of air
traffic control personnel and other resources. As such, ATOMS is used to collect data on the number of
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flights delayed 15 minutes or more during any one of the four stages of ﬂight: departure. ?ilt g‘afﬁc
management, enroute, and arrival. These four segments coincide with the air traffic control _dmsxon o_f
workload used throughout the National Airspace System (NAS). For example. a flight that incurs 14.5
minutes of delay in the departure phase, 14.5 minutes of delay due to air traffic management, 14.5
minutes enroute and 14.5 in the arrival phases (a total flight delay of 58 minutes) would not be countgd as
a delayed flight using the ATOMS methods. Since ATOMS was not designed to assist with dccisans
about airport improvements, such as the proposed new runway at Sea-Tac Airport, it does not provide
useful information about the source of a particular delay, nor does it quantify the aggregate minutes of
delay experienced throughout the NAS due to constraints at a particular facility.

On-time performance, as reported through Airline Service Quality Performance (ASQP), is another
measure of system performance that is often confused with delay. In accordance with 14 CFR Part 234.
certain U.S. airlines are required to report their on-time performance for information to consumers. On-
time performance measures the historical tendency for a flight or group of flights to arrive early, on-time
or late, relative to the flight’s scheduled arrival time. Reviewing on-time performance data is an effective
way of planning a trip or evaluating an airline’s flight schedule. However, since airlines often add time
into a flight schedule in anticipation of delay and to provide customers with a reasonable expectation of
the arrival time at the destination, on-time performance provides little insight into airport system
performance.  Consequently, on-time performance data is not relevant to the determination of
improvements necessary at any airport, including Sea-Tac Airport.

Another commonly used measure of delay is airline performance data, which is often referred to as block
times or “out-off-on-in” times. For each flight, certain airlines record (often electronically) the actual
time in which each aircraft pulls out of a gate (out time), the runway liftoff time (off time), the runway
touchdown time (on time) and the gate arrival time (in time). Measures of aircraft delay for participating
flights can be estimated by comparing this data to a minimum travel time.

Because of the cost of fuel, crew salaries and other direct aircraft operating expenses, airlines, airports
and the FAA recognize that reductions in delay offer the potential to reduce airline operating costs. The
average aircraft operation at Sea-Tac Airport costs $1,604 per hour or $26.73 per minute, according to the
July 1995 Sea-Tac Airport Capacity Enhancement Plan Update. Reduction in delay due to a particular
airport improvement, whether it be less than or greater than fifteen minutes, and regardless of where it is
physically incurred, influences decisions about capital projects like the proposed new parallel runway at
Sea-Tac Airport.

The FAA defines an airport’s “practical capacity” according to the National Plan of Integrated Airport
System (NPIAS), which occurs at the level of annual operations in which average delay per operation is
five minutes. This is consistent with the 4-6 minute level of acceptable delay defined in the Final EIS.
The FSEIS also discusses the theoretical maximum capacity at an airport, at a level of annual operations
in which the average delay per operation is 15-20 minutes. However, this does not suggest that delay
levels of this magnitude are acceptable. To the contrary, because of the cost to the airlines and the
inconvenience to the traveling public, delay levels of this magnitude are unacceptable.

It should also be acknowledged that an annual average delay level of 15-20 minutes indicates a wide
variation between the level of delay incurred between good and bad weather conditions (ie.,
ceiling/visibility above and below 5,000 feet/five statute miles). While good weather delays would likely
remain at acceptable levels, delays during poor weather conditions in which a single approach is used for
arrivals would be well in excess of 20 minutes per operation. In fact, as demand grows, a significant
number of flights either would be delayed well into the nighttime noise abatement period or would be
canceled. Passengers affected by flight cancellations would be accommodated on a later flight or would
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be rerouted through another citv. In any event. poor weather delays would result 1n a severe

Inconvenience to the traveling public.

To further illustrate the impact of future delay. occasionally flights are canceled today during low
visibility conditions. In most cases. load factors enable airlines to consolidate passengers of canceled
flights onto other flights later in the day. However. this practice will become more difficult as passenger
demand continues to increase. The “gap™ in average delay per operation between good and poor weather
conditions will continue to increase. and. as a result. on-time rehability will contuinue to worsen.
Passenger demand would therefore continue to be served. albeit at a deteriorating level of service.

GLR19 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Since publication of the FEIS and SEIS, more detailed information has become available on other projects
n the vicinity of the airport. This section lists the most current environmental documentation for these
other projects and briefly highlights the major findings of those documents. This information is relevant
to the consideration of the cumulative impacts of these other projects when combined with the impacts of
the Master Plan Update projects. The following analysis briefly summarizes the significant cumulative
impacts of both non-Port and Port projects with a particular emphasis on impacts to aquatic resources.
The background environmental documents for these projects have been provided to the Corps for
consideration during its ongoing “hard look™ review of the Master Plan Update project and for review by

the public.

Cumulative impacts for projects sponsored by the Port and other agencies were considered in the 1996
FEIS. the 1997 FSEIS and other supporting environmental documents. For example, cumulative impacts
have been described in the FEIS IIl-6, Future Planned Developments and FSEIS Section 4-4-8,
Cumulative Impacts. After publication of the FEIS and F. SEIS, cumulative impacts on wetland functions
were discussed in Wetland Functional Assessment and Impact Analysis for the Master Plan Update
Improvements, Parametrix, December 2000, at Pp- 4-72 to 4-83. Cumulative impacts arealso discussed in
the January 24, 2000 SEPA Addendum re: Additional Wetland Impacts and Construction Only
Interchange, p. 43. Cumulative impacts related to ESA issues are discussed in the Biological Assessment,
June 2000 at pp. 9-17. 9-20. 9-21, 9-23, and 9-24: see also the Port Re-Evaluation Document. November
1999 (discussing cumulative impacts of SR 509/South Access Freeway, Des Moines Creek Regional
Detention Facility, Link Light Rail project, and potential redevelopment of Borrow Areas).

Projects Sponsored by Other Agencies

Projects in the airport vicinity sponsored by agencies other than the Port of Seattle are at various stages of
design and implementation. These projects are not expected to cause significant adverse cumulative
umpacts that. when considered in relation to the potential impacts of the Master Plan Update projects,
would necessitate preparation of another SEIS.

SR 509/South Access

The Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) is the lead agency for the proposed
extension of State Route 509 south of the Atrport. The SR 509/South Access Road project would extend
the SR 509 freeway south from its current terminus at Des Moines Memorial Dr. (near South 188" Street
10 a connection with Interstate 5 and improve related local traffic circulation patterns. Southern access to
the Airport would be provided by construction of a new roadway, the South Access Road, which would
connect the Airport’s terminal drives to the SR 509 extension near S. 200th Street.
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Five alternatives are currently under consideration for the locanon the SR 509 extension. WSDOT has
proposed Alternative C2 as the preliminary preferred alternative. Alternative C2 would cross the
southern one-third of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) extended object-free zone at the south
end of Runway 16L/34R. The roadway would continue to the southeast and encroach on the northeast
comer of Des Moines Creek Park and require the acquisition of approximately 8.1 acres of parkland.
Continuing toward I-5. the SR 509 mainline would pass through an area of mobile homes and would join
I-5 in the vicinity of South 208th-212th Swreets. The length of the extension would be approximately 3.3
miles. Improvements along I-5 would continue to the south at least as far as South 272nd Street.

In 1996. WSDOT published a draft programmatic environmental impact statement examiming a wide
range of potenuial roadway alignments for the project. WSDOT subsequently nitiated a more detailed.
project specific environmental analysis and Supplemental EIS. The Draft of the EIS 1s currently expected
to be issued in Fall. 2001.  Between February 2000 and August 2000. WSDOT released updated
information on the project in a number of Discipline Reports in the following areas: Geology and Soils:
Water Quality; Hazardous Waste; Historical and Archeological Preservation: Relocation. Section 4(f)—
23 US.C. § 138 evaluation re: use of land from public park. recreation area. wildlife or waterfowl
refuge. or historic site; Social: Visual Qualitv: Vegetation. Wildlife and Fisheries: and Wetlands.
Additional reports covering traffic. noise. and other topics are being prepared. ' '

The potential impacts in several of these areas are summarized below. Readers are referred to the
Discipline Reports for detailed discussion of these and other potential project-related impacts.

Wetlands. Impacts to wetlands and wetland buffers vary depending on the alternative considered, and
impacts could include alteration of existing wetland hydrology and water quality. Thirty-five wetlands or
buffer areas lie within the cut or fill lines of the five Build alternatives. Thirty of these wetlands are
generally isolated slopes or depression systems. Two wetlands occur along the main stem of Des Moines
Creek. Three wetlands have surface water connections to drainages that flow into Des Moines Creek.

Based on the data available in April 2000. the predicted impacts are between 7.7 to 9.29 acres of wetland
impacts and 14.5 to 18.56 acres of buffer impacts. These area totals include both direct, physical impacts
and secondary impacts such as shading. The predicted impacts are described in more detail in the April
2000. Wetland Discipline Report (“WDR"), pp. 57-65. Mitigation measures are discussed at DR, pp.
66-70.

Alternative C2 has been proposed by WSDOT as the Preliminary Preferred Alternative. Twenty wetlands
are located near the Alternative C2 alignment. Seven of these wetlands would not experience direct
wetland or buffer impacts from the C2 alignment, but they are located close enough that design
adjustments in the alignment could create some tmpacts in these areas.

Four Wetlands (designated A. D, F. and G) are associated with the Des Moines Creek corridor. Wetland
A. around the main stem of Des Moines Creek. is a large (6.5 hectare) forested and scrub-shrub system.
Wetland A exhibits moderate wetland functions. Wetland G. extending up Des Moines creek to both
Wetlands F and D, is a disturbed riparian system with moderate to low wetland functions. At the
headwaters of the east fork of Des Moines Creek. Wetland F is a large (11.6 hectare) forested, scrub-
shrub. emergent, and open water system with high functions. The east fork of Des Moines Creek
(Wetland D) is a disturbed riparian area. The low end of this wetland has been engineered as a
stormwater detention system, while portions of the upper area have moderate function and extensive
seeps that are an important hydrologic source for Des Moines Creek. Wetland B is a large (2.7 hectare)
system above the headwaters of the west tributary of Des Moines Creek. Wetland B has moderate
funct;ons for stormwater control and water quality improvement and potential for base flow support. The
remaming 14 wetlands in the project are depressional or slope systems that are either hydrologically
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1solated or the hvdrologic connections were not determined. They generally have low-to-moderate

functions.

Environmental Consequences - Construction impacts are both temporary and permanent impacts that

directly affect wetlands through filling or dredging. Operation impacts are impacts resulung from the
ongoing use of the roadway after construction. Secondary impacts are mostly associated with potential

alterations 1o wetlands hydrology. water quality, wildlife disturbance, and increased noise.

The primary effect from project construction on the wetland systems would be the permanent fill or
dredge from cut slopes or wetlands and their buffer areas.

Some wetlands would be cleared. graded. and filled for construction of each Build alternatives. Wetland
buffers would also be affected. See WDF Table 5, p. 58. Additionally. temporary wetland impacts would
occur along vertical wall structures during construction. This narrow band of impact adjacent to the walls
would be restored upon completion of construction.

Wetland functions that could be reduced as a result of construction inciude flood water detention and
retention, flood flow desynchronization, groundwater recharge and discharge. and water quality
improvement. Biological and wildlife support could be affected by reduced production and disruption of
connections among habitats. See WDF Table 4, p. 39. Placement and sizing of culverts, bridges. berms
and other structures that direct the flow of surface water could alter wetland hydrology by diverting.
restricting. or increasing the flow of water in adjacent wetlands. The type and magnitude of construction
impacts would depend on final designs of these structures and stormwater management systems.

Temporary impacts during construction would include clearing and grading. This would expose erodible
soils. increasing the potential for erosion and sediment transport to wetlands. Sedimentation could
degrade water quality by increasing turbidity, suspended solids, and pollutants. If left unmitigated,
sediment deposition in wetlands could reduce floodwater storage capacity. change water depth and flow
patterns. and block water inflow or outflow paths. Large volumes of sediment could damage or destroy
trees by cutting off oxygen to their roots and could bury eggs of aquatic organisms.

Also, if left unmitigated. wetland water quality could be adversely affected during construction as a result
of onsite storage and the use of construction equipment fuel and lubricants.

Wetlands that would not be graded or filled but that are adjacent to areas of construction impact could be
affected by changes in water quantity and water quality. Increased noise and human activity during
construction may cause short-term degradation to wetland wildlife habitat.

All of the Build alternatives will result in an increase in roadway surface, which could alter the hydrologic
functions in the wetlands and streams. Increases for Alternative C2 include a total of 30.8 hectares (76
acres) of road surface in three stream basins: Des Moines Creek Basin. 24.5 hectares (60.5 acres) of road
surface: Massey Creek Basin. 5.5 hectares (13.6 acres) of road surface and Miller Creek Basin 0.8,
hectare (1.9 acres) of road surface.

Operation impacts include possible alteration of existing wetland hydrology and reductions in water
quality and wildlife habitat. Vegetated wetland and adjacent upland areas that currently allow infiltration
of ramwater would be replaced by impervious road surfaces. Resulting increases in volume and rate of
surface water runoff could cause increased fluctuations in water levels. Alteration of the wetlands’
hydrology could change their respective size, plant communities, and wildlife. The extent of these

impacts will be dependent on the ability of the surface water management systems to control flow rates
and preserve water quality.
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Pollutants such as petroleum products. heavy metals and sediments from the highway surfac? may be
carried mto the wetlands along with stormwater and could negauvely affect wetland funcuons.
Additionally. noise and visual disturbance from vehicular traffic may impact wildlife breeding. nesting

and feeding.

In addition to the impacts described above that are common to all Build alternatives.building Alternative
C2 would result in additional wetland impacts as summarized in WDR Figure 11. The construction of
Alternative C2 would not cause direct wetland impacts to any Class 1 significant wetiands. Total direct
wetland impacts would equal 3.1 hectares (7.6 acres) of Class 2 wetlands and 0.5 hectare (0.9 acre) of
Class 3 wetlands. Buffer impacts would be 5.9 hectares (14.5 acres).

Wetland impacts will be avoided where possible and reduced through design changes. The road\\fa_\'
design and use of vertical walls are two measures to avoid unnecessary wetland impacts. Other design
features that may be incorporated into the project include design elements to help maintain existing water
flow through wetland systems. Bridges and trestles may be used to minimize the need for filling or

culverts.

Impacted wetlands will be rehabilitated or restored. and wetlands will be replaced through agreement with
local governments and regulatory agencies. The cities of SeaTac and Des Moines have both enacted *no
net less” wetland regulations. The project will also meet the mitigation ratios (2:1 for Class 1 and 2
wetlands, 1:1 for Class 3 wetlands) of the applicable city regulations.

In addition. the roadway construction will adhere to best management practices (“BMPs™) to ensure that
stormwater runoff is collected and treated and that discharge to existing waters is controlled. A
stormwater pollution prevention plan, temporary erosion control plan, and temporary sedimentation
control plan will be implemented to avoid or minimize construction impacts. These plans will likely
include settling ponds, containment berms, silt fences. sediment traps. and seeding of exposed slopes.

In areas where direct wetland impacts are unavoidable, compensation for impacts will be accomplished
through some combination of wetland enhancement. restoration and creation consistent with the POS
Wildlife Hazard Management Plan. See WDR. p. 69. An Initial Mitigation Plan will be prepared for
Alternative C2 and issued as an appendix to the Draft Supplemental EIS. The plan will comply with
NEPA and SEPA and incorporate methods in the interagency Guidelines for Developing Freshwater
Wetlands Mitigation Plans and Proposals and the applicable Sensitive Areas Ordinances.

Operational impacts will be minimized through the design and maintenance of the stormwater
management systems and the use of retention/detention facilities. bioswales, oil separators and other
structures that treat and control the stormwater release rate. Flow spreaders and other energy-defusing
structures could be used to reduce erosion of natural drainage systems during high-flow events.

Vegetation. Wildlife and Fisheries. Several vegetation communities and a wide range of topography,
including three stream basins Miller Creek. Des Moines Creek. and Massey Creek Basins are located
within the project area. Vegetation communities consist of mowed and unmowed grassland areas along
1-5 and adjacent roads. commercial and residential areas containing primarily non-native species,
wetlands, shrublands, and mixed deciduous/coniferous forest.

No substantial impacts to vegetation or wildlife are anticipated. The primary effects on habitat from road
construction would be the removal of vegetation and increased habitat fragmentation. Wider roads and
new roads could create barriers to wildlife movements. Noise could cause wildlife to seek new foraging
or nesting areas. Excavated streams would be restored and wildlife habitat would be mitigated in

Response 10 401/404 Comments -32 April 30, 2001
Reference: 1996-4-02325

AR 050126



I, General Responses

consultation with the FAA. federal. state. and local agencies. Impacts to vegetation. wildlife and ﬁshenes‘
vary between the alternatives and range from 113 acres to 170.8 acres of impacts to vanous categories 0_1
natural habitat. March 2000 Fegeration, Wildlife and Fisheries Discipline Report (“V'WFDR ™). pp. 39-4°
(discussing impacts) and pp. 48-50 (discussing mitigation measures).

Water Quality. Potential impacts to water quality could occur from the construction and operation of the
highway. Construction activities would include cleaning of vegetation. demolishing existing roads and
buildings, regrading the existing ground surface, installing culverts at stream crossings. handling
construction materials. and operating machinery. If unmitigated. these activities have the potential to
disrupt surface water flows. increase surface runoff volumes. cause erosion and sedimentation n
receiving streams. and increase water temperature in streams. In addition. a vanerty of foreign matenals
could enter surface water bodies including sediment. fuel, lubricants, paving oils. construction debris. and

uncured concrete.

Acuvities and events that could occur during operation of the highway. such as stormwater runoff.
accidental spills, sanding and de-icing, and vegetation control all have the potential to affect surface water
quality. Contaminant concentrations in stormwater coming from the roadway would most likely not
exceed Washington State Water Quality standards due to treatment by selected Best Management

Practices (BMPs).

A number of measures can be taken to reduce the potential impacts on water quality, including integration
of a stormwater management system into the roadway design. Also, WSDOT’s Municipal NPDES
permit will require mitigation of potential adverse effects fromthe long-term operation of the road. This
mitigation includes collection of stormwater, control of flow rate, and water quality treatment in
accordance with King County’s 1998 Stormwater Management Guidelines, WSDOT's 1995 Stormwater
Management Guidelines and WSDOT's 1999 ESA Stormwater Guidelines. To minimize accumulation of
sediments 1n streams and wetlands. WSDOT is currently considering the use of thirteen wet vaults.
located along the roadway as necessary to allow collected stormwater to be discharged at natural locations
in the highway’s subbasins.

Current Process. The WSDOT planning and environmental assessment for the SR 509/South Access
project 1s being carried out in close coordination with state and federal regulatory agencies under the
terms of a “merger agreement.” These agencies will be responsible for approval of the 401, 404, and
associated permits for the project. Under the terms of the merger agreement. WSDOT meets periodically
with these agencies and discusses project elements and modifications that may reduce or mitigate
environmental impacts. Since the publication of the Discipline Reports, WSDOT has continued to work
with the regulatory agencies to modify their proposal to reduce wetland and buffer impacts.

Central Link Light Rail Transit System

The cumulative impacts of the proposed light rail transit system were considered in the FSEIS, p. 5-1-8.
The Central Puget Sound Regional Transit Authority (“Sound Transit™) is proposing construction and
operation of an approximately 25-mile electric light rail system known as the Central Link Light Rail
Transit Project. which will connect to the eastside of the airport. The portion of the project near Sea-Tac
Airport is referred to as “Segment F” in the Central Link Light Rail Transit Project, Final Environmental
Impact Statement, November 1999.

The preferred alternative for Segment F is designated Alternative F2.3 Washington Memorial Park,

Elevated east of 28" Avenue. This alternative includes an elevated line along Tukwila International
Boulevard from 152™ Street, continuing southwest to cross traveling over SR 518, traveling west of
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Washington Memorial Park. and connecting to the Airport’s North Unit Terminal. The lmem\\'ould then
contnue elevated along the west side of International Boulevard. tum southwest to cross 188" Street ayd
continue elevated along the east side of 28" Avenue S. to S. 200" Street. Three stations are proposed for
Alternative F2.3 with one alternative station and another potential station.

The Alternative F2.3 stauons at S. 154" Steet. the North Unit Terminal. and S. 184" Street would
decrease existing impervious surface. The proposed park-and-ride facility at S. 200" would add 130.600
square feet of impervious surface area if the proposed 630 stalls are constructed. Trackage associated
with this alternative would add an additional 80.000 square feet of new mmpervious surface along
International Boulevard S.. and road widening would add 7.200 square feet of new impervious surface.

Water Resources. None of the Segment F alternative alignments would cause significant impacts to
wetiands. Four of the Project Alternatives would require 0.60 acre of tree removal along the eastern edge
of Washington Memorial Park and the loss of 0.12 acres of forested and palustrine emergent wetland and
0.21 acres of wetland buffer. One alternative would affect Bow Lake (AR-44) through the loss of less
than 0.01 acre of scrub/shrub wetland and 0.06 acre of wetland buffer. loss of some riparian vegetation
that provides wildlife habitat and water quality functions, and incremental degradation of fish habitat
from in-water piers and clearing of littoral vegetation. Central Link Light Rail FEIS, pp. 4-121.

There are a number of options under consideration for construction of the South SeaTac Station (Options
A-F). South SeaTac Station Option A would remove 5.0 acres, and station options B and C would
remove 4.0 acres of trees and dense shrubs. South SeaTac Station options D. E. and F would remove 0.60
acres of urban songbird habitat. No long-term impacts on wetlands or fish habitat are expected under the
other alternatives in Segment F. Alternative F2.3 may effect fish in Bow Lake through the ioss of habitat
from clearing of riparian or littoral vegetation and the placement of piers in the water.Central Link Light
Rail FEIS, pp. 4-124 and 4-125 (Table 4.7-2).

None of these alternatives is expected to affect the bald eagle nesting territory at Angle Lake. No impacts
on threatened and endangered fish species are expected to result from any of the altematives in this
segment. Central Link Light Rail FEIS, pp. 4-121, 4-125, 4-126.

The various Alternatives create up to 120,000 square feet of new tmpervious surface from trackage,
18.000 square feet from road improvements, and 130.600 square feet at the S. 200" Street park-and-ride if
the 950 proposed stalls are constructed.

Alternative F2.3 would add 130.600 sq. ft. of impervious surface area if the proposed 630 stalls are
constructed. Trackage associated with this alternauve would add 80.000 sq. ft. of impervious surtace
along International Boulevard, and road widening would add an additional 7.200 sq. ft. of new
impervious surface. Stations at S. 154" St.. IMC or NEAT, and S. 184" St. would decrease impervious
surface.

Increased impervious surface associated with the proposed S. 200" Street park-and-ride facility could
impact local dramnage systems and water quality by increasing runoff; however, this project is not
expected to have significant impacts on the East Fork of Des Moines Creek, which lies downstream from
the project. Park-and-ride facilities at S. 154" and S. 160™ are proposed at existing developed sites with
100 percent impervious surface and would decrease the total amount of impervious surface area within
the Des Moines Creek watershed. although the amount of pollutant-generating impervious surtace would
Increase.

Mitiga_xtiqn.. Mitigation for each project segment will be required to meet the applicable standards of the
local jurisdictions. City of SeaTac regulations, which are based upon the King County Surface Water
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Design Manual (1998). govern the area that would be impacted by all the alternatives 1in Segment F.
Stormwater detention and treatment and water quality treatment wouldbe provided at the proposed park-
and-ride at International Blvd. and S. 200" Street. and at 28" Ave. S. and S. 200" Street to meet KC SWM
Level 2 requirements. Water quality treatment would be provided at the S. 154" Street park-and-ride
facilities. Central Link Light Rail FEIS, pp. 4-134 to 4-138.

Regional Stormwater Detention Facility

The potential impacts of the Regional Detention Facility (RDF) were considered in the Preliminan
Comprehensive Stormwater Managemen: Plan, June 1998/revised November 1999 at pp. 2-5. 2-9. 2-17
(Des Moines Creek basin plan), 3-9, 4-6, 4-7, 4-19, Figures 4-4 and 4-5. and Tables 4-6 and 4-7.
Construction of the RDF is recommended in the Des Moines Creek Basin Plan. which was developed by
the Des Moines Creek Basin Committee. a group comprised of the Port of Seattle, King County. and local
Junisdictions. The Des Moines Creek Plan is intended to improve stormwater runoff management in the

Des Moines Creek basin.

The Des Moines Creek RDF will be located at the head of the west branch of Des Moines Creek at the
Northwest Ponds and is anticipated to provide a total of 180 acre-ft of storage. The facility would
mitigate impacts of stormwater runoff from all past and future (beyond Level 1 of the King County
standards) development in the Des Moines creek watershed. The goal of the project is to stabilize the
flow regime, reduce the channel erosion rate, and restore the salmon habitat for Des Moines Creek.

The three alternatives for the design of the RDF facility are described in the November 1. 1999 Des
Moines Creek Regional Capital Improvement Projects Preliminary Design Reporr. On November 1,
1999. the Des Moines Creek Basin Committee also published an Addendum 10 the Des Moines Creek
Regional Capital Improvement Project Preliminary Design Report (*'Addendum "). In the Addendum, the
Des Moines Creek Basin Committee selected the Alternative 2 design option, which is described on page
16 of the Preliminary Design Report.

Wetland Impacts: The area proposed for the RDF, the Northwest Ponds, is part of a large wetland system
that includes the ponds themselves, portions of an existing golf course, and extensive areas both northeast
and southwest of the ponds. To accommodate additional water storage necessary for stream protection,
portions of the existing wetland will need to be modified. This modification would inciude construction
of one or two berms and regrading approximately 11 acres of wetland area. Of this area. roughly five
acres he within the golf course and are dominated by turf grasses while another two to three acres are
dominated by invasive scrub-shrub species. Although the modifications will disturb some existing plant
communities, the disturbed areas will remain wetlands, with the exception of the area filled for berms.

To effectively lower the water surface elevations of the ponds, the outlet channel (West Fork Des Moines
Creek) must also be lowered. This will require reconstruction of approximately 2.000 linear feet of
existing channel and the removal of two artificial weirs within that reach, Restoration and enhancement
of the stream channel will include both in-stream and habitat features, such as placement of large, woody
debris and boulders. as well as buffer revegetation. As currently proposed. there will be no permanent
loss of stream function or length as a result of conveyance improvements to the stream for operation of
the facility. Preliminary Design Report, p. 54.

There are three proposed Alternatives for this project. Alternative 2 is the Preferred Alternative.
Alternative 1 impounds the Northwest Ponds by constructing a berm at the existing outlet release control.

A second berm would be constructed at the Approach Light Road with flow release of discharge in the
range of 10-year to 25-year return interval flow rate. The South End Sea-Tac storm drainage (existing
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concrete pipe) would be rerouted to the Northwest Ponds. The Flow Bypass System would be connected
to Northwest Ponds at the existing outlet.

Alternauve 2 impounds the Northwest Ponds by constructing a berm at the existing outlet. A second
berm would be constructed at the Approach Light Road with a flow release control of discharge mn the
range of 10-vear to 25-year return interval flow rate. The existing culverts at S. 200" St. would be
modified to perform flow rate control for 25-year 10 500-year return interval flow rates. East Fork Des
Mornes Creek at the Tyee Pond would be diverted to Northwest Pond. The South End Sea-Tac storm
drainage (existing concrete pipe) would be rerouted to the Northwest Ponds. and the Flow Bypass Svstem
would be connected to the existing outlet. Preliminary Design Report, page 16.

The berm design for Alternative 2 could require filling up to 1 acre of wetland within the golf course.
depending on the final berm design and location. Preliminary Design Report, page 53. This Altemative
would also require reconstruction of approximately 2.000 linear feet of existing channel and the removal
of two artificial weirs that are located within that reach. Restoration and enhancement of the stream
channel would include both instream habitat features. such as large woody debris and boulders. as well as
buffer revegetation. There would be no permanent loss of stream function or length as a result of the
stream conveyance improvements.

Alternative 3 would not require construction of a berm at the outlet. Instead. the outlet would be
excavated to provide an open conveyance from Northwest Ponds to hydraulic control at the Approach
Light Road. As with the other alternatives, a berm would be constructed at the Approach Light Road with
flow release control of discharge for the storm events up to the 100-year return interval. The culverts at
South 200" Street would be modified to perform flow rate control for 100-year to 500-year return interval
flow rates. See Preliminary Design Report, p. 27.

The potential cumulative impact of the RDF project was considered in the Port of Seattle’s Preliminary
Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan, June 1998/revised December 1999 at pages. 2-5, 2-9, 2-
17 (Des Moines Creek basin plan), 3-9, 4-6, 4-7, 4-19, Figures 4-4 and 4-5. and Tables 4-6 and 4-7.
While the RDF project has undergone continued refinement and environmental analysis since that time.
no significant new information or changes in the project proposal have been identified. Moreover, the
Port believes that the RDF project, if mitigated as proposed, will likely benefit Des Moines Creek by
stabilizing flow rates and is likely to cause only a minimal mmpact on other aquatic resources in the
vicinity of the Sea-Tac Airport.

City of SeaTac Development Planning

As a condition of the 1997 Interlocal Agreement between the Port and the City of SeaTac, both agencies
have agreed to coordinate development in and around the airport. The proposed Master Plan Update
improvements are consistent with the City’s comprehensive plan adopted pursuant to the state Growth
Management Act.

City Center Plan: In November 1999, thg City adopted the SeaTac City Center Plan as aSubarea plan to

The City and the Pon of Seattle have also entered into a Joint Transportation Study that will include
develqpmem of multi-modal travel simulation models to test various combinations of regional Airport
and City-wide development and access alternatives,
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The SeaTac Cin Plan FEIS did not identify anyv unavoidable impacts that affect the environmental
analysis providéd for the Port’s §404 application. For example. the SeaTac Cin Plan FEIS did not
identify any additional wetland impacts. and water impacts were limited to additional stormwater runoft
that will be mitigated through compliance with applicable surface water design regulations. stormwater
filtration. and additional landscaping requirements. See SeaTac Cinv Plan FEIS, pp. 1-7 10 1-13.

Port of Seattle Projects

The Port has a number of airport improvement projects at various stages of design and implementation.
These projects are not expected to cause significant adverse cumulative impacts that. when considered in
relation to the potential impacts of the Master Plan Update projects. would necessitate preparation of

another SEIS.
South SeaTac Electrical Substation Upgrade

This project will expand the capacity of the existing South SeaTac Substation by constructing a new
substation next to the existing one and installing approximately 1.2 miles of 115kV high transmission
lines on segments of South 188" Street and 28" Avenue South. See SEPA Determination of Non-
Significance: POS SEPA File No. 99-02 (March 1, 1999).

Wetland Impacts: Two shrub and forested wetlands are located 50 feet south and 50 feet east of the
proposed substation site. The wetlands south of the site contain both forested and emergent wetland
habitats. Groundwater seepage into the wetlands during the wet season maintains the area as a wetland.
The wetlands lack any distinct surface water inlet or outlet features. The wetlands are considered
Category IV using the WSDOE wetland rating system because of small size, recent disturbance. and
limited biological diversity. The wetlands are rated Class II under the City of SeaTac's sensitive areas
code. Substation SEPA Checklist, pp. 7-8. The proposed project will be designed and constructed in
accordance with City of SeaTac requirements for projects near wetlands. No structures will be
constructed within 65 feet of the wetlands, and measures to minimize erosion. and off-site sediment
transport will be implemented. Id.

South Terminal Expansion (Concourse A and related projects)

Much of this project was analyzed under the Master Plan Update FEIS and FSEIS. Changes to the
proposal were discussed in the July 19, 1999 South Terminal Expansion SEPA Checklist. Table 1, pp. 3-
11 and considered in a Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance dated July 19, 1999. The project
will be constructed on a previously developed portion of airport property and is expected to include the
following elements: Concourse A Extension, Office Tower Building, Supply Distribution Center on
Concourse A. South Ground Transportation Lot, Public Transit Curb, Gate B Outbound Baggage Facility,
Concourse B Operations Office, relocation of Concourse A tenants and South Satellite Office. Remain
Ovemnight Aircraft Parking, apron paving, demolition of existing Delta Airlines hanger and construction
of a new Northwest Airlines hanger on the site, Northwest Airlines flight kitchen, aircraft lavatory dump
station replacement, and construction staging area. The project changes do not substantially alter the
Master Plan EIS analysis of potential environmental impacts. See July 19, 1999 South Terminal
Expansion SEPA Checklist, pp. 13-31.

Upgrade of Airport Satellite Transit System

This pyoposal was analyzed in the May 13, 1997 Master Plan FSEIS. The upgrade entails relocation of
the existing north security checkpoint, construction of a new vertical circulation core, improvements to
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the satellite transit system. interior remodeling. and extension of the north end of the mam termmal by
approximately 75 feet. Project modifications are discussed in the Augpst 23. 1999 _SEPA Addendum.
The modifications do not substantially alter the analysis of significant impacts described 1n the Master
Plan FSEIS. August 23, 1999 SEPA Addendum. p. 3.

Upgrade and Expansion of Industrial Wastewater System Lagoon #3

This proposal is to clean. line. expand and upgrade an existing wastewater system lagoon. The expanded
lagoon will provide greater industrial wastewater storage capacity prior to treatrnent in the Port's
Industrial Wastewater Systern Treatment Plant and allow for controlled discharge to the King County
Metro Sewer line. The proposal received a SEPA Determination of Non-Significance on December 22.

1999.

Wetland Impacts: Two wetland complexes and a stream are located in the immediate site vicinity.
Wetland 28. also known as the Northwest Ponds, is a large diverse Class I wetland located mostly south
of Lagoon #3. The wetland is approximately 35 acres in size and consists of open water. and emergent
and scrub-shrub vegetation. Two arms of Wetland 28 extend north to border both the east and west sides
of Lagoon #3. The west branch of Des Moines Creek originates in Wetland 28 and flows south and west
into Puget Sound. Another wetland complex (IWSA/IWSB) is located north of Lagoon #3. This forested
wetland is approximately 0.67 acres and is divided by a gravel access road.

The project will not involve work in the waters of Wetland 28 or IWSA/IWSB. Work will occur adjacent
to the northern arms of Wetland 28 and IWSA/ITWSB. Buffer impacts resulting from the project would be
reviewed by the appropriate regulatory agencies and may require mitigation such as buffer averaging or
replacement. /WS Lagoon #3 Upgrade SEPA Checklist, p. 10. Some groundwater dewatering is expected
during construction with a maximum dry weather pumping rate of 450 gallons per minute. This
groundwater is not expected to require treatment prior to discharge into the Des Moines Creek tributary
east of the site. If water quality testing indicates high levels of turbidity. the water may be treated on site
prior to discharge. As part of the proposed lagoon improvement. a permanent underdrain and pumping
system would be installed to prevent accumulation of groundwater under the lagoon liner system. The
collected water would be discharged into Des Moines Creek. /WS Lagoon #3 Upgrade SEPA Checklist,

p-11.

Air Cargo Development Plan (ACDP)

This is a programmatic action. The Air Cargo Development Plan (ACDP) is a 10-year development plan
for facilities and actions recommended to meet the needs of existing air cargo customers at Sea-Tac
Airport.  Actions tentatively planned through 2004 include purchasing of airport leases to allow
redevelopment in the north cargo area. constructing four aircraft hardstands in the north cargo area,
constructing freight warehousing in the north cargo area, prepanng a site development plan for property
north of SR 518 (the “L-shaped parcel™), and redeveloping Port building 313 for air cargo. Actions
tentatively planned from 2005 through 2010 include construction of five aircraft hardstands in the north
cargo area, constructing mail processing and transfer facilities, constructing a non-public bridge across
SR 518 (adjacent to the existing 24™ Ave. S. bridge), and constructing a ground support equipment
storage area. Air Cargo Development Plan SEPA Checklist. p.- 3.

Redevelopment of airport property will have little effect on impervious surface area. Development of the
“L-shaped parcel” north of SR 518 will increase impervious surface area because the parcel is currently
undeveloped. Site development of this parcel and the bridge will include stormwater collection and
detention facilities.
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There are no water bodies 1n the immediate vicinity of the northeast corner of the A_u'rport where the arr
cargo facilines recommended in the Plan would be located. The majority of the area is paved and already
developed for airport uses. Preliminary information indicates that wetlands exist on the "I__-shaped
parcel.” Portions of this property would be developed if all of the Plan recommcndatlons are
implemented.  As the project is still in the project definition phase. no wetland delineation or
environmental analysis has been undertaken. Air Cargo Development Plan SEPA Checklist. pp. ~-10.

Aircraft Hydrant Fueling System (AHFS)

The AHFS proposal is to install a Jet A underground fuel line concurrent with the planned improvements
to Concourse A. The AHFS would provide single source fuel delivery of Jet A fuel at the airport and a
common infrastructure that would be used by all airlines. The AHFS would replace the current fueling
operations (primarily truck deliveries) for most commercial passenger aircraft at the Airport. The AHFS
would include cathodic corrosion protection for the underground pipes and a state-of-the-art leak

detection system.

A SEPA determination of non-significance was issued for the project on October 6. 2000. Previously, the
Port had analyzed the need to replace the existing fueling equipment in the Master Plan FEIS. Other
environmental documents that discuss the proposal are listed on page three of the SEPA environmental
checklist for the proposal.

The Major goals of the AHFS project include:

* Relieve congestion and increase safety on the terminal apron by significantly reducing the need
for fuel truck trips:

Improve air quality by reducing air emissions resulting from a reduction in the number of trucks:
Deliver fuel to aircraft in 2 more economical and reliable manner:

Install new equipment and dispose of existing equipment in an environmentally safe manner; and
Provide increased environmental protection of the aircraft fuel delivery system by installing state-
of-the-art pipelines and leak detection systems.

The AHFS would require removal of some of the old hydrant system piping, fuel lines, hydrants and
infrastructure: installation of new aircraft hydrant fueling system, piping, fuel lines. hydrants, hydrant
pump and pits. The fuel lines will be “sleeved” (placed inside another pipe) when crossing railroad tracks
or highways. The AHFS would include cathodic protection and a leak detection system. Finally, the
AHFS would require construction of a new fuel farm operations building (4.586 sq. ft.), a concrete pump
pad facility (187 ft. x 32 ft.) and up to two new modular operations buildings (approximately 1.320 sq.
ft.).

Water Resource Impacts:

The proposed operation building and pump pad would be constructed on a portion of the existing South
Employee Parking Lot, which is outside of the Des Moines Creek wetland buffer area. No fill or
excavation material for this project will be placed in or removed from any surface water or wetlands. The
project would not cause any surface water withdrawals or diversions. Likewise, no groundwater
withdraws or discharges are contemplated for this project. Most of the project area is currently paved and
connected to the Port’s Industrial Wastewater System (“IWS™). It is possible, though not anticipated, that
some perched groundwater may be encountered during construction. Environmental Checklist, pp- 15-16
(October 5, 2000).

The AHFS will be connected to the IWS, which provides stormwater treatment for areas where a fuel spill
could occur. All construction activity would be conducted under a construction SWPPP as required by
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the Port’s NPDES permit. Construction runoff would be treated with BMPs (sedimentauon basins. silt
fences. mulching. netung. proper grading and water quality monitoring) to remove turbidity. sediment. or
other materials and a construction Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan will be created. This plan will
draw on the following sources and include al] required sedimentation and erosion control features of

The project specifications:

The Port of Seattle's Temporary Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan;
The Stormwater Management Manua! for the Puget Sound Basin:

The King County Surface Water Design Manual;

Oversight by regulatory agencies: and

The interlocal agreement between the Port of Seattle and the City of SeaTac.

Approximately 2,500 square feet of construction for the asphalt access road. fence and retaining wall (to
minimize wetland impacts to the north of the access road. would be located 25 feet within the 50 foot.
wetland buffer established by the City of SeaTac. The encroachment into the buffer would eliminate
2,500 square feet of grassland and blackberry. Environmental Checklist, pp. 15-16 (10/5/00).

Part 150 Noise Compatibility Plan

The Port issued a SEPA Determination of Non-Significance for the Part 150 Noise Compatibility Plan on
October 20, 2000. The Part 150 plan consists of a series of actions to reduce noise from ground and flight
operations at the airport. The Plan includes conducting additional studies including a siting study for the
Ground Run-up Enclosure, a siting study for noise walls and recommended changes to runway use and
flight tracks. The Plan also includes descriptions of existing conditions, aircraft operations forecasts.
existing and future noise environment, facilities, operational and land use alternatives. technical reports.
and a community involvement plan.

The Plan is part of the Port’s Noise Remedy program, the goal of which is to reduce aircraft and ground
noise at the Airport. reduce noise impacts on the greater Seattle area. and encourage land uses that are
compatible with anticipated aircraft noise exposure.

The plan is anticipated to include the following components:

Construction of noise barriers in the north cargo area

Construction of a Ground Run-up Enclosure (GRE)

Modifying existing maintenance regulations and noise fines

Implementing a ground power and pre-conditioned air system

V]Vorking with the FAA to develop noise-reducing aircraft arrival patterns, runway use, and glide
slopes.

Sound insulation of schools in the 65 DNL zone

Acquisition of mobile home parks in the 70 DNL zone

Working with local governments on airport noise compatible land use and building codes

Water Resource Impacts. The project will not place or remove fill or dredge materials from surface
waters or wetlands. The project would not require surface water withdrawals or diversions and would not
involve the discharge of waste materials into surface waters. The development of the Ground Run-up
Enclosure (GRE) and noise walls may increase the amount of impervious surface and affect the rate of
stormwater runoff. About 1-acre of additional impervious surface would be developed as the base of the
GRE. Runoff from the proposed GRE would flow to the Port’s IWS system for treatment and subsequent

discharge.
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During construction the contractor will be required to have a Stormwater Prevention Plan m place that
includes temporary erosion control and sedimentation measures. This plan would include best
management practices such as diverting surface runoff from erosion-prone areas. mulching. netuing. and

proper grading.
North End Development Project

The North End Development Project (NEDP) 1s in the initial planning stages and would cover primarily
the area north of the existing main terminal. As currently envisioned. the project builds on and includes
the Master Plan Update improvements to construct a North Unit Terminal (which 1s currently being called
the North End Terminal). The planning conducted to date for this area would include:

e Development of the North End Terminal. with a slight change over what was evaluated by the Master
Plan Update

¢ Construction of an Transportation Center parking garage with facility for buses and other ground
transportation

e Construction of a Consolidated Rental Car Facility—garage for all rental cars

¢ Construction of an Automated People Mover—to connect the rental car facility with the new
terminal, the Transportation Center, and the main terminal.

¢ Relocation of displaced facilities—post office, cargo buildings, fire station

¢ Potential development of Port property north of SR 518 to accommodate cargo facilities (as noted in
the Master Plan Update).

Although it appears unlikely at this time that there would be significant increases in either the types or
intensities of environmental impacts from these facilities, planning for these concepts is at an early stage.
Construction is subject to numerous contingencies including planning decisions, potential further
environmental review, Port Commission adoption of a new plan for the area, permitting, and financing. If
it is determined. as planning continues, that it is necessary or advisable under NEPA or SEPA to conduct
additional environmental review, the FAA and/or Port will have the opportunity to conduct additional
review.

North Electrical Substation

The North Electrical Substation received a SEPA Determination of Non-Significance on June 2, 2000.
This DNS was amended on March 6, 2001 to reflect minor project changes. As currently envisioned, the
project involves upgrading and expanding the existing Bow Lake Substation, replacing the North SeaTac
Substation with a smaller facility (the North Main Service Point) and installing an 1,800-foot, 12.5 kV
underground cable system between the Bow Lake Substation and the new North Main Service Point.

The Bow Lake Substation will be rebuilt on property owned by Puget Sound Energy (“PSE”). The North
Main Service Point will consist of switch-gear enclosed in a 25-foot by 60-foot building that is 15 feet
tall. The building will be enclosed by a 50-foot by 100-foot fence. The North Main Service Point will be
located just east of the south entrance to the Airport parking garage between the entrance booth and the
northbound Airport circulation road. The proposed 12.5 kV cable system will extend along the north side
of South 176"h St., across Intemnational Boulevard and onto Airport property.

No wetlands or water bodies are implicated in the construction of this facility. Stormwater collected at
the North Main Service Point will flow either into the Port’s stormwater collection system or industrial
waste system. Catch basins for both systems are located in the area.
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Water System Improvements

The Port proposes to construct water system improvements. including a two-million galion reservorr.
expansion of an existing booster pump station, and other improvements to the fire and domestic water
distribution systems at Airport. The reservoir will be constructed on Port-owned land on Host Road. west
of the Washington Memorial Cemetery on the east side of the Airport. This location is about 350 feet
south of the exising water tower. Construction of the reservoir will involve relocating utilities and the
east west portion of Host Road to a point approximately 100 feet north of the new reservoir.

The project will not result in any net increase in the amount of impervious surface over the existing
34.400 square feet. Therefore. there is no expected increase in the amount of stormwater runoff flows to
the Des Moines. Green or Duwamish basins.

Rainwater from the site will be collected either in the Airport’s stormwater drainage system or in the
Industnal Wastewater System. The project will not require work over or in surface waters. and no fill or
dredge material will be placed in or removed from surface waters or wetlands.

Miscellaneous Airport Projects

The following projects are at various stages of the design and planning process. Many have not yet
undergone full environmental review. To the extent that potential environmental impacts have been
identified. the Port concludes that these impacts will not have significant, adverse, environmental impacts
at Sea-Tac Airport (including impacts on aquatic resources). either separately or in conjunction with the
mmpacts identified for the Master Plan Update projects.

SASA (South Aviation Support Area) — In 1994, the Port prepared an EIS on the then-preferred
alternative for SASA. This preferred alternative included aircraft maintenance. During the Master Plan
Update. SASA was re-defined to include aircraft maintenance. aircraft parking and cargo development..
A final design for the facility has not been completed and the Port is continuing to work on the amount of
each proposed use. There are no new environmental documents for SASA and, before constructing
SASA the Port will update the existing environmental information. Final evaluations of the SASA
facility will take into the SR509/South Access project and the buffering of Des Moines Creei.

TRACON is a radar system used by the FAA to track planes while in flight from approximately 5 to 30
miles from the airport. The TRACON facility would consist of radars and a building to house air traffic
controller radar scopes. Currently, TRACON is located in the FAA space below the tower at Sea-Tac
Airport. However. the TRACON facility has outgrown available space in the tower. The FAA is
currently considering relocating the TRACON to the west side of the airport below the slope of the new
runway. The Master Plan Update FEIS and FSEIS evaluated this project as being located at the base of
the new air traffic control tower that is under construction. Since the completion of that study, the FAA
has determined that a site on-airport is not necessary and is conducting a siting evaluation, which is
Investigating a 19-acre potential site at 8" Ave. and 170" St.

TRACON is an FAA project, and the FAA will be responsible for construction and environmental
analysis for the project. The FAA has not begun environmental analysis on the site. The target date for
relocating TRACON is the end of 2004. As currently envisioned the site will house two radar antennas, a
building for the air traffic controllers and a parking lot for approximately 100 vehicles.

ASDE (Airport Surface Detection Equipment) is radar that looks at runways and taxiways and provides a

picture of location of vehicles and airplanes on the ground during periods of low visibility. The Master
Plan Update EIS called for placing the ASDE on top of the air traffic control tower. Since that time, the
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FAA has leared that there are performance issues associated with locating this type of radar close 10
buildings. The FAA is currently conducting a siting study for ths facility. which to date has determined
that the location on top of the new tower could pose visibility issues. Upon selection of a final site. 1t 1s
expected that the Port will conduct an additional SEPA review. and the FAA will complete a NEPA

determination.

Logging Activities - The Washington Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Forest Practices Permit
issued on April 27. 2000 was a re-issuance of a DNR permit that was onginally issued on February 21.
1998. well before the last public comment period on the Port’s §404 permit application. The terms of
1998 and 2000 permits are virtually identical and cover the same land along the west side of the Airport.
The clearing activity covered by the permit is necessary for construction of the Third Runway as
disclosed in the Master Plan EISs. On August 14, 2000, the Port obtained a DNR permit to remove trees
in a small area below 188™ St. and 28" Avenue South. in the vicinity of the Tyee Pond. The trees to be
logged under the August 2000 permit represent a 0.64% increase in the number of the total board-feet that
will be removed from the site. Both the April 2000 and August 2000 permits prohibit tree removal near
wetlands pending 1ssuance of the §404 permit.

Temporary Aircraft Parking-Taxiway Stubs — On October 25, 2000, the Port issued a SEPA
Determination of Non-Significance to allow use of some existing Taxiways for aircraft parking until the
taxiways are needed for the Third Runway. No maintenance or de-icing activities will occur to aircraft
parked on the taxiways. and no impacts to aquatic resources are expected to occur from this activity.

SR 518 — The Washington State Department of Transportation is in the process of studying SR518 and

possible upgrades to the roadway and interchanges to improve traffic flow. The study should be available
by late 2001.
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lil. RESPONSE TO AGENCY COMMUNICATIONS

The following agency communications were received:

e  Muckleshoot Indian Tribe
¢ Tom Luster memorandum to State Senator Julia Patterson

e Airport Communities Coalitton (ACC) communications. including communications from Helsell
Fetterman and technical consultants:

o Citizens Against Sea-Tac Expansion (CASE) communications from Smith & Lowney

The responses in this section have been prepared from the Port's perspective and knowledge.

Muckleshoot indian Tribe, February 15, 2001

1. The Port is aware of the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe's interest in restoration of WRIA 09.0056 and
has met with the Muckleshoot Tribe Fisheries Department to ensure that the wetland mitigation planned
in Auburn will complement the Tribe's efforts toward creek restoration.

It is the Port’s belief that the Auburn wetland mitigation project would not alter the seasonal distribution
of flow in the tributary. During the over wintering period for salmon, when water tables at the mitigation
site are high and precipitation rates exceed infiltration capacity, the wetland would convey and contribute
flow to the creek. as is currently the case. The quantity of runoff would be expected to be generally
similar to the existing condition. Similar to the existingcondition. in mid-spring when plant growth starts
and precipitation rates decrease, runoff from the site would decrease. By late spring. evapotranspiration.
lowered rainfall. and low ground water tables may drop below the elevation of surface ditches. atwhich
time the area will no longer contribute flow to the creek.

As currently designed. there are no passage barriers to fish movement between the existing drainage
ditches and the planned mitigation. As is currently the case. in the uppermost dratnage ditches, passage
conditions are variable. and may depend on periods of heavy rain or flood stages on the Green River.

Tom Luster to Senator Julia Patterson, January 21, 2001

1. The Port’s §404 application will require certification of compliance with Washington state water
quality standards under §401 of the Clean Water Act. It is the Port’s belief that the Department of Ecology’s
certification of compliance with state water quality standards may be based in large part on the Port’s
compliance with its National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. issued to the Port by
Ecology under §402 of the Clean Water Act. The NPDES permit contains the requirements that mandate
compliance over time with the Clean Water Act's standards. as well as protecting the receiving waters to
which the Port is discharging. The NPDES permit states “Compliance with this permit 1s deemed compliance
with the Federal Water Pollution Control Act. also known as the Clean Water Act (33 USC §1251, et seq.),
and the Water Pollution Control Act (RCW 90.48).” (NPDES Permit No. WA0002465-1, p. 8)

The Port’s NPDES permit was conditioned to comply with water quality standards. Any future NPDES
permits must likewise be conditioned to comply with water quality standards and the anti-degradation
requirements of the Clean Water Act. (WAC 173-201A-060, 173-201A-070, Fact Sheet to NPDES
Permit No. WA-002465-1, pp. 22-23). The Fact Sheet that accompanies the Port’s existing NPDES
Permit states as follows:
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In order to protect existing water quality and preserve the designated beneficial uses of
Washington's surface waters. WAC 173-201A-060 states that waste discharge permits shall be
conditioned such that the discharge will meet established Surface Water Quality' Standards... The
Department has reviewed the ambient water quality monitoning results gathered by the Port... and
[t]he discharges authorized by this permit should not cause .further degradation which would

mterfere with or become injurious to existing beneficial uses. (Fact Sheet. pp. 22-23).

Consistent with this language. in instances where an applicant has an existing §402 permit (an NPDES
permit). compliance with the §402 permit will provide reasonable assurance of comphance with
applicable state water quality standards for all areas covered by the permit. Such comphiance provides
“reasonable assurance” of compliance with the state water quality standards sufficient to allow Ecology 10
certify comphance with those standards under §401 of the Clean Water Act.

Because the Port is required by the Clean Water Act to obtain NPDES permits for process water
discharges. as well as for industrial and construction stormwater discharges. Ecology has reasonable
assurance that the activity that is the subject of this §401 Certification complies with water qualiry
standards. The NPDES permit modification is being sought only to include additional discharge points
and bring additional areas of the Airport within the NPDES permit jurisdiction. This will result in more
protection for receiving waters because those discharges must meet the requirements of the existing
NPDES permit. which has already been conditioned to meet water quality standards.

The Port’s compliance with its NPDES permit is an ongoing process under which (1) best management
practices (BMPs) are identified in the Srormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, (2) BMPs are implemented. (3)
BMPs are inspected and monitored to demonstrate BMP effectiveness, (4) BMP improvements are made
when necessary. and (5) follow-up sampling is used to demonstrate that the improvements are effective. The
Port submits an Annual Stormwater Monitoring Report to Ecology. Ecology reviews this report to ensure
that the Port’s discharges are in compliance with the Clean Water Act, and that dscharge conditions actually
protect recerving waters. See also Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan (December 2000). Sec. 2.2
“Water Quality Management Standards” (p. 2-5 — 2.6).

In addition to this response, see response to comments #2 and #8 of Smith & Lowney’s February 16, 2001
letter.

2. With respect to cumulative impacts referred to in this comment, please see General Response GLR19
on the analysis conducted with respect to cumulative impacts of projects undertaken by both the Port and
other parties in and around the area of the Airport.

In response to the commentor’s comments regarding the Auburn mitigation site, information responsive
to this comment is contained in the Wetland Delineation Report. Appendix A: Wetland Delineation
Report-Auburn Mitigation Site (Parametrix, December 2000); the Wetland Functional Assessment and
Impact Analvsis, §§ 4.1-4.3 (Parametrix, December 2000); and the Narural Resource Mitigation Plan, §§
4.1 and (Parametrix, December 2000).

David Evans and Associates, Inc. performed the onginal delineation of the Auburn mitigation site in
1995. The Corps made a jurisdictional determination of wetlands based on the David Evans delineation,
the 1996 delineation by Parametrix, and the 1997 field evaluation of the site. At that time, approximately
6.13 acres of emergent wetlands were delineated. In response to new finding of increased amounts of
ground water and recently formed hydric soil conditions, Parametrix performed second delineation of the
site in December 2000. The new findings and delineation results are consistent with the conversion of
former cropland back into wetlands. The December 2000 delineation found three jurisdictional wetlands
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on the site. Wetland 1 extends from the northwest corner of the site 1o the south-central portion ot the site
and covers 20.45 acres of the site. Wetland 2 1s adjacent 1o Wetiand 1. 1s located in the south-cer}tral
poruon of the site. and 1s about 0.60 acres in size. Wetland 3 is located in the north-central portion of the
site and 1s about 0.01 acres in size. Wetlands 1 and 2 are Washington State Category IIlI wetlands.
Wetland 3 1s a Washington State Category IV wetland. The new wetlands are emergent wetlands
consisting of abandoned farmland that are dominated by invasive. non-native grasses. As explained
below. the Mitgation Plan calis for replacement with native forest/shrub vegetation. high-qualiny native
emergent and open water wetlands that will form a Class II integrated wetland svstem.

The December 2000 Mitigation Plan presents the new information on the wetlands at Auburm and a
summary of proposed mitigation activities. The Mitigation Plan has been revised to account for the
additional wetlands that were found at the site and now includes an increased amount of wetland
enhancement when compared to that presented in the former version of the mitigation plan. The presence
of the new wetland areas bodes well for the ultimate success of the mitigation area because the presence
of existing hydric soils and wetland hydrology allows a greater percentage of the mitigation wetlands to
be enhanced rather than created from upland areas.

Under the current Mitigation Plan. the Port will undertake a wetland construction and enhancement on 65
acres of the 67-acre parcel. The Auburn mitigation site will replace wetlands at minimum of a 2:1
replacement ratio. The mitigation will create a high quality, diverse wetland complex with approximately
17.2 acres of forest. 6.0 acres of shrub. 6.2 acres of emergent, 0.6 acre of open water and 19.5 acres of
enhanced emergent wetland habitat. The wetland habitat functions will be further enhanced by providing
approximately 11.9 acres of forested buffers around the perimeter of the site and approximately 4.0 acres
of upland habitat within the interior portion of the site.

The Port has concluded that the changed conditions at the Auburn mitigation site are not significant and
will not cause adverse environmental impacts. The amount and ecological functions of mitigation
wetlands that will ultimately result at the site is the same. The amount of wetland creation has decreased,
but the amount of wetland enhancement has increased because areas that were slated for new wetlands
were determined to be existing wetland and will therefore be enhanced rather than replaced. The amount
of temporary impacts has increased slightly. but most of these areas will be converted from grassland to
higher quality forest/shrub wetland at the end of the project. A minor increase in permanent impacts
(approximately 0.1 acre) is also reported and discussed in the revised Mitigation Plan.

For a response regarding comments on the proposed South Access Road and expansion of SR 509, please
see the discussion of this project in the General Response GNLR 19, Cumulative Impacts. The SR
509/South Access project. for which the Washington State Department of Transportation is the lead
agency. 1s independent of the Master Plan Update projects. Its potential cumulative impacts have been
considered in relation to the Master Plan Update projects and other projects in the vicinity of the airport.

In response to the commentor’s assertion that there may be as-yet unidentified impacts to Northwest
Ponds. the Port undertook a study of dissolved oxygen (DO) in the Northwest Ponds subsequent to the
commentor s departure from the Department of Ecology. Because muitiple factors influence the levels of
dissolved oxygen in Northwest Ponds and Lake Reba (e.g., rainfall, wind. temperature. length of dry
period. natural organic carbon in runoff and pond sediments), the Cosmopolitan (1999) study was unable
to show any relationship between the application of de-icers and levels of dissolved oxygen in the ponds.
The Port undertook a second study the following winter that reached similar conclusions. The Port has
concluded that given the infrequent and minimal use of ground de-icers at Sea-Tac Airport, further studies
are not likely to change the findings reported thus far.
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The commentor s assertion that the Port 1s using the Northwest Ponds as an unauthorized mixing zone for
metals has no basis in fact. The Port has not artempted to use the Northwest Ponds as a mixing zone.

With respect to the expansion of JWS Lagoon #3. see General Response GLR14. which addresses the
IWS Lagoon #3 expansion. The wetlands around IWS Lagoon #3 have been delineated and the final
plans for expansion of IWS Lagoon #3 avoid any direct wetland impacts. The Corps has verified that
there are no direct wetland impacts. The project has a dam safety permit. The commentor has asserted
that there may be indirect impacts from the expansion of IWS Lagoon #3. The Port has undertaken an
analysis of the potential for indirect impacts on Wetland #28. from this work. which 1s included page 4-70
of the Werland Functional Analysis and Impact Assessment Report. Appendix K provides a plan sheet of
the IWS expansion. The commentor is incorrect in asserting that there may be an impact on Wetland #28

arising from the IWS expansion.

3. Please see General Response GLR16 concerning National Environmental Policy Act comphance.
With respect to the Governor's June 30. 1997 Certification. the Port’s Comprehensive Stormwater
Management Plan “will not cause changes in the location of the hydrologic divide between Miller and Des
Moines Creeks in a manner that alters the average instream flow of either creek.” Unlike the situation in
Battle Mountain Gold. under the Port’s plans, the amount of acreage drained by Miller and Des Moines
Creeks remains the same as it currently exists.

4. Please see General Response GLR2 concerning fill criteria.

S. See response to comments #2 and #8 of Smith & Lowney's February 16, 2001, letter. and response
to comments #5, #6, #8. and #9 of Water Resources Consulting’s February 16, 2001, letter.

6. Please see General Response GLR7 concerning streamflow mitigation, and responses to Rachael
Paschal Osborn’s February 15, 2001, letter.
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Helsell Fetterman, February 16, 2001 letter
The responses in this section have been prepared from the Port’s perspective and knowledge.

1. The Port has not taken actions that would result in a discharge of fill matenal to waters of the
United States and, accordingly. no permit from the Corps is required for those activities referenced m the
comment. The Corps has informed the Port that any stockpiling of fill matenal or other development
activities in advance of a decision on the Port’s §404 permit application is being undertaken at the Port’s
risk. The Corps has also informed the Port that any development activity at Sea-Tac Airport will have no
bearing on the Corps’ ultimate decision on the Port’s §404 permit application.

2. Comments noted.

3. The comment regarding Ecology’s responsibility is noted. See below for specific responses to
comments regarding incomplete or technically deficient information. The Port believes that there are
significant differences between the circumstances involved in the Battle Mountain Gold decision and the

circumstances in this application. For instance:

a. the Port has an existing. individual NDPES permit that regulates all industrial and construction
stormwater and process water discharges as the Airport:

b. 1n this application. there exists extensive knowledge regarding the affected lands:

c. in this application. detailed stormwater management plans have been prepared and these plans have
been independently reviewed by the King County Drainage Services Section under contract with
Ecology:

d. the Port does not need and is not preparing to build a water treatment plant on a mountain top, as was
done in the Battle Mountain Gold case;

e. the Battle Mountain Gold decision related to an arsenic-leaching gold mine in an undeveloped
mountain environment. as opposed to this application for an additional runway for an existing airport
in a developed urban setting.:

f. unlike the situation in Battle Mountain Gold, the Port is in compliance with its National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit;

g. consistent with the Governor’s June 30, 1997 Certification, the Port’s plan “will not cause changes in
the location of the hydrologic divide between Miller and Des Moines Creeks in a manner that alters
the average instream flow of either creek.” Unlike the situation in Battle Mountain Gold. under the
Port’s plans. the amount of acreage drained by Miller and Des Moines Creeks remains the same as it
currently exists: and

h. the Port’s plan for instream flow mitigation will maintain stream levels within Miller. Des Moines
and Walker Creeks and provides for maintenance of flow levels in those streams, unlike the
“speculative and uncertain™ plan proposed by Battle Mountain Gold.

The Port’s NPDES permit requires the Port to develop a stormwater pollution prevention plan, a sediment
and erosion control plan. and site specific monitoring plans for all constructions projects. Moreover.,
under its NPDES permit, the Port is required to impiement and monitor the best management practices
(BMPs) for its stormwater discharges. The Port has complied with each of those conditions. Monitoring
reports are submitted to Ecology, along with an Annual Stormwater Report, which evaluates the
stormwater monitoring data. Ecology has issued no notice of violation of the Port’s existing NPDES
permit. Because the Port has an existing NPDES permit and will be required to have NPDES permits in
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the future. Ecology has “reasonable assurance™ sufficient to certify comphance with state water quahty
standards.

4. See response to comment 3 above as to how the Port’s actions differ from those taken in the
Battle Mountain Gold case.

s. The Port has supplied data and analysis that 1s sufficient to allow the Corps to make a

determination as to the adequacy of the Port’s mitigation plan. Also see the response to Azous
Environmental Services letter of February 15, 2001, and Sheldon & Associates letter of Februarv 13,

2001.

6. See response to comment letters from Rachel Paschal Osbomn (Februarv 15. 2001) and Peter
Willing/Water Resources Consulting (February 16. 2001).

7. See response to comment letter from Peter Willing/Water Resources Consulting (February 16.
2001).

8. See General Response GLR6 with respect to the Corps’ review of the MSE wall design and the
response to the letter from GeoSyntec (February 16, 2001).

9. The existing, and any future NPDES permits must be conditioned to comply with state water
quality standards and the anti-degradation requirements of the Clean Water Act. WAC 173-201A-060.
173-201A-070, Fact Sheet to NPDES Permit No. WA-002465-1, pp. 22-23. The Fact Sheet that
accompanies the Airport’s existing NPDES Permit states as follows: *“In order to protect existing water
quality and preserve the designated beneficial uses of Washington's surface waters. WAC 173-201A-060
states that waste discharge permits shall be conditioned such that the discharge will meet established
Surface Water Quality Standards.... The Department has reviewed the ambient water quality monitoring
results gathered by the Port ... and [t]he discharges authorized by this permit should not cause further
degradation which would interfere with or become injurious to existing beneficial uses.” (Fact Sheet, pp.
22-23). Because the Port is required by the Clean Water Act to obtain NPDES permits for process water
discharges. as well as for industrial and construction stormwater discharges. the Department of Ecology
has reasonable assurance that the activity that is the subject of the §401 Certification complies with state
water quality standards. The NPDES permit modification is being sought only to include additional
discharge points and bring additional areas of the Airport within the NPDES permit jurisdiction. This
will result in more protection for receiving waters because those discharges must meet the requirements
of the existing NPDES permit, which has been conditioned to meet state water quality standards.

10. Comment noted.

11. See responses to comment letters of Dr. John Strand/Columbia Biological Assessments: Dr. Peter
Willing/Water Resources Consulting: and Dr. Tracy Hillman/BioAnalysts.

12. See responses to comment letters of GeoSyntec Consultants.
13. See responses to comment letters of Dr. Geoffrey Gosling and Dr. Stephen Hockaday.

14. See responses to comment letters of Dr. Geoffrey Gosling and Dr. Stephen Hockaday with
regards to technology improvements since the FEIS is issued.
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The comment s reference to alternauve runway configurations are addressed 1n Appendix C to the Federal
Aviation Admimistration Record Of Decision For the Master Plan Update Development Actions Sea-Tac

International Airport. July 3. 1997 (ROD).

The comment’s reference to the option of utilizing alternative airports 1s also addressed 1n the ROD at 3-
4. In additon. the Major Supplemental Airport Study conducted by the Puget Sound Regional Council
considered 40 different supplemental airport sites and concluded that construction of the Third Runway
was the least environmentally intrusive of the alternatives considered.

15. The Port’s §404 application sets out all activities that the Port will undertake as pant of the
recommended Master Plan Update improvement projects. In addition. the Port has disclosed the
existence of Port-sponsored non-Master Plan Update projects and non-Port projects in the vicinity of Sea-
Tac Arrport. and it has provided the Corps with the available environmental information for those
projects. The Port agrees that the Corps’ jurisdiction is broader than simply reviewmg the specific
activity that triggers the need for a §404 permit and may include reviewing other aspects of the Master
Plan Update projects or consideration of cumuilative impacts.

The Port’s application is complete. and it includes “sufficient information to give a clear understanding of
the notice and magnitude of the activity to generate meaningful comment.” 33 CFR §325.3. In addition
to the material in the application, the Corps has considered. and made available to the public. information
on other projects in the vicinity of Sea-Tac Airport. In some cases. the projects mentioned by the
commentor are still in the planning stages and awaiting environmental review and adoption by the Port of
Seattie Commussion. In others. the projects are not sponsored by the Port. To the extent known. the Port
has provided the Corps with environmental information on these projects and proposals. This information
i1s available in the Master Plan Update §404 project file for interested members of the public and to assist
the Corps’ in its continuing “hard look™-evaluation of the Master Plan Update projects and consideration

of their relationships with other Port and non-Port projects in the vicinity of Sea-Tac Airport.
See also General Response GLR1 and GLR19.

16. The Port estimates of the cost of building the third parallel runway is $773 million (estimated in
June 1999). Throughout the planning process. the project has been the subject of extensive consideration
of the project cost and benefits. A requirement of the Federal grant process 1s the conduct of 2 benefit
cost evaluation that is included in support of the Port’s Letter of Intent application. That benefit cost
evaluation was prepared subject to federal guidelines (dated December 1999, guidelines that finalized
mterim guidance adopted by the FAA in 1997). This guidance. titled “FAA Benefit Cost Analysis
Guidance™ was issued by the FAAs Office of Aviation Policy and Plans and is used “to provide clear and
thorough guidance to airport sponsors on the conduct of project-level benefit-cost analysis (BCA) for
capacity-related airport projects.... Airport sponsors should conform to the general requirements of this
guidance for all BCA's submitted to the FAA.”

In 1997. the FAA estimated that the Project would result in delay savings. to airlines and their passengers,
in excess of $2.7 billion in present value through 2015. These estimated benefits. which may now be
conservative. exceed the $600 million present value of the runway’s maintenance costs and updated
capital costs by a ratio of 4.5 to 1.

Helsell Fetterman, January 19, 2001
Notwithstanding the closure of the formal comment period on February 16, 2001, the Corps has continued

to accept and consider comments presented after the close of that comment period, up through the time of
the issuance of the §404 permit.
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Helsell Fetterman, January 17, 2001

Document Request from Corps and referral to Corps attorney — No commenvresponse trom the Port
required.

Helsell Fetterman, January 4, 2001

See General Response GLR6 on the mechanically stabilized earth wall. With regard to the temporary SR
509 interchange. sufficient information has been publicly available to allow for meaningful public
comment. This project was discussed in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impacr Statement
(Section 5-4). The interchange will not involve any discharge of fill matenal into a water of the U.S. and.
accordingly, will not require a §404 permit. Construction of the interchange will include the use of best
management practices to detain. treat. and discharge stormwater as required by Ecology and King County
stormwater manuals. The interchange will not have significant indirect impacts on wetlands. as
documented in the May 3. 2000, memo from Parametrix to the Corps entitled Analvsis of Indirect Impacts
to Wetlands from the Temporarv SR-509 Interchange. Any new information regarding the interchange
since the issuance of the FSEIS represents only refinement of the project as considered in the FSEIS. not
a wholesale new design or significant new information regarding potential impacts. Further. these issues
were addressed by the Port in its January 2000 addendum under the Washington State Environmental
Policy Act entitted Addendum To Final Environmental Impact Statement and Final Supplemenial
Environmental Impact Statement For Proposed Master Plan Update Development Actions ar Seattle-
Tacoma International Airport.

Helsell Fetterman, December 20, 2000

1. The Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan (December 2000) was issued before the
Public Notice was issued.

2. Fill for the Third Runway may come from a variety of sources. In a cost-competitive process, it
1s 1mpossible to know who will provide the best source of material until that bidding process is
completed. All matenal used as fill for the Third Runway will have to meet the fill quality criteria
approved by the Department of Ecology.

3. See General Response GLR4 concerning Maury Island.

4. With respect to the commentor’s reference to a “de-icing study”, the Port undertook a study of
dissolved oxygen (DO) in the Northwest Ponds in 1999 (the Cosmopolitan study). Because multiple
factors influence the levels of dissolved oxygen in NW Ponds and Lake Reba (e.g., ramnfall, wind.
temperature, length of dry period, natural organic carbon in runoff and pond sediments), the
Cosmopolitan study was unable to show any relationship between the application of de-icers and levels of
dissolved oxygen in the ponds. The Port undertook a second study the following winter that reached
similar conclusions. Given the infrequent and minimal use of de-icers at Sea-Tac Airport, the Port has
concluded that further studies are not likely to change the findings reported thus far.

See General Response GLR6 on mechanically stabilized earth wall with respect to engineering of wall,
peer review of engineering analysis, and design review by the Corps.
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Helsell Fetterman, December 22, 2000

This response is broken mnto two parts. Initially, the Port will rcspond generally to ACC’s assertion that
supplemental environmental review 1s required under the National Envxronmemal Policy Act (NEPA).
Following that general response. the Port will provide a particularized response to the various 1ssues
raised by the ACC. Where muluple issued could be addressed simultaneously. responses to those 1ssues

have been grouped.

NEPA Does Not Require Preparation of Additional Environmental Documents

See General Response GLR16. An agency is obligated to prepare a supplemental environmental impact
statement 1f: (1) The agency makes substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to
environmental concems: or (2) there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns that have a bearing on the proposed action or its impacts. 40 C.F.R.

§1502.9(c)(1).

Supplemental review under NEPA is reserved for “significant™ project changes. Unless the new
circumstances or mformation present a seriously different picture of the environmental impact of the
proposed project from what was previously envisioned, the information is not “significant.” AMarsh v-
Oregon Natural Resources Council. 490 U.S. 360, 371 (1989). After an EIS is finalized. an agency need
not supplement an EIS every time new information comes to light. /d.

An agency’s decision on whether to prepare a SEIS is subject to the “rule of reason.” Marsh, 490 U.S. at
373 (1989). Under the “rule of reason™ standard. an EIS must (1) contain a reasonably thorough
discussion of significant impacts of the probable environmental consequences of the proposed project and
(2) the form. content and preparation of the EIS must foster both informed decision-making and informed
public participation. The requirement is that the agency has taken both a procedural and substantive
“hard look.” Stop H-3 Association v. Dole, 740 F.2d 1442. 1461 (9" Cir. 1984). The Port's
environmental review documents meet this standard.

A relevant example of this rule arose in the case of Airporr Neighbors Alliance v. U.S.. 90 F.3d 426 (ao*
Cir. 1996). In that case, the Tenth Circuit Court of Appeals held that the Federal Aviation Administration
had not inappropriately ignored cumulative impacts of a proposal when it chose not to analyze possible
future actions postulated in a twenty-year Master Plan. The court acknowledged that the actions were far
from certain and held that extended analysis would result in a “gross misallocation of resources. would
trivialize NEPA and would diminish its utility in providing useful environmental analysis of raajor federal
actions that truly affect the environment.” 90 F.3d at 433. This case is consistent with a number of other
decisions on this point. including many issued by the 9" Circuit Court of Appeals. See. e.g.. Price Road
Neighborhood Ass'n., Inc. v. U. S. Dep't of Ti ransp., 113 F.3d 1505, 1510 (9" Cir. 1997) (Court upheld
the decision to issue a FONSI regarding a change in a freeway interchange from tunnels to loop roads,
confirming the Federal Highway Administration’s conclusion that the change in design presented no
discernable difference in the level of environmental impacts between the original proposal and the
redesign). Swanson v. United States Forest Service, 87 F.3d 339 (9" Cir. 1996) (ESA listing of Snake
River Chinook Salmon did not constitute significant new circumstances or information requiring new EIS
for timber sale on Forest Service land); Environmental Coalition of Ojai v. Brown, 72 F.3d 1411,1418 (9"
Cir. 1995) (new research concerming the negative biological effects of radar emissions did not require an
SEIS and the decision to issue FONSI with respect to proposal to construct new radar tower was not
arbitrary and capricious where government had thoroughly evaluated recent scientific developments
regarding the health impacts of radar emissions and determined that 1ts initial conclusions remained
valid). Laguna Greenbelt, Inc. v. United States Department of Transportation, 42 F.3d 517, 529-30 o"
Cir. 1994) (decision by the Federal Highway Admunistration not to prepare an SEIS on proposed new toll
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road was not arbitrary and capricious. norwithstanding the fact that road was proposed for
environmentally sensitive area that was home to endangered species).

Responses to Specific Issues:

The remainder of this letter provides specific responses to the issues raised bv ACC 1in 1ts December 22.
2000 letter.

ESA Listing of the Puget Sound Chinook Salmon and Coastal Puget Sound Bull Trout

The National Marnine Fisheries Service (NMFS) issued its new listing of Chinook saimon on March 24,
1999, and the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS) issued its new listing of Bull Trout on November 1.
1999. Both these listings occurred before the end of the last public comment period. Pursuant to the
Endangered Species Act (ESA), a draft Biological Assessment was prepared and publicly issued 1n
November 1999 prior to the expiration of the formal public comment period. The November 1999 draft
Biological Assessment concluded that the Master Plan Update actions may affect. but were not likelv to
adversely affect the histed species. Following consultation with NMFS and FWS. a final Biological
Assessment was issued in June 2000. In the final Biological Assessment. the basic facts regarding the
stormwater management plan and potential impacts of stormwater on the species have not changed. nor
have the essential conclusions that the actions are not likely to adversely affect the listed species. In light
of the unchanged circumstances since the last public comment period. and given the Biological
Assessment’s conclusion that the development actions are not likely to adversely affect the listed species.
the final Biological Assessment does not constitute significant new application data that affects the
public’s review of the proposal to the extent of requiring additional or supplemental review under NEPA.

Potential contamination of groundwater arising from Port projects

The area of the Airport where most aircraft fueling and maintenance operations have been performed is
referred to in the Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA) Ground Water Study as the Arrport Operations and
Maintenance Area (AOMA). Within the AOMA. contaminated ground water exists in a number of
localized, discrete sites. The horizontal boundaries of each contaminated ground water site have been
defined by site investigation, and include any migration that might have occurred due to the presence of
utility and underground infrastructure within the AOMA.

Within the AOMA. defined areas of contaminated ground water exist in both shallow perched zones and
in the shallow regional aquifer (Qva). The perched zones are isolated and discontinuous. while the Qva is
continuous.

Investigation within the AOMA has demonstrated that existing perched zone contamination has remained
localized. 1.e., has not migrated significantly along utility pathways, and remains within the AOMA.
Based on this investigation and the discontinuous nature of the perched zone. there should be no material
impact from the construction of the Third Runway and other infrastructure on existing contaminated
ground water within the perched zone.

No deep infrastructure is planned for the Third Runway. Some deeper infrastructure may be constructed
for other master plan projects (e.g., STS upgrades, North End Development Program, or SASA), but these
would be 1n locations far from known Qva ground water impacts. Accordingly, there will be no material
impact from the construction of Third Runway and other infrastructure on existing contaminated ground
water in the Qva.
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In addition. construction within contaminated areas will result in the removal of contaminated 501} to
appropriate offsite treatment and disposal facilities. This will also be the case where contaminated soil 1s
excavated in connectior with construction of utilities and subsurface infrastructure.

Based on the analysis outlined above. the Port anticipates that construction of the Master Plan Upda;e
improvements will have no material impact on existing ground water contamination. and there 1s no basis
to suspect that existing ground water contaminauon will impact area wetlands. streams. and fish life.

The MTCA Agreed Order referred to in the comment letter was signed in May 1999. As noted above.
current data on contaminated sites within the AOMA demonstrates that ground water contamination has
migrated to only a limited degree from known source areas. As a result. there is no significant nsk that
the potential receptors listed in the Agreed Order will be impacted by construction of the Third Runway

or other Master Plan Update improvements.
Need for Additional NEPA Review In Light of New Municipal Air Pollution Studies

Based on the Port’s review of the documents referenced and the analysis presented in the Final EIS. the
Port believes that no significant new information has been developed in this field. The comment
references the Preliminary Study and Analysis of Toxic Air Pollutant Emissions and the Resulting Health
Risks Created by These Toxic Emissions In Surrounding Residential Communities (August 2000: C ity of
Park Ridge. Illinois). The Park Ridge Study was a reevaluation of existing data already obtained from an
carher City of Chicago study. The earlier City of Chicago study concluded that onlv 1.6% of volatile
organic compounds within a 10-mile radius could be attributed to O’Hare Airport.

Independent third parties have questioned the significance of the Park Ridge study. See. e.g.. Comments
of Peter Scheff. University of Illinois Professor of Environmental and Occupational Health Sciences:
“The challenge is to separate the science from the politics — and it is a challenge.” Chicago Tribune,
September 5. 2000 O Hare Emissions Conclusion Cloudy: Scientists Unmoved bv Study as Others Seek
Action.

In addition. the head of the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (Illinois EPA). Thomas Skinner.
noted the lack of scientific or peer review for the Park Ridge study and questioned whether the it actually
added to the reasonable debate on the issue of air quality around O’Hare. Jd.

Preliminary results from a subsequent study conducted by Illinois EPA have confirmed that the
conclusions of the Park Ridge study may have been overstated. finding that control chemicals were not
found in any more significant numbers around O’Hare airport than in control communities located far
away from the airport. Chicago Tribune., November 23, 2000 O’Hare Pollution Isn’t Worse Than Areas,
Illinois EPA Says.

Public health-related issued and an evaluation of air pollution health impacts is contained in the Final EIS.
See Final EIS Chapter IV, Section 7.

FAA’s construction of TRACON system

TRACON is a radar system used by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to track planes while in
flight from approximately 5 to 30 miles from the Airport, as well as other airports in the region.
Currently, TRACON is located in the tower at Sea-Tac Airport, in space occupied by the FAA. However,
the TRACON facility has outgrown available space in the tower. The FAA is currently considering
alternative sites for relocating the TRACON, including a site on the west side of the Airport below the
slope of the new runway. The FAA is investigating a 19-acre potential site at 8" Ave. and 170" St.
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TRACON 1s an FAA project. with independent utility completely apart from any of the Port's Master
Pian Update projects. and the FAA will be responsible for construction and environmental analysis 1.or the
project. It is appropriate to consider the TRACON system separately from the Master Plan Update
projects. because TRACON is not related closely enough to the Master Plan Update projects to be. n
effect. a “'single course of action.” See 40 CFR §150.24. The FAA has not begun environmental analysis
on the site. The target date for relocating TRACON is the end of 2004. As currently envisioned. the site
will house two radar antennas. a building for the air traffic controliers and a parking lot for approximately

100 vehicles.

Impacts from the implementation of the Port’s Stormwater Management Plan: Gilliam Creek and
Walker Creek; Impact of Stormwater Convevance to IWS.

All impacts arising from both the construction of stormwater management facilities and the eventual
implementation and Port’s Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan have been previously
evaluated. As the Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan makes clear, potential impacts from the
construction of the Port’s stormwater management facilities have been anticipated and construction and
best management practices have been developed to reduce those impacts well below the level of
significance. For instance, temporary erosion sediment control measures are being implemented to
minimize the impact from the construction of stormwater facilities. All construction projects are required
to provide a site-specific monitoring plan to Ecology for review and approval. The plan must be
submitted to Ecology at least 30 days prior to the start of construction.

In addition. changes to the Port’s Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan since issuance of the
FEIS have not been sufficiently significant to warrant additional review under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The methods of water quality treatment in the current plan, including
bio-swales. filter strips, and other best management practices required by the applicable water quality
manuals, are not significantly different from that considered in the FEIS. Furthermore, the performance
standards to which the water quanrity plans are designed also are not significantly different from that
considered in the FEIS. As a result of discussions with Ecology and the Corps. the Port has revised the
amount. type. and location of stormwater detention, but these revisions do not change the allowable
volume or rate of water discharge. There are no new wetland impacts from these revisions. and the
revisions do not have significant new environmental impacts that warrant preparation of a supplemental
EIS. Most importantly, there have been no fundamental changes in the Port’s proposed treatment and
discharge of stormwater that require preparation of a SEIS.

During the review of the Port’s §404 application conducted by NMFS and FWS in connection with the
publication of the Port’s Biological Assessment, a question arose regarding potential stormwater impacts
in the Gilliam Creek basin from reconstruction of a water tower. The Port submitted information to the
NMFS and FWS showing that future reconstruction of the water tower will not result in either: (1) the
construction of new impervious surface or (2) a change in land use. Accordingly, there will be no
changes to stormwater in the Gilliam Creek basin and no new impacts on the creek.

Similarly. with regard to Walker Creek, additional information on the temporary SR 509 interchange does
not reflect a new design or significant new environmental impacts.

Finally, there is no significant new data since issuance of the FEIS regarding the Port’s conveyance of
stormwater to the Industrial Wastewater System (TWS) lagoons. Diversion of stormwater to the IWS will

not reduce stream baseflows. IWS impacts have been taken into consideration in the overall calculation
of baseflow impacts conducted as part of the Master Plan Update development actions. Similarly,
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diversion of stormwater to the IWS will not have a negative impact during storm conditions because
stormwater will be collected. detained. and discharged at pre-development rates.

Cumulative Impacts of other projects in the vicinity

Please see General Response GLR19 concerning the analysis conducted with respect to cgmulam'e
impacts of projects undertaken by both the Port and other parties in and around the area of Sea-Tac

Airport.
Redesign of the temporary SR 509 interchange

See also General Response GLR13. This project was discussed in the Final Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement (Section 5-4). The interchange will not involve any discharge of fill matenial nto a
water of the U.S. and. accordingly. will not require a §404 permit. Construction of the interchange will
include the use of best management practices to detain. treat. and discharge stormwater as required by the
Department of Ecology and King County stormwater manuals. The interchange will not have significant
indirect impacts on wetlands, as documented in the May 3. 2000, memo from Parametrix to the Corps
entitled Analysis of Indirect Impacts to Wetlands from the Temporary SR-509 Interchange. Any new
information regarding the interchange since issuance of the FSEIS represents only refinement of the
project as considered in the FSEIS, not a wholesale new design or significant new information regarding
potential impacts. Further, these issues were addressed by the Port in its January 2000 addendum under
the Washington State Environmental Policy Act entitled Addendum To Final Environmental Impact
Statement and Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement For Proposed Master Plan Update
Development Actions at Seattle-Tacoma International Airport.

The Port’s Fill Acceptance Criteria
See General Response GLR2 concerning fill criteria.
Unnamed tributary to Miller Creek

Neither the Port nor any other regulatory agencies with jurisdiction have overlooked the “unnamed
tributary” referred to in this comment letter. The Port, the Corps, Ecology. FWS, NMFS. and WDFW are
all aware of the drainage channels present on the east and west side of 12" Avenue South, near Parcel
303. Staff from these agencies have visited the low point of 12" Avenue South on numerous occasions to
examine drainage channels, Wetland 37, the culvert located beneath 12" Avenue South, the groundwater
discharge function occurring in the area, the location of the proposed retaining wall, and other project
features.

Channels on the east site of 12" Avenue were determined to be non-wetland waters of the U.S.. and are
mapped and discussed as Channel A and Channel W in Figure 2.3-2 of the Natural Resources Mitigation
Plan (Parametrix 1999). Channel A is a roadside ditch that collects groundwater, stormwater, and
seepage from Wetland 19 from the east side of 12" Avenue and directs it to a culvert at the low point of
12" Avenue South. Channel W conveys stormwater and runoff from Wetland 20 to the low point on 12"
Avenue South. The flows that these channels concentrate and discharge via a culvert beneath 12"
Avenue South enter Wetland 37, on Parcel 303.

Within Wetland 37. the channel conveys flow to the west, about 450 feet to Miller Creek, and is included
in the project analysis as a water of the U.S. because it is a part of Wetland 37. The Corps and other
agencies have observed this channel. Channel conditions, including downcutting of about 12 inches
through wetland soils suggest it has recently formed as a result of uncontrolled stormwater runoff from
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12" Avenue South and other drainage alterations (1.e. the artificial diversion of water tfrom Wetland 19 to
Wetland 37).

Overall. drainage conditions in Wetland 37 are described in the Werland Delineation Report (Parametrix
1999). The functions these channels provide to Miller Creek are recognized and reflected in the Herland
Functional Assessment and Impact Analysis (Parametrix 1999). In this report. the functions of Wetland
37 for export of organic carbon and groundwater exchange are rated “high™ because the importance of
this channel was recognized and evaluated as part of the overall function of the wetland. The channel
svstem does not provide direct habitat to fish because of their small size. shallow water depths (1-several
inches). relatively steep grade (5-10 percent). and culvert blockage. The hydrologic functions (1.e. current
and future runoff conditions) of this sub-watershed have been evaluated n the Preliminary
Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan (Parametrix 2000). The indirect importance of the
channel functions to fish habitat conditions in Miller Creek is also recognized in the evaluation of
Wetland 37, hence it is rated “high” for Resident/Anadromous Fish.

WDFW has examined the channel systemn and has requested that the channel functions be addressed in the
Port’s mitigation plan. As a result of this request, Section 5.2.3 of the Narural Resource Mitigation Plan
(NRMP) was prepared to address the hydrologic and biologic functions of these channels (Channel A.
Channel W, and the channel located in Wetiand 37). As explained in that document. the 1.950 linear feet
of replacement drainage channels (see Figure 5.2-14 of the NRMP) proposed as mitigation will collect
groundwater seepage from the embankment and convey it downslope to Wetland 37 and Miller Creek.
These channels will be protected and shaded with buffers of native vegetation.

Through the major permit modification filed with Ecology on October 20. 2000, the Port has requested
that named and unnamed tributaries. storm drains and other waters of Miller. Des Moines. Walker and
Gilliam Creeks be specifically listed as receiving waters in the current NPDES permit for the Airport.

Impacts of waste handling facilities

Contrary to the assumption in the comment letter, the Port has not constructed and does not operate a
waste treatment facility or waste disposal facility in conjunction with Sea-Tac Airport Master Plan Update
improvements. Accordingly. the Port cannot respond to this comment.

Both a September 27. 2000, letter from Greg Wingard to Tom Luster and a October 18, 2000. letter from
Richard Poulin to the Port assert the presence of a waste disposal facility at Sea-Tac Airport. However,
no such facility exists.

The Port has constructed a facility for short-term storage of potentially contaminated fill materials
excavated from on-airport construction sites. The facility allows for sampling and testing of excavated
soi] to determine appropriate disposal options. The facility is paved, and drains to the IWS. Appropriate
engineering and related reports for this facility were provided to Ecology in May 2000, prior to
construction. Use of this facility assures that potentially contaminated material excavated during
construction is properly managed, thereby reducing the risk of the release of such materials to the
environment. This is accomplished by virtue of segregation of these materials from the construction site
while the soil is tested and appropriate disposal options are selected and implemented, and management
of these materials by environmental staff using facility-specific management BMPs.

The impacts of construction in known contaminated areas of the Airport has been considered in the

context of the applicable Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA) regulations. Independent MTCA site
assessments and cleanups have been performed, certain contaminated materials have been allowed to
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remain onsite under various MTCA cleanup protocols. and disturbance of such matenals by construction
1s being managed consistent with MTCA protocols for handling contaminated soil.

Impacts from the expansion of IWS Lagoon #3

See General Response GLR14 concerning IWS Lagoon #3 expansion. This project is required by the
Port’'s NPDES permit. It is not a part of the Master Plan Update development actions and 1s not a
significant change in the §404 application requiring additional NEPA review.

The TWS project will not fill any wetlands. The project is located on existing fill. near Wetland 28. The
project involves: (1) excavating and creating a berm to increase the volume of the existing IWS lagoon 3
from 29 million gallons to 76.5 million gallons, (2) cleaning the existing pond. and (3) liming the enure

newly-enlarged pond.

The expansion of IWS Lagoon #3 will create a 12.3-acre, lined lagoon that 1s not expected to reduce
discharge to Wetland 28 or to Des Moines Creek, because the lagoon is located in an area of groundwater
discharge. rather than infiltration (Kennedy/Jenks, IWS Lagoon 3 Upgrade Preliminarv Design Report
1999). Additionally. an underdrain system beneath the lined. treatment lagoon will aliow groundwater
beneath the lagoon to drain to Wetland 28. This system will actually allow more water to reach Wetland
28 and Des Moines Creek. because rainwater and upwelling groundwater that currently reaches unlined
IWS Lagoon #3 is pumped to the Industrial Waste Treatment Plant (IWTP) and discharged outside the
Des Moines Creek basin. All water contained within the IWS Lagoon #3 will be treated in the IWTP and
discharged to Puget Sound or King County 's East Division Reclamation Plant at Renton. and therefore
will not affect peak flows in Des Moines Creek.

Wetland hydrology for the wetlands adjacent to IWS Lagoon #3 will be maintained and surface runoff
will be unchanged by the expansion of IWS lagoon 3. Therefore, the project is unlikely to adversely
affect the adjacent wetlands.

Logging, clearing and grading near Miller Creek

The Port will not be logging. clearing or grading in any wetland areas or buffers prior the issuance of the
§404 permit. All logging acuvities will be conducted consistent with the Forest Practices Management
Act and under appropriate permits obtained from the Department of Natural Resources (DNR). The Port
has obtained Class IV Special Forest Practices permits for recent logging that has occurred in the vicinity
of Sea-Tac Airport.

The DNR Forest Practices Permit issued on April 27, 2000 was a re-issuance of a DNR permit that was
originally issued on February 21, 1998, well before the last public comment period on the Port’s §404
permit application. The terms of 1998 and 2000 permits are virtually identical and cover the same land
along the west side of the airport. The clearing activity covered by the permit is necessary for
construction of the Third Runway, as disclosed in the Master Plan EISs. On August 14, 2000, the Port
obtained a DNR permit to remove trees in a small area below 188" St. and 28" Avenue South, in the
vicinity of the Tyee Pond. The trees to be logged under the August 2000 permit represent a 0.64%
increase in the number of the total board-feet that will be removed from the site. Both the April 2000 and
August 2000 permits prohibit tree removal near wetlands pending issuance of the §404 permit.

NPDES Violations

Thg Port is. in compliance with its National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit,
which requires the Port to develop a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, which the Port has prepared
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and submitted. to 1mplement best management practices (BMPs) required by that _Plap, and 1o monitor the
effectiveness of those BMPs. as well as monitoring its stormwater discharges. which is ongoing. Ecology
has 1ssued no notice of violation of the Port's NPDES permit. Based on the Port’s ongoing comphliance
with its NPDES permit. Ecology has “reasonable assurance™ sufficient to certifv comphance with state

water quality standards.
Alleged impacts to Gilliam Creek.

There are no Master Plan Update projects being undertaken by the Port within the Gilliam Creek
watershed. Accordingly. there are no projects requiring Corps of Engineers review in that watershed.
Construction activity within the Gilliam Creek watershed will not result in any increase in impervious
surface or change in land use. Accordingly, there will be no changes to stormwater impacts within the
Gilliam Creek basin and no impact on Gilliam Creek.

Impacts to Walker Creek

The impacts to Walker Creek are the same as those that may arise in the Miller Creek and Des Moines
Creek. As is outlined in detail in the Port’s Comprehensive Stormwater Management Plan. and in the
FEIS and Final Supplemental EIS for the Master Plan Update. those impacts have been anticipated and
mitigated. These same mitigation procedures will minimize any potential impacts to Walker Creek below
the level of significance.

Stream flow augmentation plans
See General Response GLR7 concerning this issue.
Auburn mitigation site

There are no new questions relating to potential flooding events. From the early planning stages for this
mitigation project. the Port has planned to construct this site to become part of the 100-year floodplain.
The project site is designed to provide flood storage capability during rare flooding events. and the
mitigation is designed to accommodate this capability. Similarly. there are no new significant issues
regarding proposed development in the area that warrant a supplemental EIS. Ithas been publicly known
since prior to the Final EIS that the adjoining area was under serious consideration for development. The
Port’s miugation site is designed with buffers to protect the wetlands from potentially incompatible
activities on adjoining properties.

Impacts of the Aircraft Hydrant Fueling System

The Aircraft Hydrant Fueling System (AHFS) proposal is to install a Jet A underground fuel line
concurrent with the planned improvements to Concourse A. The AHFS would provide single source fuel
delivery of Jet A fuel at the airport and a common infrastructure that would be used by all airlines. The
AHFS would replace the current fueling operations (primarily truck deliveries) for most commercial
passenger aircraft at the Airport. The AHFS would include cathodic corrosion protection for the
underground pipes and a state-of-the-art leak detection system.

A SEPA determination of non-significance was issued for the project on October 6, 2000. Previously, the
Port had discussed the need to replace the existing fueling equipment in the Master Plan Update FEIS and
FSEIS. However when the FEIS and FSEIS were prepared, the AHFS project had not been defined
sufficiently to enable the consideration of the environmental effects of reconfiguring the existing system.
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Other environmental documents that discuss the proposal are listed on page three of the SEPA
environmental checklist for the proposal.

The AHFS would require removal of some of the old hydrant system piping. fuel hnes. hvdrants and
infrastructure: installation of new aircrafi hydrant fueling system. piping. fuel lines. hvdrants. hydrant
pump and pits. The fuel lines will be “'sleeved” (placed inside another pipe) when crossing railroad tracks
or highways. The AHFS would include cathodic protection and a leak detection system. Finally. the
AHFS would require construction of a new fuel farm operations building (4.586 sq. ft.). a concrete pump
pad facility (187 ft. x 32 ft.) and up to two new modular operations buildings (approximately 1320 sq. ft.).

AIr quality impacts from the atrcraft hydrant fueling system and associated construction activities are
fully addressed in the October 5, 2000 Environmental Checklist. The checklist includes the following

information regarding air quality:

e The primary emissions from the AHFS will be associated with construction and consist primarily of
nitrogen oxide.

o Total air emissions attributable to construction activities are less than de-minimus levels under EPA's
General Conformity Rules under the Clean Air Act.

e Air emissions associated with operation of the AHFS are expected to result in a net decrease in air
emissions, since the system will eliminate the need for underground storage tanks and individual
arrhine fueling systems and significantly reduce the number of fuel trucks and truck trips.

¢ During construction. contractors will be required to comply with the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency’s
regulations requiring reasonable precautions be taken to avoid dust emissions.

In addition. the Port has discussed potential air permitting issues for this system with the Puget Sound
Clean Air Agency. The Agency does not require a Notice of Construction permit for installation of an
aircraft fueling hydrant system because of the low volatility of the fuel.

Helsell Fetterman, September 6, 2000

The Port’s application was withdrawn. The Public Notice issued December 27, 2000. is for the changes
to the project since the last Public Hearing in November 1999.

Helsell Fetterman, August 14, 2000

A new public notice was issued December 27, 2000, and a Public Hearing was held January 26 and 27,
2001. at the Washington State Criminal Justice Traming Center in Burien. The January 26 hearing went
from 5:30 pm to 10:00 pm. and the January 27 hearing went from 9:00 am to 5:00 pm.

Helsell Fetterman, June 30, 2000

Gilliam Creek will not be affected by the construction or operation of the Master Plan Update projects.

Helsell Fetterman, June 22, 2000

See General Response GLR13 concerning the Temporary Construction Interchange.
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Heisell Fetterman, June 6, 2000

See General Response GLR13 concerning the Temporary Construction Interchange on SR509.

Helsell Fetterman, June 2, 2000

Notice of Intent to Sue — no comment/response needed from the i’on.
Helsell Fetterman, May 24, 2000

Comment noted.

Helsell Fetterman, May 15, 2000

See General Response GLR13 concerning the temporary construction interchange on SR509.

Helsell Fetterman, May 1, 2000
Notice of Intent to Sue — no comment/response needed from the Port.
Helsell Fetterman, April 28, 2000

See General Response GLR13 concerning the temporary construction interchange on SR509.

Helsell Fetterman, January 31, 2000

The Port cannot comment on or respond regarding the Corps’ handling of Freedom of Information Act

requests.
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Stephen Hockaday --- Pacific Aviation Consulting, February 16, 2001 letter
The responses in this section have been prepared from the Port’s perspective and knowledge.

1. The Master Plan Update and the Final EIS (FEIS) and Final Supplemental EIS (FSEIS) gave
thorough consideration to the development of a runway with a length less than §.500 feet as documented
in Chapter 3 of the FEIS and Chapter 3 of the FSEIS. The Final EIS and FSEIS concluded that there
were minimal differences between the operational performance associated with the shorter versus longer
lengths. However. Appendix C of the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA) 1997 Record of Decision
(ROD) (Assessment of Runway Length and Location for the Third Parallel Runway) evaluated the
shortening of the runway from the north end. such that the thresholds would not be co-located. As that
analysis found, that operational procedures would lessen the benefit of the Third Runway unless a wider

separation was used. The attachment states:

“A staggered threshold associated with a length less than 8,500 feet on the Third Runway would
reduce the operating capability of the new runway when air traffic control cannot maintain visual
separation between an arriving and departing aircraft. The FAA Air Traffic Control Manual, FAA
Order 7110.65J, Section 5-8-5 states that in order to conduct simultaneous operations between an
aircraft departing on the near runway (existing runway 16L/34R) and an aircraft on final approach to
another staggered runway (new runway), that “The runway centerlines separation exceeds 2,500 feet
by at least 100 feet for each 500 feet that the landing thresholds are staggered™

As aresult. the FAA’s ROD found that wetland impacts would actually be greater if the north thresholds
were not co-located. As the wetland impacts are focused on the north end, shortening the runway from
the south does not avoid wetlands. The ROD concludes that shortening the runway to avoid specific
wetlands from the north, “would create operational inefficiencies that are not practicable.”

2. The Port has evaluated the design requirements for the airfield, as defined by Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) guidance. To minimize the amount of fill and embankment size. the proposed
airfield has been designed at the lowest clevations allowable for FAA design requirements (grade over
distance traversed). FAA establishes the grade requirements to ensure the safe operation of aircraft within
the airfield. The proposed design represents the lowest elevation that enables the connecting taxiways
(that connect the existing airfield to the Third Runway) to meet the FAA’s airfield design grade

requirements.
3. See General Response GLR17 regarding the consideration of alternatives.

4, The FEIS and FSEIS examined the full range of alternatives. As that analysis indicated, and
found in the FAA’s Record of Decision, no alternatives are available that obviate the need for the Third
Runway. The FAA’s letter dated 1-23-2001 re-affirms that no technology alternatives obviate the need
for the runway as does the FAA. The FAA reviewed the letters submitted by the Airport Communities
Coalition concerning the use of technology, and prepared a memorandum dated March 29, 2001. Asis
noted in that memorandum:

Mr. Geoffrey Gosling discusses a number of research activities that, if successful, might have
application to operations on closely space parallel runways in poor weather. Some of the
technolognes described do not relate to instrument approaches or to runways spaced as closely as
Sea-Tac's existing runways. Other technologies he describes are expected to have some benefit
at Sea-Tac and other airports. For example, the Center TRACON Automation System (CTAS)
optimizes the flow of enroute arrivals and has increased flow rates at locations by approximately
five percent. Although these technologies will incrementally increase capacity, they will never be
great enough to obviate the need for the third runway.
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The technology suggested by Mr. Gosling that could have significant benefit is Precision Runway
Monitor with giymult%%eous of>flset instrumgnt approach (SOIA) procedures. He notes correctly tnat
this procedure could be used in some meteorological conditions, which at Sea-Tac we estimate to
be about 20 percent of the time. Because of its limitations due to closely spaced runways and
higher weather minimums, SOIA procedures provide incremental improvement to hourly arrival
rates. For example, at San Francisco, the proposed procedure provides 7 additional arrivals per
hour and is projected to be used in weather conditions that occur about 7 percent of the time. An
additional benefit of its application at San Francisco is that the additional flight tracks are over the
bay rather than populated areas; this is not the case at Sea-Tac.

In addition, the concept of paired approaches has received no serious consideration for application
in the national airspace system. We believe that even if it were determined to be acceptable, it
would not be useful on Sea-Tac’s runways spaced at 800 feet because of the negative impact on
departures and wake vortex considerations.

Mr. Gosling also suggests that technology wili resolve wake vortex considerations. Even with
wake vortex detection systems that are currently under development, independent operations on
closely spaced parallels as seen at Sea-Tac, will not be allowed. The limiting factor is that the
wake vortex is a physical disturbance of air due to the dynamics of the wings, along with the shape
and size of the aircraft. There is no technology that would overcome this limitation.

Increased activity at Sea-Tac, with or without a third runway, will mean additional ground
operations. It will be necessary for FAA and the Port of Seattle to take all available steps to
prevent runway incursions. It is not clear that the problem will be worse with an additional runway,
as the operations will be handled in accordance to safe air traffic practices.

In conclusion, none of Mr. Gosling's suggestions of new technology will provide adequate capacity
growth to meet the purpose and need for the runway as described in the Final Supplemental EIS.
Most of his proposals are in the research and developmental stages. As he notes, even if
successfully developed and implemented, they would provide only incremental improvements in
capacity, all of which are significantly less than the capacity provided by constructing a third
runway.

5. This comment appears to indicate a belief that if the Master Plan Update improvements are
undertaken at Sea-Tac that the expenditures for those projects would preclude the development of
supplemental airport resources in the Puget Sound Region. The Port believes that this is an inaccurate
presumption. Regardless of whether or not an existing airline begins commercial passenger service at
another airport in the region, the Master Plan Update improvements are needed at Sea-Tac Airport. Asis
documented in the FSEIS. the proposed projects are within the financial capability of the Port of Seattle.
Pursuit of air service at airports such as Paine Field and Boeing Field can occur today, with no or limited
development at those facilities. However, such service has not been shown to be financially viable from
an airline perspective. and as a result has not been successfully launched. It would be incumbent on the
sponsor of a new supplemental airport to secure sufficient funding to make that airport operational.
Because the sponsor would not be the Port of Seattle. it is unlikely that the Port’s financial strength (or
weakness) would affect the financial capability of that sponsor. Rather, the financial strength of that new
atrport would depend on the passenger marketplace that it could attract and sustain. Based on available
research. the financial success of a supplemental airport would not likely occur until the O&D demand in
the Puget Sound Region reached 10 million enplanements, which is not in the planning horizon of the
Master Plan. This issue of “‘catchment” is discussed in the Final EIS, page 11-9 and I1-10.

6. The FAA's 1995 Capaciry Enhancement Studv Update examined the impacts associated with
interaction between Sea-Tac and Boeing Field (BFI). The interaction with Boeing Field was reflected in
the analysis. as ammivals to Boeing's Runway 13 would require a gap in the arrival stream to the proposed
new runway at Sea-Tac during south flow operations. During north flow operations, the impact of the
mteraction of BFI is expected to be negligible. The FAA also performed a sensitivity analysis, which
demonstrated additional delay savings would result from eliminating the interaction between BFI and
Sea-Tac Arrport.
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It should aiso be acknowledged that. like most reliever airport operations in the United States. air tratfic
control procedures have evolved to minimize operational impacts of the pnmary ;ommercxal arrport. such
as Sea-Tac. In many cases. procedures are estabhshed so that the reliever airport (Boemng Field) 1s

subservient to the primary airport.

7. The FEIS and FSEIS examined safety associated with several factors: automobile traftic levels
and interaction with haul fill raffic. and aircraft accident safety. The aircraft accident satfery 1ssues are
analyzed in the Final EIS at IV.7-17 through IV.7-22. The Federal Aviation Administration considered
the impact of the Third runway on runway crossings and determined that no unsafe conditions would
exist. The FEIS states the following with regards to runway crossings:

“The Preferred Alternative would increase the number of runway crossings, as arriving aircraft land on
the new parallel runway and then taxi to the terminal/ cargo facilities. This analysis showed the
average number of ali-weather crossings would change as foliows:”

Number of All-Weather Average
Runway Crossings
Existing  With New
Airfield Runway

1893 432 NA
2000 483 695
2010 564 812
2020 619 878

Source: 1995 Capacity Enhancement Plan Data Package 7, September , 1994,

“No direct correlation exists between the increase in runway crossings and safety, as the separation
standards used by air traffic control will ensure adequate separation between aircraft, and aircraft and
service vehicles. The effect of separation standards will be the experience of delay. The review of
aircraft accidents, incidents and pilot deviations between 1984 and 1993 for Sea-Tac show evidence
that the Airport will continue to operate with the same low accidentincident ratios. No direct
correlations have been found to suggest that increased aircraft operations will adverseiy affect the
ratios of accidents and incidents in the future. However, aircraft separation standards used by air
traffic control will continue to ensure adequate separation and safety between aircraft and service
vehicles. Further, upon construction of the new air traffic control tower, the ground control position
will be supplemented with another position. Ground control may then be split for inbound and
outbognd traffic or may possibly be between gate hold/push back - ground, and movement control-
ground.”
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Geoffery Gosling, February 16, 2001 letter
The responses in this section have been prepared from the Port’s perspective and knowledge.

1. The Final EIS (FEIS) and Final Supplememal EIS (FSEIS) examined the full range of
technological alternatives. As that analysis indicated. no alternatives are available that obviate the need
for the Third Runway. This conclusion was reiterated in the Federal Aviation Admmstrauon’s (FAA)
Record of Decision (ROD) approving the Master Plan Update projects. The FAA's letter dated January
73 2001. re-affirms that no alternatives obviate the need for the runway. based on-its review of the recent
advances in aviation technology. The FAA reviewed the letters submitted by the Airport Communities
Coalition concerning the use of technology. and prepared a memorandum dated March 29. 2001. As1s

noted 1n that memorandum:

Mr. Geoffrey Gosling discusses a number of research activities that, if successful, might have
application to operations on closely space parallel runways in poor weather. Some of the
technologies described do not relate to instrument approaches or to runways spaced as closely as
Sea-Tac's existing runways. Other technologies he describes are expected to have some benefit
at Sea-Tac and other airports. For example, the Center TRACON Automation System (CTAS)
optimizes the flow of enroute arrivals and has increased flow rates at locations by approximately
five percent. Although these technologies will incrementally increase capacity, they will never be
great enough to obviate the need for the third runway.

The technology suggested by Mr. Gosling that could have significant benefit is Precision Runway
Monitor with Simultaneous offset instrument approach (SOIA) procedures. He notes correctly that
this procedure could be used in some meteorological conditions, which at Sea-Tac we estimate to
be about 20 percent of the time. Because of its limitations due to closely spaced runways and
higher weather minimums, SOIA procedures provide incremental improvement to hourly arrival
rates. For example, at San Francisco, the proposed procedure provides 7 additional arrivals per
hour and is projected to be used in weather conditions that occur about 7 percent of the time. An
additional benefit of its application at San Francisco is that the additional flight tracks are over the
bay rather than populated areas; this is not the case at Sea-Tac.

in addition, the concept of paired approaches has received no serious consideration for application
in the nationa!l airspace system. We believe that even if it were determined to be acceptable, it
would not be useful on Sea-Tac's runways spaced at 800 feet because of the negative impact on
departures and wake vortex considerations.

Mr. Gosling also suggests that technology will resolve wake vortex considerations. Even with
wake vortex detection systems that are currently under development, independent operations on
closely spaced parallels as seen at Sea-Tac, will not be allowed. The limiting factor is that the
wake vortex is a physical disturbance of air due to the dynamics of the wings, along with the shape
and size of the aircraft. There is no technology that would overcome this limitation.

increased activity at Sea-Tac, with or without a third runway, will mean additiona! ground
operations. It will be necessary for FAA and the Port of Seattle to take all available steps to
prevent runway incursions. It is not clear that the problem will be worse with an additional runway,
as the operations will be handled in accordance to safe air traffic practices.

in conclusion, none of Mr. Gosling's suggestions of new technology will provide adequate capacity
growth to meet the purpose and need for the runway as described in the Final Supplemental EIS.
Most of his proposals are in the research and developmental stages. As he notes, even if
successfully developed and implemented, they would provide only incremental improvements in
capacity; all of which are significantly less than the capacity provided by constructing a third
runway.

2 The FEIS and Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Record of Decision (ROD) examined
aircraft accident/safety issues (Final EIS at IV.7-17 through IV.7-22). The evaluation of runway
crossings was based on the FAA’s evaluation doue as part of the Capacity Enhancement Study. The FAA
considered the impact of the Third runway on runway crossings and determined that no unsafe conditions
would exist. The FEIS states the following with regards to runway crossings:
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“The Preferred Alternative would increase the number of runway crossings. as arriving aircraft land on
the new parallel runway and then taxi to the terminal/ cargo facilities. This analysis showed tne
average number of all-weather crossings would change as follows:”

Number of All-Weather Average
Runway Crossings
Existing With New
Airfield Runway

1993 432 NA

2000 483 685
2010 564 812
2020 619 878

Source: 1995 Capacity Enhancement Plan Data Package 7, September , 1994.

“No direct correlation exists between the increase in runway crossings and safety, as the separation
standards used by air traffic control will ensure adequate separation between aircraft, and aircraft and
service vehicles. The effect of separation standards will be the experience of delay. The review of
aircraft accidents, incidents and pilot deviations between 1984 and 1993 for Sea-Tac show evidence
that the Airport will continue to operate with the same low accident/incident ratios. No direct
correlations have been found to suggest that increased aircraft operations will adversely affect the
ratios of accidents and incidents in the future. However, aircraft separation standards used by air
traffic control will continue to ensure adequate separation and safety between aircraft and service
vehicles. Further, upon construction of the new air traffic control tower, the ground control position
will be supplemented with another position. Ground control may then be split for inbound and
outbound traffic or may possibly be between gate hold/push back - ground, and movement control-
ground.”

Thus, the FAA considered the issue of runway crossings and the potential effect on runway incursions.
The FAA did not 1dentify any safety issues that would preclude the development of the Third Runway. In
addition. FAA will implement appropriate procedures to minimize the risk of runway incursions.

3. See response above regarding safety. It is the Port’s belief that the commentors opinions are
based on his belief that the projects purpose is to increase capacity. Rather, as is clearly documented in
the Master Plan, Final EIS. Final Supplemental EIS and Record of Decision (and articulated in the Corps
of Engineers application). the purpose of the additional runway is to address poor weather operating
constraints. Based on the consideration of alternatives, the proposed Third Runway represents the only
reasonable and feasible alternative to achieve that objective.
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Thomas/Lane Associates, February 9, 2001 letter
The responses in this section have been prepared from the Port’s perspective and knowledge.

1. A report similar to the comments submitted on this application was submmed by this consultant
as part of “City of Burien Seattle-Tacoma Airport Master Plan Update Studies Environmental Issues
Mitigation.” The Port submitted comments on the preliminary draft report in a 3-page letter to the City of
Burien dated November 25. 1996 (including a 14-page attachment). That letter (and attachment) were
incorporated in the 1997 Master Plan Update Final Supplemental EIS by reference. See also response to
comment 4] in the 1997 Final Supplemental EIS Appendix F. Many of the comments submitted 1n the
Burien Mitigation Study are repeated in this commentor’s comments on the 404 appiication.

The ACC and the City of Burien submitted the Burien Mitigation Study as comments on the Draf
Supplemental EIS. This is the reference on Page 2 of the February 9. 2001 letter noung that the
commentor “reviewed the notes, working papers and spreadsheets prepared as part of my past assignment
with the City of Bunen.”

In general the primary conclusion of the Burien Mitigation Study is that the benefits and impacts of the
Airport are disproportionately born within the region. Communities within the immediate airport
environs experience the primary adverse impact; yet do not recoup an equivalent proportion of benefits.
While the specifics of the degree and amount of impacts are disputed by the Master Plan Updaie Final
EIS and Final Supplemental EIS, those documents recognize that some impacts fall more heavily on
communities in the immediate airport environs. Thus. the focus of the review relative to the Final EIS
and Final Supplemental EIS was:

e Did the Final EIS and/or Final Supplemental EIS fail to recognize significant adverse environmental
impacts: and

* Have reasonable steps been taken to mimmize the adverse effects of the proposed improvements.

The Port has reviewed these new comments. as well as Burien Mitigation Study. and determined that the
Final EIS and the Final Supplemental EIS have identified all significant adverse environmental impacts
from the proposed improvements in accord with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Orders 1050.1D
and 5050.4A and apphicable National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and State Environmental Policy
Act (SEPA) requirements. In addition. the FAA and the Port have taken reasonable steps, through the
identification of mitigation measures and improvements to the Master Plan Update since issuance of the
Final EIS. to minimize the impacts of the proposed improvements.

It 1s the Port’s belief that the majority of differences in the mitigation between theFinal EIS and the new
comments and the Bunen Mitigation Study relate to noise mitigation. The Final EIS and Final
Supplemental EIS recommend mitigation for significant noise impacts with the 65 DNL noise exposure
contour. the standard used by the FAA for environmental impact studies and Part 150 Noise
Compatibility Planning Studies. The Burien Study advocated the use of quieter noise levels, which failed
to recognize ambient noise levels from other community sources. Further, while the purpose of the study
was to identify mitigation associated with the Third Runway, the Burien Mitigation Study focused on
addressing existing noise impacts outside the 65 DNL noise exposure contour, through easements and
“calculated™ real property value losses that were derived from unreported statistical formulas. The new
comments continue to argue that the incorrect baseline for noise was used. See Response 4 below.

Potential impacts on real property values were considered by the Final EIS, and recalculated as a response
to comment on the Supplemental EIS. Asis shown in the response to comment, the Port’s existing Noise
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Remedy Program has already compensated residents if such a loss n property values has actually
occurred. Changes in noise exposure area will be mingated as part of the noise land use mingaton
identified in the Final EIS and Final Supplemental EIS (see page 3-6-5 of the Final Supplemenial EIS).

The Burien Studv and the new comments assert that all activity over 380.000 annual operations 1s
associated with the operation of the Third Runway. In light of the annual actuvity accommodated at Sea-
Tac since 1995 (which has been above that threshold). it is the Port’s belief that this element of the Burien
Study and new comments has already been shown to be in error. The comments submutted by
Thomas/Lane on the §404 application disregard the fact that the Final Supplemental EIS addressed

activity characteristics associated with the project.

2. The Final EIS and the Final Supplemental EIS document the economic impacts and social
consequences associated with the proposed projects using industry-accepted methodologies. Further.
these sections were prepared to address the specific requirements of the National Environmental Pohicy
Act and State Environmental Policy Act. It is the Port’s conclusion. which 1s supported by the Federal
Aviation Administration’s Record of Decision (page 36 and 37). that these consequences are

appropriately documented. disclosed. and where appropriate. mitigated.

3. The socio-economic impact evaluation presented in the Final EIS discusses the Port’s position
concerning the probable consequences of the Master Plan Update projects. That analvsis showed that
there would be a shight difference between the “with Project” and Do-Nothing alternative (with the
runway and without the runway). Extensive comments have been submitted concerning the forecasts
prepared for the Master Plan Update and the Final Supplemental EIS. Appendix F of the Final
Supplemental EIS provided detailed responses to public and agency comments concerning the forecast
methodology employed in the Final Supplemental EIS. Further. comments concerning the adequacy of
the forecasts were the subject of litigation by the ACC. The court upheld the forecasts and the adequacy
of the Final Supplemental EIS.

The commentor seems to focus on the assumptions associated with the aviation demand forecasts. As is
documented in the Final Supplemental EIS and the Record of Decision, the data used in evaluating the
demand for air transportation is regional population, per capita income and the cost of airfares. The
commentor implies that the evaluation should first identify the possible business/economic suppression as
it relates to population and per capita income, and then assess the demand for air transportation associated
a reduced population/per-capita income with this Do-Nothing scenario. This is not the industry-standard
approach to performing such evaluations. and further, certain environmental methodologies (surface
traffic and air quality) require the analysis to be consistent with regional planning data. Therefore,
information prepared by the metropolitan planning organization (PSRC) was obtained that reflected the
PSRC's estimate of how population and per-capita income are expected to change in the future. This data
was then used to evaluate the unconstrained demand. As is stated in the Final EIS and Final
Supplemental EIS, the proposed improvements will not affect the variables that define demand:
population. per capita income, and airfares. The unconstrained demand includes all of the economic
activity and all of the air travel demand that would exist if the Airport could handle all flights and all
passengers who want to use the Airport when they want to use it, without significant delay. Then a
constrained activity level (associated with the Do-Nothing Alternative) is evaluated that reflects the
constraints that the existing facilities have on the ability to accommodate demand.

4. This comment appears to reflect the commentor’s review of the noise analysis prepared for the

1996 Final EIS, but does not recognize that the noise analysis was updated in a subsequent 1997 Final
Supplemental EIS.
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The basis for the comment is that the Final EIS did not identify any project related noise effects. as the
forecast demand at that time was less than the operatung capability esumated for the existing aitield.
That information was updated i the Final Supplemental EIS. as was the mitigation associated with the
project.  Further the commentor objected to the evaluation of the exisung condition. which reflected
Stage 2 (noisier aircraft) than are now required to operate. As the exisung conditions represented
conditions in 1994, when Stage 2 aircraft were legally allowed to operate. they were reflected in the noise
analysis. Noise conditions for vears after 2000. when the Airport Noise and Capacity Act required the
phase-out of these aircraft. reflected the appropriate aircraft fleet mix.

5. It is the Port’s belief that this comment fails to reflect the updated analysis prepared after the
1996 Final EIS as documented in the 1997 Final Supplemenial EIS. which identified new torecasts and
presented an updated evaluation of the capacity of the two runway and three runway system.

6. The Port estimates the cost of building the third parallel runway will be $773 million (estimated
June 1999). Throughout the planning process. the project has been the subject of extensive consideration
of the project cost and benefits. The Federal grant process requires conducting the benefit cost evaluation
that is included in support of the Port’s Letter of Intent application. That benefit cost evaluation was
prepared subject to Federal guidelines (dated December 1999 which finalized interim guidance adopted
by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) in 1997). This guidance, titled “FAA Benefit Cost
Analysis Guidance™ was issued by the FAA’s Office of Aviation Policy and Plans and is used to provide
clear and thorough guidance to airport sponsors on the conduct of project-level benefit-cost analysis
(BCA) for capacity-related airport projects... Airport sponsors should conform to the general
requirements of this guidance for all BCA’s submitted to the FAA.”

In 1997, the FAA estimated that the Project would result in delay savings. to airlines and their passengers,
in excess of $2.7 billion in present value through 2015. These estimated benefits. which may now be
conservative, exceed the $600 million present value of the runway’s maintenance costs and updated
capital costs by a ratio of 4.5 to 1.

7. The Port continues to assert in general that communities closer to the airport receive benefits
from the airport in greater proportion than communities further away. Those conclusions are borne out by
the socio-economic analysis prepared by the Port as documented in the Final EIS in Chapter IV, section
4. That analysis i1s based on industry-accepted means of evaluation the socio-economic impact of
airports.

8. Relative to the socio-economic evaluation, the commentor cites specific studies to bolster
conclusions of the direct. indirect, and induced impacts. It is the commentor’s hypothesis that proximity
to Sea-Tac has resulted in a reduction in property values (or a slowing of appreciation) as a result of the
project. However, the commentor appropriately notes that such effects were typically felt when the
Airport first began jet service or as a consequence of a large changes in conditions, until such time as
those changes were known and were captured by the marketplace. It is the Port’s belief that the report
fails to note several key considerations:

o Jets haye operated at Sea-Tac since the early 1960s. By 1970, jet operations exceeded over 100.000
operations per year of the noisy 707-era aircraft. Based on the cited research, the primary adverse
effects on property values wouid have been experienced at by this time;

¢ Since the '196.05. adverse em_'ironmcntal impacts of airport operations have declined, as is evidenced
by thev noise impact evaluations. Between 1991 and 1994, noise exposure impacts declined 52%.
Thus, if noise exposure was found to have an adverse property value impact. the converse would have

to apply; that appreciation has accelerated (or actual losses have been recovered) with reduced noise
exposure.
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The commentor indicated that the direct impacts (declines i private property values and tax base)
produce indirect 1mpacts (changes in land use). Thus. if 1t 1s concluded that property value impacts
have not occurred as a result of airport impacts. than changes in land usc from this cause would not
occur. Similarly. if changes in land use do not occur, or if local land use planning avoids such
impacts, induced impacts of changes in community services and adverse impacts from changing
demographics would not occur.

The commentor provides no explanation or consideration in his analysis for other causes of property
value losses. including individual vanations in the quality of construction or upkeep of a home. and
fails to recognize that local jurisdictions are responsible for land use planning. Thus. if 1t were
concluded that such direct impacts occurred. one solution would be to use local land use planning 10
avoid these impacts. Similar comments exist concerning the disproportionate share of benefits from
the Airport. Local junisdictions. through their comprehensive planning process nfluence land uses.
Thus. local jurisdictions are singularly responsible for not “getting their fair share™ of soci0-economic

benefits.

The FAA and Port presented a summary of the effect of aircraft noise on property values in Chapter IV.
Section 7 of the Final EIS. That evaluation, as well as the Appendix R document. summarizes the

research that has been conducted concemning noise and property values. As the documentation notes. no
specialized studies have been conducted specific to Sea-Tac other than that of the commentor. The Fina/

EIS presents the estimated effects of the Master Plan Update projects on property vaiues in Table IV.7-1
on page IV.7-6.
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GeoSyntec Consultants, February 16, 2001 letter

The responses in this section have been prepared from the Port’'s perspecuve and knowledge. In
summary. the Port notes the following:

e Design of the walls is being done in accordance with accepted and proven procedures that are
embodied in a nationally recognized building code:

e Because of the size and importance of this project. the Port has completed extensive exploration.
testing and analyses. beyond that accomplished for most projects. and the design process 1s stll
ongoing:

e Performance of properly designed and constructed mechanically stabilized earth (MSE) walls 1n
major earthquakes has been excellent. Based on this experience and incorporation of techniques used
elsewhere that have withstood actual seismic challenges, the Port anticipates that the proposed MSE
wall would withstand reasonabie challenges:

e The Port has incorporated independent checks at every significant step in the process. including
involvement of a highly qualified Engineering Technical Review Board.

Each of GeoSyntec’s comments is specifically addressed below.
1A. Structural Integrity of the MSE Wall Foundation

Support for the mechanically stabilized earth (MSE) wall foundations will be dense and unyielding. The
proposed use of “stone columns™ is a form of subgrade improvement that will result in construction of a
structural fill in situ. Use of the stone column technique provides a very adequate foundation that
provides an alternative to making an open excavation immediately adjacent to Miller Creek and
associated wetlands. This construction method avoids any potential short-term impacts associated with
temporary construction dewatering.

Stone column construction is typically used to mitigate soils subject to seismic liquefaction, and/or to
improve strength and reduce compressibility of native soils. This type of subgrade improvement is a
widely accepted construction practice that has been used on major projects all over the world.

Stone columns are constructed by replacing soft or weak native soils with densely compacted angular
rock that has much higher shear strength and bearing capacity than the original soils. The technique is
discussed in detail in Appendix L of the Port’s Comprehensive Storm Water Management Plan.

Stone column construction is well suited to verification of quality assurance during construction. and
plans for such quality control verification are included in the current Phase 4 construction documents that
have been available for review during the current §404/401 public comment period. The Port notes that
Ecology and the Corps did not receive anv comments critical of the proposed construction quality contro}
and verification process for stone column construction.

The Port believes that the comment also suggests that design of the MSE walls is based on “limited” site-
specific data. Actually design of the proposed MSE walls is based on more than 90 subsurface borings,
cone penetrometer soundings and test pits, as well as an extensive series of in situ and laboratory soils
tests. The exploration and test program generally conforms to standards for design of MSE walls
published by the Federal Highway Administration (Mechanically Stabilized Earth Walls and Reinforced
Soil Slopes Design and Construction Guidelines, S4-96-071, FHWA, 1997) and the code developed for
design of MSE walls by the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials

Response 10 401/404 Comments 11-28 April 30, 200/
Reference: 1996-4-02325 '

AR 050165



111 — Agency Letrers
Airport Communines Coalition — GeoSyntec C onsultants

(AASHTO. 1996-2000 “Standard Specifications for Highway Bridges . 16th Edition. 1996. with current
interim addenda through 2000).

1B. The Size of the MSE Wall is Accurately Reported.

Typical practice for mechanically stabilized earth (MSE) walls and all other types of structure. 1s to define
their height above ground. i.e. the height of the MSE wall is typically measured from the toe 1o the top of
the wall face. It is commonplace to design MSE walls that have a sloping ground surface above and
behind the top of the wall face. As recommended in the design guidelines established by Amencan
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO. 7996-2000 “Siandard
Specifications for Highway Bridges ™, 16th Edition. 1996. with current interim addenda through 2000).
the sloping ground behind the MSE wall is designed as a surcharge load to the wall and the slope below
the toe of the MSE wall is designed as the wall embedment. The weight of the additional earth from the
slope above the MSE wall has been taken into account as a surcharge load as recommended by AASHTO.

The MSE walls proposed by the Port range in maximum height from 50 to 135 feet. The firm designing
these walls, RECo USA. has designed two MSE walls that were built to about the same height as the
maximum proposed wall height at SeaTac: 137 feet high in South Africa and 133 feet high in Hong Kong.
While neither of these two high walls had slopes above them. RECo has completed many such walls.
including those listed below.

There are many tall MSE walls that have been successfully constructed with the sloping ground above the
wall. Some examples are provided in the following table as a comparison to the Port’s design. The first
two of the examples. Le Peyronnet AB and Setouchi Country Club. are located in seismically active
regions and have a total height (wall and slope on top) that is greater than the Port’s design. Therefore.
the Port’s design is not unprecedented height for a wall with a slope on top.

Examples of MSE walls with sloping fill on top of the wall:

{ Combined Height of
Country Project Exposed Wall and Slope on
Top (feet)
Japan Setouchi Country Club 240
France Le Pevronnet AB 157
USA Proposed SeaTac Third Runway 153
USA US23. Tennessee 122
Mexico Porta Del Sol 104
Japan Highway Route 432 102

Source: RECo. March 2001.

The Port agrees with GeoSyntec that the proposed MSE walls are significant structures, and is providing
the utmost level of care and attention to detail in the design.
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2 The Port has Conducted Sufficient Laboratory Testing of Soils

Frequency of sampling and testing depends on variability of the soil_s and tests results. anq with the level
of experience of the engineer with the particular soils. Standard industry pracuce requires the design
engineer 1o exercise professional judgment in determining the scope of exploration program and the
frequency of sampling and testing based on examination of variability of ground conditions and test
results. In the case of the Third Runway, the designers located the spacing of explorations to obtain
samples for characterization of soil conditions and testing to generally conform to recommended FHW A
practice (Mechanically Siabilized Earth Walls and Reinforced Soil Slopes Design and Construction
Guidelines. SA-96-071, FHWA, 1997).

Results of laboratory consolidated undrained (CU) triaxial tests on samples below the proposed West
MSE Wall are consistent with results of strength tests from samples on other parts of the project. The
laboratory strength test results also correlate well with the results ofin-siti (field) cone penetration tests
(CPT). It is the professional opinion of the Port’s design team that the level and frequency of laboratory
testing 1s appropriate based on the consistent results observed throughout the entire project site.

The Port’s design team has taken a conservative approach in selecting design strength values of soils from
results of both the laboratory and field tests. The shear strength values selected for the external or global
stability analysis and design of the MSE walls are typically lower than those interpreted fromlaboratory
test results. For examples. laboratory CU triaxial tests on fine-grained soils indicated that the value of
effective friction angles ranged from 32 to 35 degrees, however. an effective friction angle of 32 degrees
was used for the initial design analyses, and this was further reduced to 30 degrees in the latest stability

verification analyses.
3. The Port has Accurately Interpreted Laboratory Strength Test Results

All the laboratory consolidated undrained (CU) and unconsolidated undrained (UU) triaxial tests were
performed in accordance with the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) standard
procedures. The Port’s design team used the procedures ASTM D 2850 “Standard Test Method for
Unconsolidated Undrained Compressive Strength of Cohesive Soils in Triaxial Compression™ to
determine UU strength: and ASTM D 4767 “Standard Test Method for Consolidated Undrained
Compressive Strength of Cohesive Soils in Triaxial Compression™ to determine CU strength properties.

The test procedures in both ASTM D 2850 and ASTM D-4767 state that “the test load shall continue to a
minimum of 15% strain. except loading may be stopped when the deviator stress has dropped 20% or
when 5% additional axial strain occurs after a peak in deviator stress.” All laboratory triaxial tests
accomplished for the Third Runway project were terminated at 15% to 20% strain. as required by the
ASTM standards.

The stress path plots in the CU triaxial test results showed essentially no difference in determining the
effective friction angle of soils at 10% to 20% strain, since the stress paths converged on the same
envelope prior to reaching the 10% strain level.

A close examination of the stress-strain curves in both the CU and UU triaxial tests indicates that 14 of
the 37 soil samples (about 38%) showed higher shear strength at 20% strain than at 10% strain. The other
soil samples showed either the same or slightly lower shear strength values at 20% strain compared to
10% strain. The difference in shear strength values at 10% and 20% strain is generally less than 15% and
has already been taken into account in the Port’s design. Running the tests to 20% strain demonstrates
there is no significant reduction in strength as strain increases. This demonstrates the soil can tolerate
large deformations without failure and any increase in strength means it will further limit deformations.
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The design strength values of soils were selected based on the laboratory test results. as well as
consideration of the field cone penetration test (CPT) data. The undramed shear strength ot soils
interpreted from UU triaxial tests correlates reasonably well with CPT results (Kulhawy. F.H. and Mayvnc.
P.W. (1990), Soil Propern Manual, Electrical Power Research Institute, EPRI Report EL-6800). The
selected design strength values of soils for the stability analysis and design of the MSE walls were
typically lower (more conservative) than those interpreted from laboratory and field test results. For
example. values of undrained shear srength used in the West Wall stabilirv analyses were 1.000 pounds
per square foot (psf) for the soft to medium stiff silt and clay. and 3.500 psf for the stiff to hard silt and
clay. while actual UU strength values from samples at the West Wall location ranged from over 1.200 10

almost 9.300 psf.

4. The Port has Emploved Conservative Strength Values in Its Stability Analvses

The Port’s design team agrees that the confining pressure used in the preliminary triaxial tests (about 6
tons per square foot. tsf) is less than the condition that will be produced by the maximum embankment
height (up to about 11 tsf). but notes the range of confining pressures used represents the height range for
much of the embankment. Higher pressures were not used in the prelimmary triaxial tests because of a
limitation in the capacity of testing equipment, but will be completed as part of final design.

The Port’s design team used soil strength values that are reasonable and appropriate. The Port's site-
specific triaxial CU test data produced effective friction values that ranged from 32 to 35 degrees and
show a slightly decreasing trend as the confining pressure increases. Design analyses are based on the
extrapolation of available test data to about 12 tsf, which produced anaverage effective friction angle for
fine-grained soils of approximately 32 degrees. See Figure 1. The Port used 32 degrees as the basis for
design 1in its global stability analyses. Moreover, subsequent analyses demonstrated factors of safety
greater than 1.0 would result from using even lower values. Thus, the current design provides an
additional margin of safety due to the use of this conservative angle of friction.

Sea-Tac Third Runway CU Triaxial Dats
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In addition to the checks described above, the Port’s designers also noted that the effective friction angle
of fine-grained soils interpreted from laboratory triaxial tests correlates well with field test (CPT) data
(Lunne, T., Christoffersen, H.P., and Tjelta, T.1. (1985). Engineering Use of Piezocone data in Nerth Sea
Clays. Proceedings. 11th ICSMFE, San Francisco, Vol, 2, pp- 907-912; and Senneset, K., Janby. N., and
Svano, G. (1982). Strength and Deformation Parameters Jfrom Cone Penetration Tests. Proceedings
Second European Svmposium of Penetration T esting, Amsterdam, pp. 863-869). '
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s. The Port’s Liquefaction Analysis Methodology Is Accurate and Supported by the Scientific
Literature.

A spatial analysis of potential liquefaction was completed along with a simulated spaual analvsis based
on a Monte Carlo type approach (Hart Crowser, 2001. DRAFT Geotechnical Engineering Analyses and
Recommendations. Third Runmway Embankment, Seattle-Tacoma International Airpori. Sealac. WA
Pages 8 through 10. and A-G through A-12. March 2001). In some areas. the Port's consultant (Hart
Crowser) did find specific seams or zones of potentially liquefiable soils: in other areas there are only
discrete. isolated samples that analysis indicated are subject to liquefaction. and In these areas Hart
Crowser found no geologic basis for interpolating contiguous liquefiable conditions. Analyses using the
most conservative interpretation showed stability exceeded the target factor of safety.

Numerous cross sections for both MSE walls and the embankment were analyzed for stability based on
conservative assumptions, using “weak seams™ to represent continuous layers of liquefaction-susceptible
soils. In several cases the Port’s design analyses generalized liquefiable soils to be more extensive than
actually exist in order to evaluate the effect on stability and to design the extent of subgrade improvement.
see Figure 2 for example. Figure 2 shows how the Port conservatively modeled a few liquefiable samples

as a continuous layer, for stability analysis.
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In addition to stability analysis based on graphical interpolation and extrapolation of liquefiable soils, the
Pprt's geptechnical engineer considered liquefaction in a statistical manner, to compare general trends in
liquefaction potential based on four general subdivisions (North MSE Wall, 2H:1V Slope, West MSE
Wall. and South MSE Wall). This comparison included considering the relative distribution of soils that
would liquefy due to different size earthquakes, and what the resulting effect would be on soil strength.
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It is the Port's belief that the commentor did not accurately address the screening criteria used by the Por
to identifv non-hquefiable soils. and the Port’s analysis has not incorrectly apphied screening criteria to
identify liquefacuion susceptible soils. The appropriateness of the Port’s analvses is confirmed in the
geotechnical engineering literature (Seed. H.B.. IM. Idriss. and I Arango. 1 985, “Evaluation ot
liguefaction potential using field performance data.” Journal of Geotechnical Engineering. ASCE. 1ol
109, No. 3. pp. 458-482; and Perlea, V.G.. 2000. “Liquefaction of Cohesive Soils.” Soil Dvnamic and
Liguefaction 2000 Geotechnical Special Publication No. 107. pp. 58-76).

When referring to soils that do not meet all the screening criteria. Seed et al. (1983) specifically states
that: “Otherwise clavey soils may be considered non-vulnerable to liquefaction.” The Port’s geotechnical
consultant (Hart Crowser) used this method when they reported that: “if any one of these criteria was not
met. the soil was deemed non-liquefiable.” The commentor’s assertion that “these criteria were
developed for evaluation of materials that are potentially liquefiable. not identification of materials that
are not liquefiable™ is not supported by the literature on the subject. It is clear from the literature that the
criteria can be used to exclude as well as include liquefiable soils.

The liquefaction susceptibility of soils with high fines contents were evaluated using the so-called
“Chinese” criteria originally developed by Wang in 1979 (see Wang, W., 1979. *‘Some Findings in Soil
Liquefaction”. Water Conservancy and Hvdroelectric Power Scientific Research Institute. Beijing.
China). and later modified for consistency with U.S. practice by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Finn.
W.D.L.. Ledbetter, R.H., and Wu, G., 1994. Liquefaction in silty soils: Design and analvsis. Ground
Failures under Seismic Conditions, Geotechnical Special Publication 44. ASCE. New York. pp. 51-76.).
The Chinese criteria state that soils. which satisfy all of the four following soil conditions are susceptible
to liquefaction:

Fraction finer than 0.005 mm < 15%
Liquid Iimit £ 35%

Natural water content > 0.9LL
Liquidity index < 0.75

If hquefaction susceptibility requires the satisfaction of all four of these conditions. the lack of any on
condition renders the soil non susceptible to liquefaction.

Additionally. the first of the four criteria above does not refer to “fines content™ as assumed by the
commentor. The comment uses the term “fines content™ to refer to the “fraction of finer than 0.005 mm”
criterta. The definition of “fines content™ may be found in any soil mechanics text, or in ASTM D 653.
which defines “fines™ as the “portion of a soil finer than a No. 200 (0.075 mm) U.S. standard sieve.”
There 1s a tremendous difference in the dynamic behavior of soils finer than 0.075 mm and 0.005 mm.

Finally. the liquefaction analysis does predict liquefaction of soils with fines content of up to 100 percent,
provided the screening criteria are met.

6. The Residual Shear Strength Values Used by the Port’s Design Team Are Appropriate.

The preliminary analyses of the post-liquefaction residual strength prepared by the Port’s consultant (Hart
Crowser) were based on the mid-range of the empirical relationship developed by Seed and Harder (Seed,
R.B. and Harder. L.F. “SPT-based analysis of cyclic pore pressure generation and undrained residual
strength,” in JM. Duncan ed., Proceedings, H. Bolton Seed Memorial Svmposium, University of
California. Berkeley, Vol. 2, pp. 351-376. 1990). The empirical relatonship developed by Seed and
Hard_q represents the range of conditions where liquefaction has been observed. The mid-range of the
empirical relationship was used to provide an estimate of the soil strength for analysis of stability under
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liquefaction conditions. The Port’s final analyses. however. is based on the relan:qnsh?p developed by
Idniss (Jdriss. IM. Evaluation of Liguefaction. Potential Consequences and Mmgayon. An Update.
Presented at Vancouver Geotechnical Sociery. Vancouver, B.C.. February 17, 1998). This curve nvprcally
lies between the average and lower fifth of the range developed by Seed and Harder (which 1s comparable
to the quartile or lower third range proposed by the commenter).

Extrapolation of the Seed and Harder data beyond the range of N =16 to 20 1s common practice. In
stating that extrapolation of residual strength to values above 600 psf represents “a dangerous design step
without any theoretical or experimental evidence supporting their interpretation.” the commentor 1s
ignoring basic principles of soil mechanics and a large body of experimental evidence on the residual
strength of liquefied soil. Laboratory test data extending back to the 1930s has established that the
ultimate (large-strain) shearing resistance of soils increases with increasing soil density. There 1s a well
recognized. unique relationship between large-strain undrained strength and density. a relatonship later
formalized as the steady state concept (Castro, G., 1969. Liquefaction of Sands, Harvard Soil Mechanics
Series 87, Harvard University, Cambridge, Massachusetts). Extensive laboratory testing by a vanery of
researchers in the U.S. and abroad has shown that the steady state, or residual. strength of laboratory test
specimens increases smoothly and continuously with increasing soil density. Because the standard
penetration test (SPT) resistance of a given soil is also known to increase smoothly and continuously with
increasing density of that soil. residual strength must also increase smoothly and continuously with
increasing SPT resistance, as inferred by the original analyses (refer to Gibbs, H.J.. and W.G. Holiz. 1957.
Research on Determining the Densitv of Sands by Spoon Penetration Testing, Proc. 4th Inter. Conf. Soil
Mech. Found. Eng. (Zurich), Vol. 1, p. 126.; and Kulhawy, Fred H., and Paul W. Mavne. 1990. Manual
on Estimating Soil Properties for Foundation Design. EL-6800 Research Project 1493-6. Electric Power
Research Institute, Palo Alto, California). The commentor correctly states that the Seed-Harder database
does not contain observed residual strengths greater than 600 psf; it is aiso true that the database does not
contain residual strength data for SPT resistances greater than 15. The reason for this limitation 1s quite
simple — there are no documented cases of liquefaction flow failure in sandy soils with SPT resistances
greater than 15.

The corrected soil N-value (N,)q Increases because the denser sol is more likely to dilate if deformed,
thus exhibiting a much higher strength. However. the maximum strength that any location would be
limited to the drained shear strength of the soil. Experience has shown that (N;) ovalues greater than
about 12 to 16 are invariably dilative, and there are no documented cases of liquefaction flow in sandv
soils with SPT resistances greater than 15.

In addition to the original design analysis, which included the extrapolation described above. the Port
repeated the analysis without the extrapolation, as a check during subsequent more specific analyses. In
this check. the Port’s design team limited residual strength to less than or equal to that predicted forsoils
with blow counts of 16 (the limit of the Seed and Harder data) using Idriss’ curve (Idriss, 1998) and re-
analyzed stability using the re-calculated post-liquefaction residual strength. For this check, the Port
found that the factors of safety in these stability analyses were greater than 1.1 except in one portion of
the 2:1 embankment (near runway Station 206+44)) where the FS was 1.01. The Port has planned for
subgrade improvement 1n that area.+

7. The Port Utilized the Correct Methodology for Pseudo-Static Analyses

The comment asserts that the Port’s pseudo-static (seismic) stability analysis is improper, and that a more
“proper” analysis should be performed to search for the critical failure surface independently of the static
analysis. However. 1t is the Port’s belief that there is no theoretical justification, or code requirement that
Justifies the suggested approach. The pseudo-static approach used by the Port represents the standard of
practice for this type of analysis. Searching for a critical surface with the pseudo-static acceleration
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component included in the search 1s unreasonably overly-conservauve. and for this reason 1s not requxrec{
by design standards such as the code developed for design of MSE walls by the Amernican Association of
State H]’ghwa_v and Transportation Officials (44SHTO. 1996-2000 *Standard Specifications tor Highwav
Bridges”, 16th Edition, 1996. with current interim addenda through 2000 and the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA. 1997. Mechanicallv Stabilized Earth Walls and Reinforced Soil Siopes Design
and Construction Guidelines, SA-96-071).

The Port recognizes that there are inherent limitations in the use of any pseudo-static. limit equilibrium
type analysis to assess stability of slopes and MSE walls. The Port’s engineers have addressed seismic
stability recognizing the limitations in the pseudo-static method through the use of appropnate design
parameters and factors of safety: use of post-liquefaction stability analyses. and in part by using a
completely different approach (finite difference based deformation analysis) to provide an independent

assessment of seismic stability.

The comment goes on to say that “shiding block™ type failure surfaces should be considered in the
analysis. The Port’s design team did utilize sliding block or irregular surface analvses. (as described in
the reports: Hart Crowser, 2000.  “Preliminary Stabilinv and Settlement Analvses. Subgrade
Improvements, MSE Wall Support, Third Runwayv Project’, Appendix A June 2000. and Hart Crowser, -
2000. “Stabiliny Review of RECo 30 % Design - Third Runway Project,”” Hart Crowser Memorandum,
November 9, 2000, (i.e. analysis attachment pages 3, 6, 10 A & B. 11, 15, 17, 20, 28. and 40 through 42).
The reported factors of safety for design include both circular and sliding block (or irregular wedge) type
potential failure surfaces.

Not only did the Port’s analyses include analysis of the sliding block type failure mode. many of its
analyses included an artificially extended weak seam to verify that such a layer would not cause
nstability. This type of generalization is illustrated in enclosed Figure 2 (previously discussed) and
Figure 3. Figure 3 shows an example of how intermittent isolated zones of peat were conservatively
generalized into a weak layer, for purposes of the stability analysis.

The proposed subgrade improvement zone below each MSE walls was designed to provide a stable
buttress assuming that there could be some zones of liquefaction or other weak soils below the
embankment that are outside the zone of subgrade improvement. The enclosed Figures 2 and 3 illustrate
specifically how the Port’s analysis considered the potential effect of weak layers (liquefaction-
susceptible soils and peat respectively) extending beyond the limits of the modeled cross-section. Since
the proposed subgrade improvement zones were sized to provide a stable buttress to the embankment
under both static and seismic conditions, there is no threat of weak soils below the embankment causing
mnstability of the MSE walls.
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GeoSyntec states that “computed critical failure surfaces for the seismic case tend to be longer, extending
further back into the slope 1n order to coliect more driving mass.” The Port believes that this statement is
correct when the soil stratigraphy allows the failure mass to increase in two dimensions, i.e. to extend to
greater depths as well as farther back into the slope. However, that is not the case here, as the very strong
glacial till provides a lower boundary to realistic potential failure surfaces. Indeed. the hypothetical
critical surface drawn by GeoSyntec on Figure 1 of their review report shows a potential failure surface
that extends only in the horizontal dimension (i.e. back into the slope but not deeper). It is relatively easy
to show that the pseudo-static factor of safety increases when a pseudo-static failure surface of the type
indicated by GeoSyntec extends further back into a given frictional soil.

As previously noted, the continuous peat layer shown in the illustration included in GeoSyntec’s review
comment does not actually exist, but was assumed as part of a “worst case” type analysis. Even if this
surface did exist. GeoSyntec’s conclusion that the critical pseudo-static failure surface would extend
farther back would extend through the peat would only be accurate in the event that the pseudo-static
analysis was performed incorrectly. Because the peat layer is relatively soft, upward propagating seismic
waves refracted into the peat would, due to the low impedance ratio, have reduced stress amplitudes and
therefore transmit lower driving forces into the potential failure mass. Use of the same pseudo-static
coefficient for the entire potential failure mass would be incorrect.
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8. The Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis (PSHA) is Consistent with Standard Industry
Practices

The comment expresses concern that the seismic environment of the project site has not been properly
characterized. due to apparent inconsistencies in the PSHA. It is the Port’s belief that the inconsistencies
asserted to exist are not within the PSHA itself, but represent different assumptions used in the PSHA vs.

the liquefaction analysis.

The commentor states “that the Hart Crowser acceleration response spectra (curves derived from the
PSHA) agree remarkably well with the USGS values.” and the Port believes that this 1s correct. The Pont
also believes that the earthquake magnitudes assigned to various recurrence intervals as part of the
analysis of potential liquefaction are not completely consistent with the referenced USGS publication. It
is the Port’s belief that the magnitudes used in the Port’s liquefaction analyses are more conservatve than

the referenced USGS publication.

For the hquefaction analysis only. the Port consultant assigned earthquake magnitude values that
increased for longer recurrence intervals. This is a conservative way to account for the trend that
increasingly larger magnitude earthquakes produce motions of longer duration. Hart Crowser 1s aware
that a lower magnitude, local, shallow source. such as the Seattle Fault, could produce an equally high
acceleration at the site as a higher magnitude subduction zone source further away. This assumption is
limited to the analysis of potential liquefaction only. and not part of the PSHA. The Port’s PSHA did not
lim1t consideration of progressively larger events to the subduction zone.

The conservative assumptions in the liquefaction analysis are not interchangeable with the results from
the PSHA (compare page 4 in Hart Crowser, 2000, “Draft Memorandum: Revised Methods and Results
of Liguefaction Analyses, Third Runwav Embankment, Sea-Tac International Airport,” with pages 1
through 10 and Figures 3 and 5 in Hart Crowser. 200! *Additional Information on the Seismic Design.
Sea-Tac International Airport”, Memorandum to Embankment Technical Review Board, Januar: 25,

2000.
9. Three Time Histories are Being Used on the MSE Project

The commentor’s criticism that the Port is using a single time history for this project presumably refers to
a prelimmary design memo (Hart Crowser, 1999, “Sea-Tac Airport Third Runway, Probabilistic Seismic
Hazard Analvsis Results, Memorandum to Jim Thomson, HNTB", October 9, | 999) and does not reflect
the fact that three time histories are being used on this project, as recommended by the commentor. (For
information on the two additional time histories, see Harr Crowser, 2001 “Additional Information on the
Seismic Design. Sea-Tac International Airport ", Hart Crowser, January 25, 2000). .

The resonant frequency of the proposed MSE wall is not in the relatively “short frequency™ (sic) range.
The Port’s analysis indicates the characteristic site period for the high wall (1.e., wall sections over 100-ft
high) 1s on the order of 0.3 to 0.6 seconds, which corresponds to frequencies of 1.7 to 3.3 Hz. These are
not particularly high frequencies. The design team believes the time histories used in the analyses are
approprniate for the proposed construction and conditions at the site.
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10. The MSE Wall Design Team Has Considered and Incorporated Seismic Performance
Criteria into the Design.

The comment suggests that seismic ground motion criteria have not been developed for the project. and
that the commentor could not identifv established seismic performance critena.

A number of different size earthquakes were evaluated as part of selecting the basis of design for the
Third Runway MSE walls. Design is based on a level of ground motion with a return period of around
475 vears. This value was developed using a probabilistic seismic hazard analysis (PSHA) that
incorborates all relevant seismic sources and includes contributions from all earthquake magnitudes and
distances from the site. As noted in the comment. this is the same critenia that was used by the Port for
design of other major structures, including buildings that are occupied daily by thousands of air travel
passengers and hundreds of Port employees. This basis of design i1s commonly used. and is appropnate.
for structures occupied by humans or where failure could cause great harm.

The commentor disparages the 475-year criterion as the “Code requirement for ordinary buildings. e.g.
for residential construction”. and says this project is more important than typical residential construction.
The Port disagrees. noting that the seismic standard used for the type of buildings where families reside,
1s an appropriate standard to use for design of these significant retaining walls.

It is important to clarify what an acceptable factor of safety for the 475-year criterion means in lavmen’s
terms. The Port has designed the proposed MSE walls to meet various factors of safety for different
conditions analyzed. Design for the 475-year event is based on satisfactory performance of the proposed
walls, assuming the level of ground motion that has an average return period of 475 vears. Further, the
design team has sized the earth reinforcing components for the wall to allow it to handle these maximum
earthquake loads after allowing for the level of corrosion that is expected for steel that has been buried in
the ground for 50 years. Detailed deformation analysis for the maximum height MSE wall indicates
maximum displacement for the wall is on the order of about one foot for this condition. This is
anticipated to cause spalling of the concrete wall facing, but no failure of the reinforcing strips, -no
catastrophic failure of the walls, and no displacement of the wall that would adversely affect Miller
Creek. the mtegrity of the walls or functioning of the runway.

The Port’s proposed design criteria for this project utilizes acceleration at this site which are much greater
than the February 28, 2001 Nisqually Earthquake. While one may argue that another level of earthquake
“should” be used. the simple fact is that the basis of design selected by the Port is the same as that used
for many highway bridges and other major infrastructure. Seismic performance of MSE walls has been
evaluated in a number of studies. both from a theoretical basis and after real earthquakes. See for
instance: Reinforced Earth Company, 1994, “Performance of the Reinforced Earth Structures Near the
Epicenter of the Northridge Earthquake, January 17, 1994"; and Kobayashi, K. et al., 1996, “The
Performance of Reinforced Earth Structures in the Vicinity of Kobe During the Grea:r Hanshin
Earthquake . International Svmposium on Earth Reinforcement, Fukukoa, Kyushu, Japan, November
1996.  MSE technology is well established, and well-constructed walls of this type have performed well
In seismic events.

Finally. the Port’s MSE design is based on the methods specified by AASHTO, but the Port’s design team
has also included a number of provisions that go beyond AASHTO requirements. Standard approach to
MSE design 1s based on limit equilibrium and ultimate strength type analyses. In addition to the Code

requ?remcms. the design analyses include stress-strain modeling to check and verify that deformations are
within acceptable limits and that stresses in reinforcement do not exceed allowable limits.
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11. Use of FLAC for Seismic Analysis is Well Documented in the Scientific Literature

This comment indicates a concern that the finite difference based computer code "FLAC™ used by the
Port has never been demonstrated to reliably predict seismic deformation of earth structures.
Engineering literature n this area contradicts this contention and demonstrates the extensive use of FLAC
for dynamic analysis of earth structures. including comparisons with real earthquakes. Examples of such

Iiterature. include:

Inel. S., W.H. Roth. and C. de Rubertis, 1993. "Nonlinear Dvnamic Effective Stress Analvsis of Two Casc
Histories,”" Proceedings of the Third International Conference on Case Histories in Geotechical

Engineering pp 1735-1741.

Makdisi, F.I.. Z-L Wang, and W.D. Edwards, 2000. "Seismic Stability of New Exchequer Dam and Gated
Spillway Structure,” Proceedings of the Twentieth Annual USCOLD Lecture Series: Dam O&M Issues -

The Challenge of the 21st Century, pp. 437-458.

Bathurst. RJ. and K. Hatami, 1998. *‘Seismic Response Analvsis of a Geosvnthetic-Reinforced Soil
Reraining Wall ", Geosynthetics International, V. 5 Nos. 1-2, pp. 127-166.

Bathurst, R. J.. and K. Hatami, 1999. "Earthquake Response Analysis of Reinforced-soil Walls Using
FLAC.” Proceedings of the International FLAC Symposium on Numerical Modeling in Geomechanics.
pp. 407-415.

Roth, W.H., etal. 1993. “Upper San Fernando Dam 1971 Revisited". Annual Conference Proceedings of
the Association of State Dam Safety Officials. D.W. Darnton and S.C. Plathby eds. Lexington. KY. pp.
49-60.

FLAC was used (or is being used) for Wickiup Dam in Oregon, Seymour Falls Dam in British Columbia,
Rye Patch Dam in Nevada. and Pineview Dam in Utah. FLAC or similar procedures are being used to
guide design of many earth structures. including both static and seismic analyses.

The Port’s design team is very familiar with research at the University of Washington that includes use of
FLAC for both static and seismic analyses of MSE wall performance (see for instance Lee, W.F., 1997.

"Numerical Analysis of Instrumentation of a Geosynthetic Reinforced Wall," Industrial Fabrics
Association International: Geosynthetics, Vol. 1, pp. 323-336.). The University of Washington research
has demonstrated the reasonableness of FLAC analyses for seismic analysis of MSE walls based on
comparison with shaking table and centrifuge test resuits.

Use of FLAC is above and beyond conventional design practice for MSE walls, i.e. the AASHTO Code
that 1s being used by the Port. Use of this tool by the Port’s design team provides an increased level of
understanding regarding walls performance both during construction and service. The Port’s design team
selected FLAC as a tool to support the design process after considering capabilities of other ¢ynamic
modeling programs such as Plaxis and FLUSH. Use of FLAC enables the Port to estimate wall
movement and stresses in the reinforcing for a wide range of conditions from construction through
performance in various size earthquake events, a capability that is not equally available from alternative
computer models.

The comment also included a number of technical questions that are addressed below:
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Default consututive models & elements were used. based on demonstrated performance i FLAC
models of MSE walls:
e Free- field boundaries were established such that their location did not affect the model:

e ProShake was used to calculate site response from bedrock motion to get input for base of modet:

e Liquefaction deformation analysis was not accomplished in the FLAC analyses to date. but 1s being
evaluated as a further check on wall performance

e The “composite strength™ approach referred to in the comment was part of an analysis of part of the
2H: 1V embankment. and does not relate to design of the MSE walls. Shear strength of sand layers
underlying the MSE walls was not simply weighted by the residual strength of liquefiable soils. Us_e
of stone columns will mitigate potential for liquefaction in the areas where ground improvement 1s
used. Strength of the soils in the subgrade improvement areas has been estimated using performance
on other projects based on the area replacement ratio approach, and will be verified by testing during

construction.

It is important to understand the fact that FLAC i1s only one of several tools/techniques used by the Port’s
design team to evaluate the seismic response of the MSE walls. It is also important to emphasize that the
Port 1s not relying solely upon FLAC for the seismic design, but rather using it as an advanced tool to
confirm and supplement the conclusions given by the more conventional analyses. The biggest benefit of
FLAC is to help understand the mechanisms of deformation so that the reasonableness of the limit
equilibrium analyses can be confirmed.

12. No Specific Source has Been Identified for Wall Backfill Material

The comment questioned why the Port has not provided test data from its own borrow sites to verify
suitability for use as MSE backfill material. However, at this time, the identified borrow areas are not
anticipated by the Port to be used as a source for MSE wall backfill materials.

Regardless of the source of the fill materials. the construction specifications will include provisions to test
MSE wall backfill materials that are proposed for use by the Contractor. Such specifications are likely to
be similar to specifications of the current Port of Seattle Phase 4 construction documents (which were
available for review but were not addressed in these comments). MSE backfill material will, at a
mimmum, be tested as required to conform to the AASHTO Code being used for design. and to satisfy
performance requirements discussed in Hart Crowser, 2000. DRAFT Geotechnical Input into MSE Wall
and Reinforced Slope Design, pages 5 through 12, August 21, 2000. The fines content of the wall backfill
will be limited to more stringent requirements than the Code, to provide improved drainage for the wall
zone.

13. The HSA Techniques Were Appropriate and Did Not Lead To Erroneous Soil
Characterization

This comment expressed concern that some of the drilling and sampling techniques used by the design
team may not be appropriate and could prodiice errors in soil characterization. The Port’s design team
recognizes the issue raised in the comment but notes that any potential error of the type suggested would
produce conservative results, i.e. it would always tend to make soils seem more susceptible to liquefaction
than they actually are. Comparison of side-by-side cone penetrometer test (CPT) and SPT blow count (N)
values for parts of the Third Runway project does indicate the N values are lower than might be expected,
so 1t 1s likely that there would actually be somewhat less liquefaction due to the design earthquake than
previously anticipated by the Port.
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14. Construction Plans Should Include Instrumentation

The Port’s design team agrees with this observation. Monitoring plans were discussed during scoping
design for the MSE walls. and will be developed at the time final construction pians are prepared.

Monitoring during construction 1s an important aspect of geotechnical engineering that is very famihar to
the Port’s design team. The Port anticipates that the MSE monitoring plans will be developed by the
wall designer (RECo). subject to review and concurrence by other members of the design team.

In general terms. construction monitoring 1s anticipated to include: 1) vertical deformation of the wall
subgrade soils: 2) horizontal deformation of the wall subgrade soils: 3) horizontal deformation of the
remnforced wall backfill: 4) horizontal and vertical movement of the wall face. Construction observations
and monitoring data will be reviewed during construction to verify that the wall is performing in the
manner anticipated by the designers. This type of monitoring is in addition to construction quality control
tests and quality assurance procedures that will be incorporated into the wall & reinforcing component
manufacture and field construction process.

15. Use of HELP Model Is Appropriate

The Port’s design team understands the comment’s concern about suitability of the HELP model for
analysis of infiltration into landfills.

For the Third Runway project. HELP was used as part of a detailed hydrologic analysis that included
several different models to analyze different aspects of the effect of the embankment on infiltration and
groundwater recharge. The Port’s approach used a model called Rosetta (Schaap, M.G. and W. Bouten,
1996. “Modeling Water Retention Curves of Sandy Soils Using Neural Networks". Water Resour. Res.
32.3033-3040.). that uses moisture-conductivity-suction relationships based on gradation of the fill
materials. to develop parameter sets that control infiltration and unsaturated percolation into the
embankment. The HELP model was used to simulate flow through different parts of the embankment,
mcluding the lateral drainage layer at the base of the embankment.

An Ecology consultant. Pacific Groundwater Group. used a different type of computer model and
obtained results that are very close to results produced by the Port's analysis (Pacific Groundwater
Group, 2000. *Sea-Tac Runway Fill Hydrologic Studies Report”, June 19, 2000.)

16. Ecology Review of IWS Lagoon #3 Expansion

Ecology granted the Port 2 Dam Construction Permit on July 21%, 2000. In a letter to the Port, Ecology
stated. “The approval is based on the fact that the plans and specifications are acceptable.” Ecology also
stated that periodic site visits would be conducted during construction to confirm work is progressing
according to plan. but gave no indication of any other review or independent analysis. See also General
Response GLR14.

17. There Will Be No Material Impact On Existing Contaminated Groundwater From the
Construction of the Third Runway.

In the area of the Airport where most aircraft fueling and maintenance operations have been performed
(called. for the Model Toxics Control Act Ground Water Study, the Airport Operations and Maintenance
Area, AOMA) contaminated ground water exists in a number of localized, discrete sites. The horizonta)
boundaries of each contaminated ground water site are defined by site investigation data, and include any
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migration that might have occurred due to the presence of utility and underground infrastructure that
crisscross the entire AOMA.

Within the AOMA. defined areas of contaminated ground water exist in both shallow perched zones and
in the shallow regional aquifer (Qva). The perched zones are isolated and discontinuous. while the Qva 1s
continuous. the uppermost aquifer of regional extent in the atrport vicinity.

Underground infrastructure and utilities are typically, constructed at higher elevations than the location of
the perched zones within the AOMA. Despite the numerous underground infrastructure and utilities that
could influence perched ground water contamination in the AOMA, investigation data demonstrate that
existing perched zone contamination has remained localized, i.e., has not migrated significantly along
utility pathways. and remains well within the AOMA. Given this result. together with the discontimuous
nature of the perched zone, the Port expects expect no material impact from the construction of Third
Runway and other infrastructure on existing contaminated ground water in the perched zone.

Underground infrastructures are rarely constructed at depths where impact to the Qva is likely. but do
exist (e.g. the satelhite subway and baggage system tunnels). In one instance, AOMA Qva contamination
migration has been impacted somewhat by the presence of deep infrastructure, but still remains localized °
and well within the AOMA. No such deep infrastructure is planned for the Third Runway. Some deeper
infrastructure may be constructed for other Master Plan projects (e.g., STS upgrades or SASA). but these
would be 1n locations far from known Qva ground water impacts. Therefore, the Port expects no material
impact from the construction of Third Runway and other infrastructure on existing contaminated ground
water in the Qva. In addition, construction within contaminated areas will include monitoring and
remediation consistent with MTCA and other applicable environmental regulation. Such remediation
may include the removal of contaminated soil to appropriate offsite treatment and disposal facilities.
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Azous Environmental Sciences, February 16, 2001 letter
The responses 1n this section have been prepared from the Port’s perspective and knowledge.

The Corps has reviewed these responses and the Port is in the process of refiming their responses to
incorporate suggestions made by the Corps.

1. Information regarding the area of wetland loss. functions provided by the impacted wetlands.
mitigation to replace andsor restore those impacted functions. and the cumulative effects of the Port's
proposed Master Plan Update improvements is available and the Port has provided this information mn
numerous documents. including the Natural Resource Mitigation Plan (Chapters 3. 4. 5. 6. and 7).
Wetland Functional Assessment and Impact Analvsis (Chapters 3 and 4). Final Supplemenial
Environmental Impact Statement. Final Environmental Impact Statement, and Biological Assessmen.

2. Analyses of wetland functions being impacted as a result of the Master Plan Update
improvements are presented in detail in the Wetland Functional Assessment and Impact Analvsis report
and are summarized in the Natural Resource Mitigation Plan. As explained in Chapters 3. 4. 5 and 7 of
the Natural Resource Mitigation Plan, the mitigation plan has been designed to replace the wetland area
and functions. which will be impacted by the project. The mitigation plan has been designed to replace
the suite of functions impacted by the project. for example, organic carbon export. resident and
anadromous fish habitat. nutrient/sediment trapping. flood storage, groundwater exchange. passerine
birds, etc. (see Table 30-3 of the Wetland Functional Assessment and Impact Analvsis: Chapters 3. 4. 5.

and 7 of the Natural Resource Mitigation Plan).

3. Evaluations of permanent and temporary impacts are based on methods described in the Wetland
Functional Assessment and Impact Analysis report. It is the Port’s belief that these methods and the
criteria for determining impacts are consistent with agency guidance and are based on an analysis of the
specific areas impacted by project construction. the timing of construction. construction methods. pre and
post-project wetland conditions. and the operation of the projects.

4. Cumulative effects are discussed in the Wetland Functional Assessment and Impact Analysis
report at Section 4.4. In addition. the Nawral Resource Mitigation Plan includes discussions of
cumulative effects related to each of the mitigation projects (Chapters 5 and 7). See also General
Response GLR19 concerning cumulative impacts.

5. The documents submitted in connection with the Public Notice issued for the Port’s revised §404
permit application and supporting references provide the Corps and Ecology with extensive analysis and
information on which to make informed and reasonable decisions as to whether the Master Plan Update
projects meet §404 and §401 criteria. For a response to the commentor’s assertion that information is
missing from the Natural Resource Mitigation Plan, Biological Assessment, and Wetland Functional
Assessment and Impact Analysis documents, see responses to other Azous Environmental Services’
comment numbers 6, 9. 10, 14, 19, 23-26, 43, and 47-49 below.

6. The 2000 Natural Resource Mitigation Plan provides specific additions and enhancements to the
mitigation plan in response to agency comments (see Table 4.1-3 on page 4-10. Natural Resource
Mitigation Plan). These additions in the quanuity and quality of mitigation are related to the functional
impacts of the projects on wetlands and streams, and provide increased assurance that the mitigation will
compensate for project impacts.

Thg mitigation propo;ed by the Port has been specifically targeted at replacing functions impacted by the
project that are described in the Wetland Functional Assessment and Impact Analysis report. For each
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mitgation project. the Natural Resource Mitigation Plan provides mitigation goals. objectives. and
performance standards that define specific ecological functions required to mitigate wetland and stream
impacts (Chapters 5. 6. and 7). Chapter 4. Table 4.1-1 (pages 4-2 though 4-4). and Table 4.1-2 (pages 4-~
though 4-9) of the Narral Resource Mitigation Plan also summarize how the project impacts are

mitigated.

7. The commentor's analysis of the Port’s functional assessment lumps the five rankings used by the
Port into two functional rankings. The Port believes the comment fails to provide scientific justification
for why rankings of “low.” “low-moderate.” and “moderate” should be reassigned to a single ranking of
“low to moderate.” Likewise. the rankings of “"moderate-high™ and “high™ are reassigned to a single
ranking of “moderate-high” in the comment. It is the Port’s belief that this re-ranking 1s not supported by
objective scientific criteria and alters the Port’s actual data and the conclusions that can be drawn from
that data. as well as obscuring important information that is present in the Port’s analysis. For example.
the commentor’s Figure 1 purportedly demonstrates that for two functions, groundwater exchange and
nutrient/sediment trapping. more highly ranked wetlands are being impacted than low ranking wetlands.
However, most of the wetlands in the lower category for numment/sediment trapping actually are ranked
‘moderate” for that function in the Port’s analysis (Table 3-3 page 3-5. Wetland Functional Assessment
and Impact Analvsis). For groundwater exchange. most of the wetiands in the lower category rank ‘low’
for the function. In this example, the commentor’s analysis treats low ranking and moderate ranking
wetlands the same. The use of only two functional rankings in Figure 1 resuits in a less than accurate
picture of the relative functional ranking of wetlands being impacted.

The Port’s analysis provides detailed information on the relative ranking of each function for each
wetland being impacted by the project (Table 3-3 page 3-5, Wetiand Functional Assessment and Impact
Analysis). This information allows for detailed analysis of the types of functions being impacted and the
relative level of functional impact for each wetland. The Port has used this information. not only in the
impact analysis, but also to design mitigation that replaces, restores, and enhances functions relative to
existing conditions.

8. It is the Port’s belief that the percentages of wetland acres lost reported by the commentor are
based on assumptions that are not supported by the record, and do not reflect the actual acreage of lost
wetlands. Likewise. the commentor’s ranking system does not reflect actual wetland conditions. Also,
see response to Comment 7 above.

9. The commentor’s evaluations and conclusions regarding the targeted functions of the mitigation
site do not reflect the goals and objectives stated in the Natural Resource Mitigation Plan (Chapters 4, 5,
6. and 7) for each mitigation project. The Natural Resource Mitigation Plan provides mitigation goals,
objectives. and performance standards that define specific ecological functions required to mitigate
wetland and stream impacts. Chapter 4, Table 4.1-1 (pages 4-2 though 4-4), and Table 4.1-2 (page 4-7)
of the Natural Resource Mitigation Plan also summarize how the project impacts are mitigated. These
tables identify mitigation in-basin and out-of basin to mitigate for the suite of wetland functions impacted
by the project. Waterfowl habitat and flood storage are not the primary functions targeted for
replacement 1n the Natural Resource Mitigation Plan, and they are not referenced as such in Table 1.3-1
or pages 1-1 and 1-2 of the Natural Resource Mitigation Plan.

The mitigation plan is designed to replace, restore, and/or enhance all wetland Sunctions impacted by the
project, as clearly explained in the Natural Resource Mitigation Plan. Furthermore, it is the Port’s belief
that the mitigation as designed will restore degraded wetland, stream, and stream buffer areas to higher
levels of ecological function for the broad range of functions impacted. For example, the proposed
mitigation will restore wetlands adjacent to Miller and Des Moines Creeks that are currently dominated
by turfgrass or farmland with forested or shrub vegetation, greatly increasing organic carbon export,
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nutrient and sediment trapping. and amphibian habitat functions. This action will create some habutat for
passermne birds and small mammals. and will eliminate some waterfow] habutat. The wetland miugation
along Miller Creek. including the nparian buffer enhancement and the Miller Creek instream
enhancements, will improve habitat for resident and anadromous fish. when compared to existing

c