
Attachment 10: Community Representatives Comments

SUMMARY 

We, the community representatives, would like to express our appreciation for being invited to participate in the study team's efforts and being given this opportunity to provide additional information. The community is very concerned about the health effects of many toxic emissions caused by airport related activities. We recognize that the technical points of the report should be beyond dispute. However we have some differences and there are other issues that require more emphasis and explanation for clarity.

These are the topics of concern:

1. Comparison of the Sea-Tac community to Beacon Hill 

2. Assessment of data underestimates issues 
3. Lack of conclusive scientific data makes analysis difficult.

We would also like to provide additional reasons to conduct the study including the close proximity of Federal Detention Center and the additional pollution from the anticipated airport growth.

SELECTION OF BEACON HILL AS BASELINE MONITORING SITE

After careful consideration, we, the community representatives, believe the very best comparison site to the SeaTac communities (Highline area) is Shoreline, or a site similar to the Shoreline area. We understand that financing a study at a site where there are no monitors presently located (as there are presently on Beacon Hill) would be more costly, but we feel we should be compared in the fairest manner. 

Site Similar to SeaTac needed such as Shoreline 

Shoreline is about equal distance north of the city center of Seattle as Highline is to the south. The community of Shoreline developed at the same time as Highline. Both communities started developing before World War II and then developed at a rapid pace after the war and into the 1950's and the 1960's with moderately priced homes east and west of Highway 99 (which both communities share), to more expensive homes along the slopes to Puget Sound (which both communities share). Both communities became primarily bedroom communities with no large industries.

In contrast, Beacon Hill is in close proximity to the city center of Seattle, Renton and the industrial areas of Harbor Island, the Duwamish, and Georgetown; it is also very close to Interstate Highways I-5 and I-90. We believe we should not be compared with the worst or the best environments in the county, but to one that is comparable. 

It was not until the early 1970's that Sea-Tac Airport became an increasingly large problem for the residents of Highline. Since 1972 and the opening of the second runway at Sea-Tac Airport, the socio-economic level of Highline community has progressively deteriorated along with the increase in flights at the airport. The one big difference between the Shoreline and Highline areas is Sea-Tac International Airport. 

It should be noted that for purposes of comparisons the City of Burien and the Highline School District use Shoreline because of commonality on a multitude of points. The Legislatively funded Burien study known as the HOK Study (Ref. Hellmuth, Obata and Kassabaum, 1997) also used Shoreline as a comparable. 
Beacon Hill Site Inadequate for Comparison 

Beacon Hill Site Near Three Airports

If you look at a map, you will see that Beacon Hill is located 4.5 miles north of Sea-Tac Airport, 1.25 miles northeast of King County International Airport - Boeing Field, and 3.5 miles northwest of the Renton Airport. With the elevation of Beacon Hill (336 feet) being lower than Sea-Tac Airport (428 feet), and the fact that it is only 4.5 miles away, it is inundated with landings and take-offs from Sea-Tac (Ref. Hopkins, 2000).

When Governor Gary Locke was a candidate for the office of King County Executive in 1993, he spoke at a meeting of Citizens Against Sea-Tac Expansion (CASE). He told of growing up on Beacon Hill where his parents had a small grocery store. He said he could sympathize with people living around Sea-Tac Airport, and he was not for a third runway because he also wanted to protect people on Beacon Hill from more overflights. He remembered growing up on Beacon Hill and pointing his pretend gun at the noisy jets flying overhead. If it is noisy on Beacon Hill from aircraft, it surely must be polluted as well with its close proximity to three airports. 

It is important to note that we know of no comprehensive study that has conclusively defined the amount of Beacon Hill ground pollution that is caused by nearby flights, particularly those still at relatively low altitudes. There is insufficient industry data to support the assumption that no airport related activity associated with the three nearby airports contributes to Beacon Hill pollution. 

Beacon Hill: “Downwind of Maximum NOx Emissions”

Beacon Hill is the Washington Department of Ecology regional reference monitor site for NO2. One of the reasons this site was chosen for the permanent monitor is due to several near ozone violations, and one actual ozone violation, in the previous years. NO2 is an ozone precursor and high rates of NO2 are indicative of potential ozone violations. To quote the report that recommended it as the regional site (bolding added for emphasis): "Based on the results presented in the previous sections, we recommend that a permanent NO2 monitoring site be located at the Beacon Hill Reservoir. Based upon our mobile monitoring surveys, this site has the highest neighborhood scale NO2 concentrations and therefore meets the requirements of the Category (a) NAM site."…”center of the urban scale NO2 peak and is therefore also an appropriate Category (b) NAM site as specified by EPA.  This location therefore serves a dual purpose for urban NO2 monitoring”. . ."A type 2 sites reflects precursor emissions and is located in an area downwind of maximum NOx emissions. The site is typically located near the boundary of the central business district. The Beacon Hill site fits this description." (Ref. Norris, 1995, pages 24, 25). In other words, Beacon Hill was selected as a regional site in part due to its exposure levels of NOx and VOCs (volatile organic components).

Beacon Hill versus SeaTac Existing Data

In the 1993-1994 time frame when the University of Washington (for a Masters project) in conjunction with Department of Ecology conducted a regional saturation study (Ref. Norris, 1995), NO2 was highest at Beacon Hill. They used a mobile monitoring van that traveled the southern section of Snohomish County, through King County, but bypassed Sea-Tac Airport, through Renton, Kent-east hill, and on to Enumclaw, then to Pierce County. The highest regional rates of NO2 detected in the five-minute averages using the mobile monitoring were at Beacon Hill. In 1993-94, canister samplers were placed throughout Seattle. The results of these canister samples were compared to the mobile monitoring data and found to be somewhat lower (six week averages usually tend to be lower than five minute averages) but still found Beacon Hill to be the highest site in the greater Seattle area (Ref. Norris, 1993). Neither of these studies took measurements near Sea-Tac Airport.

The fact that no monitoring for NO2 had been done around the area was an important factor in the Department of Ecology's willingness to begin the 1998/1999 study (Ref. Frost Draft NOx report, 1999). Beacon Hill was used as a comparison site. The results of the Sea-Tac monitoring showed a higher yearly NO2 average for SeaTac than Beacon Hill. Although the averages are not violating the federal standard, they are still an indicator of potential regional ozone problems. A review of the raw Sea-Tac NOx data supplied to D. Wagner suggests that the high hourly readings are not Highway 518 traffic related. This leads to the hypothesis that the unidentified local NO source mentioned in the Dec. 1999 draft report (Ref. Frost, 1999) is airport related. There is insufficient data to determine how much of the NO is from airport ground equipment, vehicles and aircraft.

The Washington Dept of Ecology 1997 Air Quality Data Summary report for Washington shows Beacon Hill’s NO2 levels to be the highest of all the sites regularly measured for 1995 through 1997. The SeaTac area was not measured. 

If the various data sources mentioned above are considered, one might draw the conclusion that SeaTac has the highest annual NO2 average of any site measured in the area. This leads to the logical question, how much is Sea-Tac Airport’s ground and air traffic influencing the regional pollution levels? This question cannot be answered if Beacon Hill is used as the only comparison site.

Obviously, Beacon Hill is a heavily polluted area. It has numerous pollution sources including several nearby significant industrial source polluters and freeways on both sides. In addition, it’s potentially influenced by heavy overhead traffic from King County International Airport-Boeing Field and Sea-Tac as well as to a lesser extent, the Renton airport. It is virtually unknown how high the rates of pollutants of concern, primarily air toxics, will be at Beacon Hill. But reason dictates that they may be higher than average for other residential communities located upwind and away from regional pollution sources. Sea-Tac Airport area is a relatively clean area with no other industrial sources besides the airport. It is unfair to compare bad to bad and then conclude that Sea-Tac Airport area is no different than other areas in the region. 

Site Selection Summary

We, the community representatives, feel that when considering the difference between $3.2 million for a study using heavily polluted Beacon Hill as the comparison site and $3.7 million for a study using a more representative residential site for comparison, the more meaningful comparison is worth the additional cost. The difference is an additional $500,000 or 13.5% more to have a more scientifically acceptable study. 

In addition, we recommend canisters or other testing equipment be placed in nearby neighborhoods to characterize pollutants such as the east-west Normandy Park trough where kerosene smell complaints are common. A schedule could be developed to move the equipment periodically so multiple locations could be assessed seasonally using one set of equipment (omit metrology equipment to save costs). 

ASSESSMENT OF DATA UNDERESTIMATES ISSUES
The body of the report intentionally avoided drawing conclusions regarding data that was not statistically significant or did not have a large body of scientific data behind it. We, the Community members, appreciate this opportunity to identify additional areas of concern. Until a much larger database can be gathered, it will be extremely difficult to gather statistically significant data due to small population size at any one airport and the large number of other variables. Some key discussion areas are:

a) Baseline used for comparison already had acknowledged health issues

b) Inherent variability in statistical analysis of small populations

c) Complex demographics

d) Study area definition influences results

e) Lack of conclusive scientific data regarding glioblastoma, de-icers and other pollutants.

Baseline Data used for Comparison has Health Issues

King County is one of 7 counties in the US with 8 Superfund sites. The County is ranked number 1 in the State of Washington for cancer risk associated with mobile and point sources by the Environmental Defense Scorecard database which is passed on EPA data (Ref. Environmental Defense, 1999). This database excludes airport pollution so it underestimates pollution for King County compared to other Washington counties. It is reasonable to assume that pollution related illnesses would be high in King County even if Sea-Tac Airport were not present. 

The Department of Public Health data (Georgetown, 1997, SeaTac Health reports Feb. and Dec. 1999) and King County (Ref. Public Health Data Watch Vol. 2, No. 1 and 2, The Health of King County report, 1998) reports shows that Georgetown, South Park and SeaTac area share common health problems. In other words, these recent health studies have uncovered an asthma hot spot in King County including central Seattle, Southeast Seattle, West Seattle, White Center, and the SeaTac area. Where more detailed studies have been performed, studies reveal it is not just asthma but respiratory illnesses in general that are statistically significantly higher than the rest of King County. The other illnesses include, but are not limited to, pneumonia/influenza, and lung cancer. Comparing the SeaTac area, whose only real industry is the Sea-Tac Airport, to the King County baseline data tends to make the health issues appear less significant than when the Washington state rate is used. In particular -

a) Except for the cancer incidence data, which also reports the state rate, the Feb. 1999 SeaTac Health report uses King County as the baseline. The February 1998 Public Health Data Watch states on page 1 that the King County childhood asthma hospitalizations are "significantly higher than elsewhere in Washington State". The central Seattle asthma rates, that are even higher than the SeaTac area, are in the King County baseline.

b) The August 1998 Public Health Data Watch indicates that the King County trend in childhood asthma hospitalizations is increasing, particularly for the age 1 to 4 group. It increased 39% from 1987 to 1996.

c) The health data also sometimes uses Washington as the comparison point. The Washington data is skewed higher because of the large contribution of King County data. King County is the most densely populated county in state and represents over 10% of the state population. The February 1998 Public Health Data Watch also includes a graph that shows that the King County data contributes so much to the Washington State average, that the Washington average for the 1996 childhood hospitalizations is inflated by 25 per 100,000. Note, that when Washington was used as a baseline rather than King County, liver cancer became statistically significant for the SeaTac area.

Inherent variability in Statistical Approach

Using census tract data, for 1993-1997, the average for the ten leading causes of death was higher for SeaTac area than King County except for AIDS, which was 41% lower, and cerebrovascular disease, which was the same as King County (Ref. Table 2 of the Feb. 1999 SeaTac Health report). Of the eight causes of death whose average was higher, only two were "statistically significant", namely, cancer of all sites combined and chronic pulmonary obstructive disease. 

A review of the Appendix A statistics in the Feb. 1999 SeaTac Health report indicates that typically the difference between the lower bound and upper bound numbers corresponding to the 95% confidence interval (95% probability additional data will fall between the upper and lower bound numbers, i.e. the error band around the average or the "plus or minus" around the average) is greater for the SeaTac area than King County. The SeaTac error bands are so large that the SeaTac area average can be higher than the King County baseline by 33%, as is the case for deaths due to breast cancer, or 28% higher for suicide, yet it is NOT statistically significant (Ref. Table 3 and 2 respectively, Feb. 1999 SeaTac Health report). One of the reasons for the large error band for the SeaTac area calculations is the smaller population group that is used to generate it as compared to the large population group that generated the King County data. This is an inherent problem with small population statistical analysis.
Small population analysis difficulties are so prevalent that “virtually all of the top tier medical journals now require that the authors have performed a Power Analysis. The Power Analysis is a measure of chance that the authors missed an association that actually was present. In some ways, it is a reverse of a P value and is commonly referred to as the chance of beta error. Not surprisingly, studies with small sample sizes are much more likely to miss an association than studies with large sizes” (Ref. Noller, 2000).

Note, some of the large SeaTac error bands that lead to the conclusion that something is not statistically significant, may also be caused by how the data was generated. If the flight path area had been treated as a single group, the statistics might have been tighter (i.e. smaller plus or minus around the average) assuming the study area is defined in such a way to have about the same population. Health problems may be underestimated by treating as one study group both the less polluted west side with those that have more direct pollution exposure, i.e. those under the flight path or in a direct line with jet exhaust as aircraft await take-off such as Riverton Heights to the northeast. 

Complex Demographics
Susceptibility varies by Age and Gender

Nationally cancer data are tracked not only by total numbers but also by sex and age. This is because susceptibility to disease varies both by sex and age (Ref. Highline Community Hospital Admission data and Highline Community Hospital cancer data as reported 1991 through 1999). This may help explain why the Dec. 1999 SeaTac Health report identified esophagus cancer as high, but not statistically significant, while Highline Hospital data indicated it was about double the National average for women (Ref. Highline Hospital data 1994, 1995, 1997 and Brown 1999). The Dept of Public Health recently indicated that they had made some internal age and sex adjustments to the cancer incidence data but additional work would be needed to provide the data by sex and age. Since this data was unavailable for review, we were unable to determine if items of the most interest to the community were on the border of being statistically significant.

Transient Population Skews Statistics 

In linking tobacco smoking of pregnant women to health risks around the airport, we believe the following explanation to be true: Apartment rental rates near Sea-Tac Airport are the lowest in the Seattle area, for obvious reasons. Many young pregnant women arrive in our community and stay in one of the many apartments for a short period of time and move on after giving birth. These young women and their children are a transient population and consume a large portion of health care dollars in our community; they also skew the statistics for prenatal care. Our community also has a large stable, multi-generational population of homeowners that do not fit the profile that these statistics show.
Study Area Definition Influences Results

Assembled data used three different study area definitions

It is difficult to compare data in the 1999 SeaTac Health reports because the study boundaries are all different (see maps in Feb. 1999 report). For the following sets of data, the boundaries are different, particularly with respect to the southern boundary.
(1) Table 1 detailed cancer incidence data based on geocoding and reported as 1, 3 and 5-mile concentric circles (Table 1, Feb. 1999, also in Dec. 1999). 

(2) Appendix A hospitalizations (all causes) based on zip codes. The area extended almost 5 miles to the northeast but excluded almost the entire southern flight path area (zip code 98198). 

(3) Appendix A mortalities (all causes) based on census tracts. The area extended about 3 miles north of the airport but only a little over a mile south of it.

Why is there such a difference in the Feb. 1999 Appendix A mortality census data versus the incidence geocoded data (Feb. 1999, Table 1). For example, Table 1 of the Feb. 1999 SeaTac report, also included as an attachment in the Dec. 1999 SeaTac Health report, indicated that the number of breast cancer cases is lower than expected based on geocode data. This contrasts sharply with the Feb. 1999 SeaTac Health report Appendix A, Table 3 census data; it indicated deaths from breast cancer are 33 % higher for the SeaTac area than King County. Can delayed care or just the typical variation from these types of statistics really be the only reason for this disparity?

Key zip code missing from some data

Zip code 98198, whose northern section is highly impacted by the flight path on the south end of the airport, was missing from the hospitalization data in the Feb. 1999 SeaTac Health report. When the south end was analyzed for glioblastoma using geospatial analysis that broke east, west, north and south into quadrants (Figure 1, Dec. 1999), the statistically significant glioblastoma was no longer just limited to year 1992. This raises the question that if the south end zip code had been included in hospitalizations, would the statistically significant 13% higher hospitalizations (all causes) be even higher (Ref. Feb. 1999, Appendix A, Table 4)? 

Circular distribution of study group non-representative of Pollution Distribution

In close proximity to the airport the communities most severely impacted should be those under the flight paths. These areas would be represented by a rectangle. However, following traditional methodology, the Feb. 1999 SeaTac Health report used concentric circles to report the incidence of various diseases (i.e.. one, three and five miles around the airport). The issue with these statistics became very obvious when, at the request of one community member, the data on glioblastoma multiformes (GBM) was restated in terms of “North, South, East and West” in the Dec. 1999 SeaTac Health report (see Table 3 glioblastoma data in report). The incidence of GBM was found to be statistically significantly elevated in the south for more than one year. This is the south part of the rectangle representing the flight pathways and the missing zip code (98198). 

In addition to the “quadrant” geospatial analysis, a SaTScan geospatial analysis that used the center of census tracks as the starting point, was run. It showed elevated brain cancer in the south, as did the quadrant approach, however, using the SatScan geospatial analysis, the increased GBM was no longer statistically significant. The different results using these different approaches illustrate the importance of selecting the most suitable analytical approach for the situation. In addition to trying to determine valid study groups and analysis tools, the task is further complicated by the difficulty of getting accurate incidence and mortality data. Washington death certificate coding does not even include GBM.

Flight operations and Winds Impact Exposure Levels

Since aircraft fly certain flight paths more often and the wind blows from some directions more frequently than others, different areas are exposed to different combinations of pollutants at different frequencies and concentrations. The analysis conducted during the 1998/1999 nitrogen oxides (NOx refers to NO and NO2) study by the Washington Dept. of Ecology in conjunction with the University of Washington illustrates the effects of wind. This provides additional justification for grouping health study groups by their exposure level to aircraft pollutants rather than using large concentric circles, zip codes or census tracts. 

Terrain Differences Impact Exposure Levels 

Terrain differences influence what chemicals, their potency, and the frequency of exposure may help account for the differences in health data, including glioblastomas. Based on the topography map IV19-1 in the Sea-Tac Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) Vol. 1 and touch down altitudes for each runway, it appears that the distance from the flying aircraft to the people, as well as the terrain, may be an important factor in understanding the areas' health and pollution problems including the higher incidence of brain tumors on the south end. 

When at the schools affected by the south flight path, including Olympic Elementary School, North Hill Elementary, St. Philomena Elementary, Midway Intermediate, Pacific Middle and Mount Rainier High School, the aircraft are so close that it feels like you could reach up and touch the passenger aircraft (Ref. Brown 1999 provides elevation data). When the heavily loaded cargo planes take-off at the south end, they tend to climb up more slowly. Thus, they remain lower over the community for a longer distance.

The high northeast corner that was identified in the 1998/1999 NOx study to be one of the areas most impacted by NOx, is near the buy-out area whose number of glioblastomas prior to 1992, sparked the communities first concerns regarding glioblastoma. See also the following Glioblastomas section. 

It should also be noted that during the 1995 McCully, Frick & Gilman airport study the residential area in Normandy Park, site 7, which was expected to have the lowest pollution, actually had some of the highest values for some pollutants such as methyl chloride and 1,1,1 trichloroethane. This may illustrate the complexity of the flight path, wind and terrain interactions.

Lack of Conclusive Scientific Data
Glioblastomas 

Glioblastoma multiforme (GBM) is a very rare primary brain tumor. It is thought to be linked with the petroleum industry. A study in Sweden focused on an oil refinery while another in the US focused on a petroleum research facility (Ref. Gaines, 1997). It should be noted that jet exhaust, including unburned fuel, is a byproduct of petroleum. For those living near the airport, jet exhaust is breathed daily and absorbed through the skin. That there is a large number of glioblastoma in the area south of Sea-Tac Airport is not disputed. That there was a "spike" in 1992 is not disputed.

What is disputed, is what it means. All of the cases were among older people: older in terms of both years and residency. This data, especially the spike, should be a warning that the problem is long term in developing; GBM has a long latency period. That with our aging population the numbers may continue to increase; that with planes flying over areas of this community not directly flown over previously exposing more people to direct contamination with airport pollution we may indeed see an increase in the incidence of GBM. Admittedly we know little about glioblastoma but available information points towards pollutants as a potential cause (Ref. Rock 1999, Lamberton 1998, EPA database - vinyl chloride). It should behoove society to fund more research into the causes of this disease that leads to such a painful death. 

We are still concerned about if there is a relationship between pollutants from the airport and people living nearby developing glioblastoma multiforme (GBM). Is it a coincidence that we know of four people who both lived and worked in very close proximity to the airport for over 30 years and died of GBM? Three were women who worked at Riverton Elementary School, a small school located near the northeast corner of the Sea-Tac runways. The school has since been closed. The fourth was a man who delivered jet fuel to the airport, and a husband to one of the three women.  All four died in the late 1980's and early 1990's. One of these deaths is included in the SeaTac Health report.

All four lived in a buy-out area - three lived in homes that were bought out by the airport in the early 1990's; one lived in an earlier buy-out area. The Washington State Health Department has attempted two times to reach those from the early 1990's buy-out area with some success. We wonder how many of the residents from the earlier buy-out areas who relocated may have developed GBM as the one case mentioned above. 

The expected rate of glioblastoma identified for the south was almost double the expected Washington state rate (17 compared to 8.87 for 1992 through 1997, Ref. Dec. 1999 SeaTac Health report, Table 3) using one type of geospatial analysis. Page 9 of the Dec. 1999 report states (bolding added for emphasis)” This results in statistically significant elevation . . . between 1992 and 1997… No single year accounts for the elevation.”  This combined with other anecdotal evidence, leads the community members to conclude that there are serious health issues in the area.

De-icers
Although de-icing activity is greatest in the winter, it is required year round for some types of aircraft at Sea-Tac. Just before take-off a plane is sprayed with de-icer. As the planes rise, the de-icer vaporizes and sheets off the wings. This is the same area that exhaust enters the air. Could the de-icer mist mixing with jet exhaust cause a chemical interaction that creates health problems, in addition to those created by jet exhaust or de-icers individually, for those living near the airport? We would like to know what chemicals are used in these de-icers. Do they react with components of air or water? What are their possible effects (known or not yet determined but likely) on human health? These chemicals should be evaluated and their levels assessed. 

Considering the recent studies uncovering their toxicity in water, their toxicity as they fall to the ground also becomes an issue. A 1993 report by Hartwell states, "It appears the additives are the major sources of acute toxicity rather than the glycols...” When referring to de-icers in a 1999 newspaper interview, Devon Cancilla, a WWU environmental chemist states, “This is a very toxic stew". He also states, ”Moreover, the tolyltriazoles are making the de-icers more hazardous to workers and the environment than propylene glycol or ethylene glycol, the chemicals they are typically mixed with.”   As a result of Canadian studies, Canada now regulates de-icers.

Impacts from Pollutants
The body of this report mentioned only those illnesses officially linked to air pollutants with extremely well documented health effects. Several carcinogenic chemicals have been measured at SeaTac that exceed acceptable source impact levels (ASILs) (Ref. Adams, et al. 1973, McCulley et al., 1995 and DesMarias, 1995, page 18). The online EPA Integrated Risk Assessment Information System (IRIS) and Unified Toxics databases as well as EPA reports such as EPA420-R-00-013 released in 1999 list numerous possible health effects for pollutants present near airports. In some cases, the data may be based on animal studies or just limited to occupational exposure and, therefore, is not conclusive. The possible health effects include various cancers, respiratory illness and low birth weight, etc. (Ref. Batt, 1999, EPA databases).

Nitro compounds are of particular concern to the community (Ref. CASE Western University, 1986). However, it is our understanding that standard test methods do not exist for these chemicals so their measurement cannot be pursued as part of this study.

ADDITIONAL REASONS FOR THE STUDY
One area of concern is that the jets are allowed to fly without the express permission of the people who are physically affected. There are flight tracks on a map. In reality planes spewing exhaust fly outside those tracks. On the one hand, this is a noise issue. On the other hand, it is an emerging issue of spreading jet exhaust to populations that have formerly been somewhat to the side and perhaps not as directly contaminated. In the interest of environmental justice, the impacts on the residents need to be considered. The question that begs an answer is "Is the jet exhaust creating health risks for a long established, rooted community shortening lifespan, or negatively impacting their quality of life with a number of health impacts? If so, what has happened to their rights? If not, do we know that all available means of protecting the population have been exhausted?

Close Proximity To Federal Detention Center And Environmental Justice
One of the most "captive" of area residents are the inmates of the Federal Detention Center located almost directly under the southern flight path on southern S 200 Street. They have absolutely no means of moving to a healthier location. Due to high aircraft noise exposure the north side of a two-lane road running east and west was purchased by Sea-Tac Airport. The south side of that same road was determined to be a suitable location for what is in reality a prison. The site was never studied from the aspect of possibly unhealthy air quality. Is it right and proper that we house a captive population within a potential health hazard area?

The same arguments of environmental justice can also be applied to those who work for the Federal Detention Center. It is assumed that the work environment is safe and that they are not intentionally placed in an area of risk. Is that not what happened to residents near and employees of several of US nuclear plants, including our own Hanford? What are we, as a society, going to do if these employees learn that their lives have been shortened due the poor air quality of their work environment?

When the existing runway is lengthened, the Federal Detention Center will be just outside the area officially defined as a ‘no build zone” by the FAA. The 600-foot runway extension will increase the pollution exposure of these workers and inmates.

Additional Operations will Increase Exposure

We feel very strongly that an inventory of jet fuel toxic emissions is urgently needed. It is critical that levels of these toxins not be allowed to increase without regard to their effects on surrounding communities. Exposure to these chemicals most likely takes several years to appear in health statistics.
Around Sea-Tac Airport are old, well-established, multigenerational communities. Children born in the area are in the community twenty-four hours daily. They attend local schools, many of which are directly under the flight path. Some attend Highline Community College, which is also under the flight path. Like small town people, they often settle in the same area. 
We should be trying to reduce diseases caused by toxins by removing the toxins from the environment. We should be protecting the air and ground water where these toxins are known to ultimately settle. The airport has several "dump sites" where toxic waste from chemicals produced and used by them are left to find their way into ground water. The Port of Seattle wants to increase capacity by doubling the air traffic at this airport. 
We, the community representatives, would like to know:

1) What are the levels of these toxic products released into our environment currently? 

2) What are they likely to be as the airport growth increases (both the air and ground vehicle pollution)? 

The proposed Third runway will be lower, and to the west, of the current two runways. The terrain is such that the departing and arriving aircraft will be closer to people when the Third runway is used than with current aircraft operations.

Since it was out of scope to review the underlying modeling assumptions, the Dec. 1999 SeaTac Health report understated the ramifications of the emissions analysis in the Master Plan Project Update Supplementary Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). The Dec 1999 Health report, when referring to the FEIS/SEIS, states “The report states that the addition of a runway was expected to reduce emissions by 2005 and 2010 since the additional runway would lessen the time currently spent queued up waiting for take-off.” However, in reality, the analysis calculated pollution for a “Do Nothing” scenario that assumed the airport would operate over theoretical capacity and that no street or parking improvements would be made. By making these false assumptions, it overestimated BOTH the air and ground traffic pollution for the existing configuration. It then compared the unrealistically high “Do Nothing” pollution to the Third runway configuration. The Third runway configuration included a new parking lot and a new road that was already planned in order to reduce ground traffic pollution in, what was then, a non-attainment area. Had the EIS analyzed what the Dec. 1999 report indicated, i.e. compared the Third runway to the existing pollution, instead of concluding there would be less pollution, it would have concluded that there was so much additional pollution that the Clean Air Act de-minimus limit for NOx would be exceeded (Ref. Brown 1999).

Further substantiation for our concerns of increasing health threat posed by the increasing number of operations at the airport can be found in a 1999 report, EPA420-R-00-013, Evaluation of Air Pollutant Emissions from Subsonic Commercial Jet Aircraft”. It discusses the increasing percentage of NOx being contributed by air traffic compared to ground traffic in the U.S. and health impacts associated with even “low” levels of NOx. Its references to childhood asthma are particularly relevant considering the high asthma rates in children discussed earlier herein. Note the 1999 EPA report assumed an air traffic growth factor that appears low with respect to SeaTac, so the report may underestimate the issues at SeaTac.
CONCLUSION
This study would be an excellent baseline for an urban airport study. The absence of major industrial pollution sources nearby will help to isolate the airport pollutants. It could then be used to help interpret other airport pollution data such as O'Hare with more complex situations due to nearby heavy industry (Ref. EPA proposal, 1999). Ground traffic pollutants are present at all busy airports but the SeaTac highway configurations are such that the traffic can be accounted for. The close proximity of schools and homes, as well as the diverse socio-economic backgrounds of the community, would make it suitable for follow-on health studies if the data warrants it. Over 300,000 people live within a five-mile radius of Sea-Tac Airport, hence, the concern that no inventory of pollutants has been performed for this area. Sea-Tac Airport's manager, Gina Marie Lindsey, said in an interview on KIRO-TV, on July 10, 1998, speaking on health research needed around airports, "new research would be welcome. We would certainly support that and we would even invite that here to Seattle to use us as a test case."
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