
1\ir' fVIana~Jemc~nt Div,ision Cornrnents on 
Draft EIS For North-South Tollway 

Steve Rothblatt, Chief 
1\ir and Radiation Branch (tiM<-26) 

lJn l'iam Franz~ Chief 
Environmental Review Branch 

have revi ev-1ed the draft EIS for the f,Jorth~,South To.ll way. Our rev·i F:!W 

focus on those portions of the EIS that dc~a 1 t pri111ar·i ·1 y \Fi th air qua ·1 i ty 
moc!e.linfJ (Section 4"56, 4.71, 4.77. and 4.BO). Comments on tht:s(,~ sect-ions 
are provided below. 

·ion LJ .• ~i6 1\ i r rbon !Vionox·i de 

On March 3, 1986, we sent you comments on the CO modeling. On April 17, 
1986, '-"le rE!Cei ved a response to these comments from the ISTH/\ 1 s consu·l tant 
(Envirodyne). The comments in this memo apply to Envirodyne's April 17, 
1986 lt:'.tter·. In gE~ner·.:\·!, Envirocl,yne tw.s reso·lved most of our prev·ious 
comments. J\ fev'i remaining comment~. 2,re vwrth not·lng. 

2. 

Surf au: Roughness Envi rodyne assumt.~d a surface roughneee of lf)O ern. 
This value appears to be too high tor the general rural setting of much 
of the proposed tollway. A lower, more realistic value should be de
veloped in conjunction with IEPA. Sensitivity analyses may then be 
necessary to determine the effect of this change on Envirodyne's mo-

!in9 results. (Note, The C/\LI 3 User's Gtdde states that the mode·l 
is "relatively sensitive to surface roughness for near parallel wind 
condlt ions", which are important here.) 

Receptor Locations - As we understand it, several candidate receptor 
sitt.~s. were irrltiarly considered at each intf:t~section (i!lirinl'lrw a otT~ 
alignment) and toll plaza/ramp tolls. on distance from road-

(queue zones) and queue emission rates. only one or two receptor 
locations were actually model While this procedure is generally ac-
e able, the documentation to support the receptor locations at 
intersection should be made available upon request. 

Mainline Concen~r~tions -Although Envirodyne 1
S qualitative argument is 

conv·incinn to us, v;e stil-l rQCO!llllienci. l~lia( actu<:d concentration estimates 
be provicJ~d. · qu<:urtHat-Jve in rmation v,rou'lcl be inor-e resportsive to 
any toncerns on air quali impacts. 

Envirodyne 1
S April 17. 1 letter satisfies our previous comments. 



t·ion 4.77 J~·lr Oua.iitv~Tota·l Po-llutant Burden 
----~---~' -.---.-----!:!. ' -· 

1. Alternatives Envirodyne's comment concerning Alternatives B and D 
(·1 , not within jur-i ·ict·ion of rs·rHJ\) is acknO\rif.ledsJed. 

2" HC Emiss·ions ··· Envirodyne has not responded to our previous comment 
concerni 1989 and 2008 HC emissions relative to 1987 HC emissions. 
Uc' renev1 our comm<~nt. 

Section 4.80 rton /\r·boretum 

Out comments on this subject are ba on otw rt:::view of 11 lJispersion ·l"ir:~J 
Assessment of iculat Induced Salt Spray Transport and Deposition at t 
iViorton um", December· 1 Tf1i s study was the basis for t 
cone ·1 us·l ons -1 n Please note that out cmnrnents hav(: been coord·J nat 

L 

th the r li Planning~ anda s in RTP. 

Datr:; ~- ln vi oi· Ull::: gnJss underpredict·Jon or tfH:: 
results. fu consideration should be given to the 

a.ppropr·lateness of thE' mode-l anci the accuracy of e model i ut 
data. The model to be should be able to simulate de ition from 
line sources. Since t re are several candidate models (e.g., 

, CALI ). a technical and pe rmance evaluation should 
performed to identi the appropriate model ich does not underp ict 
high depo ition values. (Note, the field data should be us for the 
pe rmance evaluation, not r model cal-ibration.) TllQ mocle·i -)nput 
data shouh\ also ref~valuated 3 V-'ith special en1pr1<1.Sis on the enrlss·ions 
inventory (e.y. ssions as a function of preci itation type/amount. 
tE;mperatur'E:', and speed) and meteorolog-ica] a (e.g., availibility 
of site-specific a from the Arboretum). 

Salt Ueposition Projection - The choices of worst-case r worst-
case receptor ·1 ocat -] ons are quest i e. It was assumed that t 
wor'st--case year vvas thE' r tt1 most sa-lti e>vents, not tilt:• year 
vrlth the most salt, lt wa a·l so assumed that the vJorst~case conc•~ntra-· 
tions would occur at the monitor sites, not other locations. If these 
assumptions cannot be justifi , t e analysis should 
accordi ly. In ition. further justification for the 
mitigation measures is necessary 

Results- The results are discussed only in a relative sense (i.e .• future 
cond·J t ions cmpared to current it i ems); no abso I ute eva I uat ion is 
vi The chton·l c and srwrt-tenn effects of the saH ·1 oac!i for t 
scenarios siwul ci discussed directly. 

renew our· cormnc:nts on tlri s issue. 


