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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In accordance with 23 CFR 771 and Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) guidelines, an
air quality impact analysis was conducted to determine the effect of the proposed Tampa Interstate
Systemn improvements. The study limits for the microscale analysis are 1-275 from the Dale Mabry
Highway interchange north to Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard, I-4 from I-275 (including the
interchange) to east of 50th Street (U.S. 41), the Crosstown Connector from I-4 southward to the
existing Tampa South Crosstown Expressway and the existing South Crosstown Expressway from
Kennedy Boulevard to Maydell Drive. The study area also includes the transition area extending
from Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard to Hillsborough Avenue. The air quality impacts from

proposed improvements within the study limits are addressed in an Environmental Impact Statement.

Compared to the No-Action Alternative, carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations predicted for the
Preferred Alternative are expected to be lower in the vicinity of the project as a result of increased
motor vehicle mobility, faster operating speeds, and less stop-and-go driving. The microscale
analysis indicates that the Preferred Alternative will not cause, or contribute to, CO concentrations

above the one- and eight-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standards.

The project is in an area which has been designated as non-attainment for the ozone standards under
the criteria provided in the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. This project is in conformance with
the SIP because it will not cause violations of any of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards.
This project is included in the urban area’s current approved conforming TIP which was signed by
the Secretary of the Florida Department of Transportation on August 8, 1994. This project is
included in the area's conforming long-range plan. This project is included in the area's Conformity

Determination report which was approved by FHWA/FTA on June 30, 1994,

Construction activities causing short-term air quality impacts in the form of dust will be minimized

by adherence to FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) is investigating the feasibility of improving the
Tampa Interstate System in Hillsborough County, Florida. The purpose of the investigation is to
produce a Master Plan, conceptual design and environmental data base for improvements to
Interstate 4 (I-4), Interstate 75 (I-75) and Interstate 275 (I-275). For the purpose of developing the
Master Plan, Phase I of the study, the Tampa Interstate System was divided into six study segments
with established logical termini which were further sub-divided into seventeen individual design
segments. Following acceptance of the Master Plan, provisions were set forth by FDOT to

implement Phase Il of the Tampa Interstate Study.

Phase Il is intended to satisfy requirements for environmental documentation. The study limits for
the air quality analysis are shown in Exhibit 1 and include 1-275 from the Dale Mabry Highway
interchange north to Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard, I-4 from I-275 (including the
interchange) to east of 50th Street (U.S. 41), the Crosstown Connector from I-4 southward to the
existing Tampa South Crosstown Expressway and the existing South Crosstown Expressway from
Kennedy Boulevard to Maydell Drive. The total magnitude of the improvements recommended in
the Tampa Interstate Study Master Plan will require a series of staged construction projects.
Therefore, the air quality impacts in the transition area extending from Dr. Martin Luther King, Ir.
Boulevard to Hillsborough Avenue were also addressed. Further planning and design details
regarding the proposed Tampa Interstate System Study are provided in the Environmental Impact

Statement and Preliminary Engineering Report.

The objective of this report is to describe existing air quality conditions in the vicinity of the project;
describe the methodology used to predict future air quality conditions in the project area; and to
discuss the results of, and provide supporting materials for, the analyses. In accordance with 23 CFR
771 and FDOT's Project Development and Environment Manual (PD&E Manual), the assessment

included a microscale analysis for carbon monoxide.?
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IL AIR QUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT

A. Existing Conditions

Monitoring is the most reliable means of determining ambient air quality conditions. The
Hillsborough County Environmental Protection Commission (EPC), in cooperation with the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), operates several air monitoring stations located
near the study area. From the monitoring data, a general profile of existing air quality conditions

in the vicinity of the project can be derived.

A synopsis of the most recent air monitoring data obtainable (1990) is presented in Table 1. This
information is summarized in terms of monitoring station location, distance and direction from the
study area, pollutant(s) measured and maximum recorded concentrations. Comparison of these data

with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) is also made.

Based on air monitoring data obtained from the monitoring stations, ozone (O,) is the air pollutant
of primary concern in the vicinity of the Tampa Interstate Study area. The formation of O, is a long-
term photochemical reaction involving solar radiation, nitrogen oxides (NO,), and hydrocarbons
(HC). In general terms, NO, and HC are emitted into the atmosphere in the urban core areas and air
currents transport the oxidants to the suburbs. As such, violations of the NAAQS for 0O, are

generally considered regional in nature.

According to the Clean Air Act (CAA) Amendments of 1977, all areas within the state are
designated with respect to the NAAQS as either attainment, non-attainment, or unclassifiable. Areas
that meet the NAAQS are designated as attainment. Conversely, areas that violate the NAAQS are
designated as non-attainment. Finally, areas where data are insufficient for classification as either
attainment or non-attainment are designated as unclassifiable. In areas designated as non-attainment,
a State Implementation Plan (SIP) is developed to bring the area into compliance with the NAAQS.

The current attainment, non-attainment and unclassifiable designations for Hillsborough County are

shown on Table 2.
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TABLE 2

CURRENT ATTAINMENT/NON-ATTAINMENT DESIGNATIONS
FOR HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY*
Tampa Interstate Study - Phase II

Carbon monoxide Attainment

" Nitrogen dioxide Attainment "
Sulfur dioxide Unclassifiable
Particulate matter Unclassifiable

“ Ozone Non-Attainment

H Lead Non-Attainment®

*  Source: Section 17-275, (400), (410) and (420) of the Florida Administrative Code.

b A portion of Hillsborough County encompassed within a radius of 5 kilometers centered at
Universal Transverse Coordinates: 364.0 kilometers east, 3093.5 kilometers north, Zone 17.
The pollution source is a battery plant.

Designations: Attainment: areas within which the NAAQS have not been violated.

Non-attainment: areas within which the NAAQS have been violated.

Unclassifiable: areas which cannot be classified as attainment or non-attainment.



As shown on Table 2, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has designated all of
Hillsborough County as a non-attainment area for O,. The CAA Amendments of 1990 further
designate the degree of the O, non-attainment status as either "severe”, "moderate” or "marginal” and
identify any necessary changes to the SIP. Hillsborough County has been classified as a marginal

O, non-attainment area.

A portion of Hillsborough County has also been designated as non-attainment for fead (Pb). The

non-attainment area is associated with a battery plant, and the project will have no effect on the non-

attainment area.

B. Microscale Analysis

The purpose of the microscale analysis is to predict the impact of the proposed improvements on
future air quality conditions in the project vicinity. Specifically, the analysis examines the
generation and localized transport of carbon monoxide (CO), the most prevalent air poltutant emitted
from motor vehicles. The results of the analysis are used to compare the No-Action Alternative and
the Preferred Alternative and to indicate whether or not motor vehicle emissions associated with the

project would contribute to CO concentrations in exceedance of the NAAQS.

1. Methodology

In accordance with the PD&E Manual, Part 2, Chapter 16, a "worst-case" approach was taken in the
microscale analysis. For example, traffic data and aerial photography showing the concept design
(October 1992) were reviewed to identify areas having a combination of heavy traffic volumes, low
vehicular speeds, and nearby reasonable receptor sites. Receptor sites are areas where the public has
routine access and may spend one to several hours. The premise of this approach is that CO
concentrations elsewhere along the project corridor will be lower than.these worst-case locations.
The transition segment extending from the northern project limit and all areas within the designated

project limits were considered when determining "worst-case" locations. Based on the review, two



interchanges, 1-275/Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard and 1-275/North Boulevard, were selected

for the microscale analysis.

The 1-275/Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard interchange is projected to have heavy traffic
volumes on the interstate mainline sections, arterial streets and ramp system. A relatively high
volume-to-capacity ratio and long average delay per vehicle are anticipated at the signalized
intersections associated with this interchange. By comparison, the proposed 1-275/North Boulevard
mterchange will require signalized intersections on North Boulevard where none presently exist, thus
increasing vehicle queuing and associated excess emissions in the area. In addition, the heaviest
traffic volumes and highest volume-to-capacity ratios on the Tampa Interstate System are anticipated
to occur in the vicinity of this proposed interchange and the two sections of the I-275 local access
freeway are projected to operate at level of service E. Properties surrounding these two interchanges
are nearly all developed for residential, commercial or recreational use. The locations of the

microscale analysis study areas are shown in Exhibit 2.

CO concentrations were predicted for the year 2010 to coincide with the project's design year. For

comparative purposes, the microscale analysis was performed for the No-Action Alternative and

the Preferred Alternative.

Implementing all of the improvements recommended in the Tampa Interstate Study Master Plan will
require a series of staged construction projects. The opening year for the various projects will be
staggered over several years and the opening of a particular project segment will affect traffic
volumes and operational characteristic on other project segments with different opening dates.
Therefore, since a single opening year for the ultimate improvement of the Tampa Interstate System

cannot be established, an opening year analysis was not conducted.

Representative, "worst-case” receptors were simulated at the I-275/Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.
Boulevard and the [-275/North Boulevard interchanges. Sensitive sites within the vicinity of the
interchanges include residences, businesses, a park, and a church. The closest reasonable receptor

sites at each interchange were modeled in the analysis. At the I-275/North Boulevard interchange,



model receptors include a church in the northeast quadrant (Receptor 1), residences in the southwest
and northwest quadrants (Receptors 4, 5, 6 and 8); a recreational park in the southeast quadrant
{Receptors 2 and 7); and the front walk of a business in the southwest quadrant (Receptor 3). At the
[-275/Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard interchange, modeled receptors include residences in
the northeast, southeast, southwest and northwest quadrants (Receptors 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7 and 8),
business front walks in the southwest and northwest quadrants (Receptors 6 and 9) and a former
school site in the southeast quadrant (Receptor 10). As with the selection of the worst-case
microscale analysis areas, the premise of modeling the closest reasonable receptors is that CO

concentrations at other reasonable receptors will be lower. The locations of the receptors are shown

in Exhibits 3 and 4.

In accordance with FDOT guidelines, the computer models used in the microscale analysis include

MOBILESa and CAL3QHC.? A summary of input parameters is provided in Table 3.

The MOBILESa mobile source emissions model from EPA was used to compute area-specific motor
vehicle emission factors, Hillsborough County has implemented a motor vehicle
inspection/maintenance (/M) program and anti-tampering program (ATP) as a means of reducing

mobile sources of air pollution. Therefore, the I/M program and ATP options were implemented in

MOBILES5a.

The CAL3QHC model was used to simulate the dispersion of motor vehicle emissions from
roadways and at intersections. This model is designed to account for both free flow emissions from

non-delayed traffic and excess emissions from delays occurring at intersections.

Peak-hour traffic volumes and roadway operating conditions were obtained from the Tampa

Interstate Study: Traffic Memorandum, published separately.* Other input data such as vehicle mix,
operating mode and air temperature were obtained from the PD&E Manual, Part 2, Chapter 16.

Input data for the modeled roadway links are provided in the Appendix of this report.



TABLE 3

SUMMARY OF MICROSCALE ANALYSES
MODELING PARAMETERS
Tampa Interstate Study Phase I

Region Low Altitude

Operating mode 20.6% cold, 27.3% hot i
Ambient temperature 52°F {
Vehicle mix Default

Analysis year 2010

Stability class )]

Wind speed

1 meter/second

Wind direction

10° - 360° @ 10° intervals

Mixing height

1,000 meters |

Persistence factors

- Traffic

0.75

- Meteorological

0.60

Surface roughness

108 centimeters

Inspection/maintenance Yes

- Program start year 1991
- Stringency level 20%
- First model year 1975

Last model year 2020
- Pre- 1981 waiver rate 10%
- 1981 and beyond waiver rate 10%
- Compliance rate 98%

ll - Program type Centralized
Annual

" - Insgpection frequency

- Reid vapor pressures

- Vehicle types LDGV, LDGTI, LDGT2
- Testtype Idle test
- Alternate I/M credits Default

10.5; 9.0




In order to determine the most critical wind angles, a series of 36 wind directions {(10°-360° at 10°
intervals) was simulated over the modeling grid. Other simulated worst-case meteorological factors

included an average wind speed of one meter per second, an atmospheric mixing height of 1,000

meters and Class D for atmospheric stability.

The computer modeling of worst-case traffic and meteorological data was conducted for the peak
one-hour period. To account for the long-term variation in traffic and meteorological data over time,
persistence factors were used to convert the one-hour modeled conditions to comparable worst-case
eight-hour conditions. In this way, the results can be compared to the NAAQS which are also based
on one-hour and eight-hour time periods. For this analysis, traffic and meteorological one-hour to
eight-hour persistence factors of 0.75 and 0.60, respectively, were used. The eight-hour CO

concentrations were derived from the one-hour values by the following formula:

COy, = [(COy, - background) x MPF x TPF] + background

Where:  MPF = meteorological persistence factor (0.6)
TPF = traffic persistence factor (0.75)
Background = background CO.

To account for CO sources beyond the study area, a background CO value was added to the modeled
one-hour and the computed eight-hour results. Based on the PD&E Manual and FDEP Guidelines,

a background CO value of 2.0 ppm was used for the analysis.

2. Results

The results of the microscale analysis are presented in Tables 4 and 5. The results include

contributions from future-year traffic and background CO concentrations. Both the one-hour and

eight-hour values are provided.

As shown in Table 4, for the year 2010, the predicted worst-case one- and eight-hour CO
concentrations in the vicinity of the I-275/North Boulevard interchange are 12.4 ppm and 6.7 ppm,

respectively, under the No-Action Alternative. By comparison, the highest one- and eight-hour

9



TABLE 4

PREDICTED ONE-HOUR AND EIGHT-HOUR WORST-CASE
CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS
IN THE VICINITY OF THE 1-275/NORTH BOULEVARD
INTERCHANGE FOR THE YEAR 2010
Tampa Interstate Study - Phase I

1 5.1 34 3.8 2.8 NE Quad/Front walk of Church
2 12.4 6.7 7.1 4.3 SE Quad/Riverfront Park
3 10.7 59 6.4 4.0 SW Quad/Business, front walk
i 4 5.0 5.2 4.8 33 SW Quad/Residential backyard
5 8.2 4.8 5.4 3.5 NW Quad/Multi-Family, residential
side yard
6 82 4.8 7.5 4.5 NW Quad/Multi-Family, residential
side yard
“ 7 93 5.3 6.9 42 SE Quad/Riverfront Park
IL__E_ 7.2 43 6.5 4.0 NW Quad/Residential front yard

Includes background concentration of 2.0 ppm.

NE Quad = Northeast Quadrant
WNW Quad = Northwest Quadrant
SE Quad = Southeast Quadrant
SW Quad = Southwest Quadrant

National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Carbon Monoxide -- levels considered not to pose any significant health
risks:

One-Hour Standard = 35 parts per million
Eight-Hour Standard 9 parts per million

it
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TABLE 5

PREDICTED ONE-HOUR AND EIGHT-HOUR WORST-CASE
CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS
IN THE VICINITY OF THE I-275/DR. MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. BOULEVARD
INTERCHANGE FOR THE YEAR 2010
Tampa Interstate Study - Phase 11

2.9 5.6 6.2 3.9 NE Quad/Residential backyard
9.1 52 8.0 4.7 NE Quad/Residential backyard
" 3 10.7 59 9.2 52 SE Quad/Residential front yard
| 4 10.6 39 5.7 3.7 SE Quad/Residential backyard
I 5 10.0 56 5.9 3.8 SW Quad/Residential backyard L
“ 6 14.9 7.8 1.6 6.3 SW Quad/Business, front walk "
7 99 5.6 7.9 4.7 NW Quad/Residential backyard
8 16.3 8.4 11.3 6.2 SW Quad/Residential side yard
{ 9 9.6 5.4 10.3 5.7 NW Quad/Business, front walk
10 12.4 6.7 8.6 5.0 SE Quad/Former site of
Hillsborough County Adult
High School

*  Includes background concentration of 2.0 ppm.

b NE Quad = Northeast Quadrant
NW Quad = Northwest Quadrant
SE Quad = Southeast Quadrant
SW Quad = Southwest Quadrant

National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Carbon Monoxide -- levels considered not to pose any significant
health risks:

I

One-Hour Standard 35 parts per million
Eight-Hour Standard = 9 parts per million

11



values for the Preferred Alternative are 7.5 ppm and 4.5 ppm, respectively. The projected reduction
in CO levels for the Preferred Alternative is a result of improved motor vehicle mobility, faster-
operating speeds, and reduction in stop-and-go driving that would be realized with the proposed
improvements. CO concentrations are projected to remain below the NAAQS at all receptor sites

in the vicinity of the I-275/North Boulevard interchange for the No-Action Alternative and the

Preferred Alternative.

As shown in Table 5, the highest predicted one- and eight-hour CO concentrations under the 2010
No-Action Alternative at the 1-275/Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard interchange are 16.3 ppm
and 8.4 ppm, respectively. Under the 2010 Preferred Alternative, the highest one-hour value is 11.6
ppm and the highest eight-hour value is 6.3 ppm, a decrease compared to the No-Action Alternative.
Again, CO concentrations are expected to remain below the NAAQS at all receptor sites in the

vicinity of the [-275/Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard interchange for the No-Action

Alternative and the Preferred Alternative.
IIl. CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

Construction activities will cause minor short-term air quality impacts in the form of dust from
earthwork and unpaved roads and smoke from open burning. These impacts will be minimized by

adherence to all State and local regulations and to the FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and
Bridge Construction.’

IV. CONCLUSION

Based on the microscale dispersion analysis results, the Tampa Interstate project will not cause, or
contribute to, CO concentrations above the one- and eight-hour NAAQS for CO. The analysis

indicates that CO levels under the Preferred Alternative will be lower than concentrations under the

No-Action Alternative.

12



The project 1s in an area which has been designated as non-attainment for the ozone standards under
the criteria provided in the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. This project is in conformance with
the SIP because it will not cause violations of any of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards.
This project is included in the urban area's current approved conforming TIP which was signed by
the Secretary of the Florida Department of Transportation on August 8, 1994. This project is
included in the area's conforming long-range plan. This project is included in the area's Conformity

Determination report which was approved by FHWA/FTA on June 30, 1994,

V. AGENCY COORDINATION

Federal, state and local agencies were notified of the proposed action through the Advance
Notification process. No comments concerning air quality issues were received in response to the

Advance Notification packages.

In accordance with FHWA policies and regulations, a copy of the Draft Air Quality Report, dated
December 1993, was submitted to state and local agencies for review. Comments were received
from the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), Hillsborough County
Environmental Protection Commission, and Pinellas County Department of Environmental
Management. Comments generally addressed discrepancies between FDEP and FDOT methodology

for performing a microscale CO analysis and the need for an HC and NO, evaluation to demonstrate

conformity with the SIP.

The Draft Air Quality Report was reviewed and found to conform with established and accepted

FDOT methodology as documented in Part 2, Chapter 16 of the PD&E Manual.

Comments concerning the analysis of ozone precursors (HC and NQO,) are a result of 40 CFR Part
51, which became effective December 27, 1993. The rule calls for an analysis of NO, emissions in
O, nonattainment areas; however, it also states that the analysis must be done on a regional basis.
For determining conformity with the SIP, a project must be analyzed under a "baseline” and "action"

scenario as part of the arcawide transportation system. The relationship between this project and the

13



conforming TIP and Long Range Transportation Plan has been discussed. A project level evaluation

of HC and NO, is not necessary for the purpose of demonstrating conformity with the SIP.

Specific comments by agencies and responses to those comments are contained in the Appendix.
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CALIGHC: LINE SODURCE DISPERSION MODEL - VERSION 2.0, JANUARY 1992 PagE

JO8: [Z75/NORTH BLVD 2010 NG BUILD RUN: 2010 NO BUTLD
DATE: 10/04/94  TIdE: 1307

SITE & METEOROLOGICAL VRRIRBLES

VS : 6.0 CH/S VD = 0.0 CH/S 10 = 108, CM
Uz L.0MS CLAS = 4 {D) ATIM = 60. MINUTES BIXH = 10GG. M AMB = 0.0 2PH

LINK VARIABLES

LINK DESCRIPTION ¢ LINK COORDINATES (FT) *  LERGTH BRG TYPE  VPH  EF HOW o v/C QuEuE
£ X Yl X2 Y2 % (FT) {0EG) (6/81) (FT) (FT) (VEH)

........................ P
I. NORTH BLVD S8 FREE *  75.0  1120.0 0.0 550.0 % 575, 187. A6 1516, 13.1 0.0 44.0

2. NORTH BLVD S8 FREE * 0.0 550.0  -10.0  130.0% 420, 181. 46 1516 13.1 0.0 44.0

3. NORTH BLYD SB FREE *  -10.0  130.0  -15.0  -136.0 ¥ 260, 181. A6 1342, i3.1 0.0 44.0

4, NORTH BLVD SB FREE *  -15.0  -130.0  -30.0  -870.0 * 740, 18i. A 1342, 13.1 0.0 44.0

5. NORTH 8LVD SB LEFT * 0.0 -115.¢ ¢.0 0.0 ¥ 115, 380, AC 200, 3i.1 0.0 12.0

6. NORTH BLVD NB FREE *  20.0  -870.¢ 20,0 -130.0 % 740, 360. A 1098, 13.1 0.0 44.0

7. NORTH BLVD N8 FREE * 20,0 -130.0 20,0 130.0% 260, 360, AG 1221, 131 0.0 44.0

8. NORTH BLVD WB FREE * 20,0 130.0 20,0 550.0 % 420, 360, A6 1221, 131 0.0 44.0

9. NORTH BLVD NB FREE *  20.0  550.0 95.0 11206 * 575 786 1220, 13.1 0.0 44.0

10, NORTH BLVD N8 LEFT # 0.0 130.0 0.9 0.0 130, 180. AG  244. 311 0.0 12.0

I, LAUREL STREET FREE * -1300.0  -140.9 0.0 -130.0 ¥ 1300, 90. AG  T67. 17.7 0.0 44.0

12. LAUREL STREET QUEU ¥ -40.0  -130.0 -1300.0  -140.0 %  1260. 270, A6 767. 35.0 0.0 24.0

13. LAUREL PLACE FREE % 0.0 -130.0 2500 -130.0%  250.  90. AG  &24. 17.7 0.0 44.0

14, GREEN STREET FREE *  820.0  290.0  530.0  130.0 %  33i. 241. 86  762. 17.7 0.0 44.0

5. GREEN STREET FAEE £ 530.0  130.0 0.0 130.0 % 530, 270. AG T2, iT.1 0.0 44.0

16. GREEN STREET QUEU *  35.0  136.0  530.0  130.0 % 495, 90, AG 767, 5.6 0.0 12.0

17, GREEN STREET DEPART ¥ 9.0 130.0 -1300.0  140.06 X 1300, 270. A6 936. 177 0.0 44.0

i8. 1-275 W8 ¥ 12300 180.0  570.0 40.0 % 675, 258, FL 10650. 35.0 20.0 36.0

19. 1-275 W8 £ 570.0 0.0 -1769.0 0.0 % 2330, 270. FL10650. 35.0 20.0 36.0

20. 1-275 €8 £ -1760.0 -40.0 S70.0 -40.0 % 2330, 90. FL 10650, 35.0 20.0 36.0°
21, 1-275 €8 £ 570,00 -40.0 123,60 120.0 ¥ £79. 76, FL 10650. 235.0 20.0 36.0

pagE 2
J0B: T275/HORTH BLVD 2610 NO BUILD RUN: 2010 MO BUILD

DATE: 10/04/94  TINE: 13:27

ADDITIONAL QUEUE LINK PARAMETERS

LINK DESCRIPTION  *  CYCLE  RED  CLEARANCE APPROACH SATURATION  I0LE  SIGNAL  ARRIVAL
t LERGTH TIME  LOST TINE  VOL  FLOW RATE EM FAC  TYBE  RATE
r o (SEC)  {SEC)  (SEC) [YPH) (YPR)  (gn/hr)
........................ U
RECEPTOR LOCATIONS
* COORDINATES {FT) :
RECEPTOR ' ¥ Y ! t
------------------------- Kommmmmmmmcmmmemmmasmmemmasemaaemaon}
1. RECP | * 220.0 870.0 6.0 %
2. RECP 2 ' 8.0 -180.0 6.0 ¢
3. RECP 3 . -90.0  -220.0 5.0 2
4. RECP 4 t -385.0  -280.¢ 6.0 %
5. RECP § 1 -295.0 316.0 £.0 %
4. RECP & 3 -85.0 306.0 5.0 %



1. RECP 7 * 55.0 ~285.0 6.0 %
B. RECP 8 ¥ -35.¢ 465.0 6.0 %

PAGE
JO8: T275/MOATH BLYVD 2010 NO BUILD RUN: 2010 KO BUILD

MODEL RESULTS

REMARKS : In search of the angle corraspending to
the maximuam cancentration, oaly the first
angle, of the angles with same maximum
soncentrations, is indicated as maximum.

WIND ANGLE RANGE: 10.-360.
WIND * CONCENTRATIOM

ARGLE x (ppr)
{DEGR}* REC1 REC? REC3 REC4 RECS REC6 RECT RECS
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CALIQHC: LINE SOURCE DISRERSION HOBEL - VERSION 2.0, JANUARY 1992 PASE I

J0B: I275/RORTH BLYD 201¢ BUILD RUN: 2010 BUILD
DATE: 10f04/94  TIME: 13:11

SITE & WETEDROLOGICAL VARIABLES

$ G.0 cH/s Y0z 0.0 CM/S 10 = 108, CH
U= 1.0 MS$ CLAS = 4 (D) ATIN = &0, MINUTES HIXH = 100G, B AMB - 0.C PPM

LINK VARIABLES

LINK DESCRIPTION X LINK COORDINATES (FT) ¥ LENGTH BRG TYPE YPH  EF HoOW o V/C QUEVE
t X Yl X2 Y2 % (F1) (0E8) (/ML) {FT) (£T) (VER)
________________________ B m mmmmm o m e mm e m ek e e e Kt e e e
L. NORTH BLVD SB APE % 170.¢  1030.0 0.0 565.0 % 478, 193 A6 1516, 13.1 0.0 ¢4.0
2. KORTH BLYD SB AP ¥ 60.0  565.0 5.0  200.0 * 369, 1B9. AG 1516, 13.1 0.0 44.0
3. NORTH BLVD S8 QUEU ¢ 10.0  220.0  139.8  1115.6 % 905 8. A6 574. 100.0 0.0 24.0 1.09 46.0
4. HORTH BLVD SB DEDARTE 5.0 200.0  -115.0 -935.0 % jl4l. 86, A6 1342, 13.1 0.0 44.0
5. NORTH BLVD S8 LEFYT *  -20.0  -200.0  -11.8  -129.1 71 7. 86 450, 100.0 0.0 12.0 0.B¢ 3.6
6. NCRTH 8LYD MB 4PP % -70.0  -935.0 6.0 -200.0 % 738 5.6 1098, 131 0.0 44.0
7. NORTH BLVD N8 QUEW *  -5.0  -225.0  -19.9  -387.9%  1é4. 185. AG  65i. 100.0 0.0 24.0 0.94 8.3
8. NORTK BLVD KB DEPARTR 9.0 -200.0 80.0  565.0 % 769 . A6 1225, 13.1 0.0 44.0
9. NORTH BLVD NB DEPART*  80.0  565.0  190.0  1030.06 %  478. 13, AG 1221. 13.1 0.0 44.0
10. NORTH BLVD N§ LEFT +  20.0  200.0 16.8 1681 32,186, A6 230. 100.0 0.0 12.0 0.29 1.6
11, WB RAMP W8 APP $ 2500 -170.0  205.0  175.0 X 348, 353, 4G T62. 1.7 0.0 44.0
12. WB RAMD WE APP t 2050 175.0 25.0  200.0 % 182, 278. AG 762, IT.7 0.0 44.0
1. W8 RAMP W8 QUEU ¢ §0.0  200.0  586.5  109.2 % 534, 100, AG  823. 100.0 0.0 24.0 1.10 27.1
14. WG RANO WA DEPARY 3 250 200.0 -1030.0  160.0 *  1056. 268. AG  936. 17.7 0.0 44.0
15. ER RAHP EB APP t 10600 -180.¢  -20.0  -200.0 X 1040.  91. AG  767. 17.7 0.0 32.0
16, €8 RANP EB QUEU  *  -50.0  -205.0  -104.4  -204.1 4, 271, AG 1119, 106.0 0.0 36.0 6.5 2.8
17. ES RAMP EB DEPART *  -20.0  -200.0  220.0  -225.0 % 241, 9. AG  624. 17.7 0.0 44.0
I8, €5 RAMP EB DEPART £ 2200  -225.0  580.0  -545.0 ¥ 482, 132, AG 624, 17.7 0.0 44.¢
19. 1-275 W8 LOCAL £ 17000 156.0  596.0  135.0 % L110. 269, FL  2293. 1.7 75.0 56.0
20, 1-275 HB LOCAL x 50,0 10,0 -45.0  100.0 % 635, 269, FL 5231, 12.7 25.0 8.0
21, 1-275 W8 LOCAL P50 1000 -1030.0  100.0 % 985, 270, FL 6427, 1L.7 25.0 80.0
22. 1-275 W8 LOCAL X -1030.0  100.0  -1750.0 70,0 % 720, 268. FL 7155, 11.7 725.0 80.0
23, RANP 8 P O1400.0 2000 -45.0  IS0.0 % 1446, 268, FL 1196, 11.7 25.0 44.0
24, 1-275 W8 RAIN x o 1700.0 §5.0 8000 §5.0 % 960 270. FL 6538, 9.9 25.0 8.0
25, 1-275 W8 HAIN ¥ 800.0 0.0 -1765.0 15.0 % 2565. 269. Ft 3495, 9.9 25.0 56.0
26. 1-275 £8 LOCAL ¥ -1760.0 <1300 -1085.0  -115.0 % €75, 89. FL 7185, 11.7 25.0 80.0
27, 1-275 £ LOCAL ¥o-1085.0  -115.0 1000 -145.0 % 1185, 9L FL 6427, 417 25.C 80.0
28. 1-275 £8 LOCAL Y 100.0  -145.0  B50.0  -140.0 x 750, 90, FL 3489, i3.1 25.0 68.0
29, 1-275 £8 LOCAL f850.0  -140.0  1450.0  -140.0°% 600, 90, FL  I817. 11.1 25.0 56.0
30, R0HP ¢ PO850.0  -195.0  1430.0  -215.0 % 580. 92, FL 1672, 117 25.0 44.0
3. 1-275 £B MAIN £ -1770.0  -30.0 290,60 -45.0 % 2060,  90. FL 3495, 9.9 25.0 56.0
2. 1-275 £8 HAIN ¥ 290,60 -45.0  1700.0  -70.0 %  14l0. 9L, FL 6338, 9.9 75.0 80.0
PAGE 2
J0B: T275/NORTH BLYD 2010 BUILD RUN: 2010 BUILD

DATE: 10/04/94  TIME: 13:31

ADDITIGNAL QUEUE LINK PARANETERS

£ CYCLE  RED  CLEARANCE APPROACH SATURATION  IDLE  SIGNAL  ARRIVAL
t LENGTH TIME  LOST TIME  VOL  FLOW BATE X FAC  TYPE  RATE

¥ ISEC)  (SEC)  (3£0) {ypH) (Vo) {gn/hr)
b 4
b4

&0 30 2.0 1516 160G 714,00 ! 3

A-G



5. NORTH BLVD SB LEFT * - 50 47 2.0 200 1600 714,00 H 3
7. MORTH &LVD HB QUEU * 64 24 z2.0 1098 160G 214.00 i z
10, MGARTH JLVD NB LEFT * &0 24 2.0 244 1600 214.00 i 3
13, WE RAMD WR QULY * L 4% 2.0 782 1604 214,00 ! :
16, EB RAMP EB QUEU ¥ 60 3o 2.0 167 1600 214.00 i Z
RECEPTOR LOCATIONS
* COORDINATES (FT) t
RECEPTOR * X Y ! 3
------------------------- Sy
1. RECP 1 ' 285.0 775.0 6.0 *
2. RECP 2 x 60.0  -265.0 5.0 %
3. RECP 3 x -130.0  -285.0 6.0 *
4. RECP 4 x 4300 -315.0 6.0
5. RECP 5 x ~275.0 260.0 6.0 %
6. RECP 6 % -70.9 240.0 6.0
7. RECP 7 * 5.0 -365.0 6.0 ¢
8. RECP § x -5.0 380.0 4.0 ¢
PAGE
J0B: [275/NORTH 8LVD 2010 BUILD RUN: 2010 BUILD

MODEL RESULYS

REMARKS : in search of the angle corresponding to
the maximum concentration, only the first
angle, of the angles with same maximunm
cencentrations, is indicated as maximum,

HIND ANGLE RANGE: 10.-360.

WIND * CONCENTRATION
ANGLE ¥ (PE)
(DEGR)® REC! REC? RECI REC4 RECS RECE RECT RECE
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CALIQHC: LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL - VERSION 2.0, JANUARY 1992 PAGE i

JOB: I275/KLK BLVD 2010 NG BUILD RUK: 2010 NG BUILD
DATE: 10/04/94  TINE: 13:43

SITE & METEOAOLOGICAL VARIABLES

0.0 CH/fS VD 0.0 CH/S 10 = 108, CM
1.0 H/s CLAS = 4 (D) ATIM = 60, MINUTES MIXH © 1000, M AMB = G.0 PPM

T

LINK VARIABLES

LINK DESCRIPFION  * LINK COORDINATES (fT) *  LENGTH BRS TYPE VRH  EF HoOW o V/C QUELE
ty Y1 X2 Y2 % (FT) (DEG) (6/MD) (F1) {FT) (veR)

........................ fom o mm e o mmmmmm e mmmmm s m = f o s = = = = = = m R A L mm e mm e mm e mm A
L. HLK Wg ape X 1000.0 20.9 0.0 20,0 % 1000, 270. A6  3162. 35.0 0.0 24.0

2. HLK W8 QUEU £ 165.0 20,0 9902.2 20,0 X 9737, 90. A6 617. 100.0 0.0 24.0 2.40 494.6
3. MLK W8 DEPART r 0 150.0 20,0 -160.0 20,0 ¥ 310, 270. AG 3119, 35.0 0.0 24.0

4. HLK WS DEPART x -160.0 20,0 -1000.0 25.0 KB40, 270. AG  3167. 35.0 0.0 24.0

5. LK W8 LEFT £ -140.0 5.0 225.1 S.0% 239,  90. AG  395. 100.0 0.0 12.0 1.50 121.7
6. HLK EB APP £ -1000.0 -5.0 -160.0  -20.0 X 840.  91. AG  2809. 35.0 0.0 24.0

7. MUK E6 QUEY t-180.GC -20.0  -1035.5 4.6 % 85, 271. AG  926. 100.0 0.0 36.0 1.08 43.5
8. KLK EB DEPART £-160.0 -20.0 160.0  ~15.0% 320, 89, A6 2861, 35.0 0.0 24.0

9. HLK £B DEPART r o 180.0  -15.0 1000.0  -15.0 % 840. 90, AG 2822. 35.0 0.0 24.0

£0. MK E8 LEFT 1300 -5.0 -2301.7 5.0 % 2432, 270, AG 423, 100.0 0.0 12.0 1.63 123.5
11, NB RANPS APP 800 -770.0  195.0 0.0 ¥ 774, 6. 86 1054 35.0 0.0 12.0

12. NB BANPS NB QUEU %  160.0  -35.0  ~59.1 -2048.1 ¢  2025. 186. AG  423. 100.0 0.0 12.0 1.51 102.9
13. N8 RAMPS NB LEFT % 1400  -35.0  136.0  -131.8 % 99, 182, A6 847. 100.0 0.0 24.0 0.79 5.0
14. HB RANP N8 DEPART *  155.0 0.0 70,0 7150 % 720, 353, A6 1136, 311 0.0 12.0

15. S8 RAMPS SB APP  *  -80.0  730.0  -160.0 0.0 % 734, 186. 86 1388, 311 0.0 12.0

16. SB RAMPS SB QUEV  *  -160.0 £5.0  -149.2 1550 ¥ 91, 7. 86 1335. 100.0 0.0 36.0 0.80 4.6
I7. SB RAMPS SB LEFT  *  -145.0 85.0  -94.4 10258 % 962, 3. A6 890. 100.0 0.0 24.0 1.27 48.9
18. 58 RAMP SB DEPART *  -140.0 6.0 -80.0  -910.0 % 914, 175 AG 1288, 35.0 0.0 12.0

19. 1-215 88 X -40.0 2000.0  -40.0  720.0°% 1280, 180, FL 9211, 35.0 20.0 36.0

20. 1-275 S8 £ =400 7200  -40.0  -910.0 % 1630, $80. FL  7823. 5.0 20.0 36.0
21, 1-275 S8 t =400 <9100 -40.0  -2000.0 %  1090. 180, FL 9112. 35.0 20.0 36.0

22, 1-275 NB ¥ 40,0 -2000.0 40,6 -780.0 % 1220, 380, FL 7455, 31,1 20.0 36.0
23, 1-275 B 5400 -780.0 400 720.0 % 1500.  360. FL 640, 3i.1 20.0 36.0

24, 1-275 KB t 400 720.0 400 2000.0 X 1280, 360, FL 7536, 31.1 20.0 36.0

PAGE 2
JOB: 1275/MLK BLVD 2010 HO BUILD RUN: 2010 NO BUILD

DATE: 10/04/94  TIME: 13:43

ADDITIONAL QUEUE LINK PARAMETERS

LINK DESCRIPTION  *  CYCLE  8ED  CLEARANCE APPROACK SATURATION  IDLE  SIGRAL  ARRIVAL
£ LENGTH  TIME  LOST TIME  VOL  FLOW RATE EM FAC TYPE  RAIE
¥ (SEC)  (SEC)  (SEC) (VoK) (ypH)  (ga/he)
........................ ot e R e e 8 e G = e
2. HLK WB QUEY t 80 43 2.0 3162 1600 214.90 1 3
5. MLK W8 LEFT * 80 55 2.0 629 1600 214.00 ! 3
7. HLK £8 QUSU x 80 : 2.0 2150 1600 214.00 1 ?
10. HLK E8 LEFT s 80 39 2.0 554 1600 214.00 ! 3
2. NG RAMPS NE QUEU X 80 59 2.0 515 1600 214,00 i 3
13. NB RAMPS NB LEFT % 80 59 2.0 539 1600 214.00 ! 3
16, Sb RAMPS SB QUEU X 80 §2 2.0 877 1600 214.00 | 3
L7, SB RANPS S§ LEFT  f 80 62 2.0 71 1500 714.00 ! 3



RECEPTOR LOCATIONS

* COOROINATES {FT} %
RECEPTOR ¥ ¥ ¥ i ¥
------------------------- o
1. RECP | ] 185.¢ 53¢.0 6.0 ¢
2. RECP 2 X 370.9 2000 6.0 *
3. RECP 3 ¥ 580.¢ -65.0 6.0 %
4. RECP 4 ¥ 195.¢ ~495.0 6.0 %
5. RECP 5§ ¥ -260,0 -500.0 6.0 *
&. RECP & x -240,0 -75.0 6.0 %
7. RECP T * ~350.0 165.90 6.0 *
3. RECP 8 % ~650.0 ~40.0 6.0 %
9. RECP 9 L] -630.9 105.¢ 6.0 ¥
10, RECP 1G ] 290.9 -75.0 6.0 %
PAGE 3
JOB: I275/MLK BLVD 2010 NO 8UILD RUN: 2010 NG BUTLD

HODEL RESULTS

REMARKS : Ia search of the angle correspording to
the maximum coacentration, only the first
angle, of the angies with same maxiaum
concentrations, is indicated as maximun.

WIND ANGELE RANGE: 10.-360.

- BIND * CONCENTRATICGN
ENGLE * (BPH)

(DEGR)* RECL REC2 RECI RECE RECS RECE RECT RECS RECY RECIC
______ HemmmmmmnmmamnmmannEnmmmmR A AR m
H0*F 0.4 01 44 2.2 B0 116 2.7 840 0.6 4.2
2000% 00 0.0 44 L1 7.9 12,9 44 93 L2 3.9
0, 0* 0.0 0.0 46 12 7.5 12,3 4.5 105 2.5 4.2
40, * 0.0 0.0 4.8 1.2 6.9 1.0 4.4 109 2.7 4.4
3. ¢ 00 G0 5.0 13 48 9% 4.0 1L7T 2.8 47
60, * 0.0 0.0 5.4 0.9 6.4 100 4.0 123 2.7 5.0
0. % 0.0 0.0 51 0.6 59 0.6 3.8 13.8 2.6 5.4
8¢, * 0.0 0.1 4.3 0.5 5.6 104 4.0 143 J4 0 5.0
90. % 0.2 0.7 2.4 4.2 52 B4 5.9 lle 5.6 3.0
166, * 0.5 L7 0.6 0.0 4.9 5.6 7.7 5.9 1.6 0.8
1. * 0.5 2.4 0.0 0.0 49 46 7.9 2.6 1.3 0.0
120, x 0.9 2.7 0.0 0.0 5.1 46 7.4 2.2 1.2 040
o, x» 1.2 2.7 0.0 0.0 5.3 4.7 6.6 2.4 1.0 6.0
1o, x 1.2 2.4 0.0 0.0 5.8 5.1 &7 2.4 69 0.0
0. * L3 2.4 0.0 0.0 6.3 55 69 2.4 6.6 0.0
160, * 1.1 2.3 0.0 0.0 6.4 58 7.0 1.8 &0 0.0
0. 0 19 2.4 0.0 0.3 5.1 4.6 6.0 0.6 4.6 0.1
ige. * 4.9 35 0.0 2.1 2.2 2.4 3.8 0.0 4.t 1.2
190, ¢ 7.9 58 0.4 5.1 0.4 035 I.0 0.0 3.9 Ii5
200. * 76 7.1 L5 &4 0.0 00 2.9 0.0 39 50
240, % 74 T4 2.4 64 04 0.0 2.9 00 41 47
0. F 7.4 67 2.5 59 0.0 0.0 3.1 0.0 4.3 45
2300 0 1.2 66 2.4 5.5 0.0 0.0 33 0.0 4.5 4.2
240, * 6% 6.6 24 5.2 0.0 0.0 3.4 0.0 45 4.2
%G, ¥ 5.9 6.7 2.0 5.0 0.0 0.1 340 0.4 39 4.3
2600 ¥ 53 5% 36 49 ¢0 10 1% 1.8 zd4 5.7
2., ¥ 5.2 4.7 6.8 30 0.0 34 0.6 5.4 L0 7.9

A-13



19.3

5.6 8% 0.2
10,5

6.8
7.0
6.6

6.1

0.1

280.

10.4

0.0

36 84 58 0.4
6.5

3.8

5.1

o

0.0

9.9

0.9
0.9
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.1

0.9

5.6
5.8

6.1

304,

9.2

g.¢
0.0

6.0

9.0

310,

8.4

5.6
5.4

1.5
1.4
1.3

2.4

7.4

4.1

320.

8.8

8.0
7.5
7.3
7.5

1.8
8.4
8.3
4.9

6.9
5.9
4.9
4.4

4.2

4.1

6.4
6.3
4.9

336,

8.8
7.6
5.2

0.0

340,

¢.0

5.6

2.6
¢.8

550.

0.9

0.8

5.1

[t

360.

o S e A T M T

i0.4
290

8.0 12.9 7.9 4.3 1.6
110 100

g.6
340

1.9 1.p 87
200 280

190

HAX

89

20

¥

DESR,

80 DEGREES FROM RECS .

14.30 PPH AT

THE HIGHEST CONCENTRATION IS

A-13
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CALIQHC: LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL - VERSICON 2.0, JANUARY 1992 PAGE 1

JOB: I275/MLK BLYD 2010 BUILD RUN: 2010 BUTLD
DATE: 10/04/94  TIME: 13:36

SITE & METEOROLCGICAL VARIABLES
0.0 CM/S VD 0.0 CH/S 10

: 108, CH
U= 1.0#/8 CLAS = 4 D) ATIN

60. HINUTES KIXH = 1000, M AMB = 0.0 PPH

YT

LINK VARIABLES

LINK DESCRIPTION ¥ LINK CODRDINATES (FT) t  LENGTH BRG TYPE VPH  Ef B W V/C QUELE
t X Yl %2 Y2 x  {f1) (0EG) (6/KI) {FT) (FT) (VER)
________________________ foedmdammmmmmmmmmeemanenaaamaammmenmmnenfmn i a . m e mmm i mmmmmmmm mmmmm m o m
L. MLK K2 APP £ 1000.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 % 1000. 270. AG 3162, 35.0 0.0 36.0
2. MLK WB DELAY x 0 150.0 25.0  1121.8 25.0 % 972. 90. AG 1397, 109.C 9.0 48.0 1.10 49.4
3. MUK W LEFT r 150,90 0.0 306.5 0.0%  15.  90. AG 823, 100.0 0.0 24.0 0.79 8.0
4. MLE W OEPART * 0.0 25.0 -1000.0 0.0 ¢ 1000, 270. AG 3167, 35.0 0.0 36.0
5. MLK Eg APP £ -1000.0  -36.0 0.0 -40.0 ¥  1000.  90. AG  2809. 35.0 0.0 36.0
&. LK EB DELAY to-150.0 -36.0  -471.8  <36.0 % 322, 270. AG  1397. 100.0 0.0 48.0 0.98 l6.]
7. MLK EB LEFT T -150.0 0.0 -280.3 0.0 130, 270, AG 823, 100.0 0.0 24.0 0.69 6.6
8. HLK EB DEPART t 0.0 -40.0  1000.0  -40.0 *  1000.  90. AG 2822, 35.0 0.0 24.0
9. SB RAM A4PP t o -145.0  1000.0  -150.0 0.6 % 1000, 180. A6 1388. 17.7 0.0 44.0
10, SB RAMP DELAY £ -150.0 5.0 -149.1  224.3% 179 0. 86  823. 100.0 0.0 24.0 0.85 9.1
11. 5B RAME LEFT X -120.0 45.0  -132.7  258.3 % 204, 357. A6 B32. 100.0 0.0 24.0 0.92 10.9
12. SB RAHS DEPART t -150.0 0.0 -145,0 -1000.0 * 1000, 180, AG 1288, 17.7 0.0 44.9
L3. NE RAMP APP ¥ 145.0  -1000.0  145.0 0.0 ¥ 1000, 360. AG 1034, 7.7 0.0 44.0
L4, NB RAMP DELAY t 1400 -60.0  140.6  -180.9 ¢ 121, 180. AG  823. 100.0 0.0 24.0 0.64
15. NB RAMP LEFT 110,00 -60.0 12004 -187.5% 128, 175 G 832, 100.0 0.0 24.0 0.70 6.5
16. NE RAMP DEPART o 145.0 0.0 145.0 1000.0 x 1000, 360. AG 1136. 17.7 0.0 4.0
17, 1-775 S8 EXPRESS % -40.0  1000.0  -60.0  -BO0.O ¥  1800. 180, AG 7823 8.5 20.0 92.0
18, 1-275 S8 EXPRESS % -60.0  -800.0 5.0 -2000.0 *  1203. 176. AG 3518, 8.5 20.0 8.0
19. 1-275 S8 LGCAL X -100.0  -800.0  -30.0  -2000.0 * 1202, 177. A6 5355. 10.2 20.9 56.0
20. 1-275 NB EXPRESS  *  140.0  -2000.0 60.0 -1240.0 = Ted. 354, A5 7423, 8.5 20.0 xxex
20, 1-275 NB EXPRESS ¢ 60.0  -1240.0 §0.0 10000 * 2240,  360. 46 6401, 8.8 20.0 92.0
oGt 2
J0B: 1275/MLK BLVD 2010 BYILD RUK: 2010 BUILD

DATE: 10/04/94  TIME: 13:36

ADDITIONAL QUEUE LINK PARAMETERS

LINK DESCRIPTION  *  CYCLE  RED  CLEARANCE APPROACH SATURATION  IOLE  SIGNAL  ARRIVAL
* LENGTH  TIME  LOST TIME VDL FLON RATE EM FAC TYPE  RATE
£ (SEC)  {SEC)  (SEC) {ypH) (veR)  (gn/hr)
........................ d o m o m e e e e e ke e e e e e e e e e e e e ek i i e A e e e
2. MLK WB DELAY x 120 73 2.9 2533 1600 214.00 1 3
3. MLK W8 LEFT 1% 86 2.0 629 1660 214.00 1 3
6. MLK E8 DELAY r 120 3 2.0 2255 1600 214.00 1 3
7. LK EB LEFT s 120 86 2.0 554 1600 214.00 1 3
10. $B BAMP DELAY r 120 86 2.0 477 1660 214.00 ! 3
i1, SB RANP LEFT r 120 87 2.0 11 1600 214.90 1 3
14, NB RAMP DELAY t 120 86 2.0 545 1600 214.00 1 :
15. N8 RAMP LEFY 120 87 2.0 539 1600 214.00 1 3

RECERTGR LOCATIGHS

x COORDINATES (FT) t
A-16



RECEPTGR
g U {

185.¢ 495.0 6.0

320.¢

¥

RECP 1

1.

6.¢
6.0

6.0

170.0
~95.9
-925.0
~530.0
-105.0

680.0

b4

3. RECP 3

200.0

¥
1

4. RECP 4
5. RECP 5

6.0

~200.0

6.0

~235.0

t
) S
X
¥
X

6. RECP &~
T. RECP 7
&, RECP 8
9. RECP 9
1¢. RECP 10

6.0
6.0
6.0
6.0

130.0

-350.0
~650.90
-640.0

=70

10.0
-11e.0

290.0

PAGE 3

RUN: 2010 BUILD

1275/HLK BLVD 2010 BYILD

JOg:

MODEL RESULTS

In search of the angle corresponding to
the maximum concentration, only the first
angle, of the angles with same maximum

REMARKS -

concentrations, is indicated as maximum.

10.-360.

WIND ANGLE RAMGE:

WIND * CONCENTRATION

(PPH)

ANGLE *

RECZ RECT REC4 AECS RECH RECT RECE RECY RECLO

(DEGR}* REC]

emwm e mmeammam e emmmammammmmemmmm e mmemmmmemm e nn ..

1G.
20,

§.7
4.3

0.9
0.0
0.4 4.4

4.9
4.1

0.3

3.8 8.5
3.8 9.6
3.9
3.9
3.8

3.3

2.1

4.8
4.8
4.8

0.0
5.1

¢.0

0.t

G.7

[.5
1.5
1.6
.4

.8

0.0

1.2 4.6
1.3 8.2
1.3

1.5
2.0

9.3

¢.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.6

30.

§.1
5.8
5.2

5.1

¢.6

8.4

0.9
0.0

40,
50,
60,

0.7

5.8
6.1

7.4

5.3
5.3

4.4
2.4

0.8

6.5

0.0
0.0

1.}

2.8

8.4

2.3
1.9
1.1
1.7
1.7
1.9
1.9
2.2
2.2

0.2

0.0

0.9
G.0

10.
80,

3.9

9.3

6.9

0.1

1
0.3

5.8
0.0

8.3
7.9

6.7

1.5
3.5

4.4

4.4
2.8

¢.0
0.0

0.9
0.¢
0.0

1.0
0.2
0.0
0.6
0.0

0.7

0.0
0.0

90.
100,

5.8

2.2

1.1

0.7

5.9

1.9
1.6
1.7
1.8

3.6

2

L6,

0.¢

5.5

4.1

1.0
1.5
1.6

120,

0.9
¢.0

5.7

T

5.6

0.0
0.0

39

139.

5.0
4.8

¢.8

5.8
5.5

3.

140,

0.6

0.7

i.8
2.2
1.8

¢.8

0.0
0.0

0.6
0.0

150,

¢.0

0.4

5.2
4.8
4.0

37

3.3

L7

160,

0.0

fai]

G.1

0.0 0.2 2.1

3.5
4.0
4.9
5.8
6.0
5.6
4.9

4.4

0.0 3.7 0.5

0.0
0.0

1.0
0.2

¢.9

6.0
0.1

3.2

180,

1.0
1.%
1.5
1.3
1.5
1.8

2.1

3.7

0.2

1.7

~7

190,

3.8
4.9
4.0

6.0 6.0 3.6
4.4

0.5

3.8

206.
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(TIS EIS EMISSION FACTORS
MOBILESa {Z6-Har-93;
91/M progran selected:

¢ Start year {January 1} 1991
Pre-1981 MYR strimgency rate: 20%
First model year coverad: 1978
Last model vear covered: 2020
Kaiver rate (pre-1981}; 10.%
Wailver rate (1981 and newer): 10.%
Compliance Rate: 98.%
Inspection type: fest Only
Inspection frequency Annual
Yehicle types covered: LDGY - Yes
LOGTE = Yes
LDET2 ~ Yes
] HDGY - Ko
1981 & later MYR test type: Idie
Cutpoints, KC: 220,006  ¢O0: L2000 HOx: 999.000
Jfunctional Check Program Description:
0Check Start  Model Yrs Vehicle Classes Coversd Inspection Comp

{Jani) Covered  LDGY LDGTL 1LDGTZ HDGY  Type freq Rate

aTP 1991 1975-202C VYes Yes Yes Mo Test Only Annual 98.0%

0fir pump sysien disablaments: Ho {atalyst removals: Yes
fuel inlet restrictor disablements: We Tailpipe lead deposit test: No
EGR disablement: No  Evaporative system disablements:  No
PCY system disablements: Ho  Kissing gas caps: Yes
OTANHPA FL

Minimumw Temg: 50. (F}  Maximum Temp: 70. (F}

Pericd 1 RVE: 10.5 Period 2 AVe: 9.0 Period 2 Yr: 1997
ONor-methane HC emission factors include evaporative HC emission factors.
0
Otmission factors are as of Jan. st of the indicated calendar year.

0Cal. Year: 2010 Region: Low Altitude: 500, Ft
I/¥ Program; Yas gmbient Temp: 52.0 7 52.0/ S2.0°F
Anti-tam. Program: Yes Operating Mode: 0.0/ 0.¢/ 0.0

Reformuiated Gas: No
Oveh. Type: LDGY LDGF! LOGT2  LDGT  HOGY  LOGBY  LODT  HDOV  MC ALl veh
+
yeh, Spd.: 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5
VHT Mix: 0.590 ©.201 0.088 G.032 ¢.002 0,003 0.07%9 0.005
Composite Emission Factors (Gm/tile)
¥o-Hth HE: 7.1  8.57 12.25 9.69 13.23 0.94 1.27 4.4} B.63 7.84
Exhst CC; 83,28 92.76 129.82 104.05 89.04 3.49 1.80 35.72 140.31 85.60
Exhst NOX: 1.89 2.10 3.07 2.41 3,50 1.87 1.93 l2.11 0.91 2.87

OEmission factors are as of Jan. 1st of the incicated calendar year.

0Cal. Year: 2010 Regicn: Low Altitude: 500. Ft.
I/4 Brogram: Yes Anbient Temp: 52.0 /7 52.0/ 520 °F
Anti-tam. Program: Yas Gperating Mode: 20.6 [ 27.3 [ 20.¢6

Reformulated Gas: Mo
Oveh, Type: LDGY LDGT! LDGTZ  LDGT  HOGY LODY  LODT  HDDV  MC  All Veh
+

Yeh. Spd.: 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
YHT Mix: 0.590 0.20% 0.088 0.032 0.002 0.003 0.079 0.005
OComposite £missicn Factors {Gm/Mile)
No-Mth HC: 4,65 5.7% 7.92 4,38 B8.74 0.9 1.25 3.87 1.74 5.22
Exhst CO: 54,05 62.49 83.56 68.9% 71.14  3.69 4,11 29.16 106.41 56,94
gxhst NOX: L.74  1.99  2.8%  2.2% %.6l 1. 1.90 1¢.89 .95 2.87
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Otmission factiors are as of Jan.

ist of the 1ndicated calendar year,

0Cal. Year: 2010 Region: Low Altitude: 500. Ft.
I/¥ Program; Yes gmbient Temp: 52.0 / 52.0 / 52.9
Anti-tam. Program: Yes Operating Mode: 20.6 / 1.3/ 20, 6
Reformulated Gas: Ne
OVeh. Type: LDGY LOGT} LD&T2  LDGT  HDGY  LHDV  L0DT  HODV  HC ALl Veh
+
Veh. Spd.: 6.0 6.0 &.0 6.0 £.9 6,0 6.0 6.0
YMT Mix: ©0.590 0.201 0.088 0.032 0.002 0.003 0.079 0.005
OCopposite Emission Factors (Gm/Mile}
Mo-Mth ¥C: 3.97 4.8 .73 5.43 7.8 0.87 1.i%9 3.68 4.75 4.49
Exhst CO: 46.95 54.50 72.8F 60,09 65,29 3.42 3.80 26.97 88.79 49.75
Exhst NOX: 1.67 L.91 2,74 2.16 3.64 1.61 1.82 10.46 0.92 2.37
Otrission factors are as of Jan. Ist of the Indicated calendar year.
0Cal. Year: 2010 Region: Low Altitude: 500, ft.
I/M Program: Yes Anbient Temp: 52.0 f 52.0 / 52.0°¢f
Anti-tam. Program: Yes Operating Mode: 20.6 / 27,3/ 2
Reformylated Gas: No
Oveh. Type: LDGY LDGT1 LDGTZ LDET  HDGY LDOY  LBDT  HDDV  MC ALl Veh
.i.
Veh. Sod.: 7.0 1.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
YMT Mix: 0.590 0.201 0.088 0.932 0,002 ¢.,003 ©€.079 0C.00%
OComposite Emission Factors (Gm/Mile)
No-Mth HC: 3.50 4.28 5.9 4.78 7.15 0.83 1.14 Z.5f &.00 .98
Exhst C0; 41.87 48.81 65.13 53.78 60.04 J.17  3.57 24,99 75.53 44.%4
Exhst NOX: 1.62 1.85 2,66 2.0 3,68 L.55 1,75 10.06 0.90 2.49
Otmission factors are as of Jan. lst of the indicated calendar year.
0Cal. Year: 2010 Ragion: Low Altitude: 500, ft
I/¥ program: Yes Ambient Temp: 52,0 / 52,0/ 52.0 F
Anti-tam. Program: Yes Uperating Made: 20.6 [ 27.3 / 20.4
Reformulated Gas: Mo
Oveh. Type: LDGY LDGY! LDGTZ  LDGT  HOGY DDV LDDT  HDDV MG A)1 Veh
+
Veh, Spd.: 8.0 8.0 g.0 3.0 3.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
VMT Mix: 0.5%0 ©0.201 0.088 0.032 0.002 ¢.003 ¢.079 G.005
0Composite tmission Factors (Gm/Mile)
No-Mth HC: 3.i8  3.88 535 4.33 6.60 0,79 1.08 2.34 5.41 3.43
Exhst CG: 3B8.07 44,53 59.37 49.05 55.34 2.94 3,27 23.20 65.15 40.58
Exhst NOX: }.59 1.BL 2,99 2,05 3,727 1.49 1.69 G9.69 Q.68 7,43
Otmission factors are as of Jan. lst of the indlcated calendar year.
0Cal. Year: 2010 Regicn: Low Altitude: 500. Ft
1/M Program: Yes gmbient Temp: 52,0 / 52.0/ 352.0°F
Anti-tam, Program: Yes Operating Mode: 20.6 / 27.3 [ 20.4
Reformulated Gas: Mo
O¥eh. Type: LDGY LDGTL LDGT2  LDGT  HDGY LODV  LODT  HDOV  MC ALl Veh
+
Veh. Spd.: 100 10,0 10,0 16,0 10.0 100 10.0 10,0
VET Mix: 0,590 0.201 0.088 0.032 0.002 0.003 0.079 0.005
OComposite fmission Factors (Gm/Mile)
Ho-Mth HC: 2.74 3,37 4.57 3,70 5.67 0.72 0.99 3.04 4,37 3. 14
Exhst CO0: 32.74 38,34 51.31 d42.43 47.33 2.55 2.8 20.11 S51.12 34.95
Exhst NOX: 1,53 1.7% 2.51 1.%8 379 1,39 1.57 9.03 0.8 2.3%

Ofmission factors are as of Jan,
OCal. Year: 2010 Aegion: Low
I/# Program: Yes

Ist of the indicated calendar year.
Altitude:
Amtient Temp:

500. Ft.
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Anti-tam, Program: Yes
Reformulated Gas: Mo

Operating Mods: 20.¢& /

27.3 ] 206

Oveh. Type: LOGY LOGTL LDBGTZ  LDGT  HDGV  LDDV  LDBT  HODY ML ALl Yen
5

Yeh, Spd.: 12,0 12,0 12,0 12,0 12,6 12,0 12.¢  12.¢

VT Mix: 0,594 0.201 0.088 0.032 0.002 0.0063 0,079 0.00%

OComposite £mission factors {Gm/Mile)

No-Mth HC: 2.45% 2.9% 4.05 .26 4.93 G.66 0.3¢ 2.78 4.01 2.79
Exhst CG: 29.18 34.55 45,94 38.07 40.84 2.22 Z2.47 17.55 41.92 31.12
Exhst NOX: 150 L.71 2.45 1,94 31.86 1,30 1.48 .47 0.86 2.25

OEmission factors are as of Jan. Ist of
0Cal. Year: 2010 Region: Low
I/¥ Program: Yes

Anti-tan. Program: Yes

Raformulated Gas: Ho

the indicated calendar year.
500. Ft.

Altitude:
Ambient Temp:
Operating Mode:

52.0 /
20.6 /

52.0 / 52.0F
21.3 ) 20.8

Oveh. Type: LDGY LDGT1 LDGT2 LDGT  HDGY LDDV  LDDT HDDV ML ALl Veh
+
Veh, Spd.: 15.0  15.¢  15.0 i5.0  15.0 15,0 15.0 15,0
YHT Mix: 0.590 0,201 0.088 0.032 6.002 9.003 0.079 0.005
dComposite Emission Factors (Gm/Hile)
Ho-Mth HC: 2,15 2,57  1.52  2.86 4.06 0.5 0.79 2,44 3.48 2.44
Exhst C0: 25.63 30.56 40,57 33.61 33.27 [.84 2,04 14,51 33.20 27.22
Exhst NOX: 1.46 1.67 2,40 1.8 3.97 L.19 1.3% 7.77 (.88 2.17
OFnission factors are as of Jan. st of the indicated calendar year.
0cal. Year: 2010 Region: iow Altitude: 500. Ft.
I/H Program: Yes Ambiept Temp: 52,0/ 52.0 / 52.0°°F
anti-tan. Program: Yes Operating Mode: 20.6 7 27.3 /7 20.¢
Reformulatad Gas: No
OVeh. Type: LDGY LOGTL LDG¥Z  LOGT  HDGY LODY LDDT  HDOV KC  All Veh
;
Veh. Spd.: 16,0 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 16.0 l&6.0 16,0
VAT Mix: 0.590 0.201 0.088 0.032 6.002 0.003 0.079 0.005
0Composite £nission Factors (Gm/Mile)
No-Mth HC: 2.08 2,48 1.38 2.7% 3.82 0.35% 0.7¢ 2.3 3.36 2.15
Exhst €0 24.74 29.56 39.22 312,50 3121 1.73 1.92 13.67 3I1.ib 26,23
Exhst NOX: 1.46 1.66 2.38 1.88 4,01 1.46 1,32 7.57 ¢.89 2.14
Ofmission factors are as of Jan, 1st of the indicated calendar year.
GCal, Year: 2010 Regicn: Low Altitude: 500. Ft.
I/# Program: Yes gnblent Temp: 52.0 7 92,0/ 52.0°F
Anti-tam. Program: Yes  Operating Mode: 20.6 / 27.3 [ 20.¢
Reformulated Gas: Ko
OVeh. Type: LOGY LDGTL LDGT2 LDGT HOGY LODV  LODT HODV KC ALl Veh
+
Yeh, Spd.: 20.0  20.0 20.0 20.0 20,0 Z0.0 20.0  20.0
VMT Mix: €.590 0.20% 0.0898 ¢.032 0.002 €.003 0.079 0.00%
0Composite Emission Factors (Gm/Hile)
No-Mth HC: 1.83 2,17 2.96 2.4% 3.07 0.47 ¢.65% 2.00 2.98 2.05
Exhst €0: 21,89 26.17 34.69 28,77 24.71 1.39 1.54 10.96 24.9% 22.90
Exhst NOX: .44 1,43 2.33 1.84 4.15 1.08 1.2 .92 0.9 2.07
Otmission factors are as of Jan. Ist of the indicated calendar year.
Cal. Year: 2010 Region: Low Altitude: 300. Ft.
1/% Program: Yes Ambient Temp: 52.0 / 52.0 / 52.0°F
Anti-tar. Program: Yes Gperating Hode: 20,6 / 27.3 /7 20.¢
Reformulated Gas: Ho
Oveh. Type: LDGY LDGTI LB&TZ  LOGT  HDGY  LDOV  LODT  HOBY  HC ALY Veh
+
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Veh. Spd.: 25.0 25.0 75.0
YHT Mix: 0.390 0.201 ¢.088
OComposite Emission Factors {GmfMile)
No-fth HC: 1,52 1.84 2.4% 2,04
Exhst CO: 16,55 720.44 727.16 22.49
Exhat NOX: 1.48 1.64 2,35 1.8

2 5.0 25.¢  25.¢

2 5.0
0.002 0.003 €.679 0.005

5.0
G.032

2.44 040 054 168 2.68

1.7

19.39  L19 1.22 B8.66 19.90 17.47

4.34 098 1.i1 6.38  1.06

2.06

Otmission factors are as of Jan. lst of
0Cal. Year: 2010 Reglon: Low
I/% Program: Yes
Anti-tam. Program: Yes
Reforaulated Gas: Ho
Gveh. Type: LDGY LDGT: LDGT2  LDGT
t

the indicated calendar year.
Altitade: 500, Ft.

Ambient Temp: 52.0 / 52.0 /5
32

Operating Mede: 20.6 [ 77.

HOGY  LDDY  LDDT  HODV MG Al

20F
0.6

1 Yeh

Veh. Spd.: 29.0 29.0 29.0
VMT Mix: 0.590 0©.201 ©.088
OComposite Emission Factors {Ga/Mile)
No-mth BC: 1.35 1.66 2.24 1.83
Exhst C0: 13.71 17.28 23.01 19.92
Exhst MOX: 1.50 1.65 2.3& 1.8&

29.0 9.0 9.0 29.0 9.0
0.032 0.602 0.063 0,079 0.005

2,80 0,35 0.48 1.48 2.49
16,61 0.94 1.04 7.41 16.89 |
§.48 0.94 107 .14 113

1.57
4.79
2.06

Otmission factors are as of Jan. ist of
0Cal. Year: 2010 Region: Low
1/M Progran: Yes
Anti-tan. Program: Yes
Reformulated Gas: No
OVeh. Type: LD&V LDGT! LDGTZ  LDGT
+

the indicated calendar year.
altitude; 3500, Fi,
Ambient Temp: 52.0 [/ 52.

0/3
Operating Mode: 20.6 / 27.3/ 2

HDGY  LDDY  LDDT  HODV MC Al

2.0 F
0.6

1 Veh

Veh. Spd.: 30,0  30.0 30.9
VM Mix: 0.590 0.201 0.088
OComposite Emission Factars (Gm/Mile)
No-Mth HC: L1301 1.62 2.18 .79
Exhst €0 13.12 16.62 22.14 18.30
Exhst HOX: 1,50 [.65 2.36 1.86

30.0 3.0 30.0 0.0 30,0
0.032 0.002 0.003 0,079 G,005

2.03 0.3 047 1.4 2.44
16,67 9.91 1,01 7.16 16.24 1
4.52 0.9 L.06 6.10 .15

.49
4,20
2.07

Ofmission factors are as of Jan. lst of
0fal. Year: 2050 Region: Lo
1/ Program: Yes

Anti-tam. Program: Yes

Reformulated Gas: No

OVeh, Type: LDBGY LDGTY LD&TZ  LDGT

1

the indicated caleadar year.
Aititude: 50C. Ft.
Anbient Temp: 52.0 / 52.0 /
Operating Mode: 20.6 7 27.3/

HOGY DBV LODT  KDOV MO Al

veh. Spd.; 31,0 31.0  31.0
VAT Hix: £.590 0,201 0.088
OComposite tmission Factors (Gm/Mile}
Ho-Mth HC: 1,28 1.38 2.13 1.73
Exhst £0: 12,57 16.00 21.33 17.63
Exhst NOX: 1,50 1.85 2.36 1.87

XS EY U R O A N B S
0.032 9.062 0.003 0.079 0.003

197 033 0.45 140 7.40
15.58  0.88  0.98  4.93 15.61 1
4.5 0.93 1.06 6.08 .6

1.45
3.64
2.07

Ofmission factors are as of Jan. Ist of
(Cal, Year: 201¢ Region: Low
I/¥ frogram: Yes

Anti-tam. Program: Yas

Reformulated Gas: Mo

O¥eh, Type: LDGV LDGTY LDGT2  LOGT

+

the indicated calendar year.
Altitude: 500. FE.
Ambient Temp: §2.0 f 52,0/ %
Gperating Mode: 20,6 / 27.3 [ 2

HDEY  LDDV  LDDT  HDDV  #C Al

2.0 f

G.6

1 Veh

Veh. Spd.: 32,0  32.0 32.¢0
VHT Mix: 0.590 0.200 0.088
(Composite Emission Factors (Gm/Mile)
No-Hth KE: 1.25 1.5 2.9 .7

2.0 3.0 3.0 .00 320
0

32 0,002 0.003 ©0.07% 4.005

2.
9.
L9y 032 044 136 2.37
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Exhst CO: 12.05 15.43 20.57 164.99 1%.14 0.85 0.95 .73 15.05 l3.12
Exhst NOX: L1.5F 1.65 2.36 1.87 4.5 0.9 1.06 6.06 1.18 2.97
Ofmission factars are as of Jan. ist of the indicated calendar year.
0Cal. Year: 200¢ Region: Low Altitude: 500. ft
I/ Program: Yes fnbient Temp: 52.0/ 52.0/ 52.0°F
Anti-tam, Program: Yes Operating Mode: 20,6 / 27.3 [ 20.¢
- Reformulated Gas: Mo
Oveh. Type: LD&V LDGTL LDGTZ LDGT  HOGY  LDDV  LDOT  HODY MC  ALD veh
1
Veh. Spd.: 33.0 33.¢ 330 3300 3500 33000 3300 3¢
VHT Mix: 0.590 0,201 0.088 0.032 0.002 ¢.003 0.079 0.005
0Composite Emission Factors (Gm/Mile)
No-Mth HC: 1,22 .52 2.04 1,68 1.86 0.31 0.43 1,33 2.33 1.38
Exhst CG: 11.57 14,88 19.86 16.40 14,75 0.8% 0.92 4.53 14.51 12.43
Exhst NOX: [.51 1.45 2.37 1.87 4,63 0.9% 1.05 6.04 1.19 2.07
OEmission factors are as of Jan. st of the indicated calendar year,
0Cal. Year: 2010 Region: LoW Altitude: 500, Ft.
I/W Program: Yes Anbient Temp: 52.0 / 52.0 /7 52.0°F
Anti-tam. Program: Yes Operating Mode: 20.6 [ 27,3/ 20.¢8
Reformulated Gas: Mo
Oveh, Type: LOGY LDGT1 LDGTZ  LD&T  RDGY  LDDV  LODT  HODV  MC  All Veh
+
Veh, Spd.: 34.0 34.0 34,0 J4.0 4.0 I4.0 340 340
VM Mix: 0.590 0.201 0.088 0.032 0.002 0.003 0.079 0.005
OComposite Emission Factors (Ga/Mile)
No-Mth ¥C: 1.1% 1.49 2,00 1.64 1.81 0.31 0.42 1.29 2.30 1.3
Exhst CO: 11,11 14,37 19,19 15.84 14.39 4.81 0.90 4.36 14.00 12.17
Exhst NOX: 1.52 1.4% 2,37 1.87 4,67 ¢.93 1.05 6.04 1.21 2.08
OEnission factors are as of Jan. Ist of the indicated calendar year,
0Cal. Year: 2010 Reglon: Low Altitude: 500. Ft.
I/ Program: Yes dmbient Temp: 52.0 / 52.0/ 82.0°F
Anti-tam, Program: Yas Operating Mode: 20.6 / 27.3/ 20.4
Reformulated Gas: No
GVeh. Type: LOGGY LDGTY LDGY2  LDGT  HOGY  LDOV  LODT KOOV  MC ALl veh
+
Veh, Spd.: 35.0 35.0 35.0 35.0 350 35.0 35.¢ 35,0
YHT Mix: ©.590 0.20f 0.088 0,032 ¢.002 0.003 0.079 9.005
OComposite Emission Factors (Gm/Hile)
No-Mth HC: .17  1.46 1,96 1.61 1.76 Q.30 Q.41 1.26 2,26 1.312
Exhst €0: 10.68 13.8% 18.% 15.31 14.08 0.7% 0.87 6.20 13.53 11.74
Exhst NOX: 1.52 1.65 2,37 1.87 4.70 0.93 1.05 6,05 1.22 2.08
Otmission factors are as of Jan. 1st of the indicated calendar year,
0Cal. Year: 2010 Regian: Low Altitude: 500, Ft,
I/¥ Program: Yes Ambient Temp: 52.0 f 52,0/ 52.0 °F
Anti-tam. Program: Yes Operating Mode: 20.6 [ 27.3 ) 20.6
Reformulated Gas: Ko
OVeh. Type: EDGY LDGTY LDGT2  LDGT  HDGV  LBDV  LBDT  HDDV  MC  4ll Veh
+
Veh. Spd.: 36.0 36.0 36.0 36.0 3.0 3.0 36.0 3.0
VKT Mix; 0,590 0.201 0.088 0.032 0.002 0.003 0.079 0.005
(Composite Emission Factors (GnfHile)
No-Mth HC: 1.14 1.43 1.93 1.8 L.72 0.29 .40 1.23 2,24 1.3
Exhst CO: :0.27 13.44 17.96 14.8F 13.80 ©.77 ¢.85 .06 13.09 11.33
Exhst NOX: 1.52 1.65 2.37 1.87 4.74 (.93 1.06 6,06 1.23 2.08
OEmizsion factors are as of Jan. st of the incdicated calendar year,
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0Cal. Year: 20i0 Region: Low Altitude: 500. Ft
1/4 Program: Yes Ambient Temp: 52.0/ 52.0 /7 52.0°F
Anti-tam. Program: Yes  Operating Mode: 20,6 / 27,3/ 20.6
Reformulated Gas: No
Oveh. Type: LDGY LDGTI LDGTZ LDGT HOGY DDV  LDDT HOOV HC ALl Veh
+
Veh., Spd.: 39.0  39.0 39.0 32.0 390 %0 320 390
YHT Mix: 0.590 0.201 0.088 ¢.032 0.002 0.003 0.079 0.005
0Composite Emissien Factors (Gm/Mile)
No-Mih BC: 10T 1.3 1.83 1.0 t.el 0.27 .37 1.1 2,16 1.22
Exhst C0: 9.17 12,21 16.3% 13.47 13.17 0.72 0.80 5.7% 11.%6 10.24
Exhst NOX: 1.53 1.66 2,37 1.87 4.8B5 0.95 1.07 .16 1,26 2.10
OEmission factors are as of Jan. lst of the indicated calendar vyear.
0Cal. Year: 2010 Region: LoW Altitude: 300, Fi,
1/W Program: Yes Ambient Temp: 52.0 / 52.0 / 52.0°F
Anti-tan. Program: Yes Operating Mode: 20,6 [ 27.3/ 20.¢
Reformulated Gas: No
Oveh. Type: LDGV LOGTL tDGT2 LDGT HDGY tDDY LODT HODV MC ALl Ven
.§,
Veh. Spd.: 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 40,0 40.0 40.¢ 40.0
VM Mix: 0,590 0.201 0.088 0.032 0.002 ¢.003 0.079 9.G09
OCamposite Emission factors (Ge/Hile)
Mo-Hth HC: 1.0% 1.34  1.80 (.48 1.58 0.27 0.37 1.13 2.14 1.20
Exhst CO: 8.84 11.84 15,87 13.07 13.03 071 0.79 5.62 11.65 9.92
Exhst NOX: 1.5 1.66 2.38 1.88 4.89 0.95 .08 6.2 1.27 2.1}
Ofmission factors are as of Jan. 1st of the indicated calandar year.
0Cal. Year: 2010 Region: Low Altitude: 500. Ft.
I/W Program: Yes Ambient Temp: 52.0 / 52.6/ 52.0 F
énti-tam. Program: Yes Dperating Mode:  20.6 [ 27.3 [ 20.¢6
Reformulated Gas: No
QVeh. Type: LOGY LDGTL LDGTZ LDGT HDGV LDOV LDODT HDDV MC ALl Veh
+
Veh. 3pd.: 42.0 42.0 42,0 42.0 42,0 42.0 42,0 42.0
VHT Mix: 0.590 0.201 0.088 (.032 0.002 0.00% 0.079 0.005
GComposite Emission Factors (Gn/Mile)
Ho-Mth HC: 1.02 1.3¢ .74 L.44 L.52 0,26 0.35 1,09 2,10 i.lé
Exhst CO: B.23 11.16 14.97 12.32 12.83 0.69 0.77 5.47 .10 9.12
Exhst HOX: 1.54 1,66 2,38 1.88 4.9 0.97 1.10 .34 1.28 2.12
Gtmission factors are as of Jan. st of the indicated calendar year.
0Cal. Year: 2010 Region: Low fitituge: 500. Ft.
I/M Program: Yes pmbient Temp: 52.0 7 52.0 f 52.0 F
Aati-tam. Program: Yes Operating Mode:  20.6 [/ 27.3 /) 20.¢
Reformulated Gas: No
Oveh. Type: LDGY LDGTI LDGTZ LD&T HDGY LDDY LDBT  HDDV MC ALl Veh
E
Veh, Spd.: d44.0 44,0 44,0 44,0 44,0 440 440 44,0
VHT Hix: 0,590 0.201 0.088 0.032 0.002 0.00F €.079 0.005
0Composite Emission Factors (Gm/Mile)
Ho-Mth HC: 0.98 1.27 1.6% 1.40 (.48 0.2% 0.34 1,05 208 .13
Exhst CO: 7,67 10.54 14,16 11.64 12.74 0.68 0.76 5.36 10.6% B.78
Exhst NOX: 1,54 L.66 2,38 1.88 5.03 1.00 1.13 6.5 1.29 2.i4
Ofmission factors are as of Jan. Ist of the indicated calendar year.
0Cat. Year: 2010 Region: Low Altitude: 50C. Ft.
I/4 Progran: Yes Ambient Temp: 52,0 / 52.0 / 52.0F
Anti-tam. Program: Yes Operating Mode: 20.6 / 27.3 /) 20.%
Reformglated Gas: Mo

A-aH



O¥eh. Typa: LOGY LDGT! LDGT2  LDGT  HMDGY LDOV  LDDT  HODV  MC A1l Veh
Y

Veh, Spd.: 45.0 45.0 45.¢ 45,0 45,0 45.0 45.0  45.0

VHT Bix: 0,590 ¢.201 0.088 0.032 0.002 0.00F 0.079 0.003

0Composite Emission Factors (Gm/Mile)

No-Mth HC: 0.97 1,25 1.67 1.38 (.46 0.24 0.34 1l.03 72.07 L.U
Exhst CO: 7.41 10.25 13.78 11.33 12.7¢ 0.67 0.75 5.33 1G.46 8,83
Exhst HOX: 1.55 1.66 2,38 1.88 5.07 1.01 1.15 6.80 1.30 2.15

Gemission factors are as of Jan. Ist of the indicated calenrdar ysar,

0Cal. Year: 2010 Regian: Low
I/# Progran: Yes
nti-tam. Program: Yes

Reformulated Gas: No

Altitude:
Ambient Temp:
Cperating Mode:

5G0. Ft.
52.0 / 52.0 / 52.0 F
2006 [ 27.3 [ 20,6

Oveh. Type: L1DGV 4DGTY LDGY2 LDGT  HOGY  LDOV LOBT  HOOY  MC ALl veh
+
Veh. Spd.: 46.0 46.0 46.0 46.0 46,0 46,0 460 460

VHT Hix: 0.59¢ 0.20f 0.038 0.032 0.002 0.003 0.079 0.00%

(Composite Emission Factors (Gm/Hile)

Ho-Mth HC: 0.9% 1,23 1.64 1.36 1.44 0.24 0,33 1.02 2.06 1.09
Exhst CO: 7.17  9.97 13.41 11.02 12,77 0.7 0,75 35.30 1¢.28 8.29
Exhst NOX: 1.59 l.66 2,38 1.88 5.1¢ 1.03 1.i7 6.7b 1.31 2.1%
Otmission factars are as of Jan. Ist of the indicated calendar year,
0Cal, Year: 2010 Region: Low Altitude: 500, Ft.
/4 Program: Yes dmbient Temp: 52.0 / 52.0 / 52.0 F
anti-tam. Program: Yes Operating Mode: 20.6 / 27.3 / 20.6
Reformulated Gas: Ko
OVeh, Type: LBGY LDGT: LDGT2  LDGT  HOGY  LODY  LDOT  HODV  MC ALl Veh
¥
Veh. Spd.: 47.0 47.0 47.0 47.0 47,0 470 470 470
YMT Mix: G.590 0,201 0.088 ¢.032 €.002 0.003 ©.079 ©.005
OComposite Emission Factors (Gm/Kile)
Ho-Mth HC: 0.94 1.22 1.62 1.34 1.42 0,24 0.33 1.0F 2.05 1.c8
Exhst CG: 6.93  9.71 13,07 10.73 12.82 0.67 0.74 528 10,12 8.07
Exhst WDX: 1.55 1.66 2,38 1.88 3.14  1.05 1.i19  6.84 1,32 7.18
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MEMORANDOM

September 18, 1991

David Twiddy, PD&E Adminigtrator

James H. Edwards, Transportation Planning Manager
By: Fawzi Bitar, Transportation Planning coordinator

File, Dan Doebler

W.P.I. # 3 7240004,5 &—

Btate Proj. #: 39007~1402
FAP No t IR-9999(43)
County t Hillsborough

The above referencead Project has a District-wide
number, that is why it was not in the Tampa Mpo's
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), Fiscal
Year 1987/88 through 91/%2. It is part of their.2010
Long Range Transportation Plan.
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(C2380.30
March 11, 1994

MEMORANDUM
TO: Elaine Illes
FROM: Daniel Doebler

SUBJECT: Agency Comments on the TIS EIS Air Quality Report
(December 1993)

FDOT transmitted FDEP, Hillsborough County EPC and Pinellas County DEM comments
for the TIS EIS Air Quality Report on February 24, 1994. Responses to those comments

are as follows:

FDEP Comments

Comment 1:

Response 1:

Meteorological Persistence Factor (MPF)

The analysis identifies a 0.6 MPF. The generally accepted MPF is 0.8,
When the MPF (0.8) is multiplied by the Traffic Persistence Factor
{(TPF) of 0.75, the resulting overall persistence factor of 0.6 can be
used to convert one-hour to eight-hour concentrations,

Attached, is a copy of Figure C-1, from the Department of
Environmental Protection’s draft modeling guidelines. The curves on
this graph were developed from actual monitoring data and can be
used to correct for overestimated persistence factors.

As required by the Phase II Scope of Services Document (Section
A.5.b.14), the Air Quality Analysis was performed in accordance with
Part 2, Chapter 16 of the PD & E Manual. Section 16.2.2.5.2.b of PD
& E Manual states that the usual meteorological persistence factor to
be used is 0.6. FDOT has been using this factor for all projects
statewide since the early 1980’s. The discrepancy between the FDOT
methodology and FDEP methodology has existed since the drafting of
the FDEP guidelines in 1986. Since the meteorological persistence
factor used in the analysis is consistent with FDOT methodology,
revision of the Air Quality Report is not required.
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Ms. Elaine Ilies
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Comment 2:

Response 2:

Comment 3:

Response 3:

Comment 4:

Response 4:

Receptor Locations

1.275/North Boulevard Interchange - Relocate Receptor 1 or add an
additional receptor at the SW corner of the church property.
Although this area of the property is presently undeveloped, at
interstate buildout (2010) it may be developed.

FDEP guidelines require the siting of receptors in each intersection
quadrant based on a distance from the roadway edge. PD & E
guidelines (Section 16-2.2.4.2) require the selection of reasonable
worst-case receptor sites based on land use and the expectation of
people to spend a significant amount of time. As documented in the
Air Quality Report, receptors were sited in residential yards, a
recreational park and front walkways of a church and business.
Notably, five of the receptors are in close proximity to the modeled
roadways.  Since receptor placement is consistent with FDOT
methodology, revision of the Air Quality Report is not required.

1-275/Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard - A receptor should be
sited at the NW corner of the Hillsborough County Adult High School
Property. As with the above church property, future (2010) use should
be considered.

Again, receptors were sited at reasonable, worst-case locations (i.e.,
residential yards and front walk of businesses) consistent with FDOT
methodology. Notably, four of the receptors are in close proximity to
the modeled roadways.

Background Carbon Monoxide (CO) Concentration

The background CO concentration reported is 3.0 ppm. This
concentration is usually associated with the central business district
(CBD). The two interchanges analyzed are both outside the CBD. A
more appropriate default value for those locations would be 2.0 ppm.

A background value of 2.0 ppm was initially used in the analysis.
However, at the request of FDOT, the background value was increased

to 3.0 ppm.
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EPC Comments:

Comment 1:

Response 1:

COMMENT 2:

Response 2:

On the surface, we see no problem with the CO and HC microscale
dispersion analysis results, but would like to know why there was not
a build/no build analysis done for oxides of nitrogen (NO,).

As stated in the PD & E Guidelines (Section 16-2.2.1.2), HC emissions
should be analyzed only if the project meets the five stipulated criteria
and a reviewing agency requests the analysis. Furthermore, NO,
should be included only if requested by another agency and FHWA
concurs. Although not specifically requested by another agency, FDOT
felt that an HC analysis would be appropriate because of the size of
the project and to address the Interim Guidance For Determining
Conformity issued by the USDOT and EPA.

Interest in NO, emissions is a result of the EPA rule, 40 CFR Part 51,
which replaced the Interim Guidance on December 27, 1993. The rule
calls for an analysis of VOC and NO, emissions in O, nonattainment
areas, however, it also states that the analysis must be done on a
regional basis. For determining conformity, a project must be analyzed
under a "baseline” and "action" scenario as part of the areawide
transportation system. An analysis of this magnitude is beyond the
scope of this Air Quality Report. A "project only" analysis of NO, or
HC cannot be used to demonstrate conformity.

For the purpose of demonstrating conformity, the conformity section
of the Air Quality Report has been revised to state that "this project
is included in the urban area’s current approved conforming TIP. . .".
This statement should satisfy 40 CFR Part 51 and local agency
concerns regarding HC and NO, emissions which are precursors to O,
formation.

Please provide a more specific map/diagram to determine the actual
number of lanes in each direction at the North Boulevard and Dr.
Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard interchanges.

Figure 3 and 4 in the Air Quality Report depict conceptual design
plans for the Preferred Alternative. These figures show the proposed
number of lanes at each interchange.
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Comment 3:

Response 3:

DEM COMMENTS

Comment 1:

Response 1:

Comment 2:

Response 2:

Why not model the 1-4/1-275 junction since it appears that there will
still exist a major slow down of traffic in this area?

A review of the Traffic Memorandum showed that interchange roads
for the Preferred Alternative will be generally operating under free
flow conditions at Level of Service C or better. Furthermore, traffic
volumes and, hence, emissions will be spread over a wide area. In
contrast, traffic at the 1-275/North Boulevard interchange and I-
275/Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard interchange will experience
delay at traffic signals. Traffic volumes are also concentrated in a
comparatively small area. The PD & E Guidelines (Section 16-2.2.2.2)
require the analysis of the worst-case intersection. Review of the
Traffic Memorandum shows the interchanges at North Boulevard and
Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard to be the worst-case locations.

It is appropriate for the MOBILES.A model output to utilize the
January 1st option for wintertime CQO analysis, However, the
MOBILESA model reflects the January 1st option when calculating
the Hydrocarbon (HC) emission factors for the microscale analysis.
Since the summer months have been shown to be the period with the
higher emission values, the July 1st option for HC emission factors
would be recommended.

In addition, the study does not comment on Oxides of Nitrogen (NO,)
emissions. The executive summary discusses HC, but fails to discuss
NO,. NO, contributes as a precursor to form ozone (O;). Recent EPA
guidance would indicate a need to evaluate NO, emissions.

Based on 40CFR Part 51, HC and/or NO, analysis at the project level
is not appropriate to make a conformity determination. For further
details, see the response to EPC Comment 1.

Also, the MOBILE4.1 model output is not included in the analysis
package.

MOBILE 4.1 was only used to calculate an idle emission factor. The
MOBILE 4.1 model uses the same input file as the MOBILESa model.
The idle emission factor used in the analysis is documented in the
CAL3QHC input files found in the Appendix.
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