
November 3, 1999

Ms. Shari Zuskin-Barash
Office of Science and Technology
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (4303)
401 M Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C.  20460

Re: Draft Effluent Guidelines Airport Deicing Operations Study

Dear Ms. Zuskin-Barash:

The American Association of Airport Executives (“AAAE”) and the Airports
Council International - North America ("ACI-NA") (collectively "the Associations")
appreciate the opportunity to comment on the available chapters of the Environmental
Protection Agency’s (“EPA”) "Draft Effluent Guidelines Airport Deicing Operations
Study" (EPA  Doc. No. 821-D-099-002) (the "Study").  We understand that EPA will use
the final Study to decide whether to develop Clean Water Act ("CWA") effluent limitations
guidelines (“ELGs”) for discharges associated with aircraft and airport deicing and anti-
icing activities.  Such activities, however, are adequately regulated under current Federal,
State and local laws, and additional regulations are unwarranted.

The airport industry is made up of unique, complex, legalistic, and political
structures that provide a specialized service to the public-at-large.  There is no "cookie-
cutter" approach applicable to regulating the airport industry.  Because of these significant
differences among airports, many States with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System ("NPDES") permitting authorization have developed individualized programs for
controlling pollutants from specific airports to protect the unique water quality concerns of
the State.  EPA must recognize the relationships that have been developed between
individual airports and their State permitting authorities because of the factors unique to
airports.  State regulators already have site-specific knowledge of airport activities.
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I. INTRODUCTION OF AAAE AND ACI-NA

A. American Association of Airport Executives.

AAAE is a not-for-profit professional individual association of the airport management industry.
Founded in 1928, AAAE is the largest professional organization for airport executives in the world.
Representing thousands of airport management personnel at over 800 U.S. airports, the Association
includes executives of large and medium-size airports, as well as hundreds of managers from smaller
airports.

B. Airports Council International - North America.

ACI-NA is a membership organization representing approximately 150 State, regional and local
governing bodies that own and operate the principal airports served by scheduled air carriers in the United
States and Canada.  ACI-NA member airports handle approximately 97 percent of the domestic, and
virtually all, of the international air passenger traffic and cargo traffic in North America.  The Association
also represents a wide variety of businesses that provide products and services to the air transportation
industry.

C. Airport Management’s Responsibilities.

The airport management’s primary duty is to ensure and take responsibility for the safe and
efficient operation of the airport.  The airport management must answer both to the airport operator and the
tenants.  In some cases, the airport operator is an independent authority with a policy board.  However, in
most cases, the local government owns the airport and leases the facility to airlines, fixed-base operators
("FBOs"), and service businesses.

The airport management must interact with all tenants and persons who lease or use portions of the
airport, including: (1) commercial airlines that schedule flights, maintain and service their own aircraft,
and process passengers; (2) all segments of the general aviation community, including FBOs and
individual and corporate owners and operators of aircraft; and (3) government-employed staffs, such as air
traffic controllers and customs agents.

Tenants share responsibility for compliance with Federal, State and local regulations with the
airport owner/operator.  Although the management works cooperatively with the tenants and airport
operator, at most commercial airports, the airport management does not have direct control over most
flying activities.  Thus, the management may not have any control over the types or amounts of chemical
deicers that are used, or even how they are used.  Nevertheless, the airport management is responsible for
the safe operation of the airport.

II. GENERAL COMMENTS

A. AAAE and ACI-NA Question Whether EPA Satisfied The Consent Decree
Requirements.

EPA's Study was mandated by 1997 modifications to EPA's long-standing consent decree with
NRDC.  This consent decree sets forth minimum elements of the Study.  EPA has not complied adequately
with the conditions in the consent decree, and the Agency must do so before it can decide whether to
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proceed with ELGs for the airport industry.  Therefore, EPA must conclude either that it has insufficient
data to proceed with an ELG rulemaking for the airport industry, or that it should negotiate a two-year
extension with NRDC for completing the Study.

The consent decree conditions that EPA has failed to comply with are:

1. "The effectiveness of the current stormwater permitting system and the
comparative effectiveness of an effluent guideline approach."

The Study provides information on the types of stormwater permits covering airports. However,
the effectiveness of the permitting program was not readily documented by comparisons of "before" and
"after" stormwater sampling.  Samples collected at select airports prior to the promulgation of EPA's multi-
sector general permit, which did not indicate any specific environmental threats,1/ were not referenced in
the Study.  Similarly, samples collected over the past seven years to comply with the Agency's stormwater
program, were not reviewed and analyzed by EPA staff and included in the Study.  Further, an ELG
approach would refocus current industry efforts to reduce the use of airport deicing fluids ("ADFs") and
would require significant investments to implement "treatment" technologies.  EPA must analyze and
compare these efforts, as well as part of any effectiveness comparison.

2. "A characterization of wastewater from deicing operations in terms of
pollutant concentrations and environmental impacts."

EPA collected four grab samples of stormwater associated with deicing operations to represent an
estimated 588 airports that conduct deicing and/or anti-icing operations.  EPA cannot use four grab
samples to characterize stormwater in terms of pollutant concentrations and environmental impacts across
a spectrum of different climates, airport size, and operating conditions.

3. "The feasibility and effectiveness (in different geographic regions) of various
deicing material management methods, including complete capture of
recycling, product substitution (e.g., propylene glycol for ethylene glycol),
and alternative deicing methods (e.g., infrared heating)."

While the Study presents information on these issues, EPA does not address adequately either the
feasibility or effectiveness of the various practices, and the Agency pays little or no attention to geographic
or climatic differences.

4. "For each technology, management measure or maintenance activity
examined, the types of appropriate numeric or otherwise objective
measurable goals, surrogate indicators, performance indicators, performance
measures, or operation or design criteria (including zero discharge) that have
been or could be effectively employed."

The number of innovative approaches and their initial signs of successful implementation
demonstrate that the airport and air transportation industries both are regulating themselves.  New
technologies will have a positive effect on reducing the amount of ADFs entering the environment.

                                                       
1/ These data were collected pursuant to AAAE's group stormwater permit application.  The sample group was
approved by EPA as representative of the industry as a whole.
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Conversely, new ELGs may hinder this process by focusing on traditional command-and-control methods
and by causing the industry to delay or defer the use of innovative approaches while rulemaking is
pending.

5. "The cost and cost minimization opportunities of deicing material
management."

Some of the costs associated with the use of materials management practices are noted in Chapter
7 to the Study.   However, these costs will vary significantly across airports for the reasons noted above.
Further, EPA must recognize that current recovery/recycling systems are not intended to reduce  the use of
ADFs.

6. "The status and trends of deicing chemical use in the airports industry and in
the development and use of prevention and treatment technologies."

The Study confirms that airports primarily are using glycols for their deicing needs and that they
are using recovery/recycling systems to limit the amount of glycols released to the environment.  While
some alternative chemicals are being used for runway deicing, no alternative chemicals have been
approved by the Federal Aviation Administration ("FAA") for aircraft deicing.  New and innovative
approaches concentrate on reducing the volume of ADFs being used.

B. EPA's Avoidance Of The Paperwork Reduction Act Is A Fundamental Flaw.

The Agency bases the Study on information collected from nine hand-picked airports.  EPA
limited the number of airports from which it collected information because of the Paperwork Reduction
Act – that is, the Agency’s obligation to seek review and approval by the Office of Management and
Budget (“OMB”) for information collection requests sent to 10 or more facilities.  AAAE and ACI-NA
have and continue to object strongly to EPA's apparent evasion of this OMB review and approval process.
Congress mandated OMB review and approval precisely to prevent agency policy development and
associated rulemakings that are based on limited industry input.  Circumventing this process, because of a
court-ordered consent decree with the Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. ("NRDC"), creates an
appearance that the Agency already has reached conclusions prior to collecting adequate and appropriate
information.  An informed decision – especially where air safety is involved – cannot be rushed.
Moreover, it must result from a thorough review of statistically-relevant data; otherwise, any policy
decision will be flawed.  The Study reflects EPA's limited data collection effort, and without significant
activities to improve and revise the Study, any regulatory decisions by the Agency that are based on this
report would be arbitrary and capricious.

C. Other General Deficiencies In EPA's Study Prevent It From Moving
Forward With An ELG Rulemaking.

1. The Draft Study Is Missing Key Chapters.

Several key chapters of the Study have not been completed and, accordingly, have not been
reviewed by AAAE and ACI-NA:

· Chapter 5 – Wastewater Generation and Climatic Influences;

 Chapter 8 – Wastewater Characterization;



Ms. Shari Zuskin-Barash
November 3, 1999
Page 5

· Chapter 10 – Environmental Assessment; and

 Chapter 11 – Trends in the Industry.

Without these chapters, the Study cannot fulfill its stated objective – that is, to determine whether
regulatory development of national categorical ELGs and standards should be undertaken for categorical
discharges from airports.  Once these chapters are complete, EPA should provide interested stakeholders
with an opportunity to review and comment.

Enough information already has been provided by the airport industry to indicate that the current
NPDES permitting system is effectively controlling the effluent from airport deicing/anti-icing operations.
Chapter 6, "Pollution Prevention" and Chapter 7, "Wastewater Containment and Treatment," illustrate that
the airport and air transportation industries have initiated pollution prevention and treatment technologies.
For example AAAE, ACI-NA, and the Air Transport Association ("ATA") are working with the Society of
Automotive Engineers ("SAE") to incorporate standardized environmental testing and reporting protocols
into the SAE fluid specification for airport and aircraft deicing/anti-icing agents.

2. EPA Must Continue To Consider The Three Basic Issues That
Airports Have Raised Throughout This Process.

Airports have raised consistently three major considerations that must be factored into any ELG
decision.  First and foremost is the safety of the public and its reliance upon air transportation as a
fundamental need in our society.  Several Federal agencies have jurisdiction over various aspects of the
industry, which is heavily regulated to protect the public.

Second, there are very few FAA-approved methods of deicing.  The industry cannot afford to have
its limited options further restricted.  For example, the regulatory equivalent of eliminating one of the two
basic deicing fluids would cause a disproportionate negative economic impact on the industry without
appreciable environmental benefits.

Third, EPA must fully grasp the complexity of the air transportation and airports industries before
it decides whether to promulgate more regulations.  If the Agency were to decide to develop ELGs for the
airports, it would become the most expensive and complex ELG rulemaking ever attempted.  EPA must
accept the fact that the traditional ELG methodologies would be inappropriate for this industry.   New
models and analytical tools would have to be created and tested.  In addition, the low toxicity of the
pollutants of concern and high cost of extracting and treating limited quantities of those pollutants would
raise significantly the Agency's cost-effectiveness analysis.

3. The Study Will Take on a Life of Its Own Regardless of EPA's Final
Action.

EPA should not release the final Study until it fully satisfies the NRDC consent decree, thoroughly
reviews and revises the draft Study, and provides for stakeholder input on missing chapters of the Study.
The Agency must ensure its document is accurate, fair, and based upon sound science and statistical
methods.  The Study, for better or for worse, will be used in future debates concerning the environmental
impacts of air transportation activities.  The Study will be quoted from for years.  A rush to publish a
document due to an unrealistic deadline serves no one.



Ms. Shari Zuskin-Barash
November 3, 1999
Page 6

The Study relies too heavily on unsubstantiated assumptions and it should not serve as a basis for
deciding whether to regulate further the industry.  Nevertheless, based upon its tone, the Study appears to
be drafted as if a decision already has been made.  EPA must do its best to present an objective study,
taking into consideration the following chapter-specific comments.

III. CHAPTER-SPECIFIC COMMENTS

The following comments address Chapters 3-14 of the Study (to the extent they have been
provided to AAAE and ACI-NA).  The Associations do not consider their comments to be a complete
discussion due to the limited amount of time available for reviewing the Study.

A. EPA Has Not Collected Data Sufficient For Its Decision-Making Process.

EPA's effort analyzes only a fraction of the existing and available information associated with
airport deicing activities.  In fact, the Agency admits that its information-collection approach "is not
considered a statistical survey of the industry." Based upon this fact alone, AAAE and ACI-NA cannot
understand how EPA subsequently can "characterize" the industry and can make an informed decision
regarding the need (or more likely, the lack of need) for an ELG.  The Study is filled with EPA
assumptions.  These assumptions should not serve as a basis for a rulemaking absent statistical validation.
The industry deserves the opportunity to respond to any validating information prior to EPA's decision on
a potential ELG rulemaking.

B. EPA Must Complete Its Technical Profile Prior To Deciding Whether To
Move Forward With An ELG.

Chapter 4 of the Study is an overview of airport deicing/anti-icing operations.  This chapter,
however, is missing essential facts. EPA should note that many of the identified operations are mandated
by FAA regulations and guidelines in order to protect the traveling public. Moreover, the types and
quantities of deicing fluids used at airports are missing.

There are a number of misstatements that should be corrected.  For example, EPA claims, in
Section 4.2.1.4, that "one of the most significant factors affecting fluid uses is personnel," implying that
aircraft deicing staff often lack the knowledge to deice aircraft in a manner that ensures safety, while at the
same time, minimizing product use (i.e., volume).  This is a gross over-generalization.  The Agency fails to
recognize that there are many "checks and balances" in place to control the over-use of product.  In
addition to safety concerns, the cost of deicing fluids remains an incentive to use them properly.

The Study also notes that pavement deicing/anti-icing is conducted either by mechanical methods
or chemical agents, implying that these methods are mutually exclusive.  This is not the case.  Many
airports use a combination of mechanical and chemical processes for removing snow and preventing ice
buildup on pavement surfaces.

Finally, AAAE and ACI-NA request that the Agency clarify its discussions of ADF and runway
deicing fluid ("RDF") chemical usage contained in Section 4.3.2.  It is difficult to discern from this section
whether EPA is referring to concentrated or diluted product.  For example, ethylene glycol RDF generally
contains 60 percent ethylene glycol, along with water, urea, and additives.  Most liquid deicing products
contain various percentages of water and other additives.
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C. The Airport Industry's View of Pollution Prevention Differs Significantly
from EPA's.

Chapter 6 of the Study summarizes the pollution prevention practices either currently in use or
under development by the airport and air transportation industries.  This section emphasizes a number of
issues that are problematic for airports.  Primarily, this section ignores the variety of non-structural best
management practices and source reduction efforts that, in some cases, may have eliminated the need for
many of the structural activities that EPA addresses in the Study.  Such activities could include, for
example, better arrival and departure scheduling.  EPA should discuss non-structural best management
practices and assess their environmental benefits.

Another concern with this chapter is its over-reliance on promotional information from vendors.
While the Associations recognize that EPA sent out nine mini-questionnaires to deicing product vendors,
we suggest that the Agency take more time to assess objectively the claims and costs associated with the
information collected.  Obviously, many of the Associations' members purchase and utilize the products
identified in the chapter.  The experiences of these airports vary with regard to effectiveness and cost.
While these products are vital to assisting airports in controlling discharges associated with deicing
activities, most airports believe that the product manufacturers generally over-state the effectiveness of
their products, and under-state the actual costs of integrating those products into airport operations.

To assess the most cost-effective and efficient method for protecting the environment from deicing
fluids, airports have a number of considerations they must factor into their product or operations selection
process, including site location, airport size, and physical constraints; airport capacity; costs; ramp
congestion; aircraft delay; aircraft fleet mix; number of airlines; number of operations per day or hour;
existing infrastructure or lack thereof; overall site-specific feasibility; discharge options; and local climate.
EPA must give these important factors more consideration.  Finally, the Agency must recognize that
finding a successful alternative at one airport may have no bearing on whether that same technology will
be successful at another airport.  This is not a "cookie-cutter" industry.

EPA also assesses a number of technologies in use at military bases and in foreign countries.
Comparisons between these sites and domestic airports must be done with caution.  Armed services
airfields cannot be compared to public airport systems with respect to technologies or activities.  Military
airports serve one "carrier group"; they do not have multiple airlines, ground service equipment,
businesses, and privately-controlled aircraft in the same way that civilian airports do.  The market forces of
supply and demand also are notably absent.  In addition, because there are liability problems that private
airlines face if they allow other companies or groups to deice their aircraft, most airlines choose to perform
these activities internally, increasing the number of equipment on the ground and the demand for space.

Comparing domestic airports to international airports also raises a number of fundamental issues.
European and Canadian airports are funded and managed differently from those in the U.S.  While fixed-
gantry systems, for example, may be popular in European or Canadian airports, EPA should note that, due
to funding differences and management practices, there are no similar systems in use at large multiple-
carrier airports in the U.S.

Montreal Dorval International Airport and Toronto's LB Pearson International Airport should be
commended for their progressive deicing operations.  However, while effective in Canada, EPA's Study
should recognize that Canada has vastly different laws and regulations to control airport operations and
services. Most notably, unlike airports in the U.S., the airport and service contractor at these Canadian
airports ultimately is responsible for aircraft deicing and assumes much of the related liability.
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EPA notes that the cost of creating centralized deicing pads may be offset through Federal aid
from the FAA-administered Airport Improvement Program ("AIP").  While in theory this may be true, the
airport industry's experience with the AIP is that it currently is not adequate to address existing basic
safety, runway, and taxiway needs in the U.S., let alone be able to provide additional funds for the creation
of deicing pads and related infrastructure.

In sum, while EPA has outlined the "cutting edge" of research and technology for controlling
discharges of deicing fluids, many of the issues addressed in this section are new and relatively untested in
terms of their overall performance throughout the airport and air transportation industries.  Vendor
information, while important and useful, should not be relied on exclusively to assess the state of the
industry.2/

D. EPA Is Cautioned Against Drawing Conclusions From Its Limited Review Of
Only A Few Airports "Wastewater" Containment And Treatment Systems.

Chapter 7 is one of the weakest sections of the Study.  The Agency has collected limited
information from a limited population of airports, from which it has attempted to assess the industry's
"wastewater" collection, treatment, and disposal systems.3/  EPA  admits it knows of only one airport "that
collects a portion or all of the contaminated stormwater from runways and taxiways."  Inexplicably,
however, the Study analyzes several such containment systems from various airports across the country.
Many more exist in the "real world" with varying degrees of performance.  AAAE and ACI-NA have
requested that the individual airports cited by EPA in the Study submit, if appropriate, comments relating
to their site-specific processes and capabilities, as well as EPA's characterizations thereof.

E. EPA Has Over-Simplified Many Of The Toxicity Issues Relating To Deicing
Fluids.

Chapter 9 of the Study addresses the toxicity of deicing and anti-icing fluids.  As an initial
comment, AAAE and ACI-NA refer EPA to the industry’s work with SAE to establish maximum toxicity
standards for these fluids.  That work should be described and referenced in the Study as an important
development in fluids management.  It also addresses one of the fundamental problems the Associations
have with the study – that is, EPA relies too much on generic research to characterize the toxicity of
deicing and anti-icing fluids instead of looking at "in-use" formulations.  Analyzing "suspected"
components of formulated fluids essentially amounts to the Agency guessing about the toxicity of the
fluids.

EPA agrees that the toxicity of ethylene and propylene glycols is low, that carcinogenicity and
teratogenicity are not indicated, and that the materials do not bioaccumulate.  However, the Agency
devotes significant discussion to deicing and anti-icing fluids additives.  This is where EPA's analysis
becomes circumspect.  First, the Agency believes that these fluids contain surfactants that, in general, have

                                                       
2/ Many airports have expressed concern regarding EPA's use of specific vendor names and products in what
could be construed as endorsements of those products.

3/ EPA is addressing "stormwater" containment and treatment systems.  Deicing fluids, generally, are
discharged directly or indirectly to waters of the U.S. via their mixture with stormwater discharges, not other
"wastewaters."
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harmful effects on the environment.  Yet, EPA does not cite any studies that show that any alleged
surfactants in these fluids cause any more  harm than, for example, surfactants contained in shampoo.

Second, a similar analysis is conducted for pH buffers.  These buffers are believed to comprise
0.25 percent of the fluids' composition.  Because the Agency does not know which pH buffers fluids
manufacturers use, it chooses to assess the toxicity of potassium hydroxide, which is described as highly
corrosive, highly caustic upon contact, and possibly lethal upon ingestion.  EPA does not provide support
for its assumption nor does it conclude that the significant dilution of the buffer in the fluid (let alone the
fluid as applied or discharged at an airport) would minimize any environmental impact.  The same
conjecture, lack of support, and lack of real world impacts can be attributed to EPA's analyses of
tolyltriazoles and other alleged "additives" or fluids substitutes.

EPA admits that fluids formulations are constantly being modified; sometimes on a yearly basis.
Moreover, the Agency has virtually no toxicity data for Type IV fluids.  The fact that EPA lacks clear
knowledge about what it ultimately might regulate is a serious problem that must be addressed prior to any
decision regarding moving forward with an ELG.

In addition, the following technical corrections also must be made to this chapter:

· EPA believes that anti-icing results in less runoff than deicing when in fact the amount of
runoff is dictated solely by the storm event creating the runoff, not the use of chemicals;

· EPA indicates that ethylene glycol is subject to CERCLA reporting for a release of 5,000
pounds without properly indicating that the threshold is limited to a 24-hour time period;
and

· In its discussions of glycol toxicity and oxygen demand, the Agency should compare
similar deicing types (Types I, II, and IV) for both ethylene and propylene fluids so that
similar volumes of the two fluid types can be compared.

In sum, absent additional data on the toxicity of the fluids, EPA must conclude that the in-use
formulations largely are not toxic.  The lack of definable toxicity would significantly undercut the
Agency's potential cost-effectiveness of an ELG rulemaking.  In other words, national categorical
standards would not offer much environmental benefit for the expected cost of implementation.

F. EPA's Environmental Assessment Should Not Rely Upon Printed Media
Accounts.

While Chapter 10 of the Study does not contain any text, Table 10-1 provides "case studies" of
airport deicing fluids.  Many of these case studies are newspaper accounts of alleged environmental
impacts associated with deicing fluids.  These articles are second-hand reports that contain unsubstantiated
allegations.  The print media reports are crafted by non-technical reporters who, more often than not,
sensationalize the issues.  Clearly, they are not what academics would consider to be "case studies," and
their inclusion further diminishes the value of the Study.
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G. EPA's Proper Analysis Of Other Interrelated Regulations Should Have
Demonstrated That Airport Deicing Activities Already Are Adequately
Regulated.

According to the consent decree with NRDC, EPA must assess the effectiveness of the current
stormwater permitting system and the comparative effectiveness of an ELG approach.  Not only does the
Agency fail to perform this comparative assessment, it fails initially to characterize properly its own
stormwater program.  In its critique of its own national regulation, the Agency actually creates a
stormwater concept that never existed – the group permit.  While EPA at one point administered a "group
permit application process," that process has long since expired and it never created a "group permit."  The
industry-specific application process created a series of industry-specific permits (lumped together into
EPA's Multi-Sector General Permit ("MSGP")) but it required all facilities to obtain permit coverage and
compliance on an individual basis.

EPA also analyzes the requirements of its former "Baseline General Permit," even though the
Agency has allowed that permit to expire and has forced all facilities formerly covered by the permit to
apply for the MSGP.  Thus, any references to its effectiveness for controlling contaminated stormwater
discharges are irrelevant.

Moreover, EPA's analysis of industry data for the development of the MSGP led the Agency to
conclude that there were no apparent pollutants of concern associated with stormwater discharges from
airport operations.  However, because it perceived a lack of data on deicing, the Agency created a
stormwater analytical sampling protocol for certain airports that conduct deicing activities. Since the first
stormwater permits were issued in 1992, airports have had to submit discharge monitoring reports to EPA.
The Study fails to assess any of these sample results from airports and does not even mention their
existence.  How can the Agency possibly assess the effectiveness of its own stormwater program without
first assembling and analyzing data required by that program?  EPA certainly cannot compare the program
to a possible ELG approach – as required by the consent decree  – without conducting additional analyses.
No decision on future ELGs should be made without publishing these analyses.

Another shortcoming of this chapter is that EPA concentrates solely on other regulations
associated with ethylene and propylene glycol.  No other chemicals, methods, or processes associated with
deicing are reviewed.  This appears inconsistent with EPA's earlier view that viable alternatives to ethylene
and propylene glycol exist and are being used.

EPA also fails to consider the environmental benefits of the National Pretreatment Program
("NPP") in this section.  Airports that capture and pretreat their stormwater discharges associated with
industrial activity prior to sending the discharges to a publicly-owned treatment works ("POTW") are
regulated effectively by the NPP, through the POTW.  The NPP in combination with EPA's NPDES
stormwater permitting program, provides effective environmental protection for receiving waters.
Moreover, now that EPA is pushing States to develop total maximum daily loads ("TMDL"), most airports
probably will become subject to stringent water quality-based controls long before any effective date for a
future ELG, making the development of technology standards an obsolete exercise.

To further demonstrate that airports already are effectively regulated, AAAE and ACI-NA suggest
that EPA contact the Ohio EPA regarding that State's risk-based approach to permitting stormwater runoff
from airports. EPA has not identified any airport where known environmental impacts are not currently
being addressed.
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H. AAAE And ACI-NA Have Not Yet Analyzed EPA's Last Chapter.

Chapter 13 addresses airport financing and airline economic data.  AAAE and ACI-NA still are
reviewing the airport financing information.  The Associations have reviewed and support the comments
on this section provided by Anchorage International Airport (attached).  While economics play an
important role in EPA's decision-making process, the Associations believe as an initial matter that EPA
has not provided sufficient technical justifications for proceeding with a rulemaking.

CONCLUSION

The airport industry is effectively regulated by current Federal, State, and local laws.  The industry
also has demonstrated a proactive approach to environmental protection by reducing the use of and
exposure of ADFs to the environment.  These trends should be allowed to continue unhindered by an ELG
rulemaking process that traditionally has been developed to regulate manufacturing operations that are
nearly identical from facility to facility.

The Study needs more work.  Chapters must be completed and reviewed by interested
stakeholders.  Based on what is drafted, the toxicity chapter lacks data on toxic components, the
technology chapter lacks data on treatability of ADFs, and the cost chapter reflects that treatment options
are extremely expensive.

EPA also must satisfy the consent decree requirements before it can proceed with an ELG
decision, unless the Agency already is convinced that an ELG is unnecessary.

Very truly yours,

CARTER MORRIS BONNIE WILSON
Staff Vice President Senior Director
Regulatory Affairs Airport Facilities and Services
American Association of Airport Executives Airports Council International-North America

cc:  Jeff Longsworth—Collier, Shannon, Rill & Scott, PLLC
Scott Belcher—Air Transport Association of America

Attachment


