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SUMMARY

()

DRAFT (X) FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT

United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service,
Mid-Atlantic Region

2.

Type of action: (X) Administrative () Legislative

Brief description of action: The proposed action is to implement
the legislative requirements of Public Law 93-477 which amends the
act authorizing Independence National Historical Park, Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania. The amendment authorizes Federal acquisition of

1.348 acres of land in Philadelphia. It further authorizes the
Secretary of the interior to enter into an agreement with the City
of Philadelphia to develop a public parking facility on the acquired
property. :

Summary of environmental impact and adverse environmental effects:

a. Increase the probability that the visual and architectural
character of the 0ld City Historic District can be retained.

b. Demolition of two 19th Century structures.

c. The acquisition of 1.026 acres of private properties; removal
of approximately $12,487 from city tax rolls.

d. Provision of 550 parking spaces will alleviate a tight parking
situation and facilitate visitor use. '

e. Concentration of vehicular traffic, resulting in higher noise
and pollution locals.

Alternatives considered:

a. Provide no parking facilities for the visitor center (no action).
b. Provide a visitor center at Independence Mall with parking nearby.
c. Provide the visitor parking at a location other than ''Area F'.

Comments have been requested from the following:

See attached sheet.

Date Statement Made Available to CEQ and the Public:

ODraft: 10/5/73
Final: MAR 1 1976



5. Comments have been requested from the following:
(continued from previous page)

FEDERAL

*Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Department of the Interior
*Bureau of Outdoor Recreation
*Environmental Protection Agency

. STATE

*Department of Environmental Resources

*0ffice of State Planning and Development (State Clearing House)
*Pennsylvania Department of Transportation

Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission

MUNICIPAL

*City of Philadelphia
City Air Management Services
Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission
(Metropol itan Clearing House)

Other

Independence National Historical Park Advisory Commission
#01d Philadelphia Development Corporation
*Philadelphia Historical Commission

*The Philadelphia Convention and Tourist Bureau
*The Philadel phia Parking Authority

*Comments received and attached.
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l. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL

This proposal is to implement the legislative requirements

of Public Law 93-477, which amends the Act authorizing

establ ishment of Independence National Historical Park

(P.L. 80-795). The amendment authorizes addition of that

part of the block bounded by Chestnut, Walnut, Second and
Front Streets and known as '"Area F''. A copy of Public Law
93-477 is appended (A). This block is part of the Old City
Historic District entered on the National Register of Historic
Places on May 5, 1972, after nomination by the State of Penn-
sylvania.

More specifically, the amendment authorizes the Secretary of
the Interior to acquire that portion of the block bounded by
lonic, Second, Sansom and Front Streets and containing 1.348
acres. It authorizes the Secretary to enter into an agreement
or contract with the City of Philadelphia under which the City
shall develop, improve, maintain and operate a portion of the
acquired lands as a public parking facility for visitors to
Independence National Historical Park. Upon amortization of
the City's investment in construction of the facility, title

to the parking structure will pass to the Federal Government.
With respect to the remainder of the block, the Secretary's
authority to acquire by condemnation is suspended during the
time the City of Philadelphia has in force and applicable to
such property a duly adopted, valid zoning ordinance approved
by the Secretary. The Secretary is not to approve a zoning
ordinance which contains any provisions he may consider adverse
to the preservation and development of Independence National
Historical Park. A zoning ordinance proposed by the Philadelphia
City Planning Commissiop to meet this provision is appended (B).
This appended draft ordinance is currently under consideration
~pending:

a. City of Philadelphia approval to remove two
of the three existing streets from the City
Plan.

b. Approval of the Philadelphia Parking Authority's
construction plans for' a parking garage.

c. Approval of the Independence National Historical
Park Concept Plan for '"Area F',



Acquisition of the 1.348 acres has begun. While acquisition
is in progress, an agreement whereby the Philadelphia Parking
Authority will construct a parking garage with a capacity for
approximately 550 cars will be negotiated with the objective
of starting construction in October 1976, Design of the park-
ing garage is subject to the approval of the Secretary.

In the interim a tempdrary surface parking lot of approximately
150 car capacity will be operated in "Area F'" by the Philadelphia
Parking Authority.

In the course of this work, two of the four structures now on
the land to be acquired in fee will, according to current plan-
ning, be demolished. The exceptions are the 1765 Thomas Bond
House and to a degree the structure at 114 South Front. Its
facade and the adjoining bridge across lonic Street are to be
saved. The interior of the 114 South Front Street structure

is to be adopted into the design of the parking facility. The
four structures are more particularly identified and described
in Section Il, DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT. A strip along
the south side of the property, including Sansom Street, will be
developed as a pedestrian mall connecting Independence National
Historical Park with the waterfront and the Penn's Landing
development, Gatzmer Street, an eight-foot wide alley running
through the center of the proposed acquusntnon from Front to
Second Street, will be vacated.

It is planned that the remainder of the block remain in private
ownership subject to land controls that will perpetuate the
historic appearance and scale. The Philadelphia Planning
Commission is also working on a special set of regulations, sign
controls and related measures to assure that rehabilitation of

all structures within the 0ld City Historic District is sensitive
to and compatible with their historic and architectural character.
In the event that zoning acceptable to the Secretary of the
Interior is not adopted, or acceptable zoning is not enforced,

the Secretary will then have the authority to acqulre the remainder
of "Area F',

The permanent parking facility has not yet been designed but the
Philadelphia Parking Authority had an economic feasibility study
prepared in 1970. This study estimated construction costs for
subh a facility in 1973 would total $2,609,000. Annual net income
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was estimated to be about $265,000. A cost income summary was
then prepared which shows the project to be feasible. The
report is appended (D). The functional plan mentioned in it,
however is omitted. Note that the feasibility study is based
on a six-level structure to park 15 buses and 597 cars, all
above ground, with about 9,500 sq. ft. of commercial space at
street level along Sansom Street, and on the site being pro-
vided without cost. This statement includes discussion of the
possibility of putting one or two levels of parking underground
(mitigating measures below). Construction cost differentials
for this have not been determined, but, if undergrounding two
stories would add substantially to construction costs, and if
interest rates at the time of construction are high, a longer
amortization period of Federal funding of those costs attribut=~
able to underground construction might be necessary to assure
economic feasibility. -

Also, the size of the proposed structure is fixed within
relatively narrow limits. Allowing 350 sq. ft. per car to
provide for structural supports, access ramps and so forth,

and adding 9,500 sq. ft. for commercial space and 6,000 sq. ft..
for 15 buses, some 225,500 sq. ft. are required to assure
economic feasibility. Assuming a six-level structure, one

acre is the minimum amount of ground the structure will cover.

INTERRELAT IONSHIPS WITH OTHER PROJECTS

Independence National Historical Park: The establishment of

this property, which is listed in the National Register of
Historic Places, was authorized by Public Law 80-795, approved
June 28, 1948, "for the purpose of preserving for the benefit

" of the American people as a national historical park certain
historical structures and properties of outstanding national
significance located in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania and associated
with the American Revolution and the founding of the United
States . . ." ‘

This Act has since been amended on eleven occasions to adjust
authorized boundaries, authorize additional land acquisition and
increase the legislative ceiling on appropriations for develop-
ment and land acquisition. The ceiling of $11,200,000 was increased
to $12,792,000 by enactment of the latest legislation.

1
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The Park authorized by and developed pursuant to this
legislation consists of a four block area running from
Sixth to Second Street between Chestnut and Walnut Streets
together with several small outlying areas. Independence
Mall State Park, the three blocks between Fifth and Sixth
Streets and Chestnut to Race has recently come under
National Park Service operation. A special use permit

for this operation has been negotiated between the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania and the National Park Service until
such time that the outstanding capital improvement bonds
are retired; the Mall area then will be transferred to the
Federal Government in fee simple title.

Planning for development and management of |ndependence
National Historical Park has been in progress since 1950,
and has culminated in a Master Plan prepared by an inter-
disciplinary team, guided by a steering committee composed
of National Park Service officials, Dr. S. K. Stevens of the
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission, Mr. William
Forrey of the Pennsylvania Bureau of State Parks, Mr. Paul
L. Thomas of the Pennsylvania Department of Highways and

Mr. Edmund L. Bacon, Philadelphia City Planning Commission.
The Master Plan was approved in 1971. )

The Master Planning effort dealt throughout with Independence
National Historical Park both as an operating entity and as

a catalyst and an integral part of the revitalization of down-
town Philadelphia.

As . the Master Plan evolved, five key and interrelated factors
became apparent which had to be considered for the Park to
adequately fulfill both its purpose and its role in center
city redevelopment.

1. Because the turnpike traffic from both
east and west feeds directly into Sixth
Street, Independence Square receives the
full impact of motor~borne visitation,
This is precisely the location where
traffic impact is least desirable in terms
of interpretation and where parking is most
nearly impossible to provide.
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S.

A survey by the city made in the late
1960's noted that 30,000 parking spaces
then served the 140,000 vehicles entering
center city Philadelphia each day and
estimated that an additional 92,000

spaces will be needed to serve the 365, 000
vehicles expected by 1985,

Since the Park may be the visitors' first
and only planned stop in Philadelphia, the
National Park Service has an obligation to
provide information concerning other visitor
attractions available in Philadelphia as well
concerning the Park's resources.

The Park is playing a useful and dynamic role

in sparking redevelopment of the historic heart
of 01d Philadelphia and is serving as an out-
standing example of careful historic preserva-
tion. During the present era the Park must
concentrate its primary operation's effort

on interpretation of the events and ideas that
made these buildings historic. The purpose of
the Park's interpretive program will be to offer
the visitor a well-rounded picture of the period
of the American Revolution, including the period
of the establishment of government under the
Constitution.

The Park has worked with the City to assure that
“Area F', a crucial link between the historical
park and the revitalized riverfront, provides
necessary visitor services while retaining its
historic character.

Alternative methods of working these factors into the fabric of
the Park were considered in arriving at the Master Plan recom-

mendations. These alternatives are discussed in Section VIll,

ALTERNATIVES.

The planning process'revealed a highway traffic pattern which
placed visitors at Independence Square, would be altered by the

1-5



planned and programmed construction of 1-95, the Delaware
Expressway, which, with an exit at Vine Street, would tend
to introduce visitors to the eastern portion of the Park.
The planned enlargement and upgrading of the subway station
at Second and Market Streets would produce the same tendency
for visitors arriving by that mode of public transportation.

These transportation developments were considered in combina-
tion with the following considerations: the need to minimize
impact on historical values preserved in the Park; continued
urban revitalization; desirability of spreading visitor impact
throughout the Park rather than concentrating it on.lndependence
Square; the opportunity to strengthen interpretation by intro-
ducing visitors to the major historic sites and structures in
the order in which the structures hosted great events (City
Tavern to Carpenters Hall to Independence Hall to Congress
Hall); the desirability of gaining control of the block between
the Park and Penn's Landing and providing both a physical and
visual link between the two; and the opportunity to cooperate
with the City to revitalize the "Area F'" block in a manner
which would encourage retention of most of its surviving
structures. All these considerations led to a Master Plan
recommendation to build an interpretive center within the Park
at the southeast corner of Third and Chestnut Streets and to
provide, in conjunction with the City, a parking facility in
“Area F*' to serve both Park visitors and residents and com-
mercial activities nearby. Thus, the recommended action is in
accord with the proposed Master Plan.

Construction of the interpretive facility has already been the
subject of consultation with the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation and of the procedures required by NEPA, and con-
struction is completed.

OLD PHILADELPHIA HISTORIC DISTRICT

The recommended action is also related to the 0ld Philadelphia
Historic District. The project details for revitalization of
this district are being worked out by the 0ld Philadelphia
Development Corporation, the City Planning Commission, the
Philadelphia Historical Commission and others.



The 0l1d City Historic District, more particularly described
herein under Section !i, DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT,
includes the seventeen block area roughly bounded by Front,

< Walnut, Fifth and Wood Streets. This is an area of small
wholesalers, retailers and jobbers who conduct business in
a structural mixture of 19th Century bars, restaurants and
institutions. This district comprises approximately 812
structures, of which two percent are institutional, twenty
percent are vacant, fifty percent are commercial, twelve

- percent are storage or warehouse, seven percent are industrial
and nine percent are residential or miscellaneous. Approximately
seventy-five percent of the total space above the first=floor
level is vacant or dead storage. Of the 812 structures, some
eighty percent are in neither very poor nor very good condition,
but are rehabilitable.

Philadelphia, like all large American cities, has in recent
decades suffered from a declining property tax base and
greatly increased governmental costs. |Its public school
system has been teetering on the brink of bankruptcy for
several years.,

As did other large cities, in the early 1950's Philadelphia
launched a massive urban renewal effort to upgrade decaying
sections and develop new ratables. New office structures rose
west of City Hall, new apartments and new public housing were
built, and development of vacant lands in the Eastwick section
of South Philadelphia was undertaken. Most notably, in the
Society Hill area between Walnut and Lombard Streets from Sixth
Street to the Delaware River,urban renewal has changed a de-
caying residential area into an area of restored 18th and 19th
Century residences, modern town houses and three apartment
towers which make it the most desirable residential neighbor-
hood in the City.

In many ways the 01d Philadelphia Historic District is the
commercial equivalent of Society Hill before renewal began. A
few 18th and many 19th Century structures survive, although most
are deteriorated and under-utilized, they do have restoration
potential. City agencies hope to do here what has been done

in Society Hill in reversing the trend of deterioration. Through
historic distric zoning and Historic Commission Ordinance en-
forcement, providing off-street parking and off-street truck
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loading and unloading space and providing technical assistance
and moral support, the City hopes to encourage property owners

to restore and maintain the historic structures, develop uses

for their upper floors, including residential use, and in general
to restore the district to prosperity and economic viability.

If the effort is successful, it will be the first time that so
large an area of primarily 19th Century commerical buildings has
been restored and put to viable use rather than flattened and
replaced by modern structures,

This effort may or may not succeed. The necessary zoning
ordinance may or may not pass. The establishment of parking

and off-street loading areas essential to profitable commercial
‘'use may or may not be effective to encourage the profitable
rehabilitation of buildings, including finding viable uses for
their upper floors. The City of Philadelphia may or may not

be able to provide the public funds needed to spark the restora-
tion program. Even if the effort is successful, architecturally
significant buildings may have to be demolished to provide vital
parking and off-street unloading, or individual owners may decide
to replace old structures with new ones of the same dimension,
However, without such a program the area will almost certainly
deteriorate to the point where clearance and rebuilding will be
the only course of action.

MAREA F"!

“Area F'' is part of this historic district, and is regarded by

the City as an opportunity to prove that its concept for the
district can work. The project could provide the impetus to

get the entire effort off to a successful start. The proposed
parking facility would not only serve Park visitors but could
also serve visitors to other nearby historic sites, some of

which are Registered National Historic Properties, i.e. Christ
Church, Betsy Ross House. The presence of these visitors should
provide a source of potential customers for neighboring businesses.

In compliance with the provisions of Section 106 of the Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 and the Advisory Council's Procedures
for Compliance issued pursuant thereto, the State Historic
Preservation Officer and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation have been consulted. The Council staff prepared a



a proposal to mitigate or remove the effect of the projected
action on the 0ld City Historic District. The National Park
Service has concurred with this proposal and a Memorandum of
Agreement has been achieved. «

DELAWARE EXPRESSWAY 1-95

The proposed action is also related to the consturct of the
Delaware Expressway 1-95, which will pass just east of and
parallel to Front Street. The section of this highway between
Chestnut Street and Delancey Street will be depressed and
covered. The cover will be landscaped to provide an attractive
link to Penn's Landing. This highway, with an exit at Vine
Street, will change traffic patterns so that many Park visitors
will arrive at the east portion of the Park first. This
section is under construction with completion originally
planngd for by 1976, but now scheduled for completion by 1980
or 1981.

VINE STREET EXPRESSWAY

Distinct from 1-95 but closely related to it is the proposed
Vine Street Expressway. This expressway, to be attained by
widening Vine Street, will connect the Schuylkill Expressway,
which brings traffic from the west bound Pennsylvania Turnpike
into Philadelphia and the Benjamin Franklin Bridge, which
brings traffic from New Jersey into Philadelphia. An inter-
change at the Philadelphia end of the Benjamin Franklin Bridge
will connect the Vine Street Expressway - Benjamin Franklin
Bridge route with 1-95 and provide off=-ramps from both routes
onto the city streets. :

Virtually all visitors traveling to Independence National
Historical Park by private car will arrive either via the Vine
Street Expressway; over the Benjamin Franklin Bridge;. or by
1-95 with an exit via the ramp complex, which is approximately
four blocks north of the proposed parking facility. Visitors
coming from the north and south on 1-95; from the west on the
Vine Street Expressway; and from the east over the Benjamin
Franklin Bridge will exit via ramps leading to Sixth Street.
They will then be directed by signs to drive south on Sixth
Street to Chestnut Street, east on Chestnut to Second Street,
and then south on Second Street to the parking facility.
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~ PENN'S LANDING

Penn's Landing will be separated from '"Area F' only by the
Delaware Expressway 1-95, which in this area will be depressed
and covered; this project extends along the Delaware River
from Market Street south to Lombard and covers about 25

acres, much of it filled land.

Plans call for development on the covered expressway of
300,000 sq. ft. of museum space; 400,000 sq. ft. of office
space; 150,000 sq. ft. of recreational/commercial space; 300
motel/hotel units, 250 apartment units and 1,500 parking
spaces. Fill has been completed and construction began in
early 1974,

This project will assure the future of that section of river-
front visible from ''Area F'', and will become a major visitor
- attraction.,

Visitors attracted to Penn's Landing, employees and customers
of commercial establishments in revitalized “Area F'", and
residents may compete with visitors to Independence National
Historical Park for space in the proposed parking garage.

The fee system will be used to assure availability of space
for visitor parking. Long-term parking, such as would be
required by employees of local usinesses, will be discouraged
by a relatively high fee for extended parking. This type of
fee structure has been applied to the parking lot operated by
the National Park Service at Third and Chestnhut Streets and
has proved effective.
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1§, DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT

The project area and its surroundings have been evolving as
a part of the heart of Philadelphia since English settlement
of Philadelphia began about 1680. While the first City Plan
provided for a rectangular City running from the Delaware
River to the Schuylkill River, actual settlement patterns
did not conform to this ideal. From the time of the first
settlers, who lived in caves dug into the banks just east of
"Area F", for over a hundred years the City grew both north
and- south along the waterfront, extending inland only very
gradually. Not until the early 19th Century did development
reach, and then cross, Broad Street some fifteen blocks west
of the Delaware River,

"Area F'" and its environs were affected by and still reflect
this pattern of growth. From the beginning the Delaware
waterfront, lined with wharves, was the focus of economic
activity. Immediately behind the waterfront, between it and
Front Street, were the warehouses and counting houses required
by water-borne commerce. West of Front Street lay a two or
three block wide zone of residential development. Here,
typically, windsor chair makers, draymen caul kers, coopers,
tanners, instrument makers and others stored their goods and
wares, or the goods and wares of others, in the basement of
their two or three-story brick houses built in rows. They
kept shop on the first floors and resided on the upper floors.
West of this zone lay many of the public bulldlngs of the City
and the more spacious brick homes of Philadelphia's wealthy
families - a sort of suburb. The "'suburbs" gradually moved
westward toward Broad Street, and the trades zone moved west-
ward behind it. This general pattern prevailed into the 19th
Century.

As the 19th Century progressed, urban growth and development
brought about its usual changes, as the two and three-story .
houses were replaced with four and five-story commercial buildings,
until, by the late 19th Century, ""Area F' and its environs were

a welter of 18th Century structures interspersed among 19th Century
commercial buildings.



At the same time, manufacturing, banking and finance eclipsed
shipping, and the business heart of Philadelphia moved westward,
leaving the waterfront area to decline. This decline continued
into the 1940's, to be reversed only by a series of urban
projects. Some, such as the Society Hill redevelopment, are
complete; some such as Independence National Historical Park
and Penn's Landing are in progress; the 0ld City Historic
District is yet in the initial stages.

To the south of ''Area F" lies Society Hill, with its mixture
of 19th and 20th Century office buildings, modern apartment
towers, new town houses, and fastidiously restored 18th and
early 19th Century houses. Society Hill is a historic district
which has been entered on the National Register of Historic
Places.

Iimmediately west of 'Area F'" lie the four blocks of Independence
National Historical Park, with some 30 sites and structures
associated with the period of the American Revolution and the
establishment of the Federal Government. Here, a confusion of
deteriorating 19th Century structures have been cleared away

to provide a fire break around the historic dwellings, to pro-
vide a dignified setting for them, and to facilitate public

access to the buildings and public understanding of the structures
and the events for which they were the setting. In a related
project, the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has cleared and land~
scaped the three blocks lying north of Independence Hall to create
Independence Mall.

Independence Park was visited by 3,286,000 people in 1974 (charts
pages |1=3 and 11~-4), Over 80 percent of these visitors arrived

by car, parking on adjacent streets or on commercial lots. Perhaps
another 10 percent arrived by bus, and a small percentage arruved
by subway or on foot.

To the north and northwest lies the remainder of the 0ld City
Historlic District, an area of small wholesalers, retailers, and
jobbers keeping shop in 18th Century and 19th Century buildings;
with a few small and medium sized industries, branch banks, bars,
luncheonettes, restaurants, and such historical remains as Christ
Church and Christ Church Cemetery, Betsy Ross House, Elfreth's
Alley, and Friend's Arch Street Meeting House mixed in. Here,
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sparked by the projects mentioned above the Franklin Court
development just constructed within the 300 block of Market
Street and the new United States Mint at Fifth and Arch
Streets - change is occurring. A Holiday Inn has been opened
at Fourth and Arch Streets and several modern multi-story
office buildings have been built along Market Street between
Third and Fifth Streets. All of these sites were formerly
occupied by four and five story 19th Century structures. At
the same time, Loxely Court and the 0ld German area on the
east side of Fourth Street have been restored. A copy of
the site description from the National Register nominating
individually )isted structures is appended (D).

As for '"Area F'' itself, all but one of the properties facing
Front Street between lonic and Sansom have been cleared within
the past three years. This cleared area is used for parking.
The western half of the Walnut Street frontage is taken up by
the 19th Century structures and a new building in 18th Century
style of the Bookbinder's Restaurant complex. The remainder
of the block is typical of the entire historic district in
character and use - an area of 19th Century buildings, four

to seven stories, used as offices, retail outlets, restaurants
or for storage. A few are vacant, and more have vacant and un-
used upper stories. A change in use seems to be beginning, as
seven new restaurants have opened in the Chestnut Street build-
ings' within the past few years.

Of these structures, none has been placed on the National Register
as an individual structure, nor is any except the Thomas Bond
House being considered for individual listing. Structures known
as 110-114 Chestnut Street, 120 Chestnut Street, 126~138 Chestnut
Street, 103-109 Walnut Street, 121-127 Walnut Street, 105 South
Second Street, 117-129 South Second Street, 135 South Second
Street, 102-114 and 136 South Front Street and 108 and 110 Sansom
Street have all been certified as historic buildings by the
Philadelphia Historical Comission. This certification was based
on architectural character rather than association with events or
personages of historical significance.

123 South Second Street :is the Yoh Building a late 19th Century
brick industrial building of five or six stories, well designed
but not of great distinction,



110 lonic Street is an early 19th Century four story brick
warehouse of no design distinction but typical of early
buildings in this area which are rapidly disappearing.

114 South Front Street is a four story brick commercial
warehouse building with granite piers on the first story
and is one of a line of similar buildings in the block.
The building to the .north bridges lonic Street and abuts
this building above the first floor.

129 South Second Street is the Bond House built about 1765
and is a typical three story corner row house. It was for
~a time the home of Thomas Bond, one of the founders of
American medicine.

0f the 1.348 acres proposed for acquisition, 0.322 acres

is owned by the City of Philadelphia. Negotiations for
acquisition of the remaining 1.026 acres of property in
private ownership have begun. Total assessed valuation

of the private properties in 1975 is $256,800 and the taxes
totaled approximately $12,487. There are no natural or
historic values or natural resources on or under these

private properties.

Considerable archeological investigation has been com-

pleted in the Park and in the areas cleared for 1-95 and
Penn's Landing. The ''Area F'' block can be expected to provide
new information because its early use and development differed
from those adjacent areas. As the site of the first settle-
ment in Philadelphia, the block between Front and Second
Streets can be expected to provide archeological evidence or
new data on 18th Century building techniques and urban life in
general. '

Limited data as to air pollution levels for '"Area F' are avail~
able. A short term (1/18-24/73) measurement from a van was made
by the City at Eighth and Market Streets. As is stated in the
report of May 1973, '"Measurement of Street Level Pollutants'
prepared for Air Management Services - the van was parked on the
south side of Market Street, 180 feet east of Eighth Street.

The traffic counters were used to measure Market Street traffic
only. This traffic was the basis for the ratios of cars to
trucks and buses. A diesel air compressor operating on Market



Street during working hours may have affected the readings.
Odors from buses were quite noticeable, and apparently the
buses also produced a gray low-level haze. A few of the
people waiting for buses, especially those on the bus islands,
could be seen averting their faces from this material.

Generally pollution from mobile sources accounts for 85 per-
cent of total City-wide carbon monoxide emissions, 66 percent
of total hydro-carbon emissions, 29 percent of total nitrogen
oxide emissions, and an undetermined amount of particulate
matter emissions. The City of Philadelphia Air Management
Services' measurements show that the Federal standard for
carbon monoxide is exceeded at the 20th and Race Streets
station on 16 occasions per year. A 47 percent reduction in
peak pollution levels will be required to meet EPA standards
for 1977. City air-qual ity experts report that if standards
for carbon monoxide are met, other auto-related pollutants
will also fall below EPA standards.

Even allowing for the effects of improved automobile emission
controls, attainment of EPA standards will require a reduction
of pollution from mobile sources in the range of 30 percent.
Moreover, the reduction must be achieved by methods which do
not reduce the City's competitive position in attracting
business and residents.

Following requirements of the Environmental Protection Agency
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania in co-operation with the City's
Air Management Services developed a comprehensive transportation
plan to control air pollution in Philadelphia.

After considering such alternatives as conversion of buses and
taxi fleets to natural gas, work schedule changes, by-passing
through traffic, traffic flow improvement and automobile in-
spection and maintenance, Air Management Services developed a
plan based on mass transit improvements, with traffic restraints
as a last resort. In essence, this plan is for a viable mass
transportation system which can effectively compete head to head
with the private car as a means of travel into and within the
City. Specific aims include creating a pass system so that
passengers can pay a flat weekly or monthly price for all mass
transit travel; developing a network of exclusive bus and trolley



lanes to allow buses feeding rail and subway lines to move
unimpeded by auto traffic; expanding mass transit capacity;
making transfers at modal points easier by reducing waiting
time, providing fringe parking, and strictly enforcing exist-
ing parking regulations. |If it becomes necessary to restrict
automobile access, such restriction should be aimed primarily
at the commuter, perhaps through a tax on all cars parked
before 9:30 a.m.

Specific plans for implementation are the responsibility of

the City departments and regional planning and transportation
agencies. As noted in Section IX, CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION
of this statement, Air Management Services feels that the
recommended parking garage does not conflict with this plan.

PROBABLE FUTURE ENVIRONMENT WITHOUT THE PROPOSAL

Existing use of the fee acquisition portion of "Area F" is as
parking, business offices, warehouse space, or no use. The
remainder of the block is used for restaurants, business offices,
or retail outlets, with much of the upper story space unused.
‘With the impending development of Penn's Landing, which will
place the block between two major visitor attractions, it is
almost inconceivable that these uses will continue unaltered.

Without the recommended action, this block would in a few years
be used for its economically highest and best purpose. Book-
binder's restaurant would undoubtedly remain. If the City

enacts its historic district zoning, some of the existing build-
ings would be retained and rehabilitated. Vacant ground would be
built upon, and probably some existing structures would be
replaced by new commercial buildings. A developer has already
expressed interest in building a new hotel at Front and Walnut.
Without historic district zoning, most of the existing structures
would probably be replaced, including probably some new hotel

or motel construction.
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1101, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed project has two major areas of impact. The first

is the impact of the proposed legislation as a whole on Project
"Area F'' and the 01d City Historic District; the second is the
impact of that part of the proposal which relates to fee
acquisition and development of a parking facility and pedestrian
mall in the area bounded by Front, Sansom, Second and lonic Streets.

The impact of the proposal as a whole will increase the probability
that the visual and architectural character of the 0ld City '
Historic District can be retained. At the same time the District's
role in the economy of the City can be strengthened. This impact
should be particularly felt within those portions of '"Area F' not
proposed for fee acquisition. As noted above, addition of 'Area

F'* to Independence National Historical Park has been under con-
sideration for over a decade, and in that time City planning
agencies have based their activities on this assumption.

At present the City Planning Commission is well advanced with a
program for revitalization of the 01d City Historic District,
combined with plans for historical district zoning and special
design controls intended to encourage retention; careful and
accurate restoration; and adaptation and economically feasible

use of the many 18th and 19th Century structures in the historic
district. Enactment of the "Area F' legislation is viewed by

the City as a desirable adjunct to this program. The program
should have a major impact on the historic district. While
arresting the trend of demol ishing 18th and 19th Century structures
to make room for more functional, more easily maintained and (at
present) more profitable modern structures, it will encourage com=-
patible and e onomically viable adaptive use of the old structures.

The second area of impact will result from the acquisition of
1.348 acres of land and development on it of a parking facility
and pedestrian mall,

FIRST, implementation of this element of the proposal will
necessitate demolition of two of the four present structures.
The Bond House and rear addition to it will be retained. The
interior of the structure at 114 South Front Street will be
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modified to adapt that space for the purposes of the park-

~ ing facility. The bridge across lonic Street which is

formed by 112 and 114 South Front Street and the facade of
‘the 114 South Front Street structure are significant historic
architectural features and will be preserved. All of these
structures date from the 19th Century. Concomitant with this
impact is that of creating a gap in the Second Street facade,
a facade whose visual character is now greater than the sum
of its parts. This character will be reduced by the recom=
mended action.

SECOND, this block probably contains archeological remains

of 18th Century structures which once stood there. These
remains most likely are primarily wells and privy pits. '

Such remains elsewhere within the vicintiy have proved a

rich source of the artifacts of 18th Century urban life.

If the proposed garage is built on a slab or slightly below
grade, the archeological remains will be unaccessible during

the 1ife of the building. If the structure extends one or

two stories below grade, archeological remains will be

destroyed unless a program of salvage archeology is initiated.
While salvage archeology will assure preservation of any arti-
facts which may be present and provide knowledge from scientific
excavation, the necessity to excavate now means that any new
techniques hereafter developed cannot be utilized at this location.

THIRD, provision of 550 parking spaces will facilitate visitor
use of Independence National Historical Park and ameliorate a
serious parking situation. Previously ample parking existed in
the area south and east of "'Area F''., With the development. of
Penn's Landing, this parking has been el iminated, and the 1500
parking spaces proposed within Penn's Landing will be no more
than sufficient to serve that project's activities.

FOURTH, consturction of the facility will have a visual impact

of its own. Careful design can reduce any adversity of this
impact, but it is unlikely that the structure will ‘have the charm
of the older buildings it will replace. If it is built no higher
than the existing buildings, the new structure should not adversely
affect use of the other structures in '"Area F' which back into
Sansom and lonic Streets, since the limited distance between the
back of these buildings and the new structures restricts the angle
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of the view. Seen from across Second Street and from Penn's
Landing, the new structures will very probably detract some-
what from the present visual quality of the block.

FIFTH, the presence of the structure will result in somewhat
higher emission and noise levels., The parking structure will
not in itself attract automobile traffice to Independence
National Historical Park - visitors come to see Independence
Hall and the Liberty Bell, and they will continue to come
whether or not the garage is built unless automobiles are
banned from center city. It is likely that, without the
garage, the average visitor during times of peak use would
drive farther looking for a place to park than he will have
to drive to reach the proposed garage. Nevertheless, on a
peak day in the Bicentennial era, an estimated 1,100 cars will
use the structure. These vehicles will emit pollutants and
create noise. Increased emissions will adversely affect
neighboring buildings by discoloring paint more rapidly and by
causing more rapid discoloration and erosion of masonry
surfaces.

Analysis of the impact of emissions and noise resulting from

the proposed parking facility must also take into account the
presence nearby of Penn's Landing, which will be a major traffic
generator, and of the Delaware Expressway. While the latter
will be covered adjacent to the parking garage, emissions will
have to be vented somewhere in the vicinity.

Implementation of the proposal will require relocation of one
owner-occupied and three tenant-occupied businesses. One firm,
the Yoh Company, was previously displaced during land acquisition
for Independence National Historical Park. Implementations will
remove property with an assessed valuation of approximately
$12,487 per year in tax revenue.

Since parking garages are normally unheated, and restrooms are
provided only for staff and will be tied into the existing city
sewage system, no pollution except that resulting from any in-
crease in electrical generating capacity needed for lighting

the structure will result., A certain temporary amount of noise
pollution and emissions from construction equipment and dust will
be caused by demolition and construction.
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The City of Philadelphia Air Management Services has con-
sidered this project from two points. It has stated that
under Section 3-206 of the Air Management Code, Air Manage-
ment Services must review the ventilation system for any
underground garages. Since the details of this fau lity

are not yet available, Air Management Services has no comments
on this aspect.

Through coordination with the Air Management Services it was
determined that quantitative analysis of the effect of this
facility on local air contaminant levels must be provided
before Air Management Services can give final approval. At
this time, under Air Management Regulation X, Complex Source'
Review, adopted by the Air Pollution Control Board (APCB) on
October 16, 1973, Air Management Services is interested in
the facility as it may affect air quality. Under the original
Regulation X, Air Management Services could not get involved
with the project because of its relatively small size. How=
ever, with the revised Regulation X, the size of parking
facilities to be reviewed by Air Management Services has been
specified as those with 500 or more parking spaces.

The Air Management Services further state that ''the proposed
parking facility may have a significant impact on the air
quality in the area of Independence National Historical Park.
Building the garage may result in improved or degraded air
qual ity depending on how the facility is controlled. Ex-
perience has shown that a parking facility in an urban area,
does in itself attract automobile traffic. As the supply of
parking space increases, more local visitors (and commuters
and shoppers) will drive to Independence Park, and the tempo-
rarily relaxed parking situation will soon tighten. This would
result in higher vehiclie miles traveled and, of course, higher
pollutant levels throughout the City. This is not consistent
with the City's over-all transportation plan.'

Since the park may be the visitor's first and only planned stop
in Philadelphia, the National Park Service, as well as the City
of Philadelphia, has an obligation to provide safe and convenient
parking for these visitors.

k)
This apparent conflict would be resolved by giving cars from out-
side the Delaware Valley priority for parking spaces. This

§
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practice, combined with progressive pparking rates or parking
time limits to discourage commuter usage would result in
reducing cruising times for non-residents. Local traffic
volume would not be stimulated by the improved parking
situation for tourists. Vehicle discrimination would not be
stimulateéd by the improved parking situation for tourists.
Vehicle discrimination would not be unfair especially when the
City implements Its mass transit improvements since Delaware
Valley residents will have convenient mass transportation
available while tourists will be traveling mostly y the auto-
mobile and will be limited by time. In this case, the new
parking facility would complement the transportation plan by
decreasing congestion and reducing vehicle miles traveled and,
therefore, result in improved air quality.
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v, MITIGATING MEASURES INCLUDED IN THE PROPOSED ACTION

A program of salvage archeology will be undertaken to locate,
record and salvage artifacts from any cultural remains on the
site. This program will be directed by a professional arche-
ologist experienced in urban archeology, and will be undertaken
prior to site clearance and construction.

The impact of relocation on the four businesses will be ameliorated
by the provisions of Public Law 91-46k4, the Uniform Relocation -
Assistance and General Property Acquisition Act of 1970. Equiva-
lent space is available in the vicinity.

Noise, dust and construction equipment will be limited insofar as
possible by inserting and enforcing specifications to this end in
the demolition contracts. The City will be encouraged to do the
same in the construction contract for the parking facility.

In designing the interim surface parking and the permanent park-
ing structure, an effort will be made to minimize the impact of
this facility on the character of the Historic Distriut.

The proposed structure will be no higher than the height limita~-
tion contained in the proposed Historic District Zoning Ordinance
(55 feet). Consideration will be given to placing one or two
levels below ground, if this can be done without endangering
economic feasibility, or if Federal funds can be obtained to make .
up any additional costs involved. No design will be approved which,
in the judgment of the Secretary, is out of keeping with the
character of the remaining structures in the block.

The effect of emissions from vehicles using the facility on Phila=-
delphia's air quality can be mitigated only as part of a larger
plan for controlling vehicles within the City. Such a plan is
being implemented and was described in Section Il, DESCRIPTION OF
THE ENVIRONMENT. The City's Air Management Services have assured
the National Park Service that the proposed parking garage does
not conflict with this pltan, and since the facility will be designed
and built by a City agency, Air Management Services will have to
approve the design, thus assuring consideration of air quality
concerns. As the City's comprehensive program for control of
vehicular air pollution is refined and implemented, the National
Park Service will cooperate in any way it can.
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V. ANY ADVERSE EFFECTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED SHOULD
THE PROPOSAL BE IMPLEMENTED

Demolition of several 19th Century structures cannot be avoided
if the proposed action is implemented.

An increase in noise and auto emissions in the vicinity cannot
be avolided if this proposal is implemented.

A break in the historical continuity of the block cannot be
avoided with the implementation of the proposal. A change in
the visual character of the Second Street facade of the block
cannot be avoided, and a change in the visual character of

the Front Street facade will occur as the existing gap is filled
in by the eventual parking structure,

Any loss in knowledge resulting from archeological investigation
using present techniques as against any improved techniques which
may become available in the future cannot be avoided if the project
is implemented..

The relocation of four businesses and removal of property assessed

at $256,800 from Philadelphia's tax rolls cannot be avoided if the
project is implemented.
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Vi. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES
OF MAN'S ENVIRONMENTS AND THE MAINTENANCE AND
ENHANCEMENT OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY

The fee acquisition portion of '"Area F'" is being used for park-
ing, business offices, warehouse space, or no use. The remainder
of the block is used for restaurants, business offices, and
retail outlets. Much of the upper story space in this area is
unused.

With the recommended action, the fee-acquisition land will be
devoted to a parking facility, remaining open spaces in the
block will be developed in a manner compatible in scale with
existing structures, and most of the 19th Century buildings out-
side the fee-acquisition area, hopefully, will be restored and
economjcally viable uses found for them. The parking garage may
prove to be a relatively short-term use if public transportation
replaces the private car as a major means of travel within the
next three or four decades. If so, it would be amortized, and
‘could be replaced with a new and more viable facility.

Thus, the recommended action will lead to a long-term future in
which a parking facility is provided and the existing buildings
in the remainder of the 1lock are retained as opposed to a long~
range future without the project in which development of the
block would be dictated by economic considerations limited, if at
all only by zoning.
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VIl, ANY IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS
OF RESOURCES WHICH WOULD BE INVOLVED IN THE
PROPOSED ACTION SHOULD IT BE IMPLEMENTED

The difference between economic benefits from future land use
determined by market considerations and those by redevelopment
limited in accordance with the proposed action will be irreversibly
foregone if the project is implemented. The money and material
required to construct the parking garage will be irreversibly
committed if the project is implemented. While archeological re-
search will be done, any knowledge which might be produced by
future archeological techniques over those presently available

will be irretrievably lost. : ’
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VIII. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION

During development of the Master Plan for independence National
Historical Park, several alternatives to the recommended action
were proposed. These included (1) providing a visitor center
with no parking, (2) providing a visitor center on Independence

. Mall with parking nearby and (3) providing parking elsewhere in

the vicinity of “"Area F''. A visitor center has been constructed
on the southeast corner of Third and Chestnut Streets. The
environmental affects of alternatives considered to meet parking
requirements are as follows:

1. Provide no parking for the visitor center, relying
on curb parking, private lots, and eventually mass transit, in-
cluding mass transit connections with peripheral parking for
visitors to center City. Under this alternative, no additional
land would be acquired for Independence National Historical Park,
and no buildings would be demol ished. Noise and vehicle emissions
would not be changed, but they would not be concentrated as cars
approach a single parking facility. Since visitors would park
wherever they could find space, they would continue to enter the
park at every point between Second Street and Sixth Street,

Traffic congestion around the park would increase. Possibly,
demand for off-street parking would lead to development of private
lots on presently vacant ground or on the site of obsolescent
structures. The City's program for encouraging private redevelop=
ment of the 0ld City Historic District would lose whatever impetus
they will gain from implementation of the plan for ""Area F''. The
environmental effect of this fact is impossible to quantify, but if
these plans are not successful, far more than two 19th Century
structures will be lost to deterioration or to private replacement.
Finally "Area F'" would have that future dictated by economic con-
siderations limited only by zoning and height restrictions. As
Penn's Landing takes shape, pressures to replace the structures
now standing in the block might very well lead to demolition of
many of the existing buildings and their replacement with modern
more functional and more profitable consturction.

2. To provide a visitor center on Independence Mall with

parking nearby is no longer a valid alternative. The site was
preempted by its selection as the site for the Liberty Bell Pavilion,
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With the exception of the Pavilion, the integrity of Independence
Mall will continue to be preserved under National Park Service
operation of the area.

3. Provide visitor parking at a location other than
“Area F''. Under this alternative a parking facility would be
provided either north of Chestnut or south of Walnut at some
point between Third Street and Front Street. The area north
of Chestnut is part of the 0ld City Historic District and there
is no vacant area large enough to accommodate a facility without
~ demol ition of several structures. The character of existing de-
velopment is similar to "Area F"'. The environmental impacts would
be the same as those resulting from the recommended action, except
that "Area F" would be left for private development controlled
only by zoning and the assurance of a visual and physical link
between Independence National Historical Park and Penn's Landing
would be foregone. '

The block south of Walnut between Third and Second Streets is
broken by the irregular course of Dock Street. To provide the
necessary space for a 550 car facility it would be necessary to
build over Dock Street or to acquire new residential or commercial
structures built as part of the Society Hill urban renewal project.
Dock Street is a historic street resulting from covering and paving
Dock Creek in the 18th Century, and will become a major traffic
artery with the opening of 1-395. Construction of a facility along
Walnut Street would place the facility broadside to Independence
National Historical Park, would require demolition of one 20th
Century office building and relocation of its occupants, and would
require obliteration of Dock Street, which in turn would create

a grave traffic circulation problem and violate the historic street
pattern.,

The block south of Walnut between Second and Front Streets is
vacant. It was dropped from consideration early in the planning
process since City authorities would oppose its use for parking

and because the planned use is part of the comprehensive plans

for redevelopment of Society Hill and National Park Service Planners
did not wish to impinge on such a widely acclaimed and successful
program. It is extremely unlikely that acquisition of this

property by the Park Service would be authorized by Congress,

The environmental effects of this project would include loss of a
potentially valuable resource to the City, as well as a loss of
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desired addition to the City's pool of overnight accommodations.
No demol ition would be required. Archeological remains would

be similar to those to be expected in '"Area F'', and could be
salvaged in the same way. A parking facility on this site would
support adaptive uses of '"Area F''. Otherwise, impact of this
alternative on "Area F'' and the 01d City Historic District would
be the same as those of Alternative (1).
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IX. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION WITH OTHERS

Preparation of the Master Plan in which the proposed action was
recommended was thoroughly coordinated. The Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania's Historical and Museum Commission, Department of
Highways and Bureau of State Parks were represented on the
Master Plan steering committee as was the City of Philadelphia's
Planning Commission. City Planning Committee staff were con-
sulted during plan formulation. The Independence National
Historical Park Advisory Commission was also consulted, and re-
viewed the completed plan. The plan was also presented to and
discussed with a wide range of historical groups including:

American Institute of Architects

Carpenters Company

Colonial Philadelphia Historical Society
Daughter of Founders and Patriots of America
Descendant's of the Signers of the Declaration
Garden Club of Philadelphia

Greater Philadelphia Movement

Independence Hall Association

independence Hall Chapter, DAR

Junior League

Penn's Tavern Historical Society

Pennsylvania Society of Sons of the Revolution
Society Hill Civic Association

Thomas Lieper Chapter, DAR
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Preparation of the draft and final environmental impact state~
ments was coordinated with the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation, the State Historic Preservation Officer, the
Philadelphia City Planning Comission, the Philadelphia Historical
Commission and the 0ld Philadelphia Redevelopment Corporation.

Discussion of air quality of the proposal was coordinated with the
Office of Planning and Research, Department of Envirommental
Resources, Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and with Air Management

- Services, Department of Public Health, City of Philadelphia. We
were advised the Commonwealth is in the earliest stages of imple-
menting the national ambient air quality standards which include
procedures by which the Commonwealth reviews wide range of authority
to prevent the development of such sources or causes where necessary
to insure that the standards are maintained.

National Park Service staff then met with Air Quality Services and
were provided with copies of the plan for attaining and maintaining
ambient air quality standards. The plan is now under review by City
officials. The Air Qual ity Service advises that the proposed park-
ing garage is not in conflict with this plan.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED

The following is a list of comments received on the draft environ-
mental impact statement. A copy of each of the comments is included
in the Appendix of this statement.

U. S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Environmental Protection Agency
Commonweal th of Pennsylvania
Office of State Planning and Development (State Clearinghouse)
Department of Environmental Resources
Department of Transportation
City of Philadelphia
Philadelphia Historical Commission
Philadel phia Convention and Tourist Bureau
Philadelphia Parking Authority
0ld Philadelphia Development Corporation
Pennsylvania Society of Sons of the Rewolution
The Carpenters' Company of the City and County of Philadelphia

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation

Comment: We have reviewed the subject statement from an out-
door recreation viewpoint and find the statement has adequately
described the impact on the outdoor recreation opportunities
available within the project area.

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

‘Comment: Memorandum of Agreement is approved and the National
Park Service has completed the consultation requirements of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 13966,

! } Environmental Protection Agenqx

Comment: The draft statement does not provide adequate in-
formation on local ambient air quality or the pollution to
be expected from the garage's operation.
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Response: Philadelphia is generally meeting the national
ambient air quality standards for sulphur dioxide, carbon
monoxide and nitrogen dioxide, however, standards for ozone,
hydrocarbons, and particulates are bieng exceeded regularly,
A chart displaying current air qual ity measurements is
attached as Appendix F. ,

The effects of emissions from vehicles which will be using

the parking facility is interrelated with the effects of
vehicular traffic in the city generally. A comprehensive
citywide plan is being implemented to control vehicle travel
and thereby emissions. Consultation with the city Air Manage-
ment Services has revealed that the parking lot proposal is
compatible with the plan.

Comment: Vehicular access routes to the parking facility
include Chestnut Street from Sixth to Second Streets. City
plans exclude traffic on this section for the Bicentennial.

Response: The present City plan restricts private vehicular
access on Chestnut Street between Eighteenth and Eighth )
Streets only., The City advises that it does not presently
plan to extend the Chestnut Street Transitway until after the
Bicentennial.

Comment: Reassessment of the 80 percent figure for visitors
arriving by automobile is needed, since the energy crisis.

Response: Visitation to the park has increased since the
energy crisis and the distribution of visitation has remained
consistent with 80 percent arriving by automobile. Hence, we
do not find reason to adjust the 80 percent figure.

Comment: The Federal sponsor has a responsibility to minimize
s lLILALLS P "
noise impact of demolition and construction.

Response: The Federal sponsor will insist on the same noise
standards as used in Federal construction contracts as the
structure is being built for the Federal sponsor.

Comment: The parking facility might be, as an alternative,
an air-rights structure over |1-95 Delaware Expressway.

Response: The cover over the 1-95 Delaware Expressway was not
not designed to have structures built on it and it is unlikely
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that the cover could sustain such stress. The alternate
location would not permit a recessed facility which would
minimize its visual intrusion., The cover will be a land-
scaped corridor and a structure sited there would disrupt
the aesthetics of the park-1ike area.

Comment: A preferential fee structure for Park visitors
could be implemented in existing commercial parking
facilities in the vicinity.

Response: This alternative is simply not feasible as the
existing facilities are already used to capacity. Even if
the City plan to restrict commuter traffic in private
vehicles were implemented the existing facilities would
continue to be used to capacity by commercial visitors in
the adjacent wholesale business community.

Commonweal th of Pennsylvahia, Office of State Planning
and Development

Comment: Attached are comments of Departments of Environ-
mental Resources and Transportation. These are considered
the official response of the State Clearing House.

Response: See the comments below.

Commonweal th of Pennsylvania, Department of Environmental
Resources

Comment: Special attention should be given to the design of
the parking garage to minimize any visual degradation of the
area.

Besg%nse: Architectural features will be incorporated into
the facade of the garage to minimize visual intrusion.

Comment: An air pollution permit will be necessary for the
Somme . \
parking garage.

Response: An application for such a permit will be made.
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Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Department of Transportation

Comment: We have reviewed the Draft EIS and have no
comments .

Philadelphia Historical Commission, Philadelphia

Comment: Retention of the visual effect of lonic Street
should be considered.

Response: The Memorandum of Agreement between the National
Park Service and the Advisory Council on Historic Preserva-
tion. in provision No. 3 agrees that maintenance of the
facade of 114 South Front Street will be considered in the
design for the parking garage. This consideration would
preserve the visual effect of lonic Street.

Comment: A thorough archeological exploration of the site
be conducted and a report published.

Response: This exploration will be conducted as the property
is acquired.

Comment: The fee system for parking that assures space for
Park visitors as outlined in the statement needs to be
implemented.

Response: Such a fee system that charges high rates for long-
term use will be used to encourage use by Park visitors.

City of Philadelphia, Convention and Tourist Bureau

omment: We consider additional parking adjacent to the
new Visitor Center vital to the master plan of the Park
itself, as well as the entire waterfront and Penn's Landing
area. Having studied carefully the advantages of a parking
facility in "Area F'" along with the Alternatives, we most
heartily endorse such a parking facility. '

1X-6



City of Philadelphia, Parking Authority

Comment: We have reviewed your draft Environmental State-
ment on "Area F'' and found it to contain an excellent
description of the area. , :

0ld Philadelphfa Development Corporation

Comment:  Following comprehensive presentations on the draft
impact statement for 'Area F", our Executive Committee
unanimously endorsed the project.

The Carpenters' Company of the City and County of
Philadelphia

Comment: The base proposal is preferable to the alternatives
and provides a reasonable solution to the problem, If the
resul ting architecture of the parking garage is up to the

opportunity in regard to its street facades, the result should
be quite acceptable.

iX=7
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Memorandum ' k I TR
‘ ! Persannel »
To: Regional Director, Mid-Atlantic Region, NPS " Progiams
From:pgpUTYRegional Director, Northeast Region, BOR C irerty —
: . P Lld v R
Subject: Review of the draft environmental statement fo{"théﬁffﬁgsgeu“--~—4

Independence National Historical Park, Area F, P € 3 S—
Pennsylvania (DES 73-61)

This responds to your memorandum of August 11, 1975 requesting our review
of the subject statement. Unfortunately, we did not receive the statement
in October, 1973, so we did not have the opportunity to comment at that
time.

We have reviewed the subject statement from an outdoor recreation viewpoint

and find the statement has adequately described the impact on the outdoor
recreation opportunities available within the project area.

: ANTHONY M. CORBISIERO

o\UTION
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3( ADVISORY COUNCIL SEP: 28 14/ “‘:u
ON oer
HISTORIC PRESERVATION : f’(x\w v T
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, v astedugeneds, Lsyry,
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SepFembey L2k, TO7gte Pt At}
)T vudtc Attas
Ch Fenanee 8 Contert
Mr. Chester L. Brooks #nance
Director, Northeast Region . Yinpetty
National Park Service ‘ ] A<so Lt Prof Seevices
< 143 South Third Street ' 17 on wand Aoguisitina
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106 Ch. Opns Evatuzton
) Asst tn Dir Mzct Senss
Dear Mr. Brooks: Programs & Budact .
: CrzanDev 8 Hanpowes N .
The Advisory Council is pleased to inform you that the Membrdndum of I (wciweet
Agreement for the Old City Historic District, in Philadelphid, ¥y | R

Pennsylvania, has been approved by the Chairman of the Advisory Council. \bu\c\

This completes the Section 106 process and the National Park Service g o’
may proceed with the proposed development of a parking facility. A ; < ,/4‘
copy of the Agreement is enclosed. ,/W" /:-;3

~ The Council appreciates your cooperation in the resolution of this matter
and commends your contribution to the preservation of our national

heritage.
Sincerely yours, _—
. Ken TapmaOr\x :
Director, Office of Compliance
Enclosure

o ! . ,
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Forwardead o205 _'_:_/-_ Ll
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THE COUNCIL, an independent apency of the Erecutive Branch of the Federal Government, is charged by the Act of October 15, 1966, with
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A in Rome, ltaly, .

’




ADVISORY COUNCIL
ON
H1STORIC PRESERVATION

. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT

WHEREAS, the National Park Service, Department of the Interior,
in accordance with the Master Plan for Independence National Historical'
Park (approved June 4, 1971), proposes to develop a parking facility,
in conjunction with the City of Philadelphia, within the sector defined
as "Area F" by the said plan; and, .

WHEREAS, the National Park Service, Department of the Interior,
has determined that this undertaking will affect the 0ld City Historic
District, a property listed on the National Register of Historic Places,
and, pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
of 1966, has requested the comments of the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the procedures of the Advisory Council (Federal
Register, November 14, 1972, pages 24146-24148), representatives of the
Advisory Council, the National Park Service, and the Pennsylvania State
Historic Preservation Officer have consulted to determine the nature of
the effect of the proposed undertaking; now,

THEREFORE : ’

It is mutually agreed that implementation of this undertaking, in
accordance with the attached '"National Park Service Proposal for the
Independence National Historical Park 'Area F' Project, Old City Historic
.District, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania," will satisfactorily mitigate the
potential adverse effects upon the Old Gity Hliggrlc D1str1ct. ’

b3,
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Executive Secretaiy
Advisory Council listoric

Preservation
/',rf . -, Fore oY
. - / /» —r— ~s s :'7 ; . -
o . i \,-/w\i_".\ R S (date)

Regional Dl*ector
Northeast Region
Nationél Park Service

) : | | )/ .
7/,‘/,',/ “ T . (date) ..--' 7 r)/l-j/ “/,-/(:\‘.?dct-’(date) f// //7

Chairman : ?ennsylvan;;/State Historic
Advisory Council on Historic Preéerva ion Officer
Preservation -
1X~10A
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odvising the I'resident and Conpress in the grid of Historie I'reservation. com menting-un Federai, federolly ensisted, crd 5o ioee:

wndertakinpga having an cficel upon prupe:ties Aisted in the National Regiuter of Historie 1laces, 1ecommencing megairea u €on

governmental wilk private activities, adt wng v the dixxemination of information, encouraying pubiie intereat wrd jurtics l rm (2

mending tir cvnducl of xpucial studics, advixing in the prepuration of loginlalion, are J encytrag ny apccialized trai vuw L TR .
I'

wldu e ('u United States meabership in tie nternational Contre for the Stidy of the Preseriction and the Bistoraticn 5f ( ! .".’
S Lwrce, 30002, .



W

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
PROPOSAL FOR THE INDEPENDENCE NATIONAL
HISTORICAL PARK "AREA F" PROJECT,
OLD CITY HISTORIC DISTRICT, PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA

Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 and the provisions of Executive
Order 11593 "Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural
Environment" (May 13, 1971), the National Park Service
will undertake the following actions with respect to
progected action within the sector defined as "Area F"
in the Master Plan for Independence National Historical
Park (approved June 4, 1971), an area lying within the
boundaries of the 0ld City Historic District, which is
listed on the National Register of Historic Places.

1., The National Park Service will support legislation
authorizing (1) acquisition by the federal
government of property within "Area F," bounded
by Second, Front, Sansom and Ionic Streets, and
(2) the construction thereon by the City of
Philadelphia of a parking garage.

2. At the earliest stage of planning, the design
or designs for ‘the proposed parking garage will
be submitted to the Adv1sory Council on Historic
Preservation for review and comment, in
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 ancd the provisions of
Execuitve Order 11593, "Protection and Enhancement
of the Cultural Environment" (May 13, 1971).

3, Such design or designs will consider the maintenance
of the facades of Numbers 125 and 127 South Sscond
‘Street, especially the former, as well as the
facade of the bulldlng at Number 114 South Front
Street.

)
"}

A Y ‘ .
({/J“’u_‘/.\ '::1""‘ f:/.)

Chester L. Brooks
Regional Director
Northeast Region

IX-108
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Res Avrea "F" Project, 0ld City Historic District, Phila,, ¥s
Doar lr. Wewers

on August 2, 1973 you approved 2 proposed agreement between” the
Hletional Park Service and the Advisory Council on Eistoric Pre-
i

gervation, relative to the development of the proposed ixrea "F
Paxriing Fac_:’.lit:;. L copy of that agreement is enclosed.

You vill note thzt Item 3 obligates the wational Park Sexrvice to
nconsider the ncinitencnce of the-facades of Iumbers 125 and 127
Soutl Second Street, especially the former, as well as the facade
of the building zt iucber 1l South Front Street."

11}; South Front Sireet has been retained and will be.

It is in relation to "125 and 127 South Second Street, especially
the formex® that we write. :

In December, 1973, the Girard Bank sent en officer and its axchi-
tects to the Architectural Committee of the FPhiladelphie Historical
Comnission. They told the Committee that the Bank was negotiating
to purchase 308 and 310 Market Street. 308 was a non-descript two-
story structure with & 1950's front on it., However, 310 iiarket had
its lower two floors of cast-iron., Its design was very sinilar 1o
the cast-iron of the lower two floors of 125 South Second Street.
The Bonk came to the irchitectural Committee to request the right
to demolish both 208 and 310 lzrket Street. This would have lost
310's two-story cast-iron facade, which has been certified by the
Historical Commission. The Bank's representatives expleined that
they wanted to erect 2 new building occupying both sites. Since
they saw no way to duplicate the 310 cast~iron front as the facade

CONSERVE
'S

ROY
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for 308 iizrket Street, they wanted to destroy the 310 front. The
Architecturzl Cormittee suggested that it might be possible to have

the casti-iron front from 125 South Second Street donzted to the Pank

to use as the facade of 308 ilarket Street. The dimensions were

correct. The design was very similar. EHaving the two fronts next

to each other would have given both of them more meaning. The Historical
Commission zpproved the Architectural Committee!s recormendation.. Tne
Bank was very receptive to-the idea axnd negotiations were entered J.nto

" to try to work this out.

You will reczll that on Januery 2, 197k our Regional Historical Archi-
tect, Henry lizgaziner, phoned you about thnis. A4t that time you tcld
hin that since the transfer of the 2nd Street front to the lariet
Street building would make possible thne preservation of the lizrket
Street front, you would endorse the proposal. Vhen everything was
worked out, a new agreement was to be drawn up involving the Penn-
sylvania Historic Preservation Office, the Advisory Council and the
Rational Pexk Service.

spproxinately once a month, Henry liageziner checked with the Bank's
crchitect to see vnether the Yime was ripe for drafiing the new for-
52l agreement. In Jpril he wis told that "It looks like the problezs
vere being worked out. But there is ro definite answer yet."

Cn izy 15, the Fhiladelrhiz Histerical Comziscicn notified ..er’:;,'
;.a;azn.-a. thati it had received a reguest for a éemolition vermit
for 125-:27 South Seccnd Sireet. -ne;r v~re to te demolighed fox
the Phiizdelphia Redevelonzment iuthority, the owmers. Ee esgkel
that the rer=it not be signed as yet. Zven tnoa._,h the deal with
the Bank looked like it wes being worked out, the casi-iron lower
flooxs of 125 would have to have large numbers pzinted on them axc
then photographs would have to be teken of the tuilding before dexo-
lition., Also, the Nationzl Park Service wanted tc corzission an
architect to nake an HABS d.ra.m.ng of the two fronts prior to theixr
demolition.

The nuabering, the photographs, and the EABS drewing were completed.
Then, early in June, the two buildings came dowa with Historical
Commissicn approvel. The cast-iron lower two floors of 125 were
demolished by hand for later re-erection elsevhere.

(n June 11, Eenry lizgezziner agein checked with tihe Zenlt's architect.
Tne Bank still had not definitely settled with the property owners.
However, .three veeks later we lezrned that the Banx was abandoning

eny idea of acquiring 310. Apparently, it could not reach an agree-
nent with the owners of that property. By this time 125 was down and

stored temporarily on a site owned by Independence Natiornal Historical .
Park.,
2
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lieauvhile, I, kichard Tyler, Eistorian of the Philadelphia Histexical
Commission, shared our fears that the cast-iron parts might easily
diszppear, since they were stored in public view on an open lot., &He
tried very hard to find a developer who could use the parts immediately
but he could find no such person. Then he contacted Decker and
Borowsity, developers who work almost exculsively in the old cast-iron
pexrt of the city. They, too, had no immediate use for the front.

Iut they felt that they would be able to incorporate it into one of
their buildings within the foreseeable future. In order to protect
the parts from "mysterious disapperance and eventually have then
re-erected, Dr. Tyler concurred with Decker and Borowsky on the
following conditions:

1. The developers would accept the parts as a donation fi'om'
the Redevelopument futhority. :

2. They would store them inside.

3. Within approximately three years, they would re-erect
them on 2 building in the cast-iron area of the city

using them in an appropriatie manner.

L. 3Befcre ésing this, they would submit their drawings for
this reuse to the Architeciural Cormittee of the Historical
Commission for the Comuittes's approval.

Ve 3discussed £12 of the cbove with lis. Ann Vebsier Smith of the
JLdviscry Couacil on Firstoric FPreservation, pointing out the need
for revision to ine agreement which exdists betiween us and the
Advisory Council, lis. Smith felt that ghe woulé be willing to
enter into & new agreement but first wanted to be sure that you
concurred with the actions which we, the Philadelphia Redevelorment

_Authority, and the Philadelphiz Historical Cormission have taken on

behalf of saving the front.

Our Historical Architect, Eenry lizgaziner, AIi, feels strongly that
the casi-iron fwent applied to a s=zll scele building in the area
where Declzer and Borowsiky are woriing would have far more architectural
peaning than it ever would have had &s an isolated mask to the proposed
large scale gerage. This view is shered by the Architectural Committee
of the Philadelphia Historical Commission and the Fistorical Freserva-
tion Committee of the Fhiladelphia Chapter, imerican Institute of
Axchitects. ’
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Vie trust that you will concur with the action which has been tcken
to date, and that you will indicate that concurrence by signing a

copy of this letter and returning it to us.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Syelossy red ¥

Acting Regional Directo
Mid-Atlantic kRegion

Enclosure

Approved:

\.111-‘-

Eister c e*vation Officex

Comonwealth of Pennsylvaniz

cc: '
Dr. Richard Tyler, H:.stonen, Philadelphia Historical Commission
lx. Augustine Salvitti, Executive Director, Philadelphia Redevelopment

Authority

IX-11C
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iw‘é UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ARRNCY4 1974]

Dete .
REGION 111 ;
6TH AND WALNUT STREETS 4
PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19106 21 Deouty Direckor a
Evalustion
February 27, 1974 Public Atfsirs o
£7 | Pk pemagement i
+£ /SR
Mr. David A. Kimball -— pi St -
Chief, Division of Federal, Prot Services .
State and Private Agency Assistance lnds | o L
National Park Service Adminigk -
Mid Atlantic Division £eo
143 South Third Street Personne
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106 g:::“ —
Property

RE: Independence National Historical Park (Area} B

L 7617 MAR (CF)

\Dear Mr. Kimball:

In reference to our letter of January 17, 1974, we have completed
our review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the above
project and have classified it as ER-2 in EPA's reference category.

The enclosed Definition of Codes for the General Nature of EPA Comments

is included for further detail on this rating.

We are concerned about the potential for negative direct and in-
direct air quality impacts, insufficient regulation of construction
noise, and an incomplete study of alternatives to the proposed action.

Our reservations are described in more detail below.

Air Quality - Direct Local Impacts

The draft statement does not provide adequate information on local

ambient air quality or the pollution to be expected from
operation.

the garage's

The CAMP air quality testing site at 20th and Race Streets, which
is discounted as a comparable location to Area F (on page 48) does, in
fact, provide air quality similarities; the completion of Interstate

95 next to the project's site will mean heavy expressway

traffic as a

key factor in microscale air quality. Furthermore, information for a
more comprehensive air quality analysis should be available to you from
FHWA or PennDOT because of their new air quality guidelines for I-95.
The final statement should consider the similarity of the CAMP site
readings as well as specific I-95 information in order to provide more

accurate air quality information for the project area.

IX-12
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The draft EIS provides no quantification on the expected pollution
related to the parking garage's operation. Further description of pre-
dicted impacts is warranted, especially in light of the EIS-stated con-
cern for revitalization of the various populous activities in Area F
and the Historical District. The final statement should include at least
a burden (tons/day) analysis of expected pollutants as part of the de-
scription of air quality impacts. '

Air Quality - Indirect Impacts Related to Transportatibn B

The draft EIS's description of the project's operatiod raises
questions about indirect impact on air quality related to transportation
issues and vehicular circulation.

1) Principal vehicular access routes for client motorists
are described (on page 10) as including the use of
Chestnut Street from Sixth to Second Street. This
appears to be inconsistent with city-sponsored plans
(presently under review by EPA) to exclude private
vehicles from this section of Chestnut Street as one
part of the transportation proposals for the Bicentennial.
The final statement should clarify this apparent conflict.

2) A modal split of over 80% visitation by automobile (on

: page 6) appears to be the framework for estimation of
future parking needs for Independence National Historical
Park. We understand these projections were prepared prior
to recent manifestations of the energy crisis; nonetheless,
we think the final EIS might discuss whether such projections
warrant reassessment due to increasing development uf mass
transit to meet goals of energy consecvation and improved
urban air quality.

EPA 1is responsible for monitoring and control of new indirect air
pollution sources and our proposed regulations become effective on

January 1, 1975. We are enclosing a copy of the regulations for your
information. .

‘Noise Impacts Related to Construction

The draft statement indicates that the city will be "encouraged"
(page 54) to observe noise level regulations during construction. We
feel that in executing the proposed action the Federal sponsor has a
more specific responsibility in minimizing noise impacts, especilally in
light of immediately adjacent noise-sensitive activities essential to
the rejuvenation of Area F which the draft statement advocates.

iX-13
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Therefore the final statement should express commitments to contractual
conditions for all parties in both demolition and comstruction which in-
clude:

1) compliance to all local, state, and Federal noise
regulations, and

2) use, whenever necessary, of the most advanced
“state of the art" construction noise-abatement techniqies
to minimize the noise impact on sensitive receptors.

Study of Alternatives

The CEQ guidelines for the environmental review process require the
study of reasonable alternatives to minimize negative environmental im-
pacts. In our review of this project we have determined two added alter-
natives which could minimize negative environmental impact and, we believe,
warrant further study.

1) 1I-95 Site Location Alternative

The parking garage facility might be located as an
air-rights structure over I-95. (see attachment C) The
space adjoining the north side of Chestnut Street would
be; 1) adjacent to the expanded pedestrian and transit
faciltties on the Chestnut Street "Transitway" project,
2) only one block further away from the new visitor-
orientation center and 3) have suitable space (northward)
for future expansion. The Area F portion of the Historical
District would be far less affected by the noise, air and
traffic impacts related to the garage's construction and
operation. .

2) Limited Action Alternative

The fee structure preferential to Park visitors (dis-—
eussed on page 11) would be implemented in other Tocal
parking facilities. These added parking spaces for Park
visitor use would substitute for the need for the proposed
garage. Such an action would preclude the garage's impacts
on Area F. Furthermore, not building the garage would help
maintain the present overall level of parking. in the area; the
resulting disincentive to metropolitan auto commutation would
be consistent with the vehicle-mile reduction- goals of the
city's Transportation Control Strategies.

We hope this review will assist in the preparation of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement. We wish to apologize for the late date

IX-14



4

of this review; as you know we did not receive the draft statement
until Januyary 17, 1974. Please contact us if you have any questionms.

Sincerely yours,

Nholon v Ve

Nicholas M. Ruha
Chief
EIS & Wetlands Review Section

Enclosures
(a) Definition of Codes for the General Nature of EPA Comments

(b) Ifidirect Source Regulations
(c) Map of I-95 Air Rights Site Alternative

WITHOUT ENCLOSURES - WOULD NOT XEROX

IX-15



ATTACHYEUT A

DEFINITION OF CODES FOR THE GENERAL NATURE
OF EPA COMDENTS

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION

LO—-Lack of Objection

EPA has no objections to the proposed action as described in the draft impact state-
ment; or suggests only minor changes in the proposed action.

ER--Environmental Reservations

EPA has reservations concerning the environmental effects of certain aspects of
the proposed action. EPA believes that further study of suggested alternatives
or modifications is required and has asked the originating Federal agency to
reassess these aspects. ) . )

EU--Environmentally Unsatisfactory

EPA believes that the proposed action is unsatisiictory because of its potentially
harmful effect on the environment. Furthermore, the Agency believes that the
potential safeguards which might be utilized may not adequately protect the
environment from hazards arising from this action. The Agency recorzends that
alternatives to the action be analyzed further (:icluding the possibility of no
action at all). ’

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

Category l--Adequate

The draft impact statement adequately sets forth the environmental impact of the
proposed project or action as well as reasonable alternatives available to the
project or action. , e
Category 2--Insufficient Information . ~ :f
E?A believes that the draft impact statement does not contain sufficient informa-
tion to assess fully the environmental impact of the proposed project or actien.
However, from the information submitted, the Agency is able to make a prelinminary
determination of the impact on the environment. EPA has requested that the origi-
nator provide the information that was not included in the draft statement.

[

Category 3--Inadequate

EPA believes that the draft impact statement does not adequately assess the environ-
mental impact of the proposed project or action, or that the statement inadequately
analyzes reasonable available alternatives. The Agency has requested wore infermation
and analysis concerning the potential environmental hazards and has asked that sub-
stantial revision be wmade to the'impact statement.

iX-16
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ATTACEMENT B

MONDAY FEBPUA?Y 25, 1974
WASHINGTON, D.C.

. Volume 39 0 Number 38

PART lll

 ENVIRONMENTAL

PROTECTION
- AGENCY -

SR "‘:-“z | S
AR F?OGRA\/‘S
~ APPROVAL AND °

- PROMULGATION OF

IMPLEMENTATION PLANS -

- Review of Indirect Sourcc§
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Titte 49--Prot:ction of Envircament
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PART S2—AICitOVAL 21D 1 OSIIULCA-
TION OF LELTHTATION FLANS

Revicw of Indirect Sources

. On May 31, 1972 (37 FR 10212), the
Administiator  of the DInvironmental
Protection Azeney publiched his initial
aphrovals and dicapprovals of state im-
p!cmcm:\txon plans submitted pursuant
to section 110 of the Clean Air Act, as
amended in 1970. Shortly thereafter,
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.
(NRDC) nnd various other petitioners
enged the Administrator’s ap-
provals in the United States Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia Cir-

. cuit on several grounds, including the

contention that the plans approved were

. not adequate to insure maintenance of

the ambient air quality standards once
such standards were attained. .

As to this issue, the Court ruled in
NRDC v. EPA, 475 F.2d 968 (D.C. Cir.

. 1973), that the record before the court

was insufficient to ascertain whether the
Administrator had made a state-by-
state determination as to plans' ade-
quacy regarding maintenance. Accord-
ingly, the Court ordered the Adminis-
trator to review the maintenance
provisions of all approved state imple-
mentation plans and to disapprove those
plans which (1) did not contain meas-
ures necessary to assure maintenance of
the primary standards after the statu-
tory. attainment date, and (2) did not
s.nalyze maintenance .in a manner
consistent with  the Adminlstrat.ors
regulations.

Upon further review the Adininistra-
tor determined that no state plan con-

" . talned all of the measures necessary to

assure maintenance of the standards
and that no plan had adequately an-
alyzed the impact of growth on air qual-
ity maintenance for any siznificant pe-
riod of time into the future. Accordingly,
on March 8, 1973 (38 FR 6279), the Ad-
ministrator disapproved all state plans
with respcct to maintenance of
standards. )

In the notice of disapproval, the Ad-_

“ministrator noted that several mecha-

nisms already available under the Act
and in regulations would serve to miti-
gate the Impact of overall community
growth on air quality maintenance. For

. instance, maintenance was partially in-

sured by the then-existing provisions of -

40 CFR 51.18, which required each state
plan to have edeguate procedures to re-
view, and where necessary prevent, the

“construction or modification of any sta-

tionary source of alr pollution at & loca-
tion where emissions fromn that source

would result in interference with the at- -

tainment or maintenance of a national
standard. Emission performance stand-
ards for new mejor stationary sources

. promulgated under section 111 of the Act

and emissfon standards for motor vehi-
cles promulgated under section 202 of the
Act will also serve to mitigate the fmpact

.

BENEP AL PERICYES W

RULES AND RIGULATIONS

of prowth. Morcover, & valuable tool to
cnstive madntenanee exi s in tho requive-
ments {n section 110 of the Act thnt pol-
lutants in the amblent air be continually
nonitored and that the Administrator
shall ¢all for the revicion of fnadequnte
state fimplementiation plans whenever
monitoring or other information In-
dicates this to be necessary.

The Administrator determined, how-
ever, that such measures alone would not

be adeguate to ensure maintenance, par- .

ticulurly for pollutants cmitted Iargely
by motor vehicles in the context of in-
creased use resulting from general urban
and commercial development. Accord-
ingly, the Administrator determined that’
the new seurce review procedures noted
in"the’ pmudmg paxagmph bhould be
exparided”_to_cover_Rol only_slaiion:
ou but also * comph:\" or* mdxr;ct."
sdureds of Air pollition—fucilities which
do-not_themsclves (eniit_pollutants, but
t\hxch__allnct increased _motor_ychicle
activity and thereby may_ cause viola-
(xons of an implementation nhn s L SaNs-
poriation control strategy.or may preyent
or “interfere  with v.h_g attainment _or
maiitensiicé ol ait_ambicnt_air qnah'y
standard,
TThus, all state implementation plans
were disapproved on March 8, 1973, be-
cause of their failure to sufficiently assess
and provide for maintenance of stand-
ards, and specifically for their failure to
provide for the above-mentioned “com-
plex” or “indirect” source review. In a
separate action on March 8 (38 FR 62980),
the Administrator issued an advance
notice of proposed rulemaking stating his
intention to modify his regulations for
preparation of state implementation
plans contained in 40 CFR Part 51 in
order to give further guidance to the
states in the preparation of app-ovable
indirect source review measures. In a
timetable approved by the D.C. Circuit
Court, the Administrator then proposed
such new guidelines on April 18, 1973 (38
FR 95997, and promulgated final guide-
lines on June 18, 1973 (38 FR 15834).
Specifically, these ‘“guidelines” in-
volved amendments to 40 CFR 51.11 and

51.18. Section 51.11 was amended so that .

a state finplementation plan could not
be fully approvable unless the state had
legal authority to conduct “indirect”
source review as well as “direct” (sta-
tionary) source review. Section 51.18
was amended to specify in detail the sub-
stantlive and procedural matters which
must be dealt with by states in develop-
ing approvable indirect source measures.

The Administrator noted in the
April 18 preamble that even such a
source-by-source rcview might not be
adecquate to assure area-wide main-
tenance: “The purpose of the review and
determination procedures required under
40 CFR 51.18 [new stationary and in-
direct source review} is primarily to in-

" sure that the national standards will not

be violated in the viciniiy of a major new

facility.” The Administrator recognized -
that in the long run, greater attention’

to the overall impact of growth on re-
gional afr quality would be needed to fill

IX 18«

in rraps left by a source-by- Ce T
enome, ¥ \ ce-by-source you tavy

In the June 18, 1973, finnl pross.
tion of the rutdunee resuly !mm
Ing 40 CFR Part 51, the Sdm':
detormined, In response to my
ments, that n compreh:
aidysis should be snecificaly
of the states in order to make the main
tenanee provisions . of fmplentontatiog
plans fully acceptable. It was the Aci.
niinjstrator's conclusion that fng
source review, while “a nece
tion” to an overall strategy
maintenance, could ba con edonlyan
additional tactic in sich strategy, “be-
cause sourcc-by-source analysis is not
an adequale means of evaluating, on a
regional scale, the air quality iimpact of
growth and development * * *” Further-
more, for pollutants such as hydrocar-
bons and nitric oxide, which aflect air
quality through complex atmospherie re-
actions resulting in the formation of
photochernical oxidants and nitrogen di-
oxide, analytical tools that can be used
with confidence to predict the Rir quality
impact of a single source are not now
available.

Accordingly, the Administmtor pro-ﬁ
mulgated additional regulations amend-
ing 40 CFR 51.12. States must comply
with these regulations before their ime
plementation plans can be regarded as
fully approved with respect to air quality
maintenance. Generally such resulations
require states to identify by March 18,
1974, those areas that may exccad any
national standards within the next ten

r ﬁ\‘\lﬂt"f-’

years; to develop and submit to the Ad-
ministrator by June 18, 1975, an analysis |
of the impact of projected growth on air :
quality in such regions; and to alopt;
such measuses as may 'be .aecessar- to)
assure that growth and devclopment will -
be compatible with maintenance of ihe;
national standards. Only when such plans-
are finally approved can the Administra- |
tor consider the maintenance portions of \
state plans complete. - Thus,

of the D.C. Circuit Court, the Adminis-
trator allowed States until August 15,
1973, to submit indirect source review
procedures for approval. For those states
which submitted nothing or whose plans
could not be approved, the Administrator
proposed on October 30, 1973 (38 FR
29893), Federal regulations for review of
Indirect sources. Since the public did not
have adequate opportunity to comment
on the seven plans that had been re-
ceived by that date, no staie indirect
source procedures could be approved.
The.Administrator is further required
by the Court’s order, as most recently
modified on February 13, 1974, to promul-
gate final regulations no later than
February 15, 1974. This rulemaking is,
therefore, being carried out pursuant to
the schedule approved by the D.C. Cir-
cuit Court in order to provide Indirect
source review procedures as one cicrent
in an overall strategy for maintenunce
which all state Implementation plans aro

.
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indirect |
source review procedures arc & necessary |
but insufficient element in a comprehén- |
sive strategy for air quality maintenance. ‘\

Further, in accordance with the ordef
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required to contaln, State plans shall re-

man di-prroved us to mointong
pending finsl subnts lon and o tof
the growth analy

- measures noted aboave.

© Based on ©opic mary review of the
seven plens which had been subinitted by
Octoter 30, 1073, three (Alabama, Flori-
da, and Guam) apneared approvable aud,
thus, no proposal was made for those
three States on Octoler 30.71he Alabama
and Florida plans were proposcd for put-
He comment in the Octeber 26, 1973, Fro=-
£RAL REGISTER (38 FRU 2400%-02) and the
Guom plan as proposed on January 9,
1974 (39 F12 1434), In cach case, tic Ad-
ministrator has reviewed the plan sub-
missions to ascortain whethier adequate
sal authority exists, as required by 40
CFR 51.11, whether & public hearing was
held, as required by 40 CFR 514, and
whetiier the plan meets the detailed re-
quirements for indirect source review
contained in 40 CFR 51.18. The Acmin-
istrator has also reviewed the written
comments submitted in response to the
proposals. Criticism of the submissions
focused upon the size eriteria for deter-
mining which indirect sources would be

subject Lo review, the effective dates, and
the failure to specifically address the is-
sue of nondeterioration. Similiar com~
ments were submitted with respect to

the Administrator’s October 30 proposal

and are discussed in subsequent para- .

graphs of this preamble.
." 7The Florida and Guam plans for in-
direct source review are fully approved
below. The Alabama plan for indirect
source review has been determined to be
approvable in all respects except that the
pecessary public comment procedures
were not included in regulatory form.
The Administrator is, therefore, promul-
gating & corrective regulation for Ala-
bama relating solely to public comment
procedures. Since these procedu-es are
clearly required by 40 CFR 51.:8 and
the regulation merely gives leglly en-
forceable form to the procedures spelled
out by the State in {ts submission, the
Administrator finds good cause for pro-
mulgating such a correction without hav-
ing proposed it

To date, EPA has received 14 officially

el

submItted state plans Tof Tuiiew of in-
direct sourc Fve (Connccilcut, Ken-

tucky,” Néw Hampshire, Vermont and
virginia) have been or will shortly be
. proposed for public comment on their
" approvability “nns‘!_‘_te@::l.i}i:gl_m‘ip}’_tg\_'ed
until thé Administrator completes_his
&yalition,Seven~of - the ’ staté  plans
(Alabamza, Idaho, Maine, New York,
- North Carolina, Oreson, and Washing=-
“ton) contain deficiencies which are spe-
cifically identified below, The Adminis-
trator is aware that- several of these
states are working to correct thie defi-
clencies; I changes are submitled and
found epprovable, the regulations pro-
“mulgated for thesc states will be revoked.
Only the Florlda and Guam indirect

gource revicw procedurcs can be fully.

approved at this time. .
Modification to the Proposcd Regula-

. 3ions Mede in Response to Public Com-
ments. Many Individual citizens, cnviron-

KULES AND RESULANIDNMS

mental froups, corporations, cormmereind
pesor ong, and covarnme Lt
partteipated fn the rulepne
by sulinitting writlen comeaicins

fying at public hearines held on the
Qctotor 30, 1073, pro oo resulations,
White it would be ity ssitle to resprond
to every point, a number of the major
comnicnts are discussed below. Many of
the allesed deficieneles in the basic ap-
proceh of the propescd reculations as
refieoted in public comments were based
upon o inadequate understanding of
the pwipe: e of these ropulations. A hey
are lutended to provide one element inan
overall stratery of air quality mainte-
nance, including new stationary source
review, new source rerforminnce stand-
ards, the Fedoral motor veilele control

prozram, and the comprehensive growth

plans which the states must develop. As
explaincd earlier, the Administrator hos
determined that 2 source-by-source
review approach, while neccssary to as-
sure maintenance, must be accompanied
by more inclusive long term growth
analyses. . .
Many of the comments focused cri-
tically upon the size criteria for deter-
mining which indirect sources would be
subject to the review process. One comn-
ment frequently made was that the sizes
set forth (1,000 parking spaces, 20,000
vehicles per day for highways, etc.) were
too large and that much smaller sources
should be revicwed in order to essure
maintenance. The Acniinistrator has de-
termined that the facilities to be re-
viewed should be limited to those most
likely to cause air quality problems. In
administering the Act, the Administrator,
must choose workable tactics considering
sound and rational allocation of re-
sources. In the Acministrator's jude-
ment, the relatively minlinal benefits to
be gained by reviewing smaller sources
wculd be preatly outwelghed by the re-
sulting detrimental disersion of ran-
power and resources needed to impleraent
other important aspects of the Act. Ac-
cordingly, it has been determined that
afr quality problems associated with an
acgreeation of smeller sources can be
dealt with more effectively and eficiently
throuch the comprehensive growth plans
to bc submitted by June 1975 than
throuzh source-by-source reviews under
these indirect source resulations.
Several comments were also recelved
from State agencles generally urging
consideration of smaller size catereries.
As emphasized In the October 30 pro-
posal, the size of an indircct source sub-
ject to these remuations has bcen
determined in 2 natienwide context and
cannot reflect speciel local conditions,
such as a desire to include other environ-
mental or social considerations in the
review. The Administr
_encouragcs the enw
stiicty

hidicite. .
~Oiher comments criticized the basic
approach of reviewing {acllitles based
upon strict slee criteria such as size of
associated parking sarcas. These com-

or_supports end
f m

-

A1

nients made the point that stee alone is
not the determinative Tactor as to
whether o pasbictiar foolioy will exu
air quality podlams; and that nueh
more relevant factors concern trip in-
ducemant, tie desion ef parking anug's,
the “tenant-gain™ of shonaing comyplenes,
and others. Several of those who com-
mented alro construsd the propesed
reculotions to mean that the principal
purpose is to regulate the sive of the
associnted parking lot. It should be em-
phasized that parking lot size Is used only
as 2 canveniong, easiy GSiied pars
which serves as a *trigg
for ¢:termining whether.a souree
Jech to_revicw. When a source is o
reviewed under the regulations, factors
relating direcily to air quality impact
will be utilized in making the final
determination.

Several comments were received eriti-

cizing the use of a trip inducement test
as teing too indelinite a standard to use
for determining whether a facility is
subject to review., These comments
pointed out that in many cases, a de-
veloper could not determirne with con-
ﬁdqnce whether his facility is subject to
review, since the trip inducement cri-
terion requires that he estimate, several
years into the future, how many vehicle
trips his facility would induce during
peak traffic conditions. Although many
developers nssess trip inducement as an
integral part of their market analysis, a
developer should not be piaced in legal
jeopardy should the actuzal trips induced
upon completion exceed his initinl calcu-
lations. The Ac¢ministrator has concluded
that a “trip inducement” review test
would cause much unceriainty as well
as substantial enforcement problems.
Thus, the_trip_indugement standard is
i the reguiations promul-
ated telow, with parking facility size
peinz the pnly-indica’sy- 6f-the necd for
review of sources other than highways
and airports.

~Sonte commentors criticized the regu-
1ations for not specifically addressing the

problems of “non-deterioration.” The .

agency proposed separate regulations for
non-deterioration on July 1€, 1973 (38
FR 18626). Due to the large number of
comments received and the importance
of this issue in relation to air quality,
land use policies, and the country’s econ~
omy, the Arency has not yet completed
12

its rulemaking on non-celerioration. Be-
cause several basic approiches are still
being considered, an tttempt to reflect
non-deterioration considerations in the
indirect source regulations would be pre-
mature. Hovever, it is EPA’s intent that
indirect source and significent deferioras
tlon regulations”will be consistent with
one_another. Spécific Telationships “will
be addressed in regulation to be promul-
gated on slgnificant deterioration. °
Public comments also criticized the use
of the dictinction between “desicnated”
and “non-designated” areas for deter-
mining the size of fecilities which would
be subject to review, on grounds that
such distinction would violate the Acl's
intent that no significant dcterloration
of alr quality be permitted in any arca
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of tha eontry, o that
fianginy ot ]
Jocatly ey dat
altempts to dos
colncitde with & “ion-¢ A
policy weuld ba prometuras Moccaver,
the criterion for revicw in llh‘,ic. r..::mla-
S the facitity veuld inter-
ainment or malntenance of
reeann of sen-

i
i e

fere with
the nu Handards.
R or “haci i
-fll;“:-l.‘l.i'xl?\r:-:_;; and in booping wih the
purpa s of thuse resulatinns, which is.to
review sources most likely to cause sig-
nificant air guality problems, it is the
Administralors judgsment that it is not
necessary to review the same size source
jn non-nrhn areas as in wrban areas,
In the teputatioss premualzated below,
the use of “Cosignated areas™ for deter-
mining which arcas of the country shall
be subjoct to miore restrictive source

exemption provisions has been dropped

and the Standard-Mcelronolitan Statisti-
cal_Area_boundaries_have boen Yetained
for this purpose. This is done to eliminate
the confusion that could result if an
area were dcesignated as an air quality
maintenance area (AQMA) for one pol-
Jutant but not for another. This should
result in more areas of the country being
subject to the lower cut-off limits than
under the AQMA approach. In appro-
priate circumstances, the Administrator
will consider requests by the Stales to
use area dc:iznations other than SLISA's
for determining the geographic appli-
cability of the more restrictive exemptio:
provisions. “ .
- With respect to highways, it is the
Administrator’s judgment that air quality
problems would rarely be caused outside
of urbanized areas. Hishways generally
connect ore or more :rbanized areas
somewhere along their length and the
regulation is written so as to focus the
review on the most critical points along
the highway, where the traflic volume
and “background” concentrations are the
greatest. N
Many comments which criticlzed the
size cutofls for review as being too large
argucd that the regulations would en-
courage the development of many small
facilities to escape indirect source re-
view, thereby encouraging “urban
sprawl” with resulting environmentally
detrimentr] cffects. It was urged by some
that the Administrator should encourage
rather than discourage some large de-
- velopments such as regional shopping
centers which, because they ofier & con-
sumer “onc-stop” shoppinzg for a large
" variety of poods and services, might
“sctunlly result in a net decrease in area-
-. wide vehicle miles of travel,
© . ‘The Administrator cerlainly does not
intend and docs not believe that the en-
courazement of small, strip-type devel-
. opments will be the effect of these regu-
Jations. First, it should be stressed that
- the piimary purpose of the reculations
13 Yo ensure that proposcd projects are
designed and located in & manner con-
sistent with alr quality requirements, If
the propo:cd project would Iuterfere with
- & natlonal standard, changes in the de-

5 i non- ,

NULZS AND REGULATICHS
n:it, shonld
il sboeennnd
o nbdle compatible with alr enilily res
quiceindnds would it be necesaaay to pre-
vent fls construction, urthermore, s
1o 5 there are ccennmic Ineentives
{av T developrnont of Larze projects,
the Admind trator <ocs not Lelieve that
developers of Javser projeets will change

slan, or exten: Inn of mass to
: ~1ed. Only §f a )

‘hetr scope of orcritions solely for fear

of indirect source review. As is discussed
Ealew, developeis will be ensonrazad to
submit thole plavs for indirect source
review at the earliest stage in the de-
velopment provess that the resmired In-
formntion becomes dvailable. Thus, ap-
plicants should be able to obtain guid-
ance and a final determination from the
reviewlng agency at a point where total
projected investment and expenditures
for the source will be quite low, and wilt
usually be able to make necessary drsign
modifications so that a large indirect
souice can recelve fovmal wpjareval,
Some comments criticized the regu-
Iations for requiring analysis of only care
bon monoxide effects for inost sources
and requiring photochemical oxidant,
hydrocarbon, and nitrogen dioxide anal-
ysis only for highways and airports..
Others stated that the highway cutoff
numbers were too low to conduct ade-
quate area-wide oxidant analysis for all’

‘highways subject to review. As stated in

the preamble to the October 30, 1973,
proposed indircct source regulations, it
is the Administrator's judsment that
adequate analytical techiniques do not
exist at this time to predict with confi-
dence the effects of & single source on

. area-wide oxidant levels, except for ex~

tremely. large sources which have an
obvious area-wide impact on emission
levels such as airports and large
highways.

In the Administiator's judsment,
using presently available analytical
techniques, the impact on sarea-wide
emission levels of hydrocarbon and
nitrogen oxides resulting from all high-
way projects subject to review may not
be suflicient to provide the basis for de-
nial of an application. Therefore, the
analysis with respect to photochemical
oxidants and nitrogen dioxide for high-
ways has been modified in rezulations
promulgated below. Only hizhways with
an anticipated average annual dally
traffic (AADT) volume of 50,000 or more
vehicles per day, or modifications result-
Ing in an increase of 25,000 vehicles per
day, would be reviewed for their impact
on photochemical oxidants or nitrozen
dioxide. The regulation also provides
that where a specific hizhway section is
part of a roadway network which has

" been analyzed and found fully sccept-

able by EPA with respect to maintenance
of the national standards for photo-
chemieal oxidants and nitrogen dioxide,
then an oxldant or nitrogen dloxide
analysis is not required for individual
sesments of such EPA-approved road-
way network. The mechanisin for EPA
air quality analysis of proposed arcae
wide wrban transportation plans and.
programs js cslablished by the 1ederal
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xhway Admindstration (3 CFR Part
TI0 s which provides it aren-wile
tran portatton plans L2 revi-wed anng-
aliy by the approprizte FPA Recional
Adinidrator to detormine
st Gt the anprovad &
tion . dhis proe s s
implomonted by Aprit 1, 1974,

Many comnments criticiced the June 13,
1974, efTective date contemploted by the
Octobar 30, 1973, propo=al as being an
unjustified  deferral. Others; however,
argucd that a longer tine would te more
appropriate. As explained in the pre-
amble to the proposal, the deferral was
considerad necessary to allow state and
local reviewing agencies adequate op-
portunity to make preparations-for im-

plemoenting the procediures preseribed by -

the regulations. (As will b2 cxplained be-
low, while the regulation being promul-
gated today is written in terms of the
“Administrator” performing the review,
it-is honed that before the effective date,
the Administrator will have delczated
his reviewing authority to many state
and/or local agencics or that the states
will have submitted approvable proce-
dures of their own.)

In lisht of recent firim Congressional.

guidance contained in amendments to
the Clean Air Act Included in the con-
ference committee’s version of -the
Enercy Emergency Act (S. 25389), and in
the report prepared by the Committee to
accomipany such amendiments,® the Ad-
ministrator has concluded that it is the
intent of Congress that these regulatiors,
with respect to parking facilities, not be
applicable to indirect souices which have
started construction prior to January 1,
1975. While the Congressional guidance
does not apply to airports and highways,
it is the Administrator's judgment that,
for compelling administrative reasons
and bceause of the necd to improve the
Agency’s data base, reviews of airports

“and hishways should also 2pply only to

facilities which have started construc-
tion on or after January 1, 1975. The
Administrator belteves that such across-
the-hoard deferred applicability is con-
sistent with the analysis of growth pres-
ently contained in the implementation
plans. Most implementation plans gen-
erally analyzed and allowed for growth
at least until 1975, thereby making the
implementation of these maintenance
regulations most appropriate for the
period after 1975, .

The Administrator recognizes that
many projects may presently be in the
planning stages, but will not start actual
construction until after January 1, 1975.
If the Agency does not Legin to imple-
ment the review procedures prior to

1 For further detalls as to the development
of these amendments and the Admintstra-
for’s response thereto, sce 39 I'R 1848, Janu-
ary 15, 1974. It should be noted that the
January 15 notice announcluz the deferral

of the cffective date of the indirect source.

review procedures does not affcet the sehed-
ule establlished on June &, 1973 (33 FR
15831), for designation of alr quality maine
tenance nreas and the anulyais and deveiope
ment of coutrol strategics for such arcas,

. -
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Jontary 171075, devCopers of sih prods

cote et P b fo the drtontt poo g of
elther contimde: to commit oy od
chmt to o puaiict whinchmd, L et aee
quive 1+ ey puhees i
ing furtler
1955, To of the Ad-
o dor il b s : “nt the
Fevicw precedures en July 1, 1974, for
any predoct which will comienes con-
Ay 1, 1995, on o vol-
theae develvnors wishe
evivw. This u)proach s con-
ith the recent Conzressional
guldonee witheut producing ireguilable
delays or uncertainties for developers.
The deferral of the date for inple-
montation of tiwe resicw prociciures un-
til July 1, 1974, will allow the agency
time vidli'n which to develep and pnube-

- lish general technical and design guide-

lines for distribution to applicants who
will be secking revicew under the regula-
tions. Such guidelines will provide
needed assistance to appliconts in pre-
paring the material required to be sub-
mitted by the regulation and in desirm-
ing the traflic-related aspcets of their
sources so as to have the lcast possible
adverse effect on air quality and the
greatest possible chance for approveal,
The deferral will also allow grenter op-
portunity for states to develop their
own indirect source review procedures,
Especially because these regulations in--
herently involve issues of Iand use, the
Administrator feels that review should
be carried out whenever possitle at the
state and local levels where land use de-
cisions have traditionally been made.
Many comments were received regard-
ing the approach to exemptinz projects
at some stage in the development short

- of the commencement of actual con-,

struction. The proposed regulation pro-
vided that an applicant who had entered
into a “gencral construction contract”
prior to the edective date would not be

subjc.ct to review. - -

Some comments criticized this ap-
proach &8s being open to loopholes in that
applicants who had spent very little time

~or money on development and who did

not plan to do so until well after the ef-
fective date could escape revicw by enter-
ing Into a contract. The proposal was
also criticized on the grounds that much
costly physical work could have already
begun on a site in preparation for a
speclfic project design, and yet because
the “gencral construction contract” for
the actual superstructure had not yet
been exccuted on the effective date, the

". project would be subjected to the uncer-

taintics of review, :

In yeevaluating this issue based upon
the public comments, the Administra-
tor has determined that the “general
construction contract” concept should be

© dropypdd as’being too susceptible to abuse -

by~ those secking to avoid review. At the
same time, the Administralor has
decided to defing the phrase “commence
construction™ in'the regulation to clarify
the siace a project would have to reach
on {lic_effeclive date in order to bo ex-
empt from review. Under the clarifying
Janguage, where actial pliysical oncsite
P
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ieal site pryg

. Vv post (8 eedt
P oo e he eor St of o e
Bidiredd soree bos comtaenend Lefore

Juesieay 5o1va, an fndiceel souree will
nol besuhyeet to revioy,

COee Administioter eonsiders this to
be the moct raticanl and cquitebie ap-
procch, To draw the line at a Ister store
in conitruetion contd ho quite coonemi-
cally i Hve, while to draw the hoe
al an carlicr stage could excmpt many
projects from review which could still
relatively en<ily and inexpensively be
me:liliad in coneen! and desirn in order
to comply with this resnlation.

Public comtuents woere received urping
that any indirect sovrce otherwise sub-
Ject to review under the resulztion,
wiirh is construeled puinsuent to an ur-
ban renewal or redevelopment plan, be
exempted from review so long as a re-
development arency had beiun to carry
out the project. Under this approach, a
major indirect source for which con-
struction will not commence for several
years would escape review even ‘though
such source could adversely impact air
quality if it is not desiemed properly.

The Administrator recognizes that ur-
ban renewal and redevelonment projects
can, if properly planned, have a very
positive effect on area-wide air quality
and on the overall guality of the environ-
ment. However, it would not be consist-
ent with the purpese of the Act or these
regulations to allow any major indirect
source subject to these regulations and
which commences construction on or
after January 1, 1975, to be exempt from
review. As has been noted, the basic focus
of the review process in these regulations
s to ensurc that localized violations of
the carbon monoxide standards will not
be created In the vicinity of a specific
indirect source. It is the Administrator’s
desire to protect the hexlth of individuals
living and working in urban renewal
areas to the same degree as all other in-
dividuals,

Moreover, the Administrator fecls that
any disruptive effect on urban renewal
projects caused by these regulations
showld be minimal. Indirect sources for
which on-site grading or construction
work Is begun before January 1, 1975, will
not be subject to review. For those
sources that will be reviewed, it should
again be stressed that the primary em-
phasis of these regulations is to ensure

that facilities will be designed properly:

in accordance with air quality considera~
tions. It should be necessary to deny an
approval only in unusual situations
where it Is fmpossible to construct a
facility with design or other traffic-re-
lated counditions imposed so as to meet
the tests for review, .

One comment questioned whether
EPA has legal authority to promulgate
requirements for revicw of jindirect
sources. The Administrator fecls strongly
that such authority Is conferred by sec-
tion 110(a) (2) (B3 of the Act, which re-
quires that implementation plans in-
clude “such other measures as may be
hecessary Lo ensure atlainment and
madutenance of such primury and scc-
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oadary stondards, Including, bLut it
Tirsited to, Lagd e sind teen ot iy
contral:™, Nucover, stetlon 80to o°
the Act provides that Tl Adopiagg fea
tar s authorioc d 4o procond? o steh e
Iations e are teccsrary to (o ot hiis
as uncer this Act AN b Leen
exprinted el in tiis preatnbie, the
Administrator has deterimnined that
view of the ¢ iv g i H
sources aud the preveation ¢f
strustion or mod ion al steh leca-
tions where air qualily viol.dions could
be ereated and perpctunie? fs a nece
sary elecnt in an over i
assure maintenance of niotional o Q
standards as mandated by the Act.
Auother issue which has been raised
is that while the<e reavficns ot
limit the parking ol sie¢ of muny facili-
ties, local ordinances may require o cer-
tain ratio of parking s;aces Lo sou
feet of cowmcvinl space Lifoie cc
types of facilities may receive lecal b
inz penrinils. The Adlministrator

ls
feeis
that problems arising from this situation
will be minjmal. First, the regulations
should not in most cases operate to limit

the sizes of parking facil 3, but mercely
assure that traffic-related aspects of an
Indirect source are properly desizned in
accorcance with air quality considera-
tions. Second, to the extent that accome-
modations must be made under the rezu-
lations, such as arranging for the exten-
sion of mass transit to a facility and
diminishing the number of planned
parking spaces, developers may be able
to obtain variances from local require-
ments on the basis that Federal resula-
tions would otherwise prevent the con-
struction and that the purpose of the
local parking requirements wiil be served
by the provision for additional mass
transit. - .

It should be understood thal the fact
that these regulations impose one more
step in the appreval process and may
further restrict an owner's freedom of
action relating to parking faciiities does
not make the regulations impreper in

view of their necessity under the Act to

help assure maintenance of health
standards, L.

Another {ssue which has ereated some
confusion and has been raised in pidlic
comments  revolves arotnd previous
statements made in earlier preambles
that these regulations relate to the at-
tainment, as well as the meaintenance, of
the national standards. The primary
purpose of the regulations Is to serve

as an element in an overall stratesy for,

maintenance. The reguiations are not
technically part of any control strategy
to attain the standards in those areas
in which the ambient air standards are
now being exceeded. Neverthicless, they
will serve a useful corcllary purpose of
assisting in the attainment of the stand-
ards in such areas.

Several questions were raised con-
cerning the applicabilily of the proposcd
regulation in relation to houing dovelop-
ments and airport readways and park-
Ing lots. The_rerulation s ned intended
to _spuly.falsingle family housine de-

velopnnents; however, arariment_house.
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ROIYH 1
e
ceale fanily teeet dovel et
precduce  sulliclent et ion
dondty to sl rwcan'neful rewnts for
an air g dity Impaet cnalysis of anindi-
vhlual desctapneat, s I not to say
that low denity develnpmient s more
de<iroblo  than hich density  develop-
ment; howeover, it L the Adcialstretor's
Judrment that such low donsity develop-
ment is more appropriotely snd ofee-
tively analy.ced and dealt with in the
comprah-naive growth plans related to
alr quality maintonance. . '
With resnect to afrport roadways and
parking [ocilities, the Administrator fecls
that it is copecositte to roview such
- facllities for their localized impact on
carbon niunoxide concentrztions as well
as to revicw their impact when conduct-
ing general afrport review for area-wide
Jmpact on carbon monoxide, photo-
chemieal oxidants, and nitrozen dioxide
concentrations. .
There vas some concern expressed over
the possible misinterpretation of the

mwenting the “ax
A 8 B
Faothe Sowoingtr tens

° wording “or combination thcreof” in-

cluded fn the definition of indirect
source, since it might be construed that
several different developments would be
considered a single indirect source. This
wording has been omitted from the regu-
Iation promulsated below, since it is
unnecessary and has caunsed needless
confusion. This deletion will not in any
way change the intended scope of these
regulations.

Several comments criticized the basic
approach of the rezulations as requiring
approval decisions to be based solely on
alr quality considerations, 1onoring so-
cial and economic consider tions. Eco-
nomle and social considerations have not
been fgnored In developing these regu-
lations. As has already been explained,
the Administrator hastaken the question
of econcmiic disruption into consideration
in determining the stage of develonment
& project must reach in order to be
exempt from review on the effective date.
Also, it should be stressed that the pur-
pose of the regulations is not to preciude
development except in those rare cases in

* which no accommodation with air qual-
ity maintenance can be reached. Fur-
thermore, these regulations are one of
the meastures necessary to assure main-

. tenance. of the primary standards for
auto-related pollutants. These primary
standards are set to protect the public

- health, certainly an overriding social
concern,

- It Is true. that a final delermination
as to a specific source’s approvability
under the reyulation must be based solely
on air quality {aclors. To do otherwise
would exceed the scope and purpose of
these resulations promulgated pursuant
to thie Clean Air Act. It should ke cnipha-
sized, however, that the delcimination
made pursuant to these regulations is
only one nccessary step amonz many
other land-use measures alrcady gen-
erally established (le., zoning approval,
site plan approval, demotition and bufld-
ing permit spproval, sewer tap-in ap-
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proval, cte) In oider to ascure that o
soceifie facility will Le.de rd ool lo-
el in o manner pod inccnniatent with

i paltie heatth, oofety, cud vollare,
A thnt indivect sonree reviow
P2 beearporated indy corn-
e Toeal Band use pline
e ~aoco P cecialy cenrainie,
d ale quatity faelars ean be considered
fnan ntsepat-d mannor,

Slany cominents v reccived resard-
ing the precedural asnaets of {nforma-
tion submitted with upplicotion, publie
cominents, and agency determinatious.
In response to comnments, the rezul:tion
has made clear that the reviewing aseney
may require for submission only that in-
formation ressonably related to an air
qielily analysis, -awd et the tice for
public comment will not hezin to run
until all iaformation has Loen submit-
ted. Also, in respouse to cuinments, the
regulations now provide that the period
within which decisions must be made
may be lengthened to allow for more
time to make often complex and diflicult
!cehnical decisfons based upon pessible
volu.niious material and public com-
ments.

Several other commenis relating to the
procedures are inappropriate for con-
sideration at this time since the proce-
dures basically follow the requirements
of the Administrator’s own regulations
appearing in €0 CFRR 51.18 which were
finally promulzated after proposal and
& public comment period on June 18,
1973. o i

Developers are encouraged to apply
for review under these regulations as
early in the development process as the
information required to be submitled can
be prepared. Thus, applicants will be
able ‘o ascertain whother - tr plans
will be acceptable under the rezulations
well before substantial sums are ex-
pended in relation to total project cost.
The Administrator also_encourages de-
velopers to seek’ review of .entire lavge

ts,_such__as_redeveloy
t

ies,_even though only_cértain
ich projects misht be sub-
Jeet €0 Taview ninder this regulation. Ap-
proval of the projoct as a whole will
ailow the developer to proceed with cer-
tainty that the entire prcject can be
comnleted as planned. . -
The language concerning modifica-
tions to design and conditions for ap-
proval has been modified In responsa to
public comments to make clear that the
reviewing agency s under no affirmative
duty to devise alternatives which will
make an otherwise disapprovable proj-
ect approvable, but is merely given the
discretion to do so0 or to consider altera-
tions sungested by applicants. The condi-
tions which mizht be impesed on a per-
mit have been clarified to cnsure that
they must relate to air- quality, and
th;\t’thcy may be imposed only if the
facility could not meet approval in the
form proposed by the application.
Scveral comments su«arested that the
relationships of the indircet source 1ozu-
Iations to “managemaent of parking SUup-
ply” regulations prowmulgated by the

IX-22 S

azeney as part of reveri reniong ¢
nortstion eantral 10
as to aveid ol n Gl e .
and roviea g ageneles ps to Whiteiy e .
Lation would Le applleaite to a porticy.
L Laeility, T this tecard, It shontd 1y
pointed out that in the preambla to 1
proirosad Indivect soueee reanldions, it
was stated that fn arcas where trans~
portation control plrns ara roei; J,re-
view of smaller indircet sousces would
Le justified.

In rezrrd to the “manasemcont of
parking supply regulations” the Admin.
tralor has recently deforred the i{fee-
tive date for review until January 1,
1975, In all areas where such regulation
was promnlrated for the reasans wo
forill in thie preumible to such action
vrinfed at 39 FR 1818, January 13, 1974.
As cxplained in  that preamble, the
agency will be reexamining such remu-
lations in the next few months and will-
be making other studies relating to
transportation control plans in general.

In view of the fact that the ingirect
source resulations will e applicable only
to facilities commencing construction on
or after January 1, 1675, and that saveral
aspects of transportation controls are
actively under consideration, the Adn:in-
istrator has determined that it would be
inappropriate to tailor the incirect
source regulations in rezard to transyor-
tation plan considerations at this time.
Tiie Administrator wiil ¢'2ar up any con-
fision relating to “parking management”
rezulations I before January_1,.1275.
At this tim should be assumed that
the review = formsmallor- sources in the
transportation control-plans willrémain
unchanged, .

Delcgalion of Review Responsibility to
Stale and Local Agencies. The proposad
requlation has been changed to specify
that the “Acdministrator” or an agency
designated by him, is designaled as the
reviewing authority. In the preamble to
the proposed regulations, -it was noted
that a state or local agency could be des-
fznatcd to carry out the review under
EPA's promulgated resulations on the
basis of an EPA rczulation {40 CFR
52.02(c) J which provides that provisions
of an approved or promulzated iniple-
mentation plan may be enforceable by
states and local agencies in accordance
with their assigned resyonsibilities under
the plan, It was also siated that where
states were unwilling to carry out the
review under EPA rcgulations, the 3PA
would assume this responsibility.

Several states have thus far indieated
their willlhgness to carry out such re-
view, others have indicated that they

ng.
T,
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.wouid not, and many have not indicated

their position with certainty on this is<ue.
In view of the deferred cifective date for
these regulations, the Administrator eon-
siders it most appropiiate at this time to
delay deslznating state or Incal agencles
foearry out review until a niore compiete
nationwide consultation_withi_slate and
local atieneies can.be made to_ascertain
preéisely which aszenciss theuid be -
paled theauthority to conduct 1c
‘Yhe Adminbstrator eont!inues to o
age sfate and local agencivs 2o sed's cuch
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EITNN Accutdiie iy, two

broad oplicns are available Lo slotes in
: ney Lo exercice the pea

ved Wi Ul oo pege
is Lo plsce re-poniat-

Insinend, tLo A
the stalos to delezale
iy under these reguls
: Iernl goverani sl units,
Sucit dulcgalion ought to be subject to
aponropriote conditions (such®as effective
and coordinated review on the appropri-
ate rezional scale, citizen involvement,

Ll

T ultimate control by genaral purpose Jo-

cal government, etc.) Alternativeiy, the
Administrator encourages the states to
allow Jecal general purpose governments,
subject to similar conditions, to request
designation of a local governmental
agency as the reviewing authority. If a
state chooses to exercise review author-
ity at the state level, the Administrator
encourages states to provide for consul-
tation with aficcted local governmental
wnits in. conducting such reviews. Al-
though the Administrator feels that dele-
gation of revicw poveers to Siate author-
jties, with their subscquent subcelagation
-to local authorities, is the most rational
means of delegating responsibility in ac-
cordance with the framework of the Act,
the Administrator reserves the right to
delezate such review powers directly to
Jocal governmental units in appropriate
cuses, where 1ncalities are villing to ac-
cept such responsibility and Stales are
not. It is also possible to delcgzate review
under this regulation dircctly to State
or local administrative egencics. How-
ever, such delezation will not be done
without the consent of the clected offi~
¢ials having jurisdiction over such aren-
cles. Whenever a state or local azency
requests delcgation of these revici pro-
cedures, the Admisintrator will consider
appropriate administrative or procedural
modifications to the regulation, consist-
ent with the Act 2nd 40 CFR Part 51, to

. facllitale such assumption of respon-

ility. .
s? "Tl‘lhc’Admh)istmtor also is aware of the

ncern somne have volced that the re-
:?cw authority may be assicned to an
agency whose authority is rc.'s.!ncted {o
alr pollution control. Accordingly, the

_ regulations require that, where the des-

& ageney doos not have continuing
:*((:::;;fl‘:lbilit!c: for land use plgmninc and
decision making, the reviewing ngency
shall consult with the nppx'oprkttc‘: state.
and local acency or agcnpios prior .to
making certain determinations. In .tum,_
§f the designated review agency s .ngt.
an air poliution control agency, thc'l(‘h-.
ulations require that the review agency
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tor even more stronely encotire os St loy
Lo cCvelop thiir oon Tudiva b goitee 1o-
view procodittes inopeonrdoner Vit the
roguizcint il of 40 Crae 5118 Tiwensh
thi. pra Bie fludes can more fully
teflar reo W to thivir own spocial
necds, sid tire Act’s cuphasis oh Stute
and lnent cuntrol of vir polntica will be
mor.: folly ved. !
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Since deveieners nermally do not have
he expertise to perform such an 2n
sis, this charge will ensure thnd such
calculations are properly miade, and that
the air quality estimates «ill be modn ot
receptor locations considercd important
by the reviewing agency

It should be eiiphasized at this point
that much of the di:ta required of the
applicant may be avaiiable in an Envi-
roumental Impact Statement (EIS) pre-
pared pursuant to tiie National Invi-
ronmentad Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4321)
or siinilur state legislation. It is not the
intent of this regulation to duplicate the
infovination-gathering requirements of
NEPA. Where an EIS has been prepared,
it _sheuld be submitted as part of the
ajiblicdtion and cnlythe Fecuiréd infor-
ot contained In the EIS nced

nitfed separatoly.

The final reguletion has been modi-
fied to clarify the findings the reviewing
agency must make before an application
can be approved. For facilitics other
than airports and hizhways, the review-
Ing agency is authorized in appropriate
cases to make the judement concerning
interference with attzinment or main-
tenance of the national standards on the
basis of whether the construction or
medifieation will result In trafiic flow
characteristics which have been dcter-
mined by the Administrator not to cause
violations of the national standards for

carbon monoxide. This provision does not -

modify the reviewing agency’s responsi-
bility to make the determination that the
ambicnt air quality standards will be
attained and maintained; it simply pro-
vides another tool to be used in appro-
priate situations for mnaking such a de-
termination, In cascs where the Acdminls.,
trator finds that thi of .the_trafic.
flow “charticteristics would. not.be. com-
patible 'with the tests for_review_under
the 'rc;:ul::t-lon’,‘hq is a
a” diffusion”indedel Js_making_ his_ final
dclermination. In cases where the devel-
oper does nol belicve that the traffic flow
characleristies preserived by the Admin-
Istrator’s guidelines nre necessary In
order to ensure attainment and mainte-
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The aLove appioach s intended in
appropriale cases to translate the re-
quired alr quality deleominatien into
specific performatice criter th which
developers are much more familinr, Thi
anproach minimizes the ¢
land use implications of these 1 fuu
by emphasizing the eontro! cof adverse
trafic conditions which cause highly
localized carbon monc:ide cencentra-
tions. Thus, even thouzh the nationa
standards for carbon monoxide L1y pres-
ently be cxceaded at sonie Jeoaticns in 3
region, most facilities subject to this reg-
ulation which are cesizned to proc:
the requisite traflic flow; characteris

should siill be a2

1. Generally, precent air quallty data ree
flect the mcst highly poliuted ¢anntown
ereas. Much new construction occurs on the
outszirts of the wrban arez where carbon.
menexide concentrations are relititely low.
Constructlon thet docs occur in downtorm
areas Is usually served or con be gerved by
mass transit g0 that the Induced traTe will
be minimzal, o .

2. The Federal Motor Vehlicle Control pro-
Eram will continue to reduce 2utomobilo
emissions, By the date a fzellity thas com-
mences_consiruction on or aficr January 1,
1975, 1s complcted, amblent air quality levols
of carbon monoxide should be significantly
lower than thcy are presently, .

3. To the extent that air qualily levels at
the site of a proposed fudircct Eource are
expected to continue to threzten the national

standards, this condition may be due to exista
ing adver:e local trafie condit 1S which may

be correeted. If cuch a situztion is corrected,
& facility may Le allowed to cenatruct if the
owner cun demonstrate thab the wdditional
induced traffic will not cause th:e local trafic
flow to retwn to s Inftial condition, :
1c final re
afrTqual

gulations do r~t require an_
pach-analysi

ro-
tor's judsnient that increased carbon
monoxide emixsions due to rrouih of
mobile source aclivily accociated vith a
specific indircet source (other than o

FEDIRAL REGISTER, VOL. 39, NO. 33—MONDAY, Fizzyany 28, 1974

S X230,
. .“'\ . : :




- pge
,_’!ln
“o than
COll=-

[RIRIS 4 went them

ol notor vehice

;" o e, ta b e bt
withi o' G o or e, SR nlne.
('\n«, mc Sobaone! fnatae foeld thual poe
RIS | ,..m. o foom e sl tonde
lu L.:' viclalty ol o Lin et et
el 1.. \y lm e ool lu o ..ﬂl

St e .l- -\\. ¢ ll. w u.l

hn-' PRI
m.-.}s is sil}
_‘1\.‘.:..-\611 WL
¥ oecockatad with (e souress may

suincient to ofisct fhc cffect of tbc
Sotsend mster Yohicle ‘.xr! afrers (t con-
tral poo _,..uns. or cuamypte, the auniys
for aliport s must Include not only he
vronth 124 directly with thoe oir-
oty Lt uvilos cutamateial wnd ledus-
titd & 1t occurring within three

o“q i ..‘l

By

tiy
be

. wiles oi {he ah_poxt

The final regulation clarifies the cir-
wnstances under which the reviewing
agency may condition permits and elim-
fuates the rosponsibility for the post-
construction ~{r quality rwonitoring by
the applicant. If needad, such moaitering

. should be co ulucr,ed by the revi

agenes. T
mit'are 1u "d lo Luosc moasures W hich
are necessary to ensure that air quality
standards are attained and maintained.

A ndw paragraph (10) has been adided
to encouraze the reviewing azency to
speclfy the oxtent to “hxch a facility
could De further medified withicut baing
subject to review. 'I‘Ms provision was
added {0 deal vith 2 situation in which
the reviewing agency determines that
cven f ::*.irly minor modification, which

- would not otherwise be subject to review

—~—

under il ¢ regulation, could cause a vio-
Iatior: of the nationnl standards.

A new paragraph (12) kas been added
Inveli "ating an_approval to_construct if
the constructmn is not conmenced with-

n'13 n‘ont,hs (subjéct to extension where

ju=t(5.d) :utcr 1cccmg ol approv 21, This
s to éitsure that changed conditions In
the vicinily of tha proposad facllity would
not fiivalidate the cir quality fmapact cal-
culations on which the original approval
was base .

New provisions have been added to
clarify responsibilities for review of Fed-
eral facilitfes In cases where the Ad-
ministrator delegates the authority to
State or local agencles to fmplement the
indirect source review procorlurcs. Recent
court daocislons and FPresidential Execu-
tive Oisler 11752 (33 ¥R 34793, Dacember
19, 1973) c~#t doubt on the authority of
S'at 25 lo subjeet Federal facilities to per-
mit coutrols. It s, therefore, necessary
for the Administrator to retain responst-
bility for ¥¢¢icd of cH ICdeoral facilitics
subject {o this resutation in order to

“carry out the provislous of Seclion 113

of the Act, which makes clear that Fed-
erel facjlities must Be subject to air nol-
lutipn controls to the same extent as
rea-Tederal  freilities, (Ot should be
noted, howover, that the court derisions
and Exccutive O:der 11752 do not Hmit
the appleation of State and local sub-
sanilve standurds and ewlvclon limita-
tioas to Federal facilitics.)

Gl
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sinee e ved o wi'l Bob he e

plementad undil Juty 1, 1074, fer ronrees
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Joemray L B0TH, the Advvind toatap (voly
hat 1t vould he appropriade to atlow ad-
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reonlations, AL ponpncats o tmarked
1o Tter thon Spal 1, 0y, ot U cone
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metils shouid be submiil .x Leiplicate
to the appeeprinte Wos Wil Glce

ardd Iabiled as “indirect ag com-
ments” on the envelope. Thaee who sub-
milled writion eonunents in .. ronse to
the Cutuler 30 propesed regulalions are
cucouraged to incorporite relevant por-
tiens of such previously submitted com-
ments by reference into their new com-
ments wherever the same point is being
made,

The Adminktmtor aain stronsly en-
couh._,ios ‘%lt::tc.r to- uml.,'thc time als

)

g sn
Slz.cs_thatst:'.l and local
sare tohave the primary.re-
Inmv Lox the contie! of oir_pollu-
uon -md L,c wse decislons involving local
!*1“Tj.|<que trasitionally more appropri-
ate tor to..c and local conxic'omllon.

sorees ommcnchw onmlmctinn_on or
afteir January 1, 1975

Pubidhbivhiol At
(Scctions uo(n)( 1) (B), 119(c), nnd 301(a) _
of tho Clean Alr Act, as cmended (12 US.C.

1857¢c-5(a) (2) (B), and 1857g
(8)))
Dated: February 14, 1974.
- RussrLL E. TRAIN,
Adniinistrator.

1857¢-5(c),

Part 52 of Chanter I, Title 49 of the'

Codle of Federal ncf,ulations is amended
as follows:
§32.0 (Revoked)
1. In § 52.01, paragraph (f) is revoked.
2. Section 52.22 is ren<ed to read as
follows:
§ 52.22

aridls.

(a) Subsequent to January 31, 1973,

Muintenance of national stand-

the Administrator reviewed aznin State-

implementation plan provisfons for in-
suring the maintenance of the national
standards. The review Indicates that
State plans generally do not contain reg-
ulations or procedures which sd-quately
address this problem, Accordingly, all
State vlans are disapproved wilth 1espect
o maintenance beeause such plans do not
mact the reapivemients of § 51.12(g) of

tals chapter. The disapproval applics to

all States listed in Subparts B (hrouzh
DY of this pact. MNothing n this sec~
:!on shudl fnvalidate ov otherwise affect

the obligations of Siales, cmission
SOUTCER, or othior persons \nth respect to
an poruons of plans approved or promul-
vated under. this pat. As rezitlred hy
$ 3L.12() of thls chapler, growih plans
roviding for maintenance of the na-
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Statistical Area (SMSA)” mceans o

Honal standards muat be sabesitt, | b,v

each State to the Adminlstriator no 1itee
thon o 13 1073,
L el on for reriom of roeoor

wdified Qireet soncet, (10 AN terms
ward B thls paner W Bt et coecitte
Cally defived botog 2ol e the taeuns
e shventbhom e s ool i e it

) “Thecterm “hudivect sonece™ meens
a f:\clllty buildine, htun-lnrc or instal-

Diticny o Dichaltecets op ey 00 ve bao-
bile wource relivity . that rc‘,nltt in
smde ions of A potiunlunt rm- vhdeh thoce

standard, Sachr
hut 2o net Wit

Is a nailonal
souvees fnoh?

(@) 3t 1o eud rands,

) l’mklm’ avilities.

(¢) Rglail, conuncreial and industvial
facilities,

() Recreation, amusement, sports and
entortning ncntl‘ﬂcmtlcs. :
‘(e) Alrports. K
() Ofiice and Government buildings,

() Apartment and = condominiwn
buildings, ~ '

(h) ‘Education farilities,

Gi) 1L term “Adainisirator” means
the Administrator of the Envirenmantal
Plotctchon Agency or. his d:-:;patcd

cn

(iu) The term “gssociated "parking
fiter’” means & parking hcillty or f~c11i~
ties owned and/or oparatad i Cin_conjinc-
tion with an fidirect source.

dv) The teymm “aircraft opeis ation”
means an aireraft take-off or landing.

(v) 'fhe term “erea wide air g :’"y
analysis" means n macroscale analysis
utilizing the proportienal modeling toch-
niaues speeified in - § 51.14¢¢) of this
chapter. -

(vD) The phrase “to commence con-
struction” means to enzage in a contin-
uous program of constriction inc¢luding
site clearance, grading, dredging or :and
Oty specifically desizoed for an in-
Gireet source in preparation for the fab-
rication, ercction, or installation of the
building components of the indirect

. seurce. For the purpose of this para-

graph, interruptions rc:ulting from acts
of God, strikes, litization, or other mat-
ters beyond the conirol of the owner
shall be disregarded in determining
whether a construction or modification
program {s continuous.

(vih) The phrose “to commence modi-
fication” means to enzage in a continu-
ous program of modification, including
site clearance, grading, dre.iging, or Jand
filling in preparvation for a speeific modi-
fication of the indivect source.

<vili) The term “highway section®™
means the davelapment propazal of o
highway of substantial lenpih bLetween
lozieal termini (mnjor- erozsreads; [pis
lation centers, major traffic ye: icr."«,r
or similar major hirhway control cle-
ments) as normally included in a i
location study or multi-year hiviaway
provelaent program, as set forth in o3
CFR 770.201 (33 FR 31877).

Gx) “The term “Standard Mitropoll

area as designated by the US. En
th:e Dudget In the folluwing
“Stawdard  Metropolitan
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st el ks poro-
Lo tie followin,:

o faeflits, or
a p'm -
i, orven 10 ot 2e-
ity hy a0y r'u ] o"
) Lry nes
anticirated t‘\('
MOXHE : s
2 tu.n yoars of consiyuction; or

Any medificnt }*‘ ey seelion
howiltineso o avirage sl daily
iic volume by 10, 000 or m~~ vchicles

(I:-\' within' ten years after
AN )

(ii) Outside an SNISA::

(a) An‘ now parking facility, or of nv:r
nevw indircet scurce with an associated
- pating evea, which has a parking ca-
pacily of 2,000 cars or more; o T

) Any modxﬁod po!king facility, or
any medification of an associated park-
ing area, which increases parking ca-

arity by 1,000 cavs oF mMore.

Iiii)'Anv eirmert,)the construction or
general ncdification prezram of which
is expected to result in the following
activity within ten years of constmctiovx
or modification:

(@) New airport: 50,020 or more opers
tions pcivear by regularly scheduled air
carriers, or use by 1,600,600 or more pas-
SCHSCI'S PCr year.

by’ T‘Indlﬁﬂd airport: Increase of 50,-
000_or more operations per year by regu-
larly scheduled afr carrlers over the
c:dsting volume of operations, or increase
of 1,610,090 or more passenzers per year.

ﬂv) Wherd 20 indireet source 1s con-
structed or modified in Licrements which
individuzlly 2re not subject to review
under this paragraph, all such incrggnjcn_t,s
occurring since_the eficctive date_of this
ycculation, or since_the latest_approval
. llcrcunder whichever date is mest recent,
sh..ll_be";IEIned fozcther for determining
the applicability of this paragraph.

(3) No owner or opcrator of an in-
divecl source subject to this parasiaph
shall commence construction or mod.fi-
cation of such source after December 31,
J974, without first obtaining approval
from the Adininistrator. Application for
approval to construct or modify shall be
by means presexibed by the Administra-
tor, and shall include a copy of any envi-
ronment-1 impact statement which has
been prepared pussuant to the National
Eanvironmental Policy Aet (42 US.C.
4321), or any similar state or local laws
or rcg“nuons If not Included In such
environmental impact statement, the
foltowinz _ Infory mation shall 8lso be
provided:

i) ¥Yor all. m('lrcct sources.subiccet to
this .paragraph,-.other. than _hichway
scctions:

. (@) The name and address of the
- applicant, coe .

mmc or
wiy soction with '*n
,,pmx"l daily tro

; rer (’.s\‘

()

IEDERM l'.[CIﬂL..,

No.96—Dt. Hi——32

e
v

EULES L0073 RESW AT

(e A i shoy
the ol al E fol
l"i‘.‘-‘f ?~_:~ N A
(u Ad @ peraeatw g

soars of
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;n.

um of

fan ot

p( HAEXY
-_,.“ to or? fmn
od pooti v

S and hels ht of bulldil' s

and the I
on the «ite,

(©) An id alinectton of the princine!
roadds, hirhways, and interscetions thot

will be ve@ by mator vehicles maving to

i u.‘t- ::ource;

c‘ th (‘hl.‘c" thao
1, werane Goily tealic
pm"nw ch*mctcuslic and
levels of service at controlled mm'scc-
tim\ i .m.'n purvsuout to puor 3
M) )Y of this scction
within one-fourih mile of all bowcurics
of the site;

(9) An cztimate of the average dafly
vehicie trips, and the peakinz charae-
teristics of such trips, required to move
people tu and from the source during the
first year after the date all aspoets of
thz indircet source zre completed arnd
onen for business or fully operational;

(1) An estimztz of the maximum
nuinter of vehicle trips that would cccur
within one-hour and eight-hour periods
during the first year after the date all
aspects of the indircet source are com-
pleted and open for business or fully
opel ational.

- (1) An estimate of the averaze da!ly
trafic volumes, pcaking characteristies,
and levels of service that would occur
at the intersections identified pursuant
to parcgipah (b)Y (3) (1) (e) of this see-
tlon during the first year after the date
all aspects of the indirect source are

or from the ing

voliines,

- completed and open for business.or fulls

operational,

(7) Availability ot existing and pro-
jected mass transit to service the site.

(K) Any acdditional information or
decumentation that the Administrator
deems necessaty Lo determine the air
quality impact of the fudirect source, In-
chiding the sulzn'ssion of measured air
quatity ¢rta at the preposed sile prior to
centiructtn or modification.

@) For elrports:

(@) An'cstimdte’of the average num-
ber and maximun number of aircraft
opcrations per day by type of alreraft
during the first, fifth, and tenth years
after the date of expected completion.:

(b) A description of the conuncreial,
Industrial, restdential, and other develop-

“ment that the applicant expects will

occur within three miles of the perimeter
of the afrport within the first five and
the first ten ycnrs after the date of ex-
pecled complction., |
- {¢) Expected: passenger loadines af.
the airport.
) The lnrorm-\llon required under
parosraphs (b) (3) (1) (a) through (k) of
this scelion.

(1;1) For hizhway sections:

eJ2%
located |

o
g

vt o velih N L fag
ST lh. W \mu BN

ararise and 1

cunittions; ard
() | oy
L, "\

tl'n‘: o' t’ 3 h

Liishil-cl-vay,

n"--c lxu:,ht of bui

hihwry,

(c) Any s
l

ol

o

'y e G P SR
qu\lm im 9ct o. thc n.z’u“m souree, in-
clu of mmwzcr: oir
i site Piiar {0

X sourees otin.r
aiu orls ond there highs §1

Jool by hetng i
gm cloxice & alysis pu.su:mu to pu'
T (b)(8) ©f this section, the air
¥ munlioring ree Mrements of pora-
ah (b)) (3)(1)(k) of this section shall
L3 limaiied to ¢a ron monoxic :, and shall

than

. beé ‘eonducted for a period of not more

thii 14 days.

“(4)"U)"For Indirect sources other
than highway sections and air, ports, the
Administrator shall not epprove an ap-
plication to construct or modify if he
determines that the indircet source will:

(@) Cause o violation of tiie coutrol
strategy of any appliczble state irple-
mentation plan; or .

) Dm 'y the attainment of the na-
tional stav "2rds for casbon morozids in
any reg i(u beyond the date spocified for
any such reuon in Part 52 of this chayp-
ter; or

(¢} Causc a vivlation of the national

" standards for carbon moncxice in any

-Teglon where the atiziminent date speci-
_fied for eny such region in Part 52 of

this chapter will have passed at the tinse
of completion of the irdireci sovice.
(i) The Administrator shall piake the
detenmination pul\\"x", to parizraphs
M) () ) (B and (¢) of this scelion by
considering whether the consiructlion or
mcdlﬁcatxo.l will result in trafic flow
characteristics which have been doter-
mined by the Environniental Protection
Agency not to cause violations of the na-
tional stondards for carben monoxide.

. Such traffic igw charactcristics shall ko

published by the Envirenmental Preotec-
tion Agency and may includs, but will
not be limited to, com‘dcnhon of the
following:

(@) Minimlzing vehicle running timc
within parking lots through the usc of
sound par ng lot desizn,

W) By Nz adequnte gote, capacity
by providing for tiie proper numter and
locztion of cnh..nccs and exfls angd
opthinumn umuh....n‘-u Jor guch,

() Yim!ine frafic volime go £s nod

to cxcecd the c.‘rumg c. 3} mit) on ro'-d- ’
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o .
hiate -the ¢
13 ot reasonable reeeptor

1 n

.

aubiaib v it s g ! fha o s
of an appropyiate diffusion maodel, if in
his opinlon, the trafi flow charaetristics
speetficd by the Acministrator’s sui
lines are not necessary to meet the tests
of . anczte a3 (YD) t3) wad (¢) of
this sortien, Any available medeling re-
sulls, olotg widh bhe tinlle Sow char-
actarictics of the Indireet source, shall be
censiderad by the administiator ja mak-
ing the detarminaticn pursuant to para-
grayhs (b) (4) () (D) and (¢) cf this
scetion,

(5) )
paragra. 1,
fppoove an ~ppil
wedify i e do
roct soure? wills .

@ Cause a violation of the control
strategs of any applicadle state imple-
mentaticn plan; or

" Dolay the atlainment of the na-
tionw] standards for carlion racaoxide,
rhotochemical oxidants, and nitrozendi-
uxide in any region beyond the date spee-
ided for auy such region in Part 52 of
this ¢cihanter; o

(¢) Cause 2 violation of the national
standards for carbon monoxide, pholo-
chemical oxidants, and nitrozen dioxide
fn any region wiire the attainment date
specified for any such rogion in part 52
of this chepter will have passad at ihe
hae of eoaulrtion of the indivect sauree.

TG ahe d.ufrmination pursuant to
naragraphs (b)) (3) (1) (b)) and (¢) of this
seetion shall ba made as {ollows:

@ AW to0s from stationary and
mohila 5o wt, 2long with
st 1 tha doveley et of olaer

~new indircet souvees expected to occur
with -] »s of the perimeter of

shinll be added togcther In
cmine the angregate tmpnet
lity for the ten-ycar peried

Frr oirports sublect to this
1he Administrator shall not
cation to construct or
rmines that the adi-

Con o't oau

oowing the expected date of comple-
tion. : ;

-wide afr qualily analysls,
i technique approved Ly
tor, 17 ba usid to de-
selad pmblent conesn-
som ancawxida, photo-
ts, nivl nitvozen dioxide
wetlon or wodiifention,

tioy sections and parking
28 U (TP ) N (M)

A

RULDS S0 SOOHLATICHS

30y (D)
MLty reed,

AR
and (G D &

W) ) I ! .h
to this . L
sttt ¢ i ! dote

madily I e deicriiities Lasd

the pdirect source

will:
) v :

1 of Lo countvel
able state imple-

EI IO A

Pagaerioit ploong or

) Dotay the ailoinment of B
Uae-l il e oied foe
pavsianb ot B XO) XH O AR
scetion in any resion Layond the date
steeified for any. such region in Part 52;
or h

() Couse n violation of the national
staadards specified for aualysis pursus
Lo paragradh (M) ) (D of this sce-
1 inany regien where te ciintument
date specified for any such recion in Pard
52 will have passed ab the thne ¢f com-~
pletion of the indirect source. |

(i) The determination prrsuant to
peragraphs (D) (6) (i) (@) aud (c) of
this section shall be inade as foilows:

na-

(@) For all highway sections subject’

to this pavagraph, an appropriate atmo-
spheric diffusion model shall be used to
eviluale the concentration of carkon
monexide 1osulting from the expected

saximum tradic volume of the highway
section. Such evaluztion ghell be made
at reasonable receptor or exposuve sites
in the vicinity of such roed foi the ten-
year period following the expected date
of cempletion. .

(b) For any new highway section with
an anticipated average annual daily traf-
fic volume of 50,000 or more vehicles per
day within ten years of construction, or
any modification to a highway sectioh
which will increase average annual daily
trafiic volume by 23,000 vehicles por day
or more within ten yeurs after modifica-
tion, the expected ecncentrations of car-
bon moenoxide, photochenicnl cxidants,
and nitro,en dioxide shall Le eotimated
{for the ton-yaar peried foilowing com-
pletion of construction or raodinication
wsing an avca-wide alr gquality analysis
ov vy ting tectnidgue approved By
thy ~omi tor, Sueht arca-vide i
@untity analysis shall not be required
for o highw.y scction which is a part
of a transportation plan and prosram
preparad pursuant to the urban trans-
poriation planning prescss cstablished
under 23 U.S.C. 134, to the extent such
plan and pro2ram has heen anlormined
by te appropriate Reglenal Salininistra~
tor of the Xoviremnentel Drotcction
Aoruey o b2 conststent sith the ap-
proved state fmplomentation plan, in
rennection with the procedures deseribed
i 23 CI'R Pact 770, Subpart B (Adr
Quality Guidclines), .

¢ The detenaimation of the air
guality fmpoet of a proposed jadirect
souveo “at rooonatly reeoploe or exe
posure sites” shall nican siich Tocatlons
whivg péoplo aaizht x bly L2 ox-
pcaed dor thine pericds consilent with
fhe netional ablent ele gauotity sland-
weds dor the polubauis spociicd fov
aalests pursuant to this parnsvaph,

1X-26
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sunll be
nived .7
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accordance wilh pav
(10) of this sceil veved,

(b) Make available in rb leost one
Tocation in'edch région in which the p’:}\:
posad  Indivcet scurce would Le con-
structed, a copy of all materials submit-
{~d by the ownper or oncrater, a copy of
1y deler-
. amary of
s, il any, concidered hy
the Admiaisiceior In mating his pre-
liminary deterninntion; and .

(c) Notify the public, Ly prominent
advertisément” In~a newsnaper of gen-
eral circwlation in each 1ouion in which
the pronosed Indirect svuree would Le
constructed, of the cpportunity for
written publie comment on the Liforma-
tion submitted by the oiner or opeira-
tor and the Ad strator’s preliminary
determination on the approvability of
the indircct source. .

(iil) A copy of the notice required pur-
suant to this subparagraph shall be sent
to. officials and agencics having cognil-
zance over the Iocadon where th:2 indivact
source will be situaled, cs follows: state
and local air pollution control asenciss,
the chicf exceculive of the city and
county; any coniprehensive regional land
use planuing acency; and for highways,
any local bosrd or committes charzed
with ro.pmuibility for activities in il\g

50

mination, and o cedy or s
other

o

«

cconduct of the urban iransportatio

planning process (3-C preeess) pursuant
tr 23 U.SH.C. 134, .
(iv) D blic comments, subhmitted in
witid tays alter the date
stich informatioun isimade ovailoble shall
be conisiadréd by the Admaistrator In
makiiig his 1inal decision on the applica-
tion. All comnments shall be made avail-
ob'e for public frspoction in ot leost one
location in the replon fu which the in-
direct source would be located.

v) The Administrator sl )l ta'e final
zction on an epplication withun 20 days
atler the close of the_public comment
period. Thie Administrator shall notify

the abplicant in writing of Lils approval,

b Ve

conditional
plication, tnd
for corviitivm
noLif :

proval, or ¢
33 J

1l approval or
e tands ¢ e ior
publ Honin o . cleniim
in the roslon in which the hndirect
source wonld b located.

G D ihe Adminfstrafor viry eulend
enchh of the time.p selods soceitied In
It ol (D) (D) Y, ), we ) o
this erctloil by 1t move than 39 doyve,

falof thea
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al. Such
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'crams

5 LGy,

2 fiy suclva

(10) holxxi'h;*and!nﬂ the provisions
relating to modit u incirect sources
33 (') ) of th)ﬁ

nt EnUYeE May bn IU‘ they
without resubmizsion for ap-
proval under this paragraph.

(11) Any owner or operator who fails
t> construct and opcrate an in d
sowree i accordarece with the 1.plnc4-
‘tion, as approved and conditioned by the
L ainistrater, oo any owner or epcrafor
of vau i:.direct source <1'bjec|. to this para-
gronh who conuaences cowtruclion or
wolificetion thercol after Docembeor 31,
1874, without applyinz for and receiving
snproval horcuvc‘cr, shall be s
the poaclliza spoeificd undos
of thc Act and shall be co
Ialation of an cmission sien
bmitation under Section 304 of tiie Act.
Subscquent modinicalion to an indircet
source approved by the Adminisirator
oy be made without epplying for per-
mizslon purstiant to this pavooraph only
chiere sueh inodifization woutl nol vio-
fale eny condition imnosca pz.n ant to
earecraphs (b) (9) or (10) of Ux!s sec-
tion.

(2 Approval to conslruct o n.oJlIy
shail become fuvalld if construction or
-nodlliml'on is not commcnccd within
s after receint of such approvel.
mintstrator wmnry extend such time
wrind upon o salizfoclaiy stiowing that
n extension Is justificd.

a3 Approveal to construct or modify
shatl nol relivve any ownei oF operalor
of the: responaibliily to co \ i::x the
ronlrel stralecy and alt Joepl, &1, and
tederal regulidions which ar ¢ }).‘l . m the
appli-able state foplementation ploa,

-~
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(ni) A wn) of the notice h.quileu
parsunnt to poveararph (W () GH () “of
tizds £<c

icn shali be sent to the Admin's-
trator through the appropriate Regional
O.ilce.

Subpart B—Alhama

3. Stetion 52.50 is amcended by revising

paragraph (¢) as follows:
§ 52.50  Idemtification of plan.,
. L] L] . .

) %um)lcmcnhl information was
submittcd on:

(1) March 21, April 18, and April 28,
1972, by the Alabama Air Poliution Con-
trc! Commission, and

(2) April 28 and S:plember 25, 1673,
‘ 4. Scction 52.53 is revised ‘to read as

oll :
§ 52.53  Approval stutus.

With the exceptions set forth in this
subpart, the Administrator approves
Alabama’s plan for the attalnment and
maintenance of the nationel stendards.

5 Suipart B is amoencded by adding a
§ 5256, es follows:

Heview of new sources and mod-
ian.

() 1he requiremets of § 51.18(h) of
this chapter are not n:ct since the State’s
8 i foyr m. Yle comn~

g lor prlic
comment, (1) Prior to spproval or ¢
approval. of the construction or modifi-

cation of an indirect source, the Dirvector
sh 1

(i) Make a preliminary determinatlon
e the indireet source should be
ved, approved with conditions or

“cisapproved;

(i) Make available in at Jeast onc
location i coch rezfon In v hich the pro-
posed indireel sovrce would be con-
structed, o copy of all meclevtals sub-
mitted by the owner or operalor, o ¢opy
of the Dirceior’s preliminary determinina-
ton, and a copy or summmy of olher

T X2y

A"

h‘ 23 d. “¥s (7 the a:
iy Loodie avellable sl Ul
the Dircelor in na.
o1 on the epplication,

Subpart C—Alaska
6. Section 52.74 is amendic

paragraph (b), as follows;

§ 52.71  Legalauthority.

L] L) " . ! . .

(b) The rcouiremnents of § 51.11(a) (4)

wr lt:"

ﬂlu‘l (..

d by adding

“of this chapter ave not met since statu-

tory authority to prevent co:\s.:mction,
modification, or opzration of o faeilily,
building, stncture, or ixlst'ﬂl;
comnbination trercef, which in¢
results or may result in emissions ¢ any
air pollutant at any location whicl
pxocnf the mainicnance of a 1
aic qualily stendasd is not pde

7. Subpart C is an:emlcd by add
rew § 52.78 as follows:

£ 52,98 Review of n~w sources and mnd-

ifications.

.
() The requirements of § 51.18 of this
chapter are not met since the Si 'xte of
failed to subrait a plan foe i

woor rhedifcd indiveet semvee
cricw of ne

“ modificd inciree! sorrees., The provisions

of §52.22(b) of this chapler are hereby
incorporcted by reference and made o
part of the applicable impleme: )tutiou
plan for the State of Alaskn,

Subpart D—Arizona

8. Scetion 52,120 is oanaendad L_, a« Tding
paragraphis (€ and (), os follow,

§ 52129 Review of new sources and
maodifications,
L] L] . L] ’ L]

(e) The xeq\urc.ncnts of §51. 1 of this
chapicer ave nol met ¢ tire Stite ¢f
Arizona I'\!!cd to suhmit a plin fo: re-
view of ncw or nocifivd Indirest souroes,

(f) Regulcelions foir review of ncw or
modific:t indirect soruces, The p:o :
of §52.2200 of this chanter ars he
jncorporated by rolerence and niwde
pad of Lo apolicable Deplanentalion
plan for the Siate of Arlsonz,

FELEUARY 25, 1974 . Lo
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Subnart E——Arkansas
E, Scclion 52177 Is

e, b

fdd oS fullowsd

§ 520717 Taeview of new sources and
modifications. )

) The reguirements.of § 51.18 of this
ch:‘-;\,ur are nob met because the State
fatled to submit a plan for the review of
new or taodited indirect sources.

b) Repulation for reviciwo of new or
modified indirect sources. The provisions
of §52.22(b) of this chapter are hereby
incorporated by reference and made 8
Sart of the spplicable implementation
plan for the State of Arkansas.

Subpart F—California

" 30. Section 52.233 is amended by add-
ng paragraphs (h) and (), as follows:

§ 52.233  Review of new sources and
modifications. . .
e . T e ‘e .

(h) The requirements of §51.18 of
this chapier are not met since the State
of California failed to submit a plan for
review of new or modified indirect
sources. :

1) Regulation for review of new or
modified indirect sources. The provisions
of §52.22(b) of this chapter are hereby
incorporated by reference and meade. &
part of the applicable implementation
plan for the State of California. .

: _ Subpart G—Colorado ‘
- 11. In Subpart G, §52.340 is added
as follows: )
§52.340 Review of new ‘sources and
., modifications. .

(2) The requirements of §$51.18 of
this chapter are not met. because the

State failed to submit aeplan for the
review of new or modified  indirect

(b) Regulation for review of neéw or
snodified indirect sources. The provisions
of §52.22(b) of this chaptier are hereby
tncorporated by reference and made a
part of the applicable implementation
plan for the State of Colorado.

: Subpart H—Connecticut
312, In § 52.370, paragraph (c) s re-

vised to read as follows: :
§ 52.370 Identification of plan.
[ ] L] L] * L]

S Supplemental informatjon was
submitted on . March 21, April 6, and
August 10, 1972, and January 9, 1974,
by the Connecticut Department of En-

" vironmental Protection.

" 38, Section 52.373 §s revised to read as

. follows: R .

- pew § 52.375 as follows:

§52.373 Approval status.

With the exceptions set forth in this
subpart, the Administrator approves
Connecticut’s plan for the attainment

and maintenance of the natlonal stand- .

ards, < e
14, Subpart H Is amended by adding &
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§ 52.375 RNeview of new sources and
medifications. .

() Xecause of the late submissien o
Connecticut’s plan for revicw of new or
modificd indirect sources, the public bos
not had adequate opportuniis to com-
ment on its approvability, Therefore, the
Administrator disapproves this portion
of the plan pending completion of the
putdie comment peried and the Admnin=
tstrator's final evalnation.of the plan.

(b)Y Regulction jor rcricw of ncw or
modificd indirect sources. The provisions
of § 52.22(b) of this chapier are hercby
incoerporated by reference and m2de a
part of the applicable implementation

_ plan for the State of Connecticut.

Subpift }—~—-Delaware

15. Section 52.422 is revised to read as
follows: .

§ 52.422 Approval status.
With the exceptions sct forth in this

‘subpart, the Administrator approves

Delaware’s plan for atiainment and
maintenance of the national standards.
16. Subpart I is amended by adding

'§ 52.426 as follows:

§ 52,426 Review of new sources. and
modifications. . .

(a) The requirements of § 51.18 of this
chapter are not met because the State
fajied to submit a plan for review of new
of modLied THAITcet SOUTTesT

(b) Regulation for retvicw of mcw or
modificd sources. The provisions of
§ 52.22(b) of this chapter are hereby in-
corporated by reference and made a part
of the applicable implementation plan
for the State of Delaware. .

Subpart J—District of Columbia

17. Subpart J i5 amended by adding
§ 52478 as follows: .

§ 52.478 Review of mnew sourccs and
modifications.

(a) The requirements of § 51.18 of this
chapter are not met because the District
failed to submita plan for review of new
of modified indirect sources.

(b)Y Repulation jor revicw of new or
modified indirect sources. The provisions
of § 52:22(b) of this chapter are hereby
incorporated by reference and made &
part of the applicable implementation
plan for the District of Columbia.

* Subpart K—Florida )

18. In § 52.520 paragraph (c) is revised
to read as follows: T
§ 52.520 dentification of plan.

* L] * [ ]

(¢) Supplemental information was
submitted on April 10 and May 5, 1972,
and on June 1, August 6 and September
25, 1973, by the State of Florida Depart-
ment of Pollution Control. .

Subpart L—Georgia
19. Section 52.572 s revised to read as
follows: : . o

| X-28

<

§ 52.572  Approval stawe,

With the exceptions :et forth i this
subpart, the Administedor approves
Georgin’s plan for the attalnment and
mainteninee of the ntional stundavds,
maintenonce of the national standards,

20. Subpart L s amendced by adding
§ 52.574, as follows:

§52.571 Paovicw of new sources and

l\lc'cliﬁf'xl:i(ullt.
() The requizrerients of § 51.18 of this

* -chapter are not mict since the State failed

to submit a plan for the review of new
or modificd indirect sources.

(b) Regulation for rcvicw of new or
modificd indircct sources. The provisions
of §52.22¢(b) of this chapter areé hereby
incorporated by reference and made a
part of the applicable jmplementation
plan for the State of Georgia. g

Subpart M—Hawall

21, In § 52.623, the first sentence is re-
vised to rcad as follows: .

§. 52.623 Approval status.

With the exceptions set forth in this
subpart, the Administrator approves
Hawaif’s plan for the atiainment and
{nfh‘menance of the National standards.

22, Subpart M is amended by adding a
new § 52.629, as follows:

§ 52.629 Review of new sources and

_ modifications.

(a) The requirements of § 51.18 of this
chapter are not met since the State of
Hawail failed to submit a plan for re-
view of new or modified indirect sources.

(b) Regulation for rcvicw of new or
modificd indirect sources. The provisions

“of §52.22(b) of this chapter are hereby

incerporated by reference snd made a
part .of the applicable implementati

plan for the State of Hawaii. .

Subpart N—Idaho ’ N

23.1In § 52.670, paragraph (c) is revised
to read as follows: )
§ 52.670 ' Identification of plan.
.. ... .- ) . L
. (c) ' Supplemental Information was
submitted on: \
(1) February 23, Aprfl 12, and May

. 26, 1972, by the Idaho Air Pollution Con-~

trol Commission, and :
(2) March 2, May 5, and June 9, 1972,
::dl;cabmary 15, July 23, and October

24. Subpart N is amended by adding
anew § 52,679, as follows: . .

§ 52.679 Review . of new sources and
modifications. .

() The requirements of § 51.18 of this
chapler are not met since the plan does
not set forih legally enforceable pro-
cedures for preventing construction or
modification of an indirect source if such
construction or modification will result
in a violation of applicable portions of
the control strategy or will interfere with
attainment or maintenance of a national
standard.

v —— o . Wb s e

-
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Oatevl O b e taded by ol
R (T '

by of sovrves oY

Nt

() Tha poreiron.ende of §

61,17 of this
St
view of new

vated by r~c: end 3
of th2 eputicably hmplementation
s for s Bat of dtineis,
Sehpo g e In®
26. Soction 32,700 s mncndcd by add-
“fne paragraphs (@) and (D as foilows:

§32.760  Review of new sources and
madifications, :
.« . . . » .

(e) ‘The requirements of § 51.18 of this
chapier are not met bcc‘\use the State
fadled to subinit a pian for review of new
or modificd indirect scuices.

() Regulction for rcvicw of new or
modificd indircet sources, The provisions
of § 52.22(b) arc hercy incorporated by
reference and made a p art of the nppi
eable implamentation of the plan for tic
State of Indiini.

Subpart Q—lowa -

217. Section 52.824 is amended by add-
ing parasraph (D), &5 follows:

§52.824%  Legal authority.
A te . . . 3

{b) The requirements of § 51.11(2) (4)
of t'z chapter are not mect since stato-
toiy aunthority to provent conztruction,
moadification, or operation of a facllity,
buliding, structure, or installation, ov
combination thereof, which indirectly re-
sults or may result in cialssions of any alr
pollutent at any locativa whicis will pre-

vent the maintenance of o patlional air
quality standard is not adequate.

28. Subpart Q is smended by ndumf'
anew § 52.830, as follows:

§ 32.83¢ Review
modifieations,

(a) "The requirements of § 51.18 of this
chopler are nol met because the State
fatled Lo subinit a plun for review of new
or mociifled Indirect sources,

(b Rcgulation for review of new or
modificd indireet sourees. The provisions
of §52.22(h) are heweby Incorporated by

Creference andl made & part of the appli-
cable implementation plan for the State
of Iown. . .

of ncw sources .and
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-§ 52.928
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. - . « .
W The aogerene b ol 8
of tirvis chuptor are not n

tore authewiiy fo poavest eu
P wy, or Ol e o e
ta’ SRR TS EYCRY OO n‘ e

[T DR l‘ crthionood, ()
\uh»ox HTHSS u.»\.ltun.m

.. ¥
a0

SOUFCYS

L LINTYY
molifie .

(oY 7l pegriwenments of § 5112 ¢f thds
chapter ne noi mct beoause the Stide
feiled o sob Lo Pl fo s of new

O

or medified Indirect sources.
() Re tion for rericww of new or
modified indireet sourecs. The provisions

of §52.22¢ are herchy incorpovatad by
refcrence and mnde a parb of the apoli-
cable implementation pla for the State
of Kansas.

Sulpart S—Hentvshy

31. In §52.820, p'uagx.mh ) is re-
vised to 10"'1 as follows:
§ 52020 Jleatification of plun,

* . . L 3 L ]

Y Supplemental  information
subiidittod on:

(1) March 6 and May 3, 1972, by the
Kentucky Air Pollution Control Ofiice,
and

was

(2) March 17 :md June 7, 1972, ‘and’

Dccember 5, 1973,

32, subpurt S is amended by adding
§ 52.928, as follows: )
Review of new sourcés und

modifications.

(a) Because of the late submission of
Kentucky's plan for review of new or
modified indirect sources, the puhlic has
not had adeauate ommuun‘.t, to comi-
eat on its approsalitity, Thorcfe.e, tha

- Administrator (hsnpurou, this pmhou

of the plan pending completion of the
public comment period 2aud the Admin-
istrator's final evaluation.

(b) Regulation for revicw of ncw or
modificd indircet sources. The provisions
of §52.22(b) of this chapter are hereby
incorporated by reference and made a
part of the epplicable implementation
plan for the State of Kentncly,

Subpart, T—Louisiana

33. Scction 52.976 is amended by add-
ing 1)'n"1f-r;'.plm (¢) and (), es follows:
§.)...‘)7(| "Review of new sources and

“madifications, .-
. . . . .

(¢) The requirements of § 51.18 of this
chapter are not met beeause the Stute

o 1x-29

- subpart,

UARY 25,

NI

§ ol vy Bdeatilieation of plaa,

- ¢ L] 3

rroviee nl Comal:
* L . [ =
33, Scetion 52,1022 s roviced to ren?
as fullo

§52.1022

Vith the exvepdio
the Admi
Maine's plun for
tenance of the na.lcu..l st an.l'u
36. Subpart U is amanded Ly o3 !

a ncw § 52.10%6, as follov
$§ 32,1025 Peview
pwlifications,

(@) The requivemon
this chapter are net bﬂcnu the plan
dods not proviae legally enforczable
precedures that adequatcly peevint con-
struction or medification of sources
whicit would fnciveetly intavierc with the
attaininent or mointenance of netiona)
emblent afr qualily standards,

() Rcgulation for rervicw: of new or
modified indirect scurces. Tiss puavisions
of 52.22(b) are hrreby inco-par br
reference and mad2 a part of the aupli-
cable implementation plan for the Sinte
of anc

Approvalstatus
st Imm u. t

of nzw sources am!

ts of §$51.1¢ ol

Subparl "' ryland

. 37, Subpa rt. V is mncndcd by :l(.('l"n"
§ 52.1076G as follows;

§ 52.1076  Review
modification-. .

(a) 'Ihch(,l“x. neents of §51.15 of this
chopler are not met brecuse tin
failed {o submit a plan for review
or modificd indirect sources.

(b) Kkegulction for review of new or,
modified indirect sources. The provisions
of §52.22(b) of this chapter are hrreby
mcoxpozatcd by reference and made
part of the applicable implementutinn
plan for the-State of Maryland.

. Subpart VW—1Ilussachuselts
38. Subparl W is amended by adding
anew § 52.1124 as follows:
§ 52.1121 Review of new sources and!
modifications.

. (a) The requirements of §51.18 o this
c}nplcr are not mat becauze the Glate
failed Lo submit a plan Ior review of nevw
or mourcd frdivect &

of new sources and

of 1

1974




“

© A2

. W Regulation for revicw of ncw or
modificd incirect sovrces. ‘The provisions
of §52.211) ol this chapter are hereby
tacorporated by reference and made a
part of the applicable Innlementation
plan [or the State of Massachusetts,

Sutpart X—Nichizan .

- 39, Scetlon $2.1176 is amended by add-
fug parasrophs (©) and @) as follows:
§ 821196

nioc.

Review ol new sources sud
"

(c) The reauirements of § 51.13 of this
chapter are not met because the State
fulled to sulmit a plan for 1ovicw of new
or modifizd ndirect sources.
) Re

ation for revicw of new or
modificd irdirect sources. "Cie yravislons
of §52.02(1) of this chupler nve hercby
fucerpocated by, reference and made a
part ¢ the applicably imultmeniation
plan fcr the State of Michisan,
Subpart Y—~>linnecota
49. Subpart Y is amended by adding
$ 52.1225 o3 follows: : L
§ 52,1225 Nesiew of new sources nnd
. modiJeations, :
* (@) Thevoquivements of §5
_chapter are not met because
failed to submit a plan for revi
or modiied indirect sources.
) Resulation for.rcvicw of new or
modificd incirect sources. The provisions
of §52.22(1) of this chanter ave hercby
incorpurated by refeverce and made a
port of tho agalicable Laplementation
plan [octiiec Ciote of R .
Subzort Z—hlis P
‘41, Scction 521272 Is revised to read
as follows: . )
§ 52.1272 2 tus. . .
With the exceptions set forth in ¢his
subpari, the Administralor approves
Misslssippi’s plen for atfzinment and
nmainteiance of the national standards. .
42, Subport Z Is amended by adding
new §§ 52.1275 and 52.1276, as follows:
§52.1275  Lrwlauthority. )
- (@) Thecquirements of § 51.11¢x) (4).
of this clupler ave not inot since state
ulory aut ¥ -9 paeverd construcs
tion, mcciiler tien, or or.cotion of a fa-
cllity, huild structure, or i telintion,
or combinnt

n thaacof, wiieh iadireetly
results or maay resvdt fn oobofons of
any air pollutant ot any acation which
will prevent {2 socint aonce of a na-
tional air quatily stumdaid Is not ade-
quate. . .

8§ 52.1276

modifications,

(a) The rejuirements of §51.18 of |
this chopter sie vot pet Licause the
stale failed to =vhmib a plon for review
of new cr ad Indivect sorvees.

(L) Eegulilivg fu 5 ¢f ncw or
wedified & seurces. The povi-
cions of § 52.:u(H) of this chapter ave
herchy Incesporited by refcrcuce ond
mede a pavt of the applicable hinple-

112 of this
the State
ow of new

<
P

sproval s

Review of new zvurces and

RULES AND’ REGULATIONS

Subpart AA—Missouri .

43. Section 52,1325 is amended by add-
hige paragraph (¢), as follows:

bl 54
325

§ a2, Legal avthority.
L d . . . .

(¢) The provisions of § 51.11(x) (1) of
this chapler ave not et cinee statalory,
autharity to prevent ecnstruction, modi-
fication, or operation of a facility, huild-
tnr, structure, or justallation, ov enmbi-

“netion thercof, which fudirectly resuits

or may result in cnisslons of any air pol-
Intont at any location which will prevent
thie maintenance ol a national ir qual-
ity standard 1s 1ot ndeguate.

44, Subpart AA is nmended by adding a
new § 52.1323, as follows:

§ 321328
modifications, .

(o) The requirements of § 51.13 of this
chapler are not met beeause thie Siate
fafled to submit a plan for revicw of new
or modified indirect scurces. .

(b) Regulation for ccricio of »ecw orf
modified indircel sourres. The proviciens
of §322°2(b) of this ¢hupler are Lorely
incerporatd by rifercnce and made apard
of tha applicable implcmentiation plan for
ti.e Slite of Missouri.

Subpart £8—Lientana

45. Tn Subpart BB, § 52.1374 is added as
follows: s Ce )
§ 52,1374 Rcview of new sources and

modifications, .

() The reaircments of § 51.18 of this
chapter are not meoet because the State
f2iled to subimit a plan for the review of
new or modified indirect sources. :

(0) Regu'alion for revicw of new or

tWvicew of new sources or

- modified indirect sources. The provisions

of § 52.22(b) of thus chaptcr are hereby
incorporated by reference and moade a
nart of the applcahle Imvlementation
plan for the State of “ioniana, ’

“Sulpart CC—Piabraska

486. Scetion 52.1428 is amended by add-
ing paragraphs (f) and (g), as follows:

§52.1423 Review of new sources and
modifications. e
. . . ‘e ’

() The requirements of §$ 51.13 of this ~
chrpier are nob meb Locatise the State
failod to submit a plan for review of new

v nelided Lidiveet sources.

(g) Dlevuletion for reviciv of new,or
morlificd indircet souress, Tha provisions
of §52.22(b) of this chupter are hereby
Incurmorated by reforence and made a
part of the applicakla. mplementation
plan for the State of Nebraska, .

Subpart DR—Nevada

47. Scetlon 52.14%38 Is anended by add-
g voragrophs () and. (d), as fellows:
§ 521473 Review of acw svurves and

wodi fications,
[ ] - L]

(¢) ‘The: requirements of §51.12 of
this chapler are nod met since the State
of Wovada failed to sulmit a ptan for.

(@ Régulation for review of new
modified indirect sourecs, The provisiang
of §52.22(h) of this chapter are hepahy
incorporated by refurence and made Ky

er

T opart of {he applicallc implomentation

plan for the State of Nevada,
Subpart EE—Moews Hamp<hire
.48 In §521520, paragraph (e) §s re-
visud to veard as follows:
$ 520

. IR
$ Ldeatifieation of plan, N

. . . .

(¢c) Supplemental  information was
submitted on Fehruary £3, afarch 23, and
Auzust 8, 1972, and on February 14,
April 3, Ray 17, and Dccember 13, 1973,
by thé New Hampshire Alr Pollution
Control Azaney,

49. Suibpart LR Is cmended hy adding
ancw § §2.1525, as follows:

§ 32,1525  leview of new sources and
modifications, e -

(a) Bocause of the late submission of
Noew Homp.hire's plan for review of nn
or maditied inditect sources, the put
s not had adequite oppoitunity- to
conruent on its approvability, Aherefore,
the Adwinistrator disapproves this nor-
tion of the plan pending eeuapleticn of
the public ccmment peried and the 2d-
ministrator’s evaluation of the plan,

) Regrlation for ievicw of rew cr
modified indirect sourees. ‘The provisions
of §52.22(h) of this c¢hruter are hershy
incorporated by refcrence and nmade a
part of the applicable fmp) aticn
plan for the State of New IT i

~ Subpart FF-—pow Jorsey

50. In Subpart FF, §52.1573 is acde
as follows: .
§ 52.1573

modifications.

{a) The requirements of § 51.18 of this
chapter are not met Lecewse the State
failed to submit a plan for the revicw
of new or modificd iudirect sources.

) Regulation for reuicw of icic or
modificd indirect sources. The provisions
cf §52.22(b) of this chapier are herchy
Ancorporated by reference and made a
part of the applicable implemuentation
plan for the State of New Jorsey.

Sulpat GG Livico
.51, In Subpart GG, §52.1628 Is added
as follows:
§ 52,1628 TReview of new goncces and
b maddi fieations,

Py
32,
-

Review of new sources and

(2) The requirements of $51.13 of
his chapter are nob et bhacause the
State failed to submit a plan for tie
review of new or medified Indicect
S0UICes.

(b)Y Reguluation for revizio of ncw or
modificd indireet sources. 'Thiie provisiens
of §52.22(h) of this chanter are herchy
incorpornted by reference and mide @
part of the applivable impioacnludicn
plan for the Slate of ew Mexlco,

Subpart Hl—?lew York

.","vt'nfauo*.\ plan Jor the state of Missise  revicw of new or mogdifed Indircet 52, In § 52,1670, parcraph (€)(2) i
Hppl, ' sourees, - revised to rond as follows:
. - 1X-30 . .
F - . | FEDERAL EZICISICY, VOL 39, MO, 38— MOUDAY, [i8MAKY 25, 1274
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§ 321650 Identification of plan,

N L4 . L] L] L]

()

) Aprit 17, 19 ana 30, Aoy
and 21, Juie 11, and Auvuit 3

53. In Suhpart H!L, § 52,1659 i added
/s follows: .

§ 32,1680 Keview of new
modifications,

(@) Port 201.00(0) of Subchapler A,
Ch=pter 115, tilla 6 of 19 Youl: State's
o5, Rules and
b
ontl permit to

Lip o ol
2 the reauive-
menls of Iorts 2012 ond 501.3.

(B Th2 roguiremants of §51.13 (c)
end (M) (2) Gii) of
this chapier are not mot because
ihe plan deos nwl provide Icaadly
forecuble procedures for 1.
ol Infoiieriian
construction or madj tic:r of an
direct source resuls in a8 vie?
of apnlicable por of the enuirol
strategy or wili interfere with the ottain-

tent or maintenance of 2 national
sieudard, and it does not provide for
-public notice of or comment on the
analysis by the Depariaeit. of
mental Counservation of the efie
construction or modification en ambient
&ir quality.

(Y Reoulation for revicie of now or
moedificd indiroct sovrees, Thie provision;
of §52.22(b) of this chapier are herehy

e

sources and

]

ther

=

£y

Jncorporated by reference and niade a

part of the applicable implementation
pian for the State of New York.
Subpart i—North Carotina

.54, Section 52,170 is amended by re-
vising paragraph () as follows: .
§ 521770  Jdentifeation of plau.
. . . . . .

©) Supplemental  nformation &as
submitted on May 5 sud ¢, 1872 and
on February 13, 14, March 2, Apra 24,
and October 5, 1973, by the Air Quality
Division of the North Carolina Depart-
ment of Nutural and Economic Re-
sources. :

55. Subpart JI §s zmendad by adding
2 new §52.1775, os follows: .
332775  Review of new

modifications,

(a) The requiremcitis of

his chapter ere not mel Losanss

sources and

§51.18 of
ause the

Man docs not provide lee liy enforceable .

srocedlures that adequately prevent con-
truction or modification of sources
shich would indirectly interfore with
he attainment or mainiennnce of na-
lonal ambicnt oir qunlity slancdards.
M) Regurlation for reviem of ncn or
todified indirect sources. The provisions
{ §$5222(b) of this chapter fue hereby
worporated by refercnce and mede a
it of the applicate imiplementation
an for the Stale of Noith Crrolina,

\‘.(

en- -
.00

l;of_

RULES AND RECUIATICHS,

Sulipait M—North C 2

56. Section 521822 5 yeyiy-d {o read
as fullows: )

§ 301822 Approval stutus.,

With the exeepli sob forihin this
subparl, the Admii CLor appreves the
North Dakota plin for the itainment
amd maintenance of the national siand-
ards, ° '

57. In Subpart 3J, § S1824 is adilad ps
follows:

§ 321821 Review of new sources il
modification.,

(0 The requivements of $51.18 of this
chapter are not met beeuy.s the State
fufled to submil o plan for review of
nowe or wodgiied indirect s 3 !

() Rogel sJer review of new or
modified indirec! sounrves. The provisions
of §52.22(b)Y of this chapter are h
ineerporated by reference and n
part of the apnlieable imple:
plan for the Slate of North Dirk:

Subpart KX—-0kin

58. Sccticn 52,
as follows:

oty

(e

893 15 vevised to jead

Apprevat sttps,

7ith the exennti s¢h forth in this
the A WOr  approves
it for at t and ainte-~

haree of th~ naticnnl standargds.

@, Subpart s amended by adding

§ 62,1390 5 follo

§ 321879 Review
modifications,

@) The requirements of §51.18 of this
chapter are not met bacause the State
failed to submit a plan for revicw of now
or madified intircet sources.

) Reguletion for review of ne
modified indirec! sourees. The provisi
of §52.22(b) of this chopter are her
incorporated by reference and made g
part of the pplicalle implementatic .
plan for the State of Okhio,

Subpart LL—O%chioma

' 60. Section 52.1022 fs revised to read
es follews: . '
§52.1922  Approvid s,

With the excoplions set forth in this
subpart, the Adminisly
Oklahoma plan for the attzinment and
maintenance of the national standards.

61. ITn Subpart LY, Section 52.1924 is
added 25 follows: . .

§ 521821 Review of new sources and
maodifieations,

(@) The reauirements ol § 51,12 of this
chapter are not meot bicouze the Sitto
failed to submit o plan for the review of
new or modified indirecl sources,

(b) Regulation Jor retvictw of new or
medified indirect sousces. The movisions
of §§ {h) of this chopter are herchy
Incicpormted by 1o{crence and made o
port of the applentle implementation
pliax for the State of Oklahioma,

of new sources and
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RE

lor approves the

» ° - 4
P [ .-.LJ

Subprrt 10

G2. In §52.10%0, - [

vised to rend as foliieo.;
§ 320210 Jdentification of plan,

. . L] . .

informution way

(€)  Sunplemental
subinilted on:
(1) Moy 3 and Ot

April 13, ang Soplond o
- (2) Auniet 1o, 105, .

May 30, June 8,
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GOVERNOR’S QOFFICE ~
OFFICE. OF STATE PLANNING AND DEVELOFPMENT
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
HARRISBURG, PA. 171320

MID ATLANTIC REGION
gt/c o197 |
/] )

é e Ogdo < ]
Depuh: _pi«ecloc |
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Public Afloks

December 19, 1973 [

wos L
' | Sawddtion o
Mr. Chester L. Brooks B 13 T

National Park Service Persennl T
U.S, Department of the Interior Piograms {
143 South Third Street - -

Finance
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106 Property

Dear Mr. Brooks:

- r—t—r
[y 1799 A
\grd

The Office of State Planning and Development, as the State Clear-
inghouse for the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, has received and transmitted
to various State agencies comments of the Draft Environmental Impact State-
ment for Area "F" of the Independence National Historical Park, Philadelphia.

Attached please find comments from the Departments of Environmental

Resources and Transportation. Please consider these the official response
of the State Clearinghouse.

Sincerely,

foeed Al

Richard A. Heiss, Coordinator
Pennsylvania State Clearinghouse

RAH/rew

1X-35



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

The 8 P. 0. DOX 1487
HARRISOURG, PENNSYLVANIA 17120

December 6, 1973

SUBJECT: Department of Environmental Resources
: Review and Evaluation of
PSCH No.: 73-10-3-004

TITLE: DEIS Proposed Independence
National Park - Area F

'REEQEEEE%fZEL: 'LOCATION: Philadelphia, Philadelphia County
DEC1 41973 TO: R. A. Heiss, Coordinator

Pennsylvania State Clearinghouse

ey

FROM: MAURIC
Secretary of Environmental Resources

$RicE € f“rs.rggxuxs
AND DEVELOFMENT

On the basis of the submitted information found in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, no significant or adverse impact is
anticipated for the implementation of the project. However, the
Department of Environmental Resources offers these comments.

This project has been evaluated on the basis of the actions
- proposed in the applicant's submission. Any approval, granted or
implied, does not extend to any changes made by the applicant
subsequent to and not in keeping with our recommendations. Any
such changes will require a new submission through the Pennsylvania
State Clearinghouse.

e ; I1X-36



" R. A. Heiss ' | 2 December 6, 1973

- The following comments are made based on the review and evaluation
of the submitted project.

The project is approved for implementation.

The project has been in the planning stage for 10 years and has been
reviewed previously by many public and private organizations. As mentioned
on Page 6, William C. Forrey, Director, Bureau of State Parks, served on the
Masterplan Steering Committee and can verify that the present proposal appears
to be the best solution to solve the parking problem for visitors to
Independence National Historical Park.

Spec1a1 attention should be given to the design of the parking garage to
minimize any visual degradation of the area.

The statement includes four alternatives to the proposed project. On
Page 59, listed under "VIII. Alternatives To The Proposed Action, item B.,
Provide a visitor center on Independence Mall with parking nearby" is one
of the four alternatives.

This alternative proposal is unacceptable to the Department of
Environmental Resources under any circumstances. Independence Mall State
Park was established to create a frontispiece, a vista for Independence
Hall. The aforementioned alternative would destroy that purpose and,
therefore, is totally unacceptable as an alternative solution.

The project description indicates no adverse affect upon the
geological environment of the site or the adjoining area. It should
be noted however, that the proposed site of the project is underlain
by unconsolidated sediments (sand and gravel) which should be taken
into consideration when engineering and architect designs are made
for any of the proposed new buildings.

The applicant should be notified that an air pollution permit will be
necessary from the Air Management Services of the City of Philadelphia since
they have the prime responsibility regarding this project.

IX-37



OA-501 12.67

SUBJECT:

TO:

FROM:

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Independence National Historical Park
City of Philadelphia
PSCH Project No, 73 10 3 004

Mr, Richard A, Heiss
State Coordinator, PNRS

Office of State Planning
and Development

Louis E. Keefer, Director
Bureau of Advance P i

LUMMUINITE AL 15 UF FENNDTLVYANLA
—

Department of Transportation

November 21, 1973

OFFiCS OF STRTE FLMIING
AND DEGELG: Lot

We have reviewed the Draft EIS for the Proposed Indepen-
dence National Historic Park in the City of Philadelphia. We

have no camments to offer.
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' . ADELPHIA HISTORICAL COMMISSION
+ City Hall Annex, Philadelphia, Pa. 19107
MU 6-4543 and MU 6-4583

F. OTTO HAAS, Chaimman

CITY OF PIILADMCIIELA, | G s e o i
MRS JAMES . CRUMLISH, JR.
HON. JOUN B. KELLY, JR., Cawncilman at-luge
EDWARD PINKOWSKI
JCHN TAXIN
WILLIAM A. COSTELLO

Commissioner of Public Property
LENNOX L. MOAK, Diretor of Finance
HENRY J. MAGAZINER, A.1.A.

Architectural Advisor to the Commission
BARBARA LIGGETT

Archaeological Consultant to the Commission

; DR. MARGARET B, TINKCOM, Historian .

October 31, 1973 J/)l’) , PATRICIA SIEMIONTKOWSKI

}15 Executive Assisj:nt to the Chairmon
|
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Mr, Chester L, Brooks

Director, Northeast Region
National Park Service

143 South Third Street
hiladelphia, Pennsylvania 19106

Dear Mr. Brocks:
Thovk you for sending me a copy of the draft environmental '

st terent for "Area F" of the Indcpendence National Historical Park.

I h.ve read it carcfully and mst say that it seecms to be a very

complete staterncat @nd one with which I can agrce in general. The

excellent charts, n:ps, and photographs make it possible for any

reader to review the statement with some feeling of certainty,

Unfortunately, this has not always been the case with environmental .

statements submitted to the Historical Commission for comment, -

If it turns out to be practical, T think bhe viuposal to
put two levels of the parking jvage vaderg ound tould be the most
desirable solution to that dosign problom. [ should also like to
cndovse all of the provisions of the *dvisoiy Couneil and particu-
Taely provision No, 3., If thoere is sy way that the visual effect
of Tonic Street shoim in the photograph on Page 37 can be retained,
this should be considered since views of this sort were characteris-
tic of the 0ld City Area.

I should like to recommend that good photographs of the "ghosts"
of the old house; that appeared in the photographs showing the north
side of Sansom Street (see Pages L1 and 45) be taken., This could
be as important as the recording for UABS of buildings presently
standing which will be demolished for the erecction of the garage
(see Page 51).

1X-39



Mr. Chester L. Brooks 2 October 31, 1973

In addition, I hope that the Park Service will make mandatory
a thorough archaeological exploration of the site and provide full
funding for a published report.

The fee system of charging for parking in the proposed garage
described on Page 11 seems to provide the most practical solution
to the problem of assuring space in this garage for visitors to
the Park. I hope that it may be developed.

Finally, I should like to ask whether in the statement as
presented for distribution Richard Viebster's name could be attached
to Appendix C, the justification prcpared for the inclusion of this
site in the Old City Historic District. As you know, he is the
editor of the Historic American Buildings Sucvey Catalog of Phila-
delphia County and prepared the form for noidnsting this area for
inclusion in the National Register at the requost of the I'istorieal
Commission, :

Yours sincerely,

\/\.& axq cand {“3 - \"'JGA-(-« o

Dr. Margaret B, Tinkcom
" Historian .

MBT/d11
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THE PHILADELPHIA CONVENTION & TOURIST B

Philadelphia PA 19106

Dear Mr. Brooks:

Than
statement
Park.

you for sending us a copy of the draft envirommental
or Area F of the Independence National Historical

Needless to say, our Bureau is vitally interested in
anything that increases the lure of Philadelphia among visitors
from all over the world, and of course, our greatest attraction
is Independence National Historical Park.

We consider additional parking adjacent to the new
Visitsrs Center at 3rd and Chestnut Sts. vital to the master
plan of the Parx itself as well as the entire waterfront and
Penn's Landing area. .

As you well know our Bureau has already made a commitment
to the Park Service to provide staffing at a Philadelphia
information booth at the new Orientation Center at 3rd and
Chestnut Sts. We do this with full knowledge that our staff,
supplementing the guide service, will provide the most complete
type of service to our visitors.

Having studied carefully the advantages of a parking
facility in Area F along with the alternatives, we most
heartily endorse such a parking facility. The addition of
550 parking spaces in this spot will definitely help alleviate
parking problems in that area.

_Pleage let us know how we may assist you in helping

Loz /o

lan.a reality.

Cordially,
S

Gt @ T

W 5,

Eugehe C. Hosmer, Jr.

President
ECH/mlg
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THE PHILADELPHIA PARKING AUTHORITY:GIN

UITE 8 THREE PENN OENTER PLAZA -
syl 8508 o F 1 19]1‘

PIHLADELPHIA. PENNSYLVANIA 190102 _
' C - Bwertor ——— Zﬂy

- 3.98
JACK P. GA!I.O!B Wﬂ -7 7
February 8, 1974

Mr. Chester L. Brooks, Director
Northeast Region of the

National Park Service ”ﬂ:ﬂ”W-_n:. .
143 S. Third Street ey o
Philadelphia, Penna. 19106 | Piogams R

Finance ] B
RE: Area F Environmental Statement ?;tzval 4i
Dear Mr. Brooks: o . L4 2 = :

As you are aware, legislation,expanding the Independence National Histori-
cal Park to include that section called Area F, has passed the Senate and
will soon be acted upon by the House. This may result in our getting
closer to more definitive action in preparing the parking facilities.

Unfortunately, the Parking Authority files are lacking considerable back-

- ground information on this area. I have had a chance to review your draft
Environmental Statement on Area F and found it to contain an excellent de-
scription o: the area. The copy I reviewed was with the gracious help of

Dr. Tinkcom of the Philadelphia Historical Commission.

It would be greatly appreciated if you could send us a copy of your En-
vironmental Statement. I believe it would help us to comprehend better
the historical significance of Area F, in particular, and also give us a
better overview of the entire park area.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Sincerely, »
;"’"'\

bt s Drig 2 F

Charles A. Doughérty(7/
Assistant Managing Director

for Development
CAD/de
cc: Francis J. Myers, Jr.

\ |X",§2
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Dear Mr. Brooks:

Thank you for your letter of October 17th transmitting the draft copy of an
environmental impact statement for the proposed addition of "Area F" to the
Independence National Historical Park. We have reviewed the contents of
this document thoroughly, and find it to be a comprehensive and accurate
statement of the impact this project will have on the area involved. '

As you know, OPDC has been working for man; years in close cooperation with.
officials at Independence National Historical Park cn the theory that "what

is good for the Park is good for the City". Completion of the planned park-
ing garage will not only serve the Park, but also the growing nighttime enter-
tainment district emerging in this area, as well as providing a "backup' park-
ing resource for the developing Penn's Landing project.

I believe we are not alone in this assessment. Among others directly involved
in the destiny of Area F are our Mayor and City Council, Philadelphia Area
Council on Tourism, City Planning Commission, Philadelphia Parking Authority,
Redevelopment Authority, Independence National Historical Park Advisory Com-
mission, and the Philadelphia Historical Society. Without exception, these
agencies have endorsed the goals of the Park expansion into Area F and the
method of implementation. This public review and approval has been matched by
enthusiastic endorsement by both businessmen and residents of the immediately
affected area and surrounding areas such as Society Hill. Following compre=-
hensive presentations by yourself and Superintendent Hobart Cawood of both
Area F and the total Park development program, our Executive Committee, com-
posed of key business and civic leaders in the City, unanimously endorsed the

project. e e ot means kNN
7 .
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Mr. Chester L. Brooks
Page 2 _ '
October 30, 1973 _ .

Over the past ten years, OPDC has been privileged to be "present at the
creation" of one of the nation's most outstanding examples of historical
preservation and residential urban renewal in the Society Hill project. In
marketing more than 325 historical townhouses and lots for restoration and
redevelopment, we have developed a keen awarness that preservation and restor-
ation "pays off" not only in aesthetic intangibles, but also in very real im-
provements to the City as a whole. We feel that what is being proposed for
Area F is in the finest tradition of the imaginative and sensitive way in which
the Park Service has complemented with high quality restoration the efforts
underway throughout the rest of "America's most historic square mile" to create
a truly modern and vital community which also lives intimately with history.

We thus not only fully endorse this project, but commend you and your staff for
the tireless efforts you have given to create the living tribute to history
that is "Independence"..

Very truly yours,

69,&24v7\4&7r It

James Martin, Executive Director

beh
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Permsploania Society of Sons of the Revolution
HALL OF THE HISTORICAL SOCIETY OF PENNSYLVANIA

1300 LOCUST STREET
PHILADELPHIA 7

19 December 1973

Mr. Chester L. Brooks

Regional Director,Northeast Region
United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service

143 South Third Street

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106

Dear Mr. Brooks:

In reply to your request for an endorsement,
you will be pleased to know that the Board of
Managers of our Society, at a meeting held the 8th
of November, endorsed the plan to construct a park-
ing area, by the Philadelphia Parking Authority, in
"Area F" of the Independence National Historical
Park. This parking area is for the specific purpose
of accomodating visitors to "Area F".

- Yours sincerely,

.

nard Den AV IN .

Executive Secretary.

LD/dca
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3 December 1973

Mr, Chester L. Brooks
Regional Director
Northeast Region
National Park Service
- 143 South Third Street

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106

Dear Mr. Brooks:

-
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I am a little late in responding to your invitation to comment on the draft
environmental statement for "Area F'" of the Independence National Historical

Park.
have been done.

‘The draft was reviewed for The Carpenters'’

~

Company by John Ha

But since I have only positive comments to offer, perhaps no harm will

rbeson, FAIA,

Chairman of our Conference Committee with the Independence National Historical

Park.

,and, in itself, provides a reasonable solution to the problem.

His summation is that the base proposal is preferable to the alternatives

He further com-

ments that if the resulting architecture is up to the opportunity, particularly
in regard to sensitivity to the street facades, the result should be quite

acceptable,

It is very difficult in historic settings to arrange accommodations for auto-
mobile needs that are 100% favorable since machines are incompatible to begin

with in such surroundings.

This proposal has in it, however,

allow an appropriate answer if adroitly handled.

Sincerely,

i:x

options that will

el Hea e aoe

Paul C. Harbeson, President

The Carpenters'

Company of the

City and County of Philadelphia

PCH/pfs

cc: Mr, John F. Harbeson
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APPENDIX A

88 STAT, 1445

To provide for fnercases In appropriation cellings and boundacy chianges in

certain unlts of the Nutiona) Park System, to autborlze uapproprigtions for |

additlonal costs of land acquisition for the National I'ark Nystem, and for
other purposes.

Be it tnacted by the Scnate and Ilouse of Representatives of the
United Statcs of Americain Congress assembled,

TITLE I--ACQUISITION CEILING INCREASES

: Src. 101. The limitations on appropriations for the acquisition of
Iands and inferests thercin within units of the National Park System
contained in the following Acts are amended as follows:

(1) Biscayne National Monument, Florida: Section 5 of the
Act of Octoler 18, 1068 (82 Stat. 1188, 1189) is amended by
changing “§24,575,000” to “%28,350,0007;

= (2) Colonial National IHistorical Park. Virginia: Section 4
of the Act of July 3, 1030 (46 Stat. 856), as amended (16 U.S.C.
81f) is amended by changing “$2,777,000” to **$10,472.0007;

(3) Cumberland Gap National Historical Park. Kentucky and
Tennessee: For the acquisition of lands authorized in subsection
301(2) of this Act, there are authorized to be appropriated such
suis as may be necessary, but not more than $427.500;

£~ (4) Fort Necessity National Battlefield. Pennsylvania: Section

5 of the Act of \ugust 10, 1961, (75 Stat. 336), is amended by
“changing “8115.0007 to “8722,0007;

[&77(5) Indepeéndeiics National Historical Park; Pennsylvania : See-

tion 6 of the Act of June 28. 1948 (62 Stat. 1061, 1062), as |

National Park
System,

™~ Appropriation

oedlings in-
oreasej bound.
ary changesj
appropriation
authorization,

10 USC' 450qq-~

16 USC 266,

16 USC 430tt.

|

amended (16 U.8.C. 407r), is amended by changing “$11,200,000.” |

| to “$12,792.000.";

T {6) Indiana Ditmes National Talkeshore. Indiana: Section 10

- of the Act of November 5. 1966 (80 Stat. 1309, 1312: 16 U.S.C.

¢ 406u-9) is amended by changing “$27.900.000” to “833.526,0007 ;

g (7) Moores Creek National Military Park, North Carolina : The
Act of September 27,1944 (58 Stat. 746) is amended by adding the
following new section: :

“Srkc. 2. There are anthorized to be appropriated such sums as may
be necessary to earry out the purposes of this Act. but not more than
$243.000 shall be appropriated for the acquisition of lands and inter-
ests in Jands and not more than $325.000 shall be appropriated for
development.”; '

. (8) Morristown National ITistorical Park. New Jersey: Section
3 of the et of September 18, 1964 (78 Stat. 957) is amended by
© changing “8281.000™ to “82.111.0007;

(9) Rocky Mountain National Park, Colorado: For the acquisi-
tion of lands authorized in subsection 301(6) of this Act. there
are authorized to be appropriated not more than $§2.423,740 and
for development of such lands there are authorized to be appro-
priated not more than 8315000

(10) Virgin Islands National Park, Virgin Islands: Scction 4
of the Act of Octoher 5. 1962 (76 Stat. 748: 16 V.S.C. 398f) is
amended by changing “81.250,000” to “212.250.000";

(11) Apostle Islands National Lakeshore, Wisconsin : Section 8
of the Act of September 26, 1970 (84 Stat. §50) is amended by
deleting “84,250.000” and inserting in licu thereof “$5,250,000%;

(12) Lake Mead National Recreation Area, Arizona and

16 USC 422a.1,

Land ecquisi-

tion, epprepri.
ation,

16 USC 4228.2,

16 USC 409g
note,

16 USC 460w=7,

16 USC 4609,
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16 USC 460n-9, Nevada: Scetion 10 of the Act of October 8, 1961 (78 Stat, 10mu),
: is mnended by deleting “$1,2000007 and inserting in licu thereof
47,100,000 ; and . )
(13) Slecping Bear Dunes, Michigzan: Section 15 of the Act of
16 USC 460x-14, “Qctobicr 21, 1970 (81 Stat. 1073} is amgnded by deleting
4$19,800,000” and inserting in licu thercof “$5%,75:3,000™.

TITLE II—DEVELOPMENT CEILING INCREASES

Skc. 201, The limitations on appropriations for development of units
of the National Park System contained in the following Acts are
amended as follows: ~

(1) Channel I¢lands National Monumient, California: For the
urposes of development of the administrative site and visitor
fncillitios nntlmrixv(‘ by section 401 of this Act, there are author-
ized to be appropriated $2936.000;

(2) Cumberland Gap National Ilistorieal Park, Kentucky and
Tennessee: In adidition to any funds herctofore appropriated for
said national historieal park, there are hereby authorized to be

appropriated not more than $160,000 for development ; and
3) International Peace Garden, North Dakota: Section 1 of
the Act of October 25, 1949 (63 Stat. §88), as amended (68 Stat.
‘ 300 and 72 Stat. 985), is amended by changing “$00,000™ to
. . $1,702,000”.

TITLE III—BOUNDARY CHANGES

Src. 301. The Seerctary of Interior shall revise the boundaries of the
following units of the National Park System:

(1) Biscayne National Monument, Florida: To add approxi-
mately 8,738 acres of land and water, incInding all of Swan Key

and Gold Key; .
16 USC 267, (2) Cumberland Gap National Historical Park, Kentucky: nd
Tennessee : Notwithstanding the provisions of the Act of June'll.
: 1940 (54 Stat. 262), as amended (16 U.S.C. 261-265), the Secre-
. : _tary of the Interior is authorized to acquire by donation, purchase
with donated or approprinted funds, or exchange not to exceed
60 acres of land or interests in land located in Bell County, Ken-
tucky, and Claiborne County, Tenncssee, for addition to and
inclusion in the said national historical park which. upon acquisi-
“tion, shall become a part of the Cumberland National Historieal
Park subject to the laws, rules, and regulations governing such

ark; :
(3) Fort Necessity National Battleficld, Pennsylvania: To add
N approximately 411 acres: L

LT :4) Independence National 1istorical Park. PennsyIvania: To
add ‘approximately 4.67 acres, which shall include the area
bounded by Chestnuf Street. Front Street, Walnut Street, and
Second Street. to be known as Project F: Provided. That the
authority of the Secretary of the Tnierior to acquire property by
condemnation under this Act shall be suspended wit}: respect to
all property within the boundaries of the area known as Project F
during the time the city of Philadelphia shall have in force and
applicable to such property a duly adopted, valid zoning ordi-
nance approved by the Secretary : AAnd provided further, That no
zoning ordinance or amendnent of a zoning ordinance shall be
approved by the Secretary which (1) contains any provision
{ which he may consider adverse to the preservation and develop-
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‘ment of the Independence National Historieal Park, or (2) fails
to have the effect of providing that the Secretary shall veceive |
notice of any variance grahted under and any exception made to
tho applieation of such ordinance or swmendmenty

J AVR ¢cas  hationa Monument, HY Ol'l)‘l!l: 1‘0 a
approximately 52158 acres nnd to delete approximately 60.12
acres, which additions and deletions shall comprise only Yederally
owned Jands, and Jands deleted from the monument shall be adinin-
istered by the Sceretary of the Interior in accordance with the
Federal reclnmation laws;

(6) Morristown National Historical Park, New Jersey: The
Act of September 18, 1964 (78 Stat, 957) is amended changing
“two hundred and cighty-one acres” in both places in which it
appenrs in the first section to “465 acres” and change the period to
a colon and insert “Provided, That title to the property known
2s the Cross estate may not be nccepted until the property is
vacant.” and _ : , .

(7) Rocky Mountain National Park, Colorado: To add
approximately 1,556.21 acres.

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

Skc. 401. The Sccretary of the Interior is anthorized to accept the
donation of the fee simple title of not to exceed five acres of land and
submerged land within the Ventura Marina. Ventura County. Cali-’
fornia; and to develop, operate. and maintain thereon administrative
and visitor facilities to be nsed as a mainland headquarters for the
Channel Islands National Monument: Prorided. That no Jands or any
interests therein may be accepted by the Secretary until a mutually
satisfactory agreement has been executed which shall include, among
other things. an agreement on the design for such facilities, a reason-
able timetable for their construction. and an agreement concerning
public use of and access to such facilities. Any property accepted under
the provisions of this Act shall be administered as a part of the
national monnment.

Sec. 402. The Act of September 27, 1944 (58 Stat. 746), providing
for the Moores Creek National Military Park is amended by changing
the words “accept in behalf of the United States donations of” to
“aequire by. donation, purchase, or exchange”, and by changing “to be
accepted™ to “acquired™. ‘

Sec. 403. (a) The Sccretary of the Interior, in cooperation with
the Secretary of the Army, shall cause to be conducted such studies as
they deem reasonable and necessary to determine the causes and extent
of the damage to the foundations of the historic structures of the San
Juan National Historic Site and shall transmit to the Congress, as
soon as possible, but no later than one year after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. the alternative conrses of action. together with their
recommendations, which might be taken to assure the historical integ-
rity of such structures and the safety of the visiting public. Pending

‘the subinission of such recommendations, the Secretary of the Interior

shall take every reasonable precaution to assure the public safety and
the maximum public enjoyment of the historic site.
(b) To carry out the purposes of this section, there are authorized

.to be appropriated such snums as may be necessary, but not more than

$100,000.

Skec. 404. (a) The Sccretary of the Interior is anthorized and
directed to undertake a study of the most feasible and suitahle means
of preserving and interpreting for the benefit of the public the historie
ang natural resources of the Ohio and Erie Canal in the State of Ohio,

16 USC 409g,

-

Ventura Marine,
Calif Y] land
donation for
uge in Chennel
Islands Nationa
Monument,

Administration.

16 USC 422a-1,

San Juan le=
tionzl Eistoris
Site, P.R.,
damage studies,

Transmittal to
Congress,

Appropriation,

Chio and Erie
Canel, Chio,
study,
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Report to
Congress.

Appropriation,

together with associated and related lunds. In carrying out the study
the Sceretary shall consider existing and proposed State dud local
highway plan:. Losd-use plans, ontdoor reereation plans, and related
plans for the precervation of historic. and natural resources. Not Jater
than one year from the date of enactient of this Act the Secrota
shall submit to the Congress a report of such study, including his
recommendations as to the means of protecting, interpreting, and
;]c\gloPing the resources of the Ohio and Erie Canal and adjacent
anas.

S.lv)e To carry ont the purposes of this section, there are authorized
to be appropriated such sums as may be nceessary, but not more than

)
$40,000.

Additional appro- Skc. 405, (a) In all instances where authorizations of appropriations

priations,
42 USC 4603,

prior to Junuary 9, 1971, do not include provisions therefor, there
are authorized to be appropriated such additional sums as may be

for the acquisition of lunds for the National Park System cnacted

necessary to provide for moving costs, relocation benefits, and other

42 USC 4601
note,
16 USC 459r-10,

Waiver,

42 USC 4623-

4626,

42 yUSC 4601,

Cape Lookout

National Sea-
shore, N. C.

16 USC 459g.

Non-Federal land
acquisition,
16 USC 459g-1.

Post, p. 1449,

16 USC 495g-2.

Publication in
Federal Reg-
ister,

expenses incnrred pursnant to the applicable provisions of the Uniform.
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of
1970 (Public Law 91-646; 84 Stat. 1894). There are also authorized
to be appropriated not to exceed $8,400.000 in addition to those author-
ized in Public Law 92-272 (86 Stat. 120) to provide for such-moving
costs, relocation benefits, and other related expenses in connection with
the acquisition of lands authorized by Public Law 92-272,

(b) Whenever an owner of property elects to retain o right of use
and occupancy pursuant to any statute authorizing the acquisition of
property for purposes of a unit of the National Park System, such
owner shall be deemed to have waived any benefits under sections 203,
204, 205, and 206 of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (84 Stat. 1894), and for
the purposes of those scctions such owner shall not be considered a
displaced person as defined in section 101(6) of that Act.

Skc. 406. The Act of March 10, 1966 (80 Stat. 33: 16 U.S.C. 459g)
providing for the establishment of Cape Lookout National Seashore
in the State of North Carolina is amended as follows:

(1) Section 1 is amended by deleting “ ‘Proposed Boundaries—
Proposed Cape Lookout National Seashore’, dated April 1964, and
mxm‘)ored NS-CL-7101-B.” and substituting in lien thereof “ ‘Bound-
ary Map, Cape Lookout National Seashore’, dated March 1974, and
numbered 623-20.009. and by changing the colon to a period and
deleting the remainder of the section.

(2) Subsection 2(a) is amended by deleting the third sentence and
inserting in lieu thereof the following “Lands owned by the State of
North Carolina or any political subdivision thereof may be acquired
only by donation. but the Secretary may, subject to the provisions of
section 7 of this Act. acquire any other non-Federal lands, marshlands,
waters, or interests therein which are located within the houndaries of
the seashore by donation, purchase with donated or appropriated
funds, or exchange. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the
Secretary may accept any lands donated by the State of North Carolina
subject to a provision for reversion to the State conditioned upon con-
tinued use of the property for national seashore purposes.”.

(3) Section 3 is amended by revising the first sentence to read as
follows: “When title to Jands and interests in lands in an amount suffi-
cient to constitute an efficiently administerable unit for the purposes of
this Act is vested in the United States, the Secretary shall declare the
establishment of the seashore by publication of notice thereof in the
Federal Register.”.

X-5
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. $1,008,000 for acquisition of lands and interests therein, of which no

October 26, 1974 -5 Pub, Law 93-477
: . a8 cTAT, 1449
€)) Geetion 7 is amended to vead as follows: . Report to
e, 7. On or before January 1S, the Seeretary shall review the Preside: iy ®
avena within the seashore and shall yeport to the President, in necord- 16 UST 4575 -6,
ance with seetion 3 (¢) and (d) of the Wilderness Aet (78 Stat, 8913
16 U.S.C. 1132 (c) and (1)), hix recommendations as to the cuitability
or nonsuitability of any area within the seashore for preservation as

wilderness, and any designation of any such areas ns u wilderness shall

" be accomplished in necordance with snid subsections of the Wilderness

Act.”
(5) Add anew section 8 to read as follows: _ . Appropriation.
“Sre. 8. There are hereby authorized to be a ypropriated such sums16 USC 45%-7,
as may be necessary to carry out the purposes of this Act, not to exceed
~
more than $1,000,000 may be expended for acquisition of lands owned
by Core Banks Club Pro erties, Incorporated. For development of
essentinl public facilities there ave anthorized to be appropriated not
more than $2,935,000. On or bLefore January 1, 1978, the SccretaryMaster plan,
shall develop and transmit to the Committces on Interior and Insulartransmittal
‘Affairs of the United States Congress a final master plan for the fullte congressional

development of the seashore consistent with the preservation objectives committees.
of this Act, indicating—
“(1) the facilities needed to accommodate the health, safety
and recreation needs of the visiting public; '
“(2) the location and estimated cost of all-facilities; and
“(3) the projected need for any additional facilities within the .
scashore.”

Approved October 26, 1974,

1,55] SLATIVE HISTORY:

HOUSE REPORT No. 93-1286 (Comm. on Interior and Insular Affairs),
SENATE' REPORT No. 93-1232 (Comm,.  on Interior and Insular Affairs).
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Vol, 120 (1974):
Aug. 19, considered and passed House.
Oot. 8, considered and passed Senate , amended.
Oct. 16, House concurred in Senate amencéments with an
amendment; Senate concurred in House amendment.
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APPENDIX B ' . S

* DRAFT OF PROPOSID I{ISTORTC DISTRICT 2CHTiH
AN ORDIDALCE

An ordinance estatlishing a new Zoning District, Chapter 1l-1200C,
Historic Development District. :

THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PHILADELFIIA HERSHY CRDAINS:

SECTIOF 1. Title 1L of the Philadelphia Code is amended to.include a

new chapter, as follows:

CHAPTER 1h-1200: HISTCRIC DEVELOFMENT DIS"!'RICT

14-1201 statement of Purpose. '

This nistrict is intended to promote the preservation of historic areas
within the Gity of philadelphia bty permitting residential commercial, certair
manufactaring, institutionszl, and related uses in historic development
districts, in accordance wivth an, approved pilzn of development, sukject to
certain lin’ tations on the type of use and certain requirement:' for gross floor.
area, percentzge of 'lzma coverage, setbacks, height limits, qfi‘-street parkir_:g,
off-strect loadirg sraces and signs. . . V

14-12C2 permitted Uses.

Specific uses permitted in tbis District shall be the erecticn, con-
struction, alteration or use of vstruc’c.ures, and/or land for: ‘

(a) The uses permitted in any residential district. All other qualifi-

cations provided in residertial districts are not required in this District.

X-7
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(b)’ The following sales, separately or in any combination: Antiques;

. &rt goods and artists! supplies; bakery goods; beverages; bicycles; rotor- °

cycles; books; photogrzphic eqmipment; china, glass and metalware; confec-
tionery goods; cosmefics;‘delicatessen goods; debartment store merchandise;
draperies; drugs; dry goods; electric appliances and fixtures; floor coverings;_
fruits.and vegétabies; QUrniture; gifts; groceries; harduzre; hobby and handi-
cr;ft merchandise; houschold appliances; jewelry; luggage; meat; medical
supplies; music materials and merchandise; musical instruments; newsgapers and
magazines; office equipment and supplies; optical and orthopedic goods; rackaged
paints; radio; phonograph and televisiansets and parts; seafood; sportirng
goods;.stationery; variety stoie nerchandise ("B-and-lc—cent storen) watches and
Elocks; wearing apparel; ‘ '

’(c) Earﬁer, beauty shop, bieycle rental, costume aﬁd clothing rental,
indoor treatre, pool and bowling, hat cleaning, photogrépher, tailor shop,
taxidermist, bathhouse and indoor swirming pool;

(d) Pprinting, publishing and related trades and arts; blueprinting,
duplic;ting, and kindred reproduction ser?ices, not to exceed 2,606 square feet
in gross floor area; '

(e) Business office or agency, financial inStitufion,~radio or television
studio; | : ) ’

(£) Florist, including accessory greenhouse;

(g) Repair of household appliaﬁces and fixtures, jewelry, musical instru-
ments, photographic equiprment, radio and television equipment, and shoes, rot

to exceed 2,000 square feet in gross floor zrea;

-



3.

(h) Restaurant, cafe, soda or ice éream fountair., or cateringz including
outdoor dining areas;

(i) Hand laundry,'laundry pick-up agency ar’xd/or dry cleanirg pick-up
agency and each use, singly or il.l any combination, not to exceed 2,C00 square
feet in gross floor area;

(3) Retail dry clednlno' ‘establishnent using non-flamalle solvents as
approved by the Department of Licenses and Inspections, provided such use does -
not exceed 2,500 square feet in gross flcor area;

(k) self-service laundry using residential-type washing machires, and
provided said use complies with the provisions of 1.-3¢h (1) (a),

(1) self-service dry cleaning establ:-_sment, provided said use corplies
with the provisions of 13-3ck (1) (b);

(n) Treatment or sale of pet birds and pet am_nal.., and animal hosp 1tsl.,,

(n) vholesalirg of the followirg items:

Antiques; books; china; glass and metalware for dosmetic use; draperies;
furmture ; Jewelry; musical instruments; watches and clochs 3 and wear:mg parel

(o) Manufacture and repair of the following uses, provided that no machinery
is used in tﬂe process:

Anticues; books; chira; glass ard metalware for domestic ﬁse; drsperies;
furrd ture; jewelry: musical 1nstumenu.,, watches and clocxs, ard wearing apparel;

(p) Post office;

(q) Parking either in a structure or in a lot, provided that where a parking
lot is‘_developed a wall of a minimpum helght of six -feet shall be tuilt around
the parking lot;

“(r) Accessory uses, custorarily incidental to any cf the above permitted

uses; provided, that the sccessory use .otz nob oy Jore Than 135 ¢f ke

X-9 ..
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.gi'oss floor ‘area; and docs not include open air storage of materidls,

equipment or merchandise. -

14-12C3 Areé Regulations.

(a) Occupies Area: Subject to all other provisicns ard reciuirements
of this pistrict. - Puildings may occupy up to 1002 of the Yot area.

(b) ‘Building getback Line. lo building setback line shall be reguired
.’m’this District. ' »

(c) Yards and Courts.

(.2) Addi{.ions to existing buildings, and newly erected btaildings;

(;a) Yards and courts withklegal requirgd windows. '

Arw. ‘wa.ll with one or mere legally requir'ed windows shall be a rr:i.mn..n horizontal
.distance of fifteen feet from (1) the opposite side of any street which the
wall faces, (2) any facing lot line which is rot a street line, (3) ary oprosing
wall on the same lot; and every inner court shall have 'a mirirum horizontal
dimension of fifteen feet.

(-b) Yards and courts without legally recuired wirdcws. Yards
and courts without lezally required windoﬁs shall t‘;e goverred by the fcllowing
provisions: : ,

Front Yards. Yo front yards shall bé_required.’
sid_e Yards and Cpen Courts. then side yards or open c.ourts
are used, except open courts betiween wings of the same building, they shall
have a minimum width of five ifeet..
Open Courts between wings of the same ‘building. The

minimum width between wings of the sare tuilding shall be twelve feet.
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Imner Courts. The least d:’unpnsion of an imer court
shall ve eight fect. Minimwn arca of such court shall be 100 square fect.
Such courts of less are:;x than 300 square feet shall not be permitted for
any building used for dwelling purposes except when ased as vent shafts. .

1h-12Ch Height Regulations. |
- The maximum height of a new building shall be 55 feet above the average
ground level at the base of the structure.

14-1205 off-street parking.

Mo off-street parking shall bte required in this District.’

14-1206  off-street Loéd:‘mg.

off-street loading spaces shall be provided in accordance with Chapter
14-1405 (1) of this Title.

14-1207 Use Conditions.

(a2) Yo Historic Develcpment District shall be established unless at the
time of the introduction of the ordinance therefor the said ordinence is
accorpanied by a developnent plan, as specified below, prepared by the City
Planning Commiseion, with respect to the layout of the entire arez, and a
recormendation frém the Department of Streets with respect to the traffic pattern
plan, parking. pian and driveways and a recormendation from the Historical

. commission with respect tc; the buildings indicated as bbeing preserved in the plan.
said development plan shall contair as « minimum the following information:
(1) Plans for the development of the entire Historic Development District
area. | ' )
(2) The ext',ent boundaries and are:s of the prcposed Historic Development

"4 donay -
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(3) The general.ﬁimensions and heights of the proposed structures.

(4 Anyvproposed change to the existing confirned street layouf within
6r surrourding the boundaries of the District.

(5) The éize and location of all off-street parking areas; the size and
location cf'all driveways leading thereto.

~ - (b) At ary time after fiﬁal adoption by City Council, any owmner of

properﬁy in the area may apply to the City Planning bommissioh for a change in
, layout of said historic Development District plan. After due ccnsideration;
the city planning Commission may permit such change; provided that it shall not
authorize any change in the development plan which is contrary to fhe area
regulations, and sign regulations set forth'in this chapter. The applicant
must submit to the ¢ity Planning commission a plan showing the dimensions and
heights of the structures as well as the use or uses intended for each of ihe.
structures, the gross floor area of all buildings, existing and propased, and the
size and location of any signs. The City flanning ccmﬁissicn shall subrit to tﬁs
Historical Ccrriission any plan which would require the demolition or alteration
of any building certified as histcric by the rhiladelphia Historicsl commigsion
for their review and recoﬁmendation.

141208 signs.

Signs shall bLe permittéd in accordance with the following limitations and
conditions:

(a) The total area of signs permitted on buildings shzll not exceed one

square fcot for each lineal foot of store front width.



crardanhe viaet

7-

(v) permitted signs may be {lluminated by interior lighiing or lighting
directed towards the gigns , rrovided that they do not crecate glare ugon .
adjacent struc/tures ;5 but in ﬁoi case should signs be illuminzted by flashing,
animated, or inteﬁﬂittent illumination.

(c) signs which revolve shall be prohibited.

(d) Any 4revolving device which causes any in’oermitteh‘b flashing of light
shall be prohibited. ‘

(e) signs may be attached flat against the wéll of the building or marquee,
oi‘ upon t‘éxe roof of a marquee, but may not project above the roof or wall
coping, or extend beyond the building walls. '

A)-12C9 pistrict pules ard Fxceptions.

(a) Ornamental towers and belfries.

(1) Monumcnts, belfries, cupolzs, minarets, pinnacles, church gables,
spires, c;r orramental towers not for huanizn occupancy shall not be considered
“part of the "gross floor area" as used in h'ne. regulations for this District.

(2) Towers of mechanical or structural necessity shall not be con-

sidered as part of the height limitations as used for this District.

Re Dumon Childs

X-1
Executive Director 3

-4 47 Marmine Commission hugust 26, 1970
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APPENDIX C

. SITE DESCRIPTION
OLD CITY HISTORIC DISTRICT

In spite of the diversity of architectural styles in the 0ld City
area most of the buildings are brick, a minority faced with granitle, marble,
brownstone, stucco, or cast iron. Trim is usually of wood or stone for the.
earlier buildings and after 1850 often of iron. Puildings of the late 18th
and early 19th centuries are résidential in character &nd occasionally in
function, two or threec-and-a-half stories with gable roofs. Those of the mid-
19th century (183C-80), however, are commercial balldm&,.,, four or five stories
with flat roofs, often with a store front of a materia. different from the
upper stories.

Very few of the buildings, almost exclusively those in Elfret.h s Alley.
have been restored. The rest of the buildings remain with their exteriors and
interiors in various degrees of alteration, but most of them have been altered
but slightly over the years. .

The commercial character of the 01d City area is predominant. The neigh-
borhood is a showecase of 19th-century wholeszale-retzail stores and warehouses.
Among the more outstandirz examples is the John S.mger warehouse at the rear
of 319 }arket Sireet, the oldest surviving warshouse in Fhiladelphia. The three-
and-a-half-story brick building was built in 18C6 and is similar to the LaTour
warehouse on South Vater Street that was dermolished in 1567. rearty the
architect 3. D. Dutton provided in the five-story Leland Suilding, 37-37 South
Third Street, an early (18 5) architectural solution for the ta.ll y NErrow
comnercial building by recessingz the spardrels tehind contimious granite plers
to emphasize veriicality. The commercial building at the rorthuwest corner of
Front and ,.cch Strerts is a fine example of 1dd-19th-century cast-iren archi-
tecture. guilt betneen 1855 and 1557, it has brick besring wzlls and a cast-iron
front with an arcade at ezch of its five stories articulated by eng:ged columns,
originally sanded and painted to simulzate marble.

Throughout the area are entire blocks of commercial b\n;d:u:gs that are as
significant as individvzl structures. The west side of North Front Street
between 1:arket and irch Streets (2-66 ¥, ¥ront Strect) is a rare surviving block

of early-l5th-century brick warehouses, characterized by marble picrs at most

of the grourd stories. The north side of Chesinut Street vetwéen Strawberry

and Third streets (213-L3 Chestnut Street) serves as a catalogue of rid-19th-
century cormercial architecture, displaying bri c-., brovnstone, grarite, and
cast~iron facades with a variety of des:L:ns ranging from the academic to the .
utilitarian. The east side of North Third Street between }arket and pArch Streets
(1-63 ¥. Third St"eeu) is even nore stylistically diverse, ranging from gable-
roof brick stores to Italianate and Goth:Lc designs ir iron and sand.-..tone.

In spite of its cormerical character the area retains some of the naticn's
most famous residences. Eifreth's plley, deszgnated a jational Historiec Land-
mark in 1965, is the oldest unchanged and continually irhabited strect in Phila-
delphia and illustrates the typlc.-zl side-street dwellings of 18th-century artisans.

- Twenty-nine contiguous brick houses exterd along this six-foot-wide alley

belsreen Tront and gecond Streeis auvove Arch 11“'5‘,. Pien giriTar diuellings

x_lh
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7. Description

are at 12-18 and 2L Cuthbert Strect (formerly Cocmbe's Alley); a parallel
alley bclow Arch Street. ynlike their neightors on Elfreth's Alley, these
houses have not been restered or rehabilitated.

Less famous than Flfreth's alley yet significant, is the Gernan neforned
church district, an area including 327 Cherry Street (01d Gemman Schocl) on
the south, Yos. 129-37, 1L1-L3 iorth Fourth street’on the weet, and ihe First
Reformed Church, 322-3C Race Street, on the north. ALl of these properties
were owned by the German peformed Church in the early 19th century and played
a prominent role in the predominantly German reighborhood. The Refcimed Church
was founded in Fhiladelphia in 1727 and erected its £2rst church btuilding on tais
site in 17h:7. The present building was its third structure, built in 1837;. since

1967 it has been in the preccess of restoration. Abutting the church's lot to the

south is the two-and-a-half-story bricx 0ld German School. Built in 1781, rmost
of its original fabric was destroyed by fire in 1878; it has recently been reno-
vated into a florist shop. The seven houses on Xorth vourth Strect were built as
dwellings during the late 18th and early 19th centuries, and are now being reno-
vated into shops and homes, illustrating how old structures can be converted into
contemporary use without disrupting or destroying the architectural scale or
historic nature of a neighhorhood.

The Retsy Ress House, 239 Arch Street, is ore o7 the best kncwn heouses in |
Philadelphia, popularly accepted, even if not historically documented, as the res-
idence of petsy poss, the legendary maker of the first flag of the Urited States.
the two-and-a-half-story brick toum house is a fine exarzle of 18ih-century fhilsa-
delphia domestic architecture, but has bescome a national shrine because ol its
supposed associations with Eetsy Ross. It was built c. 1750, conjecturally
restored in the 193C's, and in 1966 a wing for visitors' center was added to the
rear. v

some of ithe oldest and wost significont churches in the ynited gtates sre
fournd within this area. ¢hrist church, 22-26 1orth Susond Street, an cutstanding
example of Palladizn Church architecture in the yrited states, was built belween
1727 and 17hl; itis stesple was corpleted in 175h. rany Revoluticniyy herces
worshipped herc, helpirg it to be nured 2 rational ghrire ty act of Congress i
1950, A block to the west, at 330 Arch Street, is the Arch Street Friends lleetirg,
built in 18Ch from the designs of Qwen riddle, auther cf 7he Younz Carpenter's
Assistent (1805), and endeurged in 1811. A center of llth—centiury (o€l eCulvaily,
IT¥ Faairs the site of the Philadelphis Yearly jleeting and was recently put on
the Nationcd zegister. .

A block further north, at 322-3C Rzce street, Cld rirst (gernan) Reformed
church is being restored to its 1837 arpeararce. Ancther bleck to the norik,
at the southeast and rorthwest corrers of Fourth ard lew Streets stand st.
george's Methodist Episcopal Church and St. svgustine's Zoman Catnclic Chvrch
respectively. St. George's Church, also on the Naticnal fegister, wzs tuili
in 1769 and rerains the world's oldest rethodist Church ir centinucus use.
st. Augustire's was origirally bullt between 1796 and 18C1 but was burned during
the "ative arerican riots of 1€LL; ihe present tuildirg dates from ¢h8.

Although femous Eank hew, chestnut Street between Fourth and Fi £th ctreets,
lies just ouiside the officially designated Cld City arca, three irportant bang
buildings remein witnin the area. gpank of liorth america, 3C7 Chezirut Street,
was the first cormercial bsuk ir the Urited stotes, chertered by the Contirental
gongress in 1081, In 1925 it merged with the pirst pernsylvaniz zeriding erd Trusi
Corpary and centinued to occupy the present, originzl site until 15567. The

s

x-15




. e

[PV

T ivewn e b e an b

[P

7. Description

present Iate Victorian roman nevival building was built in 1895 from the
desigrs of Jares . Windrir. ‘ , ,

~ adjacent to the Bank of Torth smerica, at 315 Chestrnut gtreet, is the
First lational pank, the first national bank chartered in the United states.
John lcArthur, Jr. designed the chaste Itallanate building, which was erected
between 1855 and 1857 and is rcw a brench bank of the First Pennsyivania
panking and Trusi Corpany. Yearby is the lechanics Zanx, 22 south Third
Slreet. Puilt in 1837 it remains one of the last local Greek Pevival decigns of
the noted architect-engineer 1illism strickland. oOther bank buildings of less
importance are also in the areca, including the Mamufaciurers rationzl park, 29
North Third street, and one at 18 south Third Street with notable Egyptian-zevival
Doors. :

X-16.



APPENDIX D
T , ' - september 8, 1570

... . VIIBUR SUTTH AID ASSOCIATES, INC.-
CONSULTING, EGILEERS
¥r. John i. Geisz, Managirg Director
- 7he philadelphia Parkirg puthority
suite SC8 o
3 penn Center Plaza
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
pear MNr. Geisz:
'Pursﬁant to your request, we have reviewed the parking demands and needs
4n the area of Second and chestmut Streets. Also, additional information and'
plans of the ‘¢city Flanning COmnission and the Independence I:ationa:l yistorical

" park heve been analyzed. tased on these analyses, the physical and financial

aspects of the report, Site veasibility, Froposed Farking Garage Second and
s & 9 J £> 5%

*

Chestnut Streets, have teen upda'bed.

Influence irea

The chies area of influence of any parking facility is considered to extenci
almostf tio tlocks from the facility. 'wfithin' the area of influence for the pro-'
posed garage, ﬂ".en,' the principal‘generators of demand are éc;:ectéd to be the

’ Independence lational Eistorical Paric , the ¢ld Criginal pookbinders :-:e;staurant,

_ the U.S. Customs House, the attractions 'at Pgm‘s Landing, tﬁe va:ﬁous businesses
in the area now usiz;g the existing off-street parking i;acilit_ie,s s NEW developmen‘ds
on the ﬁléck bounded by Front, Walnut, chegtnut,' and Second Streets, and- the -
occupants of the Society Hill Towers when the parking area along Dock Street

) between ljalnut and Spruce Streets is no longer permitted upon the scheduled cdn-

version of Dock Street to a two-iay facility.
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Table A

DEVELOP}ERT COSTS

- ITRY

Cmstructiqn

éar;ge ,
‘Cormercial Area

Sub‘bo‘_tal
Archetec‘hiral and ZEngineering
Miscellaneous | )
Suﬁtétal :
COQtingencies
Legal and.Fix;ancing .
Subtotal

interest during Construction, 1 year 5 7.0 per cent

TOTAL

:[n‘befest during construction, 1 year 3 7.5 per cen¥

. TOTAL

Interest during Cohstruction, 1 year 2 8.C per cent
TOTAL '

!IS Assuries no land cost.

X-18

(2)
CoST

$1,980,0C0

160,0C0

$3,140,00C
150,000
35,000
$2;325,000
210,600
—J0,CC0
$2,609,0C0
$2,805,CC0

212,CC0

$2,621,CC0

227,CC0

$2,836,000

2

1.‘ . )
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It is assumed that the Penn's Landing area will be self-sufficient in

parking, with some excess space available on the }{eek-—ends when the office tuild-

* 4ng activity is curtailed. Whatever development that occurs south of Walnut

street between Dock and Front Streets is also assumed to be self-;ui‘fibient for

parking but with no excess capacity.' : ’

Functional pPlan

Based on the estimated future parldng demand as related to sﬁpply, a plan
for a sﬁ-l‘evel parking garage has beén develcred which would proﬁde 15 épaces .
for the parking of buses on the street and 2bout 9,500 square feet of coxmﬁez"cial
space on the south side of the structure along Sansom Street. ;.mditional buses.
could be parked along the north wall of the stmclture. .Included in the first
level plan is ra Iﬁedestrian way connecting Jonic ahd sa.nso;n st.reeyts about midt‘-ray

in the structure. Above the first level are spaces for pz:xrking 573 a2utos. Access

‘ for buses is provided direct;ly from second Street with an edt to Fro;'zt Street.

Both entrance and exit for autos is provided from Secord ‘Street using double

helical ramps.

A print of this functional design is enclosed. Stairways and elevators

are proposed in two locations.

bevelopment Costs

~Information from the E-la.r_mi:xg Cormission indicated that ‘construction of

the parlo.ng garage should cormence in 1$73 with the opening to coincide closely

with that of the Park Visitors Ceater in the fall. of 1974. Estimated construction

costs for 1973 were, therefore, used in calculating the developnent costs. These

v Ve

ccsts vary with the interest rate from 32,373,077 2 7 nex cant honds fo
J (o B ]
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$2,836,C00 for 8 per cent bonds (Table i), It should be noted that the devel-

opment costs do not include land costs.

Rate Schedule .
A rate schedule was developed compatible with other facilities 'in the

" area, advanced in 1574. For automobile parking it is proposed that the rates

range from $0.50 for any period up to 1 hour to a masimum of $1.75 for durations
of over 6 hours. Zvening parking would range from $0.50 to $1.C0; the proposed

monthly fee is $30.

A parking fee of $2.50 per visit for 2ll buses is proposed. This fee is
based on current charges in the park Visitors Lot and charges for bus parking in
other areas. The charge amounts to $0.125 or $0.0625 per seat for 20 or LO seat

buses, respecti\}ely (Table B).

Gross Inccme
Usage, i.e., the number of vehicles using the facility, is showm in

Table G. For 1975, it is estimated to be about £30 cars for a typical weckday,

including evening, about 86C for a typical Saturday, and about 90C for a ypical

sunday or holidazy. For 1975 these usages are estimated to increase to 1,3CC,
1,500, and 1,5CC, respectively, under the pressure of the zi-Centennial Year

visitation. After 1976 usage is expacted to decrease until 1970.

The annual gross income is based on a period of 365 days. Detailed cal-
culations for 1575, the first full year of operation; 1976, the Ri-Centennial

Year; and 1977 are also shown in Table G.

It is anticirated that the usage and consecnently the gross ircome fron

.
-

-1
>
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net income from the cormercial area and Tarking juthority adriristrative ‘costs

Annual Cperating Costs

Annual salaries are estimated at £35,600 arnd ermployee benefits at

- $3,9¢C0. Utilities, supplies, and mainterance should total about £20,CC0.

Insurance coverage fees of ¢6 ,5C0 and miscellareous charges of $9,C00 have been

included (Table D). Annual operating costs of about $75,000 are anticipated,

.except that during the 5i-Centernial Year a 50 per cent increase iIn personnel

'costs are estimated to bring the total costs to $92 ,800.

Annual ket Income

It is estimated that tfxe annual net income fcr the first ccmpléte year of

‘operatiop will be atout $26L,9CC. This should increase sharply to ¢183,1CC in -

1976 when maximum utilizatiorn of all available parking spaces is anticipated. A
decrease to a}:oxit ¢265,000 for 1979 and subéequent years is anticipated (Table E).
Income derived from cperaticns in 197L may be used to offset stari-up expenscs ;

any additional income might wellbe used to start a reserve fund.

Assuri..z 29 years of operation, the ~veraze gross income from parking is
o 3 . - 4 -

estinzted to be £350,8C0. The arnuel operating costs would average_$75 ,600,

~ resulting in an average net income fcr the first 29 years of operation of about

$275,2C0. similarly, if 39 years of cperation is asstmed, the average annual net
income decreases slightly to ¢272,5CC. The decrease is caused by the lessening

effect of the higher-than-average incere in 1975-1978 period.

L

Cost-Income Swmmary

The arnual net ircome from parking is estimated at $275,2C0 for 29, and

$275,5C0 for 39, years of operation (Tatle E). 4irplying an anticipated $h2 ,CCC

X=-21




. Table B

RATE SCHrDULE

TIME RATE
Daytime _
Up to 1 hour . . ‘ $0.50
Up to 2 hours _ - 0.75
Up to.3 hours o : 1.00
up to L hours 1.25
Up to 6 hours v , 1.50
over 6 hours o 1.75
Evening
Up to 1 hour ” 0.50
Up to 2 hours _ 0.75
over 2 hours ‘ * 1.00
Monthly . : 30.00
Buses, per visit ‘ | 2.50
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Daytire -
Daytine
Typical Veekday
Saturday
Sunday and Yoliday
Evening
lion E;Ej
Euses
TOTAL

Daytine »
TyFlcal Weekday
Saturday
Sunday and Holiddy

Evening

-'IOH‘ELI}"

Juses
TOTAL

Daytine®
Typical Vieekday
Saturday

Sunday and Holiday

" Evening.
fionthly

Table C

ANNUAL GROSS IKCOIE - PARGING
1975-1976-1977

PARKERS _ .DAYS

PARXERS  AVERAGE .
PER DAY PE2 YRR PER YRAR CHARGE  INCOME
1975 | |

400 25, 101,500 41.20 £121,5C0

L60 S2 23,920 1.20  28,7C0

515 59  3C,305 1.26  36,5C0

300 365 109,500  0.75  82,1C0

100 - 1,200 30.c0 35,000

38 365 13:870 2-50 3)4:7(30 )

$335,5C0

1976 |

900 25l 228,600  £1.20 &27L,300

1,100 52 57,200 1.20 68,5600

1,100 59 6lL,700 1.20  77,30C

- Loo 365 1L46,CC0 0.75 109,500

0 - - 30.00, 0

50 365 18,280 2.50  L:5,60G

o E'J {55700

1977

Lo .25k 124,460 £1.20 ¢149,400

530 - 52 27,550 1.26 33,100

550 59  33,0L0 1.20 335,600

370 365 135,050 0.75 101,3C0
100 ~- 1,200  30.00 36,000

42 365 15,330 2.50 38,3¢cC

$397,700
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Table D - .

AINUAL OPERATILG COSTS - PARKILG

ITEM s ' COST

Personnel . $3S,6OO(1)
BEmployee Benefits ' f3,9OQ
ytilities _ ' ' 9,000
Supplies - _ ' 4,000
aintenance ' : 7,000
Insurance ' | » . . _ 6,500
M;sdelléneous | B 9,000
TOTAL | . ) $75,oco(1)

(1) gdditional costs equal to 50.0 per cent of persornel costs
are estimated for 1976 for total of £92,8C0.
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Table E

'ANNUAL NET INCOME - PARKING

YEAR OF OPERATIOL
1975 -

1976

19117

1978

1979 and subsequent

TOTAL - 29 Years
Average gnnuval

TOTAL - 39 Years

Average Arnual

$

GROSS
INCCI'E

339,000
515,900
397,700
360,000
340,000
10,173,500

356,800

13;573,500

348,000
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OPERPATING
COSTS

75,000
$2,800
75,000

75,000

NET
INCOME

& 264,900
14,83,1c0
322,700
285,000
265,000

+7,980,700

275,200 -

110,630,7C0

272,500



Table F -

COST-IICCIE SUIT: ARI

FISCAL ITRV

Annual gross Income - parking
Anmual Operating Costs - rarking
Iiet Income - rariing
Annual et Income - Ret.l" Areﬂ( )
TOTAL NET IICCIT
Farking Authority Administrative Costis
Annual Incorme Available for Debt Service

Assunlng 7.0 Per Cent Interest on Eonds
Average Annual jeot gservice (2)

Reserve

coverage (3)

Assun_ro 7.5 Per Cent Interest on 3onds
Average Annuai Dect Service (<)

Reserve

Coverage (3)

Assuming 8.C rFer Cent Tnterest on Zornds .
Average Annual Dect Service (I

Reserve

Coverage (3)

(1) Anvicipated revenues at £5.C0 per square foo.,

less real estate taxes e_t 3 per cent of constm.c't.lon

cost, £5,2CC.

COSTS

29 Years 37 fears
$350,8¢0 - 83L8,0C0
75,600 75,500
-”gzﬁ"—c“ (e, 00
he, cco Li2,000

' 1o,oco 10,C00
B30T sc00 S 300,500
$225,100 . £210,400
81,100 9k ,100
1.36 1.45
$238,500 ¢220,C00

- 68,300 8G,5C0
1'29 1036
$251,9C0 $237,8C0

- 55,3C0 66,700
1.22° 1.28

(2) Assumes 3C and LO year revenue bords s 1 year of cons’c.ruct:.on,

and 29 and 32 years of creration.

(3) Ratio of ,.,l.ruu.l Irceme ivzileble for Debt Service to -

Anmual pverzge Debt Service.

X726

. N - T i meempm . -



of $10,000, the average Arnual Income Available for Debt Service is éstiznated
to be $307,2C0 and £3Ck,500 fér 29 and 39 years of operation, respectively.

Asswaing 7.0, 7.5, and 8.‘0 per- cent bonds and 30 and 40 yeaz.'s deb-t retirement,
Table F shoes the average Arnual pebt semce required to finance the costs of

development for each condition, including the resulting annual reserve and cover-

age ratio.

The coverage, ratio of net ircome to debt service, would be 1.45 for
30-year, 7.0 Fer cent bonds. Under 211 conditicns the project is self-liquidating..
Assuming use of general obligation bonds with a rermitted coverage ratio of 1.25,

the project assumes complete feasibility except for the 30-year, 8.per cent bordirg

condition. . : ‘ . - l
In Retrospect ' : ] . _ .

Future utilization of the garage was estimated froém existing ccnditionst,
estimated future visitors at Independence lrational Historicgl Fark, and from
other potential sources in the area based on land u%e furnished by the Thiladel-
phia pPlarning COX"nlSSlC... In estimating future usage, competing facilities |
were recognized s ‘and the la*‘ge potential of the Fark visitors was applied conser-

“atively in estmatlrg usage of the garage.

Very truly yours,

Wiltur Srith and Associates

X-2.7:
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- IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATTVES
~ Jawuary 3,1973 ‘

Mr. GeeeN of Pennsylvania introduced the following bill; which was veferred
to the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs

A BILL

To amend the Act of June 28, 1948, to provide for the addition
of certain property in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, to Inde-

pendence National Historical Park.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
9 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
3 That the Act entitled “An Aet to'provi(.lc for the establish-
4 ment of the Indepcndcnce National Ifistorical Park, and
5. for other purposes”, approved June 28, 1948 (16 U.S.C.

¢ 407m), is amended as follows:

1

(1) The material preceding the lettered paragraphs in
g the first section of cuch Net is amended by striking ont “lands’
9 \vithin' lh(' i'n'x}u\\‘ing (1(.'.\'("1‘;'!)1-(1‘~:H‘r:|.~'.”. znu'{ ili.\'i'l'i:‘xll'.:' in “(‘“

.. I . R . , ..
' X-28
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thereof the following: “lands within the areas deseribed in
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¢
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v, .

~paragraphs (a) through - (d), inclusive, of 'thi‘:sj,-,s_e_gt'iou.f’_.' - :

(2) The first scction is amended by adding at the eud
thereof the following: o | | |

“‘(e)“ An area bounded by Chestnut Street,“ TFront
Street, Walnut Street, and Sccond Street, to be known as
‘project T’, and providing a pedestrian thoroughfare, or mall,
on the site of Sansom Street between Tront Street and
Second Street.” 4 .

(3) Scction 3 is amended by insertiﬁg “(a)” imme-
diately after “Sec. 3.” and b\ adding at the end thereof
the following: |

“(b) The Secretaryis authorized to acquire that portion
of all the lands. as deseribed in paragraph “(e) of the first
section of this \ct hounded ]))-' Tonic Street, Second Street,
Sansom Street, and Front Street and may enter into an
agreement or contract with the city of Thiladelphia under
which the eity shall develop, improve, maintain, and operate
a portion of such lands as a public parking facility 101 visitors
to Independence National Historical Park. The operation
by the city may include the charging of reasonable parking
fees, as determined jointly by the city and the Secretary.
The plans for such dof&l«qn1u-nt and improvement by the
city shall meet witi the approval of the Seerctary. All park-

ing fees so collected by the city and its operating entities
X-29 o
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shall be utilized, first to meet maintenance and operating

“expenses of the parking facility, and secondly to amortize

the city’s capital investment in improving and developing
the facility. Upon the complete amortization of the mvest-
ment, the .agreement or contract hetween the Secretary and
the city shall cease and terminate and fall right, title, and
interest in all such improvements shall vest in the United
States of America.”

(4) Section 6 is amended by striking out “811,200,-

;0(')0” and iilsertiuo' in lien thereof “8$12,350, OOO”.

(5) Section 7 is amended by mceltmtr “(a)” immedi-
ately after “Sgc. 7.” and by adding at the end thereof the
fo]lowm=> k |

- “(b) The Seeretary’s authoutv to acqune property by
condemnation under this Act shall be suspended with respect
to all property within the boundaries of the area known as
‘project ¥’ during the time the city of Ph_ilad'clphia shall
have in force and a pplicable to such property a duly aciopted,

valid zoning ordinance approved hy the Seeretary.

¢

“(c¢) No zoning ordinance or amendment of a zoning
ordinance shall e approved hy the Sceretary which (1)
contains any provision which he may consider adverse to the

preservation and development. i aceordance with the nur-

- pose of this Act, of the Independence- National Ilistorical

Park, or (2) fails to have thc eflect of providing ﬂmt the
X-30



anted under

any varignce gr

1 Sceretary shall reccive notice of

2 and any exception made to the application of such ordinance

or amendment.

b4

3

930 CONGRESS f
18T SESSION ° . m m H

P
| A BILL
To amend the Act of June 28, 1948, to provide
for the addition of certain property in Phil-

adelphia, Pennsylvania, to Independence
National Iistorical Park.

By Me. Grern of Pennsylvania,

JaNvUARy 3, 1073

Referred to the Committece on Interior and Insular
: Affairs
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PARTICULATES (SUSP.DUST) ,UG/CM
Arithmetic Avg. for HMonth
Geometric Avg. Last 12 Mos.

Max. 24Hr. Avg. During Month
Max. 24Hr. Avg. Last 12 Hos.
No.Days Over Pri.Std.Last 12 Mos.
No. Days Sampled Last 12 Months

SULFUR DIOXIDE,PPM

Arithmetic Avg. for Month
“Arithmetic Avg. Last 12 Months
Max. 24Hr. Avg. for Month

ifax. 24Hr. Avg. Last 12 Months
No.Days Over Pri.Std.Last 12 Mos.
Max. 3Hr. Avg. for Month

Max. 3Hr. Avg. Last 12 Months

No. 3Hr. Periods Over Sec. Std.

‘Last 12 Months

; CARBON MONOXIDE,PPM

: Arithmetic Avg. For Month

{ Arithmetic Avg. Last 12 Mos.,

‘Max. 8Hr. Avg. During Month

:Max., §Hr. i\vg. Last 12 Mos.

INo. 8Hr. Periods Over Std.
t Last 12 Mos.,

¥ax. 1Hr. Avg. for Month
Max. 1Hr. Avg. Last 12 Mos.
No. 1Hr. Periods Over Std.
Last 12 Mos.

PHILADELPHIA AIR MONITORING DATA
OCTOBER 1975

FED AIR
QUAL STDS
PRIM SEC

~— T DEF

75 60 93

152

260 150 = 248

1 0

59

DEF

0I5

.03 .024

.040

.14 179

1 2

.080

50,330

1 0

.7

.8

4.6

9 9 8.9

1 1 0

6.0

35 35 15.0

1 1 0

Air Monitoring Stations

ALL INT BEL ROX M/E NER FRI LAB SBR S/E
L) 50

98, 97 60 52 62 105 101 69 114 091
284 223 76 60 103 144 127 146 138 164
406 229 115 101 187 211 264 212 274 304

3 720 0 9 0 1 0 1 5
56 58 31 54 53 42 50 345 56 246
ALL INT BEL ROX N/E NBR FRI LAB
.0I7 009 .0IF .000 .007 — - .0Z% .0IS
.021 .014 .029 021
.042 ,023 .032 ,028 .034 .016 .DES .051
.090 055 .120 .154

0 o0 oy 0 1
.140 .043 .00 .065 .080° .020 .100 .100
.160 .140 .237 423

0 0 0o o
1.4 1.1 .8 .4 1.7 4.1 - 2.0
1.1 1.1 1.0 2.5 1.8

8.1 5.5 5.5 2.1 7.7 16.0 8.6 11.2
9.0 11.7 7.2 15.6 11.2

0 1 0 5. 1
13.0 10.0 10,0 4.0 15.0 20.0 18.0 18.0
17.0 11.0 12.0 . 21.0 18.0

0o o 0 0 0

500 AFS
73

71

89

157 147
233 316

0
296

SBR
.031
.058
.130

0
.117
.460

0

[y
Landh = T I
“ o e @

™~
o OO S OhooN

O O

e o

e e

1
57

S/E

022 .U0Z6

021
.073

.080

0
+107
.270

8.0

4 XIGNddv



£€-X

-2 - o : PHILADELPHIA AIR MONITORING DATA
OCTOBER 1975

FED AIR

QUAL STDS Air Monitoring Stations
- PRIM SEC
OZONE, PPM - DEF ALL INT BEL ROX N/E NBR FRI LAB SBR S/E
Arithmetic Avg. for Month .00% 013 .015 .0I3 .0I5 .0I6 .006 .006 = . JOIZ
Arithmetic Avg. Last 12 Mos. .016 .024 ,021 .022 .024 .014 ,017 .012 .027
Max. 1Hr. Avg. For Month : .090 ,120 .120 .100 .110 .129 .090 .060 .110 ,070 ,120
Max. 1Hr. Avg. Last 12 Mos. . .08 .08 .230 ,210 .190 .250 ,200 170 .220 ,140 ,250
No. 1Hr. Periods Over Std. ‘ _
Last 12 Mos. 1 1 128 365 214 251 346 62 171 59 266
NITROGEN DIOXIDE,PPM
. Arithmetic Avg. for Month .065 .060 .052
“:Arithmetic Avg. Last 12 Mos. .05 .05 .058 .049 ,051
‘Max. 24Hr. Avg. For Month . .128 ,108 .096
Max. 24Hr. Avg. Last 12 Mos, ) .128 .140 .127
'HYDROCARBONS (NON-METHANE) , PPM
Arithmetic Avg. For HMonth ’ ’ : - .98 .78
MArithmetic Avg., Last 12 Mos. 4 ' - .7 .70
iMax. 6-9 A.M. Avg. This Month 5.83 2.50 2.10
[Max. 6-9 A.M. Avg. Last 12 Mos. 24 24 ‘ _ . - 5.43 3,37
[No. Times Over Std. Last 12 Mos. 1 1 . - 178 207

P T "Max. 24 Hr. Avg." means the'average hourly value for that calendar day (0-24 hours) having the
; highest concentration during the specified time period.
¢ 2. "Max. 8 Hr. (or 3 Hr.) Avg." means the average hourly value for that 38 (or 3) consecutive hourly
: per}og,‘start1ng from the zero hour, that has the highest concentration during the specified time
: period.
! 3. "Max. 6-9 A.M. Avg."” means the highest average hourly value for this particular 3 hour segment
b during the specified time period. .
4. Although the Fed. Air Qual. Stds. may be exceeded once during a spccified period, as listed above,

! A
{

}

{.

i
! Notes:

in all cases the highest rather than the second highest value is reported as an indication of the
worst condition recorded during the specified period. : :
5. Some 12 month averages may not contain an average for each month.



PHILADELPHIA ATR MONITORING DATA
“LOCATION OF MONITORING STATIONS

STATION ' LOCATION
1. Defense Supply Depot (DEF) 20th St. § Oregnn Avenue
2. ‘Allegheny (ALL) Allegheny Ave. & Dclaware Rvr.

3. Internatirnal Airport (INT) Island Rd. E. cf Airpnrt Crcl.
4, Belmeont Filter Station (BEL) Fnrd Rd. § Belmont Ave. ‘
S. Roxborough Filter Sta. (ROX) Eva § Dcarnlcy Sts.

6. Northeast Airport (N/E) Grant Ave. 6‘Ashton Rd.
7. North Brecad (NBR  _ Brﬁad and Butler Sts:
8. Franklin Institute (FRI) | 20th St. § Parkway
9. AMS Laboratcry (LAB) 1591 E. Lycoming St.
19. South Broad (SBR) | Broad § Spruce Sts.
~11. S.E. Water Poll. Control o
Plant (S/E) Front St. § Packer Ave.
12. 500 5. Broad (500) 500 S. Broad St.
13. Araminso /Jire Station (AFS)- Ara .ingn Ave. § Huntingdoh St.
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