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Stephen L. Johnson
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Mail Code 6102T

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.

Washington, DC 20460

Attention: Docket ID # EPA-HQ-OAR-2005-0175

Re:  Transition to New or Revised Particulate Matter (PMational Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS)

Dear Administrator Johnson:

NESCAUM, the Clean Air Association of the Northe&sates, offers the following comments on the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) adlsg notice of proposed rulemaking (ANPR)
entitled Transition to New or Revised Particulate Matter (PMational Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS)and published on February 9, 2006 in the FedezgidRer (71 FR 6718-6729). NESCAUM
includes Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, Newpsaine, New Jersey, New York, Rhode Island, and
Vermont.

Please note that NESCAUM’s comments are limitethéoANPR and do not reflect our position on what
level and form of the PM standards we believe aeegasary to protect public health with an adequate
margin of safety. In addition, we note that ERsS Indicated in the ANPR that, when finalized, the
proposed implementation rule for PM-2.5 (70 FR &598vill govern any revised standards” (71 FR
6723). We are concerned with this approach. WiemPM NAAQS are promulgated, EPA should
revisit and revise, as appropriate, the PM impldmatén rule that is being developed to implemest th
current PM NAAQS. We reserve the right to comnamthe implementation rule in light of the newly
promulgated PM NAAQS at that time.

1. General Approach

EPA proposes two general options for transitioriong revised PM NAAQS. Under Option 1 for the
annual standard, EPA proposes no new designatieRa bases this option on its proposed annual PM-
2.5 NAAQS revision, which solely modifies the apgplion of spatial averaging, and considers the
proposed change to ble minimiswith respect to designations. Consequently, ERA@ses no new
State Implementation Plan (SIP) submission andhatiant deadlines. Under this scenario, the current
annual PM-2.5 standard would not be revoked, aedsadlesignated under the current annual standard
would continue to develop and implement SIPs basetthe PM implementation rule (which was
proposed in November 2005 and has not yet beeliziidaby EPA). Under Option 1, for the 24-hour
standard, EPA proposes to revoke the existing atdnohe year after designations are finalized uader
new standard. New designations would only be nfadareas that violate the new 24-hour standard, an
nonattainment areas would be required to submiPab$ April 2013. EPA indicates that this option
would not require an anti-backsliding rule, as neaa are currently in nonattainment based solehen
24-hour standard.
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Under Option 2, EPA proposes to revoke the existimgual and 24-hour standards one year after
designations are made under any new 2006 PM st@@sdadihis option is similar to EPA’s approach for
transitioning from the one-hour to eight-hour oz&#AQS. Under this option, EPA would develop and
implement an anti-backsliding rule to address taeming and control requirements that would reniin
effect, as well as effects of the revised NAAQStm New Source Review (NSR) and conformity
programs. EPA indicates that it would follow th@peoach it developed for the ozone program, reqgiiri
nonattainment areas for both standards to maintaimdatory controls and allowing areas to revise or
remove discretionary measures following a sectit®(I} demonstration. In addition, each area would
implement transportation conformity and NSR basagl on their designations under the revised
standards.

If EPA finalizes its proposal to retain its currdi pg/mi annual PM-2.5 NAAQS, then NESCAUM
would prefer Option 1 over Option 2 for the annB&-2.5 NAAQS. In such a case, there is no reason t
go through a new designation process for the arstaatlard. Undergoing a designation process would
extend attainment dates, delay implementing enmnisgduction programs, and result in adverse public
health impacts. We prefer Option 1 because itrretihe requirement to attain the annual PM-2.5
standard by the end of 2009.

However, if EPA opts to adopt a more stringent ahimM-2.5 standard, then NESCAUM supports EPA
implementing the general approach in Option 2this case, EPA must develop and implement anti-
backsliding provisions that ensure no slowdownrofypess in emission reductions that would help to
attain the current PM NAAQS while states commeihedr tefforts to address the new PM NAAQS. In
EPA'’s anti-backsliding rule, EPA must ensure thamsport is adequately assessed and addressed befor
any area could eliminate any control measure implged to address the current NAAQS.

2. Revoking the Current PM Standards

a. PM-2.5 NAAQS

We disagree with EPA’s proposal, described in Qb and 2, to revoke the current 24-hour PM-2.5
NAAQS one year after designations for the new PMNAAQS, and to revoke the annual PM-2.5
NAAQS if EPA makes significant changes to that d&d (71 FR 6722). The standards should be
revoked only when EPA approves an area’s SIP fondw PM standards, with control measures
effective upon approval. If EPA were to revoke éxesting standard before SIPs have been subntdgted
address the new standard, EPA would not be abteate findings of failure to attain the current stard
after revocation, even if violations of that stamtiavere to occur. There would be no impetus toesk
those violations in a timely manner (e.g., by adapadditional measures to reduce emissions and
exposure). EPA must also ensure that approvabl® BMttainment SIPs for the current NAAQS are
submitted and used as the basis for its anti-baltkglpolicy.

In addition, EPA should be mindful that Congestiditigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) funding is
dependent on states being designated as nonattatiom@ maintenance for the PM NAAQS. Standards
revoked too soon, while states are still workingattaining those standards, could result in lesdifig

for states to implement needed transportationgdlabntrol measures.
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b. PM-10 NAAQS

We disagree with EPA’s proposal, contained in assp rulemaking action (71 FR 2620) and described
in the ANPR (71 FR 6725), that the annual PM-10 NS\should be revoked when the new PM
standards are finalized (i.e., in December 2006)that the 24-hour PM-10 NAAQS should be revoked
everywhere except for specified urbanized areasVHitman v. American Trucking Associati&31

U.S. 437 (2001), the PM-10 NAAQS was not vacatedigis remanded to EPA. It is therefore within
EPA’s discretion to ascertain how, in the inter@gtublic health and safety, to best transitiothi new

PM standards. The PM-10 standard should not bekeslvuntil at least one year after redesignations t
attainment or nonattainment occur for PM-2.5-10 {&darse) (i.e., based on three years of monitoring
data, not on the placeholder unclassified designa}i In addition, EPA should maintain the curi2ft
hour PM-10 NAAQS until enforceable controls for Ridarse are in place through SIPs.

3. Proposed Timelines

NESCAUM has overarching concerns with EPA’s redaretiin the existing PM-2.5 monitoring network,
its proposed cuts for monitoring funding for Fis¥alar (FY) 2007, and the effects these actions may
have with regard to states being able to provitbesbdata for NAAQS compliance purposes in a timely
manner. In New York in 2002, for example, 35 pated the PM-2.5 Federal Reference Method (FRM)
monitoring network was shut down after it was daieed that those sites were not needed to determine
compliance with the controlling annual standarcdowNhat the proposed 24-hour PM standard is likely
be the controlling standard for New York, the PN8-thonitoring network in the State will need to be
redesigned to ensure adequate coverage, espdoiathid-sized Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAS)
EPA’s proposed FY2007 monitoring budget, howevsgludes a national program cut for PM-2.5
monitoring that may effectively cut the monitoripgbgram in half. We urge EPA to work with states t
ensure adequate funding for monitoring and netwiadign that is responsive to Clean Air Act
requirements and deadlines.

a. PM-2.5 NAAQS

Assuming the above-mentioned challenges are redalfvEPA were to promulgate a revised 24-hour
PM-2.5 NAAQS, then the timelines for collecting ntoning data, receiving state designation
recommendations, and finalizing designations madidhter than proposed (71 FR 6722-6723). Section
107(d)(1)(B) of the Clean Air Act requires EPA tesihnate areas “as expeditiously as practicabtenbu
no case later than 2 years from the date of proatiolg of the... revised... standard.” While the Acaal
provides for EPA to extend that period for “up teg/ear in the event the Administrator has insigfit
information to promulgate the designations,” we se&eason for EPA to assume the additional yetr wi
be necessary in all cases. Overall, EPA doeses two years to evaluate state recommendations and
sign final designations. EPA should expedite itecpss in order to hasten the transition time betvibe
standards. EPA should, at minimum, change thefdat&inal designations signature” from December
2009 to December 2008. In addition, we do not wstdad why four full months is needed, from
December to April, for the effective date of thesigeations. In the case of the 1997 eight-hounezo
designations, EPA chose a 60-day window betweetRinal designations signature” and “Effective date
of designations.” EPA should change the “Effectiage of designations” from April 2010 to February
2009, thus requiring that the SIPs be due in Fepr2@12 rather than in April 2013. This tightenioig

the PM-2.5 timeline would initiate the SIP proceesner, resulting in much needed timely public theal
protection.
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b. PM-coarse NAAQS

Given that there will be insufficient data to firza either nonattainment or attainment designations
PM-coarse within the two- or three-year periodwa#d under the Clean Air Act (i.e., by December 2008
or December 20039, EPA proposes a timeline based on the deploywiethie PM-coarse network,
including a May 2013 date for “Final designatioignature” (71 FR 6723-6724). We concur with EPA
that this date would not conform to the statutoegdline, and therefore we do not support this psapo
We support EPA’s alternative proposal to desigaditareas “unclassifiable” by no later than Decembe
2009 and subsequently redesignate areas to attairmneonattainment when more complete data are
available. Section 107(d)(3) of the Clean Air Alltows EPA at any time to redesignate areas on the
basis of air quality data or other consideratioesrded appropriate. In addition, Section 107 (dXB3f
the Clean Air Act states that “the Governor of &tgte may, on the Governor’'s own motion, submit to
the Administrator a revised designation of any ameportion thereof within the State.” EPA thers i3
months to approve or deny this redesignation. PlARvere to initially designate all areas “unclasife”
by no later than December 2009 and establish adedihed process for states to submit redesignation
requests, we would generally support EPA’s propadiseeline for new PM-coarse standards (71 FR
6724) for redesignating areas under Clean Air &ctisn 107(d)(3) and requiring SIPs to be submitted
We urge EPA to consult and work closely with statediow best to implement the redesignation
process, ensuring that states have the opportim#iybmit a redesignation recommendation before EPA
takes any action to redesignate areas from theassifiable designation. The redesignation process
should be dependent on the date by which threes y#amllected data are available using reliabl an
accurate monitoring methods and equipment. EPA propose or designate suitable monitoring
methods for PM-coarse, and assist states by prayfdinds for purchase of PM-coarse monitoring
equipment.

We disagree with EPA that designating areas asssifiable does not provide “useful informatiorthie
public about their area meeting new air qualitmdtads” (71 FR 6724). This would provide an examll
opportunity to educate the public about the varisases that arise when government responds to new
science and establishes new processes in resgoasadre stringent and better defined NAAQS. This
would include explaining the unclassifiable desigmg the need for timely deployment of a new PM-
coarse monitoring network, and the importance @fiméng the PM-10 standard as an interim public
health protection measure.

In this section, EPA indicates that it prefers twotlevelop a classification scheme (71 FR 672dis |
premature to comment on a need for tiered classidios and their potential attainment dates unél t
standards have been finalized.

4. Control Measures

EPA requests comment on addressing issues thataosk by revoking the 24-hour PM10 standard in
areas where it is proposed to be retained (71 )6 7EPA proposes to adopt an approach simildrgo
ozone implementation rule, whereby certain contitebsures must remain in place (e.g., moderate PM-
10 nonattainment areas would continue to requisBaeably Available Control Measures (RACM), and
serious PM-10 nonattainment areas would continueduire Best Available Control Measures (BACM))
and any changes to a SIP would be subject to thagions of section 110().

! Assuming EPA promulgates revised PM NAAQS in Decemb@620
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NESCAUM'’s position is that the standards shoulddxmked only when the SIPs for the new PM
standards for an area are approved, with contrakomes effective upon approval. If EPA were topado
this approach, then all previously required contnelasures should remain in place. If EPA chose
otherwise with respect to revocation, then NESCAWMuId support EPA’s approach to retain the
programs, as these programs are necessary to retlieenissions. Removing these programs would be
without reason, and would result in adverse aitityuand public health impacts.

Under a more stringent PM standard, we would atge &PA to reevaluate the effectiveness of its
current national programs, including the CleanlAierstate Rule (CAIR) and rules regulating othit P
sources, and make whatever changes are necessaryuie timely protection of public health. We
believe that downward adjustments to the CAIR N@a 8Q caps would be appropriate. We further
urge EPA to carefully reassess the impacts of pramsvithin the context of a more stringent stauidar
and take appropriate action to assist states ireadithg transport and ensure there is no backglwlin
adverse effects with respect to section 110(a)(2dfhe Clean Air Act.

5. Addressing Confor mity

We have some concerns regarding previous conforen@juations and determinations based on the
current PM-10 standard. The general conformityllaipn states that conformity determinations are
good for five years if a continuous program has iw@mced to implement the action within a reasonable
time. We recommend that, if a Statement of Confiyrimas been issued for a project but the projest h
not begun after a five-year period, then a newestant of Conformity should be completed based upon
the new standard. If a Statement of Conformitybeen completed for a project and the project is
underway, the project should be "grandfatherediimder the current standard. If a Statement of
Conformity has been issued and the project is withé five-year period but a continuous program has
not commenced, then a new Statement of Conforritylsl be completed for the new standard.

6. Addressing New Sour ce Review and Prevention of Significant Deterioration

EPA requests comment on whether PM-10 should coatio be a regulated pollutant for Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) in areas where2henour PM-10 NAAQS would be revoked (71 FR
6726). We agree with Option 1's proposal that Pl/etntinue to be a regulated New Source Review
(NSR) pollutant for the PSD program. Thereforeglimreas of the country, even in those areasavher
EPA proposes to revoke the 24-hour PM-10 NAAQS, BMwould be a regulated NSR pollutant. This
designation as a non-criteria regulated NSR pailutauld be similar to the current status of partte
(TSP) in the PSD rules, where the PSD Best Aval&sintrol Technology (BACT) requirements would
apply. PM-10’s designation as a regulated poltutagy also allow for a smoother transition to teavn
NSR programs for PM-2.5 and PM-coarse.

EPA requests comment on whether the Clean Air égtiires continued obligation for some form of PM
PSD increment and, if so, what form it should téke FR 6727). Consistent with Congressional intent
we recommend Option 2. Under Sections 163 andfjl66(he Clean Air Act, EPA has an obligation to
maintain a PM increment by implementing PM-2.5 &h10-2.5 PSD increments. We would hope the
new PM-2.5 PSD increments based on the current BMNRAQS are promulgated in a timely fashion
(i.e., by the end of 2006). We share EPA’s conedwut using the baseline dates currently beind use
for PM-10 in the PM-2.5 and PM-coarse PSD prograriistwo of New Jersey’s air quality control
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regions, for example, the particulate baseline date set in 1977. As a result, tracking emission
increases and decreases since that baseline tondetd®M-10 increment consumption can be difficult.
The NESCAUM states support a proposal that woutthastates the option of establishing new baseline
and minor source trigger dates for PM-2.5 and Pls®. Such updated baseline data would be
dependent on the state demonstrating that theualitgj control region has experienced an improvemen
in PM air quality since the original baseline dafdis demonstration must be supported with ambient
monitoring and emissions inventory data. A sugggesévised PM-2.5 and PM-coarse baseline and
trigger date could be July 18, 1997, the dateitred PM-2.5 NAAQS was published in the Federal
Register. Updated baseline and trigger dates wmalkk tracking of the PM-2.5 and PM-coarse PSD
increment consumption more accurate and much tasplex in some of the air quality control regions.

EPA requests comment on how permitting authorghesuld implement a PM-2.5 PSD program in the
interim period upon revoking the PM-10 NAAQS (71 BR27). Notwithstanding NESCAUM'’s position
regarding revocation, in this particular circumsgme would support Option 1. PM-10 emissions
should be used as a surrogate for PM-2.5 in moglelialysis and the predicted impact compared agains
the PM-2.5 NAAQS. As discussed in EPA’s propotare is the possibility that this approach may
over-predict actual PM-2.5 concentrations when RMethissions are used. The applicant, however, has
the option of using PM-2.5 emissions in the analydien there are data to support the proposed BM-2.
emission rate. This option is described in EPABIRS, 2005 guidance memorandum, signed by
Stephen Page. Reasonable estimates of PM-2.5iensigain be made by means of stack testing (as
discussed in the memorandum) or through use of F\idission factors available in documents such as
AP-42. This option would encourage and requir@geresearch into developing PM-2.5 emission
factors that would prove beneficial in implementm&M-2.5 NSR program.

We strongly disagree with the methodology propdsedption 2. Modeling PM-10 emissions and
comparing predicted PM-10 impacts to the former EWNAAQS will not prevent a new or modified
source from causing a violation of the PM-2.5 NAAQBwo factors contribute to this concern. First,
according to AP-42, PM-2.5 emissions from most castion sources will comprise at least 70 percent of
PM-10 emissions when condensables are includedn8ecs the close proximity of the current ambient
concentrations of PM-2.5 to its NAAQS comparedht® ¢urrent ambient concentrations of PM-10 to its
NAAQS. In almost all areas of the country, a ligkly small PM-2.5 impact could cause a PM-2.5
NAAQS violation compared to the magnitude of impaetded for a PM-10 NAAQS violation. By way
of example, the lowest 3-year average (2002-20042B concentration measured at New Jersey’s
monitors was 10.6 pgfin This value is 4.4 ugfbelow the annual PM-2.5 NAAQS of 15 pudg/m
whereas during the same period, the values meaatiéelw Jersey’s PM-10 monitors were between 17
pg/nt and 29 pg/rbelow the annual PM-10 NAAQS of 50 pdiniThe same disparity can be found
when comparing the measured 24-hour PM-2.5 and BNehcentrations to their respective NAAQS.
As a result, many sources whose modeling demoiwstraadicates compliance with the PM-10 NAAQS
would indicate violations if evaluated against Bid-2.5 NAAQS.

Furthermore, Option 2 does not reflect EPA’s cursemrogate PM-10 policy as outlined in the April 5
2005 memorandum which gives the applicant the opifquantifying its PM-2.5 emissions instead of
using PM-10. We question why an applicant wouldjiven the option to model its PM-2.5 emissions if
the impact was to be compared to the PM-10 NAAGIHRA proposes in Option 2). The only rational
way to interpret EPA’s current policy is to apphetoffset requirements to PM-2.5 nonattainmentsarea
not PM-10 nonattainment areasnd the modeling requirements to the PM-2.5 NAAQS.



Proposed Transition to New or Revised Particulatgtst Standards Pagé
NESCAUM — Docket # EPA-HQ-OAR-2005-0715 July 66200

EPA requests comment on how permitting authorgiesuld implement a PM-coarse PSD program in the
interim period between revoking the PM-10 NAAQS &nel effective date of the PM-coarse NAAQS

FR 6728). For reasons similar to those stated@bsg recommend Option 1. PM-10 emissions should
be used as a surrogate for PM-coarse in modeliatysie and the predicted impact compared to the PM-
coarse NAAQS. Applicants should be encourageditmtify their PM-coarse emission rates with
appropriate supporting data and, in lieu of PMs® the PM-coarse emissions in the modeling arsalysi
Neither Option 2 (use of the PM-10 NAAQS as a sgaite for PM-coarse compliance) nor Option 3
(apply BACT to PM-coarse as a surrogate for PM-sea@ompliance) would ensure PM-coarse NAAQS
compliance.

7. Emissions Inventories

With regard to emissions inventories (71 FR 6728%/we urge EPA to develop guidance on how states
can develop inventories for PM-coarse. If EPA t¥eadditional inventory requirements for the new
standards, it must provide the states with cledrtemely guidance for incorporation, with ample
opportunity for review and comment. In additiore wrge EPA to update its MOBILE and NONROAD
models to better characterize PM emissions. Ademt the models require more than one run to mbtai
numbers for PM-2.5 and PM-10, and there is notghii obtain a PM-coarse estimate in the reporting
utilities.

If you or your staff has any questions regardirgiisues raised in this letter, please contact Méeiss
at the NESCAUM office at 617-259-2000.

Sincerely,

7

Arthur N. Marin
Executive Director

Cc: NESCAUM Directors
Barbara Driscoll, U.S. EPA
Raj Rao, U.S. EPA



