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1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20460

Attention: Docket #0AR 2003-0062

Re: Proposed Rule to Implement the Fine Particle Natlgkmbient Air Quality Standards
Dear Administrator Johnson:

The Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Mamage (NESCAUM) offer the attached comments on
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’'s (EPAIB)posal, published on November 1, 2005 in the
Federal Register (70 FR 65984-66067), entiBegposed Rule to Implement the Fine Particle Nation
Ambient Air Quality StandardSNESCAUM is the regional association of air potha control agencies
representing Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts Namwpshire, New Jersey, New York, Rhode Island,
and Vermont.

The National Ambient Air Quality Standards for fiparticles (PM2.5) were promulgated in 1997. The
NESCAUM states that are in nonattainment of theaedards have been working steadily over the past
several years to get their State ImplementationdP$abmitted to EPA by April 2008, as required unde
the Clean Air Act. We urge you to issue a finapilementation rule as soon as possible.

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

Attachments

Cc: NESCAUM Directors
Rich Damburg, U.S. EPA
Raj Rao, U.S. EPA

NESCAUM Members: Massachusetts Bureau of Waste Prevention, Barbara Kwetz New York Division of Air Resources, David Shaw
Connecticut Bureau of Air Management, Anne Gobin New Hampshire Air Resources Division, Robert Scott Rhode Island Office of Air Resources, Stephen Majkut
Maine Bureau of Air Quality Control, James Brooks New Jersey Division of Air Quality, William O’Sullivan Vermont Air Polution Control Division, Richard Valentinetti
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ATTACHMENT A
NESCAUM Comments on the U.S. Environmental Protectin Agency’'s (EPA’s) Proposed Rule
to Implement the Fine Particle National Ambient Air Quality Standards

NESCAUM limits its comments on EPA’s proposed radethey apply to the current fine particle
(PM2.5) National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NA&S). Given that new PM2.5 NAAQS have been
proposed, we expect EPA to propose new or revisgteimentation rules and provide opportunity for
public review and comment at a later date.

1. Classification scheme:EPA offers two implementation approaches for cfgs®j nonattainment

areas and assigning attainment dates and contrategy requirements. EPA’s preferred approaclois t
have no classification scheme and no differentratibrequirements across areas. The other opsdo i
have a two-tiered classification scheme based sigdersalues that would establish “serious” and
“moderate” nonattainment areas. Areas with higii2.5 design values would qualify for an
attainment date extension beyond April 2010 toaterlthan April 2015. Those areas would be reqlire
to include certain mandatory measures in their &taiplementation Plans (SIPs). Moderate areasdoul
request a bump-up to serious in order to receiveetine to attain, but would have to adopt mandgtor
measures outlined for serious areas. (70 FR 6608104).

NESCAUM generally supports a tiered classificati@proach based on design values, as it provides a
distinction between areas with less and more seRBI2.5 pollution problems, and allows more time for
areas with more severe pollution problems to att#timlso provides an incentive (i.e., avoidante o
bump-up) to attain as expeditiously as practicablée also support EPA requiring a set of mandatory
measures -- including additional mandatory requéets for serious areas -- that EPA can modify as th
science and understanding of PM2.5 abatement megge Mandatory measures for serious areas could
include those that focus on reducing direct emissind more stringent offset requiremerE®A should
allow moderate areas to voluntarily reclassify esosis if they need more time and serious areas to
voluntarily reclassify as moderate if they need lime to attain. In the event that EPA chooségamo
implement a classification scheme, these meashmgdsbecome mandatory requirements for any
extension. And, to the extent practical, these oreasshould be completed and submitted as part of a
extension request.

Given the current form and level of the PM2.5 stadd, the current design values, and current aeslys
of anticipated controls, most if not all PM2.5 ntiaament areas in the Northeast corridor areyikel
attain the current PM2.5 standard within the sameftame, and in a timeframe consistent with the
Subpart 1 deadline of no later than five years fdmsignations. In the future, if EPA was to impégrn
more stringent PM2.5 standards, a classificatibrese would be more critical than at this pointirnet
We also urge EPA to consider adopting an “areaftdence/area of violation” (AOI/AOV) approach to
classifications in order to promote timely attaime

Should EPA adopt its preferred approach (no classion), we urge EPA to provide incentives foreme
to attain the standards within five years by reiqgiadditional mandatory measures and more stringen
offset requirements for areas that will need attent date extensions.

2. Precursor emissions:EPA proposes that it treat the various known prsous for PM2.5 differently
and seeks comments on several options. EPA’srpgrdfapproach to regulating precursor emissions is
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that sulfur dioxide (S€) and nitrogen oxides (NPwould be considered “default” precursors that vidu
require all the components of Prevention of Sigaifit Deterioration (PSD) and nonattainment programs
(e.g., Best Available Control Technology (BACT kst Achievable Emissions Reductions (LAER),
offsets, attainment demonstration and reasonabitedu progress requirements), unless a demonstnatio
can be made by a State to the EPA Administrata oase-by-case that NGhould be exempted. EPA
proposes not to include volatile organic compoufMd3C) and ammonia (N§las precursors except if
States elect to do so by demonstrating to the Adtrator that controls will help attain the NAAQS$an
area. However, VOC emissions of high moleculagttedre proposed to be controlled as direct PM2.5
emissions by requiring the inclusion of condensatéssions in the calculations of applicabilityHNas

a precursor is not well understood and could leadhtreased acidity levels of particulates if carfied
improperly. (70 FR 65999-66000 and 70 FR 66035-6$03n addition, EPA seeks comment on whether
there are circumstances where a pollutant shouldbedreated as a precursor for New Source Review
(NSR) purposes, notwithstanding that the scienppats that it is a precursor and it is treatedsagh

in other programs. (70 FR 66035-66036). Wherersmesupports a finding that a specific pollutanais
precursor, that pollutant should be treated as aqursor for all programs, including the New Source
Review program, especially if that pollutant isesdy treated as a precursor in other programs.

NESCAUM accepts EPA’s preferred option with the erstinding that EPA shall continue to analyze
the role of ammonia and carbon in PM-fine formatimm make adjustments to its implementation
policies and rule as the science warrants. Oueraipce with the role of NOemissions in ozone
formation -- and the now outdated assumption thalalys a secondary role in reducing ozone levels -
should be held up as an example as to why EPA cmntinue its research into particulate matter (PM)
formation and reductions and should develop statizizd test methods for ammonia as soon as possible.
We urge EPA to not allow State-specific exemptifmidNO,. EPA’s findings on significant nitrate
contributions to PM2.5 levels, especially in therfdeast, do not conclusively identify the relative
significance of upwind States’ emission contribnfido those levels. If a State-specific demornisinas
allowed by EPA for NQemissions, then it should be under strict requénaisithat demonstrate the
regional interaction and contribution of the specstate’s emissions of girecursors with all pertinent
emissions from other states to PM2.5 levels dukéa@omplex chemical and physical interplay of ¢hes
pollutants. Furthermore, in order to ensure ce@sy/ across the country, we urge EPA to develop
criteria on which all states must base their tecdindeterminations for not controlling presumed
precursors. Such criteria must include how assestshould be made of impacts on downwind as well
as local nonattainment areas.

We agree with EPA that it is premature at this ttm&eat certain VOC and NHmissions as national
“default” precursors under the strict control reguients of the NSR program, as long as portioniseof
condensable VOC are required to be accounted fireidetermination of direct PM2.5 emissions and
further research is conducted to better underdtamtimitations of the role of NHn different aspects of
PM2.5 formation. We urge EPA to continue reseantlthe role of NHin PM2.5 formation since NH
has been demonstrated by current research to teearpor to PM2.5 concentrations. Part of this
research should include developing more accurateddtissions inventories for stationary and area
sources. We further recommend that, for the NSRam, EPA recognize the role hplays in PM2.5
formation and develop a policy to require the migition and mitigation of known emissions of NH
from certain source categories. Any future decisitat EPA makes on precursor emissions must be
based on science and subject to public review antrent.
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The ability of States to achieve the PM2.5 stanslarduld be greatly hampered if precursors to PM2.5
formation are not strictly controlled by requirerteenf a NSR regulation. This is especially truetfe
Northeast states, which are downwind of major earstof PM2.5 precursors, as has been demonstrated
for ozone formation, and are affected by long rangesport of PM2.5 from precursor formation. EPA
indicates in its proposal that precursor format®a significant, if not the dominant, fractionadserved
PM2.5 levels in many parts of the northeast anccthumtry. The ability to limit and mitigate these
precursor emissions from major sources throughagipdication of controls such as BACT, LAER, and
emission offsets is a fundamental requirement @fGlean Air Act and has been successfully and
practically used for ozone precursors. We seeasan to treat the precursors to PM2.5 formatign an
differently. The anticipated regional reductionsfi CAIR will not be adequate for addressing source
specific emissions, since cap-and-trade programmtiguarantee the application of controls in the
manner that the NSR program would. The NSR progvanid ensure reductions where and when they
are needed, whereas cap-and-trade programs acbkihwetions over a broad geographic area.

3. Attainment Demonstration Modeling Requirements andthe IPM Model: EPA proposes that, for
SIPs, states “use existing projections of the gapbic distribution and magnitude of early emissions
reductions that are expected to be achieved by 2808 existing information from the IPM emissions
projection model.” EPA encourages states to “ugisting analyses to the extent possible to project
interim air quality improvements from regional egi@s reduction strategies” (70 FR 66007).

NESCAUM has concerns about the Electric Generatinigg (EGU) inventory and the IPM modeling
inputs used by EPA and therefore questions theogpijpteness of EPA’s proposal in this regard. The
Northeast states have upgraded the IPM inventagbdae for the 2002 base year, and in the process
have found significant differences between thaemtery and the inventory used by EPA for its IPM
modeling. In addition, EPA’s IPM input assumptidascurrent and future natural gas prices are
outdated and significantly lower than estimateslusethe Northeast states for IPM sensitivity anas/
For example, the substantially lower values fouakand projected natural gas prices that EPA fmred
its IPM modeling were low enough to significanthgpact the accuracy of EPA’s 2009 projections and
other IPM modeling outputs. The IPM model showdbn with the best inventories and the most
accurate set of assumptions.

Moreover, NESCAUM questions the accuracy of empigythe IPM model on a national rather than
regional scale when using the model in the corté&IP planning. The model will perform differentl
yielding different results, depending on the gepbiascale used in the modeling exercise. For @dam
not only will national scale IPM modeling resuliffer from regional scale IPM modeling results, ithe
results will also vary depending on the numberegfions modeled and manner in which these regians ar
defined. EPA should not and cannot assume thabfusesting IPM modeling on a national scale with
fewer regions rather than a regional scale withtamhél regions will best serve the needs of SiRliy
analyses.

In addition, the IPM model that EPA is using israprietary tool that the states would like to béeab
use without the associated high costs of doingEd@A should take steps towards using a non-prapyiet
product. Furthermore, we urge EPA to provide tazdirand financial assistance so that states can
improve the way IPM and SIP models (e.g., CALGRd £MAQ) are used in the SIP context.

While NESCAUM supports EPA’s suggestion that states existing modeling and collaborate with
other states and regional organizations to expeditgeling efforts (70 FR 66009), states must usk an
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apply models and model inputs that comport with ERAodeling guidance and are of SIP quality or
equivalent.

4. Reasonable Further Progress (RFP) RequirementdNESCAUM supports EPA'’s rationale that
reductions in emissions to meet the PM2.5 standsrdsld not only occur in the last two years ptaor
attainment, but should occur through an ongoingseaf control measures providing steady progréas (
FR 66011). Further, under the current PM2.5 statgjave agree with EPA that, if states can show
attainment by 2010 through SIP-quality modelingeaonstration, and with submitted regulations, then
the RFP requirement should be considered met (7686R1). We also agree with EPA’s proposal (70
FR 66011) that areas that cannot attain the stdadeithin five years must submit an RFP plan in
addition to the area’s attainment plan and rulesr these areas, RFP should consist of specified
milestones or percentage reduction requirements.

In the future, we expect that more will be knowaiprecursors and the standards will be set atdev
more protective of public health. At that time,A8hould consider more specific RFP requirements an
differentiated deadlines to ensure that reasoraolgress toward attainment occurs and can be tacke
In addition, while RFP is an important componenSt®s, we recognize that issues arise in the specif
case where an area is overwhelmed by transporiedipo yet still obligated to make RFP reductions.
We expect EPA to assess this in the future andidensegulatory constructs that include the area of
influence/area of violation approach to better addithe problem.

EPA proposes that emissions reductions are crelgitedwards RFP as follows:

1. for direct PMy s emissions — in the nonattainment areas only

2. for NO,and SQ - in the nonattainment area and within 200 kiloengbf the area, but the
State must submit “appropriate documentation” ttie¢ sources affect air quality in the
nonattainment area

3. for VOC - in nonattainment areas and up to 100rkitters; however, if VOC is found to be
a significant contributor to the area’s nonattainmigroblem, then RFP credit will be given
for VOC reductions only in the nonattainment area.

4. for ammonia — no proposal

While NESCAUM generally agrees with the approach,are confused by the proposal for VOC. Our
understanding of this proposal is that, if a steermines that VOC is a PM2.5 precursor, it wilt he
able to take credit for any emission reductionsioetof the nonattainment area. We would expext th
EPA would want to allow states to get creditableG/f@ductions from areas in and around the
nonattainment areas similar to NOx emission reduasti We would like clarification on this portion
proposal and its intent.

As the science and understanding of PM2.5 formatioreases, EPA must revisit the 200 kilometer
parameter and develop a possible proposal for arnanadn addition, EPA must clarify whether or not
credit may be taken for measures in another stattadequately address enforceability requiremgnts
this is the case.
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5. Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACTReasonably Available Control Measures
(RACM):

General requirementEPA offers three options and sub-options for imgletimg RACT. The first option
requires @ch state to conduct a RACT analysis and requieGRfor all affectedtationary

sources in the nonattainment area. Proposed suipogpto exempt smaller sources include: (1)
Requiring RACT for all stationary sources in thenattainment area that have the potential to emit at
least 100 tons per year of direct PM2.5 or anywidlial precursor to PM2.5, (2) Requiring RACT fdir a
stationary sources in the nonattainment area tteatehthe potential to emit at least 50 tons per ysdar
direct PM2.5 or any individual precursor to PM2dnd (3) Requiring a scaled RACT threshold based on
the severity of nonattainment. Most areas wouldeogiired to implement RACT for all stationary
sources in the area with a potential to emit askeB00 tons per year, but areas with a more serfeMs
problem would have a 50 ton per year threshold.

The second option requires each state to condiRA@GT analysis and require RACT on stationary
sources. However, the state may decline to impos#ols that would not otherwise be necessary to
meet RFP requirements or to attain the PM2.5 NAAQ8xpeditiously as practicable. The test to
determine if a state may decline to impose contsolghether or not adoption of a measure would
advance the attainment date by at least a yeae mibasures would be judged as to whether they
collectively contribute to advancing the attainmdate. No available RACT or RACM could be declined
unless the state makes a demonstration that noiocatidn of declined RACTs and RACMs would
advance the date of attainment by one year. ThHeTRa#alysis may be conducted on a source category
basis, rather than a source-specific basis.

EPA’s preferred option requires each state to can@RACT analysis, but if the area is projected to
attain by 2010, the state could decline to impas&rols that would not otherwise be necessary tetme
RFP requirements or to attain the PM2.5 NAAQS a=ditiously as practicable. If the area is projtt
to attain after 2010, then the state must requif€CR on all affected stationary sources. The sutivop
identified under options 1 and 2 would apply, detieg on whether the area under consideration is
projected to attain by 2010 or not.

NESCAUM supports option 1. Section 172(c)(1) af @€lean Air Act requires that SIPs provide for
implementation all RACM as expeditiously as praaie, “including such reductions in emissions from
existing sources in the area as may be obtainedghrthe adoptiorgt a minimunof [RACT]”

(emphasis added). Options 2 and 3 appear togbdijequestionable. It is difficult to defend thetions

of conducting a RACT analysis and identifying RAB{t then not imposing RACT. It seems imprudent
public health policy to not control large sourcégallution in nonattainment areas if technologigand
economically feasible controls for those sourcesehzeen identified. It is also difficult to knowhat
would constitute a satisfactory demonstration B¥ACT would not advance attainment by a year.

NESCAUM disagrees with EPA’s approach to settirenitcal RACT thresholds for direct PM2.5 and
precursors. We urge EPA to set lower thresholddifect PM2.5 emissions at 25-50 tons per yeae W
further urge EPA to set more stringent threshobds$igher classifications or for areas that need)éo
than five years to attain the standards, e.g.,5L@ds per year for direct PM2.5 and 25-50 tonsyper

for precursors.
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EPA further requests comment regarding whether R&AWET determinations should be required for all
existing determinations that are older than a spetime and what supporting information a statewsll
be required to submit as part of its certificatimndemonstrate that a previous RACT determination
meets the PM2.5 RACT requirement.

NESCAUM supports requiring new RACT determinatiofRACT must be updated to reflect new
technologies and current information on availap#ind costs. EPA should require new RACT
determinations for any current RACT determinatitred are more than five years old. In additionAEP
must review and update all of its RACT Alternat@entrol Technique (ACT) documents, as they have
not been updated for over a decade. The emidsiits contained in these documents reflect theafise
outdated air pollution control technologies as vaslithe use of outdated materials and manufacturing
processes.

CAIR, RACT, and electric generating units (EGUEPA proposes to determine that “in states that
fulfill their CAIR emission reductions entirely dughemission reductions from EGUs, CAIR would
satisfy SQRACT requirements for EGU sources in eastern Phbnattainment areas covered by CAIR.
EPA is proposing a similar finding for N®ACT for EGUSs, subject to a requirement that egs6CRs

in those nonattainment areas be operated year-rdaeginning in 2009. The EPA believes that the SIP
provisions for those sources meet the 0zongRIELT requirement.” (70 FR 6602&mphasis added).

NESCAUM strongly disagrees with EPA’s proposal ftowa EGUs complying with the CAIR to have a
blanket exemption from RACT, especially since ERA Indicated that CAIR is designed to address
transport and not attainment. RACT, as the acroimypties, is essentially a technology-based program
RACT is expected to evolve over time as more intisgaontrol technologies are developed at lower
control costs. Simply put, if a technology is @aasbly available, it must be put on the subjectseal
EPA’s proposal provides an incentive for such tetbgies to be removed and replaced with the puechas
of allowances. Purchase of an allowance does set RACT requirements. In addition, by concluding
that CAIR along with its cap-and-trade programsses the RACT requirements under the Clean Air
Act, there is no longer any requirement for an EGé&t is located in a nonattainment area to redigce i
emissions of pollution, as the EGU could buy alloees to meet its CAIR requirements. This could
significantly interfere with the ability of statés meet the PM2.5 NAAQS. EPA should adopt the @zon
Transport Commission’s (OTC's) approach to cap-tiade programs. When the OTC developed itg NO
Budget Program (which was the basis for EPA’s, 80P call and subsequently CAIR), it assumed that
RACT was appliedirst. Thus the cap-and-trade program operated in amamaient that assumed RACT
was in force, not in lieu of RACT.

6. Major Source Thresholds: EPA proposes that major source thresholds for timpgses of PM2.5
nonattainment NSR will be 100 tons/year or moreiiact PM2.5 emissions (70 FR 66037). Since EPA
is not proposing a classification system, it bedethat its ability to define lower thresholdshs$

limited, and that States may impose other requirdmrough their SIP and minor source programs.

We disagree with EPA’s proposal. The thresholddifcect PM2.5 emissions must be revised downward,
in the range of 25 to 50 tons/year. EPA assedis‘the more current inventory data shows that the
number of sources that would be covered as majores by a lower major source threshold would not
increase substantially unless the threshold wavered to 20 TPY or below” (70 FR 66037), and uses
that as prime justification for its proposal. D&tam the NESCAUM region indicate that a lowered
major threshold level in the 25-50 tons/year ramgeld significantly increase (i.e., essentially Him)
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the number of sources subject to major NSR revaswl, that a source of 25-99 tons/year of PM2.5 tirec
emissions has the potential to cause high ambigi@t $concentrations.

The potential of 25 to 99 ton/year direct PM2.5rsea to cause high ambient PM2.5 impacts provides
two important justifications for lowering the defion of a major source. First, studies documeiviease
health effects at relatively low ambient concembra of PM2.5. Section III.M.5.b of EPA’s propogaD
FR 66038) describes a modeling analysis condugtdeP# to compare PM2.5 stack emissions to the
resulting ambient impact. Based on the resultsisfrnodeling (15 ton/yr of PM10 emissions resuits i
up to 0.8 ug/mannual PM10 concentration), one can concludea!®t ton per year source of direct
PM2.5 could have up to a 5.3 ug/annual PM2.5 impact. This represents 35 percetiteo€urrent
PM2.5 annual NAAQS of 15 ugfin A similar problem is found for short-term PM2mpacts, when
scaling the results of the 24-hour modeling presgbimt Section I11.M.5.b (70 FR 66038). A 99 ton per
year PM2.5 source could have up to a 39.6 @#shour PM2.5 impact. This concentration is
approximately 61 percent of the current PM2.5 2defdAAQS of 65 ug/r. The issue becomes even
more problematic if the standards are lowered énftiture. Under the recently proposed PM2.5 24rhou
NAAQS of 35 ug/m, emissions from a 99 ton/year PM2.5 source coiglthte the 24-hour NAAQS.

This conclusion is supported by data from the NESBG&®region. For example, air permit modeling
reviewed by the New Jersey Department of Envirortaid®rotection confirms that smaller direct PM2.5
emission sources (i.e., less than 99 tons/yearpraduce high local concentrations. A recent aagilon
proposing a 31 ton/year of PM2.5/PM10 emissionsglipted maximum annual ambient concentrations of
3.5 ug/m3 and maximum 24-hour concentrations d3 8@/m3.

Second, reasonable further progress may be significimpeded in the absence of major NSR review
for these sources. EPA’s suggestion to addrésssgue with State minor NSR programs will not be
sufficient due to interstate transport and theterice of interstate PM2.5 nonattainment areasow&t
major source threshold for PM2.5 sources locatetkBignated nonattainment areas should be applied
uniformly throughout the entire nonattainment atbes would not be possible when minor NSR
programs are defined on a state-by-state basis.

7. Significant emissions for direct PM2.5 and praarsors for major modifications: EPA proposes to
retain the current de minimis emission rates fop, 30D, and VOC. It further proposes a 10 ton/year
value for direct PM2.5 emissions based on modebrachieve a “significant” increase in impacts,
backed up by NAAQS scaling. No value is propasedH;. EPA requests comments on the range from
5 to 15 tons/year for direct emissions and theafsk) tons/year for precursors. (70 FR 66037-66039)

NESCAUM supports EPA’s preferred option of definmgignificant emissions rate of direct PM2.5 at
10 tons/year. This value, derived using the sappecach for setting the significant emissions fate
PM10 and TSP, seems reasonable. We generally gUfipA’s preferred option to maintain the PM2.5
precursor significant emissions rates at 40 toms/fa NQ,, SQ,, and VOC. A higher significant
emission rate for the PM2.5 precursor emissions foadirect PM2.5 emissions seems appropriate,
given the atmospheric chemistry necessary foraghadtion of PM2.5 from the precursors. However, fo
nonattainment areas, we recommend that EPA allatesto define lower precursor emission rates in
their SIP demonstration submissions similar to whallowed for ozone precursors.
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8. Condensable emissionE€PA proposes to clarify that condensable emissiouast be accounted in
the determination of PM2.5 emissions, as has bees tbr PM10. EPA proposes new test methods for
stack testing to assure proper determination odemsables. (70 FR 66039 and 70 FR 66049)

We strongly support EPA’s proposal to clarify, thgh regulation, that condensable emissions must be
included when determining PM2.5 NSR applicabilinddor modeled demonstrations for attainment and
PSD increments. NESCAUM supports requirementactude all condensable emissions, including
primary sulfates, in these determinations, andsiEfeA to finalize and recommend the stationary smur
test method that is discussed in Section P of tbpgsed rule. (70 FR 66049-66053)

9. PSD for PM2.5: In the proposal, EPA indicates that it is working @ separate track to develop a

PSD approach that might include PM2.5 incremeti®A indicates that it has placed this particular
action on a separate administrative track becatuseeds additional time to develop the proposalthke
interim, EPA states that States may use the PMd@nments as a surrogate for PM2.5 (i.e., the Oatobe
24,1997 memo from John S. Seitz, entitled “Intdnrplementation of New Source Review Requirements
for PM2.5” (70 FR 66040 and 70 FR 66043).

We are disappointed that PSD increments were robp¢he proposal, especially since delays in
addressing PM2.5 PSD can lead to further degradafiair quality. We expect EPA to issue a driaéttt
will be subject to public review and comment théy. We urge EPA to propose PM2.5-specific
numerical increments using the procedures and rdetbgy it relied upon for the developing the PM10
PSD increments from the TSP increments (58 FR 3:B3a%38).

Section 163(a) of the CAA states that, in the acdsilfur oxide and particulate, PSD incrementsustho
be set that specify the maximum allowable increds®/e baseline concentrations while, Section 166
specifically refers to PSD for the other pollutarigdrocarbons, carbon monoxide, photochemical
oxidants, and nitrogen oxides. We believe EPA haddgal authority and obligation to act on the
congressional intent requiring that any indicatoparticulate matter per Section 163(a) be adogsd,
was done when the PM10 increments were added tmB8d®&6(f) in the 1990 amendments of the CAA.
Thus, we do not believe a revision in the CleanAidt to specifically list PM2.5 as a PM indicater i
necessary for PSD increment development purposes.

PM2.5 is considered a subset of PM10. EPA receghilze similarities of the two pollutants in itstAp

5, 2005 memo from Stephen D. Page entitled “Implgaten of New Source Review Requirements in
PM2.5 Nonattainment Areas,” which required Stategse their current PM10 nonattainment major NSR
program as a surrogate to address PM2.5 majorsoamattainment NSR. We recommend that EPA
propose PM2.5-specific increments, since the cuP&hl0 PSD increments are not adequate to prevent
significant deterioration of PM2.5 air quality. Fexample, the PM10 Class Il annual (17 u)/end 24-
hour (30 ug/m) increments approach or exceed the PM2.5 NAAQS.

PM2.5 increments should be developed using eitteefdquivalent to statutory increment” approach
EPA adopted or the “percentage of NAAQS” suppoltganost commenters in the 1993 final PM10
increments action. These increments can be usadnaimum, to determine the adequacy of direct
PM2.5 emissions and associated controls from newaalified sources in minimizing PM2.5 specific air
guality degradation. We would strongly oppose attgmpt by EPA to rely on programs it has proposed
for the future reduction in existing source emissicsuch as CAIR, to achieve the necessary peasid
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program specified in the CAA at Section 165. ERgently proposed such an approach for thg NO
increment and received numerous adverse public @rten We would support EPA’s attempt to address
PSD concerns with regional programs only for PM&é&cursors such as N@nd SQ, as these

precursors already have increments to addresstaattapecific air quality issues in the vicinity thie

source in the permitting process. We do not sgeohatacles that limit EPA’s ability to readily guto
PM2.5 specific increments for PSD purposes.

10. Air quality analysis requirements for PSD: EPA proposes to require demonstrating NAAQS
compliance, but only at monitor locations and othaeptors that are appropriate for comparison of
impacts to NAAQS (70 FR 66040).

NESCAUM is concerned with EPA’s proposal, as thmgleage implies that NAAQS compliance need
only be demonstrated at PM2.5 monitor locationssamilar appropriate locations. Section 165(ajif3)
the Clean Air Act makes no such distinction, remgithat NAAQS compliance be demonstrated in any
air quality control region and that PSD incrememtnpliance be demonstrated in the attainment area of
the source, including distant Class | areas (seéd®s 163 and 165). Demonstrating modeled
compliance at all applicable ambient receptor oot of the source under review is a long-stan&Ré
and state requirement in permit application reviéivge analysis includes a cumulative source arslysi
and the addition of representative or regional gemknd levels in NAAQS compliance demonstrations.
We hope EPA’s intent was not to limit such analysia handful of monitor locations in the countrg,
doing so would not assure compliance with the NAAQS

11. Significant Impact Levels (SILs): EPA requests comment on how to establish SILsrectd
emissions of PM2.5 and for precursors, to be adsténéd on a separate track (70 FR 66040).

NESCAUM urges EPA to develop PM2.5 SILs for at tebe direct PM2.5 emissions in the same time
frame as the PSD increments. SIL values are irapbith implementing attainment and nonattainment
NSR requirements and assist regulatory agenciegagplttants in streamlining the permit review
process. EPA indicates that the Class | SILs wesposed in the July 23, 1996 FR for other criteria
pollutants. NESCAUM recommends that EPA finalizese SILs along with the PM2.5 SILs. The Class
| levels have been used for many years in the NBH@Aegion as well as across the country, and have
been accepted by Federal Land Managers as appmjaials for determining the need for cumulative
increment modeling.

For Class Il areas, one approach that can be oggelelop SILs for direct PM2.5 emission impact®is
use the percentage of NAAQS approach as was ngfied by EPA in previous determinations. The
proposed rule relies on a 4% of the annual NAAQ®&eti@rmine the significant emission rates (70 FR
66038) and the same approach can be used to dajmécant concentration values. However,
NESCAUM recommends that EPA use the current ré@d&een the PM10 SIL and the PM10 NAAQS
and ratio the corresponding PM2.5 NAAQS to estable 24 hour and annual PM2.5 SIL for direct
PM2.5 emissions. These SILs are calculated taded/n? and 2 ug/m for the annual and 24-hour
PM2.5 levels, respectively.

For Class | areas, EPA could determine the dirtt2.B emission impact SILs using the same approach
it calculated the PM10 SILs in its 1996 proposa.(i4% of the PSD increments, once they are
determined). An alternative approach we recommesttd $cale the PM10 Class | SILs noted in the
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proposed rule with the respective NAAQS. This Hssin values of 0.13 and 0.06 ug/for the 24-hour
and annual levels, respectively.

We agree with EPA that developing PM2.5 SILs fargursor emissions is more problematic due to the
limitations of defining proper modeling schemesiimgle source permitting actions. However, fo, SO
and NQ, there are established SlILs that, although deeeldpr the direct impact determinations
associated with these pollutants, could serve les f8F the purposes of determining the need for
cumulative impacts as well as whether a sourcealtsgnificant impact on nonattainment areas. Thus,
we do not see a need for a protracted effort by ERdFeveloping SILs or the PSD increments.

12. PSD pre-construction requirementsEPA proposes five options, as follows:

1. Require monitoring, but allow case-by-case waiveaslequate PM2.5 monitoring data

exists. (EPA’s preferred option)

Exempt all sources and just use existing PM2.5 tadng data.

Develop and use Significant Monitoring ConcentrasigSMC) for PM2.5 to exempt

sources. EPA notes that this can be used with athgons.

4. Use the combination of PM10 and PM2.5 data to nialerences.

5. Exempt preconstruction monitoring since SMC spetifiPM2.5 are not currently in the
regulation. (70 FR 66040-66042)

wn

While EPA indicates in the proposal that it is i@tag its current case-by-case approach in itsgoreél
option, that is not entirely correct. We agreewPA that retaining a case-by-case determination o
waiving requirements of pre-construction monitorgigpuld be the preferred approach. However, we
note that current regulations rely on the use efSMC for such waivers. Relying only on existing
PM2.5 data has limitations under options 1 an€@rrent PM2.5 monitor locations are not only lirdite
in spatial representativeness, but were also redudr be specifically located away from single seur
impact areas in order to represent regional exgdswels. Thus, it is inappropriate to use thera in
manner representative of specific sources. Furtber, EPA has proposed dramatic cuts in States’
monitoring networks and has shifted emphasis frivi2 B to PM coarse monitors. NESCAUM
recommends that EPA develop a 24-hour PM2.5 SM@asito the PM10 value, and use that in
combination with existing PM2.5 data as a modifigdion 1.

We agree with EPA that option 4 is not a viablerapph due to the convoluted nature of attempting to
infer PM10 to PM2.5 monitoring data comparisonsdource-specific applications. We oppose option 5,
and consider it inappropriate and legally questidaia

13. Offset requirements for nonattainment areasEPA proposes options on offset ratios for direct
emissions, precursors, and inter-precursor tradasgfollows:

a. Atleast a 1:1 offset ratio for direct emissions.

b. If precursors are included in NSR as regulatedygalhts, then offsets will be required. If
offsets are required, then at least a 1:1 offsetgpfecursors is proposed and the reductions
have to be creditable and be of the same precurB®A seeks comments on whether this
ratio should apply to state-specific precursorszs|.

c. Allow inter-precursor trading, trading of direct PAb for precursors and trading of
precursors for direct PM2.5. This appears to begmwsed on a state-specific basis, where
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States can demonstrate that trading is beneficiakducing overall concentrations of
PM2.5. EPA indicates that such trading can be aldwnder either (i) a priori state-wide
modeled demonstration, presumably at the timefs8Bbmission, or (ii) in the case specific
NSR permitting process. EPA also indicates pogsilddbwing such trading for netting
purposes. (70 FR 66042-66043)

NESCAUM agrees with EPA that the ratio faollutant- and precursor-specific emission offgets
direct emissions of PM2.5 should be at least Inil,that the offsets have to be real, creditable and
enforceable. This ratio should apply to any oftrecursors that are identified by SIPs, unlessgeta
offsetting emission rate is determined necessaagiieve NAAQS.

NESCAUM opposes allowing inter-precursor tradindgrading of precursors with direct PM2.5
emissions using either a pre-approved SIP demdiwstnaodeling analysis or a permit- specific anelys
We also oppose inter-precursor trading in eithi@irainent or nonattainment NSR netting analysisy An
increase in direct PM2.5 emissions or precursorst i@ offset by a corresponding decrease in the sam
PM2.5 direct or precursor emissions. Perhaps angxiremely limited cases should inter-pollutant or
inter-precursor trading for the purposes of PM2rission offsets be allowed, i.e., when PM2.5 preour
emission increases at a proposed source will sy direct PM2.5 emission decreases. EPA iteica
in the proposal that inter-precursor trading wdgddifficult to administer and would not assuret tha
ambient levels of PM2.5 would decrease in the tdfitareas. Any assessment by a State to demeanstrat
decreases from inter-precursor trading would hawohsider not only the emissions in-State, balin
nearby States that contribute to the formationM2P and as affected by that State’s emissione Th
situation would be even more onerous on an indalidource basis.

EPA’s nonattainment offset requirements are in Aylde S to 40 CFR Part 51(Emissions Offset
Interpretative Rule), Sections IV.A (Conditionsr&lat) and 1V.D. Direct PM2.5 emission offsets ddou
comply with these regulations through a site-speaiét air quality benefit, which in most casesuiegp

a modeling analysis. For PM2.5 precursors, offse@ild meet the requirements that currently afply
the ozone precursor emissions of Nfdd VOC. These requirements would be met by didigiu
obtaining precursor offsets from a source locateithé same nonattainment area as the proposed new
source or from an area of equal or higher clagdifio where it is demonstrated that sources fram th
latter area contribute to nonattainment in the psal source area. Where PM2.5 precursor emissiens a
offset by an equal amount of direct PM2.5 emissianset air quality benefit can be assured at leasie
near-field of the proposed source, otherwise, ametuality benefit should be confirmed through
modeling.

In the future, inter-precursor trading of emissidfsets may be possible when our ability to model
secondary sulfate, nitrate and ammonia compoumddtion improves and is less resource intensive. At
that time, EPA should consider developing guidasrtéow analyses should be conducted and under
what conditions a positive net air quality benifiachieved.

In the table at 70 FR 66034 that summarizes themiN$R program elements and EPA’s proposal to
address PM2.5 under “Inter-precursor OffsettingyAEcharacterizes its proposal to allow inter-preour
offsetting with a modeling demonstration as no ¢gjeato current policy. We are not aware of this entr
policy or guidance. Our understanding is that ipecursor offsetting of VOC and N@missions to

meet the ozone nonattainment NSR requirementst igllooved (see 40 CFR Part 51 Appendix S, Section
IV.A).
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More detailed information supporting our positianaffset requirements for nonattainment areas-inter
precursor trading or trading of precursors is &ttgc(see Attachment B)

14. Transition during the SIP development periodEPA reaffirms that prior to the final rule, the
PM10 surrogate approach can be used for PSD andttaimment areas per the Steven Page memo of
April 5, 2005. After the rule is finalized, Stateish delegated programs are expected to immediatel
implement it, while States developing SIPs (anatgoently, an NSR program) over a three-year period
will have to comply with the rule prior to the S8Bbmissions or EPA will implement it during this
transition period. (70 FR 66043-66046)

EPA proposes three options for implementing the R®Direments as follows:

1. States continue to operate under the 1997 Seitzni@M10 as surrogate), but assure that
sources do not cause or contribute to PM2.5 NAAQI&tions and include condensables in
applicability and controls. (EPA’s preferred option

2. EPA updates the 1997 Seitz memo to include theopeapprovisions of the rule or change
Appendix S to include 40 CFR 52.21 requirements.

3. States request delegation of the final rule. (70 &6043-66044)

NESCAUM agrees with EPA that it has the legal atith@nd the obligation to assure that, during the
SIP development process, the PM2.5 NSR programppieal equitably (i.e., in those States that have
delegated programs and would apply them immediatelyell as in the remaining States that will have
to submit PM2.5 SIPs). Since the promulgatiorhefPM2.5 NAAQS in 1997, PM2.5-specific NSR
requirements have not been forthcoming from EPAe réalize that this has been due, in part, to court
challenges to the standards. We do not agreeBfth that the PM10 program is an appropriate
surrogate for PM2.5, nor do we agree that suclppmoach is protective of the PM2.5 standards and ai
quality deterioration. EPA must finalize PM2.5-sffie NSR provisions as expeditiously as possihle.
states that lack the legal authority to do so witheprotracted rule revision, EPA must implemést t
PM2.5 NSR program as soon as possible.

NESCAUM opposes EPA’s preferred option becauseeasdot address the problem, cannot be
implemented in some states, and does not incoggpratursor emissions and condensables. We see no
basis to continue an outdated policy (i.e., the7198itz memo) that essentially neglects the remqergs

of a PM2.5-specific NSR program. The PM2.5 NSRypa must contain a specific set of requirements
that not only assures attainment of the PM2.5 NAARQE also addresses mandatory PSD increments,
SlLs for determination of significant impacts, d@Pill2.5-specific BACT guidance. NESCAUM supports
the concept of revising rules to address the inaaleigs so that there is no longer any reason yaupsn
outdated and inappropriate guidance. We urge BRXpeditiously revise pertinent regulations asisoo
as possible to allow states ready means to impletherPM2.5 NSR program. In several states,
reference to an EPA policy does not provide sudfitibasis for implementing a major program such as
the PM2.5 NSR, thus, we do not support EPA me®hsmg and reissuing guidance. We are unclear as
to why EPA proposes to amend Appendix S (and 40 BER4), the Emission Offset Interpretative Rule,
for nonattainment areas to carry out the requiresnehPSD program in 40 CFR 52.21 or 51.166. EPA
has failed to provide reasonably specificity regagdhe proposed regulatory changes to allow
meaningful public input on this option. Howevearcent revisions by EPA to the scope of Appendix S
raise great concern that reliance on this sectiohd® CFR 52.24 will cover sufficient new and maatif
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major sources of PM2.5 to assure prevention ofifsigmt deterioration of air quality values relatiedthe
pollutant. See NESCAUM, An Analysis of EPA's Chasigethe Routine Maintenance, Repair and
Replacement Exclusion of the New Source Review raragJune 2004 (available at:
http://bronze.nescaum.org/resources/reports/rptD8i& . pdf. EPA must make the necessary
amendments to the pertinent federal regulatiorteaoStates can adopt them for their own programs (
in the event of a state refusal or inability torgayut the program in an expeditious manner, widva
EPA to implement the PM2.5 NSR program).

We do not support option 3, which allows Statesetpuest delegation of 40 CFR 52.21, as it is
impractical. A vast majority of states already édveir own PSD programs and plan to modify them fo
the PM2.5 NSR requirements. The remaining stadee kither retained a form of the PSD program or
have returned the program to EPA (including twthef NESCAUM states). We do not foresee a
situation where option 3 would be necessary or@pyate as an overarching program design.

With respect to nonattainment areas, EPA propasesddify Appendix S to allow the majority of states
to implement the nonattainment provisions or elRé Evill be required to do so in states where
moadifications to their NSR programs are necessany rotracted (70 FR 66045-66046).

We urge EPA to make the necessary regulatory clsaiogalow either States or EPA the ability to
implement immediately the PM2.5 NSR program upaalfzation of the rule. States that must revise
their regulations and SIPs prior to implementing pihogram should not be given any deference ireith
doing so expeditiously or having EPA implement pihegram in those states.

15. NSR applicability to precursors during the trarsition period: EPAseeks comments as to whether
the presumption of certain precursors as regulagetiutants should be stayed during the SIP
development process. Such a provision would lead®d for States that are able to excludg BIO
include VOC and NKiin their programs. It appears that EPA intendekzlude SQfrom this provision,
since it is a “default” precursor. (70 FR 66046)

NESCAUM sees no reason to delay application oP.5 final rule provisions to the precursors of
PM2.5 formation, which have been clearly demonstrad have a significant influence on PM2.5 levels.
All applicable provisions of NSR should be appliedhe default precursors $@nd NQ. We do not
believe this approach would hamper a State’s glididemonstrate that NOx could be exempted as a
precursor; such demonstrations will likely be d@iffit to make for the majority of States notwithsisg.

If NH; and VOC are determined to be precursors by ERx MESCAUM would support that such a
determination should await the SIP developmentgssc

16. Net air quality impact analysis in nonattainmat areas: Lacking in EPA’s proposal is mention of
the required modeling demonstration of net air igjpakenefit analysis from the proposed source in
combination with the sources of offsets. Thidiigilar to the limited mention of modeling in attaient
areas per 70 FR 66042, as discussed in the sedimre entitled “Air quality analysis requirements f
PSD.”NESCAUM is troubled by this omission. SectionsA\V and D of Appendix S, 40 CFR Part 51
provide requirements for new or modified sourcesilimg in a designated nonattainment area with
respect to a clear demonstration of net air qualityefit from the offsetting emissions. This regment

is clearly noted for other than precursors in $ecbh: “Since the air quality impact of $(articulate

and carbon monoxide sources is site dependent|esainga wide mass reductions are not appropriate. F
these pollutants, the reviewing authority shouldsider atmospheric simulation modeling to ensuaé th
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the emission offsets provide a positive net aidiguhenefit.” Such a requirement has a longstagdi
history in EPA and state regulations in terms ghdastrating benefit, on balance, over the recephais
are affected by the proposed source. Clearly, auelguirement is necessary for the direct emissidn
PM2.5 to ensure not only further progress in adhigthe PM2.5 standards, but also to ensure tisene i
additional contribution or creation of nonattainrneanditions in the vicinity of the proposed source
when emission offsets are obtained from distantcssu
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ATTACHMENT B
Background on Offset Requirements for NonattainmentAreas

CAA and EPA Regulation and Guidance

Section IV.A of Appendix S of 40 CFR Part 51 prasdEPA's interpretation of the CAA requirements
for new or modified sources locating in a desigdatenattainment area. Conditions 3 and 4 of this
section state that the emission offsets obtainad the proposed source must accomplish two goals:

1. Ensure reasonable progress toward attainmeheaipplicable NAAQS
2. Provide a positive net air quality benefit ie tiffected area.

Condition 3 also states “Only intra-pollutant eriossoffsets will be acceptable (e.g., hydrocarbon
increases may not be offset against &luctions).” Condition 4 specifies that this piesi net air

guality benefit can be determined by atmospherideting. An exception to source specific modeling is
made for VOC and NEoffsets obtained for ozone nonattainment. To desinate a positive net air
quality benefit, a VOC or Ngsource must follow the offset location requirementSection 1V.D of
Appendix S. EPA’s draft 1990 New Source Review Vgbidp Manual provides additional guidance on
determining a net air quality benefit. On page @.8tates “Sources involved in an offset situattould
impact air quality in the same general area aptbposed source, but the net air quality benedit te
should be made on balance for the area affecteddogew source.”

Inter-Pollutant Offset Trading

The stable nature of primary PM2.5 emissions aedccttmplex atmospheric chemistry of the,Snd

NOy precursor emissions make comparisons of theitivelanpacts a difficult task. (Note: only the
precursors of SPand NQ are included in this discussion, as these are perpto be national “default”
precursors.) Direct PM2.5 emissions will have tigegatest impact in the immediate vicinity of most
sources. At greater distances, the impacts ofgiir®M2.5 emissions will decrease considerably.
Determining where and when precursor emissionsif&d NQ will have their impacts as sulfate and
nitrate is much more difficult. The complex chemystvolved with sulfate and nitrate formation is
described in Section Il of the proposed rule (Fraeticulates: Overview of Atmospheric Chemistry,
sources of Emissions, and Ambient Monitoring Data).

In almost all cases, significant amounts o, &@d NQ will not be converted to sulfate and nitrate until
the plume has traveled for several hours. Depenatinipe location of the source, the plume could be
transported outside the designated nonattainmeantl@fore sulfate and nitrate concentrations beaime
concern so that the amount of sulfate and nit@t@éd within the maximum impact area of the source
will be minimal. For example, a very high S0 sulfate conversion rate of 5 percent and avidnd
speed of 3 m/s would result in 1.4 percent of te &nverted to sulfate after 3 km of plume transport
When values closer to annual averages are assunmetgent conversion and a 5 m/s wind speed), 0.16
percent of the SOwill be converted to sulfate within 3 km of theusce. One would therefore have to
compare a relatively low magnitude regional impmaatr several 100 kfrto that of a relatively high
magnitude localized impact area (i.e., an “appdesranges” comparison). Determining a positiveailet
quality benefit in situations where direct PM2.5igsions are being offset by PM2.5 precursor emissio
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will be highly subjective. In many cases, the delfand nitrate will be formed outside the nonattegnt
area and will not provide reasonable progress Wwad2.5 attainment. However, in cases where PM2.5
precursor emission increases are being offsetiegtdPM2.5 emissions, achieving a net air quality
benefit is likely in the source’s vicinity. SucHset trading should be allowed; if the offsetoa 1:1,

then a net air quality benefit may be assumedhdfamount of PM2.5 precursor emission increase is
greater than the direct PM2.5 emission offset, gmmce-specific modeling should be required that
verifies a net air quality benefit has been achdewethe nonattainment area.

The proposed rule suggests that one method of sigaavhet air quality benefit would be a modeling
demonstration for the entire nonattainment arete&usof on a source-by-source basis. This type of
regional modeling demonstration would most likelyalve the use of a regional model such as CMAQ.
While CMAQ type models are relatively accurate iodeling sulfate and nitrate formation, all emission
within a grid would be spatially averaged over éiméire grid. This is problematic. Even more
problematic is that ground-level ambient conceigret would be averaged over the entire grid. The
modeled results will not be of good use, givenrtioalels are usually run with 12 km by 12 km grids] a
at a minimum 4 km by 4 km grids. Details on thealdmpact of direct PM2.5 emissions near the stack
will therefore be lost. Requiring each source t@ @MAQ in its plume-in-grid mode to avoid this
problem would be extremely resource intensive ediatively, achieving an air quality benefit modgli
for direct PM2.5 (i.e., particulate) using simpteawide offsets similar to NGand VOC is not allowed
in Section IV.D of Appendix S.

Inter-Precursor Offset Trading

Ensuring reasonable progress toward attainmenaamad air quality benefit by developing valid inter
precursor offset ratios between S&nd NQ precursor emissions is also unrealistic at thigtilt will be
extremely difficult to establish a relationshipsagiven location and time between the concentraifon
sulfate due to SOemissions and the concentration of nitrate due@ &missions. The factors that

influence sulfate formation are very different fréinose that affect nitrate atmospheric chemisthese
differences are described in detail in Sectiorf the proposal. For example, sulfate levels ar&érign

the summer and during daylight while nitrate conticgions tend to be higher in the winter and ahhig

Another example of how the sulfate and nitrate afpheric chemistry makes inter-precursor offset
trading difficult is their reactions to ammonia.mfonia will first react with the available sulfuicid to
form ammonium sulfate before it reacts with nitx@d to form ammonium nitrate. Often, there wilt no
be enough ammonia in the atmosphere to react Widtvailable sulfuric acid. As a result, very Igtl
ammonium nitrate forms and nitrate concentratioitisbe low. Therefore, in some situations a reducti
in sulfur dioxide emissions will make more ammoanailable for reaction with nitric acid, which witi
turn increase the amount of ammonium nitrate an@.BNh the atmosphere. In such situations, large
amounts of S@offsets may not result in a net air quality bendfhis phenomenon has been reported in
several studies (e.g., John Bachman EPA/OAQPS miedsmn to the NETL Conference PM2.5 and
Electric Power Generation: Recent Findings and icatibns “Clear Skies and PM2.5 — Regional Haze
Implementation Policy” April 9, 2002).

Many of the problems with regional modeling foretetining inter-pollutant offset trade ratios wipaly
to inter-precursor offset trading, as the resutisnfsophisticated models such as CMAQ with thdat gr
averaging would not provide enough detail. Suchyaea would also be resource intensive. Another
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option proposed would be for individual tradesubrait modeling as part of their NSR permit
applications. Modeling-specific precursor tradesMeen sources as part of the permit would probably
based on CALPUFF modeling. However, we are coretkewith use of CALPUFF for this purpose, as it
has a relatively simple treatment of sulfate arichté atmospheric chemistry. Before allowing its irs
determining offset ratios, EPA must verify CALPUBRccuracy in predicting relative near- and faldfie
sulfate and nitrates concentrations. Requiring sacince to model their emission trades with CALPUFF
would also be resource intensive. Detailed modejuigance on setting of offset ratios and the
demonstration of a net air quality benefit on areetby-source basis will be needed.

In summary, it will be extremely difficult and pratare, on a short- and long-term basis, to comibere
impact of sulfur dioxide emissions on an area’s BBv@ncentration to that of N@missions affecting
the same area’s PM2.5 concentration.

Offset Location Requirements of Direct PM2.5 Emissins and PM2.5 Precursor Emissions

Section IV.D of Appendix S makes a distinction betw primary pollutant emissions and precursor
emissions that must undergo complex atmospherioidat reactions to form the pollutant of interdst.
states: “Offsets for NOsources may also be obtained within the broadhitycof the proposed new
source. This is because areawide ozone andl®@ls are generally not as dependent on spadiic or
NOy source location as they are on overall area eamissiSince the air quality impact of S@articulate,
and carbon monoxide sources is site dependent|esemgawide mass emission offsets are not
appropriate.”

These statements support our recommendation thateease in emissions of direct PM2.5 should be
offset by a decrease in direct PM2.5. As noted abthe impact of particulate emissions is of a site
specific nature. As a result, the emission offsétsined for direct PM2.5 emissions must be ofstrae
site-specific nature (i.e., direct PM2.5 emissioBshissions of S@and NQ as precursors to PM2.5
more closely relate to the ozone precursor emissidMNQ, and VOCs. Therefore, offsets of s@nd

NOy should be able to be obtained from sources locatgd/here in the same nonattainment area as the
proposed new source or an area with a higher datsognif it meets the contribution test. As witlON

and VOC offsets, an increase in emissions of PM&8ursor should be offset by a decrease in the sam
PM2.5 precursor. EPA does not allow Nahd VOC emission offsets to be substituted fohesher for

the ozone standard; the same logic should apgiMB.5 precursor emissions of s@nd NQ.



