NESCAUM Permit Modeling Committee Quarterly Call
December 1, 2005

NESCAUM'’s Permit Modeling Committee (PMC) held anéerence call on December 1, 2005
at 10:00 AM. These notes provide a summary ok#heissues discussed and recommendations
from the group.

Call Participants — The following PMC members were in attendanceherctll:

Kevin Ostrowski (ME), Tom Downs (ME), Jim Black ), Jenny Bryan(VT), Beth Eliason
(VT), Dan Riley (VT), Richard Fields (MA), Jude @&no (CT), Leon Sedefian (NY), Phil
Galvin (NY), Margaret Valis (NY), Alan Dresser (NJan Cohen (EPA R1), Brian Hennessey
(EPA R1), Anna Maria Coulter (EPA R2), Lisa RedidESCAUM) and Gary Kleiman
(NESCAUM).

Agenda-— The following items were on the agenda for discurssi
(1) NESCAUM comments on NSR provisions in the NSR3 arld the PM
implementation rule — Lisa Rector and Gary Kleiman
(2) Letter on potential changes to 2005 emission irwgntollection - Dan Riley
(3) Aeromod issues — Steve Dennis
(4) BART Modeling — Gary Kleiman
(5) Spring Meeting in May: potential visit from Tyleok — Gary Kleiman/lan Cohen

NESCAUM comments on NSR provisions in the NSR3 ruland the PM implementation
rule — Lisa Rector and Gary Kleiman

Lisa and Gary reviewed NESCAUM efforts to coordaetgional comments on several
regulatory proposals which might affect New SouRexiew. The group decided that two tasks
would be taken on by the Permit Modeling Committeassist in these efforts: (1) Leon
Sedefian developed and circulated a list of questregarding recently proposed NSR
provisions (see appendix 1) which have already lsebmitted to EPA R1 and R2. The hope is
that R1 and R2 contacts can provide answers quiokdgsist the states in submitting informed
comments in a timely manner (comment deadline Mrifplementation Rule is January 31);
(2) Leon has also developed a list of issues tleatvauld like to see NESCAUM comment on
from the modeling perspective (see appendix 2)s Ti$t will be discussed on a series of
conference calls to identify regional positionsifaziusion in NESCAUM commentsThe first
call is scheduled for Tuesday, December 20 (Tomomng at 10:00 AM

Conference Details

Date: December 20, 2005

Time: 10:00 AM ET

Topic: PMC comments on PM2.5 rule
Call Leader: Gary Kleiman



Dial-In Number: (877) 656-1761
International Dialln Number (706) 758-0472
Conference Code: 159248

Letter on potential changes to 2005 emission inverty collection —Dan Riley

Dan informed the group that EPA has proposed ttudeanon-EGU point sources from the
inventory requirements that states must adherertth€ 2005 national inventory collection
effort. The group was unsure how that was likelaffect future modeling efforts but Dan
agreed to follow up for the group to obtain moreafic information about what is being
proposed and what the groups options are for respgn

Aeromod issues- SteveDennis

Steve listed several AEROMOD questions that hisadegent has received recently and inquired
if other states had been receiving similar quertds.volunteered to develop a list of
AEROMOD questions or concerns that we would lile@frthe EPA Regional offices in
addressing. This list has been circulated andasla¢d, as currently drafted, as appendix 3.

BART Modeling — Gary Kleiman

A guestion was asked regarding the MANE-VU BART mlaty approach with respect to a
formal modeling protocol. The MANE-VU approachdisscribed briefly in the following email
excerpt that | wrote recently to Tom Downs:

My understanding is that all of the detailed EPA guidance on how BART modeling should be conducted,
what methods are acceptable and what level of technical effort needed to be expended, etc. applies to
the BART exemption process. Once sources have been determined as "subject to BART" and an
engineering review is to be conducted, then EPA has relatively little to say regarding how a state
considers "the degree of visibility improvement" along with the other statutory factors in deciding what
constitutes BART (that is not to say states do not have to consider it, just that | see states having
tremendous flexibility in how they consider it). | see a tremendous human resource savings by skipping
this initial modeling step and proceeding directly to the BART determinations where a state is able to
consider the most stringent, technically feasible system of controls in the context of their cost, other
controls in place, remaining useful life, energy and other non-air quality environmental impacts and the
degree of visibility improvement resulting from the controls. This provides states with lots of flexibility in
deciding whether a source merits new controls under BART or not and takes visibility impacts into
account without having to conduct an initial round of CALPUFF exemption modeling which would be a
tremendous human resource drain.

As | have mentioned before, my expectation is that many sources subject to BART in our region either
have controls, will be controlled via CAIR (EGUs in CAIR states), may be eligible for a federally
enforceable cap that renders them in-eligible for BART or may be controlled through other programs
under consideration for O3 and PM2.5 NAAQS SIPs. The result may be (and we will know hopefully in
the next month) that there are relatively few BART eligible sources which actually are being considered
for new controls under BART. This would greatly reduce the modeling workload and will allow us to do a
better job modeling those sources where we actually have to make a decision about whether controls are
warranted based on visibility.



As for the modeling itself, we have already published an interim contribution assessment report which
describes the CALPUFF platforms (two platforms: one developed by ERM for MDE and one by the VT
DEC) and REMSAD platform with source specific source tagging. We hope to update that in the next
month as well. These will serve as the modeling platform (along with other data analysis methods like
Q/d which provide source specific impacts) for assessing the degree of visibility improvement. We plan to
use these methods as quickly as practicable to develop A set of model results for consideration. | would
guess realistically, it will be late spring/early summer. This is not necessarily THE set of model results
that a state will want to use to base its decision on. As with all MANE-VU products, we are providing
them to the states and they are then free to use the results, develop their own results, or require sources
to conduct their own modeling.

Spring Meeting in May: potential visit from Tyler F ox — Gary Kleiman/lan Cohen

We discussed the fact that Tyler Fox had expresgerest in visiting with regional modelers
over the course of the coming year. We agreedttows Annual meeting sometime the week of
May 29, 2006 and see if there were dates that Tyberd be able to join us.

See attached Appendices.



Appendix 1.

Questions on Section I11l.M (NSR Program) of the Poposed Rule to Implement the Fine
Particulate NAAQS, Federal Register, Vol.70, No.ZD, November 1, 2005.

These questions are posed by the NESCAUM Modelmm@ittee members to EPA to assist us
in understanding the proposal and in formulatingeammments. Reference are to specific
numerical subsections to IlI.M.

Questions:

1) Section 11 identifies the required air quality iropanalysis for PSD purposes, but
notes that PM2.5 NAAQS compliance should be peréat@t monitoring locations, in addition
to other locations appropriate for such a demotisira Section 16.b, Option 1 noted the same
demonstration of compliance with PM2.5 NAAQS withoeference to any specific locations.

Is the demonstration to be made ataatibient air receptors for the specific source tiper
requirements of 165(a)(3), and not just at selertedptors such as monitor sites?

Also, does a source in an attainment area havertmdstrate insignificant impacts on a
nonattainment area per 40 CFR 51.165(b) requiresflent

2) Sections 13 and 17 provide requirements in nomattant areas, but do not mention
any required air impact analysis which are curyeagiplicable for nonattainment pollutants
(except for NOx and VOC asz@recursors). 40 CFR Appendix S, Section IV.A isggian
explicit demonstration of net air quality benefyt &imulation modeling, except for VOC and
NOKX.

What is EPA’s proposal for the required net beraaiilysis for PM2.5?

Is there still going to be a requirement of demi@istg no significant impacts from a source in a
non-attainment area on any receptor in that area?

3) Section 13.d asks whether EPA should allow intecprsortrading for offset
purposes, but the text in the section notes thatiEroposing to allow the offsetting of a
source’s direct PM2.5 emissions by precursor adfs@ihe envisioned example of a State
specific trading rule, to be based on a modelingatestration, only mentions precursors.

Is the intent of the proposal to allow offsettifgdorect emissions with precursors or only to
inter-precursors trading?

Is EPA expecting source specific modeling at threetof permit application or at time of SIP
submission to demonstrate the required overallatoiuin concentrations to be approved by the



Administrator, as noted?

Is EPA requiring the direct emissions of PM2.5 fribra proposed source to be modeled against
the offsetting precursors in the same modelingasey and if so, what model(s) will EPA
accept?

4) In sections 10, EPA notes that they are develogmgpproach to PSD for PM2.5
which mayinclude PM2.5 increments. This process has baenrpa separate track, however,
and EPA is not soliciting comments on PSD incremanthis proposal (unlike SILs, as noted
below).

Will this proposal will be released for public corant?

What is the timing for such a proposal and will E@#tertain any comments on PM2.5
increments at this time?

5) In Section 11, EPA solicits comments and ideaslas #r PM2.5 and precursors
which will be used to develop SILs on a separatektr

Why isn’t EPA proposing the same approach to SErsws increments?

Since the EPA “default” precursors for PM2.5 are23M0d NOX, there currently exist SILs (and
increments) for these pollutants, thus it is uncleélaat other precursors EPA is soliciting
comments on for developing SILs?

6) Table 1 notes that interprecursor offsetting isvad with modeling demonstration,
which is also noted to be “no change” in requiretegand references Section 1V.M.14.c.

Section Ill.14.c talks about the offset ratio anades that only creditable reductions of the same
precursor is allowed. Is the reference to 14.d?

Appendix S limits the offsets to intra-precursading only. What specific regulation is EPA
referencing in noting “no change” in the approach?

7) In Section 18, EPA asks whether the requirememizresumed precursors should
apply during the transition period between thelfrnée and SIP development due to the
challenges faced the states in state specific Shodstrations.

The proposal does not mention whether EPA will gthe same “leniency” to those states with
delegated programs and , if not, how it will malke playing field fair?

Does EPA propose this transition period “exemptievén for SQwhich is a national presumed
precursor?



8) Sections 15 to 18 outline the proposals for theémentation of the PSD and
nonattainment provisions during the period fromtthee of the final rule and the incorporation
of the NSR provisions in SIP approved programs d&legated States, the requirements will go
into effect as of the final promulgation). Sometwé discussions in the proposals have raised
guestions on specifics of the implementation ofRM2.5 NAAQS requirements which were in
the April 5, 2005 implementation of NSR memoranduom Steven Page and which are
assumed to apply since the nonattainment classtfitawere finalized. The states or the EPA
regions are to follow approved PM10 programs oC&ER 51, Appendix S (revised 11/29/05 to
incorporate the PM10 significance emission rateg asrrogate for the PM2.5 program. Thus,
these questions relate to the implementation of 8RNy permits submitted between 4/5/05
and the final rule.

Is it correct that any major source locating inN25 nonattainment area must rely on PM10
emission and corresponding thresholds to deterappécability?

Is the major source to apply LAER for PM10 in tbéses?

Is the source to obtain at least 1:1 offsets follBMh accord with the approved program or
Appendix S?

Is the source required to show a net air qualityelieand insignificant impacts for PM10?

Is a source which is PSD applicable (using the Pktsions thresholds) required to model
compliance with PM10 standards only or PM2.5 NAAQS?

Is the requirement of 40 CFR 51.165(b) for souncatiainment areas impacting nonattainment
areas to be based on PM10 impacts and corresposiginificance levels and the PM2.5
nonattainment areas?



Appendix 2.

Topics for Comment of the NESCAUM Modeling Committee on the NSR Program of the
Proposed Rule to Implement the Fine Particulate NA®S.
( Federal Register, Vol.70, No. 210, November 1, @%)

This set of topics includes items on which EPA $@ecifically requested comments, but also in
areas which are not clearly explained or addresstite proposal. Reference is made to the
numerical sections of the proposed rule, where@piate.

1) Section 3, Treatment of precursors of PM2.5 EPA believes it can treat various
precursors for the same pollutant differently aeeks comments on:

a) whether there are circumstances where a pollateould not be treated as a precursor for
NSR purposes, even if science shows it is onetasdreated as such in other programs.

b) EPA proposes Sand NOx as “default” precursors which would requatl the components
of PSD and nonattainment programs associated hatet(BACT/LAER/Offsets/NAAQS
demonstration), but is allowing a case by case ptiemfor NOx to be demonstrated to
Administrator (very unlikely for NE and Mid-west).

c) EPA is proposing not to include VOC and NH3 amecursors, except if States want to do so
by demonstrating to the Administrator that contreis help attainment of NAAQS. However,
VOC emissions of high molecular weight are saidgaontrolled as direct PM2.5 emissions by
requiring the inclusion of condensible emissionthim calculations of applicability, etc. NH3 as
a precursor is said to be not well understood audlddead to increased acidity levels of
particulates if controlled improperly.

2) Section 4, Major Source ThresholdsEPA is proposing to keep the major source
definitions for PSD and nonattainment based omr th&rpretation of various subparts of the
CAA. In nonattainment areas, a classificationeysis not being proposed, thus limiting the
ability to define a lower threshold. States capase other requirements through case specific
SIPs.

3) Sections 5 and 6, Significant Emissions for dire¢M2.5 and precursors for
major modifications. EPA is proposing to retain the deminimis emissites for SO2, NOx
and VOCs currently in effect and is proposing aoh@tear value for direct PM2.5 emissions
based on modeling to achieve a “significant” insee@ impacts, backed up by NAAQS scaling.
No value is being proposed for NH3. EPA is requgstiomments on the range from 5 to 15
tons/year for direct emissions and the use of h6/year for precursors.

4) Section 7, Condensible emission€PA is proposing to “clarify” that condensible



emissions must be accounted in the determinatidtiM#.5 emissions, as has been done for
PM10 in the past. EPA is proposing new test methodstack testing to assure proper
determination of condensibles.

5) Section 10, PSD for PM2.5.EPA is working on a separate track to develop@ PS
program for PM2.5 which maipclude increments. No comments are solicitetthiattime.

6) Section 11, Air Quality analysis requirements for BD (Section 165(a)(3) of the
Act). EPA is proposing to require the demonstratioNAAQS compliance, but notes that this
would be done at monitor locations and other remspihich are appropriate for comparison of
impacts to NAAQS.

7) Section 11, Significant Impact Levels (SILs).EPA is soliciting comments and ideas
on how to establish SILs for direct emissions ofZ28/to be used for a separate proposal. There
is also vague mention of precursor SILs.

8) Section 12, PSD pre-construction requirementsEPA has proposed one preferred
option and four alternatives. The proposal ndtes EPA is retaining it's current approach in
their preferred option, but that is not entirelyreat.

Preferred Option 1 Require monitoring, but allow case by case waifvadequate PM2.5
monitoring data exists.

Option 2 Exempt all sources and just use existing PM2.&itadng data.

Option 3 Develop and use significant monitoring concerdret (SCM) for PM2.5 to exempt
sources. It is noted that this can be used withradptions.

Option 4 Use the combination of PM10 and PM2.5 data toemaferences.

Option 5 Exempt preconstruction monitoring since SCMs #jefor PM2.5 are not in the
regulation currently.

9) Section 14, Offset requirements for non-attainmenareas.EPA is proposing
schemes and asking for comments for the offseigdtir direct emissions, precursors, and
interprecursor trading.

Subsection 14.a: Propose at least a 1:1 offset fiatidirect emissions

Subsection 14.b and c: If precursors are includedSR as regulated pollutants, then offsets will
be required. If offsets required, then at leaktlaoffsets for precursors is proposed and the
reductions have to be creditable and with the gameeursor. Seek comments on whether this
ratio should apply to state specific precursora/els

Subsection 14.d: EPA proposing to allow inter-preoutrading, trading for direct PM2.5 for



precursors and visa versa. It seems to be proposadstate specific basis where the
state demonstrates that trading is beneficialduceng overall concentrations of PM2.5.
EPA, however, also mentions eitheraipriori modeled demonstration, presumably at
the time of SIP submission, or ii) in the case 8HmeNSR permitting process. There is
also a passing mention of possibly allowing sualitrg for netting purposes.

10) Sections 15 to 17, Transition issues during the SkRevelopment period
EPA reaffirms that prior to the final rule, the PM4urrogate approach can be used for
both PSD and non-attainment areas (Steven Page wieda/05). After the rule is
final, states with delegated programs will immeelaimplement it, while those who will
develop SIPs (and concurrently, an NSR program) atbree year period will have to
comply with the rule or EPA will implement it dugrthis transition period. Legal basis
for the latter requirement is provided and EPA seknmment on some of the
implementation issues during the transition pefadSIP approved programs.

Subsection 16.b presents three options for implénmgethe PSD requirements:

Proposed Option:XContinue to use the 1997 Seitz memo (PM10 aggate), but assure
that sources do not cause or contribute to PM2.B Q38 violations and include
condensibles in applicability and controls.

Option 2:Update the Seitz memo to include the proposedigioms of the rule or change
Appendix S to include 40 CFR 52.21 requirementgeNibis, however, not clear how
the latter can be done in an Offset Interpretaate (Appendix S), except for provisions
of 40 CFR 51.165(b).

Option 3 States would request delegation of the final.rule

Subsection 17.b proposes that, as amended byuthisAppendix S will allow the
majority of states to implement the nonattainmenvisions or EPA will have to do so in
states where modifications to their NSR progranesn@cessary and protracted.

11) Section 18, NSR applicability to precursors duringhe transition period.
EPA seeks comments whether the presumption oficgntacursors as regulated
pollutants should be stayed during the SIP devebopal process? This is presumably
for states which will be able to exclude NOx orluate VOCs and NH3 in their programs
since there is no such request for states wittgdétel programs. Also, presumably, this
does not apply to SQvhich is a “default” national precursor.



Appendix 3.

AERMOD/AERSCREEN/AERSURFACE Questions for EPA Regim | and Il —
December 13, 2005

What types of applications will require the useA&RMOD after December 9, 20067
PSD source permits? Major sources of NAAQS todyestructed or modified in
attainment and non-attainment areas?

Can modeling applications for minor source permitBlAAQS pollutants continue to
use ISC3 and/or SCREENS after December 9, 2008rat About minor sources of air
toxic pollutants?

What type of terrain data and land use will be nee@nded for AERMOD applications?
Will EPA provide a web page and provide user guigaior downloading terrain
elevation data and land use data?

If surface wind data from a representative NWSatas to be employed, should land
use data at the NWS station also be used whenmy#iRMET, even if land use is
significantly at the location of the source to bedaled?

When will a guideline AERCREEN model be availabM#ll a user guide also be
provided, including recommended 3 hour, 24 housseal and annual scaling factors?
How will local terrain data and land use data b&imled and used in AERSCREEN?

Assuming AERSCREEN is available after Decembei0862 can AERSCREEN be used
instead of AERMOD to demonstrate compliance withAQS or air toxic pollutants?

What would an acceptable AERSCREEN compliance dsiration consist of?

Will guidance be forthcoming regarding receptorcspg in AERMOD? With near-wake
impacts being calculated with the PRIME algoritlameceptor spacing such as 10m or
20m will be needed near buildings.

Will there be further guidance regarding the ext#rihe domain in AERMAP?
AERMAP uses a 2-dimensional distance weighted pati@tion to determine receptor
elevations. Is this acceptable given current EBlance on using the highest elevation
within a representative area (i.e., maximum elevain a grid square)?

Can higher resolution land-use data be used in ABRSACE?

Will AERSURFACE be required for use with AERMOD @ain a higher resolution data
set be used?



Can data sets other than from USGS be used in ARE&S (for example using a data
set developed by a university)?

How much flexibility do states have to modify tlaadl use tables contained in the
AERMET User’s Guide (Tables 4-1 to 4-3)7?



