NOTE: Comments ofLeon Sedefian, NYSDECIin bold italicsthroughout specific
recommendations

Comments ofAlan Dresser, NJDEPand Kevin Ostrowski, Maine DEPin bold italics
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January 11, 2005

~ Preliminary Draft ~
WESTARPSD WORKGROUP

Recommendations to Reform the PSD Program Consistewith the Clean Air Act

Recommendation:1THE PSD WORKGROUP recommends that applicanfgaposed
PSD major sources and major modifications with ambimpacts greater than
significant impact levels should be required tofgen cumulative increment
consumption analyses and should follow procedunesistent with other current
recommendations included in this document. Tdifate this recommendation, THE
PSD WORKGROUP recommends that EPA promulgate tiréfgiant impact levels for
Class I, Il, and Il areas that are contained iAEPL996 proposed PSD rule.
(Whitepaper 1)

Recommendation:2THE PSD WORKGROUP recommends that permittindnauities
conduct Periodic Review of increment consumptioml that Periodic Reviews be
implemented using a “tiered” approach with the rigod cycle of analysis tied to
increment consumption conditions in the air quabignning areaWhitepaper 1)

Recommendation:3THE PSD WORKGROUP recommends that cumulativesiment
analyses should be consistent within and acrogssstath regard to the geographic
scope and type of sources that are included iP812 baseline and current emissions
inventories. THE PSD WORKGROUP recommends that B, input from the THE
PSD WORKGROUP and the S/A PSD WORKGROUP, prepaidetjines that delineate
the categories of sources that should be includeanissions inventories, and how they
should be included, for use in PSD program impleatem. (Whitepaper 1)

Recommendation:4ATHE PSD WORKGROUP recommends that EPA work witttes

and FLMs to develop a menu of acceptable emissialtsilation approaches and guiding
principles for use when preparing emissions inveesaor cumulative PSD increment
analyses(Whitepaper 1)

Working Draft; 1-11-2005
Do not cite or quote.
Page 1



Recommendation:5THE PSD WORKGROUP recommends EPA take immeditps

to address the substantial ambiguity that exiganding the basis for and conduct of Air
Quality Related Values cumulative analyses. Stehsscan eliminate the current,
substantial constraints that undermine the dediiyabind feasibility of conducting such
analyses(Whitepaper 2)

Recommendation:6The PSD WORKGROUP recognizes the FLAG guidarsca a
useful tool supporting AQRV impact analyses proditleat expectations around the use
of threshold values are clarified acceptalyhitepaper 2)

Recommendation: 7THE PSD WORKGROUP recommends that an expliaitscitation
relationship be established between States and FaMsvelop policy approaches for
the use of “critical loads” information for pollutes in Class | area@/\hitepaper 2)

Recommendation:8T’HE PSD WORKGROUP recommends that modeled inidicatof
increment violations associated with PSD Major $eyrermit actions should be
addressed in a manner that provides time to refiogels to ensure accurate results, but
would ultimately result in denial of the permit dipption in the absence of mitigation
measures by the permit applicant adequate to asldreblems(Whitepaper 1)

Recommendation:9THE PSD WORKGROUP recommends that EPA adoradi
response process to provide permitting authorileesbility to address findings of
increment violations identified during Periodic Rawv or a permitting action.
(Whitepaper 1)

Recommendation 10THE PSD WORKGROUP recommends that a tiered mespo
system should be developed to provide permittirtaities flexibility to address
adverse AQRYV impacts identified during cumulativ@RYV impact analyses.
(Whitepaper 2)

Recommendation 11THE PSD WORKGROUP recommends that proven, netwiieal
tools and emissions data should be used when #eaynie available for future analysis
involving evaluating and planning air quality maaagent. However, fair and equitable
approaches must be sought when addressing increxesgtdances associated with
revised assumptions and/or techniqBsscussed in the context of Whitepaper 1)

Recommendation 12THE PSD WORKGROUP recommends that EPA explicitly
acknowledge the roles that ambient monitoring imi@tion can play in PSD program
implementation.

Recommendation 13THE PSD WORKGROUP recommends that EPA clarigynhles
and policies related to baseline area redesigrebgrdefining the information a
permitting authority should provide with baselimearedesignation proposals and
articulating the critical factors EPA Regional @#s will consider when reviewing the
proposal.
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Recommendation 14THE PSD WORKGROUP recommends that States andsFLM
should recognize the importance of, and work torowup where necessary,
communication, coordination, and public notificatexpectations and procedures
associated with PSD permitting activities. Sucpestations and procedures are crucial
to an effective working relationship between théMsLand each unique state.

Recommendation 15In the context of single source permit and Rbcid&review inter-
jurisdictional emissions impacts, the PSD WORKGR@deourages states to consult
early and often and agree in advance on modelioggols to enable consistency in and
ensure the equity of the analysis. WESTAR furteeommends EPA take steps to
ensure EPA Regions, in partnership with states;adpeonsistently among themselves
in inter-jurisdictional contexts and develop data anethods that will better enable inter-
jurisdictional analysis.

Draft WESTAR PSD WORKGROUP Recommendations- Background and Detail

Working Draft; 1/12/05 Version
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Recommendation 1.THE PSD WORKGROUP recommends that applicants @bgsed
PSD major sources and major modifications with ambimpacts greater than
significant impact levels should be required tof@en cumulative increment
consumption analyses and should follow procedusesistent with other
recommendations included in this document. Tdifaté this recommendation, the PSD
WORKGROUP recommends that EPA promulgate the sagmt impact levels for Class
[, I, and Il areas that are contained in EPA’'®@%roposed PSD rule.

Comment: On face value, this recommendation only affirntset historically consistent
use of significance levels for determining the netdperform additional assessments,
including a cumulative analysis, for both standardsd increments (see page ¢.30 of
the EPA NSR Workshop Manual). These levels weraige even before EPA’s
proposed 1995 PSD rule revisions and many stateslfiding NESCAUM states)
strongly recommended to EPA during the comment perfor the 1996 proposal that
the significant levels be adopted in regulationfexilitate their use. However, it should
be clarified that for Class | areas, the significatevels have not been consistently used
since in the 1996 proposal EPA requested commemnt$no sets of levels: one set
proposed by EPA at 4% of the increments and anotket proposed by the FLMs at
lower levels. The NECAUM states have consistentigd the EPA proposed levels ir
both permit application reviews as well as for thasis of the Class | subcommittee
work. Thus, this recommendation seems to boil dawra need by certain agencies to
have a “regulatory” basis for the use of the sigiaéince levels.
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The discussions below incorporate other aspectthefrecommendation which need
some additional comments.

Description Permit applicants of proposed PSD major souacelsmajor modifications
with ambient impacts greater than significant intpacels should be required to perform
cumulative increment consumption analyses to asgesther the proposed permitting
action would comply with applicable PSD increment$is cumulative increment
analysis, per Recommendation 3, should considesseoms from major and minor
stationary sources, area sources, and mobile sotivaeaffect increment consumption
(or expansion) within the proposed source’s sigarit impact area. Permit applicants
should coordinate with their permitting authoritydetermine how best to incorporate
area and mobile source emissions into the cumelatisrement analysis. The PSD
WORKGROUP believes that states should have flagbaith respect to the approach
that they require permit applicants to use whenesgking area and mobile sources in
their analyse$.

Comment:As recommended here and as noted in the footntitere is a definite need
for flexibility by the specific regulatory agency idetermining which sources need to
be included in a_source speciftumulative analysis. This recommendation shoule b
reconciled with Recommendations 2 and 3 whereiniBdic Review and intra- and
inter-state consistence is sought in the guidansked of EPA about the types of
sources to be included in a cumulative analysis ahé level of such an analysis. The
recommendation should recognize that direct emissidrom most mobile sources are
excluded from both PSD applicability determinatioasid the definition of secondary
emissions as well as the fact that these emissemesusually included in a source
specific analysis to the extent that they are quéiable and are associated with the
source under review. That is, presumably, the madason and purpose for
recommending the Periodic Review, which would catesithe impact of these “other”
sources to the increment. States, at times and tmnited extent, have relied on some
of the source specific permit activities to addrelss issue by incorporating minor
sources in the analysis, but it should not be therpose of these source specific
assessments to perform the state’s “obligation”hel*inventory” of such sources still
has to be developed or at a minimum “confirmed” the states in the review process
and lends itself to an extensive analysis which titigo well beyond the source specific
requirement.

THE PSD WORKGROUP believes that PSD permit appteahould be allowed to
utilize a “screening approach” to cumulative anaythat matches the level of analysis
detail to air quality circumstances in the arehe Toncept of a screening approach is

! states rely on a variety of approaches for incorpating area and mobile source emissions into
cumulative increment consumption analyses. For exaple, some states provide permit applicants
with area and mobile source emissions inventories tinclude in the applicants’ analyses. Other stage
prefer to conduct their own review of area and molieé source emissions impacts, requiring permit
applicants to focus their cumulative increment analses on major and minor stationary sources.
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designed to eliminate the need for a more resoute@sive, detailed modeling approéach
to cumulative increment consumption analysis inagibns where a simpler analysis,
relying on more conservative emissions growth aggioms, is sufficient to demonstraie
that increment would not be fully consumed with #ukelition of the proposed source.
For example, a screening approach could utilizeaable or permitted emissions,
instead of actual emissions, for sources in thesgions inventory. It should be noted
that cumulative analyses of increment consumptimukl be consistent with regard to
the type of emissions sources that are considerttkianalyses as well as methods,
regardless of whether the applicant is conductifgreeening approach” or a detailed
modeling analysis (see Recommendation 3 for inftionan the scope of sources to
include in PSD emissions inventories).

THE PSD WORKGROUP affirms that permitting auth@stihave the responsibility ard
authority to require a level of analysis that tihejieve is sufficient to support their
decision-making regarding the proposed sourcesul, The PSD WORKGROUP
encourages PSD permit applicants to consult witmpgng authorities to discuss their
proposed approach to performing cumulative analgs@srement consumption.

Rationale Workgroup participants agreed that failure tasider emissions growth
information from sources other than the permit aapit's source — including emissions
changes associated with other major sources, aasvelinor, area, and mobile sources
since the applicable PSD baseline date — couldh oftsult in significant underestimates
of increment consumption. Workgroup participantdicated that the consistent
consideration of emissions growth information imediative increment consumption
analyses will provide more accurate assessmertgadiible increment, enabling
permitting authorities to better protect air qualit

Many states are using the significant impact let&#\ included in its 1996 proposed
PSD rule; however, EPA has not finalized theseltev/orkgroup participants indicated
that promulgating significant impact levels in régions would provide greater certainty
to permit applicants, permitting authorities, arlden stakeholders, and could improve
the consistency of the PSD permitting process pésed sources having a maximum
impact on ambient concentration less than the fsogmit impact level would not be
subject to requirements to perform a cumulativeanent analysis.

Comments of Maine DEP:

1) Are these significant impact levels intendedi® absolutevalues (i.e., any PSD
major sources and major modifications that evengsitly exceed the significance levels
will be required to perform a cumulative analysis)@iven that many of the currently
available guidance documents use open-ended langu@ghich allows interpretation
on a case-by-case basis), will the outcome of areeuwhose emissions slightly exceed
the significance levels, be left up to the discogtiof a the permitting authority? For
instance, the FLMs use their discretion for sourctsat exceed a 5% change in
extinction to trigger a cumulative analysis by look) at the duration, frequency,
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magnitude of an “exceedence”, and then apply sonoentnon sense. Is the SIL
intended to be a definitive threshold, which evéslightly exceeded, would trigger a
cumulative analysis?

2) Including the mobile source increment contriboin into the same modeling runs as
the point and area increment sources may prove ¢oviery difficult, as different models
will be required to evaluate each of these compatsenf this is required, there should

be some detailed guidance as to how this can bseeably achieved.

3) Although Maine (and the NESCAUM states) has castently used the SIL values
for many years, we encourage these values to be&dly promulgated by EPA.

Recommendation 2: THE PSD WORKGROUP recommends that permitting @uitiles
conduct Periodic Review of increment consumptiom), that Periodic Reviews be
implemented using a “tiered” approach with the rigod cycle of analysis tied to
increment consumption conditions in the air quahignning area.

Comment: The main purpose of Periodic Review apjse@a be the incorporation of

the consequences of minor source growth, includimgbile and area sources, on the
increment status of an area. The same concern wagressed in the early 1980s when
EPA presented the PSD program to states and reconued that such a periodic
review take place every 5 years. Some states luoedultants to assist in setting up
such a system, but it became obvious rather quidkigt there were technical and
logistical difficulties in carrying out such prograns. One of the main concerns was the
development of a proper emission inventory of sasavhich generally are not
permitted nor quantified properly, i.e. mobile aralea sources and, to some extent,
minor stationary sources. This is especially trueen the nature of the inventories
necessary to properly quantify short term incremexnsumption, whether they be
potential (allowable) or actual maximum emissionth¢ use of actual average
emissions is not appropriate for determining shéerm increment consumption).

Another related Periodic Review concern is the sition wherein sources under review
have demonstrated insignificant impacts and no fiuer analysis is undertaken in the
area to check on the status of the increment. Hoee this issue has been explored in
the comments on Recommendation 1 as far as perngtactivities are concerned.

Over the years, periodic review has not been themiacus of the PSD programs and
the various approaches taken by the states havenlssemed satisfactory by EPA
regional offices. These approaches have ranged frafimited source specific
demonstration in a given area to the observatiomtimobile and area source emissicns
have consistently been forced to reduce over therydy CAA (MACT &NSPS) and
Title 1l mobile source regulation which, it is presned, has offset any growth due to
these source types. An example of the latter estaduction in the fuel sulfur limit
beginning in 2007 which would reduce the emissiarfdooth SO2 and particulates. In
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New York, the approach taken in addressing the pui@ effects of minor sources on
increments is to look at two conditions: 1) whemanor source is permitted, it has to
project impacts under the PSD increments and 2) wleemajor source performs a
cumulative analysis, all PSD affecting emissionsciuding emission increases in the
nearby source inventory, including minor sources difications/additions since the
baseline date are included in the assessment ofen@ents. Other states likely have
similar approaches and the main emphasis here shibloé case by case determinations
by the State as to the need for such periodic rexge Lastly, the final version of the
recommendation notes that it should not be requirdct these Periodic Reviews be
submitted to EPA. This, in itself, is enough togege any advantages of conducting
such resource intensive exercises.

Description THE PSD WORKGROUP recognizes that Periodic R@wéincrement
consumption can be an important tool for managinguality. Through this
recommendation and others in this package, THE WE)IRKGROUP proposes an
approach to Periodic Review that addresses therfactrrently constraining the
desirability and feasibility of permitting authaeis conducting Periodic Review of
increment consumption.The proposed approach must support a wise ussofirces

that enables permitting authorities to focus resesion priority problem areas. The FSD
WORKGROUP proposes a “tiered, screening approachttomplish this, while
recognizing that any effort to pursue Periodic Rewvof increment consumption will
entail greater resource demands.

The “tiered approach” should include acceptablesciently applied procedures for
conducting cumulative increment analysis that acoodates the potential for screening
using data with conservative assumptions. For @kanthe “tiered approach” would
allow for the use of allowable source emissions dturrent emissions inventoriés.
Furthermore, consistent with Recommendation 12, PSP WORKGROUP believes
ambient monitoring data should play a role in, arfldience the nature of, the Periodic
Review analysis when representative data are dlaila

The rigor of the Periodic Review analysis shoulcdalequate to demonstrate whether or
not the increment has been violated or whetherdtase to being violated. This
screening approach would eliminate the need toucinektensive, refined increment

2 The PSD WORKGROUP believes that the proposed appezh must address the implications and
process associated with responding to increment Vaions found during Periodic Review to provide
for a realistic and effective framework in which toaddress the violation. In Recommendation 9, the
PSD WORKGROUP proposes a “tiered approach” for respnding to increment violations to better
match responses to the nature of the specific pradain, in a realistic time frame for both developing
and implementing the enforceable plan.

3 It should be noted that the PSD WORKGROUP believethat allowable emissions data should only
be used in baseline emissions inventories in sitiahs where actual emissions data are unavailable.
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modeling analyses during Periodic Review for plagrareas where little or no emissions
growth has occurred since the baseline date dagteumulative increment consumption
analysis. In the event that initial modeling rumdicate that the available increment is
close to being consumed or show an increment vamiathe tiered approach proceduras,
mirroring the approach provided for in Recommerata8, will provide clear steps that
guide the permitting authority in refining the acaty of the emissions inventory and
modeling to determine whether or not there is dnaddinding of increment violation.

The objective of this tiered approach and proceflurecreening analyses and analytical
refinement is to facilitate a wise use of resourcisis is accomplished by avoiding the
need to invest resources to seek highly accuratntories and models in situations
where less resource intensive, conservative emissiventory or modeling assumptions
are sufficient to demonstrate that increment remawailable. THE PSD WORKGROUP
recommends that FLM consultation should be incluaeg@art of the screening approach
for Class | areas.

THE PSD WORKGROUP believes the “benchmark” cyateetifor determining whether
to conduct a Periodic Review of increment consuampiin an area should be five years.
Every five years, permitting authorities will deténe the level of analysis needed, if
any, to assess increment consumption for a givea. aif there has been limited or no
emissions growth in an area over the five-yeargoemo additional analysis of
cumulative increment consumption would be needethfat area. For example, a rural
county that has experienced decreases in overabsams due to negative economic and
population growth would not be subject to Periddeview analysis.

Moreover, if a cumulative increment analysis oaaea was conducted recently in
conjunction with a PSD major source permitting @ttithat analysis could serve the
function ofa Periodic Review for that particular five-yearipdr Permitting authorities,
however, will have the option to increase the fesgpy for conducting Periodic Review
to meet specific air quality management needseamthnning area, such as the presence
of rapid emissions growth due to economic develagroe mobile source growth.

This five-year frequency for Periodic Review of PBDrement consumption coincides
with the frequency for the Regional Haze prograwens process. Workgroup
participants indicated that in some cases it magidsérable for PSD Periodic Review
efforts to leverage use of the emissions invergatieveloped for the Regional Haze
program. This could be done by lagging the PShoRier Review cycle one year behind
the Regional Haze program review cycle. Workgrpagicipants indicated that while
this type of programmatic coordination may be uksefy efforts to formally link PSD
Periodic Review and the Regional Haze program vepiecess would not be acceptable
due to their differing levels of analysis as wellaggency workload implications.

THE PSD WORKGROUP conditions its support for thadwct of Periodic Review on
the assumption that future implementation actigitiéll create an acceptable
administrative process that guides how the resfilBeriodic Reviews conducted by
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permitting authorities will be communicated extéiynaThis administrative process

must articulate what role EPA or others may havedwiewing and responding to these
results. THE PSD WORKGROUP believes that “startmgclock” for the
commencement of an initial cycle of Periodic Reviewot feasible prior to the
completion of an implementation framework that &dgdes the Periodic Review elements
discussed in this package of THE PSD WORKGROUPmMagendations.

Rationale Workgroup participants affirmed the importané¢geriodically asking the
guestion of whether a cumulative analysis of PSibament consumption is needed for
an area. The group agreed that Periodic Reviamcoément consumption can be an
important tool for managing air quality and prewegtsignificant deterioration,
particularly in areas where there has not beemtqmrmitting activity that has resulted
in a cumulative analysis of increment consumpti@t,where significant minor, area, or
mobile source emissions growth may have occurred.

The Workgroup believes it is important, howeverdésign the Periodic Review process
in a manner that achieves a wise use of agencynmesa It is important that the
analyses in areas that are well below the incrertieashold do not distract permitting
authorities from focusing staff time and resourges$problem areas.” State
representatives expressed a need for an acceptaliedure for conducting screening
analyses that addresses perceptions that permitithgprities may be attempting to
“model away problems or potential findings of inmoent violation.” In addition, State
representatives indicated that the implementatfanta@red approach to responding tc
increment violations found during Periodic Reviesgd Recommendation 9) is essential
to enabling permitting authorities to conduct PeicdReviews.

While all participants acknowledged the importantaddressing the State needs
discussed above, some EPA and FLM representatidisaied that it is important to
bound the flexibility around conducting Periodicvi®av of increment consumption in a
manner that ensures that potential “problem arassperiodically reviewed. It was
suggested that the flexibility around the tieregrapch and frequency for conducting
Periodic Review can be bounded by laying out theditns under which approach and
timing of the reviews can vary. Several of thesgppsed conditions are discussed under
the above recommendation.

While participants indicated that there may be samheantages to timing the PSD
Periodic Review process to leverage use of thesomis inventories developed for the:
Regional Haze program, most Workgroup membersdstate further integration of

these two programs would not yield significant d#se Participants indicated that the
level of analysis required in the Regional Hazesoeable progress model is more
general (e.g., annual, county level) than the meiieed analysis that may be needed for
some PSD increment analysis. Participants alspesgpd concerns over staff workload
implications of conducting Regional Haze and PSBdée& Reviews concurrently or in
conjunction with each other.
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Comments of NJDEP:

States should be given an alternative to demonstigstate-wide increment
compliance using a modeling analysis and an invemnytof all emission changes since
the baseline date. An alternative demonstration wibbe especially useful in urban
areas with numerous sources and a historic peridchmonitoring data back to the
baseline dates. An alternate compliance demonstnativould be based on a
combination of the following (similar to a weightfeevidence SIP demonstration):

1. Monitoring data — Compare the ambient measuremetatken during the year the
baseline date was set and one year prior to theehas year to those of the two
most recent years available. The comparisons shdddnade for the averaging
times of the PSD increments (3, 24-hour, and ann@ailfur dioxide; annual
nitrogen dioxide; and 24-hour and annual PM-10). Bse monitors sited to provicle
regional air quality and those that have been callieng data at the same location
since the baseline data should be given added irtgouse.

2. Emissions inventory data - compare sulfur dioxidgtrogen oxides, and PM-10
inventories representative of the baseline yeathose generated for a recent year.
Only anthropogenic sources should be included. Copmide inventories would
probably be preferably.

3. State requirements that minor sources also be reqdito demonstrate compliance
with the PSD increments.

Monitoring and emissions inventory data can be ugediemonstrate regional
compliance with the PSD increments. Continual rewi@f major and minor sources
for increment consumption will ensure there are hacal or hotspot violations in the
state.

Recommendation 3: THE PSD WORKGROUP recommends that cumulativeeiment
analyses should be consistent within and acrogssstath regard to the geographic
scope and type of sources that are included iP812 baseline and current emissions
inventories. The PSD WORKGROUP recommends that Ewi, input from the PSD
WORKGROUP, prepare guidelines that delineate thegoaies of sources that should be
included in emissions inventories, and how theyu&hbe included, for use in PSD
program implementation.

Comment: There is currently guidance on what a culative analysis should contain
and there might be room for some more detail, b emphasis of the
recommendation should be more on the WESTAR andestbonsortiums’ ability to
assure such consistency.
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Description: The PSD WORKGROUP provides recommendations befoswource types
that are appropriate for consideration in PSD as&syand those that are not. In
identifying these source types, the PSD WORKGROB#®dought to balance the need to
include comprehensive emissions information wiihtieed for practical approaches that
support a wise use of resources. In additionPBB WORKGROUP believes that there
is a need to design the program in a manner tiséer® sufficient stability to facilitate
on-going, proactive management of air quality. &ample, the inclusion of emissions
sources that fluctuate significantly over time tave a destabilizing effect on air quality
management programs, potentially causing an arsaitgy in and out of increment
violation status. This volatility undermines tHaléy of public environmental agencies
to establish viable long-term air quality managenmans, particularly in situations
where the agency has little or no control overaiertypes of emissions sources. For
those source types discussed below as inappropoiatelude in PSD increment
consumption analyses, the PSD WORKGROUP also ledithat they should not be
allowed to count towards a reduction in emissianscrement expansion for PSD
program purposes.

The PSD WORKGROUP believes that major and minonfpspurces, area sources, and
mobile source emissions should be included in aarissnventories for PSD program
analyses. Fugitive emissions associated with najdrminor point sources and which
are “defined and attributable” to a source shotdd &e included as part of major and
minor point source emissions, where reasonablmastn methods exist (i.e., AP-42,
mass balance, etc.). Additionally, quantifiablgifive emissions associated with
anthropogenic activities should also be includedr example, fugitive emissions form
stockpiles should be included.

THE PSD WORKGROUP views portable, temporary, amérmittent sources as
inappropriate to include in PSD emission inventarieowever, EPA needs to develop a
clear, consistent definition of these sources tabenbetter consistency. Natural
emissions and emissions associated with the prieveot natural emissions, defined as
wildfires, prescribed fires, bogs, volcanoes, amudvlown dust not associated with
mining or other industrial processes, should nahbkided in emissions inventories for
increment analysis.

The PSD WORKGROUP believes that agricultural eroissi(e.g., confined animal
feeding operations, tilling operations, and fieldring activity), although desirable for
inclusion in emissions inventories, are not feastblinclude given the current state of
data availability and, therefore, they should meirxluded in PSD emissions inventories
at this time. EPA is currently analyzing agricufiuemission rates and determining
appropriate methods of quantifying emissions frgmcaltural sources. The PSD
WORKGROUP recognizes the desirability of includsedected agricultural sources in
the future when the quality of data makes it fdasib include them and EPA articulates
the basis and expectations for their inclusiorhenPSD program.
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The PSD WORKGROUP also recommends that criteribimixisting guidelines should
be clarified and consolidated for determining teegraphic scope of sources to include
in cumulative increment analyses for Class | afeRer EPA’s guidance, source
emissions that consume (or expand) increment #&ssC area should be determined by
the baseline dates of the baseklmea that contains the Class | area. Thus, emissio
increases or decreases from sources outside teéri@agrea that may improve or
degrade air quality at the Class | area shouldvetuated by considering the minor
source baseline date of the Class | baseline aotdhe minor source baseline date of
those source’s baseline arfe# quantitative evaluation may not always be watee for
all source categories; in some cases, a qualitatiméuation may satisfactorily
demonstrate that a source or category can be ahfiitien the inventory without
significant impact to the determination that PSErament is met.

Rationale: Workgroup participants indicated that consisyewith regard to the scope
and type of emissions sources to include in emissilaventories is important for
ensuring completeness and equity in PSD incremegtram implementation. In
developing this recommendation, Workgroup partictpaecognized the importance of
not excessively burdening emissions inventoriesR®D emissions analyses with the
need to include emissions from source types thaldvioe highly resource-intensive to
include, that would introduce significant uncertgimto the analyses, that would have: an
estimated insignificant contribution to incremeahsumption, and for which emissions
data are unavailable on a practical basis. Workgraembers acknowledged, however,
that information availability may change over tirsapporting the desire to periodically
consider the addition of certain source types ¢oeftablished guidelines. For example,
as emissions calculation procedures and bettesamsinventories become available in
the future for certain source types (e.g., confiaeithal feeding operations); it will be
desirable to add these sources to emissions imesiior PSD program implementaticn.

Natural emissions sources, including wildfires, ©ioglcanoes, and windblown dust, are
essentially non-anthropogenic and should not bleded in increment analyses because
these sources are part of the background emistiahsccur in an area and could be
assumed to be part of the PSD baseline concemtsatiSome non-anthropogenic
emissions, such as wildfire and volcanoes, occuregular and unpredictable intervals.
Others, such as bogs and windblown dust, are nredigtable in emissions, but unlikely
to change over time. In general, there are nogg@te control technologies for natural
emissions. Including these sources in an incremealysis would be too complex and
create too many uncertainties. Additionally, thalgsis of sources that cannot be
controlled in any reasonable manner is not a priudes of available resources.

* Guidelines for the geographic extent of source irantories required for modeling are included in
EPA's draft 1990 NSR Workshop Manual, and additiondguidelines are available for Class | areas.
® See Memorandum “Request to Clarify Prevention of §nificant Deterioration (PSD) Baseline Area
and Corresponding Baseline Date for Breton NationaWildlife Refuge and Wilderness Area,” from
Bill Harnett to Robert Hannesschlager and Winston #&ith, April 5, 1999.
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Emissions associated with the prevention of naemaksions, such as prescribed
burning, should not be included in increment aredyisecause these emissions fluctuate
significantly in quantity, location, and time, awduld have a destabilizing effect on a
PSD increment analysis. It should also be recaghihat AQRYV impacts from sources
such as prescribed burning are being addressedgthi@ther programs, such as state
smoke management and visibility protection progran the Regional Haze Program.

Recommendation 4: The PSD WORKGROUP recommends that EPA work wiles
and FLMs to develop a menu of acceptable emissialtsilation approaches and guiding
principles for use when preparing emissions inveasdor cumulative PSD increment
analyses.

Comments To the extent that this recommendation has genleapplicability in
determining cumulative PSD increment consumptiohete are a number of troubling
implications in the discussions and rationale presed in support of the specific
recommendations. These discussions and the recongagon fail to recognize the
sound basis and historically acceptable approactusing the maximum allowable or
permitted emission rates as the preferred approatmodeling both NAAQS
compliance and PSD increments not only for the soerseeking a PSD permit, but
also for the set of nearby sources which need tcelplicitly modeled in a cumulative
analysis. The issue is specifically critical fdné short term averaging periods for SC2
and PM10 increments. In many instances the detanation of these limits, in addition
to BACT requirements, are driven by modeling resuétnd these form the basis of
short term enforceable permit limits for PSD sousce These same limits should be the
basis for any future modeling for these sourcesdimonstrate both NAAQS
compliance and PSD increment consumptions, with #ception that in those cases
where “actual” maximum emissions are demonstratexide below these limits and are
consistent with the sources long term operatioriggde latter actual emissions can be
used. The use of actual maximum emissions is intfeensistent with the current EPA
recommendations on increment modeling. Thus, aegommendation which deviates
from current practice needs to be fully supportedcademonstrated to be technically
defensible. Unfortunately, this recommendation fakhort of that requirement.

Presumably, there is implicit agreement that theusce seeking a permit must be
modeled using its maximum allowable emission ratéor the set of nearby sources to
be explicitly modeled, the current guidance on tagpropriate emission rates to be
used for short term NAAQS and PSD increment calctidas are found in the
Guidelines on Air Quality Models (Table 9-2 of Appeix W of 40 CFR Part 51) and
the New Source Workshop Manual (Section C), respesly. These guidelines have
been reconfirmed on numerous occasions in EPA daterations and state permit
actions as the technically acceptable approach aictilating cumulative impacts. The
guidance calls for the use of maximum allowable rp8t limiting, or maximum actual
emissions (under certain conditions) in the cumula analysis and any deviations,
including those discussed in this recommendatioyvie to be explicitly shown to be as
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technically defensible as the use of the maximurtoalables in calculating short term
impacts.

For NAAQS compliance demonstrations, the use of theximum allowable or permit
limited emissions is not being questioned sincesthare codified in the Modeling
Guidelines and determination of short term impaatsing the maximum short term
emissions from nearby sources is standard practiddere is a very good technical
basis for the recommendation to use maximum emigsio Any modeler understands
that in order to predict the likelihood of a maxinm or HSH impact over a threshold
with a short term averaging time, the emissions rnbe representative of these same
averaging periods and have to also be “representddfing the potential
meteorological conditions causing these high impscfThis conjunction of emissions
and meteorology allows the proper identification thfe combination of the “worst
case” set of meteorological conditions (over a &yperiod) and the various source
parameters. That approach holds whether one cadtab the impact of the source
seeking a permit or in combination with other sowes. The same technical rationale
holds not only for short term NAAQS compliance denstration, but also for PSD
increments. The recommendation recognizes that H&R Workshop Manual
references the maximum actual emissions (in lieurndximum allowable or permit
limits) for use in determining the short term emisgas from existing PSD increment
affecting sources, but then goes on to recommendhuods of emission inventory
calculations which clearly would result in underestation of the PSD increment
consumption. For example, the argument providedtie recommendations to use
average rates rests with certain wording in the P&yulations which calls for the use
of actual emissions which in this instance is egedtto “average” emissions.

However, these arguments are misplaced. The refeeesto the “definition” of actual
emissions at 40 CFR 52.21(b)(21)(ii) as equatingateerage rate should also recognize
that in other sections of the definition of “actuamissions” reference is made to
allowable emissions (e.g. at 40 CFR 52.21(b)(2Q)&nd (iv)): “the Administrator may
presume that source specific allowable emissionsth@ unit are equivalent to the
actual emissions of the unit.” The use of averagmissions in applicability and
netting determinations are commonplace, but thegembt establish the use of that
specific definition for other aspects of the PSDggram. More germane to modeling is
that allowable emissions are specifically referedde the section dealing with source
impact analysis at 40 CFR 52.21(k) where the propdsource and “all other
applicable emission increases and decreases” ared@ssessed. If the intent of the
PSD regulations was to allow for the use of averaguissions in all PSD increment
calculations, then there would not have been a neéeestablish short term increments
beyond the annual ones since these latter incrensambuld be controlling.

Another general comment of the recommendationshatta menu system of acceptable
emission calculation approaches will work only infse as all of the choices are able 1o
serve the end purpose of demonstrating technicdifensible calculations, which
clearly establish that PSD increments will not beceeded. This assurance, for
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example, is used in the Modeling Guidelines in reamending a set of modeling
approaches in certain settings wherein all of thp@oaches have been deemed to
provide for acceptable projections, with variousgilees of conservatism. However, the
methods describe in this recommendation could eakhd to underestimations of PSD
short term increment calculations and will not rekun the prerequisite showing that a
source will not cause or contribute to an incremestceedence. Short of this, the set of
methods need to have a hierarchy, starting with teehnically viable approach of

using the allowable, permit limiting, or maximum sint term emissions. Instances
where a refinement of these emissions is technigaéfensible can be considered on a
case-by-case basis by the regulatory agency, besé¢hshould be made the exception,
not the rule.

More specific comments on some other aspects ofvéigous sections of the
recommendation are presented below, following tleetson.

Description: The PSD WORKGROUP recognizes that there williheagons where
PSD screening analyses of increment consumptiagoatelthat more refined analyses are
necessary to determine whether the increment maxdeeded. The PSD
WORKGROUP believes that it is desirable to encoer@mnsistency, predictability, and
regulatory certainty with regard to acceptable apphes for preparing emissions
inventories for refined PSD analyses, while recoigugj that it is also important to afford
permitting authorities some flexibility to ensuhat analyses accommodate
considerations such as data availability and acgunath regard to actual air quality
status. The PSD WORKGROUP believes that the dvgoal of refined analysis should
be to understand what is actually occurring witharel to the status of air quality in a
defined area, or potential status of air qualityhie case of permitting activities. The
PSD WORKGROUP further believes that this goal issistent with EPA’s stated
preference for the use of actual emissions whedwtimg PSD analyses.

To support these goals, the PSD WORKGROUP recomsinadl a menu of acceptable
emissions calculation approaches be developed@mdeed by EPA, EPA Regional
Offices, other permitting authorities, and Fedé&ad Managers (FLMs). The PSD
WORKGROUP further recommends that permitting autiesrbe allowed to select what
they believe to be the most appropriate emissial@iation option from the approved
menu based on their consideration of the principtésulated below. The PSD
WORKGROUP believes, however, that any given opiiotihe menu may not be
appropriate in certain circumstances to be deterdhby the permitting authority on a
case-by-case basis by applying the principlesecieh of emissions calculation
methods should seek to:

1. conform to the Clean Air Act, federal PSD rule, anider applicable laws and rules;
2. maximize the accuracy of the method(s) in reflegtime actual status of air quality:;

3. ensure consistency between emissions calculatietisans used for sources in the
baseline emissions inventory and the current eonissnventory;
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4. ensure that selected methods are practical giveavhilability of, and permitting
authority access to emissions data&Practicality does not mean capitulation to
technically unsupportable method$here are means to establish the maximum
actual or permitted emission rates from the vastjordy of sources which consume
PSD increment. The NSR Workshop Manual recognizadt the development of
an emission inventory for a cumulative analysistige responsibility of the source
applicant. Thus, in New York, the applicants aregured to develop source specific
emission parameters using proper source charactsrs(Air Guide 36: “Emission
Inventory Development For Cumulative Air Quality Ipact Analysis”). This
includes visiting sources (with DEC staff oversigho check on the maximum rated
capacity of the boiler, etc

5. support fairness and consistency in how emissiomsalculated for various source:
types across and within states; and

6. support key air quality management objectives stetes and EPA are seeking to
achieve, such as encouraging sources’ use of emntmemissions monitoring
systems (CEMS) and discouraging sources from sgekore permitted air quality
increment than they may neechot sure what the second part means, but most
source are not concerned with how much incremenéyiconsume as long as it is
within the regulations. It is the state/EPA’s regpsibility to manage the
increments

The PSD WORKGROUP believes that ambient monitociug enable permitting
authorities to assess the most accurate emissidaigdation approach (see the second
principle above) from the approved menu in situgiohere monitoring data are
available.

Comment: There is currently a sound, simple anditanmly applicable approach
which has been the basis of supporting modeling bisés for PSD permit applications
and which provides the desired consistency and tagary certainty in refined
cumulative analysis. Inventory emission calculationethods are limited in how well
they represent “what is actually occurring” with #air quality of an area since air
guality monitoring data, even if collected properlig a very poor indication of PSD
increment status (either consumption or expansi@ee comments to Recommendation
12). Monitoring data cannot even establish the P8farement status so it's not clear
how it would start to establish the “most accuratetmission rates. Allowing for
consistency and at the same time allowing for fleikity in the choice of the emission
calculation methods is not feasible when these naeth contain technically
indefensible approaches.

The PSD WORKGROUP believes that the following apphes should be included in
the menu of acceptable methods for calculating mejd minor point source actual
emissions for inclusion in emissions inventoriesdus PSD modeling analyses.
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In situations where continuous emissions monitofigM) data are availabléwith no

implications of a hierarchy:

1. use short-term maximum emissions for the entiratpdaer a 2-year period

2. determine maximum short-term emissions from eaaincgoat the plant;

3. determine short-term emission rates and sort thieen, determine representative
rates, such as an upper percentile, as the sihgteterm emission rate for modeling;

4. use CEM data to determine actual emissions aseateby rule and explained by EPA
in the preamble to 1980 PSD rule revisions, or

5. use hour-by-hour CEM data in the model.

Comment: If the source has short term limits, thesieould be used, unless it can be
demonstrated that the maximum emissions calculabydhe above methods are the
consistent “normal” source operations. CEM data awvailable only for SO2 and NO2
in a minority of sources and not at all for PM10in N.Y., about 5% of state facilities
and 20% of Title V facilities have CEM data and tipercentages for PSD affected
sources are likely only a little higher. The usé ®EM data needs a hierarchy since
method 2, where the maximum per source is deterrdine preferred over method 1
since a facility-wide short term rate can results uinderestimation of emissions from
certain individual sources which could be the soescof importance in the needed
modeling demonstration. In addition, methods 3aAdtould be acceptable under
certain limitations (i.e. in instances where the tidy variations in emissions are
clearly and consistently part of the operationstbe source and have been
demonstrated to be consistent at these levels tax@ryears of operations). Method 4 is
not clear or doesn’'t seem supportable.

In situations where no CEM data are available vihere there are data that can be used
to calculate actual emissions (with no implicatiofs hierarchy):

Comment:in most instances CEM data will not be availabledafor PM10 there is no
such data. Thus, these optional methods should iesved in relationship to method 4
below, which is currently the only technically defsible one for short term impacts.
Annual or average emissions, especially over a teditwo year period, cannot
establish proper short term increment consumptiondais contrary to EPA’s and

States’ approach used over the last two decadesisTimethods 1 to 3 are problematic.

1. average two years actual annual emissions repregaerirmal operations
surrounding the baseline date and date of andlys@urrent emissions, and divide
by annual operating hours

2. calculate emissions from production data from tin@ years prior to the baseline date
or date of analysis for current emissions (emissaiculated using valid emissions
factors and methods);

® CEM data can be used to calibrate AP-42 estimatés calculate baseline emissions; however, AP-42
may underestimate baseline emissions. Acid Rain &gram CEM data may be conservative as it
cannot be adjusted downward to match the test refence method results.
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3. use two years of emissions data, which may be befoafter the baseline dates,
which have similar facility configuration that walibe representative of baseline
emissions; or

4. use of allowable emission rates, including useegfitatory limits, where appropriate

Permitting authorities should also have the abilityse emissions calculations methods
that are not included in the proposed menu provitlatithey are able to demonstrate to
EPA that the approach is consistent with the lad/raites as well as with the principles
articulated above.

For area and mobile sources, the following souot@sformation are acceptable options
to use for calculating emissions for inclusion BOPemissions inventories:

1. AP-42 emission factors, mass balance calculatgtesspecific emission factors,
industry emission factor, emission models; and/or

2. use of population surrogates for estimate of madnile area sourcés.

3. The PSD WORKGROUP recognizes that permitted (omable) emissions may be
appropriate to use in situations where no oth@rmétion about actual emissions is
available.

Rationale Several states expressed concern regardingithent lack of clarity and
sometimes narrow interpretations of the definittdractual emissions used for purposes
of calculating point source emissions for inclusim®missions inventories for PSD
analyses. All Workgroup representatives agreetitiedesirable to bring greater
clarity and consistency to acceptable approachesofrducting refined analyses,
particularly related to acceptable approachesd@mutating point source emissions.
Participants indicated that agreement between EHPA Regional Offices, FLMs, and
permitting authorities on acceptable emissionsutation approaches could be highly
useful in minimizing the occurrence of protractealse-by-case negotiations as more
jurisdictions find the need to conduct refined PSialyses.

Several state Workgroup representatives indicditatthere are a range of interpretations
that can be drawn from EPA regulations and guidaegarding appropriate approaches
for calculating actual point source emissions md¢bntext of PSD program
implementation. Current PSD regulations state thajeneral, actual emissions are to be
used for determining baseline concentrations. &awmissions are defined in 40 CFR
52.21(b)(21)(ii) as “the average rate, in tonsyssr, at which the unit actually emitted
the pollutant during a two-year period which prexethe particular date and is
representative of normal source operation.” TeBnition goes on to state, “Actual
emissions shall be calculated using the unit'saaperating hours, production rates,
and types of materials processed, stored, or camtbasiring the selected time period.”
However, the draft 1990 NSR Workshop Manual (“PeZbok”) states, on page C.49,

" See USEPA Guidance document from 1993 on estimagiincreases in NO2 for PSD increment
analyses.
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that baseline emission rates are the maximum aetngisions rates (highest occurrence)
for that averaging period during the previous tweang of operation.

In determining baseline emission rates, the 198amble {45FR at 52718, col. 3} states
that, “EPA believes it is generally appropriatgptesume the source will operate and
emit at the allowed levels” and that, “When EPAamtate devotes the resources
necessary to develop source-specific emissiongdiions, EPA believes it is reasonable
to presume those limitations closely reflect acamlrce operation. EPA, states, and
sources should then be able to rely on those emnséimitations when modeling
increment consumption.” In this discussion, EPgoatautions that “The presumption
that federally enforceable source-specific requaets correctly reflect actual operating
conditions should be rejected by EPA or a stateslifible evidence is available which
shows that actual emissions differ from the lewablished in the permit.” Several
states noted that many point sources typically atpewell below permitted levels.

Comment: It's not clear what point is being mad&ource applicants accept permit
limits derived by BACT and/or modeling, but alwaysnt to make sure there is a
“safety factor” in their permit limits and, therefce, overstate the actual values to be
realized. In most instances applicants do not eveamt any annual caps on
operations, unless they can avoid certain applicabéquirements. Thus, it should not
come as a surprise that sources operate below themmitted limits. If an agency
thinks that the source can operate well below thregosed limit or is in fact operating
well below their permitted limit, it's then the agey’s responsibility to fix the permit
limit to better reflect these “actuals”. The clairtihat somehow using actual emissions
will encourage better air quality management and wd discourage the side effect of a
source seeking more increment than necessary (lass¢d item in the recommendation)
is a red herring. In the last two decades of PS&gulation implementation, no source
in New York has voluntarily come in and asked fasls increment consumption by
proposing an emission limit below the BACT requiremts or maximum increment
consumption if that was the result of their propabémit. That is why, for many years
NY State had a 75%/25% of short term/annual remaigiincrement consumption cap
on individual sources. The second statement quaedve only indicates that EPA and
the States have an obligation to reject a permmtili if actual emissions do not
substantiate it. Thus, the use of certain emisspsuch as average emissions will not
encourage anything, but the underestimation of thleort term increment consumption.

The range of possible current interpretations ceptable approaches led several
Workgroup participants to propose the developméatraenu of acceptable approaches
for calculating actual source emissions. The psedanenu approach also recognizes
that various factors can affect the extent to wlagarticular actual emissions
calculation method would be appropriate to useth&ahan articulating a single
acceptable approach or a hierarchy of acceptabiensp several Workgroup
representatives indicated that they believe thabitld be more useful to develop an
approved menu of equally-acceptable emissions legion methods, along with a set of
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principles that should govern selection among tlyeran the circumstances.
Background discussion related to the principlesiimmarized below.

Some Workgroup participants expressed concerrthikedimenu of options” approach to
selecting appropriate emissions calculations mesltodld open some states to
challenges to or second-guessing of a permittiniyaaity’s decision by EPA or a court.
In states where permitting authorities are notvedid to be more stringent than federal
law or rule requires, a menu of “equally-acceptabfgions could limit states’ latitude in
selecting what they deem to be the most appropojatien, particularly in the event that
their selected option would result in more strirnigamissions control requirements than
would an alternate approach on the menu. Ford¢aison, to make the menu of options
approach work, it will be necessary for statesBRé to develop an acceptable
framework that grants states the flexibility toeslfrom the menu of options without
creating a situation where selected approachefseapeently subject to EPA or court
challenge. One strategy would be to clarify that given option may not be appropriate
in certain circumstances to be determined by theitéing authority on a case-by-case
basis by applying the principles. In additiontesacould work with EPA to clarify in a
rule some of the conditions and circumstancesrtigltt influence the appropriateness or
inappropriateness of a particular menu option.

The second principle directly addresses the Workggobelief that the goal of PSD
analyses should be to understand, as accuratelysagble, actual changes in the status of
air quality. Several state representatives indit@hat various factors can affect the
extent to which a particular actual emissions datean method is appropriate to use.

For example, source type, and the extent to wiieretare significant seasonal or
temporal fluctuations in actual emissions, caruierfice decisions about which emissions
calculation approach would be most appropriateafparticular source. Availability and
quality of emissions data and assumptions that imisbade where not historical data
are available will also affect the chosen emissioeghodology. Some states have found
that ambient monitoring data, where representatata are available, can be useful in
helping to determine which emissions calculatiorthoé would best reflect actual
changes in air quality status.

Comment: The goal of a PSD analysis is to assuoenpliance with PSD increments.
An accurate representation of changes in air quglitor PSD purposes has not and
cannot be realized by monitoring data. That is wihyras been rejected a number of
times by EPA. Such an approach does not fully tak® account the reason why
dispersion modeling has been used so extensiveR3D increment calculations.

The third principle, addressing the need for cdaasrsy between emissions calculatior
methods used for baseline and current year emgss@eks to minimize the impact of
modeled emissions changes that are purely andartifaising different calculation
methods for the baseline date inventory and cudatd inventory. Furthermore, the
1980 preamble {45FR at 52718, col. 1} states, ‘&meent consumption or expansion is
directly related to baseline concentration. Anyssimons not included in the baseline are
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counted against the increment. The complemen&agionship between the concepts
supports using the same approach for calculatingseoms contributions to each.” In
other words, participants agreed that there shioelldn apples-to-apples comparison.

The fourth principle recognizes that there aretttions in the feasibility of pursuing
particular emissions calculations approaches itacesituations. For example, many
major and minor sources do not have CEM data at4bom emissions information. In
these cases, there must be flexibility to use aigsams calculation approach that is
appropriate and reasonable for the resources alaild he availability of short-term
actual emissions data for minor and area souregsatk not required to report these
emissions annually may be sparse. In these dhasestates may have to develop unique
methodologies to estimate short-term emissions ttht are specific to various source
categories. For these minor and area sourceg, itheo universally acceptable and
appropriate methodology, so states must have flayim emissions inventory
development.

The fifth principle addresses some Workgroup pgudicts’ stated desire to ensure that
sources are addressed in an equitable manneregénd to how their emissions are
calculated for inclusion in PSD emissions invergsri For example, Workgroup
participants indicated that significant differencas occur when emissions from one
source are based on CEM data and the emissionsainother source are based on
allowable emissions. While the Workgroup recogditteat data availability will be a
primary driver of the type of emissions calculatapproach used for a given emissions
source, Workgroup members expressed a generaédesinlculate emissions similarly
for comparable emissions sources within emissiowantories. Workgroup
representatives indicated that such consistenggriscularly important in the context of
emissions inventories for PSD analyses that involuétiple jurisdictions.

The sixth principle is designed to prevent adveide effects that could be associatec

with the use of a particular emissions calculaipproach. Workgroup participants

identified the following side effects that would thesirable to avoid through their

selection of an appropriate emissions calculatjgpr@ach:

* undermining efforts to ensure consistency in emisscalculation approach across
source types, particularly in the context of mjutisdictional PSD analyses;

* undermining efforts to achieve equity and consisgesith regard to how source
emissions are calculated for inclusion in emissiamentories;

» discouraging sources from adopting CEM systemsedopming facility-specific
emissions testing;

» discouraging sources from maintaining emissionendnot explicitly required by
permit; and

* encouraging sources to seek more permitted increc@suming emissions than
they are likely to need

Comment by NJDEP:
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We agree with NYDEC's (Leon Sedefian) recommendatagainst the WESTAR
proposal that a menu of equally acceptable emissiates be available for use when
modeling short term SO2 and PM10 increments.

WESTAR has proposed that menu of equally acceptabtassions calculation methods
be used when developing a PSD inventory rather tlahierarchy of acceptable
options. However, this proposal contradicts guidangiven in the preamble of the 19380
PSD rules. The preamble guidance is summarizedhis recommendation’s rationale.

In determining baseline emission rates, the 198@amble {45FR at 52718, col. 3}
states that, “EPA believes it is generally appragte to presume the source will
operate and emit at the allowed levels” and thafyhen EPA or a state devotes the
resources necessary to develop source-specificgans limitations, EPA believes
it is reasonable to presume those limitations clyseflect actual source

operation. EPA, states, and sources should therab& to rely on those emissions
limitations when modeling increment consumptionth this discussion, EPA also
cautions that “The presumption that federally enfoeable source-specific
requirements correctly reflect actual operating aditions should be rejected by
EPA or a state, if reliable evidence is availabl@éish shows that actual emissions
differ from the level established in the permit.”

This preamble clearly indicates a hierarchy must bged when developing a PSD
inventory. Unless there is reliable data to showwal emissions differ from allowable,
the allowable emissions must be used in the PSDenwent. Therefore, allowable
emissions must rank first in the hierarchy.

The reliable data needed for calculating represetita annual average actual emission
rates is usually readily available for point soureéannual fuel use, annual production,
CEM, etc). Because it is used for an applicabiltgst based on tons per year, use of the
PSD regulation definition of actual emissions in 40FR 52.21(b)(21)(ii) would seem
appropriate for calculating annual average actuafrgéssion from a source®

Reliable data needed to establish short-term enoigsiates (24-hour S@and PM-10,
3-hour SQ) for a PSD inventory may not be available. Fuelausr production rates on
a daily or hourly basis would be needed calculatiBiyl-10 emissions. If there were no
CEMs, the same information would be needed for editing SO, emissions. In most
cases use of weekly, monthly, or annual fuel usepooduction data would not
constitute reliable evidence that actual emissiahered from allowable emissions on
a 3 or 24-hour basis.

8 “the average rate, in tons per year, at which thenit actually emitted the pollutant during a two-
year period which precedes the particular date ands representative of normal source operation.”
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If the necessary data is available to accuratelyatdate short-term S@and PM-10
actual emissions, there is still the question onatlemission rate should be used to
determine future compliance with the PSD incremenksgree with Leon’s arguments
that the proposed menu of options for calculatingt@ire short-term increment
consuming emissions from nearby sources is unacaéf#. In the rationale of this
recommendation the statement is made “there areaage of interpretations that can
be drawn from EPA regulations and guidance regardimppropriate approaches for
calculating actual point source emissions in thergext of PSD program
implementation.” In a quick review of the guidancevailable there doesn’t appear to
be a range of interpretations from EPA, only themggral recommendation that the
highest percentile actual short-term emission rates used in short-term PSD
increment consumption. This recommendation has beeade in the following
documents:

Draft 1990 NSR Workshop Manual - page C.49. For shterm averaging periods
(24-hours or less), the maximum actual emissionseras the highest occurrence
for that averaging period during the previous twears of operation.

May 3, 1985 memo from Gary McCutchen to Mike TrutidSR Section Chief)
entitled “NSR Advisory Memorandum #1: TSP PSD Inenent Consumption in
North Carolina” — Use the maximum 24-hour emissioate over a two year time
span that represented normal operations. To avolmharmal operations, the
maximum emission rate must have occurred at leagtescent of the total 24-hour
operating time periods.

July 31, 1981 memo from Thomas Devine (Director, MB) to State/Local
Directors entitled “PSD Policy Determinations byelgion IV” #4 - use the
maximum 24-hour emission rate over a two year tisgan for short-term
increment consumption.

May 2003 EPA Region 8 report “Dispersion ModelinghAlysis of PSD Class |
Increment Consumption in North Dakota and Easterndtana” pages 19-20 —
use the highest 9D percentile actual emission rate for short-term ireenent
consumption.

A hierarchy of acceptable options for calculatindpsrt-term PSD increment
consumption could be developed from this guidance.

As with most agencies, when a source submits a eoiltrce PSD increment analysis
there is only one inventory, not two. The invenyaattempts to document all emission
changes since the baseline date. All new emissiaurses will be represented as
positive emissions, emission reductions such asrsewshutdowns are represented as
negative emissions. To avoid overestimating thesaffof the shutdown, actual
emissions data (not allowable) should be used wherdeling an existing source that
has shutdown since the baseline date. The one inséawhere use of an annual
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average emission rate may be appropriate for maugkhort-term PSD increment is
when there is a source shutdown. If there is noiable data available to calculate
short-term emissions when the baseline data was ashort-term emission rate based
on monthly or annual average emission rate may neede used.

Recommendation 5: The PSD WORKGROUP recommends EPA take immediapss
to address the substantial ambiguity that exigianding the basis for and conduct of Air
Quality Related Values cumulative analyses. Stehsscan eliminate the current,
substantial constraints that undermine the dedityabind feasibility of conducting such
analyses.

Comment: The main emphasis here seems to be thel ne@ut into regulation that
which the FLMs are currently asking for in terms afumulative AQRV analysis. For
example, in NPS’s “Permit Application Guidance fddew Air Pollution Sources”,
March, 1993, it is stated that an AQRV analysis nhgsnsider the total, or cumulative
impacts on the AQRYV. In addition, the Forest Sazgj in “Screening Procedures to
Evaluate Effects of Air Pollution on Eastern Regiowildernesses Cited as Class | Air
Quality Areas (September, 1991), also referenceubke of total cumulative loading on
AQRYV in assessing impacts. However, in this instarthe determination of total
impact is not directly related to a cumulative maitg analysis.

Description The PSD WORKGROUP states believe natural regsusiad Air Quality
Related Values (AQRVs) associated with Class | Ameed to be protected and such
protection can, at times, require examining emissimpacts beyond those produced by
a single, major air emissions source. While a&l#8D WORKGROUP states
acknowledge the Clean Air Act (CAA) fails to expsBsidentify “cumulative analysis”
related to AQRVs, some PSD WORKGROUP states belmation 110(j) and Section
165(a)(3) and (a)(5) and (d) provide a completenss to legal challenge, while other
PSD WORKGROUP states believe the statutes’ silenea&tes an inadequate basis for
requiring such analyses. In this context, the RBDRKGROUP requests EPA alleviate
this disagreement by clarifying whether the CleanA&t supports cumulative AQRV
analysis.

Irrespective of this interpretive disagreementP8D WORKGROUP states believe the
lack of promulgated regulations required by CAAt&eT165(e) concerning AQRV
analysis, lack of designated air quality modatsn(about CALPUFF?), and lack of
promulgated regulations required by CAA Section &@dressing “such other measures
as may be necessaryo prevent significant deterioration of air qudlifgrce State and
Local air pollution control programs and the Fetleemnd Managers to shoot in the dark
when contemplating either permit-by-permit or cuative AQRV analysis. EPA needs
to define at what levels State and Local air pahutontrol agencies need to conduct the
cumulative analysis and the requirements, suchaakelimg, ambient monitoring, and/or
combination of modeling and ambient monitoringdonducting the analyses.
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On this basis, the PSD WORKGROUP urges the EPA Adhtnator to promulgate the
rules required by CAA Section 165(e) to clarify whanstitutes an AQRYV analysis and
what air quality models air pollution control agerscshould use for that purpose. The
PSD WORKGROUP believes there is a need for addititederal rulemaking pursuant
to CAA Section 161 in Title 40 CFR 51.166(p) to lelesor require State and Local
regulatory agencies to conduct Periodic Review QRA/s to determine whether
deterioration of air quality has occurred despéent-by-permit requirements.

This effort would clearly articulate the acceptadpgproaches for conducting cumulative
AQRYV analyses, including the use of ambient momtpto ensure more accurate and
reliable results. These rulemakings should furtheghorize regulatory agencies to take
action to address adverse AQRYV impacts identifiedhd) Periodic Review through
“other measures as may be necessary, as deteromded regulations promulgated
under this part, to prevent significant deteriamatof air quality in each region.” EPA
should describe example measures in the rulemalsngh as compliance plans and
compliance schedules - preceded by the phiaskutiing but not limited to...”

Also critical to overcoming current constraintstbe desirability and feasibility of
conducting AQRYV analyses beyond single source itspaed consistent with
Recommendation 10, states will need to have alflextiered response option for
addressing adverse impact findings that does mpiine all permitting activities to cease
provided a federally enforceable plan is under tgraent to address the findings.
Moreover, significant resources will need to benfdtio enable many states to support
the additional work required to conduct and reveweh analyses.

The PSD WORKGROUP believes an important way to cedasources related to
cumulative analyses during single source reviewngéng is to not require an analysis
unless the permit applicant triggers the significgenpact threshold for at least one
AQRV. In this situation, the responsibility formducting a cumulative AQRV impact
analysis will reside with the permit applicanthaltigh early consultation with the
permitting authority and relevant FLMs is stronglycouraged. To support this
approach, EPA should promulgate the significantactphresholds consistent with the:
request made in Recommendation 1. In additiodesailed in Recommendation 7, the
PSD WORKGROUP believes the development of crificatls will be beneficial.

Comment: The significance levels in Recommendatibare not to be used for
determining if an AQRYV analysis is required (bothPA and NPS policy). AQRV
specific significance “levels” are needed, suchtag visibility deci-view level used by
NPS.

With respect to cumulative AQRV analyses duringdtic Review, once EPA has
clarified their basis, the PSD WORKGROUP recommepetsnitting authorities ask the
guestion of whether an analysis is needed for agarea at least once every five years.

Working Draft; 1-11-2005
Do not cite or quote.
Page 25



The PSD WORKGROUP further recommends that statesutowith FLMs when
conducting the Periodic Review.

Recommendation 6: The PSD WORKGROUP recognizes the FLAG guidance as
useful tool supporting AQRV impact analyses proditleat expectations around the use
of threshold values are clarified acceptably.

Comment: in addition to FLAG, other guidance documts should be recognized as
useful tools in addressing AQRVs (For example, tiweo references noted above). In
addition, FLAG should be asked to expand its mendep to include state
representatives in a manner similar to the EPA Mdeles’ workgroup in order to foster
better communication and guidance.

Description The PSD WORKGROUP believes that the FLM’s Airdlity Related
Values Workgroup (FLAG) guidance is a useful tawllbringing focus to the scope and
process of AQRV impact determination. The FLAGdguice contains procedures,
techniques, and threshold values that the PSD WORBIGP believes can be useful for
conducting AQRYV impact analyses in a consistentrasdurce-efficient manner.

At the same time, States have expressed conceons ladow, in some instances, Federal
Land Managers (FLMs) apply FLAG guidance thresholidsparticular, State

participants stressed that it is important to re# threshold values as a “bright line,” ar
the sole basis, for performing a more in-depth AQRMIlysis or stating the project will
have an adverse impact. Instead, participantedghat threshold values in the FLAG
guidance should be viewed as benchmark valuedripger a need to take a closer, cease-
by-case look at the potential AQRYV impacts assediatith a specific permitting action.

The PSD WORKGROUP offers to work with FLMs to charexpectations around
acceptable uses of threshold values in the FLAGodiner related guidance, and to
articulate the role of FLM’s and EPA in resolvingagreements with states over the
application of FLAG thresholds. In particular, RED WORKGROUP believes that
FLM communications to a permitting authority indiog that a particular pollutant
threshold value may be exceeded should includéanede and description of the
finding. Timely provision of this information wilielp to enable the permitting authority
to effectively consider the AQRV-related informatiim its decision-making process.
For example, the PSD WORKGROUP believes it is irtguarto clarify that an
exceedance of Deposition Analysis Thresholds waoldchecessarily result in a
requirement to perform a more in-depth AQRV analysinstead, the threshold
exceedance would trigger the need for follow-uguksions between the FLM,
permitting authority, and permit applicant on tleggmtial adverse AQRV impact(s), as
well as the need to conduct a more in-depth AQRpPaich analysis to better understand

° The Deposition Analysis Thresholds were developdsy the National Park Service and the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service in conjunction with the FLAG process for both SO2 and NOx. The thresholds
are .01 kilogram per hectare per year for SO2 and Rx in Eastern States and .005 kilograms per
hectare per year in Western States.
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the potential impacts. Similarly, the PSD WORKGR®hklieves it is important to
clarify that exceedances of visibility thresholdues contained in the FLAG document
should serve as an indicator of the need for foltlowdiscussions and cumulative AQRV
analysis, as opposed taafacto requirement to conduct a more in-depth AQRV impact
analysis:’

Rationale All participants indicated that they have fouhd FLAG guidance to be a
useful tool to be considered when conducting orerevg AQRYV impact analyses. In
particular, participants recognized the benefitthefFLAG guidance’s role in improving
the consistency with which AQRYV impact analysescaneducted. Many State
representatives indicated that they do not necgssant to encourage different
(substitute) techniques due to concerns aboutrgsdfurces that would be necessary to
evaluate them. Use of the FLAG can provide a abest platform for discussions and
analyses, when the benefits and limitations ofRb&G procedures and techniques are
known.

Both States and FLM agencies, however, identifibdoad range of ways that the FLAG
guidance is used in practice. Some States and &génicies report using the FLAG as
the primary tool for guiding AQRV analysis and detaing adverse impacts and others
using the FLAG guidance as one of a collectioretdwvant guidance documents that
influences their AQRYV analyses and review actigitieit does not result in a strict
adherence to the techniques or threshold critedaded in the FLAG guidance.

With regard to the threshold values contained é@RbhAG and related FLM documents,
Workgroup participants indicated that they finditlexistence to be useful as they
provide a clear message to permit applicants raggadr quality impacts to watch for in
their analyses. In addition, participants indidateat the threshold values can
proactively influence source emissions controltetyees. As discussed above, State
participant concerns centered over the perceivedtibline” use of threshold values by
FLMs in some situations. For example, Workgrougipi@ants pointed out that reliance
on an exceedance of the 10% visibility change ttolkelsalone as the rationale for an
adverse visibility impact finding is not acceptablghis interpretation is based on the
requirement that determinations of adverse impactasibility “must be made on a
case-by-case basis taking into account the geoigragtent, intensity, duration,
frequency, and time of visibility impairment, anovirthese factors correlate with: (1)
times of visitor use of the Federal class | ared, @) the frequency and timing of natural
conditions that reduce visibility:*

Comment by NJDEP:

Some of the questions raised in these recommendati@se of threshold values,
critical load information) could be answered in allAG Phase 2 document. FLAG

9 The FLAG establishes threshold values of 5% and %@ for visibility impairment.
1 See FLAG guidance (pp. 15-16) and 40 CFR §51.3@0seq., §52.27.
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Phase | report states that the FLM’s will addressraplex issues, concerns and
information gaps in a Phase 2 report. Included ihégse recommendations would be a
request that EPA encourage the FLM’s to completeetRLAG Phase 2 report.

Comment by Maine DEP:

Given that very few regulatory documents exist tadg the applicant through the
AQRYV analysis, there seems to be some varianc® &®w these various documents
(FLAG, IWAQM, etc.) are applied. It might be of tarest to combine these various
documents into a stand-alone document to elimin&teesative” interpretations of the
intended guidance and to provide information on whae have learned (as to what
works/fails) from previous efforts. Given the vempmerous ways in which the
guidance is applied, the document would have tadyeamic, in that its ability to be
updated would not occur on a prohibitively long tescale.

Recommendation 7: The PSD WORKGROUP recommends that an explicit
consultation relationship be established betweateStand FLMs to develop policy
approaches for the use of “critical loads” inforioatfor pollutants in Class | areas.

Description The PSD WORKGROUP encourages FLMs to completgaing efforts to
develop “critical loads” of pollutants for specifilass | areas and regions. The PSD
WORKGROUP believes that this information will bghiy useful in supporting the
decision-making process associated with AQRV implatérminations. At the same
time, the PSD WORKGROUP recommends that FLMs, asgb&fforts to develop
critical load information, create an explicit cdd@ative process to work with States to
facilitate understanding of the data and assumgtised to develop critical loads as well
as to develop recommendations for how to use atitiad information in making
adverse AQRYV impact determinations. The PSD WORRGR believes that it will be
important to establish a peer review process fiticat load information developed by
FLMs to ensure that the information is understood accepted by key constituents.

Rationale Critical load is defined by FLMs as “the conaatibn of air pollution above
which a specific deleterious effect may occtir.As such, critical loads vary from region
to region based on local circumstances and chaistats. \Workgroup participants
indicated that critical load information for speci€Class | areas would likely be useful to
supplement more “generic” threshold values (whioindt vary according to local
circumstances) in the context of the AQRV impadeduaination process.

Several Workgroup participants indicated that apdrtant opportunity exists with the
development of critical load information to learorh the frustration and disagreements
that have previously surfaced over the use of th&G-guidance. Workgroup
participants recognized that a collaborative pred¢esaddress the policy implications and
the use of critical load information would be beciel for several reasons. First, such an

2 See FLAG guidance (p. 129).
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effort would enhance understanding among all padfe¢he approaches used to derive
critical load values, including the establishmam aommunication of a peer review
process for enhancing the acceptability of resgltntical load information. Second, the
process would likely increase acceptance of a stardi approach for using critical load
information to protect AQRVs in the context of PB&rmitting and Periodic Review.
Workgroup participants also recognized that effaytdevelop and use critical load
information in the European Union could provide edel, or at least examples, of ways
to use critical load information.

Recommendation 8: The PSD WORKGROUP recommends that modeled inditabf
increment violations associated with PSD Major $eyrermit actions should be
addressed in a manner that provides time to refinéels to ensure accurate results, but
would ultimately result in denial of the permit dipption in the absence of mitigation
measures by the permit applicant adequate to asidreblems.

Comment: This must be of concern in the WESTAR sfasince in our practice with
such applications, the need to refine an analysiglaallow for adequate time for
mitigation measures has always occurred.

Description States, tribes, and EPA (when serving as a peéngauthority) should be
given adequate time to review, verify, and poteiyti@fine data and emissions models
when initial model runs indicate an increment wilola associated with a PSD permitting
action. During this refinement period, a modelesuit would be treated as an
“indication of violation” not a “finding of violabn” and thus not triggering statutory
response timeframes. At the same time, permitiitgorities will remain committed to
meet state and local permit review timeframe resqnents. Sufficient review time is
important to ensure that an increment exceedanes ot result from emissions
inventory data errors, post processor problemeyerly conservative modeling
assumptions. In the event that the final stateamul permitting action would cause or
contribute to an increment violation, the sourceildde required to mitigate this
modeled increment violation with emissions redutdior offsets, or the permit would be
denied*® Furthermore, modeled areas showing incrementurnpsion close to the limit
would be evaluated for increment consumption magguently using a more refined
analysis technique.

Rationale Participants indicated that the content of teisommendation largely
articulates current practice. The provision towlfor time to refine models to ensure
accurate results speaks to States’ expressed mesthblish acceptable procedures for

13 EPA’s promulgation of significant impact levels (se Recommendation 1) will help to clarify the
definition of “cause and contribute.” In addition, a source causing or contributing to a Class |
increment violation can still obtain a PSD permit f the FLM certifies that the source would not have
any adverse impacts on air quality related valuestahe Class | area, and if other conditions are ats
met. Regardless of an FLM certifying no adverse ipacts, the State would be still be required to
correct any Class | increment violation.
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reviewing and refining emissions inventories andlalimg of increment consumption so
as to dispel potential concerns that such refinémsashesigned to “model away”
potential determinations of increment violation.

Recommendation 9: The PSD WORKGROUP recommends that EPA adoptedtie
response process to provide permitting authorileesbility to address findings of
increment violations identified during Periodic Rav or a permitting action.

Description The PSD WORKGROUP believes that states shoutd hgailable a range
of practical options for addressing findings ofrgmoent violation in Class | and Class Il
areas, which includes a “tiered response procesdrrecting the violation. Unless the
potential violation is addressed prior to the affidinding of violation, the tiered
response process would be addressed through allgdarforceable commitment or
plan to correct the violation. In making this recaendation, the PSD WORKGROUP
recognizes that variations in the cause and madmibfiincrement violations have
important implications for the type and time franfeesponses that are practical to
resolve the violations. For example, violationased primarily by mobile source
emissions growth would typically require a differeasponse strategy on a different time
horizon than would a violation caused primarilygmint source emissions growth. The
PSD WORKGROUP believes the response plan shoulsidenthe following factors
that can affect response strategies and timelines:

the severity of the violation;

the complexity of reducing emissions from the pmyneontributing sources;

the geographic scope and size of the affected area;

the extent to which the potential impacts of ther@ment violation would create
irreversible or long-lasting degradation to humaalth or ecosystems; and

5. the extent to which the violation affects ClasSlgss Il, or Class Ill areas.

PoONE

The PSD WORKGROUP believes that it will be benealitd develop a tiered response
process that can be used to guide the scope amdjtohneeded response, recognizing
that some flexibility will likely be needed to adape response strategy and timeline to
the specific circumstances and context of the tima This tiered response approach to
findings of violations from Periodic Review woultsa apply to situations where a PSD
permit application results in a finding of increnheiolation that is caused by sources
other than the permit applicant.

The PSD WORKGROUP affirms that increment violatishsuld be addressed through
an enforceable agreement or plan. Prior to finaithe analyses that establish an
increment violation, however, States should bensdlh and encouraged to work with
stationary sources that may be causing or coninpud potential increment violations to
seek emissions reductions that could address tieatel exceedances. In the event that
analyses demonstrate violations that cannot besadéd prior to finalizing the analysis,
the PSD WORKGROUP believes the state should havetion of addressing the
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violation through either a memorandum of understan¢{MOU)-type process or through
a SIP call. For increment violations affecting £&3a areas, MOUs development would
include consultation with FLMs. The PSD WORKGROh#tieves that these options
are consistent with flexibility clearly granted wrdhe Clean Air Act, and commits to
working with EPA to devise an acceptable and realisne frame for response plan
preparation and submission.

The PSD WORKGROUP believes that the MOU-type opsibould be similar in

concept to the Early Action Compacts approved b B ozone and should include a
similar level of public notice. The MOU must resiul earlier resolution of the violation
than the SIP call would, while at the same timevjgiog some incentives that would
make this approach of benefit to the state or &dtbsources. The MOU could be
particularly useful in cases where there is geregatement that the modeling is
adequate, where the sources that are causing tritedimg to the violation have been
identified correctly, and where the affected paragree with the approach to be taken to
address the violation. This MOU-type approach shpuovide significant incentives to
address modeled violations as quickly as possible.

The PSD WORKGROUP also believes that it is impdrtarclarify how PSD permitting
actions should be addressed during refined anglys® to the determination of an
“official” finding of increment violation), while aesponse plan is being developed, and
while a response plan is being implemented buvithlation has not been fully corrected.
For example, the PSD WORKGROUP believes thatatkhbe possible to issue a PSD
permit in situations where there is agreement betvibe permitting authority and EPA,
and the FLM if appropriate, that a model is ovezéicting area and mobile source
emissions sufficiently to result in a modeled vima.

The PSD WORKGROUP believes that permitting actigipuld be allowed to continue
if such actions are approved in conjunction with development of an overall,
enforceable plan to address the violation. Fin&,PSD WORKGROUP recommends
that permitting should be allowed to continue fourses whose impacts fall below
established significant impact levels (see Reconttagon 1). Second, the PSD
WORKGROUP recommends that permitting should benadtbto proceed if the
proposed source is able to fully offset their intpat the receptor(s) where the
violation(s) have been recorded.

Rationale State representatives indicated that currentireapents and uncertainty over
the implications of finding increment violationseates significant disincentives for
permitting authorities to take steps that mightilieis a finding of increment violation.

In the extreme case, potential fears of an incréwiefation resulting in ale facto
moratorium on economic growth reinforce the perncepof a “cliff” with severe
consequences and limited flexibility for responSgate representatives further indicated
that a proactive air quality management prograngdesl to prevent significant
deterioration of “clean” airsheds (i.e., air plampareas in compliance with NAAQS)
should include the flexibility for States and pettimg authorities to match their response
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to the nature of the specific problem, in a re@igie frame for both developing and
implementing the enforceable plan. For examplere@ment violations caused primarily
by mobile source growth may be difficult to addrgsa short time period. There is a
desire to seek enough flexibility in the requiredponse to enable permitting authorities
to focus their efforts on air quality managemerd smminimize the likelihood of
becoming unnecessarily embroiled in contentiouallpolitical conflicts over land use
and economic development.

Other Workgroup participants generally recognizezse concerns expressed by state
representatives, although they indicated thatniaiaes important that practical,
enforceable response plans be developed and imptechn a timely manner to address
the air quality problems indicated by the violatidALMs expressed concerns over the
potential for increased flexibility in States’ resyse to increment violations resulting in
greater deterioration in air quality in Class lage The Workgroup identified the need
for follow-up discussions to clarify the extentvitiich flexible responses are appropriate
in Class | areas.

Furthermore, Workgroup review of the Clean Air Adicates that the Act clearly
provides for flexibility in both the process anché& frame for developing a response plan,
as negotiated between a state and EPA. Thergevasal agreement among
participants that a 60 day time frame for revisan§tate Implementation Plan (SIP) to fix
an increment violation is unrealistic.

Comment by NJDEP:

Five factors are listed that can affect the respenstrategies and timelines when there
is an increment violation. The first factor “sevdsyi of the violation” should include
both the magnitude of the violation and frequencf/tbe violation.

Footnote 12: The states are not obliged to corradtlass | increment violation if the
FLM certifies there is no adverse impact on an AQRMd the state agrees. They would
only have to take action if there was a violatiohaClass Il increment.

Recommendation 10: The PSD WORKGROUP recommends that a tiered reagpon
system should be developed to provide permittirthaities flexibility to address
adverse AQRYV impacts identified during cumulativ@RV impact analyses.

Description The PSD WORKGROUP believes that states should hgailable a range
of practical options which afford flexibility in state’s response to a finding of an
adverse AQRYV impact, provided that the end resudt iederally enforceable
commitment or plan to mitigate the adverse impdd¢te PSD WORKGROUP believes
that to be successful, the implementation of tacommendation must be part of an
implementation package that also addresses thatimorsdthat are necessary to enable
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permitting authorities to conduct cumulative AQRNalyses and Periodic Review for
AQRVs.

As discussed in Recommendation 5, the PSD WORKGR@lsPbelieves that there is a
need for affirmative legislative action or rulemadsito enable permitting authorities to
take action to address adverse AQRYV impacts idedtduring Periodic Review. Such
action or rulemaking would minimize the potentiai fegal challenge to permitting
authorities over possible actions to address adva@RV impacts.

Rationale The rationale for Recommendation 10 is simitathiat for recommendation
9. The workgroup discussed, however, that thegaridlexibility for response options
may need to be constrained more than those availal@ddress increment violations in
Class Il areas due to the sensitive nature of ¢immdiin many Class | areas.

Recommendation 11: The PSD WORKGROUP recommends that proven, new
technical tools and emissions data should be useth whey become available for future
analysis involving evaluating and planning air ¢gyahanagement. However, fair and
equitable approaches must be sought when addrassirggnent exceedances associated
with revised assumptions and/or techniques.

Comment: There is nothing new here which has noebehe issue in previous
promulgation of new or revised versions of modelghis is more of a concern to those
who have little experience in what the technicalartges might do to their permitting
status.

Description In situations where proven (e.g., recognizeaibyermitting authorities as
providing a better basis of analysis), new tecHnimals or emissions data become
available (e.g., new model, AP42 factors, met datta), the new tools or information
would be used to conduct all future air qualitylgses. In the event that the future
application of the new tools or data significardhange prior increment analyses,
consideration needs to be given to the optiondahlaito address increment violations in
a fair and equitable manner. For example, if as®obtained a permit based on a
previous increment model and analysis, it stillldddoe entitled to that permit.
However, if a new model or other tool now showseaneent violations, the state should
take measures to correct the violations. Such aneasnay require the previously
permitted source, as well as other previously pgechisources also contributing to the
increment violations, to alter its operations d@ematlant permit conditions. The PSD
WORKGROUP believes that actions undertaken in nesp®o increment violations
established in this manner should reflect the étgeresponse process” articulated in
Recommendation 9. In this way, permitting authesiand permittees are provided with
reasonable certainty that newly modeled violatwiisnot result in rapid and dramatic
changes to existing operations. Violations willdaelressed through a deliberate
planning process that balances the need to redwvieSD increment issue in a timely
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manner with the need to provide reasonable tinmtedpond given the economic
consequences.

Rationale The Workgroup participants expressed an intéoceshcourage improvements
in technology and technical approaches to emissimasurement and modeling, while
preventing these improvements from retroactivelyrmairly penalizing a particular
source.

Comment by NJDEP:

How has EPA dealt with this issue in similar situahs? (i.e., when an earlier
modeling analysis shows no PSD increment violatiphat a later analysis with
updated meteorological data does predict a violaj}io

Recommendation 12: The PSD WORKGROUP recommends that EPA explicitly
acknowledge the roles that ambient monitoring imi@tion can play in PSD program
implementation.

Comments: Although the recommendation seems tortegely asking for EPA to
better define the role which monitoring data cangyl in the PSD program, some of the
specific references to potential uses of monitoridgta are either not consistent with
longstanding PSD program implementation steps olyren arguments that are not
technically sound. During the conference call tosdiuss this recommendation, it was
indicated that the Workgroup members consider maonihg data as supplemental
information to decision making in the PSD prograntiowever, the discussions and
statements in this recommendation (and also in #céluld be interpreted far more
general and need to be addressed. The descriptimisw do identify some of the
limitations of using monitoring data in specificall noting the influence of proper site
locations, the effects of other than PSD sourcesdaneteorological data variability.
These limitations are not the only ones which higgtt the concern with using
monitoring data in determining PSD increment consyation or expansion.

In the initial stages of implementing the PSD pragn, EPA did recognize the role of
monitoring data in establishing the baseline con¢eations and the determination of
whether the full PSD increments were available irbaseline area at the time of the
minor source baseline triggers (as noted in the N®Rrkshop Manual). Beyond that,
the use of monitoring data in PSD increment determations was discouraged and
disallowed for obvious technical reasons. EPA h#sjs, held that monitoring has

little or no place in increment determinations. FAQRYV assessments, monitoring
data has been used to establish whether a certaRV has reached a concern level or
threshold value (such as the “red line” aquatic impt and Ozone determinations in
some of the Class | areas by the Forest Servicéede determinations, however, have
been made in recognition that it is the total loadj which determines these effects and
that such total loading includes both PSD and nor&P sources, plus “natural”
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effects. On the other hand, for AQRVs such as bikiy, the FLMs have attempted to
identify quantifiable levels to determine not onllgese thresholds, but also “significant
effect” levels. The difficulty in establishing thiatter level is reflective of the inability
of any monitoring data to determine source contriiens in the PSD source review
process and their “significance”.

The recommendation suggests that in some instanmoesitoring data can be used to
assist in the PSD program. One of these areasisncouraging permit authorities to
validate model performance when representative datavailable. Leaving the
guestion of just how this representative data woblel carried out in the “complex mix
of sources and other factors”, it is highly unlikglthat state or local agencies would
want to undertake model validation efforts, everthiey are technically capable. Model
validation is a very rigorous process, in most iastes requiring a large set of well
placed monitor sites and even under these condsidrhas been consistently shown
that model validation reduces to the ability to, lz@st, match the higher unpaired time-
space concentrations in a very well controlled expeent. In most instances, such
model validations are more akin to model “calibrat”, which has been contrary to
the EPA Modeling Guidelines for a long time for gddechnical reasons. Even with
these model “calibrations”, the results only inditawhether a specific model
application “matches” observed data. The recommatidn goes beyond this step and
presumes that such an analysis can establish whe®®D increment affecting sources
have had a discernable effect on the existing airadity. This step only adds to the
complexity of the question. Furthermore, it is alfsserted that this sort of an analysis
can be used to guide the determination of a PSDrseuemission inventory, but just
how one would achieve that goal is left unclear.

Even under ideal monitor data gathering conditione data will only be able to
establish whether a threshold such as a standaresng exceeded, but it cannot
establish whether a “significant” deterioration (oimprovement) or some portion of it
has occurred due to existing PSD sources. Thisa anly because the monitoring data
are affected by more than the subset of PSD souiingbe area, but also because the
contribution of these sources cannot be establisihe@ny degree with simple
assessment of monitor data “trends”. Assuming czen site monitors reflect the
impacts of all of the important PSD sources, evana@bservation of “no changes” in
these levels does not establish that PSD incremer@se not consumed. In many
instances monitored data levels are seen to be al®SD increments and any
assessment will then need to establish that alttef events observed (say, 24 hour
values corresponding to a 24 hour increment) havat been affected above the PSD
increments (or some portion of it) on both time asgace scales which include the
consideration of similar weather conditions. Furémmore, in Class | areas, a majority
of SO2 and PM10 monitors have a “sensitivity” levebse to the 24 hour PSD
increments of 5 and 8 pg/ms, respectively, and abbé hard pressed to establish any
trends in PSD increment consumption. This type aisassment would then resemble
the high order statistical assessments which haeerbtried recently to establish that
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years of control strategies have in fact resultediimprovements in Ozone trends, even
though other forms of “casual” observations say sething different.

Beyond these technical limitations, the practicaality is that states have limited
resources for general monitoring for even standardsmpliance demonstration as
more of the NO2 and SO2 monitor sites are beinglaged by other pollutant
monitoring. Even PM10 monitors are essentially bgireplaced by PM2.5 monitors
and EPA’s current thinking is to considerably rededhe mandated/funded monitoring
sites through their proposed Ncore network propasdhus, it is highly unlikely that
any substantive data will be available in most iastes to help establish PSD
increments or even AQRYV affects. Presumably to m@u act such limitations, the
recommendation suggests that pre or post constuctnonitoring can be realigned
for such purposes. However, the trend in PSD petimg has been to minimize the
need for such monitoring, not only by permit appdicts, but also by regulatory
agencies when the criteria in 40 CFR 51.21(i)(8)eamet. That was one of the reasons
for EPA’s proposed streamlining of onsite monitogrrequirements in the 1996
proposed PSD rule changes.

The recommendation also notes that the monitoratg dan be useful in establishing
whether a detailed Periodic Review is necessarg fjiven area. Since there are a
number of ways and levels by which such a detertminzan be made, as recommended
in #2, it should be left to these limited casefydo establish if monitoring data is useful
for such a purpose. Such narrowly defined situatido not appear to be the basis of this
recommendation, however.

Description The PSD WORKGROUP recommends that EPA explieidgnowledge
the use of ambient monitoring information as atlegite tool in the PSD program
implementation toolbox, when used under appropdatelitions. The PSD
WORKGROUP does not expect monitoring data to repilae use of modeling activity
in the PSD Program. The PSD WORKGROUP believesgeher, that a range of
opportunities exist for increasing the use of ambmonitoring data to complement the
use of air quality models in situations where repregative data are available. In many
cases, States have been reluctant to use moniuaiagn the absence of clear
recognition that such data have a legitimate mi@é¢rement and AQRV analysis.

The PSD WORKGROUP believes that there are stepsémabe taken to increase the
use of ambient monitoring data in current PSD pogimplementation. Ambient
monitoring data can be used in certain circumstwteassist with the evaluation of air
guality models. In the context of Periodic Revigrgnds in ambient monitoring data can
be used as a tool to support the screening appischissed in Recommendation 2,
helping to indicate whether a cumulative increnmantleling analysis may be needed for
an area. In situations where an airshed may haeenglex mix of sources or other
factors affecting increment consumption, permit@ghorities should be encouraged to
validate model performance using ambient monitodath, when representative data are
available. Ambient monitoring data may also bewlde guide permitting authority
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selection of appropriate emissions calculation m@shfor use in preparing PSD emission
inventories, as discussed in Recommendation 4hdmrontext of AQRYV analysis,
monitoring data can be useful for assessing the YA@#pacts associated with actual
ambient pollutant concentrations. It should beedahat the PSD WORKGROUP does
not propose that it is appropriate for ambient rftemg to replace the role of modeling

in PSD program implementation. Instead, the PSDRKGROUP believes ambient
monitoring information should be allowed to infothe PSD program decision-making
process in a manner similar to how modeling infdramais used, when used under
appropriate conditions.

The PSD WORKGROUP also believes that opportunéiest to expand the use of
ambient monitoring data in future PSD program impaatation. Several states
identified opportunities to more effectively utgipre-construction and post-construction
ambient monitoring requirements imposed as pamajbr source permitting actions.

For example, permitting authorities could adjushitaring regimes to better align with
increment analysis needs. In addition, thereaspibtential to use temporary ambient
monitoring networks to track pollutant concentration “problem areas” where
increment is close to being fully consumed. Thupraach could supplement the use of
modeling information in informing program decisioraking.

The PSD WORKGROUP believes that it is also impdrtamecognize the limitations of
ambient monitoring data as well as conditions daat constrain its usefulness. One
constraint pertains to the location of ambient rmmg stations relative to modeling
receptors or emissions sources. Additional coméraan be the absence of ambient
monitoring data at the baseline date and the iitxaloil ambient monitors to distinguish
between impacts on concentrations from baselinece@missions and emissions from
increment consuming sources. In some cases, beaifficult to infer too much about
increment consumption from trends in monitored eoiation levels because of
variability in meteorological conditions from yearyear. Despite the constraints, the
PSD WORKGROUP believes that there are importamisrédr ambient monitoring data
in the increment analysis process.

Rationale Workgroup participants expressed a desire tgiden conditions under
which the use of ambient monitoring data would perapriate and useful in the context
of PSD program implementation. Several state sspri@tives indicated that the use of
monitoring data is becoming increasingly importasitsome areas are nearing full
consumption of increment. Some participants ackedged that the need to base
permitting decisions on sound science can makiffitwdt for permitting authorities to
deny permit applications in situations where actumbient air quality has not been
assessed or where ambient monitoring data suggesdicantly different air quality
status from modeled results.

Comment by NJDEP:
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Monitoring data can be very helpful when used inetltontext of the periodic review.
Data collected since the baseline date would previde region’s long-term trends in
air quality and an indicator of how much incremeng available. Review of this
monitoring data would help determine whether a cutative increment analysis is
needed for an area as part of the periodic reviédowever, in urban/suburban areas
with numerous and a complex mix of emission sourcesnitoring data will have very
limited use in selecting appropriate emission cdktion methods.

Recommendation 13: THE PSD WORKGROUP recommends that States and FLMs
should recognize the importance of, and work torowup where necessary,
communication, coordination, and public notificatexpectations and procedures
associated with PSD permitting activities. Sucpestations and procedures are crucial
to an effective working relationship between théMsLand each unique state.

Description The PSD WORKGROUP recognizes that many statesmily have a
productive working relationship with FLMs in therdext of PSD permitting actions.
The PSD WORKGROUP believes, however, that it isartgnt for individual states and
FLMs to explicitly establish expectations and pehges to ensure that AQRV impact
reviews and analyses can be effectively accomplighéhe context of each state’s PSD
permitting program. One approach for clarifyingpegtations and procedures for an
effective working relationship is to pursue a Mearatum of Understanding (MOU).
Less formal coordination can also be appropriateyiged that there are clear and open
channels of communication to prevent and addresieciyes.

For an effective permitting program, the Clean Adt and its implementing regulations
envision that a complete and adequate air qualidyaar quality related values analyses
be submitted as part of a complete permit appboafior both the permitting authority
and the FLM to perform an adequate review. A c@&tgppermitting program also should
have adequate public notice provisions—includinblisizing the complete air quality
and air quality related values analyses at the tifmetice of public hearing, as well as
the basis for disagreement with a FLM adverse imgatermination, if applicable. The
PSD WORKGROUP believes that the following spedkpectations are important to
consider in the context of permitting authority-Flddordination.

1. States should consider including federal land memamt agency representatives in
pre-application review meetings. Consultation agnthe state, the FLM, and the
permit applicant prior to the formal submittal of application can help to clarify
analysis expectations and expedite permit approval.

2. Early consultation with FLM representatives carptelidentify and address areas
and issues of concern before an application is gtémnpotentially avoiding a
finding of adverse impact by the FLM during the ecoemt period.

3. States with mandated permit-processing timefrarneald notify federal land
management agencies immediately upon determinatigatpermit application is
complete. This will afford FLM representatives theaximum time allowed under
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state or local regulations to resolve issues thghtotherwise result in an adverse
impact finding.

4. States should, to the extent possible under stgidations, ensure a complete
application includes complete and adequate aintguaid Air Quality Related Value
(AQRV) analyses.

5. The State’s public notice procedures should allompiiblication of the air quality
and AQRYV analyses, and be adequate to allow the &lfficient time to determine
if adverse AQRYV impacts would occur, and if soirtimrm the public of this finding
and the State’s response.

6. Prior to issuing a permit over a FLM’s adverse ictdganding, permitting authorities
should communicate and discuss with the FLM thegrition to do so (including a
basis for their decision).

Rationale Participants recognized the need to ensure ptv@uparticipation by FLMs

in Class | area permitting processes, includingigions to ensure that important
potential AQRYV issues get discussed and considaemnddhat all parties have adequate
time for quality review and participation. Pantiants also acknowledged the importance
of ensuring that AQRV impact analyses receivedairsideration, while recognizing that
States have primacy in making permitting decisions.

The Workgroup discussed the potential need tofglakpectations around a “rational
basis” for a permitting authority to reject a FLMisding of adverse AQRYV impact.
Participants discussed that a State must expknmeasons for disagreeing (e.g., lack of
adequate evidence, interpretation of data). Ratits also discussed that a potential test
is whether the State would be determined to bettary and capricious” in its decision,

by not responding to an FLM analysis, for example.

In discussing this issue, Workgroup participariesitto balance the statutory provisions
concerning the affirmative responsibility giventhe FLM to protect AQRV and the
stipulation that the permitting authority must la¢isfied with the FLM’s demonstratior
of adverse impact on AQRYV in any particular sitoati

Recommendation 14:In the context of single source permit and Peciéteview inter-
jurisdictional emissions impacts, the PSD WORKGR@dsourages states to consult
early and often and agree in advance on modeliopgols to enable consistency in and
ensure the equity of the analysis. The PSD WORKGR®urther recommends EPA
take steps to ensure EPA Regions, in partnershipstates, operate consistently among
themselves in inter-jurisdictional contexts andelep data and methods that will better
enable inter-jurisdictional analysis.

Description The PSD WORKGROUP believes a balance is needtdlen providing
States with case-by-case, cross-jurisdictional RsE2ment analysis flexibility and
providing the national or regional standardizati@tessary to ensure equity among
states, simplify cross-jurisdictional analysis, dacilitate coordination with FLMs. The
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PSD WORKGROUP recognizes the occasional need todadacilities from multiple
jurisdictions in the Class | area increment consiimnpanalysis. These conditions, at
times, can draw multiple EPA Regions into the inoeat analysis. States therefore must
collaborate early to determine and agree on incnér@nsumption approaches, and the
affected EPA Regions must engage consistently thélcollaborative effort.

A number of PSD WORKGROUP recommendations will enirore consistency and
efficiency into inter-jurisdictional increment camaption analyses (Recommendations 3
and 4). These recommendations will provide strofgaing to initiate collaborative
discussions among states and between states andmeEPA Regions and FLMs. The
PSD WORKGROUP believes, however, that states adR&gjions will face
substantial inter-jurisdictional increment consuimptanalyses condition variability,
driving a case-by-case approach need for eachsupport this need, the PSD
WORKGROUP recommends working in partnership wittAE® make available current
workable collaborative agreement models in the fofpfior example, MOU language.
These models will help states effectively coordéreatd can drive more consistency
among EPA regions.

EPA also can better support inter-jurisdiction@e$ by taking three actions:

1. fund high resolution, meteorological data developnier the US (particularly in
complex terrain areas) to provide states reliabte@nsistent met data;

2. develop an NEI increment tracking module to faaibtthe interstate use of emissions
data for increment consumption; and

3. support regional modeling centers to coordinatetirstate, Class | increment
tracking efforts (EPA would need to increase fugdor, and expand the charter of,
RPOs to accomplish this).

Rationale Participant discussions indicated an importaachfor states to coordinate
early in any increment consumption analysis théitimrolve inter-jurisdictional

impacts. Early coordination will help avoid theedgo redo analyses and/or avoid an
inequitable outcome between jurisdictions. Atshene time, participants recognized
that the variable conditions under which intergdictional coordination will take place
limits the development of an effective standardrdowtion protocol. Participants did
indicate that, although early coordination is dasie, the need for coordination may not
emerge until initial modeling analysis indicatesiater-jurisdictional impact.
Participants concluded that it is important to Harmbordination needs on a case-by-case
basis supported by available coordination modeéntble efficient agreement
development among affected parties. Participaxgeaed local and Tribal jurisdictions
would operate with similar principles in mind.

Participants also indicated that EPA regions hatvémes, participated inconsistently in
inter-jurisdictional analyses with resulting confus uncertainty, and/or delays in the
process. Participants believed EPA should examtsrgarticipation in such efforts and
develop internal protocols to drive more consisteticipation. Participants further
observed that, at times, the need for inter-juctsoinal coordination may represent a very
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different priority for affected parties. For exampone state may view the impact as a
low priority relative to other state air qualityeds and available resources. This
situation can limit a state’s ability/willingness participate in the effort. In such
contexts, federal resources may be needed to ataiicipation by all parties.

With respect to EPA data and analytical method=lbgment support to inter-
jurisdictional analysis, participants recognizeest as long-term undertakings — they
will not help inter-jurisdictional analysis in tlsdort run. Additionally, certain
participants indicated that such efforts, altholikgly helpful to Periodic Review, will
probably produce data and tools with insufficieatad to support single source permit
increment consumption analysis.
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