

Docket I-D #OAR-2001-0017 & #OAR-2004-0018

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

February 28, 2006

Attachment Page 2

Office of the Executive Officer
909-396-2100

February 28, 2006
U.S. EPA Docket Center (Air Docket) 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Mail Code:  6102T 

Washington, DC 20460

Via fax to (202) 566-1741
Via e-mail to A-and-R-Docket@epa.gov
Attention: Docket I.D. No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2001-0017 & Docket I.D. No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2004-0018
Re:
Comments of South Coast Air Quality Management District regarding

1. Proposed National Ambient Air Quality Standard for Particulate Matter (#OAR-2001-0017) and
2. Proposed Revisions to the Ambient Air Monitoring Regulations (#OAR-2004-0018)
The South Coast Air Quality Management District (“SCAQMD”) staff appreciates the opportunity to submit comments regarding Proposed National Ambient Air Quality Standard for Particulate Matter published in the Federal Register (71 FR 2620, January 17, 2006, OAR-2001-0017) and Proposed Revisions to the Ambient Air Monitoring Regulations published in the Federal Register (71 FR 2710, January 17, 2006, OAR-2004-0018).
Under this two-part publication, EPA proposes to implement revised particulate matter standards and associated air monitoring requirements.  Specifically, EPA proposes to revise the PM2.5 standard, revoke the PM10 standard, establish a new PM10-2.5 (or PM-coarse) standard, and establish new air monitoring criteria for these proposals.  SCAQMD staff has a number of concerns associated with these proposals, including:  (1) the proposal for the new standards does not follow the recommendations of EPA staff or that of Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee (CASAC); (2) the proposal establishes for the first time a NAAQS standard that treats urban and rural areas differently; and (3) the proposal establishes monitor siting criteria that would not adequately provide information to assess health impacts in rural areas.
SCAQMD staff’s comments on each of EPA’s respective proposals for the proposed revised PM standards and air monitoring requirements are as follows:
Comments on Proposed National Ambient Air Quality Standard for Particulate Matter (#OAR-2001-0017)

The EPA has proposed to revise the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Particulate Matter.  The SCAQMD staff is pleased to offer the following comments on the proposed standard, as requested by EPA.  The comments that follow are geared to each proposed revision.
PM2.5 24-hour average standard

As noted in the proposal, numerous health studies have indicated that serious adverse health effects are associated with particulate matter levels below the current standard.  We concur with the lowering of the 24-hour standard to protect health.  The available data clearly show that the current standard is not adequately protective. The proposal also notes that such effects have been shown to occur in the range of concentrations between 30 to 35 (g/m3.  The proposal, however, uses an interpretation that, since not all studies show statistically significant associations within this range, the standard should be at the high end.  This, in our view, clearly leaves no margin of safety for protection of public health.  We urge a reconsideration of the level of the standard at the low end of this range at 30 (g/m3.  This would provide for a margin of safety and be within the range favored by the Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee (CASAC) Particulate Review Panel.

PM2.5 annual average
We are concerned that there are adverse effects at the current standard, and there is no margin of safety to protect public health.  This is in view of the data available for the criteria document, and in light of recently published studies conducted in Southern California using a finer spatial estimation of PM2.5 exposure.  For example, the study by Jerrett (2005) concluded that mortality effects of PM2.5 may be up to three times higher than estimated from national studies reviewed in the Particulate Matter Criteria Document and EPA proposal.  Other recent studies include Kunzli (2005) which found increased wall thickness of coronary arteries - a risk factor for cardiovascular disease, and Gauderman (2004), which reported a clinically significant reduction on lung function in high school seniors who had grown up in communities with high PM2.5  levels.   These results indicate that a standard at the low end of the EPA staff proposed range at 12 (g/m3 would better protect health.

The proposal also appears to give short shrift to the CASAC Panel review of the health effects studies.  As acknowledged in the proposal, the Panel clearly stated that it favored a lowering of both the 24-hour average and the annual average standards for PM2.5.  The proposal, however, uses other statements by the Panel and twists them into a conclusion that the annual standard need not be revised.  This, in our view, is a misrepresentation of the Panel’s recommendations and conclusions and is clearly not supported by the currently available health literature.

PM10-2.5 24-hour average
In our review, the health studies support a standard to protect public health from thoracic coarse particles.  However, we do not see a rationale based on the health studies to exclude crustal sources such as dust, agricultural sources, and mining sources.  Studies conducted in the Coachella Valley of Southern California - an area where thoracic particles are dominated by crustal sources - have found adverse effects associated with the coarse fraction (Ostro, 2003).  Currently, there is little known regarding the toxicity of particulate matter of differing compositions and effects of particles from crustal sources cannot be summarily ruled out.  Indeed, we know from occupational environments that particles of crustal origin can have substantial adverse effects.  Crustal material is known to contain respirable crystalline silica, for example, which is a known lung toxin and carcinogen.  While occupational studies may not be appropriate for setting of levels for ambient standards, their results urge caution in concluding that lower levels that may be found in community settings are without effect.

We note that the CASAC Panel acknowledged potential differences in particulate matter composition in rural and urban locations, as well as the potential for different toxicity of specific components.  However, the Panel did not recommend the exclusion of any particular sources of particles for consideration in setting the standard.  In fact the Panel noted studies conducted in the Coachella Valley of Southern California that found adverse effects of particulates dominated by dusts (Ostro, 2003).  Rather, the Panel recommended monitoring of both rural and urban areas for particulate matter levels, size distribution, and composition.

Regarding the level of the standard, we recommend a level at the low end of the EPA staff and CASAC Panel recommended range at 50(g/m3 to provide for protection of public health and provide a margin of safety, without exception for any source of particles.

PM10 Standard - current 24-hour average and annual average

We support retaining the current PM10 24-hour standard in areas that are in violation until designations for the new standards are completed, and through the next SIP process.  This will provide for continued progress toward healthful air quality during this interim period.  However, we are concerned that the proposed continuation would only apply to areas of greater than 100,000 population.  This gives an impression that smaller communities and less populated areas would not be adequately protected from potential effects of thoracic particulate matter.  It should not be concluded that large urban areas, such as those in California (and in particular the South Coast Air Basin), do not have an impact on rural communities due to transport of emissions.
In addition, we do not support revocation of the annual PM10 standard.  EPA should retain the standard until, at the least, the PM10-2.5 SIP is approved, thereby continuing public health protection in the interim until measures can be established to address the coarse fraction of particulate matter.
Monitoring and Research

We support conducting research on the short-term and long-term health effects of 
PM10-2.5 and on particle composition as it relates to toxicity.  This research would provide needed information on which to base any future standard revisions.
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Comments on Proposed Revisions to the Ambient Air Monitoring Regulations

(#OAR-2004-0018)

SCAQMD staff comments regarding the proposed revised air monitoring requirements are provided in four key areas: siting criteria for PM10-2.5 monitors, methods for PM10-2.5 sampling, quality assurance, and financial impact.
Siting Criteria for PM10-2.5 Monitors

In general, SCAQMD staff opposes placement of monitors that exclude re-suspended particulate matter from agricultural and mining sources due to the lack of supporting health data.  Lack of such information would only be amplified by siting of monitors as proposed by EPA.  If EPA were to proceed with this approach, our comment on siting is summarized below.
The fifth part of the coarse PM monitoring location suitability test (Section IV.B.2.b.ii) states that, “the ambient mix of PM10-2.5 sampled at that site would be dominated by re-suspended dust from high-density traffic on paved roads and PM generated by industrial sources and construction sources, and would not be dominated by rural windblown dust and soils and PM generated by agricultural and mining sources. The first four parts of the suitability test make it unlikely that a candidate site would be dominated by rural windblown dust (other than perhaps during exceptional events), but the site-specific assessment may determine otherwise. The site-specific assessment may also reveal the presence of a dominant agricultural or mining operation, for example, a gravel or sand extraction and material handling operation.”

It is unclear how the site-specific assessment will verify that a monitoring location is not dominated by rural windblown dust and soils or by coarse PM from mining and agricultural sources.  As such, clarifications are needed as follows:

· The term “dominated” needs to be defined succinctly.  Does “dominated” mean that 51% of the coarse PM at a site is expected to originate from mining or agricultural sources?  Does it signify more than 51%?  Is it a more qualitative assessment?  Since wind-blown dust is a major source of coarse PM, even in urban areas, it may be difficult to meet these criteria, depending on how it is eventually defined.

· There is a need to clearly delineate the distinction between “urban” windblown dust and “rural” windblown dust.  Compositionally, they are very similar, and “urban” windblown dust can easily “dominate” coarse PM levels in urban areas.  But the sites are meant to be “dominated” by re-suspended road dust and industrial/construction sources only.  Since only a fraction of urban windblown dust is from paved roads and vehicular re-suspension, it is possible that even properly located sites will be dominated by urban windblown dust on a regular basis.  Thus, some clarity on how urban windblown dust will be treated in the regulations is needed.

· It is unclear as to how the site assessments are to be accomplished.  Perhaps a simple visual inspection on a case-by-case basis of the surrounding areas in consultation with regional EPA offices is all that is suggested, but this should be explicitly stated.  Perhaps it requires measuring distances to known mining and agricultural sources.  If more detailed verification will be needed, using such tools as chemical speciation or a meteorological analysis, the methods or the approach to developing methods should be explicitly specified.

· It is unclear if there are any procedures to identify a situation where the coarse PM NAAQS are exceeded at an approved monitoring location that passed all suitability tests; and it is suspected that windblown dust, mining, or agriculture sources were dominating the concentrations.  Such procedures are needed.

In general, the fifth part of the suitability test is a potential source of problems due to the lack of specificity.  More specific criteria, such as minimum distances to unpaved lots, mining operations, or agricultural operations, need to be added.

Methods for PM10-2.5 Sampling
The sites designated for coarse PM speciation monitoring will require filter-based samplers (Section IV.B.2.b.iv).  The only proposed sampling technology that can collect a distinct PM10-2.5 sample are the dichotomous virtual impactor-based samplers.  If this technology is not designated as a class II Federal Emissions Monitor (FEM), then different samplers will be needed to satisfy the speciation and coarse mass sampling requirements, adding additional cost. SCAQMD staff suggests that the class II FEM approval procedure recognize the importance of these samplers as the only method for speciation of a distinct coarse PM sample.  SCAQMD staff also urges consideration of an alternative method of coarse PM speciation by difference using the existing Federal Reference Method (FRM) PM10 and PM2.5 mass methods.  State and local agencies will most likely already have this equipment, and speciation results for PM2.5 could be subtracted from PM10 speciation on a species-by-species basis.  Some of this speciation analysis is already being performed via the STN or other network programs.

The elemental composition is most important for coarse PM, but carbon and ionic composition may also be useful for identifying the sources and toxicity of coarse PM. The extent and method of speciation analysis will have implications for the number and type of filters to be deployed, as well as cost.  

Quality Assurance

Although the proposal retains the current requirement that all air monitoring data should be validated and reported to AQIS for one quarter before the end of the following quarter (three-month lag), an EPA representative indicated the possibility of tightening the requirement and reducing the lag time.  We strongly support keeping this requirement unchanged.  Given the extensive monitoring network at SCAQMD, it is near impossible to provide the data to AQIS any faster than currently required.

Financial Impact
Changes are proposed that would include additional sampling at sites designated as NCore level II.  If one or two of these sites are to be located in the SCAQMD, it can be sited at an existing PAMS or PM2.5 speciation site to reduce the financial impact.  But new instrumentation and maintenance costs will still be necessary.  It is inferred that additional costs will be offset by a reduction in the number of required samplers and sampling frequencies for the CO, PM10, SO2, NO2 and Pb networks.  However, it is unlikely this will result in cost savings at SCAQMD; the high demand for air quality data often precludes scaling back operations once they have been put in place.

Changes are proposed to the required separation distance between roadways and probes for monitoring neighborhood scale ozone and NO2.  These changes will affect several of our air monitoring stations which are currently sited based on previous criteria and traffic data.  As an example, the current Long Beach Air Monitoring station now has a traffic count on Long Beach Blvd. of 28,100.  This requires that the probe be approximately 150 feet from the roadway for neighborhood scale designation; the current probe is approximately 30 feet from the roadway.  Other sites that may be affected include Lynwood and Pomona.  If the new siting criteria necessitate a re-location of sampling sites, the costs can be significant.  The proposal should include a funding mechanism to reimburse the local districts for all costs associated with additional ambient monitoring.
Thank you again for the opportunity to provide these comments.  We look forward to working with U.S. EPA in implementing the proposed rule.





Sincerely,






Barry R. Wallerstein, D.Env.





Executive Officer, SCAQMD
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