WESTAR Recommendations for PM2.5 Implementation Guidance
1.  Nonattainment Area Boundaries
In the November 17, 1998 Proposed Implementation Guidance, EPA indicates that it anticipates recommending PM2.5 boundary guidance that is similar to the ozone guidance.  For ozone, EPA has proposed the Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) or Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area (CMSA) as the presumptive default for nonattainment boundaries, but providing States with the flexibility to request larger or smaller boundaries as technically justified.  While we agree that States need flexibility to determine appropriate nonattainment area boundaries, we believe MSAs are not the appropriate presumptive starting point for making PM2.5 nonattainment area boundary determinations for three primary reasons.  First, the sizes of MSAs vary greatly from region to region B the MSA may be too large to be appropriate in some cases and too small in others.  Second, some expected PM2.5 nonattainment areas are not located within MSAs.  Third, while we understand that EPA expects PM2.5 to be a regional pollutant like ozone in the East, we anticipate a mix in the West with some highly localized PM2.5 nonattainment areas (e.g., a mountain community with wintertime woodsmoke pollution). 
In light of the diverse nature of PM2.5 across the country, we recommend each state define the appropriate boundary and that the state=s recommendation be the presumptive starting point for analysis.  In the proposed implementation guidance, states may request either the expansion or the reduction of nonattainment boundaries depending on the specific circumstances of each area, but then must document the reasons for doing so.  We think this approach represents a burden to states in terms of the additional time and resources needed to justify an alternative boundary.  States have the best understanding of effective nonattainment area boundaries - we should focus our documentation on why the recommended boundary is appropriate.  We should not have to conduct additional work to demonstrate why the CMSA/MSA is inappropriate.  Although the state=s recommendation would be the presumptive default, EPA, through its regional offices would review, discuss any concerns with the state, and make the final determination. 

In order to provide for consistent criteria to evaluate each state=s recommendations, we would support the development of additional federal guidance that identifies such criteria.  However, EPA would need to ensure that sufficient flexibility is built into this guidance for states.  The WESTAR PM Technical Committee would like to contribute to the development of these boundary criteria.

2.  PM2.5 Classifications, Attainment Dates, and Reasonable Further Progress
In the November 17, 1998 Proposed Implementation Guidance, EPA indicates that if PM2.5 behaves like ozone, it anticipates recommending a PM2.5 classification scheme similar to that for ozone.  For ozone, EPA has proposed three classifications:  transitional,  traditional, and international transport.  Attainment dates for PM2.5 were not addressed in the guidance.  We do not see how a Atransitional@ nonattainment classification, designed around the NOx SIP call in the East, would be applicable for PM2.5 nonattainment areas in the West.  We suggest EPA provide states with some examples of how a transitional classification would apply to PM2.5 nonattainment areas in the West.  

We expect that the length of time a nonattainment area needs to meet the PM2.5 standards will vary based on factors such as the amount by which air quality exceeds the standard, whether the area is affected by long-range and/or interstate transport, and whether controls that take time to fully implement will be needed.  We suggest that EPA consider a classification scheme that would support a two-tiered approach to attainment dates for PM2.5.  For the purposes of this discussion, we will refer to the classifications as Class A and Class B.  We would also support an Ainternational transport@ subcategory under either of these two classifications for areas affected by transport of air pollution from outside the United States. 

Under our proposal, Class A nonattainment areas would be those that we expect could meet the PM2.5 standards earlier than the Class B areas.  Consequently, these areas would be given near-term attainment dates.  We would work with EPA to identify appropriate attainment dates for Class A.  The need for any interim progress targets for this classification should be based on the amount of time between SIP submittal and the attainment date.  Most nonattainment areas would be initially classified as Class A, with an option to move to Class B if the SIP supports the need for the reclassification.

For some areas, it is already clear that a longer period will be needed to show attainment.  These areas would be initially classified as Class B and given attainment dates of up to ten years after designation.  For example, Class B areas would be expected to include California=s South Coast and San Joaquin Valley.  Because of the longer attainment date associated with Class B, these areas should include emission reduction targets to be achieved every three years in order to demonstrate reasonable further progress, as defined in section 171 of the Clean Air Act.  We believe each state should establish these targets when developing a nonattainment area SIP, based on the total reductions of each pollutant needed to attain in that area.  

We would like to work with EPA staff to further develop this concept for PM2.5 classifications, attainment dates, and reasonable progress requirements and to help define the criteria that would be used to identify initial classifications.

In addition, for PM2.5 nonattainment areas affected by transport, we support linking downwind attainment dates with those of the upwind area as EPA has recommended in the November 17, 1998 Proposed Implementation Guidance.
3.  Attainment Demonstration Requirements
WESTAR has identified a number of policy and technical issues related to emission inventory, modeling, and monitoring, and we are providing a brief summary of our concerns and recommendations in these areas.  It is important that EPA commit adequate resources to ensure a strong technical foundation for PM2.5 SIPs.  Much of this work will also be needed to address the forthcoming regional haze requirements.  We would welcome the opportunity to work with EPA on any of these issues.

Emission Inventory Development
There is a critical need to develop PM2.5 specific emission factors, not simply derive factors based on applying ratios to PM10 or TSP factors.  State have limited resources to undertake the expensive and time consuming research required to develop PM2.5 emission factors as well as the needed activity data for area sources of PM2.5.  We strongly encourage EPA to fund a comprehensive effort to develop PM2.5 emission factor and activity data, with priorities for research determined in consultation with the states. 

Modeling
PM2.5 Specific Modeling Guidance.  EPA is in the process of developing PM2.5 modeling guidance.  We understand that EPA will use its ozone modeling guidance as the blueprint for the PM2.5 guidance.  We agree that is an appropriate starting point, but we caution EPA against simply applying the ozone guidance directly to PM2.5.  EPA needs to take the time to develop carefully thought out PM2.5-specific modeling guidance.  We expect that PM modeling will be even more complex than ozone modeling in certain cases, and there are issues unique to PM2.5 which will need to be addressed in the guidance.  For example, the annual PM2.5 standard may be the controlling standard in many cases.  In the past, we have not needed to develop attainment demonstrations for annual standards.  Furthermore, we expect that emissions from vegetative burning may be a significant PM2.5 source in many western areas B PM2.5 models should be able to accommodate these emissions, which have not been addressed in urban ozone modeling.

Flexibility.  We will be looking for the PM2.5 modeling guidance to provide states with flexibility to use the most appropriate modeling tools to fit each nonattainment area=s particular situation and available data.  Full fledged photochemical modeling may not be needed (or possible) in all cases.  For example, where a single dominant source like residential wood combustion is the main cause of PM2.5 violations, a simpler modeling approach such as chemical mass balance/speciated rollback may be preferable for use in attainment demonstrations.  For annual standard attainment demonstrations, a mix of modeling tools may be needed.  Photochemical modeling may be most appropriate during seasons when secondary particles are prominent, but other tools may be more appropriate during other seasons.

Timely EPA Action on States= Modeling Protocols.  Because of the time involved in developing and running models to support attainment demonstrations, states need feedback as early as possible from EPA on their proposed modeling protocols.  EPA action in this area has not always been timely.  When states transmit modeling protocols to EPA, we would like EPA to respond within six months by either affirmatively concurring with the modeling protocol or providing a list of concerns.  Lack of action from EPA within the six-month period should be considered a Ade facto@ concurrence.

Monitoring
Speciation monitoring is essential to the identification of PM2.5 sources, development of control strategies, and attainment demonstration modeling.  We also have concerns about whether adequate resources will be available to support speciation monitoring.  At a minimum, at least one speciation monitor will be needed in each nonattainment area to support modeling and planning efforts.  In many cases, multiple speciation monitors will be needed for nonattainment areas with more complex PM2.5 problems.

4.  Control Requirements
RACM/RACT Policy
We expect the nature of the PM2.5 problem to vary significantly from region to region.  Therefore, we agree with EPA that RACM/RACT for PM2.5 should be similar to the general approach for the ozone 8-hour standard, i.e., based on measures needed for attainment in each area rather than specific, federally-prescribed source control measures for every area across the country.  In addition, EPA must insure that national emissions control programs (for sources such as airplanes, locomotives and prescribed fire) established by EPA or other federal agencies are fully implemented in a timely manner, such that states may utilize these measures in their SIPs.
Mobile Sources
We expect that on-road and off-road mobile sources will be significant contributing sources to most Western PM2.5 nonattainment areas and to visibility impairment in many Class I areas.  WESTAR would like to work with EPA to identify priorities for tighter national controls on these sources.  EPA has been actively pursuing more stringent national standards to address ozone concerns; mobile source controls for particulate matter and its precursors also need to be a high priority for EPA.

Prior to beginning work on PM2.5 SIP development, EPA should provide states with estimates of the expected PM2.5 and precursor emission reductions that will occur as a result of both existing and planned federal mobile source control programs.  These programs should be fully creditable for attainment demonstration purposes.  EPA has not traditionally been timely in updating its mobile source models to account for new emission reduction measures, which limits states= ability to take SIP credit for these measures.  EPA needs to either update the models in a more timely manner or allow states to make their own external corrections to the models to take credit for all existing and new federal mobile source control measures.

 New Source Review (NSR)
We support the interim use of PM10 as a surrogate for PM2.5 in meeting NSR requirements. However, when developing future NSR guidance for PM2.5, we believe EPA needs to consider the full implications of secondary particulate formation (mostly sulfates and nitrates), including the approach that will be used for emissions trading and offsets.  At this time, we would recommend no cross-pollutant offsets be allowed (e.g., trading SOx for NOx) until better information is available on the net air quality affect of such trades.  After a state has completed the technical evaluation of the nature of the PM2.5 problem in its nonattainment areas as part of its SIP development, the state should then revise its NSR rule (if necessary) as part of the PM2.5 SIP.  If interpollutant offsets are technically justified, provisions appropriate for the area could be added to the NSR rule at that time.

Conformity
EPA indicates in the guidance that it intends to amend transportation and general conformity requirements to make them applicable to PM2.5 areas after the review of the PM2.5 standard is complete.  We urge EPA to begin this work earlier, consistent with our other comments regarding Aplaceholders.@  For PM2.5, we believe transportation conformity should follow the Asignificant contribution@ criteria currently used for PM10 areas.  With this approach, transportation conformity requirements would only apply if mobile sources are a significant contributor to the PM2.5 nonattainment problem.  For example, there may be localized areas that violate the PM2.5 standard almost solely due to emissions from residential wood combustion.  In these cases, transportation-related emissions do not significantly contribute to PM2.5 violations and will not be part of the solution, making transportation conformity an ineffective approach.

When revising the general conformity regulations, we encourage EPA to discuss with states how to account for prescribing burning in the attainment plans such that other sources are not required to mitigate the impacts of these federal activities.  Another issue concerns prescribed fires that occur outside nonattainment areas which are not addressed under the current general conformity rule.  We are concerned about proposals by federal agencies for large increases in the use of prescribed fire.  Emissions from large prescribed fires in attainment areas have the potential to impact existing nonattainment and maintenance areas, and create new nonattainment areas.  Prescribed fires are unique from other sources in that the emissions are extremely dependent on weather, fuels, and ignition technique, and many can occur simultaneously over large areas.  The general conformity rule is the only applicable regulation in many states where prescribed fires do not fall under any type of smoke management or permit program.  The general conformity rule needs to address this issue by offering states the option to apply the general conformity rule for prescribed fires in attainment areas.

Areas Affected By Transport  
In the November 17, 1998 Proposed Implementation Guidance, EPA proposes allowing downwind areas affected by pollution transport to take credit in their attainment demonstrations for emission reduction measures in upwind areas where technically justified.  WESTAR strongly supports this proposal, and we agree with EPA that this policy should apply to PM2.5 transport as well as ozone transport.

5.  Supplemental Attainment Planning 
WESTAR supports STAPPA/ALAPCO=s comments in its January 9, 1999 letter to EPA regarding supplemental attainment planning for both ozone and PM2.5.  The guidance proposes to establish a new requirement for an enforceable commitment to revise the SIP if air quality indicates that the area will likely not attain the standard on schedule.  This SIP revision, due one year after the scheduled attainment date, would include a new attainment demonstration and a list of new measures.  If the area does fail to attain, the state would have to adopt the list of new measures and submit a second SIP revision just six months later.  While we support the concept of proactively taking steps to ensure that clean air goals are met, an approach that would require two SIP revisions within a six-month period is neither practical nor an effective use of resources.  Instead, we support the alternative of allowing areas to commit to a schedule for early work on a single SIP revision if the two-year check indicates an area will not meet the standard.

