Summary of EPA’s Coarse PM NAAQS and Air Monitoring Proposals

Environmental Defense (Contact Jana Milford, jmilford@environmentaldefense.org, with questions)
March 4, 2006
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Particulate Matter, Proposed Rule, 71 Fed. Reg. 2620 (Jan. 17, 2006) and Revisions to Ambient Air Monitoring Regulations, Proposed Rule, 71 Fed. Reg. 2710 (Jan. 17, 2006).
 

Public hearings will be held in Chicago, Philadelphia, and San Francisco on March 8, 2005. Comments are due April 17, 2006.
Comments on the PM NAAQS proposal can be submitted by email to a-and-r-Docket@epa.gov, referencing Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2001-0017. 

Comments on the monitoring rule can be submitted by email to a-and-r-docket@epa.gov, referencing Docket ID No. EPA-HQ-OAR-2004-0018.
What is EPA proposing?

· EPA is proposing to replace the existing daily PM10
 standard with a daily PM10-2.5
 standard, set at a level of 70 ug/m3 (98th percentile). 

· Limited to urban areas with population above 100,000, and 

· Exempting agriculture and mining and other “similar sources of crustal material” from controls aimed at meeting the standard.

· The proposal invites comment on whether sources besides agriculture and mining should be exempted
 and whether the coarse PM standard should be eliminated altogether.
 

· The current daily PM10 standard would be revoked when the PM10-2.5 standard is finalized, except in areas that violate the PM10 standard now and have a population of at least 100,000
  

· EPA proposes to delay designating nonattainment areas for the daily PM10-2.5 standard until 2013.  Areas would not be required to meet the standard until sometime between 2018 and 2023.

What does the Clean Air Act require?

· The Clean Air Act requires uniform standards that protect all Americans with an adequate margin of safety.  

· Limiting protection of federal air quality standards to urban areas and issuing categorical exemptions for industrial sectors like mining and agriculture is unprecedented.

· To comply with the Clean Air act, EPA must either retain the existing PM10 standard everywhere, or extend the PM10-2.5 standard to the whole country, dropping the exclusions for agriculture and mining and requiring areas to meet the standard expeditiously.

Why are standards for coarse PM important?

· EPA has found that coarse PM is associated with serious illness and premature death.

· Coarse particles penetrate to and deposit deep in the lungs, similar to fine particles (PM2.5).
 

· EPA has found that “Associations between PM10-2.5 and mortality are similar in magnitude, but less precise, than those for PM2.5 or PM10.”
 

· Studies have found associations between short term exposure to PM10-2.5 and respiratory- and cardiac-related hospital admissions.

· Studies have also found associations between PM10-2.5 exposure and respiratory symptoms and hospital admissions for asthma in children.
  

· Several studies have found associations between coarse PM and respiratory symptoms in both asthmatic and non-asthmatic adults.
 

What are the implications of EPA’s exclusions and exemptions?
· In preliminary analyses based on the proposal,
 EPA has viewed the agriculture and mining exemptions broadly, including the following source categories: 

· crop production

· livestock production

· logging

· coal mining

· hard rock mining

· nonmetallic mineral mining

· sand and gravel quarrying, and  

· oil and gas production

· Agriculture and mining activities would apparently be exempted from regulation to meet the coarse PM standards regardless of whether they occur in or impact urban or rural areas.    

· EPA is proposing to immediately revoke the daily PM10 standard in all areas that currently violate the standard, except for 15 large urban areas. EPA has determined that monitors in the following counties have recorded violations of the daily PM10 standard in recent years (not all of the areas have been designated nonattainment), but would revoke the standard rather than requiring compliance in the areas the monitors represent. 

	County
	Existing PM10 Nonattainment Area

	Anchorage, AK 
	

	Matanuska-Susitna, AK 
	

	Cochise, AZ 
	Douglas (Cochise County), AZ

	Maricopa, AZ*
	

	Pinal, AZ* 
	

	Santa Cruz, AZ 
	Nogales, AZ

	Imperial, CA
	Imperial Valley, CA

	Inyo, CA
	Owens Valley, CA; Coso Junction, CA

	Kern, CA* 
	Indian Wells Valley, CA

	Mono, CA 
	Mono Basin, CA

	San Bernardino, CA
	Trona, CA

	San Diego, CA
	

	San Luis Obispo, CA
	

	Yolo, CA
	

	Nassau, FL
	

	Power, ID
	

	Kandiyohi, MN 
	

	Jasper, MO 
	

	Glacier, MT 
	

	Dona Ana, NM
	

	Nye, NV 
	

	Clark, NV*
	

	Scioto, OH 
	

	Muskogee, OK 
	

	Stevens, WA 
	

	Albany, WY 
	

	Campbell, WY 
	

	Carbon, WY 
	

	Lincoln, WY 
	

	Natrona, WY
	

	Sweetwater, WY 
	


The PM10 standard will be retained in part of the county
· EPA is proposing that PM10-2.5 would only be monitored in metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) that contain all or part of an urbanized area with a population of at least 100,000 and where PM10-2.5 from agriculture or mining is not the dominant influence.
 EPA estimated based on 2001-2003 data that design value (98th percentile) daily PM10-2.5 concentrations at one or more monitoring sites in the following counties would exceed 50 ug/m3,
 but is proposing that PM10-2.5 concentrations would not be monitored at these locations.

	County
	Design Value* (ug/m3)
	MSA

	Matanuska-Susitna, AK
	68
	

	Cochise, AZ
	53
	

	Santa Cruz, AZ
	93
	Nogales, AZ

	Imperial, CA
	57, 126, 149
	El Centro, CA

	Inyo, CA
	75, 208
	Bishop, CA

	Kings, CA
	109
	

	Gunnison, CO
	57
	

	Washington, GA
	56
	

	Maui, HI
	55
	Kahului-Wailuku, HI

	Canyon, ID
	66
	Boise City, ID

	Power, ID
	79
	Pocatello,ID

	Power
	66
	Pocatello, ID

	Cerro Gordo, IA
	103
	Mason City, IA

	Muscatine, IA
	62
	Muscatine, IA

	Kennebec, ME
	58
	Augusta-Waterville, ME

	Rosebud, MT
	77
	

	Cass, NE
	71
	Omaha, NE-IA

	Harney, NE
	90
	

	Brookings, SD
	62
	Brookings, SD

	Codington, SD
	82
	Watertown, SD

	Pennington, SD
	58, 85
	Rapid City, SD

	Lubbock, TX
	85
	Lubbock, TX

	Asotin, WA
	82
	Lewiston, ID-WA

	Hancock, WV
	52
	Steubenville-Weirton,OH-WV

	Campbell, WY
	79
	Gilette, WY

	Ponce, PR
	65
	Ponce,PR

	St Croix, VI
	63
	

	St Thomas, VI
	66
	


* Multiple entries reflect estimated PM10-2.5 design values at multiple monitors within the county. 

EPA has no justification for its blanket exemptions of agriculture and mining and exclusion of rural areas from air quality standards.

· EPA found ambiguous and limited evidence that “uncontaminated natural crustal dust” is relatively benign.
  EPA’s proposal seizes on this as its reason for limiting the coarse PM standard to urban areas and for exempting agriculture and mining.   

· However, coarse PM from agriculture and mining is not “uncontaminated natural crustal dust”.

· Coarse PM from agriculture can be contaminated with organic matter (e.g., from feedlots and agricultural burning) and pesticides, as EPA acknowledges.
  

· Coarse PM from mining activities can be contaminated with organics and heavy metals, just like coarse PM from urban roadways.

· EPA dismisses decades of occupational health evidence of significant risks from coarse PM from agriculture and mining as irrelevant to “community” exposures.

· In a special meeting on Feb. 3, 2006, members of EPA’s external Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee (CASAC) said that the administration had misrepresented their views to support the proposed exemption for mining and farming.
 

· EPA has been under tremendous pressure from the agriculture and mining industries to eliminate protection for coarse PM altogether or exempt them from controls.

· The National Cattlemen’s Beef Association takes full credit for the exemption for agriculture. “Thanks to NCBA efforts, EPA has agreed to exclude agriculture dust from the standard at this time.”
 
· The National Stone, Sand & Gravel Association claims that “In a hard-fought win for the aggregates industry, NSSGA has convinced the U.S. Environmental Agency to exempt mining sources…”
 

· The National Mining Association takes credit for having organized a letter from members of the House Western Caucus to CEQ Chairman Connaughton opposing adoption of a coarse PM standard.
 

· A November 28, 2005 fax with comments from the White House Office of Management and Budget to EPA Special Assistant Jason Barnett on the Nov. 23, 2005 draft of the proposal makes the following change in the preamble language:  

“With regard to thoracic coarse particles, EPA proposes to revise the current 24-hour primary PM10 standard in part by replacing the indicator with a new PM10-2.5 indicator, qualified so as to include any ambient mix of PM10-2.5 that is dominated by sources typically found in urban environments, such as resuspended dust from high-density traffic on paved roads, industrial sources, and construction activities, and to exclude any ambient mix of PM10-2.5 dominated by rural windblown dust and soils and agricultural and mining sources that is not enriched with contaminants typical of urban sources.

� Available at http://www.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pm/s_pm_index.html.


� Particulate matter less than 10 microns in size.


� Particulate matter between 2.5 and 10 microns in size.


� 71 Fed. Reg. 2620, 2668.


� 71 Fed. Reg. 2620, 2673.


� 71 Fed. Reg. 2620, 2674.


� Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, Transition to New or Revised Particulate Matter Standards, 71 Fed. Reg. 6718, February 9, 2006.


� U.S. EPA, Critieria Document, p. 6-16, October 2004.  Available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pm/s_pm_index.html" ��http://www.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pm/s_pm_index.html�.; U.S. EPA, Staff Paper, p. 5-48, June 2005.  Available at http://www.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pm/s_pm_cr_sp.html.


� U.S. EPA, Staff Paper, p. 5-49, June 2005.


�  U.S. EPA, Staff Paper, p. 5-49, June 2005.


�  U.S. EPA, Staff Paper, p. 5-49, June 2005; U.S. EPA, Criteria Document, p. 8-186, October 2004.


� U.S. EPA, Criteria Document, p. 8-206, October 2004.


� T. Rosendahl, EPA, Memorandum: Basis for proposed determinations regarding retention of the existing 24-hour PM10 standard, Dec. 20, 2005, http://www.epa.gov/air/particles/pdfs/memo20051220.pdf


� http://www.epa.gov/air/particles/pdfs/memo20051220.pdf


� 71 Fed. Reg. 2710, 2736.


� Mark Schmidt, spreadsheet containing information used to generation Figure 2-13 of the June 2005 Staff Paper, personal communication, February 26, 2006.


� U.S. EPA, Spreadsheet showing areas where PM10-2.5 monitors would be required, February 10, 2006, available at www.epa.gov/air/particles/actions.html.


�  U.S. EPA, Staff Paper, p. 5-56, June 2005.


�  U.S. EPA, Criteria Document, pp. 8-344 and 3D-4, October, 2004.


� Chris Bowman, EPA Panel Blasts Air Rule Changes, Sacramento Bee, February 4, 2006; Janet Wilson, EPA Panel Advises Agency Chief to Think Again, Los Angeles Times, February 4, 2006.


� National Cattlemen’s Beef Association, Cattlemen’s Capitol Concerns, December 22, 2005.  � HYPERLINK "http://www.beefusa.org/newscattlemen_scapitolconcerns.aspx" ��http://www.beefusa.org/newscattlemen_scapitolconcerns.aspx�, Accessed 1-21-06. 


� National Stone, Sand & Gravel Association, NSSGA wins exemption for mining sources from EPA’s proposed coarse particle standard, Press Release, December 21, 2005. � HYPERLINK "http://www.nssga.org/communications/pressreleases/pressrelease.cfm?whichrel=163" ��http://www.nssga.org/communications/pressreleases/pressrelease.cfm?whichrel=163�.


� National Mining Association, House Western Caucus members express concern over PMc standard at NMA’s urging, NMA Mining Week, December 16, 2005.


� Office of Management and Budget, Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs, fax to Jason Burnett, U.S. EPA, December 8, 2005.
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