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	Minutes for the PM2.5 Stakeholders Working Group Meeting #1

Thursday, June 8, 2006

SCAQMD, CC2, 1:30 pm – 3 pm


1.
Welcome / Introduction Working Group
Dr. Elaine Chang, Deputy Executive Officer, Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources, called the meeting to order at 1:35 p.m., led the introductions of the working group members and presented a brief overview of the purpose and goals of the PM2.5 stakeholders working group.  

2.
PM 2.5 and Standards

Mr. Michael Krause, Air Quality Specialist, California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section, Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources, discussed background information on PM2.5.  For the purposes of this working group, the PM2.5 under discussion is primary, or directly emitted PM2.5 and does not include secondary PM2.5 formed as a result of chemical reactions in the atmosphere.  Mr. Krause noted that PM2.5 is primarily derived from combustion sources including mobile sources and stationary sources such as internal combustion engines (ICEs).  Mr. Krause then provided information on the date of adoption and concentration levels of both the federal and California PM2.5 ambient air quality standards (AAQS). 
3.
PM2.5 Air Quality and the 2007 AQMP
Mr. Joseph Cassmassi, Planning Manager, Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources, provided the most current air quality information on PM2.5 by showing an overhead of PM2.5 concentrations in the district.  The overhead showed that large areas exceed the federal annual AAQS of 15 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m3), with the highest concentrations occurring in the inland empire areas of Riverside and San Bernardino counties.  Mr. Cassmassi then showed an overhead of PM2.5 concentration trends from 1999 through 2005, which showed that PM2.5 concentrations have remained relatively constant over that time period. 

Mr. Cassmassi then discussed the 2007 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), currently under development, which will include inventories, modeling, and control strategies for achieving all PM2.5 AAQSs.  He noted that the federal annual AAQS must be attained by 2015, which includes the possibility of a five-year extension.  Control strategies are expected to consist of volatile organic compound (VOC), oxides of nitrogen (NOx), and sulfur oxides (SOx) emission reductions.
4.
PM2.5 Calculation Methodology and Proposed PM2.5 Significance Thresholds
Dr. Steve Smith, Program Supervisor of the CEQA Section, Rule Development and Area Sources, presented staff’s recommended methodology for calculating PM2.5.  He noted the total suspended particulate (TSP) emissions contain specific fractions of PM10 and PM2.5 and that the California Air Resources Board (CARB) had created the California Emission Inventory Data and Reporting System (CEIDARS) list, which identifies a wide variety of mechanical and industrial processes and the PM10 and PM2.5 fractions of the TSP emissions.  Staff has modified this list to add an additional column to show the PM2.5 fraction of PM10.  Using this information or other publicly available information that provides PM10 and PM2.5 fractions, staff is recommending that PM2.5 be calculated by using the standard methodologies and emission factors to calculate PM10 emissions, and then multiply this result by the PM2.5 fraction of PM10.  If a specific source category is not listed, it was recommended that a similar category be used or the SCAQMD default PM2.5 factors for construction emissions, 21 percent, and operational emissions, 99 percent, be used.
A comment was made by one of the working group members that some of the emission source categories were vague and it was unclear what actually comprised the emission source or operation.  Staff acknowledged that some of the CEIDARS source categories were vague or repetitive and committed to contacting CARB to obtain a more detailed description of the categories.  A second suggestion was made to alphabetize the list rather than list by PM profile ID, which staff agreed to do.  A question was asked regarding how reliable is the CEIDARS list.  Staff responded that it is the best information available and it is used to develop PM emission inventories for the AQMP.  In addition, project-specific profiles can be used if data can be substantiated.
a.
Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs)
Dr. Smith continued the presentation by providing staff’s recommendations for PM2.5 LSTs.  First, he provided background information on the development and implementation of LSTs for carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), and PM10.  LSTs are another indicator of significance in CEQA and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents and identify whether or not a project will create a local air quality impact to nearby receptors such as residences, schools, hospitals, etc.  Staff has developed LST look-up tables, in which mass emissions have been back-calculated from emission concentrations, based on project location, source receptor area (SRA), size of the project, distance to the receptor, and for NO2 and CO, the highest ambient concentration in the last three years.  Look-up tables are to be used for projects less than or equal to five acres.  For projects larger than five acres, it is recommended that dispersion modeling be performed.
To derive the PM2.5 LST for operation, Dr. Smith noted that the PM10 LST for operation is based on Regulation XIII – New Source Review, modeling requirements in which PM10 modeling for a new or modified stationary source cannot exceed a detectable change in concentration of 2.5 ug/m3.  Staff then reviewed the 2003 AQMP stationary source combustion PM inventory for the years 2005 through 2010 and determined that the average PM2.5 fraction of combustion PM10 is 99 percent.  Staff then applied this fraction to the PM10 operation LST of 2.5 ug/m3, which results in a product of essentially 2.5 ug/m3.  Staff is, therefore, recommending a PM2.5 operation LST of 2.5 ug/m3.

Dr. Smith then described the process used to derive a recommendation for the PM2.5 construction LST.  Staff reviewed the 2003 AQMP fugitive PM inventory for the years 2005 through 2010 and determined that the average PM2.5 fraction of fugitive PM10 is 21 percent.  Staff then applied this fraction to the PM10 construction LST of 10.4 ug/m3, which results in a product of 2.2 ug/m3.  Since off-road construction equipment also contribute to total PM2.5 emissions, staff recommended that 2.2 ug/m3 be rounded up to 2.5 ug/m3 to account for off-road construction equipment combustion PM2.5 emissions.  Staff acknowledged that rounding up was based on a qualitative judgment, not a quantitative analysis.  The staff recommendation, therefore, is a PM2.5 construction LST of 2.5 ug/m3.
b.
Regional Significance Threshold (RST) and Schedule
Dr. Smith continued the presentation by providing staff’s recommendation for a PM2.5 RST.  Since PM2.5 generally remains suspended in the atmosphere longer than PM10, it also contributes to poor regional air quality.  To derive a PM2.5 RST staff used as guidance U.S. EPA’s Proposed Rule to Implement the Fine Particle National Ambient Air Quality Standards: Proposed Rule.  In that document U.S. EPA defines a significant PM2.5 emission rate as 10 tons per year.  Dividing 10 tons per year by 365 days per year equals approximately 55 pounds per day.  (Dr. Smith noted that staff used a similar approach for the VOC and NO2 RSTs for operation.)  Staff is, therefore, recommending a PM2.5 RST of 55 pounds per day for each category, construction and operation.
Dr. Smith concluded the formal presentation by outlining the tentative schedule for bringing the PM2.5 proposal to the SCAQMD Governing Board for approval at the September 8, 2006 Board meeting.  Following the presentation the following items were discussed by the group.
One of the working group members requested that staff develop residential and commercial construction scenarios for PM2.5 that show the equipment and their activity levels where PM2.5 emissions do not exceed the PM2.5 construction LSTs.  Staff responded that based on construction site surveys undertaken by the SCAQMD, construction equipment and activity levels are essentially the same regardless of the type and size of project.  Further, staff agreed to revise the construction scenarios prepared for the LST proposal to include PM2.5 emission calculations that would not exceed the applicable LST.
The following comment was made earlier in the meeting, but deferred for discussion until after the conclusion of the presentation.  Staff needs to get a better idea of the effects on the PM2.5 construction LSTs made by combustion PM2.5 from the construction equipment.  A suggestion was made for staff to use data from CEQA documents prepared by other public agencies to calculate PM2.5 emissions and determine what percentage of the projects would exceed the staff’s recommended PM2.5 significance thresholds.  Staff responded that for many CEQA documents, especially negative declarations, there are insufficient data to perform the PM2.5 analysis.  Staff further responded that an attempt would be made to perform this type of analysis based on available information and to the extent it avoided delaying consideration of the proposal by the Governing Board.
An alternative recommendation was made that staff should perform dispersion modeling to determine how combustion emissions from construction equipment affect whether or not a project will exceed the PM2.5 construction LST.  One of the working group members had prepared a dispersion modeling analysis that addressed this issue.  The analysis showed PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations for a one-acre construction site with one dozer operating eight hours per day, one loader operating 2 hours per day and one haul truck operation two hours per day.  
The PM10 dispersion modeling analysis produced three figures.  The first figure showed an isopleth around the construction site where total PM10 concentrations from fugitive and combustion sources exceeded the PM10 construction LST of 10.4 ug/m3.  Beyond the isopleth, PM10 concentrations were less than 10.4 ug/m3.  The second PM10 figure showed that PM10 concentrations only from construction equipment combustion emissions do not reach 10.4 ug/m3 and the third figure shows PM10 from fugitive sources only.  The third figure showed two separate 10.4 ug/m3 isopleths, smaller in area than the first figure.
The PM2.5 dispersion modeling analysis produced three figures similar to the PM10 figures.  The first figure showed an isopleth around the construction site where total PM2.5 concentrations from fugitive and combustion sources exceeded the proposed PM2.5 construction LST of 2.5 ug/m3.  Beyond the isopleth, PM2.5 concentrations were less than 2.5 ug/m3.  The second PM2.5 figure showed an isopleth around the construction site where PM2.5 concentrations only from construction equipment combustion emissions exceed the proposed PM2.5 construction LST of 2.5 ug/m3.  The third figure showed two separate 2.5 isopleths, smaller in area than the first figure.
These figures show that construction equipment combustion emissions may be a larger contributor to construction emissions than originally anticipated by staff.  Staff requested electronic copies of the modeling files to evaluate the results further to determine whether adjustments to the proposed PM2.5 LSTs or methodology are necessary.

Two working group members asked staff to identify mitigation measures to reduce PM2.5 emissions from mobile sources.  Staff identified several control technologies including: emulsified diesel fuel, ultra low sulfur diesel, particulate traps, oxidation catalysts, etc.  It was noted that after September 2006, ultra-low sulfur (ULSD) diesel would be required and would no longer be available as a mitigation measures.  A suggestion was made for this to be a topic for discussion at the next meeting.  Staff agreed and will compile a more comprehensive list of PM2.5 emission control options.
A question was asked regarding whether or not the CEIDARS list took into consideration the requirement to use ULSD.  Staff responded that for any on-road mobile source equipment, ULSD would likely be included as these emission factors would be based on EMFAC2002.  For other categories, staff was uncertain and committed to contacting CARB staff to find out.

5.
Closing Remarks/Scheduling Next Meeting

At the conclusion of the discussion the working group scheduled the next meeting for July 11 at 1:00 p.m.

Summary of Action Items:

· Better define the source categories in the CEIDARs list and alphabetize list.
· Develop construction scenarios similar to those prepared for the original LST proposal that identifies equipment mix, activity levels, and emissions that would not exceed the proposed PM2.5 construction LST.

· Perform a PM2.5 analysis on previously prepared CEQA documents to determine whether or not the staff proposal would trigger EIRs more often (will be done to the extent time permits).

· Perform dispersion modeling to determine whether or not adjustments need to be made to the PM2.5 construction LST proposal.
· Identify options for reducing PM2.5 from mobile sources.
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