Minutes for the PM2.5 Stakeholder Working Group Meeting #2


	
[image: image1.wmf]
	Minutes for the PM2.5 Stakeholders Working Group Meeting #2
Tuesday, July 11, 2006

SCAQMD, GB, 1:00 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 1:05 p.m., and led the introductions of the working group members.  

2.
Update on the CEIDARS List
Dr. Steve Smith, Program Supervisor of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section, Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources, provided a follow-up to an action item raised at the previous working group meeting regarding better clarification of the source categories in the California Emission Inventory Data and Reporting System (CEIDARS) list.  Some categories on the list were redundant which, according to the California Air Resource Board (CARB) who generated the list, reflects different years when specific regulations become effective, resulting in different PM2.5 fractions of the total suspended particulates (TSP) emissions.  Such regulations would include ultra-low sulfur diesel requirements which would directly affect PM emissions from engine activity, reformulated fuels, etc.  CARB also stated, however, that no information was available that provided better definition of the individual categories.  As a side note, the CARB representative indicated that CARB is considering revising the list to reflect values at a county level.  However, the CARB representative indicated that there is no firm schedule for providing county-specific CEIDARS lists.  As a result, SCAQMD staff is recommending the use of the inventory categories in the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) where the PM10 and PM2.5 fractions of the TSP are listed.  Dr. Chang reminded the working group that the AQMP inventory list is based on the CEIDARS list and goes through a public review process as part of each AQMP revision.  Further, if more detailed categories are warranted, they would be generated from the larger CEIDARS list.  Other PM data could be used in the PM2.5 calculation, such as project or site-specific data.  As information on PM2.5 becomes available, the data on the list will be updated.
One working group member raised the concern that the PM2.5 fraction of PM10 listed under category #391 (Road & Bldg Construction Dust) on the CEIDARS list is not accurate, in particular too high at 58 percent compare to a similar category #420 (Construction Dust) whose PM2.5 fraction of PM10 seemed more reasonable at 21 percent.  Dr. Smith responded that he would talk to CARB, but since staff was now recommending using the AQMP inventory this apparent discrepancy should not be a concern.
A comment was made that the PM2.5 modeling was performed using a volume source analysis whereas the PM10 LST look-up tables were derived using an area source modeling analysis.  As a result, the modeling approaches used for the PM10 LST and the PM2.5 LST were inconsistent.  A recommendation was made to consider revising the PM10 LST modeling methodology using a volume source rather than an area source.  Dr. Smith indicated that he would discuss this recommendation with modeling staff and proceed based on their direction.

3.
Preliminary Results of PM2.5 LST Analysis
Dr. Smith continued the presentation by discussing the preliminary results of the PM2.5 localized significance thresholds (LSTs) analysis.  At the first working group meeting, the SCAQMD staff provided an initial recommendation for the PM2.5 construction LST, which assumed that the contribution of PM2.5 from construction combustion sources to the overall combustion PM2.5 emissions was relatively small.  However, modeling results presented by a working group member at the first meeting appeared to show a large contribution from combustion sources.  In order to study the issue in detail, SCAQMD staff modeled PM2.5 emissions using one-, two-, and five-acre construction scenarios developed for the original LST proposal.  The modeling was performed using the ISCST3 dispersion model.  Combustion emissions were modeled as adjacent volume sources and fugitive emissions were modeled as adjacent area sources.  Modeling was performed using worst-case meteorological data (West Los Angeles station) for receptors at 25, 50, 100, 200, and 500 meter distances from the construction site.  Using CARB speciation data, it was assumed that 21 percent of fugitive dust PM10 is comprised of PM2.5 and 89 percent of off-road equipment combustion PM10 emissions are comprised of PM2.5. 

The modeling results showed that construction equipment contributed 75 to 100 percent of combustion emissions.  The percent contribution of the fugitive dust (PM10) sources was dependant on the phase of construction.  For example, the highest concentrations of fugitive dust PM2.5 occurred during demolition and site preparation, while the highest concentrations of construction combustion PM2.5 were contributed during the building and asphalt paving phases of construction.
Because dispersion modeling showed that the contribution of combustion PM2.5 was three to four times higher than the contribution of PM2.5 from fugitive sources, staff recommended revising the PM2.5 construction LST from 2.5 µg/m3 to 10.4 µg/m3, which is the same as the PM10 construction LST.  This change was also recommended in part because all modeled construction scenarios would be less than 10.4 µg/m3 and, thus, would be considered not significant.  Staff pointed out that an exceedance of either PM10 or PM 2.5 construction LST would be a significant localized air quality impact.  

A question was asked regarding whether or not the modeling assumed mitigation such as watering.  Staff responded that the scenarios did not include combustion mitigation but did include watering as required by SCAQMD Rule 403.  

Two working group members asked why there was such difference in contribution of combustion PM2.5 between the site preparation and building construction phases.  Staff responded that the difference is based primarily on the difference in types of construction equipment needed for the different construction tasks, the difference in the number of pieces of equipment, and the number of hours needed to conduct those activities.  Members were reminded that the construction scenarios were developed based on actual construction sites survey data.

4.
Mitigation Options to Reduce PM2.5 Emissions
In response to a request made at the first working group meeting. Dr. Smith described mitigation options to reduce PM2.5 emissions to reduce PM2.5 air quality impacts during construction.  During construction, the mitigation measures implemented to reduce fugitive dust (PM10) would be the same options to reduce fugitive PM2.5.  These measures include watering construction sites two to three times per day providing a control efficiency of 50 to 68 percent, respectively; chemical dust suppressants providing a control efficiency of 65 percent; and enclosing or watering exposed dirt storage piles, which provides a control efficiency of 74 percent.  Dr. Smith noted that the control efficiencies of the mitigation measure would only apply to the PM2.5 portion of the fugitive dust emissions.  For combustion equipment, both PM and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) are reduced with the usage of CARB alternative diesel fuels, most notably Aquazole, emulsified diesel and O2-Diesel.  Further reduction of five percent PM emissions can be achieved when the engines are properly tuned.  CARB has provided interim verification of these alternative diesel fuels for off-road application.  Fully verified technologies for off-road applications are limited to a specific category of equipment, yard hostlers.
On-road mitigation for the operational phase of a project would consist primarily of using CARB-verified technologies.  The CARB has established three levels of verification, which establish a minimum percent pf PM control efficiency for each level that ranges from 25 to 85.  A list of CARB-verified technologies can be found at http://www.arb.ca.gov/verdev.verifiedtechnologies/cvt.htm.  Dr. Smith indicated that a list of mitigation measures will be uploaded on the web that will include CARB verified technologies or other technologies achieved in practice.  This list will be updated periodically as new technologies are verified or put into practice.  This task is identified as part of Board Chairman Burke’s Clean Ports Initiative.
One member of the group requested that the list of mitigation measures include cost information.  He also requested that the SCAQMD identify standardized mitigation measures that would be required for specific emissions operations or activities.  Dr. Chang indicated that costs of control equipment change rapidly over time for a number of reasons and suggested that the responsibility of identifying equipment costs should rest with the lead agency.  Further, the SCAQMD would be reluctant to identify standardized mitigation measures to allow the lead agencies the maximum amount of flexibility with regard to identifying feasible mitigation measures based on factors such as cost, availability, whether they are achieved in practice, etc.  
A question was asked if the SCAQMD accepted mitigation measures based on interim verification.  Staff responded that interim verification was acceptable until such time as the technology receives final verification.  
5.
Other PM2.5 Comments
The origin of the mass daily regional thresholds was based on EPA’s “significant emissions rate” for PM2.5 (Part II, 40 CFR Parts 51 and 52, Federal Registrar, Vol 70, No. 210, November 1, 2005).  One member of the working group noted that staff had revised the construction PM2.5 higher because of the larger than anticipated contribution of combustion emission PM2.5 to the overall total.  She suggested that staff may want to review the regional significance threshold for construction to determine if the same principle applied.  Dr. Chang suggested that this issue could be revisited after the development of the 2007 AQMP during which time PM2.5 will be examined more comprehensively.

6.
Closing Remarks/Scheduling Next Meeting

Comments on the revised PM2.5 LST for construction proposal are due by July 26, 2006.  A presentation on the PM2.5 methodology and significance thresholds will be made to the SCAQMD’s Mobile Source Committee on July 28, 2006.  A public workshop is scheduled for August 9, 2006, at 1:30 pm in the SCAQMD Auditorium and the recommendations will be presented to the Governing Board at its September 8, 2006 public hearing.  (Note: since the working group meeting, a decision was made to take the proposal to the October 6, 2006.)  It was also recommended that a third working group meeting be convened no later than 10 days after the public workshop.  Staff stated that a list of dates for the third working group meeting would be forthcoming.
Summary of Action Items:

· Using the AQMP inventory category list, generate a PM2.5 source category list for the PM2.5 fraction of PM10.
· Update the May 2006 Methodology to Calculate PM2.5 and PM2.5 CEQA Significance Thresholds document to reflect the new PM2.5 LST for construction and prepare PM2.5 LST look-up tables.

· Generate a timetable showing when the PM2.5 significance thresholds would become effective and when a comment will be included in Intergovernmental Review for NOP/IS, negative declarations, and EIRs.

· If time permits, 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).
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