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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Attention Docket ID No. OAR-2003-0049

Mail Code 6102T

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Washington, DC 20460

To Whom It May Concern:

On behalf of the members of the Association of Metropolitan Planning Organizations (AMPO), we are submitting comments on Environmental Protection Agency’s supplemental notice of proposed rule: “Options for PM2.5 and PM10 Hot-Spot Analyses in the Transportation Conformity Rule Amendments for the New PM2.5 and Existing PM10 National Ambient Air Quality Standards” (Federal Register, December 13, 2004, Volume 69, Number 238, Pages 72140-72156).
AMPO represents the metropolitan planning organizations across the United States, now just fewer than 400 and ranging in designated population size of 50,000 persons to several million.  MPOs in nonattainment and maintenance areas are responsible for demonstrating conformity of transportation plans and programs to State Implementation Plans. Many of these MPOs have an indirect role in environmental analysis of individual transportation projects that would be affected by the options in this supplemental notice.  

EPA requests comment on the following items in the supplemental notice:

PM2.5 Hot-spot Analyses Before SIP Submission
Comment: AMPO believes EPA should finalize Options 1 and 2 of the November 5, 2003 proposal (Do not apply any PM2.5 hot-spot analysis requirements for a PM2.5 area before submission of the PM2.5 SIP).  

We support this option for several reasons:

· The PM2.5 standard is entirely new.  Most planning agencies do not yet have the data necessary to perform PM2.5 hot spot analysis, including PM2.5 inventory estimates, modeling projections, and inventory trends.  Most PM2.5 monitors have been in place for less than five years.  Most of these do not collect speciated data, therefore little is known about the contribution of likely PM sources. 

· It is not yet known if PM2.5 hot-spot analysis would result in meaningful air quality benefits from a health perspective.  Too little information exists about the sources and composition of each area’s PM2.5 mass to know at this time.  As the PM2.5 SIP development process unfolds over the next three to four years, more information will be acquired to enable planners and regulators to identify if and where hot-spot analysis should be applied. 

· Currently, no EPA guidance on performing qualitative or quantitative PM2.5 hot-spot analysis exists. This guidance is imperative in order for state or local governments to perform such analyses.  EPA’s own anticipated timeframe for developing such guidance extends until just before the 2008 PM SIP submittal deadline, at the earliest.  The only existing guidance related to PM2.5 hot-spot analysis is qualitative guidance for PM10 hot-spot analysis.  However, this PM10 guidance was developed to address violations of the 24-hour PM10 standard.  It would not be appropriate for use in all but a handful of PM2.5 nonattainment areas, which are in violation of the annual PM2.5 standard.  Furthermore, PM10 and PM2.5 are chemically very different pollutants with respect to transportation sources.  Thus, the characteristics associated with hot spots of these two pollutants are different.

· The current set of modeling tools available for analysis do not have the ability to adequately evaluate PM2.5 on a regional basis, let alone at the project hot-spot level.  For example, MOBILE6-generated PM2.5 emission factors are insensitive to many variables that are likely to impact real-world PM2.5 emissions, such as speed and drive cycle.  This is a shortcoming in the ability to address PM emissions changes among different project scenarios that entail different levels of idling and roadway congestion.  Furthermore, photochemical models do a poor job of predicting PM2.5 concentrations at an aggregate level and can not adequately disaggregate fine particulate mass into its speciated components.  

These are important considerations when forecasting the effectiveness of different control measures or project alternatives.  Without adequate tools, the ability of planners to accurately reflect the impact of specific transportation projects on local PM2.5 levels is very problematic.

Regarding options 4 and 5 for requiring PM2.5 hot-spot analysis before PM2.5 SIP submission, EPA is requesting comment on whether state and local agencies will have information available to make such findings prior to a PM2.5 SIP submission, and what type of info will be available during this time period.  AMPO believes, as stated above, that too little is currently known about PM2.5 sources and speciation.  AMPO believes that the PM2.5 SIP development process that will be underway in PM areas over the next 4 years will shed light on this matter, but until analysis is completed and SIPs are reviewed by EPA there will not be enough information to make such findings.

PM2.5 Hot-spot Analyses After SIP Submission

Comment: AMPO believes that it is too soon in the PM2.5 implementation process to determine if PM2.5 hot-spot analysis should be required after a PM2.5 area submits a PM2.5 SIP, and therefore too soon to comment on one of the three options proposed by EPA.  PM2.5 SIPs won’t be completed and adopted by state and local officials until 2008.  Between now and that time new information and experiences will come to light that will enable air quality and transportation planners to better determine if PM2.5 hot-spot analysis should be required.  

If EPA decides to finalize one of the three options, AMPO supports option B (Quantitative PM2.5 hot-spot analyses would only be required at certain types of locations if the PM2.5 SIP identified such locations as localized PM2.5 areas of concern).  AMPO believes the interagency consultation process should be used to identify such areas in the SIP if that indeed does occur.  

AMPO would be concerned about this approach, however.  A SIP reflects emissions data at a baseline point and projects emissions and air quality into the future using data and assumptions at the time the SIP was developed.  SIPs tend to become “stale” because they are infrequently updated.  The data and underlying forecasts in a SIP are usually not revisited when new data is available or new findings emerge because there is no such requirement in the SIP process.  Transportation plans and programs are required to be updated every three years at a minimum in nonattainment and maintenance areas, and to forecast 20 to 25 years into the future.  Thus, AMPO believes that SIPs would not be able to effectively address specific areas of PM2.5 hot-spot concern because they do not look far enough into the future and do not reflect the latest research, data, and transportation assumptions and investments.  The supplemental notice is not specific on how a SIP would identify areas of concern, i.e., whether specific locations would be indicated in the SIP.  AMPO believes that EPA, if the Agency finalizes Option B, should issue guidance on how to do so, and that any such guidance should address the problem of stale SIPs with outdated assumptions and data.   

Categorical Determination

EPA requests comment on the ability of FHWA to make a categorical conformity determination for hot-spot analyses in certain cases on roadway and intersection projects if it believes that the Clean Air Act requirements are met without additional PM hot-spot analysis.  

Comment: AMPO supports expanding the ability of FHWA to make categorical PM2.5 and PM10 conformity determinations in certain cases if it believes the requirements of the Clean Air Act are being met.  This would utilize the resources of the federal government and reduce the burden on state, regional, and local planning agencies, and also provide greater certainty when planning projects.  EPA and FHWA should consult when developing the types of roadway and intersection projects covered by this proposed change if EPA chooses to finalize it. 

Quantitative Guidance

EPA proposes to not require any quantitative PM2.5 hot-spot analysis, if EPA chooses an option that requires quantitative analysis, until EPA releases guidance on how to do so.  

Comment: AMPO strongly supports EPA’s proposal to not require any quantitative PM2.5 hot-spot analysis, until EPA releases quantitative modeling guidance and announces in the Federal Register that the guidance is in effect.  This is consistent with application of PM10 hot-spot analysis in PM10 areas.  It also reflects the fact that there is very limited information and knowledge on how to conduct quantitative PM hot-spot analysis and that the tools for doing so are not fully adequate.

The Association of Metropolitan Planning Organizations appreciates the opportunity to comment on this supplemental notice.  Should EPA require additional information on these comments, please contact DeLania Hardy, AMPO Executive Director, at AMPO, 1730 Rhode Island Ave, N.W., Suite 608, Washington, D.C. 20036, or by phone at (202) 296-7051.                                                

Sincerely,
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Executive Director
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