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A.INTRODUCTION

The Federal Land Managers Air Quality Related Values Work Group (FLAG) was formed to
develop a more consistent approach for the Federa Land Managers (FLMs) to evaluate air
pollution effects on their resources. Of particular importance is the New Source Review (NSR)
program, especially in the review of Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) of air quality
permit applications. The goals of FLAG have been to provide consistent policies and processes
both for identifying air quality related values (AQRVS) and for evaluating the effects of air
pollution on AQRVSs, primarily those in Federal Class | air quality areas, but in some instances,
in Class Il areas. FLAG members include representatives from the three FLMs that administer
the nation's Federa Class | areas. the U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service
(USDA/FS), the U.S. Department of the Interior National Park Service (NPS), and the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (FWS).

This Response to Public Comments on Phase | Report accompanies the FLAG Phase | report.
The FLAG Phase | report describes the work accomplished in Phase | of the FLAG effort. That
work includes identifying policies and processes common to the FLMs and developing new
policies and processes using readily available information. The Phase | report provides State
permitting authorities and potential permit applicants a consistent and predictable process for
assessing the impacts of new and existing sources on AQRVSs, including a process to identify
those AQRV's and potential adverse impacts. The report also discusses non-new source review
considerations and managing emissions in Federal areas.

The FLAG Phase | report also focuses on the effects of the air pollutants that could affect the
health of resources in Class | areas, primarily pollutants such as ozone, particulate matter,
nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrates, and sulfates. FLAG concentrated on three effects
issues. (1) visibility impairment; (2) terrestrial effects of ozone; and (3) aquatic and terrestrial
effects of wet and dry pollutant deposition. FLAG formed a subgroup to address each of these
issues. The Phase | report consolidates the results of each effects subgroup, as well as the policy
subgroup. The chapters prepared by these subgroups contain issue-specific technical and policy
analyses, recommendations for evaluating AQRV's, and guidelines for completing and evaluating
NSR permit applications. These recommendations and guidelines are intended for use by the
FLMs, permitting authorities, NSR permit applicants, and other interested parties. The report
also includes background information on the roles and responsibilities of the FLMs under the
NSR program.

In Phase |, FLAG findings and technical recommendations underwent scientific peer review, as
well as review by agency decisonmakers, such as Class | area Park Superintendents, Refuge
Managers, and Forest Supervisors. FLAG products have aso undergone public review and
comment. A “notice of availability” of the draft FLAG report was published in the Federal
Register, and the FLMs conducted a public meeting to discuss the draft FLAG report and
provided a 90-day public comment period.

During the public comment period, the FLMs received many comments. The FLMs considered
all comments received and revised the Phase | report accordingly. This "Response to Public
Comments" document discusses the public comments and provides the rationale for accepting or



rejecting the comment. Many of the comments addressed common themes. Therefore, to the
extent possible, the FLMs responded to common issues raised, rather than addressing each
comment individualy. The FLMS responses to specific Policy, Visbility, Ozone, and
Deposition issues follow in subsequent sections of this report. Please note that although the
comment/response format for each subgroup is somewhat different, each subgroup did consider
all comments. The Appendix includes alist of all public commenters (in no particular order), and
a brief summary of issues raised in their comments. Finally, the FLMs appreciate the interest
shown in the FLAG process. The FLAG Phase | report benefited from the public review process
and is an improved report as aresult of public comments received.



B. RESPONSE TO POLICY COMMENTS

This section identifies, and responds to, “recurring themes’ found throughout the public
comments on the policy sections of the draft FLAG Phase | report. Approximately 40
commenters addressed policy issues within the draft FLAG report. The following 11 repeated
comments have been prioritized according to the number of responses per issue. Following the
section dealing with FLM responses to the 11 recurring themes is a separate section dealing with
15 individual/specific comments.

Major Recurring Themes and FL M Responses

1. Comment: Severa commenters stated that by asking permit applicants to perform AQRV
impact analyses, FLAG exceeds the FLM's statutory authority by shifting the burden of proof
from the FLM to the permit applicant when the PSD Class | increment is not violated. The
commenters assert that when the increment is not violated, it is the FLM's responsibility to
perform all AQRV analyses.

Response: The commenters assertion that a permit applicant is not required to perform an
AQRV impact analysis unless the proposed source would cause or contribute to a Class |
increment violation is incorrect. The applicant must perform the AQRV analysis as part of a
complete application, regardless of the increment status. The legidative history and current EPA
regulations and guidance support the FLMS' position that it is the applicant's responsibility to
provide the information necessary to alow the FLM to make an informed decision about
potential deterioration of air quality in a Class | area and potential adverse impacts on AQRVSs.
(See EPA’s New Source Review Workshop Manual (October 1990), Guideline on Air Quality
Models (Revised) (EPA-450/2-78-02R (Revised 1996)), Interagency Workgroup on Air Quality
Modeling (IWAQM) Phase 1 Report: Interim Recommendation for Modeling Long Range
Transport and Impacts on Regional Vishility (EPA-454/R-93-015, April 1993). For example,
EPA’s New Source Review Workshop Manual, which has been widely disseminated to permitting
agencies and relied on in permit appeals (See Inter-Power of New York, Inc., 5 E.A.D. 130, March
16, 1994), states on page E.12, “When a proposed major source’ s or major modification’s modeled
emissions may affect a Class | area, the applicant analyzes the source's anticipated impact on
visibility and provides the information needed to determine its effect on the area’s other
AQRVs.” (emphasis added). Other references throughout Chapter E aso refer to the applicant’s
AQRV andysis (e.g., page E.20 states that EPA recommends that the State not consider a permit
application complete “until the FLM certifies that it is “complete” in the sense that it contains
adequate information to assess adverse impacts on AQRVS.”)

A September 10, 1991, EPA Memorandum from the Director, Air Quality Management Division,
states that a source is required to perform an AQRV anaysis even if it has insignificant impacts on
Class | increments. In this policy memorandum, EPA makes clear that the increment test is not to
be used for determining whether a source would conduct an AQRV analysis or have an adverse
impact on a Class | area. Rather, the FLM determines the need for an applicant to perform a full
assessment of impacts on AQRVs based on an anaysis of the proposed source's (and other
cumulative) potential impacts on a vaue for that partticular Class | area.  This anayss is
independent of the inquiry into whether a proposed source would have a significant impact on any



applicable Class | increment. In addition, the visibility protection provisions require FLM
notification of a proposed source that may affect visibility in a Class | area and that notification
“must include an analysis of the anticipated impacts on visibility.” (See 40 CFR 51.307(a)(1)).

As stated in the FLAG report, the FLMs believe that those wishing to add pollution to the air
should bear the burden of estimating the potential, resulting concentrations of air pollutants that
affect AQRVSs, both from the individual source and the cumulative impacts. FLMs view this
analysis as just one part of the permit application. It is the permit applicant's responsibility to
provide BACT and increment/NAAQS modeling analyses to enable the permitting authority to
determine whether the proposed source complies with these requirements. Similarly, the permit
applicant should provide analyses that project fine particle concentrations and deposition
associated with sulfur and nitrogen oxide-related emissions from the proposed source or
modification. To assist the permit applicant in performing any necessary AQRV-related
analyses, the FLMs will provide all available information about any AQRV for that particular
federal Class | area that may be adversely affected by emissions from the proposed source and
recommend methods the applicant should use to analyze the potential effects on such AQRV(S).

Severd commenters suggested that, because it is the FLM's responsibility to make an adverse
impact demonstration, it is also the FLM’s responsbility to perform any air quaity anayses
needed to assess AQRV impacts. The FLMs agree that when the Class | increments are not
violated, it is the FLM's responsibility to “demonstrate”’ to the permitting authority that a proposed
source would cause or contribute to adverse impacts on AQRVs. However, this demonstration is
to be based on the applicant's analyses of changes in relevant air quality parameters (e.g., visibility
extinction, acid deposition), and these analyses are required as part of a complete application. The
FLM then considers the results of these analyses and any other relevant information in the adverse
impact demonstration. If the FLM determines adverse impacts would occur, the FLM would bear
the burden of demondtrating such to the permitting authority. If the permitting authority is
“satisfied” with the FLM’s demonstration, no permit will be issued without mitigation €.g.,
emission offsets). FLAG guidance reflects the respective responsibilities of the FLMs, permit
applicants, and permitting authority, and does not shift any burden from one party to another.

Furthermore, Section 165 of the Clean Air Act (CAA) sets forth no statutory “burden” relating to
whom should bear the costs for studying the impacts of a proposed facility on Class | aress.
Therefore, since there is no statutory burden, the question is not whether the burden is being
shifted, but rather whether the public or the PSD applicant should pay for analyses that will be
used in private ventures. As the statute is silent on this matter, it is well settled that the agency
charged with implementing a statute is given deference by the courts to its interpretation, so long
as thisinterpretation is reasonable and not contrary to Congressional intent.

Therefore, the position of the FLMs is, and remains, that the PSD applicant should bear the costs
of analyses which will ascertain the impact of the applicant’s proposed project on natural
resources under the control and jurisdiction of the FLMs, even when this information is used to
satisfy the FLMs' affirmative duty to protect Class | areas. Further, as noted above, this position
is consistent with long standing EPA practices in its BACT and other programs, and is grounded
in law and common sense.



2. Comment: Several commenters state that Clean Air Act section 165(d), 42 U.S.C. 8§ 7475(d),
only requires an analysis of an individual permit applicant’s impact, as opposed to an analysis of
the cumulative impacts of other operating and proposed sources, on Class | areas.

Response: This aleged limited review requirement calling for only an analysis of an individua

permit applicant's impact is not present in Section 165. Additionaly, to only analyze the

anticipated impacts of one individual source, and then to ignore the cumulative impacts of other

sources on these same resources, defies logic and would trivialize Section 165's intent. The

most logical and most scientifically sound manner in which to assess the rea impacts of a
proposed pollution source is to consider it as it relates to, and may add to, already present

activities, and those permitted polluting activities that are pending but may not aready be in

operation. To fulfill the affirmative obligation to protect Class | values in PSD applications, as
mandated by section 165(d), the FLM must consider a proposed new source in the context of

existing and known impacts. Furthermore, Section 165(d)(2)(C)(i) makes clear the need to

consider cumulative impacts in making an adverse impact determination. This section states in

part, "...where the Federa official...or the Federal Land Manager ...files a notice aleging that

emissions from a proposed major emitting facility may cause or contribute to a changein the

air quality..." (emphasis added)

3. Comment: The FLM should clarify which “very large" sources located greater than 100 km
are subject to FLM review.

Response: The FLMs retained the “very large sources’ language as it was in the draft FLAG
report because that language is consistent with EPA guidance. However, the FLMs added the
following clarifying language to better define which sources are of FLM concern (see bottom of
page 9 and top of page 10 of the final FLAG report):

"Given the multitude of possible size/distance combinations, the FLMs can not precisely
define in advance what congtitutes a "very large source" located more than 100 km away
that may impact a particular Class | area. Therefore, the FLM and permitting authority
should work together to determine which PSD applications the FLM is to be made aware
of in excess of 100 km. The FLM and permitting authority should make this
determination on a case-by-case basis, considering such factors as.

Current conditions of sensitive AQRVS;
Magnitude of emissions;

Distance from the Class | areg;

Potential for source growth in an arealregion;
Existing/prevailing meteorological conditions;
Cumulative effects of several sourcesto AQRVSs.

Additionally, such dialogue facilitates coordination between permitting authorities and
the FLMs. The significance of the impact to AQRV's is more important than the distance
of the source. Not al PSD permit applications that the FLM is notified of will be
analyzed in-depth by the FLM. FLM notification of a PSD permit application for a



project located greater than 100 km does not mean that that application will be reviewed
by the FLM in detail. Notification of PSD permit applications in excess of 100 km by the
permitting authority allows the FLM to gauge the level of potential cumulative effects.
As indicated above, the FLM decides which PSD permit applications to review on a case-
by-case basis depending on the potential impactsto AQRVS."

4. Comment: Several commenters contend that FLAG is a legidative rule that must comply with
the Administrative Procedures Act and other statutory requirements, including an assessment of
economic consequences of FLAG implementation.

Response: Although the FLMs have an "affirmative responsibility” to protect AQRVSs, they have
no permitting authority under the CAA, and they have no authority under the CAA to establish
air quality-related rules or standards. The FLM role consists of considering whether emissions
from a new source may have an adverse impact on AQRVs and providing comments to
permitting authorities (States or EPA). The FLAG report is a guidance document that explains
factors and information the FLMs expect to use when carrying out their consultative role.
Therefore, it is not a legidative rule subject to informa rulemaking procedures under the
Administrative Procedures Act (APA), or any other statutory requirements. Guidance documents
themselves do not create rights and responsibilities under the law, and guidance documents are
not legally binding on outside parties or on the agencies. Instead, guidance documents explain
how the agency believes the law applies to certain regulated activities. As such, it is not binding
on the agency or the public; that is, it represents the agencies current thinking on the kinds of
information permittees should include in permit applications so the FLMs can assess whether the
proposed emissions cause or contribute to adverse impacts on AQRVs at Class | areas. For the
benefit of the agencies and the public, the FLAG report describes the steps and process that an
agency intends to go through in order to perform its statutory duties.

Although FLAG, as a guidance document, cannot legally bind the participating FLMs, each FLM

recognizes the value of guidance documents in providing consistency and predictability.

Therefore, each FLM will take steps to encourage their employees to conduct their permit
reviews consistent with the process in the FLAG report, recognizing that there is flexibility and
discretion for case-by-case consideration built into the process. Based on our past experiences,
permittees want assurances that the FLMs will act in a certain manner, and that if they (the
permittees) follow certain recommended procedures, the FLMs will be satisfied. Moreover, the
agencies issue guidance to their staffs so that they will apply the CAA and its regulations in a
consistent manner.

Again, the FLAG report is not arule. Rules are generally defined as agency statements of general
applicability and future effect that the agency intends to have the force and effect of law. As
discussed above, the FLAG report does not purport to do so.

Finaly, even if the FLAG report were something more than a guidance document, the FLMs
have complied with the requisite notice and comment procedures required by the APA. The
public received notice that the FLMs intended to develop the FLAG report and had the
opportunity to comment and to discuss the FLAG report with the FLMs.



5. Comment: Several commenters state that FLAG should not expand FLM review to include
Class Il lands. They assert that the FLM role regarding AQRV protection under the CAA is
limited to Class | areas, not impacts to Class |1 lands.

Response: The FLMs have significant congressional direction other than the Federal Clean Air
Act for protecting lands that they manage. The Property clause of the United States Constitution
delegates the power to Congress to make all needful rules respecting property belonging to the
United States (U.S. Constitution, Article 1V, Section 3, c12). For example, this authority has
been delegated to the Secretary of Agriculture and to the Forest Service through the Organic
Administration Act of 1897 (16 U.S.C. 551). This Act directs the Secretary of Agriculture to
“...make provisions against destruction by fire and depredations upon the public forests and
national forests...” The magnitude of air pollution impacts to National Forest System lands can
be classified as a depredation. The Organic Administration Act does not specify that certain
lands should not be considered for protection from air pollution depredations because of their air
quality designation. As such, the Agency should exercise al legal authorities to protect al
National Forest Systems lands from air pollution depredations.

The Nationa Park Service's Organic Act (16 U.S.C. 1) directs the National Park Service to:

“...conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and wildlife therein and to
provide for the enjoyment of the same in such a manner and by such means as will leave
them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.”

This Congressional direction applies to all NPS units, not only those designated as Class |
through the Clean Air Act.

The National Wildlife Refuge Administration Act (16 U.S.C. 668dd(a)(4)(B)) directs the Fish
and Wildlife Service to manage Refuge System lands to:

"...ensure that the biological integrity, diversity, and environmental health of the System
are maintained for the benefit of present and future generations of Americans.”

Again, this Congressional direction applies to the management of al Refuge System lands, not
only those designated as Class | through the Clean Air Act.

The Wilderness Act of 1964 applies to al wilderness lands administered by the Departments of
Interior and Agriculture, not only those lands provided with a certain air quality designation by
the Clean Air Act. It is evident in the language of the Wilderness Act that Congress wanted all
wildernesses to be protected from human-caused influences.

“Section 2. (@) In order to assure that an increasing population, accompanied by
expanding settlement and growing mechanization, does not occupy and modify all areas
within the United States and its possessions, leaving no lands designated for preservation
and protection in their natural condition, it is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress
to secure for the American people of present and future generations the benefits of an
enduring resource of wilderness.”



“Section 2. (¢) An area...which is protected and managed so as to preserve its natural
conditions...”

Air pollution modifies the natural conditions of air quality related values in wilderness.

The Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et. seq.) does not limit federal agencies responsibilities and
authorities in other statutes such as their respective Organic Acts and the Wilderness Act.

“42 U.SC. 7610 (a) ...this Act shall not be construed as superseding or limiting the
authorities and responsibilities, under any other provision of law, of the Administrator or
any other Federal officer, department or agency.”

The Clean Air Act provides an opportunity for FLMs and members of the public to make
recommendations on major source permitting activities regardless of whether or not the land area
under consideration is designated Class | or Class Il. Every new source permitted under the
Prevention of Significant Deterioration sections of the Clean Air Act must demonstrate that it is
installing and operating air pollution control equipment that meets or exceeds a level of control
defined as best available control technology (BACT). BACT is determined on a case-by-case
basis by the permitting agency which must consider economics, energy costs, and environmental
impacts when determining a level of air pollution control to be achieved. FLMs have the
opportunity to provide information to the permitting agency on the environmental impacts of the
proposed facility. If the FLM can make the case that proposed facility will, by itself or in
combination with other sources, cause or contribute to an adverse impact to an air quality related
value on Class Il or other federa lands, the permitting agency has the authority to require
additional control equipment to be installed on the proposed facility to mitigate al or part of the
adverse impact.

Given the above direction from Congress on how FLMs should manage and protect federal lands
and the opportunities provided by the Prevention of Significant Deterioration sections of the
Clean Air Act for protecting all federal lands, it is appropriate for FLMs to extend their review to
Class |1 lands.

In summary, Congress has given FLMs clear direction and authority to protect the lands they
administer other than just through the Clean Air Act. Air pollution has the ability to significantly
impact lands designated either as Class | or Class Il through the Clean Air Act. Congress, in the
Clean Air Act, recognized that federal agencies and departments have other statutes to comply
with and specifically stated that the Clean Air Act shall not supersede or limit their authorities
and responsibilities. It would be inconsistent with other federal law if FLMs did not take
advantage of all legal opportunities to prevent air pollution impacts to all the lands they
administer including Class Il lands. Therefore, it is proper and appropriate for FLMs to exercise
their respective authorities in protecting Class Il lands from air pollution impacts.

6. Comment: Several commenters stated that FLAG should have included more stakeholder
involvement.



Response: As FLAG was being formed, the FLMs considered establishing a multi-stakeholder
process under the Federal Advisory Committee Act. However, the FLMs decided that it would
be better to first agree on recommended guidance internally, and then seek public input.
Nevertheless, information regarding the FLAG effort has been available on the agencies web
sites since December 1997; papers regarding the effort have been presented at professional
association mestings (e.g., Air and Waste Management Association); and status has been
reported regularly in the trade press (e.g., Environment Reporter, Clean Air Report). Once the
FLMs developed the draft guidance contained in the October 1999 Draft Report, the public
received notice that the draft report was available through publication in the Federal Register.
The Federal Register notice also announced an opportunity to comment and to discuss the FLAG
report with the agencies at a public meeting. A 90-day public comment period was provided to
obtain input from other interested parties. The FLMs considered all comments received, and
revised the report where appropriate.

7. Comment: FLAG should not review BACT nor LAER determinations.

- and -

8. Comment: Regarding applicants obtaining emission offsets, States should not require
emission offsets if the source would not cause an adverse impact on an AQRV by itself.

Response: The FLMs can review BACT and LAER determinations just like any other interested
paty can. In addition, the role of the FLM regarding permit conditions is to make
recommendations to the permitting authority that will protect or benefit AQRVs. Often the intent
of FLM recommendations and comments regarding permit conditions is to mitigate impacts to
AQRVs or prevent an adverse impact determination. The FLM does not determine what permit
conditions will be required or administer permit conditions; that is the responsibility of the
permitting authority. The final FLAG report makes this distinction clear in Appendix D,
paragraph 3, regarding BACT, and in the discussion of offsets and LAER under Reducing
Pollution in Nonattainment Areas (see page 17, section f, last sentence of first paragraph).
Nevertheless, in the fina report, the FLMs added the following further clarification to the
discussion of air pollution permit conditions that benefit Class | areas:

Pg. 16, “e. Air Pollution Conditions that Benefit Class | Areas”
Added as new opening sentence:

"The FLM does not determine what permit conditions will be required or administer
permit conditions; that is the responsibility of the permitting authority."

Reworded original sentence (to become 2" sentence of paragraph 1, section e.):
"However, the FLMs view the incluson of certain PSD permit condition by the
permitting authority as a means to help protect or enhance the conditions of AQRVs

when:"

9. Comment: FLMs need to address/better address fire emissions. Fire emissions can be
significant and their impacts should be addressed.



Response: As stated in the FLAG report, the goal of FLAG is to develop a consistent approach
on how FLMs evaluate the impacts of air pollution on public land resources with major emphasis
on new source review under the Clean Air Act. Fire can have significant short-term impacts on
visibility. However, fire and other temporary non-stationary sources are not considered under
the new source review requirements of either EPA or States and, accordingly, the fire section in
the FLAG report is not extensive.

Nevertheless, there are other venues where FLMs, in concert with EPA and States, are trying to
better address fire emissions. For example, EPA’s “Interim Air Quality Policy on Wildland and
Prescribed Fires, April 23, 1998 considers the impacts of smoke from fire. This policy was the
product of deliberations between FLMs, EPA, industry, and other stakeholders..

Also, the emissions from fire and their impacts are currently undergoing review by the Fire
Emissions Joint Forum as directed by the Western Regiona Air Partnership (WRAP). The
WRAP is a group comprised of 12 Western States, and a number of tribal nations, FLMs, and
EPA. A major goal of the WRAP is to carry out the recommendations of the Grand Canyon
Vigbility Transport Commission, which determined that fire could have significant, abeit
infrequent, impacts on vighility, but it also acknowledged the need for fire in ecosystem
management.

Finally, States are required to consider smoke management in developing their State
Implementation Plans for regional haze. It will be during the development of those plans that the
specific impacts of fire will be addressed.

10. Comment: More discussion is needed regarding FLAG's relationship to other regulatory
programs (e.g., Regional Haze Rule, NEPA, NSR Reform).

Response: The FLMs added the following clarifying language as a new paragraph at the end of
section “3. LEGAL RESPONSIBILITES’ (see page 5 of the final FLAG report):

It is important to emphasize that the FLAG report is only a guidance document. It is
separate from Federal regulatory programs. The scope of the FLAG report is to provide a
more consistent approach for the three FLM agencies to evaluate air pollution effects on
their resources, and to provide guidance to permitting authorities and permit applicants
regarding necessary AQRV anayses. Although FLAG strives to be consistent with
regulatory programs and initiatives such as the Regional Haze Rule and New Source
Review Reform, no direct ties exist between FLAG and these regulatory requirements.

11. Comment: FLAG is not consistent with Federal authority under the Property Clause of the
Federal Constitution because the FLMs are not authorized to regulate non-Federal property.

Response — The FLAG Report isin no way intended to regulate non-Federal property. FLAG is
merely a guidance document.
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Individual, Non-repeated, Comments and FL M Responses

Note: FLM Reviewers of the public comments attempted to provide responses to all of the
repeated themes. Of the remaining comments, the FLMs focused on those that suggested that the
FLMs were proposing guidance that was either:

(2) arbitrary and capricious, or
(2) beyond the FLM's authority.

1. Comment: "Err on side of protecting AQRVS' quote is not indicative of Congress' true intent.

Response: FLMs disagree with this point; the Legidative history supports the FLMs' position
regarding Congressional intent (see page 5 of the FLAG final report).

2. Comment: FLMs attempt to coerce research funding through the permitting process is not
appropriate.

Response: In certain situations, the FLMs may request that the permitting authority require
permit applicants to conduct post-construction air quality/AQRV monitoring and/or studies. If
the FLMs can convince the permitting authority that such monitoring/studies are needed in order
to determine the effect emissions from a proposed source may have on an AQRV, the permitting
authority could include such requirement as a permit condition. This is consistent with the post-
construction monitoring provisions of the PSD regulations (see 40 CFR 51.166(m)(2)).
Examples of such monitoring/studies could include the applicant installing a nephelometer,
conducting a stream acidification study, performing a fumigation study to assess ozone
exposure/response effects, conducting ambient ozone monitoring, etc.

3. Comment: FLMs should not only focus on PSD sources but should also work with States to
develop SIPs targeted at minor and grandfathered source reductions.

Response: This is beyond the scope of FLAG, but the FLMs do work with the States to address
the impacts from minor and grandfathered sources.

4. Comment: Supports emissions offsets, but FLAG must clarify how such a program would be
administered.

Response: The State/permitting authority would administer any such program.
5. Comment: Definition of AQRVs and the criteria for identifying them need to be sharpened.

Response: The AQRV definition in FLAG is consistent with definitions that appear in other
publications and is adequate as written.

6. Comment: A clearer process for identifying "adverse impact” is needed.
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Response: FLAG provides more certainty to the adverse impact process and is adequate as
written.

7. Comment: Focusing on nonattainment areas and seeking SIP revisions is a waste of the
FLMs time --they should focus on their own responsibilities.

Response: FLM responsibilities include the review of SIP revisions, because minimizing the
effects of pollutants from nonattainment areas on AQRV's are most effectively addressed through
the SIP revision process.

8. Comment: It istroublesome that the FLMs refuse to prioritize AQRVSs.
Response: The FLMs consider all AQRV's equally important.

9. Comment: Key information is missing from the FLAG report on which the public cannot
comment.

Response: Key information currently available can be found on NPS, FWS, and FS air resource
websites. However, al of the information that the FLMs wish to be there is not there at the
current time. The websites are “works in progress’ and will be fully populated once the
information becomes available.

10 Comment: What is the basis for requiring States to revise their SIP to eliminate increment
violations even though the FLM certified no adverse impacts for a new source?

Response: A FLM certification of no adverse impacts for a specific source does not relieve the
State of the requirement to revise its SIP to correct Class | increment violations (see 40 CFR
51.166(a)(3)).

11. Comment: How would any post-construction monitoring data affect the new source if high
levels were monitored?

Response:  Post-construction monitoring is a permitting authority decision, not the FLMs.
However, the FLMs assume the permitting authority would use any such data to make any
necessary revisions to its SIP, which may affect equally the new source as well as existing
sources.

12. Comment: FLAG should clarify that the States, not the FLMs, have the statutory authority to
make afinal determination that a source will have an adverse impact.

Response:  The CAA legidation speaks for itself with regard to respective authorities. FLAG
does acknowledge that the permitting authority has the ultimate responsibility to issue or deny a
permit. However, FLMs have the responsibility to determine that a source will have an adverse
impact on our AQRV's, whether the permitting authority agrees or not.



13. Comment: FLAG recommendations would usurp state authority and exceed FLM authority
given them in the CAA by establishing standards that are more stringent than NAAQS.

Response: FLAG does not establish any standards.
14. Comment: FLAG should address how and when methodol ogies and AQRV s will be revised.

Response: The FLMs added the following language as a new section regarding Phase | updates
(see page 149 of the FLAG report):

"The FLAG Phase | report is intended to clearly state FLM guidance regarding
NSR/PSD as it exists in December 2000. As the FLMs learn more about how to
better assess the hedlth and status of AQRV's, and as EPA produces new modeling
tools, the FLAG guidance will be revised accordingly. As periodic revisions
become necessary, any such revisons will be made to the web-based FLAG
report. Any revisions to the report will be clearly stated on the FLAG web site.
Additionally, once EPA promulgates the New Source Review Reform regulations,
the FLMs may need to revise the FLAG Phase | report to address any
inconsistencies that may result.”

15. Comment: The requirement for cumulative assessment of visibility and AQRV impacts, and
consideration of applying better than BACT controls and obtaining emission offsets, are
inconsistent with WY and EPA regulations.

Response: FLAG guidance is consistent with EPA's regulations and guidance. The FLMs
assume that Wyoming's regulations are, at a minimum, as stringent as EPA's regulations.

16. Comment: It would be helpful to provide the procedures used to identify the applicable
AQRVsfor each Class | area and areference as to where a current AQRV list can be obtained.

Response: Page 6 of the FLAG Report (a. Identifying AQRVs) discusses the procedures used to
identify AQRVs. USFS AQRYV information is listed on their website for each Class | area. The
NPS and FWS websites are under construction. Nevertheless, the FLMs recommend that
interested parties contact them directly for current information on AQRV's for specific Class |
aress.

17. Comment: FLMs should announce preliminary adverse impact determinations in the Federal
Register so public can comment.

Response: The permitting procedures included on pages 13 and 14 of the FLAG report provide
for separate notice in the Federal Register, if time permits and the permitting authority does not
provide adequate public notice and participation.

18. Comment: FLAG fails to establish deadlines for FLM action.

Response: The FLMs operate within permitting authority mandated deadlines.
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19. Comment: Recommend that FLMs consider incentives to industry, i.e., the FLM could agree
to a decreased review time and acceptance of a project if the facility included LAER and agreed-
upon offsets in the initial application.

Response: Thisis a constructive comment that the FLMs will consider doing on a case- by-case
basis.

20. Comment: FLMs should publish AQRVsin the Federal Register for public comment.
Response: The public has been involved in AQRV identification in the past. There have been

appropriate opportunities for public involvement, and the FLMs will continue to provide such
opportunities.
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C. RESPONSE TO VISIBILITY COMMENTS

This section identifies, and responds to, “recurring themes’ found throughout the public
comments on the visibility section of the draft FLAG Phase | report.

1. FLAG islInconsistent with EPA's Regional Haze Rule (RHR)

Basis for Comments. 1) FLAG’s definition of “current conditions’ for evaluating possible new
source impacts is not defined as the mean of the 20% best days, one of the
key metrics used in the EPA regiona haze rule.

2) FLAG uses extinction and not deciview as its visibility metric.
3) FLAG should defer to RHR for visibility protection, not PSD.
4) FLAG recommends using 24-hour averages, not annual averages.

General Response: Several commenters raised concerns over perceived conflicts with FLMs
approaches to assessing vishility impacts and the way in which “reasonable progress’ is
addressed in EPA’s regiona haze rule. It is important to distinguish between the visibility
protection provisions under PSD and those of the regional haze rule. In genera, the FLMs fedl
there is no conflict between the procedures described in the FLAG report for reviewing the
impacts of major new sources on visibility and the provisions of the regional haze rule which
apply to States to develop plans to address regional haze conditions. The overal goal of
visibility protection, as set forth in 40 CFR Part 51, Subpart P, is to ensure reasonable progress
toward the national visibility goa of no man-made impairment in the Class | areas. The
provisons of Subpart P include addressing existing sources of “reasonably attributable
impairment,” conducting reviews under the Prevention of Significant Deterioration and New
Source Review programs for visibility impacts, and implementing the regiona haze rule to
address existing source impacts on regiona haze. The regional haze rule did not change the
mechanisms or requirements for FLM participation in and review of major new sources that may
affect vigibility in Class | areas. As noted in the preamble to the regiona haze rule (64 FR
35715) “(t)oday’ s final rule established a comprehensive visbility protection program for Class
| areas.” (emphasis added) The EPA left in place al of the 1980 provisions linking a visibility
review of maor new sources to State requirements for visibility protection as a means to assure
protection of the clearest days as well as the entire distribution of visibility conditions.

Responses to specific issues:

Issue 1: FLAG’s definition of “current conditions’ for evaluating possible new source impactsis
not defined as the mean of the 20% best days, one of the key metrics used in the EPA regional
haze rule.

Response: The goals of new source review for visibility impacts are to assure that new sources,

many of which will be operating for decades, do not interfere with the goals of the vighility
protection program which is to work toward no man-made impairment. The regional haze rule
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tracks the 20 percent clearest days to ensure that programs designed to address the haziest days
are not smply set up to “redistribute” effects from the haziest to the clearest days, but in fact
improve the entire distribution.  The new source review assessment of a single new source
should assure that it will have the least effect on the clearest of days so that it does not interfere
with the overall long-term goals of the visibility protection program.

The RHR establishes a simple metric for tracking progress towards the national visibility goal of
no man-made impairment. The rule selects the mean of the 20% clearest days and the mean of
the 20% haziest days, as determined from “reconstructed” extinction based on 24-hour
monitored particle concentrations (expressed in deciviews), as the means for tracking this

progress.

The FLMs considered using the mean of the clearest 20% days as the FLAG benchmark, but
discarded this option because this value often represented severely impaired conditions. It did
not seem appropriate that the FLMs not object to an industrial expansion, thereby allowing
current conditions to worsen, just because the current conditions were so hazy that the new
source's projected contribution might not be evident. Estimated natural background (which is
also the long-term goa expressed in the RHR) seemed a more appropriate benchmark.

Issue 2: FLAG uses extinction and not deciview as its visibility metric.

Response: In the case of regional haze, tracking the deciview scale is appropriate for tracking
how uniform changes in atmospheric extinction resulting from broad regional changes in
emissions affect visibility perception of scenic vistas. However, when reviewing the impacts of
a single source, as in the new source permit review procedures, the impacts should be assessed
for specific impacts on sight paths and views as well as haze effects caused by that source in a
gpecific Class | area usualy less than 300 km away. Changes in extinction coefficients are the
better metrics for this type of haze impacts.

The FLMs considered the use of the deciview (dv) metric, but discarded it for new source review
applications. The dv is appropriate for the RHR, which addresses visibility impairment across
very broad geographic regions due to emissions from sources widely distributed and frequently
long distances away. The FLAG prescription is intended for use in new source review
applications for sources, at most, 300 km away. The prescription presented in the FLAG report
does not address regional haze assessments, consequently, the FLMs recommended the
fundamental extinction coefficient as its metric. In any case, the dv and the extinction
coefficient are related by a simple mathematical transformation.

Issue 3: FLAG should defer to the regiona haze rule for visibility protection, not PSD and NSR.

Response: EPA did not change the PSD and NSR requirements for visibility assessment of major
new sources at Class | areas when it revised the overall visibility protection program
requirements. The regiona haze rule relies on new source review regquirements as part of the
suite of requirements which work towards the national goal, and in particular, assures that the
clearest days, if near natural conditions, remain that clear. In addition, for areas where even the
clearest measured days are impaired by man-made emissions, the PSD and NSR review
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processes will assure that new sources do not prevent the attainment of the national goal of
having those days move towards natural conditions.

Issue 4: FLAG recommends using 24-hour averages, not annual averages like the regional haze
rule.

Response: The regional haze rule uses daily monitored data to review the distribution of the
clearest and haziest day over along-term planning horizon. The use of 24-hour data as the basis
for assuring that new source impacts are minimal assures the ability to prevent new sources from
have a detrimental effect on any part of the distribution of days which are to be improved over
time by the regiona haze program.

The CAA through the PSD provisions direct the FLMs to exercise affirmative action to protect
natural resources for possible injury due to new sources. This responsibility must be carried out
in the new source review process and would not be effectively addressed by the long-term RHR
provisions. Furthermore, the FLMs are not confident that any averaging time longer than 24-
hours would be useful for gauging the contribution of a specific source to visibility impairment
in aspecific Class | area.

2. Issues Associated with Natural Background Estimates

Basis for Comments: 1) FLAG's assumed natural background estimates are arbitrary.

2) Regional NAPAP estimates are not representative of specific Class |
areas and should be improved. The temporal and spatial resolution as well
asthe overall accuracy of NAPAP natural background estimates are poor.

3) Alternatives are available that are better estimates for certain Class |
areas. For example, Grand Canyon Visibility Transport Commission
estimates, or clearest conditions based on site-specific monitoring data,
may be better for some western Class | areas.

4) The Rayleigh component is set at 10 Mmi* nationwide, yet it can vary
with elevation.

5) Contribution of smoke from fires is not included in background
estimate.

6) The EPA document, Workbook for Plume Visual Impact Screening and
Analysis (Revised), provides values that are different than those proposed
in FLAG.

7) The FLMs have no authority to change EPA guidance.

8) The IWAQM Phase 2 report uses different background visibility values.
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General Response: The most appropriate visibility goal and benchmark for visibility assessment
IS one representative of the clearest possible conditions. Therefore, the FLMs have based their
recommended new source assessment prescription on natural background reference levels. In
addition, EPA guidance on background conditions is flexible and does not preclude the use of
different estimates of the background visibility than is described in the various documents.

Responses to specific issues:

Issue 1: FLAG's assumed natural background estimates are arbitrary.

Response: The FLMs recognize the uncertainty associated with estimating natural background
for specific Class | areas. The FLMs aso understand that the EPA, as part of the RHR
implementation, will be providing guidance on how to estimate natural background. Until EPA
provides this guidance, the FLMs have chosen to rely on the particulate concentration estimates
derived and published by NAPAP (NAPAP, 1990).

Issue 2: Regional NAPAP estimates are not representative of specific Class | areas.

Response: The FLMs recognize that the NAPAP background visibility estimates (including both
particle concentrations and estimated humidity effects) are not Class | area specific. The FLMs
did refine these estimates to a degree by using interpolated site specific relative humidity data.

Issue 3: Alternatives are available that are better estimates for certain Class | areas.

Response: As stated elsewhere in this response, the FLMs considered using the mean of the
clearest 20% days as the FLAG benchmark, but discarded this option because this value often
represented severely impaired conditions. The FLMs will reconsider their assumptions for
estimated natural condition estimates when EPA provides its technical guidance on the Regional
Haze Rule.

|ssue 4: The Rayleigh component is set at 10 Mm* nationwide, yet it can vary with elevation.

Response: The FLMs have adopted a constant Rayleigh contribution to extinction, as practiced
by IMPROVE. If the forthcoming EPA guidance recommends an elevationally adjusted Rayleigh
term, the FLMs will adopt that recommendation.

Issue 5: Contribution of smoke from fires is not included in background estimate.

Response: The FLMs recognize that smoke has been for the most part omitted from the NAPAP
estimates. Only the elemental carbon contribution of smoke from wildland fires was addressed.
However, the FLMs are not aware of the availability of better estimates. EPA guidance is aso
forthcoming on what types of smoke will be considered “natural” and the contribution of this
category to natural background.

Issue 6: The EPA document, Workbook for Plume Visual Impact Screening and Analysis
(Revised), provides values that are different than those proposed in FLAG.
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Response: The Workbook for Plume Visual Impact Screening and Analysis (Revised) (EPA-
454/R-92-023) includes a map giving “default” values for background visibility. These are
based on the median observations from airport data. Those values provide an estimate of the
background visibility conditions absent other information. EPA guidance states: “In cases where
there is more applicable onsite data, source owners should consult with the Federal Land
Manager for the Class | area in question concerning appropriate regiona background visual
range values for input to VISCREEN or other plume visbility models.” The FLMs consider
clean conditions to be the “appropriate regional background visual range” in these analyses and
have been using clean conditions in these analyses for many years.

Issue 7: The FLMs have no authority to change EPA guidance.

Response: The FLMs are not changing the guidance. We are following EPA guidance in using
more appropriate background visibility values; they are not changing the guidance. Furthermore,
the FLMs are charged with making the determinations on a case-by-case basis as to whether
emissions constitute an adverse affect on a Class | area, based on frequency, magnitude, and
duration of a visibility impairment. The FLAG report is simply delineating some of the criteria
the FLMs will use in making that determination.

Issue 8: The IWAQM Phase 2 report uses different background visibility values.

Response: The Interagency Workgroup on Air Quality Modeling (IWAQM) Phase 2 Summary
Report and Recommendations for Modeling Long Range Transport Impacts (EPA-454/R-98-
019) is primarily directed toward describing long-range transport modeling techniques. The
initial thrust of the IWAQM was the application of these modeling techniques to Class | area
analyses, especially the impacts on AQRVs. To that extent, the document discusses methods
that can be used to evaluate the impacts on AQRVSs, including values to use for background
visibility conditions. The discussion includes. “The background conditions provided for a Class
| visibility analysis will be representative of clean conditions. Changes in visibility are most
sengitive under clean conditions. By using clean conditions for all comparisons in a Class |
analysis, it ensures that already clean conditions will not be impaired. Additionaly, the Clean
Air Act states as a national goal that the visibility in Class | areas is to be unimpaired by man-
made air pollutants and that any such impairment is to be remedied. To represent clean
conditions, the average of the cleanest 20% of the data from IMPROVE, at that site, is generally
used. Even the data from the cleanest days usualy exhibit some made-made influence. This
average of 24-hour values for the 20% cleanest conditions is used as representative of a clean
background condition.”

In the course of re-examining what statistic to use to represent clean conditions during the FLAG
process, the FLMs examined the 20% cleanest conditions. It became apparent that in many
cases, the 20% cleanest measured conditions are still significantly impaired. Furthermore, when
even the 5% cleanest conditions were examined, it was evident that these data also included
significant impairment, particularly in the Eastern U.S. The FLMs do not find it appropriate to
use significantly impaired conditions as a benchmark. Therefore, the FLMs believe that an
estimate of natural conditionsis the only viable value to use.

19



Furthermore, the changes between the FLAG report and the IWAQM Phase 2 report were
anticipated by IWAQM. The Phase 2 report states:

While drafting this report, the National Park Service, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
and the U.S. Forest Service have been holding intensive meetings to promote a greater
consistency in the procedures Federal Land Managers use in identifying and evaluating
AQRV impacts. We have discussed in this report the assessment of regiona visibility
impacts using the deciview, which at the time of the drafting of this report was the
preferred metric. As time progresses, it is looking more like the change of extinction may
become the preferred metric. Hence, although the information provided here is useful, the
details and implementation may be somewhat different as a consequence of the ongoing
discussions. For the latest information on procedures and metrics, we suggest visiting the
web site:

http://www.nature.nps.qov/ard/flagfreg/index.htmil.

3. Issues Associated with Threshold Values

Basis of Comments: 1) FLAG's assumed visibility threshold values are arbitrary (no scientific
basis).

2) FLAG's assumed visibility threshold values are not perceptible and are
too restrictive (i.e., too low) or that they are not restrictive enough.

3) FLAG should use an averaging time for analyses longer than 24-hr in
order to avoid undue influence of extreme episodes.

4) FLMs should provide guidance on how it will assess magnitude,
frequency, duration, and geographic extent of visibility impairment to
make adverse impact determinations. Using 24-hour basis contradicts this
concept. Also, the FLMs should define the level of acceptable impairment.

5) FLMs need to provide analyses to show permitting authorities the
consequences of these thresholds.

6) The 0.4% threshold for exempting a new source from further review is
too low (not perceptible) and should be relaxed. Also, the 0.4% threshold
should be used as the trigger for cumulative analyses.

General Response: The underlying principle of the FLAG recommendation is the need to ensure
that a new source should not cause visibility impairment, either by itself or in combination with
other new sources. Toward this end, the FLMs selected levels of concern that represent values
representative of the lower end of human perceptibility and values representative of the higher
end of human perceptibility for single sources and multiple sources, respectively. The FLMs
also chose to define ade minimis level to provide a threshold below which a new source needed
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no further visibility impact analyses, and below which the FLM was unlikely to object to the
issuance of a permit.

Responses to specific issues:

Issue 1: FLAG's assumed visibility threshold values are arbitrary.

Response: The levels of concern were selected from EPA guidance documents or the published
literature (references provided in the Phase | Report).

Issue 2 FLAG's assumed visibility threshold values are not perceptible and are too restrictive
(i.e., too low) or that they are not restrictive enough.

Response: The FLMs assert the levels are not “too low,” since they do represent the possible
extremes of human perceptibility. However, if new information becomes available, the FLMs
will take it into consideration. The selection of the de minimis level followed an approach
similar to that used by EPA in the proposed new source review reform regulations to define
significant impact levels for the PSD increments.

Issue 3: FLAG should use averaging time for analyses longer than 24-hr in order to avoid undue
influence of extreme episodes.

Response: In the context of visitation to Class | areas, visibility and human perception of the
visibility condition is actually a short-term phenomenon. Therefore, 24-hour averages, if
anything, are too long of an averaging time for visibility assessments. FLMs selected this
averaging time given the confidence in the model results for far-field applications and because it
provided a surrogate for the spatial averaging more appropriate for applying the selected
thresholds. For near-field model applications, the FLMs concur with using the 1-hour averaging
time as recommended in EPA guidance documents.

Issue 4 The FLMs should provide guidance on how they will assess magnitude, frequency,
duration, and geographic extent of visibility impairment to make adverse impact determinations.

Response: The adverse impact determination remains a case-by-case determination. Given the
multitude of possible impact combinations (i.e., magnitude/frequency), the FLMs can provide no
apriori guidance except to say that the determination will be based on the magnitude, frequency,
duration, and geographic extent of the predicted effect. The FLMs have provided the guidance
on the levels of concern and parameters that would be used to make the determination. For
example, the FLM could make a determination based on the number of 24-hour estimates of
extinction over the level of concern, the amount over the level of concern, or the duration of
multi-day episodes.

Issue 5: FLMs need to provide analyses to show permitting authorities the consequences of these
thresholds.

21



Response: Permitting authorities should aready be familiar with applying steady-state models to
assess near field impacts, so the FLMs did not fedl it was necessary to provided any sample
applications. For the less familiar distant/multiple-source applications, very detailed guidance,
including one sample application, has been provided in the FLAG report. The consequences of
applying the recommended prescription are strongly dependent on meteorology, the number and
distribution of sources, distance to Class | areas, and emissions. Therefore, it would not be
possible to meaningfully represent the wide range of possible scenarios. Qualitative assessments
of the consequences are probably possible because the basic prescription has been in use by the
FLMs (and some permitting authorities) for several years.

Issue 6: The 0.4% threshold for exempting a new source from further review is too low (not
perceptible) and should be relaxed.

Response: The 0.4% threshold was established in order to exempt sources from further review if
they are not a mgjor contributor to a circumstance where visibility impairment due to new source
growth exceeds a 10% change in extinction. The FLMs desired condition would be to see no
contribution in this case, but are willing to accept practical considerations in setting this
threshold. Hence, the threshold was set purposefully low, but not zero. Asthe FLMs gain more
experience with the application of this threshold, it will be revisited to ascertain whether it is
achieving a desired level of protection.

The FLMs rejected the recommendation of using this threshold as the sole basis of determining
the need for conducting cumulative analyses.

4. An Annual Reference Levdl is | nappropriatefor the FLAG Visbility Application.

Basisfor Comments: 1) Comparison of an annua average estimate of natural conditions with a
24-hour average model concentration is inappropriate.

General Response: Estimates of natural conditions are only available as estimates of the long-
term average.

Responses to specific issues:

Issue 1: Comparison of an annual average estimate of natural conditions with a 24-hour average
model concentration is inappropriate.

Response: There will obviously be some fluctuation about the mean of the annual average, but
how that would vary on any given day is unknown. The average conditions could occur on any
given day. The FLMs see no viable aternative to comparison with an annua average number.

5. CALPUFF isnot Suited for the Task Described

Basis for comments. 1) CALPUFF is inappropriate for visibility calculations greater than 50
kilometers.
2) CALPUFF can not be used for multiple source impacts.



3) The sulfate chemistry in CALPUFF underestimates aqueous phase
formation and overall chemical processes are treated too simply.

4) The maximum applicable distance of the modeling system needs to be
defined.

5) CALPUFF is too resource intensive; it requires special computers with
gigabytes of memory.

6) Requiring 5 years of meteorological analysis is too onerous.

7) CALPUFF is not applicable to oil and gas operations.

General Response: There are a number of contentions about the suggested use of CALPUFF as a
tool for analyzing visibility impacts for source/receptor pairs at distances beyond 50 kilometers.
Commenters dealing with the general applicability of the model should refer to the Interagency
Workgroup on Air Quality Modeling (IWAQM) Phase 2 Summary Report and Recommendations
for Modeling Long Range Transport Impacts (EPA-454/R-98-019). That document should help
make it clear that the modeling system is well suited for the task at hand; that is, calculating
concentrations of visibility impairing pollutants, both primary and secondary, from single or
multiple sources, at distances within and beyond 50 kilometers. This was the goa of the
IWAQM.

The CALPUFF modeling system was proposed as a long-range transport model by the EPA
during the seventh modeling conference. (See Federal Register, Vol. 65, No. 78, Friday, April
21, 2000, Proposed Rules, pages 21506-21546.) FLAG is essentialy using the model as the
EPA proposes it for use.

Responses to specific issues:

Issue 1: CALPUFF is inappropriate for visibility calculations greater than 50 kilometers.

Response: The CALPUFF modeling system is being proposed by the EPA as the refined
modeling tool for analyzing long-range transport, defined as transport beyond 50 kilometers.
Again, please refer to the Federal Register, Vol. 65, No. 78, Friday, April 21, 2000, Proposed
Rules, pages 21506-21546. The commenters are also referred to the Interagency Workgroup on
Air Quality Modeling (IWAQM) Phase 2 Summary Report and Recommendations for Modeling
Long Range Transport Impacts (EPA-454/R-98-019).

Issue 2: CALPUFF can not be used for multiple source impacts.

Response: CALPUFF treats multiple sources and multiple source types. The commenters are
referred to the references above and to the CALPUFF users guide available at:

http://www.src.com/cal puff/cal puff1.htm

The comments about multiple sources are based on a single quote taken out of context pertaining
to the screening mode.  In context the quote should read:
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All of the reviewers expressed concerns regarding the use of the screening technique.
They agreed that it was inherently conservative (would provide estimates of impacts
greater than likely would result if a more refined analysis was performed), but also
recognized that it could not be guaranteed to always yield conservative concentration and
deposition flux impacts. They suggested that if the screening technique is recommended,
it should be made clear that it may not provide conservative impact estimates, and that
the technique is applicable for one or several closely spaced sources of emissions (not for
multiple sources that are widely spaced around a Class | area).

The FLMs agree that the constraint on the screening mode is appropriate.

Issue 3: The sulfate chemistry in CALPUFF underestimates aqueous phase formation and overall
chemical processes are treated too simply.

Response: Several commenters indicated that the model does not adequately handle agqueous
phase conversion of sulfur dioxide to sulfate. This is an area where the model is likely to
underestimate impacts of visibility impairing pollutants. The FLMs have long recognized this
and have considered it an area that needs improvement. In the interim, however, the FLMs have
considered the estimates from the CALPUFF system