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MEMORANDUM
SUBJECT: Section 107 Designation Policy Summary

FROM: Sheldon Meyers, Direcfor
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards (ANR-443)

T0: Director, Air and Waste Management Division
Regions II-IV, VI-VIII, X

Director, Air Management Division
Regions I, V, IX

On February 3, 1983, the Agency published a Federal Register notice
regarding the status of 211 areas designated nonattainment under Part D
of the Clean Air Act. This notice indicated that for a significant
number of nonattainment areas States are anticipated to be 2ble to
demonstrate attainment of the primary national asbient air quality standards.
Accordingly, for those areas, States have been encouraged to update their
Section 107 designations. 1n addition, a number of nonattainment areas were
identified in the February 3, 1983, notice as “unlikely to attain standards."”
The Federal Register also stated that the basic existing policy will generally
be continued for redesignation. This memorandum summarizes and clarifies
existing policy for reviewing designations and provides new guidance on
processing these actions.

Policy For Reviewing 107 Designations

1. Data: In general, all available information relative to the attainment
status of the arez should be reviewed. These data should include the most
recent eight (8) consecutive quarters of quality assured, representative
ambient air quality data plus evidence of an implemented control strategy
that EPA had fully approved. Supplemental information, including air
guality modeling emissions data, etc., should be used to determine if

the monitoring data accurately characterize the worst case air gquality

in the area. Also, the following items can be considered in special
situations.

An attainment designation can be made using only the most recent four (4)
gquarters of ambient data if an acceptable state of the art modeling analysis
(such as city-specific EXMA for ozone) is provided showing that the basic
SIP strategy is sound and that actual, enforceable emission reductions are
responsible for the recent air quality improvement.
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For nonattainment designetions which were originally based solely on
modeling, redesignation to attainment is possible even if less than four (4)
quarters of ambient data are available provided that a reference modeling
analysis considering the sources' legal emission Yimits shows attainment of
the standards. Information must also be presented showing that the sources
causing the probliem are in compliance with the enforceable SIP measures.

Although the current ozone standard implies the need for three years
of data for attainment designations, two years of data with no exceedances
is an acceptadble surrogate. As discussed previously, this should be

accompanied by evidence of an implemented control strategy that EPA had
fully approved.

2. Projected Future Violations: Projections of future violations can
provide the basis for continuing nonattainment designations. This

concept is-particularly important because of the current economic downturn.
Information submitted to support 2°tainment redesignations must adequately
and accurately reflect anticipatec operating rates. Areas should remain
nonattainment where such projections reveal air quality violations.

3. Modeling: In most SO2 cases, monitoring data alone will not be
sufficient sor areas dominated by point sources. A small number of ambient
monitors usually is not representative of the air quality for the entire
area. Dispersion modeling employing the legally enforceable SOz SIP limits
will generally be necessary to evaluate comprehensively the sources' impacts
as well as to identify the areas of highest concentrations. If either the
modeling or monitoring indicates that SO2 air quality stancards are being
violated, the area should remain nonattainment.

4. Boundaries: Current policies on appropriate boundaries for designation
of nonattainment areas by EPA remain in effect, i.e., generally political
boundaries such as city or county for TSP and SO2, county as a minimum for
rural ozone, entire urbanized arez and fringe areas of devaiopment for
urban ozone, and urban core area for CO. When States redesignate, EPA
~ will continue to accept reasonable boundaries which are supported by
appropriate data, such as specific new monitoring and/or modeling data or
evidence of improvement due to control strateqy isplementation. Nonattaine
ment areas for ozone should include the significant VOC sources.

5. Dispersion Techniques: Areas which are projected to attain the TSP
or SU2 standards because of the use of unauthorized dispersion techniques
should continue to be designated as nonattainment.
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Policy for Processing 107 Redesianations

1. SIP Review Actions: Section 107 designations have generally been
classified as minor actions, with only a few of the more significant

ones being processed as moderate. In the future, redesignations of Tier II
nonattainment areas should be classified as major actions so that they

can receive a comprehensive review to help ensure regional consistency.
Redesignation of Tier I nonattainment areas should continue to be handled
as minor or moderate actions, as appropriate.

2. “Unclassifiable” Areas: Since EPA and the States have had nearly five
years to resolve discrepancies for nonattafnment designations, it is now
inappropriate to redesignate any area from nonattainment to unclassi-
fiable. There has been ample time since the first designations were made
in 1978 to thoroughly study each nonattainment area. Sufficient data
should now exist to either make a redesignation to attainment or to keep
the nonattainment designation. '

1f you have any questions, please contact Tom Helms at (FTS) 629-552%.

cc: Regional Administrator, Regions 1-X
Chief, Air Programs Branch, Regions 1-X
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H 3 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGEN
i w 3 Office of Air Quality Planning and Siandards GENCY
oy -‘“‘l Research Triangie Park, North Carolina 27711
23 DEC 1983
MEMORANDUM

Subject: Section 107 Questions and Answers

F rom: 6. T. Helms, Chief‘;/r"'"
Control Programs Operations Branch (MD-15)

To: Air Branch Chief
Regions 1-X

The April 21, 1983 memo from Sheldon Meyers on Section 107 Redesignation
Policy has generally resulted in more consistent redesignation packages.
However, a number of questions have developed since then and it seems

worthwhile now to share with everyone the responses that have been developed.
These questions have arisen in a number of areas.

1. 1Is air quality data alone sufficient for a redesignation from
nonattainment to attainment?

Answer: No. Valid air quality data showing no NAAQS violations must be
suppiemented with a demonstration that the zoproved SIP control strategqy
which provides for attainment has been implemented. The April 21 memo
describes the requirements in detail. In most cases the submittal will
include the most recent eight quarters of data showing attainment and
evidence of an implemented control strategy that EPA had approved. This
demonstration need not necessarily be quantitative. Rather, it need
simply confirm that the control strategy approved in the SIP to address
the problem has indeed been implemented. Where only the most recent four
quarters of data showing attainment are available, a state-of-the-art
modeling analysis must be provided which gquantifies that the SIP strategy
is sound and that actual enforceable emission reductions are responsibie
for the air quality improvements.

2. Are the same requirements discussed in answer number 1 applicable to
secondary TSP redesignations?

Answer: Yes. As for primary standards, some reason has to be shown for
the improvement in air quality. This can consist of an implemented

control strateqy, some other Federally enforceable statewide regulations,
or a well-documented explanation that the circumstances which resulted in
the initial designation have changed or were incorrect. The integrity of
the designation process should be preserved, for both primary and secondary
pollutants. Further, it should be noted that States are not penalized by
remaining secondary nonattainment. Therefore, a control strategy or

other demonstration needs to be included with these redesignation requestsS.
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3. Can a control strategy that has not been approved by EPA as part of
the SIP be used to support a redesignation?

Answer: In general, no. However, an exception will be made if the
physical circumstances and long-term economic factors are such that the
implemented measures have the same weight as a SIP: for example, the
permanent closing of the major emitting sources, road paving to eliminate
fugitive emissions, or other irreversible measures. Submittals including
such changes, even though not formally approved as SIP revisions, have

the practical impact of an EPA approved strateqgy and can be the basis for
approval of the redesignation.

4. Are the same criteria required to reduce the size of 2 nonattainment
area as are required for redesignating the entire area?

Answer: In general, yes. However, if a sound case can be made that the
State “overdesignated” initially -- that is, designated a larger area
than EPA requirad -- then the area can be reduced. The remaining nonattain-
ment area must be compatible with EPA boundary requirements (see April 21,
1983 memo) and.it must be convincingly demonstrated that the area going
from nonattainment to attainment should not have been designated non-
attainment. Other than this specific kind of exception, however, boundary
changes require the same analysis as any nonattainment to attainment
redesignation. When a portion of a nonattainment area is redesignated
attainment, it would help the public if a statement was included in the
notice which explains that a nonattainment portion remains.

S. What criteria are used in redesignating from unclassifiable to attainment
far TSP and $027? T

Answer: Redesignations from unclassifiable to attainment generally require
the most recent eight consecutive quarters of air quality data demonstrating
attainment. No control strategy demonstration is required since there
would have been no SIP requirement for an unclassifiable area. The 502
redesignations will generally continue to require dispersion modeling.

6. What is required for reclassifications from unclassifiable to attainment
for ozone, carbon monoxide, and nitrogen oxides?

Answer: Redesignations from unciassifiable to attainment do not involve
any regulatory change. If a State wishes to make such a redesignation, 1t
should be sent forward as a brief explanatory Federal Regqister notice
documenting the information. However, the formal table containing the
designation status is not changed since the attainment and unclassifiable
designations are combined for these pollutants.

7. ls there, or has there ever been, a 50 km policy for ozone nonattainment
areas?

Answer: No, this was only discussed as an option some years ago but it
never achieved the status of Agency policy.
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These questions and answers highlight some of the significant issues
that have come up since the April 21, 1983 memo. Please call Bill Beal

or John Calcagni (FTS 629-5665) if You have fyrther comments or questions
on Section 107 ‘issyes.

¢c: B. Bauman
D. White
R. Campbell
S. Meiburg
J. Ulfelder
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SEP 03 1981

Mr. Reiph C. Pickard

Technical Secretary

Indiana Air Pollution Control Board
P. 0. Box 1964

Indianapolis, Indiana 46206

Dear Mr. Pickard:

This is in response to your letter of July 9, 1981 to
Mr. Valdas V. Adamkus regarding the use of ambient monitoring data
in making Section 107 area designations. I am also providing comments
on the use of modeling in setting of source emission Timits.

I am in agreement with your position that, when available, adequate
embient monitoring cata should be given preference over modeling results
in designating areas as attainment/nonattainment under Section 107 of
the Clean Air Act (CAA). EPA has always held this position and has
promoted this approach in the guidance we have issued on the subject. A
model letter prepared by my staff in October 1977 that was sent by the
Regional Administrators of EPA to the various State governors or environ-
menta] agency heads emphasized the use of monitoring data for designation
purooses.

F 70l7ow-up memorandum issued on January 12, 1978 from my staff to
thg =7~ Regionzi Cf{ices responded to various questions regarding Part D
plan requirements. It contained the following response to the question
of whether preference should be given to either monitored ambient data
or ¢ispersion modeling results in designating areas under Section 107.
"If there is a conflict between adequate monitoring data and modeling
results, monitored values should be used. However, if the monitoring
céta zre inadequate, the modeling results should be used."

It is the desire of the Agency to base Section 107 designations on
the best possible data that are reasonably obtainable. In most cases,
especially for isolated point sources, it is difficult for a few ambient
monitors to adequately reflect the true air quality conditions surrounding
the source, especially the areas of maximum impact or hotspots. In many
such situations, dispersion modeiing would be an alternative to the
total reliance upon a limited monitoring network.



With regard to the referenced Indiana designations, there is not,
in an administrative sense, a significant difference between unclassified
and attainment. However, as I understand it, there exists in these
counties a more significant issue; that is, setting of new emission
1imitations for power plants.

The use of diffusion modeling is now the accepted way of estab11sh1ng
emission limits for individual sources such as power plants. Most air
pollution control agencies have accepted modeling as the only practical
21ternztive of establishing emission 1imits for large sources such as
power plants. The courts have also recognized the validity of using
modeling in setting emission limits even where monitoring data are also
available. Recent data indicate that a number of models are proving
to be reasonzble predictors of ambient impact. One recent study has
shown that the EPA reference model for rural power plants, CRSTER,
appears to have no inherent bias; it neither over=- nor underestimates
2ir quality levels routinely.

It is EPA's belief that, in most cases, the use of models is the
most effective and efficient way to properly represent the impact of
verying meteorology. To properly evaluate a prospective emission limit
solely by the use of monitoring, a very extensive and costly air quality
enc meteorciogical monitoring network would have to be established.

This network may have to be operated for a long time to ensure that the
various meteorological conditions were actually experienced during each
cT the various operating regimes. I do not believe the situation
surrounding the Indiana power plant emission 1imit changes argues for
an exception to the use for modeling contained in current EPA guidance.

trust this response adequately explains EPA's considerations in
Szth the Section 107 area designation process and the requirement for
modeiing when-setting new emission limits.

Sincerely yaur

Walter C. Ba
Director
Office of Air Quality Planning
and Standards

Enclosure

cc: Mr. Harry D. Williams
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ST? 16 1982 orricE oF
AIR, NOISE, AND RADIATION

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Milwaukee SO, Nonattainment Designation

M -
FROM: heldon Meyers, Director
. Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards (ANR-443)

TO: David Kee, Director
Air Maragement Division, Region V

Thank you for your August 9, 1982, memorandum to Assistant
Aéministrator Bennett regarding Wisconsin's reguest for 2 redesig-
nation to attainment of the sulfur dioxide (502) standard for the
Milwaukee area. :

You asked four (4) separate guestions in your memo. Those questions
are repeated in full below along with my responses.

Q) In nonatt2inment areas with no emission 1imits, what is required to
sugport & redesicnation to azttzinment? (It does not appear to be
sutticient to accept eight’quarters of cata showing no violations, even
i¥ the monitors were iocated in the expected high concentration areas.)

A) The fact that no Federally enforceable emission limits are in place
does not affect the criteria applied in determining the area's attain-
ment status. In general, Section 107 designatiu:: changes should utilize
all available data, including both monitariwe 2nd indodeling data.
Whaztever is available should certainly be us<é. ifanitoring data should
be used only within the limits of being represcntative for a specific’
geographic area. The object c¢f any designation should be to make the
_best decision based upon the maximum amount ¢f available information.

Q) What is the role of modeling in redesignations?
A) The need for dispersion modeling for Section 107 designation

purposes is especially important when cealing with areas domjnated.by
point sources of 502‘ In these cases, a small number ¥ ambient air
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quality monitors will not be able to tell the whole story. Modeling is
essential to evaluate comprehensively and thoroughly the sources'
impacts 2s well as identify the areas of highest concentrations. It
must be included in a redesignation analysis where feasible.

For all other arezs, if modeling already exists, it should be
considered. However, dispersion modeling is generally not required to
be performed strictly for the purposes of Section 107 redesignation
requests for such areas.

Q) Is a redesignation to attainment acceptable if there are eight.
quarters of monitored data showing no violations but there is modeling
that predicts violations? (Note, this is not to say that the modeling
contradicts the monitoring since the modeling shows attainment at the
monitor locations, but nonattainment at other, nonmonitored locations.)

A) There is no answer that fits all.possibie situations. However,
where valid dispersion modeling has been performed, such modeling
results should set the designation status. When the appropriateness

c¥ the model is of some concerr Regional Offices must exercise judgment
after considering such things as how many monitors-are in the network;
is complex terrain (terrain greater than stack height) involved; what
model is being used; is it a guideline model, {f not, has it been
cemsnsirzied to be appropriate; does the model tend to over- or under-
predict for the situation at hand?

"Again, it should be emphasized that the ohjective is to make the
best determination possible using 211 relevant information as to what
the attainment status of an area really is.

Q) Mr. Barper's letter says that adequate monitored data are necessary.
How is "adequate" defined? (We suggest that a determination of adequate
monitoring data involive reference modeling. That is, monitors must be
tocated in the areas of expectecd high concentrations, based on a
reference modeling analysis.)

A) Your suggestion is what ideally should be required. However,
monitors are seldom sited at the locations shown by later dispersion
~modeling to be those of maximum impact.

Rgain, the responsibility 1ies with the Regional Office to make the
recessary judgments as to whether or not the existing monitor locations
are sufficient both in number and spitial arrangement to allow them to
be representative of the air quality for the area. Some judgment as to
whether the potential problem is of a localized or more general areawide
nature should be made. This judgment will influence whether modeling or
monitoring should be given preference in the particular situation in
question. How much information is needed before such a judgment can be
made is subject to the complexity of the situation.



1 would 1ike to add the following comments regarding the particular
situation in Milwaukee, Wisconsin, as described in the background portion
of your August S5, 1982, memo.

In a2 situation where an area was originally designated nonattaimment
based on measured violations but subsequently has 2air quality measure-
ments less than the ambient 2ir quality standard, common sense would
recognize the need for 2 study of the situation, including modeling. It
could not reasonably be expected that violations would disappear by
themselves. If a source has voluntarily made some emission reduction
changes that eliminate violations, these changes need to be embodied
into regulation and then be made part of the approved State Implementa-
tion Plan (SIP) control strategy. The approval of such emission limits
2s part of & SIP must be based on an adequate demonstration that ambient
air quality standards will be protected. Such a demonstration must
include a dispersion modeling analysis under worst case conditions.

If you have any other gquestions, please let me know.
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HEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Redesignations That wWould Change <he SIP

FROM: Darryl D. Tyler, Director 7/[
Control Programs Development { /7%
Qivision :

Peter H. Wyckoff, Assistanths_:Hal.CQFn 1
{ 4 »ﬁ

Air and Radiation Division /oT ’76
TO: Air Division Directors, Regions I-X

Our staffs recently discovered, in reviewing a Federal
Recister package that embodied a redesignation from nonattain-
ment to attainment, that the redesignation would have relaxed .
the relevant SIP, because the SIP specified one set of control
recuirements for "nonattainment” areas and' a less s:iringen: set
for "attainment” areas. The package, however, treated the
recesignation merely as a redesignation and not also as a SIP
reiaxation.

We therefore ask you in the future (1) to examine each
redesignation to determine whether it would have a substantive
effect on the stringency of the relevant SIP and (2) to state
your conclusion in the Action Memorandum for the Federal Register
package. If the redesignation would have such an effect, you
should treat it as a SIP revision and draft the package in accord-
ance with the relevant Agency guidance, including guidance on SI?
relaxations and attainment demonstrations. Please forewarn vour
state counterparts that EPA will be treating redesignations that
would affect SIP stringency as SIP revisions. Thank you.

ce: Air 3ranch Chiefs, Regions. . I=X
Regional Counseld.,, Regions I-X

Bill Beal
Gerry :tmison
Tom Helms
Betsy Horne
Joan La Roek
8ill Pedersen
Jenn Topping
John Ulfel.der
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Pli-123-80-12-15-301

gsC 1§ s8d

“onorable Jennings Randoloh

Chairman, commitiee on Snvironment
and Public Works

vnited States Senate

dashingtan, 0.C. 20510

<ear Mr. Chairman:

Thark vou for vour letter of Ccsaber 23, 1950 exoressina vour sontinued
interest in the Acency's definiticn of “ampient air.” DJurina the time
since Javid Hawking, ay Assisiant Agmiaistrator for dir, Soise, and
Radfation, met with vou last Februarmy, the definition has been exiensively
reviewed and cehatad.

Aftar reviewing the issues and altarmatives, [ have determineg cthat
a6 shanga from the existine policy is necessary. e are retiinine <he
soiicy that the exemption from ampient air {s available 2aiv for the
a=osnhera over land cwned or controlled by the soures and to which
sublic acsass is precluded by a “ence or other nhysical barriers, PA
#1171 cansinue o review individual si<uacions an a case-av-cige Hagis
0 sasure that the puslic {s adenuzceiy protecsed and thas therse is ro
dTIemt sy sources 0 circumvent the requirement of Session 122 of the
Jlean Afr Ace.

[ hope <that shis has Deen responsive $0 your needs.

Sincerely yours,
/8/ Douglas Y. Sastls

fauglas . Castie



K UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

% Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards
& Research Triangle Park, North Carolina 27711
2 7 JUL 1987
MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Ambient Air Issue from New Jersey
Department of Envirormental Protection (DEP)

FROM: G.T. Helms, Chief %'—-
Control Programs Operations Branch

T0: William S. Baker, Chief
Air Branch, Region II

in response to your request, we have reviewed your position with
respect to a determination of ambient air applicability in the vicinity
of the proposed EF Keniiworth, Inc. (EFKI) cogeneration unit in Union
County, New Jersey. As we understand it, EFKI will build and operate the
plant on property leased (long-term lease) from Schering Corporation. As
we see it the EFKI operator will be completely separate from the Schering
operation and except for the land owned and operated by a different
Company. The fact that EFKI has entered into a contract to supply
:lectricity/stean to Schering is not really relevant to the ambient air
ssue.

We agree with your position that all property outside of the property
leased and controlled by EFK] would be considered ambient air, The word
- “controlled™ is emphasized since nothing is said in either your memorandums
or New Jersey's letter to Region II about what, if any, fence or other
physical barrier would be installed to prevent public access to the EFKI
leased property. If such physical barrier is not erected, then all land
including the leased site would have to be considered as ambient air,

If you have any questions, please contact Sharon Reinders,
at 629-5255.
cc: . Tyler
. Tikvart
. Wilson
. McCutchen

HhoocCo



Pu 110-83-03-18-062

MAR 18 1883

Mr. Harry H, Hovey, Jr. P.E.

Director, Division of Air

New York State Dept. of
Environmental Conservation

50 Wolf Road

Albany, New York 12233

Dear Mr. Hovey:

In response to your letter of January ll, please be advised that
there has been no major change i{n EPA policy with regard to ambient air
and the associated requirements of a SIP demonstration. We have defined
"ambient air" at 40 CFR §50.1(e) to include “that portion of the atmosphere,
external to buildings, to which the general public has access.” Our general
policy is that the only exemption to compliance with the provisions of
ambient air is for the atmosphere over land owned or controlled by the

source and to which public access is precluded by a fence or other physical
barriers.

The national ambient air quality standards are designed to protect
the pyblic.health and welfare and apply to all ambient air which does include
the rooftops and balconies of buildings accessible by the public. While
EPA has the responsibility to develop the air quality standards, the
States have the initial responsibility to implement them. In effect, the
States have the prime responsibility. to protect pudlic health and welfare.

While EPA considers ambient air to include elevated building receptor
sites, it is not practical to analyze the air quality at every such existing
location. Therefore, both EPA and the States must exercise their best
technical judgment as to when such sites must be evaluated so as to
protect public health and welfare, Thus, we do not expect States, in
most- circumstances, to evaluate the impact on elevated building receptors.
However, if the State has reason to believe that such an evaluation is
necessary to protect public health and welfare, then it is incumbent upon
the State to conduct such an analysis.

110
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.1 appreciate your interest in this issue and am willing to discuss
it further if you desire.

Sincerely yours,

Kathleen M. Bennett
Assistant Administrator
for Air, Noise, and Radiation

cc: R. Campbell
J. Schafer

110
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Attainment of National Standards in Open Air Parking Lots

cancast Simon, Chief

Alr rcrrams Branch
r.-.(.ﬂ 11

MEMORANIDUM OF LAY

FACTS
Teur memorandum of September 1, 1972 raises the jusue
of tho air pollution impact of a proposcd sports complax to
k2 constructed in thae lHackensachk hHeadoslands in New Jevsev.
You ctace that the analyzis of available

deta lndicalon
thst the national one=hour standard Lor cavbon monoxidne mas

be cuxsesdz2d in the narkinag lot of the complex cach tiimc it

iz uzed fovr a major event.

I's the atmosphere above an opcon-air paxrwnq lot vhich

is puart of a sports complex "ambient air" under thoe

Clean
Air Act and EPA regulations?

ANSUER
Y s Under the definition of "awbient air” in MUA
regulations, n«Licnnl Aubiont aiv guality standarde oould
arzh e that PO“LJ of the a.ranphere since it iz citeorn.!

t
to huildings and the arnﬂ'wl publie has nocoss to it

ISCUSTION

1. ©FA has preseribad the applicability of the uacional
primars and sceondary erbicnt alr quality standards ey
d=iinine: thu Lomin "amizdant air.”  foecbtion 40 CrR 50.1(0) of
LUA Lc;'l Liene defines "ambiznt air” to ean "that portiorn
cf the armeaphexe, axntornal o buildingsz, te which “ho
a2neral publie has access.” There is na guestien Lhal the
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air walch is the subjeo~t of your inquiry is a portion of
the atrosphore extevne! to huildingu. A comewhat moue
difficult quastion in vho the goneral pablie is and whether
it ean be #aild te have aecean Lo Lhis facility.

2. The dictionary d-fines "pablic” to mcan "the people
as a wholz2", and potes that tl- term way contemplate "a
gremp ‘of poople distinguished by common interests or

characteristics” (Wchster's Third New (nternational Dic-

tirnary (1966)). Sin=c §30.1(:) aktaches the modifier

"meneral®™, it indicaies thai tae broaders definition was
int2adad by the regqulation. Tie term "access™ is defined

a5 meaning "Fermission, liborty, or ability to enter...."
(Wobter's Thivd New Inlarnational Rictlonary (1966)).

wWhile the paiking lot in guesij-a way bae fenced and/or
guaT:led sa aus to prevenkt the —nlvanece ¢f the yeneral public
during all times exerpi thos: Uwmediately preceding, during,
and irmediately followine athl:tic events, it is elear that
the gonaral public may readily citer the lot on foot or by
vehicle durineg the poried of higuest polivtion levels. The
ezaeonilial chaeracter of this oo -lax is public, and it is
difficult to imagine thot tha antreanee of members of the
cow~unity at lar=ss wonld be - vicked on "qgame days”,
viie Lhey persons, who seeit entt v de 50 to puarchase tickets,
vaLTihh crowds, or pick peckets. This situation may be con-
trosted with that of private ryepgrrty outdeoors where only
perscens having some spagial radationshiy with the property
cwrnr, or his gyents or lessc., are alle to gain entrance
Lo the propzrty, wihile the awa2val public’'s entrance is
chyziecally barred in scae way.
3. Basring coneludied that th - e above the parking lot is
Trihient air, we see no banis {oom exeluding it from coveradge
by the State's irplementarion »an,  Tiers seems to be no
levieal difference boetuoon i the inplewneontattion plan
apnticable Lo ha parkines Yol ol naking it apply to congcsted
devuntoun arcas where carban ronmiide eoncentrations due Lo

Fo vy trallfie avre al<o o probto o, &S yosr pmemorandum sug-
goeosts, cven 3¢ the alrvas; hove L taesn the pavking lot were

naot Tombicnt air” it wondd booones cnsave for the State's
lmplonentelion nlan Lo coaseet o e denee

nf emiszions at
Lhee Tacsdits upan tha adearmne

rpeomd thoe lot's fenee linc.



UNTTED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PRCTECTION AGENCY

REGION V
., WAY 1gEES
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SUBJECT. ambient Air e e
M\M Kee2\ rfr -
FRCM: pagional Metesrsicgists, Regions I-X s as
“ewviee .- g

T Joseph Tikvart, Chief (MD-14)
Source Recepter Analysis Branch

AT the recent Regional Meteorologists' meeting in Dallas, we {dentifies
inconsistencias among the Regional Offices on what areas are to be
considered as zmpient air for regulatory purposes. The existing incon-
sistency on zmient air is due to both the lack of clear National
guidance and the allowed Regional Office discretion. A standardized
approach is necessary both to satisfy the consistency requirements of
Section 301 of the Clean Air Act and in_order for those resmncihle for
Regional modeling activities to provide effective and efficient review
of and guidance on modeling analyses. Accordingly, the Regional Meteor-
©logists have decided to address the problem at the wrking 1evel
through the us2 of a consistent modeling approach.

&40 CFR Part 50.1(e) defines amdient air as ®... that portion of the
atmosphere, external to byildings, to which the general public has
access.” A letter dated Decsmber 19, 1980, from Douglas Costle to
Senator Jennings Randolph, clarified this definition by stating that
the exemption from ambient air {s available only for the atmosphere
over land owned or controiled by the source and to which public access
is precliuded by a fance or other physical barriers.” The codified
definition plus the 1980 clarification essentially constitute the
National policy on ambient air. :
The Regional ¥e2tsorolegists propose that for modeling purposes the air
everywhere c.<3ide of contiguous plant property to which public access
is precludea @ a fence or other effective physical barrier should be
consigered in 10cating receptors. Specifically, for stationary source
modeling, reszstors should be placed anywhere cutside {maccessible plant
property. For example, receptors should be included over bodies of
water, over unfenced plant property, on buildings, over roadways, and
over property owned by other sources. "For sobile source modeling (f.e.,
CO modeling), receptors should continue to be sited in accordance with -
Volume 9 of tne “Guidelines for Afr Quality Maintenance Planaing®.

Unless you disasree with our position, we will require new actions with
modeling analyses submitted to EPA after January 1, 1986, to conform to

this modeling policy. Please note that all 10 Regional Meteorslogists
have reviewed 2nd concur with this memo,

cc: Regional Metesrologists, Regions I-X
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Office of Air Quaiity Planning and Standards
Research Triangle Park, North Caroiina 27711

81000 sy

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Ambient Air

FROM: G. T. Helms, Chief /ﬂ-"’
Control Programs Operations Branch (MD-15)

TO: Steve Rothblatt, Chief
Alr Branch, Region ¥

My staff and 1 have discussed the five ambient air cases which you
submitted for our review on January 16, 1987, The following comments are
our interpretation of the ambient air po‘licy « However, this memorandun
is not a discussion of the technical {ssues 1nvo‘lved in the placement of
receptors for modeling.

Our comments on each of the cases follow:

Case 1 (Dakota County, MN): This case involves two noncontiguous
pieces of fenced property owned by the same source, divided by a public
road. We agree that the road is clearly ambient air and that both fenced
pieces of plant property are not,

Case 2 (Marrick County, IN): This case involves two large sources _
on both sides of the Ohio River., le agree that receptors should be located
over the river since this 1s a public wateray, not controlled by the
sources. We also agree that the river does indeed form a sufficient
natural boundary/barrier and that fencing {s not necessary, since the
policy requires a fence or other physical barrier. However, some cone
ditions must be met, The riverbank must be clearly posted and regularly
patrolled by plant security. It must be very clear that the area is not
public, Any areas where there is any question--{.,e., grassy areas, etc.--
should be fenced and marked, even if there is only a very remote poss1-
bilfty that the public would attempt to use this property.

However, we alsa feel that:current policy requires that receptors
should be placed in ALCOA and SIGECO property for modeling the contribu-
tion of each source's mmissions to the other's asbient air., Thus,
ALCOA's property--regardless of whether it is fenced--is stil]l "ambient
air® in relatton to SIGECQ's emissions and vice-versa.

-
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Case 3 (Wayne County, MI): This-case involves the air over the
Detroit River, the Rouge River and the Shortecut Canal. We agree that
the air over all three of these is ambient afr, since none of the companies
_owns them or controls public access to them, Note, however, that one
source's propertye--regardless of whether it {s fenced--is the "ambient
air® relative to another source's emissions,

Case &4 (Cuyahoga County, OH): This case involves LTV Steel's {ron
and steel mill located on both sides of the Cuyahoga River,

We do not feel that LTV Steel “controls® the river traffic in that
area suffictently to exclude the public from the river, whether it be
recreational or industrial traffic. The fact that there is l1ittle or no
recreational traffic in that area is not sufficient to say that all river
traffic there ts LTV traffic. The pudblfc also includes -other industrial
users of the river that are not associated with LTV,

It 1s difficult to tell rrom the map whether the railroad 1ine is a
through 1ine or not,- If the railroad yard serves only the plant then it
would not be ambient air but the raflroad entrance t0 the plant would
have to be clearly marked and patrolled, However, {f the line is a
through 1ine then that would be ambient air, Ne would need additional
information to make 3 final determination, -

The unfenced river boundaries should meet the same criteria as in
Case 2 above. '

Case 5 (involves the placement of receptors on another source's
fenced-property): As mentioned above in Case 2, wa feel that present
policy does requirs that receptors be placed over another source's property
to measure the contribution of the outside source to its neighbor's
ambient air, To reiterate, Plant A's property is considered “ambient
air® in relation to Plant B's emissions,

I hope that.these comments are helpful to you and your staff. This
memorandum was 1130 reviewed by the Office of General Counsel.

cc: S. Schneeberg
P. Wyckoff
R. Rhoads

D. Stonefield
Air Branch Chiefs, Region I-X
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- UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
isE=Ziz E Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards
5 Research Triangle Park, North Carolina 27711
“ o 22 JAN 1986

William F. 0'Keefe, Yice President
American Petroleum Institute

1220 L Street Northwest
Washington, D. C. 20005

Dear Mr, 0'Keefe:

Mr. Elkins has asked me to respond to your letter of December 18, 1985,
in which you perceive a change in our policy with regard to the location of
receptors for air quality dispersion modeling.

Let me assure you there is no change in our long-standing national
policy with regard to the definition of ambient air. That policy s based
on 40 CFR Part 50.1 (e) which defines smbient afir as ". . . that portion
of the atmosphere, external to buildings, to which the general public has
access.” A letter dated December 19, 1980, from Douglas Costle to Senmator
-Jennings Randolph, reaffirmed and clarified this definition by stating the
exemption from ambient air {s available only for the atmosphere over land
owned or controlled by the source and to which public .access is precluded
by a fence or other physical barriers. A copy of Mr. Costle's letter is
enclosed. The codified definition plus the 1980 clarification essentially
constitute the national policy on ambient air.

The Regional Meteorologists' memorandum ‘to which you refer does not
imply any change in this national policy and simply harmonizes modeling
procedures with our long-standing policy. It is intended to ensure con-
sistent Regional implementation of that policy and to dispel any questions
about pollutant concentrations at locations where the general public has
access.

Thus, since the Regional Meteorologists' memorandum does not imply any
change in our policy, I do not believe there is any need for policy review
at this time.

Sincérely,

Gerald A. Emison
Director
Office of Air Quality Planning
and Standards

Enclosure

cc: W. Quanstrom
€. Elkins
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina 27711

MEMORANDUM

SUBJE_CT: Ambient Air

FROM: G. T. Helms, Chief 'Ta"
Controlled Programs Operations Branch (MD-1S5)

T0: Bruce Miller, Chief
Air Programs Branch, Region IV

My staff and ] have discussed the five situations involving the
definition of ambient air that you sent on December 18, 1986, The
following comments represent our interpretation of the mmbient air
policy. However, this memorandum is not a discussion of the technical
issues 1nvolved in the placement of receptors for modeling. Our comments
on each scenario follow:

Scenario One: Ve agree with you that the road and the unfenced
property are ambient afr and could be locations for the controlling receptor.

Scenario Two: .He agree with your determination in this case also.

Scenario Three: We agree with you that the road 1s ambient air,
However, Area B is not ambient air; it is land owned or controlled by the
company and to which pudblic access is precluded by a fence or other
physical boundary.

Scenario Four: We do not think that any of the barriers mentioned
here are sufficient to preclude public access so as to allow the source
to dispense with 2 fence., Ar example of an unfenced boundary that would
gqualify is.a property 1ine dlong a river that is clearly posted and
regularly patrolled by security guards., Any area, such as grassy areas
that might even remctely be used by the public, would have to be fenced
even in this situation. We would not think that a drainage ditch would
neet these criteria. '

Scenario Five: Both fenced pieces of plant property, even though
noncantiguous, would not be considered mbient air (see Scenario Three),
The road, of course, would be ambient air, Again, ownership and/or
control of the property and public access are the keys to ammbdbient air
determination,



.2.

I hope that these comments are helpful to You and your starr, This
memorandum was also reviewed by the Office of Genera) Counsel, Please
call me 1f yoy have any Comments,

cc: S, Schneedberyg
P. Wyckoff
R. Rhoads
D. Stonefield

Air Branch Chiefs, Regions X
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sveasecdefinition of Ambient Air for. lLead

FaoMparryl D. Tyler, Director
Control Programs Development Dfvision (MD-15)

TOAl1lyn Davis, Director
Air & Waste Management Division, Region VI

This is in response to your memorandum of May 23, 1983, to
Sheldon Meyers. In that memorandum, you indicated that the Texas Air
Control Board. (TACB) believes that an ambient lead monitor in E1 Paso
is not located in the ambient air, and therefore the data from that
monitor should not be used to develop a control strategy for lead.

The monitor is located at the International Boundary Water
Commission's (IBWC) property, about 1000 feet from the edge of the property
of ASARCO's primary lead smelter. TACB believes that the monitor is not
in the ambient air because public exposure at the IBWC property wou.d at
most be only daily fof a period of not more than eight hours, and there-
fore no one person is expected to be at the IBWC site continuously for a
full three months, the exposure time innherent in the lead standard.

TACB's logic runs counter to EPA's policy on ambient air. 1In
40 CFR 50.1(e), ambient air includes "that portion of the atmosphere,
external to buildings, to which the general public has access.” That
definition does not account for any time limitation or averaging time.
Regardless of whether any member of the public is expected to remsin at
a particular place for a specific period of time, ambient air 7s defined
in terms of public access, not frequency of access, length of stay, age
of the person or other limitations. The only exemption in EPA policy to
compliance with the provisions of ambient air is for the atmosphere over
land owned or controlled Oy the source and to which public access is
precluded by a fence or other physical barriers. Since ASARCO does not
own the site of the IBWC monitor, it clearly falls within our definition
of ambient air.

Furthermore, any monitor can give only an estimate of the actual
maximum concentration of a pollutant in the vicinity of the monitor.
There may actually be higher concentrations of lead in the area oetween
ASARCO's boundary and the IBWC monitor, such as on the highway that runs
between the ASARCO smelter property and the IBWC property. The general
public may have more frequent or longer access to this location than to
the IBWC property itself. Therefore, the fact that the general public
may not be expected to remain at the IBJC site itself continuously for
three months is no reason tgc disallow tne use of the monitor's data for
developing a control strategy.

EPA Form 1120.6 (Rew. 3-76)



Please feel free to call me or G. T. Helms In this Division if you
have any further questions on this matter.

cc: J, Calcagni
« Divita

. Greer

o Helms
Silvasi
Stonefield
o Ulfelder
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
DATE: DEC 18 1986

SUB/ECT:  ppp pefinition of Ambient Air

Bruce P. Miller, Chief &)-—-4 ( M—Q‘-\

Air Programs Branch
Air, Pesticides & Toxics Manageament Division

£ ROM:

T®  Tom Belms, Chief
Control Programs Operation Branch (MD-15)

SMMARY

The North Carolina Division of Envirommental Management has asked
for a clarification of ambient air in regards to a certain source
located in North Carolina. The Regional Meteornlogist's memcrancum
dated May 16, 1985, provides that for modeling purpocses receptors
are located everywhere cutside of the contiguous property of a
plant to which the public is precluded due to a fence -or other
effective physical barriers. Attached are a number of scenariocs
for the scurce where we request a response on whether the receptors
at certain locations are considered ambient air and whether the
calculated modeling result at these receptors are to be considered
in establishing an emission limit if one or more of these receptors
is controlling. The Region IV opinion for each scenario is provided.

Most of the scenarios we believe are dealt with adequately in the
May 16, 1985 memorandum, however, there is a major concern on our
part about how to interpret the modeling results in scenario numbers
three, four and five.

Please provide us with a written response by January 27, 1987. Please
contact me or Mr. Lewis Nagler of my staff at FTS 257-2864 if you re-
quire additional information.

Enclosure (1)

cc: Joseph Tikvart (MD-14)
RIP, NC

A Form 13204 (Rev. 3-76)



NORTH CAROLINA AMBIENT ATR SCENARICS

Scenario one

The plant property is divided by a public road. The portion ‘£ the
property on which a point source is located (Area A) is campletely
fenced. The property on the other side of the road (Area B) is -

unfenced.

The Region IV position is that the rcad and the unfenced p:cperty
are ambient air and if air quality modeling locates the control-
ling receptor in Area B, the emission limit will be determined
based on the calculated concentration at that receptor.

Scenario Two

This scenario is the same as scenario one except that Area B is
fenced except for the property along the public road.

The Region IV position is identical to that provided in scenario
one. ’

Scenario Three

This scenario is the same as scenario one except that all of
Area B is fenced.

The Region IV position is that the road is ambient air and that
Area B should have receptors located there for modeling purposes.
We also believe that since Area B is not contiguous to that prop-
erty that is needed for plant operation, even though fenced, Area B
is ambient air. We further believe that if a receptor located in
Area B is found to contain the controlling receptor for establishing
the source emission rate then that receptor value must be used.

There is a concern on our part that the May 16, 1985 memcrandum
could be interpreted to allow the Air Quality Management officials
to discard the.calculated concentrations within Area B. We believe
a clarification of the ambient air policy on this point is needed.



Scenario Pour

Area A is fenced except for the property along the public road.

The Region IV position is that Area A is ambient air unless the
source can demonstrate that the public is precluded to entry by an
effective physical barrier. However, since a physical barrier.
other than a fence is subject to various interpretation, we are
seeking advise on what we can accept as mesting-that requirement.
For instance, a drainage ditch alongside a road with no shoulder
for parking or the use of "NO PARKING" signs could be considered
an effective barrier. As you can see, the concept can be qQuite
subjective and we require additional guidance in this area.

For this actual situation, would you concur or non concur that no
parking signs in association with no shoulder to park upon consti-
tute a physical barrier? The Region IV position is that this
situation does not constitute an effective physical barrier, but
the addition of a drainage ditch would constitute an effective
barrier.

Scenario Five (Bypothetical)

The entire plant is fenced. As a result of the county or state's
power of eminent damain, a road is built through the property.
Does the area that is no lorger contiguous to the plant operation
area lose its exemption fram the ambient air definition even if
the source fences off the area taken by the road?

The Region IV position is that the area should be grandfathered in
that situation.
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MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Applicability of PSD Increments to Building
Rooftops

FROM: J%‘eﬁ‘k*'&rﬁ%%
b §

AsXistant Administrator
for Alr and Radiation

TO: Charles R. Jeter
Regional Administrator, Region IV

The following is in response to your letter of November 10,
1983, concerning issues which you felt required review for national
consistency relating to a new source review for an Alabama Power
facility in downtown Birmingham, Alabama. '

On September 29, 1983, your office informed the State of
Alabama that a new source's compliance with the PSD increments
must be measured on the tops of buildings, as well as at ground
level. Since then we have discussed the question extensively
among ourselves and with representatives of the State of Alabama
and the company. For the reasons that follow, I do not believe
we are in a position to definitively assert that PSD increments
apply to rooftops without further information as to the conse-
Quences for the PSD system as a whole. Accordingly, I recommend
that we inform Alabama that we do not now require that compliance
with PSD increments be measured at the tops of buildings. A
State may, of course, adopt such an approach i{f it so desires.

Between 1970 and 1983, it appears to have been general EPA
practice to determine compliance with both NAAQS and PSD increments
at ground level, not at roof level. On March 18, 1983, however,
Kathleen Bennett, in a letter to the State of New York, determined
that the "national ambient air quality standards are designed to
‘protect the public health and welfare and apply to all ambient
air which does include the rooftops and balconies of buildings

accessible by the public.”

I believe this conclusion was correct. Apartment balconies,
rooftop restaurants, and the like present a potential for human
exposure that the primary ambient air quality standards should be
interpreted to address.



Given this conclusion, one could argue, based on the text
of the relevant regulations and the Clean Air Act, that the PSD
increments apply wherever the NAAQS apply, and that both must
apply throughout the “ambient air.® However, the PSD system,
unlike the NAAQS system, does not aim at achieving.one single
goal. Rather it represents a balance struck first by Congress
between a given level of protection against degradation and a
given potential for economic growth. 1It appears that the
calculations on which that balancing judgment was based all
assumed that PSD increments would De measured at ground level.

A number of 'state officials who are nov administering PSD
have argued to me that by measuring PSD increments on rooftops
as vell as at ground level, EPA would make the PSD system
appreciably more stringent than Congress contemplated. Although
major urban areas are all Class II areas, this approach, it is
"argued, could result in constraints on growth comparable to
those that apply in Class ! areas - national parks and wilderness
areas. Such an outcome wouid not, it is argued, be consistent
with Congressional intent.

In these circumstances, 1 think that preserving the status
quo is particularly advisable because:

® It is likely that Alabama did not contemplate adopting a
“rooftops”® approach to PSD when it took over the PSD program.
That expectation, though not decisive, does provide some reason
not to change the situation without formal rulemaking.

' * The consequences of an erroneocus decision to consider
increment consumption on rooftops will be more severe than those
of an erronecus decision not to consider them. The adoption of
such an approach will present at least a procedural, and, probably
a substantive obstacle to development in urban areas, while in
its absence air Quality will still be protected by the NAAQS, by
the PSD increments applied at ground level, and by the other
aspects of PSD review such as Best Available Control Technology.

Therefore, I have concluded that since the State of Alabama
has authority under an approved implementation plan for adminis-
tering the PSD program within Alabama, it is their responsibility
to apply this principle of maintaining the status quo to this
case, taking all the relevant facts into account, '

Please advise the State of Alabama of the Agency's position
on these.points as our response to the issues which they raised
in meetings with both of us.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTZZTION AGENCY
Otfice of Air Quality Planning and S:iandarcs
Researcn Triangle Park, North Carciing 37711

APR 7 1987

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Wyoming--Definition of Ambij
FROM: Darryl D. Tyler, Director ;;7
Control Programs Development Div¥$ion (MD-15)

TO: Irwin Dickstein, Director
Air and Toxics Division, Region VIII

This memorandum confirms and clarifies our recent conversation on
Wyoming's proposed change 1o their definition of ambient air, After our
conversation, my staff further reviewed the proposal and your office's
assessment of it, While we agree with the final position you take--viz.,
opposition to the change--my staff believes that several other points
should be made in comments to Wyoming.

1. In Christine Phillips’' memorandum of March 20, 1987, two reasons
are given to oppose the revision., While we agree with the thrust of the
first reason (ineffectiveness of exterior fencing to exclude public
access because of the public highway and towns in the enclosed area),
there may be a problem in boldly stating the second reason., We have
never either flatly stated that land acquisition in general is acceptablie
or unacceptable under section 123 of the Clean Air Act, As the memorandum
points out, the December 19, 1980, letter from Douglas Costle to the
Honorabie Jennings Randolph indicates that we will review individual
situations on a case-by-case basis. Therefore, [ believe we should not
automatically categorize land acquisition as proposed in Wyoming as a
dispersion technique prohibited by section 123, although further analysis
may in fact lead us to that conclusion, In at least two instances, we have
tolerated land acquisition to “contain” modeled violations of national
ambient air quality standards, We have, however, avoided formulating
criteria for acceptability of land acquisition, although such criteria
(such as size of area and relevance to operation) were at one time con-
sidered.
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Avruoniry: Secs. 110, 30k(a), 31), and 319
of the Clean Alr Act (43 USC. 410,
7001(n), 7613, 7619).

Souncx 44 FR 37871, Mey 10, 1870, unless
otherwise noted.

Svhpart A—Gonerel Provisions

9858.1 Definttions.
As used in this part, all terms not de-

' fined herein have the meaning given

them in the Act:

(a) “Act” means the Clean Alr Act as
amended (43 U.8.C. 7401, et seq.).

(b) “SLAMS"” means State or Local
Alr Monltoring Station(s). The
SLAMS make up the amblent air qual-
ity monitoring network which (s re-
quired by § 8.20 to be provided for in
the State’s mplementation plan. This
delinition places no restrictions on the
use of the physical structure or facilf-
ty housing the SLAMS. Any combina-
tion of SLAMS and any other monl-
tors (Special Purpose, NAMS, P8SD)
may occupy the same facllity or struc-
ture without affecting the respective
definitiona of those monlitoring sta-

tion.

(c) “NAMS" means Natlonal Alr
Monlitoring Btationt(s). Collectively the
NAMS are a aubset of the SLAMS am-
bient alr quality monitoring network.

(d) “PSD station” means any station
operaled for the purpose of establish-
ing the effect on air quality of the
emissions from a proposed source for
purposes of prevention of significant

deteriorstion as required by § 61.24(n)
of Parl 61 of this chapter.

(e) “80," means sulfur dioxide.

(1) “NO,"* means nitrogen dioxide.

(g) “CO" means carbon monoxide.

(h) “O,” means ozone.

() “Plsn” means an implementation
plan, approved or promulgated pursu-
ant to section 110 of the Clean Alr Act.

(M "Adminisirator” means the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency (EPA) or his or her au-
thorized representative.

(k) “Regional Administrator’” means
the Administrator of one of the ten
EPA Regional Offices or his or her au-
thorized representative.

(1) “State agency’ means the air pol-
lution control agency primarily re-
sponaible for development and Imple-
mentation of a plan under the Act.

(m) “Local agency’ means any local
govermment agency, other than the
State agency. which is charged with
the responailbliity for carrylng out a

of the plan.

(n) “Indian Reservation” means any
Pederally recognized reservation es-
(ablished by Lrealy, agreement, execu-
tive order, or act of Congress.

(0) “Indian Governing Body' means
the governing body of any tribe, band,
or group of Indlans subject to the ju-
risdiction of the United States and ree-
ognised by the United States as pos-
sessing power of self-government.

(p) “Slorage and Retrieval of Acvo-
metric Data (BAROAD) system™ b 8
computerized system which stores and
reports information relating to ambi-
et alr quality.

(@) “SBAROAD site Identification
form™ Is one of the several formas In
the BAROAD system. It Is the form
which provides a complete descriplion
of the slte (and its surroundings) of an
ambient alr quality monliloring sta-

(r) “Traceable” means that a local
standard has been compared and certl-
fled, elther directly or via not more
than one Intermediate astandard, to a
primary standard such as a Natfonsl
Bureau of Standards Blandard Refer-
ence Malerial (NBS SRM) or a
USEPA/NBS-approved Certified Ref-
erence Material (CRM).

(8) “Urban area population” means
the population defined In the moat
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level of Lhat monlloring site concen-
trativn with rcapect to the level of the
controlling siandard. For those areas
in which the short term (34-hour)
standard Is controlling le.. has the
highest ratio, the selective sampling
reguirements are illustrated in Figure
1. I the operating sgency were able to
demonstrate, by a combination of his-.
torical TSP data and at Jeast one year
of PM, dsia that there were certaln
perfods of the year where conditions
preclude violation of the PM,, 24-hour
standard, the Increased sampling fre-
quency for those periods or scasons
may be exempted by the Regional Ad-
minstrator and revert back to once in
six days. The minimum sampling
schedule for sll other sites in the area
would be ounce every six days. For
those areas In which the annual stand-
ard Is the controlling standard, the
mwintmum sampling schedule for all
monitors in the area would be once
every six days. During the annual
review of the BLAMS network, the
moat recent year of data must be con-
sidered to estimale the air guality
status for the controlling air guality
standard (2¢-huur or annual). Statist)-
cal wodels such as snalysis of concen-
tralion frequency distributions as de-
scribed in “Guldeline for the Interpre-
tation of Oxone Air Quality Stand-
ards,” EPA-480/470-003, U.8. Environ-
mental Protection Agency. Research

40 CFR Ch. § (7-1-88 Editien)

Triangle Park, N.C.. January 197p
should be used. Adjustments Lo the
monitoring schedule must be made oy
the basls of the annual review. The
site having the highest concentration
in the moat current year must be given
first consideration when selecting the
site for the more frequent sampling
schedule. Other factors such as major
change In sources of PM,, emissions or
in sampling site characteristics could
influence the location of the expected
maximum concentration site. Also, the
use of the most recent three years of
data might in some cases, be justifieq
in order to provide a more representa-
tive data base from which to estimate
current air quality status and to pro-
vide stabllity to the network. This
multiyear consideration would reduce
the possibility of an anamsalous year
biasing a site selected for accelerated
sampling. If the maximum concentra-
tion site based on the moat current
year s not selected for the more fre-
quent operating schedule, documenta.
tion of the justification for selection
of an alternate site must be submitted
to the Reglonal Office for approval
during the annual review process. It
should be noted that minimum data
completeness critleria, number of
years of data and sampling frequency
for judging attalnment of the NAAQS
sc discussed-in Appendix K of Part
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Every Sixth Doy

Every Other Oay

Every Day

Ratio to Standard

144 FR 31571, May 10, 1970, as amended ot
83 FR 24739, July |, i041)

§88.14 Bpecial purpose monitors.

ts) Any amblent air quality monitor-
ing station other than a SBLAMS or
PSD statlon from which the State in-
tends (o use the data as part of a dem-
onstration of attainment or nonattain-
ment or In compuling & design valus
for control purposes of the Natlonal
Amblent Alr Quality Standards
(NAAQS) must meet the requirements
for BLAMS described In § 58.223 and,
after January §, 1083, must also meet
the requirements for SLAMS as de-
scribed in §60.13 and Appendices A
and B to this part.

(b) Any ambient air quality monitos-
ing station other than a S8LAMS or
PSD station from which the State in-

_tends to use the data lor SIP-related

functions other than as described In
paragraph (a) of this section is not
necessarlly required (o comply with
the requirements for a SLAMS station
under paragraph (s) but must be oper-
ated in accordance with a monitoring
schedule, méthodology, quality assur-
ance procedures, and probe or instru-
ment-siting specifications approved by
the Regional Administrator.

(48 FR 44104, Sept. 3, 1081)

Subpart C—Siete and Locel Al
Menltering Stations (SLAMS)

888.30 Alr qualily swrvelllance: Plan con-
tend.

By January |, 1980, the State shall
adopt and submit to the Adminlstrator
a revision to the plan which will:

(a) Provide for the establishment of
an alr quality survetliance system that
consists of a network of monitoring
stations designated as State and Local
Alr Monitoring Stations (BLAMS)
which measure ambient concentra-
tions of those pollutants for which
standasrds have been established in
Part 80 of this chapter.

(b) Provide for meeting the require-
ments of Appendices A, C, D, and K to
this past.

(c) Provide [or the operation of at
Jeast one SLAMS per pollutant except
Pb during any stage of an air poliution
q:laode as defined in the contingency
plan.

(d) Provide for the review of the sir
quality asurvelliance system on an
annual basls to determine If the
system meels the moniloring objec-
tives deflined In Appendix D to this
part. Such review must Identify
needed modifications to Lhe network
such as termination or relocation of
unnecessary stations or establishment
of new stations which are necessary.
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PART 50—AMBIENT AIR QUALITY
SURVEILLANCE

Svbpart A—Generel Provisions

8ec.

68.1 Delinitiona.
08.3 Purpose.
0.3 Applicabiiity.

Subpart B—Monltoring Criterie

88.10 Qualily sasurance.

86.11 Monitoring methods.

08.13 Bliing of instruments or nsirument
probes.

88.13 Opersting schedule.

88 14 SBpecisl purpose monitors.

Subpor) C—Siate ond Local Als Monltoring
Stations (SLAMS)

88.20 Alr quality surveillance: Plan con-
tent.
88.21 BLAMES network design.

69.23 BSLAMS methodology.

60.33 Monltoring nelwork completion.
60.2¢ {(Reserved]

68.28 Bystem modilication.

60.38 Annual SBLAMS summary teport.
80.37 Coampliance date lor alr quality data

reporting.
68.38 Reglonal Ollice SLAMES data acquist

Subpart B—Netlonal Als Meonltering Stations
(NAMS)

68.30 NAMS nelwork establishment.
$8.31 NAMS network description.
$8.33 NAMS approval.

58.33 NAMBS methodology.

$0.3¢ NAMS network completion.
60.36 NAMB data submittal.

$0.30 System modilication.

Subpart —Ak Quality indon Reperting
$8.40 Index reporting.
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Subport F—Fedorel Monltering

88.80 Federal monitoring.

80.81 Monitoring other pollutlants.

Aresnpsz A-QuUALITY Assusance Requins:
usnts von Brare ane LocaL Aia Mom-
rToRING Brations (BLAMS)

Aveznein B—QuaLiTy Assunanc Rsquins-
usxts ron Pagvawrion or Siamiricame
Dersaioaation (PSD) Ain MoniTosine

Aveenpix C—Amsisnt Awn Quatity Mow:-
roaina MeTHONOLOGY

Arrsnoix D—Nstwors Dssion ron Stars
ans locaL A Monrorine Stations
(BLAMBS) anp National Ak MoniToRING
Brations (NAMS)

Arrgreiz E—-Paoss Simine Cuitsnta voa
Axsisny Al QuaLiTy MoniTonINg

Avezwmix P—Annval BLAMS A Quanrty
Inrcamarion

Arvesepiz G-—-Umroan Ar Quarsty Inssx
ans DaiLy Rerontine

Avruousry: Becs. 110, 301(s), 313, and 319
of the Clean Alr Act (43 USC. 410,
Teeica), 1013, T8I0y,

Sourck: 44 FR 31871, May 18, 1070, unless
otherwise noted.

Svbpart A—General Provisiens

8601 Definlilons.

. As used in this part, all terms not de-
fined herein have the meaning given
them in the Act:

(a) “Act” means the Clean Alr Act as
amended (42 U.8.C. 7401, et seq.).

(b) “SLAMS" meana State or Local
Alr  Monlitoring Slation(s). The
SLAMS make up the ambient alr qual-
ity monitoring network which s re-
quired by § 58.20 to be provided for in
the State’s implementation plan. This
definition places no restrictions on the
use of the physical structure or facill-
ty housing the SLAMS. Any combina-
tion of BLAMS and any other moni-
tors (Special Purpose, NAMS, PS8D)
may occupy the same facllity or strue-
ture without affecting the respective
dellnitions of those monitoring sta-
tion.

(¢) “NAMBS” means National Alr
Monlitoring Station(s). Collectively the
NAMS are a subset of the SLAMS am-
bient air qualily monitoring network.

(d) “PS8D siation” means any station
operated for the purpose of establish-
ing the eflect on alr quality of the
emissions from a proposed source for
purposes of prevention of significant

8 )

deterioration as required by § 81.24(n)
of Part 81 of this chapter.

(e) “80," means sulfur dioxide. -

(1) “NO,” means nitrogen dloxide.

(g) “CO"” means carbon monoxide.

(h) “0," means ozone.

() “Plan” means an impiementation
plan, approved or promulgated putau-
ant to section 110 of the Clean Alr Act.

() “Adminisirator” means the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency (EPA) or his or her au-
thorized representative.

(k) “"Regional Administrator’” means
the Administrator of one of the tlen
EPA Regional Offices or his or her au-
thorized representative.

(1) “State agency’” means the air pol-
lution control agency primarily re-
sponsible for development and Imple- -
mentation of a plan under the Act.

(m) “Local agency” means any local
government agency, other than the
State agency, which is charged with
the responslbllity for carrying out a
portion of the plan.

() “Indlan Reservation” means any
Federslly recognized reservation es-
tablished by treaty, agreement, execu-
tive order, or act of Congress.

(o) “Indian Governing Body™ meana
the governing body of any tribe, band,
or group of Indians subject to the ju-
risdiction of the United States and rec-
ognized by the Uniled States as pos-
sessing power of self-government.

(p) “Btorage and Retrieval of Avwo-
metric Data (SAROAD) system” Is a
compulerized system which stores and
reports information relating to amb)-
ent alr quality.

(@) “SAROAD site identification
form” is one of the several forms In
the SAROAD system. It Is the form
which provides a complete description
of the site (and s surroundings) of an
amblent alr quality monitoring sta-

on.

(r) “Traceable” means that a local
standard has been compared and ceril-
fled, elther directly or via not more
than one Intermediate standard, to a
primary standard such as a National
Bureau of Blandards Standard Refer-
ence Material (NBS SRM) or a
USEPA/NBS-approved Certified Ref-
erence Material (CRM).

(s) "Urban area population” means
the popuiation deflned In the most -



NAMS design criteria contained in Ap-
pendix D to this part.

058.33 NAMS methodalogy.

Each NAMS must meet the monitor-
ing methodology requirements of Ap-
pendix C (o this part applicable to
NAMS at the time the station is put
into uperation as a NAMS.

060.3¢4 NAMS nelwork completion.

By January L, 1981, with the excep-
tion of Pb, which shail be by Juiy 1,
1083 and PM,, samplers, which shall
be by 1 year after the eifcctive date of
promulgation:

(a) Each NAMS must be in oper-
ation, be sited In accordance with the
criteria in Appendix K to this part,
and be localed as deacribed In the sta-
tion's SAROAD site ldentification
form; and

(b) The quality assurance require-
ments of Appendix A to this partl must
be fully implemented for all NAMS.

(44 FR 37875, May 16, 1070, as smended at
40 FR 44164, Bept. 3, 198); 82 FR 40,
July 5, 1987)

068.35 NAMS data submittal.

(a) The requirements of this section
apply only to those atations dealgnat-
ed as NAMS by the network descrip-
tion required by § §8.20.

(b) The Btale shall report quarterly
to the Administrator (through the ap-
propriate Regional Office) all ambient
alr quality data and informatlon speci-
fied by AEROS Users Manual (EPA-
460/2-76-029, OAQPS No. 1.2-039) lo
be coded into the SAROAD Alr Qual-
ity Data forms. Buch alr quality data
and informalion must be submitled on
elther paper (orms, punched cards, or
magnetic tape In the format of the
BAROAD Alr Quality Data forms.

(c) The quarterly reporiing periods
are January L-March 31, April 1-June
30, July i-September 30, and Octlober
1-December 31. The quarterly report
must:

(1) Be received by the National Aero-
metric Dala Bank within 120 days of
the end of each reporting period, after
being submitted by the Blates (o the
Reglonal Officex for review ;

(2) Contain all data and information

gathered during the reporting period.

40 CFR Ch. | (7-1-88 Edilien)

td) For TSP, CO, 80,, O,, and NO,,
the first guarterly report will be due
on or before June 30, 1981, for data
collected during the first quarter of
1081, For Pb, the first quarlerly report
will be due on December 31, 1982, for
data collecled during the third quarter
of 1082. For PM,, samplers, the first
quarterly report will be due 120 days
after the first quarter of operation.

(e) Alr quality data submitted in the
quarterly report must have been
edited and validated so that such data
are ready (0 be entered into the
S8AROAD data files. Procedures for
editing and validaiing data are de-
scribed In AEROS Users Manual
:E:A—cun-u-m. OAQPS No. 1.2-

).

(D This section does not permit a
State o exempt those BLAMS which
are also designated as NAMS from all
or any of the reporting requirements
applicable to BLAMS in § 568.26.

144 FR 37571, May 18, 10785, as amended at
40 PR 44144, Bept. ), 1881; 81 FR 0588, Mar.
19, 1086; 52 FR 34740, July 1, 19087)

058.38 System modification.

During the snnual SLAMS Network
Review aspecliled in §68.20, any
changes (o the NAMS network ident-
fled by the EPA and/or proposed by
the State and agreed to by the EPA
will be evaluated. These modifications
should address changes Invoked by a
new census and changes to the net-
work due to changing alr quality
levels, emission patterns, elc. The
State shall be given one year (until
the next annual evaluation) to imple-
ment the appropriate changes (o the
NAMS network.

Subpart E—Alk Quality Index
Reporiing

058.40 Indes reporting.

(a) The State shail report to the
general public on a daily basis through
prominent notice an air quality index
in accordance with the requirements
of Apperidix G to this part.

(b) Reporting must commence by
January 1, 1881, for all urban areas
with a population exceeding 500,000,

Envirenmentel Pretection Agoncy

and by January 1, 1993, for all urban
areas with a population exceeding
300,000,

(¢) The population of an urban area
for purposes of index reporting Is the
most recent U.8. census population
(llguu as defined In § 68.1 paragraph
s).

{44 PR 27571, May 10, 1970, as amended at
81 FR 9508, Mar. 10, 1988)

Subpert F—Fedorel Monlioring

8850.88 Pederal monitoring.

The Administrator may locate and
operate an amblent air moniloring sta-
tion if the Btate falls to, Jocate, or
schedule to be located, during the Inl-
tlal network design process or as a
result of the annual review required
by § §8.20¢d); .

(a) A SLAMS ot a site which Is neo-
essary In the judgment of the Reglon-
sl Adminbstrator to meet the objec-
tives defined in Appendix D to thls

part, or

(b) A NAMS at a site which Is neces-
sary in the judgment of the Adminis-
trator for meeting EPA national data

86881 Menlering other pollutants.

The Administralor may promulgatle
criteria almilar to that referenced In
Subpart B of this part for monitoring
a pollutant for which a National Am-
bient Alr Quality Standard does not
exist. Buch an sction would be taken
whenever the Administrator deter-
mines that a nationwide monlitoring
program s necessary to monitor such
a pollutant.

Arrenmix A--QuUarLiTY Assumancs Ra-
QuiasMENTs ron Stats and Locar
Ar MonitoniNg 8raTions
(BLAMS)

1. QGineral Information.

This Appendix specifies the minimum
quality assurance requirements applicable
(o BLAMS ailr monitoring dala submitted te
EPA. States are encouraged to develop and
maintain qualily sssurance programs more
extensive than the required minimum.

Quality assurance of air monitoring sys-
tems includes lwo distinct and Important
interrelated tunctions. One tunction Is the
conlrol of (he measurement process

P 58, App. A

through the Implementation of
proceduses, and corrective actione. e
other funciion s the assessmet of the
quality of the monloring data (the product
of the measurement process). In genetal,
the greater the effort sf{ectivencss of the
control of a given moniloring aystem, the
better will be the resuiting quality of the
moniloring data. The resulta of data quality
assesaments indicale whether the control ef-
forts need (o be increased.

Documentation of the quality assessments
of Lthe monitoring dats e inporiant (o data
users, who can then consider Lhe impact of
the data quality in specific applications (see
Relerence 1). Accordingly, assesamenta of
BLAMS data quality are required to be re-
ported to EPA periodically.

Te provide nallonal uniformity In this as-
sessmemt and reporting of dala quality for
all BLAMS networks, specilic assessment
and geporting procedures are prescribed in
:wl in sections 3, 4, and § of this Appen-

!

In contrast, the control function encom-

& varlely of policles, procedures, spec-
Elnuom. slandards, and correciive meas-
wres which alfect the quaiity of the result-
ing data. The selection and extent of the
quality control aclivitiea—as well as addi-
tional guality assessment aclivities—woed by
& moniloring agency depend on a number of
local faciors such as the (leld and laborate-
¥y conditions, the objectives of the monitos-
Ing. the level of the data quality needed, the
expesiles of assigned personne), the cost of
control procedures, pollulant concentration
levels, elc. Therelore, the quality sssurance
requirements, in section 8 of this Appendis,
are specified in general levmas (o allow sach
State Lo develop a quality sssurance system
that is most efficlent and elfective for Hs
own clrcumstances.

3. Quality Assurance Requirements

21 Each State must develop and lmple:

:m.'a :;l.lmy assurance program conslst-
icies, procedures, specifications,

standards and documentalion necessary e:

(1) Provide data of sdequate quality to
meet monitoring objectives, and

(3) Minimise loss of air quality dats due to
malfunctions or out-ot-control conditions.

This qualily assurance program must be
described In detall, suitably documented,
and approved by the appropriate Reglonal
Administralor, or his designes. The Quality
Assurance Program will be reviewed during
:l’l: annual system audit described In section

2.2 Primary guidance for developing the
quality assurance program s contained In
References 3 and 3. which also contain
many suggesied procedures, checks, and
control specifications. Section 3.0.9 of Refer-
ence 3 describes specific guidance lor the de-
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velopment of s Qualily Assurance Program
for BLAMBS sulomated analyzers. Many spe-
cific quality conirel checks and apecifica-
tions for manual methods are Included in
the respective reference methods described
In Part §0 of this chapler or In Lhe respec-
tive equivalent method descriptions avall-
sbie from EPA (sce Relference 4). Similarly,
quality control procedures related to specifi-
cally designated reference and equlivalent
analyzers are contained in lhie respective op-
eration and inatruction manuals sssoclaled
with those analyzers. This guldance, and
any olher pertinent information from ap-
propsiate sources, should be used by the
Alates In developing thelr quality assurance
Programs.

As & minimum, each qusiily assurance
program must lnclude operational proce-
dures for each of the lollowing activities:

(1) Selection of melhods, ahalysers, or
samplers;

(3) Trelning;

43 Instaliation of equipment;

(6) Selection and control ef calibration
standarde;

(§) Calitsation;

(8) Zero/span checks aid adjuaiments of
sutomated snalyzers;

() Control checks and thelr frequency;

(8) Control lunils for 3ero, span and other
control checks, and respeciive corrective ao-
tiona when such limits are surpassed:

t9) Callbration and seru/span checks for
mulliple range snalysrrs (see Bection 3.8 of
Appendix C of this peri)

(10) Preventlve and remedial maints-
nance;

(1) Quality conlrol procedures for ale
pollution eplsode mondluring: :

(19) Recording and validaling data:

(13) Deta gqualily saseszmend (
and accurscy)

(14) Documentation of quality conirel in-
formation.

$.9 Poliutent Conceniration and Flow
Rete Siendards )

$5.1 Caseous poliuiad concenirstien
standards (permcation devices or cylinders
of 1) used (o oblaln test con-
centrstion for CD, 8O,, and NO, must be
traceable (o ciiher a Natlonal Bureau of
Swandards (NBS) Standard Reference Mate-
rla) (BRM) or an NBS/EPA approved com-
merclally avaliable Certified Reference Ma-
terlal (CRM). CRM's are described in Refer-
ence §, and 8 list of CRM sourees s avall-
able from the Quality Assurance Division
(MD 1), Environmental Monloring Bys-

tems Laboratory, U.8. Environmental Pre-
tection Agency, Research Triangle Park, NC
M
Generel guidance and recommended tech-
niques for certifying gaseous working stand-
arda against an BRM or CRM are provided
. in section 3.0.7 of Reference 3. Direct use of
a CRM 23 a working standard is scceplable,

40 CER Ch. | (7-1-00 Edition)

but direct yoe of an NDS BRM as a working
standasd bs discouraged becsuse of Lhe lmit-
ed supply and expense of BRMs.

3.3.3 Test concentiations for O, must be
obtained in accordance with the UV phote-
metrie calibratlon procedure specified In Ap-
pendix D of Part $8 of this chapler, or by
means of a certified ozone transfer stand-
ard. Consult References ¢ and 7 for guld-
go on primary and (ransier standards for

2.3.3 Flow rate measurcments must be
made by a flow messuring Instrument that
is traceable to an suthoritative volume or
olher standard. (uidance for certifying
some types of flowmelers s provided in Ref-
erence 3.

2.4 National Performance gnd Sysiem
Audit Programs

Agencies sperating BLAME network sls-
tions shall be subject to annual EPA sys-
tems audits of thelr amblent alr monitoring
program and ase requised Lo parlicipats in
EPA's National Performance Audit Pre-
sram. These audits are described In section
1.4.10 of Reference 3 and section 30.11 of
Relerence 3. Por Instructions, agencles
should contact elther the appropriate EFA
Reglonal Quality Assutance Coordinalor or
the Qualily Assurance Division (MD-718),
Environmental Monltoring Systems Labora-
tory, US. Envifonmental Protection
Agency, Resesrch Tilangle Park, NC 37110

9. Dats Quality A $ Requi t

AN ambienl monitoring methods or ana-
iysars used In BLAMBS shall be tested peri-
odically, as described in this section 3, lo
quaniitatively sasess the qualily of (he
SLAMS data being routinely produced.
Measurement accuracy and precision are es-
thnated for bolh aulomated and manual
methods. The Individusl results of thess
tesls for each method or ansiyser shall be

(s EPA s specified In section &
EPA will then calculale quarterly inlegral-
od estimates of precision and accuracy apphl-
cable to the BLAMA data as described In
section §. Data assessment resuits should be
reported Lo EPA only for methods and ans-
fysars approved (of use in BLAMS monitor-
ing under Appendix C of this Part.

The inlegrated duta qualily ssscasmant es-
timales will be calculaied on the basls of
“reporting ctganizations.” A reporting orge-
nisation s defined as o Blate, subordinate
organization within & Blate, or olher ergani-
sation that is responsible for & set of sls-
tiona that monilor the same pollutant and
for which precision or accuracy ssscssments
can be pooled. Slates must define one or
mors repotling organizsifons for each pol-
lutant such thal each monlitoring slation In
the Blate BLAMS nelwork s included In
one, and only one, reporting organization.

operation by a common leam of fleld epera-
tors, (3) common calibzation faciiities, and
(9 support by a common hhm'w
headquarters. Where there ls unce n
organizations or In

propriate EPA Reglonal Office.
Assessment resulls shall be reperied as
fled In section 4. Concentration and
w slandards must be as specified n see-
tions 3.3 or 3.4. In addition, werking stand-
ards and equipment

check
are sblained musl meet the specifications of
section 3.3.
Except for certain CO analysers described

ent alr inlet system as Is praclicable. 1f per-
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mitted by the associaled eperation or (n-
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pomible, EPA strongly encourages mote fre-
quent auditing, up to an audii frequency of
once per quarter for each SLAMS analyver.

The audit s made by challenging the ana-
lyser with al lesst ene audii gas of knewn
concenirslion from each the fellewing

!
i
1
2!

minor NO-NO, channel imbalance. SBuch
orTors may be alypical of rouline menitor-
ing etrors te (he extent thal such NO con-
centrationa exceed Lypical amblent NO con-
centrationa at the siie. These errors may be
minimized by modifying the UPT technique
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ts lower Lhe NO couceniralions remsaining
in the NO, audil gas Lo levels closer (o Lypl-
cal ambient NO concenirations st the site.

To audit 5LAME anslyzers operaling on
sanges higher than 0 {0 1.0 ppm lor BO,,
NO, and O, or 0 to 100 ppm for CO, use
andit gases of appropriately higher concen-
trslion as approved by Lhe sppropiiste Re-
glonal Adminietrator or his designee. The
resuils of audils al concentration levels
other than those shown In Lthe above table
need not be reported Lo EPA.

The standards from which audit gas test
roncentrations ase oblsined must meel the
specificationa of seclion 3.3, Wotking of
tranaler slandards and equipment used for
suditing must nol be the same as the stand-
ards and equipment used for calibration and
spenning, dbul may be veferenced to the
same NBS S8RM. CRM, or primasy UV pho-
tometer. The auditor should not be the op-
erstor or analyst who conducls the routine
moniloring, calibration, and analysls.

The audit shall be carried out by allowing
the analyzer 10 analyze the sudit test al-
monphert In s normal ssmpling mode such
that the test almosphere passes through all
filters, scrubbers, condilioners, and other
sample Inlet components used during
normal ambient sampling and as much of
the amblent alr inlel system as bn praciica-
ble. The exceplion given in seclion 3.1 lor
cerfaln CO anslysers does not apply for
audits.

Report both Lthe audit test concentratlions
and the corresponding conceniration mess-
urements indicated o produced by the ans-
Iyzer being lested. The percent differences
between these concentrations ssre used to
assess the accuracy of the monitoring dala
as described in section 8.3

3.3 Preclalon of Manual Methods. Por
each network of manual methods, sefect one
or more monitoring siles within the report-
ing organizalion for duplicate, collocated
sampling as follows: for | (o § sltes, select |
elte; for 6 Lo 30 sites, sclect 3 sites; and for
over 29 altes, select 3 altes. Where poasidle,
additions} collocated sampling 8 encour-
aged. Por parilculate malier, s nelwork for
measuring PM.. shall be separale ftom &
TSP netwotk. Sites having annual mean
particulate matter trations o
the highest 38 percent of the annual mean
concentralions for all the sites in the net-
work must be selected or, Il such sites are
tmpractical, alternate sites spproved by the
Reglonal Administrator may be selectled.

In determining the number of colliocaled
sites required, monlloring networks for Fb
should be treated independently from nel-
works for parliculate maller, even though
the separate nelworks may share one or

more common sampiers. lowever, s single
palr of samplers collocated at &8 common-
sampler ionitoring site Lhat meels the ve-
quirements for both a collocated lead sile

40 CFR Ch. § (7-1-08 Editien)

and a collocated particuiate matter sile may
serve as a collocaled site for both networks.

The (wo collocated samplers must be
within 4 meters of éach olher, and particu.
fate matler sampiers must be al lesst 3
melers apart (o preclude alrflow interfer-
ence. Callbration, sampling and analyshy
must be the same for both collocated sam-
plers and Lhe same s (or all olher samplers
In the network.

PFor each pair of collocaled samplers, des-
tgnate one samples as the prunary sampler
whose samples will be uaed Lo report alr
quality for the site, and designale the other
83 the duplicate sampler. Each duplicats
sampler musi be operaled concurrently with
[[7] lsted routine ler at least once
por week. The operalion schedule should be
selecled s0 that the sampling days are dls-
tributed evenly over the year and over the
seven days of the week. The every-8-day
schedule used by many monitoring agencles
s recommended. Repoit the measurements

from both samplers st each collocsled sam- .

ing site, Including measurements (alling

low the limils specificd in 8.3.1. The per-
cent differ in ed niralion
(pg/m" between lhe two collocaled sam-
plers are uséd Lo calculate preclalon as de-
scribed In section §.3.

3.4 Accuracy of Manual Methods. Ths
accuracy of manusl sampling methods ls as-
sessed by audiling a portion of the messure-
ment process. For parliculate maiter meth-
ods, the flow rale during sample collection
is audited. For 80, and NO, methods, the
analytical measurement is audited. For Pd
methods, the flow rate and analytical meas-
urement are audited.

3.4.1 Particulale matter methods. Esch
ealendsr quarter, audit the flow rate of at
least 3B percent of the samplers such that
each sampler ls audiled al least once per
year. Il there are fewer than four sampiers
within a reporting orgsnizalion, randomly
reaudit one or more sanplers so thal ons
samples ¢ audited each calendar gquartles.
Audit each sampler al ila normal operaling
flow rale, using & (low rate tranafer stand-
ard as described In section 3.3.3. The Now
rate siandard used for auditing must not be
the same flow rale standard used to csb-
brate the sampler. However, both the catf-
seation standard and the audit standard
may be referenced Lo the same primasy flow
rale standard. The (low audil should be
scheduled 30 as to svold lnterference wilh 8
scheduled sampling perlod. Report the andtt
flow rates and the corresponding flow rales
indicated by the sampler's normally
flow indicator. The percent differences be-
tween Lhese flow rates are used to calculat®
accuracy as described In section 8.4.1.

Qreat care must be used in audiling high
volume particulate mistier samplers having
Now regulalors because the Introduction o
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resistance plates (n the audit flow standard
device can cause abnormal flow palterns at
the { of flow senaing. For this reason,
the flow audit standard should be used with

‘s normal (liter In place and without resist-
ance plates in audiling flow-regulated high-
volume samplers, or other sieps should be
taken Lo sssure Lhat flow patlerns are not
perturbed at the point of flow senaing.

3.43 80, Methode. Prepare audit eolu-
tions from 8 working sulfite-Letrachloromer-

Pe. S0, App. A

them Lo diy thoroughly. The audit samples
must be prepared using batches of resgents
different from those used to calibrate the
Pb analytical equipment being audited. Pre-
pare audit sampics in the following concen-
tratlon ranges:

~. | men

concenkse-
Renge Yon, po/

100- 300 o918
008- 1000 2060

Prepare audit samples In each
centration ranges of 0.3-90.3, 0.5-0.0, and 0.9-
0.9 pg BOy/mi. Analyze an sudit sample In
each of the thyes ranges ot lesst ence each
day that samples are analysed and at jesst
twice per calendar quarter. Report the audit
concentrations (h‘.p: B0y /mi) and the cor-

indica concentrations (In pg
8O0y/ml). The percemt dillerences between
these concentrations are used (o calculate
socurscy aa described in section §.4.2.

3.4.3 NO, Melhods. Prepare audit solu-
tions from & working sodium nitrite solution

085-0.0, and 0.0-09 ug NOy/ml. Analyss an
audit sample In each of the three ranges at
least once each day that samples are ana-
Iysed and st least twice per calendar quar-
ter. Report the sudit concentralions (In pg
NOWw/mD and the corvesponding indicated
concenirations (in g NOy/ml). The percent
diflerences between these concentrations
are used (o calculats accurscy as described
in section §.4.2.

3.44 Pb Methade. For the Fb Reference
Method (Appendix Q of Part 39 of this
chapter), the flow rates of the high-vofume
Pb samplers shall be sudited as part of the
TSP network using the same procedures de-
scribed in Bection 3.4.1. For agencies operal-
ing both TSP and Pb nelworks, 38 percent
of the total number of high-volume sam-
plers are Lo be audited each quartier.

Each calendar quarter, audit the Pb Rel-
erence Method analytical procedure using
glass fiber (liter strips containing & known
quantity of Pb. These audil sample strips
sre prepared by depositing a Pb solution on
1.0 cm by 203 cm (% Inch by 8 inch) unex-
posed glasa (iber filter strips and allowing

N ”n = p@/m® i based
- o V7 mYown for 24 howse .
—pm-nuu'.'*':-u. snafoemana

Audit samples must be extracied using the
-..llh eatrection procedure used for expossd

rs.

Analyse thiee audil samples in ench of
the two ranges sach quarter sampies are
anaiysed. The audit sample analyses shall
be distributed as much as possibie over the
entite calendar quarier. Report Lthe audit
concestrations (in ug Pb/strip) and the cor-
responding measured concentrations (in pg
Fb/strip) wsing unit code 17. The percent
ditferences between the concentralions are
wsed to calculate anaiylical accuracy as de-
scribed In section 6.4.3.

The accuracy of an equivalent Pb method
18 assessed In (he same manner ss (or Lhe
refetence melhod. The flow suditing device
snd Pb analysis audit samples must be com-
patisie with the specific requirements of Lhe
equivalent method.

4. Reporting Requirements

For each pollutant, prepare a Hat of al)
monitoring sites and thelr SAROAD site
idenlificalion codes in each reporting orga-
nization and submit the list 1o the appropri-
ate EPA Reglonal Office. with a copy to Lhe
Environmential Monltoring Systems Labora.
tory (MD-78), US. Environmental Prolee-
tion Agency, Resessch Triangle Park, North
Carolina 31711 (EMSL/RTP). Whenever
thers is & change in this list of monitoring
siles in a reporling organization, seport this
change (0 the Regional Office and to
EMBL/RTP.

4.1 Quarterly Reports. Within 130 calen-
dar days afler the end of each calendar
quarter, each reporting organization shall
report to EMBL/RTP via the appropriate
EPA Reglonal Office the resulls of all valid
precision and accuracy lesis U has carrled
oul during the quarter. Report all collorat.
ed messurements including those (ailing
below the levels specified In section 8.3.1. Do
not reporl results (rom Invalld tesis. from
tests carried outl during a tkme period for
which ambient data tminediately priov or
subarquent (0 the tests were invalidated for
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appropriate treasons, ot (tom lests of meth-
ods o analysers not approved for use In
SLAMS moniloring networks under Appen-
dix C of this part.

Quarierly reportis sn specified herein shell
commence not later Lhan the rgport pertain.
ing Lo Lhe firet calendar quarler of 1987, al-
though euch reports will be accepled begin-
ning with Lhe reporl pertaining (o the Lhird
calendar quarter of 1086.

The information should be reporied In &
format simliar (0 that shown in Figures A-I
and A-3. The data may be reporied (1) via
magnetlc computes tape according (o dala
formal specificstions provided by the Re-
slonal Offices, (2) by direct, inleractive com-
puter entry via s dala terminal and the
PARS dala enlsy system, or (3) on the
forma Ulustrated in Figures A-] and A-3
Minor varialions of (hese forms (Lo laclli-
tate local use) or compuler-generaled (fac-
simite) forma may also be used, provided
they follow the same general formal, use
the same block numbers, and are clear and
completely legible. Instructions (or wusing
these forma are provided In section 4.3,

Within 340 days aflier the end of the re-
poriing quarter, EPA will calculate inlegral.
¢d preclsion and sccuracy assesamenis for
each reporting organizalion as specified In
section § and selurn, through the Reglondl
Offices, seporia of (he respective assess-
ments to each reporting organization.

4.3 Annual Reporls. When precision and
asccuracy estimates for & reposling organiza-
tion have been calculated for all (owr quar-
ters of the calendar yoar, EPA will calculale
ihe properly weighled probabliity tmis fer
precision and accuracy for the entire calen-
dar year. These limils will then be sasociat-
ed with the data submitied in lhe annual
S1AMS repert sequised by § §8.26.

Each reporting orgonization shall submit,
along with ia annual SLAMS report, a Nel-
ing by poliutant of all moniloring sites In
the reporting erganization.

4.3 Jnalguctions for Using Data Qualily
Assessment  Reporting Forne. Suggested
forms (or reporting dala qualily assesament
informalion are provided In Figure A-} tfor
reporting accuracy dala) snd Figure A-3
tlor reporting preclalon dala). The lorrme
may be used in a “universal” way Lo report
dsta for different pollutantis and for differ-
ent sites on the same lorm. Or, elther lorm
may be used as a site-speciiic or pollulant-
specific form (where Al entries on the lorm

are lor s common siti, a common poliutant,
or both) by (liling in Lhe sile or pollulant in-
formation in Lhe appropiiate box in Lhe
upper lefl corner of the form. Detalled in-
structions for Individual blocks are as (ol-
lows:

. instructions comman (o both forms:

40 CFR Ch. 1 (7-1-88 Editien)

Descrgaon

Sock Ne.
[ - Giste. Ihe twe dgt SAROAD Sisle code
e \g Orgarnsafion A unique 3 dign code

mited &

tod sssesamweni deta When & “3° B en
tred, only blocke | to 20 need de com-
ploted

Also enter the name of the reportling orga-
nisstion, the date the form s submilled,
and (optionally) the name of the person
who prepated the form on the blanks pro-
vided.
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M.

L LR 2

e ...

(Pigure A-3):
Shoch Ne. Description

0-0.......... M“.l‘“ﬂ“*.-
e unil code Set on the e hee only i
codes Gsted) Ao wrile e unll on g

...  ach & Py e B e
Snown et o & e ——.
Son mesmsement sesecieiod wilh Bip sam-
Plor designated o e primary sanple
B0 epproprate bochs wih reepect to he
proceded decimat point

“w-er...... ndicated o Dapicate. Erter he vaiun of e

|

precislen accuracy
tests a8 apecified in sections § and ¢ oven
theugh Lhey may elect Lo carry out some o
all of the calculations in this section on
(helr swn.

6.1 Precislen of Avtomated Methods, Ee-
Umates of the precision of automated meth-
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oda are calcuiated from the results of b
weekly precision chechs aa speciiled in oec-
tlon 3.0, Al the end of cach calendar quar-
ler. an Integrated precialon probabllity in-
lerval for all BLLAMS snalyzers In Lhe orga.
nization s caleulated for each poliutant.
8.1.0 Single Analyzer Precision. The per-
centage difference (d) for each precision
‘check Is caiculated waing equation 1, where
Y, Is the concentration indicaled by the ane-
:.y:r for the |-th precision cheek and X b
concenlration - .
mmm. for the I-th precl

1)

Por each amalyser, the quartes verage
4) = calcuiated wilth eq:auon ;,:n‘ the
slandard deviation (8,) with equation )
where & s (he number of precision .

- quarter. Por example, n should be ¢ or 7 If

.teehhu. checks are made biweekly during &
1 n

} 2

‘J “hin 9 @
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Equations 4 and § are used when the same
number ol preclalon checks are made for
each analyzer. Equations 4a and ba are used
to obtain & weighted average and a weighted
standard deviation when different numbers
of precision checks are made for Lthe analys-
ers.

For each pollutant, the 96 Percent Proba-
bility Limits for the precision of a reporting
organization are calculated using equations

oand1.
Upper 00 Percent Probability
Limit =D 1988, .. .........cccoccneenne (T 1]
Lower 98 Pescent Probsbilily
Limit=D-1088,.............c.. - N

$3 Accuracy of Automated Methods. Bs-
timates of the accuracy of aulomated meth-
ods are cakculaled from Lhe results of inde-
pendent audits as described in section 3.3 At
the end of each calendar quarter, an Inte-
grated accuracy probabliity interval for all
S1.AMB analyzers audited In the reporting
urganization ls calculated for each poliut-
ant. Separate probablility fimits are calculat-
ed fot each audit concentration level in see:
tion 3.3.

8 21 Bingle Analyzer Accusacy. The per-
centage difference (d,) for each sudit con-
centeation I8 calculated using equation 1,
where Y, s the analyzer's fndicaled concen-
Liation measurement from the i th sudit
check and X, is Lhe actual concentration of
the audit gas used for the (-th audit check.

8.2.3 Accurscy for Reporting Organiza-
ton. Por each sudit concentration level, the
average (D) of Lhe individua) pescentage dil-
ferences td,) for all n analyzers measuring a
glven pollulant audited during the quarter
is calculated using equation 8.

0 J11 (8)

9=l l
Por each concentration level, Lhe etandard

devistion (8,) of all the individusl percent-
age differences for all analyzers audited

during the quarier Is calculated, for esch
poliutant, using equation 9.
l e,)
\/‘ll HRUIEY AR

)

Por reporling organizations having four o
fewer analyzers for a particulas poliutant,
only one audit s required each quarter, and
the average and standasd deviation eannol
be calculaled. For such reporting organiza-
tions, the audit results of two consecutive
quarters are required to culculste an aver
age and a slandard deviation, using equa:
tions 8 and 0. Therefore, the reporting of
probability Hmits shall be on a semiannusl
(inatead of a quartersly) basis.
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Por each poliutant, the 98 Percent Proba.
bility Limits for the accuracy of a reporting
organization are caiculated at each sudit
concentralion level using equalions § and 7.

8.3 Precision of Manual Methods. Eatl-
males of prechion of manual methods are
calculated from the resulls obtained from
collocated samplers as deacribed In section
3.3. Al the end of each calendar quarier, an
integrated precialon probability intesvel for
sll collocated samplers operating In the re-
porting organization s calculated for each
manual method network.

5.3.1 8ingls Sampler Precision. Al low
concentrations, agreement between the
messurements of collocated samplers, ex-
pressed as percent diffcrences, may be rela-
tively poor. Por this resson, ocollocated
measurement pairs are selecled for use in
the preclsion calculations only when both
measuremenis are above the (ollowing
Umits:

TP 30 pg/m *,

8O0y 48 ug/m ®,

NO): 30 pg/m °,

Pb: 0.18 ug/m °, . and

PM.: 30 ug/m ..

Por sach selected measurement palr, the
percent difference (d) s calculated, using
equation 10,

Vi - X
+

\d'- x 100

(10)

Where y, s the poliutant concentration
measurement oblained from the duplicate
sampler and X, Is the concentration meas-
urement oblained from the primery sampler
designated for reporting alr quality for Lthe
site. For sach site, the quarterly aversge
percent diflference (4) s calculated from
equation 3 and the standard deviation (8,) is
calculated from equation 3, where n=the
number of selecled measurement pairs at
the site.

8.3.3 Precislon for Reporiing Organisa-
tlon. Por esch polliutlant, the aversge per-
cenlage difference (D) and (he pooled
standard deviation (8,) are calculated, using
equations ¢ and 8, or using equations 4a and
Sa i diffesrent numbers of paired measure-
ments are oblained at the collocated sites.
For these calculations, the k of equations ¢,
4a. § and 6a is the number of collocated
sites.

The 88 Percent Probabllity Limits for the
integrated precision for a reporling organt-
sation are calculated using equations Il and
12

Upper 93 Pescent Probnhlluy
Limit=D(1968,/V3................

1. 58, App. A

lower 88 Percent Probabllily

Umit=D-1988,/V13.......... an

8.4 Accuracy of Manual Methods. Estt-
mates of Lthe accuracy of manusl melhods
are calculated from the results of independ-
ent audita as described In Section 3.4. At the
end of each calendar quarsier, an integrated
accuracy probabliity interval la calculated
for each manual method network operated
by the reporiing organization.

8.4.0 Particulate Malter Samplers (in-
cluding refesence method Pb samplers).

(1) Single Sampier Accuracy. For the flow
rate sudit described in SBection 3.4.1, the
perceniage difference (d,) for each audit s
calculated using equation 1. where X, repre-
sents the known (low rate and Y, represents
the flow rate indicaled by the sampler.

(b) Accuracy for Reporling Organizetion.
Por each type of particulale matler meas-
wred (e.g. TEP/PL), Lthe average (D) of the
individual percent ditferences for all simiter
particulate matter samplers audiled during
the calendar quarter s calculated using
equation 8. The standard deviation (8, of
the percentage differences for all of the
similar particulate matler samplers audited
during the calendar quarter is calulated
using equation 8. The 98 percent probabliity
limits for the Integrated accuracy for the re-
porting organization are calculaled using
equations @ and 7. For reporting organiza-
tions having four or (ewer particulate
matler samplers of one type, only one audit
s required each quarter, and the audil re-
sults of two consecullve quariers are re-
quired to calculate an average and a etand-
ard deviation. In (hat case, probabllity
limita shall be reporied semi-annually
rather than quarterly. .

5.4.3 Analylical Methods for 80, NO,,
and Pb,

(s) Single Analysis-Day Accuracy. For
each of the audits of the analytical methods
for BO,, NO,, and Pb described In seclion
3.4.2, 3.4.3, and 3.4.4, the percentage differ-
ence (d)) at each concentration level Is calcu-
lated using equation |, where X, represents
the known value of the audit sample and Y,
represents the value of 80, NO,, and Pb In-
dicated by Lhe analytical method.

(b) Accuracy for Reporting Orgenization.
For esch analytical method, the average (D)
of the individual percent diffesrences at each
concentration level for all audits during the
calendar quartes is calculated using equa.
tion 5. The standard deviation (8,) of Lhe
percentage differences at each concentra.
tion level for all audits during the calendar
quarier ls calcuialed using equation 9. The
95 percent probability limits for Lhe accura-
cy for the reporling organization are calcu-
{ated using equations § and 7.
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Eavirenmentel Pretection Agency

Arrewpix B—-QuaLity Assumance Re-
QUIREMENTS ron PrevEntiON oOF
Siewiricant Dernionarion (PS8D)
Aia MomiToniNg

§. General Information

This Appendian specifies the minimum
quality sssurance requirements for the con-
trol and assessment of the quality of the
PBD ambient air moniloring data submiited
(o EPA by an organization operating & met-
work of PSD slations. SBuch erganizations
are encoursged (o develop and maintain
quality sssurance programs mors extensive
Lthan the required minimwms.

Quality assurance of air mlu o
tems Includes Lwo distinct snd (mportant
interrelated functions. One funciion s the
control of tLhe messurement process
through the bkuplementstion eof policles,
procedures, and corrective actions. The
olher function s (ha emessment of (he

process),
the grester the efforl and cllccunn- ol
the control of a given monitoring sysiem,
the beller will be Lthe resuiling quality of
the monliloring data. The results of dala
quality amessments indicate whether the
control efforie need Lo be incrensed.

Documentation of the qualit,
of the monitoring data is imporiant te data
wsers, who can then consider the of

ameng oll PED networks, undllo l-e-
menl and reporting procedures are
scribed In deta¥l in Bections 3, &, l.ulld

a verietly of policies. procedures, apec-
nlutbm. standardes, meas-

ures which affect the quality of the result-
ing data. The selection and extent of the
quality control activities—as well ss sddi-
tiona) quality assessment sctivities—used by
& moniloring organization depend en a
mumber of jocal factors such as the fleid
and laboralory conditions, the objectives of
the monitoring, Lthe level of Lhe data quality
needed, the expertioe of amigned

the cost of comtrol ptoeedun..

concentration (evels. etc. Therelore, the
qualily sssurance requlnmenu. i Section §
of this Appendin, are specified in general

1. 50, App. B

terms (0 allow each organization to develop
& quality control system that s most effl-
clent and ellective for s own clrcum.
stances.

For purposes of Lhis Appendis, “organisa-
Uon" (s defined as a source owner/operator,
a government sgency. or thelr contraclor
{hat operates an ambient alr poliution mon-
Horing network fer PBI) purposes.

3. Quality Assurance Requiremenis

3.4 Each erganizalion must develop and
implement & quality assurance program con-
sisling of policies, procedures, specifications,
sandards and documentation necessary to;

(1) Pyovide data of adequate quality to
meel monitoring objectives and qualily as-
surance requirements of he permit gramt-
ing autherity, and

(3) Minimize loss of alv qualily dala due to
malfunctions er eutl-of-control conditions.

This quality assuwrance program musl be
described In detall, sultably documented,
and spproved by (he permii-granting aw-
thority. The Quality Assurance Program
witt b2 reviewed during the system audite
descrided in Bection 3.4.

3.3 Primasy guidance for developing the
Quality Assurance Program (s contained n
References 2 and 3, 'hleh.lneonuln
uny suggested procedures, checks, and

conirel specifications. Bection 3.0.9 of Refler-
once 3 descrides specific guidance for Lhe de-
velopment of a Qualily Assurance Program
sutomated analyzers. Many specifie
conlrel checks snd specifications for
methods are included In the respec-
ference methods described In Part 50
chapler of in Lthe respeclive equiva-
method descriptions avallable (rom
!PA (aee Reference 4). Similarly, qualily
control procedures selated (0 specifically
designated refesence and equivalent analys-
ers are contained In thelr respective oper-
slion and knstruction manuals. This guid-
ance, and any olher pertinent information
from appropriate sources, should be used by
the erganization in developing s quality as-
SUCANCE Program.
As & minimum, each qualily assurance

’E'fil‘

€1) Belection of methods, anal
samplers; yaerm. o
(¢ 1] H
€3) InstaMiation of
€(4) Belection and conlrol ol calibration

standards;

(8) Catibration;

(6) Zero/span checks and adjustments of
awlomated analysers;
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PARYT 58—AMBIENT AR QUALITY
SURVEILLANGE

Subpert A—Senerel Provisiens

Bec.

881 Definitions.
503 Purpose.
58.3 Applicabliity.

Subpart B—Mealtering Criteria

88 10 Qualily assurance.
$8.11 Monitoring methods.
80.13 Biling of Instruments or instrument

probes.
$8.13 Opersting schedule.
80.14 Bpecial purpose monilors.

Subpart C—Siate sad Lecel Al Monltering
Stations (SLAMS)

$8.20 Alr quality survelllance: Plan con-
tent.
88.21 BLAMS network design.

$0.33 BLAMS methodology.

$0.23 Monlitoring nelwork completion.
00.3¢ (Reserved)

60.28 Bystem modification.

80.30 Annuel SLAMS summary repott.

n Conpllane_o dale for alr quality dats

reporting.
$0.28 Reglonal Offics BLAMS data acquisl-
tion.

Subpart B—Netional Als Menltering Stetlons
(NAMS)

58.30 NAMS nelwork establishment.
80.3)0 NAMS nelwork description.
§0.33 NAMS approval.

5833 NAMS methodology.

$0.3¢ NAMS network completion.
60.36 NAMBS data submittial.
58.38 Syslem modification.

Subport B—Al Quallly inden Repeciing
58.48 Index reporiing.

Environmontial Protection Agoncy

Sec.
Svbpert F—Foderel Menltering

§0.60 PFeders! moniloring.

80.81 Monitoring other poliutlants.

Arrsmpiz A—Quality Assusance Regquias:
usiTs ron Brata ame Locar Aia Mows-
voaino Brarions (SLAMS)

Arrsnpin B--QuaLity Assusancs Regquins:
uswye ron Pagvewtion or Bicmiricawe
Derasioaarion (PE8D) Ais MoniToRine

Arvenpin C—Ausiant Ata Quatsty Mom-
roatne MeTNOROLOSY

Arrsnoix D—Nstwoaz Dssion ron Srtats
anp locar Ale Momroatns Bravions
(SLAMBS) and Natiouat Ata MoniTonine
Brarions (NAMS)

Arvsnoin E—Pross Bstine Casventa rom
Anpisnt A Quarity MoniToaine

Arrmnin P—Annuat BLAMS Ara Quassty
IurcamaTiOon

Aresspix O—-Unircan A Quarity Imesx
anp DatLt Rerortine

Avrnoaity: Seca. 110, 30La), 313, and 319

of the Clean Alr Act (43 USC. 40,

7001(a), 7013, 7019).

Sounce 44 PR 37871, May 19, 1970, unless
olherwiss noted.

Subpart A—General Previsiens

888.0 Deflaliions.

As used In this part, all terms nol de-
fined herein have the meaning given
them in the Act:

(a) *Act” means the Clean Afr Act as
amended (42 US.C. 7401, et seq.).

(b) “SLAMS” means State or Local
Alr Monitoring Stlationts). The
SLAMS make up the ambient alr qual-
Ity monlloring network which s re-
quired by § §8.20 to be provided for in
the State’s implementation plan. This
definition places no restrictions on the
use of the physical structure or facill-
ty housing the SLAMSB. Any combina-
tion of S8LAMS and any other moni-
tors (Special Purpose, NAMS, PSD)
may cocupy the same facility or strue-
ture without affecling the respective
delinitions of those monitoring sta-
tion.

(c) “NAMS” means Natlonal Air
Monitoring Station(s). Collectively Lhe
NAMS are a subsel of the SLAMS am-
bient alr guality monitoring network.

(d) “PSD stalion” means any station
operated for the purpose of establish-
ing the effect on air quality of the
emissions from a proposed source for
purposes of prevention of significant

deterioration as required by § 81.24(n)
of Part 61 of this chapter.

(e) “80,"” means sulfur dioxide.

(D) “NO," means nitrogen dioxide.

(g) "CO” meana carbon monoxide.

(h) “O,"” means ozone.

() “Plan” means an Implementation
plan, approved or promulgated pursu-
aut to section 110 of the Clean Alr Act.

() “Administrator” means the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency (EPA) or his or her au-
thorized representatlive,

(k) “Regional Administrator’” means
the Administrator of one of the ten
EPA Reglonal Oflices or his or her au-
thorized representative.

(1) “State agency’” means Lthe alr pol-
lution control agency primarily re-
sponaible for development and lmple-
mentation of a plan under the Act.

(m) “Local agency” means any local
government agency, other than the
State agency, which is charged with
the reaponsibility for carrying out a
portion of the plan.

(n) “Indian Reservation” means any
Pederally recognized reservation es-
(ablished by treaty, agreement, execu-
Uve order, or act of Congress.

(o) "Indian Governing Body” means
the governing body of any tribe, band,
or group of Indiana subject to the ju-
risdiction of the United States and ree-
ognited by the United Slates as pos-
sessing power of sell-government.

(p) “Slorage and Retrieval of Avwe-
metric Data (BAROAD) system” Is a
computerized sysiem which stores and
reports information relating to amui-
ent alr quality.

(@) “SAROAD site identification
form™ Is one of the several forms iIn
the SBAROAD system. It s the form
which provides a complete description
of the site (and its surroundings) of an
‘a.t:blenl alr quality moniloring sta-

n.

(r) “Traceable” means that a local
standard has been compared and certl-
fled, elther directly or via not more
than one Intermediate standard, to s
primary standard such as a National
Bureau of Standards Standard Refer-
ence Material (NBS S8RM) or
USEPA/NBS-approved Certifled Ref-
erence Malerial (CRM).

(s) “Urban area population” means
the population deflined In the most



§50.%

NAMS design criteria contalned In Ap-
pendix D (o this part.

058.33 NAMS methodalogy.

Each NAMS must meet the monltor-
ing methodology requirements of Ap-
pendix C to thia partl applicable lo
NAMS at the time the station b put
into operation as a NAMS.

$68.54 NAMB network completion.

By January 1, 1981, with the excep-
tion of Pb, which shall be by July I,
1982 and PM,, samplers, which shall
be by | year afler the elfeclive date of
promulgation: .

(a) Each NAMS must be in oper-
atlon, be slled In accordance with the
ceiteria In Appendix E (o thls part,
and be located as described in the sta-
tion's BAROAD sits idenlification
form; and

(b) The quality sasurance require-
menta of Appendix A Lo this parl must
be fully implemented for all NAMS.

t4¢ PR 37874, May 16, 1979, as amended st
40 PR 44164, Sepl. 3, 195); 03 FR 2440,
July 1, 1087)

888.38 NAMS data submiital

(a) The requirements of this section
apply only Lo those stations designal-
ed as NAMB by the network descrip-
tion required by § 68.30.

(b) The Btale shall report quarterly
1o the Administrator (through the ap-
piopriate Reglonal Office) all ambient
alr qualily dsta and Information speci-
fied by AEROS Uscrs Manual (EPA-
450/3-716-029, OAQPS No. 1.2-039) o
be coded into the BAROAD Alr Qual-
ity Data forms. Buch air quality data
and Information must be submitted on
elther paper forms, punched cards, o
magnetic tape in the format of the
BSAROAD Alr Quality Data forms.

(¢) The quarterly reporting perlods
are January 1-March 31, Aprit 1-June
30, July 1-Seplember 30, and October
1-December 31. The quarterly report
must:

(1) Be received by the National Aero-
metric Data Bank within 120 days of
the end of each reporting period, after
being submitted by the Btates to the
Reglonal Offices for review |

(2) Contain all data and information
gathered during Lhe reporting period.

40 CFR Ch. | (7-1-08 Rditlen)

(d) For TS8P, CO. 80, O, and NO,,
the first guarlerly report will be due
on or before June 30, 1981, for dala
collecled during the lirst gquarter of
1981. For Pb, the first quarterly report
will be due on December 31, 1983, for
dala collected during the third quarter
of 1982. For PM,, samplers, Lthe firat
quarlerly report will be due 120 days
after the st quarter of operation.

(e) Alr quality data submitied in the
quarterly reporl must have been
edited and validated so that such dala
are ready to be enlered iInto the
BAROAD data (lles. Procedures for
ediling and validating data are de-
scribed It AEROB Users Manual
(.ﬂmuon-wm. OAQPS No. 13-

).

(f) Thia section does not permil a
Btate to exempl those BLAMS which
are also designated as NAMS from all
or any of the reporting requirements
applicable to SLAMS In § §8.26.

144 PR 27071, May 16, 1979, as amended ot
40 PR 44184, Bepl. 2. 1901 §) PR 0588, Mar.
10, 1936, 51 PR 24340, July ), 1987]

960.38 System modification. -

During the annual SLANS Network
Review specified In §68.20, any
changes to the NAMS nelwork ldenu-
fled by the EPA and/or proposed by
the State and agieed (o by the EPA
will be evaluated. These modifications
should address changes invoked by a
new census and changes to the net-
work due (o changing alr quality
fevels, emission pallerns, etle. The
State shall be given one year (untll
the next annual evaluation) to Imple-
ment Lthe appropriale changes (o the
NAMS network.

Subpart E—Akr Quality lndex
Reperting

§68.4¢ Inden seporting.

(a) The Btate shall report to the
general public on a daily basts through
prominent notice an air quality index
In accordance with the requirements
of Appendix G to this parl.

(b) Reportling must commence by
January I, 1984, for all urban aress

with a population exceeding 600,000, '

Envicenmentel Pretection Agency

and by January 1, 1083, for all urban
aress with a population exceeding
200,000.

(c) The population of an urban area
for purposes of index reporting Is the
most recent U.S. census population
llgnn as defined In § 80.1 paragraph
(s).

44 PR 27871, May 10, 1970, as amended at
81 PR 9584, May. 19, 1008)

Subpert F—Federal Menktoring

058.80 Federal moniloring.

The Adminktrator may locate and
operate an amblent air monitoring sta-
tion If the State fails to locate, or
schedule (o be located, during the inl-
tial network design process or as a
result of the annual review required
by § 60.20(4);

(a) A BLAMS at a site which ls nec-
essary In the judgment of the Reglon-
al Administrator o meel the objec-
tives defined In Appendix D (o this

part, or

{b) A NAMS at a site which Is neces-
sary in the judgment of the Adminis-
trator for meeting EPA national data

§6851 Monitoring other peitutants.

The Administirator may promuigate
criteria similar (0 that seferenced In
Subpart B of this part for monitoring
a poliutant for which a Natlonal Am-
blent Alr Quality Standard does not
exist. Such an action would be taken
whenever the Adminisirator deter-
mines that a nationwide monitoring
program fs necessary (o monitor such
& pollutant.

Arrmix A—Quarity Assumance Re-
QUIREMENTS FoR State awp LocaL
Am Mowiroaing Stations
(BLAMBS)

). General Information.

This Appendin specifies the minimum
qualily sssurance requiremenis appiicable
to BLAMS air monitoring dala submiited to
EPA. Blales are encouraged (o develop and
malntain qualily assurance programs more
exlanaive than the required mintimum.

Quality assurance of alr moniloring eys-
lems includes two dislinet and importamt
intecrelated funclions. One function s the
control o