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Preface

This document reports information used by EPA Regional Offices in
determining the need for States to revise their State Implementation Plans
(SIP's) under Section 110(a)(2)(H). Information is supplied for ozone,
nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, and sulfur dioxide. Volume I of this
document identifies both areas with SIP calls and areas without SIP calls.
It contains a description of the factual basis for the calls and copies of
letters notifying the Governors of the need for revisions. Volume I also
includes Regional Office responses to individual comments on the February 3,
1983 FEDERAL REGISTER.

Volume Il contains copies of the technical material (SAROAD Data

Compliance Order Agreements, etc.) used by the Regional Offices to determine
the need for a SIP call.
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A% % UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
m 3 Office of Air Quahty Planning and Standards
e ‘dd Research Triangle Park, North Carclina 27711

- JAN 2 7 1984
MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Post 1982 Attainment Progr

Key Milestones and Activities

FROM: Darryl D. Tyler, Director
Control Programs Developm ivigfon (MD-15)
T0: Air and Waste Management Division Director

Regions II-IV, VI-VIII, X
Air Management Division Director
Regions I, V, IX

A number of important deadlines dealing with the post 1982 attainment
program are quickly approaching. The purpose of this memorandum is to
delineate how to process actions for nonattainment areas without attain-
ment date extensions and to transmit a sample letter which should assist
you in the preparation of your material. I hope this will provide formal
national consistency and a more efficient use of all our resources. This
memorandum will also mention some of the more pressing deadlines ahead
and CPDD's role in working with you on these.

Calls for SIP Revision

The most efficient way to handle the notices which call for State
Implementation Plan (SIP) revisions under Section 110(a)(2)(H) (which
includes both areas that did not attain and areas which have no approved
Part D SIP) is by formal letters from the Regional Administrators. These
letters should be addressed to the Governors and notify them of the need
for the revision{s). A sample form for the letter is attached.

This Regional action will be followed quickly by a national Federal
Register notice which summarizes all the SIP calls. The national notice
Wi e completed by CPDD and OGC and will feature a background section
as well as a simple listing of deficiencies by State, area, and NAAQS.

The material for the Federal Register notice which must be prepared by

the Regional Office is Timited to a specific description of the boundaries,
the pollutant, and a brief description of the factual basis for the call.
A sample format developed by Region VII is attached. This information (in
this or a similar format) should be provided to us for all Tier Il areas
identified on February 3, 1983.
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Calls should be directed only towards Tier II areas that were
identified in the February 3, 1983, Federal Register notice. If a Region
has completed its analysis of 1983 data to a point that it has clearly
jidentified additional areas which require a SIP revision, the Region has
the option to issue a 110(a)(2)(H) notice to these areas as well. However,
you should be aware that the Agency intends to issue guidance soon on SIP
revisions based on a review of all air quality data collected through the
end of 1983. Hence, we recommend that action on newly identified areas
be deferred until that guidance is prepared. Where a Region adds additional
areas at this time, these additions should be reviewed with my office
prior to issuance of the SIP call to assure national uniformity.

The Agency intends to use the February 3, 1983, Technical Support
Document as the basic foundation for the technical support for this
notice. If the reason for calling for a revision is the same as in that
document, your office need not resubmit it. Where the basis has changed,
we will need new or suppiemental material to explain the changes. In
addition, a document containing the Regional Office resnonse to individual
comments on the February 3, 1983, notice should be prepared.

The material for the Federal Register notice (including any additional
technical support material) should be sent to Tom Helms by February 7,
1984. The letters to the States should be sent on February 17, 1984, and a
copy sent to Tom Helms. The national notice will be printed in the
Federal Register in March. Concerns have been expressed that the Federal
Register notice not lag behind the mailing of the letters by more than a
few waeks so it is very important that your material be submitted to us
by the deadlines. We will not hold the notice for Regions which cannot
meet these dates. Rather, if for any reason the deadlines are missed,
Regions will be responsible for preparing a supplemental Federal Register
notice announcing their SIP calls.

Conditional Approval Actions

The Federal Register notices revoking the nongermane conditions and
setting the new dates for less seriously deficient conditions should be
handled as they have been in the past. You should prepare your individual
notices and put them through the normal SIP review process. These notices
should be at Headquarters by February 17, 1984. We would like a memorandum
(by electronic mail) from you by February 3, 1984, which summarizes the
actions you intend to take on these conditions.
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I think that the attached language developed by OGC and CPDD will
help us to approach these Federal Register notices in an efficient manner.
Please do not hesitate to have your statf contact Tom Helms or John Calcagni
if there is anything else that is needed. Thank you for your excellent
cooperation in this important program.

Attachments

cc Air Branch Chief, Regions I-X
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February 23, 1984

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Calls for State Implementatj

FROM: Darryl D. Tyler, Director
Control Programs Development

T0: Joseph A. Cannon, Assistant Administrator
For Air and Radiation (ANR-443)

Letters from the Regional Administrators to the Governors will be
sent tomorrow calling for 27 SIP revisions. Calls are being made in six
Regions for 15 States. Four Regional Offices had no calls. Two-thirds
of the calls (18) are for ozone. There will be six calls for carbon
monoxide, two for sulfur dioxide, and one for nitrogen dioxide. As you
know, we are deferring action on particulates for the moment. All of the
decisions on the calls were coordinated quite closely with the Regional
Offices.

On February 3, 1983, the Agency listed 148 areas not anticipated to
meet the requirements of Part D of the Clean Air Act (Tier II list). For
the moment we are deferring action on particulates which account for 72
areas that were on the Tier Il list. O0f the remaining 76 areas for the
other four pollutants (S0, CO, 03, and NOyx) 17 were on Tier II solely
because of unmet conditions. Conditions are being handled separately
from the calls for revisions by the individual Ragions and should be
addressed by May. Calls for revisions are being made tomorrow for 27
of the remaining 59 areas. We have determined that calls are not appro-
priate for the remaining 32 areas at this time. Our bases for this are
generally more recent data or the receipt of subsequent State submittals.
In addition, the Agency will review air quality data for all areas this
summer and additional calls for ravisions could come at that time.

I am attaching a chart which 1ists all of the calls by State and
Region and gives a brief description of the reason for the call. I am
also attaching a copy of the example letter to the Governors which was
sent to the Regional Offices for their use. The Regional Offices tailored
this letter for their specific needs.

The Regional 0ffices, the Headquarters Press Offices, and the Congressional
Affairs Offices have all been informed of these letters. We do not plan
to issue press releases but do want to inform these offices so they can
be responsive to inquiries.
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Please call me if you need additional information on the calls.

Attacnments

cc: Chief, Air Branch, Regions I-X
. Bankoff

. Meiberg

Pedersen

. Meyers

. Schulhof

. 0'Connor

. Kaneen

. Frantz

C. Rice

O~ LnnoOonNo
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Region

111

IV

Vi

VII

Calls For SIP Revision--fFebruary 24, 1984

State Area Pollutant Reason for Call
PA Warren Co. 502 Failure to submit
Scranton/Wilkes 03 Violations of standard in
Barre Scranton 81-82
AL Jefferson Co. 03 Monitored violations 81-83
FL Dade Co. 03 Monitored violations 81-82
Broward Co. 03 Monitored violations 81-82
Palm Beach Co. 03 Monitored violations 81-82
GA Atlanta metro- 03 Monitored violations 81-82
politan area
IN Marion Co. co Monitored violations 81-83
Wayne Co. 502 Failure to submit
St. Joseph Co. 03 Failure to submit RACT
Elkhart Co. 03 Failure to submit RACT
MN Ramsey Co. co Monitored violations 81-83
OH Portage Co. 03 Monitored violations 81-83
Summit Co. 03 Monitored violations 81-83
LA Baton Rouge 03 Monitored violations 83
oK Tulsa Co. 03 Monitored violations 83
X Dallas Co. 03 Monitored violations 83
Tarrant Co. 03 Monitored violations 83
E1 Paso Co. 03 Monitored violations 83
E1 Paso Co. co Monitored violations 81-82
KS Wichita co Monitored violations 81-82
NB Lincoln €o Monitored violations 82-83;
failure to submit
Omaha co Monitored violations 82;

viii

failure to submit



Region

IX

State Area Pollutant Reason for Call
AZ Maricopa Co. 03 Monitored violations 82
CA Kern Co. 03 Monitored violations 82
South Coast NOx Monitored violations 81-82
NV Clark Co. 03 Monitored violations 82-83

ix
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

AREA POLLUTANT UNLIKELY PAILURE TO FAILURE TO

TO ATTAIN | COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE *SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS

Metropolitan Berlin, TSP b

Coos County

Nashua, Hillsborough Cocunty co x x

New Hampshire portion o]} =

Merrimack Valley

Southern New Hampshire

AQCR (including

Sullivan County, Merrimack
County, Belknap County,
Cheshire County, Hillsborocugh
County, Strafford County,

and Rockingham County)
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Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF NEW BEAMPSEHIRE

AREA POLLUTANT | Call for No Call For
SIP SIP

Metropolitan Berlin, TSP X

Coos County

Kashua, Hillsborough County o-0) X

New Hampshire portion 0O, X

Merrimack Valley

Socuthern New Hampshire

AQCR (including

Sullivan County, Merrimack
County, Belknap County,
Cheshire County, Hillsborough
County, Strafford County,

and Rockingham County)
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Nashua, Mo dampshire

Boundaries: City of dNashua, Hillsborough County.
WwH portion of AOCR 121

Pollutant: CO

Brief Description of Factual Basis for Call:

A newly designated non-attainment area. Nashua was designated
nonattainment on April 11, 1980. A SIP revision was submitted
on November 3, 1981. A proposed approval notice was prepared

by the Regional Office and sent to EPA Washington for
concurrence but the submittal was returned to the State on
March 8, 1983 as inconsistent with EPA policy. The area
needs to submit one SIP (per legal opinicon attached) with a
sophisticated CO modeling analys:is.
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Nashua, NH

RO Response to Individual Comments:
Qur response to Mr. Esch's comment follows:

One commenter requested that the sanctions should not be
imposed over the entire AQCR.

According to the final Post-82 Attainment Policy (48 FR 50691)
newly designated non-attainment areas now have the time-
intervals established 1n Part D of the Act to attain the

NAAQS. The Policy also allows an additional five years to
attain the ozone and carbon monoxlide standards if a justifiable
request 1s submitted with the SIP.

The SIP Nashua submitted 1n 1981 included a request for an
additional five years to attain the CO NAAQS. Given the

Part D timetable, the extension to 1990 should be approvable.
Mr. Esch's concern about the breadth of the i1mposition of the
sanctions {(AQCR-wide) was based on a concern that the extension
would not he granted. Since we expect that adequate support
for an extension will be 1ncluded with the submittal, his
concern 1s no longer pertinent.

aAnother commentor asked for a reduction in the size of the
non-attainment area. If this i5 requested by the State of
New Hampshire with the appropriate documentation, EPA will
evaluate the request on its merilts.
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February 24, 1984

Honorable John H. Sununu
Governor of New Hampshire
State House

Concord, New Hampshire 03301

Dear Governor Sununu:

On November 2, 1983 EPA published the final policy concerning
areas which failed to attain the National Ambient Air Ouality
Standards by the end of 1982. This letter describes the

actions whi'ch you must take to satisfy the requirements of

the Clean Air Act as described in the policy. The two areas
presently subject to the policy are Nashua, for carbon monoxide,
and Rerlin, for particulate matter.

The policy establishes a schedule to address "newly-designated"
non-attainment areas such as Nashua. Within sixty days you
must submit a schedule for adoption of an attainment plan for
Nashua. The schedule must result in final submittal of the
plan to me no later than one year from today. 1If the plan
demonstrates that you cannot attain the CO standard by 1985,
your submittal may reguest an extension for up to an additional
five years. The plan must contain quantifiable measures with
interim milestones and it must demonstrate attainment as
expeditiously as practicable.

My staff is available to assist you in development of the
schedule and the plan. Until a final plan is approved, the
construction ban in Nashua relating to construction or modifi-
cation of major stationary sources of carbon monoxide will
remain in effect.

In addition, as you know, Berlin has not yet attained the
primary total suspended particulate standards. The draft
attainment plan submitted to us in January is acceptable and
we look forward to its submission soon, I expect that we
will complete rulemaking on the plan by the end of August at
the latest.
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We will make acditional findings of SIP inadequacy and calls
for revisions :;f we receive air quality monitoring data in the
future indicating that other areas of the State covered by
fully or conditionally approved Part D plans continue to
experience NAAOS violations. At present, we are aware of no
such areas.

Please contact me or have your staff contact Harley Laing at
617/223-2226 if you have any questions regarding this letter.

Sincerely,
Michael R. Deland
Regional Admiristrator
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF NEW YORK

AREA POLLUTANT | UNLIKELY PAILURE TO FAILOURE TO
TO ATTAIN | COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS
City of Lackawanna, TSP x x*
Erie County

¢ Area presently has raestrictions on construction or modification of major stationary
gsources for failure to submit an adequate SIP. The required 1979 SIP was submitted
but was not approved by EPA because a revised SIP was being prepared by the State.
This revised SIP, which is expected to be received in mid-1983, will reflect recent

emission source shutdowns in this location.
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AREAS ITH SIP

\ITHOUT SIP

STATE OF NEW YORK

Wéﬂg | Wrguour
ARBA POLLUTANT

CALLS C%i?s
City of Lackawanna, TSP X

Erie County
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of zhe Clean Air Act

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

AREA POLLUTANT UNLIKELY FAILURE TO FAILCRE TO

TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE S3S1IP
NAAQS

Conewango Township, S0, X

Warren County

Allegheny County, area within S0, x

a 2-mile radius of the

Haz lewood monitor

Allegheny County,

A three-mile strip which 1s TSP X

within a perpendicular

distance two miles north and

east and one-mile south and

west of the Ohio and

Monongahela rivers from the

.I-79 bridge on the Ohio river

to the Westmoreland County

line on the Monongahela river

Sharon, TSP x

Mercer County

Scranton, Lackawanna County ok} X

Wilkes-Barre, o} x

Luzerne County
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Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Aithout SIP Calls

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

AREA poLruTant | Call For No Call For
SIP SIP
Conewango Townshaip, S0, X

warren County

Allegheny County, area within S0, X
a 2-mile radius of the
Haz lewood monitor

Allegheny County,
A three-mile strip which 1is TSP X
within a perpendicular
distance two miles north and
east and one-mile south and
west of the Ohie and
Monongahela rivers from the
.I-79 bridge on the Ohio river
o the Westmoreland County
line on the Monongahela raiver

Sharon, TSP X
Mercer County

Scranton, Lackawanna County O3 X

Wilkes-Barre, O3 X
Luzerne County




Area Pollutant Reason

Conewango Township S02 No SIP has been submitted
for the area in the
vicinity of the Warren
Power Plant.



Comments

Conevango Township, Warren County - The Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania, Department of Environmental Resources (DER)
submitted comments on May 5, 1983 contending that this area
should be listed as "Likely to Attain the NAAQS" because there
have been no monitored violations. Comments dated March 7,
1983 from Penelec support the Commonwealth's position. EPA
does not agree. A dispersion model for complex terrain
predicts violations of the SO; NAAQS and was the basis for

the original §107 nonattainment designation.

The Commonwealth also states that a modeling and monitoring
agreement has been reached with the company involved. This
agreement should be submitted as a SIP revision to EPA for
review and approval/disapproval. If the modeling protocol and
monitoring program are acceptable and the SIP revision approved
L+ EPA, Warren County would then be considered to have an
adegquate SIP.
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Allegheny County,

area

within a 2-mile radius

of the Hazelwood

Monitor

507

3-6

A designated nonattainment
area which experienced 7
vioclations of the 24-hour
standard in 1981 and 2
violations in 1982.



Comments

Allegheny County, area within a 2 mile radius of the Hazelwood
monitor - The Allegheny County Health Department submitted
comments on March 16, 1983 and June 7, 1983 relative to the
February 3, 1983 Federal Register notice. The Department has
stated that the SIP is not inadequate but rather that the pend-
ing steel stretch-out application from the Jones and Laughlin
Steel Corp. and the company's failure to bring its coke oven
gas desulfurization system 1nto compliance during the applica-
tion pendancy caused the violations of the S0, NAAQS. EPA
acknowledged the possibility of such problems in the February
3, 1983 notice when 1t stated "... the extended compliance
dates authorized under the provisions of these statutes (SICEA)
could have a significant effect on the ability of the area to
attain the primary NAAQS". EPA denied J & L's reguested
stretch-out application on December 29, 1982.

EPA, Region III and J & L have now completed negotiations
revising the Consent Order requiring that this facility comply
with the appropriate regulations and air quality standards. As
soon as EPA, HQ signs this Consent Order, it will be lodged
with the Court where 1t wi1ill undergo a 30-day comment period
prior to becowming final.

The Consent Order will be f2derally enforceable ang, upon
completion of the control program, should result 1n attainment
of the S0p NAAQS. 1In light of the above, EPA will take no
further action at this time to require a new SIP to be
submitted.
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Scranton, Lackawanna
County

Wilkes-Barre,
Luzerne County

03

3-8

Data from the National .
Aerometric Data Bank,
Quick Look Report,
1/14/83, reported viola-
tions of the ozone
standard, highest wvalue
was 0.175 ppm (Site

ID# 398040006F01).



Comments

Scranton, Lackawanna County and Wilkes Barre, Luzerne County -
Again, comments received from the Commonwealth and local
officials contend that the area should be considered as "Likely
-0 Attzin" racher than as "Unlikely te Aartain to the NARQRS™
because only one monitor in the area showed viclations 1in

1982. EPA cannot agree with such a rationale.

Data from the Pennsylvania Air Quality Report provides the
following information:

1980 1981 la82
Site Site I1st 2nd ist 2nd 1st 2nd
Name Code High High High High High High
Scranton 1 sol .155 .151 .118 .104 .175% .158
Wilkes Barre 521 .124 .115 .G93 .093 124 .100
Carbondale S25 .076 .060 .106 .099 .132 .119
Kanticoke S26 - - - - L 125 .098

All readings are 1n ppm.

1. 14 violations occurred in this monltor in 1980 and 5
vy .olations occurred in 1982.

-

Da.a from the SAROADS Quick Look Report, 2/3/84, provides thé
folliowing information for 1983:

1st ¢ 2néd Q Ird ¢
Site PA Site SAROADS 1st 2nd 1l1lst 2nd lst 2nd
Name Code ID No. High High High High High High
Scrantocn 501 338040066FK01 .047 .047 .115 .113 .102 .1laQ0
Wilkes Barre S21 39943010101 .057 .049% .135 ,130 .114 .107
Carbondale 525 391400100F01 .061 .056 .102 .096 .100 .095
Nanticoke S26 396300100F01 .051 .048 .120 .103 .096 .0Q96

Ozone is a regionwide problem and the fact that only two of the
four monitors show exceedances does not mean that a re-planning
=ffort for the entire arez is not necesszry.

An approved SIP, including a vOC emissions reduction and
control program, is in effect. However, 1t does not appear to
be adequate because violations of the ozone NAAQS are still
being observed. For this reascn, EPA has notified the Governor
that a replanning effort must be undertaken.
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dcnorable Picnard L. Thoraburgh
Governor of Pennsvlvan:ia
Harrisbura, PA 17120

Dear Governor:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) nereby notifies you
pursuant to Section 110(a) {(2) (H) of the Clean Air Act, 42
U.2.C., Section 7410(2) (2){d), that 1t £nds the State
Inezlemencation Plan (5IP) for tne Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
suostantiallvy i1nadeguate to achlieve certaln primarv national
ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) 1in certain areas of the
Commonwealth. The specific NAAQS and areas are listed 1n the
attachment to this letter. The basis £for the finding of in-
adegquacy 1s EPA's conclusion that those areas eilther are
covered by fully or conditionally approved Part D plans and
are stl1ll experlencing NAAQS violations, or lack fully or
conditionally approved Part D SIP's. The attachment also
details the bases for these conclusions.

EPA calls upon the Commonwealtn to cure the 1nadequaclies 1in

the SIP by ravising 1t. For areas with fully or conditionally
approved plans for ozone, nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide,
and sulfur dioxide, EPA 1s extending the Section 110{c) (1) (C)
revision period to one year from today to provide a sufficient
amount of time to adopt and submit revisions. Concerning the
Scranton, Lackawanna County, and Wilkes-Barre, Luzerne County
areas, ZPA has determined that curative SIP revisions are
necessary for the attainment of the ozone standard. Therefore,
the Commonwealth must submit a schedule for the development of
the necessary SIP revisions to EPA not more than 60 days from
“od2v. If the Commonwealth does not suomit curative SIP
r2visions to EPA w~1ith:in one year from today, EPA will proceed
o propose a construction ban under Section 173(4), zand funding
restrictions under Section 176, and possibly Section 31lé6(b) for
the areas 1n gquestion. The Section 173(4) construction ban
orohibits major stationary source construction or modification
1n affected areas. Section 316(b) authorizes EPA to withhold,
condition, or restrict sewage treatment construction grants in
affected areas.

For areas lacking £fully or conditionally 2pSroved
czone, carbon wonoxide, nltrogen dioxide, and sual
TPA 1s reqgquesting the Commonwealth to submit Part o
within 60 days of todav's <date. EPA has determnined t
Conewango Township, Warren County, a £inal olan Zor s r
dioxicde must be submitted witain the 480 day time frame. Z=ZPA

3-10



cannot extend this deadline hecause tne Clean A1r Act

Amendments did reqguire Dprimary NAAQS's for the aforementioned
areas to be attained by December 31, 1982, If the Commonwealtn
does not submit a plan revision within 60 cdavs, EPA will
propose funding restrictions under Section 176(a) or Section
176(b), as appropriate. After this proposal, 1£ the
Commonwealth demonstrates that 1t 1s working rapidly to develop
and submit a plan revision, EPA will defer 1ts final action on
funding restrictions for that area. EPA, however, does not
1ntend to postpone any final actions more than one vear from
today. ©NOTE: EPA is not now calling for any revisions in
varticulate matter nonattainment areas.

CPA may propose to restrict funding under Section 176(a) only
for areas that are nonattainment for the transportation-related
pollutants of ozone, carbon monoxide, or nitrogen dioxide.
Section 176 (a) limits both highway funds and Clean Air Act
funds. For sulfur dioxide nonattainment areas, TPA will
fropose to restrict Clean Air Act funds under Section 176(b).
Section 176({(b) limits only Clean Air act funds.

This finding of inadequacy and call for SIP revision 1S issued
1n accordance with the general policy that appears 1n the
Federal Register of November 2, 1983, entitled "Compliance with
the Statutory Provisions of Part D of the Clean Air act.”" 48
Fed. Reg. 50686. EPA's "Guidance Document for the Correction
of Part D SIP's for Nonattainment Areas" (January 1984)
contains more information on the content of the revisions EPA
is requesting.

EPA plans to publish a notice of this finding of 1nadequacy

and call for SIP revision 1n the Federal Register shortly. EPA
will make additional findings of SIP 1nadecguacy and calls for
revisions 1f the Agency receives air guality monitoring data 1in
the future indicating that other areas of the Commonwealth
covered by fully or conditionally approved Part D plans
continue to experience NAAQS violations.

The requirements specified in this letter revresent only a
small portion of the very significant progress that the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvanlia has made i1n achieving Clean Air

< airr guality goals. The Commonwealtn 13 commepded f£or the
forts already tzken to 2reserve and enhance the environment.

Please contact me or Mr. W. Ray Cunningham, Acting Director,

Air Management Division, 1f you have any questions regarding
this letter.

Sincerely,

Tl

Thomas 2. Eichler
Regional Administrator

Znclosure
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ATTACHMENT
A. Areas lacking a fully or conditicnally, approved Part D SIP,

1. Conewango Townsni®, Warren Countv - a dispersion model for
complex terrain predicted violations of the Sulfur Dioxaide
(SO3) NAAQS in the vicinity of the Penelec Power ?2lant and
was the basis for the original §107 nonattainment designation
in 1978. No SIP has been submitted to acddress this i1ssue,

The Pennsvlvania Department of Environmental Resources has
stated that a modeling and monitoring agreement has been
reached with the company involved. This acreement should be
submitted as a SIP revision to EPA for review and
approval/disapproval. If the modeling protocol and monitoring
program are acceptable and the SIP revision approved by EPA,
Wwarren County wouid then be considered to have an adeguate SIP.

3. Areas with fally or conditionally approved Part D SIP's but
st1ll experiencing NWAAQS violations.

1. Scranton, Lackawanna County and Wilkes-Barre, Luzerne

County - the ozone NAAQS 1s .l1l20 ppm and cannot be exceeded
more than once per vyear.

Data from the Pennsylvan:ia Air Quality Report provides the
following information:

1330 1981 1582

Site Site lscz 2nd ls 2nd lst 2ndé
Name Coce High High Hi3nh High High High
Scranton 1 S01 .155 .151 .118 .104 .175 .158
Wilkes-Barre S21 .124 .115 .093 .093 .124 .100
Carbondale $25 .076 .060 .106 .099 .132 .119
Nanticokeé 326 - - - - .125 .098
All readings are 1n DpPpPM.

1. 14 violations occurrad at this monitcr in 1980 and 5

violations occurred 1n 1982.

Data from the SARCADS Quick Look Report, 2/3/84, provides the
following information for 1983:

lst Q 2nd 3rd Q
Site PA Site SAROADS Ist 2nd st 2nd ls=z 2nd
Mzme Code ID No. digh Hign Hich Hign High EHigh
Scranton S01 398040006F0) .047 .047 ,1153 ,113 .102 .lo00
WilXkes-Barre 521 329430101F01 .057 .049 L1335 130 .114 .107
Carbondale §25 3¢14Q00100F01 .061 .036 .102 .096 .100 .095
Nanticoke 526 33630010GCFQ1 ,051 .048 .120Q .103 .0%98 .086%6
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Ozone 1s a regionwide problem and the fact cthat only two of the
four monitors show exceedances does not mean that a re-planning
effort £or the entire area 1s not necessary.

An approved SIP, 1ncluding a VOC emissions reduction and
control program, 1s 1n effect. However, 1t does not appear to
be adeguate because violations of the ozone NAAQS are still
being observed. For this reason, EPA has determined that a
replanning effort mustc be undertaken.
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF ALABAMA
AREA POLLUTANT UNLIKELY FAILURE TO FPAILURE TO

TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS

Those portions of Jefferson TSP x x*

County within Central

Birmingham and the area

surrounding the Universal

Atlas Cement Plant

Jefferson County 04 x

That portion of Etowah County TSP x*

within the western section of
Gadsden

* Area presently has restrictions on construction or modification of major stationary

gources for failure to submit an adequate SIP.

Restrictions will remain in effect.



Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF ALABAMA

AREA POLLUTANT Call for No Call for
SIP SIP
These portiona of Jefferson TSP X

County within Central
Birmingham and the area
surrounding the Universal
Atlas Cement Plant

Jefferson County O3 X

That portion of Etowah County TSP X
within the western section of

Gadsden




DISPOSITION OF TIER II AREAS

State Alabama

Area (Pollutant) Birmingham (Ozone)

Tier IX

Reason on Tier I1 failure to demonstrate attainment

SIP Status Approved (1979) but currently deficient

Construction Ban No

Redesignation Proposed No

Final Action By N/A

State's Designation Nonattainment

SIP Control Measures VOC control (100 TPY source)/FMVC

Additional Information Monitored exceedences during 1981, 1982,

and 1983

confirms fact that SIP is i1nadeguate and new SIP 1s required.

Recommendation Call for new SIP under §1l10
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ALABAMA
Comments:

Several commentators from the State of Alabhama felt it was
presumptive and premature for EPA to declare Birmingham, Alabama
to be an area not anticipated to meet the requirements of the
Clean Alr Act. They went on to state that the Birmingham area
had an EPA approved State Implementation Plan (SIP), reasonable
good faith efforts had been made 1n the area toward attainment,
and substantial progress in reducing the number of violations
was demonstratable.

Response:

EPA agrees that progress has been made toward attainment of the
ozone standard 1n the area. However, the previously approved
SIP is inadequate to attain and maintain the national ambient
air quality standard (NAAQS) for ozone. This fact has been
demonstrated by the magnitude (.171 ppm) and number {(at least
S) of exceedences during the 1983 ozone season. Given the 1983
monitoring data and the date of EPA's final action on this

matter, the Agency's determination has been neither presumptive
nor premature.
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ATLANTA GEORGIA 3036S

REF: 4AW-AM

Honorable George C. Wallace
Governor of Alabama

State Capitol

Montgomery, Alabama 36130

Dear Governor Wallace:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) hereby notifies you
pursuant to Section 110(a){(2)(H) of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C.
§7410 (a)(2)(H), that 1t finds the Alabama State Implementation

Plan (SIP) substantially inadequate to achieve the primary national
ambient air quality standard (NAAQS) for ozone 1n Jefferson

County. The basis for the finding of i1nadequacy is EPA's conclusion
that the area is still experiencing ozone violations. An attachment
is enclosed detailing the basis for this conclusion.

EPA calls upon the State of Alabama to cure the 1nadequacies

in the SIP by revising it. For the Birmingham area, which has a
fully approved plan for ozone, EPA is extending the Section
110(c)(1)(C) revision period to one year from today to provide a
sufficient amount of time to adopt and submit a revision. The
State must submit a schedule for the development of the necessary
SIP revision to EPA not more than sixty days from today. If the
State does not submit the curative SIP revision to EPA within one
year from today EPA will proceed to propose a construction ban
under Section 173(4) and funding restrictions under Section 176
and possibly Section 316(b) for the area in question. The

Section 173(4) construction ban prohibits major stationary source
construction or modification in the affected area. Section 176(a)
limits hoth highway funds and Clean Air Act funds for transportation-
related pollutants (1.e., ozone, carbon monoxide, and nitrogen
dioxide). Section 316(b) authorized EPA to withhold, condition

or restrict sewage treatment construction grants in the affected
area.

This finding of inadequacy and call for SIP revision are issued
in accordance with the general policy that appears in the Federal
Register for November 2, 1983, entitled "Compliance with the
Statutory Provisions of Part D of the Clean Air Act" (48 Fed.
Reg. 50686). EPA's "Guidance Document for the Correction of Part
D SIPs for Nonattainment Areas" (January 1984) contains more
information on the content of the revisions EPA is requesting.

4-6



EPA plans to publish a notice of this finding of 1nadequacy and
call for SIP revision in the Federal Register shortly. EPA will
make additional findings of SIP 1nadequacy and calls for revisions
1f the Agency receives air quality monitoring data in the future
indicating that other areas of the State covered by fully or

conditionally approved Part D plans continue to experience NAAQS
violations.

Please contact me 1f you have any questions regarding this letter.

Sincerely yours,

Enclosure

a-7



Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF FLORIDA

AREA POLLUTANT | UNLIKELY FAILURE TO FAILURE TO
TC ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS
Jdade County ok} x
Broward County O3 X
Palm Beach County 03 x
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Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF FLORIDA

AREA poLLUTANT | Call for No Call For
SIP - SIP
Dade County oFY X
Frwa:d County ol X
Palm Beach County O3 X




DISPOSITION OF TIER II AREAS

State Floraida

Area (Pollutant) Broward, Dade and Palm Beach Counties (Ozone)

Tier II

Reason on Tier 11 failure to demonstrate attainment

SIP Status Approved (1979), but currently deficient

Construction Ban No

Redesignation Proposed No

Final Action By N/A

State's Designation Nonattainment

SIP Control Measures Ambient monitoring data for 1981, 1982, and 1983

Additional Information shows that the area failed to attain the NAAQS

for ozone by December 1982,

- State has requested redesignation to attainment

- Region IV disagrees and will not propose redesignation

Recommendation Call for new SIP under §110
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FLORIDA
Comments:

Serveral commentors felt that the three-county area of Broward,
Palm Beach and Dade should not be judged as nonattainment for
ozone based upon one monitor (Virginia Key Site) in Dade County.
They argued that: there is no evidence that transport of VOC's

or ozone from Broward and Palm Beach Counties contributes to
exceedences measured 1n Dade County; when the original nonattain-
ment areas were designated, the counties were named individually
and plan development and enforcement have been carried out
individually; monitoring through 1982 has not shown an exceedence
of the standard in Broward and Palm Beach Counties; Broward and
Palm Beach Counties' SIPs have accomplished the required VOC
reduction projected to demonstrate attainment for the area;

Since three political entities are concerned, the single airshed
concept cannot work and each county should not be held accountable
1f the other plans in an area are not adequate.

Response:

By way of a general discussion of unified airsheds, the Agency
has long taken the position that ozone 1s no respector of
political boundaries and any SIP must include the entire urbanized
area and any adjacent fringe areas of development. This approach
has been used in several areas of the country where urbanization
has blurred distinct geopolitical boundaries. Regionally, the
Cincinnati area (including counties in Ohio and Northern Kentucky)
and the Louisville area (including counties in Indiana and
Kentucky) are planning on a single design monitor. A quick
analysis of Florida along the Southeast coast shows that 1t is
one urbanized area through most of Dade, Palm Beach and Broward
Counties. Further, if we use procedures found in EPA's Workshop
on "Requirements for Nonattainment Area Plans (revised April
1978)" for predicting the boundaries of principal influence from
an urbanized plume, we see significant overlap of each county's
emission plumes. A check of the 1980 census shows over three
million people living in these three counties with most of them
traveling, working, and living along the eastern corridor of
tnese counties. It 1s EPA's position that 1t is not prudent to
allow the ozone planning and maintenance process to be fragmented
along county boundaries in such an interdependent urbanized

area. With respect to the i1ndividual points raised by the
commentors, EPA's position is: although there may be no tangible
evidence that Broward and Palm Beach counties' VOC emissions
significantly contributed to the violations at Virginia Key,
there also 1s no tangible evidence that they did not; although
EPA made the original designations by county and has approved
individual SIP's, the individual SIP planning and control
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strategies were based on a single design monitor for the three
counties and the success or failure of the three plans were and
are dependent on showing attainment for the area and not an
individual county; the lack of demonstrated exceedences at one
or two monitors in the three county area does not demonstrate
attainment for the airshed; although the required emission
reduction under the previously approved SIP may have been
attained, the reductions were not adequate to attain and maintain
the NAAQS for ozone in the three county area; with respect to
1ndividual accountability, EPA recognizes that each political
entity has 1ts own area of responsibility. However, each
county supposedly planned for the same goal and used the same
design level, the responsibility for making attainment is
shared and when attainment does not occur, the need for new
SIP's is also shared.

Comment:

Several comments guestioned the validity of certain exceedences

at the Virginia Key site. Specifically they challenged the
Dacember 23-24, 1982 exceedences on the bases that the exceedences
were not representative of the nonattainment area because the
predominant wind direction during the exceedences was from the
ocean. Without the two exceedences recorded during this time
period, the three year exceedence rate for the area falls to

1.0 and thus the area can demonstrate attainment through monitoring.

Response:

Region IV's Environmental Services Division has fully validated
the data during this time period. There is no indication of
tampering or malfunction. With respect to the wind direction,
satallite photographs have readily depicted cyclonic air movement
over the State of Florida. Unless we're to assume the exceedences
were caused by ozone transport from transoceanic sources, the

air passing over the Virginia Key monitor could easily have

been from a cycling air mass over the southern part of Florida.
Therefore, the ozone being measured would have been the result

of emissions previously blown out to sea. In any event, the
commentors' arguments are not sufficient to discredit the
observed data., Therefore, this December data has been used and
the resultant analysis shows that Dade, Broward and Palm Beach
Counties have not attained the standard.
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345 COURTLAND STREET

ATLANTA GEORGIA 30365
REF: 4AW-AM

Honorable Bob Graham
Governor of Florida

State Capitol

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Dear Governor Graham:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) hereby notifies you
pursuant to Section 110(a)(2)(H) of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C.
§7410 (a)(2)(H), that 1t finds the Florida State Implementation
Plan (SIP) substantially inadequate to achieve the primary national
ambient air quality standard (NAAQS) for ozone in Broward, Dade,
and Palm Beach counties. The basis for the finding of inadequacy
is EPA's conclusion that the area is still experiencing ozone
violations. An attachment is enclosed detailing the basis for

this conclusion.

EPA calls upon the State of Florida to cure the inadequacies in
the SIP by revising it. For all 3 counties, each having a fully
approved plan for ozone, EPA is extending the Section 110(c)(1l)(C)
revision period to one year from today to provide a sufficient
amount of time to adopt and submit the revisions. The State must
submit a schedule for the development of the necessary SIP revisions
to EPA not more than sixty days from today. If the State does

not submit curative SIP revisions to EPA within one year from
today EPA will proceed to propose a construction ban under Section
173(4) and funding restrictions under Section 176 and possibly
Section 316(b) for the counties in question. The Section 173(4)
construction ban prohibits major stationary source construction

or modification in affected areas. Section 176(a) limits both
highway funds and Clean Air Act funds for transportation-related
pollutants (i1.e., ozone, carbon monoxide, and nitrogen dioxide).
Section 316(b) authorized EPA to withhold, condition or restrict
sewage treatment construction grants in affected counties.

This finding of inadequacy and call for SIP revisions are issued
in accordance with the general policy that appears in the Federal
Register for November 2, 1983, entitled "Compliance with the
Statutory Provisions of Part D of the Clean Air Act"™ (48 Fed.
Reg. 50686). EPA's "Guidance Document for the Correction of Part
D SIPs for Nonattainment Areas" (January 1984) contains more
information on the content of the revisions EPA is requesting.
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EPA plans to publish a notice of this finding of 1nadequacy and
call for SIP revisions 1n the Federal Register shortly. EPA w1ll
make additional findings of SIP inadequacy and calls for revisions
if the Agency receives air quality monitoring data in the future
indicating that other areas of the State covered by fully or

conditionally approved Part D plans continue to experience NAAQS
violations.

Please contact me 1f you have any questions regarding this letter.

Sincerely yours,

’// DZ.
arles R.'J er

Regional Agfiinistrator

Enclosure
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF GEORGIA

AREA POLLUTANT | UNLIKELY FAILURE TO FAILURE TO
TO ATTAIN | COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS
Atlanta Metropolitan area o x
(1ncluding

Clayton County,
Cobb County,
Coweta County,
DeKalb County,
Douglas County,
Fayette County,
Fulton County,
Gwinnett County,
Henry County,
Paulding County, and
Rockdale County)
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Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF GEORGIA

AREA porLrLuTanT | Call For No Call For
.SIP SIP

Atlanta Metropolitan area O3 X

(1ncluding

Clayton County,
Cekb County,
Coweta County,
DeKalb County,
Douglas County,
Fayette County,
Fulton County,
Gwinnett County,
Henry County,
Pauléing County, and
Rockdale County)
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DISPOSITION OF TIER II AREAS

State Georglia

Area (Pollutant) Metro-Atlanta - 1l county area (Ozone)

Tier II

Reason on Tier II failure to demonstrate attainment

SIP Status Approved (1979), but currently deficient

Construction Ban No

Redesignation Proposed No

Final Action By N/A

State's De51gﬁat10n Nonattainment

SIP Control Measures_VOC controls, FMVC, TCM - including I/M

Additional Information Ambient monitoring data for 1981, 1982, and 1983

shows that the area failed to attain the NAAQS for ozone by December

1982.

Recommendation Call for new SIP under §110
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GEORGIA
Comment:

One commentor wrote to express her concerns about any potential
weakening of the Clean Air Act.

Response:

Although this comment 1s not strictly germane to the matter

being discussed 1in this action, EPA is also very concerned

about the upcomming revisions to the Clean Air Act and 1is

working closely with congress and the administration to develop
revisions that will offer maximum utility and continued protection
of public health and welfare.

Comment:

One public interest group reguested imposition of section 176
(a) funding restrictions in Atlanta, specifically to stop
construction of the long debated Presidential Parkway.

Response:

On April 10, 1980 (45 FR 24692), EPA and the Department of
Transportation published a joint policy for the implementation
of the sections 176(a) funding restrictions. 1In that policy,
the two agencies took the position that the restrictions would
apply only in regions that had not submitted (or made reasonable
efforts to submit) Part D SIP's for transportation related
pollutants. Georgia did submit a SIP for the Atlanta area and
although it has subsequently been found inadequate for attainment
of the NAAQS, section 176(a), sanctions are not approprliate
unless the state fails to make reasonable efforts to submit or
fails to submit a SIP revision for the Atlanta area.

Comment:

On May 2, 1983, the State of Georgia commented that based on
1ts review of the number of days of exceedences starting 1in
1979 and running through 1982, and considering the meteorology
associated with ozone formation, they felt the Atlanta area was
attainment for ozone. They further stated that if redesignation
was not possible, the nonattainment boundaries for the Atlanta
area should be reduced from eleven counties to five counties.
The State's rationale was that the outlying counties 1n the
existing nonattainment area had insufficient emission densities
to generate ozone exceedences. They propose to drop Paulding,
Douglas, Coweta, Fayette, Rockdale and Henry counties from the
nonattainment area.
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Response:

Although the 1983 air quality monitoring data has not been
completely submitted, EPA is aware of at least ten exceedences
at the DeKalb county site, seven exceedences at the Rockdale
monitoring site, and six exceedences at the Paulding County
monitoring site. Therefore the data does not support redesig-
nation to attainment nor does it currently support a reduction
in the size of the nonattainment area. EPA continues to believe
that the entire urbanized area and fringe areas of development
must be covered 1n the nonattainment area. In order for EPA to
consider a reduction 1n the size of the Atlanta nonattainment
area, the state must satisfy the conditions articulated in EPA's
section 107 designation policy memorandums dated April 22, 1983,
and December 23, 1983. Specifically, the state would need to
have valid air quality data showing no NAAQS violations in the
proposed area of reduction and an approved fully 1mplemented

SIP control strategy. Although the area has an implemented
control strategy, ambient monitoring does not support a reduction
1n the geographic area of coverage.
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LN REGION IV

343 COURTLAND STREET
ATLANTA GEORGIA 303653

REF: 4AW-AM

Honorable Joe Frank Harris
Governor of Georgia

State Capitol

Atlanta, Georgia 30334

Dear Governor Harris:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) hereby notifies you
pursuant to Section 110(a)(2)(H) of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C.
§7410 (a)(2)(H), that 1t finds the Georgia State Implementation
Plan (SIP) substantially inadequate to achieve the primary national
ambient air quality standard (NAAQS) for ozone 1n the Metropolitan
Atlanta area. The basis for the finding of inadequacy is EPA's
conclusion that the area is still experiencing ozone violations.

An attachment is enclosed detailing the basis for this conclusion.

EPA calls upon the State of Georgia to cure the inadequacies

in the SIP by revising it. For the Atlanta area, which has a
fully approved plan for ozone, EPA is extending the Section
110(c)(1)(C) revision period to one year from today to provide a
sufficient amount of time to adopt and submit a revision. The
State must submit a schedule for the development of the necessary
SIP revision to EPA not more than sixty days from today. If the
State does not submit the curative SIP revision to EPA within one
year from today EPA wi1ll proceed to propose a construction ban
under Section 173(4) and funding restrictions under Section 176
and possibly Section 316(b) for the area in question. The

Section 173(4) construction ban prohibits major stationary source
construction or modification in the affected area. Section 176(a)
limits both highway funds and Clean Air Act funds for transportation-
related pollutants (i.e., ozone, carbon monoxide, and nitrogen
dioxide). Section 316(b) authorized EPA to withhold, condition

or restrict sewage treatment construction grants in the affected
area.

This finding of inadequacy and call for SIP revision are issued
in accordance with the general policy that appears in the Federal
Register for November 2, 1983, entitled "Compliance with the
Statutory Provisions of Part D of the Clean Air Act" (48 Fed.
Reg. 50686). EPA's "Guidance Document for the Correction of Part
D SIPs for Nonattainment Areas® (January 1984) contains more
information on the content of the revisions EPA is requesting.
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EPA plans to publish a notice of this finding of inadeqguacy and
call for SIP revision in the Federal Reglister shortly. EPA will
make additional findings of SIP inadequacy and calls for revisions
1f the Agency receives air quality monitoring data in the future
indicating that other areas of the State covered by fully or
conditionally approved Part D plans continue to experience NAAQS
violations.

Please contact me 1if you have any questions regarding this letter.

Sincerely yours,

Charles R{ﬂ§2i7
Regional Administrator

Enclosure
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

AREA POLLUTANT ONLIKELY FAILURE TO FAILURE TO
TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS
Bell County TSP x
Boyd County TSP x
That portion of Campbell TSP x

County in Newport

That part of Henderson County TSP x
in Henderson

Jefferson County TSP X

That portion of Lawrence TSP x
County ain Louisa

McCracken County TSP X

That portion of Perry County TSP x
in Hazard

That portion of Madison County TSP x
in Richmond

That portion of Whitley County TSP x
1n Corban
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Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

AREA POLLUTANT Call For No Call For
SIP SIP
Bell County TSP X
Boyd County TSP X
That portion of Campbell TS? X

County in Newport

That part of Henderson County TSP X
1n Henderson

Jefferson County TSP X

That portaon of Lawrence TSP X
County 1n Louisa

McCracken County TSP X
That portion of Perry County TSP X
in Hazard

That portion of Madison County TSP X
in Richmond

That portion of Whitley County TS? X

in Corbin

4-23



Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF TENNESSEE

AREA POLLUTANT UNLIXELY FAILUﬁE TO FAILURE TO

TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS

Those portions of Shelby TSP x*

County within two sections of

downtown Memphis

Those portionsg of Sullivan TSP x

County with a section of

Bristol and a gection of

Kingsport

That portion of Knox County co x

located in metropolitan
Knoxville

*Area presently has restrictions on construction or modification of major stationary

sources for failure to submit an adequate SIP.
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Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF TENNESSEE

AREA poLLoTaNT | Call For Ne Call For
SIP SI¥

Those portions of Shelby TSP X
County within two sections of
downtown Memphis
Those portions of Sullivan TSP P
County with a section of
Bristol and a section of
Kingsport
That portion of Xnox County co X

located in metropolitan
Knoxville
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DISPOSITION OF TIER II AREAS

State Tennessee

Area (Pollutant) Knoxville (CO)

Tier I1I

Reason on Tier II large number of exceedences 1980-1982

SIP Status Approved (1979)

Construction Ban No

Redesignation Proposed No

Final Action By N/A

State's Designation Nonattainment

SIP Control Measures FMVCP only

Additional Information_Knoxville has argued that exceedences prior to

m1d-1982 were caused primarily by construcion related to the World's

Fair, plus various Interstate improvements. Only one exceedance has

been recorded since then (October 1982), although no data were obtained

from mid-November '82 - February 1, 1983, due to a monitor failure. How-

ever, essentially complete CO data has been obtained since then and no

exceedences have been recorded through January 1984. Most of the data is

preliminary, but barring unexpected changes, it will probably show

attainment. Although adequate quality assured data are not available

to request a redesignation, we do not feel a finding of post '82 non-

attainment is justified.

Recommendation No action will be taken at this time to find the area has

not attained the CO standard. If OA'd data show compliance, Tennessee

can_request a redesignation. If exceedences are monitored, the finding

of nonattainment and the call for a SIP can bhe issued at that time.
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TENNESSEE

Comments on the February 3, 1984 proposal finding that Knoxville
had failed to attain the carbon monoxide standard by the end of
1982 were received from the local Chamher of Commerce, the

local chapter of the Sierra Club, the County air pollution
agency, the County Executive and the Mayor of XKnoxville. All

of the comments expressed the opinion that the large number of
CO violations recorded prior to 1982 were primarily caused by
traffic disruptions resulting from (1) construction of various
major Interstate highway improvements and 2) construction
activity at and near the 1982 World's Fair site and that without
these disruptions the area would have attained the CO standard
by the end of 1982 as forecast in their SIP.

Some comments recommended that the areas attainment status be
changed to "unclassifiable" until "normal" conditions prevailed.
The local air pollution agency also provided significant
documentation of the highway and World's Fair related construction
activity taking place between 1980 and early 1982 and 1its

possible influence on the recorded CO levels. Other comments
objected to the deposition of sanctions as a remedy for failure

to attain in any case.

Because the primary Knoxville CO monitor 1s located very near
(about 250 feet from) the World's Fair site and the number of CO
exceedences were easily the highest in the winter immediately
prior to the Fair, 1t appears likely that traffic disruptions
near the Fair site did influence the number of exceedandes
recorded in Knoxville. During the winter of 1982-83, when more
or less "normal" conditions did prevail the number of exceedences
was substantially less (only 1 exceedence, on October 28, 29).
However, the CO monitor was down for repairs from November 8 to
February 1, thus missing much of the primary carbon monoxide
season. In its February 3, 1983, and November 3, 1983, Federal
Register notices, EPA requested that areas which were nonattain-
ment could avoid additional requirements for failing to attain

by the end of 1982 if they submitted air approvable request for
redesignation under current EPA policy. Tennessee has not
submitted such a request, although Knoxville has recently
indicated its intent to forward a redesignation request based

on the absence of any recorded CO exceedences at the downtown CO
monitor since January 1, 1983. (This includes preliminary data
through January 1984.) Although January 1983 data were not
avallable due to a monitor malfunction, there have been no signi-
ficant gaps 1n data since that time. Therefore, there has been a
full year of CO data recorded at the site with no exceedence
recorded since the end of 1982. Not all of this data has been
quality assured and entered into SAROAD, bhut based on the pre-
liminary data, there is considerable reason to doubt that the
Knoxville area is sti1ll not attaining the CO standard. EPA policy
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normally requires 8 quarters of data with no exceedances for
redesignation to attainment. Only 4 quarters are available,

and not all of those have been quality assured. Therefore, EPA
does not feel that sufficient data is available at this time to
redesignate the area to attainment. However, based on the

lack of any monitored exceedences since the end of 1982, and

the likelihood that the traffic i1nfluences cited earlier may

have been substantialy responsible for most of the large number

of exceedences recorded prior to mid-1982, EPA feels that a
finding that the Knoxville area 1s still nonattainment for CO

is not supportable. If quality assured data continues to in-
dicate no exceedences of the CO standard, we expect Tennessee

to request redesingation for Knoxville. 1In the interim, if CO
exceedences are uncovered when quality assured data are submitted,
EPA would then proceed with the finding of post-1982 nonattainment
and require submittal of a new SIP.

In response to other 1ssues revised in the comments, redesigna-
tion of the area to unclassifiable is not the appropriate
mechanism to address the uncertainties associated with the 1981-
1982 CO data (Sheldon Meyer, April 21, 1983, memo.) Comments
about the i1mposition of sanctions have been resolved by EPA's
change to a call for new SIPs in the initial response for
failure to attain by the end of 1982.
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF ILLINOIS

AREA POLLUTANT UNLIKELY FAILURE TO FAILURE TO

TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS

Part of Cook County TSP x

Part of Macon County TSP x

Part of St. Clair County TSP x

Part of Madison County TSP x

Part of Peoria County S0, X

Part of Tazewell County S0y x
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Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF ILLINOIS

AREA POLLUTANT | Call For No Call For

SIP SIP

Part of Cock County TSP X

Part of Macon County TSP X

Part of St. Clair County TSP X

Part of Madison County TSP X

Part of Peoria County SOy X

Part of Tazewell County So5 x
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF INDIANA

AREA POLLUTANT UNLIKELY FAILURE TO FAILURE TO

TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS

Part of Lake County e p) x

Part of Lake County TSP x x*

Marion County S0, x

Part of Marion County TSP Xe*

Part of Marion County co x

Part of La Porte County SO, x

Part of Wayne County S0, xe*

Part of Porter County TSP x

St. Joseph County 03 X**

Elkhart County 04 b

Allen County 03 X

Part of Clark County TSP x

Vigo County S0, b3

* Area presently has restrictions on construction or modification of major stationary
sources for failure to submit an adequate SIP. Draft :mplementation plan has now been

submitted but not yet approved.

** Area presently has restrictions on construction or modification of major stationary
sources for failure to submit an adequate SIP. Restrictions will remain in effect.

5-4



Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF INDIANA

AREA POLLUTANT Call For No Call For
SIP SIP

Part of Lake County 50, X
Part of Lake County TSP X
Marzon County SO, X
Part of Marion County TSP X
Part of harion County co X

Part of La Porte County 504 X
Part of Wayne County 50, X

Part of Porter County TSP X
St. Joseph County O3 X

Elxhart County O3 X

Allen County O3 X
Part of Clark County TSP X
Vigo County SO3 T g




Marion County-CQ:

Boundaries:

Basis:

Call for SIP revision per §110(a)(2)(H)

City of Indianapolis in an area bounded by: 1llth
Street on the north, Capitol on the west; Georyia
Street on the south; and Delaware on the east,

Second high eight-hour concentration of 13.6 mg/m3

in 1981 at the L.S. Ayres site (#152040034F01)
as 1ndicated 1n the January 26, 1933 TsSD.
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Public Comments:

Issue: The City of Indianapolis comments that transpor-
tation control measures Deyond those committed to
in the 1979 SIP are belng considered for future
1mpl ementation, These control measures will
reduce CO emissions, helping to assure attainment
of the standard.

Response: The USEPA encourayes to City to proceed with
these activities. However, the City nas failed
to deinonstrate via emission reduction estimates
and 1mplementation schedules that these control
measures woula have prevented (O standard exceed-

ances aftver December 31, 1332, Thnerefore, inis
comnent does not supnort & reversal of USZPA's
nropesed action to find indtangpaulis as d2iny
unlfkely to attatn tne stanaard oy Decemoer 31,
1982,

Issue: The City of Inaranapolis comments that USE®A
should define whether 1t h4s_reviewed the (O
data 1n terms of the 10 mg/m3 stanadrd or tne
9 ppm standard (8-hour averages).

Response: USEPA nas rngewed all CU monitoring data egalnst
the 10 mg/m7 standard.
Issue: The Clty of Indianapolis belfaves that tna worst-

case monitor {s unduly influenced by unique

meteorol ogical conditions such as tne formnation

of l1ocalized air flow vortices (tnese woulc act

to trap and concentrate pollutants)., Tne ity
believes the monitored worst-case concentrations

are unrepresentative of otner locations 1n the City.

Response: USEPA has previously inspected the worst-case
site and nas determinad that {1t meets (SEFA
siting gufdelines. The siting guldelines specify
minimun distances to neardy structures t3 iarmize
the effects specuiated oy the City TO ocCcCur dat
this monitor, Tne monltor meets tnese corditions.

The City has provided no data to support its

case. Nor has the City established thne geogra-
pnical extent of the supposead 1rregularity,

USEPA continues to pelieve that tne avallanle
momtoring data desonstraie the existence of 3

CO nonattainment problem in aowntown [nuseaniapotis.
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lssuea:

Response:

Tne City of Indianapciis comments that the
majority of transportaticn control meascreas
commtted in tne 1979 SIP nave oeen {mplemented,
These measures include:

1. A 10 percent annual {ncrease 1n tRe ridership
on the local university shuttlie Dus.

2. Enforcement of a ¢ity ordinance prohibiting
taxi cruising and reguiring taxis to ve
racent car models,

3. A 3.25 perceat increase 1n pwlic transit
ridership,

4, Operation of an areawide carpool progranm,

5. Encouragament of flex-time work practices by
State and ltocal puplic offices.

6. Interconnection of downtown traffic stgnals.,

These control measures aiony with tne Federa)
Motor Vehicle Control Program (FMVCP) were
demonstrated in the 1979 SIP to lead to attain-
ment of the CO standard by December 31, 1932,
Therefore, the City conments that USERA, who
approved the SIP, should not assuma that the
3#ea wiil not be norattatnment after 1932.

USEPA acknow!l edges tnat the City nhas, in good
faitn, impiemented the majority of the transsor-
tation control measures comnitted 1n the 1979
SIP. USEPA, however, disagrees witn this argu-
ment on several counts, First, the CO demonstra-
tion given in the 1979 S1Y met YSEPL miatmun
guidelines by demonstrating attainment Tnru whe
constaeration of total CO emissions ove~ Lne
entire Ind1anapolis area. Tne demonstrazicn

did not adaress the fmpacts of (U emissions 'n
the vicinity of the worst-case monvtor ftsel f,
Given thet CO exceedancas are odserved to oe
Tocalized in nature {n other urban areas, 1T 13
possidle, 1f not prodadble, tnat the wnsplamentad
control measures have not sufficiently reduceaq
the local emissions to the extent needed 2o
attain the standarc at tne momitor. Second,

the City nds not demonstrated Dy censtaeration
of tne actual emission reductions achieven that
the seconghigh concentration observed 1n 193]
(tne besis for USEPA's redruary 3, 1933, uroposed
action) 1s not incicative ¢f potentrial s~ynasttal-
ment prooclems after 1482,



Issue: The City of indianapolis cormenls that USERA
should constder 1982 datga ratner than 1931 data
to deternine which areds w1t pradably not attain
the standard by December 31, 1982. If the JSEPA
ignores the Cecember, 1382 data 4 the worsi-
case monitor due to 3n abnormal seurce situation
in that month, the remaias=n <asgntenian 00 con-
centration, 10.9 mg/m3 (d-nour averagej, is well
pelow the cutoff of 12.5 my/m3 considerad by USEPA
4n 1¢s prooosed rulemaxinyg, Therafore, tne aea
should be classtfied as likely to attain tne stan-
dard by the end of 1982.

Response: The CO councentration cutoff considered oy USCPA
was selected on tne assumption that a 25 percent
reducticn 1n CO emissions could de exjected in a
gne to two year perioc due to the FMVCP alone,
The 12.5 my/imd cutoff was assumed o de appro-
priate for consideration of 19381 data, wnicn wera
the most current and c¢complete data availanla at
the time of the proposea rdlemaking., JSEPA stil)
considers that tne 1981 data were tne appropriate
data to use for the proposed rulemaking.

The City nas failed to demonstrate tnat 1mple-
mented control measures were responsible for

the afr quality Ymprovement supposedly adserved
between 1981 and 1982, Hor nas tne City denan-
strated tnat CO exteeadances observed in 1942
would not reoccur after 1932, Tnerefore, USEPA
considers the City's commant to oe insufficient
to support a reversal of USEPA's proposed action
to designate a porttor of Indtanapolis as oeiny
11kely to not attaln the standard after Decemper 31,
1982.

lssue: The Stdte of Indiana ackncwledyes that more and
higher CO exceedances have cccurred recently at
the worst-case monitor than would ne expected,
It impired, altnouch not direltly stated 'n the
State's comments, that adaitional CO emission
contrels will be needea 1n indianapolis, The
State pians to werk wiih tne City %0 develop
additional control measures,

Response: The State’s comment does not argue against USEPA
proposed destgnatian cf Indianapolis as veiny
unlikely to attain the standerd. Ratner, it
seems to support USEPA's pruposed designation
of tnhe area as unlikely vo attain the standard.



[ssue;

Response:

F1nal Conclusicn:

The City of Indianapolis comments that, {f cur-
rent trends 1n the frequency and magnitudes of

CO exceedance continue, the [ndianapails area
snould attayn tne CO stancerd by December 31, 1332,

Al tnough avr Guality trenras are raviawsed ror
planming purpcses, s$impie <onsidarasion ¢f tranis
11 exceedaace lavels and fregqdancies 15 ndt ¢on-
sidared tn ce adeguate for assessiment QF current
attarament, Wbservation of year To yedr cnanges
1ndicates that a consideradle amount of “"noise”
exists in the cata. Tne trends analysls coes

not provide sufficient evidence tnat periodic CU
standard violations wili not occur in tne future.
Review of the second-niyn O concentrazions from
1979 tnry 1931 does not 1ndicate 3 sigmticant
tmprovement towards attainnant of tne CO standard
at the L.S. Ayres monicor.

Proceed with tne designation of tne CJ ronattain-
ment area as unlixely to atiain tne TV standaré,
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Wayne County-$0;:

Boundaries:

Basis:

Call for $IP revision per S110(a)(2){H)

Boston, Center, Franklin, Wayne and Wedster
Townsni ps.

Same as TSU dated January 25, 1933, 3ecause of
a recent Federal Court ruling, £2A 15 tssuiny a
notice oF SIP 1nadequacy to inatana t5r Sup 1n
Wayne County and five other counties 11 [nairana,
(See 49 FR ).
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Pudblic Comments:

EPA Response:

The State of Indiana i1ndicates tnat no aition

has been taken due to a cours tajunction {con-
cerning the State's procedure for desiynating

the area as nonattainment), COCnce all legal
gbstacies have been removed, an appgropriate con-
trdl strategy will be developed 1f necessary,

Tne State understands that the growth restric-
tions will stay in effect until a plan is approved.

Because Wayne County 1s designated as nonattain-
ment under §107 of the CAA and Indrana nas not
submitted a plan uncer Part D, YSEPA must notify
the State that the SlP for tnis area 1s inadequate
and must promulgate a pnlan {1f the State fails to
submt the Yong overdue plan as required.
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St. Josepn and Elkhart Counties-03: Call for S{P reviston Jer
§110(a)(2)(H) and maintenance of existing yrowth sanctions,

Boundaries: The entire counties of St. Joseph and flknart,
Basis: Fatlure of the State to Submit an approvante
1979 ozone SIP contalning acceptadble commit-

ments to 1mplement Reasonably Avajlaole Control
Technology (RACT) regul ations.,
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Public Comments:

fssue:

Response:

Issue:

Pespanse:

[ssue:

Tnree commenters noted that Veoiatile Qrganic
Compound (VOC) emissions {n the Soutn 3dena area
have deen raduced to the attatament 3oal given 1n
the 1979 SIP. Therefore, WSEPA shoula consiaer
the ar¢a to de in attarament.

As USZPY nas previously 1nforaed tne Stete, 1% 1S
USEPA's nolicy 0 noL approve dzone attaiament
demonstrations 1n areas witnout RACT 1m3) 2ment d-
tion commitments unless tne State nas suometled
an attainment ¢emonstration basec on tne use of
a photochemical dispersion mocel, S1ace tne
State basea its demonstration of attaranent on

a rolloack approdach, which 1n No wWay Can de con-
strued T0 be a photocnemical <ispersion nodei,
USEPA remains convincea tnat aven tnough VUC

eni ssfons nave been reduced te the calcul ated
attainment level, the State nas not aaejguately
demonstrated tnat the application of RACT 15

not required in tne Soutn Bena area.

One commenter points out that paint source emis-
sions in the South Bend area have oeen reduced
from 2572 tons/year 1n 1977 to 1675 tons/year

in 1931. The implication (not directliy stated
by the commenter) of this s that significant
progress has veen made in reductay stationary
sgurce emissions,

Al though point source YJC emission reductlons

may hdve actually occurred between 1977 and

1981, tne State nas not demonstrated tnat these
reductions were due to tne application of anforce-
able stationary source emissiuns control cagul a-
ticns. There 15 no guarantee tnar these emiss'on
reductions will not de neyated when the econony
improves and industrial production rates once
ayain fncrease. The emission reductions can

not be accepted in 1leu of RACT comnitments
frem the State,

One commenter pofntea out tnat, constdering that
the area 15 already in attainment of the standard
the cost requirements of RACT implementation '
could not de justified. Tnerefore, tne State
should be released from tne need to devalop and

submit RACT regulations for St. Joseph
€l knart Counties, pr ane
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Response:

Issue:

Response:

fFinal

Conclusion:

Tne Clean A1r Act, as amended 1277, (§172(0)(2))
requires all nonattainment area $IPs to include
provisions for tne implementation of gl! reason-
ably avatlaole control measures., The Clean Afr
Act does not orovide for or aliow the considera-
tlon of econonic factors in this portion of SIPs,
USEPA 1nterprets tmis part of the Clean Air Act
to require ozcne SIPS to 1nclude commitments

for the development ana implementation of RACT
regulations. It should >e noted tnat USEPA

will take economic factors i1nto consideration
when evaluating the extent of RACT requirements
for specific sources or source categories 1a

St. Josepn and Elknart Counties.

Three commenters stated tnat no violations of
the ozone standdrd have been recorded in the

most recent years, and tnat USEPA 15 deing
requested to redesignate St., Joseph and tlkhart
Counties to attainment, Since tmis 1$ tne case,
the commenters Seltieve that tne USEPA snould drop
1ts requirements tor RACT and snhould remove the
South Bend area from the 1ist of areas sudject

Lo sanctians,

USEPA was submittea a redesignation request for
this area in December, 1983, Preliminary review
of this reguest indicates that additional data

peyond those included in the sudmittal will have
to be obtained and reviewea before USEPA can
make a deciston on ths redesignation request,

If the area is redesignatea, USEPA will reconst-
der the neea for RACT in the area. Until the
redesignation is finally approvea, however,
USEPA should continue to ¢onsider tne area to
nave a nonapprovavle SIP and should continue tne
present major growtn sanction,

Continue to consider the area to be 10 noncom-

piiance of tne Clean A1r Act due %0 a ftailure
of the State to submit an approvable 1379 SIP,
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Allen County - J3:
gBounaaries:

Basis:

The entire County of Allen,

Failure of the State to sudmit an appravadle
1979 ozone SIP contataing acceptadle commiz-
ments to 1mplement Reasonanly Availaole Control
Technoloyy (RACT) regulations.
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Punlic Comments:

1ssue;

Respon

Issue;

Respon

Final

se:

se:

Conclusion:

Three coamenters noted wnat tne 1979 Si2, altnough
not approved by the USEPA, demonstrated attainment
of the ozone standard by Decenser 31, 1982 and
that tnhe VOC emission centrol plan committed in
the SIP has oeen implemented, Tnerefore, USEPA
should consider removing the threat of sanctions
from Allen County,

As USEPA has previously informed the State, it
{s USEPA's policy to nut approve ozone SIPs 1n
areas without RACT 1mplementation commiiments
unless the State has suomitted an attainment
demonstration based on the use of a photochemical
dispersion model . Stnce the State based 1Ls
1979 SIP demonstration of attainment on a roll-
back approacn, USEPA remains convinced tnet

even though YOC emissions have been reduced to
the calcul ated attainment level, the State nas
not adequately demonstrated that the application
of RACT 1s not required in Allen County. However,
2s indicated below, tnis 1ssue may he negdted Dy
the redesiynation of Ailen County to attainment
for ozone.

Three ccmmenters stated tnet tne most recent
three years of ozone data indicate that Allen
County should be redestnated to attainment for
ozone., Therefore, the ccmmenters believe believe
that the USEPA snould drop its requirements for
RACT and should remeve Allen County from the

11st of areas subjyect to sanctions.,

The State submitted an ozone redesignation
request for Allen County on Mdarch 31, 1933.
USEPA proposed to approve this redesignation on
Septemper 19, 14983, USEPA, Region V nas prepared
3 technical support document for the final

rul emaking on this redesignation. Final review
of the redesignation request indicates tnat it
1s supportable and snculd de approved in final
rulemaking in the near future. Since tne area
now appears to be tn attainment of the standard,
the implementation of RACT no longer appears to
be required by the Clean Air Act. Therefore,
USEPA's February 3rd proposed rulemaxking for
Allen County is no longer appropriate,

It s concluded tnat USEPA snold not take final
action to declare Allen County to De i1n non-
compliance with the Clean Air act. Allen County
saould be removed from lnese areas sudject Lo

required future SIP revisions and sanctions.
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¥1g90 County-SQz: This area was cited 1n the January 25, 1933, TSD
due to a pendiny delayed compliance order for
the Public Service Indrana Wabash River plant,

The february 3, 1983, Notice, however, al!owed
nonattainment areas to de exempted from tne
general SIP disepproval 1f the area would nave
achievea the arimary NAAQS by Decemder 31, 1982,
"out for" the emissions of a source wnicn nad
obtained a compliance date extension beyond

1982 under Section 113. Altnough the Novenber 2,
1983, Hotice stated that no areas were included

tn tnis exemption, Vigo County (SU2) snould have
been, Consequently, EPA 15 correcting the
February 3, 1983, action at this time and rescinds
EPA's proposed disapproval of the Vigo County SOp
SIP. In addition, tne PS1 plant has completed
fnstallation of the stack for whicn they nhad sought
the DCO.
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(€0 74 UNITED STATES
"‘n"’ ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
g v ti REGION V
i g 230 SQUTH DEARBORN ST.
0604
. 6\3 CHICAQO. ILLINCIS ¢ REPLY YO ATTENTION OF-

Honorable Robert D. Orr
Governor of Indiana
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

Dear Governor Orr:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) hereby notifies you pursuant to
Section 110(a)(2) (H) of the Clean A{r Act, 42 U.S.C. §7410(a)(2)(H), that it
finds the Indiana State Implementation Plan (SIP) substantially inadequate to
achieve certain primary National Anbient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) in
certain areas of the State. The specific areas and NAAQS are Maricn County
for carbon monoxide, Wayne County for sulfur dfoxide, and St. Jeseph and
Elkhart Counties for ozone. The basis for the finding of {nadequacy 1s EPA's
conclusion that, even though Marion County is covered by a fully approved Part 0
plan for carbon monoxide, 1t still is experiencing MAAQS violations. Wayne
County for sulfur dioxide and St. Joseph and Elkhart Counties for ozone lack
fully or conditionally approved Part O SIP's. The bases for these c¢onclusions
for each area and pollutant are in an attachment to this letter.

EPA calls upon the State to cure the fnadequacies in the SIP by revising it.

For areas such as Marfon -County with a fully or conditionally approved plan for
carbon monoxide, EPA is extending the Sec¢tion 110{c)(1)(C) revision period to

1 year from the date of this letter to provide a sufficient amount of time to
adopt and submit revisions. The State must submit a schedule for the development
of the necessary SIP revisions to EPA not more than 60 days from the date of

this letter. If the State does not submit curative SIP revisions to EPA within

1 year from the date oF this letter, EPA will proceed to propose a construction
ban under Section 173(4) and funding restrictions under Section 175 (and possibly
Sectfon 316(b)) for the areas 1n question. The Section 173(4) construction ban
prohibits major statfonary source construction or modification in affected

areas. Section 316(b) authorizes EPA to withhold, condition or restrict sewage
treatment construction grants in affected areas.

For areas lacking fully or conditionally approved plans for ozone (St. Joseph
and Elkhart Counties) and sulfur dioxide (Wayne County), EPA is requesting the
State to submit Part D plans within 60 days of today's date. EPA will not
extend this deadline because these plans are already over five years late. If
a State does not submit a plan revisfon within 60 days, EPA will propose
funding restrictions under Section 176(a) or Section 176(b), as appropriate.
After this proposal, 1f a State demonstrates that it {s working rapidly to
develop and submit a plan revision, EPA will defer its final action on funding
restrictions for that area. EPA, however, does not intend to postpone any
final actions more than 1 year from the date of this letter.

EPA may propose to restrict funding under Section 176(a) only for areas that
are nonattainment for transportation-related pollutants, such as ozone and
carbon monoxide. Section 176(a) 1imits both highway funds and Clean Air Act

Qunde Cam 1 1fun dinvida nanasttarlnmant awmane £0A will AwAnmea *n ractwirt
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This finding of {nadequacy and call for SIP revision {s issued i{n accordance
with the general policy that appeared in the Federal Register on November 2,
1983, entitled "Compliance with the Statutory Provisions of rPart D of the Clean
Air Act." 48 FR 50688, EPA's "Guidance Document for the Correction of Part D
SIP's for Nonattainment Areas" (January 1984) contains more information

on the content of the revisions EPA is requesting.

EPA plans to publish a notice of this finding of {nadequacy and call for SI®
revisfon in the Federal Register shortly. EPA will make additional findings
of SIP inadequacy and calls for revisions {f the Agency recefves air quality
monitoring data in the future indicating that other areas of the State covered
by fully or conditionally approved Part D plans continue to experience NAAQS
violations. At this time, EPA is not calling for any revisfons in particulate
matter nonattainment areas.

The State may request EPA to redesignate an area to attainment {f 1t submits

the necessary technical information to support such a request. Any redesigna-
tion request must meet EPA's Section 107 designation policy as discussed in

EPA's Aprtl 21, 1983, and December 23, 1983, guidance documents. If EPA appraves
a redesignation request to full attainment for any area cited today as having

an {nadequate S[P, a revised SIP will no longer be required for that area. we
recognize that I!ndiana has. submitted 2 request to redesignate St. Joseph and
Elkhart Counties from primary nonattainment to attainment for ozone. This.
request 18 currently under review.

71ease contact me at (312) 353-2000 {f you have any questions regarding this
etter,

Sin¢erely yours,

Qﬂ%}»‘ {Ou.u '

valdas V. Adamkus
Regional Administrator

Attachment

cc: Ronald G, Blankenbaker, M.D., ISBH
Harry D. Williams, IAPCB

bee: Tom Helms

bbce: Irene Little Debra Marcantonio
David Xee Robert Miller

Steve Rothblatt Joe Pafsie
Gary Gulezian T S

4
e
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Attachment

1, Marion County - Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Boundarfes: City of Indianapolis in the area bounded by llth Street on
the north; Capitol on the west; Georgia Street on the south;
and Delaware on the east. .
Basis: The second high eight-hour CO0 concentrations in 1981 and 1982 at
the L.S. Ayres monitor site in Indfanapolis violate the CO National
Ambfent Air Quality Standard (NAAQS).
2. Wayne County - Sulfur Dioxide (S0z)
Boundaries: Boston, Center, Franklin, Wayne and Webster Townships
Basis: Indiana has.not submitted..a plan which assures the attainnent
and maintenance of the SO NAAQS as regquired by Part D of the
Clean Air Act.
3, St. Joseph and Elknart Counties - Ozone (03)
Boundaries: Enti{ra Counties
Basfs: Indfana did not submit acceptable commitments to implement Reasonasly

Avajlable Control Technology (RACT) regulations in St. Joseph and
Elkhart Counties as required by Part D.



Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF MICHIGAN

AREA POLLUTANT UNLIKELY FAILURE TO FAILURE TO
T™O ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS
Part of Wayne County TSP x x
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Areas With

SIP Calls

Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF MICHIGAN

AREA POLLOUTANT | Call For No Call For
SIP SIP
TSP X

Part of Wayne County
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Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF MINNESOTA

AREA POLLUTANT Call For No Call For
SIP SIP
Bennepin County TSP X
Part of Stearns County co X
Part of St. Louis County Cco X
Dakota County SO+ X
City of St. Paul co X

(Ramsey County)
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Stearns County - CO: Postpone call for SIP revision per §110(a)(2)(H)

Boundaries: City of St. Cloud

Basis: The or1giga1 basis was a second high eight hour concentration of
13.1 mg/m? at site #243220025H01 in 1981, Since mid-1982, there
have been no monitored violations of the CO NAAQS. Emission
reductions from the Federal Motor Venhicle Program and other
measures appear to be responsible to some degree for noted
improvements in ambient air quality data since the middle of
1983, In view of the recent monitor data, the Region will
postpone a call for this area until the national 'sweep' in
August. This will allow the State additional time to reanalyze
the CO air quality in this area and, tf supportable, to submit a
redesignation request to attainment based on the recent data.
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St. Louts County - CO: Postpone call for SIP revision per §110(a)(2)(H)
Boundaries: City of Duluth

Basis: Tnhe original bas1s was a second high efight hour CO concentration
of 13,2 mg/m3 at site #241040018G01 in 1981, The rationale for

postponement of a SIP call {s the same as for Stearns County -
CO above,
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Dakota County - S02: Postpone call for SIP revisfon per §110(a)(2)(H)

Boundaries: Entire County

Basis: There have been no monitored exceedances since fourth quarter,
1982, Emission reductions from installatfon of a scrubber on
SRU #3 at the only major 502 source in the area (Xoch Refining)
appear to be responsible to some degree for noted improvements
in the ambient data since mid-1982. 1In view of these data, the
Regfon will postpone a call for this area until the national
'sweep' in August. This will allow the State additional time to
reanalyze the S0 air gquality in this area and, 1f supportadle,
to submit a redesignation request to attainment,
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Ramsey County-CO: Call for SIP revision per §110(a)(2)(H)
Boundaries: City of St. Paul

Basts: Second nigh erght-hour concertrations of 15.3 my/m3
in 1981 and 13.0 mg/m3 1n 1982 at site #243390042F01.
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Public Comments:

Issue;

Response:

Four conmenters stated tnat the area sudject to
sanctions should be restricted to a small area
surrounding the intersection of Snelling Avenue
and University Avenue. This recominendation is
based on the following observations:

1. Tne nistorical monitoring data record implias
tnat tne CO proolem 1n Ramsey County s
primarily due to mooile source emssions,

2. The Snelling/Untversity intersection 1s tne
most nheavily traveilea artertal 1ntersaction
in the St, Paul area.

3. CO Modeiing using USEPA's Carbon Monoxide Hot-

Spot Guicelines snows that CU levels at all
intersections one Slock from expected to he
already in attainment 0f the ozone staadard.
This demonstrates the limited geodgrannical
estent of tne CO Prodbiem at tne Snelling/
University intersection,

4, Monitoring at two other locaticns 1n St. Paul
showed no exceedances of tne eight-nJur stan-
dard in 1982,

The commenters nave not provided sufficient daeta
to demonstrate tha actual extent of tne CO attain-
ment prodblen 1n St. Paul, Tne commenters have
provided no emissions or modeling data supporting
their comment, However, given tne nature of the
CO monitoring data avaiiedle to the USEPA and

tne nature of CO concantrations odYserved in

otner urban area, USEPA aces aygree stn tne
commenters that the area assumed 10 be in non-
attainment after Decenrver 31, 1982, snould be
smaller than all ot Ramsey County,

Acknow) edging tnat modile source CO emissions
are the major CO source in Ramsey County and
that mobile sources are concepntrated 1n the
greatest density in St, Paul, 1t 15 conciuded
that the area subdbject to a required SIP revision
may be limited to the City of St. Paul. The
State or 1ocal agencies should inclucde 45 part
of a future SIP revision a tacnnical assessment
of the actual extent of tne CO nonattainnent
prootem, It 1S reconmended tnat tne State
consider cdarrying out aacitional microscale
model ing to make thms determination, Al)
analyses should he thorougnly documented in 2
future SIP revision,
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lssue:

Response:

Two commenters noted that tne CO hotspct at
Snelling and Unitversltly was detected too )3
for the State to meet USZPAR's January i, 19

Q

extension for thi1s ared, These conenters
believe that USEPA snaula alter 1ts oroJosed
sanction policy to accomddate areas that were
recently discovered to be ngnattarnment., The
commenters belieye that YUSZPA stould net sanciion
an area found to be nonattainment auring tne last
several years, Tne commaenters believe wLhat the
USEPA sanction policy shoula spectfically aaaress
this type of area.

As may be noted 'a tne Novemwer 2, 1983, Federal

Register (48 FR $0686), USEPA nas sudstantially

revisad its sanction policy. Tne requirements

for SIP revistons for areas Yike tne CJ nonattain-
ment area are outiined 1a tnis notfice of final
rulemaxing, It snould be noted tnat HUSIZPA will
ailow what 1t considers to Le 4 reasonable amount
of time for the State of Minnesota to develop

and submiti an 2approvable SIP revision nefure
1mposing sanctrons.,
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Homorable Rudy Perpich
Governor of Minnesota
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155

Dear Governor Perpich:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) hereby notifies you pursuan: to
Section 110(a)(2)(H) of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. §7410(a)(2) (M), that it
finds the Minnesora-State Implementation Plan (SIP) substantially inadequate to
achieve the primary National Ambfent Afir Quality Standard (NAAQS) for carbon
monoxide in the City of St. Paul (Ramsey County). The basis for the finding
of inadequacy is EPA's conclusion that, even though this area is covered by &
fully approved Part 0 plan, it is still experiencing NAAQS violations. The
attachment briefly detalls the basis for this conclusion.

EPA calls upon the State to cure the Ynadequacy in the SIP by revising it.

For areas with fully or conditionally approved plans for carbon monoxide, EPA

{s extendfng the Sectfon 110(c)(1)(C) revision period to 1 year from the da‘e

of this letter to provide a sufficient amount of time to adopt and submit
revisions. The State must submit & schedule for the development of the necessary
SIP revisions to EPA not more than 60 days from the date of this letter.

If the State does not submit curative SIP revisions to EPA within | year

from the date of this letter, EPA w!ll proceed t» propose a construction ban
under Section 173(4) and funding restrictions under Section 175, and possibly
Section 316(b), for the area in question. The Section 173(4) construction ban
prohibits major stationary source construction or modification in affected
areas. Section 316(b) authorizes EPA to withhold, condition or restrict sewage
treatment construction grants in affected areas. EPA may propose to restrict
funding under Section 176{3) for areas that are nonattafnment far the
transportation-related pollutants, such as c¢arbon monoxide. Section 176(a)
1imits both highway funds and Clean Air Act funds.

This finding of inadequacy and call for a SIP revision fs {ssued in accordance
with the general policy that appeared in the Federal Register on November 2,
1983, entitled "Compliance with the Statutory Provisions of Part D of the Clean
Afr Act.” 48 FR 50686, EPA's “"Guidance Oocument for the Correction of Part D
SIP's for Nonattainment Areas” (January 1984) contains more {nformat{on on the
content of the revisions EPA is requesting. At this time, EPA is not calling
for any revisions in particulate matter nonattainment areas.
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EPA plans to pudblish a notice of this finding of inadequacy and call for SIP
revision in the Federal Register shortly. EPA will make additional findings

of SIP inadequacy and calls for revisions if the Agency receives any valid data
or information in the future indfcating that other areas of the State coverad
by gully or conditipnally approved Part D plans continue to experience NAAQS
viotations.

The State may request SPA to redesignate an area to attainment {f {t submits
the necessary technical information to support such a request. Any redesigna-
tion request must meet EPA's Section 1Q7 designation policy as discussed in
EPA's April 21, 1983 and Decamber 23, 1983 guidance documents. If EPA approves
a redesignation request to full attainment for any ares cited today as having
an inadequate SIP, a revised SIP wiil nc Tonger be required for that area.

Please contact me at (312) 353-2000 {f you have any questions regarding this
Tetter.

Sin ere1y y urs
VA1das Y. AdamRus
Regional Admin{strator

Attachment

¢¢: Sandra S. Gardebring, MPCA
J. Michael valantine, MPCA

becec: Tom Helms
Irene Little
David Kee
Steve Rothblatt
Gary Gulezian
Debra iMarcantonio
.Delores Sieja
Joe Pais1e
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Attachment

1. Ramsey County - Carbon Monxide (CO)
Boundaries: City of St. Paul
Basis: The second high efght-hour CO concentrations in 19R1 and 19R? at the

1569 University monitor sfte fn St. Paul which viglate the (O
National Ambient Afe Quality Standards.
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF OHIO

AREBA POLLUTAMNT UHLIKELY FAILURE TO PAILURE TO

TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
RAAQS

Part of Suyahogs Ecupty k414 x x*

Part of Columbiana Eounty 5P xt

Part of Jefferson €eunty F5P ¥ ¥t

Part of Mahcning €cunty 5P x xt

Richland Coupty TSP x x*

Sandusky €euRty PSP x x*

Portage Coupty 03 x

Susmit County 63 x

Part of Coshocton Coupty 803 x

* Area presantly has restrictions en esopstruction or modification of pajor stationary
sources for failure to gubajt apn adegquate §IP, SIP has pew been submitted but not yet
approved,



Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF OHICO

AREA PGLLUTANT | Call For No Call For

SIP S1IpP

Fart of Euyahoqa EQupty 752 X

Part of Columbiama Gouhty TSP X

Part of Jeffersom Eennty k<13 X

Part of Mahoning Eegnty 59 X

Ricnlaad Eounty TSP X

S8andusky €ounty ?SE X

Portage County 83 X

Suskit County €3 X

Part of Coshoctos Coumty §@3 X
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Portaye County-03: Call for SIP revision per §L10(a)(2)(<)
Bounuaries: Tne County of Portage
Basts: Second high one-nour ozone concentraticn of 0,158

parts per million at site £363280001H3L 1n 1931 as
discussed in the January 26, 1933 TSD.
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Publi¢c Comnents:

Issues: Three commentars recemmended tnat USCPA consiger
the mure current 1832 ozone cate ratner tnan
the 1931 gata, If 1982 date are consizerad,
the cowmenters po1nt aul that ihe cz0ne stangard
axceedence recordad ¢n May 22, 1337 at tne Lake
Rockwell site (site 4365390C0:401) shouid be con-
sidered Lo be anomalous becdasud 1t was recorded
at 10 p.m. under daytime metecrologrcal conditions
unfavorable to ozone formatfon, Tais hign ozone
concentration {.350 parts per m'lion} could not
be explalned in terms of oz2one fornation vrocesses
typically ooservea 1n urban areas, if tais high
valued 15 ignored, the two renaining 1932 ozone
standard exceesances (.138 and ,135 parts per
mllion} are palow tne .14 parts per :miilion
ozone concentratrion cutoff used oy tne USIPA 1n
1ts Fevruary 3ra notice of propousea rdlemexking,
Therefore, the coinmenters dDeliave USEPA snould
eliminate Portae County from tne 118U o7 areas
unlikely to attain the standad by Decambar 31,
1982,

Response: [n selecting the ¢criteria far area classification
in the February 3rd proposed rulemaxing, USEPA
assumed that a 14 to 15 percent reduction in
peak ozone concentrations would result between
1981 and the end of 1932 as a result of tne VIC
emission control measures deing implemented in
urban areds. 1f only 19387 data are considereaq,
ft would be approgriate to consider 4 !0ne™ QzONe
cutaoff concentration, such as .13 parts per
miliion, Both exceedances 1n 1982 were inove
tnis level,

In addition, and more i1mportantly, tne comnenters
have not demonstrated why the criterma Jsc?A

used for assessing 1981 datd were inappropriate
or outdated Sy emission changes Detween mi4-1981
and 1832. To do this, tney would nhave L0 nad %o
used an appropriate modeling technigue such as
city-specific EKMA, They made no such 1odeling
analysis,

USEPA does ayree tnat ctne ,3%50 parts per miliion
ozone concentration recorded on May 22, 1982,
appears to be anomalous, although quality assuread,
and that it snould be excluded from future ozone
modeling analyses.

Final Conclusion: It is concluded on the pasts of 1981 data that
Portage County should continue to be considered
as unlixely to attain the ozone standard by
Decemder 31, 1982. 1t should be noted that gua-
ity assured ozone standara exceedances, furtner
discussed for Summit County ceiow, recorged 1in
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Portage County during 19383 confirms USEPA'S pro-
posed finding for Portage County as well &s tne
adequacy of the 1981 ozone concentration cutoft
used by USEPA 1n yts proposed rulemaxing.
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Summit County-03: Call for SIP reviston wver §l10{a){2)(H)
Boundaries: The County of Summit
Basis: Second-nigh ore-hour ozone concentration of

0.158 varts per mllifon at a peak downw nd site
4365580001H01.

o
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Public Comments:

Issue:

Response:

Issue:

Response:

Issue:

Three commenters recommend tnat USEPA consider
the hign and second-nigh o0zone concentrationy,
measured at Pattersan Park 1n Sumaiit County
during 1981 to be ancmaious., Tnese concentra-
tions occurrad late a2t nignt on gays wWMcn were
meteorclogically not conducive to ozone formation,
Since thesa congentrdations were tne daslts for the
proposed classyficatton of Summit County G Se
unlikely to attain tne ozone sténdard Dy lecemder
1882, the commenters believa USL2A snould reverse
its proposed ruleanaking.

Upon evaiuaticon of avallanie adta, USEPA ayrees
With the commenters that tne pedk values 11 1931
may be considered to de anonaious, Haowever,
evaluation of 1981 wmonitoring data for Porteye
County indicates tnaft Summit County shoulc con-
tinue to oe <classified as post-1G82 nonmattaln-
ment on tne basts of 1931 data. Tne pee< <oncen-
tratiens in Portage County (0.180 and U.133 parts
per m11ion) oCcurred cn Zays with westerly winas.
Ozone precursor aunfssions from the Akron urdani zed
area are tne likely cadse of these excergances,
Since Portage County nas teen geterminea L0 be
post-14332 nonattainment on tne dasis ot trese
concentrations, 1t would make technical sznse to
simillarly classify Summt County as unlixely to
attain the ozecne standard oy December 31, 1932.

Two commenters have stated tnat USEPA should
drop the consigeration of 1931 data 1n lieu of
considering more currens 1982 data, The 19382
exceedances 1n Summit County were all below the
.14 parts per militon cutoff used oy USEPA,

Tne cormentars have failed to prove tnat tne
USEPA 1981 concentration cutoflf was tnappropri-
ate, In adartion, as ¢i1scussacd adove, ralatively
nigh ozone concentrasions jn excess of 0.13 parts
per millron were obsarved 1n neighoorinyg 2ortage
County 1n 1982, Preliminary review of 1942
metecroloyical data imply these concentrdiions
may have been largely que to 0z0ne precursor
emssions from Summit County,

Three conmenters nave indicated have indicated
tnat significant VOC emissions raductions nave
occurred during recent years, 0at2 prasented Dy
the commentars 1ndicate that Summit County VOC
em ssions aecreased Dy as much as 23 percent
between Jiiy, 1981 and the end of 1982, Tne
implication 1s that tnese reduclions miy have
led to ozone standard attalnment dy tne end of
1982,
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Response: Review of the 19381 data for Portage County thru
the use of a simple rollnack analysis 1ndicates
vnat 3 YOU emisston recuction of 31 percent or
more #0414 nave been necessary between mia-1981
and tne end of 1932 to attain tne ozone standard.
Canstdering the YOO enfssion reductiona actuaily
acnievad, one can conctude thnat tna VUL emission
reduction acnfavea si1nce m1d-1393. may nave seen
1asufficient Lo acnieve the ozone stdngari ia
Portage County by Jecoemper 31, 1982, Agavn it
15 assumed that Suwmit County VUC emissions dre
a siani ficant contributor to 9zone standary
exceedances 1n Portae County.

[ssue: One commenter suqggested thnat USTPA ¢onsiger
only 1933 data 1n assessment of post 1482
attainment /nonattal nment,

Response: USEPA nas determined that a numner {(five 1n
Summit County and five in Portage County) of
qual ity assured ozone standard exceedances were
monitored in the Akron area in 1983, Tnese data
confirm USEPA's proposad assessment of Summit
and Portéage Counties as uniikely to attain the
020ne stdndard by December 31, 1982, and confim
USEPA's selected 1981 ozcne concentration cutoff,

Issue: One commenter 1ndicated that continuinyg to decldre
- summi ¢ County as post-193¢2 nonattarnment would
create a cradibiiity gap witn focal resiaencs
who were told 1n aid-1982 that AKron wis one of
tne cleanest ma,or urhan dreds 1a tenmss of air
pollution.

Response: Al though Akoon rasidents were told tnis, cufreat
ozone data confirm a continuinyg Jrostem 2xists
1n the Akron ared reduiriang a new Si¥ revision.
To deny the current ozone data wouls reaily
estadlish a tecnhnical credidlinty gap.

“inal Conclusion: Continue to classify Summt Lounty as unitiely

to attain the ozone stancard oy Dscencer 31, 1932,
on the basis of 1331 data {or Portaye Couaty,
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Cosnuctan County=SUz:

Tnis area was cited 1a the Janary 25, 14983, Tsu
due to a Oelayed Compliance Jraer for the Columbus
and Southern On1g Electric Conesviile plant,

Tne Fedruary 3, 1933, Notfce, however, allawed
nonattainment areas to De exeispted from tne
genereal SIPY djsappraval {7 =“ne 3arei wduic nave
achieved tne prima~y N3ADS oy Decenber 31, 1982,
"put for" tne emissions cf a source whiin had
obtained a compliance date extension Bayuna 1932
under Section 113, Alnougn tne Hovemaer 19d3
Notfce stated tnat no arcas were 1n¢ludesd 1n

this exaaption, Cosnoctin County (SUp) srould

have been, Consequentl/, TPA 15 correcting tne
February 3, 1983, actioun ar tnis time aas rascings
EPA's proposed d1sapproval of tne Coshocton

County SUp Si?.
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Honorable Richard F. Celeste
Governor of Ohio
Columbus, Ohic 43215

Dear Governor Celeste:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) hereby notifies you pursuant to
Section 110(a)(2)(H) of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. §7410(a)(2)(H), that 1t
finds the Ohio State Implementation Plan (SIP) substentially inadequate to
achfeve the National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for ozone in Summit
and Portage Counties. The basis for the finding of inadequacy is EPA's con-
clusion that, even though these areas are covered by fully approved Part D
plans, they are still experiencing NAAQS violations. The attachment briefly
details the basis for this conclusion,

EPA calls upon the State to cure the fnadequacies in the SIP by revising it.

For areas with fully or conditionally approved plans for ozone, EPA {s extending
the Section 110(c)(1)(C) revision period to 1 year from the date of this letter
to provide a suff{cient amount of time to adopt and submit revisions. The

State must submit'a schedule for the development of the necessary SIP revisions -
to EPA not more than 60 days from the date of this letter.

If the State does not submit curative SIP revisions to EPA within 1 year

from the date of this letter, EPA will proceed to propose a construction ban
under Section 173(4) and funding restrictions under Section 176, and possibly
Section 316(b), for the areas in question. The Section 173(4) construction ban
prohibits major stationary source construction or modification in affected
areas. Sectfon 316(9), authorizes EPA to withhoid, condition, or restrict
sewage treatment construction grants in affected areas. EPA may propose to
restrict funding under Section 176(a) for areas that are nonattainment for the
transportation-related pollutants such as ozone. Sectfon 176(a) limits. both
highway funds and Clean Air Act funds.

This finding of inadequacy and call for SIP revisions is issued in accordance
with the general policy that appeared in the Federal Register on November 2,
1983, entitled "Compliance with the Statutory Provisions of Part D of the Clean
Afr Act.® 48 FR 50686. EPA's "Guidance Document for-the Correction of Part 0
S1P's for Nonattainment Areas" (January 1984) contains more infornation on the
content of the revisions EPA {s requesting.
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EPA plans to publish a notice of these findings of fnadequacy and call for S:P
revisions 1n the Federal Register shortly. EPA will make additfonal findings
of SIP inadequacy and caills for revisions {f the Agency recefves air guality
monitoring data in the future indicating that other areas of the State covered
by ;u]ly or conditionally approved Part D plans continue to experience NAAQS
violations.

The State may request EPA to redesignate an area to attainment {f it submits

the necessary technical information te support such a request. Any redesigna-
tion request must meet EPA's Section 107 designation policy as discussed in

EPA's April 21, 1983, and December 23, 1983, guidance dbcuments. [f EPA approves
a2 redesignation request to full attainment for any area cited taday as having

an {nadequate SIP, a revised S[P will no longer be required for that area.

Please contact me at (312) 353-2000 {f you have any questions regarding this
letter.

Sihcerely youns, .

el
hbdps . Sl

Yaldas V. Adapkus
Regfonal Admihistrato

Attachment

cc: Robert H. Maynard, Ohio EPA
Charles M. Taylor, Ohio EPA

bcec: Tom Helms

Irene Little
David Xee

Steve Rothblatt
Gary Gulezfan
Debra Marcantonio
Joe Paisie

oREATA g -
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Attachment

1. Portage County - Ozone (03)
Boundaries: Entire County
Basis: Second high one-hour ozone concentrations in 1981, 1982 and 1983

at the 1570 Ravenna Road monitor site which violate the 03
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)

2. Summit County - Ozone
Boundaries: Entire County
Basis: Second high one-hour ¢zonme concentrations in 1981, 1982 and 1983

at the 800 Patterson Avenue monitor site which violate the 03
NAAQS .
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF WISCONSIM

AREA POLLUTANT UNLIKELY FAILURE TO FAILDRE TO
TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS
Part of Brown County S0, x*
Part of Milwaukee County SO, x*

* Area presently has restrictions on construction or modification of major stationary
sources for failure to submit an adequate SIP. Restrictions will remain in effect.
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Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF WISCOKRSIN

AREA POLLUTANT Call For No Call For
SIP SIP

Part of Brown County SO X

Part of Milwaukee County SOy X
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DISPOSITION OF TIER II AREAS

State Wisconsin

Area (Pollutant) Brown and Milwaukee Company - S0

Tier II

Reason on Tier II FTSAS

SIP Status -

Construction Ban yes

Redesignation Proposed -

rinal Action By -

State's Designation Primary nonattainment

SIP Control i{leasures

Additional Information__ SIP submittal on January 23, 1984

Recommendation Await Regional Office action on submittal

Wote: This is only an example format that was convenient and useful in
our discussions with Region VII. Your particular information does not
necessarily have to be in this particular format but we do need this type
of 1nformation for all Tier 11 areas, whether or not there is a SIP call
oy February 7, 1984. We need to know about all Tier Il areas so we

can peer review all ten Regional 0ffice actions.
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Regquirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF LOUISIANA

AREA POLLUTANT UNLIKELY FAILURE TO FAILURE TO

TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS

Baton Rouge including

Zast Baton Rouge Parish and ok x

West Baton Rouge Parish O3 X

New Orleans including

Jefferson Parish, 03 b

St., Bernard Parish, and op x

Orleans Parash 03 X
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Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF LOUISIANA

LREA POLLUTANT Call for No Call for
SIP SIP

Saton Rouge i1ncluding
East Baton Rouge Parish and O3 X
West 3aton Rouge Parish O3 X

New Orleans including

Jefferson Parish, O3 X
St. 3ernard Paraish, and 04 X
Orleans Parish (oF ) X
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louisiana

-

Arzas-- ast Baton Rouge Parish and Hest 3aton Rouge F ~i:n

Fropos:

--Daficirent cua to projected nonatte.nment

Final Recommandation--Deficient due to violations 1n 1335

Areas--Jefferson Parish, St. Barnard Parisn, and Crleans Pzrisn
Ornrpeal.-Defr~1ent due t0 nrojected nonattainmznt

Response:

Comment:

rResponse:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

SCOMT 3tion--02signate &s T1z2r 1 due to no excezdancas 1o T D

The State of Louisiana 15 1n compiltance with 1ts approved si?P
and therefore 211 areas 1n 40 CFR 81 for Louisiana should be
reclassified.

As explained 1n an April 21, 1983 memorandum from Sheldon

Yeyers to the EPA Regional Offices, EPA needs eight

quarters of monitoring data for each area 1n the State for

which redesignation 1s requested. The information, along with
the redesignation request and any additional information which
helps prove that each area 1s 1n attainment, should be submitted
to the Regional Office. The Regional Office will then prepare

a rulemaking which will reclassify the area to attainment.

1983 monitoring data shou!d be used 1n designations to account
for 1mprovements 1n late 1982.

The Regional Office 1s constdering 1983 data 1n reference to the
areas for which a call for control plan revisions will be made.
Currentiy, a control plan revision for the New Orleans area

wili nct be requested due to the monitoring data that EPA has
for 1983. Using that data, EPA 1s projecting the MNew Orleans
area to be 1n attainment, 1f 1984 data remains below the
standard.

Trne location of monitors at nontypical locations are not
representative of air quality.

The Regional Office has reviewed the location of the ozone
monitors located 1n Louisiana, and has not found any monitors
which are not representative of the area in which they are
located. If Louisiana would like to submit 1nformation
concerning a specific monitor, EPA will review the 1nformation
and work with Louisiana on picking a more appropriate location
for the monitor.

Grleans Parish 1s 1n attainment and should not be represented
by monitors 1n Jefferson Parish.

For urbar areas, EPA considers monitoring data for ozone for
tre wnole urhan area due to the possioility of transport of
ozone throughout an urban area. Even though monitoring excur-
s1ons nave heen observed in Jefferson 2arish 1n the past, the
1683 da-a shcws no violations. If the 1982 da*ta reryi-c

below =ne standard, the State cen proceed %o request = Iringe
to attainment for the MNew Grieans area.
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Comment -

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Ozone transport has not been adequately considered 1n designations.

It 15 EPA policy that transport of ozone be considered when an
area 1s being considered for a nonattainment or attainment
designation. Typically urban areas emit hydrocarbon emissions,
which form ozone, and rural areas nearby are not penalized

with sanctions when the rural area's ozone orobiem 1s shown to
be transported from an urban area nearby. Regardless, Louisiana
did not submit to EPA analysis which demonstrated that the New
Orleans area, or the Baton Rouge area was exceeding the ozone
standard due to another urban area nearby.

Orleans Parish 1s 1n attainment.

For the New Orleans area, our projections using 1983 monitoring
data predict that the area 1s 1n attainment, and should be listed
as a Tver 1 area. However 1984 ozone data will have to show no
exceedances of the standard 1n order for the New Orleans area

to be redesignated to attainment.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
. REGION VI
o e INTERFIRST TWO BUILDING 1201 ELM STREET

DALLAS TEXAS 73270

February 24, 1984

Honorable David C. Treen
Governor of Louisiana

State Capitol

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70804

Dear Governor Treen:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) hereby notifies you pursuant to
Section 110(a)(2)(H) of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. §7410(a)(2)(H), that

it finds the Louisiana State Implementation Plan (SIP) substantially 1n-
adequate to achieve certain primary national ambient air quality standards
(NAAQS) in certain areas of the State. The East Baton Rouge and West

Baton Rouge Parishes have inadequate plans for ozone (03), since these

areas are experiencing MAAQS violations. The New Orleans area was previously
projected by EPA to exceed the 03 NAAQS. However, 1983 data showed no
violations, and the area's plan 1s not being 1dentified as deficient.

EPA calls upon the State to cure the 1nadequacies 1n the SIP by revising
1t. For East Baton Rouge and West Baton Rouge Parishes, EPA 1s extending
the Section 110(c)(1)(C) revision period to one year from today to provide
a sufficient amount of time to adopt and submit revisions. The State

must submit a schedule for the development of the necessary SIP revisions
to EPA not more than sixty days from today. If the State does not submit
curative SIP revisions to EPA within one year from today, the Clean Air Act
requires EPA to take action. In that event, EPA believes 1t would have no
choice but to propose a construction ban under Section 173(4), and funding
restrictions under Section 176, and possibly Section 316(b) for the

areas 1n question. The Section 173(4) construction ban prohibits major
stationary source construction or modification 1n affected areas. Section
316(b) authorizes EPA to withhold, condition, or restrict sewage treatment
construction grants in affected areas.

EPA may propose to restrict funding under Section 176(a) only for areas
that are nonattainment for the transportation-related pollutants of ozone,
carbon monoxide, or nitrogen dioxide. Section 176(a) limits both highway
funds and Clean Air Act funds. Section 176(b) limits only Clean Air Act
funds.

This finding of 1nadequacy and call for SIP revision is 1ssued in accordance
with the general policy that appears 1n the Federal Register for MNovember

2, 1983, entitled "Compliance with the Statutory Provisions of Part D of

the Clean A1r Act" (43 FR 50686). EPA's "Guidance Document for the
Correction cf Part D SIPs for Nonattainment Areas" (January 1984) contains
more information on the content of the revisions E£PA is requesting.

EPA plans to publish a notice of this finding of i1nadequacy and call for
SIP revision in the Federal Register shortly. EPA will make additional

findings of SIP ipadequacy and cells for revisions 1f the Agency receives
air quality monitoring aata in the future i1ndicating that other areas of
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the State covered by fully or conditionally approved Part D pians continue
to experience MNAAQS violations. Of particular interest to Louisiana is

a change 1n the Agency's approach to rurai ozone {03) nonattainment areas.
If it can be shown that the 03 problems in an area are caused by emissions
1n the area, then control strategy demonstrations of attainment and
possibly additional control measures would be required. Previously, if

03 nonattainment areas were below 200,000 in population, no control
strategy demonstration was reguired. We will be reviewing all rural 03
nonattainment areas in Louisiana to determine 1f they are generating

their own O3 problem and require additional SIP revisions.

Please contact me 1f you have any questions regarding this letter,

1§c ely yours,
CU T |

Dick Whittington, P.E.
Regional Administrator

cc: Hinston Day
Secretary
Department of Environmental Quality
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF NEW MEXICO

AREA POLLUTANT UNLIKELY FAILURE TO PAILURE TO
TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS
Portions of Bernalillo County TSP x
Portions of Grant County TSP x
Portions of Grant County 504 x
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Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF NEW MEXICO

AREA POLLUTANT | Cal]l For No Call For
SIP SIP
Portions of Bernalille County TSP X
Portions of Grant County TSP X
Porticns of Grant County S04 X
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State nE. 34T C0

Pollutant. SO

Arza--Grant County

Proposal--Deficient due to attainment resulting fro.a an unautnorized
11snersion technigue

inal Recomrencation--0esignate as Tier 1 due to susmissien of Scate
gpproved NSO
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February 24, 1984

Honorable Toney Anaya
Governor of New Mexico
State Capitol

Santa fFe, New Mexizo 87501

Dear Governor Anaya:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) hereby notifies you pursuant to
Section 110(a)(2)(H) of the Clean Arr Act, 42 U.S.C. §7410(a)(2)(H), that
1t finds the New Mexico State Implementation Plan (SIP) substantially
1nadequate. The basis for the finding of 1nadequacy 1s that the New
Mexico SIP does not 1nclude acceptable permit requirements for areas not
attaining national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS). Previous
proposals of 1nadequacy for other areas in New Mexico (Grant County -
Particulates and Sulfur Dioxide and Bernalillo County - Particulates)

are not being 1ncluded 1n this notice.

EPA calls upon the State to cure the 1nadequacy 1n the SIP by revising

1t. For the New Mexico conditionally approved plan, EPA 1s extending the
Section 110(c)(1)(C) revision period to one year from today. to provide a
sufficient amount of time to adopt and submit revisions. We have received
schedules from the New Mexico Environmental Improvement Division and the
Albuquerque A1r Pollution Control Division that provide for the revisions
to be submitted witnmin a year. If the State does not submit curative

SIP revisions to EPA within one year from today the Clean Air Act requires
EPA to take action. In that event, EPA believes 1t would have no choice
but to propose a construction ban under Section 173(4), and funding
restrictions under Section 176, and possibly Section 316(b) for all
nonattainment areas 1n the State. The Section 173(4) construction ban
prohibits major stationary source construction or modification 1n affected
areas. Section 316(b) authorizes EPA to withhold, condition, or restrict
sewage treatment construction grants 1n affected areas.

EPA may propose to restrict funding uncer Section 176(a) only for areas
that are nonattainment for the transportation--elated pollutants of ozone,
carbon monoxide, or nitrogen dioxide. Section 176(a) limits both highway
funds and Clean Air Act funds. For sulfur dioxide nonattainment areas,
EPA will propose to restrict Clean Air Act funds under Section 176{b).
Section 176(b) 1limits only Clean Air Act funds. NOTE: EPA 1s not now
calling for any revisions 1n particulate matter nonattainment areas.

This finding of inadequacy and call for SIP revision 1s 1ssued 1n accor-
dance with the general policy that appears 1n the Federal Recister for
November 2, 1983. entitled "Compliance with the Statutory Frgvisicns of
Part O of tne Clean Air Act" (48 FR 50686). EPA's "Guidance Documant
for the Correction of Part D SIPs for Nonattainment Areas" (January
1684) contains more information on the content of the revisions EPA 1s
requesting.
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EPA plans to publish a notice of this finding of i1nadequacy and call for
SIP revision in the Federal Register shortly. EPA will make additional
findings of SIP inadequacy and calls for revisions 1f the Agency receives
air quality monitoring data in the future 1ndicating that areas of the
State covered by fully or conditionally approved Part D plans continue to
experience NAAQS violations.,

Please contact me 1f you have any questions regarding this letter.

Dick Whittington, P.E.
Regional Administrator

cc: Stephen Asher, Director
New Mexico Environmental Improvement Div.

Larry J. Gordon, M.P.H., Director
Albuquerque Environmental Health and tEnergy Department
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF OKLAHOMA

AREA POLLUTANT | UNLIKELY FAILURE TO FAILURE TO
TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS
Tulsa County oF'} x
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Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF OKLAHOMA

AREA POLLUTANT Call for No Call for
SIP SIP
Tulsa County 03 X
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State: Oklahoma

Pollutant--Czone

Area--Tulsa County

Proposal--Deficient due to projected nonattainment

Final Recommendation--Deficient due to violations in 1933
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Comment:

Response:

Oklahoma

One commenter said that since EPA approved the State SIP,
which demonstrated compliance with the applicabie MAAQS on
or before December 31, 1282, ail areas in the State are con-
sidered to be rightfully attainment.

EPA's policy is thnat the State may redquest redesignation to
attainment for any nonattainment area whenever 1t can he
supported by monitoring data or a modeling analysis 1f no
data 1s avallable. At this time, monitoring data in the
nonattainment areas show that they are exceeding the NAAQS.
Therefore, EPA cannot presume that the areas are attainment.
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February 24, 1984

Honorable George Nigh

Governor of Oklahoma

State Capitol

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105

Near Governor Nigh:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) hereby notifies you pursuant to
Section 1i0(a)(2)(H) of the Clean Air Act. 42 U.S.C. §7410(a)(2)(H).

that 1t finds the Oklahoma State Implementation Plan (SIP) substantially
1nadequate to achieve the ozone (03) primary national ambient air quality
standard (NAAQS) 1n Tulsa County. The basis for the finding of 1nadequacy
1s that Tulsa County continues to experience violations of the NAAQS.

EPA calls upon the State to cure the 1nadequacy 1n the SIP by revising
1t. For Tulsa County EPA 1s extending the Sectron 110{(c){1)(C) revision
period to one year from today to provide a sufficient amount of time to
adopt and submit revisions. The State must submit 3 schedule for the
development of the necessary SIP revisions to EPA not more than sixty
days from todey. If the State does not submit curative SIP revisions to
EPA within one year from today, the Clean Air Act requires EPA to take
action. In that event, EPA believes 1t would have no choice but to
propose a construction ban under Section 173(4), and funding restrictions
under Section 176, and possibly Section 316(b) for the areas 1n question.
The Section 173(4) construction ban prohibits major statiorary source
construction or modification in affected areas. Section 316(b) authorizes
EPA to withhold, conaittion, or restrict sewage treatment construction
grants 1n affected areas.

EPA may propose to restrict funding under Section 176(a) only for areas
that are nona<tainment for the transportation-related pollutants of ozone,
carbon monoxide, or nitrogen dioxide. Section 176(a) Timits both highway
funds and Clean Air Act funds. Section 176(b) limits only Clear Air Act
funds.

This finding of inadequacy and call for SIP revision 1s 1ssued 1n accordance
with the general policy that appears 1n the Federal Register for November 2,
1983, entitled "Compliance with the Statutory Provisions of Pert D of the

Clean Avr Act" (48 FR 50686). EPA's "Guidance Document for the Correction

of Part D SIPs for Nonattainment Areas" (January 1984) contains more 1nformation
on the content of the revisions EPA 1s requesting.

EPA plans to publish a notice of this finding of 1nadequacy and call for
SIP revision 1n the Federal Register shortiy. EPA will make additional
findings of SIP 1nadequacy and calls for revisions 1f the Agency receives
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air quality monitoring data in the future indicating that other areas of

the State covered by fully or conditionally approved Part D plans continue
to experience NAAQS violations.

Please contact me 1f you have any questions regarding this letter.

//,,5inqsre1y yours,

U Y

Dick Whittington, P.E.
Regional Administrator

cc: Joan K. Leavitt, M.D.
Commissioner of Health
Oklahoma State Department of Health

Edgar M. Cleaver, M.D., Director
Tulsa City-County Health Department
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean air Act

STATE OF TEXAS

*AREA POLLUTANT UNLIKELY FAILURE TO FAILURE TO
TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS
Pallas County (o X
Tarrant County ok} x
Portions of Cameron County TSP x
(San Bemito)
Portions of Harris County TSP x xX®
{(Houston)
Portion of Nueces County TSP b 4
(Corpus Christi)
Portions of El Paso County TSP x
(E1 Paso)
Bl Paso County 03 x
Portions of El1 Paso County co x

(E1 Paso)

* Area presently has restrictions on construction or modification of major staticnary

sources for failure to submit an adequate SIP.
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Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF TEXAS

ARTA POLLUTANT | Call For No Call For
SIP SIP

Dallas County 04 X

Tarrant County 04 X

Portions of Cameron County TSP X
(San Benito)

Portions of Harris County TSP X
{Bouston)

Portion of Nueces County TSP X
{Corpus Chraisti)

Portions of E1 Paso County TSP X
(E1l Pasc)

21 Paso County 04 X

Portions of E]l Paso County co X

(El1 Paso)
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- 3==" .. . v orrect County, 51 Passa lounty
II—J'J\}J\‘I—-JZI (Clenl Chiz ¢0 }.FOJECCZJ :'.O!"attc.'.."r.._
Final Recomnendation--Daficiant due to violation

Poilutant. CO

krea--Partion of £l Paso County along the Rio Grande River (map attached)
Proposal--Deficient due to projected nonattalnment
F1nal Reccanencation--Deticient aue 10 arogechi-. nanatia-nment

Comment - A Tarrant County auto menufacturer commented that the EPA
Administrator has statutory authority to approve an extended
compliance date as a legitimate revision of the Texas SIP for
areas 1dentified by EPA to have deficient SIPs.

Response: Any question on such compliance date extension 1S moot since
the State has requested approval of a bubble for this source.

Comment: The Cities of Richardson and Grand Prairie raised a question
of "inaccurate ozone data" and the possibility of stratospheric
intrusion of ozone.

Response: A1l data used 1n the attainment/nonattainment projections were
subject to rigid State/EPA quality assurance requirements and
are valid data. EPA has no information to show that Dallas
area ozone datea are 1naccurate. Ffurther, there 1s no 1ndication
that stratospheric 1ntrusion has occurred with the frequency
or magnitude necessary to significantly impact the number of
exceedances or the level of ozone monitored tn the Dallas area.

Comment: Several respondents questioned the representativeness of 03
stations 1n Dallas County and whether the county umit 1s the
logical one for nonattainment designation.

Response: Ozone 1s not emtted directly, but rather 1s the result of
chemical reactions, 1n the presence of sunlight, of emissions
over an entire urbanized/industrialized area. For this reason
ozone monitors showing violations of the standard dre re-
presentative of problems over the entire area where emissions
occur. EPA considers the highest value from monitors in the
Dallas area to be representative of the highest values actually
occurring 1n Dallas County. This 1ncludes the municipalities
of Richardson, Garland, and Grand Prairie. The stations used
1n the nonattainment designation were properiy sited in
accordance with the monitor siting regqulations (40 CFR Part

58).

Comment: Several respondents indicatea that transport from Dallas County
was responsible for violations of the ozone MAAQS n Tarrant
County.

6-21



Response

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment :

Response:

EPA 1dentified 13 days on which exceeadances of the ozone NAAQS
occurred 1n Tarrant County during the 1980 through 1982 period.
A1l these exceedance days were registered at the Meacham Field
site 1n North Fort Worth.

EPA surveyed air parcel trajectories for the eight days of
exceedances 1n years 1980 and 1981. Using meteorological data
collected by the Texas Air Control Board (TACB) at Meachan

Field, we have determined that, on at least two of the eight
days, emissions of precursors in Tarrant County were probably
exclusively the cause of ozone exceedances at the Meacham
Field monitor. Based upon only these two exceedances--one
each 1n 1980 and 1981 -- the expected exceedances totals are
1.054 and 1.179, respectively, which supports the inclusion of
Tarrant County as an area projected to exceed the 03 stangard.

One commenter noted that 1981 and 1982 03 values 1n El Paso
and Tarrant Counties did not exceed the 0.14 ppm cutoff values
used by EPA to project 1983 attainment.

Our 1nclusion of E1 Paso and Tarrant County was based on the
facts that '81/82 ozone levels were at the cut off levels and
their expected exceedances were greater than one over the
period 1980 thru 1982. In addition, 1983 data shows violations
of the 03 standard 1n both counties.

Carbon Monoxide

Several respondents also raised the question as to whether or
not the CAMS 6 CO monitor and monitoring method was actually
producing reliable data.

Prior to 1980 the TACB CO monitoring stations in El Paso used
the gas chromatograph flame i1oni1zation method which 1s not
recognized by EPA as either a reference or equivalent method.
However, EPA granted the TACB a waiver for continued use of
these monitors unti1]l 1980. EPA consicers data resulting

from this method as reliable and valic. Since 1980 a reference
or equivalent method has been used. The data have met quality
assurance requirements and are considered valid.

Several respondents mentioned possible problems with siting
criteria at two crucial monitcring stations.

cPA does not take 1ssue with the claim that CAMS 6 1s not

a neighborhood scale monitor, but this does not affect the
propriety of the siting. We also maintain that there 15 no
significant wind flow 1nterference at CAMS 6. The other
monitoring station, CAMS 12, completely met the siting
requirements for SLAMS neighborhood scale.
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Comment

Response:

Comment :

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Two respondents mentioned that a low wind speed analysis

- [T €T ,.in
indicated 3 Yhat cnet ~flcence.

We consider such results moot as nhigh concentrations under low
wind speeds are not necessarily 1ndicative of a hot spot
influence.

Several respondents claimed that El1 Paso air quality has made
improvement.

This 1s a moot point as violations of the NAAQS, which stil]
occur, are the concern.

Several respondents alluded tu the point that £1 Paso ambient
concentrations may be i1nfluenced by emissions from Mexico and
government i1nstallations in E£1 Paso.

The fact that emissions from Mexico and government installations
may 1mpact E1 Paso ambient concentrations does not alter the
fact that the standards are being exceeded. As was done 1n

the 1979 SIPs, States can either assume i1nternational contri-
butions are at the level of the standard or specifically account
for the 1nternational contributions, 1n developing control
strategies for areas like El Paso. Government facilities are
required by Section 118 of the Clean Air Act to comply with
State and Federal pollution requirements.
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"i_ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

? REGION VI
Kd

INTERFIRST TWO BUILDING 120t ELM STREET
DALLAS TEXAS 73270

February 24, 1934

Honorable Mark W. White, Jr.
Governor of Texas

State Capitol

Austin., Texas 78711

Dear Governor White:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) hereby notifies you pursuant to
Section 110(a)(2)(H) of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. §7410(a)(2)(H), that
1t finds the Texas State Implementation Plan (SIP) substantially 1nadequate
to achieve certain primary national ambilent air quality standards (NAAQS)
in certain areas of the State. The specific NAAQS, areas, and basis for
the 1nadequacy are listed below. NOTE: EPA 1s not now calling for any
revisions i1n particulate matter nonattainment areas.

Pollutant Areas Basis for Inadequacy

Ozone (03) Dallas, Tarrant Areas experiencing
and £1 Paso Counties NAAQS violations

Carbon Monoxide Portion of El Paso County Area experiencing

NAAQS violations

EPA calls upon the State to cure the i1nadequacies 1n the SIP by revising
1t. For Dallas, Tarrant, and El Paso Counties EPA 1s extending the
Section 110(c)(1)(C) revision period to one year from today to provide a
sufficient amount of time to adopt and submit revisions. The State must
submit a schedule for the development of the necessary SIP revisions to
EPA not more than sixty days from today. If the State does not submt
curative SIP revisions to EPA within one year from today, the Clean Air
Act réquires EPA to take action. In that event, EPA believes 1t would
have no choice but to propose a construction ban under Section 173(4),
and funding restrictions under Section 176, and possibly Section 316(b)
for the areas 1n question. The Section 173(4) construction ban prohibits
major stationary source construction or modification 1n affected areas.
Section 316(b) authorizes EPA to withhold, condition, Or restrict sewage
treatment construction grants in affected areas.

EPA may propose to restrict funding under Section 176(a) only for areas
that are nonattainment for the transportation-reiated poilutants of ozone,
carbon monoxide, or nitrogen dioxide. Section 176(a) limits both highway
funds and Clean Air Act funds. Section 176(b) 1imits cnly Clean Air Act
funds.

This finding of 1radequacy and call for SIP revision 1s 1ssuad 1n accordance
with the general policy that appears 1n the Federal Register for November 2,

1983, entitled "Compliance with the Statutory Provisions of Part D of the
Ciean Air Act" (48 FR 50686). EPA's “"Guidance Document for the Correction
of Part D SIPs for Nonattainment Areas" (January 1984) contains more 1nfor-
mation on the content of the revisions EPA 1s requesting.
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EPA plans to publish a notice of this finding of 1nadequacy and call for
SIP revision 1n the Federal Register shortly. EPA w11l meke additional
findings of SIP inadequacy and calls for revisions if the Agency receives
air quality monitoring data in the future i1ndicating that other areas of
the State covered by fully or conditionally approved Part D plans continue
to experience NAAQS violations. Of particular interest to Texas is a
change in the Agency's approach to rural ozone nonattainment areas. If
it can be shown that the 03 problems 1n an area are caused by emissions
1n the area, then control strategy demonstrations of attainment and
possibly additional control measures would be required. Previously if

03 nonattainment areas were below 200,000 in population, no control
strategy demonstration was required. We will be reviewing all rural 03
nonattainment areas in Texas to determine 1f they are generating their
own 03 problem and require additional SIP revisions.

Please contact me if you have any questions regarding this letter.

'chre]y yours,

N

\.~. N . .
Dick Whittington, P.E. \
Regional Administrator

cc: Bill Stewart, P.E.
Executive Director
Texas A1r Control Board

John Blair

Chairman
Texas Air Control Board
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Regquirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF IOWA

AREA POLLUTANT UNLIKELY FAILURE TO FAILURE TO
TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS
Des Moines, Polk County TSP x
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Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF IOWA

AREA POLLUTANT Call For No Call For
SIP SIP
‘ Des Moines, Polk County TSP X




Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF KANSAS

AREA POLLUTANT UNLIKELY FAILURE TO FAILURE TO
TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS
Kansas City, Wyandotte County TSP x
Wichita, Sedgwick County Cco X
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Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF KANSAS
AREA POLLUTANT | Call For No Call For
SIP SIP
Kansas City, Wyandotte County TSP X
Wichita, Sedgwick County co X
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State:

Area:

Pollutant:

Reason for Tier II:
SIP Status:

Construction Ban:

Redesignation Proposed:

State's Designation:
SIP Control Measures:

Recommendation:

Kansas; Sedgwick County

Wichita

co

Unlikely to attain the NAAQS

Approved

No

No

Nonattainment

FMVCP, voluntary I/M, traffic Tlow improvements

Call for SIP
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THE REGIONAL ALMINISTRATOR

Honorable John Carlin
Governor of Kansas
Topeka, Kansas 66612

Dear Governor Carlin:

As you know, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 1dentified in
the February 3, 1983, Federal Register a number of areas 1n the country
that presumably did not attain the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS). In November 1983, the EPA announced i1n the Federal Register a
palicy of dealing with these areas in terms of the Clean Air Act (CAA).
The purpose of this letter is to implement that policy by notifying you
that under Section 110(a)(2)(H) of the Clean Ai1r Act that the EPA
finds the Kansas State Implementation Plan (SIP) for carbon monoxide
(CO) in Wichita substantially inadequate to meet the CO standard. A
description of the area is attached. Although a fully approved plan has

been 1mplemented in Wichita, EPA believes that violations of the CO
standard are still occurring.

The regional office worked closely with the state - and the City of
Wichita during developmental stages of the original Part D plan. The
approved plan contained several elements which the state and EPA believed
would show attainment of the CO standard by December 31, 1982. Wichita
1s the only area in the country that has a voluntary vehicle inspection and
maintenance program as part of an approved SIP.

The EPA requests the state to prepare a revised CO plan for the Wichita
nonattainment area. For areas with fully approved plans, the EPA extends
the Section 110(c)(1)(C) revision period to one year from today to provide
sufficient time to adopt and submit revisions. We ask that the State
submt a schedule for development of the necessary SIP revision to EPA
within sixty days from today. The Regional office will continue to work
with the state and the municipal agencies during the developmental stages
of the required SIP revision as necessary to assure a workable plan.

If the State does not submit a revised SIP to EPA within one
year from today, EPA w11l proceed to propose a construction ban under
Section 173(4) and funding restrictions under Section 176 and possibly
Section 316(b) for the areas in question. The Section 173(4) construction
ban prohibits major staticnary source construction or modification in
affected areas. Section 316(b) authorizes EPA to withhoid, condition or
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restrict sewage treatment construction grants in affected areas. EPA will
propose to restrict funding under Section 176(a) only for areas that are
nonattainment for the transportation-related pollutants of ozone, carbon
monoxide, or nitrogen dioxide. Section 176(a) 1imits both highway funds
and Clean Air Act funds. Section 176(b) 11mits only Clean Air Act funds.

We have previously given the Department of Health and Environment a
copy of EPA's "Guidance Document for the Correction of Part D SIPs for
Nonattainment Areas" {(January 1984) which contains more 1nformation on
the content of the revisions EPA 1s requesting. We have also discussed
this action with Allan Abramson and his staff so they are aware of this
matter.

The EPA plans to publish a notice of this finding of 1nadequacy, as
well as those for other states, and all calls for SIP revisions in the
Federal Register i1n the near future.

The EPA is not calling for a review on particulate matter SIPs at
this time. We will be i1n contact with the Department of Health and
Environment when further guidance 1s available.

Later this year, EPA plans to review all of the other air quality
monitoring data to ensure that the NAAQS are being attained. If we find
additional violations, you will be notified by a letter similar to this
requesting remedial action.

I am confident that together we can develop the revised air quality
plans necessary to protect the public health and welfare 1n Wichita as well
as any other areas. My staff is ready to assist you and the Department of
Health and Environment at any time. We are pleased with the positive re-
sponse and cooperation we have had to date and anticipate the same good
relationship in the future.

Piease contact me if you have any questions regarding this letter.
The person on my staff that 1s most knowledgeable on this matter 1s Carl
Walter, who may be contacted at 816/374-3791.

Sincerely yours,

Y
e

Morris Kay

Regicnal Admnistrator

cc: Allan Abramson, Director
Division of Environment;
Robert Eye, Manager
Bureau of Air Quality and Radiation Control

bec: R. Ritter - CIGL
T. Helms - QAQPS/RTP
M. Sanderson - AWCM
J. Helvig - ENSV
R. Patrick - CNSL 7-8



WICHITA NONATTAINMENT AREA

Wichita, Kansas, area bounded by:
Grove Street on the east, 13th Street on the north,

the Arkansas River on the west, and Kellogg Avenue
on the south.
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean aAir Act

STATE OF MISSOURI

AREA POLLUTANT ONLIKELY FAILURE TO FAILURE TO
TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS
St. Louis TSP x

(an area extending west about
2 miles from the Mississippi
River, north to near I-270
and south to about 1 mile
beyond the city limits)
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Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF MISSOURI

AREA porrurant | Call For No Call For
SIP SIP
St. Louis TSP X

{(an area extending west about
2 miles from the Mississippi
River, north to near I-270
and south te about 1 mile
beyond the city lamits)
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF NEBRASKA

AREA POLLUTANT UNLIKELY FAILURE TO PAILURE TO
TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS
Lincoln, Lancaster County Cco x x*
Omaha, Douglas County co X b Sd
Omaha, Douglas County TSP x*

(24th & O Street)

Omaha, Douglas County TSP xe
{11th & Nicholas Street)

Louisvalle, Cass County TSP X
(municipal area)

Weeping Water, Cass County TSP X

(municipal area)

* Area presently has restrictions on construction or modification of major stationary

sources for failure to submit an adequate SIP. Implementation plan has now been submitted
but not yet approved.
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Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF NEBRASKA

AREA POLLUTANT | (Call For No Call For
SIP SIP

Lincoln, Lancaster County co X
Omaha, Douglas County co X
Omaha, Douglas County TSP X
(24th & O Street)
OCmaha, Douglas County TSP X
(11th & Nicholas Street)
Louisville, Cass County TSP X
(municapal area)
Weeping Water, Cass County TSP X

(munmacipal area)
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State:
Area:
Pollutant:

Reason for Tier II:

SIP Status:
Construction Ban:
Redesignation Proposed:
State's Designation:

SIP Control Measures:

Additional Information:

Recommendation:

State:
Area:
Pollutant:

Reason for Tier II:

SIP Status:

Construction Ban:

Redesignation Proposed:

State's Designation:

SIP Control Measures:

Additional Information:

Recommendation:

Nebraska; Lancaster County

Lincoln
co

Unlikely to attain the NAAQS; fatlure to submit an
adequate SIP,

Proposed approval; no final.
Yes

No

Nonattainment

FMVCP, traffic control.

Unconfirmed violation in 1983; one violation at each
of two sites in 1982.

Call for SIP - Request state to withdraw existing SIP.

Nebraska; Douglas County

Omaha
co

Unlikely to attain the NAAQS; failure to submit an
adequate SIP.

Proposed approval; no final.

Yes

No
Nonattainment
FMVCP

No violations through December 4, 1983; 23 violations
in 1982.

Call for SIP - Ask state to withdraw existing SIP,
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3 mﬁ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Tt REGION VvH

324 EAST ELEVENTH STREFET
KANSAS CITY MISSOURI - 64106

FEB2G 1384

ThE Hsanomi ADMINISTRATOR
Honorable Robert Kerry
Office of the Governor
State of Nebraska
Box 94848
Lincoln, Nebraska 68509-4848

Dear Governor Kerry:

As you know, in the February 3, 1983, Federal Register the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) identified a number of areas in the country that
presumably did not attain the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).
On November 2, 1983, the EPA announced in the Federal Register a policy of
dealing with these areas in terms of the Clean Air Act. The purpose of
this letter is to implement that policy by notifying you that under Section
110(a)(2)(H) of the Clean Air Act, the Environmental Protection Agency
finds the Nebraska State Implementation Plan ("SIP") substantially inadequate
to achieve the carbon monoxide (CO) standards in Lincoln and Omaha. A
description of these areas is enclosed with this letter. The basis for

the finding of inadequacy 1s EPA's conclusion that these areas lack fully
or conditionally approved Part O SIPs,

Over the past few years, we have worked with the staff of the Department
of Environmental Control to develop State Implementation Plans to attain the
C0 standards in Lincoln and Omaha. Under the 1977 Clean Air Act Amendments,
these plans were to demonstrate how these areas would achieve the standards
by December 31, 1982. On July 20, 1982, Governor Thone submitted the
state's plans, but we found we could not approve them because of the impending
attainment deadline of December 31, 1982. Although the SIPs showed that
the standards would be attained by that deadline, ambient air monitoring
data in 1982 showed numerous violations of the CO standard.

I am requesting that you withdraw the carbon monoxide plans submitted
1n 1982 and develop and submit new plans. If the State chooses not to
withdraw these plans, EPA will be required to propose disapproval of them
and concurrently propose Section 176(a) funding restrictions on the carbon

monoxide nonattainment areas. Section 176(a) limits both highway funds
and Clean Air Act funds.

For areas such as Lincoln and Omaha which Tack fully or conditionally
approved plans, EPA is requesting the State to submit Part D plans within
60 days of today's date. EPA will not extend this deadline because these
ptans, which were due in 1979, are already over five years late. If the
State does not submit a CO plan revision within 60 days, EPA will propose
funding restrictions under Secticn 176(a). However, we recognize the
substantial difficulties involved in preparing, adopting and submitting
new plans. So, after this proposal, if the State demonstrates that it is
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working rapidly to develop and submit a plan revision, EPA will defer its
final action on funding restrictions for that area. EPA, however, does
not 1ntend to postpone any final actions more than one year from today.

If the State 15 unable to develop and submit new carbon monoxide plan
revisions for Lincoln and Omaha within 60 days, the State must submit a
schedule for the development of such plan revisions within that time.
Although EPA will propose funding restrictions 1f SIPs are not received
within that time, we wi1ll consider the submission of a thorough schedule a
demonstration that the State is working toward the submission of a plan and
will defer final action on the funding restrictions for up to one year pro-
vided the State stays on 1ts schedule.

You are probably aware that Section 110(a)(2)(I) of the Act prohibits
the construction or modification of major stationary sources of pollution
after July 1, 1979, 1in any nonattainment area whose SIP does not meet the
requirements of Part D of the Act. On July 2, 1979, EPA 1mposed this ban
1n Lincoln and Omaha for sources of CO. This ban will continue to be ef-

fective unt11l approvable Part D SIP revisions are submitted by the State
and approved by EPA,

We nave previously given the Department of Environmental Control a
copy of EPA's "Guyidance Document for the Correction of Part D SIPs for
Nonattainment Areas” (January 1984) which contains more information on
the content of the revisions EPA 1s requesting. We have also discussed
this action with Dennis Grams and his staff so they are fully aware of
this matter.

The EPA plans to publish a notice of this finding of inadequacy, as
well as those for other states, and calls for SIP revisions in the Federal
Register.in the near future.

The EPA s not calling for a review on particulate matters SIPs at
this time. We will be 1n contact with the Department of Environmental
Control when further guidance is available.

Later this year, the EPA plans to review all of the other air quality
monttoring data to ensure that the NAAQS are being attained. If we find
additional violations, you will be notified by a letter similar to this
requesting remedial action,

I am confident that together we can develop the revised air quality
plans necessary to protect the public health and welfare 1n Lincoln and
Omaha as well as any other areas. My staff is ready to assist you and the
Department of Environmental Control staff at anytime. We are pleased with

the positive response and cooperation we have had to date and anticipate
the same good relationship in the future.
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If you have any questions concerning this letter, please do not hesitate
to contact me at (816) 374-5493. The member of my staff who is most familiar
with this subject, Carl M. Walter, (816) 374-3791, can also provide additional
information.

Sincerely yours,

. 7
7w
4

Morris/Kay

Regional Administrator

Enclosure

cc: Dennis Grams, Director
Department of Environmental Control;
Gene Robinson, Chief
Division of Air Pollution

Ritter - CIGL
Sanderson - AWCM
Patrick - CNSL

. Helvig - ENSV

. Helms - QAQPS/CPDD

bcce:

—~N o EX
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Nebraska Carbon Monoxide Nonattainment Areas

Omaha: Municipal boundaries.

Lincoin: Antelope Creek basin, described as follows:
From Salt Creek south to Vine Street generally
between 13th and 22nd Streets; from Vine Street
south to “0" Street generally between 17th and
25th Streets; from “0" Street south to Randolph
Street generally between 19th and 27th Streets;
from Randolph Street south to "A" Street generally
between 22nd and 33rd Streets; and south from
"A" Street to South Street generally between
27th and 40th Streets.
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Region VIII
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF COLORADO

POLLUTANT UNLIKELY FAILURE TO FAILURE TO

TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS

Denver area including TSP x

Denver County,

portions of Arapahoe County,

portions of Adams County

Pueblo, Pueblo County TSP x x




Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF COLORADO

AREA POLLUTANT | Call For No Call For

SIP SIP
Denver area including TSP X
Denver County,

portions of Arapahoe County,
portions of Adams County

Fueblo, Puebloc County TSP
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF MONTANA

AREA POLLUTANT ONLIXELY FAILURE TO FAILURE TO

TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS

Missoula, Missoula County co x x®

Billings, Yellowstone County co x

Great Falls, Cascade County co x

Butte, Silver Bow County TSP x

* Area presently has restrictions on construction or modification of major stationary
sources for failure to submit an adequate SIP. Restrictions will remain in effect.
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Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF MONTANA

AREA POLLUTANT Call For No Call For
SIP SIP
Missoula, Missoula County co X
Billings, Yellowstone County co X
Great Falls, Cascade County co X
Butte, Silver Bow County TSP X
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Disposition of Tier II Areas
State: Montana
Area and Pollutant: Missoula CD
Reason on Tier II:

The Missoula plan was originally disapproved by EPA 1n 1980 because no
plan was submitted, only a schedule for submitting a plan. In August 1981, a
plan was submitted which projected attainment of the standard by 1985. For a
variety of reasons an FR notice proposing to approve the Missoula plan has yet
to be published.

Construction Ban: Yes, 45 FR 14036, March 4, 1980.

SIP Control Measures: Reconstruction of intersection to improve traffic flow.

Final Action By: FR notice proposing approval is being circulated in Regional
Office. Final notice approving plan will be published by
June 1984.

Recommendation: Process and approve plan in FR.
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State: Montana
Area and Pollutant: Billings CO
Reason on Tier II:

Attainment of the 8-hour standard in Billings depended on the
reconstruction of an intersection. The intersection project was originally
scheduled for completion in 1982, but problems with right-of-way acquisition
precluded this. As a result, Billings had to request an extension, but
because the request was not submitted with the original package it was not
approvable.

Construction Ban: No because plan was conditionally approved.

SIP Control Measures: Reconstruction of 1ntersection to improve traffic flow.

Final Action By: FR notice proposing approval is being circulated 1n Regional
Office. Final FR notice approving plan will be published by
June 1984,

Recommendation: Process and approve plan in FR.
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State: Montana
Area and Pollutant: Great Falls CO
Reason on Tier II:

Great Falls was designated nonattainment for CO in September of 1980 for
violations of the 8-hour CO standard. A plan has been developed which shows
attainment by 1985. The state will take the plan to public hearing in March
1984 and submit the plan to EPA in April 1984.

SIP Control Measures: No specific measures are necessary. Replacement of

older motor vehicles by newer models is expected to
resolve the problem.

Final Action: It is expected that a notice proposing to approve the Great
Falls plan will be drafted in April. Assuming three months to
process proposal, a final FR could be drafted 1n August and
published in September 1984.

Recommendation: Process and approve plan in the FR.
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF UTAH

AREA POLLUTANT UNLIKELY PAILORE TO FAILURE TO
TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIOMS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS
Portions of Salt Lazke County TSP x*
Salt Lake County and S04 xee

portions of Tooele County

* Area presently has restrictions on construction or modification of major stationary
sources for failure to subait adequate SIP. Restrictiocns will remain in effect.

** Area presently has restrictions on construction or modification of major stationary
sources for failure to submit an adequate SIP. The revised SIP is currently being evaluated

by EPA. The restrictiong will remain in effect.



Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF UTAH

ARBA poLLoTANT | Call For No Call For
SIP SIP
Portions of Salt Lake County TSP X
Salt Lake County and 504 X

portions of Tooele County
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Salt Lake County and portions of Tooele County - SO2

On August 17, 1981, Utah Submitted a revisions to its SO» SIP for the
Kennecott Copper Smelter near Salt Lake City. Additional documentation was
provided in December, 1981. EPA is evaluating the revision and will determine
whether it can be approved. Data show the primary standards are being met.
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF ARIZONA
AREA POLLUTANT ONLIKELY FAILURE TO FAILURE TO
TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS -ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS
Phoenix, Maricopa County “Co x
Phoenix, Maricopa County (o F x
Phoenix, Maricopa County TSP x x*
Tucson, Pima County co x
Tucson, Pima County TSP x
Ajo, Piia County S0, p'4 x*
Ajo, Pima County TSP x x*
Hayden, Gila & Pinal Counties S0, x x*
Hayden, Gila & Pinal Counties TSP x x*
Miami, Gila County 50, p x*
Miami, Gila County TSP x x*
Morenci, Greenlee County S02 x x*
Morenci, Greenlee County TSP x x*
San Manuel, Pinal County SO, x x*
Douglas, Cochise County S0, x x*
Douglas, Cochise County TSP x R
Paul Spur, Cochise County TSP x x*

* Area presently has restrictions on construction or modification of major stationary

gources for failure to submit an adequate SIP.

Regtrictions will remain in effect.



Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF ARIZONA

AREA POLLUTANT With SIP Without SIP
Calls Calls

Phoenix, Maricopa County Co X
Phoenix, Maricopa County 03 X

Phoenix, Maricopa County TSP X
Tucsaon, Pima County co X
Tucson, Pima County TSP X
Ajo, Pima County SO, X
Ajo, Pima County TSP X
Hayden, Gila & Pinal Counties SO, X
BEayden, Gila & Pinal Counties TSP X
Miami, Gila County SO, X
Miami, Gila County TSP X
Morenci, Greenlee County 504 X
Morenci, Greenlee County TSP X
San Manuel, Pinal County SO, X
Douglas, Cochise County SO, X
Douglas, Cochise County TSP X
Paul Spur, Cochise County TSP X

9-3




$1p " No Rationale

Area Pollutant o Action
Arizona ——
Phoenix 03__ X

Maricopa County
P The standard of 0.12 ppm hourly average was not attained by

ODecember 31, 1982 at six sites:

Phoenix - N. 52 Street (el = 9.4 days/year)
Phoenix - N. 6 Street (e = 6.1 days/year)

Phoenix - 1845 E. Roosevelt (e = 3.5 days/year)
Glendale - W. QOlive {e = 1.9 days/year)
Scottsdale - M. Scottsdale Rd. (e = 1.8 days/year)
Scottsdale - N. Miller Rd. -(e = 1.4 days/year)

See SAROAD Report NA 273, January 25, 1984, pages 19 and 20.

In 1983, the standard was exceeded at six sites:

Central Phoenix (5 days above standard)l

South Phoenix (2 days above standard)

Glendale (1 day above standard)

Scottsdale - n. Miller (2 days above standard)
Mesa (1 day above standard)

Indian School Road (3 days above standard)

X Approvable plans demon-
ﬁicopa co strating attainment by
a 1987 have been submitted

and are being reviewed
by Region 9.

X State regulations are in
y,Morenci, effect and some sources are
rden,San Manuel, S0Z on a compliance schedule
mi, Douglas while the others are awaiting

publication of NSO regs and
will apply for NSO's when the
regs are published.

1The value "e", the expected number of days per calendar year

with maximum hourly average concentrations above the NAAQS, has
been provided for the monitoring sites which did not attain the
standard by December 31, 1982. The value "e" is based on ambient
ozone data for the years 1980 through 1982 and is calculated per

40 CFR 50.9 and Appendix H It should be noted that "e" is often
higher than the number of days actually monitored with concentrations
above the NAAQS The "e" values were not calculated for 1983 since
ozone data for the full year is not yet summarized. Instead,

the actual number of days above the NAAQS during 1983 have been
provided, where available, by the local air pollution control
agancy.
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Response To Comments

Three comments were received during the public comment period

from three air quality agencies in Arizona. The comments indicated
that no extension for attaining the ozone standard in Phoenix was
requested based upon three factors: 1) ambient monitoring
"trends"; 2) no "violation days" during 1982; and 3) the "high
probability" that no violations would occur in 1983,

In response to these comments, EPA believes that air quality
"trends” are not a criteria for judging attainment of the NAAQS.

In 1982, the standard was exceeded at three sites:

Phoenix - N. 6 St. (e = 1,2 days/year)
Phoenix - 1845 E, Roosevelt (e = 1,1 days/year)
Glendale - W. Olive (e = 1.1 days/year)

In 1983, the standard was exceeded at six sites:

Central Phoenix (5 days above standard)?

South Phoenix (2 days above standard)

Glendale (1 day above standard)

Scottsdale - N. Miller (2 days above standard)
Mesa (1 day above standard)

Indian School Road (3 days above standard)

2 The "e" values were not calculated for 1983 since ozone data
for the full year is not yet summarized. Instead, the actual
number of days above the NAAQS during 1983 have been provided,
where available, by the local air pollution control agency.
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United States Regional Administrator Region 9
Envircnmental Protection 215 Fremont Street Anzona, California
Agency San Francisco CA 94105 Hawain, Nevada

Pacific Islands
EPA

February 24, (984

The Honorable Bruce Babbitt
Governor of Arizona

State Capitol Building
Phoenix, AZ 85007

Dear Governor Babbitt:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) hereby
notifies you pursuant to Section 110(a)(2)(H) of the Clean
Arr Act, 42 U.S.C. §§7410(a)(2)(H), that it finds the Arizona
State Implementation Plan (SIP) substantially inadequate
to achieve the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)
for ozone in Maricopa County. The basis for the finding of
rnadequacy 1s EPA's conclusion that the area is covered by a
conditionally approved Part D plan and is still experiencing
NAAQS violations. Details of the bases for this conclusion
are listed in the attachment.

EPA calls upon the State to cure the 1nadequacies 1in the
SIP by revising 1t. For areas with fully or conditionally
approved plans, EPA 1s extending the Section 110(c){(1)(C)
revision period to one year from today to provide a sufficient
amount of taime to adopt and submit revisions. The State
must submit a schedule for the development of the necessary
SIP revisions to EPA not more than sixty days from today.
If the State does not submit a curative SIP revision to EPA
within one year from today EPA will proceed to propose a
construction ban and funding restrictions for the area 1in
guestion. The construction ban prohibits major stationary
source construction or modification in affected areas. The
funding restrictions limit Clean Air Act funds and sewage
treatment construction grants 1n affected areas. [Note:
EPA 1s not now calling for any revisions in particulate
matter nonattainment areas.]

EPA has determined that the carbon monoxide SIP has been
inadequate to attain the NAAQS in Pima and Maricopa Counties
by December 31, 1982. SIP revisions for these two areas have
been submitted to correct these 1nadequacies and are currently
under review. Our preliminary review of the revised plan for
Maricopa County shows that the plan lacks the legal authority
for an expanded 1nspection/maintenance program. Unless such
authority 1s granted by the legislature, EPA cannot approve
the carbon monoxide plan for Maricopa County. If EPA cannot
approve this plan, then we will proceed to propose a construc-
tion ban and funding restrictions for Maricopa County.
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With respect to the rural industrial SO; nonattainment
areas of Ajo, Hayden, Miami, Douglas, Morenci and San Manuel,
EPA i1s not requesting the State to submit a Part D SIP at
this time. However, when EPA takes final action on the
non-ferrous smelter regulations, EPA will request the State
of Arizona to submit compliance schedules or Nonferrous

Smelter Orders as part of the Arizona State Implementation
Plan.

EPA's finding of inadequacy and call for SIP revision is
issued in accordance with the general policy that appears in
the Federal Register for November 2, 1983, entitled "Compliance
with the Statutory Provisions of Part D of the Clean Air Act"
(48 Fed. Reg. 50686). EPA's "Guidance Document for the
Correction of Part D SIPs for Nonattainment Areas" (January
1984) contains more information on the content of the revisions
EPA is requesting. If the State does not submit curative
SIP revisions to EPA within the time frames indicated above,
EPA will proceed with actions outlined in the November 2
Policy.

EPA plans to publish a notice of this finding of inadequacy
and call for SIP revision in the Federal Register 'shortly.

EPA will make additional findings of SIP inadequacy and
calls for revisions if the Agency receives air quality monitor-
ing data in the future indicating that other areas of the
State covered by fully or conditionally approved Part D
plans continue to experience NAAQS violations.

At this time, we also request that you reaffirm in writing
the organization or agency which you wish to designate as
lead planning agency for the development of the plans in each
nonattainment area in the State of Arizona pursuant to Section
174(a) of the Clean Air Act.

Any gquestions regarding this letter should be referred to
David P. Howekamp, Director of the Air Management Division
at (415) 974-8201.

Sincerely,

P s

Judith E. Ayres
Regional Administrator

Enclosure
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Axir Act

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

AREA POLLUTANT UNLIKELY PAILURE TO FAILURE TO

TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS

South Coast Air Basin NO x

(Metropolitan Los Angeles

includung Orange County-all,

Riverside County-part,

San Bernardino County-part,

Los Angeles County-part)

South Coast Air Basin TSP x

(Metropolitan Los Angeles,

including Orange County-all,

Riverside County-part,

San Bernardino County-part,

Los Angeles County-part)

San Diego County TSP x

Santa Barbara County TSP b4 X

(Western-Non-AQMA Part)

Ventura County (South Part) TSP x x

Fresno County .TSP x x

Kern County 05 x x

(San Joaquin Valley Part)

Kern County TSP x x

(San Joaquin Valley Part)

Kern County Cco x x

(Bakersfield Metro Area)

Kings County TSP x x

San Jeaquin County TSP x

Madera County TSP x x

Merced County TSP X x

Stanislaus County TSP x x
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

AREA POLLUTANT UNLIKELY FAILURE TO FAILURE TO

TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS

Tulare County TSP b4 x

Tulare “ounty 03 x

Los Angeles County TSP x x*

(Lancaster Area)

Santa Barbara County co x

(Southern Area)

Butte County co x

Butte County O3 x

Sutter County O3 x

Yuba County 03 x

Kings County O3 x

Madera County 03 x

Merced County O3 x

Imperial County O3 x

San Bernardino County ok} x

(Degsert AQMA)

San Bernardino County TSP xX*

(Victorville area)

*Area presently has restrictions on construction or modification of major stationary

sources for failure to submit an adequate SIP.
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Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

AREA POLLUTANT | With SIP Without SIP
Calls Calls

South Coast Air Basin RO, X
(Metropolitan Los Angeles
includung Orange County-all,
Riverside County-part,
San Bernardino County-part,
Los Angeles County-part)
South Coast Air Basin TSP X
(Metropolitan Los Angeles,
including Orange County-all,
Riverside County-part,
San Bernardino County-part,
Los Angeles County-part)
San Diego County TSP X
Santa Barbara County TSP X
(Western-Non-AQMA Part)
Ventura County (South Part) TSP X
Fresno County TSP X
Kern County O3 X
(San Joaquin Valley Part)
Kern County TSP X
(San Joagquin Valley Part)
Kern County co X
(Bakersfield Metro Area)
Rings County TSP X
San Joaquin County TSP X
Madera County TSP X
Merced County TSP X
Stanislaus County TSP X

9-10




Areas With SIP Calls

Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

AREA POLLUTANT With SIP Without SIP
Calls Calls
Tulare County TSP X
Tulare Zounty O3 X
Los Angeles County TSP X
(Lancaster Area)
Santa Barbara County co X
(Southern Area)
Butte County co X
Butte County O3 X
Sutter County O3 X
Yuba County O3 X
Xings County O3 X
Madera County O3 X
Merced County O3 X
Imperial County O3 X
San Bernardino County o]} X
(Desert AQMA)
San Bernardino County TSP X
(Victorville area)
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Kern County
(San Joaquin Valley portion)

O3 - The standard of 0.12 ppm hourly average was not attained by
December 31, 1982 at three sites:

Edison (el = 37.8 days/year)
Oildale - Manor Street (e = 12.1 days/year)
Bakersfield - Chester (e = 7.2 days/year)

See SAROAD Report NA 273, January 25, 1984, pages 55,59 and 62.

1The value "e", the expected number of days per calendar year
with maximum hourly average concentrations above the NAAQS, has
been provided for the monitoring sites which did not attain the
standard by December 31, 1982. The value "e" is based on ambient
ozone data for the years 1980 through 1982 and is calculated per
40 CFR 50.9 and Appendix H.
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South Coast Air Basin

(Metropolitan Los Angeles including Orange County - all; Riverside
County - part; San Bernardino County - part; Los Angeles County -
part)

NO2 - The standard of 0.05 ppm annual mean was not attained by
December 31, 1982 at eleven sites:

Burbank (0.071 ppm)

Los Angeles - N. Main (0.067 ppm)
Pico Rivera (0.061 ppm)

Lennox (0.059 ppm)

Pasadena - Walnut (0.058 ppm)
Lynwood (0.057 ppm)

Pomona (0.055 ppm)

North Long Beach (0.054 ppm)
Whittier (0.054 ppm)

Pasadena - Wilson (0.054 ppm)
West Los Angeles - Robertson (0.052 ppm)

See California Air Quality Data Annual Summaries of 1981
and 1982,
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[y}

Kern Kern County currently has

eight quarters of viola-
tion free CO data; there
fore, a revised control
strategy does not appear
to be necessary at this
time.
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United States Regional Administrator Region 9
Environmental Protection 215 Fremont Street Anzona, California
Agency San Francisco CA 94105 Hawail, Nevada

Pactfic I1slands
<EPA

The Honorable George Deukmejian
Governor of California

State Capitol Building
Sacramento, CA 95814

February 24, 1984

Dear Governor Deukmejian:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) hereby noti-
fies you pursuant to Section 110(a)(2)(B) of the Clean Air
Act, 42 U.S.C. §7410(a){(2)(H), that it finds the California
State Implementation Plan (SIP) substantially inadequate to
achieve national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) for
ozone in Kern County and nitrogen dioxide (NO3) in the South
Coast Air Basin. The basis for the finding of inadequacy is
EPA's conclusion that those areas are covered by conditionally
approved plans but are still experiencing violations of the

NAAQS. The enclosure also details the basis for this conclu-
sion.

EPA calls upon the State to cure the inadeguacies in
the SIP by revising it. EPA is extending the Section 110(c)(1)(C)
revision period to one year from today to provide a sufficient
amount of time to adopt and submit revisions to the plans.
The State must submit a schedule for the development of the
necessary SIP revisions to EPA not more than sixty days from
today. If the State does not submit curative SIP revisions
to EPA within one year from today EPA will proceed to propose
sanctions authorized by the Clean Air Act. Specifically, this
would entail the imposition of a construction ban and funding
restrictions for the areas in question. The construction ban
prohibits major stationary source construction or modification
in affected areas. The funding restrictions limit Clean Air Act
funds and sewage treatment construction grants in affected areas.
[NOTE: EPA is not now calling for any revisions in particulate
matter nonattainment areas.]

In addition, while EPA is not making a formal finding of
non-implementation at this time, you should be advised that
EPA has reason to believe that the South Coast Air Basin
portion of the SIP for NO, has not been implemented pursuant
to Clean Air Act requirements. EPA will transmit a detailed
description of its findings to the South Coast Air Quality
Management District and the Air Resources Board (ARB) and
will provide an opportunity to these agencies to demonstrate
that the NO; plan has been implemented to the fullest extent
possible. 1If this demonstration cannot be made, EPA intends
to propose a construction ban and funding restrictions for
failure to carry out the adopted NO, Plan.
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EPA's finding of inadequacy and call for SIP revision is
issued in accordance with the general policy that appears in the
Federal Register for November 2, 1983, entitled "Compliance with
the Statutory Provisions of Part D of the Clean Air Act"™ [48 FR
50686). This policy also addresses the actions which EPA can
take with regard to areas which do not implement approved plan
provisions. EPA's "Guidance Document for the Correction of
Part D SIPs for Nonattainment Areas"' (January 1984) contains
more information on the content of the revisions EPA is requesting.
If the State does not submit curative SIP revisions to EPA within
an appropriate time frame, EPA will proceed under its November 2
policy to propose a construction ban and funding restrictions
for the areas in gquestion.

EPA plans to publish a notice of this finding of inade-
guacy and call for SIP revision in the Federal Register shortly.
In addition, if necessary, within 60 days EPA will prepare a
notice proposing to impose sanctions for failure to carry out
the NO; plan for the South Coast Air Basin.

EPA wi1ll make additional findings of SIP inadequacy and
calls for revisions if the Agency receives air quality moni-
toring data in the future indicating that other areas of the
State covered by fully or conditionally approved plans continue
to experience NAAQS violations.

Any questions regarding this letter should be referred to
David P. Howekamp, Director of the Air Management Division of
EPA Region 9 at (415) 974-8201.

Sincerely,

Lot &= Crees”

Judith E. Ayres
Regional Administrator

Enclosure
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

TERRITORY OF GUAM

AREA POLLUTANT UNLIKELY FAILURE TO FAILURE TO
TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS
Tanguisson 50, x X*

*Area presently has restrictions on the construction or modification of major stationary
sources for fialure to submit an adequate SIP., Restrictions will remain in effect
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Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

TERRITORY OF GUAM

AREA POLLUTANT With SIP Without SIP
Calls Calls
Tanguisson S04 X
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF NEVADA
AREA POLLUTANT UNLIKELY PAILURE TO FAILURE TO

TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS

Las Vegag, Clark County 03 x

Las Vegas, Clark County TSP x

Reno, Washoe County TSP x

McGill, White Pine County S04 x
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Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF NEVADA

AREA POLLUTANT | With SIP Without -SIP
€alls Calls
Lag Vegas, Clark County O3 X
Las Vegas, Clark County TSP X
Reno, Washoe County TSP X
McGill, White Pine County S04 X
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SIP No

Area Pollutant call Action Rationale

NEVADA

Las Vegas

Clark County 03 X
The standard of 0.12 ppm hourly average was not attained by
December 31, 1982 at one site:
Henderson (el = 9.5 days/year)
In addition, in 1983 the standard was exceeded at one site:
Las Yegas - Casino Center {1 day over standard)
See SAROAD Report NA 273, January 25, 1984, p. 10,

White Pine S02 A federal requlation (52.1475)
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is already in place (promul-
gated in 1975). Kennecott
is the only source. If it
were in compliance, the area
would be in attainment.

§119 of the Act provides
that smelters may get a
variance from SIP 1limits

up to 1/1/88. Kennecott
will apply for a NSD as soon
as new regs are published.



United States Regional Administrator Region 9
Environmental Protection 215 Fremont Street Arizona, Calitorria
Agency San Francisco CA 94105 Hawail, Nevada

<EPA

February 24, 1984

The Honorable Richard H. Bryan
Governor of Nevada

State Capitol Building

Carson City, NV 89710

Dear Governor Bryan:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) hereby notifies
you pursuant to Section 110(a)(2)(H) of the Clean Air Act,
42 U.S.C. §7410(a)(2)(H), that it finds the Newvada State Imple-
mentation Plan (SIP) substantially inadequate in providing for
attainment of the national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS)
for ozone in Clark County. The basis for the finding of inade-
quacy 1is EPA's conclusion that the approved plan does not
satisfactorily address the ozone violations that have occurred
in the Southeast Valley portion of the County. The enclosure
also details the basis for this conclusion.

EPA calls upon the State to cure the inadequacies in the
SIP by revising it. Guidance on the content of these revisions
appears in a recent EPA publication entitled "Guidance Document
for Correction of Part D SIP's for Nonattainment Areas." EPA
is extending the Section 110(c)(1)(C) revision period to one
vear from today to provide ' a sufficient amount of time to
adopt and submit revisions. The State must submit a schedule
for the development of the necessary SIP revisions to EPA
not more than sixty days from today. If the State does not
submit curative SIP revisions to EPA within one year from
today EPA will proceed to propose sanctions authorized by the
Clean Air Act. Specifically, this would entail the imposi-
tion of a construction ban and funding restrictions for the
areas in question. The construction ban prohibits major
stationary source construction or modification in affected
areas. The funding restrictions limit Clean Air Act funds and
sewage treatment construction grants in affected areas.
[Note: EPA is not now calling for any revisions in particulate
matter nonattainment areas.]

EPA's finding of inadequacy and call for SIP revision is
issued in accordance with the general policy that appears in the
Federal Register for November 2, 1983, entitled "Compliance with
the Statutory Provisions of Part D of the Clean Air Act"™ [48 FR
50686]. EPA's "Guidance Document for the Correction of Part D
SIPs for Nonattainment Areas" (January 1984) contains more
information on the content of the revisions EPA 1s requesting.
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EPA plans to publish a notice of this finding of inade-
quacy and call for SIP revision in the Federal Register shortly.
EPA will make additional findings of SIP inadequacy and calls
for revisions if the Agency receives air quality monitoring
data in the future indicating that other areas of the State

covered by fully or conditionally approved plans continue to
experience NAAQS violations.

Any questions regarding this letter should be referred to
David P. Howekamp, Director of the Air Management Division of
EPA Region 9 at (41S) 974-8201.

Sincerely,

Judith E. Ayres
Regional Administrator

Enclosure
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF IDAHO

AREA POLLUTANT UNLIKELY FAILURE TO FAILURE TO

TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
NAAQS

Pocatello area including TS? X

Bannock County, and

Power County

Soda Spraings/Conda, TSP x

Caribou County
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Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF IDAHO

AREA POLLUTANT Call For | . No Call For
SIP SIP
Pocatello area including TSP X

Sannock County, and
rfower County

Sodza Sorings/Conde, TS? X
Carxbou County
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Areas NHot Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF OREGOM

AREA PCLLUTANT | UNMLIKELY FAILURE TO FAILURE TO
20 ATTAIN | COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
THE SIP CONDITIONS ADEQUATR SIP
HAAQS
Medford, Jackson County TSP x*

*Area presently has restrictions on construction or modification of major

stationary socurces for failure to submit an adequate SIP. Restrictions

will remain in effect.
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Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF OREGOW

AR¥A POLLUTANT Call For No Call For
SIP SIP
X

Bedford, Jacksoa County
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Areas Not Anticipated to Meet
the Requirements of the Clean Air Act

STATE OF WASHINGTOM

AREA POLLUTANT UHLIKELY FAILURE TO PAILURE TO

TO ATTAIN COMPLY WITH SUBMIT AN
TEE STP CONDITIONS ADEQUATE SIP
RAAQS

Tacoma, Pierce County co x x*

Tacoma, Pierce County TSP x

Spokane, Spokane County o x

Spokane, Spokane County TSP x

Vancouver, Clark County TSP x

Seattle, King County TSP =

* Recent air quality data indicate that peak concentrations are occurring in a
different area from that originally determined. The existing, EPA approved, 1979
State Implementation Plan ensures attainment of the NAAQS by December 1982 only

in ‘areas originally determined to be nonattainment.

The State has not yet provided

an implementation plan adequate to ensure attainment of the NAAQS by December 1982

in the newfound area.

10-6



Areas With SIP Calls
Areas Without SIP Calls

STATE OF WASHINGTOH

AREA porLUTART | Call For No Call For
SIP SIP
Tacoma, Pierce County co X
Tacoma, Pierce County TSP X
Spokane, Spokane County co X
Spokane, Spokane County TSP X
Vancouver, Clark County TSP X
Seattle, King County TSP X
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Spokane, Washington Carbon Monoxide - EPA is requiring the
implementation of a contingency provision for [/M which is
already contained in the Washington SIP (see copy of EPA
letter dated January 4, 1984). A minor SIP revision is also

being called for which 1dentifies the actual start-up date of
the mandatory I/M program and attainment date for the CO
standard. The specific date for submittal of this revision
is being negotiated between the State and EPA. Information

on boundaries that you requested was previously supplied as
part of the February 3, 1983 action.

Tacoma, Washington Carbon Monoxide - A small 3 block by 6
block area 1n the Tacoma Central Business District was
designated nonattainment on December 18, 1981. Accordingly,
under the current EPA policy, the Tacoma nonattainment area
is being treated as a newly discovered nonattainment area. A
SIP revision addressing the CO problem in Tacoma has already
been submitted to EPA. A separate Federal Register Motice
%111 be submitted addressing the approvability of this SIP
revision (Notice is in draft at this time). Thus, Tacoma
should be removed from the list of Tier II areas.
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