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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

7KLV3ROLF\$VVHVVPHQW 3$ KDVEHHQSUHSDUHGE\VWDIILQWKH(QYLURQPHQWDO
3URWHFWLRQ$JHQF\¶V (3$ 2IILFHRI$LU4XDOLW\3ODQQLQJDQG6WDQGDUGV 2$436 LQ
FRQMXQFWLRQZLWKWKH$JHQF\¶VRQJRLQJUHYLHZRIWKHQDWLRQDODPELHQWDLUTXDOLW\
VWDQGDUGV 1$$46 IRUSDUWLFXODWHPDWWHU 30 ZKLFKLQFOXGHSULPDU\ KHDOWKEDVHG 
DQGVHFRQGDU\ ZHOIDUHEDVHG VWDQGDUGV,WSUHVHQWVVWDIIFRQFOXVLRQVUHJDUGLQJWKH
DGHTXDF\RIWKHFXUUHQWVXLWHRI30VWDQGDUGVDVZHOODVSRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYHVWDQGDUGV
IRUFRQVLGHUDWLRQLQWKLVUHYLHZ
6WDIIFRQFOXVLRQVDUHEDVHGRQWKHVFLHQWLILFDQGWHFKQLFDOLQIRUPDWLRQDVZHOODV
XQFHUWDLQWLHVDQGOLPLWDWLRQVUHODWHGWRWKLVLQIRUPDWLRQDVVHVVHGLQRWKHU(3$
GRFXPHQWVLQFOXGLQJWKH,QWHJUDWHG6FLHQFH$VVHVVPHQWIRU3DUWLFXODWH0DWWHU )LQDO
5HSRUW  ,6$86(3$D WKH4XDQWLWDWLYH+HDOWK5LVN$VVHVVPHQWIRU3DUWLFXODWH
0DWWHU )LQDO5HSRUW  5$86(3$D DQGWKH3DUWLFXODWH0DWWHU8UEDQ)RFXVHG
9LVLELOLW\$VVHVVPHQW )LQDO5HSRUW  8)9$86(3$E 7KLV3$LVLQWHQGHGWR
³EULGJHWKHJDS´EHWZHHQWKHUHOHYDQWVFLHQWLILFHYLGHQFHDQGWHFKQLFDOLQIRUPDWLRQDQG
WKHMXGJPHQWVUHTXLUHGRIWKH(3$$GPLQLVWUDWRULQGHWHUPLQLQJZKHWKHUDQGLIVRKRZ
WRUHYLVHWKH301$$467KHFXUUHQWDQGSRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYH30VWDQGDUGVDUH
FRQVLGHUHGLQWHUPVRIWKHEDVLFHOHPHQWVRIWKH1$$46LQGLFDWRUDYHUDJLQJWLPH
IRUPDQGOHYHO
3ULPDU\6WDQGDUGVIRU)LQH3DUWLFOHV &KDSWHU 
,QDVVHVVLQJWKHDGHTXDF\RIWKHFXUUHQWVXLWHRIDQQXDODQGKRXU30
VWDQGDUGVPHDQWWRSURWHFWSXEOLFKHDOWKDJDLQVWORQJDQGVKRUWWHUPH[SRVXUHVWRILQH
SDUWLFOHVVWDIIFRQFOXGHVWKDWWKHFXUUHQWO\DYDLODEOHLQIRUPDWLRQFOHDUO\FDOOVLQWR
TXHVWLRQWKHDGHTXDF\RIWKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGVDQGWKDWFRQVLGHUDWLRQVKRXOGEHJLYHQWR
UHYLVLQJWKHVXLWHRIVWDQGDUGVWRSURYLGHLQFUHDVHGSXEOLFKHDOWKSURWHFWLRQ,Q
FRQVLGHULQJDOWHUQDWLYH30VWDQGDUGVVWDIIFRQFOXGHVWKDWSURWHFWLRQIURPERWKORQJ
DQGVKRUWWHUP30H[SRVXUHVFDQPRVWHIIHFWLYHO\DQGHIILFLHQWO\EHSURYLGHGE\
UHO\LQJSULPDULO\RQWKHDQQXDOVWDQGDUGZLWKWKHKRXUVWDQGDUGSURYLGLQJ
VXSSOHPHQWDOSURWHFWLRQIRUGD\VZLWKKLJKSHDNFRQFHQWUDWLRQV
7DNLQJLQWRDFFRXQWERWKHYLGHQFHEDVHGDQGULVNEDVHGFRQVLGHUDWLRQVVWDII
FRQFOXGHVWKDWFRQVLGHUDWLRQVKRXOGEHJLYHQWRUHYLVLQJWKHFXUUHQWDQQXDO30
VWDQGDUGOHYHORIJPWRDOHYHOZLWKLQWKHUDQJHRIWRJP6WDIIIXUWKHU
FRQFOXGHVWKDWWKHHYLGHQFHPRVWVWURQJO\VXSSRUWVFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIDQDOWHUQDWLYHDQQXDO
VWDQGDUGOHYHOLQWKHUDQJHRIWRJP,QFRQMXQFWLRQZLWKFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIDQ
DQQXDOVWDQGDUGLQWKHUDQJHRIWRJPVWDIIFRQFOXGHVLWLVDSSURSULDWHWR
FRQVLGHUUHWDLQLQJWKHFXUUHQWKRXU30VWDQGDUGOHYHODWJP,QFRQMXQFWLRQ
ZLWKFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIDQDQQXDOVWDQGDUGOHYHORIJPVWDIIFRQFOXGHVWKHUHLV
OLPLWHGVXSSRUWWRFRQVLGHUUHYLVLQJWKHKRXU30VWDQGDUGOHYHOWRVRPHZKDWEHORZ
JPVXFKDVGRZQWRJP
,QUHDFKLQJWKHVHFRQFOXVLRQVVWDIIUHFRJQL]HVWKDWXQFHUWDLQWLHVDQGOLPLWDWLRQV
UHPDLQLQWKHFXUUHQWO\DYDLODEOHHYLGHQFHDQGTXDQWLWDWLYHULVNHVWLPDWHV:HQRWHWKDW
QRGLVFHUQLEOHWKUHVKROGVKDYHEHHQLGHQWLILHGIRUDQ\KHDOWKHIIHFWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKORQJ
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RUVKRUWWHUP30H[SRVXUHV7KHUHIRUHDSULPDU\IRFXVRIRXUFRQVLGHUDWLRQRI
DOWHUQDWLYHVWDQGDUGOHYHOVKDVEHHQUHODWHGWRLGHQWLI\LQJWKHEURDGHUUDQJHRIDPELHQW
30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVZKLFKKDVWKHPRVWLQIOXHQFHRQJHQHUDWLQJKHDOWKHIIHFWHVWLPDWHV
LQWKHHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHV:HDOVRUHFRJQL]HWKDWWKHUHUHPDLQXQFHUWDLQWLHVLQRXU
XQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQGLIIHUHQFHVLQWKHDPELHQW30PL[WXUHV
DQGRUH[SRVXUHUHODWHGIDFWRUVDQGWKHKHWHURJHQHLW\LQKHDOWKHIIHFWVREVHUYHGLQWKH
HSLGHPLRORJLFDOHYLGHQFH6WDIIFRQFOXGHVWKDWWKHUHLVLQVXIILFLHQWLQIRUPDWLRQDWWKLV
WLPHWRFRQVLGHUVXSSOHPHQWLQJWKHPDVVEDVHG30LQGLFDWRUE\FRQVLGHULQJDVHSDUDWH
LQGLFDWRUIRUXOWUDILQHSDUWLFOHVRUIRUDVSHFLILF30FRPSRQHQWRUJURXSRIFRPSRQHQWV
DVVRFLDWHGZLWKDQ\VRXUFHFDWHJRULHVRIILQHSDUWLFOHVRUIRUHOLPLQDWLQJDQ\LQGLYLGXDO
FRPSRQHQWRUJURXSRIFRPSRQHQWVIURPWKHPL[RIILQHSDUWLFOHVLQFOXGHGLQWKH30
PDVVEDVHGLQGLFDWRU
3ULPDU\6WDQGDUGIRU7KRUDFLF&RDUVH3DUWLFOHV &KDSWHU 
,QDVVHVVLQJWKHDGHTXDF\RIWKHFXUUHQWSULPDU\KRXU30VWDQGDUGZKLFKLV
PHDQWWRSURWHFWSXEOLFKHDOWKDJDLQVWVKRUWWHUPH[SRVXUHVWRWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV
LH30 VWDIIFRQFOXGHVWKDWLWZRXOGEHDSSURSULDWHWRFRQVLGHUHLWKHUUHWDLQLQJRU
UHYLVLQJWKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGGHSHQGLQJRQWKHUHODWLYHZHLJKWSODFHGRQWKHHYLGHQFH
VXSSRUWLQJDVVRFLDWLRQVZLWK30DQGWKHXQFHUWDLQWLHVDQGOLPLWDWLRQVLQWKLV
HYLGHQFH,PSRUWDQWXQFHUWDLQWLHVDQGOLPLWDWLRQVLQFOXGHWKRVHDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHDLU
TXDOLW\HVWLPDWHVXVHGLQ30HSLGHPLRORJLFVWXGLHVWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFK30DLU
TXDOLW\FRQFHQWUDWLRQVUHIOHFWH[SRVXUHVWR30WKHH[WHQWWRZKLFK30LWVHOILV
UHVSRQVLEOHIRUKHDOWKHIIHFWVUHSRUWHGLQHSLGHPLRORJLFVWXGLHVDQGWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFK
WKHFKHPLFDODQGRUELRORJLFDOFRPSRVLWLRQRI30DIIHFWVSDUWLFOHWR[LFLW\
7RWKHH[WHQWFRQVLGHUDWLRQLVJLYHQWRUHYLVLQJWKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGZKLFKKDVD
RQHH[SHFWHGH[FHHGDQFHIRUPDQGDOHYHORIJPVWDIIFRQFOXGHVWKDW
FRQVLGHUDWLRQVKRXOGEHJLYHQWRUHYLVLQJERWKWKHIRUPDQGOHYHO,QWKLVFDVH
FRQVLGHUDWLRQVKRXOGEHJLYHQWRDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPDQGDOHYHOZLWKLQWKHUDQJHRI
JPGRZQWRDERXWJPLQFRQMXQFWLRQZLWKUHWDLQLQJWKH30LQGLFDWRUDQGWKH
KRXUDYHUDJLQJWLPH6WDIIDOVRFRQFOXGHVWKDWVWDQGDUGOHYHOVLQWKHXSSHUSDUWRIWKLV
UDQJHDUHVXSSRUWHGE\WKHVWURQJHVWHYLGHQFH
6HFRQGDU\6WDQGDUGVIRU30UHODWHG9LVLELOLW\,PSDLUPHQW &KDSWHU 
,QDVVHVVLQJWKHDGHTXDF\RIWKHFXUUHQWVXLWHRIVHFRQGDU\DQQXDODQGKRXU
30VWDQGDUGV ZKLFKDUHLGHQWLFDOWRWKHSULPDU\30VWDQGDUGV PHDQWWRSURWHFW
DJDLQVW30UHODWHGYLVLELOLW\LPSDLUPHQWVWDIIFRQFOXGHVWKDWWKHFXUUHQWO\DYDLODEOH
LQIRUPDWLRQFOHDUO\FDOOVLQWRTXHVWLRQWKHDGHTXDF\RIWKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGVDQGWKDW
FRQVLGHUDWLRQVKRXOGEHJLYHQWRUHYLVLQJWKHVXLWHRIVWDQGDUGVWRSURYLGHLQFUHDVHG
SXEOLFZHOIDUHSURWHFWLRQ6WDIIDOVRFRQFOXGHVWKDWWKHFXUUHQW30PDVVLQGLFDWRULV
QRWDSSURSULDWHIRUDQDWLRQDOVWDQGDUGLQWHQGHGWRSURWHFWDJDLQVW30UHODWHGYLVLELOLW\
LPSDLUPHQWVLQFHVXFKDVWDQGDUGLVLQKHUHQWO\FRQIRXQGHGE\UHJLRQDOGLIIHUHQFHVLQ
UHODWLYHKXPLGLW\DQGVSHFLHVFRPSRVLWLRQRI30ZKLFKDUHFULWLFDOIDFWRUVLQWKH
UHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQDPELHQWSDUWLFOHVDQGDVVRFLDWHGYLVLELOLW\LPSDLUPHQW
7DNLQJLQWRDFFRXQWERWKHYLGHQFHEDVHGDQGLPSDFWDVVHVVPHQWEDVHG
FRQVLGHUDWLRQVVWDIIFRQFOXGHVWKDWFRQVLGHUDWLRQVKRXOGEHJLYHQWRHVWDEOLVKLQJDQHZ
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OLJKWH[WLQFWLRQVLPLODUWRKRZOLJKWH[WLQFWLRQLVQRZFDOFXODWHGLQWKH5HJLRQDO+D]H
3URJUDP,QFRQMXQFWLRQZLWKDFDOFXODWHG30OLJKWH[WLQFWLRQLQGLFDWRUVWDII
FRQFOXGHVWKDWFRQVLGHUDWLRQVKRXOGEHJLYHQWRDKRXUDYHUDJLQJWLPHDQGDOHYHORI
GHFLYLHZV GY RUVRPHZKDWEHORZGRZQWRGY6WDIIFRQFOXGHVWKDWLWZRXOGDOVR
EHDSSURSULDWHWRFRQVLGHUDPXOWLKRXUVXEGDLO\DYHUDJLQJSHULRG HJKRXUV WRWKH
H[WHQWWKDWGDWDTXDOLW\LVVXHVWKDWKDYHUHFHQWO\EHHQUDLVHGDERXWGDWDIURPFRQWLQXRXV
30PRQLWRUVFODVVLILHGDV)HGHUDO(TXLYDOHQW0HWKRGV )(0V FDQEHDSSURSULDWHO\
DGGUHVVHG,QFRQMXQFWLRQZLWKFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIDVWDQGDUGZLWKDKRXUDYHUDJLQJWLPH
VWDIIFRQFOXGHVWKDWFRQVLGHUDWLRQVKRXOGEHJLYHQWRDOHYHORIGYRUVRPHZKDWEHORZ
GRZQWRGY,QDOOFDVHVVWDIIFRQFOXGHVWKDWFRQVLGHUDWLRQVKRXOGEHJLYHQWRDWK
SHUFHQWLOHIRUPDYHUDJHGRYHUWKUHH\HDUV
6HFRQGDU\6WDQGDUGVIRU1RQYLVLELOLW\:HOIDUH(IIHFWV &KDSWHU 
,QDVVHVVLQJWKHDGHTXDF\RIWKHFXUUHQWVXLWHRIVHFRQGDU\30VWDQGDUGV ZKLFK
DUHLGHQWLFDOWRWKHSULPDU\30DQG30VWDQGDUGV PHDQWWRSURWHFWDJDLQVW30
UHODWHGHIIHFWVRWKHUWKDQYLVLELOLW\LPSDLUPHQWVWDIIKDVFRQVLGHUHG30UHODWHGHIIHFWVRQ
FOLPDWHHFRORJLFDOHIIHFWVDQGHIIHFWVRQPDWHULDOV6WDIIFRQFOXGHVWKDWWKHFXUUHQWO\
DYDLODEOHLQIRUPDWLRQVXSSRUWVUHWDLQLQJFRQWURORIERWKILQHDQGFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVWR
DGGUHVV30UHODWHGHIIHFWVRQHFRV\VWHPVDQGPDWHULDOVGDPDJHDQGVRLOLQJEXWWKDW
WKHUHLVLQVXIILFLHQWLQIRUPDWLRQWRDVVHVVWKHDGHTXDF\RISURWHFWLRQDIIRUGHGE\WKH
FXUUHQWVWDQGDUGV6WDIIDOVRFRQFOXGHVWKDWWKHUHLVLQVXIILFLHQWLQIRUPDWLRQDWWKLVWLPH
WREDVHD1$$46RQFOLPDWHLPSDFWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKFXUUHQWDPELHQWFRQFHQWUDWLRQVRI
30RULWVFRQVWLWXHQWV
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1 INTRODUCTION
1.1

PURPOSE

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is presently conducting a review of
the national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) for particulate matter (PM). The plan and
schedule for this review were presented in the Integrated Review Plan for the National Ambient
Air Quality Standards for Particulate Matter (IRP; US EPA, 2008a). The IRP identified key
policy-relevant issues to be addressed in this review as a series of questions that frame our
consideration of whether the current NAAQS for PM should be retained or revised.
This Policy Assessment (PA), prepared by staff in the EPA’s Office of Air Quality
Planning and Standards (OAQPS), is intended to help “bridge the gap” between the relevant
scientific information and assessments and the judgments required of the EPA Administrator in
determining whether, and if so how, it is appropriate to revise the NAAQS for PM.1 This PA
presents factors relevant to EPA’s review of the primary (health-based) and secondary (welfarebased) PM NAAQS. It focuses on both evidence- and risk-based information in evaluating the
adequacy of the current PM NAAQS and in identifying potential alternative standards for
consideration. In so doing, we are seeking to provide as broad an array of options as is
supportable by the available information, recognizing that the selection of a specific approach to
reaching final decisions on the primary and secondary PM standards will reflect the judgments of
the Administrator.
In this PA, we consider the scientific and technical information available in this review as
assessed in the Integrated Science Assessment for Particulate Matter (Final Report) (ISA, US
EPA, 2009a), the Quantitative Health Risk Assessment for Particulate Matter (Final Report)
(RA, US EPA, 2010a) and the Particulate Matter Urban-Focused Visibility Assessment (Final
Report) (UFVA, US EPA, 2010b). In so doing, we focus on information that is most pertinent to
evaluating the basic elements of NAAQS: indicator2, averaging time, form,3 and level. These
elements, which together serve to define each standard, must be considered collectively in
evaluating the health and welfare protection afforded by the PM standards.
Although this PA should be of use to all parties interested in this PM NAAQS review, it
is written with an expectation that the reader has familiarity with the technical discussions
1

Preparation of a PA by OAQPS staff reflects Administrator Jackson’s decision to modify the NAAQS review
process that was presented in the IRP. See http://www.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/review.html for more information on the
current NAAQS review process.
2
The “indicator” of a standard defines the chemical species or mixture that is to be measured in determining
whether an area attains the standard.
3
The “form” of a standard defines the air quality statistic that is to be compared to the level of the standard in
determining whether an area attains the standard.
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contained in the ISA (US EPA, 2009a) and in the quantitative health risk and visibility
assessment documents (US EPA, 2010a,b).
1.2
1.2.1

BACKGROUND
Legislative Requirements

Two sections of the Clean Air Act (CAA) govern the establishment and revision of the
NAAQS. Section 108 (42 U.S.C. section 7408) directs the Administrator to identify and list
certain air pollutants and then to issue air quality criteria for those pollutants. The Administrator
is to list those air pollutants that in her “judgment, cause or contribute to air pollution which may
reasonably be anticipated to endanger public health or welfare;” “the presence of which in the
ambient air results from numerous or diverse mobile or stationary sources;” and “for which . . .
[the Administrator] plans to issue air quality criteria…” Air quality criteria are intended to
“accurately reflect the latest scientific knowledge useful in indicating the kind and extent of all
identifiable effects on public health or welfare which may be expected from the presence of [a]
pollutant in the ambient air . . .” 42 U.S.C. § 7408(b). Section 109 (42 U.S.C. 7409) directs the
Administrator to propose and promulgate “primary” and “secondary” NAAQS for pollutants for
which air quality criteria are issued. Section 109(b)(1) defines a primary standard as one “the
attainment and maintenance of which in the judgment of the Administrator, based on such
criteria and allowing an adequate margin of safety, are requisite to protect the public health.” 4 A
secondary standard, as defined in section 109(b)(2), must “specify a level of air quality the
attainment and maintenance of which, in the judgment of the Administrator, based on such
criteria, is requisite to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse effects
associated with the presence of [the] pollutant in the ambient air.”5
The requirement that primary standards provide an adequate margin of safety was
intended to address uncertainties associated with inconclusive scientific and technical
information available at the time of standard setting. It was also intended to provide a reasonable
degree of protection against hazards that research has not yet identified. See Lead Industries
Association v. EPA, 647 F.2d 1130, 1154 (D.C. Cir 1980), cert. denied, 449 U.S. 1042 (1980);
American Petroleum Institute v. Costle, 665 F.2d 1176, 1186 (D.C. Cir. 1981), cert. denied, 455

4

The legislative history of section 109 indicates that a primary standard is to be set at “the maximum permissible
ambient air level . . . which will protect the health of any [sensitive] group of the population,” and that for this
purpose “reference should be made to a representative sample of persons comprising the sensitive group rather than
to a single person in such a group” S. Rep. No. 91-1196, 91st Cong., 2d Sess. 10 (1970).
5
Welfare effects as defined in section 302(h) (42 U.S.C. § 7602(h)) include, but are not limited to, “effects on soils,
water, crops, vegetation, man-made materials, animals, wildlife, weather, visibility and climate, damage to and
deterioration of property, and hazards to transportation, as well as effects on economic values and on personal
comfort and well-being.”
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U.S. 1034 (1982); American Farm Bureau Federation v. EPA, 559 F. 3d 512, 533 (D.C. Cir.
2009); Association of Battery Recyclers v. EPA, 604 F. 3d 613, 617-18 (D.C. Cir. 2010). Both
kinds of uncertainties are components of the risk associated with pollution at levels below those
at which human health effects can be said to occur with reasonable scientific certainty. Thus, in
selecting primary standards that provide an adequate margin of safety, the Administrator is
seeking not only to prevent pollution levels that have been demonstrated to be harmful but also
to prevent lower pollutant levels that may pose an unacceptable risk of harm, even if the risk is
not precisely identified as to nature or degree. The CAA does not require the Administrator to
establish a primary NAAQS at a zero-risk level or at background concentration levels, see Lead
Industries v. EPA, 647 F.2d at 1156 n.51, but rather at a level that reduces risk sufficiently so as
to protect public health with an adequate margin of safety.
In addressing the requirement for an adequate margin of safety, the EPA considers such
factors as the nature and severity of the health effects involved, the size of sensitive population(s)
at risk, and the kind and degree of the uncertainties that must be addressed. The selection of any
particular approach to providing an adequate margin of safety is a policy choice left specifically
to the Administrator’s judgment. See Lead Industries Association v. EPA, 647 F.2d at 1161-62;
Whitman v. American Trucking Associations, 531 U.S. 457, 495 (2001).
In setting primary and secondary standards that are “requisite” to protect public health
and welfare, respectively, as provided in section 109(b), EPA’s task is to establish standards that
are neither more nor less stringent than necessary for these purposes. In so doing, EPA may not
consider the costs of implementing the standards. See generally, Whitman v. American Trucking
Associations, 531 U.S. 457, 465-472, 475-76 (2001). Likewise, “[a]ttainability and
technological feasibility are not relevant considerations in the promulgation of national ambient
air quality standards.” American Petroleum Institute v. Costle, 665 F. 2d at 1185.
Section 109(d)(1) requires that “not later than December 31, 1980, and at 5-year intervals
thereafter, the Administrator shall complete a thorough review of the criteria published under
section 108 and the national ambient air quality standards . . . and shall make such revisions in
such criteria and standards and promulgate such new standards as may be appropriate . . . .”
Section 109(d)(2) requires that an independent scientific review committee “shall complete a
review of the criteria . . . and the national primary and secondary ambient air quality standards ...
and shall recommend to the Administrator any new . . . standards and revisions of existing
criteria and standards as may be appropriate . . . .” Since the early 1980's, this independent
review function has been performed by the Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee (CASAC).6

6

Lists of CASAC members and of members of the CASAC PM Review Panel are available at:
http://yosemite.epa.gov/sab/sabproduct.nsf/WebCASAC/CommitteesandMembership?OpenDocument .
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1.2.2

Previous PM NAAQS Reviews

The EPA initially established NAAQS for PM under section 109 of the CAA in 1971.
Since then, the Agency has made a number of changes to these standards to reflect continually
expanding scientific information, particularly with respect to the selection of indicator7 and level.
Table 1-1 provides a summary of the PM NAAQS that have been promulgated to date. These
decisions are briefly discussed below.
In 1971, EPA established NAAQS for PM based on the original air quality criteria
document (DHEW, 1969; 36 FR 8186, April 30, 1971). The reference method specified for
determining attainment of the original standards was the high-volume sampler, which collects
PM up to a nominal size of 25 to 45 micrometers (µm) (referred to as total suspended particles or
TSP). The primary standards (measured by the indicator TSP) were 260 µg/m3, 24-hour average,
not to be exceeded more than once per year, and 75 µg/m3, annual geometric mean. The
secondary standard was 150 µg/m3, 24-hour average, not to be exceeded more than once per
year.
In October 1979, EPA announced the first periodic review of the criteria and NAAQS for
PM, and significant revisions to the original standards were promulgated in 1987 (52 FR 24634,
July 1, 1987). In that decision, EPA changed the indicator for PM from TSP to PM10, the latter
including particles with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to a nominal 10 µm, which
delineates thoracic particles (i.e., that subset of inhalable particles thought small enough to
penetrate beyond the larynx into the thoracic region of the respiratory tract). The EPA also
revised the primary standards by: (1) replacing the 24-hour TSP standard with a 24-hour PM10
standard of 150 µg/m3 with no more than one expected exceedance per year; and (2) replacing
the annual TSP standard with a PM10 standard of 50 µg/m3, annual arithmetic mean. The
secondary standard was revised by replacing it with 24-hour and annual standards identical in all
respects to the primary standards. The revisions also included a new reference method for the
measurement of PM10 in the ambient air and rules for determining attainment of the new
standards. On judicial review, the revised standards were upheld in all respects. Natural
Resources Defense Council v. EPA, 902 F. 2d 962 (D.C. Cir. 1990), cert. denied, 498 U.S. 1082
(1991).

7

Particulate matter is the generic term for a broad class of chemically and physically diverse substances that exist as
discrete particles (liquid droplets or solids) over a wide range of sizes, such that the indicator for a PM NAAQS has
historically been defined in terms of particle size ranges.
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Table 1-1. Summary of National Ambient Air Quality Standards Promulgated for
Particulate Matter 1971-20068
Averaging
Final Rule
Indicator
Level
Form
Time
1971
36 FR 8186
April 30, 1971

TSP

1987
52 FR 24634
July 1, 1987

260 µg/m3
(primary)
150 µg/m3
(secondary)

Not to be exceeded more than once per year

Annual

75 µg/m3
(primary)

Annual average

24-hour

150 µg/m3

Not to be exceeded more than once per year
on average over a 3-year period

Annual

50 µg/m3

Annual arithmetic mean, averaged over 3
years

24-hour

65 µg/m3

98th percentile, averaged over 3 years9

Annual

15 µg/m3

Annual arithmetic mean, averaged over 3
years10,11

24-hour

150 µg/m3

Initially promulgated 99th percentile,
averaged over 3 years; when 1997 standards
were vacated, the form of 1987 standards
remained in place (not to be exceeded more
than once per year on average over a 3-year
period)

Annual

50 µg/m3

Annual arithmetic mean, averaged over 3
years

24-hour

35 µg/m3

98th percentile, averaged over 3 years9

Annual

15 µg/m3

Annual arithmetic mean, averaged over 3
years11,12

24-hour

150 µg/m3

Not to be exceeded more than once per year
on average over a 3-year period

24-hour

PM10

PM2.5
1997
62 FR 38652
July 18, 1997

2006
71 FR 61144
October 17, 2006

PM10

PM2.5
PM10

8

When not specified, primary and secondary standards are identical.
The 24-hour standard NAAQS metric is defined as an integer (zero decimal places) as determined by rounding.
For example, a 3-year average 98th percentile concentration of 35.49 µg/m3would round to 35 µg/m3and thus meet
the 24-hour standard and a 3-year average of 35.50 µg/m3would round to 36 µg/m3 and hence, violate the 24-hour
standard (40 CFR part 50 Appendix N).
10
The annual standard NAAQS metric is defined to one decimal place (i.e., 15.0 µg/m3) as determined by rounding.
For example, a 3-year average annual mean of 15.04 µg/m3 would round to 15.0 µg/m3 and thus meet the annual
standard and a 3-year average of 15.05 µg/m3 would round to 15.1 µg/m3 and hence, violate the annual standard.
11
The level of the standard was to be compared to measurements made at sites that represent “community-wide air
quality” recording the highest level, or, if specific constraints were met, measurements from multiple communitywide air quality monitoring sites could be averaged (“spatial averaging”).
12
The constraints on the spatial averaging criteria were tightened by further limiting the conditions under which
some areas may average measurements from multiple community-oriented monitors to determine compliance (see
71 FR 61165-61167).
9
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In April 1994, EPA announced its plans for the second periodic review of the criteria and
NAAQS for PM, and promulgated significant revisions to the NAAQS in 1997 (62 FR 38652,
July 18, 1997). Most significantly, EPA determined that although the PM NAAQS should
continue to focus on thoracic particles (PM10), the fine and coarse fractions of PM10 should be
considered separately. New standards were added, using PM2.5 as the indicator for fine
particles.13 The PM10 standards were retained for the purpose of regulating the coarse fraction of
PM10 (referred to as thoracic coarse particles or PM10-2.5).14 The EPA established two new PM2.5
standards: an annual standard of 15 µg/m3, based on the 3-year average of annual arithmetic
mean PM2.5 concentrations from single or multiple monitors sited to represent community-wide
air quality15; and a 24-hour standard of 65 µg/m3, based on the 3-year average of the 98th
percentile of 24-hour PM2.5 concentrations at each population-oriented monitor16 within an area.
Also, EPA established a new reference method for the measurement of PM2.5 in the ambient air
and rules for determining attainment of the new standards. To continue to address thoracic
coarse particles, the annual PM10 standard was retained, while the form, but not the level, of the
24-hour PM10 standard was revised to be based on the 99th percentile of 24-hour PM10
concentrations at each monitor in an area. The EPA revised the secondary standards by making
them identical in all respects to the primary standards.
Following promulgation of the revised PM NAAQS in 1997, petitions for review were
filed by a large number of parties, addressing a broad range of issues. In May 1998, a threejudge panel of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit issued an initial
decision that upheld EPA’s decision to establish fine particle standards, holding that "the
growing empirical evidence demonstrating a relationship between fine particle pollution and
adverse health effects amply justifies establishment of new fine particle standards." American
Trucking Associations v. EPA , 175 F. 3d 1027, 1055-56 (D.C. Cir. 1999), rehearing granted in
part and denied in part, 195 F. 3d 4 (D.C. Cir. 1999), affirmed in part and reversed in part,
Whitman v. American Trucking Associations, 531 U.S. 457 (2001). The panel also found "ample
support" for EPA's decision to regulate coarse particle pollution, but vacated the 1997 PM10
standards, concluding, in part, that PM10 is a "poorly matched indicator for coarse particulate

13

PM2.5 includes particles with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to a nominal 2.5 µm.
See 40 CFR Parts 50, 53, and 58 for more information on reference and equivalent methods for measuring PM in
ambient air.
15
Monitoring stations sited to represent community-wide air quality will typically be at the neighborhood or urbanscale; however, where a population-oriented micro or middle-scale PM2.5 monitoring station represents many such
locations throughout a metropolitan area, these smaller scales may also be considered to represent community-wide
air quality (40 CFR Part 58, Appendix D, 4.7.1(b)).
16
Population-oriented monitoring (or sites) means residential areas, commercial areas, recreational areas, industrial
areas where workers from more than one company are located, and other areas where a substantial number of people
may spend a significant fraction of their day. (40 CFR Part 58, §58.1)
14
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pollution" because it includes fine particles. Id. at 1053-55. Pursuant to the court’s decision,
EPA removed the vacated 1997 PM10 standards from the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) (69
FR 45592, July 30, 2004) and deleted the regulatory provision [at 40 CFR section 50.6(d)] that
controlled the transition from the pre-existing 1987 PM10 standards to the 1997 PM10 standards.
The pre-existing 1987 PM10 standards remained in place (65 FR 80776, December 22, 2000).
The court also upheld EPA’s determination not to establish more stringent secondary standards
for fine particles to address effects on visibility (175 F. 3d at 1027).
More generally, the panel held (over a strong dissent) that EPA’s approach to establishing
the level of the standards in 1997, both for the PM and for the ozone (O3) NAAQS promulgated
on the same day, effected “an unconstitutional delegation of legislative authority.” Id. at 103440. Although the panel stated that “the factors EPA uses in determining the degree of public
health concern associated with different levels of ozone and PM are reasonable,” it remanded the
rule to EPA, stating that when EPA considers these factors for potential non-threshold pollutants
“what EPA lacks is any determinate criterion for drawing lines” to determine where the
standards should be set. Consistent with EPA’s long-standing interpretation and D.C. Circuit
precedent, the panel also reaffirmed its prior holdings that in setting NAAQS EPA is “not
permitted to consider the cost of implementing those standards” Id. at 1040-41.
On EPA’s petition for rehearing, the panel adhered to its position on these points.
American Trucking Associations v. EPA, 195 F. 3d 4 (D.C. Cir. 1999). The full Court of
Appeals denied EPA’s request for rehearing en banc, with five judges dissenting. Id. at 13. Both
sides filed cross appeals on these issues to the United States Supreme Court, which granted
certiorari. In February 2001, the Supreme Court issued a unanimous decision upholding EPA’s
position on both the constitutional and cost issues. Whitman v. American Trucking Associations,
531 U.S. 457, 464, 475-76. On the constitutional issue, the Court held that the statutory
requirement that NAAQS be “requisite” to protect public health with an adequate margin of
safety sufficiently cabined EPA’s discretion, affirming EPA’s approach of setting standards that
are neither more nor less stringent than necessary. The Supreme Court remanded the case to the
Court of Appeals for resolution of any remaining issues that had not been addressed in that
court’s earlier rulings. Id. at 475-76. In March 2002, the Court of Appeals rejected all
remaining challenges to the standards, holding under the traditional standard of review that
EPA’s PM2.5 standards were reasonably supported by the administrative record and were not
“arbitrary and capricious.” American Trucking Associations v. EPA, 283 F. 3d 355, 369-72
(D.C. Cir. 2002).
In October 1997, EPA published its plans for the next periodic review of the air quality
criteria and NAAQS for PM (62 FR 55201, October 23, 1997). After CASAC and public review
of several drafts, EPA’s National Center for Environmental Assessment (NCEA) finalized the
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Air Quality Criteria Document for Particulate Matter (henceforth, AQCD or the "Criteria
Document") in October 2004 (U.S. EPA, 2004) and OAQPS finalized an assessment document,
Particulate Matter Health Risk Assessment for Selected Urban Areas (Abt Associates, 2005),
and a “Staff Paper,” Review of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Particulate
Matter: Policy Assessment of Scientific and Technical Information, in December 2005 (U.S.
EPA, 2005). In conjunction with its review of the Staff Paper, CASAC provided advice to the
Administrator on revisions to the PM NAAQS (Henderson, 2005a). In particular, most CASAC
PM Panel members favored revising the level of the primary 24-hour PM2.5 standard in the range
of 35 to 30 µg/m3 with a 98th percentile form, in concert with revising the level of the primary
annual PM2.5 standard in the range of 14 to 13 µg/m3 (Henderson, 2005a, p.7). For thoracic
coarse particles, the Panel had reservations in recommending a primary 24-hour PM10-2.5
standard, and agreed that there was a need for more research on the health effects of thoracic
coarse particles (Henderson, 2005b). With regard to secondary standards, most Panel members
strongly supported establishing a new, distinct secondary PM2.5 standard to protect urban
visibility (Henderson, 2005a, p. 9).
On January 17, 2006, EPA proposed to revise the primary and secondary NAAQS for PM
(71 FR 2620) and solicited comment on a broad range of options. Proposed revisions included:
revising the level of the primary 24-hour PM2.5 standard to 35 µg/m3; revising the form, but not
the level, of the primary annual PM2.5 standard by tightening the constraints on the use of spatial
averaging; replacing the primary 24-hour PM10 standard with a 24-hour standard defined in
terms of a new indicator, PM10-2.517 set at a level of 70 µg/m3 based on the 3-year average of the
98th percentile of 24-hour PM10-2.5 concentrations; revoking the primary annual PM10 standard;
and revising the secondary standards by making them identical in all respects to the proposed
suite of primary standards for fine and coarse particles.18 Subsequent to the proposal, CASAC
provided additional advice to EPA in a letter to the Administrator requesting reconsideration of
CASAC’s recommendations for both the primary and secondary PM2.5 standards as well as the
standards for thoracic coarse particles (Henderson, 2006a).
On October 17, 2006, EPA promulgated revisions to the PM NAAQS to provide
increased protection of public health and welfare (71 FR 61144). With regard to the primary and
secondary standards for fine particles, EPA revised the level of the primary 24-hour PM2.5
17

This proposed indicator was qualified so as to include any ambient mix of PM10-2.5 dominated by particles
generated by high-density traffic on paved roads, industrial sources, and construction sources, and to exclude any
ambient mix of particles dominated by rural windblown dust and soils and agricultural and mining sources (71 FR
2667 to 2668).
18
In recognition of an alternative view expressed by most members of the CASAC PM Panel, the Agency also
solicited comments on a subdaily (4- to 8-hour averaging time) secondary PM2.5 standard to address visibility
impairment, considering alternative standard levels within a range of 20 to 30 µg/m3 in conjunction with a form
within a range of the 92nd to 98th percentile (71 FR 2685).
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standard to 35 µg/m3, retained the level of the primary annual PM2.5 standard at 15 µg/m3, and
revised the form of the primary annual PM2.5 standard by adding further constraints on the
optional use of spatial averaging. The EPA revised the secondary standards for fine particles by
making them identical in all respects to the primary standards. With regard to the primary and
secondary standards for thoracic coarse particles, EPA retained the level and form of the 24-hour
PM10 standard (such that the standard remained at a level of 150 µg/m3 with a one-expected
exceedance form), and revoked the annual PM10 standard. The EPA also established a new
Federal Reference Method (FRM) for the measurement of PM10-2.5 in the ambient air (71 FR
61212-13). Although the standards for thoracic coarse particles were not defined in terms of a
PM10-2.5 indicator, the new FRM for PM10-2.5 was established to provide a basis for approving
Federal Equivalent Methods (FEMs) and to promote gathering scientific data to support future
reviews of the PM NAAQS.
Following issuance of the final rule, CASAC articulated its concern that “EPA’s final
rule on the NAAQS for PM does not reflect several important aspects of the CASAC’s advice”
(Henderson et al., 2006b). With regard to the primary PM2.5 annual standard, CASAC expressed
serious concerns regarding the decision to retain the level of the standard at 15 µg/m3. With
regard to EPA’s final decision to retain the 24-hour PM10 standard for thoracic coarse particles,
CASAC acknowledged concerns associated with retaining this standard while recognizing the
need to have a standard in place to protect against effects associated with short-term exposures to
thoracic coarse particles. With regard to EPA’s final decision to revise the secondary PM2.5
standards to be identical in all respects to the revised primary PM2.5 standards, CASAC
expressed concerns that its advice to establish a distinct secondary standard for fine particles to
address visibility impairment was not followed.
1.2.3

Litigation Related to the 2006 PM Standards

Several parties filed petitions for review following promulgation of the revised PM
NAAQS in 2006. These petitions addressed the following issues: (1) selecting the level of the
primary annual PM2.5 standard; (2) retaining PM10 as the indicator of a standard for thoracic
coarse particles, retaining the level and form of the 24-hour PM10 standard, and revoking the
PM10 annual standard; and (3) setting the secondary PM2.5 standards identical to the primary
standards. On February 24, 2009, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit
issued its opinion in the case American Farm Bureau Federation v. EPA, 559 F. 3d 512 (D.C.
Cir. 2009). The court remanded the primary annual PM2.5 NAAQS to EPA because EPA failed
to adequately explain why the standard provided the requisite protection from both short- and
long-term exposures to fine particles, including protection for at-risk populations. American
Farm Bureau Federation v. EPA, 559 F. 3d 512, 520-27 (D.C. Cir. 2009). With regard to the
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standards for PM10, the court upheld EPA’s decisions to retain the 24-hour PM10 standard to
provide protection from thoracic coarse particle exposures and to revoke the annual PM10
standard. American Farm Bureau Federation, 559 F. 2d at 533-38. With regard to the
secondary PM2.5 standards, the court remanded the standards to EPA because the Agency failed
to adequately explain why setting the secondary PM standards identical to the primary standards
provided the required protection for public welfare, including protection from visibility
impairment. American Farm Bureau Federation, 559 F. 2d at 528-32.
The decisions of the court with regard to these three issues are discussed further in
chapters 2, 3 and 4, respectively (see sections 2.1.2, 3.1.2, and 4.1.2). The EPA is responding to
the court’s remands as part of the current review of the PM NAAQS.
1.2.4

Current PM NAAQS Review

The EPA initiated the current review of the air quality criteria for PM in June 2007 with a
general call for information (72 FR 35462, June 28, 2007). In July 2007, EPA held two “kickoff” workshops on the primary and secondary PM NAAQS, respectively (72 FR 34003 and
34004, June 20, 2007).19 These workshops provided an opportunity for a public discussion of
the key policy-relevant issues around which EPA would structure this PM NAAQS review and
the most meaningful new science that would be available to inform our understanding of these
issues.
Based in part on the workshop discussions, EPA developed a draft IRP outlining the
schedule, process, and key policy-relevant questions that would guide the evaluation of the air
quality criteria for PM and the review of the primary and secondary PM NAAQS (US EPA,
2007). On November 30, 2007, EPA held a consultation with CASAC on the draft IRP (72 FR
63177, November 8, 2007), which included the opportunity for public comment. The final IRP
(US EPA, 2008a) incorporated comments from CASAC (Henderson, 2008) and the public on the
draft plan as well as input from senior Agency managers.20
As part of the process of preparing the PM ISA, NCEA hosted a peer review workshop in
June 2008 on preliminary drafts of key ISA chapters (73 FR 30391, May 27, 2008). The first
external review draft ISA (US EPA, 2008b; 73 FR 77686, December 19, 2008) was reviewed by
19

See workshop materials available at: http://www.regulations.gov/search/Regs/home.html#home Docket ID
numbers EPA-HQ-OAR-2007-0492-008; EPA-HQ-OAR-2007-0492-009; EPA-HQ-OAR-2007-0492-010; and
EPA-HQ-OAR-2007-0492-012.
20
The process followed in this review varies from the NAAQS review process described in section 1.1 of the IRP
(US EPA, 2008a). On May 21, 2009, EPA Administrator Jackson called for key changes to the NAAQS review
process including reinstating a policy assessment document that contains staff analyses of the scientific bases for
alternative policy options for consideration by senior Agency management prior to rulemaking. In conjunction with
this change, EPA will no longer issue a policy assessment in the form of an advance notice of proposed rulemaking
(ANPR) as discussed in the IRP. For more information on the overall process followed in this review including a
description of the major elements of the process for reviewing NAAQS see Jackson (2009).
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CASAC and the public at a meeting held in April 2009 (74 FR 2688, February 19, 2009). Based
on CASAC and public comments, NCEA prepared a second draft ISA (US EPA, 2009b; 74 FR
38185, July 31, 2009), which was reviewed by CASAC and the public at a meeting held on
October 5-6, 2009 (74 FR 46586, September 10, 2009). Based on CASAC and public
comments, NCEA prepared the final ISA (US EPA, 2009a; 74 FR 66353, December 15, 2009).
In preparing the Risk and Exposure Assessment (REA) documents that build on the
scientific evidence presented in the ISA, OAQPS released two planning documents: Particulate
Matter National Ambient Air Quality Standards: Scope and Methods Plan for Health Risk and
Exposure Assessment and Particulate Matter National Ambient Air Quality Standards: Scope
and Methods Plan for Urban Visibility Impact Assessment (henceforth, Scope and Methods
Plans, US EPA, 2009c,d; 74 FR 11580, March 18, 2009). These planning documents outlined
the scope and approaches that staff planned to use in conducting quantitative assessments as well
as key issues that would be addressed as part of the assessments. In designing and conducting
the initial health risk and visibility impact assessments, we considered CASAC comments
(Samet 2009a,b) on the Scope and Methods Plans made during an April 2009 consultation (74
FR 7688, February 19, 2009) as well as public comments. Two draft assessment documents,
Risk Assessment to Support the Review of the PM2.5 Primary National Ambient Air Quality
Standards: External Review Draft - September 2009 (US EPA 2009e) and Particulate Matter
Urban-Focused Visibility Assessment - External Review Draft - September 2009 (US EPA,
2009f) were reviewed by CASAC and the public at a meeting held on October 5 - 6, 2009 (74 FR
46586, September 10, 2009). Based on CASAC (Samet 2009c,d) and public comments, OAQPS
staff revised these draft documents and released second draft assessment documents (US EPA,
2010d,e) in January and February 2010 (75 FR 4067, January 26, 2010) for CASAC and public
review at a meeting held on March 10-11, 2010 (75 FR 8062, February 23, 2010). Based on
CASAC (Samet, 2010a,b) and public comments on the second draft assessment documents, we
revised these documents and released final assessment documents in June and July 2010 (US
EPA, 2010a,b; 75 FR 39252, July 8, 2010).
A preliminary draft PA (US EPA, 2009g) was released in September 2009 for
informational purposes and to facilitate discussion with CASAC at the October 5 - 6, 2009
meeting on the overall structure, areas of focus, and level of detail to be included in the PA.
CASAC’s comments on the preliminary draft PA encouraged the development of a document
focused on the key policy-relevant issues that draws from and is not repetitive of information in
the ISA and REAs. These comments were considered in developing a first draft PA (US EPA,
2010c; 75 FR 4067, January 26, 2010) that built upon the information presented and assessed in
the final ISA and second draft risk and visibility assessment documents. The EPA presented an
overview of the first draft PA at a CASAC meeting on March 10, 2010 (75 FR 8062, February
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23, 2010). The first draft PA was reviewed by CASAC and the public and discussed during
public teleconferences on April 8 - 9, 2010 (75 FR 8062, February 23, 2010) and May 7, 2010
(75 FR 19971, April 16, 2010).
The CASAC (Samet, 2010c) and public comments on the first draft PA were considered
by EPA staff in developing a second draft PA (US EPA, 2010f; 75 FR 39253, July 8, 2010)
which was reviewed by CASAC at a meeting on July 26 - 27, 2010 (75 FR 32763, June 9, 2010).
CASAC (Samet, 2010d, see Appendix A) and public comments on the second draft PA were
considered by EPA staff in preparing this final PA.21 This document includes final staff
conclusions related to the adequacy of the current PM standards and the broadest range of
alternative standards that are supported by the currently available scientific evidence and
quantitative assessments.
1.3

CURRENT AMBIENT MONITORING NETWORKS FOR PM

In the U.S., state and local agencies operate the vast majority of PM monitors as part of
the State and local air monitoring stations (SLAMS) network. The SLAMS network supports
three major objectives: to provide air pollution data to the general public in a timely manner; to
support compliance with ambient air quality standards and emissions strategy development; and
to support air pollution research studies. PM monitors are deployed according to network design
criteria described in Appendix D to 40 CFR Part 58. For comparison to the annual standard,
PM2.5 monitoring sites are required to represent community-wide air quality. For most urban
locations this will result in siting monitors at the neighborhood scale22 where PM2.5
concentrations are reasonably homogeneous throughout an entire urban sub-region. At least one
monitoring station representing community-wide air quality is also to be sited in a populationoriented area of expected maximum concentration. Sites that represent relatively unique
population-oriented microscale,23 or localized hot-spot, or unique population-oriented middle

21

All written comments submitted to the Agency are available in the docket for this PM NAAQS review (EPA-HQOAR-2007-0429). Transcripts of public meetings and teleconferences held in conjunction with CASAC’s reviews
are also included in the docket.
22
Neighborhood scale for PM2.5: Measurements in this category would represent conditions throughout some
reasonably homogeneous urban sub-region with dimensions of a few kilometers and of generally more regular shape
than the middle scale. Homogeneity refers to the particulate matter concentrations, as well as the land use and land
surface characteristics. Much of the PM2.5 exposures are expected to be associated with this scale of measurement.
In some cases, a location carefully chosen to provide neighborhood scale data would represent the immediate
neighborhood as well as neighborhoods of the same type in other parts of the city. See 40 CRF Part 58 Appendix D,
4.7.1(c)(3).
23
Microscale for PM2.5: This scale would typify areas such as downtown street canyons and traffic corridors where
the general public would be exposed to maximum concentrations from mobile sources. See 40 CFR Part 58
Appendix D, 4.7.1(c)(1).
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scale24 impact sites are only eligible for comparison to the 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS. For PM10,
the network design criteria emphasize monitoring at middle25 and neighborhood26 scales to
effectively characterize the emissions from both mobile and stationary sources, although not
ruling out microscale monitoring in some instances (40 CFR Part 58 Appendix D, 4.6 (b)).
The sections below briefly summarize the monitoring networks for PM including PM2.5
mass, PM2.5 speciation, and PM10 mass, as well as the new PM10-2.5 mass network which will be
part of the forthcoming National Core Multipollutant Monitoring Network (NCore).27
Additional information and maps of monitoring sites are provided in Appendix B.
1.3.1

PM2.5 Mass

The PM2.5 monitoring requirements provide for monitors in Metropolitan Statistical
Areas (MSAs) based on a combination of population and design value29 (see Table D-5, 40
CFR Part 58) with higher populated locations having more polluted air required to have the most
monitors. Background and transport monitors30 are also required of each state with options for
utilizing IMPROVE31 and other PM2.5 data to provide for flexibility in meeting the monitoring
requirements.
28

24

Middle scale for PM2.5: People moving through downtown areas, or living near major roadways, encounter
particle concentrations that would be adequately characterized by this spatial scale. Thus, measurements of this type
would be appropriate for the evaluation of possible effects associated with short-term exposures to PM2.5. See 40
CFR Part 58 Appendix D, 4.7.1(c)(2).
25
Middle scale for PM10: Much of the short-term public exposure to coarse fraction particles (using PM10 as the
indicator) is characterized on this scale and on the neighborhood scale. People moving through downtown areas or
living near major roadways or stationary sources, may encounter particulate matter that would be adequately
characterized by measurements of this spatial scale. See 40 CFR Part 58 Appendix D, 4.6(b)(2).
26
Neighborhood scale for PM10: Measurements in this category represent conditions throughout some reasonably
homogeneous urban subregion with dimensions of a few kilometers and of generally more regular shape than the
middle scale. Homogeneity refers to the particulate matter concentrations, as well as the land use and land surface
characteristics. In some cases, a location carefully chosen to provide neighborhood scale data would represent not
only the immediate neighborhood but also neighborhoods of the same type in other parts of the city. See 40 CFR
Part 58 Appendix D, 4.6(b)(3).
27
The NCore network is a multi-pollutant network that includes measurements of particles, gases, and meteorology
(71 FR 61236, October 17, 2006). The network is intended to support integrated air program management needs.
The NCore monitoring network is expected to be fully operational by January 1, 2011.
28
Metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas (metro and micro areas) are geographic entities defined by the U.S.
Office of Management and Budget (OMB) for use by Federal statistical agencies in collecting, tabulating, and
publishing Federal statistics. The term "Core Based Statistical Area" (CBSA) is a collective term for both metro and
micro areas. A metro area contains a core urban area of 50,000 or more population, and a micro area contains an
urban core of at least 10,000 (but less than 50,000) population. Each metro or micro area consists of one or more
counties and includes the counties containing the core urban area, as well as any adjacent counties that have a high
degree of social and economic integration (as measured by commuting to work) with the urban core.
29
Design values are the metrics (i.e., statistics) that are compared to the NAAQS levels to determine compliance.
For example, for PM2.5, design values are calculated as shown in section 4.0 of Appendix N to 40 CFR Part 50.
30
Background and transport sites are used to provide regional background and transport data. When evaluated in
combination with urban sites, these locations help determine the local urban contribution to PM.
31
The Interagency Monitoring of Protected Visual Environment (IMPROVE) program was established in 1985 to
aid the creation of federal and state implementation plans for the protection of visibility in Class 1 areas (i.e., 155
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The network of PM2.5 FRM monitors includes over 900 monitoring stations throughout
the country. The FRM is a manually operated sampler that is programmed to operate for a 24hour period covering midnight to midnight local standard time. Although approximately 150
FRM sites operate every day, most operate every third or sixth day according to a national
schedule provided by EPA.32 The network of PM2.5 continuous monitors has grown to
approximately 800 locations throughout the country of which about 115 locations have Class III
FEMs33. The number of PM2.5 FRM monitors may decrease over the coming years as PM2.5
continuous FEMs replace FRMs.
1.3.2

PM2.5 Speciation

As part of the PM2.5 NAAQS review completed in 1997, EPA established a PM2.5
Chemical Speciation Network (CSN) to conduct routine speciation monitoring in primarily urban
areas in the U.S. The PM2.5 CSN consists of about 50 Speciation Trends Network (STN) sites
and about 150 SLAMS supplemental sites. All STN sites operate on a one-in-three day sample
collection schedule. A majority of the SLAMS supplemental sites operate on a one-in-six day
sample collection schedule. These sites collect aerosol samples over 24 hours on filters that are
analyzed for PM2.5 mass, a number of trace elements, major ions (e.g., sulfate, nitrate,
ammonium), and organic and elemental carbon. Similar to the CSN, the IMPROVE program34
also provides PM2.5 mass and speciation data for organic and elemental carbon, major ions, and
trace elements; however, unlike CSN, IMPROVE also samples for PM10 mass.
1.3.3

PM10 Mass

PM10 monitoring stations have an urban focus and are required in MSAs according to
Table D-4 of Appendix D to 40 CFR Part 58. Local considerations are a factor in determining
the actual required number of monitoring sites. More stations are required in larger MSAs and
areas with more evidence of poor air quality, while monitors are also required in “clean” MSAs
of certain size. The network currently includes over 800 monitoring stations throughout the
country with most metropolitan areas operating more PM10 monitors than the minimum required

national parks and wilderness areas) as stipulated in the 1977 amendments to the CAA. The IMPROVE Network
also supports goals set forth in the 1999 Regional Haze Rule (64 FR 35714. July 1, 1999). Additional information is
available at http://www.epa.gov/visibility/program.html.
32
The national sampling schedule calendar is available on the web at: http://www.epa.gov/ttn/amtic/calendar.html.
33
Class III equivalent method means an equivalent method for PM2.5 that is an analyzer capable of providing
ambient air measurements representative of one hour or less integrated concentrations as well as 24-hour
measurements determined as, or equivalent to, the mean of 24 one-hour consecutive measurements.
34
IMPROVE is a cooperative measurement effort managed by a steering committee composed of representatives
from federal, regional, and state organizations. See Appendix B and http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/improve/ for more
information.
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by current monitoring rules. Many PM10 monitoring stations operate FRMs on a mix of daily,
one-in-two day, one-in-three day, or one-in-six day sampling, based on the relative
concentrations measured at a specific monitoring site with respect to the 24-hour standard.
There are also FEMs that are operated continuously, providing hourly PM10 measurements.
1.3.4

PM10-2.5 Mass

Ambient measurements of PM10-2.5 concentrations are not routinely measured and
reported at present (US EPA, 2009a, section 3.5.1.1). The EPA has required PM10-2.5 mass
monitoring as part of the NCore network which began January 1, 2011 at approximately 80
stations. Urban NCore stations are to be generally located at an urban scale35 or neighborhood
scale to provide representative concentrations of exposure expected throughout the metropolitan
area. Rural NCore stations are to be located, to the maximum extent practicable, at a regional36
or larger scale, away from any large local emission source, so that they represent ambient
concentrations over an extensive area.
1.4

GENERAL APPROACH AND ORGANIZATION OF THIS DOCUMENT

This PA includes staff’s evaluation of the policy implications of the scientific assessment
of the evidence presented and assessed in the ISA and the results of quantitative assessments
based on that information presented and assessed in the REAs. Taken together, this information
informs staff conclusions and the identification of policy options for consideration in addressing
public health and welfare effects associated with exposure to ambient PM.
Since the last review, much new information is now available on PM air quality and
human health effects directly in terms of PM2.5 and, to a much more limited degree, PM10-2.5 and
ultrafine particles (UFPs).37 Since the purpose of this review is to evaluate the adequacy of the
current standards, which separately address fine and thoracic coarse particles, staff is focusing
this policy assessment and associated quantitative analyses primarily on the evidence related
directly to PM2.5 and PM10-2.5. In so doing, we are considering PM10-related evidence primarily
to help inform our understanding of key issues and to help interpret and provide context for
understanding the public health and welfare impacts of ambient fine and coarse particles. We are
also considering the currently available evidence related to UFPs as well as PM2.5 components to
35

Urban scale: This class of measurement would be used to characterize PM concentrations over an entire
metropolitan or rural area ranging in size from 4 to 50 kilometers. Such measurements would be useful for
assessing trends in area-wide air quality, and hence, the effectiveness of large scale air pollution control strategies.
Community-oriented PM2.5 sites may have this scale (see 40 CFR Part 58, Appendix D, section 4.7.1(c)(4)).
36
Regional scale: These measurements would characterize conditions over areas with dimensions as much as
hundreds of kilometers. Such measurements provide information about PM emissions and atmospheric losses and
transport (see 40 CFR Part 58, Appendix D, section 4.7.1(c)(5).
37
Ultrafine particles generally include particles with a nominal serodynamic diameter less than or equal to 0.1 µm.
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aid in considering whether there is support to consider standards with a different size fraction
and/or distinct standards focused on regulating a specific PM2.5 component or group of
components associated with any source categories of fine particles.
Following this introductory chapter, this document is organized into two main parts:
review of the primary PM NAAQS (chapters 2 and 3) and review of the secondary PM NAAQS
(chapters 4 and 5). Chapters 2 and 3 present staff observations and conclusions related to review
of the primary standards for fine and thoracic coarse particles, respectively. Each chapter
includes background information on the rationale for previous reviews and the policy assessment
approaches followed in the current review, focusing on evidence-based considerations and, as
appropriate, quantitative risk-based considerations. Staff conclusions are presented with regard
to the adequacy of the current primary standards and potential alternative primary standards for
consideration, in terms of indicators, averaging times, forms, and levels. Chapter 4 focuses on
PM-related visibility impairment, and presents staff observations and conclusions with regard to
the adequacy of the current standards and potential distinct secondary standards for
consideration, in terms of alternative indicators, averaging times, forms, and levels. Chapter 5
focuses on other PM-related welfare effects, including effects on climate, ecological effects, and
effects on materials, and presents staff observations and conclusions with regard to the adequacy
of the current standards and the extent to which information is available to support consideration
of alternative standards.
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2

REVIEW OF THE PRIMARY STANDARDS FOR FINE PARTICLES

This chapter presents staff conclusions with regard to the adequacy of the current suite of
primary PM2.5 standards and the alternative primary standards for fine particles that are
appropriate for consideration in this review. Our assessment of these issues is framed by a series
of key policy-relevant questions, which expand upon those presented at the outset of this review
in the IRP (US EPA, 2008a). Answers to these questions will inform decisions by the
Administrator on whether, and if so how, to revise the current suite of primary fine particle
standards.
Staff notes that final decisions regarding the primary standards must draw upon scientific
information and analyses about health effects and risks, as well as judgments made about how to
deal with the uncertainties that are inherent in the scientific evidence and analyses. Ultimately,
the final decisions are largely public health policy judgments. Our approach to informing these
judgments recognizes that the available health effects evidence generally reflects a continuum
consisting of ambient levels at which scientists generally agree that health effects occur through
lower levels at which the likelihood and magnitude of the response become appreciably more
uncertain.
Our approach for reviewing the primary standards for fine particles is presented in
section 2.1. Staff conclusions regarding the adequacy of the current suite of primary PM2.5
standards are presented in section 2.2, focusing on both evidence-based and quantitative riskbased considerations. Section 2.3 presents our conclusions with respect to alternative fine
particle standards that are appropriate to consider, addressing each of the basic elements of the
standards: indicator (section 2.3.1), averaging time (section 2.3.2), form (section 2.3.3), and
level (section 2.3.4). Section 2.4 summarizes staff conclusions on the primary fine particle
standards. Key uncertainties and areas for future research and data collection efforts are
included in section 2.5.
2.1

APPROACH

Staff’s general approach for reviewing the current primary PM2.5 standards, which
involves translating scientific and technical information into the basis for addressing key policyrelevant questions, takes into consideration the approaches used in previous PM NAAQS
reviews (section 2.1.1) and the court’s remand of the primary annual PM2.5 standard set in 2006
(section 2.1.2). The past and current approaches described below are all based most
fundamentally on using information from epidemiological studies to inform the selection of PM
standards that, in the Administrator’s judgment, protect public health with an adequate margin of
safety. Such information can be in the form of air quality distributions over which health effect
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associations have been observed, or in the form of concentration-response (C-R) functions that
support quantitative risk assessment. However, evidence- and risk-based approaches using
information from epidemiological studies to inform decisions on PM standards are complicated
by the recognition that no population threshold, below which it can be concluded with
confidence that PM-related effects do not occur, can be discerned from the available evidence.
As a result, any general approach to reaching decisions on what standards are appropriate
necessarily requires judgments about how to translate the information available from the
epidemiological studies into a basis for appropriate standards. This includes consideration of
how to weigh the uncertainties in the reported associations across the distributions of PM
concentrations in the studies and the uncertainties in quantitative estimates of risk. Such
approaches are consistent with setting standards that are neither more nor less stringent than
necessary, recognizing that a zero-risk standard is not required by the CAA. Our current
approach for evaluating the primary PM2.5 standards using both evidence- and risk-based
considerations is outlined in section 2.1.3.
2.1.1

Approaches Used in Previous Reviews
2.1.1.1

Review Completed in 1997

In setting the 1997 primary PM2.5 annual and 24-hour standards, the Agency relied
primarily on an evidence-based approach that focused on epidemiological evidence, especially
from short-term exposure studies of fine particles judged to be the strongest evidence at that
time. The EPA did not place much weight on quantitative risk estimates from the very limited
risk assessment conducted, but did conclude that the risk assessment results confirmed the
general conclusions drawn from the epidemiological evidence that a serious public health
problem was associated with ambient PM levels allowed under the then current PM10 standards
(62 FR 38665/1, July 18, 1997).
The EPA considered the epidemiological evidence and data on air quality relationships to
set an annual PM2.5 standard that was intended to be the “generally controlling” standard; i.e., the
primary means of lowering both long- and short-term ambient concentrations of PM2.5.1 In
conjunction with the annual standard, EPA also established a 24-hour PM2.5 standard to provide
supplemental protection against days with high peak concentrations, localized “hotspots,” and
1

In so doing, EPA noted that because an annual standard would focus control programs on annual average PM2.5
concentrations, it would not only control long-term exposure levels, but would also generally control the overall
distribution of 24-hour exposure levels, resulting in fewer and lower 24-hour peak concentrations. Alternatively, a
24-hour standard that focused controls on peak concentrations could also result in lower annual average
concentrations. Thus, EPA recognized that either standard could provide some degree of protection from both shortand long-term exposures, with the other standard serving to address situations where the daily peaks and annual
averages are not consistently correlated (62 FR 38669).
2-2

risks arising from seasonal emissions that might not be well controlled by a national annual
standard (62 FR 38669/3). Recognizing that there are various ways to combine two standards to
achieve an appropriate degree of public health protection, EPA evaluated but did not use an
alternate approach that considered short- and long-term exposure evidence, analyses, and
standards independently. The EPA concluded that the selected approach based on a generally
controlling annual standard was the most effective and efficient approach. This conclusion was
based in part on a key observation from the quantitative risk assessment that most of the
aggregated annual risk associated with short-term PM2.5 exposures through a year results from
the large number of days during which the 24-hour average concentrations are in the low- to
mid-range, well below the peak 24-hour concentrations. As a result, lowering a wide range of
ambient 24-hour PM2.5 concentrations by means of a generally controlling annual standard, as
opposed to focusing on control of peak 24-hour concentrations, was determined to be the most
effective and efficient way to reduce total population risk (62 FR 38668 to 38671).
In setting the level of the annual standard in 1997, EPA first determined a level for the
annual standard based on the short-term exposure studies, and then considered whether the key
long-term exposure studies suggested the need for a lower level. While recognizing that health
effects may occur over the full range of concentrations observed in the studies, EPA concluded
that the strongest evidence for short-term PM2.5 exposure-related effects occurs at concentrations
near the long-term (e.g., annual) average in the short-term exposure studies. The EPA selected a
level for the annual standard at or below the long-term mean concentrations in studies providing
evidence of associations with short-term exposures, placing greatest weight on those short-term
exposure studies that reported clearly statistically significant associations with mortality and
morbidity effects (62 FR 38676/1). Further consideration of the average PM2.5 concentrations
across the cities in the key long-term exposure studies of mortality and respiratory effects in
children did not provide a basis for establishing a lower annual standard level. Because the
annual standard level selected was below the range of annual concentrations most strongly
associated with both short- and long-term exposure effects at that time, and because even small
changes in annual means in this concentration range could make a significant difference in
overall risk reduction and total population exposures, EPA concluded that this standard would
provide an adequate margin of safety against effects observed in these epidemiological studies
(62 FR 68676/3).
The selection of the level of the annual standard was done in conjunction with having
first selected the form of the annual standard to be based on the concentration measured at a

2-3

single monitor sited to represent community-wide air quality2, or a value resulting from an
average of measurements from multiple community-wide air quality monitoring sites that met
specific criteria and constraints (i.e., “spatial averaging”; 62 FR 38672). This decision
emphasized consistency with the types of air quality measurements that were used in the relevant
epidemiological studies. In reaching this decision, EPA recognized the importance of ensuring
that spatial averaging would not result in inequities in the level of protection provided by the
PM2.5 standards in some areas. Because the annual standard, defined in terms of single or
averaged community-wide air quality monitoring sites, could not be expected to offer an
adequate margin of safety against the effects of all potential short-term exposures in areas with
strong local or seasonal sources that could not be directly evaluated in the epidemiological
studies, EPA set the level of the 24-hour standard to supplement the control afforded by the
annual standard based on air quality relationships between annual and 24-hour concentrations.
This approach was intended to provide an adequate margin of safety against infrequent or
isolated peak concentrations that could occur in areas that attain the annual standard (62 FR
38677). The selection of the level of the 24-hour standard was done in conjunction with having
selected the form of the 24-hour standard to be based on the concentration measured at each
population-oriented monitor3 within an area (62 FR 38674).
2.1.1.2

Review Completed in 2006

In 2006, EPA used a different evidence-based approach to assess the appropriateness of
the levels of the 24-hour and annual PM2.5 standards. Based on an expanded body of
epidemiological evidence that was stronger and more robust, including both short- and long-term
exposure studies, the Administrator decided that using evidence of effects associated with
periods of exposure that were most closely matched to the averaging time of each standard was
the most appropriate public health policy approach for evaluating the scientific evidence to
inform selecting the level of each standard. Thus, the Administrator relied upon evidence from
the short-term exposure studies as the principal basis for selecting the level of the 24-hour PM2.5
standard that would protect against effects associated with short-term exposures. The
Administrator relied upon evidence from long-term exposure studies as the principal basis for

2

As outlined in section 1.3, community-wide monitoring sites are considered beyond the zone of influence of a
single source, and should have a neighborhood- to urban-scale zone of representation. The principal purpose of
community-oriented monitoring sites is to approximate the long- and short-term exposures of large numbers of
people where they live, work, and play. See 40 CFR part 58 for additional information.
3
As outlined in section 1.3, population-oriented monitoring sites represent residential areas, commercial areas,
recreational areas, industrial areas where workers from more than one company are located, and other areas where a
substantial number of people may spend a significant fraction of their day. See 40 CFR part 58, and especially the
definitions in section 58.1 and the provisions of section 58.30, for additional information.
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selecting the level of the annual PM2.5 standard that would protect against effects associated with
long-term exposures.
With respect to quantitative risk-based considerations, the Administrator determined that
the estimates of risks likely to remain upon attainment of the 1997 suite of PM2.5 standards were
indicative of risks that could be reasonably judged important from a public health perspective,
and, thus, supported revision of the standards. However, the Administrator judged that the
quantitative risk assessment had important limitations and did not provide an appropriate basis
for selecting the levels of the revised standards (71 FR 61174/1-2). The Administrator more
heavily weighed the implications of the uncertainties associated with the quantitative risk
assessment than CASAC did in their comments on the proposed rulemaking. Specifically, in
CASAC’s request for reconsideration,4 they stated, “[w]hile the risk assessment is subject to
uncertainties, most of the PM Panel found EPA’s risk assessment to be of sufficient quality to
inform its recommendations…The risk analyses indicated that the uncertainties would increase
rapidly below an annual level of 13 µg/m3 – and that was the basis for the PM Panel’s
recommendation of 13 µg/m3 as the lower bound for the annual PM2.5 standard level”
(Henderson, 2006a, p.3).
With regard to the primary annual PM2.5 standard, the Administrator placed the greatest
weight on the long-term means of the concentrations associated with mortality effects in two key
long-term exposure studies in the record, the American Cancer Society (ACS) and Harvard Six
Cities studies (71 FR at 61172 to 61177). Important validation and reanalyses of the original
studies provided “evidence of generally robust associations and provide[d] a basis for greater
confidence in the reported associations than in the last review,” and the extended ACS study
provided “new evidence of mortality related to lung cancer and further substantiate[d] the
statistically significant associations with cardiorespiratory-related mortality observed in the
original studies” (71 FR 61172/1-2). The Administrator also recognized the availability of longterm exposure studies that provided evidence of respiratory morbidity, including changes in lung
function measurements and decreased growth in lung function as reported in the 24-Cities study
and the Southern California Children’s Health Study (CHS), respectively (Dockery et al. 1996,
Gauderman et al., 2002). In retaining the level of the annual standard at 15 µg/m3, the
Administrator selected a level that was “appreciably below” the long-term average
concentrations reported in the long-term mortality studies the Administrator regarded as “key”
and “basically at the same level” as the long-term average concentrations in the long-term
respiratory morbidity studies. In the judgment of the Administrator, the two long-term
4

As summarized in section 1.2.2, subsequent to the January 17, 2006 proposed rule (71 FR 2620), CASAC provided
additional advice to EPA in a letter to the Administrator requesting reconsideration of CASAC’s recommendations,
including its recommendation on the primary annual PM2.5 standard (Henderson, 2006a).
2-5

respiratory morbidity studies of children did “not warrant setting a lower level for the annual
standard than the level warranted based on the key mortality studies” (71 FR 61176/3).
In considering the form of the primary annual PM2.5 standard, the Administrator
strengthened the standard by tightening the criteria for use of spatial averaging. Based on a
much larger set of PM2.5 air quality data than was available in the 1997 review, analyses were
conducted concerning the potential for disproportionate impacts on potentially vulnerable
populations. These analyses suggested that “the highest concentrations in an area tend to be
measured at monitors located in areas where the surrounding population [was] more likely to
have lower education and income levels, and higher percentages of minority populations” (71 FR
61166/2, see also US EPA, 2005, section 5.3.6.1; Schmidt et al., 2005, Attachment A/Analysis
7).5
In revising the level of the 24-hour PM2.5 standard from 65 µg/m3 to 35 µg/m3, the
Administrator placed greatest weight on the much expanded body of epidemiological evidence
from U.S. and Canadian short-term PM2.5 exposure studies with more reliable air quality data
that was reanalyzed to address statistical modeling issues. The Administrator recognized that
these studies provided no evidence of clear effect thresholds or lowest-observed effect levels.
Nonetheless, in focusing on the 98th percentile air quality values in these studies, the
Administrator sought to establish a standard level that would require improvements in air quality
generally in areas in which the distribution of daily short-term PM2.5 concentrations could
reasonably be expected to be associated with serious health effects. The Administrator
concluded that although future air quality improvement strategies in any particular area were not
yet defined, most such strategies were likely to move a broad distribution of PM2.5 air quality
values in an area lower, resulting in reductions in risk associated with exposures to PM2.5 levels
across a wide range of concentrations and not just at the 98th percentile concentrations (71 FR
61168/3).
2.1.2

Remand of Primary Annual PM2.5 Standard

As noted above in section 1.2.3, several parties filed petitions for review following
promulgation of the revised PM NAAQS in 2006. These petitions challenged several aspects of
the final rule including the selection of the level of the primary PM2.5 annual standard. More
specifically, petitioners representing public health and environmental groups (American Lung
5

As summarized in footnote 29 at 71 FR 61166/2, the 2004 AQCD noted that some epidemiologic studies, most
notably the ACS study of associations between long-term PM2.5 exposure and mortality, reported larger effect
estimates in the cohort subgroup with lower education levels (US EPA, 2004, p 8-103). The 2004 AQCD also noted
that lower education level may be a marker for lower socioeconomic status (SES) that may be related to increased
vulnerability to the effects of fine particle exposures, for example, as a result of greater exposure from proximity to
sources such as roadways and industry, as well as other factors such as poorer health status and limited access to
health care (US EPA, 2004, section 9.2.4.5).
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Association, Environmental Defense, and the National Parks Conservation Association) and
several states and state agencies argued that the decision to retain the level of the annual PM2.5
standard at 15 µg/m3 was “arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in
accordance with law.” 42 U.S.C. 7607(d)(9). The primary 24-hour PM2.5 standard was not
challenged by any of the litigants and, thus, not considered in the court’s review and final
decision.
On judicial review, the Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit (D.C.
Circuit) remanded the primary annual PM2.5 NAAQS to EPA because the Agency failed to
adequately explain why the annual standard provided the requisite protection from both shortand long-term exposures to fine particles including protection for susceptible populations.
American Farm Bureau Federation v. EPA, 559 F. 3d 512 (D.C. Cir. 2009). With respect to
human health protection from short-term PM2.5 exposures, the court considered the different
approaches used by EPA in the 1997 and 2006 PM NAAQS decisions, as summarized above.
The court found that EPA failed to adequately explain why a 24-hour PM2.5 standard by itself
would provide the protection needed from short-term exposures and remanded the primary
annual PM2.5 standard to EPA “for further consideration of whether it is set at a level requisite to
protect the public health while providing an adequate margin of safety from the risk of shortterm exposures to PM2.5.” American Farm Bureau Federation, 559 F. 3d at 520-24. In so
holding, the court emphasized that the Administrator had failed to consider the short-term studies
when setting the annual standard, and failed to provide a reasoned explanation of why it had
done so. Id. at 521.
With respect to protection from long-term exposure to fine particles, the court found that
EPA failed to adequately explain how the primary annual PM2.5 standard provided an adequate
margin of safety for children and other susceptible populations. The court found that EPA did
not provide a reasonable explanation of why certain morbidity studies, including the study of
children in Southern California showing lung damage associated with long-term PM2.5 exposure
(Gauderman et.al, 2000) and a multi-city study (24-Cities Study) evaluating decreased lung
function in children associated with long-term PM2.5 exposures (Raizenne et al., 1996), did not
call for a more stringent annual PM2.5 standard. Id. at 522-23. Specifically, the court found that:
EPA was unreasonably confident that, even though it relied solely upon long-term
mortality studies, the revised standard would provide an adequate margin of safety with
respect to morbidity among children. Notably absent from the final rule, moreover, is
any indication of how the standard will adequately reduce risk to the elderly or to those
with certain heart or lung diseases despite (a) the EPA’s determination in its proposed
rule that those subpopulations are at greater risk from exposure to fine particles and (b)
the evidence in the record supporting that determination. Id. at 525.
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In remanding the primary annual PM2.5 standard for reconsideration, the court did not
vacate the standard. Id. at 530.
2.1.3

General Approach Used in Current Review

This review is based on an assessment of a much expanded body of epidemiological
evidence, more extensive air quality data and analyses, and a more comprehensive quantitative
risk assessment relative to the information available in past reviews, as presented in the ISA and
RA. As a result, staff’s general approach to reaching conclusions about the adequacy of the
current suite of PM2.5 standards and potential alternative standards that are appropriate to
consider is broader and more integrative than in past reviews. Our general approach also reflects
consideration of the issues raised by the court in its remand of the primary annual PM2.5
standard, since decisions made in this review, and the rationales for those decisions, will
comprise the Agency’s response to the remand.
Our general approach takes into account both evidence-based and risk-based
considerations, and the uncertainties related to both types of information, as well as advice from
CASAC (Samet, 2010c,d) and public comments on the first and second draft PAs (US EPA,
2010c,f). In so doing, we are seeking to provide as broad an array of policy options as is
supportable by the available information, recognizing that the selection of a specific approach to
reaching final decisions on the primary PM2.5 standards will reflect the judgments of the
Administrator as to what weight to place on the various approaches and types of information
presented in this document.
We believe it is most appropriate to consider the protection against PM2.5-related
mortality and morbidity effects, associated with both long- and short-term exposures, afforded by
the annual and 24-hour standards taken together, as was done in the 1997 review, rather than to
consider each standard separately, as was done in the 2006 review.6 As EPA recognized in 1997,
there are various ways to combine two standards to achieve an appropriate degree of public
health protection. The extent to which these two standards are interrelated in any given area
depends in large part on the relative levels of the standards, the peak-to-mean ratios that
characterize air quality patterns in an area, and whether changes in air quality designed to meet a
given suite of standards are likely to be of a more regional or more localized nature.

6

By utilizing this approach, the Agency would also be responsive to the remand of the 2006 standard. As noted in
section 2.1.2 above, the D.C. Circuit, in remanding the 2006 primary annual PM2.5 standard, concluded that the
Administrator had failed to adequately explain why an annual standard was sufficiently protective in the absence of
consideration of the long-term mean PM2.5 concentrations in short-term exposure studies as well, and likewise had
failed to explain why a 24-hour standard was sufficiently protective in the absence of consideration of the effect of
an annual standard on reducing the overall distribution of 24-hour average PM2.5 concentrations. 559 F. 3d at 52024.
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In considering the combined effect of annual and 24-hour standards, we recognize that
changes in PM2.5 air quality designed to meet an annual standard would likely result not only in
lower annual average PM2.5 concentrations but also in fewer and lower peak 24-hour PM2.5
concentrations. We also recognize that changes designed to meet a 24-hour standard would
result not only in fewer and lower peak 24-hour PM2.5 concentrations but also in lower annual
average PM2.5 concentrations. Thus, either standard could be viewed as providing protection for
both short- and long-term exposures, with the other standard serving to address situations where
the daily peak and annual average concentrations are not consistently correlated.
With respect to the currently available evidence, we note the short-term exposure studies
are primarily drawn from epidemiological studies that associated variations in area-wide effects
with monitor(s) that gauged the variation in daily PM2.5 concentrations over the course of several
years. The strength of the associations in these data is demonstrably in the numerous “typical”
days within the air quality distribution, not on the peak days. Furthermore, based on the
quantitative risk assessments conducted for this and previous reviews, we recognize that much, if
not most of the aggregated risk associated with short-term exposures results from the large
number of days during which the 24-hour average concentrations are in the low-to mid-range,
below the peak 24-hour concentrations (see section 2.2.2; US EPA, 2010a, section 3.1.2.2). In
addition, there is no evidence suggesting that risks associated with long-term exposures are likely
to be disproportionately driven by peak 24-hour concentrations.7 For these reasons, strategies
that focus primarily on reducing peak days are less likely to achieve reductions in PM2.5
concentrations that are most strongly associated with the observed health effects compared to an
approach that concentrates on reducing the more typical part of the air quality distribution.
Furthermore, a policy approach that focuses on reducing peak exposures would most likely result
in more uneven public health protection across the U.S. by either providing inadequate
protection in some areas or overprotecting in other areas (US EPA, 2010a, section 5.2.3).
Staff concludes a policy goal of setting a “generally controlling” annual standard that will
lower a wide range of ambient 24-hour PM2.5 concentrations, as opposed to focusing on control
of peak 24-hour PM2.5 concentrations, is the most effective and efficient way to reduce total
population risk and so provide appropriate protection. This approach would likely reduce
aggregate risks associated with both long- and short-term exposures with more consistency than
a generally controlling 24-hour standard and would likely avoid setting national standards that
could result in relatively uneven protection across the country, due to setting standards that are
either more or less stringent than necessary in different geographical areas.
7

In confirmation, a number of studies that have presented analyses excluding higher PM concentration days
reported a limited effect on the magnitude of the effect estimates or statistical significance of the association (e.g.,
Dominici, 2006b; Schwartz et al, 1996; Pope and Dockery, 1992).
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However, we conclude that an annual standard intended to serve as the primary means for
providing protection for effects associated with both long- and short-term PM2.5 exposures
cannot be expected to offer an adequate margin of safety against the effects of all short-term
PM2.5 exposures. As a result, in conjunction with a generally controlling annual standard, we
conclude that it is appropriate to consider setting a 24-hour standard to provide supplemental
protection, particularly for areas with high peak-to-mean ratios possibly associated with strong
local or seasonal sources, or PM2.5-related effects that may be associated with shorter-than-daily
exposure periods.
Our consideration of the protection afforded by the current and alternative suites of
standards focuses on PM2.5-related health effects associated with long-term exposures, for which
the magnitude of quantitative estimates of risks to public health generated in the risk assessment
is appreciably larger in terms of overall incidence and percent of total mortality or morbidity
effects than for short-term PM2.5-related effects. We also consider effects and estimated risks
associated with short-term exposures. In both cases, we place greatest weight on health effects
that have been judged in the ISA to have a causal or likely causal relationship with PM2.5
exposures, while also considering health effects judged to be suggestive of a causal relationship
or that focus on specific susceptible populations. We focus on epidemiological studies
conducted in the U.S. and Canada, as studies in other countries reflect air quality and exposure
patterns that are not necessarily typical of the U.S.,8 and place relatively greater weight on
statistically significant associations that yield relatively more precise effect estimates and that are
judged to be robust to confounding by other air pollutants. In the case of short-term exposure
studies, we consider evidence from large multi-city studies, as well as single-city studies.
In translating information from epidemiological studies into the basis for reaching staff
conclusions on the adequacy of the current suite of standards (section 2.2.1), we consider a
number of factors. As an initial matter, we consider the extent to which the currently available
evidence and related uncertainties strengthens or calls into question conclusions from the last
review regarding associations between fine particle exposures and health effects. We also
consider evidence on susceptible populations and potential impacts on such populations.
Further, we explore the extent to which PM2.5-related health effects have been observed in areas
where air quality distributions extend to lower levels than previously reported or in areas that
would likely have met the current suite of standards.
In translating information from epidemiological studies into the basis for reaching staff
conclusions on alternative standard levels for consideration (section 2.3.4), we first recognize the
absence of discernible thresholds in the C-R functions from long- and short-term PM2.5 exposure
8

Nonetheless, we recognize the importance of all studies, including international studies, in the ISA’s assessment of
the weight of the evidence that informs causality determinations.
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studies (US EPA, 2009a, section 2.4.3). In the absence of any discernible thresholds, our general
approach for identifying appropriate standard levels for consideration involves characterizing the
range of PM2.5 concentrations over which we have the most confidence in the associations
reported in epidemiological studies. In so doing, we recognize that there is no single factor or
criterion that comprises the “correct” approach, but rather there are various approaches that are
reasonable to consider for characterizing the confidence in the associations and the limitations
and uncertainties in the evidence. Identifying the implications of various approaches in reaching
conclusions on the range of alternative standard levels that is appropriate to consider can help
inform decisions that are made to either retain or revise the standards. Final decisions will
necessarily also take into account public health policy judgments as to the degree of health
protection that is to be achieved.
In reaching staff conclusions on the range of annual standard levels that is appropriate to
consider, we focus on identifying an annual standard that provides protection for effects
associated with both long- and short-term exposures, as discussed above. In so doing, we
explore different approaches for characterizing the range of PM2.5 concentrations over which our
confidence in associations for both long- and short-term exposures is greatest, as well as the
extent to which our confidence is reduced at lower PM2.5 concentrations.
The approach that most directly addresses this issue considers studies that present
confidence intervals around C-R relationships, and in particular, analyses that average across
multiple C-R models rather than considering a single C-R model.9 We explore the extent to
which such analyses have been published for studies of health effects associated with long- or
short-term PM2.5 exposures. Such analyses could potentially be used to characterize a
concentration below which uncertainty in a C-R relationship substantially increases or is judged
to be indicative of an unacceptable degree of uncertainty about the existence of a continuing C-R
relationship. We believe that identifying this area of uncertainty in the C-R relationship can be
used to inform identification of alternative standard levels that are appropriate to consider.
We also take into account the general approach used in previous PM reviews which
focused on consideration of alternative standard levels that were somewhat below the long-term
mean PM2.5 concentrations reported in epidemiological studies. This approach recognizes that
the strongest evidence of PM2.5-related associations occurs at concentrations near the long-term
(i.e., annual) mean. In using this approach, we place greatest weight on those long- and short-

9

This is distinct from confidence intervals around C-R relationships that are related to the magnitude of effect
estimates generated at specific PM2.5 concentrations (i.e., point-wise confidence intervals) and that are relevant to
the precision of the effect estimate across the air quality distribution, rather than to our confidence in the existence
of a continuing C-R relationship across the entire air quality distribution on which a reported association was based.
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term exposure studies that reported statistically significant associations with mortality and
morbidity effects.
In extending this approach, we also consider information beyond a single statistical
metric of PM2.5 concentrations (i.e., the mean) to the extent such information is available. In so
doing, we employ distributional statistics (i.e., statistical characterization of an entire distribution
of data) to identify the broader range of PM2.5 concentrations that were most influential in
generating health effect estimates in epidemiological studies. Thus, we consider the range of
PM2.5 concentrations where the data analyzed in the study (i.e., air quality and population-level
data, as discussed below) are most concentrated, specifically, the range of PM2.5 concentrations
around the long-term mean over which our confidence in the associations observed in the
epidemiological studies is greatest. We then focus on the lower part of this range and seek to
characterize where in the distributions the data become appreciably more sparse and, thus, where
our understanding of the associations correspondingly becomes more uncertain. We recognize
there is no one percentile value within a given distribution that is the most appropriate or
“correct” way to characterize where our confidence in the associations becomes appreciably
lower. We judge that the range from the 25th to 10th percentiles is a reasonable range to consider
as a region where we have appreciably less confidence in the associations.10
In considering distributional statistics from epidemiological studies, we first recognize
that there are two types of population-level metrics that are useful to consider in identifying the
PM2.5 concentrations most influential in generating the health effect estimates reported in the
epidemiological studies. The most relevant information is the distribution of health events (e.g.,
deaths, hospitalizations) occurring within a study population in relation to the distribution of
PM2.5 concentrations. However, in recognizing that access to health event data can be restricted,
we also consider the number of study participants within each study area as a reasonable
surrogate for health event data.11
In the absence of data on the number of health events or study participants, we consider
the distribution of PM2.5 concentrations across study areas in multi-city studies as representative
of the PM2.5 concentrations likely experienced by study participants, which are integral to the
generation of effect estimates. This approach is particularly relevant for identifying the range of
10

In the PM NAAQS review completed in 2006, staff recognized that the evidence of an association in any
epidemiological study is “strongest at and around the long-term average where the data in the study are most
concentrated. For example, the interquartile range of long-term average concentrations within a study [with a lower
bound of the 25th percentile] or a range within one standard deviation around the study mean, may reasonably be
used to characterize the range over which the evidence of association is strongest” (US EPA, 2005, p. 5-22). A
range of one standard deviation around the mean represents approximately 68% of normally distributed data, and,
below the mean falls between the 25th and 10th percentiles.
11
A limitation of applying population data as a substitute for the number of the health events occurring in a study
area is the recognition that baseline incidence rates of health events will vary across study areas.
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PM2.5 concentrations most influential in generating the effect estimates in short-term exposure
studies (e.g., time-series studies). In short-term exposure studies, a similar number of events are
likely occurring on a daily basis and, thus, information on the PM2.5 air quality distributions
provides a better approximation of a study participant’s likely exposure in relation to the
observed health effects as compared to long-term exposure studies where individual study
participant’s exposures change over the course of the study follow-up period (Samet, 2010d, p.
2).
We recognize that an approach considering analyses of confidence intervals around C-R
functions is intrinsically related to an approach that considers different distributional statistics.
Both of these approaches can be employed to identify the range of PM2.5 concentrations over
which we have the most confidence in the associations reported in epidemiological studies.
In applying these approaches, we consider PM2.5 concentrations from long- and shortterm PM2.5 exposure studies using composite monitor distributions.12 For multi-city studies, this
distribution reflects concentrations averaged across ambient monitors within each area included
in a given study and then averaged across study areas for an overall study mean PM2.5
concentration. Beyond considering air quality concentrations based on composite monitor
distributions, in the second draft PA we also considered PM2.5 concentrations based on
measurements at the monitor within each area that records the highest concentration (i.e.,
maximum monitor) (US EPA, 2010f, sections 2.1.3 and 2.3.4.1).13 Although consideration of
alternative annual standard levels could be based on either composite or maximum monitor
distributions, we conclude that it is reasonable to place more weight on an approach based on
composite monitor distributions, which represent the PM2.5 concentrations typically presented
and used in epidemiological analyses. Such composite monitor distributions provide a direct link
between PM2.5 concentrations and the observed health effects reported in both long- and shortterm exposure studies.
In reaching staff conclusions on alternative standard levels that are appropriate to
consider, we have also included a broader consideration of the uncertainties related to the C-R
relationships from multi-city long- and short-term exposure studies. Most notably, these
uncertainties relate to our currently limited understanding of the heterogeneity of relative risk
estimates in areas across the country, which may be attributed, in part, to the potential for

12

Using the term “composite monitor” does not imply we can identify one monitor that represents the air quality
evaluated in a specific study area.
13
The maximum monitor distribution is relevant because it is generally used to determine whether a given standard
is met in an area and the extent to which ambient PM2.5 concentrations need to be reduced in order to bring an area
into attainment with the standard. However, maximum monitor distributions represent a far less robust metric than
composite monitor distributions for consideration of alternative annual standard levels because they are available for
only a few epidemiological studies.
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different components within the mix of ambient fine particles to differentially contribute to
health effects observed in the studies and to exposure-related factors. In addition, uncertainties
remain in more fully understanding the role of PM2.5 in relationship to the roles of gaseous copollutants within complex ambient mixtures.
We recognize the level of protection afforded by the NAAQS relies both on the level and
the form of the standard. We conclude that a policy approach that uses data based on composite
monitor distributions to identify alternative standard levels, and then compares those levels to
concentrations at maximum monitors to determine if an area meets a given standard,
directionally has the potential to build in some margin of safety.14 This conclusion is consistent
with CASAC’s comments on the second draft PA, in which CASAC expressed its preference for
focusing on an approach using composite monitor distributions “because of its stability, and for
the additional margin of safety it provides” when “compared to the maximum monitor
perspective” (Samet, et al., 2010d, pp. 2 to 3).
In reaching staff conclusions on alternative 24-hour standard levels that are appropriate
to consider for setting a 24-hour standard intended to supplement the protection afforded by a
generally controlling annual standard, we consider currently available short-term PM2.5 exposure
studies. The evidence from these studies informs our understanding of the protection afforded
by the suite of standards against effects associated with short-term exposures. In considering the
short-term exposure studies, we evaluate both the distributions of 24-hour PM2.5 concentrations,
with a focus on the 98th percentile concentrations to match the form of the current 24-hour PM2.5
standard, to the extent such data were available, as well as the long-term mean PM2.5
concentrations reported in these studies. In addition to considering the epidemiological
evidence, we also consider air quality information based on county-level 24-hour and annual
design values to understand the policy implications of the alternative standard levels supported
by the underlying science. In particular, we consider the extent to which different combinations
of alternative annual and 24-hour standards would support the policy goal of focusing on a
generally controlling annual standard in conjunction with a 24-hour standard that would provide
supplemental protection. Based on the evidence-based considerations outlined above, we then
develop integrated conclusions with regard to alternative suites of standards, including both
annual and 24-hour standards that we conclude are appropriate to consider in this review based
14

Statistical metrics (e.g., means) based on composite monitor distributions may be identical to or below the same
statistical metrics based on maximum monitor distributions. For example, some areas may have only one monitor,
in which case the composite and maximum monitor distributions will be identical in those areas. Other areas may
have multiple monitors that may be very close to the monitor measuring the highest concentrations, in which case
the composite and maximum monitor distributions could be similar in those areas. Still other areas may have
multiple monitors that may be separately impacted by local sources in which case the composite and maximum
monitor distributions could be quite different and the composite monitor distributions may be well below the
maximum monitor distributions.
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on the currently available evidence and air quality information. In so doing, we discuss the roles
that each standard might be expected to play in the protection afforded by alternative suites of
standards.
Beyond these evidence-based considerations, we also consider the quantitative risk
estimates and the key observations presented in the RA. This assessment included an evaluation
of 15 urban case study areas and estimated risk associated with a number of health endpoints
associated with long- and short-term PM2.5 exposures (US EPA, 2010a). As part of our riskbased considerations, we consider estimates of the magnitude of PM2.5-related risks associated
with recent air quality levels and air quality simulated to just meet the current and alternative
suites of standards using alternative simulation approaches. We also characterize the risk
reductions, relative to the risks remaining upon just meeting the current standards, associated
with just meeting alternative suites of standards. In so doing, we recognize the uncertainties
inherent in such risk estimates, and take such uncertainties into account by considering the
sensitivity of the “core” risk estimates to alternative assumptions and methods likely to have
substantial impact on the estimates. In addition, we consider additional analyses characterizing
the representativeness of the urban study areas within a broader national context to understand
the roles that the annual and 24-hour standards may play in affording protection against effects
related to both long- and short-term PM2.5 exposures.
Staff conclusions related to the primary PM2.5 standards reflect our understanding of both
evidence-based and risk-based considerations to inform two overarching questions related to: (1)
the adequacy of the current suite of PM2.5 standards and (2) potential alternative standards, if
any, that are appropriate to consider in this review to protect against effects associated with both
long- and short-term exposures to fine particles. In addressing these broad questions, we have
organized the discussions below around a series of more specific questions reflecting different
aspects of each overarching question. When evaluating the health protection afforded by the
current or any alternative suites of standards considered, we have taken into account the four
basic elements of the NAAQS: the indicator, averaging time, form, and level.
Figure 2-1 provides an overview of the policy relevant questions that frame our review,
as discussed more fully below. We believe that this general approach provides a comprehensive
basis to help inform the judgments required of the Administrator in reaching decisions about the
current and potential alternative primary fine particle standards and in responding to the remand
of the 2006 primary annual PM2.5 standard.
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Figure 2-1. Overview of Approach for Review of Primary PM2.5 Standards
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2.2

ADEQUACY OF CURRENT STANDARDS

In considering the adequacy of the current suite of PM2.5 standards, staff addresses the
following overarching question:
Does the currently available scientific evidence and risk-based information, as reflected in
the ISA and RA, support or call into question the adequacy of the protection afforded by
the current suite of fine particle standards?
To inform our consideration of this broad question, we address a series of more specific
questions to aid in considering the currently available scientific evidence (section 2.2.1) and the
results of recent quantitative risk analyses (section 2.2.2) in a policy-relevant context, as
discussed below. In considering the scientific and technical information, we reflect upon both
the information available in the last review and information that is newly available since the last
review as assessed and presented in the ISA and the RA (US EPA, 2009a; US EPA, 2010a).
CASAC advice regarding the adequacy of the current suite of PM2.5 standards is summarized in
section 2.2.3. Staff conclusions regarding the adequacy of the current suite of PM2.5 standards
are presented in section 2.2.4.
2.2.1

Evidence-based Considerations

Our review of the adequacy of the current suite of primary PM2.5 standards begins by
considering the strength of the evidence, susceptible populations, and the air quality distributions
over which health effects associations have been reported.
x

To what extent does the currently available scientific evidence and related uncertainties
strengthen or call into question evidence of associations between ambient fine particle
exposures and health effects?

In considering the strength of the associations between long- and short-term exposures to
PM2.5 and health effects, we note that in the last review EPA concluded that there was “strong
epidemiological evidence” for linking long-term PM2.5 exposures with cardiovascular-related
and lung cancer mortality and respiratory-related morbidity and for linking short-term PM2.5
exposures with cardiovascular-related and respiratory-related mortality and morbidity (US EPA,
2004, p. 9-46; US EPA, 2005, p. 5-4). Overall, the epidemiological evidence supported “likely
causal associations” between PM2.5 and both mortality and morbidity from cardiovascular and
respiratory diseases, based on “an assessment of strength, robustness, and consistency in results”
(US EPA, 2004, p. 9-48).
In looking across the extensive new scientific evidence available in this review, our
overall understanding of health effects associated with fine particle exposures has been greatly
expanded. The currently available evidence is stronger in comparison to evidence available in
the last review because of its breadth and the substantiation of previously observed health effects
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(US EPA, 2009a, section 2.3.1). A number of large multi-city epidemiological studies have been
conducted throughout the U.S. including extended analyses of studies that were important to
inform decision making in the last review. These studies have reported consistent increases in
morbidity and/or mortality related to ambient PM2.5 concentrations, with the strongest evidence
reported for cardiovascular-related effects. In addition, the findings of new toxicological and
controlled human exposure studies greatly expand and provide stronger support for a number of
potential biologic mechanisms or pathways for cardiovascular and respiratory effects associated
with long- and short-term PM exposures (US EPA, 2009a, p 2-17; chapter 5; Figures 5-4 and 55).
With regard to causal inferences described in the ISA, we note that since the last review
EPA has developed a more formal framework for reaching causal determinations that draws
upon the assessment and integration of evidence from across epidemiological, controlled human
exposure, and toxicological studies, and the related uncertainties, that ultimately influence our
understanding of the evidence (US EPA, 2009a, section 1.5). This framework employs a fivelevel hierarchy that classifies the overall weight of evidence and causality using the following
categorizations: causal relationship, likely to be a causal relationship, suggestive of a causal
relationship, inadequate to infer a causal relationship, and not likely to be a causal relationship
(US EPA, 2009a, Table 1-3).15
Using this causal framework, the ISA concludes that the collective evidence is largely
consistent with past studies and substantially strengthens what was known in the last review to
reach the conclusion that a causal relationship exists between both long- and short-term
exposures to PM2.5 and mortality and cardiovascular effects including cardiovascular-related
mortality. The ISA also concludes that the collective evidence continues to support a likely
causal relationship between long- and short-term PM2.5 exposures and respiratory effects,
including respiratory-related mortality. Further, the ISA concludes that the currently available
evidence is suggestive of a causal relationship between long-term PM2.5 exposures and other
health effects, including developmental and reproductive effects (e.g., low birth weight) and
carcinogenic, mutagenic, and genotoxic effects (e.g., lung cancer mortality). Table 2-1
summarizes these causal determinations (US EPA, 2009a, sections 2.3.1 and 2.6).

15

Causal inferences, as discussed in the ISA, are based not only on the more expansive epidemiological evidence
available in this review but also reflect consideration of important progress that has been made to advance our
understanding of a number of potential biologic modes of action or pathways for PM-related cardiovascular and
respiratory effects (US EPA 2009a, chapter 5).
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Table 2-1. Summary of Causal Determinations for PM2.5
Exposure
Duration

Long-term

Short-term

Outcome

Causality
Determination

Mortality

Causal

Cardiovascular Effects

Causal

Respiratory Effects

Likely to be Causal

Reproductive and Developmental Effects

Suggestive

Cancer, Mutagenicity, Genotoxicity Effects

Suggestive

Mortality

Causal

Cardiovascular Effects

Causal

Respiratory Effects

Likely to be Causal

Central Nervous System Effects

Inadequate

Source: adapted from US EPA, 2009a, Table 2-6.
Health Effects Associated with Long-term PM2.5 Exposure
With regard to mortality, the ISA concludes that newly available evidence significantly
strengthens the link between long-term exposure to PM2.5 and mortality, while providing
indications that the magnitude of the PM2.5-mortality association may be larger than previously
estimated (US EPA, 2009a, sections 7.2.10, 7.2.11, 7.6.1; Figures 7-6 and 7-7). A number of
large U.S. cohort studies have been published since the last review, including extended analyses
of the American Cancer Society (ACS) and Harvard Six Cities studies (US EPA, 2009a, pp 7-84
to 7-85; Figure 7-6; Krewski et al., 2009; Pope et al., 2004; Jerrett et al., 2005; Laden et al.,
2006). In addition, new long-term PM2.5 exposure studies evaluating mortality impacts in
additional cohorts are now available (US EPA, 2009a, section 7.6). For example, the Women’s
Health Initiative (WHI) study reported effects of PM2.5 on cardiovascular-related mortality in
post-menopausal women with no previous history of cardiac disease (Miller et al., 2007), based
on one year of air quality data and multiple years of health event data. Additionally, multiple
studies observed PM2.5-associated mortality among older adults using Medicare data (Eftim et
al., 2008; Zeger et al., 2007, 2008). Collectively, these new studies, along with evidence
available in the last review, provide us with consistent and stronger evidence of associations
between long-term exposure to PM2.5 and mortality (U.S. EPA, 2009a, sections 2.3.1 and 7.6).
The strength of the causal relationship between long-term PM2.5 exposure and mortality is
also built upon new studies providing evidence of improvement in community health following
reductions in ambient fine particles. Pope et al. (2009) documented the population health
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benefits of reducing ambient air pollution by correlating past reductions in ambient PM2.5
concentrations with increased life expectancy. These investigators reported that reductions in
ambient fine particles during the 1980s and 1990s account for as much as 15 percent of the
overall improvement in life expectancy in 51 U.S. metropolitan areas, with the fine particle
reductions reported to be associated with an estimated increase in mean life expectancy across
the entire population of approximately 5 to 9 months (US EPA, 2009a, p. 7-95; Pope et al.,
2009). An extended analysis of the Harvard Six Cities study found that as cities cleaned up their
air, locations with the largest reductions in PM2.5 saw the largest improvements in reduced
mortality rates, while those with the smallest decreases in PM2.5 concentrations saw the smallest
improvements (Laden et al., 2006). Another extended follow-up to the Harvard Six Cities study
investigated the delay between changes in ambient PM2.5 concentrations and changes in mortality
(Schwartz et al., 2008) and reported that the effects of changes in PM2.5 were seen within the two
years prior to death (US EPA, 2009a, p. 7-92; Figure 7-9). Looking more broadly across studies,
the ISA concludes, “Generally, these results indicate a developing coherence of the air pollution
mortality literature, suggesting that the health benefits from reducing air pollution do not require
a long latency period and would be expected within a few years of intervention” (US EPA,
2009a, p. 7-95).
With regard to cardiovascular effects, several new studies have examined the association
between cardiovascular effects and long-term PM2.5 exposures in multi-city studies conducted in
the U.S. and Europe. The ISA concludes that the strongest evidence comes from recent studies
investigating cardiovascular-related mortality. This includes evidence from a number of large,
multi-city U.S. long-term cohort studies including extended follow-up analyses of the ACS and
Harvard Six Cities studies, as well as the WHI study (US EPA, 2009a, sections 7.2.10 and 7.6.1;
Krewski et al., 2009; Pope et al., 2004; Laden et al., 2006; Miller et al., 2007). Pope et al. (2004)
reported a positive association between mortality and long-term PM2.5 exposure for a number of
specific cardiovascular diseases, including ischemic heart disease (IHD), dysrhythmia, heart
failure, and cardiac arrest (US EPA, 2009a, p. 7-84; Figure 7-7). Krewski et al. (2009) provides
further evidence for IHD-related mortality associated with long-term PM2.5 exposure (US EPA,
2009a, p. 7-84, Figure 7-7).
With regard to cardiovascular-related morbidity associated with long-term PM2.5
exposures, studies were not available in the last review. Recent studies, however, have provided
new evidence linking long-term exposure to PM2.5 with cardiovascular outcomes that has
“expanded upon the continuum of effects ranging from the more subtle subclinical measures to
cardiopulmonary mortality” (US EPA, 2009a, p. 2-17). In the current review, studies are now
available that evaluated a number of endpoints ranging from subtle indicators of cardiovascular
health to serious clinical events associated with coronary heart disease (CHD) and cardiovascular
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disease (CVD) and cerebrovascular disease (CBVD), including myocardial infarction (MI),
coronary artery revascularization (e.g., bypass graft, angioplasty, stent, atherectomy), congestive
heart failure (CHF), and stroke. The most important new evidence comes from the WHI study
which provides evidence of nonfatal cardiovascular events including both coronary and
cerebrovascular events (Miller et al., 2007; US EPA, 2009a, sections 7.2.9 and 7.6.1).
Toxicological studies provide supportive evidence that the cardiovascular morbidity effects
observed in long-term exposure epidemiological studies are biologically plausible and coherent
with studies of cardiovascular-related mortality as well as with studies of cardiovascular-related
effects associated with short-term exposures to PM2.5, as described below (US EPA, 2009a, p 719).
With regard to respiratory effects, the ISA concludes that extended analyses of studies
available in the last review as well as new epidemiological studies conducted in the U.S. and
abroad provide stronger evidence of respiratory-related morbidity associated with long-term
PM2.5 exposure. The strongest evidence for respiratory-related effects available in this review is
from studies that evaluated decrements in lung function growth, increased respiratory symptoms,
and asthma development (U.S. EPA, 2009a, sections 2.3.1.2, 7.3.1.1, and 7.3.2.1).16
Specifically, extended analyses of the Southern California CHS provided evidence that clinically
important deficits in lung function17 associated with children’s long-term exposure to PM2.5
persisted into early adulthood (U.S., EPA, 2009a, p. 7-27; Gauderman et al., 2004). Additional
analyses of the CHS cohort reported an association between long-term PM2.5 exposure and
bronchitic symptoms (US EPA, 2009a, p. 7-24; McConnell et al., 2003) and a strong modifying
effect of PM2.5 on the association between lung function and asthma incidence (US EPA, 2009,
7-24; Islam et al., 2007). The outcomes observed in these more recent reports from the Southern
California CHS, including evaluation of a broader range of endpoints and longer follow-up
periods, were larger in magnitude and more precise than previously reported. Supporting these
results are new longitudinal cohort studies conducted by other researchers in varying locations
using different methods (U.S. EPA, 2009a, section 7.3.9.1). New evidence from a U.S. cohort of
cystic fibrosis (CF) patients provided evidence of association between long-term PM2.5
exposures and exacerbations of respiratory symptoms resulting in hospital admissions or use of
home intravenous antibiotics (US EPA, 2009a, p. 7-25; Goss et al., 2004).

16

Supporting evidence comes from studies “that observed associations between long-term exposure to PM10 and an
increase in respiratory symptoms and reductions in lung function growth in areas where PM10 is dominated by
PM2.5” (US EPA, 2009a, p. 2-12).
17
Clinical significance was defined as a FEV1 below 80% of the predicted value, a criterion commonly used in
clinical settings to identify persons at increased risk for adverse respiratory conditions (US EPA, 2009a, pp. 7-29 to
7-30). The primary NAAQS for SO2 also includes this interpretation for FEV1 (75 FR 35525, June 22, 2010).
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Toxicological studies provide coherence and biological plausibility for the respiratory
effects observed in epidemiological studies (US EPA, 2009a, p. 7-42). For example, pre- and
postnatal exposure to ambient levels of urban particles has been found to affect lung
development in an animal model (US EPA, 2009a, section 7.3.2.2; p. 7-43). This finding is
important because impaired lung development is one mechanism by which PM exposure may
decrease lung function growth in children (US EPA, 2009a, p. 2-12; section 7.3).
With regard to respiratory-related mortality associated with long-term PM2.5 exposure,
the ISA concludes that the evidence is “limited and inconclusive” (US EPA, 2009a, p. 7-41).
The extended follow-up of the Harvard Six Cities study reported a positive but statistically
nonsignificant association between long-term PM2.5 exposure and respiratory-related mortality
(Laden et al., 2006), whereas Pope et al. (2004) found no association in the ACS cohort (US
EPA, 2009a, p. 7-84). There is emerging but limited evidence for an association between longterm PM2.5 exposure and respiratory mortality in post-neonatal infants where long-term exposure
was considered as approximately one month to one year (US EPA, 2009a, pp. 7-54 to 7-55).
Emerging evidence of short- and long-term exposure to PM2.5 and respiratory morbidity and
infant mortality provide some support for the weak respiratory-related mortality effects observed.
Beyond effects considered to have causal or likely causal relationships with long-term
PM2.5 exposure as discussed above, the following health outcomes are classified as having
evidence suggestive of a causal relationship with long-term PM2.5 exposure: (1) reproductive
and developmental effects and (2) cancer, mutagenicity, and genotoxicity effects (US EPA,
2009a, Table 2-6). With regard to reproductive and developmental effects, the ISA notes,
“[e]vidence is accumulating for PM2.5-related effects on low birth weight and infant mortality,
especially due to respiratory causes during the post-neonatal period” (US EPA, 2009a, section
2.3.1.2). New evidence available in this review reports a significant association between
exposure to PM2.5 during pregnancy and lower birth weight, pre-term birth, and intrauterine
growth restriction, and a significant association between postnatal exposure to PM2.5 and an
increased risk of infant mortality (US EPA, 2009a, section 7.4). The ISA further notes that
“[i]nfants and fetal development processes may be particularly vulnerable to PM exposure, and
although the physical mechanisms are not fully understood, several hypotheses have been
proposed involving direct effects on fetal health, altered placenta function, or indirect effects on
the mother’s health” (US EPA, 2009a, section 7.4.1). While toxicological studies provide some
evidence that supports an association between long-term PM2.5 exposure and adverse
reproductive and developmental outcomes, there is “little mechanistic information or biological
plausibility for an association between long-term PM exposure and adverse birth outcomes (e.g.,
low birth weight, infant mortality)” (US EPA, 2009a, p. 2-13).
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With regard to cancer, mutagenic and genotoxic effects, “[m]ultiple epidemiologic
studies have shown a consistent positive association between PM2.5 and lung cancer mortality,
but studies have generally not reported associations between PM2.5 and lung cancer incidence”
(US EPA, 2009a, p. 2-13 and sections 2.3.1.2 and 7.5; Table 7-7; Figures 7-6 and 7-7). The
extended follow-up to the ACS study reported an association between long-term PM2.5 exposure
and lung cancer mortality (US EPA, 2009a, p. 7-71; Krewski et al., 2009) as did the extended
follow-up to the Harvard Six Cities study when considering the entire 25-year follow-up period
(Laden et al., 2006). There is some evidence, primarily from in vitro studies, providing
biological plausibility for the PM-lung cancer relationships observed in epidemiological studies
(US EPA, 2009a, p. 7-80), although toxicological studies of carcinogenicity, mutagenicity, and
genotoxicity generally reported mixed results (US EPA, 2009a, section 7.5).
Health Effects Associated with Short-term PM2.5 Exposure
In considering effects associated with short-term PM2.5 exposure, the body of currently
available scientific evidence has been expanded greatly by the publication of a number of new
multi-city time-series studies that have used uniform methodologies to investigate the effects of
short-term fine particle exposures on public health. This body of evidence provides a more
expansive data base and considers multiple locations representing varying regions and seasons
that provide evidence of the influence of local or regional climate and air pollution mixes on
PM2.5-associated health effects. These studies provide more precise estimates of the magnitude
of effects associated with short-term PM2.5 exposure than most smaller-scale single-city studies
that were more commonly available in the last review (U.S. EPA 2009a, chapter 6).
With regard to mortality, new U.S. and Canadian multi-city and single-city PM2.5
exposure studies have found generally consistent positive associations between short-term PM2.5
exposures and cardiovascular- and respiratory-related mortality as well as all-cause (nonaccidental) mortality (US EPA, 2009a, sections 2.3.1.1, 6.2.11 and 6.5.2.2; Figures 6-26, 6-27,
and 6-28). In an analysis of the National Morbidity, Mortality, and Air Pollution Study
(NMMAPS) data, Dominici et al. (2007a) reported associations between fine particle exposures
and all-cause and cardiopulmonary-related mortality (US EPA, 2009a, p. 6-175, Figure 6-26). In
a study of 112 U.S. cities, Zanobetti and Schwartz (2009) reported positive associations (in 99%
of the cities) and frequently statistically significant associations (in 55% of the cities) between
short-term PM2.5 exposure and total (non-accidental) mortality (US EPA, 2009a, pp 6-176 to 6179; Figures 6-23 and 6-24).18 A Canadian 12-city study (Burnett et al., 2004) is generally

18

Single-city Bayes-adjusted effect estimates for the 112 cities analyzed in Zanobetti and Schwartz (2009) were
provided by the study author (personal communication with Dr. Antonella Zanobetti, 2009; see also US EPA,
2009a, Figure 6-24).
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consistent with an earlier Canadian 8-city study (Burnett and Goldberg, 2003). Both studies
reported a positive and statistically significant association between short-term PM2.5 exposure
and nonaccidental mortality (US EPA, 2009a, p 6-182, Figure 2-1), although the influence of
NO2 and limited PM2.5 data for several years during the study period somewhat diminished the
findings reported in the 12-city study. Collectively, these studies provide generally consistent
and much stronger evidence for PM2.5-associated mortality than the evidence available in the last
review.
With regard to cardiovascular effects, new multi-city as well as single-city short-term
PM2.5 exposure studies conducted since the last review support a largely positive and frequently
statistically significant association between short-term exposure to PM2.5 and cardiovascularrelated morbidity and mortality, substantiating prior findings. For example, among a multi-city
cohort of older adults participating in the Medicare Air Pollution Study (MCAPS), investigators
reported evidence of a positive association between short-term PM2.5 exposures and hospital
admissions related to cardiovascular outcomes (US EPA, 2009a, pp. 6-57 to 58; Dominici et al,
2006a; Bell et al, 2008). The strongest evidence for cardiovascular effects has been observed
predominantly for hospital admissions and emergency department visits for IHD and CHF and
cardiovascular-related mortality (US EPA, 2009a, Figure 2-1, p. 6-79, sections 6.2.10.3, 6.2.10.5,
and 6.2.11; Bell et al., 2008; Dominici et al., 2006a; Tolbert et al., 2007; Zanobetti and Schwartz,
2009). Furthermore, these findings are supported by a recent study of a multi-city cohort of
women participating in the WHI study that reported a positive but statistically nonsignificant
association between short-term exposure to PM2.5 and electrocardiogram (ECG) measures of
myocardial ischemia (Zhang et al., 2009).
In focusing on respiratory effects, the strongest evidence from short-term PM2.5 exposure
studies has been observed for respiratory-related emergency department visits and hospital
admissions for chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD) and respiratory infections (U.S.
EPA, 2009a, sections 2.3.1.1 and 6.3.8.3; Figures 2-1 and 6-13; Dominici et al., 2006a).
Evidence for PM2.5-related respiratory effects has also been observed in panel studies, which
indicate associations with respiratory symptoms, pulmonary function, and pulmonary
inflammation among asthmatic children. Although not consistently observed, some controlled
human exposure studies have reported small decrements in various measures of pulmonary
function following controlled exposures to PM2.5 (US EPA, 2009a, p. 2-10). Furthermore, the
comparatively larger body of toxicological evidence since the last review is coherent with the
evidence from epidemiological and controlled human exposure studies that examined short-term
exposures to PM2.5 and respiratory effects (US EPA 2009a, section 6.3.10.1).
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Uncertainties in the Evidence
With respect to understanding the nature and magnitude of PM2.5-related risks, as
discussed above, we recognize that epidemiological studies evaluating health effects associated
with long- and short-term PM2.5 exposures have reported heterogeneity in responses both within
and between cities and geographic regions across the U.S. This heterogeneity may be attributed,
in part, to differences in the fine particle composition. However, the currently available evidence
and limited availability of city-specific PM2.5 speciation data does not allow conclusions to be
drawn regarding the relative toxicity of PM2.5 components, or group of components associated
with any source categories of fine particles in different locations. Overall, the ISA concludes
“that many constituents of PM2.5 can be linked with multiple health effects, and the evidence is
not yet sufficient to allow differentiation of those constituents or sources that are more closely
related to specific health outcomes” (US EPA, 2009a, p. 2-17).
Exposure measurement error is also an important source of uncertainty (US EPA, 2009a,
section 3.8.6). Variability in the associations observed across PM2.5 epidemiological studies may
be due in part to exposure error related to measurement-related issues, the use of central fixedsite monitors to represent population exposure to PM2.5, models used in lieu of or to supplement
ambient measurements, and our limited understanding of factors that may influence exposures
(e.g., topography, the built environment, climate, source characteristics, ventilation usage,
personal activity patterns, photochemistry). As noted in the ISA, exposure measurement error
can introduce bias and increased uncertainty in associated health effect estimates (US EPA,
2009a, p. 2-17).
In particular, we note that there are challenges with interpreting differences in health
effects observed in the eastern versus western parts of the U.S, including evaluating effects
stratified by seasons. As noted in section 2.3.2 of the ISA, western U.S. counties tend to be
larger and more topographically diverse than eastern U.S. counties. These characteristics may
contribute to a higher likelihood of exposure measurement error influencing health effect
estimates. Seasonal differences in effects may be related to PM2.5 composition as well as
regional differences in climate and infrastructure that may affect time spent outdoors or indoors,
housing characteristics including air conditioning usage, and differences in baseline incidence
rates (US EPA, 2009a, p. 3-182). In consideration of these differences, however, the ISA notes
“…the available evidence and the limited amount of city-specific speciated PM2.5 data does not
allow conclusions to be drawn that specifically differentiate effects of PM in different locations”
(US EPA 2009a, p. 2-17). Therefore, we recognize that important uncertainties remain in this
review related to understanding the temporal and spatial variability in PM2.5 concentrations,
including PM2.5 components, and associated health impacts across different geographic areas and
seasons.
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In addition, where PM2.5 and other pollutants (e.g., O3, NO2, CO) are correlated, it can be
difficult to distinguish the effects of the various pollutants in the ambient mixture (i.e, copollutant confounding).19 The use of multipollutant models is generally used in air pollution
epidemiological studies to provide insights into the potential for confounding or interaction
among pollutants (US EPA, 2009a, p. 1-16). A number of research groups have found the
effects of various indicators of PM, including PM2.5, and gaseous copollutants to be independent
of one another (US EPA, 2009a, Figures 6-9 and 6-15). Although many recent US multi-city
studies did not analyze multipollutant models, evidence from single-city studies available in the
last review suggest that gaseous copollutants do not confound the PM2.5-related mortality
association, which is further supported by studies that examined the PM10-mortality relationship
(US EPA, 2009a, p. 6-182 and 6-201).
Summary
In considering the extent to which newly available scientific evidence strengthens or calls
into question evidence of associations identified in the last review between ambient fine particle
exposures and health effects, we recognize that much progress has been made in assessing some
key uncertainties related to our understanding of health effects associated with long- and shortterm exposure to PM2.5. As briefly discussed above as well as in the more complete discussion
of the evidence as assessed in the ISA, we note that the newly available information combined
with information available in the last review provides substantially stronger confidence in a
causal relationship between long- and short-term exposures to PM2.5 and mortality and
cardiovascular effects. In addition, the newly available evidence reinforces and expands the
evidence supporting the likely causal relationship between long- and short-term exposure to
PM2.5 and respiratory effects. With respect to evidence suggestive of a causal relationship for a
broader range of effects, the body of scientific evidence is somewhat expanded but is still limited
with respect to associations between long-term PM2.5 exposures and developmental and
reproductive effects as well as cancer, mutagenic, and genotoxic effects. Thus, we conclude that
there is stronger and more consistent and coherent support for associations between long- and
short-term PM2.5 exposure and a broader range of health outcomes than was available in the last
review, providing the basis for fine particle standards at least as protective as the current PM2.5
standards.
Having reached this initial conclusion, we then consider how the new evidence informs
our understanding of susceptible populations by addressing the following question:

19

A copollutant meets the criteria for potential confounding in PM-health associations if: (1) it is a potential risk
factor for the health effect under study; (2) it is correlated with PM; and (3) it does not act as an intermediate step in
the pathway between PM exposure and the health effect under study (US EPA, 2004, p. 8-10).
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x

To what extent does the currently available scientific evidence expand our
understanding of susceptible populations?

Specific groups within the general population, referred to as susceptible populations, are
at increased risk for experiencing adverse health effects related to PM exposures. These groups
could exhibit a greater risk of PM-related health effects than the general population for a number
of reasons including, being affected by lower concentrations of PM, experiencing a larger health
impact at a given PM concentration, and/or being exposed to higher PM concentrations than the
general population. Given the heterogeneity of individual responses to PM exposures, the
severity of the health effects experienced by a susceptible population may be much greater than
that experienced by the population at large.
As summarized below, the currently available epidemiological and controlled human
exposure evidence expands our understanding of previously identified susceptible populations
(i.e., children, older adults, and individuals with pre-existing heart and lung disease) and supports
the identification of additional susceptible populations (e.g., persons with lower socioeconomic
status (SES), genetic differences) (US EPA, 2009a, section 2.4.1, Table 8-2). In addition,
toxicological studies provide underlying support for the biological mechanisms that potentially
lead to increased susceptibility to PM-related health effects.
Lifestages: Children and Older Adults
Two different lifestages have been associated with increased susceptibility to PM-related
health effects: childhood (i.e., less than 18 years of age) and older adulthood (i.e., 65 years of
age and older). Childhood represents a lifestage where susceptibility to PM exposures may be
related to the following observations: children spend more time outdoors; children have greater
activity levels than adults; children have exposures resulting in higher doses per body weight and
lung surface area; and the developing lung is prone to damage, including irreversible effects,
from environmental pollutants as it continues to develop through adolescence (US EPA, 2009a,
section 8.1.1.2). Older adults represent a lifestage where susceptibility to PM-associated health
effects may be related to the higher prevalence of pre-existing cardiovascular and respiratory
diseases found in this age group compared to younger age groups as well as the gradual decline
in physiological processes that occur as part of the aging process (US EPA, 2009a, section
8.1.1.1).
With regard to mortality, recent epidemiological studies have continued to find that older
adults are at greater risk of all-cause (nonaccidental) mortality associated with short-term
exposure to both PM2.5 and PM10, providing consistent and stronger evidence of effects in this
susceptible population compared to the last review. Epidemiological studies that examined the
association between mortality and long-term exposure to PM2.5 that stratified the results by age
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(i.e., less than 65 years of age compared to aged 65 and older; different age groups within the
aged 65 and older population) reported results that are generally consistent with the findings of
these short-term exposure studies and also provided some evidence that the increased risk
declined with increasing age starting at age 60, such that there was no evidence of an association
among persons 85 years and older (US EPA, 2009a, Figure 7-7, section 8.1.1.1, Zeger et al.,
2008).
With regard to morbidity effects, currently available studies provide evidence that older
adults have heightened responses, especially for cardiovascular-related effects, and children have
heightened responses for respiratory-related effects associated with long- and short-term PM2.5
exposures. With regard to older adults, epidemiological studies provide evidence of increases in
PM2.5-related risk of MI, coronary revascularization,20 and their combination with CHD-related
death for participants free of CVD at baseline (Miller et al., 2007) as well as cardiovascularrelated hospitalization (Dominici et al., 2006a; Bell et al., 2008). Further, dosimetry studies have
shown a depression of fine and coarse PM clearance in all regions of the respiratory tract with
increasing age beyond young adulthood, suggesting that older adults are at greater risk of PMrelated respiratory health effects (US EPA, 2009a, section 8.1.1).
With regard to respiratory-related effects in children associated with long-term PM
exposures, our understanding of effects on lung development has been strengthened based on
newly available evidence that is consistent and coherent across different study designs, locations,
and research groups. For example, the strongest evidence comes from the extended follow-up
for the Southern California CHS which includes several new studies that report positive
associations between long-term exposure to PM2.5 and respiratory morbidity, particularly for
such endpoints as lung function growth persisting to young adulthood, respiratory symptoms
(e.g., bronchitic symptoms), and respiratory disease incidence (US EPA, 2009a, section 7.3;
McConnell et al, 2003; Gauderman et al., 2004; Islam et al., 2007). These analyses provide
evidence that PM2.5–related effects persist into early adulthood and are more robust and larger in
magnitude than previously reported.
With regard to respiratory effects in children associated with short-term exposures to PM,
currently available studies provide stronger evidence of respiratory-related hospitalizations with
larger effect estimates observed among children. In addition, reductions in lung function (i.e.,
FEV1) and increases in respiratory symptoms and medication use associated with PM exposures
have been reported among asthmatic children (US EPA, 2009a, sections 6.3.1, 6.3.2.1, 8.4.9).
In addition, accumulating evidence suggests that the developing fetus may also represent
an additional lifestage that is susceptible to PM exposures. The ISA notes that “[i]nfants and
20

Coronary revascularization includes percutaneous coronary interventions, such as angioplasty.
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fetal development processes may be particularly vulnerable to PM exposure, and although the
physical mechanisms are not fully understood, several hypotheses have been proposed involving
direct effects on fetal health, altered placenta function, or indirect effects on the mother’s health”
(US EPA, 2009a, section 7.4.1). Evidence is accumulating for PM2.5-related effects on low
birthweight and infant mortality, especially due to respiratory causes during the post-neonatal
period (US EPA, 2009a, sections 2.3.1.2 and 7.4).
Pre-existing Diseases/Health Conditions
A number of health conditions have been found to put individuals at greater risk for
adverse effects following exposure to PM. The currently available evidence confirms and
strengthens evidence in the last review that individuals with underlying cardiovascular and
respiratory diseases are more susceptible to PM exposures.
The majority of the epidemiological studies that examined associations between shortterm PM exposures and cardiovascular outcomes focused on cardiovascular-related hospital
admissions and emergency department visits (US EPA, section 8.1.6.1). There is some new
evidence that individuals with pre-existing IHD are at greater risk of PM-associated hospital
admissions and emergency department visits related to cardiovascular effects. Additional studies
have focused on hypertension and on the effects of PM on cardiac function in individuals with
dysrhythmia with mixed results. One epidemiological study (US EPA, 2009a, section 7.2.9;
Zanobetti and Schwartz, 2007) investigated associations between long-term exposure to PM10
and the progression of disease or reduced survival in a 21-city study of people discharged
following an acute MI, finding significant associations for mortality, CHF, and new
hospitalization for MI.
With regard to individuals with pre-existing respiratory illnesses (e.g., asthma, COPD),
the ISA presents and assesses a number of studies that evaluate a broad range of health outcomes
(e.g., mortality, asthma symptoms) in response to PM exposures (US EPA, 2009a, section
8.1.6.2). Evidence in asthmatics is stronger and more consistent than previously reported, while
studies of persons with COPD have reported mixed results. Epidemiological studies have
examined the effect of short-term exposure to PM in asthmatics finding an increase in
medication use, asthma attacks, and respiratory symptoms (i.e., cough, shortness of breath, chest
tightness). Controlled human exposure studies reported healthy and asthmatic subjects exposed
to fine, coarse, and ultrafine concentrated ambient particles (CAPs), exhibited similar respiratory
responses, although these studies excluded moderate and severe asthmatics that would be
expected to show increased susceptibility to PM exposure. Toxicological studies using diesel
exhaust particles (DEPs) provide mechanistic support that PM exposure results in allergic
sensitization, and individuals with allergic airway conditions are at greater risk of adverse effects
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upon exposure to PM2.5 (US EPA, 2009a, section 6.3.6.3). Further, there is emerging but limited
evidence which suggests that non-allergic respiratory morbidities may also increase the
susceptibility of an individual to PM-related respiratory effects (US EPA, 2009a, p. 8-12).
There is also emerging evidence that suggests the influence of additional pre-existing
diseases or health conditions, including diabetes and obesity, on the manifestation of PM-related
health effects. The ISA notes that additional research exploring the effect of PM exposures on
obese individuals and identifying the biological pathway(s) that could increase the susceptibility
of diabetic and obese individuals to PM could improve our understanding of these potentially
susceptible populations (US EPA 2009a, pp. 2-23-2-24).
Socioeconomic Status
Stronger evidence is available in this review indicating that people from lower
socioeconomic strata are a susceptible population relative to PM exposures (US EPA, 2009a,
section 8.1.7). Persons with lower socioeconomic status (SES)21 have been generally found to
have a higher prevalence of pre-existing diseases; limited access to medical treatment; and
increased nutritional deficiencies, which can increase this population’s risk to PM-related effects.
Evidence available in the last review from the ACS and Harvard Six Cities cohort studies
indicated increased mortality risk with long-term exposure to PM2.5 in the cohort subgroups with
lower education levels (US EPA 2004, section 9.2.4.5). In this review, additional support is
available to identify persons with lower SES as a susceptible population. For example, Krewski
et al. (2009) found moderate evidence for increased lung cancer mortality in individuals with a
high school education or less in response to long-term exposure to PM2.5. However, IHD-related
mortality associated with long-term PM2.5 exposures was most strongly associated with
individuals with higher education levels (US EPA, 2009a, p. 8-15).
Genetic Factors
Investigation of potential genetic susceptibility has provided evidence that individuals
with null alleles or polymorphisms in genes that mediate the antioxidant response to oxidative
stress (e.g., GSTM1), regulate enzyme activity (i.e., MTHFR and cSHMT), or regulate levels of
procoagulants (i.e., fibrinogen) are more susceptible to PM-related effects. However, some
evidence suggests that polymorphisms in genes (e.g., HFE) may provide protection for PMrelated effects. Emerging evidence also suggests that PM exposure can impart epigenetic effects
(i.e., DNA methylation) (US EPA, 2009a, p. 8-16). More research is needed to better understand
the relationship between genetic effects and potential susceptibility to PM-related effects.

21

SES is a composite measure that usually consists of economic status, measured by income; social status measured
by education; and work status measured by occupation (US EPA, 2009a, p. 8-14).
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Summary
In summary, we conclude that there are several susceptible populations that are likely to
be at increased risk of PM-related effects, including the lifestages of childhood and older
adulthood, those with preexisting heart and lung diseases, and those of lower SES. Evidence for
PM-related effects in these susceptible populations has expanded and is stronger than previously
observed. We also recognize that there is emerging, though still limited evidence for additional
potentially susceptible populations, such as those with diabetes, people who are obese, or those
with specific genetic factors. We note that the available evidence does not generally allow
distinctions to be drawn between the PM indicators in terms of whether populations are more
susceptible to a particular size fraction (i.e., PM2.5 and PM10-2.5).
x

To what extent does the currently available scientific evidence report associations that
extend to air quality concentrations that are lower than had previously been observed
or that are observed in areas that would likely meet the current suite of PM2.5
standards?

In focusing our attention on whether the available evidence supports consideration of
standards that are more protective than the current suite of PM2.5 standards, we first recognize
that the ISA concludes there is no evidence to support the existence of a discernible population
threshold below which effects would not occur (US EPA, 2009a, section 2.4.3). Next, we
consider whether the evidence provides information for health effects associated with air quality
concentrations that are lower than had previously been observed, or if epidemiological studies
have reported effects in areas that would likely have met the current suite of PM2.5 standards.
Associations with Long-term PM2.5 Exposure
Extended follow-up analyses of the ACS and Harvard Six Cities studies provide
consistent and stronger evidence of an association with mortality at lower air quality
distributions than had previously been observed. The original and reanalysis of the ACS study
reported positive and statistically significant effects associated with a long-term mean PM2.5
concentration of 18.2 µg/m3 across 50 metropolitan areas for 1979-1983 (Pope et al., 1995;
Krewski et al., 2000).22 In extended analyses, positive and statistically significant effects of
approximately similar magnitude were associated with declining PM2.5 concentrations, from an
aggregate long-term mean in 58 metropolitan areas of 21.2 µg/m3 in the original monitoring
period (1979-1983) to 14.0 µg/m3 for 116 metropolitan areas in the most recent years evaluated
(1999-2000), with an overall average across the two study periods in 51 metropolitan areas of
17.7 µg/m3 (Pope et al., 2002; Krewski et al., 2009). With regard to the Harvard Six Cities
22

The study periods referred to in this document reflect the years of air quality data that were included in the
analyses, whereas the study periods identified in the ISA reflect the years of health status data that were included.
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Study, the original and reanalysis reported positive and statistically significant effects associated
with a long-term mean PM2.5 concentration of 18.0 µg/m3 for 1980-1985 (Dockery et al., 1993;
Krewski et al., 2000). In an extended follow-up of this study, the aggregate long-term mean
concentration across all years evaluated was 16.4 µg/m3 for 1980-198823 (Laden et al., 2006). In
an additional analysis of the extended follow-up of the Harvard Six Cities Study, investigators
reported the C-R relationship was linear and “clearly continuing below the level” of the current
annual standard (US EPA, 2009a, p. 7-92; Schwartz et al., 2008).
We then consider new cohort studies that provide evidence of mortality associated with
air quality distributions that are generally lower than those reported in the ACS and Harvard Six
Cities studies, with effect estimates that were similar or greater in magnitude. The WHI study
reported positive and most often statistically significant associations between long-term PM2.5
exposure and cardiovascular-related mortality, with much larger relative risk estimates than in
the ACS and Harvard Six Cities studies, as well as morbidity effects at an aggregate long-term
mean PM2.5 concentration of 12.9 ȝg/m3 for 2000 (Miller et al., 2007).24 Using the Medicare
cohort, Eftim et al. (2008) reported somewhat higher effect estimates than in the ACS and
Harvard Six Cities studies with aggregate long-term mean concentrations of 13.6 ȝg/m3 and 14.1
ȝg/m3, respectively, for 2000-2002. The MCAPS reported associations between long-term PM2.5
exposure and mortality for the eastern region of the U.S. at an aggregated long-term PM2.5
median concentration of 14.0 µg/m3, although no association was reported for the western region
with an aggregated long-term PM2.5 median concentration of 13.1 µg/m3 (US EPA, 2009a, p. 788; Zeger et al., 2008).25 Premature mortality in children reported in a national infant mortality
study as well as mortality in a cystic fibrosis cohort including both children and adults reported
positive but statistically nonsignificant effects associated with long-term aggregate mean

23

Aggregate mean concentration provided by study author (personal communication from Dr. Francine Laden,
2009).
24
Miller et al. (2007) reported a long-term mean PM2.5 concentration across study areas of 13.5 ȝg/m3. This
concentration was presented in the ISA (US EPA, 2009a) and discussed in the second draft PA (US EPA, 2010f). In
response to a request from EPA for additional information on the air quality data used in selected epidemiological
studies (Hassett-Sipple and Stanek, 2009), study investigators provided updated air quality data for the study period.
The updated long-term mean PM2.5 concentration provided by the study authors was 12.9 ȝg/m3 (personal
communication from Cynthia Curl, 2009; Stanek et al., 2010). We note that this updated long-term mean
concentration matches the composite monitor approach annual mean calculated by EPA for the year of air quality
data (i.e., 2000) considered by the study investigators (Hassett-Sipple et al., 2010, Attachment A, p. 6). Staff
concludes it is most appropriate to include the updated air quality data in this final document.
25
Zeger et al. (2008) also reported positive and statistically significant effects for the central region, with an
aggregate long-term mean PM2.5 concentration of 10.7 µg/m3. However, in contrast to the eastern and western risk
estimates, the central risk estimate increased with adjustment for COPD (used as a proxy for smoking status). Due
to the potential for confounding bias influencing the risk estimate for the central region, we have not focused on the
results reported in the central region to inform the adequacy of the current suite of standards or alternative annual
standard levels discussed in section 2.3.4.1.
2-32

concentrations of 14.8 ȝg/m3 and 13.7 ȝg/m3, respectively (Woodruff et al., 2008; Goss et al.,
2004).
With respect to respiratory morbidity effects associated with long-term PM2.5 exposure,
the across-city mean of 2-week average PM2.5 concentrations reported in the initial Southern
California CHS was approximately 15.1 µg/m3 (Peters et al., 1999). These results were found to
be consistent with results of cross-sectional analyses of the 24-Cities Study (Dockery et al.,
1996; Raizenne et al., 1996), which reported a long-term cross-city mean PM2.5 concentration of
14.5 µg/m3. In this review, extended analysis of the Southern California CHS provided stronger
evidence of PM2.5-related respiratory effects, at lower air quality concentrations than had
previously been reported, with a four-year aggregate mean concentration of 13.8 µg/m3 across
the 12 study communities (McConnell et al., 2003; Gauderman et al., 2004, US EPA, 2009a,
Figure 7-4).
Broadening our consideration to effects for which evidence is suggestive of a causal
relationship, we note a limited number of birth outcome studies that reported positive and
statistically significant effects related to aggregate long-term mean PM2.5 concentrations of
approximately 12 µg/m3 (US EPA, 2009a, Table 7-5; Bell et al., 2007; Liu et al., 2007; Parker et
al, 2005). In contrast, Parker and Woodruff (2008) reported no overall association with birth
weight with an aggregate long-term mean concentration of 13.5 µg/m3 (US EPA, 2009a, section
7.4.1.1).
Collectively, the currently available evidence provides support for associations between
long-term PM2.5 exposure and mortality and morbidity effects that extend to air quality
concentrations that are lower than had previously been observed, with aggregate long-term mean
PM2.5 concentrations extending to well below the level of the current annual standard. These
studies evaluated a broader range of health outcomes in the general population and in susceptible
populations than were considered in the last review, and include extended follow-up for
prospective epidemiological studies that were important in the last review as well as additional
evidence in important new cohorts.
Associations with Short-term PM2.5 Exposure
In considering long-term average ambient concentrations from multi-city, short-term
PM2.5 exposure studies, a 12-cities Canadian study (Burnett et al 2004; aggregate long-term
mean PM2.5 concentration of 12.8 µg/m3) provided evidence of an association between shortterm PM2.5 exposure and mortality at lower air quality distributions than had previously been
observed in an 8-cities Canadian study (Burnett and Goldberg, 2003; aggregate long-term mean
PM2.5 concentration of 13.3 µg/m3). In a multi-city time-series analysis of 112 U.S. cities,
Zanobetti and Schwartz (2009) reported a positive and statistically significant association with

2-33

all-cause, cardiovascular-related (e.g., MI, stroke), and respiratory-related mortality and shortterm PM2.5 exposure, in which the aggregate long-term mean PM2.5 concentration was 13.2
µg/m3 (US EPA, 2009a, Figure 6-24). Furthermore, city-specific effect estimates in Zanobetti
and Schwartz (2009) indicate the association between short-term exposure to PM2.5 and total
mortality and cardiovascular- and respiratory-related mortality is consistently positive for an
overwhelming majority (99%) of the 112 cities across a wide range of air quality concentrations
(ranging from 6.6 µg/m3to 24.7 µg/m3; US EPA, 2009a, Figure 6-24, p. 6-178 to 179). We note
that for all-cause mortality, city-specific effect estimates were statistically significant for 55% of
the 112 cities, with long-term city-mean PM2.5 concentrations ranging from 7.8 µg/m3 to 18.7
µg/m3 and 24-hour PM2.5 city-mean 98th percentile concentrations ranging from 18.4 to 64.9
µg/m3 (personal communication with Dr. Antonella Zanobetti, 2009).26
With regard to cardiovascular and respiratory morbidity effects, in the first analysis of the
MCAPS cohort conducted by Dominici et al. (2006a) across 204 U.S. counties, investigators
reported a statistically significant association with hospitalizations for cardiovascular and
respiratory diseases and short-term PM2.5 exposure, in which the aggregate long-term mean
PM2.5 concentration was 13.4 µg/m3. Furthermore, a sub-analysis restricted to days with 24-hour
average concentrations of PM2.5 at or below 35 µg/m3 indicated that, in spite of a reduced
statistical power from a smaller number of study days, statistically significant associations were
still observed between short-term exposure to PM2.5 and hospital admissions for cardiovascular
and respiratory diseases (Dominici, 2006b).27 In an extended analysis of the MCAPS study, Bell
et al. (2008) reported a positive and statistically significant increase in cardiovascular
hospitalizations associated with short-term PM2.5 exposure, in which the aggregate long-term
mean PM2.5 concentration was 12.9 µg/m3. These results, along with the observation that
approximately 50% of the 204 county-specific mean 98th percentile PM2.5 concentrations in
Dominici et al. (2006a) aggregated across all years were below the 24-hour standard of 35
µg/m3, suggests that the overall health effects observed across the U.S. are not primarily driven
by the higher end of the PM2.5 air quality distribution (Bell, 2009, personal communication from
Dr. Michelle Bell regarding air quality data for Bell et al., 2008 and Dominici et al., 2006a).
In considering single-city short-term PM2.5 exposure studies that were conducted in areas
that would likely have met the current suite of standards, the following studies reported positive
and statistically significant associations: three studies noted in the last review, Mar et al. (2003)
26

Single-city Bayes-adjusted effect estimates for the 112 cities analyzed in Zanobetti and Schwartz (2009) were
provided by the study authors (personal communication with Dr. Antonella Zanobetti, 2009; see also US EPA,
2009a, Figure 6-24).
27
This sub-analysis was not included in the original publication (Dominici et al., 2006a). Authors provided subanalysis results for the Administrator’s consideration as a letter to the docket following publication of the proposed
rule in January 2006 (personal communication with Dr. Francesca Dominici, 2006b).
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reported a positive and statistically significant association for premature mortality in Phoenix and
Peters et al. (2001) and Delfino et al. (1997) reported an association with short-term exposure to
PM2.5 and MI- and respiratory-related hospital admissions in Boston and Montreal, Canada,
respectively, and one more recent study, Mar et al. (2004) reported an association for short-term
PM2.5 exposures in relation to respiratory symptoms among children in Spokane. Single-city
studies that reported positive but statistically non-significant associations for cardiovascular and
respiratory endpoints include a number of studies conducted in Saint John (Steib et al., 2000),
Phoenix (Wilson et al., 2007), Denver (Rabinovitch et al., 2006), Edmonton (Villeneuve et al.,
2006), and Nueces County, TX (Lisabeth et al., 2008). Other single-city short-term PM2.5
exposure analyses reported null findings for cardiovascular and respiratory morbidity effects in
association with short-term exposure to PM2.5 in areas that would likely have met the current
suite of standards, including Spokane (i.e., respiratory symptoms in adults, Mar et al., 2004;
Slaughter et al. 2005), Denver (Rabinovitch et al., 2004), and Edmonton (Villeneuve et al.,
2006). In light of the mixed findings reported in single-city studies, particularly for studies
conducted in areas such as Phoenix, Denver, and Edmonton that report both positive and null
findings, we place comparatively greater weight on the results from multi-city studies in
considering the adequacy of the current suite of standards.
Collectively, the findings from multi-city and single-city short-term PM2.5 exposure
studies provide evidence of PM2.5-associated health effects occurring in areas that would likely
have met the current suite of PM2.5 standards. These findings are further bolstered by evidence
of statistically significant PM2.5 associated health effects occurring in analyses restricted to days
in which 24-hour average PM2.5 concentrations were below 35 µg/m3 (Dominici, 2006b).
Summary
In evaluating the currently available scientific evidence, we conclude that the evidence
from long and short-term PM2.5 exposure studies clearly calls into question whether the current
suite of primary PM2.5 standards protects public health with an adequate margin of safety from
effects associated with long- and short-term exposures to PM2.5. We also conclude that this
evidence provides strong support for considering fine particle standards that would afford
increased protection beyond that afforded by the current annual and 24-hour PM2.5 standards.
More protective standards would reflect the substantially stronger and broader body of evidence
for mortality and cardiovascular-related and respiratory-related morbidity effects now available
in this review both at lower concentrations of air quality than had previously been observed and
at concentrations allowed by the current suite of PM2.5 standards.
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2.2.2

Risk-based Considerations

Looking beyond evidence-based considerations, staff also has considered the extent to
which health risks estimated to occur upon just meeting the current suite of PM2.5 standards may
be judged to be important from a public health perspective. For this review, we have estimated
risk for a set of health effect endpoints based on a number of selection criteria (US EPA, 2010a,
section 3.3.1). Specifically, we have estimated risks for (1) all-cause, IHD-related,
cardiopulmonary- and lung cancer-related mortality associated with long-term PM2.5 exposure,
(2) non-accidental, cardiovascular-related, and respiratory-related mortality associated with
short-term PM2.5 exposure, and (3) cardiovascular-related and respiratory-related hospital
admissions and asthma-related emergency department visits associated with short-term PM2.5
exposure. In the discussion below, we focus on cardiovascular-related endpoints, since the
causal relationship for these endpoints based on the currently available scientific evidence as
assessed in the ISA is the strongest of the endpoints considered. The estimated risks for the
broader set of health effect endpoints modeled are included in the RA (US EPA, 2010a).
As discussed below, three factors figure prominently in the interpretation of the risk
estimates associated with simulating just meeting the current suite of standards, including: (1)
the importance of changes in annual mean PM2.5 concentrations for a specific study area in
estimating changes in risks related to both long- and short-term exposures associated with recent
air quality conditions and air quality simulated to just meet the current suite of PM2.5 standards;
(2) the ratio of peak- to-mean ambient PM2.5 concentrations in a study area; and (3) the spatial
pattern of ambient PM2.5 reductions that result from using different approaches to simulate just
meeting the current standard levels (i.e., rollback approaches). The latter two factors are
interrelated and influence the degree of risk reduction estimated under the current suite of
standards.
The magnitude of both long- and short-term exposure-related risk estimated to remain
upon just meeting the current suite of standards is strongly associated with the simulated change
in annual mean PM2.5 concentrations. The role of annual mean PM2.5 concentrations in driving
long-term exposure-related risk estimates is intuitive given that risks are modeled using the
annual mean air quality metric.28 The fact that short-term exposure-related risk estimates are
also driven by changes in long-term mean PM2.5 concentrations is less intuitive, since changes in
28

As noted in section 3.2.1 of the RA (U.S.EPA, 2010a), estimates of long-term exposure-related mortality are
actually based on an annual mean PM2.5 concentration that is the average across monitors in a study area (i.e., based
on the composite monitor distribution). Therefore, in considering changes in long-term exposure-related mortality,
it is most appropriate to compare composite monitor estimates generated for a study area under each alternative suite
of standards considered. The annual mean at the highest reporting monitor (i.e., based on the maximum monitor
distribution) for a study area is the annual design value. The annual design value is used to determine the percent
reduction in PM2.5 concentrations required to meet a particular standard. Both types of air quality estimates are
provided in Table 3-4 of the RA and both are referenced in this discussion of core risk estimates, as appropriate.
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mean 24-hour PM2.5 concentrations are used to estimate changes in risk for this time period.29
Analyses show that short-term exposure-related risks are not primarily driven by the small
number of days with PM2.5 concentrations in the upper tail of the air quality distribution, but
rather by the large number of days with PM2.5 concentrations at and around the mean of the
distribution (US EPA, 2010a, section 3.1.2.2). Consequently, changes in annual mean PM2.5
concentrations are related, to a large extent, to changes in short-term exposure-related risk.
Therefore, we focus on changes in annual mean PM2.5 concentrations to inform our
understanding of patterns of both long- and short-term exposure-related risk estimates across the
set of urban study areas evaluated in the quantitative risk assessment.
The ratio of peak-to-mean ambient PM2.5 concentrations within a study area informs the
type of rollback approach used to simulate just meeting the current suite of standards to
determine the magnitude of the reduction in annual mean PM2.5 concentrations for that study area
and consequently the degree of risk reduction.30 For example, study areas with relatively high
peak-to-mean ratios are likely to have greater estimated risk reductions for the current suite of
standards (depending on the combination of 24-hour and annual design values), and such
locations can be especially sensitive to the type of rollback approach used, with the proportional
rollback approach resulting in notably greater estimated risk reduction compared with the
locally-focused rollback approach. In contrast, study areas with lower peak-to-mean ratios
typically experience greater simulated risk reductions when simulating just meeting the current
annual-standard level than with simulating just meeting the current 24-hour standard level (again
depending on the combination of 24-hour and annual design values). In addition, the type of
rollback approach used will tend to have less of an impact on the magnitude of risk reductions
for study areas with lower peak-to-mean ratios. Rigorous consideration of these two factors,
allowed us to better understand the nature and pattern of estimated risk reductions and risk
remaining upon simulation of just meeting the current suite of standards across the urban study
areas (see U.S.EPA, 2010a, section 5.2.1).
We have considered a series of questions to inform our understanding of the adequacy of
the current suite of fine particle standards based on insights obtained from the quantitative risk
assessment. We begin by considering the overall confidence associated with the quantitative risk
assessment and the degree to which the set of urban study areas analyzed is representative of

29

Estimates of short-term PM2.5 exposure-related mortality and morbidity are based on composite monitor 24-hour
PM2.5 concentrations. However, similar to the case with long-term exposure-related mortality, under the current
rules, it is the 98th percentile 24-hour concentration estimated at the maximum monitor (the 24-hour design value)
that will determine the degree of reduction required to meet a given 24-hour standard.
30
The peak-to-mean ratio of ambient PM2.5 concentrations also has a direct bearing on whether the 24-hour or
annual standard will be the controlling standard for a particular study area, with higher peak-to-mean ratios
generally being associated with locations where the 24-hour standard is likely the controlling standard.
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urban areas across the U.S. We then consider the nature and magnitude of risk estimated to
remain based on simulating just meeting the current suite of standards.
x

What is the level of confidence associated with risk estimates generated for simulating
just meeting the current suite of PM2.5 standards?

A number of design elements were included in the quantitative risk assessment to
increase the overall confidence in the risk estimates generated for the 15 urban study areas.
These elements included: (1) use of a deliberative process for specifying components of the risk
model that reflects consideration of the latest research on PM2.5 exposure and risk (US EPA,
2010a, section 5.1.1), (2) integration of key sources of variability into the design as well as the
interpretation of risk estimates (U.S.EPA, 2010a, section 5.1.2), (3) assessment of the degree to
which the urban study areas are representative of areas in the U.S. experiencing higher PM2.5related risk (U.S.EPA, 2010a, section 5.1.3), and (4) identification and assessment of important
sources of uncertainty and the impact of these uncertainties on the core risk estimates (U.S.EPA,
2010a, section 5.1.4).31 Two additional analyses examined potential bias and overall confidence
in the risk estimates. The first analysis explored potential bias in the core risk estimates by
considering a set of alternative reasonable risk estimates generated as part of a sensitivity
analysis. The second analysis compared the annual mean PM2.5 concentrations associated with
simulating just meeting the current suite of standards with the air quality distribution used in
deriving the C-R functions applied in modeling mortality risk.32 Greater confidence is associated
with risk estimates based on simulated annual mean PM2.5 concentrations that are within the
region of the air quality distribution used in deriving the C-R functions where the bulk of the
data reside (e.g., within one standard deviation (SD) around the mean). Each of the design
elements listed above together with the two additional analyses is discussed below.
Staff used a deliberative process to specify each of the key analytical elements
comprising the core risk model, including: selection of urban study areas; selection of health
endpoints, including specification of the C-R functions to use in modeling those endpoints; and
choice of rollback approach used to simulate just meeting the current suite of standards. This
deliberative process involved rigorous review of the currently available literature addressing both
PM2.5 exposure and risk combined with the application of a formal set of criteria to guide
development of each of the key analytical elements in the quantitative risk assessment (US EPA,
2010a, section 5.1.1).33 The application of this deliberative process increases our overall
31

The “core” risk estimates produced in this assessment refer to those generated using the combination of modeling
elements and input data sets in which we had the highest confidence. Alternative modeling elements were included
as part of the sensitivity analyses.
32
This analysis also considered simulations of alternative standard levels as discussed in section 2.3.4.2.
33
In addition, as discussed in section 1.2.4, the quantitative risk assessment design reflects consideration of CASAC
and public comments on the Scope and Methods Plan and two draft assessment documents.
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confidence in the risk estimates by insuring that the estimates are based on the best available
science and data characterizing PM2.5 exposure and risk, and that they reflect consideration of
input from external experts on PM exposure and risk through CASAC and public reviews.
We considered key sources of variability that can impact the nature and magnitude of
risks associated with the current standard levels across the urban study areas. These sources of
uncertainty include those that contribute to differences in risk across urban study areas, but do
not directly affect the degree of risk reduction associated with the simulation of the current
standard levels (e.g., differences in baseline incidence rates, demographics and population
behavior). We also focused on factors that not only introduce variability into risk estimates
across study areas, but also play an important role in determining the magnitude of risk
reductions upon simulation of current standard levels (e.g., peak-to-mean ratios of ambient PM2.5
concentrations within individual urban study areas and the nature of the rollback approach used
to simulate just meeting the current standards – see earlier discussion).
Single and multi-factor sensitivity analyses were combined with a qualitative analysis to
assess the impact of potential sources of uncertainty on the core risk estimates. The qualitative
uncertainty analysis supplemented the quantitative sensitivity analyses by allowing coverage for
sources of uncertainty that could not be readily included in the sensitivity analysis (US EPA,
2010a, section 3.5.3). The quantitative sensitivity analyses informed our understanding of
sources of uncertainty that may have a moderate to large impact on the core risk estimates. With
respect to the long-term exposure-related mortality risk estimates, the most important sources of
uncertainty identified in the quantitative sensitivity analyses included: selection of C-R
functions;34 modeling risk down to policy-relevant background (PRB) versus lowest measured
level (LML); and the choice of rollback approach used. With regard to the qualitative analysis of
uncertainty, the following sources were identified as potentially having a large impact on core
risk estimates for the long-term exposure-related mortality: characterization of inter-urban
population exposures; impact of historical air quality; and potential variation in effect estimates
reflecting differences in PM2.5 composition. Together, the qualitative analysis of uncertainty and
quantitative sensitivity analyses provided us with a comprehensive understanding of which
sources of uncertainty could have a significant impact on the core risk estimates. This

34

In the case of long-term exposure-related mortality, we considered both alternative C-R functions from the
epidemiological study providing the C-R function used in the core analysis (i.e., alternative functions obtained from
the Krewski et al. (2009) study involving the ACS dataset) as well as alternative C-R functions identified in other
studies (i.e., C-R functions obtained from Krewski et al. (2000) based on a reanalysis of the Harvard Six Cities
study).
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information proved useful in interpreting core risk estimates and increased our overall
confidence in the analysis.35
In addition to identifying sources of uncertainty with a moderate to large impact on the
core risk estimates, the single and multi-element sensitivity analyses also produced a set of
reasonable alternative risk estimates that allowed us to place the results of the core analysis in
context with regard to uncertainty and potential bias.36 Most of the alternative model
specifications supported by the currently available scientific information produced risk estimates
that are higher (by up to a factor of 2 to 3) than the core risk estimates. This was not unexpected.
The C-R functions used in the core analysis for estimating mortality risks associated with longterm PM2.5 exposures were selected from the extended analysis of the ACS study (Krewski et al.,
2009). The C-R functions used in the sensitivity analysis were from the reanalysis and validation
of the Harvard Six Cities study (Krewski et al., 2000). In generalizing the results of the extended
analyses of the ACS and Harvard Six Cities studies across the broader national population, we
recognize differences in the underlying populations enrolled in these long-term cohort studies,
specifically related to SES, a factor in considering impacts on susceptible populations. As noted
in the last review, the ACS study population has a higher SES status (e.g., educational status)
relative to the Harvard Six Cities study population (12% versus 28% of the cohort had less than a
high school education, respectively) (US EPA, 2004a, p. 8-118). The Harvard Six Cities cohort
may provide a more representative sample of the broader national population than the ACS
cohort.
As discussed above, lower SES groups have been identified as a susceptible population.
Therefore, use of effect estimates reported in the ACS study which does not provide
representative coverage for lower-SES groups, may result in risk estimates that are biased low.
In contrast, risk estimates developed in the sensitivity analysis based on the Harvard Six Cities
study data set provide better coverage for lower SES populations but give greater weight to
eastern and Midwestern populations and, therefore, result in higher risk estimates (US EPA,
2010a, section 5.1.5).
While being mindful that the use of C-R functions from Krewski et al. (2009) introduces
potential for low bias in the core risk estimates, we also recognize many strengths of this study
35

Given increased emphasis placed in this analysis on long-term exposure-related mortality, the uncertainty analyses
completed for this health endpoint category were more comprehensive than those conducted for analyses of shortterm exposure-related mortality and morbidity. This reflects, to some extent, limitations in the epidemiological data
available for addressing uncertainty in the latter categories (U.S.EPA 2010a, section 3.5.4.2).
36
The alternative set of reasonable risk estimates were based on alternative model specifications compared to the
core risk model. These alternative reasonable risk estimates were only generated for long-term exposure-related
mortality and not for any of the short-term exposure-related mortality or morbidity endpoints. Consequently,
consideration of overall confidence (and potential bias) in the core risk estimates based on consideration for these
alternative risk estimates is limited to estimates of mortality associated with long-term PM2.5 exposures.
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and reasons for its continued use for generating the core risk estimates, including: consideration
of a large number of metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs), inclusion of two time periods for the
air quality data which allowed us to consider different exposure windows; and analysis of a wide
range of C-R function models. Therefore, we concluded that C-R functions obtained from this
study had the greatest overall support and should be used in the core risk model. Consideration
of the alternative set of reasonable risk estimates provided several observations relevant to the
interpretation of the core risk estimates including: (a) the core estimates are unlikely to
underestimate risk and (b) the degree of potential bias in the core risk estimates could range up to
at least a factor of 2-3 higher.37
In considering the overall confidence in the core risk estimates, we have compared the
PM2.5 concentrations simulated under the current suite of standard levels across the urban study
areas to the distribution of PM2.5 concentrations used in deriving the C-R functions used for
long-term exposure-related mortality (as presented in Krewski et al., 2009). Specifically, this
assessment compared the composite monitor annual mean PM2.5 concentrations used in modeling
long-term exposure-related mortality risk in the core analysis to the distribution of annual mean
PM2.5 concentrations from the 1999-2000 ACS exposure period.38 Generally, when composite
monitor annual mean concentrations were within one SD of the long-term mean concentration
for the most recent years of air quality considered in the ACS dataset (i.e., in the range of 14+/-3
µg/m3), we had relatively high confidence in the risk estimates, since they were based on PM2.5
concentrations that roughly matched those used in deriving the C-R functions. However, as
composite monitor annual mean PM2.5 concentrations extend below this range, our confidence in
the risk estimates decreased, with our confidence being significantly reduced when composite
monitor annual mean concentrations approached the LML of the ACS data set (i.e., 5.8 µg/m3).

37

We note that these findings regarding potential bias in the core risk estimates were based on modeling PM2.5attributable IHD and all-cause mortality associated with long-term PM2.5 exposure for the current suite of standards.
However, we would expect these observations regarding overall confidence in the core risk estimates to hold for
other long-term exposure-related mortality endpoints modeled in the quantitative risk assessment for both the
alternative annual and 24-hour standard levels considered in section 2.3.4.2. Furthermore, given increased emphasis
placed in this analysis on long-term exposure-related mortality, as noted earlier, the uncertainty analyses completed
for this health endpoint category are more comprehensive than those conducted for short-term exposure-related
mortality and morbidity effects, which to some extent reflects limitations in study data available for addressing
uncertainty in the latter category. Therefore, an alternative set of reasonable risk estimates was not generated to
supplement core risk estimates generated for short-term PM2.5 exposure.
38
As discussed in sections 3.3.3 and 4.0 of the RA (U.S.EPA, 2010a), each category of long-term exposure-related
mortality was estimated using separate C-R functions derived from the 1979-1983 and 1999-2000 ACS monitoring
periods. For purposes of comparing composite monitor annual mean PM2.5 concentrations to the ACS data sets used
in deriving the C-R functions, we focused on the later monitoring period (1999-2000), since ambient PM2.5
concentrations from this period more closely matched those associated with the study areas in our consideration of
recent air quality conditions (2005-2007). The 1999-2000 ACS monitoring period had a mean PM2.5 concentration
of 14.0 µg/m3, a SD of 3.0 µg/m3 and an LML of 5.8 µg/m3 (see Table 1 in Krewski et al., 2009).
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x

How representative is the set of urban study areas for the broader set of urban areas in
the U.S. expected to experience elevated risk from ambient PM2.5 exposure?

The goal in selecting urban study areas was to provide coverage for the range of larger
urban areas in the U.S. expected to experience relatively elevated risk due to ambient PM2.5
exposure and other factors associated with PM2.5-related risk (e.g., elevated baseline incidence
rates for relevant health endpoints, relatively larger susceptible populations). As part of
considering our overall confidence in the quantitative risk assessment, we assessed the
representativeness of the 15 urban study areas in the broader national context. Three separate
analyses were used to explore representativeness:
x

A comparison of PM2.5-risk-related attributes of the 15 urban study areas against
national distributions of these same attributes suggested that the urban study areas
likely reflect the distribution of risk for the nation, with the potential for better
characterization at the higher end of that distribution (US EPA, 2010a, section
4.4.1).39

x

An analysis of the distribution of U.S. counties included in a national-scale mortality
analysis suggested that counties associated with the 15 urban study areas are likely to
experience elevated PM2.5-related risk (US EPA, 2010a, section 4.4.2).

x

An evaluation of the mix of design values across the 15 urban study areas as
contrasted with design values for the broader set of urban study areas in the U.S. This
analysis suggested that (a) the 15 urban study areas reasonably captured the key
groupings of urban areas in the U.S. likely to experience elevated risk due to PM2.5
exposures and (b) we have included study areas likely to experience relatively greater
degrees of PM2.5-related risk (US EPA, 2010a, section 4.5.1).

Based on these analyses, we conclude that these study areas are generally representative
of urban areas in the U.S. likely to experience relatively elevated levels of risk related to ambient
PM2.5 exposure.
x

What is the nature and magnitude of the long-term and short-term exposure-related
risks remaining upon just meeting the current suite of PM2.5 standards?

In considering PM2.5-related risks likely to remain upon just meeting the current PM2.5
annual and 24-hour standards in the 15 urban study areas included in the quantitative RA, we
focus on the 13 areas that would likely not have met the current standards based on recent air
quality (2005-2007). These 13 areas have annual and/or 24-hour design values that are above the

39

This representativeness analysis also showed that the urban study areas do not capture areas with the highest
baseline morality risks or the oldest populations (both of which can result in higher PM2.5-related mortality
estimates). However, some of the areas with the highest values for these attributes have relatively low PM2.5
concentrations (e.g., urban areas in Florida) and consequently failure to include these areas in the set of urban study
areas is unlikely to exclude high PM2.5-risk locations.
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levels of the current standards (see Tables 2-2 and 2-3).40 Based on the core risk estimates for
these areas, using the proportional rollback approach, we make the following key observations
regarding the magnitude of risk remaining upon simulation of just meeting the current suite of
standards:
x

Long-term exposure-related mortality risk remaining: IHD-related mortality
attributable to long-term PM2.5 exposure was estimated to range from less than 100 to
approximately 2,000 cases per year. The variability in these estimates reflects, to a
great extent, differences in the size of study area populations. These estimates
represent from 4 to 17% of all IHD-related mortality in a given year for the urban
study areas, representing a measure of risk that takes into account differences in
population size and baseline mortality rates (see Table 2-2).

x

Short-term exposure-related mortality risk remaining: Cardiovascular (CV)-related
mortality associated with short-term PM2.5 exposure was estimated to range from less
than 10 to 500 cases per year. These estimates represent approximately 1 to 2% of
total CV-related mortality in a given year for the urban study areas (see Table 2-3).

x

Short-term exposure-related morbidity risk remaining: CV-related hospitalizations
were estimated to range from approximately 10 to 800 cases per year across the study
areas, which is approximately equivalent to less than 1% of total CV-related
hospitalizations (see Table 2-3).

Although long- and short-term exposure-related mortality rates have similar patterns in
terms of the subset of urban study areas experiencing risk reductions for the current suite of
standard levels, the magnitude of risk remaining is substantially lower for short-term exposurerelated mortality. These findings were expected, since, as noted earlier, changes in annual mean
PM2.5 concentrations were expected to drive both long- and short-term exposure-related risk,
resulting in similar overall patterns in risk reduction for both exposure periods (in terms of the
subset of urban study areas experiencing risk reductions). We note, however, that the variability
in the effect estimates used to model short-term exposure-related health endpoints across urban
study areas introduced additional variation into the pattern of risk reduction across study areas.

40

Of the 15 study areas, only Dallas and Phoenix have both annual and 24-hour design values below the levels of
the current standards based on 2005-2007 air quality data.
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Table 2-2. Estimated Incidence and Percent of Total Annual Incidence Associated with
Long-term PM2.5 Exposure Based on Simulation of the Current Suite of Standards (for
IHD Mortality based on 2007 PM2.5 Concentrations)

Urban Study Area

Atlanta, GA
Baltimore, MD
Birmingham, AL
Dallas, TX
Detroit, MI
Fresno, CA
Houston, TX
Los Angeles, CA
New York, NY
Philadelphia, PA
Phoenix, AZ
Pittsburgh, PA
Salt Lake City, UT
St. Louis, MO
Tacoma, WA

Incidence of Ischemic Heart Disease
Mortality Associated with Long-term
Exposure to PM2.53
Exposure Period:
Exposure Period:
1979-1983
1999-2000
220
277
(180 - 258)
(227 - 324)
297
374
(243 - 349)
(307 - 440)
131
165
(107 - 154)
(135 - 194)
195
247
(159 - 230)
(202 - 291)
377
478
(308 - 445)
(390 - 563)
77
98
(63 - 92)
(80 - 116)
344
434
(281 - 405)
(355 - 511)
860
1094
(701 - 1018)
(890 - 1296)
1755
2222
(1435 - 2070)
(1814 - 2620)
261
330
(214 - 308)
(270 - 389)
317
402
(258 - 374)
(327 - 476)
256
324
(209 - 302)
(264 - 382)
15
19
(12 - 18)
(16 - 23)
446
563
(365 - 525)
(461 - 662)
38
49
(31 - 46)
(40 - 58)

Percent of Incidence of Ischemic Heart
Disease Mortality Associated with Longterm Exposure to PM2.53
Exposure Period:
Exposure Period:
1979-1983
1999-2000
13.2%
16.7%
(10.9% - 15.5%)
(13.7% - 19.5%)
11.7%
14.7%
(9.6% - 13.7%)
(12.1% - 17.3%)
10.9%
13.8%
(8.9% - 12.9%)
(11.3% - 16.2%)
9%
11.4%
(7.3% - 10.6%)
(9.3% - 13.4%)
9.1%
11.5%
(7.4% - 10.7%)
(9.4% - 13.5%)
6.7%
8.5%
(5.5% - 8%)
(7% - 10.1%)
10.7%
13.6%
(8.8% - 12.6%)
(11.1% - 16%)
6.1%
7.7%
(4.9% - 7.2%)
(6.3% - 9.1%)
9.3%
11.8%
(7.6% - 11%)
(9.6% - 13.9%)
10.5%
13.2%
(8.6% - 12.3%)
(10.8% - 15.6%)
6.7%
8.5%
(5.5% - 7.9%)
(6.9% - 10.1%)
9.3%
11.8%
(7.6% - 11%)
(9.6% - 13.9%)
2.9%
3.7%
(2.4% - 3.4%)
(3% - 4.4%)
11.2%
14.2%
(9.2% - 13.2%)
(11.6% - 16.7%)
3.7%
4.7%
(3% - 4.4%)
(3.8% - 5.6%)

The current primary PM2.5 standards include an annual standard set at 15 µg/m3 and a 24-hour standard set at
35 µg/m3.
2
Numbers rounded to the nearest whole number. Numbers in parentheses are 95% confidence or credible
intervals based on statistical uncertainty surrounding the PM coefficient.
3
Estimates based on Krewski et al. (2009), using ambient PM2.5 concentrations from 1979 - 1983 and from 19992000, respectively. Estimated incidence is presented for 30 years of age and older within each urban study area.
1
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Table 2-3. Estimated Incidence and Percent of Total Annual Incidence Associated with
Short-term PM2.5 Exposure Based on Simulation of the Current Suite of Standards (CV
mortality and hospital admissions based on 2007 PM2.5 concentrations)
Percent of
Incidence of
Cardiovascular
Hospital
Urban Study Area
Admissions
Associated with
Short-term
Exposure to PM2.54
32
41
0.8%
0.4%
Atlanta, GA
(-33 - 95)
(-27 - 109)
(-0.8% - 2.4%)
(-0.2% - 1%)
62
216
1.6%
1.3%
Baltimore, MD
(-4 - 126)
(159 - 273)
(-0.1% - 3.2%)
(1% - 1.7%)
-1
16
0%
0.3%
Birmingham, AL
(-42 - 40)
(-11 - 43)
(-1.5% - 1.5%)
(-0.2% - 0.9%)
29
28
0.8%
0.3%
Dallas, TX
(-19 - 76)
(-18 - 73)
(-0.5% - 2.2%)
(-0.2% - 0.7%)
60
233
1%
1.1%
Detroit, MI
(-8 - 127)
(171 - 295)
(-0.1% - 2.2%)
(0.8% - 1.4%)
12
23
0.7%
0.5%
Fresno, CA
(-9 - 33)
(0 - 46)
(-0.5% - 2%)
(0% - 0.9%)
46
56
0.9%
0.3%
Houston, TX
(-31 - 122)
(-37 - 149)
(-0.6% - 2.4%)
(-0.2% - 0.8%)
-30
258
-0.2%
0.5%
Los Angeles, CA
(-132 - 72)
(3 - 511)
(-0.7% - 0.4%)
(0% - 0.9%)
473
752
2.1%
1.2%
New York, NY
(276 - 668)
(552 - 951)
(1.2% - 3%)
(0.8% - 1.5%)
84
203
2.1%
1.3%
Philadelphia, PA
(22 - 145)
(149 - 257)
(0.5% - 3.6%)
(0.9% - 1.6%)
84
108
1.3%
0.5%
Phoenix, AZ
(-4 - 170)
(1 - 215)
(-0.1% - 2.7%)
(0% - 1%)
43
140
1.1%
1.1%
Pittsburgh, PA
(-9 - 93)
(103 - 177)
(-0.2% - 2.3%)
(0.8% - 1.4%)
9
9
0.8%
0.4%
Salt Lake City, UT
(-2 - 20)
(0 - 18)
(-0.2% - 1.7%)
(0% - 0.7%)
106
178
1.9%
1.3%
St. Louis, MO
(24 - 187)
(131 - 225)
(0.4% - 3.3%)
(0.9% - 1.6%)
11
19
0.7%
0.5%
Tacoma, WA
(-6 - 27)
(-46 - 82)
(-0.4% - 1.8%)
(-1.3% - 2.3%)
1
The current primary PM2.5 standards include an annual standard set at 15 µg/m3 and a 24-hour standard set at
35 µg/m3.
2
Percents rounded to the nearest tenth. Numbers in parentheses are 95% confidence or credible intervals based on
statistical uncertainty surrounding the PM coefficient.
3
Based on location-specific single pollutant concentration-response function estimates from Zanobetti and Schwartz
(2009) that have been "shrunken" towards the appropriate regional means. "Shrunken" coefficient estimates and
their standard errors were provided to EPA by the study authors (personal communication with Dr. Antonella
Zanobetti, 2009).
4
Incidence estimates were calculated using the appropriate regional concentration-response function estimates
reported in Table 2 of Bell et al. (2008). Location-specific C-R function estimates were not available from this
study.
Incidence of
Cardiovascular
Mortality
Associated with
Short-term
Exposure to PM2.53

Incidence of
Cardiovascular
Hospitalizations
Associated with
Short-term
Exposure to PM2.54
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Percent of
Incidence of
Cardiovascular
Mortality
Associated with
Short-term
Exposure to PM2.53

x

x

Substantial variability exists in the magnitude of risk remaining across urban study
areas: Estimated risks remaining upon just meeting the current suite of standards
vary substantially across study areas, even when considering risks normalized for
differences in population size and baseline incidence rates. This variability is a
consequence of the substantial differences in the annual mean PM2.5 concentrations
across study areas that result from simulating just meeting the current standards. This
is important because, as discussed above, annual mean concentrations are highly
correlated with both long- and short-term exposure-related risk. The variability in
annual mean PM2.5 concentrations occurred primarily in those study areas in which
the 24-hour standard was the “controlling” standard. In such areas, the variability in
estimated risks across study areas was largest when regional patterns of reductions in
PM2.5 concentrations were simulated, using the proportional rollback approach, as
was done in the core analyses. Less variability was observed when more localized
patterns of PM2.5 reductions were simulated using the locally-focused rollback
approach, as was done in a sensitivity analysis. When simulations were done using
the locally-focused rollback approach, estimated risks remaining upon just meeting
the current suite of standards were appreciably larger than those estimated in the core
analysis (US EPA, 2010a, section 4.3.1.1).

x

Simulation of just meeting the current suite of standards results in annual mean PM2.5
concentrations well below the current standard for some study areas: In simulating
just meeting the current suite of standards, the resulting composite monitor annual
mean PM2.5 concentrations ranged from about 15 µg/m3 (for those study areas in
which the annual standard was controlling) down to as low as about 8 µg/m3 (for
those study areas in which the 24-hour standard was controlling or the annual mean
concentration was well below 15 µg/m3 based on recent air quality). As discussed
above, as the composite monitor annual mean PM2.5 concentrations used in generating
risk estimates extend below 11.0 µg/m3 (one SD below the mean for the 1999-2000
ACS monitoring period, Krewski et al., 2009) we have increasingly less confidence in
the risk estimates, with confidence decreasing significantly as composite monitor
concentrations approach the LML for the ACS dataset (5.8 µg/m3). Typically, for the
15 urban study areas assessed, the locations where the 24-hour standard was the
controlling standard were simulated to have the lowest composite monitor annual
mean PM2.5 concentrations. We observe that all four of the urban study areas with
simulated composite monitor annual mean PM2.5 concentrations below 11 µg/m3 are
areas where the 24-hour standard is generally controlling (U.S.EPA, 2010a, Table 34). While such locations often are estimated to have the greatest risk reductions, there
is also reduced confidence associated with these risk estimates.

To what extent are the risks remaining upon simulation of the current suite of
standards important from a public health perspective?

Estimates of long-term exposure-related IHD mortality risk associated with simulating
just meeting the current suite of standards range from less than 100 deaths per year for the urban
study area with the lowest risk to approximately 2,000 deaths per year for the urban study areas
with the greatest risk. Estimates of risk for the urban areas included in the quantitative risk
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assessment suggest that IHD-related mortality associated with long-term PM2.5 exposure would
likely be in a range of thousands of deaths per year on a national scale. Based on these risk
estimates for IHD-related mortality alone, we conclude that risks estimated to remain upon
simulation of just meeting the current suite of standards are important from a public health
standpoint. This reflects consideration of both the severity of the effect and the magnitude of the
effect. We have also estimated risks for long-term exposure related mortality risk related to
cardiopulmonary effects and lung cancer, which increase the total annual incidence of mortality
attributable to long-term PM2.5 exposure (see U.S. EPA, 2010a, section 4.2.1).
In addition to long-term exposure-related mortality, we estimated cardiovascular-related
and respiratory-related mortality risk associated with short-term PM2.5 exposure. We note that
these mortality estimates are up to an order of magnitude smaller than estimates related to longterm exposure-related mortality.41 As part of the quantitative risk assessment, we also estimated
respiratory and cardiovascular-related hospital admissions as well as asthma-related emergency
department visits associated with short-term exposure to PM2.5, with estimates of cardiovascularrelated and respiratory-related hospital admissions together ranging up to approximately 1,000
admissions per year across the urban study areas, with the estimated incidence of asthma-related
emergency department visits being several fold higher. Further, as discussed in section 2.2.1, we
recognize that the currently available scientific information includes evidence for a broader range
of health endpoints and susceptible populations beyond those included in the quantitative risk
assessment, including lung function growth and respiratory symptoms in children and
reproductive and developmental effects. Taken together, the set of quantitative risk estimates
related to long- and short-term PM2.5 exposure, together with consideration of the health
endpoints which could not be quantified, further strengthen the conclusion that risks estimated to
remain following simulation of just meeting the current suite of PM2.5 standards are important
from a public health perspective, both in terms of severity and magnitude.
2.2.3

CASAC Advice

In our consideration of the adequacy of the current suite of PM2.5 standards, in addition to
the evidence and risk-based information discussed above, we have also considered the advice of
CASAC, based on their review of drafts of the ISA, the RA, and this document, as well as
comments from the public on earlier drafts of this document and the RA. In their comments on
the second draft PA, CASAC stated agreement with EPA staff’s conclusion that the “currently

41

Estimates of short-term exposure-related and long-term exposure-related mortality should not be added because
there is the potential for overlap (i.e., the long-term exposure-related mortality estimate may include some of the
short-term exposure-related signal on a daily basis, aggregated over the year).
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available information clearly calls into question the adequacy of the current standards” (Samet,
2010d, p. i). Further, in an earlier draft of this document, CASAC noted:
With regard to the integration of evidence-based and risk-based considerations, CASAC
concurs with EPA’s conclusion that the new data strengthens the evidence available on
associations previously considered in the last round of the assessment of the PM2.5 standard.
CASAC also agrees that there are significant public health consequences at the current levels
of the standard that justify consideration of lowering the PM2.5 NAAQS further (Samet,
2010c, p.12).
2.2.4

Staff Conclusions on Adequacy of Current Standards

Collectively, taking into consideration the responses to specific questions focused on
different ways to address the adequacy of the current suite of PM2.5 standards, we revisit the
overarching policy question: does the currently available scientific evidence and risk-based
information support or call into question the adequacy of the protection afforded by the current
suite of fine particle standards?
With respect to evidence-based considerations, the currently available evidence provides
stronger evidence beyond what was available in the last review, that associations between shortand long-term PM2.5 exposures and a broad range of adverse health effects exist. The currently
available information strengthens the associations between PM2.5 and mortality and
cardiovascular-related and respiratory-related morbidity effects observed in the last review. This
information also expands our understanding of a broader range of health outcomes as well as our
understanding of effects in susceptible populations. The currently available evidence provides
support for associations that extend to lower concentrations than what had been observed in the
last review, including at ambient concentrations below the levels of the current standards
providing the basis for consideration of alternative standards that would provide increased
protection beyond that afforded by the current suite of PM2.5 standards.
In relation to risk-based considerations for informing our understanding of the adequacy
of the current fine particle standards, we focus on the estimates of PM2.5-related mortality and
morbidity effects likely to remain upon simulations of just meeting the current standards in a
number of example urban areas. In considering the core risk estimates together with our
understanding of the uncertainties in these estimates, based upon extensive sensitivity analyses,
we conclude that the risks estimated to be associated with just meeting the current standards can
reasonably be judged to be important from a public health perspective. We further conclude that
these estimated risks provide strong support for consideration of alternative standards that would
provide increased protection beyond that afforded by the current PM2.5 standards.
We recognize that important uncertainties and research questions remain when
considering both evidence- and risk-based approaches. Nonetheless, we note that much progress
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has been made in reducing some key uncertainties since the last review, including important
progress in advancing our understanding of potential mechanisms by which ambient PM2.5 is
causally linked with mortality and cardiovascular-related and respiratory-related effects observed
in epidemiological and toxicological studies. Additional information continues to emerge for a
broader range of health effects including reproductive and development effects and more
information is available to understand effects in susceptible populations including children, older
adults, individuals with pre-existing cardiovascular and respiratory disease, persons at lower
SES, and persons with genetic susceptibility.
As was true in the last review, we recognize that as the body of available evidence has
expanded, it has added greatly both to our knowledge of health effects associated with fine
particle exposures, as well as to the complexities inherent in interpreting the evidence in a
policy-relevant context as a basis for setting appropriate standards. In evaluating both evidencebased and risk-based considerations, along with associated limitations and uncertainties, we
reach the conclusion that the available information clearly calls into question the adequacy of the
current suite of PM2.5 standards and provides strong support for giving consideration to revising
the current suite of standards to provide increased public health protection.
2.3

CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVE STANDARDS

Having reached the conclusion that the currently available scientific evidence calls into
question the adequacy of the current suite of PM2.5 standards, staff considers a second
overarching question:
What alternative suites of fine particle standards are supported by the currently available
scientific evidence and risk-based information, as reflected in the ISA and RA?
To address this overarching question, we have posed a series of more specific questions
to inform decisions regarding the basic elements of the NAAQS: indicator (section 2.3.1),
averaging time (section 2.3.2), form (section 2.3.3), and level (section 2.3.4). These elements are
considered collectively in evaluating the health protection afforded by alternative suites of
standards under consideration. In taking into account the currently available scientific and
technical information, we consider both the information available in the last review and
information that is newly available since the last review as assessed and presented in the ISA and
RA prepared for this review (US EPA, 2009a; US EPA, 2010a).
2.3.1

Indicator

In initially setting standards for fine particles in 1997, EPA concluded it was more
appropriate to control fine particles as a group, rather than singling out any particular component
or class of fine particles for which only very limited evidence was available. In establishing a
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size-based indicator to distinguish fine particles from particles in the coarse mode, EPA noted
that the available epidemiological studies of fine particles were based largely on PM2.5 and also
considered monitoring technology that was generally available. The selection of a 2.5 µm size
cut reflected the regulatory importance of defining an indicator that would more completely
capture fine particles under all conditions likely to be encountered across the U.S., especially
when fine particle concentrations and humidity are likely to be high, while recognizing that some
small coarse particles would also be captured by current methods to monitor PM2.5 (62 FR 38666
to 38668, July, 18, 1997). In the last review, based on the same considerations, EPA again
recognized that the available information supported retaining the PM2.5 indicator and remained
too limited to support a distinct standard for any specific PM2.5 component or group of
components associated with any source categories of fine particles (71 FR 61162 to 61164,
October 17, 2006).
x

Does the currently available information provide support for the continued use of a
PM2.5 mass-based indicator for fine particles?

In this review, epidemiological studies linking cardiovascular and respiratory effects as
well as mortality with long- and short-term fine particle exposures continue to be largely indexed
by PM2.5. Based on the same considerations that informed the last two reviews, summarized
above in section 2.1.1, we again conclude that it is appropriate to retain a PM2.5 indicator to
provide protection associated with long- and short-term exposure to fine particles.
We also look to the expanded body of evidence available in this review to consider
whether there is sufficient evidence to support a separate standard for ultrafine particles (UFPs)42
and whether there is sufficient evidence to establish distinct standards focused on regulating
specific PM2.5 components or group of components associated with any source categories of fine
particles, as addressed below.
x

To what extent does the currently available information provide support for
considering a separate indicator for UFPs?

A number of studies available in this review have evaluated potential health effects
associated with short-term exposures to UFPs. As noted in the ISA, the enormous number and
larger, collective surface area of UFPs are important considerations for focusing on this particle
size fraction in assessing potential public health impacts (US EPA, 2009a, p. 6-83).43 Per unit
mass, UFPs may have more opportunity to interact with cell surfaces due to their greater surface
42

Ultrafine particles, generally including particles with a mobility diameter less than or equal to 0.1 µm, are emitted
directly to the atmosphere or are formed by nucleation of gaseous constituents in the atmosphere (US EPA, 2009a,
p. 3-3).
43
Particle number is most highly concentrated in the UFP fraction with volume (or mass) most concentrated in the
larger size fractions (US EPA, 2009a, p. 3-2, Figure 3-1).
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area and their greater particle number compared with larger particles (US EPA, 2009a, p. 5-3).
Greater surface area also increases the potential for soluble components (e.g., transition metals,
organics) to adsorb to UFPs and potentially cross cell membranes and epithelial barriers (US
EPA, 2009a, p. 6-83). In addition, evidence available in this review suggests that the ability of
particles to enhance allergic sensitization is associated more strongly with particle number and
surface area than with particle mass (US EPA, 2009a, p. 6-127).44
New evidence, primarily from controlled human exposure and toxicological studies,
expands our understanding of UFP-related cardiovascular and respiratory effects. However, this
evidence is still very limited and largely focused on exposure to diesel exhaust (DE), for which
the ISA concludes it is unclear if the effects observed are due to UFPs, larger particles within the
PM2.5 mixture, or the gaseous components of DE (US EPA, 2009a, p. 2-22). In addition, the ISA
notes uncertainties associated with the controlled human exposure studies as CAP systems have
been shown to modify the composition of UFPs (US EPA, 2009a, p. 2-22, see also section 1.5.3).
Relatively few epidemiological studies have examined potential cardiovascular and respiratory
effects associated with short-term exposures to UFPs. These studies have reported inconsistent
and mixed results (US EPA, 2009a, section 2.3.5).
Collectively, in considering the body of scientific evidence available in this review, the
ISA concludes that the currently available evidence is suggestive of a causal relationship
between short-term exposures to UFPs and cardiovascular and respiratory effects. Furthermore,
the ISA concludes that evidence is inadequate to infer a causal relationship between short-term
exposure to UFPs and mortality as well as long-term exposure to UFPs and all outcomes
evaluated (US EPA, 2009a, sections 2.3.5, 6.2.12.3, 6.3.10.3, 6.5.3.3, 7.2.11.3, 7.3.9, 7.4.3.3,
7.5.4.3, and 7.6.5.3; Table 2-6).
With respect to our understanding of ambient UFP concentrations, at present, there is no
national network of UFP samplers; thus, only episodic and/or site-specific data sets exist (US
EPA, 2009a, p. 2-2).45 Therefore, a national characterization of concentrations, temporal and
spatial patterns, and trends is not possible, and the availability of ambient UFP measurements to
support health studies is extremely limited. In general, measurements of UFPs are highly
dependent on monitor location and, therefore, more subject to exposure error than accumulation
mode particles (US EPA, 2009a, p. 2-22). In addition, UFPs are often monitored based on
numerical concentrations (i.e., particle counts), rather than mass concentrations, as UFP mass in
ambient air is typically very low (US EPA, 2009a, section 3.4.1.4). The UFP number

44

More information on possible modes of action for effects associated with UFP exposures is discussed in sections
5.1 and 5.4 of the ISA (US EPA, 2009a).
45
The ISA contains a review of the current scientific information related to measurements of UFPs (US EPA,
2009a, sections 3.5.1 and 3.5.2).
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concentrations fall off sharply downwind from sources, as UFPs may grow into the accumulation
mode by coagulation or condensation (US EPA, 2009a, p. 3-89). Limited studies of UFP
ambient measurements suggest these particles exhibit a high degree of spatial and temporal
heterogeneity driven primarily by differences in nearby source characteristics (US EPA, 2009a,
p. 3-84). Internal combustion engines and, therefore, roadways are a notable source of UFPs, so
concentrations of UFPs near roadways are generally expected to be elevated (US EPA, 2009a, p.
2-3). Concentrations of UFPs have been reported to drop off much more quickly with distance
from roadways than fine particles (US EPA, 2009a, p. 3-84).
In considering both the currently available health effects evidence and the air quality data
for UFPs, we conclude that this information is still too limited to provide support for
consideration of a distinct PM standard for UFPs.
x

To what extent does the currently available information provide support for
considering a separate indicator for a specific PM2.5 component or group of components
associated with any source categories of fine particles? Conversely, to what extent does
the currently available information provide support for eliminating any component or
group of components associated with any source categories from the mix of fine
particles included in the PM2.5 indicator?

In addressing the issue of particle composition, the ISA concludes that, “[f]rom a
mechanistic perspective, it is highly plausible that the chemical composition of PM would be a
better predictor of health effects than particle size” (US EPA, 2009a, p. 6-202). Heterogeneity of
ambient concentrations of PM2.5 constituents (e.g., elemental carbon (EC), organic carbon (OC),
sulfates, nitrates) observed in different geographical regions as well as regional heterogeneity in
PM2.5-related health effects reported in a number of epidemiological studies are consistent with
this hypothesis (US EPA, 2009a, section 6.6).
With respect to the availability of ambient measurement data for fine particle components
in this review, there are now more extensive ambient PM2.5 speciation measurement data
available through the CSN than in previous reviews (see section 1.3.2 and Appendix B, section
B.1.3). Data from the CSN provide further evidence of spatial and seasonal variation in both
PM2.5 mass and composition among cities/regions (US EPA, 2009a, pp. 3-50 to 3-60; Figures 312 to 3-18; Figure 3-47). Some of this variation may be related to regional differences in
meteorology, sources, and topography (US EPA, 2009a, p. 2-3).
The currently available epidemiological, toxicological, and controlled human exposure
studies have evaluated the health effects associated with ambient PM2.5 constituents and
categories of fine particle sources, using a variety of quantitative methods applied to a broad set
of PM2.5 constituents, rather than selecting a few constituents a priori (US EPA, 2009a, p. 2-26).
Epidemiological studies have used measured ambient PM2.5 speciation data, including
monitoring data from the CSN, while all of the controlled human exposure and most of the
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toxicological studies have used CAPs and analyzed the constituents therein (US EPA, 2009a, p.
6-203).46 The CSN provides PM2.5 speciation measurements generally on a one-in-three or onein-six day sampling schedule and, thus, do not capture data every day at most sites. To expand
our understanding of the role of specific PM2.5 components and sources with respect to the
observed health effects, researchers have expressed a strong interest in having access to PM2.5
speciation measurements collected more frequently.47
With respect to epidemiological studies evaluating short-term exposures to fine particle
constituents, several new multi-city studies are now available. These studies continue to show an
association between mortality and cardiovascular and/or respiratory morbidity effects and shortterm exposures to various PM2.5 components including nickel (Ni), vanadium (V), EC, OC, and
sulfates (US EPA, 2009a, sections 6.5.2.5 and 6.6). Lippmann et al. (2006) and Dominici et al.
(2007) evaluated the heterogeneity in the PM10–mortality association as evaluated in the
NMMAPS data by analyzing the PM2.5 speciation data. Nickel and V were identified as
significant predictors of variation in PM10-related mortality across cities, with Ni levels in New
York City being reported as particularly high (US EPA, 2009a, section 6.5.2.5; Figure 6-31).48
Bell et al. (2009) and Peng et al. (2009) conducted similar analyses focusing on the variation in
PM2.5-related cardiovascular and respiratory hospital admissions in older adults. Peng et al.
(2009) focused on the components that make up the majority of PM2.5 mass and using multipollutant models reported only EC and OC were significantly associated with risk of
hospitalization for cardiovascular disease. Bell et al. (2009) used data from twenty PM2.5
components and found that EC, Ni, and V were most positively and significantly associated with
the risk of PM2.5-related hospitalizations suggesting that the observed associations between PM2.5
and hospitalizations may be primarily due to particles from oil combustion and traffic (US EPA,
46

Most studies considered between 7 to 20 ambient PM2.5 constituents, with EC, OC, sulfates, nitrates, and metals
most commonly measured. Many of the studies grouped the constituents with various factorization or source
apportionment techniques to examine the relationship between the grouped constituents and various health effects.
However, not all studies labeled the constituent groupings according to their presumed source and a small number of
controlled human exposure and toxicological studies did not use any constituent grouping. These differences across
studies substantially limit any integrative interpretation of these studies (US EPA, 2009a, p. 6-203).
47
As outlined in section 6.6.2.11 of the ISA, some investigators have circumvented the issue of less than daily
speciation data by using the PM2.5 chemical species data in a second stage regression to explain the heterogeneity in
PM10 or PM2.5 mortality risk estimates across cities and assuming that the relative contributions of PM2.5 have
remained the same over time (US EPA, 2009a, p. 6-206). In April 2008, EPA co-sponsored a workshop to discuss
modifications to the current ambient air quality monitoring networks that would advance our understanding of the
impacts of PM exposures on public health/welfare in the most meaningful way, including improving our
understanding of fine particle components. A summary of the workshop recommendations, including
recommendations for daily PM2.5 speciation measurements in large urban areas, is available at
www.epa.gov/ORD/npd/pdfs/FINAL-April-2008-AQ-Health-Research-Workshop-Summary-Dec-2008.pdf.
48
However, as noted in the ISA, in a sensitivity analysis when selectively removing cities from the overall estimate,
the significant association between the PM10 mortality risk estimate and the PM2.5 Ni fraction was diminished upon
removing New York City from the analysis, which is consistent with the results presented by Dominici et al. (2007)
(US EPA, 2009a, section 6.5.2.5; Figure 6-32).
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2009a, section 6.2.10.1). In a study of 25 U.S. cities, Franklin et al. (2008) focused on a timeseries regression of mortality related to PM2.5 mass by season and also examined effect
modification due to various PM2.5 species. They concluded that Al, As, Ni, Si and sulfates were
significant effect modifiers of PM2.5 mortality risk estimates, and “simultaneously including Al,
Ni, and sulfates together or Al, Ni, and As together further increased explanatory power. Of the
species examined, Al and Ni explained the most residual heterogeneity” (US EPA, 2009a, p. 6194; Table 6-17).49 Furthermore, Ostro et al (2007) examined associations between PM2.5
components and mortality in six California counties and found an association between mortality,
especially cardiovascular-related mortality and several PM2.5 components including EC, OC,
nitrates, iron (Fe), potassium (K), and titanium (Ti) at various lags (US EPA, 2009a, p. 6-195).
Limited evidence is available to evaluate the health effects associated with long-term
exposures to PM2.5 components (US EPA, 2009a, section 7.6.2). The most significant new
evidence is provided by a study that evaluated multiple PM2.5 components and an indicator of
traffic density in an assessment of health effects related to long-term exposure to PM2.5 (Lipfert
et al., 2006). Using health data from a cohort of U.S. military veterans and PM2.5 measurement
data from the CSN, Lipfert et al. (2006) reported positive associations between mortality and
long-term exposures to nitrates, EC, Ni and V as well as traffic density and peak O3
concentrations. Additional evidence from a long-term exposure study conducted in a Dutch
cohort provides supportive evidence that long-term exposure to traffic-related particles is
associated with increased mortality (Beelen et al., 2008).
With respect to source categories of fine particles associated with a range of health
endpoints, the ISA reports that the currently available evidence suggests associations between
cardiovascular effects and a number of specific PM2.5–related source categories, specifically oil
combustion, wood or biomass burning, motor vehicle emissions, and crustal or road dust sources
(US EPA, 2009a, section 6.6; Table 6-18). In addition, a few studies have evaluated associations
between PM2.5–related source categories and mortality. These studies included a study that
reported an association between mortality and a PM2.5 coal combustion factor (Laden et al.,
2000), while other studies linked mortality to a secondary sulfate long-range transport PM2.5
source (Ito et al., 2006; Mar et al., 2006) (US EPA, 2009a, section 6.6.2.1). There is less
consistency in associations observed between sources of fine particles and respiratory health
effects, which may be partially due to the fact that fewer studies have evaluated respiratoryrelated outcomes and measures. However, there is some evidence for PM2.5-related associations
with secondary sulfate and decrements in lung function in asthmatic and healthy adults (US
EPA, 2009a, p. 6-211; Gong et al., 2005; Lanki et al., 2006). Respiratory effects relating to the
49

We note that New York City was not included in the 25 cities examined by Franklin et al. (2008).
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crustal/soil/road dust and traffic sources of PM have been observed in asthmatic children and
adults (US EPA, 2009a, p. 6-205; Gent et al., 2009; Penttinen et al., 2006).
Recent studies have shown that source apportionment methods have the potential to add
useful insights into which sources and/or PM constituents may contribute to different health
effects. Of particular interest are several epidemiological studies that compared source
apportionment methods and reported consistent results across research groups (US EPA, 2009a,
p. 6-211; Hopke et al., 2006; Ito et al., 2006; Mar et al., 2006; Thurston et al., 2005). These
studies reported associations between total mortality and secondary sulfate in two cities for two
different lag times. The sulfate effect was stronger for total mortality in Washington D.C. and
for cardiovascular-related morality in Phoenix (US EPA, 2009a, p. 6-204). These studies also
found some evidence for associations with mortality and a number of source categories (e.g.,
biomass/wood combustion, traffic, copper smelter, coal combustion, sea salt) at various lag times
(US EPA, 2009a, p. 6-204). Sarnat et al. (2008) compared three different source apportionment
methods and reported consistent associations between emergency department visits for
cardiovascular diseases with mobile sources and biomass combustion as well as increased
respiratory-related emergency department visits associated with secondary sulfate (US EPA,
2009a, pp. 6-204 and 6-211).
Collectively, in considering the currently available evidence for health effects associated
with specific PM2.5 components or groups of components associated with any source categories
of fine particles as presented in the ISA, we conclude that additional information available in this
review continues to provide evidence that many different constituents of the fine particle mixture
as well as groups of components associated with specific source categories of fine particles are
linked to adverse health effects. However, as noted in the ISA, while “[t]here is some evidence
for trends and patterns that link particular ambient PM constituents or sources with specific
health outcomes…there is insufficient evidence to determine whether these patterns are
consistent or robust” (US EPA, 2009a, p. 6-210). Furthermore, the ISA concludes that “the
evidence is not yet sufficient to allow differentiation of those constituents or sources that are
more closely related to specific health outcomes” (US EPA, 2009a, pp. 2-26 and 6-212).
Therefore, we conclude that the currently available evidence is not sufficient to support
consideration of a separate indicator for a specific PM2.5 component or group of components
associated with any source category of fine particles. We also conclude that the evidence is not
sufficient to support eliminating any component or group of components associated with any
source categories of fine particles from the mix of fine particles included in the PM2.5 indicator.
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Summary
In considering whether the currently available evidence provides support for retaining,
revising, or supplementing the current PM2.5 mass-based indicator, we first conclude that it is
appropriate to consider retaining PM2.5 as the indicator for fine particles. Secondly, we conclude
that the currently available evidence does not provide a sufficient basis for supplementing the
mass-based PM2.5 indicator by considering a separate indicator for ultrafine particles. We also
conclude that the currently available evidence is too limited to provide support for considering a
separate indicator for a specific PM2.5 component or group of components associated with any
source categories of fine particles or for eliminating any individual component or group of
components associated with any source categories from the mix of fine particles included in the
PM2.5 mass-based indicator.
In their review of the first draft PA, CASAC agreed with staff’s conclusion that it is
appropriate to consider retaining PM2.5 as the indicator for fine particles and further asserted,
“There [is] insufficient peer-reviewed literature to support any other indicator at this time”
(Samet, 2010c, p. 12). CASAC expressed a strong desire for EPA to “look ahead to future
review cycles and reinvigorate support for the development of evidence that might lead to newer
indicators that may correlate better with the health effects associated with ambient air
concentrations of PM …” (Samet, 2010c, p 2). We further conclude that consideration of
alternative indicators (e.g., taking into account new evidence for UFP or PM2.5 composition) in
future reviews is desirable and could be informed by additional research and data collection
efforts, as described in section 2.5 below.
2.3.2

Averaging Times

In 1997, EPA initially set both an annual standard, to provide protection from health
effects associated with both long- and short-term exposures to PM2.5, and a 24-hour standard to
supplement the protection afforded by the annual standard (62 FR 38667 to 38668, July, 18,
1997). In the last review, EPA retained both annual and 24-hour averaging times (71 FR 61164,
October 17, 2006).
In this review, we consider whether the currently available information provides support
for maintaining standards with annual and 24-hour averaging times and whether there is
sufficient evidence to support setting standards with other averaging times to address sub-daily
or seasonal exposures.
x

To what extent does the currently available information continue to provide support for
annual and 24-hour averaging times?

The overwhelming majority of studies conducted since the last review continue to utilize
annual (or multi-year) and 24-hour averaging times, reflecting the averaging times of the current
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PM2.5 standards. These studies continue to provide evidence that health effects are associated
with annual and 24-hour averaging times. Therefore, we conclude it is appropriate to retain the
current annual and 24-hour averaging times to provide protection for effects associated with both
long-term (from one year to several years) and short-term (from less than one day to up to
several days) PM2.5 exposures.
x

To what extent does the currently available scientific evidence provide support for
considering a standard with an averaging time less than 24 hours to address health
effects associated with sub-daily fine particle exposures?

Relative to information available in the last review, recent studies provide additional
evidence for cardiovascular effects associated with sub-daily (e.g., one to several hours)
exposure to PM, especially effects related to cardiac ischemia, vasomotor function, and more
subtle changes in markers of systemic inflammation, hemostasis, thrombosis and coagulation
(US EPA, 2009a, section 6.2).50 Because these studies have used different indicators (e.g.,
PM2.5, PM10, PM10-2.5, UFPs), averaging times (e.g., 1, 2, and 4 hours), and health outcomes, it is
difficult to draw conclusions about cardiovascular effects associated specifically with sub-daily
exposures to PM2.5.
With regard to respiratory effects associated with sub-daily PM2.5 exposures, the
currently available evidence is much sparser than for cardiovascular effects and continues to be
very limited. The ISA concludes that for several studies of hospital admissions or medical visits
for respiratory diseases, the strongest associations were observed with 24-hour average or longer
exposures, not with less than 24-hour exposures (US EPA, 2009a, section 6.3).
We conclude that this information, when viewed as a whole, is too unclear, with respect
to the indicator, averaging time and health outcome, to serve as a basis for consideration of
establishing a primary PM2.5 standard with an averaging time shorter than 24-hours at this time.
x

To what extent does the currently available scientific evidence provide support for
considering separate standards with distinct averaging times to address effects
associated with seasonal fine particle exposures?

With regard to health effects associated with PM2.5 exposure across varying seasons in
this review, Bell et al. (2008) reported higher PM2.5 risk estimates for hospitalization for
cardiovascular and respiratory diseases in the winter compared to other seasons. In comparison
to the winter season, smaller statistically significant associations were also reported between
PM2.5 and cardiovascular morbidity for spring and autumn, and a positive, but statistically non50

A limited number of additional studies have also provided evidence of reported ECG changes typically
representative of cardiac ischemia (S-T segment depression) or reported changes in heart rate variability (HRV) (US
EPA, 2009a, sections 6.2.1.2 and 6.2.12.1), however, these changes are often variable and difficult to interpret the
PM2.5 etiologically relevant mechanism underlying the observed effects.
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significant association was observed for the summer months. In the case of mortality, Zanobetti
and Schwartz (2009) reported a 4-fold higher effect estimate for PM2.5 associated mortality for
the spring as compared to the winter. Taken together, these results provide emerging evidence
that individuals may be at greater risk of dying from higher exposures to PM2.5 in the warmer
months and may be at greater risk of PM2.5-associated hospitalization for cardiovascular and
respiratory diseases during colder months of the year.
Overall, we observe that there are few studies presently available to deduce a general
pattern in PM2.5-related risk across seasons. In addition, these studies utilized 24-hour exposure
periods within each season to assess the PM2.5 associated health effects, and do not provide
information on health effects associated with a season-long exposure to PM2.5. Due to these
limitations in the currently available evidence, we conclude that there is no basis to consider a
seasonal averaging time separate from a 24-hour averaging time.
Summary
We recognize that the currently available evidence informs our understanding of
exposure durations of concern and continues to provide strong support for standards that provide
protection for both long- and short- term exposures. In considering the possibility of effects
associated with sub-daily PM2.5 exposures (i.e., less than 24-hour exposures), we recognize that
there is additional evidence available in this review, primarily focused on cardiovascular effects
with more limited evidence for respiratory effects. However, because these studies have used
different indicators of PM exposure (e.g., PM2.5, PM10, UFPs), averaging times, and a broad
range of health outcomes, it is difficult to use this evidence to serve as a basis for establishing a
national standard with a shorter-than-24-hour averaging time. With respect to seasonal effects,
while we recognize there is some new evidence for PM2.5- related effects differentiated by
season, we conclude that this evidence is too limited to use as a basis for establishing a PM2.5
standard with a seasonal averaging time. Based on the above considerations, we conclude that
the currently available information provides strong support for consideration for retaining the
current annual and 24-hour averaging times but does not provide support for considering
alternative averaging times. CASAC agreed with these conclusions and further noted, “[t]o the
extent that EPA supplements or replaces 24-hour fine PM samplers with continuous monitors, it
may become possible to conduct studies that demonstrate that other averaging times for acute
responses may be more appropriate than 24-hour averages, for at least some effects” (Samet,
2010c, p. 13).
2.3.3

Forms

The “form” of a standard defines the air quality statistic that is to be compared to the
level of the standard in determining whether an area attains the standard. In this review, we
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consider whether currently available information supports consideration of alternative forms for
the annual or 24-hour PM2.5 standards.
2.3.3.1

Form of the Annual Standard

In 1997, EPA established the form of the annual PM2.5 standard as an annual arithmetic
mean, averaged over 3 years, from single or multiple community-oriented monitors. This form
was intended to represent a relatively stable measure of air quality and to characterize area-wide
PM2.5 concentrations. The level of the standard was to be compared to measurements made at
the community-oriented monitoring site recording the highest concentration, or, if specific
constraints were met, measurements from multiple community-oriented monitoring sites could
be averaged51 (62 FR 38671 to 38672, July 18, 1997). The constraints were intended to ensure
that spatial averaging would not result in inequities in the level of protection provided by the
standard (62 FR 38672). This approach was consistent with the epidemiological studies on
which the PM2.5 standard was primarily based, in which air quality data were generally averaged
across multiple monitors in an area or were taken from a single monitor that was selected to
represent community-wide exposures, not localized “hot spots.”
In the last review, EPA tightened the criteria for use of spatial averaging to provide
increased protection for vulnerable populations exposed to PM2.5.52 This change was based in
part on an analysis of the potential for disproportionate impacts on potentially vulnerable
populations, which found that the highest concentrations in an area tend to be measured at
monitors located in areas where the surrounding population is more likely to have lower
education and income levels, and higher percentages of minority populations (71 FR 61166/2;
US EPA, 2005, section 5.3.6.1).
In this review, we again consider the potential impact of allowing for spatial averaging,
noting that persons from lower socioeconomic strata have been identified as an additional
susceptible population (section 2.2.1).
x

Does the currently available evidence provide support for the continued use of spatial
averaging as part of the form of the annual standard?

In considering the potential for disproportionate impacts on potentially susceptible
populations, we updated an air quality analysis conducted for the last review. This analysis
focused on determining if the spatial averaging provisions, as modified in 2006, could introduce
51

The original criteria for spatial averaging included: (1) the annual mean concentration at each site shall be within
20 percent of the spatially averaged annual mean, and (2) the daily values for each monitoring site pair shall yield a
correlation coefficient of at least 0.6 for each calendar quarter (62 FR 38671 to 38672, July 18, 1997).
52
The current criteria for spatial averaging include: (1) the annual mean concentration at each site shall be within 10
percent of the spatially averaged annual mean, and (2) the daily values for each monitoring site pair shall yield a
correlation coefficient of at least 0.9 for each calendar quarter (71 FR 61167/2-3, October 17, 2006).
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inequities in protection for susceptible populations exposed to PM2.5. Specifically, we evaluated
whether persons with a lower SES (a susceptible population discussed in US EPA,2009a, section
8.1.7) are more likely than the general population to live in areas in which the monitors recording
the highest air quality values in an area are located. Data used in this analysis included
demographic parameters measured at the Census Block or Census Block Group level, including
percent minority population, percent minority subgroup population, percent of persons living
below the poverty level, percent of persons 18 years of age or older, and percent of persons 65
years of age and older. In each candidate geographic area, data from the Census Block(s) or
Census Block Group(s) surrounding the location of the monitoring site (as delineated by radii
buffers of 0.5, 1.0, 2.0, and 3.0 miles) in which the highest air quality value was monitored were
compared to the area-wide average value in the area. This analysis looked beyond areas that
would meet the current spatial averaging criteria and considered all urban areas (i.e., CBSAs)
with at least two valid annual DV monitors (Schmidt et al., 2011a, Analysis A). Recognizing the
limitations of such cross-sectional analyses, we observe that the highest concentrations in an area
tend to be measured at monitors located in areas where the surrounding populations are more
likely to live below the poverty line and to have higher percentage of minorities.
Based upon the analysis described above, staff concludes that the existing constraints on
spatial averaging, as modified in 2006, may not be adequate to avoid substantially greater
exposures in some areas, potentially resulting in disproportionate impacts on susceptible
populations of persons with lower SES levels and minorities. Therefore, we conclude that it is
appropriate to consider revising the form of the annual PM2.5 standard such that it does not allow
for the use of spatial averaging across monitors. In doing so, the level of the annual PM2.5
standard would be compared to measurements made at the monitoring site that represents
community-wide air quality recording the highest PM2.5 concentrations. CASAC agreed with
staff conclusions that it is “reasonable” for EPA to eliminate the spatial averaging provisions
(Samet, 2010d, p. 2). Further, in CASAC’s comments on the first draft PA, they noted, “Given
mounting evidence showing that persons with lower SES levels are a susceptible group for PMrelated health risks, CASAC recommends that the provisions that allow for spatial averaging
across monitors be eliminated for the reasons cited in the (first draft) Policy Assessment” (Samet,
2010c, p. 13).
2.3.3.2

Form of the 24-Hour Standard

In 1997, EPA established the form of the 24-hour PM2.5 standard as the 98th percentile of
24-hour concentrations at each population-oriented monitor within an area, averaged over three
years (62 FR at 38671 to 38674, July 18, 1997). The Agency selected the 98th percentile as an
appropriate balance between adequately limiting the occurrence of peak concentrations and
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providing increased stability which, when averaged over 3 years, facilitated effective health
protection through the development of more stable implementation programs. By basing the
form of the standard on concentrations measured at population-oriented monitoring sites, EPA
intended to provide protection for people residing in or near localized areas of elevated
concentrations. In the last review, in conjunction with lowering the level of the 24-hour
standard, EPA retained this form based in part on a comparison with the 99th percentile form.53
In this review, we have again considered the relative stability of the 98th and 99th
percentile forms.
x

Does the currently available evidence provide support for the continued use of the 98th
percentile form of the 24-hour standard?

We recognize that the selection of the appropriate form of the 24-hour standard includes
maintaining adequate protection against peak 24-hour concentrations while also providing a
stable target for risk management programs, which serves to provide for the most effective
public health protection in the long run.54 As in previous reviews, we recognize that a
concentration-based form, compared to an exceedance-based form, is more reflective of the
health risks posed by elevated pollutant concentrations because such a form gives proportionally
greater weight to days when concentrations are well above the level of the standard than to days
when the concentrations are just above the level of the standard. Further, staff concludes that a
concentration-based form, when averaged over three years, provides an appropriate balance
between limiting peak pollutant concentrations and providing a stable regulatory target, thus,
facilitating the development of more stable implementation programs.
In revisiting the stability of a 98th versus 99th percentile form for a 24-hour standard
intended to provide supplemental protection for a generally controlling annual standard, we
consider air quality data reported in 2000 to 2008 to update our understanding of the ratio
between peak-to-mean PM2.5 concentrations.55 As illustrated in Figure 2-2, the 98th percentile
value is a more stable metric than the 99th percentile.
On this basis, we conclude that it is appropriate to consider retaining the current 98th
percentile form of the 24-hour standard as it represents an appropriate balance between
53

In reaching this final decision, EPA recognized a technical problem associated with a potential bias in the method
used to calculate the 98th percentile concentration for this form. The EPA adjusted the sampling frequency
requirement in order to reduce this bias. Accordingly, the Agency modified the final monitoring requirements such
that areas that are within 5 percent of the standards are required to increase the sampling frequency to every day (71
FR 61164 to 61165, October 17, 2006).
54
See ATA III, 283 F.3d at 374-375 which concludes it is legitimate for EPA to consider overall stability of the
standard and its resulting promotion of overall effectiveness of NAAQS implementation programs in setting a
standard that is requisite to protect the public health.
55
We consider a coefficient of variation instead of simply the standard deviation because the 99th percentile values
have higher concentration levels and dividing by the mean normalizes the data. In focusing on three years of recent
air quality (2006 to 2008), we see a similar pattern of peak-to-mean ratios (Schmidt et al., 2010, Analysis 3).
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adequately limiting the occurrence of peak concentrations and providing increased stability
relative to an alternative 99th percentile form. In addition, by basing the form of the standard on
concentrations measured at population-oriented monitoring sites, the standard would continue to
focus on providing protection for people residing in or near localized areas of elevated
concentrations.

Coefficient of variation x 100

Figure 2-2. Distribution of Site-level Variation in 98th and 99th Percentile Concentrations,
as Measured by Coefficient of Variation (SD/Mean) Computed by Site Across Years, 20002008
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Notes: The box indicates the
interquartile range of the
distribution, the line through the
box denotes the distribution
median, the whisker caps mark
the 5th and 95th percentile values,
and the star identifies the
distribution mean.
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Source: Schmidt et al., 2010, Analysis 3

2.3.4

Alternative Levels

In reaching staff conclusions for alternative standard levels that are appropriate to
consider, we take into account both evidence-based (section 2.3.4.1) and risk-based
considerations (section 2.3.4.2) as well as the related limitations and uncertainties associated
with this information as presented and discussed more fully in the ISA and RA (US EPA, 2009a;
US EPA, 2010a). CASAC advice on alternative standard levels is summarized in section 2.3.4.3.
Staff conclusions based on the integration of the evidence-based and risk-based approaches as
well as consideration of CASAC advice and public comments on the first and second draft PAs
are presented in section 2.3.4.4.
Alternative levels are discussed in conjunction with staff conclusions on other elements
of the standard presented above, notably, retaining PM2.5 as the indicator for fine particles
(section 2.3.1); retaining the current annual and 24-hour averaging times (section 2.3.2);
modifying the current form of the annual standard to eliminate spatial averaging (section 2.3.3.1)
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and retaining the current form of the 24-hour standard (section 2.3.3.2). Specifically, we address
the following overarching question:
What alternative standard levels are appropriate to consider to provide requisite
protection for health effects associated with long- and short-term PM2.5 exposures?
2.3.4.1

Evidence-based Considerations

In translating information from epidemiological studies into the basis for reaching staff
conclusions on alternative standard levels that are appropriate for consideration, we apply the
policy framework outlined in section 2.1.3. In doing so, we focus on identifying levels for an
annual standard and a 24-hour standard that, in combination, provide protection for health effects
associated with both long- and short-term PM2.5 exposures. We also consider the extent to which
various combinations of annual and 24-hour standards reflect setting a generally controlling
annual standard with a 24-hour standard providing supplemental protection. We conclude this
policy goal results in the most efficient and effective way to provide appropriate public health
protection.
As discussed in section 2.1.3, we recognize that there is no single factor or criterion that
comprises the “correct” approach for reaching staff conclusions on alternative standard levels for
consideration, but rather there are various approaches that are reasonable to consider. In
reaching staff conclusions on the ranges of standard levels that are appropriate to consider, we
address a series of specific questions beginning with consideration of the relative weight to place
on different evidence.
In recognizing the absence of a discernible population threshold below which effects
would not occur, our general approach for identifying alternative annual standard levels that are
appropriate to consider focuses on characterizing the range of PM2.5 concentrations over which
we have the most confidence in the associations reported in the epidemiological studies, and
conversely where our confidence in the association becomes appreciably lower. The most direct
approach to address this issue is to consider epidemiological studies reporting confidence
intervals around C-R relationships. We also explore other approaches that consider different
statistical metrics to identify ranges of long-term mean PM2.5 concentrations that were most
influential in generating health effect estimates in long- and short-term epidemiological studies,
placing greatest weight on those studies that reported positive and statistically significant
associations.
With regard to identifying alternative 24-hour standard levels that are appropriate to
consider, we look at the distributions of 24-hour PM2.5 concentrations reported in short-term
exposure studies, focusing on the 98th percentile concentrations to match the form of the 24-hour
standard (as discussed in section 2.3.3.2). In recognizing that the annual and 24-hour standards
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work together to provide protection for effects associated with short-term PM2.5 exposures, we
also consider information on the long-term mean PM2.5 concentrations from these studies. In
addition to considering the epidemiological evidence, we also consider air quality information,
specifically peak-to-mean ratios using county-level 24-hour and annual design values, to
characterize air quality patterns in areas possibly associated with strong local or seasonal
sources. These patterns help us understand the extent to which different combinations of annual
and 24-hour standards would be consistent with the policy goal of setting a generally controlling
annual standard with a 24-hour standard that provides supplemental protection.
x

What factors do we weigh in placing emphasis on epidemiological evidence to translate
this information into staff conclusions on alternative standard levels?

As discussed in section 2.1.3, we initially focus on long- and short-term PM2.5 exposure
studies conducted in the U.S. and Canada and place the greatest weight on health outcomes that
have been judged in the ISA as having evidence to support a causal or likely causal relationship.
We also consider the evidence for a broader range of health outcomes judged in the ISA to have
evidence suggestive of a causal relationship, specifically studies that focus on effects in
susceptible populations, to evaluate whether this evidence provides support for considering lower
alternative standard levels.
We take several factors into account in placing relative weight on the body of available
epidemiological studies, for example, study characteristics, including study design (e.g., time
period of air quality monitoring, control for potential confounders); strength of the study (in
terms of statistical significance and precision of results); and availability of population-level and
air quality distribution data. We place greatest weight on information from multi-city
epidemiological studies to inform staff conclusions regarding alternative annual standard levels.
These studies have a number of advantages compared to single-city studies56 that include
providing representation of ambient PM2.5 concentrations and potential health impacts across a
range of diverse locations providing spatial coverage for different regions across the country,
reflecting differences in PM2.5 sources, composition, and potentially other exposure-related
factors which might impact PM2.5-related risks; lack of ‘publication bias’ (US EPA, 2004, p. 830); and consideration of larger study populations that afford the possibility of generalizing to
the broader national population and provide higher statistical power than single-city studies to

56

As discussed in section 2.2.1, we recognize that single-city studies provide ancillary evidence to multi-city studies
in support of calling into question the adequacy of the current suite of standards. However, in light of the mixed
findings reported in single-city short-term PM2.5 exposure studies, and the likelihood that these results are influenced
by localized events and not representative of air quality across the country, we place comparatively greater weight
on the results from multi-city studies in considering alternative annual standard levels.
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detect potentially statistically significant associations with relatively more precise effect
estimates.
In reaching staff conclusions regarding alternative 24-hour standard levels that are
appropriate to consider, we also take into account relevant information from single-city shortterm PM2.5 exposure studies. Although, as discussed above, multi-city studies have greater
power to detect associations and provide broader geographic coverage in comparison to singlecity studies, the extent to which effects reported in multi-city short-term PM2.5 exposure studies
are associated with the specific short-term air quality in any particular location is unclear,
especially when considering short-term concentrations at the upper end of the air quality
distribution (i.e., at the 98th percentile value) for a given study area. In contrast, single-city
studies are more limited in terms of power and geographic coverage but the link between
reported health effects and the air quality in a given study area is more straightforward to
establish. Therefore, we consider the results of both multi-city and single-city short-term
exposure studies to inform staff conclusions regarding alternative levels that are appropriate to
consider for a 24-hour standard that is intended to provide supplemental protection in areas
where the annual standard may not offer appropriate protection against the effects of all shortterm exposures.
x

To what extent have confidence intervals around concentration-response relationships
reported in epidemiological studies been characterized and to what extent do they
inform the identification of alternative standard levels?

Based on a thorough search of the available evidence, we identified three long-term PM2.5
exposure studies reporting confidence intervals around C-R functions (i.e., Schwartz et al., 2008;
Pope et al., 2002; Miller et al., 2007; see Figure 2-3).57 In our assessment of these studies, we
placed greater weight on analyses that averaged across multiple C-R models since this approach
represents a more robust examination of the underlying C-R relationship than analyses
considering a single C-R model. Although epidemiological studies reporting C-R functions and
associated 95% confidence intervals provide information on the precision of the effect estimates
at specific concentrations in the air quality distribution (i.e., point-wise confidence intervals), the
concentration below which the confidence intervals for effect estimates becomes notably wider is
intrinsically related to data density (an issue that is explored in the subsequent question), and not
necessarily indicative of lower confidence in the underlying C-R relationship. Therefore, for the
purposes of this discussion, we are interested in additional information that confidence intervals
associated with C-R functions can provide, specifically as to the extent to which the confidence

57

Subsequent to a thorough exploration of the published evidence, we were unable to identify any short-term PM2.5
exposure studies that characterized confidence intervals around C-R relationships.
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intervals around non-parametrically estimated C-R functions indicate appreciably less
confidence that an association continues to exist at lower PM2.5 concentrations.
Based on our review of the evidence and on our discussions with the investigators of the
aforementioned three studies, we determined that these studies analyzed the C-R function
primarily to determine if a linear curve most appropriately represented the C-R relationship, and
not to characterize the confidence intervals associated with the underlying C-R relationship.
Nonetheless, we consider what additional information beyond the shape of the C-R relationship
these non-parametric curves can provide to inform our confidence in the association at lower
PM2.5 concentrations.
In the first study, Schwartz et al. (2008) used a variety of statistical methods to analyze the shape
of the C-R relationship associated with long-term PM2.5 exposure, and to investigate whether a
mortality effect threshold exists among participants of the Harvard Six Cities cohort. The
authors conducted a Bayesian Modeling Averaging (BMA) analysis that included 32 distinct
models, some with the option for a threshold at 10 µg/m3 and higher. Based on the BMA
analysis, the C-R function reported by Schwartz et al. (2008) was found to be linear, with
“….little evidence for a threshold in the association between exposure to fine particles and the
risk of death…”. Moreover, based on the BMA analysis (Figure 2-3a), EPA staff observed a
widening of the confidence intervals around the C-R function for PM2.5-related mortality. This
widening of the confidence intervals occurred around the long-term mean concentration of
approximately 10 µg/m3 with continued broadening of the confidence intervals around the C-R
function at lower PM2.5 concentrations. This broadening is likely due in part to the comparative
lack of data at the lower end of the air quality distribution considered in this analysis (i.e., 10.7
ȝg/m3 is one standard deviation below the long-term mean concentration and the lower bound of
the range of air quality considered was 8 ȝg/m3). Consequently, we observe from this analysis
that the widening of confidence intervals around C-R relationships at lower concentrations is
due, in part, to the density of air quality data, reinforcing the view that one has most confidence
in study results over the range of concentrations where the bulk of the data exist. In a separate
analysis, Schwartz et al. (2008) also included point-wise confidence intervals for the association
between PM2.5 and mortality in a smoothing plot of a single nonparametric model (Figure 2-3b).
However, since these point-wise confidence intervals relate specifically to the magnitude of
effect estimates generated at specific PM2.5 concentrations from a single model, we conclude that
this analysis is not informative for characterizing confidence intervals associated with the
underlying C-R relationship.
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Figure 2-3. Confidence Intervals Around PM2.5 Concentration-Response Relationships –
Information from Multi-city Epidemiological Studies
a.

b.

Source: Schwartz et al., 2008
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Figure 2-3. Confidence Intervals Around PM2.5 Concentration-Response Relationships
from Multi-City Epidemiological Studies (cont.)
c.

Source: Pope et al., 2002

d.

Source: Miller et al., 2007
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In the second long-term PM2.5 exposure study, Pope et al. (2002) utilized a nonparametric
smoothing model to depict the shape of the C-R function and associated confidence intervals
using mortality data from the ACS cohort. This exploratory analysis was conducted primarily to
examine departures from linearity and to support the utilization of log-linear regression models.
Goodness-of-fit testing indicated these data supported a log-linear C-R relationship. We observe
(and observed in the last review) that there was an appreciable widening of point-wise
confidence intervals on the smoothing plot for all-cause mortality beginning at approximately 13
to 12 ȝg/m3 (Figure 2-3c; US EPA, 2005, p. 3-56; Figure 3-4) which is somewhat below where
the bulk of the air quality distribution in the study occurs (i.e., 14 ȝg/m3 is one standard deviation
below the long-term mean concentration of 17.7 ȝg/m3). However, similar to the single-model
analysis presented in the discussion of the Schwartz et al. (2008) study (Figure 2-3b), this
analysis was also generated from a single model, which resulted in point-wise confidence
intervals that relate to the magnitude of effect estimates generated at specific PM2.5
concentrations. Moreover, the widening of the confidence intervals in the smoothing plot is
likely a consequence of the comparative lack of air quality data at lower PM2.5 concentrations in
this study, and does not suggest the possibility that an effects threshold may exist at lower PM2.5
concentrations. It also remains unclear how representative this single model is of the underlying
C-R relationship. Therefore, a potentially more robust approach to characterizing confidence
intervals associated with C-R relationships may involve the generation of multiple C-R functions
as was conducted by Schwartz et al. (2008), as just discussed.
The third long-term PM2.5 exposure study provides information on the shape of the C-R
function and associated confidence intervals using cardiovascular-related mortality and
morbidity data from the WHI cohort (Miller et al., 2007; Figure 2-3d). This analysis of
cardiovascular events in relation to long-term PM2.5 exposure is indicative of a continued
reduction in risk at lower concentrations of PM2.5, with no evidence of a discernible effects
threshold, and provides additional support for log-linear C-R relationships (US EPA, 2009a,
section 2.4.3). We also recognize that the relative number of events occurring at the lower
quintiles of exposure is similar to the number of events at the higher quintiles, indicating that
there is statistical power to detect an association between PM2.5 and mortality at the lower PM2.5
concentrations. However, since the reference value for the C-R function in this analysis is
11µg/m3, and effect estimates across the entire distribution are being compared to effect
estimates at this concentration, this analysis does not identify a PM2.5 concentration where there
is an appreciable widening of confidence intervals and reduced confidence in the underlying C-R
relationship in this study.
In summary, we recognize there are important differences in the statistical approaches
utilized to create the C-R functions and associated confidence intervals reported in Schwartz et
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al. (2008), Pope et al. (2002), and Miller et al. (2007) that inform our interpretation of these
studies. Although these analyses of long-term exposure to PM2.5 provide information on the lack
of any discernible population threshold, only Schwartz et al. (2008) conducted a multi-model
analysis to characterize confidence intervals around the estimated C-R relationship that can help
inform at what PM2.5 concentrations we have appreciably less confidence in the nature of the
underlying C-R relationship. Although analyses of confidence intervals associated with C-R
relationships can help inform consideration of alternative standard levels, we conclude that the
single relevant analysis now available is too limited to serve as the principal basis for identifying
alternative standard levels in this review.
x

How do we consider different statistical metrics for identifying alternative levels that
are appropriate to consider for an annual standard?

As outlined above, we recognize that health effects may occur over the full range of
concentrations observed in the long- and short-term epidemiological studies and that the ISA
concluded no discernible population threshold for any effects can be identified based on the
currently available evidence (US EPA 2009a, section 2.4.3). In identifying alternative standard
levels that are appropriate to consider, we first take into account the statistical metric used in
previous reviews. This approach recognizes that the strongest evidence of associations occurs at
concentrations around the long-term mean concentration. Thus, in earlier reviews, we focused
on identifying standard levels that were somewhat below the long-term mean concentrations
reported in PM2.5 exposure studies. As outlined in section 2.1.3, the long-term mean
concentrations represent air quality data typically used in epidemiological analyses and provide a
direct link between PM2.5 concentrations and the observed health effects. Further, these data are
available for all long- and short-term exposure studies analyzed and, therefore, represent the data
set available for the broadest set of epidemiological studies.
Consistent with CASAC’s comments on the second draft PA, we also explore ways to
take into account additional information from epidemiological studies, when available (Samet,
2010d, p. 2). We do this by evaluating different statistical metrics, beyond the long-term mean
concentration, to characterize the range of PM2.5 concentrations down through which we
continue to have confidence in the associations observed in epidemiological studies and below
which there is a comparative lack of data such that our confidence in the relationship is
appreciably less. This would also be the range of PM2.5 concentrations which have the most
influence on generating the health effect estimates reported in epidemiological studies. As
discussed in section 2.1.3, we recognize there is no one percentile value within a given
distribution that is the most appropriate or “correct” way to characterize where our confidence in
the associations becomes appreciably lower. We conclude that focusing on concentrations
within the lower quartile of a distribution, such as the range from the 25th to the 10th percentile, is
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reasonable to consider as a region within which we begin to have appreciably less confidence in
the associations observed in epidemiological studies.58 In staff’s view, considering lower PM2.5
concentrations, down to the lowest concentration observed in a study, would be a highly
uncertain basis for selecting alternative standard levels.
As outlined in 2.1.3, we recognize that there are two types of population-level
information to consider in identifying the range of PM2.5 concentrations which have the most
influence on generating the health effect estimates reported in epidemiological studies. The most
relevant information to consider is the number of health events (e.g., deaths, hospitalizations)
occurring within a study population in relation to the distribution of PM2.5 concentrations likely
experienced by study participants. Although not as directly relevant, the number of participants
within each study area can be used as a surrogate for health event data in relation to the
distribution of PM2.5 concentrations.
In applying this approach, we focus on identifying the broader range of PM2.5
concentrations which had the most influence on generating health effect estimates in
epidemiological studies. As discussed below, in working with study investigators, we were able
to obtain health event data for three large multi-city studies (Krewski et al., 2009; Zanobetti and
Schwartz, 2009; Bell et al., 2008) 59 and population data for the same three studies and one
additional long-term PM2.5 exposure study (Miller et al., 2007); as documented in a staff
memorandum (Rajan et al., 2011). In the absence of health event and population data, the
distribution of PM2.5 concentrations across study areas could be used to represent the PM2.5
concentrations likely experienced by study participants. However, we were unable to determine
from the methodologies published for these studies how the air quality was statistically weighted
to account for variations in the availability of daily PM2.5 measurements by study area.
Consequently, we are unable to consider this type of information as part of our effort to identify
the broader range of PM2.5 concentrations that were most influential in generating the health
effect estimates in epidemiological studies.
Figures 2-4 through 2-7 summarize policy-relevant epidemiological evidence. Long- and
short-term exposure studies that evaluated endpoints classified in the ISA as having evidence of
58

In the last review, staff believed it was appropriate to consider a level for an annual PM2.5 standard that was
somewhat below the averages of the long-term concentrations across the cities in each of the key long-term
exposures studies, recognizing that the evidence of an association in any such study was strongest at and around the
long-term average where the data in the study are most concentrated. For example, the interquartile range of longterm average concentrations within a study and a range within one standard deviation around the study mean were
considered reasonable approaches for characterizing the range over which the evidence of association is strongest
(US EPA, 2005, p. 5-22). In this review, we note the interrelatedness of the distributional statistics and a range of
one standard deviation around the mean which contains approximately 68% of normally distributed data, in that one
standard deviation below the mean falls between the 25th and 10th percentiles.
59
Effect estimates from Krewski et al. (2009), Zanobetti and Schwartz (2009), and Bell et al. (2008) were used to
generate the core quantitative risk assessment results presented in the RA (US EPA, 2010a).
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a causal or likely causal relationship (including studies with long-term mean PM2.5
concentrations below 17 µg/m3) are summarized in Figures 2-4 through 2-6.60 Figures 2-4 and
2-6 provide summaries of long- and short-term exposure studies that evaluated mortality
(evidence of a causal relationship); cardiovascular effects (evidence of a causal relationship);
and respiratory effects (evidence of a likely causal relationship) in the general population, as
well as older adults, a susceptible population. Figure 2-5 provides a summary of studies that
evaluated respiratory effects (evidence of a likely causal relationship) in children, a susceptible
population, as well as long-term exposure studies of children that evaluated developmental
effects that are classified as having evidence suggestive of a causal relationship. Figure 2-7
presents cumulative frequency plots of the health events or number of study participants and
corresponding long-term mean PM2.5 concentrations for the four studies for which we were able
to obtain such data (Krewski et al., 2009; Zanobetti and Schwartz, 2009; Bell et al., 2008; Miller
et al., 2007). This figure highlights the range of PM2.5 concentrations between the 25th to 10th
percentiles of the distribution of health events or number of study participants. In general, we
note that the long-term mean PM2.5 concentrations based upon the distributions of health event
and study population data are similar, and provide support for the utilization of data on the
number of study participants as a surrogate for health event data (Rajan et al., 2011).
As outlined above in section 2.1.3, epidemiological studies typically report
concentrations based upon a composite monitor distribution; that is, concentrations averaged
across ambient monitors within each area included in a given study are averaged across study
areas to calculate an overall study mean concentration. As noted above, a policy approach that
uses data based on composite monitor distributions to identify alternative standard levels, and
then compares those levels to concentrations at appropriate maximum monitors to determine if
an area meets a given standard, directionally has the potential to build in some margin of
safety.61

60

We note that additional studies presented and assessed in the ISA report effects at higher long-term mean PM2.5
concentrations.
61
In analyses conducted by EPA staff based on selected long- and short-term exposure studies, we note that the
differences between the maximum and composite distributions were greater for studies with fewer years of air
quality data (i.e., 1 to 3 years) and smaller numbers of study areas (i.e., 36 to 51 study areas). The differences in the
maximum and composite monitor distribution were much smaller for studies with more years of air quality data (i.e.,
up to 6 years) and larger numbers of study areas (i.e., 112 to 204 study areas) (Hassett-Sipple et al., 2010; US EPA,
2010f, section 2.3.4.1). Therefore, any margin of safety that may be provided by a policy approach that uses data
based on composite monitor distributions to identify alternative standard levels, and then compares those levels to
concentrations at appropriate maximum monitors to determine if an area meets a given standard, will vary
depending upon the number of monitors and air quality distributions within a given area. See also footnote 14 in
section 2.1.3 and associated text.
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Figure 2-4. Summary of Effect Estimates (per 10 ȝg/m3) and Air Quality Distributions for Multi-City, Long-term PM2.5
Exposure Studies of the General Population and Older Adults
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Figure 2-5. Summary of Effect Estimates (per 10 ȝg/m3) and Air Quality Distributions for Multi-City, Long-term PM2.5
Exposure Studies of Children
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Figure 2-6. Summary of Effect Estimates (per 10 ȝg/m3) and Air Quality Distributions for Multi-City, Short-term PM2.5
Exposure Studies of the General Population and Older Adults
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Figure 2-7. Distribution of Population-Level Data and Corresponding PM2.5 Concentrations for Selected Multi-City
Epidemiological Studies
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We initially consider distributional statistics for both long- and short-term exposure
studies that evaluated mortality (causal relationship), cardiovascular effects (causal relationship)
or respiratory effects (likely causal relationship). In looking first at the long-term mean
concentrations in the long-term exposure studies, we observe positive and often statistically
significant associations at long-term mean PM2.5 concentrations ranging from 16.4 to 12.9 µg/m3
(Laden et al., 2006; Lipfert et al., 2006; Krewski et al., 2009; Goss et al., 2004; Miller et al.;
2007; Zeger et al., 2008; Eftim et al., 2008; Dockery et al., 1996; McConnell et al., 2003; see
Figures 2-4 and 2-5). In considering the one long-term PM2.5 exposure study for which we have
health event data (Krewski et al., 2009), we observe that the long-term mean PM2.5
concentrations corresponding with study areas contributing to the 25th and 10th percentiles of the
distribution of mortality data are 12.0 µg/m3 and 10.2 µg/m3, respectively. As identified above,
although less directly relevant than event data, the number of participants within each study area
can be used as a surrogate for health event data in relation to the distribution of PM2.5
concentrations. The long-term mean PM2.5 concentrations corresponding with study areas
contributing to the 25th and 10th percentiles of the distribution of study participants for Miller et
al. (2007) were 11.2 µg/m3 and 9.7 µg/m3, respectively (Rajan et al., 2011).
In then considering information from multi-city, short-term exposure studies reporting
positive and statistically significant associations with these same broad health effect categories,
we observe positive and statistically significant associations at long-term mean PM2.5
concentrations in a similar range of 15.6 to 12.8 µg/m3 (Franklin et al., 2007, 2008; Klemm and
Mason, 2003; Burnett and Goldberg, 2003; Zanobetti and Schwartz, 2009; Burnett et al., 2005;
Bell et al., 2008; Dominici et al., 2006a; see Figure 2-6).62 In considering the two multi-city,
short-term PM2.5 exposure studies for which we have health event data, we observe that the longterm mean PM2.5 concentrations corresponding with study areas contributing to the 25th and 10th
percentiles of the distribution of deaths and cardiovascular-related hospitalizations are 12.5
µg/m3 and 10.3 µg/m3, respectively, for Zanobetti and Schwartz (2009), and 11.5 µg/m3 and 9.8
µg/m3, respectively, for Bell et al. (2008) (Rajan et al., 2011).
Taking into consideration additional studies of specific susceptible lifestages (i.e.,
childhood), we expand our evaluation of the long-term exposure studies to include a broader
range of health outcomes judged in the ISA to have evidence suggestive of a causal relationship.
This evidence is taken into account to evaluate whether it provides support for considering lower
alternative levels than if weight were only placed on studies for which health effects have been

62

When integrating evidence from short-term exposure studies reporting positive and statistically significant
associations with mortality, cardiovascular, and respiratory effects, the ISA concluded that these associations are
generally consistent and precise at long-term mean PM2.5 concentrations of 12.8 µg/m3 and above (US EPA, 2009a,
pp. 2-10 to 2-11)
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judged in the ISA to evidence supporting a causal or likely causal relationship. We make note of
a limited number of studies that provide emerging evidence for PM2.5-related low birth weight
and infant mortality, especially related to respiratory causes during the post-neonatal period.
This more limited body of evidence indicates positive and often statistically significant effects
associated with long-term PM2.5 mean concentrations in the range of 14.9 to 11.9 µg/m3
(Woodruff et al., 2008; Liu et al., 2007; Bell et al., 2007; see Figure 2-5). As illustrated in
Figure 2-5, although Parker and Woodruff (2008) did not observe an association between
quarterly estimates of exposure to PM2.5 and low birth weight in a multi-city U.S. study, other
U.S. and Canadian studies did report positive and statistically significant associations between
PM2.5 and low birth weight at lower ambient concentrations (Bell et al., 2007; Liu et al., 2007).63
There remain significant limitations (e.g., identifying the etiologically relevant time period) in
the evaluation of evidence on the relationship between PM2.5 exposures and birth outcomes (US
EPA, 2009a, pp. 7-48 and 7-56) which should be taken into consideration in reaching judgments
about how to weigh these studies of potential impacts on specific susceptible populations in
considering alternative standard levels that provide protection with an appropriate margin of
safety.
With respect to carcinogenicity, mutagenicity, and genotoxicity (evidence suggestive of a
causal relationship), the strongest evidence currently available is from long-term prospective
cohort studies that report positive associations between PM2.5 and lung cancer mortality. At this
time, the PM2.5 concentrations reported in studies evaluating these effects generally included
ambient concentrations that are equal to or greater than ambient concentrations observed in
studies that reported mortality and cardiovascular and respiratory effects (US EPA, 2009a,
section 7.5). Therefore, in selecting alternative levels, we note that in providing protection for
mortality and cardiovascular and respiratory effects, it is reasonable to anticipate that protection
will also be provided for carcinogenicity, mutagenicity, and genotoxicity effects.
Summary of Evidence-based Considerations to Inform Annual Standard Level
In considering the currently available evidence and air quality information within the
context of identifying potential alternative annual standard levels for consideration, we again
note that the ISA concludes there is no evidence of a discernible population threshold below
which effects would not occur. Thus, health effects may occur over the full range of
concentrations observed in the epidemiological studies. In the absence of any discernible
thresholds, our general approach for identifying alternative standard levels that would provide
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As noted in section 7.4 of the ISA, Parker et al. (2005) reported that over a 9 month exposure period (mean PM2.5
concentration of 15.4 µg/m3) a significant decrease in birth weight was associated with infants in the highest quartile
of PM2.5 exposure as compared to infants exposed in the lowest quartile.
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appropriate protection against effects observed in epidemiological studies has focused on the
central question of identifying the range of PM2.5 concentrations below the long-term mean
concentrations where we continue to have confidence in the associations observed in
epidemiological studies.
In considering the evidence, we recognize that NAAQS are standards set so as to provide
requisite protection, neither more nor less stringent than necessary to protect public health with
an adequate margin of safety. This judgment, ultimately made by the Administrator, involves
weighing the strength of the evidence and the inherent uncertainties and limitations of that
evidence. Therefore, depending on the weight placed on different aspects of the evidence and
inherent uncertainties, considerations of different alternative standard levels could be supported.
As discussed in section 2.1.3, by applying the general policy approach used in previous
reviews, one could focus on identifying alternative standard levels for the annual standard that
are somewhat below the long-term mean PM2.5 concentrations reported in the long- and shortterm exposure studies. By expanding this approach to consider additional population-level
information from epidemiological studies, one could also focus on the range of PM2.5
concentrations below the long-term mean concentrations over which we continue to have
confidence in the associations observed in epidemiological studies, as well as the extent to which
our confidence in the associations is appreciably less at lower concentrations, to identify
alternative annual standard levels. Figure 2-8 provides a summary of the long-term mean PM2.5
concentrations for the long- and short-term exposure studies presented in Figures 2-4 through 2-6
as well as the range of PM2.5 concentrations corresponding with the 25th to 10th percentiles of
health event or number of study participants data from the four multi-city studies, for which
distributional statistics are available and presented in Figure 2-7.
Given the currently available evidence and considering the various approaches discussed
above, as an initial matter we conclude it is appropriate to focus on an annual standard level
within a range of about 12 to 11 µg/m3. As illustrated in Figure 2-8, a standard level of 12
µg/m3, at the upper end of this range, is somewhat below the long-term mean PM2.5
concentrations reported in all the multi-city long- and short-term exposure studies that provide
evidence of positive and statistically significant associations with health effects classified as
having evidence of a causal or likely causal relationship, including premature mortality and
hospitalizations and emergency department visits for cardiovascular and respiratory effects as
well as respiratory effects in children. Further, a level of 12 µg/m3 would reflect consideration
of additional population-level information from such epidemiological studies in that it is the
PM2.5 concentration generally corresponding with the 25th percentile of the available
distributions of health events data, which we consider to be at the high end of the range of PM2.5
concentrations within which the data become appreciably more sparse and, thus, where our
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Figure 2-8. Translating Epidemiological Evidence from Multi-City Exposure Studies into Annual PM2.5 Standards
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confidence in the associations observed in epidemiological studies starts to become appreciably
less. In addition, a level of 12 µg/m3 would reflect some consideration of studies that provide
more limited evidence of reproductive and developmental effects, which are suggestive of a
causal relationship, in that it is about at the same level as the lowest long-term mean PM2.5
concentrations reported in such studies (see Figure 2-8).
Alternatively, an annual standard level of 11 µg/m3, at the lower end of this range, is well
below the lowest long-term mean PM2.5 concentrations reported in all multi-city long- and shortterm exposure studies that provide evidence of positive and statistically significant associations
with health effects classified as having evidence of a causal or likely causal relationship. A level
of 11 µg/m3 would reflect placing more weight on the distributions of health event and
population data, in that this level is within the range of PM2.5 concentrations corresponding to the
25th and 10th percentiles of all the available distributions of such data. In addition, a level of 11
µg/m3 is somewhat below the lowest long-term mean PM2.5 concentrations reported in
reproductive and developmental effects studies that are suggestive of a causal relationship.
Thus, a level of 11 µg/m3 would reflect an approach to translating the available evidence that
places relatively more emphasis on margin of safety considerations than would a standard set at a
higher level. Such a policy approach would tend to weigh uncertainties in the evidence in such a
way as to avoid potentially underestimating PM2.5-related risks to public health. Further,
recognizing the uncertainties inherent in identifying any particular point at which our confidence
in reported associations becomes appreciably less, we conclude that the available evidence does
not provide a sufficient basis to consider alternative annual standard levels below 11 µg/m3.
We have also considered the extent to which the available evidence provides a basis for
considering alternative annual standard levels above 12 µg/m3. As discussed below, we
conclude that it could be reasonable to consider a standard level up to 13 µg/m3 based on a
policy approach that tends to weigh uncertainties in the evidence in such a way as to avoid
potentially overestimating PM2.5-related risks to public health, especially to the extent that
primary emphasis is placed on long-term exposure studies as a basis for an annual standard level.
A level of 13 µg/m3 is somewhat below the long-term mean PM2.5 concentrations reported in all
but one of the long-term exposure studies providing evidence of positive and statistically
significant associations with PM2.5-related health effects classified as having a causal or likely
causal relationship. As shown in Figure 2-8, the one long-term exposure study with a long-term
mean PM2.5 concentration just below 13 µg/m3 is the WHI study (Miller et al., 2007).64 We note
that in comparison to other long-term exposure studies, the WHI study was more limited in that
64

As noted in section 2.2.1 and Table 2-4, WHI study investigators provided EPA with updated air quality data
indicating the long-term mean PM2.5 concentration for this study was 12.9 µg/m3, not 13.5 µg/m3 as originally
reported (Curl, 2009).
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it was based on only one year of air quality data. Thus, to the extent that less weight is placed on
the WHI study than on other long-term exposure studies with more robust air quality data, a level
of 13 µg/m3 could be considered as being protective of long-term exposure related effects
classified as having a causal or likely causal relationship. In also considering short-term
exposure studies, we note that a level of 13 µg/m3 is below the long-term mean PM2.5
concentrations reported in most such studies, but is above the long-term means of 12.8 and 12.9
µg/m3 reported in Burnett et al. (2004) and Bell et al. (2008), respectively. In considering these
studies, we find no basis to conclude that these two studies are any more limited or uncertain
than the other short-term studies shown in Figure 2-8, noting in particular that Bell et al. (2008)
is a large study of older adults, a susceptible population. On this basis, as discussed below, we
conclude that consideration of an annual standard level of 13 µg/m3 would have implications for
the degree of protection that would need to be provided by the 24-hour standard, such that taken
together the suite of PM2.5 standards would provide appropriate protection from effects on public
health related to short-term exposure to PM2.5.
We also note that a standard level of 13 µg/m3 would reflect a judgment that the
uncertainties in the epidemiological evidence in general, including uncertainties related to the
heterogeneity observed in the epidemiological studies in the eastern versus western parts of the
U.S., the relative toxicity of PM2.5 components, and the potential role of co-pollutants, are too
great to warrant placing any weight on distributions of health event and population data that
extend down below the mean into the lower quartile of the data. This level would also reflect a
judgment that the evidence from reproductive and developmental effects studies that are
suggestive of a causal relationship is too uncertain to support consideration of any lower level.
Taken together, staff concludes that consideration of alternative annual standard levels in
the range of 13 to 11 µg/m3 may be appropriate, although we also conclude that the currently
available evidence most strongly supports consideration of an alternative annual standard level in
the range of 12 to 11 µg/m3. We conclude that an alternative level within the range of 12 to 11
µg/m3 would more fully take into consideration the available information from all long- and
short-term PM2.5 exposure studies, including studies of susceptible populations, than would a
higher level. This range would also reflect placing weight on information from studies that helps
to characterize the range of PM2.5 concentrations over which we continue to have confidence in
the associations observed in epidemiological studies, as well as the extent to which our
confidence in the associations is appreciably less at lower concentrations.
x

What alternative standard levels are appropriate to consider for a 24-hour standard
intended to supplement the protection afforded by an annual standard?

As recognized in section 2.1.3, an annual standard intended to serve as the primary means
for providing protection for effects associated with both long- and short-term PM2.5 exposures is
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not expected to provide appropriate protection against the effects of all short-term PM2.5
exposures. Of particular concern are areas with high peak-to-mean ratios possibly associated
with strong local or seasonal sources, or PM2.5-related effects that may be associated with
shorter-than-daily exposure periods. As a result, we believe it is appropriate to consider
alternative 24-hour PM2.5 standard levels that would supplement the protection provided by an
annual standard.
As outlined in section 2.1.3, we consider the available evidence from short-term PM2.5
exposure studies, as well as the uncertainties and limitations in that evidence, to assess the
degree to which alternative annual and 24-hour PM2.5 standards can be expected to reduce the
estimated risks attributed to short-term fine particle exposures. In considering the available
epidemiological evidence, we take into account information from multi-city studies as well as
single-city studies. We look both at the distributions of 24-hour PM2.5 concentrations, focusing
on the 98th percentile air quality values to match the form of the 24-hour standard (section
2.3.3.2), to the extent such data are available, as well as the long-term mean PM2.5
concentrations.
In considering the information provided by the short-term exposure studies, we recognize
that to the extent these studies were conducted in areas that likely did not meet one or both of the
current standards, such studies do not help inform the characterization of the potential public
health improvements of alternative standards set at lower levels.65 Therefore, in considering the
short-term exposure studies to inform staff conclusions regarding levels of the 24-hour standard
that are appropriate to consider, we place greatest weight on studies conducted in areas that
likely met both the current annual and 24-hour standards.
With regard to multi-city studies that evaluated effects associated with short-term PM2.5
exposures, as summarized in Figure 2-6, we observe an overall pattern of positive and
statistically significant associations in studies with 98th percentile values averaged across study
areas in the range of 45.8 to 34.2 µg/m3 (Burnett et al., 2004; Zanobetti and Schwartz, 2009; Bell
et al., 2008; Dominici et al., 2006a, Burnett and Goldberg, 2003; Franklin et al., 2008).66 We
65

We recognize that in considering studies conducted in areas that likely did not meet the current annual standard,
by reducing the long-term mean PM2.5 concentrations in such areas to just meet the current annual standard, one
could reasonably anticipate additional public health protection from short-term exposure (as well as long-term
exposure). Further, we recognize that in considering studies conducted in areas that likely did not meet the current
24-hour standard, by reducing the upper end of the air quality distributions in order to meet the current 24-hour
standard, one could similarly reasonably anticipate additional public health protection.
66
We note that Figure 2-6 also includes one multi-city study conducted in areas that likely did not meet either the
annual or 24-hour standards (Franklin et al., 2007). To the extent that changes in air quality designed to meet the
current annual and/or 24-hour standard are undertaken, one could reasonably anticipate additional public health
protection will occur in these study areas. Figure 2-6 also includes one multi-city study for which the ISA reports a
long-term mean PM2.5 concentration but does not report information on the 98th percentile value (Klemm and
Mason, 2003). We do not know whether this study was conducted in areas that likely would have met the current
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note that, to the extent air quality distributions were reduced to reflect just meeting the current
24-hour standard, additional protection would be anticipated for the effects observed in the three
multi-city studies with 98th percentile values greater than 35 µg/m3 (Burnett et al., 2004; Burnett
and Goldberg, 2003; Franklin et al., 2008). In the three additional studies with 98th percentile
values below 35 µg/m3, specifically 98th percentile concentrations of 34.2, 34.3, and 34.8 µg/m3,
we note that these studies reported long-term mean PM2.5 concentrations of 12.9, 13.2, and 13.4
µg/m3, respectively (Bell et al., 2008; Zanobetti and Schwartz, 2009; Dominici et al., 2006a). To
the extent that consideration is given to revising the level of the annual standard, as discussed
above in section 2.3.4.1, we recognize that potential changes associated with meeting such an
alternative annual standard would result in lowering risks associated with both long- and shortterm PM2.5 exposures. Consequently, in considering a 24-hour standard that would work in
conjunction with an annual standard to provide appropriate public health protection, we note that
to the extent that the level of the annual standard is revised to within a range of 13 to 11 µg/m3,
in particular in the range of 12 to 11 µg/m3, as discussed above, additional protection would be
provided for the effects observed in these multi-city studies.
Taken together, staff concludes that the multi-city, short-term exposure studies generally
provide support for retaining the 24-hour standard level at 35 µg/m3, specifically, in conjunction
with an annual standard level revised to within a range of 12 to 11 µg/m3. Alternatively, in
conjunction with an annual standard level of 13 µg/m3, we conclude that the multi-city studies
provide limited support for revising the 24-hour standard level somewhat below 35 µg/m3, such
as down to 30 µg/m3, based on one study (Bell et al., 2008) that reported positive and statistically
significant effects with an overall 98th percentile value below the level of the current 24-hour
standard in conjunction with an overall long-term mean concentration slightly less than 13
µg/m3.
In reaching staff conclusions regarding alternative 24-hour standard levels that are
appropriate to consider, we also take into account relevant information from single-city studies
that evaluated effects associated with short-term PM2.5 exposures. We recognize that these
studies may provide additional insights regarding impacts on susceptible populations and/or on
areas with isolated peak concentrations. Although, as discussed above, multi-city studies have
advantages over single-city studies in terms of statistical power to detect associations and

24-hour PM2.5 standard and, therefore, this study does not inform staff conclusions regarding alternative standard
levels that are appropriate to consider. Further, we note one study reported no association between PM2.5 and
respiratory symptoms in children in areas that likely would have met the current annual standard but not the current
24-hour standard (O’Connor et al., 2008). This study reported effects on lung function in asthmatic children
associated with 5-day average PM2.5 concentrations but not associated with 1-day average PM2.5 concentrations (US
EPA, 2009a, section 6.3.2.1).
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broader geographic coverage as well as other factors such as less likelihood of publication bias,
reflecting differences in PM2.5 sources, composition, and potentially other factors that could
impact PM2.5-related effects, multi-city studies often present overall effect estimates rather than
single-city effect estimates. Since short-term air quality can vary considerably across cities, the
extent to which effects reported in multi-city studies are associated with short-term air quality in
any particular location is uncertain, especially when considering short-term concentrations at the
upper end of the distribution of daily PM2.5 concentrations (i.e., at the 98th percentile value). In
contrast, single-city studies are more limited in terms of power and geographic coverage but the
link between reported health effects and the air quality in a given study area is more
straightforward to establish. Therefore, we also consider evidence from single-city, short-term
exposure studies to inform staff conclusions regarding alternative levels that are appropriate to
consider for a 24-hour standard that is intended to provide supplemental protection in areas
where the annual standard may not provide an adequate margin of safety against the effects of all
short-term PM2.5 exposures.
As discussed above for the multi-city studies, we look both at the 24-hour PM2.5
concentrations in the single-city studies, focusing on the 98th percentile air quality values, as well
as the long-term mean PM2.5 concentrations. We consider single-city studies conducted in areas
that would likely have met the current suite of PM2.5 standards as most useful for informing staff
conclusions related to the level of the 24-hour standard, as summarized in Figure 2-9.67 We note
that additional single-city studies summarized in Figure 2-9 were conducted in areas that would
likely have met one but not both of the current PM2.5 standards.68 To the extent changes in air
quality designed to just meet the current suite of PM2.5 standards are undertaken, one could
reasonably anticipate additional public health protection will occur in these study areas.
67

We note there are additional single-city studies discussed in the ISA beyond the short-term exposure studies
discussed in this section that were conducted in areas that would likely not have met both the current annual and 24hour standards (e.g., Ito et al., 2007; Sheppard, 2003; Burnett, 1997). To the extent that changes in air quality
designed to just meet the current annual and/or 24-hour standard are undertaken, one could reasonably anticipate
additional public health protection will occur in these study areas For another group of studies, we have no
information on the distribution of air quality concentrations, specifically information on the upper end of the
distribution (i.e., the 98th percentile values) (e.g., NYDOH, 2006; Sullivan et al., 2005; Zanobetti and Schwartz,
2006; Pope et al., 2006; Dockery et al., 2005; Rich et al., 2005; Villeneuve et al, 2003; Fung et al., 2006; Chen et al,
2004; Chen et al., 2005 Slaughter et al, 2003; Chimonas and Gessner, 2007). Therefore, we do not know whether
these studies were conducted in areas that would likely have met the current 24-hour PM2.5 standard. Collectively,
staff concludes these two groups of studies are not helpful to inform staff conclusions regarding alternative standard
levels that are appropriate to consider.
68
This group of studies included two studies conducted in areas that would likely have met the current annual
standard but not the current 24-hour standard (Santa Clara, California and the Wasatch Front, UT) that reported
positive and statistically significant associations between short-term PM2.5 exposures and mortality and
cardiovascular-related hospitalizations, respectively (Fairley, 2003; Pope et al., 2008) and one study conducted in an
area that would likely have met the current 24-hour standard but not the current annual standard (Coachella Valley,
California) that reported no association between short-term PM2.5 exposures and cardiovascular –related mortality
(Ostro et al., 2003).
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Figure 2-9. Summary of Effect Estimates (per 10 µg/m3) and Air Quality Distributions for Single-City, Short-term PM2.5
Exposure Studies

2-86

Therefore, staff concludes that these studies are not helpful to inform staff conclusions regarding
alternative standard levels that are appropriate to consider.
With regard to single-city studies that were conducted in areas that would likely have met
both the current 24-hour and annual standards, we first look to studies that reported positive and
statistically significant associations with short-term PM2.5 exposures. In considering this group
of studies, we note Mar et al. (2003) reported a positive and statistically significant association
for premature mortality in Phoenix with a long-term mean concentration of 13.5 µg/m3 in
conjunction with a 98th percentile value of 32.2 µg/m3. To the extent that consideration is given
to revising the level of the annual standard, within a range of 13 to 11 µg/m3, as discussed above,
additional protection would be provided for the effects observed in this study.
Four additional studies reported positive and statistically significant associations with
th
98 percentile values within a range of 31.2 to 25.8 µg/m3 and long-term mean concentrations
within a range of 12.1 to 8.5 µg/m3 (Delfino et al., 1997; Peters et al., 2001; Stieb et al., 2000;
and Mar et al., 2004). Delfino et al. (1997) reported statistically significant associations between
PM2.5 and respiratory emergency department visits for older adults (greater than 64 years old) but
not young children (less than 2 years old), in one part of the study period (summer 1993) but not
the other (summer 1992). Peters et al. (2001) reported a positive and statistically significant
association between short-term exposure to PM2.5 (2-hour and 24-hour averaging times) and
onset of acute MI in Boston.69 Stieb et al. (2000) reported positive and statistically significant
associations with cardiovascular- and respiratory-related emergency department visits in Saint
John, Canada, in single pollutant models but not in multi-pollutant models (US EPA, 2004, pp 8154 and 8-252 to 8-253). Mar et al. (2004) reported a positive and statistically significant
association for short-term PM2.5 exposures in relation to respiratory symptoms among children
but not adults in Spokane, however, this study had very limited statistical power because of the
small number of children and adults evaluated.
We then consider short-term single-city PM2.5 exposure studies that reported positive but
nonstatistically significant associations for cardiovascular and respiratory endpoints in areas that
would likely have met both the current 24-hour and annual standards. The 98th percentile values
reported in these studies ranged from 31.6 µg/m3 to 17.2 µg/m3 and the long-term mean
concentrations ranged from 13.0 to 7.0 µg/m3. These studies included consideration of
cardiovascular-related mortality effects in Phoenix (Wilson et al., 2007), asthma medication use
in children in Denver (Rabinovitch et al., 2006), hospital admissions for hemorrhagic and
69

A King County, WA (Seattle) study using similar methods to Peters et al. (2001) reported no association with
acute onset MI and PM2.5 concentration with a long-term mean concentration of 12.8 µg/m3 (Sullivan et al., 2005).
We do not have information on the 98th percentile value for the Seattle study. It is unclear whether the differences
observed in these two studies were due to regional differences in population characteristics and/or air pollution
sources/PM2.5 components (US EPA, 2009a, section 6.2.10.4).
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ischemic stroke in Edmonton, Canada (Villeneuve et al., 2006), and hospital admissions for
ischemic stroke/transient ischemic attack in Nueces County, TX (Lisabeth et al., 2008).
Lastly, we consider single-city studies conducted in areas that would likely have met both
the current 24-hour and annual standards that reported null findings. The 98th percentile values
reported in these studies ranged from 29.6 µg/m3 to 24.0 µg/m3 and the long-term mean
concentrations ranged from 10.8 to 8.5 µg/m3. These studies reported no associations with shortterm PM2.5 exposures and cardiovascular-related hospital admissions and respiratory-related
emergency department visits (Slaughter et al., 2005) and cardiovascular-related emergency
department visits (Schreuder et al., 2006) in Spokane; asthma exacerbation in children in Denver
(Rabinovitch et al., 2004); and hospital admissions for transient ischemic attack in Edmonton,
Canada (Villeneuve et al., 2006).
Viewing the evidence as a whole, we observe a limited number of single-city studies that
reported positive and statistically significant associations for a range of health endpoints related
to short-term PM2.5 concentrations in areas that would likely have met the current suite of PM2.5
standards. Many of these studies had significant limitations (e.g., limited statistical power,
limited exposure data) as briefly identified above and discussed in more detail in the ISA (US
EPA, 2009a, chapter 6). Other studies reported positive but not statistically significant results or
null associations also in areas that would likely have met the current suite of PM2.5 standards. In
addition, still other studies (e.g., those conducted in Phoenix, Denver, and Edmonton) reported
mixed results within the same study areas. Overall, the entire body of results from these singlecity studies is mixed, particularly as 24-hour 98th percentile concentrations go below 35 µg/m3.
Although a number of single-city studies report effects at appreciably lower PM2.5
concentrations than multi-city short-term exposure studies, the uncertainties and limitations
associated with the single-city studies were greater and, thus, we have less confidence in using
these studies as a basis for setting the level of a standard. Therefore, we conclude that the multicity short-term exposure studies provide the strongest evidence to inform decisions on the level
of the 24-hour standard, and the single city studies do not warrant consideration of 24-hour levels
different from those supported by the multi-city studies.
In addition to considering the epidemiological evidence, we look to air quality
information based on county-level 24-hour and annual design values to understand the
implications of the alternative standard levels supported by the currently available scientific
evidence, as discussed above. As outlined in section 2.1.3, we recognize that changes in PM2.5
air quality designed to meet an annual standard would likely result not only in lower annual
mean concentrations but also in fewer and lower peak 24-hour concentrations. We also
recognize that changes designed to meet a 24-hour standard would result not only in fewer and
lower peak 24-hour concentrations (especially when coupled with a high percentile-based form,
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such as the 98th percentile) but also in lower annual mean concentrations. As discussed in
section 2.1.3, we conclude that a policy goal which includes setting the annual standard to be the
“generally controlling” standard in conjunction with setting the 24-hour standard to provide
supplemental protection to the extent that additional protection is warranted, is the most effective
and efficient way to reduce total population risk associated with both long- and short-term PM2.5
exposures, resulting in more uniform protection across the U.S than the alternative of setting the
24-hour standard to be the controlling standard. Therefore, we consider the extent to which
different combinations of alternative annual and 24-hour standard levels based on the evidence
would support this policy goal.
Figure 2-10 presents a scatter plot of annual and 24-hour design values in urban areas
across the U.S., color-coded by geographic region. This figure provides a visual perspective of
whether the annual or 24-hour standard is likely to be the controlling standard for various
combinations of standards. In Figure 2-10, the horizontal lines represent alternative 24-hour
standard levels (i.e., 35 or 30 µg/m3) with a 98th percentile form, averaged over three years, while
the vertical lines represent alternative annual standard levels (i.e., 13, 12, or 11 µg/m3), using an
annual arithmetic mean averaged over three years. To understand this figure, we note that there
are four quadrants that distinguish counties that are likely to have met or not met one or both of
the PM2.5 standards. The lower left quadrant characterizes counties that would likely meet both
the annual and 24-hour standards. The lower right quadrant characterizes counties that would
likely meet the 24-hour standard but not the annual standard, representing counties where the
annual standard would be the controlling standard. The upper left quadrant characterizes
counties that would likely exceed the 24-hour standard but not the annual standard, representing
counties where the 24-hour standard would be the controlling standard. Finally, the upper right
quadrant characterizes counties that would likely exceed both the annual and 24-hour standards.
In this quadrant, the diagonal lines that intercept the origin and the intersection of a suite of
alternative standard levels (e.g., the “11/35” line) represents the point of demarcation between
those counties for which the 24-hour standard would be controlling (to the left of the diagonal
line) and those for which the annual standard would be controlling (to the right of the diagonal
line). More specifically, for counties to the left of the diagonal line, 24-hour concentrations
would need to be reduced by a greater proportion to meet the 24-hour standard than the
proportional reduction needed in the annual average concentrations to meet the annual standard.
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Figure 2-10. County-level 24-hour DVs versus Annual DVs, 2007-2009

Source: Schmidt, 2011a, Analysis B
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Using information on the relationship of the 24-hour and annual design values, we
examine the implications of three alternative suites of PM2.5 standards identified as appropriate
to consider based on the currently available scientific evidence, as discussed above. As seen in
Figure 2-10, an alternative suite of PM2.5 standards that would include an annual standard level
of 11 or 12 µg/m3and a 24-hour standard with a level of 35 µg/m3 (i.e., 11/35 or 12/35), would
result in the 24-hour standard as the generally controlling standard in the Northwest (i.e.,
counties identified as light blue dots in Figure 2-10) but not generally in other regions across the
country. These Northwest counties generally represent areas where the annual mean PM2.5
concentrations have historically been low but where relatively high 24-hour concentrations
occur, often related to seasonal wood smoke emissions. Alternatively, combining an alternative
annual standard of 13 µg/m3 with a 24-hour standard of 30 µg/m3 would result in many more
areas across the country in which the 24-hour standard would likely become the controlling
standard than if an alternative annual standard of 12 or 11 µg/m3 were paired with the current
level of the 24-hour standard (i.e., 35 µg/m3). This can be seen by comparing the area to the left
of the “13/30” line to the areas to the left of the “12/35” and “11/35” lines, in particular in the
upper right quadrant in Figure 2-10, which represents the regions on the graph in which the 24hour standard would likely be controlling.
Summary of Evidence-based Considerations to Inform the 24-Hour Standard Level
In considering the currently available scientific information and air quality information
within the context of identifying potential alternative standard levels for consideration we have
identified a range of alternative 24-hour standard levels that is appropriate to consider based on
the general approach outlined in section 2.1.3. Our general approach for identifying alternative
24-hour standard levels that would protect against effects observed in epidemiological studies
has focused on setting a level somewhat below the 98th percentile values where associations have
been observed in epidemiological studies, particularly in areas that would meet alternative
annual standard levels discussed above. In considering the available evidence, staff concludes it
is appropriate to consider either retaining the level of the current 24-hour standard at 35 µg/m3 or
revising the level to somewhat below 35 µg/m3, such as, down to 30 µg/m3.
Consideration for retaining the level at 35 µg/m3 would reflect placing greatest weight on
evidence from multi-city studies that reported positive and statistically significant associations
with health effects classified as having a causal or likely causal relationship. In conjunction
with lowering the annual standard level, especially within a range of 12 to 11 µg/m3, this
alternative would recognize additional public health protection for effects associated with shortterm PM2.5 exposures would be provided by lowering the annual standard such that revision to
the 24-hour standard would not be warranted. In addition, such combinations of 24-hour and
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annual standards levels (i.e., 11/35 and 12/35) would be expected to result in the annual standard
being the generally controlling standard, except in areas with particularly high peak-to-mean
ratios (e.g., Northwest), with the annual standard providing protection against PM2.5-related
health effects associated with long- and short-term exposures, in conjunction with the 24-hour
standard providing appropriate supplemental protection. These combinations would likely result
in providing more uniform protection across the U.S than if the 24-hour standard were the
generally controlling standard.
An alternative approach to considering the evidence would recognize that the currently
available information provides some support for revising the level below 35 µg/m3, perhaps as
low as 30 µg/m3. This alternative 24-hour standard level would be more compatible with an
alternative annual standard of 13 µg/m3 based on placing greater weight on one multi-city shortterm exposure study (Bell et al., 2008) that reported positive and statistically significant effects at
a 98th percentile value less than 35 µg/m3 (i.e., 34.2 µg/m3) in conjunction with a long-term mean
concentration less than 13 µg/m3 (i.e., 12.9 µg/m3). However, in considering the implications of
this combination (i.e., 13/30), staff recognizes that this option would likely result in the 24-hour
standard being the controlling standard in a large number of areas in many geographic regions,
potentially resulting in more uneven public health protection across the U.S. than if the annual
standard was the generally controlling standard.
Taken together, while we consider it appropriate to consider an alternative 24-hour
standard level within a range of 35 to 30 µg/m3, staff concludes that the currently available
evidence most strongly supports consideration for retaining the current 24-hour standard level at
35 µg/m3 in conjunction with lowering the level of the annual standard within a range of 12 to 11
µg/m3.
2.3.4.2

Risk-based Considerations

Beyond looking directly at the relevant epidemiologic evidence, staff has also considered
the extent to which specific levels of alternative PM2.5 standards are likely to reduce both longterm exposure-related mortality risk and short-term exposure-related mortality and morbidity
risk. In addition to considering the nature and magnitude of PM2.5-attributable risk remaining
under each set of alternative standards, we have also considered the nature and magnitude of risk
reductions under the alternative standards considered. These risk estimates for the set of
alternative standard levels considered are based on the same methodology used in estimating risk
for the current suite of standard levels as discussed above in section 2.2.2.
The quantitative risk assessment initially included analyses of alternative annual standard
levels of 14, 13, and 12 µg/m3 paired with either the current 24-hour standard level of 35 µg/m3
or with alternative 24-hour standard levels of 30 and 25 µg/m3. The specific combinations of
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alternative standard levels assessed in the quantitative risk assessment included: (a) alternative
suites of standards focusing on alternative annual standard levels in conjunction with the current
24-hour standard including combinations denoted by 14/35, 13/25, and 12/35and (b) alternative
suites of standards reflecting combinations of alternative annual and 24-hour standard levels
including combinations denoted by 13/30 and 12/25. This set of alternative annual and 24-hour
standard levels was chosen prior to completion of the first draft RA and reflects consideration for
evidence related to potential PM2.5-related health effects as presented in the Integrated Science
Assessment for Particulate Matter: Second External Review Draft (2nd draft ISA) released in
July, 2009 (US EPA, 2009b). The presentation of that evidence was refined in subsequent
iterations of the PM ISA, culminating in the Final ISA released in December 2009 (US EPA,
2009a). The range of alternative standard levels discussed in section 2.3.4.1 above (i.e., annual
standard levels within a range of 13 to 11 µg/m3 and 24-hour standard levels within a range of 35
to 30 µg/m3), reflects consideration of evidence as presented in the Final ISA and consequently
differs somewhat from the set of alternative standard levels originally selected for modeling in
the quantitative risk assessment. Subsequent to the release of the second draft RA (US EPA,
2010d), we expanded the range of alternative annual standard levels evaluated in the final RA to
include an alternative annual standard level of 10 µg/m3 and developed risk estimates for two
additional combinations of alternative standards – 10/35 and 10/25 (US EPA, 2010a, Appendix
J).
In simulating ambient PM2.5 levels associated with these alternative standard levels, we
included a more regional spatial pattern of reductions (reflected in the use of a proportional
rollback approach) as well as more localized spatial patterns of reductions (reflected in the use of
a hybrid approach and to an even greater extent in the use of a locally focused rollback approach)
(see U.S. EPA, 2010a, section 3.2.3). While the proportional rollback approach was used in
generating the core risk estimates, the other two more localized rollback approaches were
considered as part of sensitivity analyses.
Results for the alternative suites of standards considered are presented in Figures 2-11 and 2-12,
which depict patterns in risk reduction for long-term exposure-related risk (Figure 2-11) and
short-term exposure-related risk (Figure 2-12) using different combinations of alternative
standard levels relative to the estimated risks related to simulating just meeting the current
standards. These figures include results for each of the 15 urban study areas, thereby allowing
patterns in risk reduction across alternative standard levels and urban study areas to be
considered together.70 The discussion below of the magnitude of risk remaining under simulated
70

Patterns of risk reduction across alternative annual standard levels (in terms of percent change relative to risk for
the current annual standard level) are similar for all health endpoints modeled for a particular exposure duration (i.e.,
patterns of percent risk reduction will be similar for long-term exposure related all-cause, IHD-related and
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attainment of the alternative standard levels is based on risk estimates presented in U.S.EPA,
2010a, section 4.2.2. The figures also depict the level of confidence, also discussed below,
associated with risk estimates generated for the current suite of standard levels as well as
alternative standard levels considered.
x

What is the nature and magnitude of risk associated with just meeting the alternative
annual PM2.5 standards considered?

In characterizing estimates of PM2.5-related risk associated with simulation of the
alternative annual standards combined with the current 24-hour standard level (i.e., 14/35, 13/35
and 12/35), we estimated both the magnitude of risk reductions (relative to risk remaining upon
just meeting the current suite of standards), as well as the risk estimated to remain upon just
meeting the alternative annual standard levels.71 We have greater overall confidence in our
estimates of risk reduction with simulation of just meeting an alternative standard level (relative
to risk associated with simulation of just meeting the current standards) than for estimates of
absolute risk remaining upon simulation of just meeting that alternative standard level. In the
context of long-term exposure-related mortality, this greater confidence primarily reflects the
fact that we modeled risk down to the LML of the epidemiological study providing C-R
functions (Krewski et al., 2009).72 While this introduces the potential for underestimating the
absolute risk remaining upon simulation of just meeting an alternative standard level (since the
portion or exposure associated with ambient PM2.5 concentrations below the LML is not
translated into risk), it has little to no effect on the simulation of risk reduction for that alternative
standard level, relative to risk estimated for the current standards (since this calculation involves
ambient PM2.5 concentrations that are typically above the LML and are therefore translated into
risk). In the context of short-term exposure-related mortality and morbidity, while we modeled
risk down to PRB, we still have greater uncertainty in estimating absolute risk remaining since
this requires extrapolation of the C-R function to cover lower ambient PM2.5 concentrations,

cardiopulmonary-related mortality). This reflects the fact that the C-R functions used in the quantitative risk
assessment are close to linear across the range of ambient air concentrations evaluated. However, estimated
incidence will vary by health endpoint.
71
Our analysis also included the assessment of risk associated with an alternative annual standard level of 10
µg/m3.US EPA, 2010a, Appendix J).
72
As discussed in section 3.1.1 of the RA (U.S. EPA, 2010a), we did not model long-term exposure-related risk
below the LML due to concerns over uncertainty in extrapolating the C-R functions below the range of PM2.5
concentrations reflected in the epidemiological study providing those C-R functions. However, as stated in the ISA,
there is no evidence for a discernible threshold (US EPA, 2009a, section 2.4.3) and our decision not to estimate risk
below the LML should not be construed as support for the existence of a threshold. Therefore, the decision not to
estimate risk below the LML, while reasonable given our desire to generate higher-confidence estimates of risk,
does introduce low-bias into the estimate of absolute risk remaining upon simulation of each of the alternative
standard levels considered, since evidence suggests that risk does extend to long-term PM2.5 concentrations below
the LML.
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Figure 2-11

Percent reduction in long-term exposure-related mortality risk (alternative standards relative to the current standard)
(Note: inset shows PM2.5 related incidence and percent of total incidence for IHD mortality under the current suite of standards*)

*Based on Krewski et al. (2009), exposure period from 1999 – 2000. The legend contains, for each urban area, the incidence estimate (and 95% CI) and the estimate of percent of
total incidence (and 95% CI) under the current standards. While incidence and percent of total incidence estimates are provided specifically for IHD-related mortality, the percent
reduction plots provided in the figure apply to all long-term exposure-related mortality categories assessed – see text.
**The current standards consist of an annual standard of 15 µg/m3 and a daily standard of 35 µg/m3. Combinations of an annual standard (n) and a daily standard (m) are denoted
n/m in this figure. Note, that the percent reductions for Salt Lake City and Tacoma at the 12/25 standard are 100% and 93%, respectively.
***Level of confidence reflects consideration for how the composite monitor annual mean PM2.5 concentrations used in generating the risk estimates compare with the range of
ambient PM2.5 concentrations considered in fitting the C-R functions used (see accompanying text for additional detail).
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Figure 2-12. Percent Reduction in Short-term Exposure-related Mortality and Morbidity Risk (alternative standards relative to the
current standards) (Note: inset shows PM2.5 related incidence and percent of total incidence for CV mortality under the current suite of
standards*)

*Based on Zanobetti and Schwartz (2009). The legend contains, for each urban area, the incidence estimate (and 95% CI) and the estimate of percent of total incidence (and 95%
CI) under the current standards. While incidence and percent of total incidence estimates are provided specifically for CV-related mortality, the percent reduction plots provided in
the figure apply to all short-term exposure-related mortality and morbidity categories assessed – see text.
**The current standards consist of an annual standard of 15 µg/m3 and a daily standard of 35 µg/m3. Combinations of an annual standard (n) and a 24-hour standard (m) are
denoted n/m in this figure.
*** Although short-term exposure-related risk estimates differ from long-term exposure-related risk estimates in that the former are estimated down to policy-relevant background,
general observations regarding the level of confidence in risk estimates related to the composite monitor PM2.5 levels involved in risk estimation (i.e., decreased confidence
associated with lower composite monitor values) generally apply in the case of short-term exposure-related mortality and morbidity estimates.
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relative to the estimation of risk reduction, which involves assessing risk for higher ambient
PM2.5 concentrations.
Because we have greater confidence in our estimates of the magnitude of risk reduction
associated with alternative standard levels, we emphasize this risk metric in discussing risk
estimates below. While we do present estimates of absolute risk remaining for each of the
alternative standard levels, this is done with the caveat that, particularly in the context of longterm exposure-related mortality, these estimates may be biased low.
In discussing the estimated risks, we focus on the set of urban study areas experiencing
risk reductions under each alternative annual standard modeled. Key policy-relevant
observations associated with these risk estimates include:
x

Magnitude of estimated reductions in long-term exposure-related mortality risk:
Upon simulation of just meeting the alternative annual standard levels considered (14,
13, and 12 µg/m3) in conjunction with the current 24-hour standard (35 µg/m3,
denoted as alternative suites of standards of 14/35, 13/35 and 12/35), the core analysis
estimated reductions in long-term exposure-related mortality for 12 of the 15 urban
study areas, with the degree of estimated risk reduction increasing incrementally
across the alternative standard levels (both in terms of the number of study areas
experiencing risk reduction and the magnitude of those reductions). For the
alternative annual standard level of 12 µg/m3 (in conjunction with the current 24-hour
standard), the core analysis estimates that these study areas have reductions in risk
(relative to risk remaining upon just meeting the current suite of standards) ranging
from about 11 to 35%.
For some of those areas in which the 24-hour standard is the generally controlling
standard, larger risk reductions would have been estimated in this case (i.e., 12/35) if
the locally-focused rollback approach had been used to simulate just meeting the
current suite of standards. This result would be expected since the magnitude of risk
remaining upon just meeting the current suite of standards would have been higher
than that estimated based on the proportional rollback approach used in the core
analysis. Therefore, while the absolute risks would not change, the percentage
difference would have been greater if we had started with higher risks related to
simulation of just meeting the current annual standard.

x

Long-term exposure-related mortality risk remaining: For an annual standard level
of 14 µg/m3, the percent of total incidence of long-term exposure-related IHD
mortality attributable to PM2.5 (i.e., risk remaining) in the 5 urban study areas
experiencing risk reductions ranged from an estimate of 9 to 15%. For an alternative
annual standard of 12 µg/m3, estimated risk remaining in the 12 urban study areas
experiencing risk reductions ranged from 6 to 11% in terms of PM2.5-attributable
long-term exposure-related mortality. This translates into estimates of between 90
and 300 cases per year attributable to long-term PM2.5 exposure for those study areas
experiencing the greatest reductions in risk under the lowest alternative annual
standard level simulated.
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x

Short-term exposure-related mortality and morbidity risk: For the alternative annual
standard level of 12 µg/m3 (in conjunction with the current 24-hour standard, 12/35),
the core analysis estimated that reductions in both short-term exposure-related
cardiovascular-related mortality and morbidity risk ranged from 5 to 23%.73 In terms
of risk remaining upon simulation of 12 µg/m3 (in conjunction with the current 24hour standard), the urban study areas with the greatest percent reduction have CVrelated mortality estimates ranging from 25 to 50 deaths per year.

x

Simulation of risks for an alternative annual standard level below 12 µg/m3:
Simulation of risks for an alternative annual standard of 10 µg/m3 suggested that
additional risk reductions could be expected with alternative annual standards below
12 µg/m3. However, we recognize that there is potentially greater uncertainty
associated with these risk estimates compared with estimates generated for the higher
alternative annual standards considered in the quantitative risk assessment, since
these estimates require simulation of relatively greater reductions in ambient PM2.5
concentrations. As lower ambient PM2.5 concentrations are simulated (i.e., ambient
concentrations further from recent conditions), potential variability in such factors as
the spatial pattern of ambient PM2.5 reductions (rollback) increases, thereby
introducing greater uncertainty into the simulation of composite monitor annual mean
PM2.5 concentrations and, consequently, risk estimates (US EPA, 2010a, Appendix J).

x

Substantial variability in magnitude of estimated risk reduction across urban study
areas: While there is a consistent pattern of estimated risk reduction across the
alternative annual standards with lower alternative standard levels resulting in more
urban study areas experiencing increasingly larger risk reductions, there is
considerable variability in the magnitude of these reductions across study areas for a
given alternative annual standard level. This variability reflects differing degrees of
reduction in annual mean concentrations across the study areas, which results, in part,
because the study areas began with varying annual mean PM2.5 concentrations after
simulating just meeting the current suite of standards. Therefore, even if study areas
have similar “ending” annual mean PM2.5 concentrations after simulation of just
meeting a specific alternative annual standard, because the starting point in the
calculation (the annual mean PM2.5 concentrations upon just meeting the current suite
of standards) can be variable, the overall reduction in annual mean PM2.5
concentrations across the standards can also be variable. This translates into variation
in reductions in long-term exposure-related risk upon just meeting alternative annual
standard levels across the study areas.

x

The nature of the spatial pattern in PM2.5 reductions (reflected in the rollback
approach used) can impact the magnitude of estimated risk reductions: The
sensitivity analysis involving application of the locally focused rollback approach
revealed that the pattern of reductions in ambient PM2.5 concentrations upon just
meeting the current suite of standards can impact the magnitude of additional risk
reductions estimated for just meeting alternative (lower) annual standard levels.

73

Because the same air quality metric (annual distributions of 24-hour PM2.5 concentrations) was used in generating
short-term exposure-related mortality and morbidity endpoints, patterns of risk reduction (as a percent of risk under
the current suite of standards) are similar for both sets of endpoints (see US EPA, 2010a, section 4.2.2).
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Specifically, for those study areas with higher peak-to-mean PM2.5 ratios, application
of the locally focused rollback approach resulted in higher annual mean PM2.5
concentrations remaining upon just meeting the current suite of standards. If a
proportional rollback approach was then used to simulate just meeting alternative
annual standard levels, a greater degree of reduction in composite monitor annual
mean PM2.5 concentrations will result, since the starting point for the calculation
(annual mean PM2.5 concentrations upon just meeting the current suite of standards)
would be higher. These findings highlight the important role played by variability in
the spatial pattern of ambient PM2.5 concentrations in influencing the magnitude of
risk reductions under alternative annual standard levels.
x

x

Based on consideration of the composite monitor annual mean PM2.5 concentrations
involved in estimating long-term exposure-related mortality, we have varying levels
of confidence in risk estimates generated for the alternative annual standard levels
considered: With the exception of one study area, those study areas estimated to have
risk reductions under the alternative annual standards of 14 and 13 µg/m3 had
simulated composite monitor annual mean PM2.5 concentrations ranging from just
below 10.6 to over 13.3 µg/m3 (see US EPA, 2010a, Table 3-4). In other words,
these composite monitor annual mean PM2.5 concentrations generally fell well within
the range of ambient PM2.5 concentrations considered in fitting the C-R functions
used (i.e., within one SD of the mean PM2.5 concentration from 1999-2000 ACS
dataset, Krewski et al., 2009). The urban study areas estimated to have risk
reductions under the lower alternative annual standard level of 12 µg/m3 had lower
composite monitor annual mean values ranging from 9.0 to over 11.4 µg/m3. These
values generally extend to below one SD of the mean of the ACS dataset and
therefore, we have somewhat lower confidence in these risk estimates, relative to
those generated for the higher alternative annual standards. By contrast, urban study
areas estimated to have risk reductions under the alternative standard level of 10
µg/m3 (paired with the current 24-hour standard) had simulated composite monitor
annual estimates ranging from 7.6 to 8.9 µg/m3 (see US EPA, 2010a, Appendix J).
These concentrations are towards the lower end of the range of ACS data used in
fitting the C-R functions (in some cases approaching the LML) and, therefore, we
have substantially less confidence in these risk estimates, compared with those for the
higher alternative annual standards assessed. The levels of confidence associated
with risk estimates generated for the suites of alternative standard levels considered in
the quantitative risk assessment are depicted in Figure 2-11. These confidence levels
are repeated in presenting risk estimates for short-term exposure-related mortality and
morbidity in Figure 2-12, since the general observation that confidence in risk
estimates decreases as we consider lower composite monitor annual mean values also
holds for the short-term exposure-related health endpoints.

What is the nature and magnitude of risk associated with simulating different
combinations of alternative annual and 24-hour PM2.5 standards?

In characterizing PM2.5-related risks associated with simulation of alternative annual
standards combined with alternative 24-hour standards (i.e., 13/30 and 12/25), we estimated both
the magnitude of risk remaining upon just meeting these alternative standards, as well as the
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magnitude of risk reductions (relative to risk remaining upon just meeting the current suite of
standards). While the alternative 24-hour standard levels considered did result in estimated risk
reductions, we have substantially lower confidence in these risk estimates because of the
relatively low annual-average PM2.5 concentrations associated with simulation of these
alternative standard levels.
Of the 11 urban study areas estimated to have risk reductions under the alternative 24hour standard of 30 µg/m3 (with the 24-hour standard controlling – see US EPA 2010a, Table 34), composite monitor annual mean PM2.5 concentrations ranged from 6.6 to 11.3 µg/m3 with
most of the urban study areas having concentrations in the 8 to 10 µg/m3 range. These
concentrations extend into the lower range of PM2.5 concentrations considered in the ACS study
to fit the C-R functions and therefore, we have substantially lower confidence in these estimates.
When we consider composite monitor concentrations for urban study areas assessed to
have risk reductions under the alternative 24-hour standard level of 25 µg/m3 (again, where the
24-hour standard is controlling), we observed composite monitor annual mean PM2.5
concentrations that are even lower, ranging from 5.6 to 11.2 µg/m3 with most study areas having
concentrations in the range of 7 to 9 µg/m3. Because this range extends well into the lower range
of PM2.5 concentrations considered in the ACS study to fit the C-R functions (in some cases
extending below the LML), we have substantially lower confidence in these risk estimates.
Furthermore, we find that those urban study areas with the greatest degree of estimated risk
reduction under these alternative 24-hour standard levels also had the lowest composite monitor
annual average PM2.5 levels, and therefore we have the lowest overall confidence in these results.
2.3.4.3

CASAC Advice

Based on its review of the second draft PA, CASAC concluded that the levels presented
in that draft document (i.e., alternative annual standard levels within a range of 13 to 11 µg/m3
and alternative 24-hour standard levels within a range of 35 to 30 µg/m3) “are supported by the
epidemiological and toxicological evidence, as well as by the risk and air quality information
compiled” in the ISA, RA, and second draft PA. CASAC further noted that “[a]lthough there is
increasing uncertainty at lower levels, there is no evidence of a threshold (i.e., a level below
which there is no risk for adverse health effects)” (Samet, 2010d, p. ii).
Although CASAC supported the alternative standard level ranges presented in the second
draft PA, they encouraged EPA to develop a clearer rationale for staff conclusions regarding
annual and 24-hour standards that are appropriate to consider, including consideration of the
combination of these standards supported by the available information. Specifically, CASAC
encouraged staff to focus on information related to the concentrations that were most influential
in generating the health effect estimates in individual studies to inform alternative annual
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standard levels (Samet, 2010d, p. 2). CASAC also commented that the approach presented in the
second draft PA to identify alternative 24-hour standard levels which focused on peak-to-mean
ratios was not relevant for informing the actual level (Samet 2010d, p. 4). Further, they
expressed the concern that the combinations of annual/24-hour standard levels discussed in the
second draft PA (i.e., in the range of 13 to 11 µg/m3 for the annual standard, in conjunction with
retaining the current 24-hour PM2.5 standard level of 35 µg/m3; alternatively, revising the level of
the 24-hour standard to 30 µg/m3 in conjunction with an annual standard level of 11 µg/m3)
“may not be adequately inclusive” and encouraged EPA to more clearly explain its rationale for
identifying the 24-hour/annual combinations that are appropriate for consideration (Samet
2010d, p. ii).
In considering CASAC’s advice, we note that staff conclusions in this final PA regarding
alternative standard levels that are appropriate to consider differ somewhat from the alternative
standard levels discussed in the second draft PA (US EPA, 2010f, section 2.3.4), upon which
CASAC based its advice. In commenting on draft staff conclusions in the second draft PA,
CASAC did not have an opportunity to review the analyses of distributional statistics conducted
by staff to identify the broader range of PM2.5 concentrations that were most influential in
generating health effect estimates in epidemiological studies (Rajan et al., 2011), as presented in
section 2.3.4.1 above. In addition, CASAC was not aware of the revised long-term mean
concentration in the WHI study as discussed in section 2.2.1, specifically, footnote 24.
2.3.4.4

Staff Conclusions on Alternative Standard Levels

In considering the epidemiological evidence, estimates of risk reductions associated with
just meeting alternative annual and/or 24-hour standards, air quality analyses, and related
limitations and uncertainties, staff concludes that there is clear support for considering revisions
to the suite of current PM2.5 standards to provide additional protection against health effects
associated with long- and short-term exposures. We recognize that health effects may occur over
the full range of concentrations observed in the long- and short-term epidemiological studies and
that no discernible threshold for any effects can be identified based on the currently available
evidence. In reaching staff conclusions regarding appropriate alternative standard levels to
consider, we have examined where the evidence of associations is strongest and, conversely,
where we have appreciably less confidence in the associations and in quantitative estimates of
risk.
Based upon the currently available evidence, we conclude alternative annual standard
levels in the range of 13 to 11 µg/m3 are appropriate to consider. We further conclude that the
evidence most strongly supports consideration of an alternative annual standard level in the
range of 12 to 11 µg/m3. An alternative level within the range of 12 to 11 µg/m3 would more
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fully take into consideration the available information from all long- and short-term PM2.5
exposure studies, including studies of susceptible populations, than would a higher level. This
range would also reflect placing weight on information from studies that helps to characterize the
range of PM2.5 concentrations over which we continue to have confidence in the associations
observed in epidemiological studies, as well as the extent to which our confidence in the
associations is appreciably less at lower concentrations.
In considering how the annual and 24-hour standards work together to provide
appropriate public health protection, we conclude it is appropriate to consider retaining the
current 24-hour standard level at 35 µg/m3 in conjunction with an annual standard in the range of
12 to 11 µg/m3, as well as to consider an alternative 24-hour standard level of 30 µg/m3,
particularly in conjunction with an annual standard level of 13 µg/m3.
These conclusions reflect the much stronger body of scientific evidence available in this
review supporting a causal relationship between long- and short-term PM2.5 exposures and
mortality and cardiovascular effects and a likely causal relationship between long- and shortterm PM2.5 exposures and respiratory effects, as well as evidence that is suggestive of a causal
relationship with other health outcomes such as low reproductive and development effects (e.g.,
birth weight and infant mortality) and cancer, mutagenicity, and genotoxicity effects. In
addition, we reflect upon the broad range of long- and short-term exposure studies that reported
PM2.5-related effects in areas that would likely have met the current suite of PM2.5 standards, and
specifically consider available information on the range of concentrations that were most
influential in generating the health effect estimates in epidemiological studies.
Beyond evidence-based considerations, we have also considered the extent to which the
quantitative risk assessment supports consideration of these alternative standard levels or
provides support for lower levels. We first conclude that risks estimated to remain upon
simulation of just meeting the current suite of standards are important from a public health
perspective, considering both the severity and estimated magnitude of effects. In considering
simulations of just meeting alternative annual standard levels within the range of 13 to 11 µg/m3
in conjunction with the current 24-hour standard level of 35 µg/m3, we conclude that important
public health improvements are associated with risk reductions estimated for standard levels of
13 and 12 µg/m3, noting that the level of 11 µg/m3 was not included in the quantitative risk
assessment. Our overall confidence in the quantitative risk estimates is strongest for the
alternative annual standard level of 13 µg/m3. We have somewhat lower confidence in risk
estimates for the alternative annual standard level of 12 µg/m3. We also estimated risks likely to
remain upon just meeting an annual standard level of 10 µg/m3, although we have substantially
lower confidence in those estimates. With regard to level of the 24-hour standard, our overall
confidence in the quantitative risk estimates is strongest for the current standard level of 35
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µg/m3. We have somewhat lower confidence in our risk estimates for an alternative 24-hour
standard level of 30 µg/m3, and substantially lower confidence in our estimates of risks for an
alternative 24-hour standard level of 25 µg/m3.
Based on the above considerations, we conclude that the quantitative risk assessment
provides support for considering an alternative annual standard within a range of 13 to 11 µg/m3,
in conjunction with a 24-hour standard of 35 or 30 µg/m3, but does not provide strong support
for considering lower alternative levels.
In evaluating this range of alternative annual standard levels, staff has taken into
consideration the importance of balancing the strength of the currently available evidence and
risk-based information with the remaining uncertainties and limitations associated with this
information. The upper end of the range of alternative annual standard levels (13 µg/m3) reflects
placing appreciably more weight on the uncertainties and limitations in the information which
would serve to reduce the potential to overestimate public health risks and protection likely to be
associated with just meeting a standard set at this level. This policy option would reflect placing
greater weight on the remaining uncertainties in the evidence, including uncertainties associated
with understanding the heterogeneity observed in the epidemiological studies such as those
associated with the role of specific components, sources, and subfractions (e.g., UFPs) within the
current PM2.5 mass-based indicator; the role of fine particles and co-pollutants within the broader
ambient mixture; and exposure-related factors that influence the magnitude and duration of fine
particle exposures. The lower end of this range (11 µg/m3) reflects placing much less weight on
uncertainties and limitations in the information which would serve to reduce the potential to
underestimate public health risks and protection likely to be associated with just meeting a
standard set at this level. This policy option would reflect placing considerably more weight on
limited evidence of serious effects in susceptible populations such as potential developmental
effects, while recognizing that significant limitations remain in assessing the relationship
between PM2.5 exposures and these effects, specifically, understanding the nature of the
association and exposure windows of concern. We recognize that air quality changes designed
to meet alternative annual standards are an effective and efficient way to reduce not only longterm exposure-related mortality, but also short-term exposure-related risk. Thus, we judge it is
appropriate to consider a policy goal of focusing on establishing a generally controlling annual
standard intended to serve as the primary means for providing protection for effects associated
with both long- and short-term PM2.5 exposures in conjunction with a 24-hour standard that
provides supplemental protection.
The alternative suites of PM2.5 standards supported by the currently available evidence
and quantitative risk assessment discussed above might reasonably be judged to provide
appropriate public health protection. However, some combinations of standards are more likely
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to provide more consistent protection, whereas other combinations are more likely to provide
less uniform protection. Combining a need to provide requisite protection with a policy goal of
providing such protection as uniformly as possible in areas across the U.S., we conclude it is
most appropriate to consider revising the annual standard level within a range of 12 to 11 µg/m3
in conjunction with retaining the 24-hour standard level at 35 µg/m3. Such combinations of 24hour and annual standards levels (i.e., 12/35 and 11/35) would be expected to result in the annual
standard being the generally controlling standard, except in areas with particular high peak-tomean ratios.
Alternatively, we also reach the conclusion that there is limited support for considering
revising the annual standard level to 13 µg/m3 in conjunction with revising the 24-hour standard
level to somewhat below 35 µg/m3, such as, down to 30 µg/m3 (i.e., 13/30). In considering the
implication of this alternative suite of standards, we conclude this combination would result in a
large number of areas in many geographic areas where the 24-hour standard would likely
become the controlling standard. Staff judges that this approach would likely provide less
uniform protection in areas across the U.S.
To provide some perspective on the implications of applying various combinations of
alternative annual and 24-hour standards, staff assessed (based on 2007 to 2009 air quality data)
the percentage of counties, and the population in those counties, that would not likely attain
various alternative suites of PM2.5 standards (Schmidt, 2011a, Analysis C). This assessment,
shown in Appendix C, Table C-1, was not considered as a basis for the above staff conclusions.
2.4

SUMMARY OF STAFF CONCLUSIONS ON PRIMARY FINE PARTICLE
STANDARDS

In reaching conclusions on the adequacy of the current suite of PM2.5 standards and
potential alternative suites of standards to provide the appropriate protection for health effects
associated with long- and short-term fine particle exposures, staff has considered these standards
in terms of the basic elements of the NAAQS: indicator, averaging time, form, and level
(sections 2.3.1 to 2.3.4). In considering the scientific and technical information, we reflect upon
the information available in the last review integrated with information that is newly available as
assessed and presented in the ISA and RA (US EPA, 2009a; US EPA, 2010a) and as summarized
in sections 2.2 and 2.3. We also consider the issues raised by the court in its remand of the
primary annual PM2.5 standard as discussed in section 2.1.2.
As outlined in section 2.1.3, our approach to reaching conclusions about the adequacy of
the current suite of PM2.5 standards and potential alternative standards that are appropriate for
consideration is broader and more integrative than approaches used in past reviews. Our
approach integrates a much expanded body of health effects evidence, more extensive air quality
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data and analyses, and a more comprehensive quantitative risk assessment, and considers the
combined protection against PM2.5-related mortality and morbidity effects associated with both
long- and short-term exposures afforded by the suite of annual and 24-hour standards.
We recognize that selecting from among alternative suites of standards will necessarily
reflect consideration of the qualitative and quantitative uncertainties inherent in the relevant
evidence and in the assumptions that underlie the quantitative risk assessment. In reaching staff
conclusions on alternative suites of standards that are appropriate to consider, we are mindful
that the CAA requires primary standards to be set that are requisite to protect public health with
an adequate margin of safety, such that the standards are to be neither more nor less stringent
than necessary. Thus, the CAA does not require that the NAAQS be set at zero-risk levels, but
rather at levels that reduce risk sufficiently so as to protect public health with an adequate margin
of safety (section 1.2.1).
Based on the currently available scientific evidence and other information, staff reaches
the following conclusions regarding the primary fine particle standards:
(1) Consideration should be given to revising the current suite of primary PM2.5 standards to
provide increased public health protection from the effects of both long- and short-term
exposures to fine particles in the ambient air. This conclusion is based, in general, on the
evaluation in the ISA of the currently available epidemiological, toxicological, dosimetric,
and exposure-related evidence, and on air quality information and analyses related to the
epidemiological evidence, together with judgments as to the public health significance of the
estimated incidence of effects remaining upon just meeting the current suite of standards.
(2) It is appropriate to retain PM2.5 as the indicator for fine particles. Staff concludes that the
available evidence does not provide a sufficient basis for replacing or supplementing the
PM2.5 indicator with any other indicator(s) defined in terms alternative size fractions (i.e.,
UFPs) or for any specific fine particle component or group of components associated with
any source categories of fine particles, nor does it provide a basis for excluding any
component or group of components associated with any source categories from the mix of
particles included in the PM2.5 indicator.
(3) With regard to averaging times for the PM2.5 standards, it is appropriate to retain annual and
24-hour averaging times to provide protection against health effects associated with longterm (seasons to years) and short-term (hours to days) exposure periods. The available
evidence does not provide a sufficient basis for consideration of other averaging times,
including an averaging time less than 24 hours to address health effects associated with subdaily exposures or an averaging time to address effects associated with seasonal exposures,
given the relatively small amount of relevant information available.
(4) It is appropriate to consider revising the form of the annual standard to one based on the
highest appropriate monitor in an area rather than a form that allows averaging across
monitors (i.e., spatial averaging) to provide increased protection for susceptible populations.
Further, it is appropriate to retain the 98th percentile form of the current 24-hour standard.
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(5) Consideration should be given to revising the suite of PM2.5 standards to provide increased
protection against effects associated with both long- and short-term exposures, taking into
account both evidence-based and risk-based considerations, with a particular focus on
revising the annual standard level to provide protection for effects associated with both
exposure periods. An emphasis on the annual standard would be consistent with the policy
approach of setting a “generally controlling” annual standard to provide protection for both
long- and short-term PM2.5 exposures in conjunction with a 24-hour standard that provides
supplemental protection against days with high peak concentrations. This would limit peak
concentrations in areas with high peak-to-mean ratios, possibly associated with strong local
or seasonal sources. This would also provide supplemental protection for potential PM2.5related effects that may be associated with shorter-than-daily exposure periods. Staff
concludes that this policy goal is the most effective and efficient way to reduce total
population risk associated with both long- and short-term exposures, and would provide
relatively more uniform protection in areas across the country.
(a) Taken together, staff concludes that the currently available evidence and
information from a quantitative risk assessment and air quality analyses provide
support for considering revision of the level of the annual standard to within a
range of 13 to 11 µg/m3. Staff further concludes that the evidence most strongly
supports consideration of an alternative annual standard level in the range of 12 to
11 µg/m3.
(b) In conjunction with consideration of an annual standard level in the range of 12 to
11 µg/m3, staff concludes it is appropriate to consider retaining the current 24hour standard level at 35 µg/m3.
(c) In conjunction with consideration of an annual standard level of 13 µg/m3, staff
concludes that there is limited support to consider revising the 24-hour standard
level to somewhat below 35 µg/m3, such as down to 30 µg/m3.
2.5

KEY UNCERTAINTIES AND AREAS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH AND DATA
COLLECTION

The uncertainties and limitations that remain in the review of the primary fine particle
standards are primarily related to understanding the range of ambient concentrations over which
we continue to have confidence in the health effects observed in the epidemiological studies, as
well as the extent to which the heterogeneity observed in the epidemiological evidence is related
to differences in the ambient fine particle mixture and/or exposure-related factors. In addition,
uncertainties remain in more fully understanding the role of PM2.5 in relationship to the roles of
gaseous co-pollutants within complex ambient mixtures.
In this section, we highlight areas for future health-related research, model development,
and data collection activities to address these uncertainties and limitations in the current body of
scientific evidence. These efforts, if undertaken, could provide important evidence for informing
future PM NAAQS reviews and, in particular, consideration of possible alternative indicators,
averaging times, and/or levels. In some cases, research in these areas can go beyond aiding
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standard setting to informing the development of more efficient and effective control strategies.
We note, however, that a full set of research recommendations to meet standards implementation
and strategy development needs is beyond the scope of this discussion.
As has been presented and discussed in the PM ISA, particularly in Chapters 4 through 8,
the scientific body of evidence informing our understanding of health effects associated with
long- and short-term exposures to fine particles has been broadened and strengthened since the
last review. In reviewing the adequacy of the current suite of primary PM2.5 standards and in
evaluating alternative health-based fine particle standards appropriate for consideration, we
identify the following key uncertainties and areas for future research and data collection efforts
that have been highlighted in this review. We recognize that some research could be available to
inform the next PM NAAQS review, while other research may require longer-term efforts.
Interpretation of Epidemiological Evidence
Additional research focused on identifying the most important factors contributing to the
observed heterogeneity in the epidemiological evidence could provide insights for interpreting
these studies. We encourage research and data collection efforts directed at improving our
understanding of the nature of the exposures contributing to the observed health effects, for
example, the role of specific components, sources, and different size fractions (e.g., UFPs)
within the current PM2.5 mass-based indicator and the role of fine particles and co-pollutants
within the broader ambient mixture, as well as improving our understanding of exposure-related
factors that influence the magnitude and duration of fine particle exposures. Much of this
research may depend on the availability of increased monitoring data, as discussed below.
x

Components/Sources. The currently available scientific evidence continues to be largely
indexed by aggregate PM2.5 mass-based concentrations which vary in composition both
regionally and seasonally. Source characterization, exposure, epidemiological, and
toxicological research could focus on improving our understanding of the relative toxicity of
different fine particle components, properties, and sources that may be more closely linked
with various health effects. Critical to this better understanding of the impacts of PM2.5
components and their associated sources are data that refines the temporal and spatial
variability of the fine particle mixture. This research would reduce the uncertainties in
estimating risks. It could also inform consideration of alternative indicators in future PM
NAAQS reviews as well as aid in the development of efficient and effective source control
strategies for reducing health risks.

x

Ultrafine Particles (UFPs). Additional monitoring methods development work, health
research, and ambient monitoring data collection efforts are needed to expand the currently
available scientific data base for UFPs. UFP measurements should include surface area as
well as number, mass and composition. It would be most useful for an UFPs monitoring
network to be designed to inform our understanding of the spatial and temporal variability of
these particles, including in near-roadway environments. This information would improve
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our ability to explore consideration of a separate indicator for UFPs in future PM NAAQS
reviews.
x

Co-pollutant Exposures. Research focused on furthering our understanding of the extent to
which an association between fine particles and specific health effects can be modified by
one or more co-pollutants would inform our ability to discern the role of PM in the complex
ambient mixture. For example, does the magnitude of a PM2.5-related effect estimate differ
on days when O3 concentrations are higher compared to days when O3 concentrations are
lower?

x

Factors Influencing Exposures. Additional research and analyses would be useful to provide
insights on population exposures, specifically in improving our understanding of intra-city
and inter-city differences related to various PM2.5 components, source contributions and
personal and building-related factors that may enhance our interpretation of the
epidemiological evidence. This could include time-activity data to support probabilistic
scenario-based exposure models, such as additional activity diary data to incorporate into the
Consolidated Human Activity Database (CHAD); air conditioning use; residence near
roadways; and penetration rates to better characterize ambient PM2.5 impacts on indoor
microenvironments. This research could focus on different size fractions in PM2.5 (i.e.,
UFPs) as well as components. Coordination between exposure and health studies could
advance our understanding of exposure-related factors. For example, epidemiological panel
studies might use various exposure measurements to explore differences in personal
exposures related to (1) indoor generated fine particles, (2) fine particle exposures measured
by community monitors, and (3) fine particle exposures not captured by community monitors
(i.e., personal exposures during commuting).

Health Outcomes, Exposure Durations of Concern, and Susceptible Populations
New information available in this review reinforces and expands the evidence of
associations between long- and short-term PM2.5 exposures and mortality and a number of
cardiovascular and respiratory effects. Less evidence is available to understand other health
effects (e.g., developmental/reproductive effects; central nervous system effects). Additional
research could expand our understanding of the associations between PM2.5 and a broader range
of health outcomes; reduce uncertainties associated with our current understanding of
concentration-response relationships; improve our understanding of exposure durations of
concern; and improve our understanding of the potential public health impacts of fine particle
exposures in susceptible populations. Toxicological studies could provide additional evidence of
coherence and biological plausibility for the effects observed in epidemiological studies as well
as additional insights on possible mechanisms of action.
x

Health Effects. Research on a broader range of cardiovascular and respiratory endpoints
could improve our understanding of the mechanisms by which these effects occur. In
addition, future research could expand the scientific data base for health effects that are
currently less understood including effects categorized within the ISA as having evidence
suggestive of a causal relationship or for which currently available evidence is inadequate to
support a quantitative risk analysis. To the extent that research supports a link between fine
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particles and adverse effects on the nervous system, reproduction, development, or other
endpoints, such effects could play an increased role for informing future PM NAAQS
reviews including expanding the health endpoints that could potentially be evaluated in
future quantitative risk assessments.
x

Concentration-Response Relationships. Research focused on improving our understanding
of the shape of the C-R relationships, especially at lower ambient fine particle
concentrations, as well as the confidence intervals around these C-R relationships, could
reduce uncertainties associated with estimating and characterizing risks throughout the full
range of air quality distributions. As more information becomes available on fine particle
components and sources, it will be important to understand the C-R relationships for key
constituents of the fine particle mixture, as well.

x

Exposure Durations of Concern. Research should be directed at broadening the scientific
data base to improve our understanding of health effects associated with short-term, peak
exposures, such as those related to traffic-related sources, wildfires, agricultural burning, or
other episodic events, as well as to improve our understanding of health effects associated
with seasonal-length exposures, such as those related to wintertime wood-burning emissions.
Additional quantitative measures of exposure might take into account factors including the
magnitude and duration of sub-daily and seasonal length PM2.5 exposures and the frequency
of health impacts associated with repeated peak exposures. More research is needed to better
understand effects that occur at longer lag times than have historically been studied (e.g., 0 to
2 day lags).

x

Susceptible Populations. Improving our understanding of the populations that are more
likely to experience adverse health effects related to fine particle exposures and the
concentrations at which these effects may occur is important for informing future PM
NAAQS reviews and for developing programs to reduce related public health risks. This
evidence may also provide insights into the biologic modes of action for toxicity.
o Pre-existing Health Conditions. While currently identified susceptible populations
include persons with pre-existing cardiovascular and respiratory disease, evidence
continues to emerge related to additional health conditions that may increase
susceptibility to fine particle exposures (e.g., diabetes, obesity, neurological
disorders). Research to replicate or extend these findings would enhance our
understanding of these and other potentially susceptible populations.
o Children. Epidemiological and toxicological studies provide evidence that children
are more susceptible to PM exposures, primarily for respiratory-related effects.
Evidence of developmental effects associated with PM exposures continues to
emerge. Additional research exploring issues to better understand key windows of
development impacted by PM exposures could enhance our understanding of this
important susceptible lifestage.
o Genetic Susceptibility. Research to expand our understanding of genetic
susceptibility could inform our understanding of potentially susceptible populations
and provide additional information for identifying the specific pathways and
mechanisms of action by which PM initiates health effects.
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o Socioeconomic status (SES). Additional research is needed to identity what factors
(e.g., general health status, diet, medication, stress, unmeasured pollution) cause SES
differences in response to pollution measured in communities.
Data Collection Needs and Methods Development Activities
Additional research and data collection efforts focused on expanding current monitoring
methods and networks as well as continued development of exposure models to expand data
available for health studies could improve our understanding of potential alternative indicators,
averaging times, and levels to consider in future PM NAAQS reviews. In particular, staff
encourages work to enhance our understanding of the temporal and spatial variability of PM2.5,
PM2.5 components, and different size fractions (e.g., UFPs).
x

Monitoring Measurements. In order to improve our understanding of the association
between fine particles and health effects, more frequent measurement data could be collected.
This would provide information that could inform our understanding of alternative lags.
o PM2.5 Components. With respect to improving our understanding of the impacts of
PM2.5 components, enhancements to the CSN, including more frequent measurement
schedules and the development and deployment of continuous monitoring methods
for specific fine particle components (e.g., EC/OC, sulfates), could enhance our
understanding of the temporal and spatial variability of specific components.
Furthermore, identifying chemical species within the mix of organic aerosols would
improve our understanding of the artifacts associated with semi-volatile PM
components and aid in designing toxicological experiments.
o Ultrafine Particles. In order to improve our understanding of the public health
impacts of UFPs, consideration should be given to establishing an FRM for UFPs and
establishing a national UFP monitoring network.
o Source Apportionment. Composition data with better time resolution (e.g., 1 to 6
hour) and better size resolution (e.g., UFPs, accumulation mode particles, coarse
particles in PM2.5 and PM10-2.5) could provide more precise and accurate information
on sources of fine particles to inform health research as well as development of more
efficient and effective control strategies.
o Spatial Variability. Some portion of the required PM2.5 monitoring network could be
dedicated to improving our ability to characterize spatial variability across urban
areas including both at localized and area-wide scales.

x

Model Development. Continuing work to improve models for estimating PM2.5 mass and
composition in areas with only every third or sixth day measurements, and by space where
measurements are not available could enhance our understanding of the temporal and spatial
variability of fine particles. Refinement of these models to finer spatial scales may improve
exposure estimates in epidemiological studies as well as in quantitative risk and exposure
assessments.

x

Air Quality Distributions Reported in Epidemiological Studies. Most epidemiological
studies provide some information on the distribution of ambient measurement data evaluated,
however, published information is often generally limited in scope and the descriptive
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statistics reported vary from one study to another. Understanding the air quality distributions
at which effects have been observed is important for informing consideration of the adequacy
of the current NAAQS as well as potential alternative indicators, averaging times, and levels
to consider. Working with intramural and extramural research groups, we plan to encourage
a more comprehensive and more consistent reporting of population-level and air quality data.
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3

REVIEW OF THE PRIMARY STANDARD FOR THORACIC COARSE
PARTICLES

7KLVFKDSWHUSUHVHQWVVWDIIFRQFOXVLRQVZLWKUHJDUGWRWKHDGHTXDF\RIWKHFXUUHQWSULPDU\
30VWDQGDUGZKLFKLVLQWHQGHGWRSURWHFWSXEOLFKHDOWKDJDLQVWH[SRVXUHVWRWKRUDFLFFRDUVH
SDUWLFOHV 30 DQGSRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYHSULPDU\VWDQGDUGVIRUFRQVLGHUDWLRQLQWKLVUHYLHZ
2XUDVVHVVPHQWRIWKHVHLVVXHVLVIUDPHGE\DVHULHVRINH\SROLF\UHOHYDQWTXHVWLRQVZKLFK
H[SDQGXSRQWKRVHSUHVHQWHGLQWKH,53 86(3$D 7KHDQVZHUVWRWKHVHTXHVWLRQVZLOO
LQIRUPGHFLVLRQVRQZKHWKHUDQGLIVRKRZWRUHYLVHWKHFXUUHQW30VWDQGDUG
2XUDSSURDFKIRUUHYLHZLQJWKHSULPDU\30VWDQGDUGLVSUHVHQWHGLQVHFWLRQ2XU
FRQVLGHUDWLRQVDQGFRQFOXVLRQVUHJDUGLQJWKHDGHTXDF\RIWKHFXUUHQW30VWDQGDUGDUH
SUHVHQWHGLQVHFWLRQ6HFWLRQSUHVHQWVRXUFRQVLGHUDWLRQVDQGFRQFOXVLRQVZLWKUHVSHFWWR
SRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYHVWDQGDUGVIRFXVLQJRQHDFKRIWKHEDVLFHOHPHQWVRIWKHVWDQGDUGVSROOXWDQW
LQGLFDWRU VHFWLRQ DYHUDJLQJWLPH VHFWLRQ IRUP VHFWLRQ DQGOHYHO VHFWLRQ
 6HFWLRQVXPPDUL]HVVWDIIFRQFOXVLRQVRQWKHFXUUHQWDQGSRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYH
VWDQGDUGV6HFWLRQGLVFXVVHVNH\XQFHUWDLQWLHVDQGVXJJHVWHGIXWXUHUHVHDUFKDUHDVDQGGDWD
FROOHFWLRQHIIRUWV
3.1

APPROACH

6WDII¶VDSSURDFKIRUUHYLHZLQJWKHFXUUHQWSULPDU\30VWDQGDUGEXLOGVXSRQWKH
DSSURDFKHVXVHGLQSUHYLRXV301$$46UHYLHZV7KHSDVWDQGFXUUHQWDSSURDFKHVGHVFULEHG
EHORZDUHDOOEDVHGPRVWIXQGDPHQWDOO\RQXVLQJLQIRUPDWLRQIURPHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVWR
LQIRUPWKHVHOHFWLRQRI30VWDQGDUGVWKDWLQWKH$GPLQLVWUDWRU¶VMXGJPHQWSURWHFWSXEOLFKHDOWK
ZLWKDQDGHTXDWHPDUJLQRIVDIHW\(YLGHQFHEDVHGDSSURDFKHVWRXVLQJLQIRUPDWLRQIURP
HSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVWRLQIRUPGHFLVLRQVRQ30VWDQGDUGVDUHFRPSOLFDWHGE\WKHUHFRJQLWLRQ
WKDWQRSRSXODWLRQWKUHVKROGEHORZZKLFKLWFDQEHFRQFOXGHGZLWKFRQILGHQFHWKDW30UHODWHG
HIIHFWVGRQRWRFFXUFDQEHGLVFHUQHGIURPWKHDYDLODEOHHYLGHQFH 86(3$DVHFWLRQ
 $VDUHVXOWDQ\DSSURDFKWRUHDFKLQJGHFLVLRQVRQZKDWVWDQGDUGVDUHDSSURSULDWH
UHTXLUHVMXGJPHQWVDERXWKRZWRWUDQVODWHWKHLQIRUPDWLRQDYDLODEOHIURPWKHHSLGHPLRORJLFDO
VWXGLHVLQWRDEDVLVIRUDSSURSULDWHVWDQGDUGVZKLFKLQFOXGHVFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIKRZWRZHLJKWKH
XQFHUWDLQWLHVLQUHSRUWHGDVVRFLDWLRQVDFURVVWKHGLVWULEXWLRQVRI30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVLQWKHVWXGLHV
2XUDSSURDFKWRLQIRUPLQJWKHVHGHFLVLRQVGLVFXVVHGPRUHIXOO\EHORZUHFRJQL]HVWKDWWKH
DYDLODEOHKHDOWKHIIHFWVHYLGHQFHUHIOHFWVDFRQWLQXXPFRQVLVWLQJRIDPELHQWOHYHOVDWZKLFK
VFLHQWLVWVJHQHUDOO\DJUHHWKDWKHDOWKHIIHFWVDUHOLNHO\WRRFFXUWKURXJKORZHUOHYHOVDWZKLFKWKH
OLNHOLKRRGDQGPDJQLWXGHRIWKHUHVSRQVHEHFRPHLQFUHDVLQJO\XQFHUWDLQ6XFKDQDSSURDFKLV





FRQVLVWHQWZLWKVHWWLQJVWDQGDUGVWKDWDUHQHLWKHUPRUHQRUOHVVVWULQJHQWWKDQQHFHVVDU\
UHFRJQL]LQJWKDWD]HURULVNVWDQGDUGLVQRWUHTXLUHGE\WKH&$$
3.1.1

Approaches Used in Previous Reviews
3.1.1.1 Reviews Completed in 1987 and 1997

7KH301$$46KDYHDOZD\VLQFOXGHGVRPHW\SHRIDSULPDU\VWDQGDUGWRSURWHFW
DJDLQVWHIIHFWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKH[SRVXUHVWRWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV,QZKHQ(3$ILUVW
UHYLVHGWKH301$$46(3$FKDQJHGWKHLQGLFDWRUIRU30IURP7RWDO6XVSHQGHG3DUWLFOHV
HVVHQWLDOO\DSSOLFDEOHWRSDUWLFOHVVPDOOHUWKDQPLFURPHWHUV WRIRFXVRQLQKDODEOH
SDUWLFOHVWKRVHZKLFKFDQSHQHWUDWHLQWRWKHWUDFKHDEURQFKLDQGGHHSOXQJV )5 
7KH(3$FKDQJHGWKH30LQGLFDWRUWR30EDVHGRQHYLGHQFHWKDWWKHULVNRIDGYHUVHKHDOWK
HIIHFWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKSDUWLFOHVZLWKDQRPLQDOPHDQDHURG\QDPLFGLDPHWHUOHVVWKDQRUHTXDOWR
PZDVVLJQLILFDQWO\JUHDWHUWKDQULVNVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKODUJHUSDUWLFOHV )5DW 
,QWKHUHYLHZLQFRQMXQFWLRQZLWKHVWDEOLVKLQJQHZILQHSDUWLFOH LH30 
VWDQGDUGV GLVFXVVHGDERYHLQVHFWLRQV (3$FRQFOXGHGWKDWFRQWLQXHGSURWHFWLRQ
ZDVZDUUDQWHGDJDLQVWSRWHQWLDOHIIHFWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVLQWKHVL]HUDQJH
RIWRP7KLVFRQFOXVLRQZDVEDVHGRQSDUWLFOHGRVLPHWU\WR[LFRORJLFDOLQIRUPDWLRQ
DQGRQOLPLWHGHSLGHPLRORJLFDOHYLGHQFHIURPVWXGLHVWKDWPHDVXUHG30LQDUHDVZKHUHFRDUVH
SDUWLFOHVZHUHOLNHO\WRGRPLQDWHWKHGLVWULEXWLRQ )5-XO\ 7KXV(3$
FRQFOXGHGWKDWWKHH[LVWLQJ30VWDQGDUGVZRXOGSURYLGHUHTXLVLWHSURWHFWLRQDJDLQVWHIIHFWV
DVVRFLDWHGZLWKSDUWLFOHVLQWKHVL]HUDQJHRIWRP$OWKRXJK(3$FRQVLGHUHGDPRUH
QDUURZO\GHILQHGLQGLFDWRUIRUWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVLQWKDWUHYLHZ LH30 (3$
FRQFOXGHGWKDWLWZDVPRUHDSSURSULDWHEDVHGRQH[LVWLQJHYLGHQFHWRFRQWLQXHWRXVH30DV
WKHLQGLFDWRU7KLVGHFLVLRQZDVEDVHGLQSDUWRQWKHUHFRJQLWLRQWKDWWKHRQO\VWXGLHVRIFOHDU
TXDQWLWDWLYHUHOHYDQFHWRKHDOWKHIIHFWVPRVWOLNHO\DVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVXVHG
30LQDUHDVZKHUHWKHFRDUVHIUDFWLRQZDVWKHGRPLQDQWIUDFWLRQRI30QDPHO\WZRVWXGLHV
FRQGXFWHGLQDUHDVWKDWVXEVWDQWLDOO\H[FHHGHGWKHKRXU30VWDQGDUG )5 ,Q
DGGLWLRQWKHUHZHUHRQO\YHU\OLPLWHGDPELHQWDLUTXDOLW\GDWDWKHQDYDLODEOHVSHFLILFDOO\IRU
30LQFRQWUDVWWRWKHH[WHQVLYHPRQLWRULQJQHWZRUNDOUHDG\LQSODFHIRU307KHUHIRUHLW
ZDVMXGJHGPRUHDGPLQLVWUDWLYHO\IHDVLEOHWRXVH30DVDQLQGLFDWRU7KH(3$DOVRVWDWHGWKDW
WKH30VWDQGDUGVZRXOGZRUNLQFRQMXQFWLRQZLWKWKH30VWDQGDUGVE\UHJXODWLQJWKHSRUWLRQ
RISDUWLFXODWHSROOXWLRQQRWUHJXODWHGE\WKH30VWDQGDUGV
$VH[SODLQHGLQFKDSWHULQ0D\DWKUHHMXGJHSDQHORIWKH86&RXUWRI$SSHDOV
IRUWKH'LVWULFWRI&ROXPELD&LUFXLWIRXQGDPSOHVXSSRUWIRU(3$ VGHFLVLRQWRUHJXODWHFRDUVH
SDUWLFOHSROOXWLRQEXWYDFDWHGWKH30VWDQGDUGVFRQFOXGLQJWKDW(3$KDGIDLOHGWR
DGHTXDWHO\H[SODLQLWVFKRLFHRI30DVWKHLQGLFDWRUIRUWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVSRLQWLQJWRWKH





ODFNRIUHDVRQHGH[SODQDWLRQIRUWKHYDULDEOHOHYHORIDOORZDEOHFRQFHQWUDWLRQVRIWKRUDFLFFRDUVH
SDUWLFOHV YDU\LQJE\OHYHOVRI30 DQGWKHFRQVHTXHQWGRXEOHUHJXODWLRQRI30American
Trucking Associations v. EPA )G '&&LU 7KHFRXUWDOVR
UHMHFWHGFRQVLGHUDWLRQVRIDGPLQLVWUDWLYHIHDVLELOLW\DVMXVWLILFDWLRQIRUXVHRI30DVWKH
LQGLFDWRUIRUWKRUDFLFFRDUVH30VLQFH1$$46 DQGWKHLUHOHPHQWV DUHWREHEDVHGH[FOXVLYHO\
RQKHDOWKDQGZHOIDUHFRQVLGHUDWLRQV,GDW3XUVXDQWWRWKHFRXUW¶VGHFLVLRQ(3$
UHPRYHGWKHYDFDWHG30VWDQGDUGVIURPWKH&RGHRI)HGHUDO5HJXODWLRQV &)5  )5
-XO\ DQGGHOHWHGWKHUHJXODWRU\SURYLVLRQ DW&)5VHFWLRQ G WKDW
FRQWUROOHGWKHWUDQVLWLRQIURPWKHSUHH[LVWLQJ30VWDQGDUGVWRWKH30VWDQGDUGV
)5'HFHPEHU 7KHSUHH[LVWLQJ30VWDQGDUGVUHPDLQHGLQSODFH,G
DW
3.1.1.2 Review Completed in 2006
,QWKHUHYLHZRIWKH301$$46WKDWFRQFOXGHGLQ(3$FRQVLGHUHGWKHJURZLQJ
EXWVWLOOOLPLWHGERG\RIHYLGHQFHVXSSRUWLQJDVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQKHDOWKHIIHFWVDQGWKRUDFLF
FRDUVHSDUWLFOHVPHDVXUHGDV307KHQHZVWXGLHVDYDLODEOHLQWKHUHYLHZLQFOXGHG
HSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVWKDWUHSRUWHGDVVRFLDWLRQVZLWKKHDOWKHIIHFWVXVLQJGLUHFWPHDVXUHPHQWV
RI30DVZHOODVGRVLPHWULFDQGWR[LFRORJLFDOVWXGLHV,QFRQVLGHULQJWKLVJURZLQJERG\RI
30HYLGHQFHDVZHOODVHYLGHQFHIURPVWXGLHVWKDWPHDVXUHG30LQORFDWLRQVZKHUHWKH
PDMRULW\RI30ZDVLQWKH30IUDFWLRQ 86(3$VHFWLRQ VWDIIFRQFOXGHGWKDW
WKDWWKHOHYHORISURWHFWLRQDIIRUGHGE\WKHH[LVWLQJ30VWDQGDUGUHPDLQHGDSSURSULDWH
86(3$S EXWUHFRPPHQGHGWKDWWKHLQGLFDWRUIRUWKHVWDQGDUGEHUHYLVHG
6SHFLILFDOO\VWDIIUHFRPPHQGHGUHSODFLQJWKH30LQGLFDWRUZLWKDQLQGLFDWRURIXUEDQWKRUDFLF
FRDUVHSDUWLFOHVLQWKHVL]HUDQJHRIP 86(3$SSWR 7KHDJHQF\
SURSRVHGWRUHWDLQDVWDQGDUGIRUDVXEVHWRIWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVSURSRVLQJDTXDOLILHG
30LQGLFDWRUWRIRFXVRQWKHPL[RIWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVJHQHUDOO\SUHVHQWLQXUEDQ
HQYLURQPHQWV0RUHVSHFLILFDOO\WKHSURSRVHGUHYLVHGWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVWDQGDUGZRXOG
KDYHDSSOLHGRQO\WRDQDPELHQWPL[RI30GRPLQDWHGE\UHVXVSHQGHGGXVWIURPKLJK
GHQVLW\WUDIILFRQSDYHGURDGVDQGRUE\LQGXVWULDODQGFRQVWUXFWLRQVRXUFHV7KHSURSRVHG
UHYLVHGVWDQGDUGZRXOGQRWKDYHDSSOLHGWRDQ\DPELHQWPL[RI30GRPLQDWHGE\UXUDO
ZLQGEORZQGXVWDQGVRLOV,QDGGLWLRQDJULFXOWXUDOVRXUFHVPLQLQJVRXUFHVDQGRWKHUVLPLODU
VRXUFHVRIFUXVWDOPDWHULDOZRXOGQRWKDYHEHHQVXEMHFWWRFRQWUROLQPHHWLQJWKHVWDQGDUG )5
WR-DQXDU\ 



7KH306WDII3DSHU 86(3$ DOVRSUHVHQWHGUHVXOWVRIDTXDQWLWDWLYHDVVHVVPHQWRIKHDOWKULVNVIRU30
VHHDOVR$EW$VVRFLDWHV +RZHYHUVWDIIFRQFOXGHGWKDWWKHQDWXUHDQGPDJQLWXGHRIWKHXQFHUWDLQWLHVDQG
FRQFHUQVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKLVULVNDVVHVVPHQWZHLJKHGDJDLQVWLWVXVHDVDEDVLVIRUUHFRPPHQGLQJVSHFLILFOHYHOVIRU
DWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVWDQGDUG 86(3$S 





7KH$JHQF\UHFHLYHGDODUJHQXPEHURIFRPPHQWVRYHUZKHOPLQJO\RSSRVHGWRWKH
SURSRVHGTXDOLILHG30LQGLFDWRU )5WR $IWHUFDUHIXOFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIWKH
VFLHQWLILFHYLGHQFHDQGWKHUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVFRQWDLQHGLQWKH6WDII3DSHUWKHDGYLFHDQG
UHFRPPHQGDWLRQVIURP&$6$&WKHSXEOLFFRPPHQWVUHFHLYHGUHJDUGLQJWKHDSSURSULDWH
LQGLFDWRUIRUFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVDQGDIWHUH[WHQVLYHHYDOXDWLRQRIWKHDOWHUQDWLYHVDYDLODEOHWRWKH
$JHQF\WKH$GPLQLVWUDWRUGHFLGHGLWZRXOGQRWEHDSSURSULDWHWRDGRSWDTXDOLILHG30
LQGLFDWRU8QGHUO\LQJWKLVGHWHUPLQDWLRQZDVWKHGHFLVLRQWKDWLWZDVUHTXLVLWHWRSURYLGH
SURWHFWLRQIURPH[SRVXUHWRDOOWKRUDFLFFRDUVH30UHJDUGOHVVRILWVRULJLQUHMHFWLQJDUJXPHQWV
WKDWWKHUHDUHQRKHDOWKHIIHFWVIURPFRPPXQLW\OHYHOH[SRVXUHVWRFRDUVH30LQQRQXUEDQDUHDV
)5 7KH(3$FRQFOXGHGWKDWGRVLPHWULFWR[LFRORJLFDORFFXSDWLRQDODQG
HSLGHPLRORJLFDOHYLGHQFHVXSSRUWHGUHWHQWLRQRIDSULPDU\VWDQGDUGIRUVKRUWWHUPH[SRVXUHVWKDW
LQFOXGHGDOOWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV LHSDUWLFOHVRIERWKXUEDQDQGQRQXUEDQRULJLQ 
FRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH$FW¶VUHTXLUHPHQWWKDWSULPDU\1$$46SURYLGHDQDGHTXDWHPDUJLQRI
VDIHW\$WWKHVDPHWLPHWKH$JHQF\FRQFOXGHGWKDWWKHVWDQGDUGVKRXOGWDUJHWSURWHFWLRQ
WRZDUGXUEDQDUHDVZKHUHWKHHYLGHQFHRIKHDOWKHIIHFWVIURPH[SRVXUHWR30ZDVVWURQJHVW
)5DW 7KHSURSRVHGLQGLFDWRUZDVQRWVXLWDEOHIRUWKDWSXUSRVH1RWRQO\GLG
LWLQDSSURSULDWHO\SURYLGHQRSURWHFWLRQDWDOOWRPDQ\DUHDVEXWLWIDLOHGWRLGHQWLI\PDQ\DUHDV
ZKHUHWKHDPELHQWPL[ZDVGRPLQDWHGE\FRDUVHSDUWLFOHVFRQWDPLQDWHGZLWKXUEDQLQGXVWULDO
W\SHVRIFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVIRUZKLFKHYLGHQFHRIKHDOWKHIIHFWVZDVVWURQJHVW )5 
7KH$JHQF\XOWLPDWHO\FRQFOXGHGWKDWWKHH[LVWLQJLQGLFDWRU30ZDVPRVWFRQVLVWHQW
ZLWKWKHHYLGHQFH$OWKRXJK30LQFOXGHVERWKFRDUVHDQGILQH30WKH$JHQF\FRQFOXGHGWKDW
LWUHPDLQHGDQDSSURSULDWHLQGLFDWRUIRUWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVEHFDXVHDVUHSRUWHGE\6FKPLGW
HWDO  ILQHSDUWLFOHOHYHOVDUHJHQHUDOO\KLJKHULQXUEDQDUHDVDQGWKHUHIRUHD30
VWDQGDUGVHWDWDVLQJOHXQYDU\LQJOHYHOZLOOJHQHUDOO\UHVXOWLQORZHUDOORZDEOHFRQFHQWUDWLRQVRI
WKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVLQXUEDQDUHDVWKDQLQQRQXUEDQDUHDV7KH(3$FRQVLGHUHGWKLVWREH
DQDSSURSULDWHWDUJHWLQJRISURWHFWLRQJLYHQWKDWWKHVWURQJHVWHYLGHQFHIRUHIIHFWVDVVRFLDWHG
ZLWKWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVFDPHIURPHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVFRQGXFWHGLQXUEDQDUHDVDQG
WKDWHOHYDWHGILQHSDUWLFOHFRQFHQWUDWLRQVLQXUEDQDUHDVFRXOGUHVXOWLQLQFUHDVHGFRQWDPLQDWLRQ
RIFRDUVHIUDFWLRQSDUWLFOHVE\30SRWHQWLDOO\LQFUHDVLQJWKHWR[LFLW\RIWKRUDFLFFRDUVH
SDUWLFOHVLQXUEDQDUHDV )5 *LYHQWKHHYLGHQFHWKDWWKHH[LVWLQJ30VWDQGDUG
DIIRUGHGUHTXLVLWHSURWHFWLRQZLWKDQDGHTXDWHPDUJLQRIVDIHW\WKH$JHQF\UHWDLQHGWKHOHYHO
DQGIRUPRIWKHKRXU30VWDQGDUG
7KH$JHQF\DOVRUHYRNHGWKHDQQXDO30VWDQGDUGLQOLJKWRIWKHFRQFOXVLRQLQWKH30
&ULWHULD'RFXPHQW 86(3$S WKDWWKHDYDLODEOHHYLGHQFHGRHVQRWVXJJHVWDQ



7KXVWKHVWDQGDUGLVPHWZKHQDKRXUDYHUDJH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQRIPJPLVQRWH[FHHGHGPRUHWKDQRQH
GD\SHU\HDURQDYHUDJHRYHUDWKUHH\HDUSHULRG





DVVRFLDWLRQZLWKORQJWHUPH[SRVXUHWR30DQGWKHFRQFOXVLRQLQWKH6WDII3DSHU 86(3$
S WKDWWKHUHLVQRTXDQWLWDWLYHHYLGHQFHWKDWGLUHFWO\VXSSRUWVDQDQQXDOVWDQGDUG
,QWKHVDPHUXOHPDNLQJ(3$DOVRLQFOXGHGDQHZ)50IRUWKHPHDVXUHPHQWRI30
LQWKHDPELHQWDLU )5WR $OWKRXJKWKHVWDQGDUGIRUWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV
GRHVQRWXVHD30LQGLFDWRUWKHQHZ)50IRU30ZDVHVWDEOLVKHGWRSURYLGHDEDVLVIRU
DSSURYLQJ)(0VDQGWRSURPRWHWKHJDWKHULQJRIVFLHQWLILFGDWDWRVXSSRUWIXWXUHUHYLHZVRIWKH
301$$46 VHFWLRQ  
3.1.2

Litigation of 2006 Final Rule for Thoracic Coarse Particles

$QXPEHURIJURXSVILOHGVXLWLQUHVSRQVHWRWKHILQDOGHFLVLRQVPDGHLQWKHUHYLHZ
6HHAmerican Farm Bureau Federation and the National Pork Producers Council v. EPA '&
&LU $PRQJWKHSHWLWLRQVIRUUHYLHZZHUHFKDOOHQJHVIURPLQGXVWU\JURXSVRQWKH
GHFLVLRQWRUHWDLQWKH30LQGLFDWRUDQGWKHOHYHORIWKH30VWDQGDUGDQGIURPHQYLURQPHQWDO
DQGSXEOLFKHDOWKJURXSVRQWKHGHFLVLRQWRUHYRNHWKHDQQXDO30VWDQGDUG7KHFRXUWXSKHOG
ERWKWKHGHFLVLRQWRUHWDLQWKHKRXU30VWDQGDUGDQGWKHGHFLVLRQWRUHYRNHWKHDQQXDO
VWDQGDUG
)LUVWWKHFRXUWXSKHOG(3$¶VGHFLVLRQIRUDVWDQGDUGWRHQFRPSDVVDOOWKRUDFLFFRDUVH
30ERWKRIXUEDQDQGQRQXUEDQRULJLQ7KHFRXUWUHMHFWHGDUJXPHQWVWKDWWKHHYLGHQFHVKRZHG
WKHUHDUHQRULVNVIURPH[SRVXUHWRQRQXUEDQFRDUVH307KHFRXUWIXUWKHUIRXQGWKDW(3$KDG
DUHDVRQDEOHEDVLVQRWWRVHWVHSDUDWHVWDQGDUGVIRUXUEDQDQGQRQXUEDQFRDUVH30QDPHO\WKH
LQDELOLW\WRUHDVRQDEO\GHILQHZKDWDPELHQWPL[HVZRXOGEHLQFOXGHGXQGHUHLWKHUµXUEDQ¶RU
µQRQXUEDQ¶DQGWKHHYLGHQFHLQWKHUHFRUGWKDWVXSSRUWHG(3$¶VDSSURSULDWHO\FDXWLRXVGHFLVLRQ
WRSURYLGH³VRPHSURWHFWLRQIURPH[SRVXUHWRWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV«LQDOODUHDV´)G
DW6SHFLILFDOO\WKHFRXUWVWDWHG

$OWKRXJKWKHHYLGHQFHRIGDQJHUIURPFRDUVH30LVDV(3$UHFRJQL]HV
³LQFRQFOXVLYH´ )52FWREHU WKHDJHQF\QHHGQRWZDLWIRU
FRQFOXVLYHILQGLQJVEHIRUHUHJXODWLQJDSROOXWDQWLWUHDVRQDEO\EHOLHYHVPD\SRVH
DVLJQLILFDQWULVNWRSXEOLFKHDOWK7KHHYLGHQFHLQWKHUHFRUGVXSSRUWVWKH(3$¶V
FDXWLRXVGHFLVLRQWKDW³VRPHSURWHFWLRQIURPH[SRVXUHWRWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV
LVZDUUDQWHGLQDOODUHDV´Id.$VWKHFRXUWKDVFRQVLVWHQWO\UHDIILUPHGWKH&$$
SHUPLWVWKH$GPLQLVWUDWRUWR³HUURQWKHVLGHRIFDXWLRQ´LQVHWWLQJ1$$46.
)GDW

7KHFRXUWDOVRXSKHOG(3$¶VGHFLVLRQWRUHWDLQWKHOHYHORIWKHVWDQGDUGDWJPDQG
WRXVH30DVWKHLQGLFDWRUIRUWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV,QXSKROGLQJWKHOHYHORIWKHVWDQGDUG
WKHFRXUWUHIHUUHGWRWKHFRQFOXVLRQLQWKH6WDII3DSHUWKDWWKHUHLV³OLWWOHEDVLVIRUFRQFOXGLQJWKDW
WKHGHJUHHRISURWHFWLRQDIIRUGHGE\WKHFXUUHQW30VWDQGDUGVLQXUEDQDUHDVLVJUHDWHUWKDQ






ZDUUDQWHGVLQFHSRWHQWLDOPRUWDOLW\HIIHFWVKDYHEHHQDVVRFLDWHGZLWKDLUTXDOLW\OHYHOVQRW
DOORZHGE\WKHFXUUHQWKRXUVWDQGDUGEXWKDYHQRWEHHQDVVRFLDWHGZLWKDLUTXDOLW\OHYHOVWKDW
ZRXOGJHQHUDOO\PHHWWKDWVWDQGDUGDQGPRUELGLW\HIIHFWVKDYHEHHQDVVRFLDWHGZLWKDLUTXDOLW\
OHYHOVWKDWH[FHHGHGWKHFXUUHQWKRXUVWDQGDUGRQO\DIHZWLPHV´)GDW7KHFRXUW
DOVRUHMHFWHGDUJXPHQWVWKDWD30VWDQGDUGHVWDEOLVKHGDWDQXQYDU\LQJOHYHOZLOOUHVXOWLQ
DUELWUDULO\YDU\LQJOHYHOVRISURWHFWLRQJLYHQWKDWWKHOHYHORIFRDUVH30ZRXOGYDU\EDVHGRQWKH
DPRXQWRIILQH30SUHVHQW7KHFRXUWDJUHHGWKDWWKHYDULDWLRQLQDOORZDEOHFRDUVH30DFFRUGHG
ZLWKWKHVWUHQJWKRIWKHHYLGHQFHW\SLFDOO\OHVVFRDUVH30ZRXOGEHDOORZHGLQXUEDQDUHDV
ZKHUHOHYHOVRIILQH30DUHW\SLFDOO\KLJKHU LQDFFRUGZLWKWKHVWURQJHVWHYLGHQFHRIKHDOWK
HIIHFWVIURPFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV)GDW,QDGGLWLRQVXFKUHJXODWLRQZRXOGQRW
LPSHUPLVVLEO\GRXEOHUHJXODWHILQHSDUWLFOHVVLQFHDQ\DGGLWLRQDOFRQWURORIILQHSDUWLFOHV
EH\RQGWKDWDIIRUGHGE\WKHSULPDU\30VWDQGDUG ZRXOGEHIRUDGLIIHUHQWSXUSRVHWRSUHYHQW
FRQWDPLQDWLRQRIFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVE\ILQHSDUWLFOHV)GDW7KHVHVDPH
H[SODQDWLRQVMXVWLILHGWKHFKRLFHRI30DVDQLQGLFDWRUDQGSURYLGHGWKHUHDVRQHGH[SODQDWLRQ
IRUWKDWFKRLFHODFNLQJLQWKHUHFRUGIRUWKHVWDQGDUG)GDW
:LWKUHJDUGWRWKHFKDOOHQJHIURPHQYLURQPHQWDODQGSXEOLFKHDOWKJURXSVWKHFRXUW
XSKHOG(3$¶VGHFLVLRQWRUHYRNHWKHDQQXDO30VWDQGDUG6SHFLILFDOO\WKHFRXUWVWDWHGWKH
IROORZLQJ
7KH(3$UHDVRQDEO\GHFLGHGWKDWDQDQQXDOFRDUVH30VWDQGDUGLVQRWQHFHVVDU\
EHFDXVHDVWKH&ULWHULD'RFXPHQWDQGWKH6WDII3DSHUPDNHFOHDUWKHODWHVW
VFLHQWLILFGDWDGRQRWLQGLFDWHWKDWORQJWHUPH[SRVXUHWRFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVSRVHVD
KHDOWKULVN7KH&$6$&DOVRDJUHHGWKDWDQDQQXDOFRDUVH30VWDQGDUGLV
XQQHFHVVDU\)GDW
3.1.3

General Approach Used in Current Review

2XUDSSURDFKUHOLHVPRVWKHDYLO\RQWKHKHDOWKHYLGHQFHSULPDULO\WKHHSLGHPLRORJLFDO
HYLGHQFHDVVHVVHGLQWKH,6$ 86(3$D DQGRQDYDLODEOH30DLUTXDOLW\LQIRUPDWLRQ$V
GLVFXVVHGLQPRUHGHWDLOLQWKHQuantitative Health Risk Assessment for Particulate Matter –
Final 5$86(3$D ZHKDYHQRWFRQGXFWHGDTXDQWLWDWLYHDVVHVVPHQWRIKHDOWKULVNV
DVVRFLDWHGZLWK306WDIIFRQFOXGHGWKDWOLPLWDWLRQVLQWKHPRQLWRULQJQHWZRUNDQGLQWKH
KHDOWKVWXGLHVWKDWUHO\RQWKDWPRQLWRULQJQHWZRUNZKLFKZRXOGEHWKHEDVLVIRUHVWLPDWLQJ
30KHDOWKULVNVZRXOGLQWURGXFHVLJQLILFDQWXQFHUWDLQW\LQWRD30ULVNDVVHVVPHQWVXFK
WKDWWKHULVNHVWLPDWHVJHQHUDWHGZRXOGEHRIOLPLWHGYDOXHLQLQIRUPLQJUHYLHZRIWKHVWDQGDUG
7KHUHIRUHVWDIIFRQFOXGHGLQWKH5$WKDWDTXDQWLWDWLYHULVNDVVHVVPHQWIRU30LVQRW
VXSSRUWDEOHDWWKLVWLPH 86(3$DS 
)RUSXUSRVHVRIWKLVSROLF\DVVHVVPHQWZHVHHNWRSURYLGHDVEURDGDQDUUD\RIRSWLRQV
IRUFRQVLGHUDWLRQDVLVVXSSRUWDEOHE\WKHDYDLODEOHHYLGHQFHDQGDLUTXDOLW\LQIRUPDWLRQ






UHFRJQL]LQJWKDWWKHILQDOGHFLVLRQVRQWKHSULPDU\30VWDQGDUGZLOOUHIOHFWWKHMXGJPHQWVRI
WKH$GPLQLVWUDWRU,QGHYHORSLQJWKHVHRSWLRQVIRUFRQVLGHUDWLRQZHFRQVLGHUWKHDYDLODEOH
HYLGHQFHDQGDLUTXDOLW\LQIRUPDWLRQWKDWLQIRUPVRYHUDUFKLQJTXHVWLRQVUHODWHGWR  WKH
DGHTXDF\RIWKHFXUUHQWKRXU30VWDQGDUGWRSURWHFWDJDLQVWHIIHFWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWK
H[SRVXUHVWRWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVDQG  ZKDWSRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYHVWDQGDUG V LIDQ\
VKRXOGEHFRQVLGHUHGLQWKLVUHYLHZ,QDGGUHVVLQJWKHVHEURDGTXHVWLRQVZHKDYHRUJDQL]HGWKH
GLVFXVVLRQVEHORZDURXQGDVHULHVRIPRUHVSHFLILFTXHVWLRQVUHIOHFWLQJGLIIHUHQWDVSHFWVRIHDFK
RYHUDUFKLQJTXHVWLRQ:KHQHYDOXDWLQJWKHKHDOWKSURWHFWLRQDIIRUGHGE\WKHFXUUHQWRUSRWHQWLDO
DOWHUQDWLYHVWDQGDUGVZHKDYHWDNHQLQWRDFFRXQWWKHIRXUEDVLFHOHPHQWVRIWKH1$$46
LQGLFDWRUDYHUDJLQJWLPHIRUPDQGOHYHO
)LJXUHSURYLGHVDQRYHUYLHZRIWKHSROLF\UHOHYDQWTXHVWLRQVWKDWIUDPHRXUUHYLHZ
DVGLVFXVVHGPRUHIXOO\EHORZ:HEHOLHYHWKDWWKLVJHQHUDODSSURDFKSURYLGHVDFRPSUHKHQVLYH
EDVLVWRKHOSLQIRUPWKHMXGJPHQWVUHTXLUHGRIWKH$GPLQLVWUDWRULQUHDFKLQJGHFLVLRQVDERXWWKH
FXUUHQWDQGSRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYHSULPDU\VWDQGDUGVPHDQWWRSURWHFWSXEOLFKHDOWKDJDLQVW
H[SRVXUHVWRWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV







Figure 3-1.



Overview of Approach for Review of Primary PM10 Standard




3.2

ADEQUACY OF THE CURRENT PM10 STANDARD

,QFRQVLGHULQJWKHDGHTXDF\RIWKHFXUUHQWKRXU30VWDQGDUGWRSURWHFWDJDLQVW
HIIHFWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKH[SRVXUHVWRWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVZHDGGUHVVWKHIROORZLQJ
RYHUDUFKLQJTXHVWLRQ
Does the available scientific evidence, as reflected in the ISA, support or call into question
the adequacy of the protection afforded by the current 24-hour PM10 standard against
effects associated with exposures to thoracic coarse particles?
7RLQIRUPRXUFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIWKLVRYHUDUFKLQJTXHVWLRQZHFRQVLGHUWKHVFLHQWLILF
HYLGHQFHIRUDVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQ30DQGPRUWDOLW\DQGPRUELGLW\HYLGHQFHOLQNLQJ
30WR[LFLW\WRVSHFLILFVRXUFHVORFDWLRQVXQFHUWDLQWLHVLQWKHHYLGHQFHDQGDYDLODEOH30
DLUTXDOLW\FRQFHQWUDWLRQVLQ30VWXG\ORFDWLRQV VHFWLRQ (YLGHQFHIRUSRSXODWLRQV
WKDWDUHSDUWLFXODUO\VXVFHSWLEOHWR30H[SRVXUHVLVGLVFXVVHGLQGHWDLOLQVHFWLRQDERYHDQG
LVQRWUHSHDWHGKHUH6WDIIFRQFOXVLRQVUHJDUGLQJWKHDGHTXDF\RIWKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGDUH
SUHVHQWHGLQVHFWLRQ
3.2.1

Evidence-Based Considerations

QFRQVLGHULQJWKHFXUUHQWO\DYDLODEOHERG\RIVFLHQWLILFHYLGHQFHIRUKHDOWKHIIHFWVRI
WKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVZHFRQVLGHUWKHIROORZLQJTXHVWLRQ
x

To what extent does the currently available scientific evidence, including associated
uncertainties, strengthen or call into question evidence of associations between ambient
thoracic coarse particle exposures and adverse health effects?

6LQFHWKHFRQFOXVLRQRIWKHODVWUHYLHZWKH$JHQF\KDVGHYHORSHGDPRUHIRUPDO
IUDPHZRUNIRUUHDFKLQJFDXVDOLQIHUHQFHVIURPWKHERG\RIVFLHQWLILFHYLGHQFH$VGLVFXVVHG
DERYHLQVHFWLRQWKLVIUDPHZRUNXVHVDILYHOHYHOKLHUDUFK\WKDWFODVVLILHVWKHRYHUDOO
ZHLJKWRIHYLGHQFHXVLQJWKHIROORZLQJFDWHJRUL]DWLRQVFDXVDOUHODWLRQVKLSOLNHO\WREHDFDXVDO
UHODWLRQVKLSVXJJHVWLYHRIDFDXVDOUHODWLRQVKLSLQDGHTXDWHWRLQIHUDFDXVDOUHODWLRQVKLSDQGQRW
OLNHO\WREHDFDXVDOUHODWLRQVKLS 86(3$DVHFWLRQ7DEOH $SSO\LQJWKLV
IUDPHZRUNWRWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVWKH,6$FRQFOXGHVWKDWWKHH[LVWLQJHYLGHQFHLVVXJJHVWLYH
RIDFDXVDOUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQVKRUWWHUP30H[SRVXUHVDQGPRUWDOLW\FDUGLRYDVFXODU
HIIHFWVDQGUHVSLUDWRU\HIIHFWV 86(3$DVHFWLRQVHH7DEOHEHORZ ,QFRQWUDVW
WKH,6$FRQFOXGHVWKDWDYDLODEOHHYLGHQFHLVinadequateto infer a causal relationshipEHWZHHQ
ORQJWHUP30H[SRVXUHVDQGYDULRXVKHDOWKHIIHFWV 86(3$DVHFWLRQ7DEOH
EHORZ 6LPLODUWRWKHMXGJPHQWPDGHLQWKH$4&'UHJDUGLQJORQJWHUPH[SRVXUHV 86(3$
 WKH,6$VWDWHV³7RGDWHDVXIILFLHQWDPRXQWRIHYLGHQFHGRHVQRWH[LVWLQRUGHUWRGUDZ
FRQFOXVLRQVUHJDUGLQJWKHKHDOWKHIIHFWVDQGRXWFRPHVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKORQJWHUPH[SRVXUHWR






30´ 86(3$DVHFWLRQ *LYHQWKHVHZHLJKWRIHYLGHQFHFRQFOXVLRQVLQWKH
,6$RXUHYLGHQFHEDVHGFRQVLGHUDWLRQVUHJDUGLQJWKHDGHTXDF\RIWKHFXUUHQWKRXU30
VWDQGDUGIRFXVRQHIIHFWVWKDWKDYHEHHQOLQNHGZLWKVKRUWWHUPH[SRVXUHVWR30

Table 3-1. Summary of Causality Determinations for PM10-2.5
Exposure Duration

Short-term

Long-term

Outcome

&DXVDO'HWHUPLQDWLRQ

0RUWDOLW\

6XJJHVWLYH

&DUGLRYDVFXODU(IIHFWV

6XJJHVWLYH

5HVSLUDWRU\(IIHFWV

6XJJHVWLYH

&HQWUDO1HUYRXV6\VWHP(IIHFWV

,QDGHTXDWH

0RUWDOLW\

,QDGHTXDWH

&DUGLRYDVFXODU(IIHFWV

,QDGHTXDWH

5HVSLUDWRU\(IIHFWV

,QDGHTXDWH

5HSURGXFWLYHDQG'HYHORSPHQWDO(IIHFWV

,QDGHTXDWH

&DQFHU0XWDJHQLFLW\*HQRWR[LFLW\(IIHFWV

,QDGHTXDWH

6RXUFHDGDSWHGIURP86(3$D7DEOH
$VQRWHGDERYHLQWKHODVWUHYLHZRIWKH301$$4630VWXGLHVFRQGXFWHGLQ
ORFDWLRQVZKHUH30LVFRPSULVHGSUHGRPLQDQWO\RI30ZHUHDOVRFRQVLGHUHG 86(3$
SSWR +RZHYHU30VWXGLHVDUHGLIILFXOWWRLQWHUSUHWZLWKLQWKHFRQWH[WRID
VWDQGDUGPHDQWWRSURWHFWDJDLQVWH[SRVXUHVWR30EHFDXVH30LVFRPSULVHGRIERWKILQH
DQGFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVHYHQLQORFDWLRQVZLWKWKHKLJKHVWFRQFHQWUDWLRQVRI30 VHHEHORZ ,Q
OLJKWRIWKHFRQVLGHUDEOHXQFHUWDLQW\LQWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFK30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVUHIOHFW
DVVRFLDWLRQVZLWK30YHUVXV30WRJHWKHUZLWKWKHDYDLODELOLW\LQWKLVUHYLHZRIVHYHUDO
VWXGLHVWKDWHYDOXDWHGDVVRFLDWLRQVZLWK30DQGWKHIDFWWKDWWKH,6$ZHLJKWRIHYLGHQFH
FRQFOXVLRQVIRUWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVZHUHEDVHGRQVWXGLHVRI30ZHIRFXVLQWKLV3$
RQVWXGLHVWKDWKDYHVSHFLILFDOO\HYDOXDWHG307KHHYLGHQFHVXSSRUWLQJDOLQNEHWZHHQ
VKRUWWHUPWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHH[SRVXUHVDQGDGYHUVHKHDOWKHIIHFWVLVGLVFXVVHGLQGHWDLOLQ
WKH,6$ 86(3$D&KDSWHU DQGLVVXPPDUL]HGEULHIO\EHORZIRUPRUWDOLW\
FDUGLRYDVFXODUHIIHFWVDQGUHVSLUDWRU\HIIHFWV
6KRUW7HUP30DQG0RUWDOLW\
7KH,6$DVVHVVHVDQXPEHURIPXOWLFLW\DQGVLQJOHFLW\HSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVWKDWKDYH
HYDOXDWHGDVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQPRUWDOLW\DQGVKRUWWHUP30FRQFHQWUDWLRQV 86(3$
D)LJXUHSUHVHQWV30PRUWDOLW\VWXGLHVDVVHVVHGLQWKHODVWUHYLHZDQGWKHFXUUHQW





UHYLHZ 'LIIHUHQWVWXGLHVKDYHXVHGGLIIHUHQWDSSURDFKHVWRHVWLPDWHDPELHQW306RPH
VWXGLHVKDYHXVHGWKHGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQ30DQG30PDVVHLWKHUPHDVXUHGDWFRORFDWHG
PRQLWRUV HJ/LSIHUWHWDO0DUHWDO2VWURHWDO6KHSSDUGHWDO
:LOVRQHWDO RUDVWKHGLIIHUHQFHLQFRXQW\ZLGHDYHUDJHFRQFHQWUDWLRQV =DQREHWWLDQG
6FKZDUW] ZKLOHRWKHUVWXGLHVKDYHPHDVXUHG30GLUHFWO\ZLWKGLFKRWRPRXVVDPSOHUV
HJ%XUQHWWDQG*ROGEHUJ)DLUOH\HWDO%XUQHWWHWDO.OHPPHWDO 
'HVSLWHGLIIHUHQFHVLQWKHDSSURDFKHVXVHGWRHVWLPDWHDPELHQW30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVWKH
PDMRULW\RIPXOWLDQGVLQJOHFLW\VWXGLHVKDYHUHSRUWHGSRVLWLYHDVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQ30
DQGPRUWDOLW\WKRXJKPRVWRIWKHVHDVVRFLDWLRQVZHUHQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW 86(3$
D)LJXUH :KHQFRQVLGHUHGDVDZKROHWKH,6$FRQFOXGHGWKDWHSLGHPLRORJLFDO
VWXGLHVKDYHUHSRUWHGFRQVLVWHQWSRVLWLYHDVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQVKRUWWHUP30DQGPRUWDOLW\
86(3$DVHFWLRQ 
,QFRQVLGHULQJVSHFLILFPRUWDOLW\VWXGLHVZHQRWHWKDWWKH86PXOWLFLW\VWXG\E\
=DQREHWWLDQG6FKZDUW]  UHSRUWHGSRVLWLYHDQGVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWDVVRFLDWLRQVZLWK
30IRUDOOFDXVHFDUGLRYDVFXODUUHODWHGDQGUHVSLUDWRU\UHODWHGPRUWDOLW\ 86(3$D
VHFWLRQ ZKLOHRWKHUPXOWLFLW\VWXGLHVKDYHUHSRUWHGSRVLWLYHEXWQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\
VLJQLILFDQW30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVIRUPRUWDOLW\ 86(3$D)LJXUH%XUQHWWDQG
*ROGEHUJ.OHPPHWDO%XUQHWWHWDO ,QWKHVWXG\E\=DQREHWWLDQG
6FKZDUW]WKHHIIHFWHVWLPDWHVIRUDOOFDXVHDQGUHVSLUDWRU\UHODWHGPRUWDOLW\UHPDLQHG
VWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWLQFRSROOXWDQWPRGHOVWKDWLQFOXGHG30ZKLOHWKHHIIHFWHVWLPDWHIRU
FDUGLRYDVFXODUUHODWHGPRUWDOLW\UHPDLQHGSRVLWLYHEXWQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW:KHQULVN
HVWLPDWHVLQWKLVVWXG\ZHUHHYDOXDWHGE\FOLPDWLFUHJLRQ 86(3$D)LJXUH WKH³GU\
FRQWLQHQWDO´UHJLRQZKLFKLQFOXGHGDUHDVZLWKUHODWLYHO\KLJK30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVVXFKDV
6DOW/DNH&LW\3URYRDQG'HQYHUVKRZHGWKHODUJHVWULVNHVWLPDWHV VHH86(3$D
)LJXUH6FKPLGWDQG-HQNLQVDQGGLVFXVVLRQRIUHJLRQDOGLIIHUHQFHVLQ30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVEHORZ +RZHYHUWKH³GU\´UHJLRQZKLFKLQFOXGHG3KRHQL[DQG$OEXTXHUTXH
WZRORFDWLRQVWKDWDOVRKDYHUHODWLYHO\KLJK30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVGLGQRWVKRZSRVLWLYH
DVVRFLDWLRQVZLWKDOOFDXVHRUUHVSLUDWRU\UHODWHGPRUWDOLW\DQGRQO\DUHODWLYHO\VPDOOSRVLWLYH
DVVRFLDWLRQIRUFDUGLRYDVFXODUUHODWHGPRUWDOLW\,QDGGLWLRQWKH³0HGLWHUUDQHDQ´UHJLRQ ZKLFK
LQFOXGHGFLWLHVLQ&DOLIRUQLD2UHJRQDQG:DVKLQJWRQ GLGQRWVKRZSRVLWLYHDVVRFLDWLRQVZKLOH
WKHRWKHUWKUHHUHJLRQV LH³KRWVXPPHUFRQWLQHQWDO´³ZDUPVXPPHUFRQWLQHQWDO´DQG
³KXPLGVXEWURSLFDODQGPDULWLPH´ ZKLFKLQFOXGHGFLWLHVWKDWFRUUHVSRQGWRWKHPLGZHVW
QRUWKHDVWDQGVRXWKHDVWJHRJUDSKLFUHJLRQVDOOVKRZHGSRVLWLYHDVVRFLDWLRQV 86(3$D
)LJXUH 
7KH,6$DOVRSUHVHQWVVLQJOHFLW\HPSLULFDO%D\HVDGMXVWHGHIIHFWHVWLPDWHV /H7HUWUHHW
DO IRUWKHFLWLHVHYDOXDWHGE\=DQREHWWLDQG6FKZDUW] 86(3$D)LJXUH 





&LW\VSHFLILFHVWLPDWHVZHUHSRVLWLYHWKRXJKJHQHUDOO\QRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWIRU
FDUGLRYDVFXODUUHODWHGPRUWDOLW\LQDOOFLWLHVHYDOXDWHG(IIHFWHVWLPDWHVZHUHSRVLWLYHIRUDOO
FDXVHDQGUHVSLUDWRU\UHODWHGPRUWDOLW\LQDOOFLWLHVH[FHSW/RV$QJHOHV QHJDWLYHDVVRFLDWLRQIRU
DOOFDXVHDQGUHVSLUDWRU\UHODWHGPRUWDOLW\ DQG3KRHQL[ QHJDWLYHDVVRFLDWLRQIRUUHVSLUDWRU\
UHVSLUDWRU\UHODWHGPRUWDOLW\  86(3$D)LJXUH ,QDGGLWLRQSRVLWLYHDQG
VWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWDVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQPRUWDOLW\ DOOFDXVHFDUGLRYDVFXODUUHODWHGDQGRU
UHVSLUDWRU\UHODWHG DQG30ZHUHUHSRUWHGIRUVL[ORFDWLRQV LH6W/RXLV026DOW/DNH
&LW\87&KLFDJR,/3LWWVEXUJK3$'HWURLW0,DQG%LUPLQJKDP$/ 
,QFRQVLGHULQJVLQJOHFLW\30PRUWDOLW\VWXGLHVZHQRWHWKDWDOORIWKHVWXGLHV
LQFOXGHGLQ)LJXUHRIWKH,6$ 86(3$D UHSRUWHGSRVLWLYH30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHV
ZLWKWKUHHVLQJOHFLW\VWXGLHVUHSRUWLQJHIIHFWHVWLPDWHVWKDWZHUHVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW 0DUHW
DO2VWURHWDO:LOVRQHWDO 2QHVWXG\UHSRUWHGDQHJDWLYH30HIIHFW
HVWLPDWHIRUUHVSLUDWRU\UHODWHGPRUWDOLW\ 9LOOHQHXYHHWDO WKRXJKHIIHFWHVWLPDWHVIRU
DOOFDXVHDQGFDUGLRYDVFXODUUHODWHGPRUWDOLW\ZHUHSRVLWLYHLQWKLVVWXG\ 86(3$D
)LJXUH 
6KRUW7HUP30DQG&DUGLRYDVFXODU(IIHFWV
7KH,6$DVVHVVHVDQXPEHURIVWXGLHVWKDWKDYHHYDOXDWHGWKHOLQNEHWZHHQVKRUWWHUP
DPELHQWFRQFHQWUDWLRQVRIWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVDQGFDUGLRYDVFXODUHIIHFWV,QFRQVLGHULQJWKH
DYDLODEOHHSLGHPLRORJLFDOHYLGHQFHWKH,6$FRQFOXGHVWKDWVLQJOHDQGPXOWLFLW\
HSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVJHQHUDOO\UHSRUWSRVLWLYHDVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQVKRUWWHUP30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDQGKRVSLWDODGPLVVLRQVRUHPHUJHQF\GHSDUWPHQWYLVLWVIRUFDUGLRYDVFXODUFDXVHV
86(3$DVHFWLRQ 6RPHRIWKHVHVWXGLHVKDYHUHSRUWHGSRVLWLYHDQG
VWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVLQFRSROOXWDQWPRGHOVZKLOHRWKHUVUHSRUWWKDW
30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVUHPDLQSRVLWLYHEXWQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW 86(3$D)LJXUH
 
7KHVHVWXGLHVLQFOXGHDUHFHQW86PXOWLFLW\VWXG\HYDOXDWLQJKRVSLWDODGPLVVLRQVDQG
HPHUJHQF\GHSDUWPHQWYLVLWVIRUFDUGLRYDVFXODUGLVHDVHLQ0HGLFDUHSDWLHQWV 0&$363HQJHW
DO ,QWKLVVWXG\RIROGHUDGXOWVWKHDXWKRUVUHSRUWHGDSRVLWLYHDQGVWDWLVWLFDOO\
VLJQLILFDQWDVVRFLDWLRQEHWZHHQKRXU30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDQGFDUGLRYDVFXODUGLVHDVH
KRVSLWDOL]DWLRQVLQDVLQJOHSROOXWDQWPRGHOXVLQJDLUTXDOLW\GDWDIRU86FRXQWLHVZLWKFR
ORFDWHG30DQG30PRQLWRUV7KHPDJQLWXGHRIWKLVHIIHFWHVWLPDWHZDVODUJHULQFRXQWLHV
ZLWKKLJKHUGHJUHHVRIXUEDQL]DWLRQ 3HQJHWDO 7KHHIIHFWHVWLPDWHZDVUHGXFHGRQO\
VOLJKWO\LQDWZRSROOXWDQWPRGHOWKDWLQFOXGHG30EXWLWZDVQRORQJHUVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW
86(3$DVHFWLRQV &RXQW\VSHFLILFDQDO\VHVZHUHQRWUHSRUWHGIRUWKH
ORFDWLRQVHYDOXDWHGE\3HQJDQGWKHUHIRUHLWLVQRWSRVVLEOHWRFRQVLGHUGLIIHUHQFHVLQ30






HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVLQVSHFLILFORFDWLRQV(IIHFWHVWLPDWHVIRU30ZHUHODUJHULQWKHHDVWHUQ86
WKDQWKHZHVWHUQ86WKRXJKWKLVGLIIHUHQFHZDVQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW 3HQJHWDO 
,QDGGLWLRQWRWKLV86PXOWLFLW\VWXG\SRVLWLYHDVVRFLDWLRQVUHSRUWHGIRUVKRUWWHUP30DQG
FDUGLRYDVFXODUUHODWHGPRUELGLW\UHDFKHGVWDWLVWLFDOVLJQLILFDQFHLQDPXOWLFLW\VWXG\LQ)UDQFH
+RVWHWDO DQGVLQJOHFLW\VWXGLHVLQ'HWURLW ,WR DQG7RURQWR %XUQHWWHWDO 
86(3$D)LJXUHV ,QFRQWUDVWDVVRFLDWLRQVZHUHSRVLWLYHEXWQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\
VLJQLILFDQWLQVLQJOHFLW\VWXGLHVFRQGXFWHGLQ$WODQWD 0HW]JHUHWDO7ROEHUWHWDO 
DQG%RVWRQ 3HWHUVHWDO  DQGIRUVRPHHQGSRLQWVLQ'HWURLW  86(3$D)LJXUHV
WR 
7KHSODXVLELOLW\RIWKHSRVLWLYHDVVRFLDWLRQVUHSRUWHGIRU30DQGFDUGLRYDVFXODU
UHODWHGKRVSLWDODGPLVVLRQVDQGHPHUJHQF\GHSDUWPHQWYLVLWVLVVXSSRUWHGE\DVPDOOQXPEHURI
FRQWUROOHGKXPDQH[SRVXUHVWXGLHVWKDWKDYHUHSRUWHGDOWHUDWLRQVLQKHDUWUDWHYDULDELOLW\
IROORZLQJVKRUWWHUPH[SRVXUHWR30 *RQJHWDO*UDIIHWDO E\VKRUWWHUP
30HSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVUHSRUWLQJSRVLWLYHDVVRFLDWLRQVZLWKFDUGLRYDVFXODUUHODWHG
PRUWDOLW\ VHHGLVFXVVLRQDERYH E\DVPDOOQXPEHURIUHFHQWHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVWKDWKDYH
H[DPLQHGGXVWVWRUPHYHQWVDQGUHSRUWHGLQFUHDVHVLQFDUGLRYDVFXODUUHODWHGHPHUJHQF\
GHSDUWPHQWYLVLWVDQGKRVSLWDODGPLVVLRQV VHHEHORZ DQGE\DVVRFLDWLRQVZLWKRWKHU
FDUGLRYDVFXODUHIIHFWVLQFOXGLQJKHDUWUK\WKPGLVWXUEDQFHVDQGFKDQJHVLQKHDUWUDWHYDULDELOLW\
86(3$DVHFWLRQV 7KHIHZWR[LFRORJLFDOVWXGLHVWKDWH[DPLQHGWKH
HIIHFWRI30RQFDUGLRYDVFXODUKHDOWKHIIHFWVXVHGLQWUDWUDFKHDOLQVWLOODWLRQDQGDVDUHVXOW
SURYLGHRQO\OLPLWHGHYLGHQFHRQWKHELRORJLFDOSODXVLELOLW\RI30LQGXFHGFDUGLRYDVFXODU
HIIHFWV 86(3$DVHFWLRQV 
6KRUW7HUP30DQG5HVSLUDWRU\(IIHFWV
7KH,6$DOVRDVVHVVHVDQXPEHURIVWXGLHVWKDWKDYHHYDOXDWHGWKHOLQNEHWZHHQVKRUW
WHUPDPELHQWFRQFHQWUDWLRQVRIWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVDQGUHVSLUDWRU\HIIHFWV7KLVLQFOXGHV
UHFHQWVWXGLHVFRQGXFWHGLQWKH86&DQDGDDQG)UDQFH 86(3$DVHFWLRQ 
LQFOXGLQJWKH86PXOWLFLW\VWXG\RI0HGLFDUHSDWLHQWVE\3HQJHWDO  $VGLVFXVVHG
DERYH3HQJHVWLPDWHG30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDVWKHGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQ30DQG30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVPHDVXUHGE\FRORFDWHGPRQLWRUV7KHDXWKRUVUHSRUWHGDSRVLWLYHEXWQRW
VWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHIRUUHVSLUDWRU\UHODWHGKRVSLWDODGPLVVLRQV
6LQJOHFLW\VWXGLHVKDYHUHSRUWHGSRVLWLYHDQGLQVRPHFDVHVVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW30
HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVIRUUHVSLUDWRU\UHODWHGKRVSLWDODGPLVVLRQVDQGHPHUJHQF\GHSDUWPHQWYLVLWV /LQ
HWDO,WR6KHSSDUGHWDO&KHQHWDO<DQJHWDO&KHQHWDO
/LQHWDO3HHOHWDO6ODXJKWHUHWDO)XQJHWDO1<6'2+
7ROEHUWHWDO  86(3$D)LJXUHVWR 6RPHRIWKHVH30






UHVSLUDWRU\PRUELGLW\VWXGLHVKDYHUHSRUWHGSRVLWLYHDQGVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW30HIIHFW
HVWLPDWHVLQFRSROOXWDQWPRGHOVWKDWLQFOXGHGJDVHRXVSROOXWDQWVZKLOHRWKHUVUHSRUWHGWKDW
30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVUHPDLQSRVLWLYHEXWQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWLQVXFKFRSROOXWDQW
PRGHOV 86(3$D)LJXUH 
$OLPLWHGQXPEHURIHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVKDYHIRFXVHGRQVSHFLILFUHVSLUDWRU\
PRUELGLW\RXWFRPHVDQGUHSRUWHGERWKSRVLWLYHDQGQHJDWLYHEXWJHQHUDOO\QRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\
VLJQLILFDQWDVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQ30DQGORZHUUHVSLUDWRU\V\PSWRPVZKHH]HDQG
PHGLFDWLRQXVH 86(3$DVHFWLRQVDQG)LJXUHV $OWKRXJK
FRQWUROOHGKXPDQH[SRVXUHVWXGLHVKDYHQRWREVHUYHGDQHIIHFWRQOXQJIXQFWLRQRUUHVSLUDWRU\
V\PSWRPVLQKHDOWK\RUDVWKPDWLFDGXOWVLQUHVSRQVHWRVKRUWWHUPH[SRVXUHWR30KHDOWK\
YROXQWHHUVKDYHH[KLELWHGDQLQFUHDVHLQPDUNHUVRISXOPRQDU\LQIODPPDWLRQ7R[LFRORJLFDO
VWXGLHVXVLQJLQKDODWLRQH[SRVXUHVDUHVWLOOODFNLQJEXWSXOPRQDU\LQMXU\DQGLQIODPPDWLRQKDV
EHHQUHSRUWHGLQDQLPDOVDIWHULQWUDWUDFKHDOLQVWLOODWLRQH[SRVXUH 86(3$DVHFWLRQ
 DQGLQVRPHFDVHV30ZDVIRXQGWREHPRUHSRWHQWWKDQ30
307R[LFLW\,PSDFWVRI6RXUFHVDQG&RPSRVLWLRQ
$VGLVFXVVHGDERYHSRVLWLYHDQGLQVRPHFDVHVVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWDVVRFLDWLRQV
EHWZHHQVKRUWWHUP30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDQGPRUWDOLW\DQGPRUELGLW\KDYHEHHQUHSRUWHGLQD
QXPEHURIGLIIHUHQWORFDWLRQV/LWWOHLVNQRZQDERXWKRZ30FRPSRVLWLRQYDULHVDFURVV
WKHVHORFDWLRQVDQGKRZWKDWYDULDWLRQFRXOGDIIHFWSDUWLFOHWR[LFLW\ 86(3$DVHFWLRQV
 +RZHYHUWKHOLPLWHGDYDLODEOHHYLGHQFHVXJJHVWVWKDWVSHFLILFFRPSRQHQWV
RIWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVWHQGWRFRPSULVHGLIIHUHQWIUDFWLRQVRI30PDVVLQGLIIHUHQW
HQYLURQPHQWV HJXUEDQYHUVXVUXUDOHQYLURQPHQWV  86(3$DVHFWLRQ6FKPLGW
HWDO(GJHUWRQHWDO ,WLVSRVVLEOHWKDWVXFKGLIIHUHQFHVLQSDUWLFOHFRPSRVLWLRQ
DIIHFWSDUWLFOHWR[LFLW\WKRXJKWKH,6$FRQFOXGHVWKDWFXUUHQWO\DYDLODEOHHYLGHQFHLVLQVXIILFLHQW
WRGUDZGLVWLQFWLRQVLQWR[LFLW\EDVHGRQFRPSRVLWLRQDQGQRWHVWKDWUHFHQWVWXGLHVKDYHUHSRUWHG
WKDW30 ERWK30DQG30 IURPGLIIHUHQWVRXUFHVLQFOXGLQJFUXVWDOVRXUFHVLVDVVRFLDWHG
ZLWKDGYHUVHKHDOWKHIIHFWV 86(3$DVHFWLRQ 7KHHYLGHQFHIRUDVVRFLDWLRQVZLWK
SDUWLFOHVRULJLQDWLQJIURPGLIIHUHQWW\SHVRIVRXUFHVDQGLQGLIIHUHQWORFDWLRQVLVGLVFXVVHGEULHIO\
EHORZ
$VGLVFXVVHGDERYHPRVW30HSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVKDYHEHHQFRQGXFWHGLQXUEDQ
ORFDWLRQVLQWKH86&DQDGDDQG(XURSHZKLOHDVPDOOQXPEHURIVWXGLHVKDYHH[DPLQHGWKH
KHDOWKLPSDFWVRIGXVWVWRUPHYHQWV 86(3$DVHFWLRQV $OWKRXJKWKHVH
GXVWVWRUPVWXGLHVGRQRWOLQNVSHFLILFSDUWLFOHFRQVWLWXHQWVWRKHDOWKHIIHFWVLWLVXVHIXOWR
FRQVLGHUWKHPZLWKLQWKHFRQWH[WRIWKHWR[LFLW\RISDUWLFOHVRIQRQXUEDQFUXVWDORULJLQ6HYHUDO






VWXGLHVKDYHUHSRUWHGSRVLWLYHDQGVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWDVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQGXVWVWRUPHYHQWV
DQGPRUELGLW\RUPRUWDOLW\LQFOXGLQJWKHIROORZLQJ
x

0LGGOHWRQHWDO  UHSRUWHGWKDWGXVWVWRUPVLQ&\SUXVZHUHDVVRFLDWHGZLWKD
VWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWLQFUHDVHLQULVNRIKRVSLWDOL]DWLRQIRUDOOFDXVHVDQGDQRQ
VLJQLILFDQWLQFUHDVHLQKRVSLWDOL]DWLRQVIRUFDUGLRYDVFXODUGLVHDVH

x

&KDQHWDO  VWXGLHGWKHHIIHFWVRI$VLDQGXVWVWRUPVRQFDUGLRYDVFXODUUHODWHG
KRVSLWDODGPLVVLRQVLQ7DLSHL7DLZDQDQGUHSRUWHGDVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWLQFUHDVH
DVVRFLDWHGZLWK$VLDQGXVWHYHQWV(YDOXDWLQJWKHVDPHGDWD%HOOHWDO  DOVR
UHSRUWHGSRVLWLYHDQGVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWDVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQKRVSLWDOL]DWLRQIRU
LVFKHPLFKHDUWGLVHDVHDQG30

x

3HUH]HWDO  WHVWHGWKHK\SRWKHVLVWKDWRXWEUHDNVRI6DKDUDQGXVWH[DFHUEDWHWKH





HIIHFWVRI30RQGDLO\PRUWDOLW\LQ6SDLQ'XULQJ6DKDUDQGXVWGD\VWKH30
HIIHFWHVWLPDWHZDVODUJHUWKDQRQQRQGXVWGD\VDQGLWEHFDPHVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW
ZKHUHDVLWZDVQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWRQQRQGXVWGD\V

,QFRQWUDVWWRWKHVWXGLHVQRWHGDERYHVRPHGXVWVWRUPVWXGLHVKDYHUHSRUWHGDVVRFLDWLRQV
WKDWZHUHQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW6SHFLILFDOO\%HQQHWWHWDO  UHSRUWHGRQDGXVWVWRUP
LQWKH*RELGHVHUWWKDWWUDQVSRUWHG30DFURVVWKH3DFLILF2FHDQUHDFKLQJZHVWHUQ1RUWK$PHULFD
LQWKHVSULQJRI7KHDXWKRUVUHSRUWHGQRH[FHVVULVNRIFDUGLRYDVFXODUUHODWHGRU
UHVSLUDWRU\UHODWHGKRVSLWDODGPLVVLRQVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHGXVWVWRUPLQWKHSRSXODWLRQRI%ULWLVK
&ROXPELD¶V/RZHU)UDVHU9DOOH\ %HQQHWWHWDO ,QDGGLWLRQ<DQJHWDO  UHSRUWHG
WKDWKRVSLWDOL]DWLRQVIRUFRQJHVWLYHKHDUWIDLOXUHZHUHHOHYDWHGGXULQJRULPPHGLDWHO\IROORZLQJ
$VLDQGXVWVWRUPHYHQWVWKRXJKHIIHFWHVWLPDWHVZHUHQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW7KH
LPSOLFDWLRQVRIWKHVHVWXGLHVIRUWKHFXUUHQWUHYLHZVSHFLILFDOO\IRUFRQVLGHUDWLRQRISRWHQWLDO
DOWHUQDWLYHLQGLFDWRUVDUHGLVFXVVHGEHORZLQVHFWLRQ
1H[WZHFRQVLGHUXQFHUWDLQWLHVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHHYLGHQFHE\DGGUHVVLQJWKHIROORZLQJ
TXHVWLRQ
x

What are the important uncertainties associated with the currently available scientific
evidence that should be considered in evaluating the adequacy of the current PM10
standard?

7KHPDMRULW\RIWKHKHDOWKHYLGHQFHVXSSRUWLQJWKHOLQNEHWZHHQVKRUWWHUPWKRUDFLF
FRDUVHSDUWLFOHH[SRVXUHVDQGPRUWDOLW\DQGPRUELGLW\FRPHVIURPHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHV
$OWKRXJKQHZVWXGLHVKDYHEHFRPHDYDLODEOHVLQFHWKHODVWUHYLHZDQGKDYHH[SDQGHGRXU
XQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHDVVRFLDWLRQEHWZHHQ30DQGDGYHUVHKHDOWKHIIHFWV VHHDERYHDQG86
(3$D&KDSWHU LPSRUWDQWXQFHUWDLQWLHVUHPDLQ7KHVHXQFHUWDLQWLHVDQGWKHLU
LPSOLFDWLRQVIRULQWHUSUHWLQJWKHVFLHQWLILFHYLGHQFHDUHGLVFXVVHGEHORZ






7KH,6$ VHFWLRQV FRQFOXGHVWKDWDQLPSRUWDQWXQFHUWDLQW\LQWKH30
HSLGHPLRORJLFDOOLWHUDWXUHLVUHODWHGWRWKHDLUTXDOLW\HVWLPDWHVXVHGLQWKHVHVWXGLHV
6SHFLILFDOO\WKH,6$FRQFOXGHVWKDWWKHUHLVJUHDWHUHUURULQHVWLPDWLQJDPELHQWH[SRVXUHVWR
30WKDQWR30DQGWKDWVXFKXQFHUWDLQW\LVDSDUWLFXODUO\UHOHYDQWFRQVLGHUDWLRQZKHQ
LQWHUSUHWLQJ30HSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHV&RQWULEXWLQJWRWKLVXQFHUWDLQW\LVWKHUHODWLYHO\
OLPLWHGVSDWLDOFRYHUDJHSURYLGHGE\WKHH[LVWLQJ30PRQLWRULQJQHWZRUN GLVFXVVHGLQ
VHFWLRQDERYH86(3$DVHFWLRQV $VGLVFXVVHGDERYHD
QDWLRQDOPRQLWRULQJQHWZRUNIRU30LVQRWLQSODFHOLPLWLQJWKHVSDWLDODUHDRYHUZKLFK
30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDUHPHDVXUHG,QDGGLWLRQEDVHGRQWKHOLPLWHGDYDLODEOHHYLGHQFHWKH
,6$FRQFOXGHGWKDW³WKHUHLVJUHDWHUVSDWLDOYDULDELOLW\LQ30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVWKDQ30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVUHVXOWLQJLQLQFUHDVHGH[SRVXUHHUURUIRUWKHODUJHUVL]HIUDFWLRQ´ 86(3$
DS DQGWKDWDYDLODEOHPHDVXUHPHQWVGRQRWSURYLGHVXIILFLHQWLQIRUPDWLRQWR
DGHTXDWHO\FKDUDFWHUL]HWKHVSDWLDOGLVWULEXWLRQRI30FRQFHQWUDWLRQV 86(3$D
VHFWLRQ 7KHQHWHIIHFWRIWKHVHXQFHUWDLQWLHVRQHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVRI30LVWR
ELDVWKHUHVXOWVRIVXFKVWXGLHVWRZDUGWKHQXOOK\SRWKHVLV7KDWLVDVQRWHGLQWKH,6$WKHVH
OLPLWDWLRQVLQHVWLPDWHVRIDPELHQW30FRQFHQWUDWLRQV³ZRXOGWHQGWRLQFUHDVHXQFHUWDLQW\
DQGPDNHLWPRUHGLIILFXOWWRGHWHFWHIIHFWVRI30LQHSLGHPLRORJLFVWXGLHV´ 86(3$D
S 
*LYHQWKHVHOLPLWDWLRQVLQWKHDYDLODEOH30PRQLWRULQJGDWDGLIIHUHQW
HSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVKDYHHPSOR\HGGLIIHUHQWDSSURDFKHVIRUHVWLPDWLQJ30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVIXUWKHUFRQWULEXWLQJWRXQFHUWDLQW\LQLQWHUSUHWLQJWKHVHVWXGLHV)RUH[DPSOHDV
GLVFXVVHGDERYHWKHPXOWLFLW\VWXG\E\3HQJHWDO  HVWLPDWHG30E\WDNLQJWKH
GLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQFROORFDWHG30DQG30PRQLWRUVZKLOHWKHVWXG\E\=DQREHWWLDQG
6FKZDUW]  XVHGWKHGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQFRXQW\DYHUDJH30DQG30FRQFHQWUDWLRQV$
VPDOOQXPEHURIVWXGLHVKDYHGLUHFWO\PHDVXUHG30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVZLWKGLFKRWRPRXV
VDPSOHUV HJ%XUQHWWHWDO9LOOHQHXYHHWDO.OHPPHWDO ,WLVQRWFOHDU
KRZFRPSXWHG30PHDVXUHPHQWVVXFKDVWKRVHXVHGE\=DQREHWWLDQG6FKZDUW]FRPSDUH
ZLWKWKH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVREWDLQHGLQRWKHUVWXGLHVHLWKHUE\GLUHFWPHDVXUHPHQWZLWKD
GLFKRWRPRXVVDPSOHURUE\FDOFXODWLQJWKHGLIIHUHQFHXVLQJFRORFDWHGVDPSOHUV 86(3$
DVHFWLRQ *LYHQWKHXVHRIWKHVHGLIIHUHQWDSSURDFKHVWRHVWLPDWLQJ30



,QDGGLWLRQVHYHUDOVRXUFHVRIXQFHUWDLQW\FDQEHVSHFLILFDOO\DVVRFLDWHGZLWK30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVWKDWDUH
HVWLPDWHGEDVHGRQFRORFDWHGPRQLWRUV)RUH[DPSOHWKHSRWHQWLDOIRUGLIIHUHQFHVDPRQJRSHUDWLRQDOIORZUDWHV
DQGWHPSHUDWXUHVIRU30DQG30PRQLWRUVDGGWRWKHSRWHQWLDOIRUH[SRVXUHPLVFODVVLILFDWLRQ$VGLVFXVVHGLQ
$SSHQGL[%30GDWDDUHRIWHQUHSRUWHGDWVWDQGDUGWHPSHUDWXUHDQGSUHVVXUH 673 ZKLOH30LVUHSRUWHGDW
ORFDOFRQGLWLRQV /& ,QWKHVHFDVHVWKH30GDWDVKRXOGEHDGMXVWHGWRORFDOFRQGLWLRQVZKHQHVWLPDWLQJ30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQV,QPDQ\RIWKHHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVWKDWHVWLPDWHG30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVEDVHGRQFRORFDWHG





FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDFURVVVWXGLHVDQGWKHLULQKHUHQWOLPLWDWLRQVWKHGLVWULEXWLRQVRIWKRUDFLFFRDUVH
SDUWLFOHFRQFHQWUDWLRQVRYHUZKLFKUHSRUWHGKHDOWKRXWFRPHVRFFXUUHPDLQKLJKO\XQFHUWDLQ
7KH,6$DOVRQRWHVWKDWWKHSRWHQWLDOIRUFRQIRXQGLQJE\FRRFFXUULQJSROOXWDQWV
SDUWLFXODUO\30KDVEHHQDGGUHVVHGLQRQO\DUHODWLYHO\VPDOOQXPEHURI30
HSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVLQWURGXFLQJDGGLWLRQDOXQFHUWDLQW\LQWRWKHLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKHVHVWXGLHV
86(3$DVHFWLRQ 7KLVLVDSDUWLFXODUO\LPSRUWDQWFRQVLGHUDWLRQJLYHQWKH
UHODWLYHO\OLPLWHGERG\RIH[SHULPHQWDOHYLGHQFHDYDLODEOHWRVXSSRUWWKHSODXVLELOLW\RI
DVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQ30LWVHOIDQGKHDOWKHIIHFWVUHSRUWHGLQHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHV$V
GLVFXVVHGDERYHPDQ\HSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVWKDWKDYHHYDOXDWHGFRSROOXWDQWPRGHOVKDYH
UHSRUWHGWKDW30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVUHPDLQSRVLWLYHEXWORVHSUHFLVLRQDQGDUHQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\
VLJQLILFDQWLQWKHVHPRGHOV 86(3$D)LJXUHV 7KHQHWHIIHFWRIWKLV
OLPLWDWLRQLQWKHQXPEHURIHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVWKDWKDYHHYDOXDWHGFRSROOXWDQWPRGHOV
FRPELQHGZLWKWKHOLPLWHGQXPEHURIVXSSRUWLQJH[SHULPHQWDOVWXGLHVLVWRLQFUHDVHWKH
XQFHUWDLQW\DVVRFLDWHGZLWKHVWLPDWHVRIWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFK30LWVHOIUDWKHUWKDQRQHRU
PRUHFRRFFXUULQJSROOXWDQWVLVUHVSRQVLEOHIRUWKHUHSRUWHGKHDOWKHIIHFWV
$QRWKHUXQFHUWDLQW\UHVXOWVIURPWKHUHODWLYHODFNRILQIRUPDWLRQRQWKHFKHPLFDODQG
ELRORJLFDOFRPSRVLWLRQRI30DQGWKHHIIHFWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHYDULRXVFRPSRQHQWV 86
(3$DVHFWLRQ $VGLVFXVVHGDERYHDIHZUHFHQWVWXGLHVKDYHHYDOXDWHG
DVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQKHDOWKHIIHFWVDQGSDUWLFOHVRIQRQXUEDQFUXVWDORULJLQE\HYDOXDWLQJWKH
KHDOWKLPSDFWVRIGXVWVWRUPHYHQWV7KRXJKWKHVHVWXGLHVSURYLGHVRPHLQIRUPDWLRQRQWKH
KHDOWKHIIHFWVRISDUWLFOHVWKDWOLNHO\GLIIHULQFRPSRVLWLRQIURPWKHSDUWLFOHVRIXUEDQRULJLQWKDW
DUHW\SLFDOO\VWXGLHGZLWKRXWPRUHLQIRUPDWLRQRQWKHFKHPLFDOVSHFLDWLRQRI30WKH
DSSDUHQWYDULDELOLW\LQDVVRFLDWLRQVZLWKKHDOWKHIIHFWVDFURVVORFDWLRQVLVGLIILFXOWWRFKDUDFWHUL]H
86(3$DVHFWLRQ 
$VGLVFXVVHGDERYHDKRXU30VWDQGDUGLVLQSODFHWRSURWHFWWKHSXEOLFKHDOWK
DJDLQVWH[SRVXUHVWRWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV7KHUHIRUHLQIXUWKHUFRQVLGHULQJWKHDGHTXDF\RI
WKHFXUUHQW30VWDQGDUGZHDVNWKHIROORZLQJTXHVWLRQ
x

To what extent does the available scientific evidence report associations between
PM10-2.5 and morbidity and mortality in areas that would likely meet the current PM10
standard?

,QDGGUHVVLQJWKLVTXHVWLRQZHKDYHXVHG(3$¶V$46WRFKDUDFWHUL]H30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVLQ86ORFDWLRQVZKHUHERWKVLQJOHFLW\DQGPXOWLFLW\30VWXGLHVKDYHEHHQ


PRQLWRUVLWLVQRWPDGHH[SOLFLWO\FOHDUZKHWKHUWKLVDGMXVWPHQWZDVPDGHDGGLQJWRWKHRYHUDOOXQFHUWDLQW\LQWKH
30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVWKDWDUHDVVRFLDWHGZLWKKHDOWKHIIHFWV

$FFHVVLEOHDWKWWSZZZHSDJRYWWQDLUVDLUVDTV





FRQGXFWHG VHH86(3$D)LJXUHVWRIRUVWXGLHV :KHQFRPSDUHGWRVLQJOHFLW\
VWXGLHVZHQRWHWKDWPXOWLFLW\VWXGLHVDVVHVV30DVVRFLDWHGKHDOWKHIIHFWVDPRQJODUJHU
VWXG\SRSXODWLRQVSURYLGLQJHQKDQFHGSRZHUWRGHWHFW30DVVRFLDWHGKHDOWKHIIHFWV,Q
DGGLWLRQPXOWLFLW\VWXGLHVRIWHQSURYLGHVSDWLDOFRYHUDJHIRUGLIIHUHQWUHJLRQVDFURVVWKH
FRXQWU\UHIOHFWLQJGLIIHUHQFHVLQ30VRXUFHVFRPSRVLWLRQDQGSRWHQWLDOO\RWKHUIDFWRUVWKDW
FRXOGLPSDFW30UHODWHGHIIHFWV7KHVHIDFWRUVPDNHPXOWLFLW\VWXGLHVSDUWLFXODUO\
LPSRUWDQWZKHQGUDZLQJFRQFOXVLRQVDERXWKHDOWKHIIHFWDVVRFLDWLRQV+RZHYHUPXOWLFLW\
VWXGLHVRIWHQSUHVHQWRYHUDOOHIIHFWHVWLPDWHVUDWKHUWKDQVLQJOHFLW\HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVZKLOHVKRUW
WHUPDLUTXDOLW\FDQYDU\FRQVLGHUDEO\DFURVVFLWLHV7KHUHIRUHWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKHIIHFWV
UHSRUWHGLQPXOWLFLW\VWXGLHVDUHDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHVKRUWWHUPDLUTXDOLW\LQDQ\SDUWLFXODU
ORFDWLRQLVXQFHUWDLQHVSHFLDOO\ZKHQFRQVLGHULQJVKRUWWHUPFRQFHQWUDWLRQVDWWKHXSSHUHQGRI
WKHGLVWULEXWLRQRIGDLO\FRQFHQWUDWLRQVIRUSROOXWDQWVZLWKUHODWLYHO\KHWHURJHQHRXVVSDWLDO
GLVWULEXWLRQVVXFKDV30DQG30 86(3$DVHFWLRQ ,QFRQWUDVWVLQJOHFLW\
VWXGLHVDUHPRUHOLPLWHGLQWHUPVRISRZHUDQGJHRJUDSKLFFRYHUDJHEXWWKHOLQNEHWZHHQ
UHSRUWHGKHDOWKHIIHFWVDQGWKHVKRUWWHUPDLUTXDOLW\LQDJLYHQFLW\LVPRUHVWUDLJKWIRUZDUGWR
HVWDEOLVK$VDUHVXOWLQFRQVLGHULQJKRXU30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVLQORFDWLRQVRI
HSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVZHKDYHIRFXVHGEHORZSULPDULO\RQVLQJOHFLW\VWXGLHV )LJXUHVDQG
 DQGVLQJOHFLW\DQDO\VHVRIWKHORFDWLRQVHYDOXDWHGLQWKHPXOWLFLW\VWXG\E\=DQREHWWLDQG
6FKZDUW] 86(3$D)LJXUH 
7KHFXUUHQW30VWDQGDUGKDVDIRUPRIRQHH[SHFWHGH[FHHGDQFHSHU\HDUDYHUDJHG
RYHU\HDUV,QRUGHUWRFRPSDUH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVLQVWXG\ORFDWLRQVWRWKHOHYHORIWKH
FXUUHQWVWDQGDUGZHKDYHLGHQWLILHGWKH30\HDUH[SHFWHGH[FHHGDQFHFRQFHQWUDWLRQ
HTXLYDOHQWGHVLJQYDOXHIRUHDFKVWXG\SHULRG ODEHOHG³'9´LQ)LJXUHVDQGEHORZ XVLQJ
WKHSURWRFROVSHFLILHGLQWKH306WDWH,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ3ODQ 6,3 'HYHORSPHQW*XLGHOLQHV 86
(3$ 6RPHVWXGLHV LQGLFDWHGE\D LQ)LJXUH FRYHUHGWLPHSHULRGVRIOHVVWKDQ
WKUHH\HDUV)RUWKHVHVWXG\DUHDVWRFKDUDFWHUL]HDPELHQW30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVUHODWLYHWR
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDOORZHGXQGHUWKHFXUUHQW30VWDQGDUGZHDYHUDJHGWKHVHFRQGKLJKHVWKRXU



7KHRQHH[SHFWHGH[FHHGDQFHIRUPLPSOLHVWKDWWKHVWDQGDUGOHYHOLVQRWWREHH[FHHGHGPRUHWKDQRQFHSHU\HDU
RQDYHUDJHRYHU\HDUV7KHUHIRUHLQDUHDVWKDWUHSRUWKRXU30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVHYHU\GD\WKHWKKLJKHVW
KRXU30FRQFHQWUDWLRQPHDVXUHGGXULQJDWKUHH\HDUSHULRGLVFRPSDUHGWRWKHVWDQGDUGOHYHO,QFRQWUDVWLQDUHDV
WKDWPRQLWRU30HYHU\VL[GD\VRUHYHU\WKUHHGD\VWKH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVWKDWDUHFRPSDUDEOHWRWKHVWDQGDUG
OHYHODUHUHVSHFWLYHO\WKHKLJKHVWDQGQGKLJKHVWKRXU30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVPHDVXUHGGXULQJDWKUHH\HDUSHULRG

6SHFLILFDOO\WKH30\HDUH[SHFWHGH[FHHGDQFHFRQFHQWUDWLRQHTXLYDOHQWGHVLJQYDOXHLVLGHQWLILHGDVWKHKLJKHVW
KRXUDYHUDJHFRQFHQWUDWLRQ LHIURPDVLQJOHPRQLWRULQWKHVWXG\DUHD RYHUD\HDUSHULRGZKHQWKHUHDUH
RUIHZHUVDPSOHVUHSRUWHGIRUWKDWWLPHIUDPHWKHVHFRQGKLJKHVWKRXUDYHUDJHFRQFHQWUDWLRQZKHQWKHUHDUH
WRVDPSOHVLQWKH\HDUSHULRGWKHWKLUGKLJKHVWKRXUDYHUDJHFRQFHQWUDWLRQZKHQWKHUHDUHWR
VDPSOHVLQWKH\HDUSHULRGDQGWKHIRXUWKKLJKHVWKRXUDYHUDJHFRQFHQWUDWLRQZKHQWKHUHDUHRUPRUH
VDPSOHVUHSRUWHGRYHUWKH\HDUSHULRG&RQFHQWUDWLRQHTXLYDOHQWGHVLJQYDOXHVZHUHQRWLGHQWLILHGIRUVWXG\
SHULRGVOHVVWKDQ\HDUV






Figure 3-2.

PM10 Air Quality and PM10-2.5 Effect Estimates in Locations of U.S. Single-City PM10-2.5 Mortality Studies++




6WXGLHVLQ)LJXUHVDQGDUHDFRPELQDWLRQRIWKRVHDVVHVVHGLQWKHODVWUHYLHZDQGWKRVHDVVHVVHGLQWKH,6$LQWKHFXUUHQWUHYLHZ6WXGLHVLQWKHVH
ILJXUHVDUHRUGHUHGE\LQFUHDVLQJ30FRQFHQWUDWLRQHTXLYDOHQWGHVLJQYDOXHV













Figure 3-3.

PM10 Air Quality PM10-2.5 Effect Estimates in Locations of U.S. Single-City PM10-2.5 Morbidity Studies
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VHFRQGKLJKHVWKRXU30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVIRUHDFK\HDURIWKHVWXG\ LHVHFRQGKLJKHVWFRQFHQWUDWLRQPHDVXUHGE\WKHVLQJOHPRQLWRULQWKHVWXG\DUHD
UHFRUGLQJWKHKLJKHVWVXFKFRQFHQWUDWLRQ 












30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVIRUHDFK\HDURIWKHVWXG\ LHVHFRQGKLJKHVWFRQFHQWUDWLRQPHDVXUHGDW
WKHVLQJOHPRQLWRULQWKHVWXG\DUHDUHFRUGLQJWKHKLJKHVWVXFKFRQFHQWUDWLRQ 7KHLGHQWLILFDWLRQ
RIFRQFHQWUDWLRQHTXLYDOHQWGHVLJQYDOXHVDQGVHFRQGKLJKHVW30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVIRUHDFKVWXG\
DUHDDUHGHVFULEHGLQPRUHGHWDLOLQ6FKPLGWDQG-HQNLQV  DQG-HQNLQV  
,QDGGLWLRQWRWKHVLQJOHFLW\VWXGLHVLQFOXGHGLQ)LJXUHVDQGDERYHPXOWLFLW\
DYHUDJHVRIWKH\HDUH[SHFWHGH[FHHGDQFHFRQFHQWUDWLRQHTXLYDOHQWGHVLJQYDOXHVIRU86
PXOWLFLW\VWXGLHVZHUHJPIRUWKHORFDWLRQVHYDOXDWHGE\=DQREHWWLDQG6FKZDUW]  
VHH-HQNLQVIRU30DLUTXDOLW\FRQFHQWUDWLRQV DQGJPIRUWKHORFDWLRQV
HYDOXDWHGE\3HQJHWDO   VHH6FKPLGWDQG-HQNLQVIRU30DLUTXDOLW\
FRQFHQWUDWLRQV $VGLVFXVVHGDERYHWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKRYHUDOO30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHV
UHSRUWHGLQPXOWLFLW\VWXGLHVDUHDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHDLUTXDOLW\LQDQ\SDUWLFXODUORFDWLRQLV
XQFHUWDLQ+RZHYHUWKH,6$DOVRSUHVHQWVVLQJOHFLW\%D\HVDGMXVWHGHIIHFWHVWLPDWHVIRUHDFK
RIWKHFLWLHVHYDOXDWHGE\=DQREHWWLDQG6FKZDUW] 86(3$D)LJXUH SURYLGLQJWKH
RSSRUWXQLW\WRFRQVLGHUDVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQ30DQGPRUWDOLW\DQGWRFRQVLGHUWKH30DLU
TXDOLW\LQHDFKRIWKHLQGLYLGXDOFLWLHVHYDOXDWHGLQWKLVVWXG\
$VGLVFXVVHGDERYHLQVLQJOHFLW\DQDO\VHVLQWKHORFDWLRQVHYDOXDWHGE\=DQREHWWLDQG
6FKZDUW]30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVIRUPRUWDOLW\ZHUHJHQHUDOO\SRVLWLYHEXWQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\
VLJQLILFDQWDQGPRVWZHUHVLPLODULQPDJQLWXGHDQGSUHFLVLRQSDUWLFXODUO\IRUFDUGLRYDVFXODU
UHODWHGPRUWDOLW\DFURVVDZLGHUDQJHRIHVWLPDWHG30FRQFHQWUDWLRQV 86(3$D
)LJXUH 7KUHH\HDU30H[SHFWHGH[FHHGDQFHFRQFHQWUDWLRQHTXLYDOHQWGHVLJQYDOXHVLQ
WKHVHFLWLHVUDQJHGIURPJP 'DYLH)/ WRJP 6DOW/DNH&LW\87 ,QPRVWRIWKH
FLWLHVHYDOXDWHG RIWKHIRUZKLFKFRQFHQWUDWLRQHTXLYDOHQWGHVLJQYDOXHVFRXOGEH
LGHQWLILHG FRQFHQWUDWLRQHTXLYDOHQWGHVLJQYDOXHVZHUHEHORZJP -HQNLQV ,Q
WKHVL[FLWLHVZKHUHSRVLWLYHDQGVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW30PRUWDOLW\HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVZHUH
UHSRUWHG VHHDERYH FRQFHQWUDWLRQHTXLYDOHQWGHVLJQYDOXHVZHUHDVIROORZV -HQNLQV 
x

&KLFDJRJP

x

3LWWVEXUJKJP

x

%LUPLQJKDPJP

x

'HWURLWJP

x

6W/RXLVJP

x 6DOW/DNH&LW\JP
7KHUHIRUHZKLOH30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVLQVLQJOHFLW\DQDO\VHVZHUHQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW
IRUPRVWORFDWLRQVHYDOXDWHGE\=DQREHWWLDQG6FKZDUW]LQFOXGLQJVRPHORFDWLRQVZLWK30



$FFRUGLQJWRURXQGLQJFRQYHQWLRQIRUWKH30VWDQGDUGDKRXU30FRQFHQWUDWLRQRIPJPZRXOGURXQG
WRPJP )5 7KHUHIRUHEDVHGRQWKH30RQHH[SHFWHGH[FHHGDQFHFRQFHQWUDWLRQHTXLYDOHQW
GHVLJQYDOXH%LUPLQJKDPZRXOGKDYHEHHQH[SHFWHGWRMXVWPHHWWKHFXUUHQW30VWDQGDUGGXULQJWKHVWXG\SHULRG




FRQFHQWUDWLRQVZHOODERYHWKRVHDOORZHGE\WKHFXUUHQWKRXU30VWDQGDUGSRVLWLYHDQG
VWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVZHUHUHSRUWHGLQWZRORFDWLRQV &KLFDJR
3LWWVEXUJK ZLWKFRQFHQWUDWLRQHTXLYDOHQWGHVLJQYDOXHVEHORZJP
,QFRQVLGHULQJ30HSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVFRQGXFWHGLQ&DQDGDDQGHOVHZKHUH
RXWVLGHWKH86ZHQRWHWKDWZHJHQHUDOO\GRQRWKDYHDFFHVVWR30DLUTXDOLW\LQIRUPDWLRQ
EH\RQGWKDWSXEOLVKHGE\WKHVWXG\DXWKRUV0DQ\RIWKHVHVWXGLHVUHSRUW30FRQFHQWUDWLRQV
DYHUDJHGDFURVVPRQLWRUVUDWKHUWKDQIURPWKHKLJKHVWPRQLWRULQWKHVWXG\DUHDDQGRUUHSRUW
RQO\PHDQRUPHGLDQFRQFHQWUDWLRQV/LQHWDO  UHSRUWHGSRVLWLYHDQGVWDWLVWLFDOO\
VLJQLILFDQWDVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQ30DQGDVWKPDKRVSLWDODGPLVVLRQVLQFKLOGUHQLQ7RURQWR
86(3$D)LJXUHV 7KHDXWKRUVUHSRUWHGDPD[LPXP30FRQFHQWUDWLRQ
PHDVXUHGDWDVLQJOHPRQLWRULQWKHVWXG\DUHDRIJPLQGLFDWLQJWKDWWKH30DLUTXDOLW\
LQ7RURQWRGXULQJWKLVVWXG\ZRXOGKDYHEHHQDOORZHGE\WKHFXUUHQWKRXU30VWDQGDUG,Q
FRQWUDVW0LGGOHWRQHWDO  ZKRUHSRUWHGWKDWGXVWVWRUPVLQ&\SUXVZHUHDVVRFLDWHGZLWKD
VWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWLQFUHDVHLQULVNRIKRVSLWDOL]DWLRQIRUDOOFDXVHVDQGDQRQVLJQLILFDQW
LQFUHDVHLQKRVSLWDOL]DWLRQVIRUFDUGLRYDVFXODUGLVHDVHVUHSRUWHGDPD[LPXPKRXU30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQRIJP7KXVWKHGXVWVWRUPDVVRFLDWHGLQFUHDVHVLQKRVSLWDOL]DWLRQV
UHSRUWHGLQWKLVVWXG\RFFXUUHGLQDQDUHDZLWK30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVWKDWZHUHOLNHO\ZHOODERYH
WKRVHDOORZHGE\WKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUG2WKHUGXVWVWRUPVWXGLHVGLGQRWUHSRUWPD[LPXPKRXU
30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVIURPLQGLYLGXDOPRQLWRUVWKRXJKWKHVWXGLHVE\&KDQHWDO  DQG%HOO
HWDO  ZKLFKUHSRUWHGSRVLWLYHDQGVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWDVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQGXVWVWRUP
PHWULFVDQGFDUGLRYDVFXODUUHODWHGKRVSLWDODGPLVVLRQVUHSRUWHGWKDWKRXU30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDYHUDJHGDFURVVPRQLWRUVH[FHHGHGJP,WLVOLNHO\WKDWSHDN
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVPHDVXUHGDWLQGLYLGXDOPRQLWRUVLQWKHVHVWXGLHVZHUHPXFKKLJKHUDQGWKHUHIRUH
KRXU30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVLQWKHVHVWXG\DUHDVZHUHOLNHO\DERYHWKRVHDOORZHGE\WKHFXUUHQW
VWDQGDUG
6XPPDU\RI(YLGHQFH%DVHG&RQVLGHUDWLRQV
1HZHYLGHQFHVXSSRUWLQJDQDVVRFLDWLRQEHWZHHQ30DQGPRUWDOLW\DQGPRUELGLW\
KDVEHFRPHDYDLODEOHVLQFHWKHODVWUHYLHZRIWKH301$$467KHDYDLODEOHHYLGHQFHZDV
MXGJHGLQWKH,6$WREHsuggestive of a causal relationshipEHWZHHQVKRUWWHUP30
H[SRVXUHVDQGPRUWDOLW\FDUGLRYDVFXODUHIIHFWVDQGUHVSLUDWRU\HIIHFWVZKLOHWKHHYLGHQFHZDV
MXGJHGinadequateto infer a causal relationshipZLWKORQJWHUP30H[SRVXUHVIRUWKHVH
VDPHEURDGKHDOWKHIIHFWFDWHJRULHVDVZHOODVRWKHUHIIHFWVFRQVLGHUHGLQWKH,6$ 86(3$
DVHFWLRQVHH7DEOHDERYH 7KHHYLGHQFHVXSSRUWLQJDOLQNEHWZHHQVKRUWWHUP
WKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHH[SRVXUHVDQGDGYHUVHKHDOWKHIIHFWVFRPHVSULPDULO\IURP
HSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVZLWKOLPLWHGVXSSRUWLQJHYLGHQFHIURPFRQWUROOHGKXPDQH[SRVXUH




VWXGLHVDQGWRDOHVVHUH[WHQWDQLPDOLQVWLOODWLRQVWXGLHV7KLVHYLGHQFHLQFOXGHVVHYHUDOUHFHQW
LHSXEOLVKHGVLQFHWKHODVWUHYLHZRIWKH301$$46 PXOWLFLW\HSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHV
FRQGXFWHGLQWKH86&DQDGDDQG(XURSHDQGDVPDOOQXPEHURIUHFHQWVWXGLHVRISDUWLFOHVRI
QRQXUEDQRULJLQ,QJHQHUDOHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVKDYHUHSRUWHGSRVLWLYHDQGLQVRPHFDVHV
VWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHV,QWKHOLPLWHGQXPEHURIVWXGLHVWKDWKDYH
HYDOXDWHGFRSROOXWDQWPRGHOVWKDWLQFOXGHHLWKHUJDVHRXVSROOXWDQWVRUILQHSDUWLFOHV30
HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVJHQHUDOO\UHPDLQHGSRVLWLYHDQGLQDIHZFDVHVVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW
3RVLWLYHDVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQ30DQGPRUWDOLW\DQGPRUELGLW\KDYHEHHQUHSRUWHGLQ
DQXPEHURIORFDWLRQVDFURVVWKH86ZLWKDZLGHUDQJHRI30DQG30FRQFHQWUDWLRQV
$PRQJVLQJOHFLW\DQDO\VHV30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVZHUHSRVLWLYHDQGVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWLQ
DIHZ86FLWLHVDQGDWOHDVWRQH&DQDGLDQFLW\ZLWKDPELHQW30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVWKDWZRXOGEH
DOORZHGE\WKHFXUUHQWKRXU30VWDQGDUG,QDGGLWLRQPXOWLFLW\DYHUDJH30RQH
H[SHFWHGH[FHHGHGFRQFHQWUDWLRQHTXLYDOHQWGHVLJQYDOXHVZHUHEHORZWKHOHYHORIWKHFXUUHQW
30VWDQGDUGZKHQDYHUDJHGDFURVV86FLWLHVWKDWKDYHEHHQHYDOXDWHGLQPXOWLFLW\VWXGLHV
UHSRUWLQJSRVLWLYHDQGLQVRPHFDVHVVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWDVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQ30DQG
PRUWDOLW\DQGPRUELGLW\+RZHYHUPRVW30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVHYHQWKRVHUHSRUWHGLQ
ORFDWLRQVZLWK30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDERYHWKHFRQFHQWUDWLRQVDOORZHGE\WKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUG
ZHUHQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW
3.2.2

CASAC Conclusions and Recommendations

)ROORZLQJWKHLUUHYLHZRIWKHILUVWDQGVHFRQGGUDIW3$V&$6$&SURYLGHGDGYLFHDQG
UHFRPPHQGDWLRQVUHJDUGLQJWKHFXUUHQWDQGSRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYHVWDQGDUGVIRUWKRUDFLFFRDUVH
SDUWLFOHV 6DPHWF6DPHWG :LWKUHJDUGWRWKHFXUUHQW30VWDQGDUG&$6$&
FRQFOXGHGWKDW³WKHFXUUHQWGDWDZKLOHOLPLWHGLVVXIILFLHQWWRFDOOLQWRTXHVWLRQWKHOHYHORI
SURWHFWLRQDIIRUGHGWKH$PHULFDQSHRSOHE\WKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUG´ 6DPHWGS ,Q
GUDZLQJWKLVFRQFOXVLRQ&$6$&QRWHGWKHSRVLWLYHDVVRFLDWLRQVLQPXOWLFLW\DQGVLQJOHFLW\
VWXGLHVLQFOXGLQJLQORFDWLRQVZLWK30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVEHORZWKRVHDOORZHGE\WKHFXUUHQW
VWDQGDUG,QDGGLWLRQ&$6$&JDYH³VLJQLILFDQWZHLJKWWRVWXGLHVWKDWKDYHJHQHUDOO\UHSRUWHG
WKDW30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVUHPDLQSRVLWLYHZKHQHYDOXDWHGLQFRSROOXWDQWPRGHOV´DQG
FRQFOXGHGWKDW³FRQWUROOHGKXPDQH[SRVXUH30VWXGLHVVKRZLQJGHFUHDVHVLQKHDUWUDWH
YDULDELOLW\DQGLQFUHDVHVLQPDUNHUVRISXOPRQDU\LQIODPPDWLRQDUHGHHPHGDGHTXDWHWRVXSSRUW
WKHSODXVLELOLW\RIWKHDVVRFLDWLRQVUHSRUWHGLQHSLGHPLRORJLFVWXGLHV´ 6DPHWGS 
*LYHQDOORIWKHDERYHFRQFOXVLRQV&$6$&UHFRPPHQGHGWKDW³WKHSULPDU\VWDQGDUGIRU30
VKRXOGEHUHYLVHG´LQRUGHUWRLQFUHDVHSXEOLFKHDOWKSURWHFWLRQ 6DPHWGSLLDQGS 





3.2.3

Staff Conclusions on Adequacy of Current PM10 Standard

,QOLJKWRIWKHDYDLODEOH30KHDOWKHYLGHQFHDQGWKH30DLUTXDOLW\FRQFHQWUDWLRQV
LQVWXG\ORFDWLRQVDVGLVFXVVHGDERYHZHUHYLVLWWKHRYHUDUFKLQJTXHVWLRQ'RHVWKHFXUUHQWO\
DYDLODEOHVFLHQWLILFHYLGHQFHDVUHIOHFWHGLQWKH,6$DQGDLUTXDOLW\LQIRUPDWLRQVXSSRUWRUFDOO
LQWRTXHVWLRQWKHDGHTXDF\RIWKHSURWHFWLRQDIIRUGHGE\WKHFXUUHQWKRXU30VWDQGDUG
DJDLQVWHIIHFWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKH[SRVXUHVWRWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV"
,QFRQVLGHULQJWKHHYLGHQFHDQGLQIRUPDWLRQDVWKH\UHODWHWRWKHDGHTXDF\RIWKHFXUUHQW
KRXU30VWDQGDUGZHQRWHWKDWDVGLVFXVVHGDERYHWKLVVWDQGDUGLVPHDQWWRSURWHFWWKH
SXEOLFKHDOWKDJDLQVWHIIHFWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKVKRUWWHUPH[SRVXUHVWR30,QWKHODVWUHYLHZ
LWZDVMXGJHGDSSURSULDWHWRPDLQWDLQVXFKDVWDQGDUGJLYHQWKH³JURZLQJERG\RIHYLGHQFH
VXJJHVWLQJFDXVDODVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQVKRUWWHUPH[SRVXUHWRWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVDQG
PRUELGLW\HIIHFWVVXFKDVUHVSLUDWRU\V\PSWRPVDQGKRVSLWDODGPLVVLRQVIRUUHVSLUDWRU\GLVHDVHV
DQGSRVVLEO\PRUWDOLW\´ )52FWREHU *LYHQWKHH[SDQGHGERG\RIHYLGHQFH
DYDLODEOHLQWKHFXUUHQWUHYLHZGLVFXVVHGLQGHWDLOLQWKH,6$ 86(3$D&KDSWHU DQG
VXPPDUL]HGDERYHZHFRQFOXGHWKDWWKHHYLGHQFHFRQWLQXHVWRVXSSRUWWKHDSSURSULDWHQHVVRID
VWDQGDUGWRSURWHFWWKHSXEOLFKHDOWKDJDLQVWHIIHFWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKVKRUWWHUPH[SRVXUHVWR
30,QDGGLWLRQZKHQFRQVLGHULQJWKHHYLGHQFHIRUDVVRFLDWLRQVZLWK30IURPGLIIHUHQW
W\SHVRIVRXUFHVDQGLQGLIIHUHQWORFDWLRQV HJWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVRIXUEDQLQGXVWULDO
RULJLQDVZHOODVZLQGEORZQGXVWRIQRQXUEDQRULJLQ ZHFRQFOXGHWKDWLWUHPDLQVDSSURSULDWHWR
SURYLGHVRPHPHDVXUHRISURWHFWLRQDJDLQVWH[SRVXUHVWRDOOWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV
,QFRQVLGHULQJWKHHYLGHQFHZHQRWHWKDWDGHFLVLRQRQWKHDGHTXDF\RIWKHSXEOLFKHDOWK
SURWHFWLRQSURYLGHGE\WKHFXUUHQW30VWDQGDUGZLOOEHDSXEOLFKHDOWKSROLF\MXGJPHQWLQ
ZKLFKWKH$GPLQLVWUDWRUZHLJKVWKDWHYLGHQFHDQGLWVLQKHUHQWXQFHUWDLQWLHV7KHUHIRUH
GHSHQGLQJRQWKHHPSKDVLVSODFHGRQGLIIHUHQWDVSHFWVRIWKHHYLGHQFHDQGXQFHUWDLQWLHV
FRQVLGHUDWLRQRIGLIIHUHQWFRQFOXVLRQVRQDGHTXDF\FRXOGEHVXSSRUWHG
)RUH[DPSOHRQHDSSURDFKWRFRQVLGHULQJWKHHYLGHQFHDQGLWVDVVRFLDWHGXQFHUWDLQWLHV
ZRXOGEHWRSODFHHPSKDVLVRQWKHIROORZLQJ
x

:KLOHLPSRUWDQWXQFHUWDLQWLHVDUHDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHKHDOWKHYLGHQFHVHYHUDOPXOWLFLW\
HSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVFRQGXFWHGLQWKH86&DQDGDDQG(XURSHDVZHOODVDQXPEHU
RIVLQJOHFLW\VWXGLHVKDYHUHSRUWHGJHQHUDOO\SRVLWLYHDQGLQVRPHFDVHVVWDWLVWLFDOO\
VLJQLILFDQWDVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQVKRUWWHUP30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDQGDGYHUVHKHDOWK
HQGSRLQWVLQFOXGLQJPRUWDOLW\DQGFDUGLRYDVFXODUUHODWHGDQGUHVSLUDWRU\UHODWHGKRVSLWDO
DGPLVVLRQVDQGHPHUJHQF\GHSDUWPHQWYLVLWV

x

%RWKVLQJOHFLW\DQGPXOWLFLW\DQDO\VHVXVLQJGLIIHUHQWDSSURDFKHVWRHVWLPDWHDPELHQW
30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVKDYHUHSRUWHGSRVLWLYH30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVLQORFDWLRQVWKDW
ZRXOGOLNHO\KDYHPHWWKHFXUUHQWKRXU30VWDQGDUG,QVRPHFDVHVWKHVH30
HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVZHUHVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW








x

:KLOHOLPLWHGLQQXPEHUVWXGLHVWKDWKDYHHYDOXDWHGFRSROOXWDQWPRGHOVKDYHJHQHUDOO\
UHSRUWHGWKDW30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVUHPDLQSRVLWLYHDQGLQDIHZFDVHVVWDWLVWLFDOO\
VLJQLILFDQWZKHQWKHVHPRGHOVLQFOXGHJDVHRXVSROOXWDQWVRUILQHSDUWLFOHV

x

6XSSRUWIRUWKHSODXVLELOLW\RIWKHDVVRFLDWLRQVUHSRUWHGLQHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVLV
SURYLGHGE\DVPDOOQXPEHURIFRQWUROOHGKXPDQH[SRVXUHVWXGLHVUHSRUWLQJWKDWVKRUW
WHUP LHKRXU H[SRVXUHVWR30GHFUHDVHKHDUWUDWHYDULDELOLW\DQGLQFUHDVH
PDUNHUVRISXOPRQDU\LQIODPPDWLRQ




6XFKDQDSSURDFKWRFRQVLGHULQJWKHHYLGHQFHZRXOGSODFHVXEVWDQWLDOZHLJKWRQWKHJHQHUDOO\
SRVLWLYH30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVWKDWKDYHEHHQUHSRUWHGIRUPRUWDOLW\DQGPRUELGLW\HYHQWKRVH
HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVWKDWDUHQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW7KLVFRXOGEHMXGJHGDSSURSULDWHJLYHQWKDW
FRQVLVWHQWUHVXOWVKDYHEHHQUHSRUWHGDFURVVPXOWLSOHVWXGLHVXVLQJGLIIHUHQWDSSURDFKHVWR
HVWLPDWHDPELHQW30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDQGWKDWH[SRVXUHPHDVXUHPHQWHUURUZKLFKLVOLNHO\WR
EHODUJHUIRU30WKDQIRU30WHQGVWRELDVWKHUHVXOWVRIHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVWRZDUG
WKHQXOOK\SRWKHVLVPDNLQJLWOHVVOLNHO\WKDWDVVRFLDWLRQVZLOOEHGHWHFWHG,QFRQWUDVWVXFKDQ
DSSURDFKZRXOGSODFHUHODWLYHO\OLWWOHZHLJKWRQWKHXQFHUWDLQWLHVLQWKHHYLGHQFHWKDWUHVXOWHGLQ
WKH,6$FRQFOXVLRQVWKDWWKHHYLGHQFHLVRQO\³VXJJHVWLYH´RIDFDXVDOUHODWLRQVKLSUDWKHUWKDQ
³OLNHO\FDXVDO´RU³FDXVDO´7RWKHH[WHQWWKDWDGHFLVLRQRQWKHDGHTXDF\RIWKHFXUUHQWKRXU
30VWDQGDUGZHUHWRSODFHHPSKDVLVRQWKHFRQVLGHUDWLRQVQRWHGDERYHLWFRXOGEHMXGJHGWKDW
WKHFXUUHQWKRXU30VWDQGDUGGRHVQRWSURWHFWSXEOLFKHDOWKZLWKDQDGHTXDWHPDUJLQRI
VDIHW\DQGWKDWLWVKRXOGEHUHYLVHGLQRUGHUWRLQFUHDVHSURWHFWLRQDJDLQVWHIIHFWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWK
VKRUWWHUPH[SRVXUHVWRWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV
$QRWKHUDSSURDFKWRFRQVLGHULQJWKHHYLGHQFHDQGLWVXQFHUWDLQWLHVZRXOGEHWRSODFH
HPSKDVLVRQWKHIROORZLQJ
x

:KLOHPRVWRI30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVUHSRUWHGIRUPRUWDOLW\DQGPRUELGLW\ZHUH
SRVLWLYHPDQ\ZHUHQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWHYHQLQVLQJOHSROOXWDQWPRGHOV7KLV
LQFOXGHVHIIHFWHVWLPDWHVUHSRUWHGLQVWXG\ORFDWLRQVZLWK30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDERYH
WKRVHDOORZHGE\WKHFXUUHQWKRXU30VWDQGDUG

x

7KHQXPEHURIHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVWKDWKDYHHPSOR\HGFRSROOXWDQWPRGHOVWR
DGGUHVVWKHSRWHQWLDOIRUFRQIRXQGLQJSDUWLFXODUO\E\30UHPDLQVOLPLWHG
7KHUHIRUHWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFK30LWVHOIUDWKHUWKDQRQHRUPRUHFRSROOXWDQWV
FRQWULEXWHVWRUHSRUWHGKHDOWKHIIHFWVUHPDLQVXQFHUWDLQ

x

2QO\DOLPLWHGQXPEHURIH[SHULPHQWDOVWXGLHVSURYLGHVXSSRUWIRUWKHDVVRFLDWLRQV
UHSRUWHGLQHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVUHVXOWLQJLQIXUWKHUXQFHUWDLQW\UHJDUGLQJWKH
SODXVLELOLW\RIWKHDVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQ30DQGPRUWDOLW\DQGPRUELGLW\UHSRUWHG
LQHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHV





x

/LPLWDWLRQVLQ30PRQLWRULQJGDWDDQGWKHGLIIHUHQWDSSURDFKHVXVHGWRHVWLPDWH
30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDFURVVHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVUHVXOWLQXQFHUWDLQW\LQWKH
DPELHQW30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDWZKLFKWKHUHSRUWHGHIIHFWVRFFXU

x

7KHFKHPLFDODQGELRORJLFDOFRPSRVLWLRQRI30DQGWKHHIIHFWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWK
WKHYDULRXVFRPSRQHQWVUHPDLQVXQFHUWDLQ:LWKRXWPRUHLQIRUPDWLRQRQWKHFKHPLFDO
VSHFLDWLRQRI30WKHDSSDUHQWYDULDELOLW\LQDVVRFLDWLRQVDFURVVORFDWLRQVLV
GLIILFXOWWRFKDUDFWHUL]H

x

,QFRQVLGHULQJWKHDYDLODEOHHYLGHQFHDQGLWVDVVRFLDWHGXQFHUWDLQWLHVWKH,6$
FRQFOXGHGWKDWWKHHYLGHQFHLV³VXJJHVWLYH´RIDFDXVDOUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQVKRUWWHUP
30H[SRVXUHVDQGPRUWDOLW\FDUGLRYDVFXODUHIIHFWVDQGUHVSLUDWRU\HIIHFWV7KHVH
ZHLJKWRIHYLGHQFHFRQFOXVLRQVFRQWUDVWZLWKWKRVHIRUWKHUHODWLRQVKLSVEHWZHHQ30
H[SRVXUHVDQGDGYHUVHKHDOWKHIIHFWVZKLFKZHUHMXGJHGLQWKH,6$WREHHLWKHU
³FDXVDO´RU³OLNHO\FDXVDO´IRUPRUWDOLW\FDUGLRYDVFXODUHIIHFWVDQGUHVSLUDWRU\HIIHFWV

7RWKHH[WHQWWKDWDGHFLVLRQRQWKHDGHTXDF\RIWKHFXUUHQWKRXU30VWDQGDUGZHUHWRSODFH
HPSKDVLVRQWKHFRQVLGHUDWLRQVQRWHGDERYHLWFRXOGEHMXGJHGWKDWZKLOHLWUHPDLQVDSSURSULDWH
WRPDLQWDLQDVWDQGDUGWRSURWHFWDJDLQVWVKRUWWHUPH[SRVXUHVWRWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVWKH
DYDLODEOHHYLGHQFHVXJJHVWVWKDWWKHFXUUHQWKRXU30VWDQGDUGDSSURSULDWHO\SURWHFWVSXEOLF
KHDOWKDQGWKDWLWSURYLGHVDQDGHTXDWHPDUJLQRIVDIHW\DJDLQVWHIIHFWVWKDWKDYHEHHQDVVRFLDWHG
ZLWK30:KLOHWKLVDSSURDFKWRFRQVLGHULQJWKHHYLGHQFHZRXOGUHFRJQL]HWKHSRVLWLYHDQG
LQVRPHFDVHVVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWDVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQ30DQGPRUWDOLW\DQGPRUELGLW\
E\PDLQWDLQLQJDVWDQGDUGWRSURWHFWDJDLQVWH[SRVXUHVWRWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVLWZRXOGSODFH
UHODWLYHO\JUHDWHUHPSKDVLVRQWKHOLPLWDWLRQVDQGXQFHUWDLQWLHVQRWHGDERYHZKLFKWHQGWR
FRPSOLFDWHWKHLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKDWHYLGHQFH
*LYHQDOORIWKHDERYHZHFRQFOXGHWKDWLWZRXOGEHDSSURSULDWHWRFRQVLGHUHLWKHU
UHWDLQLQJRUUHYLVLQJWKHFXUUHQWKRXU30VWDQGDUGGHSHQGLQJRQWKHDSSURDFKWDNHQWR
FRQVLGHULQJWKHDYDLODEOHHYLGHQFHDQGLQIRUPDWLRQ7KHUHIRUHZHMXGJHWKDWLWLVDSSURSULDWHLQ
WKLV3$WRFRQVLGHUZKDWSRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYHVWDQGDUGVLIDQ\FRXOGEHVXSSRUWHGE\WKH
DYDLODEOHVFLHQWLILFHYLGHQFHLQRUGHUWRLQFUHDVHSXEOLFKHDOWKSURWHFWLRQDJDLQVWH[SRVXUHVWR
30





3.3

CONSIDERATION OF POTENTIAL ALTERNATIVE STANDARDS
6WDIIQH[WFRQVLGHUVWKHIROORZLQJRYHUDUFKLQJTXHVWLRQ
What potential alternative standard(s) could be supported by the currently available
scientific evidence and air quality information?

,QDGGUHVVLQJWKLVRYHUDUFKLQJTXHVWLRQZHFRQVLGHUKRZWKHFXUUHQWO\DYDLODEOH
VFLHQWLILFHYLGHQFHDQGDLUTXDOLW\LQIRUPDWLRQFRXOGLQIRUPGHFLVLRQVUHJDUGLQJWKHEDVLF
HOHPHQWVRIWKH1$$46LQGLFDWRU VHFWLRQ DYHUDJLQJWLPH VHFWLRQ IRUP VHFWLRQ
 DQGOHYHO VHFWLRQ 7KHVHHOHPHQWVDUHFRQVLGHUHGFROOHFWLYHO\LQHYDOXDWLQJWKH
KHDOWKSURWHFWLRQDIIRUGHGE\SRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYHVWDQGDUGVXQGHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQ
3.3.1

Indicator

$VGLVFXVVHGDERYH30LQFOXGHVERWK30DQG30ZLWKWKHUHODWLYHFRQWULEXWLRQ
RIHDFKWR30PDVVYDU\LQJDFURVVORFDWLRQV VHHEHORZ ,QWKHPRVWUHFHQWUHYLHZFRPSOHWHG
LQ(3$FRQFOXGHGWKDWWKH30LQGLFDWRUUHPDLQHGDSSURSULDWHEHFDXVHD30VWDQGDUG
ZRXOGEHH[SHFWHGWRSURYLGHDSSURSULDWHSURWHFWLRQDJDLQVWHIIHFWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKH[SRVXUHVWR
30,QSDUWLFXODUD30LQGLFDWRUZRXOGEHH[SHFWHGWRWDUJHWSURWHFWLRQWRXUEDQDUHDV
ZKHUHWKHHYLGHQFHRIHIIHFWVIURPH[SRVXUHWRFRDUVH30LVWKHVWURQJHVW )5DW ,Q
FRQVLGHULQJSRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYHVWDQGDUGVLQWKHFXUUHQWUHYLHZZHKDYHFRQVLGHUHGWKH
IROORZLQJTXHVWLRQZLWKUHJDUGWRLQGLFDWRU
x

To what extent does the available evidence and/or air quality information provide
support for retaining or revising the current PM10 indicator?
,QDGGUHVVLQJWKLVTXHVWLRQZHIRFXVRQWKHIROORZLQJFRQVLGHUDWLRQV
x

7KHH[WHQWWRZKLFK30LVFRPSULVHGRI30

x

7KHDSSURSULDWHQHVVRIDVWDQGDUGWKDWZRXOGEHH[SHFWHGWRDOORZORZHU30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVLQDUHDVZLWKKLJKHUILQHSDUWLFOHFRQFHQWUDWLRQV LHXUEDQDUHDV WKDQ
DUHDVZLWKORZHUILQHSDUWLFOHFRQFHQWUDWLRQV LHUXUDODUHDV 




$VDQLQLWLDOPDWWHUZHFRQVLGHUWKHSURSRUWLRQRI30PDVVLQGLIIHUHQWUHJLRQVRIWKH
86WKDWLV30 VHH86(3$DVHFWLRQ6FKPLGWDQG-HQNLQV 6FKPLGW
DQG-HQNLQV  GLYLGHGWKH86LQWRFOLPDWLFUHJLRQVXVLQJWKHVDPHDSSURDFKDVXVHGLQWKH
PXOWLFLW\HSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXG\E\=DQREHWWLDQG6FKZDUW]   VHHDERYH &RQVLVWHQW



)RUFRPSDULVRQVRI30PDVVLQXUEDQDQGUXUDODUHDVVHH6FKPLGW RXWSXWVIRU$WWDFKPHQW' 
7KH0HGLWHUUDQHDQUHJLRQLQFOXGHV&$25:$7KHGU\UHJLRQLQFOXGHV10$=197KHGU\FRQWLQHQWDO
UHJLRQLQFOXGHV07,':<87&27KHKRWVXPPHUFRQWLQHQWDOUHJLRQLQFOXGHV6'1(,$,/,12+7KH
ZDUPVXPPHUFRQWLQHQWDOUHJLRQLQFOXGHV1'01:,0,3$1<&75,0$971+0(7KHKXPLG







ZLWKWKHDLUTXDOLW\DQDO\VHVLQWKH,6$ 86(3$DVHFWLRQ DQGWKHFRQFHQWUDWLRQ
HVWLPDWHVRI=DQREHWWLDQG6FKZDUW]  30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVZHUHKLJKHULQWKHGU\
PHGLWHUUDQHDQDQGGU\FRQWLQHQWDOUHJLRQVZLWKWKHKLJKHVWFRQFHQWUDWLRQVLQWKHGU\UHJLRQ
ZKLFKLQFOXGHGWKHVRXWKZHVWHUQ86 GDWDQRWVKRZQIURP6FKPLGWDQG-HQNLQV 2Q
DYHUDJHUDWLRVRI30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVWR30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVZHUHDOVRKLJKHULQWKHVH
UHJLRQVWKDQLQWKHUHPDLQGHURIWKH86ZLWKWKHGU\UHJLRQKDYLQJWKHKLJKHVWUDWLRV
&RQVLVWHQWUHVXOWVZHUHUHSRUWHGLQWKH,6$DQDO\VHVRI30DLUTXDOLW\ 86(3$DFRPSDUH
7DEOHVDQG :KLOHWKHVDPHJHQHUDOSDWWHUQSHUVLVWHGZKHQWKHDQDO\VLVZDVUHVWULFWHG
WRGD\VZLWK30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDWWKHKLJKHQGRIWKHGLVWULEXWLRQRIKRXUFRQFHQWUDWLRQV
LHDWRUDERYHWKHWKSHUFHQWLOHYDOXHV UDWLRVRI30WR30RQWKHVHGD\VWHQGHGWREH
VRPHZKDWKLJKHURQDYHUDJHDFURVVPRVWUHJLRQVRIWKH86 VHHULJKWKDQGFROXPQVLQ)LJXUH
 
Figure 3-4.

Site-Level Ratio of 24-Hour PM10-2.5 to 24-Hour PM10 Concentrations*

%OXHVWDUVUHSUHVHQWPHDQFRQFHQWUDWLRQVKRUL]RQWDOOLQHVUHSUHVHQWPHGLDQFRQFHQWUDWLRQVER[HV
UHSUHVHQWFRQILGHQFHLQWHUYDOVDQGHUURUEDUVUHSUHVHQWFRQILGHQFHLQWHUYDOV1YDOXHV
HTXDOWKHQXPEHURIVLWH\HDUVRIPRQLWRULQJGDWDIRUHDFKUHJLRQ



7KXVRQDYHUDJHDFURVVWKH8630FRPSULVHVDODUJHUSRUWLRQRI30RQGD\VZLWK
UHODWLYHO\KLJK30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVWKDQRQGD\VZLWKPRUHW\SLFDO30FRQFHQWUDWLRQV*LYHQ
WKLVD30VWDQGDUGWKDWIRFXVHVRQWKHXSSHUHQGRIWKHGLVWULEXWLRQRIGDLO\30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVFRXOGHIIHFWLYHO\FRQWURODPELHQW30FRQFHQWUDWLRQV


VXEWURSLFDODQGPDULWLPHUHJLRQLQFOXGHV)//$7;*$$/06$52..602716&1&9$:9.<
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*LYHQWKHDERYHFRQFOXVLRQLQIXUWKHUFRQVLGHULQJWKHLVVXHRILQGLFDWRUZHQRWHWKDW
PRVWRIWKHHYLGHQFHIRUSRVLWLYHDVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQ30DQGPRUELGLW\DQGPRUWDOLW\
SDUWLFXODUO\HYLGHQFHIRUWKHVHDVVRFLDWLRQVDWUHODWLYHO\ORZFRQFHQWUDWLRQVRI30FRQWLQXHV
WRFRPHIURPVWXGLHVFRQGXFWHGLQORFDWLRQVZKHUHWKH30LVH[SHFWHGWREHODUJHO\RIXUEDQ
RULJLQ:KLOHVRPHVWXGLHVKDYHUHSRUWHGSRVLWLYHDVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQUHODWLYHO\KLJK
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVRISDUWLFOHVRIQRQXUEDQRULJLQ LHFUXVWDOPDWHULDOIURPZLQGEORZQGXVWLQ
QRQXUEDQDUHDVVHHDERYH DQGPRUWDOLW\DQGPRUELGLW\ZHQRWHWKDWWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKWKHVH
DVVRFLDWLRQVZRXOGUHPDLQDWWKHORZHUSDUWLFOHFRQFHQWUDWLRQVPRUHW\SLFDORI86DQG
&DQDGLDQXUEDQVWXG\ORFDWLRQVUHPDLQVXQFHUWDLQ*LYHQWKHVHFRQVLGHUDWLRQVDQGJLYHQWKH
LQFUHDVHGSRWHQWLDOIRUFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVLQXUEDQDUHDV   
SDUWLFOHVIURPXUEDQLQGXVWULDOVRXUFHV 86(3$ ǡZHFRQFOXGHWKDWLW
UHPDLQVDSSURSULDWHWRPDLQWDLQDVWDQGDUGWKDWDOORZVORZHUDPELHQWWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOH
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVLQXUEDQDUHDVWKDQLQQRQXUEDQDUHDV
*LYHQWKLVFRQFOXVLRQZHQRWHWKDWLWZRXOGEHUHDVRQDEOHWRFRQVLGHUDQLQGLFDWRUWKDW
WDUJHWVFRQWURORQDUHDVZLWKWKHW\SHVRIDPELHQWPL[HVJHQHUDOO\SUHVHQWLQXUEDQDUHDV6XFK
DQLQGLFDWRUZRXOGIRFXVFRQWURORQDUHDVZLWKDPELHQWPL[HVNQRZQZLWKJUHDWHUFHUWDLQW\WREH
DVVRFLDWHGZLWKDGYHUVHKHDOWKHIIHFWVDQGWKHUHIRUHZRXOGSURYLGHSXEOLFKHDOWKEHQHILWVZLWK
WKHJUHDWHVWGHJUHHRIFHUWDLQW\$VQRWHGLQWKHODVWUHYLHZRIWKH301$$46D30VWDQGDUG
ZRXOGDOORZORZHUFRQFHQWUDWLRQVRI30LQDUHDVZLWKKLJKHUILQHSDUWLFOHFRQFHQWUDWLRQV
ZKLFKWHQGWREHXUEDQORFDWLRQVWKDQDUHDVZLWKORZHUILQHSDUWLFOHFRQFHQWUDWLRQVZKLFKWHQG
WREHUXUDOORFDWLRQV VHFWLRQDERYH 7KHUHIRUHDVLQWKHODVWUHYLHZZHUHDFKWKH
FRQFOXVLRQWKDWD30LQGLFDWRUZRXOGDSSURSULDWHO\WDUJHWSURWHFWLRQWRWKRVHORFDWLRQVZKHUH
WKHHYLGHQFHLVVWURQJHVWIRUDVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQDGYHUVHKHDOWKHIIHFWVDQGH[SRVXUHVWR
WKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV,QFRQWUDVWZHQRWHWKDWD30LQGLFDWRUIRUDVWDQGDUGVHWDWD
VLQJOHXQYDU\LQJOHYHOZRXOGQRWDFKLHYHWKLVWDUJHWLQJJLYHQWKDWDOORZDEOHWKRUDFLFFRDUVH
SDUWLFOHFRQFHQWUDWLRQVZRXOGEHWKHVDPHUHJDUGOHVVRIWKHORFDWLRQRUWKHOLNHO\VRXUFHVRI30
7KHUHIRUHJLYHQWKHFXUUHQWO\DYDLODEOHHYLGHQFHRQHSRVVLEOHUHVXOWRIXVLQJD30LQGLFDWRU
ZRXOGEHDVWDQGDUGWKDWLVRYHUSURWHFWLYHLQUXUDODUHDVDQGRUXQGHUSURWHFWLYHLQXUEDQDUHDV
,QDGGLWLRQZKLOHZHQRWHWKDWDGPLQLVWUDWLYHIHDVLELOLW\LVQRWDQDSSURSULDWHEDVLVIRU
LQIRUPLQJGHFLVLRQVRQWKH1$$46RULWVHOHPHQWV VHHDERYH ZHDOVRQRWHWKDW30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDUHQRWURXWLQHO\PHDVXUHGDQGUHSRUWHGDWSUHVHQW 86(3$DVHFWLRQ



2WKHUWKDQWKHGXVWVWRUPVWXGLHVZHQRWHWKDWWKHVWXG\LQ&RDFKHOOD9DOOH\E\2VWURHWDO  UHSRUWHG
VWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWDVVRFLDWLRQVLQDORFDWLRQZKHUHWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVDUHH[SHFWHGWREHODUJHO\GXHWR
ZLQGEORZQGXVW6SHFLILFDOO\ZHQRWHWKH&$6$&FRQFOXVLRQLQWKHODVWUHYLHZWKDW³VWXGLHVIURP2VWURet al.
VKRZHGVLJQLILFDQWDGYHUVHKHDOWKHIIHFWVSULPDULO\LQYROYLQJH[SRVXUHVWRFRDUVHPRGHSDUWLFOHVDULVLQJIURP
FUXVWDOVRXUFHV´ +HQGHUVRQE ,QFRQVLGHULQJWKLVVWXG\ZHDOVRQRWHWKHUHODWLYHO\KLJK30FRQFHQWUDWLRQV
LQWKHVWXG\DUHD VHH)LJXUHDERYH 




 ,QWKHODVWUHYLHZRIWKH301$$46(3$UHTXLUHGPRQLWRULQJRI30PDVVDQG
ZHH[SHFWWKDWDSSUR[LPDWHO\VWDWLRQVZLOOEHUHSRUWLQJPDVVFRQFHQWUDWLRQVDVSDUWRIWKH
1DWLRQDO&RUH 1&RUH QHWZRUN KWWSZZZHSDJRYWWQDPWLQFRUHLQGH[KWPO  VHFWLRQ
DQG$SSHQGL[%VHFWLRQ% +RZHYHUGDWDIURPWKRVHPRQLWRUVDUHQRWDYDLODEOHIRUORFDWLRQV
DQGWLPHSHULRGVRIH[LVWLQJ30KHDOWKVWXGLHV
,QWKHLUUHYLHZRIWKHVHFRQGGUDIW3$&$6$&DJUHHGZLWKVWDII¶VFRQFOXVLRQVWKDWWKH
DYDLODEOHHYLGHQFHVXSSRUWVFRQVLGHUDWLRQLQWKHFXUUHQWUHYLHZRID30LQGLFDWRUIRUDVWDQGDUG
WKDWSURWHFWVDJDLQVWH[SRVXUHVWRWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV6SHFLILFDOO\&$6$&FRQFOXGHGWKDW
³>Z@KLOHLWZRXOGEHSUHIHUDEOHWRXVHDQLQGLFDWRUWKDWUHIOHFWVWKHFRDUVH30GLUHFWO\OLQNHGWR
KHDOWKULVNV 30 &$6$&UHFRJQL]HVWKDWWKHUHLVQRW\HWVXIILFLHQWGDWDWRSHUPLWDFKDQJH
LQWKHLQGLFDWRUIURP30WRRQHWKDWGLUHFWO\PHDVXUHVWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV´ 6DPHW
GSLL ,QDGGLWLRQ&$6$&³YLJRURXVO\UHFRPPHQGVWKHLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRISODQVIRUWKH
GHSOR\PHQWRIDQHWZRUNRI30VDPSOLQJV\VWHPVVRWKDWIXWXUHHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVZLOO
EHDEOHWRPRUHWKRURXJKO\H[SORUHWKHXVHRI30DVDPRUHDSSURSULDWHLQGLFDWRUIRU
WKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV´ 6DPHWGS 
*LYHQDOORIWKHDERYHFRQVLGHUDWLRQVDVLQWKHGUDIW3ROLF\$VVHVVPHQWZHFRQFOXGHWKDW
WKHDYDLODEOHHYLGHQFHVXSSRUWVFRQVLGHUDWLRQLQWKHFXUUHQWUHYLHZRID30LQGLFDWRUIRUD
VWDQGDUGWKDWSURWHFWVDJDLQVWH[SRVXUHVWRWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV:HIXUWKHUFRQFOXGHWKDW
FRQVLGHUDWLRQRIDOWHUQDWLYHLQGLFDWRUV HJ30 LQIXWXUHUHYLHZVLVGHVLUDEOHDQGFRXOGEH
LQIRUPHGE\DGGLWLRQDOUHVHDUFKDVGHVFULEHGEHORZ VHFWLRQ 
3.3.2

Averaging Time

%DVHGSULPDULO\RQHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVWKDWUHSRUWHGSRVLWLYHDVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQ
VKRUWWHUP KRXU 30±FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDQGPRUWDOLW\DQGPRUELGLW\WKH$GPLQLVWUDWRU
FRQFOXGHGLQWKHODVWUHYLHZWKDWWKHDYDLODEOHHYLGHQFHVXSSRUWHGDKRXUDYHUDJLQJWLPHIRUD
VWDQGDUGLQWHQGHGWRFRQWUROWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV,QFRQWUDVWJLYHQWKHUHODWLYHODFNRI
VWXGLHVVXSSRUWLQJDOLQNEHWZHHQORQJWHUPH[SRVXUHVWRWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVDQGPRUELGLW\
RUPRUWDOLW\ 86(3$D&KDSWHU WKH$GPLQLVWUDWRUIXUWKHUFRQFOXGHGWKDWDQDQQXDO
FRDUVHSDUWLFOHVWDQGDUGZDVQRWZDUUDQWHGDWWKDWWLPH )5 
,QWKHFXUUHQWUHYLHZZHFRQVLGHUWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKWKHDYDLODEOHHYLGHQFHSURYLGHV
LQIRUPDWLRQUHOHYDQWIRUGHFLVLRQVRQDYHUDJLQJWLPHE\FRQVLGHULQJWKHIROORZLQJTXHVWLRQ
x

To what extent does the available evidence continue to support a 24-hour averaging
time for a standard meant to protect against effects associated with exposures to
PM10-2.5?

:LWKUHJDUGWRWKLVTXHVWLRQZHQRWHWKHFRQFOXVLRQVIURPWKH,6$UHJDUGLQJWKHZHLJKW
RIHYLGHQFHIRUVKRUWWHUPDQGORQJWHUP30H[SRVXUHVDVZHOODVWKHVWXGLHVRQZKLFKWKRVH




FRQFOXVLRQVDUHEDVHG6SHFLILFDOO\DVGLVFXVVHGDERYH VHH7DEOHDERYH WKH,6$
FRQFOXGHVWKDWWKHH[LVWLQJHYLGHQFHLVsuggestiveof a causal relationshipEHWZHHQVKRUWWHUP
30H[SRVXUHVDQGPRUWDOLW\FDUGLRYDVFXODUHIIHFWVDQGUHVSLUDWRU\HIIHFWV ,6$VHFWLRQ
 7KLVFRQFOXVLRQLVEDVHGODUJHO\RQHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVZKLFKKDYHSULPDULO\
HYDOXDWHGDVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQKRXU30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDQGPRUELGLW\DQGPRUWDOLW\
HJVHH,6$)LJXUH WKRXJKDVPDOOQXPEHURIFRQWUROOHGKXPDQH[SRVXUHVWXGLHVKDYH
UHSRUWHGHIIHFWVIROORZLQJVKRUWHUH[SRVXUHV LHKRXUV WR30 HJVHH,6$VHFWLRQV
 ,QFRQWUDVWZLWKUHVSHFWWRORQJWHUPH[SRVXUHVWKH,6$FRQFOXGHVWKDW
DYDLODEOHHYLGHQFHLVinadequateto infer a causal relationshipZLWKDOOKHDOWKRXWFRPHV
HYDOXDWHG 86(3$DVHFWLRQ 6SHFLILFDOO\WKH,6$VWDWHV³7RGDWHDVXIILFLHQW
DPRXQWRIHYLGHQFHGRHVQRWH[LVWLQRUGHUWRGUDZFRQFOXVLRQVUHJDUGLQJWKHKHDOWKHIIHFWVDQG
RXWFRPHVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKORQJWHUPH[SRVXUHWR30´ 86(3$DVHFWLRQVHH
7DEOHDERYH 
,QFRQVLGHULQJWKHVHZHLJKWRIHYLGHQFHGHWHUPLQDWLRQVLQWKH,6$ZHFRQFOXGHWKDWDWD
PLQLPXPWKH\VXJJHVWWKHLPSRUWDQFHRIPDLQWDLQLQJDVWDQGDUGWKDWSURWHFWVDJDLQVWVKRUWWHUP
H[SRVXUHVWRWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV*LYHQWKDWWKHPDMRULW\RIWKHHYLGHQFHVXSSRUWLQJWKH
OLQNEHWZHHQVKRUWWHUP30DQGPRUELGLW\DQGPRUWDOLW\LVEDVHGRQKRXUDYHUDJH
WKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHFRQFHQWUDWLRQVZHFRQFOXGHWKDWWKHHYLGHQFHDYDLODEOHLQWKLVUHYLHZ
FRQWLQXHVWRVXSSRUWFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIDKRXUDYHUDJLQJWLPHIRUD30VWDQGDUGPHDQWWR
SURWHFWDJDLQVWHIIHFWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKVKRUWWHUPH[SRVXUHVWR30:HIXUWKHUFRQFOXGHWKDW
WKHDYDLODEOHHYLGHQFHGRHVQRWVXSSRUWFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIDQDQQXDOWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOH
VWDQGDUGDWWKLVWLPH,QUHDFKLQJWKLVFRQFOXVLRQZHDOVRQRWHWKDWWRWKHH[WHQWDVKRUWWHUP
VWDQGDUGUHTXLUHVDUHDVWRUHGXFHWKHLUKRXUDPELHQWSDUWLFOHFRQFHQWUDWLRQVORQJWHUP
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVZRXOGDOVREHH[SHFWHGWRGHFUHDVH7KHUHIRUHDKRXUVWDQGDUGPHDQWWR
SURWHFWDJDLQVWVKRUWWHUPH[SRVXUHVWRWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVZRXOGDOVREHH[SHFWHGWR
SURYLGHVRPHSURWHFWLRQDJDLQVWDQ\SRWHQWLDOHIIHFWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKORQJWHUPH[SRVXUHVWR
DPELHQWFRQFHQWUDWLRQV&$6$&DJUHHGZLWKWKHVHFRQFOXVLRQV 6DPHWF 
3.3.3

Form

7KH³IRUP´RIDVWDQGDUGGHILQHVWKHDLUTXDOLW\VWDWLVWLFWKDWLVWREHFRPSDUHGWRWKH
OHYHORIWKHVWDQGDUGLQGHWHUPLQLQJZKHWKHUDQDUHDDWWDLQVWKDWVWDQGDUG,QLGHQWLI\LQJDVLQJOH
VWDWLVWLFIRUWKHIRUPZHQRWHWKDWDOWKRXJKIXWXUHDLUTXDOLW\LPSURYHPHQWVWUDWHJLHVLQDQ\
SDUWLFXODUDUHDDUHQRWGHILQHGXQWLODIWHUDVWDQGDUGLVSURPXOJDWHGPDQ\VXFKVWUDWHJLHVDUH
OLNHO\WRDIIHFWDEURDGGLVWULEXWLRQRI30DLUTXDOLW\FRQFHQWUDWLRQVLQDQDUHD7KHUHIRUH
DOWKRXJKWKHIRUPRIWKHVWDQGDUGGHILQHVDVLQJOHVWDWLVWLFDQ\UHGXFWLRQVLQKHDOWKULVNVWKDWDUH





OLNHO\WRUHVXOWIURPVWUDWHJLHVGHVLJQHGWRPHHWDVSHFLILFVWDQGDUGDUHOLNHO\WRRFFXUDFURVVD
ZLGHUDQJHRIFRQFHQWUDWLRQV
$VGLVFXVVHGDERYHLQWKHODVWUHYLHZWKH$GPLQLVWUDWRUUHWDLQHGWKHRQHH[SHFWHG
H[FHHGDQFHIRUPRIWKHSULPDU\KRXU30VWDQGDUG7KLVGHFLVLRQZDVOLQNHGWRWKHRYHUDOO
FRQFOXVLRQWKDW³WKHOHYHORISURWHFWLRQIURPFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVSURYLGHGE\WKHFXUUHQWKRXU
30VWDQGDUGUHPDLQVUHTXLVLWHWRSURWHFWSXEOLFKHDOWKZLWKDQDGHTXDWHPDUJLQRIVDIHW\´ 
)5 %HFDXVHUHYLVLQJHLWKHUWKHOHYHORUWKHIRUPRIWKHVWDQGDUGZRXOGKDYHDOWHUHGWKH
SURWHFWLRQSURYLGHGLWZDVFRQFOXGHGWKDWVXFKFKDQJHV³ZRXOGQRWEHDSSURSULDWHEDVHGRQWKH
VFLHQWLILFHYLGHQFHDYDLODEOHDWWKLVWLPH´ )5 7KHUHIRUHWKHGHFLVLRQLQWKHODVW
UHYLHZWRUHWDLQWKHRQHH[SHFWHGH[FHHGDQFHIRUPZDVSDUWRIWKHEURDGHUGHFLVLRQWKDWWKH
H[LVWLQJKRXUVWDQGDUGSURYLGHGUHTXLVLWHSXEOLFKHDOWKSURWHFWLRQ
,QWKHFXUUHQWUHYLHZZHDUHDOVRFRQVLGHULQJWKHIRUPRIWKHVWDQGDUGZLWKLQWKHFRQWH[W
RIWKHRYHUDOOGHFLVLRQRQZKHWKHUDQGLIVRKRZWRUHYLVHWKHFXUUHQWKRXU30VWDQGDUG
*LYHQWKHFRQFOXVLRQVDERYHUHJDUGLQJWKHDSSURSULDWHLQGLFDWRUDQGDYHUDJLQJWLPHIRU
FRQVLGHUDWLRQIRUSRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYHVWDQGDUGVZHFRQVLGHUSRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYHIRUPVIRUD
KRXU30VWDQGDUG7RIUDPHRXUFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIWKLVLVVXHZHSRVHWKHIROORZLQJTXHVWLRQ
x

To what extent does available evidence and information support consideration of an
alternative form for a 24-hour PM10 standard?

$OWKRXJKWKHVHOHFWLRQRIDVSHFLILFIRUPPXVWEHPDGHZLWKLQWKHFRQWH[WRIGHFLVLRQVRQ
WKHRWKHUHOHPHQWVRIWKHVWDQGDUG(3$JHQHUDOO\IDYRUVFRQFHQWUDWLRQEDVHGIRUPVIRUVKRUW
WHUPVWDQGDUGV,Q(3$HVWDEOLVKHGDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPIRUWKHKRXU30VWDQGDUG
DQGLQ(3$HVWDEOLVKHGDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPIRUWKHKRXU12VWDQGDUG )5
)5 DQGDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPIRUWKHKRXU62VWDQGDUG )5 ,QPDNLQJ
WKHVHGHFLVLRQV(3$QRWHGWKDWFRPSDUHGWRDQH[FHHGDQFHEDVHGIRUPDFRQFHQWUDWLRQEDVHG
IRUPLVPRUHUHIOHFWLYHRIWKHKHDOWKULVNVSRVHGE\HOHYDWHGSROOXWDQWFRQFHQWUDWLRQVEHFDXVH
VXFKDIRUPJLYHVSURSRUWLRQDOO\JUHDWHUZHLJKWWRGD\VZKHQFRQFHQWUDWLRQVDUHZHOODERYHWKH
OHYHORIWKHVWDQGDUGWKDQWRGD\VZKHQWKHFRQFHQWUDWLRQVDUHMXVWDERYHWKHOHYHORIWKH
VWDQGDUG,QDGGLWLRQZKHQDYHUDJHGRYHUWKUHH\HDUVWKHVHFRQFHQWUDWLRQEDVHGIRUPVZHUH
MXGJHGWRSURYLGHDQDSSURSULDWHEDODQFHEHWZHHQOLPLWLQJSHDNSROOXWDQWFRQFHQWUDWLRQVDQG
SURYLGLQJDVWDEOHUHJXODWRU\WDUJHWIDFLOLWDWLQJWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIVWDEOHLPSOHPHQWDWLRQ
SURJUDPV
7KHVHFRQVLGHUDWLRQVDUHDOVRUHOHYDQWLQWKHFXUUHQWUHYLHZRIWKHKRXU30VWDQGDUG
6SHFLILFDOO\ZHFRQFOXGHWKDWLWLVDSSURSULDWHWRFRQVLGHUFRQFHQWUDWLRQEDVHGIRUPVWKDWZRXOG
SURYLGHDEDODQFHEHWZHHQOLPLWLQJSHDNSROOXWDQWFRQFHQWUDWLRQVDQGSURYLGLQJDVWDEOH
UHJXODWRU\WDUJHW7RDFFRPSOLVKWKLVLWZRXOGEHDSSURSULDWHWRFRQVLGHUIRUPVIURPWKHXSSHU




HQGRIWKHDQQXDOGLVWULEXWLRQRIKRXU30FRQFHQWUDWLRQV+RZHYHUJLYHQWKHSRWHQWLDO
IRUORFDOVRXUFHVWRKDYHLPSRUWDQWLPSDFWVRQPRQLWRUHG30FRQFHQWUDWLRQV 86(3$D
VHFWLRQ ZHDOVRQRWHWKDWLWZRXOGEHDSSURSULDWHWRFRQVLGHUIRUPVWKDWZKHQDYHUDJHG
RYHUWKUHH\HDUVZRXOGEHH[SHFWHGWRSURPRWHWKHVWDELOLW\RIORFDOLPSOHPHQWDWLRQSURJUDPV
,QFRQVLGHULQJWKHVHLVVXHVLQWKHPRVWUHFHQWUHYLHZRIWKH12SULPDU\1$$46ZHQRWHWKDWD
WKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPZDVDGRSWHGUDWKHUWKDQDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPGXHWRWKHSRWHQWLDOIRU
³LQVWDELOLW\LQWKHKLJKHUSHUFHQWLOHFRQFHQWUDWLRQV´QHDUORFDOVRXUFHV )5 
,QFRQVLGHULQJWKHSRWHQWLDODSSURSULDWHQHVVRIDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPLQWKHFXUUHQW
UHYLHZZHQRWHWKDWFRPSDUHGWRWKHFXUUHQW30VWDQGDUGDWWDLQPHQWVWDWXVIRUD30
VWDQGDUGZLWKDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPZRXOGEHEDVHGRQDPRUHVWDEOHDLUTXDOLW\VWDWLVWLFDQG
ZRXOGEHH[SHFWHGWREHOHVVLQIOXHQFHGE\UHODWLYHO\UDUHHYHQWVWKDWFDQFDXVHHOHYDWLRQVLQ
30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVRYHUVKRUWSHULRGVRIWLPH 6FKPLGWE 6SHFLILFDOO\ZHQRWHWKDWLQ
DUHDVWKDWPRQLWRU30HYHU\VL[GD\VHYHU\WKUHHGD\VRUHYHU\GD\WKHRQHH[SHFWHG
H[FHHGDQFHFRQFHQWUDWLRQVWKDWDUHFRPSDUDEOHWRWKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGOHYHODUHUHVSHFWLYHO\WKH
KLJKHVWQGKLJKHVWRUWKKLJKHVWKRXU30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVPHDVXUHGGXULQJDWKUHH\HDU
SHULRG,QFRQWUDVWIRUWKHVDPHPRQLWRULQJIUHTXHQFLHVWKH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVWKDWZRXOGEH
FRPSDUDEOHWRWKHOHYHORIDVWDQGDUGZLWKDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPZRXOGEHWKHWKUHH\HDUDYHUDJH
RIWKHQGKLJKHVWUGKLJKHVWRUWKWKKLJKHVWKRXU30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVPHDVXUHGGXULQJD
VLQJOH\HDU
,QIXUWKHUFRQVLGHULQJWKLVLVVXHZHQRWHWKDWFRPSDUHGWRWKHFXUUHQWH[SHFWHG
H[FHHGDQFHIRUPDFRQFHQWUDWLRQEDVHGIRUPVSHFLILHGDVDSHUFHQWLOHRIWKHDQQXDOGLVWULEXWLRQ
RI30FRQFHQWUDWLRQV HJVXFKDVDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUP ZRXOGEHH[SHFWHGWREHWWHU
FRPSHQVDWHIRUPLVVLQJGDWDDQGOHVVWKDQGDLO\PRQLWRULQJ 'DYLGVRQDQG+RSNH 7KLV
LVDSDUWLFXODUO\LPSRUWDQWFRQVLGHUDWLRQLQWKHFDVHRI30EHFDXVHGHSHQGLQJODUJHO\RQ
DPELHQWFRQFHQWUDWLRQVWKHIUHTXHQF\RI30PRQLWRULQJGLIIHUVDFURVVORFDWLRQV LHHLWKHU
GDLO\LQGD\VLQGD\VRULQGD\V  6HFWLRQDERYHDQG$SSHQGL[% :LWKD
WKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPDWWDLQPHQWVWDWXVZRXOGEHGHWHUPLQHGEDVHGRQ30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVIURP



:LWKUHJDUGWRWKLVFRQFOXVLRQZHDOVRQRWHWKDW30LVOLNHO\WRPDNHDODUJHUFRQWULEXWLRQWR30PDVVRQ
GD\VZLWKUHODWLYHO\KLJK30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVWKDQRQGD\VZLWKPRUHW\SLFDO30FRQFHQWUDWLRQV VHHDERYH 

6WDELOLW\RILPSOHPHQWDWLRQSURJUDPVKDVEHHQKHOGWREHDOHJLWLPDWHFRQVLGHUDWLRQLQGHWHUPLQLQJD1$$46
$PHULFDQ7UXFNLQJ$VVQ¶VY(3$)GDW 

6HHDOVR$7$,,,)GDW XSKROGLQJWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPVLQFH³RWKHUZLVH6WDWHVZRXOGKDYHWR
GHVLJQWKHLUSROOXWLRQFRQWUROSURJUDPVDURXQGVLQJOHKLJKH[SRVXUHHYHQWVWKDWPD\EHGXHWRXQXVXDO
PHWHRURORJLFDOFRQGLWLRQVDORQHUHQGHULQJWKHSURJUDPVOHVVVWDEOH±DQGKHQFHZHDVVXPHOHVVHIIHFWLYH±WKDQ
SURJUDPVGHVLJQHGWRDGGUHVVORQJHUWHUPDYHUDJHFRQGLWLRQV´ ,QFRQWUDVWLQWKHUHFHQWO\FRPSOHWHGUHYLHZRIWKH
62SULPDU\1$$46DWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPZDVDGRSWHG+RZHYHULQWKHFDVHRI62WKHVWDQGDUGZDVLQWHQGHG
WROLPLWPLQXWHH[SRVXUHVDQGDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPZDVPDUNHGO\PRUHHIIHFWLYHDWGRLQJVRWKDQDWKSHUFHQWLOH
IRUP)5DW




WKHVDPHSDUWRIWKHDQQXDOGLVWULEXWLRQRIKRXU30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVUHJDUGOHVVRIWKH
IUHTXHQF\RI30PRQLWRULQJ
,QOLJKWRIDOORIWKHDERYHFRQVLGHUDWLRQVZHFRQFOXGHWKDWWRWKHH[WHQWLWLVMXGJHG
DSSURSULDWHWRUHYLVHWKHFXUUHQWKRXU30VWDQGDUGLWZRXOGEHDSSURSULDWHWRFRQVLGHU
UHYLVLQJWKHIRUPWRWKH\HDUDYHUDJHRIWKHWKSHUFHQWLOHRIWKHDQQXDOGLVWULEXWLRQRIKRXU
30FRQFHQWUDWLRQV&$6$&DJUHHGQRWLQJWKDWWKH\³IHOWVWURQJO\WKDWLWLVDSSURSULDWHWR
FKDQJHWKHVWDWLVWLFDOIRUPRIWKH30VWDQGDUGWRDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUP´ 6DPHWG ,Q
UHDFKLQJWKLVFRQFOXVLRQ&$6$&QRWHGWKDW³>S@XEOLVKHGZRUNKDVVKRZQWKDWWKHSHUFHQWLOH
IRUPKDVJUHDWHUSRZHUWRLGHQWLI\QRQDWWDLQPHQWDQGDVPDOOHUSUREDELOLW\RIPLVFODVVLILFDWLRQ
UHODWLYHWRWKHH[SHFWHGH[FHHGDQFHIRUPRIWKHVWDQGDUG´ 6DPHWG 
+RZHYHU&$6$&DOVRQRWHGWKDWVXFKDFKDQJHLQIRUP³ZLOOOHDGWRFKDQJHVLQOHYHOV
RIVWULQJHQF\DFURVVWKHFRXQWU\´DQGUHFRPPHQGHGWKDWWKLVLVVXHEHH[SORUHGIXUWKHU,Q
FRQVLGHULQJWKLVLVVXHZHDFNQRZOHGJHWKDWJLYHQGLIIHUHQFHVLQ30DLUTXDOLW\GLVWULEXWLRQV
DFURVVORFDWLRQV 86(3$D7DEOH DUHYLVHGVWDQGDUGZLWKDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUP
ZRXOGOLNHO\WDUJHWSXEOLFKHDOWKSURWHFWLRQWRVRPHGLIIHUHQWORFDWLRQVWKDQGRHVWKHFXUUHQW
VWDQGDUGZLWKLWVRQHH[SHFWHGH[FHHGDQFHIRUP*LYHQWKLVZHQRWHWKDWDIXUWKHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQ
ZLWKUHJDUGWRWKHDSSURSULDWHQHVVRIUHYLVLQJWKHIRUPRIWKHFXUUHQW30VWDQGDUGLVWKHH[WHQW
WRZKLFKZKHQFRPSDUHGZLWKWKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGDUHYLVHGVWDQGDUGZLWKDWKSHUFHQWLOH
IRUPZRXOGEHH[SHFWHGWRWDUJHWSXEOLFKHDOWKSURWHFWLRQWRDUHDVZKHUHZHKDYHPRUH
FRQILGHQFHWKDWDPELHQW30LVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKDGYHUVHKHDOWKHIIHFWV
,QJLYLQJLQLWLDOFRQVLGHUDWLRQWRWKLVLVVXHZHKDYHXVHGUHFHQW30DLUTXDOLW\
FRQFHQWUDWLRQV LHIURP WRLGHQWLI\FRXQWLHVWKDWZRXOGPHHWDQGFRXQWLHVWKDW
ZRXOGYLRODWHWKHFXUUHQW30VWDQGDUGDVZHOODVSRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYHVWDQGDUGVZLWKWK
SHUFHQWLOHIRUPV 6FKPLGWE ,QVRPHFDVHVFRXQWLHVWKDWZRXOGYLRODWHWKHFXUUHQW
VWDQGDUGGRVREHFDXVHRIDVPDOOQXPEHURI³RXWOLHU´GD\V HJDVIHZDVRQHVXFKGD\LQWKUHH
\HDUV ZLWK30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVZHOODERYHPRUHW\SLFDOFRQFHQWUDWLRQV 6FKPLGWE 0HDQ
DQGWKSHUFHQWLOH30DQG30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVZHUHKLJKHULQFRXQWLHVWKDWPHWWKHFXUUHQW
VWDQGDUGEXWZRXOGKDYHYLRODWHGDUHYLVHGVWDQGDUGZLWKDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPWKDQLQ



$VQRWHGDERYHORFDOVRXUFHVFDQKDYHLPSRUWDQWLPSDFWVRQPRQLWRUHG30FRQFHQWUDWLRQV,QWKHUHFHQWUHYLHZ
RIWKH12SULPDU\1$$46ZKHUHWKLVZDVDOVRDQLPSRUWDQWFRQVLGHUDWLRQDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPZDVDGRSWHG
UDWKHUWKDQDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPGXHWRWKHSRWHQWLDOIRU³LQVWDELOLW\LQWKHKLJKHUSHUFHQWLOHFRQFHQWUDWLRQV´QHDU
ORFDOVRXUFHV )5 $VLPLODUFRQFOXVLRQLQWKHFXUUHQWUHYLHZKDVOHGXVWRIRFXVRQWKHWKSHUFHQWLOH
UDWKHUWKDQWKHWKSHUFHQWLOH

6HFWLRQGLVFXVVHVSRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYHVWDQGDUGOHYHOVWKDWZRXOGEHDSSURSULDWHWRFRQVLGHULQFRQMXQFWLRQ
ZLWKDUHYLVHGVWDQGDUGZLWKDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUP

7KHPHPRE\6FKPLGW E LGHQWLILHVVSHFLILFFRXQWLHVWKDWDUHH[SHFWHGWRPHHWDQGFRXQWLHVWKDWDUH
H[SHFWHGWRYLRODWHWKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGDVZHOODVSRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYHVWDQGDUGVZLWKWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPV

7KLVDQDO\VLVFRQVLGHUHGDUHYLVHG30VWDQGDUGZLWKDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPDQGDOHYHOIURPWKHPLGGOHRIWKH
UDQJHGLVFXVVHGLQVHFWLRQ LHPJP 




FRXQWLHVWKDWYLRODWHGWKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGEXWZRXOGKDYHPHWDUHYLVHGVWDQGDUGZLWKDWK
SHUFHQWLOHIRUP 6FKPLGWE 7KLVVXJJHVWVWKDWWRWKHH[WHQWDUHYLVHG30VWDQGDUGZLWKD
WKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPFRXOGWDUJHWSXEOLFKHDOWKSURWHFWLRQWRGLIIHUHQWDUHDVWKDQWKHFXUUHQW
VWDQGDUGWKRVHDUHDVSUHIHUHQWLDOO\WDUJHWHGE\DUHYLVHGVWDQGDUGJHQHUDOO\KDYHKLJKHUDPELHQW
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVRIWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV7KHLVVXHRIWDUJHWLQJSXEOLFKHDOWKSURWHFWLRQLV
FRQVLGHUHGIXUWKHULQVHFWLRQZLWKLQWKHFRQWH[WRIFRQVLGHULQJVSHFLILFSRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYH
VWDQGDUGOHYHOVIRUDKRXU30VWDQGDUGZLWKDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUP
3.3.4

Level

$VQRWHGDERYHWRWKHH[WHQWLWLVMXGJHGLQWKHFXUUHQWUHYLHZWKDWWKHKRXU30
VWDQGDUGGRHVQRWSURYLGHDGHTXDWHSXEOLFKHDOWKSURWHFWLRQDJDLQVWH[SRVXUHVWRWKRUDFLFFRDUVH
SDUWLFOHVSRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYHVWDQGDUGOHYHOVFRXOGEHFRQVLGHUHG*LYHQWKHFRQFOXVLRQV
GHVFULEHGDERYHIRULQGLFDWRUDYHUDJLQJWLPHDQGIRUPZHFRQFOXGHWKDWLWZRXOGEH
DSSURSULDWHWRFRQVLGHUSRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYHOHYHOVIRUDKRXU30VWDQGDUGZLWKDWK
SHUFHQWLOHIRUP7RLQIRUPRXUFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIWKLVLVVXHZHKDYHFRQVLGHUHGWKHIROORZLQJ
TXHVWLRQ
x

To what extent does available evidence and air quality information support
consideration of alternative standard levels for a 24-hour PM10 standard with a 98th
percentile form?

(YLGHQFHEDVHG&RQVLGHUDWLRQV
,QFRQVLGHULQJWKHHYLGHQFHDVLWUHODWHVWRSRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYHVWDQGDUGOHYHOVZHILUVW
FRQVLGHUWKHUHODWLYHZHLJKWWRSODFHRQVSHFLILFHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVLQFOXGLQJWKHZHLJKWWR
SODFHRQWKHXQFHUWDLQWLHVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKRVHVWXGLHV:HKDYHFRQVLGHUHGVHYHUDOIDFWRUVLQ
SODFLQJZHLJKWRQVSHFLILFHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVLQFOXGLQJWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKVWXGLHVUHSRUW
VWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWDVVRFLDWLRQVZLWK30DQGWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKWKHUHSRUWHG
DVVRFLDWLRQVDUHUREXVWWRFRSROOXWDQWFRQIRXQGLQJ
,QDGGLWLRQZHFRQVLGHUWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKDVVRFLDWLRQVZLWK30FDQEHOLQNHGWR
WKHDLUTXDOLW\LQDVSHFLILFORFDWLRQ:LWKUHJDUGWRWKLVZHSODFHJUHDWHVWZHLJKWRQLQIRUPDWLRQ
IURPVLQJOHFLW\DQDO\VHV$OWKRXJKDVGLVFXVVHGDERYHPXOWLFLW\VWXGLHVKDYHDGYDQWDJHVLQ
WHUPVRISRZHUWRGHWHFWDVVRFLDWLRQVDQGJHRJUDSKLFFRYHUDJHWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKHIIHFWV
UHSRUWHGLQPXOWLFLW\VWXGLHVDUHDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHVKRUWWHUPDLUTXDOLW\LQDQ\SDUWLFXODU
ORFDWLRQLVKLJKO\XQFHUWDLQHVSHFLDOO\ZKHQFRQVLGHULQJVKRUWWHUPFRQFHQWUDWLRQVDWWKHXSSHU
HQGRIWKHGLVWULEXWLRQRIGDLO\FRQFHQWUDWLRQVIRUSROOXWDQWVZLWKUHODWLYHO\KHWHURJHQHRXVVSDWLDO
GLVWULEXWLRQVVXFKDV30 86(3$DVHFWLRQ ,QFRQWUDVWVLQJOHFLW\VWXGLHVDUH
PRUHOLPLWHGLQWHUPVRISRZHUDQGJHRJUDSKLFFRYHUDJHEXWWKHOLQNEHWZHHQUHSRUWHGKHDOWK
HIIHFWVDQGWKHDLUTXDOLW\LQDJLYHQFLW\LVPRUHVWUDLJKWIRUZDUGWRHVWDEOLVK 86(3$D




VHFWLRQ *LYHQWKLVLQFRQVLGHULQJ30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVLQORFDWLRQVRIHSLGHPLRORJLFDO
VWXGLHVZHSODFHWKHPRVWZHLJKWRQVLQJOHFLW\VWXGLHV )LJXUHVDQG DQGVLQJOHFLW\
DQDO\VHVRIWKHORFDWLRQVHYDOXDWHGLQWKHPXOWLFLW\VWXG\E\=DQREHWWLDQG6FKZDUW] 86(3$
D)LJXUH 
,QFRQVLGHULQJ30DLUTXDOLW\LQVWXG\ORFDWLRQVZHDOVRQRWHWKDWWKHDYDLODEOHHYLGHQFH
GRHVQRWVXSSRUWWKHH[LVWHQFHRIWKUHVKROGVRUORZHVWREVHUYHGHIIHFWVOHYHOVLQWHUPVRI
KRXUDYHUDJHFRQFHQWUDWLRQV 86(3$DVHFWLRQ ,QWKHDEVHQFHRIDQDSSDUHQW
WKUHVKROGIRUSXUSRVHVRILGHQWLI\LQJDUDQJHRIVWDQGDUGOHYHOVSRWHQWLDOO\VXSSRUWHGE\WKH
KHDOWKHYLGHQFHZHIRFXVRQWKHUDQJHRI30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVWKDWKDYHEHHQPHDVXUHGLQ
ORFDWLRQVZKHUH86HSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVKDYHUHSRUWHGDVVRFLDWLRQVZLWK30 VHH86
(3$D)LJXUHVWRIRUVWXGLHV ,QFKDUDFWHUL]LQJ30DLUTXDOLW\LQ30VWXG\
ORFDWLRQVZHKDYHXVHG(3$¶V$46WRLGHQWLI\WKHKLJKHVWWKSHUFHQWLOHKRXU30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVIRUHDFK\HDULQHDFKVWXG\ORFDWLRQ LHIURPWKHPRQLWRULQWKHVWXG\DUHD
UHFRUGLQJWKHKLJKHVWWKSHUFHQWLOHFRQFHQWUDWLRQ DVGHVFULEHGLQ6FKPLGWDQG-HQNLQV  
DQG-HQNLQV  7KHWKSHUFHQWLOHFRQFHQWUDWLRQVIURPHDFKVWXG\\HDUZHUHDYHUDJHG
WRJHWKHUDQGWKHVHDYHUDJHVDUHSUHVHQWHGEHORZLQ)LJXUH 30PRUWDOLW\VWXGLHV DQG
)LJXUH 30PRUELGLW\VWXGLHV IRUORFDWLRQVRIVLQJOHFLW\VWXGLHV






Figure 3-5.

98th Percentile PM10 Concentrations in Locations of U.S. Single-City PM10-2.5 Mortality Studies*



7KHVHVWXGLHVDUHDFRPELQDWLRQRIWKRVHDVVHVVHGLQWKHODVWUHYLHZDQGWKRVHDVVHVVHGLQWKH,6$LQWKHFXUUHQWUHYLHZ6WXGLHVDUHRUGHUHGE\LQFUHDVLQJWK
SHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQV6HH6WDII3DSHU 86(3$SSWR GHVFULELQJWKHOHYHOVIURPWKHWZRVHSDUDWHVWXG\PRQLWRUVXVHGLQ2VWUR
HWDO  





Figure 3-6. 98th Percentile PM10 Concentrations in Locations of U.S. Single-City PM10-2.5 Morbidity Studies*



7KHVHVWXGLHVDUHDFRPELQDWLRQRIWKRVHDVVHVVHGLQWKHODVWUHYLHZDQGWKRVHDVVHVVHGLQWKH,6$LQWKHFXUUHQWUHYLHZ6WXGLHVDUHRUGHUHGE\LQFUHDVLQJWK
SHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQV6HH6WDII3DSHU 86(3$SSWR GHVFULELQJPHDVXUHPHQWXQFHUWDLQWLHVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHUHSRUWHG30
OHYHOVLQ,WR  




,QDGGLWLRQWRWKHVLQJOHFLW\VWXG\ORFDWLRQVLQ)LJXUHVDQGWKSHUFHQWLOH30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDYHUDJHGDFURVVWKHVWXG\ORFDWLRQVHYDOXDWHGLQWKHPXOWLFLW\VWXGLHVE\
=DQREHWWLDQG6FKZDUW]  DQG3HQJHWDO  ZHUHPJP -HQNLQV DQG
PJP 6FKPLGWDQG-HQNLQV UHVSHFWLYHO\0XOWLFLW\HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVUHPDLQHGSRVLWLYH
DQGLQVRPHFDVHV LH=DQREHWWLDQG6FKZDUW]IRUDOOFDXVHDQGUHVSLUDWRU\PRUWDOLW\ 
VWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWLQFRSROOXWDQWPRGHOVWKDWLQFOXGHGILQHSDUWLFOHV
%D\HVDGMXVWHGVLQJOHFLW\HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVIRUWKHFLWLHVHYDOXDWHGE\=DQREHWWLDQG
6FKZDUW] 86(3$D)LJXUH ZKLFKZHUHJHQHUDOO\SRVLWLYHEXWVWDWLVWLFDOO\
VLJQLILFDQWLQRQO\VL[FLWLHVFDQSURYLGHVRPHDGGLWLRQDOLQVLJKWLQWRWKH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVLQ
VSHFLILFORFDWLRQVZKHUHDVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQ30DQGPRUWDOLW\KDYHEHHQUHSRUWHG7KH
WKSHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVLQWKHVHFLWLHVUDQJHGIURPPJP 'DYLH)/ WR
PJP 3KRHQL[$= DQGLQWKHFLWLHVZKHUHSRVLWLYHDQGVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW30
PRUWDOLW\HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVZHUHUHSRUWHGWKSHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVZHUHDVIROORZV
6FKPLGWDQG-HQNLQV 
x

&KLFDJRPJP

x

6DOW/DNH&LW\PJP

x

'HWURLWPJP

x

3LWWVEXUJKPJP

x

%LUPLQJKDPPJP

x

6W/RXLVPJP

7KXVLQWKHVLQJOHFLW\PRUWDOLW\VWXGLHVLQ)LJXUHDERYHDVZHOODVWKH%D\HVDGMXVWHG
VLQJOHFLW\DQDO\VHVRIWKHORFDWLRQVHYDOXDWHGE\=DQREHWWLDQG6FKZDUW]SRVLWLYHDQG
VWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVZHUHUHSRUWHGLQVRPHORFDWLRQVZLWKWK
SHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVUDQJLQJIURPPJPWRPJP LHORFDWLRQVHYDOXDWHGE\
0DUHWDO2VWURHWDO:LOVRQHWDODQGWKHFLWLHVOLVWHGDERYH86(3$
D)LJXUH $PRQJWKH86PRUELGLW\VWXGLHV,WR  UHSRUWHGDSRVLWLYHDQG
VWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHIRUKRVSLWDODGPLVVLRQVIRULVFKHPLFKHDUWGLVHDVH
LQ'HWURLWZKHUHWKHWKSHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQ PJP ZDVDOVRZLWKLQWKLVUDQJH
30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVLQWKLVVWXG\UHPDLQHGSRVLWLYHDQGLQVRPHFDVHVVWDWLVWLFDOO\
VLJQLILFDQWLQFRSROOXWDQWPRGHOVZLWKJDVHRXVSROOXWDQWV 86(3$D)LJXUHVDQG
 2WKHUPRUELGLW\VWXGLHVJHQHUDOO\GLGQRWUHSRUWVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW30HIIHFW
HVWLPDWHV





$LU4XDOLW\EDVHG&RQVLGHUDWLRQV
,QDGGLWLRQWRWKHHYLGHQFHEDVHGFRQVLGHUDWLRQVGHVFULEHGDERYHZHKDYHHVWLPDWHGWKH
OHYHORIDKRXU30VWDQGDUGZLWKDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPWKDWZRXOGDSSUR[LPDWHWKHGHJUHH
RISURWHFWLRQRQDYHUDJHDFURVVWKHFRXQWU\SURYLGHGE\WKHFXUUHQWKRXU30VWDQGDUGZLWK
LWVRQHH[SHFWHGH[FHHGDQFHIRUP2XULQLWLDODSSURDFKWRHVWLPDWLQJWKLV³JHQHUDOO\HTXLYDOHQW´
WKSHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQZDVWRXVH(3$¶V$46DVWKHEDVLVIRUUHJUHVVLQJWK
SHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVRQWRRQHH[SHFWHGH[FHHGDQFHFRQFHQWUDWLRQHTXLYDOHQWGHVLJQ
YDOXHV 6FKPLGWDQG-HQNLQV %DVHGRQWKLVDSSURDFKDQGXVLQJPRQLWRULQJGDWDIURP
WRDWKSHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQRIPJPLVRQDYHUDJHJHQHUDOO\
HTXLYDOHQWWRWKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGOHYHO )LJXUHEHORZDQG6FKPLGWDQG-HQNLQV 
+RZHYHUDVLQGLFDWHGLQ)LJXUHWKHUDQJHRIHTXLYDOHQWFRQFHQWUDWLRQVYDULHVFRQVLGHUDEO\
DFURVVPRQLWRULQJVLWHVDQGRYHUWKHWLPHSHULRGHYDOXDWHG FRQILGHQFHLQWHUYDOUDQJHVIURP
WRPJP  6FKPLGWDQG-HQNLQV $VDFRQVHTXHQFHZHQRWHWKDWLQVRPH
ORFDWLRQVDWKSHUFHQWLOHVWDQGDUGZLWKDOHYHORIPJPZRXOGOLNHO\EHPRUHSURWHFWLYHWKDQ
WKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGZKLOHLQRWKHUORFDWLRQVLWZRXOGOLNHO\EHOHVVSURWHFWLYHWKDQWKHFXUUHQW
VWDQGDUG
5HJLRQDOGLIIHUHQFHVLQWKHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQWKSHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDQG
RQHH[SHFWHGH[FHHGDQFHFRQFHQWUDWLRQHTXLYDOHQWGHVLJQYDOXHVDUHLOOXVWUDWHGLQ)LJXUH
EDVHGRQDLUTXDOLW\GDWDIURPWR7KHWKSHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVWKDWDUHRQ
DYHUDJHJHQHUDOO\HTXLYDOHQWWRWKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGOHYHOUDQJHGIURPMXVWEHORZPJPLQ
WKHVRXWKHDVWVRXWKZHVWXSSHU0LGZHVWDQGRXWO\LQJDUHDV LHJHQHUDOO\HTXLYDOHQWWK
SHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVUDQJHGIURPWRPJPLQWKHVHUHJLRQV WRMXVWDERYH
PJPLQWKHQRUWKHDVWLQGXVWULDO0LGZHVWDQGVRXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD LHJHQHUDOO\HTXLYDOHQW
WKSHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVUDQJHGIURPWRPJPLQWKHVHUHJLRQV  6FKPLGW
E +RZHYHUHYHQZLWKLQWKHVHUHJLRQVWKHUHLVFRQVLGHUDEOHYDULDELOLW\LQWKH³JHQHUDOO\
HTXLYDOHQW´WKSHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQDFURVVPRQLWRULQJVLWHV )LJXUH 







Figure 3-7. Composite 3-year PM10 98th Percentile 24-Hour Average concentration versus
the PM10 Expected Exceedance Concentration-equivalent Design Value (1988-2008)








Figure 3-8. Regional 3-year PM10 98th Percentile 24-Hour Average Concentrations Versus
the PM10 Expected Exceedance Concentration-equivalent Design Values (1988-2008)*

%ROGUHJUHVVLRQOLQHVUHIOHFWUHJLRQVSHFLILFUHODWLRQVKLSVEHWZHHQKRXUDYHUDJHWKSHUFHQWLOH30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDQG30H[SHFWHGH[FHHGDQFHFRQFHQWUDWLRQHTXLYDOHQWGHVLJQYDOXHV1RQEROGHGUHJUHVVLRQOLQHV
UHIOHFWWKHRYHUDOOUHODWLRQVKLSDFURVVDOOUHJLRQVDVLOOXVWUDWHGDERYHLQ)LJXUH,QVRPHDUHDV LHVRXWKHDVW
XSSHU0LGZHVWQRUWKZHVWVRXWKZHVWDQGVRXWKHUQ&DOLIRUQLD WKHWZRUHJUHVVLRQOLQHVDUHDOPRVW
LQGLVWLQJXLVKDEOH9HUWLFDOOLQHVPDUNWKHOHYHORIWKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGDQGKRUL]RQWDOOLQHVPDUNDWKSHUFHQWLOH
FRQFHQWUDWLRQRIPJP







*LYHQWKHVSDWLDODQGWHPSRUDOYDULDELOLW\LQWKHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQRQHH[SHFWHG
H[FHHGDQFHFRQFHQWUDWLRQHTXLYDOHQWGHVLJQYDOXHVDQGWKSHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVQR
VLQJOHWKSHUFHQWLOH30VWDQGDUGOHYHOZRXOGSURYLGHSXEOLFKHDOWKSURWHFWLRQHTXLYDOHQWWR
WKDWSURYLGHGE\WKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGFRQVLVWHQWO\RYHUWLPHDQGDFURVVORFDWLRQV7KHUHIRUH
WRSURYLGHDEURDGHUSHUVSHFWLYHRQWKHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQWKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGDQGSRWHQWLDO
WKSHUFHQWLOHVWDQGDUGVZHKDYHDOVRFRPSDUHGWKHVL]HRIWKHSRSXODWLRQVOLYLQJLQFRXQWLHV
ZLWK30RQHH[SHFWHGH[FHHGDQFHFRQFHQWUDWLRQHTXLYDOHQWGHVLJQYDOXHVJUHDWHUWKDQWKH
FXUUHQWVWDQGDUGOHYHOWRWKHVL]HRIWKHSRSXODWLRQVOLYLQJLQFRXQWLHVZLWKWKSHUFHQWLOH30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDERYHGLIIHUHQWSRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYHVWDQGDUGOHYHOV EDVHGRQDLUTXDOLW\GDWD
IURPWR 6XFKFRPSDULVRQVFDQEHFRQVLGHUHGDVVXUURJDWHVIRUFRPSDULVRQVRIWKH
EUHDGWKRISXEOLFKHDOWKSURWHFWLRQSURYLGHGE\WKHFXUUHQWDQGSRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYHVWDQGDUGVDV
GLVFXVVHGEHORZ7KHUHVXOWVDUHSUHVHQWHGLQ7DEOHEHORZ
%DVHGRQFRPSDULVRQVRIWRWDOSRSXODWLRQFRXQWVDFURVVDOOUHJLRQVRIWKH86IRUWKH



\HDUVWRDWKSHUFHQWLOH30VWDQGDUGZLWKDOHYHOEHWZHHQDQGPJPZRXOG
EHPRVWFORVHO\HTXLYDOHQWWRWKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUG+RZHYHUDVZLWKWKHUHJUHVVLRQDQDO\VLV
GHVFULEHGDERYHWKHUHLVFRQVLGHUDEOHYDULDELOLW\DFURVVORFDWLRQVLQWKH³JHQHUDOO\HTXLYDOHQW´
WKSHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQ VHH7DEOH 




7KH³JHQHUDOO\HTXLYDOHQW´FRQFHQWUDWLRQDOVRGLIIHUVGHSHQGLQJRQWKH\HDUVRIPRQLWRULQJGDWDXVHG)RU
H[DPSOHZKHQWKLVDQDO\VLVZDVUHVWULFWHGWRRQO\WKHPRVWUHFHQW\HDUVDYDLODEOH LHWR WKH³JHQHUDOO\
HTXLYDOHQW´WKSHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQZDVPJP*LYHQWKHWHPSRUDOYDULDELOLW\LQWKHUHODWLRQVKLS
EHWZHHQWKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGOHYHODQGWKSHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDQGWKHSRWHQWLDOIRUWKH³JHQHUDOO\
HTXLYDOHQW´WKSHUFHQWLOHFRQFHQWUDWLRQWRYDU\\HDUWR\HDUVWDIIFRQFOXGHGWKDWLWUHPDLQVDSSURSULDWHWRFRQVLGHU
WKHUHJUHVVLRQDQDO\VHVWKDWXVHWKHEURDGHUUDQJHRIDYDLODEOHPRQLWRULQJ\HDUV LH DVWKHVHDQDO\VHV
DUHOLNHO\WREHPRUHUREXVWWKDQDQDO\VHVEDVHGRQDVKRUWHUSHULRGRIWLPH

7DEOHSUHVHQWVFRXQWVRIFRXQWLHVWKDWZRXOGQRWPHHWWKHFXUUHQWDQGSRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYHVWDQGDUGV VHHDOVR
$SSHQGL[' 7KHVHFRXQW\FRXQWVUHIOHFWWKHQHWQXPEHURIFRXQWLHVLQHDFKUHJLRQ+RZHYHUVRPHFRXQWLHVWKDW
PHHWWKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGZRXOGYLRODWHRQHRUPRUHRIWKHDOWHUQDWLYHVWDQGDUGVZKLOHVRPHFRXQWLHVWKDWYLRODWHWKH
FXUUHQWVWDQGDUGZRXOGPHHWRQHRUPRUHRIWKHDOWHUQDWLYHV7KHUHIRUHWKHQHWFRXQW\FRXQWVSUHVHQWHGLQ7DEOH
GRQRWUHIOHFWWKHWRWDOQXPEHURIFRXQWLHVWKDWFRXOGSRWHQWLDOO\FKDQJHDWWDLQPHQWVWDWXVLIWKH30VWDQGDUG
ZHUHWREHUHYLVHG7KHVSHFLILFFRXQWLHVWKDWZRXOGYLRODWHWKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGDQGRUSRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYH
VWDQGDUGVZLWKWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPVDUHOLVWHGLQWKHPHPRE\6FKPLGW E 




Table 3-2. Predicted Counts of Counties, and Population (x 1,000) within those Counties, Not Likely to Meet the Current
PM10 Standard and Potential Alternative PM10 Standards with 98th Percentile Forms (based on air quality in 2007-2009)20




7KHLQIRUPDWLRQLQ7DEOH DQGSUHVHQWHGLQPRUHGHWDLOLQ6FKPLGWEDQG$SSHQGL[' LVEDVHGRQPRQLWRULQJGDWDIURPWKH\HDUVWR7KLV
LVDQXSGDWHWRWKHLQIRUPDWLRQSUHVHQWHGLQWKHPHPRIURP6FKPLGWDQG-HQNLQV  DQGSUHVHQWHGLQGUDIWYHUVLRQVRIWKLV3ROLF\$VVHVVPHQWZKLFKZDV
EDVHGRQWKH\HDUVWR




2QHFRQVHTXHQFHRIWKLVYDULDELOLW\DVQRWHGDERYHLQWKHGLVFXVVLRQRIWKHIRUPRIWKH
VWDQGDUGZRXOGEHWKDWDKRXU30VWDQGDUGZLWKDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPDQGDUHYLVHGOHYHO
ZRXOGOLNHO\WDUJHWSXEOLFKHDOWKSURWHFWLRQWRVRPHGLIIHUHQWORFDWLRQVWKDQGRHVWKHFXUUHQW
VWDQGDUG7KHUHIRUHLQIXUWKHUFRQVLGHULQJWKHDSSURSULDWHQHVVRIUHYLVLQJWKHIRUPDQGOHYHORI
WKHFXUUHQW30VWDQGDUGZHKDYHFRQVLGHUHGWKHIROORZLQJTXHVWLRQ
x

To what extent, when compared with the current standard, would a revised PM10
standard be expected to target public health protection to areas where we have more
confidence that PM10-2.5 is associated with adverse health effects?

7RDGGUHVVWKLVTXHVWLRQZHFRQVLGHUHGWKHSRWHQWLDOLPSDFWRIUHYLVLQJWKHIRUPDQGOHYHORI
WKH30VWDQGDUGLQORFDWLRQVZKHUHKHDOWKVWXGLHVKDYHUHSRUWHGDVVRFLDWLRQVZLWK30
:HLQLWLDOO\FRQVLGHUHG86VWXG\ORFDWLRQVWKDWZRXOGOLNHO\KDYHPHWWKHFXUUHQW30
VWDQGDUGGXULQJWKHVWXG\SHULRGDQGZKHUHSRVLWLYHDQGVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWDVVRFLDWLRQVZLWK
30ZHUHUHSRUWHG 30DLUTXDOLW\FRQFHQWUDWLRQVLQVWXG\ORFDWLRQVDUHSUHVHQWHGDERYH
DQGLQ6FKPLGWDQG-HQNLQV-HQNLQV 2QO\%LUPLQJKDP&KLFDJR3LWWVEXUJKDQG
'HWURLWPHWWKHVHFULWHULD$VVKRZQLQ7DEOHWKHVHDUHDVZKHUHSRVLWLYHDQGVWDWLVWLFDOO\
VLJQLILFDQWDVVRFLDWLRQVZLWK30ZHUHUHSRUWHGZRXOGOLNHO\KDYHPHWWKHFXUUHQW30
VWDQGDUGGXULQJWKHVWXG\SHULRGV+RZHYHUQRQHRIWKHVHDUHDVZRXOGOLNHO\KDYHPHWDWK
SHUFHQWLOHKRXU30VWDQGDUGZLWKDOHYHODWRUEHORZPJP

Table 3-3. PM10 Concentrations in Locations that Met Current PM10 Standard and where
Positive and Statistically Significant Associations with PM10-2.5 have been Reported

%LUPLQJKDP

PM10 ConcentrationEquivalent Design Value
PJP

PJP

&KLFDJR

PJP

PJP

3LWWVEXUJK

PJP

PJP

'HWURLW

PJP

PJP

Study Location

PM10 98th Percentile


:HQH[WEURDGHQHGRXUFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIVWXG\ORFDWLRQVWRLQFOXGH86ORFDWLRQVZKHUH
KHDOWKVWXGLHVKDYHUHSRUWHGSRVLWLYHWKRXJKQRWQHFHVVDULO\VWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWDVVRFLDWLRQV
EHWZHHQ30DQGPRUWDOLW\RUPRUELGLW\6XFKSRVLWLYHDVVRFLDWLRQVZHUHUHSRUWHGLQ



3RVLWLYHDQGVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVIRU%LUPLQJKDP&KLFDJRDQG3LWWVEXUJKDUHUHSRUWHG
LQWKH,6$ 86(3$DILJXUHIURPFLWLHVHYDOXDWHGE\=DQREHWWLDQG6FKZDUW] (IIHFWHVWLPDWHV
IRU'HWURLWDUHUHSRUWHGE\,WRHWDO  

$FFRUGLQJWRURXQGLQJFRQYHQWLRQIRUWKH30VWDQGDUGDKRXU30FRQFHQWUDWLRQRIPJPZRXOGURXQG
WRPJP )5 7KHUHIRUHEDVHGRQWKH30RQHH[SHFWHGH[FHHGDQFHFRQFHQWUDWLRQHTXLYDOHQW
GHVLJQYDOXH%LUPLQJKDPZRXOGKDYHEHHQH[SHFWHGWRMXVWPHHWWKHFXUUHQW30VWDQGDUGGXULQJWKHVWXG\SHULRG




ORFDWLRQVWKDWZRXOGOLNHO\KDYHPHWWKHFXUUHQW30VWDQGDUGGXULQJWKHVWXG\SHULRG2I
WKHVHORFDWLRQVZRXOGOLNHO\QRWKDYHPHWDWKSHUFHQWLOHKRXU30VWDQGDUGZLWKD
OHYHODWPJPZRXOGOLNHO\QRWKDYHPHWDWKSHUFHQWLOHKRXU30VWDQGDUGZLWKD
OHYHORIPJPDQGZRXOGOLNHO\QRWKDYHPHWDWKSHUFHQWLOHKRXU30VWDQGDUGZLWK
DOHYHORIPJP 6FKPLGWDQG-HQNLQV-HQNLQV)LJXUHVDERYH 
,QDGGLWLRQWRWKHDERYHDQDO\VHVZHKDYHDOVRFRQVLGHUHGORFDWLRQVZKHUHKHDOWKVWXGLHV
UHSRUWHGSRVLWLYHDVVRFLDWLRQVZLWK30DQGZKHUHDPELHQW30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVZHUHOLNHO\
WRKDYHH[FHHGHGWKRVHDOORZHGXQGHUWKHFXUUHQW30VWDQGDUGGXULQJWKHVWXG\SHULRG1LQH
ORFDWLRQVPHWWKHVHFULWHULD2IWKHVHORFDWLRQVDOOZRXOGDOVROLNHO\KDYHH[FHHGHGDWK
SHUFHQWLOH30VWDQGDUGZLWKDOHYHODWRUEHORZPJP 6FKPLGWDQG-HQNLQV-HQNLQV
)LJXUHVDERYH 
7KHUHIRUHDPRQJ86VWXG\ORFDWLRQVZKHUH30DVVRFLDWHGKHDOWKHIIHFWVKDYHEHHQ
UHSRUWHGVRPHDUHDVWKDWPHWWKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGZRXOGOLNHO\QRWKDYHPHWDWKSHUFHQWLOH
30VWDQGDUGZLWKDOHYHODWRUEHORZPJP,QFRQWUDVWRIWKHORFDWLRQVWKDWGLGQRWPHHW
WKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGGXULQJWKHVWXG\SHULRGQRQHZRXOGOLNHO\KDYHPHWDWKSHUFHQWLOH30
VWDQGDUGZLWKDOHYHODWRUEHORZPJP*LYHQWKLVZHFRQFOXGHWKDWFRPSDUHGWRWKH
FXUUHQW30VWDQGDUGDKRXU30VWDQGDUGZLWKDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPFRXOGSRWHQWLDOO\
EHWWHUWDUJHWSXEOLFKHDOWKSURWHFWLRQWRORFDWLRQVZKHUHZHKDYHPRUHFRQILGHQFHWKDWDPELHQW
30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDUHDVVRFLDWHGZLWKPRUWDOLW\DQGRUPRUELGLW\
,QWHJUDWLRQRIHYLGHQFHDQGDLUTXDOLW\EDVHGFRQVLGHUDWLRQV
,QFRQVLGHULQJWKHHYLGHQFHDQGDLUTXDOLW\LQIRUPDWLRQZLWKLQWKHFRQWH[WRILGHQWLI\LQJ
SRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYHVWDQGDUGOHYHOVIRUFRQVLGHUDWLRQZHILUVWQRWHWKHIROORZLQJ
x

/LQHDUUHJUHVVLRQDQDO\VLVVXJJHVWVWKDWDWKSHUFHQWLOHKRXU30FRQFHQWUDWLRQDV
KLJKDVPJPFRXOGEHFRQVLGHUHG³JHQHUDOO\HTXLYDOHQW´WRWKHFXUUHQW30
VWDQGDUGRYHUWLPHDQGDFURVVWKHFRXQWU\

x

$WKSHUFHQWLOHKRXU30VWDQGDUGZLWKDOHYHODWRUEHORZPJPZRXOGEH
H[SHFWHGWRPDLQWDLQ30DQG30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVEHORZWKRVHSUHVHQWLQ86
ORFDWLRQVZKHUHVLQJOHFLW\VWXGLHVKDYHUHSRUWHG30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVWKDWDUH
SRVLWLYHDQGVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW ORZHVWFRQFHQWUDWLRQLQVXFKDORFDWLRQZDV
PJP :KLOHVRPHVLQJOHFLW\VWXGLHVKDYHUHSRUWHGSRVLWLYH30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVLQ
ORFDWLRQVZLWKWKSHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVEHORZPJPWKHVHHIIHFWHVWLPDWHV
ZHUHQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW




3KLODGHOSKLD /LSIHUWHWDO 'HWURLW ,WRHWDO 6DQWD&ODUD &$  )DLUOH\HWDO 6HDWWOH
6KHSSDUGHWDO $WODQWD .OHPPHWDO 6SRNDQH 6ODXJKWHUHWDO %URQ[DQG0DQKDWWDQ 1<6
'2+ DQGRIWKHFLWLHVHYDOXDWHGE\=DQREHWWLDQG6FKZDUW]   86(3$D)LJXUH 

3LWWVEXUJK &KRFNHWDO &RDFKHOOD9DOOH\ &$  2VWURHWDO 3KRHQL[ 0DUHWDO:LOVRQHW
DO DQGRIWKHFLWLHVHYDOXDWHGE\=DQREHWWLDQG6FKZDUW]   86(3$D)LJXUH 




x

0XOWLFLW\DYHUDJHWKSHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVZHUHEHORZPJPIRU86
PXOWLFLW\VWXGLHVZKLFKKDYHUHSRUWHGSRVLWLYHDQGVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW30HIIHFW
HVWLPDWHV+RZHYHUWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKHIIHFWVUHSRUWHGLQPXOWLFLW\VWXGLHVDUH
DVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHVKRUWWHUPDLUTXDOLW\LQDQ\SDUWLFXODUORFDWLRQLVKLJKO\XQFHUWDLQ
HVSHFLDOO\ZKHQFRQVLGHULQJVKRUWWHUPFRQFHQWUDWLRQVDWWKHXSSHUHQGRIWKHGLVWULEXWLRQ
RIGDLO\30FRQFHQWUDWLRQV

x

(SLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVKDYHUHSRUWHGSRVLWLYHDQGLQDIHZLQVWDQFHVVWDWLVWLFDOO\
VLJQLILFDQWDVVRFLDWLRQVZLWK30LQVRPHORFDWLRQVOLNHO\WRKDYHPHWWKHFXUUHQW
30VWDQGDUGEXWQRWD30VWDQGDUGZLWKDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPDQGDOHYHODWRUEHORZ
PJP
7RWKHH[WHQWWKHDERYHFRQVLGHUDWLRQVDUHHPSKDVL]HGZHQRWHWKDWDVWDQGDUGOHYHODV

KLJKDVDERXWPJPIRUDKRXU30VWDQGDUGZLWKDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPFRXOGEH
VXSSRUWHG6XFKDVWDQGDUGOHYHOZRXOGEHH[SHFWHGWRPDLQWDLQ30DQG30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVEHORZWKRVHSUHVHQWLQ86ORFDWLRQVRIVLQJOHFLW\VWXGLHVZKHUH30HIIHFW
HVWLPDWHVKDYHEHHQUHSRUWHGWREHSRVLWLYHDQGVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWDQGEHORZWKRVHSUHVHQW
LQVRPH86ORFDWLRQVZKHUHVLQJOHFLW\VWXGLHVUHSRUWHG30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVWKDWZHUH
SRVLWLYHEXWQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW7KHVHLQFOXGHVRPHORFDWLRQVOLNHO\WRKDYHPHWWKH
FXUUHQW30VWDQGDUGGXULQJWKHVWXG\SHULRGV*LYHQWKLVZKHQFRPSDUHGWRWKHFXUUHQW
VWDQGDUGDKRXU30VWDQGDUGZLWKDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPDQGDOHYHODWRUEHORZPJP
FRXOGKDYHWKHHIIHFWRIIRFXVLQJSXEOLFKHDOWKSURWHFWLRQRQORFDWLRQVZKHUHZHKDYHPRUH
FRQILGHQFHWKDW30LVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKPRUWDOLW\DQGRUPRUELGLW\
*LYHQWKHDERYHZHFRQFOXGHWKDWDWKSHUFHQWLOHVWDQGDUGZLWKDOHYHODVKLJKDV
PJPFRXOGEHFRQVLGHUHGWRWKHH[WHQWWKDWPRUHZHLJKWLVSODFHGRQWKHDSSURSULDWHQHVVRI
IRFXVLQJSXEOLFKHDOWKSURWHFWLRQLQDUHDVZKHUHSRVLWLYHDQGVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWDVVRFLDWLRQV
ZLWK30KDYHEHHQUHSRUWHGDQGWRWKHH[WHQWOHVVZHLJKWLVSODFHGRQ30HIIHFW
HVWLPDWHVWKDWDUHQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWDQGRUWKDWUHIOHFWHVWLPDWHVDFURVVPXOWLSOHFLWLHV
,WFRXOGEHMXGJHGDSSURSULDWHWRSODFHOHVVZHLJKWRQ30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVWKDWDUHQRW
VWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWJLYHQWKHUHODWLYHO\ODUJHDPRXQWRIXQFHUWDLQW\WKDWLVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKH
EURDGHUERG\RI30KHDOWKHYLGHQFHLQFOXGLQJXQFHUWDLQW\LQWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKKHDOWK
HIIHFWVHYDOXDWHGLQHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVUHVXOWIURPH[SRVXUHVWR30LWVHOIUDWKHUWKDQ
RQHRUPRUHFRRFFXUULQJSROOXWDQWV7KLVXQFHUWDLQW\DVZHOODVRWKHUXQFHUWDLQWLHVGLVFXVVHGLQ
VHFWLRQDERYHDUHUHIOHFWHGLQWKH,6$FRQFOXVLRQVWKDWWKHHYLGHQFHLV³VXJJHVWLYH´RID
FDXVDOUHODWLRQVKLS LHUDWKHUWKDQ³FDXVDO´RU³OLNHO\FDXVDO´ EHWZHHQVKRUWWHUP30DQG
PRUWDOLW\UHVSLUDWRU\HIIHFWVDQGFDUGLRYDVFXODUHIIHFWV,QDGGLWLRQLWFRXOGEHMXGJHG
DSSURSULDWHWRSODFHOHVVZHLJKWRQWKSHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDYHUDJHGDFURVVPXOWLSOH





FLWLHVJLYHQWKHXQFHUWDLQW\LQOLQNLQJPXOWLFLW\HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVZLWKWKHDLUTXDOLW\LQDQ\
SDUWLFXODUORFDWLRQ
+RZHYHUZHDOVRQRWHWKDWRYHUDOODFURVVWKH86EDVHGRQUHFHQWDLUTXDOLW\
LQIRUPDWLRQ LH IHZHUSHRSOHOLYHLQFRXQWLHVZLWKWKSHUFHQWLOHKRXU30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDERYHPJPWKDQLQFRXQWLHVOLNHO\WRH[FHHGWKHFXUUHQW30VWDQGDUG
7KHVHUHVXOWVFRXOGEHLQWHUSUHWHGWRVXJJHVWWKDWDWKSHUFHQWLOHVWDQGDUGZLWKDOHYHORI
PJPPLJKWGHFUHDVHRYHUDOOSXEOLFKHDOWKSURWHFWLRQFRPSDUHGWRWKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUG%DVHG
RQWKLVDQDO\VLVDWKSHUFHQWLOHKRXU30VWDQGDUGZLWKDOHYHOEHWZHHQDQGPJP
ZRXOGSURYLGHDOHYHORISXEOLFKHDOWKSURWHFWLRQWKDWLVJHQHUDOO\HTXLYDOHQWRQDYHUDJHDFURVV
WKH86WRWKDWSURYLGHGE\WKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUG7RWKHH[WHQWWKHVHSRSXODWLRQFRXQWVDUH
HPSKDVL]HGLQFRPSDULQJWKHSXEOLFKHDOWKSURWHFWLRQSURYLGHGE\WKHFXUUHQWDQGSRWHQWLDO
DOWHUQDWLYHVWDQGDUGVDQGWRWKHH[WHQWLWLVMXGJHGDSSURSULDWHWRVHWDVWDQGDUGWKDWSURYLGHVDW
OHDVWWKHOHYHORISXEOLFKHDOWKSURWHFWLRQWKDWLVSURYLGHGE\WKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUGLWZRXOGEH
DSSURSULDWHWRFRQVLGHUVWDQGDUGOHYHOVLQWKHUDQJHRIDSSUR[LPDWHO\WRPJP
$OWHUQDWLYHDSSURDFKHVWRFRQVLGHULQJWKHHYLGHQFHFRXOGDOVROHDGWRFRQVLGHUDWLRQRI
VWDQGDUGOHYHOVEHORZPJP)RUH[DPSOHDQXPEHURIVLQJOHFLW\HSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHV
KDYHUHSRUWHGSRVLWLYHWKRXJKQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVLQORFDWLRQV
ZLWKWKSHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVEHORZPJP*LYHQWKDWH[SRVXUHHUURULV
SDUWLFXODUO\LPSRUWDQWIRU30HSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVDQGFDQELDVWKHUHVXOWVRIWKHVH
VWXGLHVWRZDUGWKHQXOOK\SRWKHVLVLWFRXOGEHMXGJHGDSSURSULDWHWRSODFHPRUHZHLJKWRQ
SRVLWLYHDVVRFLDWLRQVUHSRUWHGLQWKHVHHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVHYHQZKHQWKRVHDVVRFLDWLRQVDUH
QRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW,QDGGLWLRQWKHPXOWLFLW\DYHUDJHVRIWKSHUFHQWLOH30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVLQWKHORFDWLRQVHYDOXDWHGE\=DQREHWWLDQG6FKZDUW]  DQG3HQJHWDO
 ZHUHDQGPJPUHVSHFWLYHO\%RWKRIWKHVHPXOWLFLW\VWXGLHVUHSRUWHGSRVLWLYH
DQGVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVWKDWUHPDLQHGSRVLWLYHLQFRSROOXWDQWPRGHOV
WKDWLQFOXGHG30WKRXJKRQO\=DQREHWWLDQG6FKZDUW]  UHSRUWHG30HIIHFW
HVWLPDWHVWKDWUHPDLQHGVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWLQVXFKFRSROOXWDQWPRGHOV'HVSLWH
XQFHUWDLQWLHVLQWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKHIIHFWVUHSRUWHGLQWKHVHPXOWLFLW\VWXGLHVDUHDVVRFLDWHGZLWK
WKHVKRUWWHUPDLUTXDOLW\LQDQ\SDUWLFXODUORFDWLRQHPSKDVLVFRXOGEHSODFHGRQWKHVHPXOWLFLW\
DVVRFLDWLRQV:HFRQFOXGHWKDWWRWKHH[WHQWPRUHZHLJKWLVSODFHGRQVLQJOHFLW\VWXGLHV
UHSRUWLQJSRVLWLYHEXWQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVDQGRQPXOWLFLW\
VWXGLHVLWFRXOGEHDSSURSULDWHWRFRQVLGHUVWDQGDUGOHYHOVDVORZDVPJP$VWDQGDUGOHYHO
RIPJPZRXOGEHH[SHFWHGWRSURYLGHDVXEVWDQWLDOPDUJLQRIVDIHW\DJDLQVWKHDOWKHIIHFWV
WKDWKDYHEHHQDVVRFLDWHGZLWK30DQGDVGLVFXVVHGDERYHFRXOGEHWWHUIRFXV FRPSDUHGWR





WKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUG SXEOLFKHDOWKSURWHFWLRQRQDUHDVZKHUHKHDOWKVWXGLHVKDYHUHSRUWHG
DVVRFLDWLRQVZLWK30
,QFRQVLGHULQJSRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYHVWDQGDUGOHYHOVEHORZPJPZHQRWHWKDWDV
GLVFXVVHGDERYHWKHRYHUDOOERG\RI30KHDOWKHYLGHQFHLVUHODWLYHO\XQFHUWDLQZLWK
VRPHZKDWVWURQJHUVXSSRUWLQ86VWXGLHVIRUDVVRFLDWLRQVZLWK30LQORFDWLRQVZLWKWK
SHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDERYHPJPWKDQLQORFDWLRQVZLWKWKSHUFHQWLOH30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVEHORZPJP6SHFLILFDOO\ZHQRWHWKHIROORZLQJ
x

(SLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVHLWKHUVLQJOHFLW\RUPXOWLFLW\KDYHQRWUHSRUWHGSRVLWLYHDQG
VWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVLQORFDWLRQVZLWKWKSHUFHQWLOH30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQV PXOWLFLW\DYHUDJHWKSHUFHQWLOHFRQFHQWUDWLRQVLQWKHFDVHRIPXOWLFLW\
VWXGLHV DWRUEHORZPJP

x

$OWKRXJKVRPHVLQJOHFLW\PRUELGLW\VWXGLHVKDYHUHSRUWHGSRVLWLYHEXWQRWVWDWLVWLFDOO\
VLJQLILFDQWDVVRFLDWLRQVZLWK30LQORFDWLRQVZLWKWKSHUFHQWLOH30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVEHORZPJPWKHUHVXOWVRI86PRUELGLW\VWXGLHVZHUHJHQHUDOO\OHVV
FRQVLVWHQWWKDQWKRVHRIPRUWDOLW\VWXGLHVZLWKVRPH30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVEHLQJ
SRVLWLYHZKLOHRWKHUVZHUHQHJDWLYH LHQHJDWLYHHIIHFWHVWLPDWHVZHUHUHSRUWHGLQ
VHYHUDOVWXGLHVFRQGXFWHGLQ$WODQWDZKHUHWKHWKSHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQV
UDQJHGIURPPJPWRPJP 




x

$OWKRXJK%D\HVDGMXVWHGVLQJOHFLW\30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVZHUHSRVLWLYHEXWQRW
VWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWLQVRPHORFDWLRQVZLWK30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVEHORZPJP
WKHVHHIIHFWHVWLPDWHVZHUHEDVHGRQWKHGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQFRPPXQLW\ZLGH30DQG
30FRQFHQWUDWLRQV$VGLVFXVVHGDERYHLWLVQRWFOHDUKRZWKHVHHVWLPDWHVRI30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQVFRPSDUHWRWKRVHPRUHW\SLFDOO\XVHGLQRWKHUVWXGLHVWRFDOFXODWH30
HIIHFWHVWLPDWHV$WSUHVHQWIHZFRUURERUDWLQJVWXGLHVDUHDYDLODEOHWKDWXVHRWKHU
DSSURDFKHV LHFRORFDWHGPRQLWRUVGLFKRWRPRXVVDPSOHUV WRHVWLPDWHPHDVXUH
30LQORFDWLRQVZLWKWKSHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVEHORZPJP

,QOLJKWRIWKHVHOLPLWDWLRQVLQWKHHYLGHQFHIRUDUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQ30DQG
DGYHUVHKHDOWKHIIHFWVLQORFDWLRQVZLWKUHODWLYHO\ORZ30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVDORQJZLWKWKH
RYHUDOOXQFHUWDLQWLHVLQWKHERG\RI30KHDOWKHYLGHQFHDVGHVFULEHGDERYHDQGLQWKH,6$
ZHFRQFOXGHWKDWZKLOHLWFRXOGEHMXGJHGDSSURSULDWHWRFRQVLGHUVWDQGDUGOHYHOVDVORZDV
PJPLWLVQRWDSSURSULDWHEDVHGRQWKHFXUUHQWO\DYDLODEOHERG\RIHYLGHQFHWRFRQVLGHU
VWDQGDUGOHYHOVEHORZPJP
,QLWVUHYLHZRIWKHGUDIW3ROLF\$VVHVVPHQW&$6$&FRQFOXGHGWKDW³DOWHUQDWLYHVWDQGDUG
OHYHOVRIDQGPJP EDVHGRQFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIWKSHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQ FRXOG
EHMXVWLILHG´ 6DPHWG +RZHYHULQFRQVLGHULQJWKHHYLGHQFHDQGXQFHUWDLQWLHV&$6$&
UHFRPPHQGHGDVWDQGDUGOHYHOIURPWKHORZHUSDUWRIWKHUDQJHUHFRPPHQGLQJDOHYHO
³VRPHZKHUHLQWKHUDQJHRI±PJP´ 6DPHWG ,QPDNLQJWKLVUHFRPPHQGDWLRQ




&$6$&QRWHGWKDWWKHQXPEHURISHRSOHOLYLQJLQFRXQWLHVZLWKDLUTXDOLW\QRWPHHWLQJWKH
FXUUHQWVWDQGDUGLVDSSUR[LPDWHO\HTXDOWRWKHQXPEHUOLYLQJLQFRXQWLHVWKDWZRXOGQRWPHHWD
WKSHUFHQWLOHVWDQGDUGZLWKDOHYHOEHWZHHQDQGPJP&$6$&XVHGWKLVLQIRUPDWLRQDV
WKHEDVLVIRUWKHLUFRQFOXVLRQWKDWDWKSHUFHQWLOHVWDQGDUGEHWZHHQDQGPJPZRXOGEH
³FRPSDUDEOHWRWKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUG´ 6DPHWG 
3.4

SUMMARY OF STAFF CONCLUSIONS ON PRIMARY THORACIC COARSE
PARTICLE STANDARD

,QUHDFKLQJFRQFOXVLRQVRQWKHDGHTXDF\RIWKHFXUUHQW30VWDQGDUGDQGSRWHQWLDO
DOWHUQDWLYHVWDQGDUGVWRSURYLGHUHTXLVLWHSURWHFWLRQIRUKHDOWKHIIHFWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKVKRUWWHUP
H[SRVXUHVWRWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVVWDIIKDVFRQVLGHUHGWKHEDVLFHOHPHQWVRIWKH1$$46
LQGLFDWRUDYHUDJLQJWLPHIRUPDQGOHYHO VHFWLRQWRDERYH ,QFRQVLGHULQJDYDLODEOH
VFLHQWLILFHYLGHQFHDQGDLUTXDOLW\LQIRUPDWLRQZHUHIOHFWXSRQWKHHYLGHQFHDQGLQIRUPDWLRQ
DYDLODEOHLQWKHODVWUHYLHZLQWHJUDWHGZLWKHYLGHQFHDQGLQIRUPDWLRQWKDWKDVEHFRPHDYDLODEOH
VLQFHWKDWUHYLHZDVDVVHVVHGDQGSUHVHQWHGLQWKH,6$ 86(3$D DQGVXPPDUL]HGDERYH
LQVHFWLRQVDQG
:HUHFRJQL]HWKDWVHOHFWLQJIURPDPRQJSRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYHVWDQGDUGVZLOOQHFHVVDULO\
UHIOHFWFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIWKHHYLGHQFHDVZHOODVWKHXQFHUWDLQWLHVLQKHUHQWLQWKDWHYLGHQFH,Q
FRQVLGHULQJWKHFXUUHQW30VWDQGDUGDQGLGHQWLI\LQJSRWHQWLDODOWHUQDWLYHSULPDU\VWDQGDUGVIRU
FRQVLGHUDWLRQZHDUHPLQGIXOWKDWWKH&OHDQ$LU$FWUHTXLUHVVWDQGDUGVWREHVHWWKDWDUH
UHTXLVLWHWRSURWHFWSXEOLFKHDOWKZLWKDQDGHTXDWHPDUJLQRIVDIHW\VXFKWKDWWKHVWDQGDUGVDUHWR
EHQHLWKHUPRUHQRUOHVVVWULQJHQWWKDQQHFHVVDU\7KXVWKH$FWGRHVQRWUHTXLUHWKDWWKH
1$$46EHVHWDW]HURULVNOHYHOVEXWUDWKHUDWOHYHOVWKDWDYRLGXQDFFHSWDEOHULVNVWRSXEOLF
KHDOWK
%DVHGRQWKHFXUUHQWO\DYDLODEOHVFLHQWLILFHYLGHQFHVWDIIUHDFKHVWKHIROORZLQJ
FRQFOXVLRQVUHJDUGLQJWKHSULPDU\30VWDQGDUG
 ,WZRXOGEHDSSURSULDWHWRFRQVLGHUHLWKHUUHWDLQLQJRUUHYLVLQJWKHFXUUHQWKRXU30
SULPDU\VWDQGDUGGHSHQGLQJRQWKHUHODWLYHZHLJKWSODFHGRQWKHHYLGHQFHVXSSRUWLQJ
DVVRFLDWLRQVZLWK30WKHXQFHUWDLQWLHVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKLVHYLGHQFHDQGWKH,6$
FRQFOXVLRQVWKDWWKHHYLGHQFHLVRQO\³VXJJHVWLYH´RIDFDXVDOUHODWLRQVKLS LHUDWKHUWKDQ
³FDXVDO´RU³OLNHO\FDXVDO´ EHWZHHQVKRUWWHUP30DQGPRUWDOLW\UHVSLUDWRU\HIIHFWV
DQGFDUGLRYDVFXODUHIIHFWV
 ,WLVDSSURSULDWHWRUHWDLQ30DVWKHLQGLFDWRUIRUWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV7KLV
FRQFOXVLRQLVEDVHGRQRXUDVVHVVPHQWRIWKHHYLGHQFHIRUHIIHFWVUHODWHGWRSDUWLFOHVRI
XUEDQDQGQRQXUEDQRULJLQV:HDOVRFRQFOXGHWKDWUHVHDUFKVKRXOGEHWDUJHWHGVRDVWR
LQIRUPFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIGLIIHUHQWLQGLFDWRUVLQIXWXUHUHYLHZV
 ,WLVDSSURSULDWHWRUHWDLQDKRXUDYHUDJLQJWLPHIRUD30VWDQGDUGPHDQWWRSURWHFW
DJDLQVWVKRUWWHUPH[SRVXUHVWRWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV7KLVFRQFOXVLRQUHIOHFWVWKHERG\




RIHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVZKLFKDUHPRVWRIWHQEDVHGRQKRXUDYHUDJH30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQV
 7RWKHH[WHQWFRQVLGHUDWLRQLVJLYHQWRUHYLVLQJWKHFXUUHQWVWDQGDUG

3.5

D

&RQVLGHUDWLRQVKRXOGEHJLYHQWRDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPIRUDKRXU30
VWDQGDUG7KLVFRQFOXVLRQLVEDVHGRQFRQVLGHUDWLRQRISURYLGLQJDEDODQFHEHWZHHQ
OLPLWLQJSHDNFRQFHQWUDWLRQVDQGSURYLGLQJDVWDEOHUHJXODWRU\WDUJHWFRPSHQVDWLQJ
IRUGLIIHUHQFHVLQPRQLWRULQJIUHTXHQF\DFURVVORFDWLRQVIRFXVLQJWKHVWDQGDUGRQ
GD\VZKHQ30LVOLNHO\WRPDNHDUHODWLYHO\ODUJHUFRQWULEXWLRQWR30PDVV
DQGIRFXVLQJSXEOLFKHDOWKSURWHFWLRQWRDUHDVZKHUHZHKDYHJUHDWHUFRQILGHQFH
WKDWPRUWDOLW\DQGPRUELGLW\DUHDVVRFLDWHGZLWKDPELHQW30

E

,QFRQMXQFWLRQZLWKFRQVLGHULQJDWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUPLWLVDSSURSULDWHWRFRQVLGHU
30VWDQGDUGOHYHOVLQWKHUDQJHRIPJPGRZQWRDERXWPJP7KLVUDQJH
RIOHYHOVLVEDVHGRQFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIWKSHUFHQWLOH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVLQ86
VWXG\ORFDWLRQVZKHUH30HSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVKDYHEHHQFRQGXFWHGDQGRI
WKHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQWKHFXUUHQWRQHH[SHFWHGH[FHHGDQFHIRUPDQGDSRWHQWLDO
DOWHUQDWLYHWKSHUFHQWLOHIRUP6WDIIFRQFOXGHVWKDWVWDQGDUGOHYHOVLQWKHXSSHU
SDUWRIWKLVUDQJHDUHVXSSRUWHGE\WKHVWURQJHVWHYLGHQFHDQGZRXOGUHIOHFWJUHDWHU
HPSKDVLVRQSRVLWLYHDQGVWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQW30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVUHSRUWHG
LQVLQJOHFLW\VWXGLHV6WDQGDUGOHYHOVLQWKHORZHUSDUWRIWKLVUDQJHZRXOGUHIOHFW
JUHDWHUHPSKDVLVRQ30HIIHFWHVWLPDWHVWKDWDUHSRVLWLYHWKRXJKQRW
QHFHVVDULO\VWDWLVWLFDOO\VLJQLILFDQWDQGRQPXOWLFLW\HIIHFWHVWLPDWHV

KEY UNCERTAINTIES AND AREAS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH AND DATA
COLLECTION

$VGLVFXVVHGDERYH VHHVHFWLRQ DQXPEHURINH\XQFHUWDLQWLHVDQGOLPLWDWLRQVLQWKH
KHDOWKHYLGHQFHKDYHEHHQFRQVLGHUHGLQWKLVUHYLHZ7KHVHLQFOXGHXQFHUWDLQWLHVDQGOLPLWDWLRQV
LQWKHDLUTXDOLW\HVWLPDWHVXVHGLQ30HSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVLQWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFK30
DLUTXDOLW\FRQFHQWUDWLRQVUHIOHFWH[SRVXUHVWR30LQWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFK30LWVHOILV
UHVSRQVLEOHIRUKHDOWKHIIHFWVUHSRUWHGLQHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVDQGLQWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKWKH
FKHPLFDODQGRUELRORJLFDOFRPSRVLWLRQRI30DIIHFWVSDUWLFOHWR[LFLW\,QWKLVVHFWLRQZH
KLJKOLJKWDUHDVIRUIXWXUHKHDOWKUHODWHGUHVHDUFKPRGHOGHYHORSPHQWDQGGDWDFROOHFWLRQ
DFWLYLWLHVWRDGGUHVVWKHVHXQFHUWDLQWLHVDQGOLPLWDWLRQVLQWKHFXUUHQWERG\RIHYLGHQFH7KHVH
HIIRUWVLIXQGHUWDNHQFRXOGSURYLGHLPSRUWDQWHYLGHQFHIRULQIRUPLQJIXWXUH301$$46
UHYLHZVDQGLQSDUWLFXODUFRQVLGHUDWLRQRISRVVLEOHDOWHUQDWLYHLQGLFDWRUVDYHUDJLQJWLPHV
IRUPVDQGRUOHYHOV,QVRPHFDVHVUHVHDUFKLQWKHVHDUHDVFDQJREH\RQGDLGLQJVWDQGDUG
VHWWLQJWRLQIRUPLQJWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIPRUHHIILFLHQWDQGHIIHFWLYHFRQWUROVWUDWHJLHV
$VDQLQLWLDOPDWWHUZHQRWHWKDWPDQ\RIWKHUHVHDUFKQHHGVLGHQWLILHGIRUILQHSDUWLFOHV
VHHDERYHVHFWLRQ DUHDOVRUHOHYDQWIRUWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV7KLVLQFOXGHVUHVHDUFKLQ
WKHIROORZLQJDUHDV





x

6RXUFHVDQGFRPSRQHQWVRIFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVLQFOXGLQJVRXUFHDSSRUWLRQPHQWPRGHOLQJ
PRQLWRULQJRIFRPSRQHQWVOLQNLQJVSHFLILFVRXUFHVFRPSRQHQWVWRKHDOWKRXWFRPHV
OLQNLQJVRXUFHVFRPSRQHQWVWRLQWUDDQGLQWHUFLW\GLIIHUHQFHVLQKHDOWKHIIHFWVOLQNLQJ
VRXUFHVFRPSRQHQWVWRSRSXODWLRQH[SRVXUHVDQGHYDOXDWLQJGLIIHUHQWVL]HFXWSRLQWV

x

8QGHUVWDQGLQJWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKDQDVVRFLDWLRQEHWZHHQWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVDQG
VSHFLILFKHDOWKHIIHFWVFDQEHPRGLILHGE\FRSROOXWDQWV

x

8QGHUVWDQGLQJDVVRFLDWLRQVZLWKDEURDGUDQJHRIFDUGLRYDVFXODUDQGUHVSLUDWRU\
HQGSRLQWVDVZHOODVDGYHUVHHIIHFWVLQWKHQHUYRXVV\VWHPRQUHSURGXFWLRQDQGRURQ
GHYHORSPHQW

x

8QGHUVWDQGLQJ&5UHODWLRQVKLSVDQGWKHFRQILGHQFHERXQGVDURXQGWKHVHUHODWLRQVKLSV
HVSHFLDOO\DWORZHUDPELHQWWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHFRQFHQWUDWLRQV

x

8QGHUVWDQGLQJDLUTXDOLW\GLVWULEXWLRQVLQORFDWLRQVRIHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHV

x

,GHQWLI\LQJSRSXODWLRQVVXVFHSWLEOHWR30UHODWHGKHDOWKHIIHFWV

x

0RGHOLQJWRHVWLPDWH30PDVVDQGFRPSRVLWLRQLQDUHDVZLWKOHVVWKDQGDLO\
PRQLWRULQJ

7KHVHXQFHUWDLQWLHVDQGDUHDVIRUIXWXUHUHVHDUFKDUHGLVFXVVHGDERYHLQVHFWLRQDQG
WKDWGLVFXVVLRQZLOOQRWEHUHSHDWHGKHUH,QDGGLWLRQWRWKHDERYHWKHUHDUHVHYHUDODUHDVIRU
IXWXUHUHVHDUFKWKDWDUHSDUWLFXODUO\UHOHYDQWIRUWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV7KHVHLQFOXGHWKH
IROORZLQJ
x

7KHERG\RIH[SHULPHQWDOLQKDODWLRQVWXGLHV HJFRQWUROOHGKXPDQH[SRVXUHDQGDQLPDO
WR[LFRORJ\VWXGLHV LVFXUUHQWO\UHODWLYHO\VSDUVH$GGLWLRQDOZHOOFRQGXFWHGH[SHULPHQWDO
VWXGLHVFRXOGSOD\DQLPSRUWDQWUROHLQZHLJKWRIHYLGHQFHMXGJPHQWVLQIXWXUH,6$V
7KHUHIRUHH[SHULPHQWDOHYDOXDWLRQRIHIIHFWV HJYDVRPRWRUIXQFWLRQDLUZD\V
UHVSRQVLYHQHVVSXOPRQDU\IXQFWLRQLQIODPPDWLRQ RIFRQFHQWUDWHGDPELHQW30IURP
VSHFLILFVRXUFHV HJWUDIILFLQGXVWULDOQRQLQGXVWULDO ZRXOGEHXVHIXOSDUWLFXODUO\LI
H[SRVXUHUHVSRQVHUHODWLRQVKLSVDUHHYDOXDWHG

x

([SRVXUHHUURULVRISDUWLFXODUFRQFHUQIRUWKRUDFLFFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVJLYHQWKHUHODWLYHODFNRI
PRQLWRULQJDQGLWVOHVVKRPRJHQHRXVDWPRVSKHULFGLVWULEXWLRQFRPSDUHGWRILQHSDUWLFOHV 86
(3$DVHFWLRQ 7KHUHIRUHVKRUWWHUPVWXGLHVZLWKZHOOFKDUDFWHUL]HGSHUVRQDO
H[SRVXUHVWR30 HJSDQHOVWXGLHV ZRXOGEHXVHIXO6XFKVWXGLHVFRXOGH[DPLQH
LQGLFDWRUVRIFDUGLRYDVFXODUDQGUHVSLUDWRU\PRUELGLW\ HJDUUK\WKPLDLVFKHPLDYDVRPRWRU
IXQFWLRQUHVSLUDWRU\V\PSWRPVSXOPRQDU\LQIODPPDWLRQSXOPRQDU\IXQFWLRQSXOPRQDU\
LQMXU\ DQGZRXOGEHSDUWLFXODUO\XVHIXOLIWKH\HYDOXDWHGFRQFHQWUDWLRQUHVSRQVH
UHODWLRQVKLSVDQGRUHIIHFWVRIUHSHDWHGSHDNH[SRVXUHV

x

(SLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVFXUUHQWO\XVHDYDULHW\RIDSSURDFKHVWRPHDVXUHHVWLPDWH30
FRQFHQWUDWLRQV,WLVLPSRUWDQWWKDWZHEHWWHUXQGHUVWDQGWKHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQUHVXOWV
IURPVWXGLHVWKDWHVWLPDWH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVXVLQJHLWKHU  GLIIHUHQFHPHWKRGRIFR
ORFDWHGPRQLWRUV  GLIIHUHQFHPHWKRGRIFRXQW\ZLGHDYHUDJHVRI30DQG30RU  
GLUHFWPHDVXUHPHQWRI30XVLQJDGLFKRWRPRXVVDPSOHU,QDGGLWLRQDVGHVFULEHG




DERYH30PRQLWRULQJZLOOEHUHTXLUHGDW1&25(VLWHVE\,WFRXOGEHXVHIXOIRU
IXWXUHHSLGHPLRORJLFDOVWXGLHVWRPDNHXVHRIWKHVHQHZ30PRQLWRULQJVLWHV
x

9HU\OLWWOHLQIRUPDWLRQLVDYDLODEOHWRLQIRUPZHLJKWRIHYLGHQFHFRQFOXVLRQVIRUHQGSRLQWV
DVVRFLDWHGZLWKORQJWHUP30H[SRVXUHV(SLGHPLRORJLFDODQGDQLPDOWR[LFRORJLFDO
VWXGLHVRIORQJWHUPH[SRVXUHV LHPRQWKVWR\HDUV WR30ZRXOGEHKHOSIXOWKRXJK
OLPLWDWLRQVLQWKHH[WHQWWRZKLFKFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVSHQHWUDWHURGHQWUHVSLUDWRU\V\VWHPVFRXOG
DGGXQFHUWDLQW\WRWKHLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIURGHQWLQKDODWLRQVWXGLHV/RQJWHUPVWXGLHVFRXOG
HYDOXDWHOLQNVZLWKFDUGLRYDVFXODUDQGUHVSLUDWRU\PRUELGLW\UHSURGXFWLYHDQGGHYHORSPHQWDO
RXWFRPHVFDQFHUDQGPRUWDOLW\






3.6

REFERENCES

$EW$VVRFLDWHV  3DUWLFXODWH0DWWHU+HDOWK5LVN$VVHVVPHQWIRU6HOHFWHG8UEDQ$UHDV)LQDO5HSRUW
%HWKHVGD0'3UHSDUHGIRUWKH2IILFHRI$LU4XDOLW\3ODQQLQJDQG6WDQGDUGV86(QYLURQPHQWDO
3URWHFWLRQ$JHQF\&RQWUDFW1R'(3$5$$YDLODEOHDW
KWWSZZZHSDJRYWWQQDDTVVWDQGDUGVSPGDWD30ULVNSGI
%HOO0/(ELVX.3HQJ5':DONHU-6DPHW-0=HJHU6/'RPLQLF)  6HDVRQDODQGUHJLRQDOVKRUWWHUP
HIIHFWVRIILQHSDUWLFOHVRQKRVSLWDODGPLVVLRQVLQ86FRXQWLHV$P-(SLGHPLRO

%HQQHWW&00F.HQGU\,*.HOO\6'HQLNH..RFK7  ,PSDFWRIWKH*RELGXVWHYHQWRQKRVSLWDO
DGPLVVLRQVLQWKH/RZHU)UDVHU9DOOH\%ULWLVK&ROXPELD6FL7RWDO(QYLURQ
%XUQHWW576PLWK'RLURQ06WLHE'&DNPDN6%URRN-5  (IIHFWVRISDUWLFXODWHDQGJDVHRXVDLUSROOXWLRQ
RQFDUGLRUHVSLUDWRU\KRVSLWDOL]DWLRQV$UFK(QYLURQ2FFXS+HDOWK

%XUQHWW57*ROGEHUJ06  6L]HIUDFWLRQDWHGSDUWLFXODWHPDVVDQGGDLO\PRUWDOLW\LQHLJKW&DQDGLDQFLWLHV
+HDOWK(IIHFWV,QVWLWXWH%RVWRQ0$

%XUQHWW576WLHE'%URRN-5&DNPDN6'DOHV55DL]HQQH09LQFHQW5'DQQ7  $VVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQ
VKRUWWHUPFKDQJHVLQQLWURJHQGLR[LGHDQGPRUWDOLW\LQ&DQDGLDQFLWLHV$UFK(QYLURQ2FFXS+HDOWK

&KDQ&&&KXDQJ.-&KHQ:-&KDQJ:7/HH&73HQJ&0  ,QFUHDVLQJFDUGLRSXOPRQDU\HPHUJHQF\
YLVLWVE\ORQJUDQJHWUDQVSRUWHG$VLDQGXVWVWRUPVLQ7DLZDQ(QYLURQ5HV
&KHQ/<DQJ:-HQQLVRQ%/2PD\H67  $LUSDUWLFXODWHSROOXWLRQDQGKRVSLWDODGPLVVLRQVIRUFKURQLF
REVWUXFWLYHSXOPRQDU\GLVHDVHLQ5HQR1HYDGD,QKDO7R[LFRO
&KHQ<<DQJ4.UHZVNL'6KL<%XUQHWW570F*UDLO.  ,QIOXHQFHRIUHODWLYHO\ORZOHYHORISDUWLFXODWHDLUSROOXWLRQ
RQKRVSLWDOL]DWLRQIRU&23'LQHOGHUO\SHRSOH,QKDO7R[LFRO

&KHQ<<DQJ4.UHZVNL'%XUQHWW576KL<0F*UDLO.0  7KHHIIHFWRIFRDUVHDPELHQWSDUWLFXODWH
PDWWHURQILUVWVHFRQGDQGRYHUDOOKRVSLWDODGPLVVLRQVIRUUHVSLUDWRU\GLVHDVHDPRQJWKHHOGHUO\,QKDO
7R[LFRO
&KRFN'3:LQNOHU6/&KHQ&  $VWXG\RIWKHDVVRFLDWLRQEHWZHHQGDLO\PRUWDOLW\DQGDPELHQWDLU
SROOXWDQWFRQFHQWUDWLRQVLQ3LWWVEXUJK3HQQV\OYDQLD-$LU:DVWH0DQDJ$VVRF
&KRXGKXU\$+*RUGLDQ0(0RUULV66  $VVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQUHVSLUDWRU\LOOQHVVDQG30DLUSROOXWLRQ
$UFK(QYLURQ+HDOWK
'DYLGVRQ-(+RSNH3.  ,PSOLFDWLRQVRI,QFRPSOHWH6DPSOLQJRQD6WDWLVWLFDO)RUPRIWKH$PELHQW$LU
4XDOLW\6WDQGDUGIRU3DUWLFXODWH0DWWHU(QYLURQ6FL7HFKQRO
(GJHUWRQ(6&DVXFFOR*66D\ORU5'/HUVFK7/+DUWVHOO%(-DQVHQ--+DQVHQ'$  0HDVXUHPHQWVRI
2&DQG(&LQFRDUVHSDUWLFXODWHPDWWHULQWKHVRXWKHDVWHUQ8QLWHG6WDWHV-$LU:DVWH0DQDJ$VVRF

)DLUOH\'  0RUWDOLW\DQGDLUSROOXWLRQIRU6DQWD&ODUD&RXQW\&DOLIRUQLD,Q5HYLVHGDQDO\VHVRI
WLPHVHULHVVWXGLHVRIDLUSROOXWLRQDQGKHDOWK6SHFLDOUHSRUW+HDOWK(IIHFWV,QVWLWXWH%RVWRQ
0$KWWSZZZKHDOWKHIIHFWVRUJ3XEV7LPH6HULHVSGI
)XQJ.<.KDQ6.UHZVNL'&KHQ<  $VVRFLDWLRQEHWZHHQDLUSROOXWLRQDQGPXOWLSOHUHVSLUDWRU\
KRVSLWDOL]DWLRQVDPRQJWKHHOGHUO\LQ9DQFRXYHU&DQDGD,QKDO7R[LFRO




*RQJ+/LQQ:67HUUHOO6/&ODUN.:*HOOHU0'$QGHUVRQ.5&DVFLR:(6LRXWDV&  $OWHUHGKHDUW
UDWHYDULDELOLW\LQDVWKPDWLFDQGKHDOWK\YROXQWHHUVH[SRVHGWRFRQFHQWUDWHGDPELHQWFRDUVHSDUWLFOHV,QKDO
7R[LFRO
*RUGLDQ0(2]ND\QDN+;XH-0RUULV666SHQJOHU-'  3DUWLFXODWHDLUSROOXWLRQDQGUHVSLUDWRU\GLVHDVHLQ
$QFKRUDJH$ODVND(QYLURQ+HDOWK3HUVSHFW
*UDII'&DVFLR:5DSSROG$=KRX++XDQJ<'HYOLQ5  ([SRVXUHWRFRQFHQWUDWHGFRDUVHDLUSROOXWLRQ
SDUWLFOHVFDXVHVPLOGFDUGLRSXOPRQDU\HIIHFWVLQKHDOWK\\RXQJDGXOWV(QYLURQ+HDOWK3HUVSHFW

+HIIOLQ%--DODOXGLQ%0F&OXUH(&REE1-RKQVRQ&$-HFKD/(W]HO5$  6XUYHLOODQFHIRUGXVWVWRUPV
DQGUHVSLUDWRU\GLVHDVHVLQ:DVKLQJWRQ6WDWH$UFK(QYLURQ2FFXS+HDOWK
+HQGHUVRQ5 E &OHDQ$LU6FLHQWLILF$GYLVRU\&RPPLWWHH &$6$& 5HYLHZRIWKH(3$6WDII
5HFRPPHQGDWLRQV&RQFHUQLQJD3RWHQWLDO7KRUDFLF&RDUVH306WDQGDUGLQWKHReview of the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards for Particulate Matter: Policy Assessment of Scientific and Technical
Information )LQDO302$4366WDII3DSHU(3$5 6HSWHPEHU$YDLODEOH
KWWSZZZHSDJRYVDESDQHOVFDVDFSPSDQHOKWPO
+RVW6/DUULHX63DVFDO/%ODQFKDUG0'HFOHUFT&)DEUH3-XVRW-)&KDUGRQ%/H7HUWUH$:DJQHU9
3URXYRVW+/HIUDQF$  6KRUWWHUP$VVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQ)LQHDQG&RDUVH3DUWLFOHVDQG
&DUGLRUHVSLUDWRU\+RVSLWDOL]DWLRQVLQ6L[)UHQFK&LWLHV2FFXS(QYLURQ0HG66
+RVW6/DUULHX63DVFDO/%ODQFKDUG0'HFOHUFT&)DEUH3-XVRW-)&KDUGRQ%/H7HUWUH$:DJQHU9
3URXYRVW+/HIUDQF$  6KRUWWHUPDVVRFLDWLRQVEHWZHHQILQHDQGFRDUVHSDUWLFOHVDQGKRVSLWDO
DGPLVVLRQVIRUFDUGLRUHVSLUDWRU\GLVHDVHVLQVL[)UHQFKFLWLHV2FFXS(QYLURQ0HG
,WR.  $VVRFLDWLRQVRISDUWLFXODWHPDWWHUFRPSRQHQWVZLWKGDLO\PRUWDOLW\DQGPRUELGLW\LQ'HWURLW
0LFKLJDQ,Q5HYLVHGDQDO\VHVRIWLPHVHULHVVWXGLHVRIDLUSROOXWLRQDQGKHDOWK6SHFLDOUHSRUW+HDOWK
(IIHFWV,QVWLWXWH%RVWRQ0$5KWWSZZZKHDOWKHIIHFWVRUJ3XEV7LPH6HULHVSGI
-HQNLQV60  6XSSOHPHQWDO$QDO\VLVRI30$LU4XDOLW\IURP/RFDWLRQV(YDOXDWHGE\=DQREHWWLDQG
6FKZDUW]  0HPRUDQGXPWR301$$46UHYLHZGRFNHW(3$+42$5
.OHPP5-0DVRQ5  5HSOLFDWLRQRIUHDQDO\VLVRI+DUYDUG6L[&LW\PRUWDOLW\VWXG\,Q+(,6SHFLDO5HSRUW
5HYLVHG$QDO\VHVRI7LPH6HULHV6WXGLHVRI$LU3ROOXWLRQDQG+HDOWK3DUW,, SS %RVWRQ0$
+HDOWK(IIHFWV,QVWLWXWH
.OHPP5-/LSIHUW)::\]JD5(*XVW&  'DLO\PRUWDOLW\DQGDLUSROOXWLRQLQ$WODQWDWZR\HDUVRIGDWD
IURP$5,(6,QKDO7R[LFRO6XSSO
/H7HUWUH$6FKZDUW]-7RXORXPL*  (PSLULFDO%D\HVDQGDGMXVWHGHVWLPDWHVDSSURDFKWRHVWLPDWLQJWKH
UHODWLRQRIPRUWDOLW\WRHSRVXUHRI305LVN$QDO
/LQ0&KHQ<%XUQHWW579LOOHQHXYH3-.UHZVNL'  7KHLQIOXHQFHRIDPELHQWFRDUVHSDUWLFXODWHPDWWHU
RQDVWKPDKRVSLWDOL]DWLRQLQFKLOGUHQFDVHFURVVRYHUDQGWLPHVHULHVDQDO\VHV(QYLURQ+HDOWK3HUVSHFW

/LQ06WLHE'0&KHQ<  &RDUVHSDUWLFXODWHPDWWHUDQGKRVSLWDOL]DWLRQIRUUHVSLUDWRU\LQIHFWLRQVLQ
FKLOGUHQ\RXQJHUWKDQ\HDUVLQ7RURQWRDFDVHFURVVRYHUDQDO\VLV3HGLDWULFV
/LSIHUW):0RUULV6&:\]JD5(  'DLO\PRUWDOLW\LQWKH3KLODGHOSKLDPHWURSROLWDQDUHDDQGVL]HFODVVLILHG
SDUWLFXODWHPDWWHU-$LU:DVWH0DQDJ$VVRF




/LVDEHWK/'(VFREDU-''YRQFK-76DQFKH]%10DMHUVLN--%URZQ'/6PLWK0$0RUJHQVWHUQ/%  
$PELHQWDLUSROOXWLRQDQGULVNIRULVFKHPLFVWURNHDQGWUDQVLHQWLVFKHPLFDWWDFN$QQ1HXURO
0DU7)1RUULV*$/DUVRQ79:LOVRQ:(.RHQLJ-4  $LUSROOXWLRQDQGFDUGLRYDVFXODU
PRUWDOLW\LQ3KRHQL[,Q5HYLVHGDQDO\VHVRIWLPHVHULHVVWXGLHVRIDLUSROOXWLRQDQGKHDOWK
6SHFLDOUHSRUW%RVWRQ0$+HDOWK(IIHFWV,QVWLWXWHSS$YDLODEOH
KWWSZZZKHDOWKHIIHFWVRUJ3XEV7LPH6HULHVSGI2FWREHU
0HW]JHU.%7ROEHUW3(.OHLQ03HHO-/)ODQGHUV:'7RGG.+0XOKROODQG-$5\DQ3%)UXPNLQ+  
$PELHQWDLUSROOXWLRQDQGFDUGLRYDVFXODUHPHUJHQF\GHSDUWPHQWYLVLWV(SLGHPLRORJ\
0LGGOHWRQ1<LDOORXURV3.OHDQWKRXV6.RORNRWURQL26FKZDUW]-'RFNHU\':'HPRNULWRX3.RXWUDNLV3
 $\HDUWLPHVHULHVDQDO\VLVRIUHVSLUDWRU\DQGFDUGLRYDVFXODUPRUELGLW\LQ1LFRVLD&\SUXVWKH
HIIHFWRIVKRUWWHUPFKDQJHVLQDLUSROOXWLRQDQGGXVWVWRUPV(QYLURQ+HDOWK
1<6'2+  $VWXG\RIDPELHQWDLUFRQWDPLQDQWVDQGDVWKPDLQ1HZ<RUN&LW\)LQDO5HSRUW3DUW%$LU
FRQWDPLQDQWVDQGHPHUJHQF\GHSDUWPHQWYLVLWVIRUDVWKPDLQWKH%URQ[DQG0DQKDWWDQ3UHSDUHGIRU7KH
86'HSDUWPHQWRI+HDOWKDQG+XPDQ6HUYLFHV$JHQF\IRU7R[LF6XEVWDQFHDQG'LVHDVH5HJLVWU\

2VWUR%'%URDGZLQ5/LSVHWW0-  &RDUVHSDUWLFOHVDQGGDLO\PRUWDOLW\LQ&RDFKHOOD9DOOH\
&DOLIRUQLD,Q5HYLVHGDQDO\VHVRIWLPHVHULHVVWXGLHVRIDLUSROOXWLRQDQGKHDOWK6SHFLDOUHSRUW%RVWRQ
0$+HDOWK(IIHFWV,QVWLWXWHSS$YDLODEOHKWWSZZZKHDOWKHIIHFWVRUJ3XEV7LPH6HULHVSGI
2FWREHU
3HHO-/7ROEHUW3(.OHLQ00HW]JHU.%)ODQGHUV:'.QR[70XOKROODQG-$5\DQ3%)UXPNLQ+  
$PELHQWDLUSROOXWLRQDQGUHVSLUDWRU\HPHUJHQF\GHSDUWPHQWYLVLWV(SLGHPLRORJ\
3HQJ5'&KDQJ++%HOO0/0F'HUPRWW$=HJHU6/6DPHW-0'RPLQLFL)  &RDUVHSDUWLFXODWHPDWWHU
DLUSROOXWLRQDQGKRVSLWDODGPLVVLRQVIRUFDUGLRYDVFXODUDQGUHVSLUDWRU\GLVHDVHVDPRQJ0HGLFDUHSDWLHQWV
-$0$
3HQJ5%HOO0*H\K$0F'HUPRWW$=HJHU66DPHW-'RPLQLFL)  (PHUJHQF\DGPLVVLRQVIRU
FDUGLRYDVFXODUDQGUHVSLUDWRU\GLVHDVHVDQGWKHFKHPLFDOFRPSRVLWLRQRIILQHSDUWLFOHDLUSROOXWLRQ(QYLURQ
+HDOWK3HUVSHFW
3HUH]/7RELDV$4XHURO;.XQ]OL13H\-$ODVWXH\$9LDQD09DOHUR1*RQ]DOH]&DEUH06XQ\HU-
 &RDUVHSDUWLFOHVIURP6DKDUDQGXVWDQGGDLO\PRUWDOLW\(SLGHPLRORJ\
3HWHUV$'RFNHU\':0XOOHU-(0LWWOHPDQ0$  ,QFUHDVHGSDUWLFXODWHDLUSROOXWLRQDQGWKHWULJJHULQJRI
P\RFDUGLDOLQIDUFWLRQ&LUFXODWLRQ
3RSH&$,,,  5HVSLUDWRU\GLVHDVHDVVRFLDWHGZLWKFRPPXQLW\DLUSROOXWLRQDQGDVWHHOPLOO8WDK9DOOH\$P-
3XEOLF+HDOWK
3RSH&$,,,'RFNHU\':6SHQJOHU-'5DL]HQQH0(  5HVSLUDWRU\KHDOWKDQG30SROOXWLRQDGDLO\WLPH
VHULHVDQDO\VLV$P-5HVSLU&ULW&DUH0HG
3RSH&$,,,6FKZDUW]-5DQVRP05  'DLO\PRUWDOLW\DQG30SROOXWLRQLQ8WDKYDOOH\$UFK
(QYLURQ+HDOWK
3RSH&$,,,+LOO5:9LOOHJDV*0  3DUWLFXODWHDLUSROOXWLRQDQGGDLO\PRUWDOLW\RQ8WDK V:DVDWFK
)URQW(QYLURQ+HDOWK3HUVSHFW





5RVV0/DQJVWDII-  8SGDWHGVWDWLVWLFDOLQIRUPDWLRQRQDLUTXDOLW\GDWDIURPHSLGHPLRORJLFVWXGLHV
0HPRUDQGXPWR301$$46UHYLHZGRFNHW2$5-DQXDU\$YDLODEOH
KWWSZZZHSDJRYWWQQDDTVVWDQGDUGVSPGDWDURVVBODQJVWDIIBSGI

6DPHW- F /HWWHUWR(3$$GPLQLVWUDWRU/LVD-DFNVRQ³&$6$&5HYLHZRI3ROLF\$VVHVVPHQWIRUWKH
5HYLHZRIWKH301$$46±)LUVW([WHUQDO5HYLHZ'UDIW 0DUFK ´(3$&$6$&0D\
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WR301$$46UHYLHZGRFNHW(3$+42$5
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&I 'HI6HHN3DJH [ 6HDUFK%DFN =\$FWLRQ/ %DFN =\$FWLRQ6 %DFN'HVF 5HVXOWVSDJH 0D[L
PXP3DJHV  =\(QWU\  6HHN3DJH [
86(3$  $LU4XDOLW\&ULWHULDIRU3DUWLFXODWH0DWWHU1DWLRQDO&HQWHUIRU(QYLURQPHQWDO$VVHVVPHQW2IILFH
RI5HVHDUFKDQG'HYHORSPHQW86(QYLURQPHQWDO3URWHFWLRQ$JHQF\5HVHDUFK7ULDQJOH3DUN1&
UHSRUWQR(3$3D)DQG(3$3E)2FWREHU$YDLODEOH
KWWSZZZHSDJRYWWQQDDTVVWDQGDUGVSPVBSPBFUBFGKWPO
86(3$  5HYLHZRIWKH1DWLRQDO$PELHQW$LU4XDOLW\6WDQGDUGVIRU3DUWLFXODWH0DWWHU3ROLF\$VVHVVPHQW
RI6FLHQWLILFDQG7HFKQLFDO,QIRUPDWLRQ2$4366WDII3DSHU5HVHDUFK7ULDQJOH3DUN1&2IILFH
RI$LU4XDOLW\3ODQQLQJDQG6WDQGDUGVUHSRUWQR(3$(3$5D'HFHPEHU$YDLODEOH
KWWSZZZHSDJRYWWQQDDTVVWDQGDUGVSPVBSPBFUBVSKWPO
86(3$ D ,QWHJUDWHG5HYLHZ3ODQIRUWKH1DWLRQDO$PELHQW$LU4XDOLW\6WDQGDUGVIRU3DUWLFXODWH0DWWHU
1DWLRQDO&HQWHUIRU(QYLURQPHQWDO$VVHVVPHQWDQG2IILFHRI$LU4XDOLW\3ODQQLQJDQG6WDQGDUGV86
(QYLURQPHQWDO3URWHFWLRQ$JHQF\5HVHDUFK7ULDQJOH3DUN1&5HSRUW1R(3$50DUFK
$YDLODEOHDW
KWWSZZZHSDJRYWWQQDDTVVWDQGDUGVSPGDWDBBILQDOBLQWHJUDWHGBUHYLHZBSODQSGI
86(3$ D ,QWHJUDWHG6FLHQFH$VVHVVPHQWIRU3DUWLFXODWH0DWWHU )LQDO5HSRUW 86(QYLURQPHQWDO
3URWHFWLRQ$JHQF\:DVKLQJWRQ'&(3$5)'HFHPEHU$YDLODEOH
KWWSFISXEHSDJRYQFHDFIPUHFRUGLVSOD\FIP"GHLG 
86(3$ E 3DUWLFXODWH0DWWHU1DWLRQDO$PELHQW$LU4XDOLW\6WDQGDUGV6FRSHDQG0HWKRGV3ODQIRU+HDOWK
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REVIEW OF THE SECONDARY STANDARDS FOR VISIBILITYRELATED EFFECTS

This chapter presents staff conclusions with regard to the adequacy of the current suite of
secondary PM2.5 standards to protect against PM-related visibility impairment as well as
alternative secondary PM standards that are appropriate for consideration in this review. Our
assessment of these issues is framed by a series of key policy-relevant questions, which expand
upon those presented at the outset of this review in the IRP (US EPA, 2008). The answers to
these questions will inform decisions on whether, and if so how, to revise the current suite of
secondary PM2.5 standards for the purpose of providing appropriate protection from PM-related
visibility impairment.
In presenting staff conclusions on a range of alternative secondary standards that are
appropriate for consideration, we note that the final decision is largely a public welfare policy
judgment. A final decision must draw upon scientific information and analyses about PMrelated visibility impairment and related impacts on public welfare, as well as taking into
consideration the range of uncertainties that are inherent in the scientific evidence and analyses.
Our approach to informing these judgments is discussed more fully below.
Information on the approaches used to set the secondary PM2.5 standards in past reviews
as well as our current approach for this review are presented in section 4.1. Our conclusions
regarding the adequacy of the current suite of secondary PM2.5 standards to protect against PMrelated visibility impairment are presented in section 4.2. Section 4.3 presents our conclusions
with respect to alternative PM2.5 standards by focusing on each of the basic elements of the
standards: pollutant indicator (section 4.3.1), averaging time (section 4.3.2), and level and form
(section 4.3.3). The performance of alternative standards, with a focus on the uniformity of
protection from visibility impairment afforded by the alternative standards, is evaluated in
section 4.3.4. Section 4.4 summarizes all staff conclusions on the secondary PM2.5 standards for
visibility protection. This chapter concludes with an overview of areas of key uncertainties and
suggested future research areas and data collection efforts (section 4.5).
4.1

APPROACH

Staff’s approach for reviewing the current suite of secondary PM2.5 standards builds upon
and broadens the approaches used in previous PM NAAQS reviews. We first present a brief
summary of the approaches used to review and establish secondary PM standards in the last two
reviews of the PM NAAQS (section 4.1.1). Recent litigation on the 2006 standards has resulted
in the remand of the secondary annual and 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS to EPA as discussed in
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section 4.1.2. Our current approach for evaluating the secondary PM2.5 standards using both
evidence- and impact assessment-based considerations is outlined in section 4.1.3.
4.1.1

Approaches Used in Previous Reviews

The original suite of secondary PM2.5 standards was established in 1997 and revisions to
those standards were made in 2006. The approaches used in making final decisions on
secondary standards in those reviews, as well as the current review, utilize different ways to
consider the underlying body of scientific evidence. They also reflect an evolution in our
understanding of the nature of the effect on public welfare from visibility impairment, from an
approach focusing only on Class I area visibility impacts to a more multifaceted approach that
also considers PM-related impacts on non-Class I area visibility, such as in urban areas. This
evolution has occurred in conjunction with the expansion of available PM data and information
from associated studies of public perception, valuation, and personal comfort and well-being.
4.1.1.1

Review Completed in 1997

In 1997, EPA revised the identical primary and secondary PM NAAQS in part by
establishing new identical primary and secondary PM2.5 standards. In revising the secondary
standards, EPA recognized that PM produces adverse effects on visibility and that impairment of
visibility was being experienced throughout the U.S., in multi-state regions, urban areas, and
remote mandatory Class I Federal areas alike. However, in considering an appropriate level for a
secondary standard to address adverse effects of PM2.5 on visibility, EPA concluded that the
determination of a single national level was complicated by regional differences. These
differences included several factors that influence visibility such as background and current
levels of PM2.5, composition of PM2.5, and average relative humidity. Variations in these factors
across regions could thus result in situations where attaining an appropriately protective
concentration of fine particles in one region might or might not provide adequate protection in a
different region. EPA also determined that there was insufficient information at that time to
establish a level for a national secondary standard that would represent a threshold above which
visibility conditions would always be adverse and below which visibility conditions would
always be acceptable.
Based on these considerations, EPA assessed potential visibility improvements in urban
areas and on a regional scale that would result from attainment of the new primary standards for
PM2.5. The agency concluded that the spatially averaged form of the annual PM2.5 standard was
well suited to the protection of visibility, which involves effects of PM2.5 throughout an extended
viewing distance across an urban area. Based on air quality data available at that time, many
urban areas in the Northeast, Midwest, and Southeast, as well as Los Angeles, were expected to
see perceptible improvement in visibility if the annual PM2.5 primary standard were attained.
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The EPA also concluded that attainment of the 24-hour PM2.5 standard in some areas would be
expected to reduce, to some degree, the number and intensity of ‘‘bad visibility’’ days, resulting
in improvement in the 20% of days having the greatest impairment over the course of a year.
Having concluded that attainment of the annual and 24-hour PM2.5 primary standards
would lead to visibility improvements in many eastern and some western urban areas, EPA also
considered whether these standards could provide potential improvements to visibility on a
regional scale. Based on information available at the time, EPA concluded that attainment of
PM2.5 secondary standards set identical to the primary standards would be expected to result in
visibility improvements in the eastern U.S. at both urban and regional scales, but little or no
change in the western U.S., except in and near certain urban areas.
The EPA then considered the potential effectiveness of a regional haze program, required
by sections 169A and 169B of the Act1 to address those effects of PM on visibility that would
not be addressed through attainment of the primary PM2.5 standards. The regional haze program
would be designed to address the widespread, regionally uniform type of haze caused by a
multitude of sources. The structure and requirements of sections 169A and 169B of the Act
provide for visibility protection programs that can be more responsive to the factors contributing
to regional differences in visibility than can programs addressing a nationally applicable
secondary NAAQS. The regional haze visibility goal is more protective than a secondary
NAAQS since the goal addresses any anthropogenic impairment rather than just impairment at
levels determined to be adverse to public welfare. Thus, an important factor considered in the
1997 review was whether a regional haze program, in conjunction with secondary standards set
identical to the suite of PM2.5 primary standards, would provide appropriate protection for
visibility in non-Class I areas. The EPA concluded that the two programs and associated control
strategies should provide such protection due to the regional approaches needed to manage
emissions of pollutants that impair visibility in many of these areas.
For these reasons, EPA concluded that a national regional haze program, combined with
a nationally applicable level of protection achieved through secondary PM2.5 standards set
identical to the primary PM2.5 standards, would be more effective for addressing regional
variations in the adverse effects of PM2.5 on visibility than would be national secondary
standards for PM with levels lower than the primary PM2.5 standards. The EPA further
recognized that people living in certain urban areas may place a high value on unique scenic
resources in or near these areas, and as a result might experience visibility problems attributable

1

In 1977, Congress established as a national goal ‘‘the prevention of any future, and the remedying of any existing,
impairment of visibility in mandatory Class I Federal areas which impairment results from manmade air pollution’’,
section 169A(a)(1) of the Act. The EPA is required by section 169A(a)(4) of the Act to promulgate regulations to
ensure that ‘‘reasonable progress’’ is achieved toward meeting the national goal.
4-3

to sources that would not necessarily be addressed by the combined effects of a regional haze
program and PM2.5 secondary standards. The EPA concluded that in such cases, state or local
regulatory approaches, such as past action in Colorado to establish a local visibility standard for
the City of Denver, would be more appropriate and effective in addressing these special
situations because of the localized and unique characteristics of the problems involved.
Visibility in an urban area located near a mandatory Class I Federal area could also be improved
through state implementation of the then-current visibility regulations, by which emission
limitations can be imposed on a source or group of sources found to be contributing to
‘‘reasonably attributable’’ impairment in the mandatory Class I Federal area.
Based on these considerations, EPA set secondary PM2.5 standards identical to the
primary PM2.5 standards, in conjunction with a regional haze program under sections 169A and
169B of the Act, as the most appropriate and effective means of addressing the public welfare
effects associated with visibility impairment. Together, the two programs and associated control
strategies were expected to provide appropriate protection against PM-related visibility
impairment and enable all regions of the country to make reasonable progress toward the
national visibility goal.
4.1.1.2

Review Completed in 2006

In 2006, EPA revised the secondary PM2.5 standards to address visibility impairment by
making them identical to the revised primary standards. The EPA’s decision regarding the need
to revise the secondary PM2.5 standards reflected a number of new developments and sources of
information that had occurred and/or become available following the 1997 review. First, EPA
promulgated a regional haze program in 1999 (65 FR 35713) which required states to establish
goals for improving visibility in Class I areas and to adopt control strategies to achieve these
goals. Second, extensive new information from visibility and fine particle monitoring networks
had become available, allowing for updated characterizations of visibility trends and PM levels
in urban areas, as well as Class I areas. These new data allowed EPA to better characterize
visibility impairment in urban areas and the relationship between visibility and PM2.5
concentrations. Finally, additional studies in the U.S. and abroad provided the basis for the
establishment of standards and programs to address specific visibility concerns in a number of
local areas. These studies (e.g., in Denver, Phoenix, British Columbia) utilized photographic
representations of visibility impairment and produced reasonably consistent results in terms of
the visual ranges found to be generally acceptable by study participants. The EPA considered
the information generated by these studies useful in characterizing the nature of particle-induced
haze and for informing judgments about the acceptability of various levels of visual air quality in
urban areas across the U.S. Based largely on this information, the Administrator concluded that
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it was appropriate to revise the secondary PM standards to provide increased protection from
visibility impairment principally in urban areas, in conjunction with the regional haze program
for protection of visual air quality in Class I areas.
In so doing, the Administrator recognized that PM-related visibility impairment is
principally related to fine particle levels and that perception of visibility impairment is most
directly related to short-term, nearly instantaneous levels of visual air quality. Thus, in
considering whether the current suite of secondary standards would provide the appropriate
degree of protection, he concluded that it was appropriate to focus on just the 24-hour secondary
PM2.5 standard to provide requisite protection.
The Administrator then considered whether PM2.5 remained the appropriate indicator for
a secondary standard to protect visibility, primarily in urban areas. The Administrator noted that
PM-related visibility impairment is principally related to fine particle levels. Hygroscopic
components of fine particles, in particular sulfates and nitrates, contribute disproportionately to
visibility impairment under high humidity conditions. Particles in the coarse mode generally
contribute only marginally to visibility impairment in urban areas. With the substantial addition
to the air quality and visibility data made possible by the national urban PM2.5 monitoring
networks, an analysis conducted for the 2006 review found that, in urban areas, visibility levels
showed far less difference between eastern and western regions on a 24-hour or shorter time
basis than implied by the largely non-urban data available in the 1997 review. In analyzing how
well PM2.5 concentrations correlated with visibility in urban locations across the U.S., the 2005
Staff Paper (US EPA, 2005) concluded that clear correlations existed between 24-hour average
PM2.5 concentrations and calculated (i.e., reconstructed) light extinction, which is directly related
to visual range. These correlations were similar in the eastern and western regions of the U.S.
These correlations were less influenced by relative humidity and more consistent across regions
when PM2.5 concentrations are averaged over shorter, daylight time periods (e.g., 4 to 8 hours)
when relative humidity was generally lower and less variable. The 2005 Staff Paper noted that a
standard set at any specific PM2.5 concentration would necessarily result in visual ranges that
vary somewhat in urban areas across the country, reflecting the variability in the correlations
between PM2.5 concentrations and light extinction. The 2005 Staff Paper concluded that it was
appropriate to use PM2.5 as an indicator for standards to address visibility impairment in urban
areas, especially when the indicator is defined for a relatively short period (e.g., 4 to 8 hours) of
daylight hours. Based on their review of the Staff Paper, most CASAC Panel members also
endorsed such a PM2.5 indicator for a secondary standard to address visibility impairment
(Henderson, 2005a). Based on the above considerations, the Administrator concluded that PM2.5
should be retained as the indicator for fine particles as part of a secondary standard to address
visibility protection, in conjunction with averaging times from 4 to 24 hours.
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In considering what level of protection against PM-related visibility impairment would be
appropriate, the Administrator took into account the results of the public perception and attitude
surveys regarding the acceptability of various degrees of visibility impairment in the U.S. and
Canada, state and local visibility standards within the U.S., and visual inspection of photographic
representations of several urban areas across the U.S. In the Administrator’s judgment, these
sources provided useful but still quite limited information on the range of levels appropriate for
consideration in setting a national visibility standard primarily for urban areas, given the
generally subjective nature of the public welfare effect involved. Based on photographic
representations of varying levels of visual air quality, public perception studies, and local and
state visibility standards, the 2005 Staff Paper had concluded that 30 to 20 ȝg/m3 PM2.5
represented a reasonable range for a national visibility standard primarily for urban areas, based
on a sub-daily averaging time. The upper end of this range was below the levels at which
illustrative scenic views are significantly obscured, and the lower end was around the level at
which visual air quality generally appeared to be good based on observation of the illustrative
views. This concentration range generally corresponded to median visual ranges in urban areas
within regions across the U.S. of approximately 25 to 35 km, a range that was bounded above by
the visual range targets selected in specific areas where state or local agencies placed particular
emphasis on protecting visual air quality. In considering a reasonable range of forms for a PM2.5
standard within this range of levels, the 2005 Staff Paper had concluded that a concentrationbased percentile form was appropriate, and that the upper end of the range of concentration
percentiles should be consistent with the 98th percentile used for the primary standard and that
the lower end of the range should be the 92nd percentile, which represented the mean of the
distribution of the 20% most impaired days, as targeted in the regional haze program. While
recognizing that it was difficult to select any specific level and form based on then-currently
available information (Henderson, 2005a), the CASAC Panel was generally in agreement with
the ranges of levels and forms presented in the 2005 Staff Paper.
The Administrator also considered the level of protection that would be afforded by the
proposed suite of primary PM2.5 standards (71 FR 2681), on the basis that although significantly
more information was available than in the 1997 review concerning the relationship between fine
PM levels and visibility across the country, there was still little available information for use in
making the relatively subjective value judgment needed in selecting the appropriate degree of
protection to be afforded by such a standard. In so doing, the Administrator compared the extent
to which the proposed suite of primary standards would require areas across the country to
improve visual air quality with the extent of increased protection likely to be afforded by a
standard based on a sub-daily averaging time. Based on such an analysis, the Administrator
observed that the predicted percent of counties with monitors not likely to meet the proposed
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suite of primary PM2.5 standards was actually somewhat greater than the predicted percent of
counties with monitors not likely to meet a sub-daily secondary standard with an averaging time
of 4 daylight hours, a level toward the upper end of the range recommended in the 2005 Staff
Paper, and a form within the recommended range. Based on this comparison, the Administrator
tentatively concluded that revising the secondary 24-hour PM2.5 standard to be identical to the
proposed revised primary PM2.5 standard (and retaining the current annual secondary PM2.5
standard) was a reasonable policy approach to addressing visibility protection primarily in urban
areas. In proposing this approach, the Administrator also solicited comment on a sub-daily (4- to
8-hour averaging time) secondary PM2.5 standard (71 FR 2675-2781).
In commenting on the proposed decision, the CASAC requested that a sub-daily standard
to protect visibility be favorably reconsidered (Henderson, 2006a). The CASAC noted three
cautions regarding the proposed reliance on a secondary PM2.5 standard identical to the proposed
24-hour primary PM2.5 standard: (1) PM2.5 mass measurement is a better indicator of visibility
impairment during daylight hours, when relative humidity is generally low; the sub-daily
standard more clearly matches the nature of visibility impairment, whose adverse effects are
most evident during the daylight hours; using a 24- hour PM2.5 standard as a proxy introduces
error and uncertainty in protecting visibility; and sub-daily standards are used for other NAAQS
and should be the focus for visibility; (2) CASAC and its monitoring subcommittees have
repeatedly commended EPA’s initiatives promoting the introduction of continuous and nearcontinuous PM monitoring, and expanded deployment of continuous PM2.5 monitors is consistent
with setting a sub-daily standard to protect visibility; and (3) The analysis showing a similarity
between percentages of counties not likely to meet what the CASAC Panel considered to be a
lenient 4- to 8-hour secondary standard and a secondary standard identical to the proposed 24hour primary standard was a numerical coincidence that was not indicative of any fundamental
relationship between visibility and health. The CASAC Panel further stated that “visual air
quality is substantially impaired at PM2.5 concentrations of 35 ȝg/m3” and that “it is not
reasonable to have the visibility standard tied to the health standard, which may change in ways
that make it even less appropriate for visibility concerns.”
In reaching a final decision, the Administrator focused on the relative protection provided
by the proposed primary standards based on the above-mentioned similarities in percentages of
counties meeting alternative standards, and on the limitations in the information available
concerning studies of public perception and attitudes regarding the acceptability of various
degrees of visibility impairment in urban areas, as well as on the subjective nature of the
judgment required. In so doing, the Administrator concluded that caution was warranted in
establishing a distinct secondary standard for visibility impairment and that the available
information did not warrant adopting a secondary standard that would provide either more or less
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protection against visibility impairment in urban areas than would be provided by secondary
standards set equal to the proposed primary PM2.5 standards.
4.1.2 Remand of Secondary PM2.5 Standards
Several parties filed petitions for review challenging EPA’s decision to set the secondary
NAAQS for fine PM at the same level as the primary NAAQS. On judicial review, the D.C.
Circuit remanded to EPA for reconsideration the secondary NAAQS for fine PM because the
Agency’s decision was unreasonable and contrary to the requirements of section 109(b)(2).
American Farm Bureau Federation v. EPA, 559 F. 3d 512 (D.C. Cir., 2009).
The petitioners argued that EPA’s decision lacked a reasoned basis. First, they asserted
that EPA never determined what level of visibility was “requisite to protect the public welfare”.
They argued that EPA unreasonably rejected the target level of protection recommended by its
staff, while failing to provide a target level of its own. The court agreed, stating that “the EPA’s
failure to identify such a level when deciding where to set the level of air quality required by the
revised secondary fine PM NAAQS is contrary to the statute and therefore unlawful.
Furthermore, the failure to set any target level of visibility protection deprived the EPA’s
decision-making of a reasoned basis.” 559 F. 3d at 530.
Second, the petitioners challenged EPA’s method of comparing the protection expected
from potential standards. They contended that the EPA relied on a meaningless numerical
comparison, ignored the effect of humidity on the usefulness of a standard using a daily
averaging time, and unreasonably concluded that the primary standards would achieve a level of
visibility roughly equivalent to the level the EPA staff and CASAC deemed “requisite to protect
the public welfare.” Again, the court found that EPA’s equivalency analysis based on the
percentages of counties exceeding alternative standards “failed on its own terms”. The same
table showing the percentages of counties exceeding alternative secondary standards, used for
comparison to the percentages of counties exceeding alternative primary standards to show
equivalency, also included six other alternative secondary standards within the recommended
CASAC range that would be more “protective” under EPA’s definition than the adopted primary
standards. Two-thirds of the potential secondary standards within the CASAC’s recommended
range would be substantially more protective than the adopted primary standards. The court
found that EPA failed to explain why it looked only at one of the few potential secondary
standards that would be less protective and only slightly less so than the primary standards.
More fundamentally, however, the court found that EPA’s equivalency analysis based on
percentages of counties demonstrated nothing about the relative protection offered by the
different standards, and that the tables offered no valid information about the relative visibility
protection provided by the standards. 559 F. 3d at 530-31.
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Finally, the Staff Paper had made clear that a visibility standard using PM2.5 mass as the
indicator in conjunction with a daily averaging time would be confounded by regional
differences in humidity. The court noted that EPA acknowledged this problem, yet did not
address this issue in concluding that the primary standards would be sufficiently protective of
visibility. 559 F. 3d at 530. Therefore, the court granted the petition for review and remanded
for reconsideration the secondary PM2.5 NAAQS.
4.1.3

General Approach Used in Current Review

The staff’s approach in this review broadens the general approaches used in the last two
PM NAAQS reviews by utilizing, to the extent available, enhanced tools, methods, and data to
more comprehensively characterize visibility impacts. As such, we are taking into account
considerations based on both the scientific evidence (“evidence-based”) and a quantitative
analysis of PM-related impacts on visibility (“impact-based”) to inform our conclusions related
to the adequacy of the current secondary PM2.5 standards and alternative standards that are
appropriate for consideration in this review. As in past reviews, we are also considering
secondary NAAQS to address PM-related visibility impairment in conjunction with the Regional
Haze Program, such that the secondary NAAQS would focus on protection from visibility
impairment principally in urban areas in conjunction with the Regional Haze Program that is
focused on improving visibility in Class I areas. We again recognize that such an approach is the
most appropriate and effective means of addressing the public welfare effects associated with
visibility impairment in areas across the country. We are seeking to provide as broad an array of
options as is supportable by the available information, recognizing that the selection of a specific
approach to reaching final decisions on the secondary PM2.5 standards will reflect the judgments
of the Administrator.
In preparing this final PA, staff has drawn from the qualitative evaluation of all studies
discussed in the ISA (US EPA, 2009a). We consider the extensive new air quality and source
apportionment information available from the regional planning organizations, long-standing
evidence of PM effects on visibility, and public preference studies from four urban areas (ISA
chapter 9), as well as the integration of evidence across disciplines (ISA chapter 2). In addition,
limited information that has become available regarding the characterization of public
preferences in urban areas has provided some new perspectives on the usefulness of this
information in informing the selection of target levels of urban visibility protection. On these
bases, we are again focusing our assessments in this review on visibility conditions in urban
areas.
Our conclusions reflect our understanding of both evidence-based and impact-based
considerations to inform two overarching questions related to: (1) the adequacy of the current
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suite of PM2.5 standards and (2) what potential alternative standards, if any, should be considered
in this review to provide appropriate protection from PM-related visibility impairment. In
addressing these broad questions, we have organized the discussions below around a series of
more specific questions reflecting different aspects of each overarching question, as summarized
in Figure 4-1. When evaluating the visibility protection afforded by the current or any
alternative standards considered, we have taken into account the four basic elements of the
NAAQS: indicator, averaging time, level, and form.
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Figure 4-1. Overview of Approach for Review of Secondary PM2.5 Standards
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4.2

ADEQUACY OF CURRENT STANDARDS

In considering the adequacy of the current suite of PM2.5 standards, staff addresses the
following overarching question:
Does the currently available scientific evidence and visibility impact information, as
reflected in the ISA and UFVA, support or call into question the adequacy of the visibility
protection afforded by the current suite of fine particle standards?
To inform the answer to this overarching question, we have posed a series of more
specific questions to aid in considering the currently available scientific evidence and the results
of recent quantitative visibility impact analyses in a policy-relevant context, as discussed below.
In considering the scientific and technical information, we reflect upon both the information
available in the last review and information that is newly available since the last review as
assessed and presented in the ISA and UFVA (US EPA, 2009a; US EPA, 2010b).
4.2.1 Evidence-based and Impact-Based Considerations
In reviewing the adequacy of the current suite of PM2.5 standards, we have taken into
account evidence-based considerations, primarily as presented in the ISA, and impact-based
considerations as presented in the UFVA, by considering causal inference, impacts on
susceptible populations, and the nature and degree of PM-related visibility effects that would be
expected to exist in urban areas when meeting the current standards.
x

To what extent do the newly available scientific evidence and other information
strengthen or call into question evidence of associations between ambient fine particle
exposures and visibility effects?

New research conducted by regional planning organizations in support of the Regional
Haze Rule, as discussed in chapter 9 of the ISA, continues to support and refine our
understanding of the nature of the PM visibility effect and the source contributions to that effect
in rural and remote locations. Additional by-products of this research include new insights
regarding the regional source contributions to urban visibility and better characterization of the
increment in PM concentrations and visibility impairment that occur in many cities (i.e., the
urban excess) relative to conditions in the surrounding rural areas (i.e., regional background).
Ongoing urban PM2.5 speciated and mass monitoring has produced new information that has
allowed for updated characterization of current visibility levels in urban areas. Information from
both of these sources of PM data, while useful, has not however changed the fundamental and
long understood science characterizing the contribution of PM, especially fine particles, to
visibility impairment. This science, briefly summarized below, provides the basis for the ISA
designation of the relationship between PM and visibility impairment as causal.
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Visibility impairment is caused by the scattering and absorption of light by suspended
particles and gases in the atmosphere. The combined effect of light scattering and absorption by
both particles and gases is characterized as light extinction, i.e., the fraction of light that is
scattered or absorbed per unit of distance in the atmosphere. Light extinction is measured in
units of 1/distance, which is often expressed in the technical literature as 1/(1 million meters) or
inverse megameters (abbreviated Mm-1). When PM is present in the air, its contribution to light
extinction typically greatly exceeds that of gases.
The amount of light extinction contributed by PM depends on the particle size
distribution and composition, as well as its concentration. If details of the ambient particle size
distribution and composition (including the mixing of components) are known, Mie theory can
be used to accurately calculate PM light extinction (US EPA, 2009a, chapter 9). However,
routine monitoring rarely includes measurements of particle size and composition information
with sufficient detail for such calculations. To make estimation of light extinction more
practical, visibility scientists have developed a much simpler algorithm, known as the IMPROVE
algorithm,2 to estimate light extinction using routinely monitored fine particle (PM2.5) speciation
and coarse particle mass (PM10–2.5) data. In addition, relative humidity information is needed to
estimate the contribution by liquid water that is in solution with hygroscopic PM components
(US EPA, 2009a, section 9.2.2.2; US EPA, 2010b, chapter 3). There is both an original and a
revised version of the IMPROVE algorithm. The revised version was developed to address
observed biases in the predictions using the original algorithm under very low and very high
light extinction conditions.3 These IMPROVE algorithms are routinely used to calculate light
extinction levels on a 24-hour basis in Class I areas under the Regional Haze Program.
In either version of the IMPROVE algorithm, the concentration of each of the major
aerosol components is multiplied by a dry extinction efficiency value and, for the hygroscopic
components (i.e., ammoniated sulfate and ammonium nitrate), also multiplied by an additional
factor to account for the water growth to estimate these components’ contribution to light
extinction. Both the dry extinction efficiency and water growth terms have been developed by a
combination of empirical assessment and theoretical calculation using typical particle size
distributions associated with each of the major aerosol components. They have been evaluated
by comparing the algorithm estimates of light extinction with coincident optical measurements.

2

The algorithm is referred to as the IMPROVE algorithm because it was developed specifically to use the aerosol
monitoring data generated at network sites and with equipment specifically designed to support the IMPROVE
program and was evaluated using IMPROVE optical measurements at the subset of sites that make those
measurements (Malm et al., 1994).
3
These biases were detected by comparing light extinction estimates generated from the IMPROVE algorithm to
direct optical measurements in a number of rural Class I areas.
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Summing the contribution of each component gives the estimate of total light extinction (denoted
as bext), as shown below for the original IMPROVE algorithm.
bext § 3 x f(RH) x [Sulfate]
+ 3 x f(RH) x [Nitrate]
+ 4 x [Organic Mass]
+ 10 x [Elemental Carbon]
+ 1 x [Fine Soil]
+ 0.6 x [Coarse Mass]
+ 10
Light extinction (bext) is in units of Mm-1, the mass concentrations of the components
indicated in brackets are in units of ȝg/m3, and f(RH) is the unitless water growth term that
depends on relative humidity. The final term of 10 Mm-1 is known as the Rayleigh scattering
term and accounts for light scattering by the natural gases in unpolluted air. The dry extinction
efficiency for particulate organic mass is larger than those for particulate sulfate and nitrate
principally because the density of the dry inorganic compounds is higher than that assumed for
the PM organic mass components. Since IMPROVE does not include ammonium ion
monitoring, the assumption is made that all sulfate is fully neutralized ammonium sulfate and all
nitrate is assumed to be ammonium nitrate. Though often reasonable, neither assumption is
always true (see US EPA, 2009a, section 9.2.3.1). In the eastern U.S. during the summer there is
insufficient ammonia in the atmosphere to neutralize the sulfate fully. Fine particle nitrates can
include sodium or calcium nitrate, which are the fine particle fraction of generally much coarser
particles due to nitric acid interactions with sea salt at near-coastal areas (sodium nitrate) or nitric
acid interactions with calcium carbonate in crustal aerosol (calcium nitrate). Despite the
simplicity of the algorithm, it performs reasonably well and permits the contributions to light
extinction from each of the major components (including the water associated with the sulfate
and nitrate compounds) to be separately approximated.
The f(RH) term reflects the increase in light scattering caused by particulate sulfate and
nitrate under conditions of high relative humidity. For relative humidity below 40% the f(RH)
value is 1, but it increases to 2 at ~66%, 3 at ~83%, 4 at ~90%, 5 at ~93%, and 6 at ~95%
relative humidity. The result is that both particulate sulfate and nitrate are more efficient per unit
mass than any other aerosol component for relative humidity above ~85% where its total light
extinction efficiency exceeds the 10 m2/g associated with elemental carbon (EC). Based on this
algorithm, particulate sulfate and nitrate are estimated to have comparable light extinction
efficiencies (i.e., the same dry extinction efficiency and f(RH) water growth terms), so on a per
unit mass concentration basis at any specific relative humidity they are treated as equally
effective contributors to visibility effects.
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Inspection of the PM component-specific terms in the simple original IMPROVE
algorithm shows that most of the PM2.5 components contribute 5 times or more light extinction
than a similar concentration of PM10–2.5. We also know that particles with hygroscopic
components (e.g., particulate sulfate and nitrate) contribute more light extinction at higher
relative humidity than at lower relative humidity because they change size in the atmosphere in
response to ambient relative humidity conditions. PM containing elemental or black carbon
absorbs light as well as scattering it, making it the component with the greatest light extinction
contributions per unit of mass concentration, except for the hygroscopic components under high
relative humidity conditions.4
Subsequent to the development of the original IMPROVE algorithm, an alternative
algorithm (variously referred to as the “revised algorithm” or the “new algorithm” in the
literature) has been developed that employs a more complex split component mass extinction
efficiency to correct biases believed to be related to particle size distributions, a sea salt term that
can be important for remote coastal areas, a different multiplier for organic carbon for purposes
of estimating organic carbonaceous material, and site-specific Rayleigh light scattering terms in
place of a universal Rayleigh light scattering value. These features of the revised IMPROVE
algorithm are described in section 9.2.3.1 of the ISA, which also presents a comparison of the
estimates produced by the two algorithms for rural areas. Compared to the original algorithm,
the revised IMPROVE algorithm can yield higher estimates of current light extinction levels in
urban areas on days with relatively poor visibility (Pitchford, 2010). This difference is primarily
attributable to the split component mass extinction efficiency treatment in the revised algorithm
rather than to the inclusion of a sea salt term or the use of site-specific Rayleigh scattering
values.
As mentioned above, particles are not the only contributor to ambient visibility
conditions. Light scattering by gases also occurs in ambient air. Under pristine atmospheric
conditions, naturally occurring gases such as N2 and O2 cause what is known as Rayleigh
scattering. Rayleigh scattering depends on the density of air as a function primarily of the
elevation above sea level, and can be treated as a site-dependent constant. The Rayleigh
scattering contribution to light extinction is only significant under pristine conditions. The only
other commonly occurring atmospheric gas to appreciably absorb light in the visible spectrum is
NO2. NO2 forms in the atmosphere from NO emissions associated with combustion processes.
These combustion processes also emit PM at levels that generally contribute much higher light
extinction than the NO2 (i.e., NO2 absorption is generally less than approximately 5% of the light
extinction, except where emission controls remove most of the PM prior to releasing the
4

The IMPROVE algorithm does not explicitly separate the light-scattering and light-absorbing effects of elemental
carbon.
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remaining gases to the atmosphere). The remainder of this chapter focuses on the contribution of
PM, which is typically much greater than that of gases, to ambient light extinction, unless
otherwise specified.
In the following discussions, visual air quality is characterized both in terms of light
extinction, as discussed above, and deciviews (dv). Deciview refers to an alternative scale for
characterizing visibility that is defined directly in terms of light extinction (expressed in units of
Mm-1) by the following equation5:
Deciview (dv) = 10 ln (bext / 10 Mm-1)
The deciview scale is frequently used in the scientific and regulatory literature on visibility, as
well as in the Regional Haze Program. In particular, the deciview scale is used in the public
perception studies that were considered in the past and current reviews to inform judgments
about an appropriate degree of protection to be provided by a secondary NAAQS.
x

To what extent does the available evidence inform our understanding of the temporal
nature of the PM visibility effect, including relevant exposure periods, associated
atmospheric conditions, and diurnal patterns of exposure?

Temporal Variations of Light Extinction
PM concentrations and light extinction in urban environments vary from hour-to-hour
throughout the 24-hour day due to a combination of diurnal changes in meteorological conditions
and systematic changes in emissions activity (e.g., rush hour traffic). Generally, low mixing
heights at night and during the early morning hours tend to trap locally produced emissions,
which are diluted as the mixing height increases due to heating during the day. Low
temperatures and high relative humidity at night are conducive to the presence of ammonium
nitrate particles and water growth by hygroscopic particles compared with the generally higher
temperatures and lower relative humidity later in the day. These combine to make early morning
the most likely time for peak urban light extinction. Superimposed on such systematic time-ofday variations are the effects of synoptic meteorology (i.e., those associated with changing
weather) and regional-scale air quality that can generate peak light extinction impacts any time
of day. The net effects of the systematic urban- and larger-scale variations are that peak daytime
PM light extinction levels can occur any time of day, although in many areas they most often
occur in early morning hours (USEPA, 2010b, sections 3.4.2 and 3.4.3; Figures 3-9, 3-10, and 312).
5

As used in the Regional Haze Program, the term bext refers to light extinction due to PM2.5, PM10-2.5, and “clean”
atmospheric gases. In this chapter, in focusing on light extinction due to PM2.5, the deciview values include only the
effects of PM2.5 and the gases. The “Rayleigh” term associated with clean atmospheric gases is represented by the
constant value of 10 Mm-1. Omission of the Rayleigh term would create the possibility of a negative deciview
values when the PM2.5 concentration is very low.
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This temporal pattern in urban areas contrasts with the general lack of a strong diurnal
pattern in PM concentrations and light extinction in most Class I areas, reflective of a relative
lack of local sources as compared to urban areas. The use in the Regional Haze Program of 24hour average concentrations in the IMPROVE algorithm is consistent with this general lack of a
strong diurnal pattern in Class I areas.
Periods during the Day of Interest for Assessment of Visibility
Typically, we think of visibility associated with daytime periods because we are outside
more during the day than at night and there are more viewable scenes at a distance during the day
than at night. We recognize, however, that PM light extinction behaves the same at night as
during the day, enhancing the scattering of anthropogenic light, contributing to the “skyglow”
within and over populated areas, adding to the total sky brightness, and contributing to the
reduction in contrast of stars against the background. These effects produce the visual result of a
reduction in the number of visible stars and the disappearance of diffuse or subtle phenomena
such as the Milky Way. The extinction of starlight is a secondary and minor effect also caused
by increased PM scattering and absorption.
However, there are significant and important differences between daytime and nighttime
visual environments with regard to how light extinction per se relates to visual air quality (or
visibility) and public welfare. First, daytime visibility has dominated the attention of those who
have studied the visibility effects of air pollution, particularly in urban areas. As a result, little
research has been conducted on nighttime visibility and the state of the science is not yet
comparable to that associated with daytime visibility impairment. We are not aware of urbanfocused preference or valuation studies providing information on public preferences for
nighttime visual air quality. Second, in addition to air pollution, nighttime visibility is affected
by the addition of light into the sight path from numerous sources, including anthropogenic light
sources in urban environments such as artificial outdoor lighting, which varies dramatically
across space, and natural sources including the moon, planets, and stars. Light sources and
ambient conditions are typically five to seven orders of magnitude dimmer at night than in
sunlight. Moonlight, like sunlight, introduces light throughout an observer’s sight path at a
constant angle. On the other hand, dim starlight emanates from all over the celestial hemisphere
while artificial lights are concentrated in cities and illuminate the atmosphere from below. These
different light sources will yield variable changes in visibility as compared to what has been
established for the daytime scenario, in which a single source, the sun, is by far the brightest
source of light. Third, the human psychophysical response (e.g., how the human eye sees and
processes visual stimuli) at night is expected to differ (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.2.2).
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Given the above, we do not believe that the science is available at this time to support
adequate characterization specifically of nighttime PM light extinction conditions and the related
effects on public welfare. Thus, we have focused our assessments of PM visibility impacts in
urban areas on daylight hours. For simplicity, and because perceptions and welfare effects from
light extinction-related visual effects during the minutes of actual sunrise and sunset have not
been explored, we have defined daylight hours as those hours entirely after the local sunrise time
and before the local sunset time.
In so doing, we note that the 24-hour averaging time used in the Regional Haze Program
includes nighttime conditions. We also note, however, that the goal of the Regional Haze
Program is to address any manmade impairment of visibility without regard to distinctions
between daylight and nighttime conditions. Moreover, because of the lack of strong diurnal
patterns, both nighttime and daylight visibility are strongly correlated with 24-hour average
visibility conditions, so a 24-hour averaging period is suitable for driving both daylight and
nighttime visibility towards their natural conditions. Also, the focus on 24-hour average
visibility allows the Regional Haze Program to make use of more practically obtained ambient
PM measurements of adequate accuracy than if a shorter averaging period were used, an
important consideration given the remoteness of many Class I area monitoring sites and given
the low PM concentrations that must be measured accurately in such areas.
In addition, when natural conditions such as fog and rain cause poor visibility, it can be
reasonably assumed that the light extinction properties of the air that are attributable to air
pollution are not important from a public welfare perspective. Thus, it is appropriate to give
special treatment to such periods when considering whether current PM2.5 standards adequately
protect public welfare from PM-related visibility impairment. In evaluating alternative sub-daily
standards, we have addressed this issue by screening out hours with particularly high relative
humidity. As discussed further below (section 4.3.2.1), we used a relative humidity screen of
90% on the basis that it serves as a reasonable surrogate for excluding hours affected by fog and
rain.
Exposure Durations of Interest
The roles that exposure duration and variations in visual air quality within any given
exposure period play in determining the acceptability or unacceptability of a given level of visual
air quality has not been investigated via preference studies. In the preferences studies available
for this review, subjects were simply asked to rate the acceptability or unacceptability of each
image of a haze-obscured scene, without being provided any suggestion of assumed duration or
of assumed conditions before or after the occurrence of the scene presented. We do know from
preference and/or valuation studies that atmospheric visibility conditions can be quickly assessed
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and preferences determined. These studies show that a momentary glance at an image of a scene
(i.e., less than a minute) is enough for study participants to judge the acceptability or
unacceptability of the viewed visual air quality conditions. Moreover, individual participants in
general consistently judge the acceptability of same-scene images that differed only with respect
to light extinction levels when these images were presented repeatedly for such short periods.
That is, individuals generally did not say that a higher-light extinction image was acceptable
while saying a lower-light extinction, same-scene image was unacceptable, even though they
could not compare images side-to-side. However, we do not have information about what
assumptions, if any, the participants may have made about the duration of exposure in
determining the acceptability of the images. We are unaware of any studies that characterize the
extent to which different frequencies and durations of exposure to visibility conditions contribute
to the degree of public welfare impact that occurs.
In the absence of such studies, we considered a variety of circumstances that are
commonly expected to occur in evaluating the potential impact of visibility impairment on the
public welfare based on the information we do have. In some circumstances, such as infrequent
visits to scenic vistas in natural or urban environments, people are motivated specifically to take
the opportunity to view a valued scene and are likely to do so for many minutes to hours to
appreciate various aspects of the vista they choose to view. In such circumstances, the viewer
may consciously evaluate how the visual air quality at that time either enhances or diminishes
the experience or view. However, the public also has many more opportunities to notice
visibility conditions on a daily basis in settings associated with performing daily routines (e.g.,
during commutes and while working, exercising, or recreating outdoors). These scenes, whether
iconic or generic, may not be consciously viewed for their scenic value and may not even be
noticed for periods comparable to what would be the case during purposeful visits to scenic
visits, but their visual air quality may still affect a person’s sense of wellbeing. Research has
demonstrated that people are emotionally affected by low visual air quality, that perception of
pollution is correlated with stress, annoyance, and symptoms of depression, and that visual air
quality is deeply intertwined with a “sense of place,” affecting people’s sense of the desirability
of a neighborhood (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.2.4). Though we do not know the extent to which
these emotional effects are linked to different periods of exposure to poor visual air quality,
providing additional protection against short-term exposures to levels of visual air quality
considered unacceptable by subjects in the context of the preference studies would be expected
to provide some degree of protection against the risk of loss in the public’s “sense of wellbeing.”
Some people have mostly intermittent opportunities on a daily basis (e.g., during morning
and/or afternoon commutes) to experience ambient visibility conditions because they spend
much of their time indoors without access to windows. For such people a view of poor visual air
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quality during their morning commute may provide their perception of the day’s visibility
conditions until the next time they venture outside during daylight hours later or perhaps the next
day. Other people have exposure to visibility conditions throughout the day, conditions that may
differ from hour to hour. A day with multiple hours of visibility impairment would likely be
judged as having a greater impact on their wellbeing than a day with just one such hour followed
by clearer conditions.
We have no information or studies on the fraction of the public that has only one or a few
opportunities to experience visibility during the day, or information or studies on the duration of
the effect on wellbeing from exposure to different durations of poor visual air quality conditions.
However, it is logical to conclude that people with limited opportunities to experience visibility
conditions on a daily basis would receive the entire impact of the day’s visual air quality based
on the visibility conditions that occur during the short time period when they can see it. Since
this group could be affected on the basis of observing visual air quality conditions for periods as
short as one hour or less, and because during each daylight hour there are some people outdoors,
commuting, or near windows, we judge that it would be appropriate to use the maximum hourly
value of PM light extinction during daylight hours for each day for purposes of evaluating the
adequacy of the current suite of secondary standards. This approach would recognize that at
least some but not all of the population of an area will actually be exposed to this worst hour and
that some that people who are exposed to this worst hour may not have an opportunity to observe
clearer conditions in other hours if they were to occur. Moreover, because visibility conditions
and people’s daily activities on work/school days both tend to follow the same diurnal pattern
day after day, those who are exposed only to the worst hour will tend to have this experience day
after day.
For another group of observers, those who have access to visibility conditions often or
continuously throughout the day, the impact of the day’s visibility conditions on their welfare
may be based on the varying visibility conditions they observe throughout the day. For this
group, it might be that an hour with poor or “unacceptable” visibility can be offset by one or
more other hours with clearer conditions. Based on these considerations, we judge that it would
also be appropriate to use the maximum multi-hour daylight period for evaluating the adequacy
of the current suite of secondary standards.
The above discussion is based on what people see, which is determined by the extinction
of light along the paths between observers and various objects that are looked at. A related but
separate issue is what measurement period is relevant, if (as expected) what will be measured is
the light extinction property or the PM concentration of the local air at a fixed site. Light
extinction conditions at a fixed site can change quickly (i.e., in less than a minute). Sub-hourly
variations in light extinction determined at any point in the atmosphere are likely the result of
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small-scale spatial pollution features (i.e., high concentration plumes) just generated in the
immediate vicinity due to local sources or being transported by the wind across that point. These
small-scale pockets of air causing short periods of higher light extinction at the fixed site likely
do not determine the visual effect for scenes with longer sight paths. In contrast, atmospheric
sight path-averaged light extinction which is pertinent to visibility impacts generally changes
more slowly (i.e., tens of minutes generally), because a larger air mass must be affected by a
broader set of emission sources or the air mass must be replaced by a cleaner or dirtier air mass
due to the wind operating over time. At typical wind speeds found in U.S. cities, an hour
corresponds to a few tens of kilometers of air flowing past a point, which is similar to sight path
lengths of interest in urban areas. Based on the above considerations, hourly average light
extinction would generally be reasonably representative of the net visibility effect of the spatial
pattern of light extinction levels, especially along site paths that generally align with the wind
direction.
x

Based on currently available information, what range of levels of visibility impairment
is reasonable to consider in reaching judgments about the adequacy of the current
NAAQS?

In order to identify levels of visibility impairment appropriate for consideration in setting
secondary PM NAAQS to protect the public welfare, we comprehensively examined information
that was available in this review regarding people’s stated preferences for acceptable and
unacceptable visual air quality.
Light extinction is an atmospheric property that by itself does not directly translate into a
public welfare effect. Instead, light extinction becomes meaningful in the context of the impact
of differences in visibility on the human observer. This has been studied in terms of the
acceptability or unacceptability expressed for the visibility impact of a given level of light
extinction by a human observer. The perception of the visibility impact of a given level of light
extinction occurs in conjunction with the associated characteristics and lighting conditions of the
viewed scene.6 Thus, a given level of light extinction may be perceived differently by observers
looking at different scenes or the same scene with different lighting characteristics. Likewise,
different observers looking at the same scene with the same lighting may have different
preferences regarding the associated visual air quality. When scene and lighting characteristics
are held constant, the perceived appearance of a scene (i.e., how well the scenic features can be
seen and the amount of visible haze) depends only on changes in light extinction. This has been
6

By “characteristics of the scene” we mean the distance(s) between the viewer and the object(s) of interest, the
shapes and colors of the objects, the contrast between objects and the sky or other background, and the inherent
interest of the objects to the viewer. Distance is particularly important because at a given value of light extinction,
which is a property of air at a given point(s) in space, more light is actually absorbed and scattered when light passes
through more air between the object and the viewer.
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demonstrated using the WinHaze model (Molenar et al., 1994) that uses image processing
technology to apply user-specified changes in light extinction values to the same base
photograph with set scene and lighting characteristics.
Much of what we know about the acceptability of levels of visibility comes from survey
studies in which participants were asked questions about their preference or the value they place
on various visibility levels as displayed to them in scenic photographs and/or WinHaze images
with a range of known light extinction levels. Urban visibility preference studies for four urban
areas were reviewed in the UFVA (chapter 2) to assess the light extinction levels judged by the
participant to have acceptable visibility for those particular scenes. While the results differed
among the four urban areas, results from a rating exercise showed that within each preference
study, individual survey participants consistently distinguish between photos or images
representing different levels of light extinction, and that more participants rate as acceptable
images representing lower levels of light extinction than do images representing higher levels.
The reanalysis of urban preference studies conducted for this review included three
completed urban visibility preference survey studies plus a pair of smaller focus studies designed
to explore and further develop urban visibility survey instruments. The three western studies
included one in Denver, Colorado (Ely et al., 1991), one in the lower Fraser River valley near
Vancouver, British Columbia (BC), Canada (Pryor, 1996), and one in Phoenix, Arizona (BBC
Research & Consulting, 2003). A pilot focus group study was also conducted for Washington,
DC (Abt Associates Inc., 2001). In response to an EPA request for public comment on the Scope
and Methods Plan (74 FR 11580, March 18, 2009), we received comments (Smith, 2009) about
the results of a new Washington, DC focus group study that had been conducted using methods
and approaches similar to the method and approach employed in the EPA pilot study (Smith and
Howell, 2009). When taken together, these studies from the four different urban areas included a
total of 852 individuals, with each individual responding to a series of questions answered while
viewing a set of images of various urban visual air quality conditions.
The approaches used in the four studies are similar and are all derived from the method
first developed for the Denver urban visibility study. In particular, the studies all used a similar
group interview type of survey to investigate the level of visibility impairment that participants
described as “acceptable.” While each study asked the basic question, “What level of visibility
degradation is acceptable?”, the term “acceptable” was not defined, so that each person’s
response was based on his/her own values and preferences for visual air quality. Given the
similarities in the approaches used, it is reasonable to compare the results to identify overall
trends in the study findings and that this comparison can usefully inform the selection of a range
of levels for use in further analyses. However, variations in the specific materials and methods
used in each study introduce uncertainties that should also be considered when interpreting the
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results of these comparisons. Key differences between the studies include: 1) scene
characteristics; 2) image presentation methods (e.g., projected slides of actual photos, projected
images generated using WinHaze (a significant technical advance in the method of presenting
visual air quality conditions), or use of a computer monitor screen; 3) number of participants in
each study; 4) participant representativeness of the general population of the relevant
metropolitan area; and 5) specific wording used to frame the questions used in the group
interview process.
In the UFVA, each study was evaluated separately and figures developed to display the
percentage of participants that rated the visual air quality depicted in each photograph as
“acceptable.” Ely et al. (1991) introduced a “50% acceptability” criterion analysis of the Denver
preference study results. The 50% acceptability criterion is designed to identify the visual air
quality level (defined in terms of deciviews or light extinction) that best divides the photographs
into two groups: those with a visual air quality rated as acceptable by the majority of the
participants, and those rated not acceptable by the majority of participants. We adopted the
criterion as a useful index for comparison between studies. The results of each individual
analysis were then combined graphically to allow for visual comparison. Figure 4-2 (Figure 216 in UFVA) presents the graphical summary of the results of the studies in the four cities and
draws on results previously presented in Figures 2-3, 2-5, 2-7, and 2-11 of chapter 2 in the
UFVA. Figure 4-2 also contains lines at 20 dv and 30 dv that generally identify a range where
the 50% acceptance criteria occur across all four of the urban preference studies. Out of the 114
data points shown in Figure 4-2, only one photograph (or image) with a visual air quality below
20 dv was rated as acceptable by less than 50% of the participants who rated that photograph.7
Similarly, only one image with a visual air quality above 30 dv was rated acceptable by more
than 50% of the participants who viewed it.8

7

Only 47% of the BC participants rated a 19.2 dv photograph as acceptable.
In the 2001 Washington, D.C. study, a 30.9 dv image was used as a repeated slide. The first time it was shown
56% of the participants rated it as acceptable, but only 11% rated it as acceptable the second time it was shown. The
same VAQ level was rated as acceptable by 42% of the participants in the 2009 study (Test 1). All three points are
shown in Figure 4-2.
8
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Figure 4-2. Summary of Results of Urban Visibility Studies in Four Cities, Showing the
Identified Range of the 50% Acceptance Criteria9

As can be seen in the figure, each urban area has a separate and unique response curve
that appears to indicate that it is distinct from the others.10 These curves are the result of a
logistical regression analysis using a logit model of the greater than 19,000 ratings of haze
images as acceptable or unacceptable. The model results can be used to estimate the visual air
quality in terms of deciview values where the estimated response functions cross the 50%
acceptability level, as well as any alternative criteria levels. Selected examples of these are
shown in Table 4-1 (US EPA, 2010b, Table 2-4). These results show that the logit model results
also supports the upper and lower ends of the range of 50th percentile acceptability values (e.g.,
near 20 dv for Denver and near 30 dv for Washington, DC) already identified in Figure 4-2.

9

Top scale shows light extinction in inverse megameter units; bottom scale in deciviews. Logit analysis estimated
response functions are shown as the color-coded curved lines for each of the four urban areas.
10
Note that the Washington, DC results (black dots) shown in Figure 4-2 include values from two separate studies
individually, so there are at least two points at each haze level (x-axis). There is a third point for some haze levels
because an image was sometimes presented twice. Since one of the two studies had only 9 participants, the percent
of participants’ acceptable ratings are limited to multiples of 1/9, so that a single participant rating can move a point
by about 11%. A composite of the results from the two studies (similar to US EPA, 2010b, Figure 2-15) would
show much less scatter among the points, but obscures the fact of it being data from differing studies.
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Table 4-1. Logit Model-estimated Visual Air Quality Values (in deciviews) Corresponding
to Various Percent Acceptability Values for the Four Cities
Denver

British
Columbia

Phoenix

Washington, DC

90% Acceptability

14.2

16.8

19.4

23.0

75% Acceptability

17.1

19.6

21.8

26.0

50% Acceptability

19.9

22.5

24.2

29.0

25% Acceptability

22.7

25.3

26.5

32.0

10% Acceptability

25.6

28.1

28.9

35.0

Acceptability
Criteria


Based on the composite results and the effective range of 50th percentile acceptability
across the four urban preference studies shown in Figure 4-2 and Table 4-1, benchmark levels of
(total) light extinction have been selected in a range from 20 dv to 30 dv (75 to 200 Mm-1)11 for
the purpose of provisionally assessing whether visibility conditions would be considered
acceptable (i.e., less than the low end of the range), unacceptable (i.e., greater than the high end
of the range), or potentially acceptable (within the range). A midpoint of 25 dv (120 Mm-1) was
also selected for use in the assessment. This level is also very near to the 50th percentile criterion
value from the Phoenix study (i.e., 24.2 dv), which is by far the best of the four studies in terms
of least noisy preference results and the most representative selection of participants. Based on
the currently available information, we conclude that the use of 25 dv to represent the middle of
the distribution of results seems well supported.
These three benchmark values provide a low, middle, and high set of light extinction
conditions that are used to provisionally define daylight hours with urban haze conditions that
have been judged unacceptable by the participants of these preference studies. As discussed
above, PM light extinction is taken to be (total) light extinction minus the Rayleigh scatter (i.e.,
light scattering by atmospheric gases which is on average about 10 Mm-1), so the low, middle,
and high levels correspond to PM light extinction levels of about 65 Mm-1, 110 Mm-1, and 190
Mm-1. In the UFVA, these three light extinction levels were called Candidate Protection Levels
11

These values were rounded from 74 Mm-1 and 201 Mm-1 to avoid an implication of greater precision than is
warranted. Note that the middle value of 25 dv when converted to light extinction is 122 Mm-1 is rounded to 120
Mm-1 for the same reason. Assessments conducted for the UFVA and the first and second draft PAs used the
unrounded values. The EPA staff considers the results of assessment using unrounded values to be sufficiently
representative of what would result if the rounded values were used that it was unnecessary to redo the assessments.
That is why some tables and figures in this document reflect the unrounded values.
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(CPLs). We continue to use this term in this document. However, it is important to note that the
degree of protection provided by a secondary NAAQS is not determined solely by any one
component of the standard but by all the components (i.e., indicator, averaging time, form, and
level) being applied together. Therefore, the reader should keep in mind that the term CPL is
meant only to indicate target levels of visibility within a range that we feel is appropriate for
consideration that could, in conjunction with other elements of the standard, including indicator,
averaging time, and form, provide an appropriate degree of visibility protection.
In characterizing our degree of confidence in each CPL and across the range, a number of
issues were considered. Looking first at the two studies that define the upper and lower bounds
of the range, we considered whether they represent a true regional distinction in preferences for
urban visibility conditions between western and eastern U.S. There is little information available
to help evaluate this, especially given that we have preference studies in only one eastern urban
area. Smith and Howell (2009) found little difference in preference response to Washington, DC
haze photographs between the study participants from Washington, DC and those from Houston,
TX.12 This provides some limited evidence that the value judgment of the public in different
areas of the country may not be an important factor in explaining the differences in these study
results.
In further considering what factors could explain the observed differences in preferences
across the four urban areas, we noted that the urban scenes used in each study had different
characteristics. For example, each of the western urban visibility preference study scenes
included mountains in the background while the single eastern urban study did not. It is also true
that each of the western scenes included objects at greater distances from the camera location
than in the Washington, DC study. There is no question that objects at a greater distance have a
greater sensitivity to perceived visibility changes as light extinction is changed compared to
otherwise similar scenes with objects at a shorter range. This alone might explain the difference
between the results of the Washington, DC study and those from the Western urban studies.
Also, it seems likely that people value the views of mountains in the background more than
generic distant buildings in the foreground of the western scenes; just as it seems likely that the
Capital Mall and Washington Monument were the likely objects of greatest interest for the
Washington, DC study base photograph. Having scenes with the object of greatest intrinsic
value nearer and hence less sensitive for Washington compared with more distant objects of

12

The first preference study using WinHaze images of a scenic vista from Washington, DC was conducted in 2001
using subjects who were residents of Washington, DC. More recently, Smith and Howell (2009) interviewed
additional subjects using the same images and interview procedure. The additional subjects included some residents
of the Washington, DC area and some residents of the Houston, TX area.
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greatest intrinsic value in the western urban areas could further explain the difference in
preference results.
Another question that we considered was whether the high CPL value that is based on the
Washington, DC preference results is likely to be generally representative of urban areas that do
not have associated mountains or other valued objects visible in the distant background. Such
areas would include the middle of the country and many areas in the eastern U.S., and possibly
some areas in the western U.S. as well. In order to examine this issue, an effort would have to be
made to see if scenes in such areas could be found that would be generally comparable to the
western scenes (e.g., scenes that contain valued scenic elements at more sensitive distances than
that used in the Washington, DC study). This is only one of a family of issues concerning how
exposure to urban scenes of varying sensitivity affects public perception for which no preference
study information is currently available. Based on the currently available information, we
conclude that the high end of the CPL range (30 dv) is an appropriate level to consider.
With respect to the low end of the range, we considered factors that might further refine
our understanding of the robustness of this level. We concluded that additional urban preference
studies, especially with a greater variety in types of scenes, could help evaluate whether the
lower CPL value of 20 dv is generally supportable. Further, the reason for the noisiness in data
points around the curves apparent in both the Denver and British Columbia results compared to
the smoother curve fit of Phoenix study results could be explored. One possible explanation that
we identified is that these older studies used photographs taken at different times of day and on
different days to capture the range of light extinction levels needed for the preference studies. In
contrast, the use of WinHaze in the Phoenix (and Washington, DC) study reduced variations in
scene appearance that affects preference rating and avoided the uncertainty inherent in using
ambient measurements to represent sight path-averaged light extinction values. Reducing these
sources of noisiness and uncertainty in the results of future studies of sensitive urban scenes
could provide more confidence in the selection of a low CPL value.
Based on the above considerations, and recognizing the limitations in the currently
available information, staff concludes that it is reasonable to consider a range of CPL values
including a high value of 30 dv, a mid-range value of 25 dv, and a low value of 20 dv. Based on
its review of the second draft PA, CASAC supported this set of CPLs for consideration by the
EPA in this review. CASAC noted that these CPL values were based on all available visibility
preference data and that they bound the study results as represented by the 50% acceptability
criteria. CASAC concluded that this range of levels is “adequately supported by the evidence
presented” (Samet, 2010d, p. iii).
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x

To what extent does the available information demonstrate or suggest that PM-related
visibility impairment within the range of CPLs is occurring at current ambient
conditions, or that such impairment would occur under ambient PM2.5 levels that would
meet the current standards?

Current Visibility Levels
Current visibility conditions have been characterized in terms of PM light extinction
levels for the 15 urban areas13 that were selected for analysis in the UFVA. We have analyzed
hourly average PM-related light extinction in terms of both PM10 and PM2.5 light extinction.14
These current visibility conditions were then compared to the CPLs identified above.
As an initial matter, as noted above, we recognize that visibility impairment occurs
during periods with fog or precipitation irrespective of the presence or absence of PM. While it
is a popular notion that areas with many foggy or rainy days are “dreary” places to live compared
to areas with more sunny days per year, we have no basis for taking into account how the
occurrence of such days might modify the effect of pollution-induced hazy days on public
welfare. It is logical that periods with naturally impaired visibility due to fog or precipitation
should not be treated as having PM-impaired visibility. Moreover, depending on the specific
indicator, averaging time, and measurement approach used for the NAAQS, foggy conditions
might result in measured or calculated indicator values that are higher than the light extinction
actually caused by PM.15 Therefore, in order to avoid precipitation and fog confounding
estimates of PM visibility impairment, and as advised by CASAC as part of its comments on the
first draft UFVA, we restricted our assessment of visibility conditions to daylight hours with
relative humidity less than or equal to 90% when evaluating sub-daily alternative standards (US
EPA, 2010b, section 3.3.5, and US EPA, 2010b, Appendix G). However, not all periods with
13

Comments on the second draft UFVA from those familiar with the monitoring sites in St. Louis indicated that the
site selected to provide continuous PM10 monitoring, although less than a mile from the site of the PM2.5 data, is not
representative of the urban area and resulted in unrealistically large PM10-2.5 values. The EPA staff considers these
comments credible and has set aside the St. Louis assessment results for PM10 light extinction. Thus, results and
statements in this PA regarding PM10 light extinction apply to only the other 14 areas. However, results regarding
PM2.5 light extinction in most cases apply to all 15 study areas because the St. Louis estimates for PM2.5 light
extinction were not affected by the PM10 monitoring issue.
14
PM-related light extinction is used here to refer to the light extinction caused by PM regardless of particle size;
PM10 light extinction refers to the contribution by particles sampled through an inlet with a particle size 50%
cutpoint of 10 Pm diameter; and PM2.5 light extinction refers to the contribution by particles sampled through an
inlet with a particle size 50% cutpoint of 2.5 Pm diameter.
15
One example of an indicator and measurement approach for which indicator values could be higher than true PM
light extinction as a result of fog would be a light extinction indicator measured in part by an unheated
nephelometer, which is an optical instrument for measuring PM light scattering from an air sample as it flows
through a measurement chamber. Rain drops would be removed by the initial size-selective inlet device, although
some particles associated with fog may be small enough that they might pass through the inlet and enter the
measurement chamber of the instrument. This would result in a reported scattering coefficient that does not
correspond to true PM light extinction. Direct measurement of light extinction using an open-path instrument would
be even more affected by both fog and precipitation.
4-28

relative humidity above 90% have fog or precipitation. Removing those hours from application
of a secondary PM standard involves a tradeoff between the benefits of not including many of
the hours with meteorological causes of visibility impacts and the loss of public welfare
protection of not including some hours with high relative humidity without fog or precipitation,
where the growth of hygroscopic PM into large solution droplets results in enhanced PM
visibility impacts. For the 15 urban areas included in the assessment for which meteorological
data were obtained to allow an examination of the co-occurrence of high relative humidity and
fog or precipitation, a 90% relative humidity cutoff criterion is effective in that on average less
than 6% of the daylight hours are removed from consideration, yet those hours have on average
ten times the likelihood of rain, six time the likelihood of snow/sleet, and 34 times the likelihood
of fog compared with hours with 90% or lower relative humidity. Based on these findings, we
conclude that it is appropriate that a sub-daily standard intended to protect against PM-related
visibility impairment would be defined in such a way as to exclude hours with relative humidity
greater than approximately 90%, regardless of measured values of light extinction or PM.
The UFVA analyses were done in terms of PM10 light extinction. Figure 4-3 (Figure 3-8
in UFVA) presents box-and-whisker plots to illustrate the distributions of the estimates of the
daily maximum daylight 1-hour calculated PM10 light extinction levels in each area (excluding
St. Louis) based on data from the 2005-2007 time period. The horizontal dashed lines in the
plots represent the low, middle, and high CPLs for PM10 light extinction of 65, 110, and 190
Mm-1, corresponding to the benchmark visual air quality values of 20, 25, and 30 dv, as
discussed above. Table 4-2 (Table 3-7 in UFVA) provides the percentages of days (across all of
2005-2007, not seasonally weighted) in which the daily maximum daylight 1-hour PM10 light
extinction level was greater than each of the three CPLs (excluding hours with relative humidity
greater than 90%).
From these UFVA-based displays it can be seen that among these 14 urban areas, those in
the East and in California tend to have a higher frequency of visibility conditions estimated to be
above the high CPL compared with those in the western U.S. Both Figure 4-3 and Table 4-2
indicate that all 14 urban areas have daily maximum hourly PM10 light extinctions that are
estimated to exceed even the highest CPL some of the days. Except for the two Texas areas and
the non-California western urban areas, all of the other urban areas are estimated to exceed the
high CPL from about 20% to over 60% of the days. We also note that all 14 of the urban areas
are estimated to exceed the low CPL from about 40% to over 90% of the days.
Since the completion of the UFVA, EPA staff has repeated the UFVA-type modeling
based on PM2.5 light extinction and data from the 2007-2009 time period for the same 15 study
areas (including St. Louis), as described in Appendix F. Figure 4-4 and Table 4-3 present the
same type of information as do Figure 4-3 and Table 4-2, respectively, except for the PM2.5 vs.
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PM10 distinction and the use of data from a more recent time period. While the estimates of the
percentage of daily maximum hourly PM2.5 light extinction values exceeding the CPLs are
somewhat lower than for PM10 light extinction, the patterns of these estimates across the study
areas are similar. More specifically, except for the two Texas and the non-California western
urban areas, all of the other urban areas are estimated to exceed the high CPL from about 10% up
to about 50% of the days based on PM2.5 light extinction, while all 15 areas are estimated to
exceed the low CPL from over 10% to over 90% of the days.
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Figure 4-3. Distribution of Estimated Daily Maximum Daylight 1-hour PM10 Light
Extinction Across the 2005-2007 Period, by Study Area (excluding hours with relative
humidity >90%). (Adapted from US EPA, 2010b, Figure 3-8)*

* In the box-and-whisker plot, the box represents the 25th - 75th percentile range; the whiskers represent the 10th and 90th
percentiles; individual data points below the 10th percentile and above the 90th percentile are graphed as small circles. The
three dashed horizontal lines represent the three CPL levels of 65, 110, and 190 Mm-1(i.e., 20, 25, and 30 dv).

Table 4-2. Percentage of 2005-2007 Daily Maximum Daylight Hourly Values of PM10 Light
Extinction Exceeding CPLs (excluding hours with relative humidity >90%)
(Adapted from Table 3-7 in UFVA)
Study Area

Number of Days with
Estimates

Candidate Protection Level
20 dv
25 dv
30 dv
Percentage of Daily Maximum Hourly Values Exceeding CPL
52
22
4

Tacoma

109

Fresno

324

75

52

30

Los Angeles

300

90

83

62

Phoenix

86

42

7

1

Salt Lake City

306

44

17

8

Dallas

273

80

41

10

Houston

148

79

45

11

Birmingham

349

89

65

34

Atlanta

279

91

75

31

Detroit

141

87

68

43

Pittsburgh

277

85

57

26

Baltimore

181

80

50

23

Philadelphia

143

86

64

31

New York

225

83

59

28
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Figure 4-4. Distribution of Estimated Daily Maximum Daylight 1-hour PM2.5 Light
Extinction Across the 2007-2009 Period, by Study Area (excluding hours with relative
humidity >90%).*

* In the box-and-whisker plot, the box represents the 25th - 75th percentile range; the whiskers represent the 10th and 90th
percentiles; individual data points below the 10th percentile and above the 90th percentile are graphed as small circles. The
three dashed horizontal lines represent the three CPL levels of 65, 110, and 190 Mm-1(i.e., 20, 25, and 30 dv).

Table 4-3. Percentage of 2007-2009 Daily Maximum Daylight Hourly Values of PM2.5
Light Extinction Exceeding CPLs (excluding hours with relative humidity >90%)
Study Area

Number of Days
with Estimates

Tacoma

150

Fresno

325

Los Angeles

Candidate Protection Level
20 dv
25 dv
30 dv
Percentage of Daily Maximum Hourly Values Exceeding CPL
40
14
1
66

43

22

161

89

78

48

Phoenix

84

14

2

0

Salt Lake City

276

41

15

8

Dallas

257

72

30

5

Houston

144

70

25

2

St. Louis

287

78

49

17

Birmingham

330

79

51

21

Atlanta

258

85

49

12

Detroit

133

71

49

27

Pittsburgh

264

77

43

15

Baltimore

140

72

33

9

Philadelphia

98

92

71

34

New York

145

82

50

23
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Visibility Levels That Just Meet Current Standards
We have also conducted analyses to assess the likelihood that PM-related visibility
impairment would exceed CPLs for a scenario based on simulating just meeting the current suite
of PM2.5 secondary standards: 15 µg/m3 annual average PM2.5 concentration and 35 µg/m3 24hour average PM2.5 concentration with a 98th percentile form, averaged over three years. As
describe in the UFVA, The steps needed to model this scenario involve explicit consideration of
changes in PM2.5 components. First, we applied proportional rollback to all the PM2.5 monitoring
sites in each study area, taking into account policy-relevant background (PRB) PM2.5 mass, to
“just meet” the NAAQS scenario for the area as a whole, not just at the visibility assessment
study site. The quantitative health risk assessment document (US EPA, 2010a) describes this air
quality roll-back procedure in detail. The degree of rollback (i.e., the percentage reduction in
non-PRB PM2.5 mass) is controlled by the highest annual or 24-hour design value, which in most
study areas is from a site other than the site used in this visibility assessment. The relevant result
from this analysis is the percentage reduction in non-PRB PM2.5 mass needed to “just meet” the
NAAQS scenario, for each study area. These percentage reductions are shown in Table 4-4 of
the UFVA. Note that Phoenix and Salt Lake City meet the current PM2.5 NAAQS under current
conditions and require no reduction. PM2.5 levels in these two cities were not “rolled up.”
Second, for each day and hour for each PM2.5 component, we subtracted the PRB concentration
from the current conditions concentration to determine the non-PRB portion of the current
conditions concentration. Third, we applied the same percentage reduction from the first step to
the non-PRB portion of each of the five PM2.5 components and added back the PRB portion of
the component. Finally, we applied the IMPROVE algorithm, using the reduced PM2.5
component concentrations, the current conditions PM10-2.5 concentration for the day and hour,
and relative humidity for the day and hour to calculate the PM10 light extinction.
In these analyses, we have estimated both PM10 and PM2.5 light extinction in terms of
both daily maximum 1-hour average values and multi-hour (i.e., 4-hour) average values for
daylight hours. Figure 4-5 and Table 4-4 display the results of the rollback procedure as a box
and whisker plot of daily maximum daylight 1-hour PM10 light extinction and the percentage of
daily maximum hourly PM10 light extinction values estimated to exceed the CPLs when just
meeting the current suite of PM2.5 secondary standards (excluding hours with relative humidity
greater than 90%). These displays show that the daily maximum 1-hour average values in all of
the study areas other than the three western non-California areas are estimated to exceed the high
CPL from 10% up to about 40% of the days and the middle CPL from 30% up to about 70% of
the days, while all 14 areas are estimated to exceed the low CPL from over 20% to about 90% of
the days.
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Figure 4-5. Distribution of Daily Maximum Daylight 1-hour PM10 Light Extinction when
Rolled Back to Just Meet Current PM2.5 NAAQS, by Study Area * (excluding hours with
relative humidity >90%)

* In the box-and-whisker plot, the box represents the 25th - 75th percentile range; the whiskers represent the 10th and 90th
percentiles; individual data points below the 10th percentile and above the 90th percentile are graphed as small circles. The
three dashed horizontal lines represent the three CPL levels of 65, 110, and 190 Mm-1(i.e., 20, 25, and 30 dv).

Table 4-4. Percentage of Daily Maximum Daylight Hourly Values of PM10 Light Extinction
Exceeding CPLs When Just Meeting the Current PM2.5 NAAQS (excluding hours with
relative humidity >90%). (Adapted from Table 4-7 in UFVA)
Study Area

Number of Days
with Estimates

20 dv

Candidate Protection Level
25 dv

30 dv

Percentage of Daily Maximum Hourly Values Exceeding CPL

Tacoma

109

40

12

1

Fresno

324

53

30

10

Los Angeles

300

85

70

39

Phoenix

98

44

7

1

Salt Lake City

306

23

10

4

Dallas

273

79

43

10

Houston

158

74

41

11

Birmingham

349

83

55

24

Atlanta

279

89

71

25

Detroit

141

80

61

33

Pittsburgh

277

77

49

17

Baltimore

181

76

49

20

Philadelphia

143

84

61

29

New York

225

76

49

19
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Figure 4-6 and Table 4-5 show the same type of results for PM10 based on daily
maximum 4-hour average values. While the estimates of the percentage of values exceeding the
CPLs are lower than for 1-hour average light extinction, the patterns of these estimates across the
study areas are similar. More specifically, the daily maximum 4-hour average values in all of the
study areas other than the three western non-California areas and the two areas in Texas are
estimated to exceed the high CPL from about 7% up to about 20% of the days and the middle
CPL from about 20% up to over 50% of the days, while all 14 areas are estimated to exceed the
low CPL from 15% to about 80% of the days.
A similar set of figures and tables have been developed in terms of PM2.5 light extinction
for all 15 areas considered in the UFVA (including St. Louis), as shown below. Figure 4-7 and
Table 4-6 present results for PM2.5 light extinction based on daily maximum 1-hour average
values, and Figure 4-8 and Table 4-7 present results based on daily maximum 4-hour average
values. These displays show that the daily maximum 1-hour average PM2.5 light extinction
values in all of the study areas other than the three western non-California areas are estimated to
exceed the high CPL from about 8% up to over 30% of the days and the middle CPL from about
30% up to about 70% of the days, while all areas except Phoenix are estimated to exceed the low
CPL from over 15% to about 90% of the days. Further, the daily maximum 4-hour average
PM2.5 light extinction values in all of the study areas other than the three western non-California
areas and the two areas in Texas are estimated to exceed the high CPL from about 4% up to over
15% of the days and the middle CPL from about 15% up to about 45% of the days, while all
areas except Phoenix are estimated to exceed the low CPL from over 10% to about 75% of the
days.

4-35

Figure 4-6. Distribution of Daily Maximum Daylight 4-hour Average PM10 Light
Extinction when Rolled Back to Just Meet Current PM2.5 NAAQS, by Study Area*
(excluding hours with relative humidity >90%)

* In the box-and-whisker plot, the box represents the 25th - 75th percentile range; the whiskers represent the 10th and 90th
percentiles; individual data points below the 10th percentile and above the 90th percentile are graphed as small circles. The
three dashed horizontal lines represent the three CPL levels of 65, 110, and 190 Mm-1(i.e., 20, 25, and 30 dv).

Table 4-5. Percentage of Daily Maximum Daylight 4-Hour Average Values of PM10 Light
Extinction Exceeding CPLs when Just Meeting the Current PM2.5 NAAQS (excluding
hours with relative humidity >90%)
Study Area

Number of Days
with Estimates

20 dv

Candidate Protection Level
25 dv

30 dv

Percentage of Daily Maximum Hourly Values Exceeding CPL

Tacoma

107

22

3

1

Fresno

320

41

19

7

Los Angeles

298

77

53

20

Phoenix

98

30

2

0

Salt Lake City

302

15

6

2

Dallas

272

59

22

4

Houston

156

55

15

1

Birmingham

346

68

35

11

Atlanta

274

80

50

7

Detroit

140

76

51

14

Pittsburgh

273

63

34

8

Baltimore

179

67

36

13

Philadelphia

138

73

46

12

New York

220

63

35

13

4-36

Figure 4-7. Distribution of Daily Maximum Daylight 1-hour Average PM2.5 Light
Extinction when Rolled Back to Just Meet Current PM2.5 NAAQS, by Study Area*
(excluding hours with relative humidity >90%)

* In the box-and-whisker plot, the box represents the 25th - 75th percentile range; the whiskers represent the 10th and 90th
percentiles; individual data points below the 10th percentile and above the 90th percentile are graphed as small circles. The
three dashed horizontal lines represent the three CPL levels of 65, 110, and 190 Mm-1(i.e., 20, 25, and 30 dv).

Table 4-6. Percentage of Daily Maximum Daylight 1-Hour Average Values of PM2.5
Light Extinction Exceeding CPLs when Just Meeting the Current PM2.5 NAAQS
(excluding hours with relative humidity >90%)
Study Area

Number of Days
with Estimates

20 dv

Candidate Protection Level
25 dv

30 dv

Percentage of Daily Maximum Hourly Values Exceeding CPL

Tacoma

107

15

6

1

Fresno

320

37

28

9

Los Angeles

298

72

61

33

Phoenix

98

2

1

0

Salt Lake City

302

13

8

3

Dallas

272

54

38

8

Houston

156

45

35

8

St. Louis

285

61

48

17

Birmingham

346

62

48

17

Atlanta

274

76

68

20

Detroit

140

65

53

26

Pittsburgh

273

61

45

14

Baltimore

179

62

45

18

Philadelphia

138

67

57

25

New York

220

59

48

19
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Figure 4-8. Distribution of Daily Maximum Daylight 4-hour Average PM2.5 Light
Extinction when Rolled Back to Just Meet Current PM2.5 NAAQS, by Study Area*
(excluding hours with relative humidity >90%)

* In the box-and-whisker plot, the box represents the 25th - 75th percentile range; the whiskers represent the 10th and 90th
percentiles; individual data points below the 10th percentile and above the 90th percentile are graphed as small circles. The
three dashed horizontal lines represent the three CPL levels of 65, 110, and 190 Mm-1(i.e., 20, 25, and 30 dv).

Table 4-7. Percentage of Daily Maximum Daylight 4-Hour Average Values of PM2.5 Light
Extinction Exceeding CPLs when Just Meeting the Current PM2.5 NAAQS (excluding
hours with relative humidity >90%)
Study Area

Number of Days
with Estimates

20 dv

Candidate Protection Level
25 dv

30 dv

Percentage of Daily Maximum Hourly Values Exceeding CPL

Tacoma

107

15

1

1

Fresno

320

37

16

6

Los Angeles

298

72

45

16

Phoenix

98

2

0

0

Salt Lake City

302

13

6

2

Dallas

272

54

18

3

Houston

156

45

8

1

St. Louis

285

61

30

7

Birmingham

346

62

28

7

Atlanta

274

76

42

4

Detroit

140

65

45

10

Pittsburgh

273

61

30

6

Baltimore

179

62

31

10

Philadelphia

138

67

39

10

New York

220

59

35

12
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4.2.2 CASAC Advice
In our consideration of the adequacy of the current suite of PM2.5 secondary standards, in
addition to the evidence- and impact-based information discussed above, we have also
considered the advice of CASAC, based on its review of drafts of the ISA and the UFVA, and
drafts of this document, as well as comments from the public on earlier drafts of this document
and the UFVA. In its comments on the second draft PA, CASAC stated agreement with EPA
staff’s conclusion that the “currently available information clearly calls into question the
adequacy of the current standards and that consideration should be given to revising the suite of
standards to provide increased public welfare protection” (Samet, 2010d, p. iii). CASAC noted
that the detailed estimates of hourly PM light extinction associated with just meeting the current
standards “clearly demonstrate that current standards do not protect against levels of visual air
quality which have been judged to be unacceptable in all of the available urban visibility
preference studies.” Further, CASAC stated, with respect to the current suite of PM2.5 secondary
standards, that “[T]he levels are too high, the averaging times are too long, and the PM2.5 mass
indicator could be improved to correspond more closely to the light scattering and absorption
properties of suspended particles in the ambient air” (Samet, 2010d, p. 9).
4.2.3

Staff Conclusions on Adequacy of Current Standards

Taking into account the above considerations, EPA staff concludes that the available
information in this review, as described above and in the UFVA and ISA, clearly calls into
question the adequacy of the current suite of PM2.5 standards in the context of public welfare
protection from visibility impairment, primarily in urban areas, and supports consideration of
alternative standards to provide appropriate protection.
This conclusion is based in part on the large percentage of days, in many urban areas, that
exceed the range of CPLs identified for consideration under simulations of conditions that would
just meet the current suite of PM2.5 secondary standards. In particular, for air quality that is
simulated to just meet the current standards, for 9 of the 14 or 15 urban areas greater than 10% of
the days are estimated to exceed the highest, least protective CPL of 30 dv in terms of PM10 and
PM2.5 light extinction, respectively, based on 1-hour average values, and would thus likely fail to
meet a 90th percentile-based standard at that level. For these areas, the percent of days estimated
to exceed the highest CPL ranges from approximately 10% to 40%. Similarly, when the middle
CPL of 25 dv is considered, for 11 of the 14 or 15 urban areas greater than 30% up to over 70%
of the days are estimated to exceed that CPL in terms of PM10 and PM2.5 light extinction,
respectively, based on 1-hour average values. Based on a 4-hour averaging time, 5 or 6 of the
areas were estimated to have at least 10% of the days exceeding the highest CPL in terms of
PM2.5 and PM10 light extinction, respectively, and 8 or 11 of the areas were estimated to have
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greater than 30% of the days exceeding the middle CPL in terms of PM2.5 and PM10 light
extinction, respectively. For the lowest CPL of 20 dv, the percentages of days estimated to
exceed that CPL are even higher for all cases considered. Based on all of the above, we
conclude that PM light extinction estimated to be associated with just meeting the current suite
of PM2.5 secondary standards in many areas across the country exceeds levels and percentages of
days that could reasonably be considered to be important from a public welfare perspective.
Further, we conclude that use of the current indicator of PM2.5 mass, in conjunction with
the current 24-hour and annual averaging times, is clearly called into question for a national
standard intended to protect public welfare from PM-related visibility impairment. This is
because such a standard is inherently confounded by regional differences in relative humidity
and species composition of PM2.5, which are critical factors in the relationship between the mix
of fine particles in the ambient air and the associated impairment of visibility. We note that this
concern was one of the important elements in the court’s decision to remand the PM2.5 secondary
standards set in 2006 to the Agency, as discussed above in section 4.1.2.
Thus, beyond concluding that the available information clearly calls into question the
adequacy of the protection against PM-related visibility impairment afforded by the current suite
of PM2.5 standards, we also conclude that it clearly calls into question the appropriateness of each
of the current standard elements: indicator, averaging time, form, and level. Section 4.3 below
discusses considerations related to each of these elements in its discussion of alternative
standards for consideration.
4.3

CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVE STANDARDS

Having reached the conclusion that the available information clearly calls into question
the adequacy and appropriateness of the current suite of PM2.5 standards, this section considers a
second overarching question:
What alternative fine particle standards are supported by the currently available scientific
evidence and impact-based information, as reflected in the ISA and UFVA?
In addressing this question, we have posed a series of more specific questions to inform
decisions regarding the basic elements of the NAAQS: indicator (section 4.3.1), averaging time
(section 4.3.2), form (section 4.3.3), and level (section 4.3.4). These elements are considered
collectively in evaluating the welfare protection afforded by alternative standards under
consideration.
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4.3.1 Indicator
4.3.1.1 Evidence-based and Impact-based Considerations
x

To what extent does currently available information provide support for considering a
different indicator for PM to replace the current PM2.5 mass indicator?

As described below, EPA staff has considered three indicators: the current PM2.5 mass
indicator and two alternative indicators, including directly measured PM2.5 light extinction and
calculated PM2.5 light extinction.16 Directly measured PM2.5 light extinction is a measurement
(or combination of measurements) of the light absorption and scattering caused by PM2.5 under
ambient conditions. Calculated PM2.5 light extinction uses the IMPROVE algorithm to calculate
PM2.5 light extinction using measured PM2.5 mass and/or measured PM components and relative
humidity.17
We believe that consideration of the use of either directly measured PM2.5 light extinction
or calculated PM2.5 light extinction as an indicator is justified because light extinction is a
physically meaningful measure of the ambient PM2.5 characteristic that is most relevant and
directly related to PM-related visibility effects. Further, as noted in section 4.2.1 above, PM2.5 is
the component of PM responsible for most of the visibility impairment in most urban areas. In
these areas, the contribution of PM10–2.5 is a minor contributor to visibility impairment most of
the time, although at some locations (see UFVA Figure 3-13 for Phoenix) PM10–2.5 can be a
major contributor to urban visibility effects. Few urban areas conduct continuous PM10-2.5
monitoring. For example, among the 15 urban areas featured in the UFVA, only four areas had
collocated continuous PM10 data allowing calculation of hourly PM10-2.5 data for 2005-2007. In
the absence of PM10-2.5 air quality information from a much larger number of urban areas across
the country, it is not possible at this time to know in how many urban areas PM10–2.5 is a major
contributor to urban visibility effects, though it is reasonable to assume that other urban areas in
the desert southwestern region of the country may have conditions similar to the conditions
shown for Phoenix. PM10-2.5 is generally less homogenous in urban areas than PM2.5, making it
more challenging to select sites that would adequately represent urban visibility conditions.
While it would be possible to include a PM10– 2.5 light extinction term in a calculated light
extinction indicator, as was done in the UFVA, there is insufficient information available at this

16

In the second draft PA, this indicator was referred to as speciated PM2.5 mass calculated light extinction.
In 2009, the D.C. Circuit remanded the secondary PM2.5 standards to the Agency in part because EPA did not
address the problem that a PM2.5 mass-based standard using a daily averaging time would be confounded by regional
differences in relative humidity, although EPA had acknowledged this problem (as discussed above in section 4.1.2).
We note that both of the light extinction indicators considered in this assessment explicitly take into account
differences in relative humidity in areas across the country.
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time to assess the impact and effectiveness of such a refinement in providing public welfare
protection in areas across the country.
The basis for considering each of these three indicators is discussed below. The
discussion also addresses monitoring data requirements for directly measured PM2.5 light
extinction and for calculated PM2.5 light extinction. The following discussion also takes into
consideration different averaging times since the combination of indicator and averaging time is
relevant to understanding the monitoring data requirements. Consideration of alternative
averaging times is addressed more specifically in the next section (section 4.3.2) on averaging
time.
PM2.5 Mass Indicator
PM2.5 mass monitoring methods are in widespread use, including the Federal Reference
Method (FRM) involving the collection of periodic (usually 1-day-in-6 or 1-day-in-3) 24-hour
filter samples. Blank and loaded filters are weighed to determine 24-hour PM2.5 mass.
Continuous PM2.5 monitoring produces hourly average mass concentrations and is conducted at
about 900 locations. About 180 of these locations employ newer model continuous instruments
that have been approved by EPA as federal equivalent methods (FEM), although we note that
FEM approval has been based only on 24-hour average, not hourly, PM2.5 mass. These routine
monitoring activities do not include measurement of the full water content of the ambient PM2.5
that contributes, often significantly, to visibility impacts.18 Further, the PM2.5 mass concentration
monitors do not provide information on the composition of the ambient PM2.5, which plays a
central role in the relationship between PM-related visibility impairment and ambient PM2.5 mass
concentrations.19
The overall performance of 1-hour average PM2.5 mass as a predictor of PM-related
visibility impairment as indicated by PM10 light extinction can be seen in scatter plots shown in
Figure 4-9 for two illustrative urban areas, Pittsburgh and Philadelphia, PA. (Similar plots for all
14 urban areas are in Appendix D, Figure D-2 of the UFVA). These illustrative examples
demonstrate the large variations in hourly PM10 light extinction corresponding to any specific
level of hourly PM2.5 mass concentration as well as differences in the statistical average
relationships (depicted as the best fit lines) between cities. This poor correlation between hourly

18

FRM filters are stabilized in a laboratory at fixed temperature and relative humidity levels, which alters whatever
water content was present on the filter when removed from the sampler. FEM instruments are designed to meet
performance criteria compared to FRM measurements, and accordingly typically manage temperature and/or
humidity at the point of measurement to levels that are not the same as ambient conditions.
19
As discussed below, 24-hour average PM2.5 chemical component mass is measured at about 200 sites in the
EPA/state/local Chemical Speciation Network.
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PM10 light extinction and hourly PM2.5 mass is not due to any great extent to the contribution of
PM10-2.5 to light extinction, but rather is principally due to the impact of the water content of the
particles on light extinction, which depends on both the composition of the PM2.5 and the
ambient relative humidity. Both composition and especially relative humidity vary during a
single day, as well as from day to day, at any site and time of year. This contributes to the
noisiness of the relationship at any site and time of year. Also, there are systematic regional and
seasonal differences in the distribution of ambient humidity and PM2.5 composition conditions
that make it impossible to select a PM2.5 concentration that generally would correspond to the
same PM-related light extinction levels across all areas of the nation.
Figure 4-9. Relationship between Daylight 1-hour PM2.5 Mass Concentration vs. SameHour PM10 Calculated Light Extinction for Two Cities
(from UFVA Appendix D, Figure D2)

As part of the UFVA, we conducted an assessment that estimated PM10 light extinction
levels that may prevail if areas were simulated to just meet a range of alternative secondary
standards based on hourly PM2.5 mass as the indicator. Appendix E contains the results of this
rollback-based assessment. This assessment quantifies the projected uneven protection, noted
qualitatively above, that would result from the use of 1-hour average PM2.5 mass as the indicator.
Directly Measured PM2.5 Light Extinction Indicator
PM light extinction is the major contributor to light extinction, which is the property of
the atmosphere that is most directly related to visibility effects. It differs from light extinction by
the nearly constant contributions for Rayleigh (or clean air) light scattering and the minor
contributions by NO2 light absorption. The net result is that PM light extinction has a nearly
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one-to-one relationship to light extinction, unlike PM2.5 mass concentration. As explained
above, PM2.5 is the component responsible for the large majority of PM10 light extinction in most
places and times. PM2.5 light extinction can be directly measured. Direct measurement of PM2.5
light extinction can be accomplished using several instrumental methods, some of which have
been used for decades to routinely monitor the two components of PM2.5 light extinction (light
scattering and absorption) or to jointly measure both as total light extinction (from which
Rayleigh scattering is subtracted to get PM2.5 light extinction). There are a number of
advantages to direct measurements of light extinction for use in a secondary standard relative to
estimates of PM2.5 light extinction calculated using PM2.5 mass and speciation data, as was done
to generate hourly light extinction values for the UFVA and as would be done for the calculated
PM2.5 light extinction indicator approach discussed below. These include greater accuracy of
direct measurements with shorter averaging times and overall greater simplicity when compared
to the need for measurements of multiple parameters to calculate PM light extinction.
As part of the UFVA, we conducted an assessment that estimated PM10 light extinction
levels that may prevail in 14 urban study areas if the areas were simulated to just meet a
secondary standard based on directly measured hourly PM10 light extinction as the indicator (see
section 4.3 of the UFVA). 20 As would be expected, this assessment indicated that a secondary
standard based on a directly measured PM10 light extinction indicator would provide the same
percentage of days having indicator values above the level of the standard in each of the areas,
with the percentage being dependent on the statistical form of the standard. We consider this
assessment reasonably informative for a directly measured PM2.5 light extinction indicator as
well, because in most of the UFVA study areas PM10 light extinction is dominated by PM2.5 light
extinction.
In evaluating whether direct measurement of PM2.5 or PM10 light extinction is appropriate
to consider in the context of this PM NAAQS review, EPA produced a White Paper on
Particulate Matter (PM) Light Extinction Measurements (US EPA, 2010h), and solicited
comment on the White Paper from the Ambient Air Monitoring and Methods Subcommittee
(AAMMS) of CASAC. In its review of the White Paper (Russell and Samet, 2010), the
AAMMS made the recommendation to EPA that consideration of direct measurement should be
limited to PM2.5 light extinction as this can be accomplished by a number of commercially
available instruments and because PM2.5 is generally responsible for most of the PM visibility
impairment in urban areas. The AAMMS indicated that it is technically more challenging at this
time to accurately measure the PM10–2.5 component of light extinction.

20

This assessment was conducted prior to staff’s decision to focus on PM2.5 light extinction indicators in this PA.
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The AAMMS not only endorsed the concept of direct measurement of PM2.5 light
extinction, but also commented on the capabilities of currently available instruments, and
expressed optimism regarding the near-term development of even better instruments for such
measurement than are now commercially available. The AAMMS advised against choosing any
currently available commercial instrument, or even a general measurement approach, as a
Federal Reference Method because to do so could discourage development of other potentially
superior approaches. Instead, the AAMMS recommended that EPA develop performance-based
approval criteria for direct measurement methods in order to put all approaches on a level
playing field. Such criteria would necessarily include procedures and pass/fail requirements for
demonstrating that the performance criteria have been met. For example, instruments might be
required to demonstrate their performance in a wind tunnel, where the concentration of PM2.5
components, and thus of PM2.5 light extinction, could be controlled to known values. It might
also be possible to devise approval testing procedures based on operation in ambient air,
although knowing the true light extinction level (without in effect treating some particular
instrument as if it were the FRM) would be more challenging. At the present time, EPA has not
undertaken to develop and test such performance-base approval criteria. The EPA anticipates
that if an effort were begun it would take at least several years before such criteria would be
ready for regulatory use.
Calculated PM2.5 Light Extinction Indicator
As discussed above in section 4.2.1, PM2.5 light extinction can be calculated from PM2.5
mass speciation data plus relative humidity data, as is presently routinely done on a 24-hour
average basis under the Regional Haze Program using data from the rural IMPROVE monitoring
network. This same calculation procedure, using a 24-hour average basis, could also be used for
a NAAQS focused on protecting against PM-related visibility impairment primarily in urban
areas using the type of data that is routinely collected from the urban CSN.21 This calculation
procedure, using the light extinction equations presented above in section 4.2.1 on a 24-hour
basis, does not require PM2.5 mass concentration measurements.
Alternatively, a conceptually similar approach could be applied in urban areas on an
hourly or multi-hour basis. Applying this conceptual approach on a sub-daily basis would
involve translating 24-hour speciation data into hourly estimates of species concentrations, using
24-hour average species concentrations in conjunction with hourly PM2.5 mass concentrations.

21

About 200 sites in the EPA/state/local CSN routinely measure 24-hour average PM2.5 chemical components using
filter-based samplers and chemical analysis in a laboratory, on either a 1-day-in-3 or 1-day-in-6 schedule, see
Appendix B, section B.1.3..
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This translation can be made using more or less complex alternative approaches, as discussed
below.
The approach used to generate hourly PM10 light extinction for the UFVA was a
relatively more complex method for implementing such a conceptual approach. It involved the
use of the original IMPROVE algorithm22 with estimates of hourly PM2.5 components derived
from day-specific 24-hour and hourly measurements of PM2.5 mass, 24-hour measurements of
PM2.5 composition, and (for some but not all study sites) hourly PM10-2.5 mass, along with hourly
relative humidity information (UFVA, Section 3.3). The UFVA approach also involved the use
of output from a chemical transport modeling run to provide initial estimates of diurnal profiles
for PM2.5 components at particular sites. The UFVA approach entailed numerous and complex
data processing steps to generate hourly PM2.5 composition information from these less timeresolved data, including application of a mass-closure approach, referred to as the SANDWICH
approach (Frank, 2006), to adjust for nitrate retention differences between FRM and CSN filters,
which is a required step for consistency with the IMPROVE algorithm and for estimating organic
carbonaceous material via mass balance.23 The EPA staff employed complex custom software to
do these data processing steps. While the complexity of the approach used in the UFVA was
reasonable for assessment purposes at 14 urban areas, we recognize that a relatively more simple
approach would be more straightforward and have greater transparency, and thus should be
considered for purposes of a national standard.24 Therefore, we evaluated the degree to which
simpler approaches would correlate with the results of the highly complex method used in the
UFVA. This evaluation of two specific simpler approaches (described briefly below and in more
detail in Appendix F, especially Table F-1) demonstrated that the PM2.5 portions of the PM10
light extinction values developed for the UFVA can be well approximated using the same
IMPROVE algorithm applied to hourly PM2.5 composition values that were much more simply
generated than with the method used in the UFVA.
The simplified approaches we examined are aimed at calculating hourly PM2.5 light
extinction using the original IMPROVE algorithm (see section 4.2.1 above) excluding the
Rayleigh term for light scattering by atmospheric gases and the term for PM10-2.5.25 Initially, this
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The original IMPROVE algorithm was selected for the described analysis in the UFVA because of its simplicity
relative to the revised algorithm.
23
Daily temperature data were also used as part of the SANDWICH method.
24
The sheer size of the ambient air quality, meteorological, and chemical transport modeling data files involved with
the UFVA approach would make it very difficult for state agencies or any interested party to consistently apply such
an approach on a routine basis for the purpose of implementing a national standard defined in terms of the UFVA
approach.
25
The original IMPROVE algorithm was the basis for the approaches considered here to maintain comparability to
the estimates developed in the UFVA. This allowed the effects of other simplifications relative to the UFVA
approach to be better discerned.
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leaves five PM2.5 species concentration terms (i.e., sulfate, nitrate, organic carbonaceous mass,
elemental carbon, and fine soil/crustal), plus relative humidity that need to be determined on an
hourly basis from monitoring data. For a given time period, this algorithm with its five species
concentration terms can be algebraically rearranged to a two-term algorithm (Pitchford, 2010), as
shown in the equation below. The rearranged algorithm relates PM2.5 light extinction to the
product of PM2.5 mass concentration and the sum of dry light extinction efficiency (DLEE) plus
moist light extinction efficiency (MLEE). As its name suggests, DLEE accounts for light
extinction (per microgram per cubic meter of air) that would occur if relative humidity were very
low. MLEE accounts for the increment of light extinction associated with the water content of
the PM2.5 and thus is a function of both species composition and ambient relative humidity.
PM2.5 light extinction § PM2.5 X(DLEE + MLEE)
where DLEE is dependent only on the relative amounts of dry PM2.5 components as measured in
CSN-type sampling, and MLEE is 3 times the hygroscopic fraction (HF) of the PM2.5 (the sulfate
plus nitrate component concentrations divided by the sum of all components) times a non-linear
function of relative humidity. The non-linear function of relative humidity is simply f(RH)-1,
where f(RH) represents the humidity adjustment factor of the original IMPROVE algorithm.
MLEE = 3 X HF X[f(RH)-1]
MLEE is zero for relative humidity below 40% and increases with increasing relative humidity
to be comparable to or greater than DLEE as relative humidity approaches 90%, depending on
the HF.
Given this algorithm structure and the goal of estimating PM2.5 light extinction for as
many 1-hour periods as possible, we focused on two alternative approaches to determining
values for DLEE and HF for 1-hour periods that are based on using hourly measured relative
humidity. One approach (designated as “T” in Appendix F) is based on calculating 24-hour
values of DLEE and HF for each day of speciated sampling, averaging these together within each
calendar month to allow for seasonal variability, and applying the results to each daylight hour of
the respective month for which hourly PM2.5 mass data are available. A feature of this approach
is that values of DLEE and HF are available for use with hourly PM2.5 mass measurements taken
on days that were not speciated sampling days. Thus, this approach would allow the full history
of daylight hourly PM2.5 mass concentrations and relatively humidity levels to be used in
calculating PM2.5-related light extinction.
A second approach (designated as “W” in Appendix F) is based on calculating 24-hour
values of DLEE and HF for each day of speciated sampling and applying the results only to
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daylight hours within the respective speciated sampling day. No estimates of hourly PM2.5 light
extinction would be generated on days without speciated sampling. By recognizing that DLEE
and HF can vary from day to day within a month, this approach may provide somewhat more
accurate estimates of hourly PM2.5 light extinction for those hours for which estimates are made,
although calculations of PM2.5-related light extinction would be limited to air quality data
gathered on only a fraction of the days in each year.
A more detailed description of the sources of the data and steps required to determine
calculated PM2.5 light extinction by approaches T and W is contained in Appendix F (see Table
F-2). Also, Table F-1 of Appendix F compares/contrasts each of these approaches with the
UFVA approach and with each other.
The PM2.5 light extinction values generated by using either approach T or approach W are
comparable to those developed for use in the UFVA as indicated by the regression statistics for
scatter plots of the paired data (i.e., slopes of the regression equation and R2 values are near 1 as
show in Tables F-3 and F-4 in Appendix F). Because the UFVA had no way of providing
estimates of PM2.5 light extinction on days that were not CSN sampling days, we have not
assessed how well approach T estimates PM2.5 light extinction on such days. Also, Appendix F
notes that approaches T and W both underestimate PM2.5 light extinction on some days in a few
study areas, which we attribute to the occurrence of very high nitrate concentrations and the
failure of the FRM-correlated/adjusted FEM instrument to report the entire nitrate mass.
Nevertheless, we believe that each of these simplified approaches provides reasonably good
estimates of PM2.5 light extinction and each is appropriate to consider as the indicator for a new
secondary standard. In addition, there are variations of approaches T and W that may also be
appropriate to consider. For example, some variations that may improve the correlation with
actual ambient light extinction in certain areas of the country include the use of the split mass
term approach from the revised IMPROVE algorithm,26 the use of more refined value(s) for the
organic carbon multiplier (see Appendix F), and the use of the reconstructed 24-hour PM2.5 mass
(i.e., the sum of the five PM2.5 components from speciated monitoring) as a normalization value
for the hourly measurements from the PM2.5 instrument as a way of better reflecting ambient
nitrate concentrations. Other variations may serve to simplify the calculation of PM2.5 light
extinction values, such as those suggested by CASAC for consideration, including the use of
historical monthly or seasonal speciation averages as well as speciation estimates on a regional
basis (Samet, 2010d, p. 11).
26

If the revised IMPROVE algorithm were used to define the speciated PM2.5 mass-based indicator, it would not be
possible to algebraically reduce the revised algorithm to a two-factor version as described above and in Appendix F
for approaches T and W. Instead, five component fractions would be determined from each day of speciated
sampling, and then either applied to hourly measurements of PM2.5 mass on the same day (as in approach W) or
averaged across a month and then applied to measurements of PM2.5 mass on each day of the month.
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As mentioned above, as part of the UFVA, we conducted an assessment of PM10 light
extinction levels that would prevail if areas met a standard based on directly measured hourly
PM10 light extinction as the indicator. This assessment indicated that a standard based on a
directly measured PM10 light extinction indicator would provide the same percentage of days
having indicator values above the level of the standard across areas, with the percentage being
dependent on the statistical form of the standard. This assessment was based on the more
complex UFVA approach to estimating PM10 light extinction, rather than the simpler T and W
approaches for estimating PM2.5 light extinction. Nevertheless, the generally close
correspondence between UFVA-consistent design values for PM2.5 light extinction and design
values based on approaches T and W (see Figure F-5 in Appendix F) suggest that the findings
regarding the protection offered by alternative PM10 light extinction standards using a directly
measured light extinction would also hold quite well for standards based on the T or W
indicators.27 Thus, we conclude that the use of a calculated PM2.5 light extinction indicator
would provide a much higher degree of uniformity in terms of the visibility levels across the
country than is possible using PM2.5 mass as the indicator. This is due to the fact that the PM2.5
mass indicator does not account for the effects of humidity and PM2.5 composition differences
between various regions, while a calculated PM2.5 light extinction indicator directly incorporates
those effects.
The inputs that would be necessary to use either approach T or W to calculate a sub-daily
PM2.5 light extinction indicator (e.g., 1- or 4-hour averaging time) include PM2.5 chemical
speciation, relative humidity, and hourly PM2.5 mass measurements. In defining a standard in
terms of such an indicator, the criteria for allowable protocols for these inputs would need to be
specified. It would be appropriate to base these criteria on the protocols utilized in the
IMPROVE28 and CSN networks, as well as sampling and analysis protocols for ambient relative
humidity sensors, and approved FEM mass monitors for PM2.5. Any approach to approving
methods for use in calculating a light extinction indicator should take advantage of the existing
inventory of monitoring and analysis methods.
The CSN measurements have a strong history of being reviewed by CASAC technical
committees, both during their initial deployment about ten years ago,29 and during the more

27

The degree of emission reduction needed to meet a standard is tightly tied to the degree to which the design value
exceeds the level of the standard.
28
Several monitoring agencies utilize IMPROVE in urban areas to meet their chemical speciation monitoring needs.
These sites are known as IMPROVE-protocol stations.
29
Notification of a Consultation on the PM2.5 Chemical Speciation Network & Supersites Plan, EPA-SAB-CASACCON-99-007; Advisory on the PM2.5 Monitoring Program, EPA-SAB-CASAC-ADV-99-002; CASAC Advisory on
the PM2.5 Monitoring Network, EPA-SAB-CASAC-ADV-00-006
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recent transition to carbon sampling that is consistent with the IMPROVE protocols.30 Because
the methods for the CSN are well documented in a nationally implemented Quality Assurance
Project Plan (QAPP) and accompanying SOPs, are validated through independent performance
testing, and are used to meet multiple data objectives (e.g., source apportionment, trends, and as
an input to health studies), consideration should be given to an approach that utilizes the existing
methods as the basis for criteria for allowable sampling and analysis protocols for purposes of a
calculated light extinction indicator. Such an approach of basing criteria on the current CSN and
IMPROVE methods provides a nationally consistent way to provide the chemical species data
used in the light extinction calculation, while preserving the opportunity for improved methods
for measuring the chemical species. For relative humidity, consideration should be given to
simply using criteria based on available relative humidity sensors such as already utilized by the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) at routine weather stations. These
relative humidity sensors are already widely used by a number of monitoring agencies and can
be easily compared to other relative humidity measurements. Finally, approaches T and W
depend on having values of hourly PM2.5 mass, as discussed below.
Since 2008, EPA has approved several PM2.5 continuous mass monitoring methods as
31
FEMs. These methods have several advantages over filter-based FRMs, such as producing
hourly data and the ability to report air quality information in near real-time. However, initial
assessments of the data quality as operated by State and local monitoring agencies have mixed
results. A recent assessment of continuous FEMs and collocated FRMs conducted by EPA staff
(Hanley and Reff, 2011) found some sites and continuous FEM instruments to have an
acceptable degree of comparability of 24-hour average PM2.5 mass values derived from
continuous FEMs and filter-based FRMs, while others had poor data quality that would not meet
current data quality objectives. The EPA is working closely with the monitoring committee of
the National Association of Clean Air Agencies, instrument manufacturers, and monitoring
agencies to document and communicate best practices on these methods to improve quality and
consistency of resulting data. It should be noted that performance testing submitted to EPA for
purposes of designating the PM2.5 continuous methods as FEMs, and the recent assessment of
collocated FRMs and continuous FEMs, are both based on 24-hour sample periods. Therefore,
we do not have similar performance data for continuous PM2.5 FEMs for 1-hour or 4-hour
averaging periods, nor is there an accepted practice to generate performance standards for these
time periods. Until issues regarding the comparability of 24-hour PM2.5 mass values derived
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EPA’s Final Draft National Ambient Air Monitoring Strategy - An Advisory by the Ambient Air Monitoring and
Methods Subcommittee of the EPA Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee, EPA-SAB-CASAC-05-006
31
EPA maintains a list of designated Reference and Equivalent Methods on the web at:
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/amtic/files/ambient/criteria/reference-equivalent-methods-list.pdf
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from continuous FEMs and filter-based FRMs are resolved, there is reason to be cautious about
relying on a calculation procedure that uses hourly PM2.5 mass values reported by continuous
FEMs and speciated mass values from 24-hour filter-based samplers. Section 4.3.2.1 discusses
another reason for such caution, based on a preliminary assessment of hourly data from
continuous FEMs.
This section has addressed the types of measurements that would be necessary to support a
calculated PM2.5 light extinction indicator for either 24-hour or sub-daily (e.g., 1-hour and 4hour) averaging periods. Considerations related specifically to each of these alternative
averaging times, in conjunction with a standard defined in terms of a calculated PM2.5 light
extinction indicator, are discussed below in section 4.3.2.
4.3.1.2 CASAC Advice on Indicator
Based on its review of the second draft PA, CASAC stated that it “ overwhelmingly . . .
would prefer the direct measurement of light extinction,” recognizing it as the property of the
atmosphere that most directly relates to visibility effects (Samet, 2010d, p. iii). CASAC noted
that “[I]t has the advantage of relating directly to the demonstrated harmful welfare effect of
ambient PM on human visual perception.” However, based on CASAC’s understanding of the
time that would be required to develop an FRM for this indicator, CASAC agreed with the staff
preference presented in the second draft PA for a calculated PM2.5 light extinction indicator.
CASAC noted that “[I]ts reliance on procedures that have already been implemented in the CSN
and routinely collected continuous PM2.5 data suggest that it could be implemented much sooner
than a directly measured indicator” (Samet, 2010d, p. iii).
4.3.1.3 Staff Conclusions on Indicator
Taking the above considerations and CASAC’s advice into account, EPA staff concludes
that consideration should be given to establishing a new calculated PM2.5 light extinction
indicator. This conclusion takes into consideration the available evidence that demonstrates a
strong correspondence between calculated PM2.5 light extinction and PM-related visibility
impairment, as well as the significant degree of variability in visibility protection across the U.S.
allowed by a PM2.5 mass indicator. While a secondary standard that uses a PM2.5 mass indicator
could be set to provide additional protection from PM2.5-related visibility impairment, we
conclude that the advantages of using a calculated PM2.5 light extinction indicator make it the
preferred choice. In addition, We recognize that while in the future it would be appropriate to
consider a direct measurement of PM2.5 light extinction, or the sum of separate measurements of
light scattering and light absorption, as the indicator for the secondary PM2.5 standard, we
conclude this is not an appropriate option in this review because a suitable specification of the
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equipment and associated performance verification procedures cannot be developed in the time
frame for this review.
Further, we conclude that consideration could be given to defining a calculated PM2.5
light extinction indicator on either a 24-hour or a sub-daily basis, as discussed more fully below
in section 4.3.2. In either case, it would be appropriate to base criteria for allowable monitoring
and analysis protocols to obtain PM2.5 speciation measurements on the protocols utilized in the
IMPROVE and CSN networks. Further, in the case of a calculated PM2.5 light extinction
indicator defined on a sub-daily basis, it would be appropriate to consider using approaches T or
W, or some variations on these approaches. In reaching this conclusion, as discussed above, we
note that while it is possible to utilize data from PM2.5 continuous FEMs on a 1-hour or multihour (e.g., 4-hour) basis, the mixed results of data quality assessments on a 24-hour basis, as well
as the near absence of performance data for sub-daily averaging periods, increases the
uncertainty of utilizing continuous methods to support 1-hour or 4-hour PM2.5 mass
measurements as an input to the light extinction calculation.
4.3.2 Averaging Time and Related Considerations
Consideration of appropriate averaging times for use in conjunction with a calculated
PM2.5 light extinction indicator was informed by information related to the nature of PM
visibility effects, as discussed above in section 4.2.1, and the nature of inputs to the calculation
of PM2.5 light extinction, as discussed above in section 4.3.1. Based on this information, we
have considered both sub-daily (1- and 4-hour averaging times) and 24-hour averaging times, as
discussed below. In considering sub-daily averaging times, we have also addressed what diurnal
periods and ambient relative humidity conditions would be appropriate to consider in
conjunction with such an averaging time.
4.3.2.1 Sub-daily Averaging Times
x

To what extent does the available information provide support for alternative sub-daily
averaging times in conjunction with a calculated PM2.5 light extinction indicator?

As an initial matter, in considering sub-daily averaging times, we took into account what
we know from available studies concerning how quickly people experience and judge visibility
conditions, the possibility that some fraction of the public experience infrequent or short periods
of exposure to ambient visibility conditions, and the typical rate of change of the path averaged
PM light extinction over urban areas. While perception of change in visibility can occur in less
than a minute, meaningful changes to path-averaged light extinction occur more slowly. As
discussed above in section 4.2.1, one hour is a short enough averaging period to result in
indicator values that are close to the maximum one- or few-minute visibility impact that an
observer could be exposed to within the hour. Further, a 1-hour averaging time could reasonably
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characterize the visibility effects experienced by the segment of the population that experiences
infrequent short-term exposures during peak visibility impairment periods in each area/site.
Based on the above considerations, the initial analyses we conducted as part of the UFVA to
support consideration of alternative standards focused on a 1-hour averaging time.
In its review of the first draft PA, CASAC agreed that a 1-hour averaging time would be
appropriate to consider, noting that PM effects on visibility can vary widely and rapidly over the
course of a day and such changes are almost instantaneously perceptible to human observers
(Samet, 2010c, p. 19). We note that this view related specifically to a standard defined in terms
of a directly measured PM light extinction indicator, in that CASAC also noted that a 1-hour
averaging time is well within the instrument response times of the various currently available and
developing optical monitoring methods. CASAC also advised that if a PM2.5 mass indicator
were to be used, it would be appropriate to consider “somewhat longer averaging times – 2 to 4
hours – to assure a more stable instrumental response” (Samet, 2010c, p. 19). In considering this
advice, we conclude that since a calculated PM2.5 light extinction indicator relies in part on
measured PM2.5 mass, as discussed above in section 4.3.1, it is also appropriate to consider a
multi-hour averaging time in conjunction with such an indicator.
Thus, in preparing this final PA, we have also considered multi-hour averaging times, on
the order of a few hours as illustrated by a 4-hour averaging time. Such averaging times might
reasonably characterize the visibility effects experienced by the segment of the population who
have access to visibility conditions often or continuously throughout the day. For this segment
of the population, it may be that their perception of visual air quality reflects some degree of
offsetting an hour with poor visual air quality with one or more hours of clearer visual
conditions. Further, we recognize that a multi-hour averaging time would have the effect of
averaging away peak hourly visibility impairment, which can change significantly from one hour
to the next (see UFVA Figure 3-12). In considering either 1-hour or multi-hour averaging times,
we recognize that no data are available with regard to how the duration and variation of time a
person spends outdoors during the daytime impacts his or her judgment of the acceptability of
different degrees of visibility impairment. As a consequence, it is not clear to what degree, if at
all, the protection levels found to be acceptable in the public preference studies would change for
a multi-hour averaging time as compared to a 1-hour averaging time. Thus, we conclude that it
is appropriate to consider a 1-hour or multi-hour (e.g., 4-hour) averaging time as the basis for a
sub-daily standard defined in terms of a calculated PM2.5 light extinction indicator.
Additionally, as part of the review of data from all continuous FEM PM2.5 instruments
operating at state/local monitoring sites, as discussed above in section 4.3.1, we have recently
become aware of the occurrence of questionable outliers in 1-hour data submitted to AQS from
continuous FEM PM2.5 instruments at some of these sites (Evangelista, 2011). Some of these
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outliers are questionable simply by virtue of their extreme magnitude, as high as 985 µg/m3,
whereas other values are questionable because they are isolated to single hours with much lower
values before and after, a pattern that is much less plausible than if the high concentrations were
more sustained.32 The nature and frequency of questionable 1-hour FEM data collected in the
past two years are being investigated by EPA. At this time, we note that any current data quality
problems might be resolved in the normal course of monitoring program evolution as operators
become more adept at instrument operation and maintenance and data validation or by improving
the approval criteria and testing requirements for continuous instruments. Regardless, we note
that multi-hour averaging of FEM data could serve to reduce the effects of such outliers relative
to the use of a 1-hour averaging time.
x

What is an appropriate diurnal period to consider in conjunction with a sub-daily
averaging time?

In considering an appropriate diurnal period for use in conjunction with a sub-daily
averaging time, we recognize that nighttime visibility impacts, described in the ISA (section
9.2.2) are significantly different from daytime impacts and are not sufficiently well understood to
be included at this time. As a result, consistent with CASAC advice (Samet, 2010c, p. 4), we
conclude that it would be appropriate to define a sub-daily standard in terms of only daylight
hours at this time. In the UFVA, daylight hours were defined to be those morning hours having
no minutes prior to local sunrise and afternoon hours having no minutes after local sunset. This
definition ensures the exclusion of periods of time where the sun is not the primary outdoor
source of light to illuminate scenic features.
x

What ambient relative humidity conditions are appropriate to consider in conjunction
with a sub-daily averaging time?

In considering the well-known interaction of PM with ambient relative humidity
conditions, we recognize that PM is not generally the primary source of visibility impairment
during periods with fog or precipitation. In order to reduce the probability that hours with a high
degree of visibility impairment caused by fog or precipitation are unintentionally used for
purposes of determining compliance with a standard, staff determined that a relative humidity
screen that excludes daylight hours with average relative humidity above approximately 90% is
appropriate (UFVA section 3.3.5 and UFVA Appendix G). For example, for the 15 urban
32

Similarly questionable hourly data were not observed in the 2005-2007 continuous PM2.5 data used in the UFVA,
all of which came from early-generation continuous instruments that had not been approved as FEMs. However,
only 15 sites and instruments were involved in the UFVA analyses, versus about 180 currently operating FEM
instruments submitting data to AQS. Therefore, there were more opportunities for very infrequent measurement
errors to be observed in the larger FEM data set. Also, the instruments providing data used in the UFVA were a mix
of measurement approaches (e.g., TEOM® or beta attenuation), while the currently operating FEMs are mostly of
one model (beta attenuation).
4-54

areas33 included in the UFVA, a 90% relative humidity cutoff criterion proved effective in that
on average less than 6% of the daylight hours were removed from consideration, yet those same
hours had on average 10 times the likelihood of rain, 6 times the likelihood of snow/sleet, and 34
times the likelihood of fog compared with hours with 90% or lower relative humidity. However,
not all periods with relative humidity above 90% have fog or precipitation. We recognize that
removing those hours from consideration involves a tradeoff between the benefits of avoiding
many of the hours with meteorological causes of visibility impacts and not counting some hours
without fog or precipitation in which high humidity levels (> 90%) lead to the growth of
hygroscopic PM to large solution droplets resulting in enhanced PM visibility impacts.
4.3.2.2 24-Hour Averaging Time
x

To what extent does the available information provide support for a 24-hour averaging
time in conjunction with a calculated PM2.5 light extinction indicator?

As discussed in section 4.3.1 and below, there are significant reasons to consider using
PM2.5 light extinction calculated on a 24-hour basis to reduce the various data quality concerns
over relying on continuous PM2.5 monitoring data. However, we recognize that 24 hours is far
longer than the hourly or multi-hour time periods that might reasonably characterize the visibility
effects experienced by various segments of the population, including those who have access to
visibility conditions often or continuously throughout the day, as discussed above in section
4.3.2.1. Thus, consideration of a 24-hour averaging time depends upon the extent to which PMrelated light extinction calculated on a 24-hour average basis would be a reasonable and
appropriate surrogate for PM-related light extinction calculated on a sub-daily basis, as
discussed below in this section. Further, since a 24-hour averaging time combines daytime and
nighttime periods, we recognize that the public preference studies do not directly provide a basis
for identifying an appropriate level of protection, in terms of 24-hour average light extinction,
based on judgments of acceptable daytime visual air quality obtained in those studies. Thus,
consideration of a 24-hour averaging time also depends upon developing an approach to translate
the candidate levels of protection derived from the public preference studies, which we have
interpreted on an hourly or multi-hour basis, to a candidate level of protection defined in terms of
a 24-hour average calculated light extinction, as discussed below in section 4.3.4 on level.
To determine whether PM2.5 light extinction calculated on a 24-hour basis is a reasonable
and appropriate surrogate to PM2.5 light extinction calculated on a sub-daily basis, we have done
comparative analyses of 24-hour and 4-hour averaging times in conjunction with a calculated
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The 90% relative humidity cap assessment was conducted as part of the UFVA on all 15 of the urban areas,
including St. Louis.
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PM2.5 indicator.34 These analyses are presented and discussed in Appendix G, section G.4. For
these analyses, 4-hour average PM2.5 light extinction was calculated based on using the UFVA
approach. The 24-hour average PM2.5 light extinction calculations used the original IMPROVE
algorithm and long-term (1988 - 1997) average relative humidity conditions, to calculate
monthly average values of the relative humidity term in the IMPROVE algorithm, consistent
with the approach used for the Regional Haze Program. Based on these analyses, scatter plots
comparing 24-hour and 4-hour calculated PM2.5 light extinction are shown for each of the 15
cities included in the UFVA and for all 15 cities pooled together (Figures G-4 and G-5,
respectively). It can be seen, as expected, that there is some scatter around the regression line for
each city, because the calculated 4-hour light extinction includes day-specific and hour-specific
influences that are not captured by the simpler 24-hour approach. We note that this scatter could
be reduced by the use of same-day hourly relative humidity data to calculate a 24-hour average
value of the relative humidity term in the IMPROVE algorithm. Scatter plots are also shown for
the annual 90th percentile values, based on data from 2007 – 2009, for 4-hour and 24-hour
calculated PM2.5 light extinction across all 15 cities (Figure G-7) and for the 3-year design values
across all 15 cities (Figure G-8). We judge that these analyses shown good correlation between
24-hour and 4-hour average PM2.5 light extinction, as evidenced by reasonably high city-specific
and pooled R-squared values, generally in the range of over 0.635 to over 0.8.
4.3.2.3 CASAC Advice on Averaging Time
As noted above, in its review of the first draft PA, CASAC agreed with the staff
conclusion that PM effects on visibility can vary widely and rapidly over the course of a day and
such changes are almost instantaneously perceptible to human observers (Samet, 2010c, p. 19).
Based in part on this consideration, CASAC agreed that a 1-hour averaging time would be
appropriate to consider in conjunction with a directly measured PM light extinction indicator,
noting that a 1-hour averaging time is well within the instrument response times of the various
currently available and developing optical monitoring methods. At that time, CASAC also
advised that if a PM2.5 mass indicator were to be used, it would be appropriate to consider
“somewhat longer averaging times – 2 to 4 hours – to assure a more stable instrumental
response” (Samet, 2010c, p. 19). Thus, CASAC’s advice on averaging times that would be
appropriate for consideration were predicated in part on the capabilities of monitoring methods
that were available for the alternative indicators discussed in the draft PA. CASAC’s views on a
multi-hour averaging time would also apply to the calculated PM2.5 light extinction indicator

34

These analyses are also based on the use of a 90th percentile form, averaged over 3 years, as discussed below in
section 4.3.3 on form.
35
We note that the R-squared value (0.44) for Houston was notably lower than for the other cities.
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since PM2.5 mass measurements are also required for this indicator when calculated on a subdaily basis.
In considering this advice, we first note that CASAC did not have the benefit of EPA’s
recent assessment of the data quality issues associated with the use of continuous FEMs as the
basis for hourly PM2.5 mass measurements. We also note that since earlier drafts of this PA did
not include discussion of a calculated PM2.5 indicator based on a 24-hour averaging time,
CASAC did not have a basis to offer advice regarding a 24-hour averaging time. In addition, the
24-hour averaging time is not based on consideration of 24-hours as a relevant exposure period,
but rather as a surrogate for a sub-daily period of 4 hours, which is consistent with CASAC’s
advice concerning an averaging time associated with the use of a PM2.5 mass indicator.
4.3.2.4 Staff Conclusions on Averaging Time
Taking the above considerations and CASAC’s advice into account, EPA staff concludes
that it is appropriate to consider in this review a 24-hour averaging time, in conjunction with a
calculated PM2.5 light extinction indicator and an appropriately specified standard level. This
conclusion reflects the judgment that PM2.5 light extinction calculated on a 24-hour basis is a
reasonable and appropriate surrogate for sub-daily PM2.5 light extinction calculated on a 4-hour
average basis. This conclusion is also predicated on consideration of a 24-hour average standard
level, as discussed below in section 4.3.4, that is appropriately translated from the CPLs derived
from the public preference studies, which we have interpreted as providing information on the
acceptability of daytime visual air quality over an hourly or multi-hour exposure period.
A 24-hour average calculated PM2.5 light extinction indicator would avoid data quality
uncertainties that have recently been associated with currently available instruments for
measurement of hourly PM2.5 mass. The particular 24-hour indicator considered by staff uses the
original IMPROVE algorithm and long-term relative humidity conditions to calculate PM2.5 light
extinction. By using site-specific daily data on PM2.5 composition and site-specific long-term
relative humidity conditions, this 24-hour average indicator would provide more consistent
protection from PM2.5-related visibility impairment than would a secondary PM2.5 NAAQS based
only on 24-hour or annual average PM2.5 mass. In particular, this approach would account for
the systematic difference in humidity conditions between most eastern states and most western
states. Further, we have identified for consideration possible variations in the method used to
calculate PM2.5 light extinction on a 24-hour average basis that would be expected to provide
somewhat more consistent protection in areas across the country, including the use of the revised
IMPROVE algorithm and the use of same-day relative humidity data, either at the visibility
monitoring site or another site in the same area.
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Further, staff concludes that it would also be appropriate to consider a multi-hour, subdaily averaging time, for example a period of 4 hours, in conjunction with a calculated PM2.5
light extinction indicator and with further consideration of the data quality issues that have been
raised by the recent EPA study of continuous FEMs. Such an averaging time, to the extent that
data quality issues can be appropriately addressed, would be more directly related to the shortterm nature of the perception of visibility impairment, short-term variability in PM-related visual
air quality, and the short-term nature (hourly to multiple hours) of relevant exposure periods for
segments of the viewing public. Such an averaging time would also result in an indicator that is
less sensitive than a 1-hour averaging time to short-term instrument variability with respect to
PM2.5 mass measurement. In conjunction with consideration of a multi-hour, sub-daily
averaging time, we conclude that consideration should be given to including daylight hours only
and to applying a relative humidity screen of approximately 90% to remove hours in which fog
or precipitation is much more likely to contribute to the observed visibility impairment.
Recognizing that a 1-hour averaging time would be even more sensitive to data quality issues,
including short-term variability in hourly data from currently available continuous monitoring
methods, we conclude that it would not be appropriate to consider a 1-hour averaging time in
conjunction with a calculated PM2.5 light extinction indicator in this review.
4.3.3

Form

The “form” of a standard defines the air quality statistic that is to be compared to the
level of the standard in determining whether the standard is achieved. The form of the current
24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS is such that the level of the standard is compared to the 3-year average of
the annual 98th percentile of the measured indicator. The purpose in averaging for three years is
to provide stability from the occasional effects of inter-annual meteorological variability that can
result in unusually high pollution levels for a particular year that is otherwise typical. The use of
a multi-year percentile form, among other things, makes the standard less subject to the
possibility of transient violations caused by statistically unusual indicator values, thereby
providing stability to the air quality management process that may enhance the practical
effectiveness of efforts to implement the NAAQS. Also, a percentile form can be used to take
into account the number of times an exposure might occur as part of the judgment on
protectiveness in setting a NAAQS. For all of these reasons, we conclude it is appropriate to
consider defining the form of a new secondary standard in terms of a 3-year average of a
specified percentile air quality statistic.
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x

To what extent does available information support consideration of an alternative
percentile form for a secondary standard defined in terms of a calculated PM2.5 light
extinction indicator?

The urban visibility preference studies that provided results leading to the range of CPLs
being considered in this document offer no information that addresses the frequency of time that
visibility levels should be below those values. Given this lack of information, and recognizing
that the nature of the public welfare effect is one of aesthetics and/or feelings of well-being, it is
our view that it would not be appropriate to consider eliminating all exposures above the level of
the standard and that allowing some number of hours/days with reduced visibility can reasonably
be considered. In the UFVA, 90th, 95th, and 98th percentile forms were assessed for alternative
PM light extinction standards (chapter 4, UFVA). In considering these alternative percentiles,
we note that the Regional Haze Program targets the 20% most impaired days for improvements
in visual air quality in Class I areas. If improvement in the 20% most impaired days were
similarly judged to be appropriate for protecting visual air quality in urban areas, a percentile
well above the 80th percentile would be appropriate to increase the likelihood that all days in this
range would be improved by control strategies intended to attain the standard. A focus on
improving the 20% most impaired days suggests to staff that the 90th percentile, which represents
the median of the distribution of the 20% worst days, would be an appropriate form to consider.
Strategies that are implemented so that 90% of days have visual air quality that is at or below the
level of the standard would reasonably be expected to lead to improvements in visual air quality
for the 20% most impaired days. Higher percentile values within the range assessed could have
the effect of limiting the occurrence of days with peak PM-related light extinction in urban areas
to a greater degree. In considering the limited information available from the public preference
studies, we find no basis to conclude that it would be appropriate to consider limiting the
occurrence of days with peak PM-related light extinction in urban areas to a greater degree.
Another aspect of the form that was considered in the UFVA for a sub-daily (i.e., 1-hour)
averaging time is whether to include all daylight hours or only the maximum daily daylight hour.
This consideration would also be relevant for a multi-hour (e.g., 4-hour) averaging time,
although such an analysis was not included in the UFVA. The maximum daily daylight 1-hour
or multi-hour form is most directly protective of the welfare of people who have limited,
infrequent or intermittent exposure to visibility during the day (e.g., during commutes), but
spend most of their time without an outdoor view. For such people a view of poor visibility
during their morning commute may represent their perception of the day’s visibility conditions
until the next time they venture outside during daylight, which may be hours later or perhaps the
next day. Other people have exposure to visibility conditions throughout the day. For those
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people, it might be more appropriate to include every daylight hour in assessing compliance with
a standard, since it is more likely that each daylight hour could affect their welfare.
We do not have information regarding the fraction of the public that has only one or a
few opportunities to experience visibility during the day, nor do we have information on the role
the duration of the observed visibility conditions has on wellbeing effects associated with those
visibility conditions. However, it is logical to conclude that people with limited opportunities to
experience visibility conditions on a daily basis would experience the entire impact associated
with visibility based on their short-term exposure. The impact of visibility for those who have
access to visibility conditions often or continuously during the day may be based on varying
conditions throughout the day.
In light of these considerations, the UFVA assessment included both the maximum daily
hour form and the all daylight hours form. We observed a close correspondence between the
level of protection afforded for all 15 urban areas in the assessment by the maximum daily
daylight 1-hour approach using the 90th percentile form and the all daylight hours approach
combined with the 98th percentile form (UFVA section 4.1.4). On this basis, we note that the
reductions in visibility impairment required to meet either form of the standard would provide
protection to both fractions of the public (i.e., those with limited opportunities and those with
greater opportunities to view PM-related visibility conditions). We note that CASAC generally
supported consideration of both types of forms without expressing a preference based on its
review of information presented in the second draft PA (Samet, 2010d, p11).
Staff Conclusions on Form
In conjunction with a calculated PM2.5 light extinction indicator and alternative 24-hour
or sub-daily (e.g., 4-hour) averaging times, based on the above considerations, and given the lack
of information on and the high degree of uncertainty over the impact on public welfare of the
number of days with visibility impairment over a year, we conclude that it is appropriate to give
primary consideration to a 90th percentile form, averaged over three years. Further, in the case of
a multi-hour, sub-daily alternative standard, we conclude that it is appropriate to give primary
consideration to a form based on the maximum daily multi-hour period in conjunction with the
90th percentile form. This sub-daily form would be expected to provide appropriate protection
for various segments of the population, including those with limited opportunities during a day
and those with more extended opportunities over the daylight hours to experience PM-related
visual air quality.
4.3.4 Level
In considering alternative levels for a new standard that would provide requisite
protection against PM-related visibility impairment primarily in urban areas, staff has taken into
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account the evidence- and impact-based considerations discussed above in section 4.2.1, with a
focus on the results of public perception and attitude surveys related to the acceptability of
various levels of visual air quality and on the important limitations in the design and scope of
such available studies. We consider this information in the context of a standard defined in
terms of a calculated PM2.5 light extinction indicator, discussed above in section 4.3.1; with
alternative averaging times of 24-hours or multi-hour, sub-daily periods (e.g., 4-hours), discussed
above in section 4.3.2; and a 90th percentile-based form, discussed above in section 4.3.3.
As part of our assessment of the adequacy of the current standards (section 4.2.1), we
interpreted the results from the visibility preferences studies conducted in four urban areas to
define a range of low, middle, and high CPLs for a sub-daily standard (e.g., 1- to 4-hour
averaging time) of 20, 25, and 30 dv, which are approximately equivalent to PM2,5 light
extinction of values of 65, 110, and 190 Mm-1. We note that CASAC agreed that this was an
appropriate range of levels to consider for such a standard (Samet, 2010d, p. 11).36 We also
recognize that to define a range of alternative levels that would be appropriate to consider for a
24-hour calculated PM2.5 light extinction standard, some adjustment to these CPLs is appropriate
since these preference studies cannot be directly interpreted as applying to a 24-hour exposure
period (as noted above in section 4.3.1). Such adjustments are more specifically discussed
below.
As an initial matter, in considering alternative levels for a sub-daily standard based
directly on the four preference study results, we note that the individual low and high CPLs are
in fact reflective of the results from the Denver and Washington, DC studies respectively, and
the middle CPL is very near to the 50th percentile criteria result from the Phoenix study. As
discussed above in section 4.2.1, we note that the Phoenix study was by far the best of the
studies, providing somewhat more support for the middle CPL. In considering the results from
these studies, we recognize that the available studies are limited in that they were conducted in
only four areas, three in the U.S. and one in Canada. Further, we recognize that available studies
provide no information on how the duration and variation of time a person spends outdoors
during the daytime may impact their judgment of the acceptability of different degrees of
visibility impairment. As such, there is a relatively high degree of uncertainty associated with
using the results of these studies to inform consideration of a national standard. Nonetheless, we
conclude, as did CASAC, that these studies are appropriate to use for this purpose.
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In 2009, the D.C. Circuit remanded the secondary PM2.5 standards to EPA in part because the Agency failed to
identify a target level of protection, even though EPA staff and CASAC had identified a range of target levels of
protection that were appropriate for consideration. The court determined that the Agency’s failure to identify a
target level of protection as part of its final decision was contrary to the statute and therefore unlawful, and that it
deprived EPA’s decision-making of a reasoned basis (as discussed above in section 4.1.2).
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In identifying alternative levels for a 24-hour standard, we have explored various
approaches to adjusting the CPLs derived directly from the preference studies, as presented and
discussed in Appendix G, especially section G-5. These regression analyses have focused on
determining adjusted CPLs for a 24-hour standard that would provide generally equivalent
protection as that provided by a 4-hour standard with CPLs of 20, 25, and 30 dv. Some of these
approaches focused on comparing 24-hour and 4-hour light extinction values in each of the 15
urban areas assessed in the UFVA, whereas other approaches focused on comparisons based on
using aggregated data across the urban areas. Two of these approaches, which used regressions
of city-specific annual 90th percentile light extinction values or 3-year light extinction design
values, gave nearly identical results and were considered most appropriate to use as the basis for
identifying generally equivalent 24-hour adjusted CPLs. These approaches (shown in Figures G7 and G-8) were preferred based on the high R-squared values of the regressions and because the
regressions were determined by data from days with PM2.5 light extinction conditions in the
range of 20 to 40 dv. This contrasted with the other approaches that were highly influenced by
PM2.5 light extinction conditions well below this range. Based on these analyses and staff
conclusions presented in Appendix G, we have identified adjusted 24-hour CPLs of 21, 25, and
28 dv as being generally equivalent to 4-hour CPLs of 20, 25, and 30 dv.37 To provide some
perspective in considering these results (shown in Table G-6), we note that 1 deciview is about
the amount that persons can distinguish when viewing scenic vistas, and that a difference of 1
deciview is equivalent to about a 10% difference in light extinction expressed in Mm-1.
In more broadly considering alternative standard levels that would be appropriate for a
nationally applicable secondary standard focused on protection from PM-related urban visibility
impairment based on either a 24-hour or multi-hour, sub-daily (e.g., 4-hour) averaging time, we
are mindful of the important limitations in the available evidence from public preference studies.
We are also mindful that the scenic vistas available on a daily basis in many urban areas across
the country generally do not have the inherent visual interest or the distance between viewer and
object of greatest intrinsic value as in the Denver and Phoenix preference studies.
As in past reviews, we are considering a national visibility standard in conjunction with
the Regional Haze Program as a means of achieving appropriate levels of protection against PMrelated visibility impairment in urban, non-urban, and Class I areas across the country. We
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.As discussed in more detail in Appendix G, some days have higher values for 24-hour average light extinction
than for daily maximum 4-hour daylight light extinction, and consequently an adjusted "equivalent" 24-hour CPL
can be greater than the original 4-hour CPL. This can happen for two reasons. First, the use of monthly average
historical RH data will lead to cases in which the f(RH) values used for the calculation of 24-hour average light
extinction are higher than all or some of the four hourly values of f(RH) used to determine daily maximum 4-hour
daylight light extinction on the same day. Second, PM2.5 concentrations may be greater during non-daylight periods
than during daylight hours.
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recognize that programs implemented to meet a national standard focused primarily on the
visibility problems in urban areas can be expected to improve visual air quality in surrounding
non-urban areas as well, as would programs now being developed to address the requirements of
the Regional Haze Program established for protection of visual air quality in Class I areas. We
also believe that the development of local programs, such as those in Denver and Phoenix, can
continue to be an effective and appropriate approach to provide additional protection, beyond
that afforded by a national standard, for unique scenic resources in and around certain urban
areas that are particularly highly valued by people living in those areas.
Staff Conclusions on Level
Based on the above considerations, we conclude that it is appropriate to give primary
consideration to alternative standard levels toward the upper end of the ranges identified above
for 24-hour and sub-daily standards, respectively. Thus, we conclude it is appropriate to
consider the following alternative levels: a level of 28 dv or somewhat below, down to 25 dv,
for a standard defined in terms of a calculated PM2.5 light extinction indicator, a 90th percentile
form, and a 24-hour averaging time; and a standard level of 30 dv or somewhat below, down to
25 dv, for a similar standard but with a 4-hour averaging time. We judge that such standards
would provide appropriate protection against PM-related visibility impairment primarily in urban
areas. We note that support for consideration of the upper part of the range of the CPLs derived
from the public preference studies was expressed by some CASAC Panel members during the
public meeting on the second draft PA. We conclude that such a standard would be appropriate
in conjunction with the Regional Haze Program to achieve appropriate levels of protection
against PM-related visibility impairment in areas across the country.
To provide some perspective on the implications of alternative averaging times, forms,
and levels for a new secondary standard, staff assessed the percentage of counties that would not
likely meet alternative 24-hour standards with a 90th percentile form and a range of levels from
25 dv to 28 dv, as well as alternative 4-hour standards with a 90th percentile form and a range of
levels from 25 dv to 30 dv. This assessment, shown in Appendix H, Tables H-1 and H-2, was
not considered as a basis for the above staff conclusions. It should be noted that the geographic
coverage of this assessment was much more constrained by the availability of suitable data than
the similar assessments for the primary PM standards in Appendices C and D.
4.4

SUMMARY OF STAFF CONCLUSIONS ON SECONDARY STANDARDS FOR
VISIBILITY-RELATED EFFECTS

In reaching conclusions on the adequacy of the current suite of PM2.5 secondary standards
and potential alternative standards to provide requisite protection of PM-related visibility
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impairment, staff has considered these standards in terms of the basic elements of the NAAQS:
indicator, averaging time, form, and level (sections 4.3.1 to 4.3.4 above). In considering the
scientific and technical information, we reflect on the information available in the last review
integrated with information that is newly available as assessed and presented in the ISA (US
EPA, 2009a) and UFVA (US EPA, 2010a) and as summarized above and in and Appendices E,F,
and G. We also consider issues raised by the court in its remand of the secondary PM2.5
standards as discussed above in section 4.1.2.
As outlined in section 4.1.3, we emphasize a policy approach that broadens the general
approaches used in the last two PM NAAQS reviews by utilizing, to the extent available,
enhanced tools, methods, and data to more comprehensively characterize visibility impacts. As
such, we have taken into account both evidence-based and impact assessment-based
considerations to inform our conclusions related to the adequacy of the current PM2.5 secondary
standards and alternative standards that are appropriate for consideration in this review.
We recognize that selecting from among alternative standards will necessarily reflect
consideration of the qualitative and quantitative uncertainties inherent in the relevant evidence
and in the assumptions that underlie the quantitative visibility impact assessment. In reaching
staff conclusions on alternative suites of standards and ranges of levels that are appropriate to
consider, we are mindful that the CAA requires secondary standards to be set that are requisite to
protect public welfare from known and anticipated adverse effects, such that the standards are to
be neither more nor less stringent than necessary.
Based on the currently available information, staff reaches the following conclusions
regarding the secondary PM2.5 standards for protecting against PM2.5-related visibility
impairment:
(1) Consideration should be given to revising the current suite of PM2.5 secondary standards to
provide increased public welfare protection from PM2.5-related visibility impairment,
primarily in urban areas. This conclusion is based in part on the relatively large number of
days in which PM-related light extinction is estimated to exceed levels that can reasonably be
judged to be important from a public welfare perspective under simulations of conditions
associated with just meeting the current suite of PM2.5 standards. This conclusion is also
based on information that indicates that the current PM2.5 mass indicator is not appropriate
for a national standard intended to protect public welfare from PM-related visibility
impairment since such a standard is inherently confounded by regional differences in relative
humidity and species composition of PM2.5, which are critical factors in the relationship
between the mix of fine particles in the ambient air and the associated impairment of
visibility.
(2) Consideration should be given to establishing a new calculated PM2.5 light extinction
indicator. This conclusion takes into consideration the available evidence that demonstrates
a strong correspondence between PM2.5 light extinction as calculated based on the
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IMPROVE algorithm used in the Regional Haze Program and PM-related visibility
impairment, as well as the significant degree of variability in visibility protection across the
U.S. allowed by a PM2.5 mass indicator that does not take into account relative humidity and
PM2.5 species composition.
(a) While a secondary standard that uses a PM 2.5 mass indicator could be set to provide
additional protection from PM2.5-related visibility impairment, we conclude that the
advantages of using a calculated PM2.5 light extinction indicator make it the preferred
choice.
(b) While in the future it may be appropriate to consider a direct measurement of PMrelated light extinction, or the sum of separate measurements of light scattering and
light absorption, as the indicator for the secondary PM2.5 standard, we conclude this is
not an appropriate option in this review because a suitable specification of the
equipment and associated performance verification procedures, or suitable alternative
to these, cannot be developed in the time frame for this review.
(3) Consideration should be given to a 24-hour averaging time, in conjunction with a calculated
PM2.5 light extinction indicator and an appropriately specified standard level. This
conclusion reflects the judgment that PM2.5 light extinction calculated on a 24-hour basis is a
reasonable and appropriate surrogate for light extinction calculated on a sub-daily basis (e.g.
4 hours) that is more directly related to public perception of visual air quality. Such a
standard would avoid data quality uncertainties that have recently been associated with
currently available instruments for the measurement of hourly PM2.5 mass.
It would also be appropriate to consider a multi-hour, sub-daily averaging period, for
example a period of four hours, to the extent that data quality issues about continuous FEMs
that have recently been raised can be appropriately addressed. Such a multi-hour averaging
period would be more directly related to the short-term nature of the perception of visibility
impairment, short-term variability in PM-related visual air quality, and the short-term nature
(hourly to multiple hours) of relevant exposure periods for segments of the viewing public. It
would also be less sensitive than a 1-hour averaging time to short-term variability in PM2.5
mass measurement. In conjunction with consideration of a multi-hour, sub-daily averaging
time, we conclude that consideration should be given to including daylight hours only and to
applying a relative humidity screen of approximately 90% to remove hours in which fog or
precipitation is much more likely to contribute to the observed visibility impairment.
(4) With regard to form, in conjunction with a calculated PM2.5 light extinction indicator and
alternative 24-hour or multi-hour, sub-daily (e.g., 4-hour) averaging times, primary
consideration should be given to a 90th percentile form, averaged over three years. This form
recognizes the high degree of uncertainty over the impact on public welfare of the number of
days with visibility impairment over a year. In the case of a sub-daily alternative standard,
we conclude that it is appropriate to give primary consideration to a maximum daily value
form.
(5) With regard to level, primary consideration should be given to alternative levels toward the
upper end of the ranges identified above for 24-hour and multi-hour, sub-daily standards,
respectively, including: a level of 28 dv or somewhat below, down to 25 dv, for a standard
defined in terms of a calculated PM2.5 light extinction indicator, a 90th percentile form, and a
24-hour averaging time; and a level of 30 dv or somewhat below, down to 25 dv, for a
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similar standard but with a 4-hour averaging time. Staff concludes that such a standard
would be appropriate in conjunction with the Regional Haze Program to achieve appropriate
levels of protection against PM-related visibility impairment in areas across the country.
4.5

KEY UNCERTAINTIES AND AREAS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH AND DATA
COLLECTION

This section will be organized into two overarching topic areas: refining current
understanding of visibility preferences and characterization of ambient urban visibility
conditions. The first deals principally with how the public reacts to and values visibility
conditions, while the second is more concerned with determining ambient visibility conditions
and the relationships between PM component concentrations and light extinction.
Visibility Preferences
x

Levels: The results of the reanalysis of the four urban preference studies (UFVA Chapter 2)
demonstrated well defined though significant statistical differences in visibility impairment
levels that divide participant decisions on acceptable from unacceptable conditions across the
study areas. A number of hypotheses concerning why the results differed for each area are
discussed in chapter 2 of the UFVA, but the current state of knowledge does not support a
definitive explanation for the range of results. A better understanding of the reasons for the
differences in preference response among the studies of the four urban areas could influence
the design of future visibility preference survey studies and the interpretation of their results
ultimately leading to a better defined range of CPLs for the next PM NAAQS review.

x

Averaging Times/Forms: Additional information would also be helpful in deciding among
the various forms and averaging times to develop an effective visibility-based secondary PM
NAAQS and to assess the overall benefits of visibility improvements. Our current
understanding of urban visibility effects does not provide insights concerning:
o relative importance of degree of visibility impairment (i.e., light extinction level)
versus frequency of visibility impairment;
o strength of preference for different distributions of visibility conditions; and
o public exposure patterns.

Future research to address these deficiencies should include designing and conducting
additional preference, valuation and exposure studies to:
o expand the number and geographic coverage of urban area preference results;
o evaluate the sensitivity of results to the differences in survey study methodology;
o apply consistent methodology at multiple urban areas to better understand reasons for
preference difference among results in different urban areas;
o develop information on the strength of preference and relative importance of intensity
versus frequency of visibility impairment;
o identify the types of scenic elements that are most influential for informing public
visibility impact awareness; and
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o provide insights concerning visibility impact exposure duration, intensity, and timing
and their relationship to the degree and longevity of public welfare effects.
As part of the planning for additional preference and valuation survey studies, a literature review
of recent social science literature could usefully be conducted to assess the state of knowledge of
view exposure mechanisms and the psychological and behavioral effects associated with viewed
stimuli.
Urban Visibility Conditions
In this review, the paucity of light extinction monitoring data for urban areas led to the
use of the original IMPROVE algorithm to calculate hourly light extinction from continuous PM
mass and 24-hour PM2.5 component and relative humidity data (UFVA Chapter 3). The steps
used to temporally apportion 24-hour PM2.5 components in order to calculate hourly-averaged
values used monthly-averaged diurnal PM2.5 component variations from chemical transport air
quality modeling. The mass balance method used to estimate organic carbonaceous material
concentration and the loss of nitrate is reasonable but not likely to be precise. The original
IMPROVE algorithm was originally developed for remote area application to estimate 24-hour
light extinction and it was not verified for use in generating urban hourly estimates. The revised
IMPROVE algorithm would notably increase estimates of PM2.5 light extinction at the high end
of the range of light extinction conditions. Nevertheless, the resulting hourly PM2.5 light
extinction data set is thought by EPA staff to be sufficiently representative of the hourly PM2.5
light extinction levels in the study areas to allow an assessment of whether the current suite of
secondary standards is adequately protective, although these data may be biased low at high light
extinction levels, and are certainly less accurate than would be data from direct measurements.
A pilot PM2.5 light extinction monitoring program could usefully be designed and
deployed at some number of locations selected to cover a range of PM2.5 air quality conditions
with emphasis given to locations with continuous PM2.5 mass and speciation monitoring as well
as 24-hour mass and speciation sampling. Information from such a pilot monitoring program
could be used to:
o evaluate the performance of PM2.5 light extinction monitoring methods that could
ultimately be use as an FRM;
o evaluate and refine approaches for apportioning 24-hour PM2.5 species to hourly
values (needed for sites without continuous PM2.5 speciation monitoring);
o evaluate and refine light extinction calculation algorithms for use in urban settings;
and
o conduct the visibility effects assessment for the next PM secondary NAAQS.
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This chapter presents staff conclusions with regard to the current suite of secondary PM
standards to protect against PM-related welfare effects other than visibility impairment.
Specifically, staff has assessed the relevant information related to effects of atmospheric PM on
the environment, including effects on climate, ecological effects, and effects on materials. Our
assessment is framed by a series of key policy-relevant questions, which expand upon those
presented in the Integrated Review Plan (IRP) (US EPA, 2008a, section 3.2). The answers to
these questions will inform decisions on whether to retain or revise the current suite of secondary
PM standards.
In presenting staff conclusions with regard to the current secondary standards relative to
PM-related effects on climate, ecological effects, and materials, we note that the final decision is
largely a public welfare policy judgment. A final decision must draw upon scientific information
and analyses about non-visibility PM-related effects and related impacts on public welfare, as
well as judgments about how to deal with the range of uncertainties that are inherent in the
scientific evidence and analyses. Our approach to informing these judgments is discussed more
fully below. This approach is consistent with the requirements of the NAAQS provisions of the
Act and with how EPA and the courts have historically interpreted the Act. These provisions
require the Administrator to establish secondary standards that, in the Administrator’s judgment,
are requisite to protect public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse effects associated
with the presence of the pollutant in the ambient air. In so doing, the Administrator seeks to
establish standards that are neither more nor less stringent than necessary for this purpose. The
Act does not require that secondary standards be set at a zero-risk level, but rather at a level that
avoids unacceptable public welfare impacts.
Information on the approaches used to set the secondary PM standards in past reviews as
well as our current approach for this review are presented in section 5.1. A discussion of the
scope of the review as related to non-visibility welfare effects of PM is included in section 5.1.2.
This chapter considers each of the non-visibility welfare effects separately. The discussion of
PM-associated effects on climate (section 5.2), ecological effects (section 5.3), and materials
(section 5.4) are each followed by a consideration of key uncertainties and areas for future
research and data collection.
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Background information on the approaches used to establish the PM secondary standards
in 1997 and revisions to those standards in 2006 are summarized below. This section also
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includes a discussion of the ongoing joint review of ecological effects of oxides of nitrogen and
sulfur (NOx/SOx secondary NAAQS review) for clarity, since depositional effects of PM
components of NOx and SOx to ecosystems were historically considered as a component of the
PM secondary review. Lastly, there is a discussion of the current approach for evaluating the
effects of PM on climate, ecosystems, and materials using evidence-based considerations to
inform our understanding of the key policy-relevant issues.
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In the 1997 review, as discussed in section 2.1.1.1, EPA determined that for the primary
standard the fine and coarse fractions of PM10 should be considered separately and added a suite
of new primary standards, using PM2.5, as the indicator for fine particles, and retaining PM10 as
the indicator for regulating thoracic coarse particles. The EPA established two new PM2.5
standards: an annual standard of 15 µg/m3, based on the 3-year average of annual arithmetic
mean PM2.5 concentrations from single or multiple community-oriented monitors; and a 24-hour
standard of 65 µg/m3, based on the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of 24-hour PM2.5
concentrations at each population-oriented monitor within an area (62 FR 38652, July 18, 1997).
With respect to the secondary PM standards, EPA concluded in 1997 that the available
evidence on effects of PM on non-visibility welfare endpoints was not sufficient to warrant a
separate secondary standard. Therefore, the secondary standards were set equal to the primary
PM2.5 and PM10 standards in the final rule to provide protection against effects on visibility as
well as materials damage and soiling effects related to fine and coarse particles (62 FR 38683).
 5HYLHZ&RPSOHWHGLQ
In 2006, the Administrator concluded that there was insufficient information to consider a
distinct secondary standard based on PM-related impacts to ecosystems, materials damage and
soiling, and climatic and radiative processes (71 FR 61144, October 17, 2006). Specifically,
there was a lack of evidence linking various non-visibility welfare effects to specific levels of
ambient PM. To provide a level of protection for welfare-related effects, the secondary
standards were set equal to the revised primary standards to directionally improve the level of
protection afforded vegetation, ecosystems and materials (71 FR 61210).
In the last review, the 2004 AQCD concluded that regardless of size fraction, particles
containing nitrates and sulfates have the greatest potential for widespread environmental
significance (US EPA, 2004, sections 4.2.2 and 4.2.3.1). Considerable supporting evidence was
available that indicated a significant role of NOx, SOx, and transformation products in
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acidification and nutrient enrichment of terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems (71 FR 61209). The
recognition of these ecological effects, coupled with other considerations detailed below, led
EPA to initiate a joint review of the NO2 and SO2 secondary NAAQS that will consider the
gaseous and particulate species of NOx and SOx with respect to the ecosystem-related welfare
effects that result from the deposition of these pollutants and transformation products.
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Non-visibility welfare-based effects of oxides of nitrogen and sulfur are divided between
two NAAQS reviews; (1) the PM NAAQS review and, (2) the joint NOx/SOx secondary
NAAQS review. The scope of each document and the components of nitrogen (N) and sulfur (S)
considered in each review are detailed in this section and summarized in Table 5-1.
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In reviewing the current suite of secondary PM standards to address visibility impairment
(chapter 4), climate forcing effects (section 5.2), and other welfare-related effects (sections 5.3
and 5.4), all PM-related effects that are not being covered in the NOx/SOx review are
considered. With regard to the materials section (5.4), the discussion has been expanded to
include particles and gases that are associated with the presence of ambient NOx and SOx, as
well as NOy, NH3 and NHX for completeness. By excluding the effects associated with
deposited particulate matter components of NOx and SOx and their transformation products
which are addressed fully in the NOx/SOx secondary review, as outlined below, the discussion
of ecological effects of PM has been narrowed to focus on effects associated with the deposition
of metals and, to a lesser extent, organics (section 5.3).
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This is the first time since the NAAQS were established in 1971 that a joint review of the
secondary NAAQS for NOx and SOx has been conducted. This review is being conducted
because the atmospheric chemistry and environmental effects of NOx, SOx, and their associated
transformation products are linked, and because the National Research Council (NRC) has
recommended that EPA consider multiple pollutants, as appropriate, in forming the scientific
basis for the NAAQS. The NOx/SOx secondary review focuses on the welfare effects associated
with exposures from deposited particulate and gaseous forms of oxides of nitrogen and sulfur
and related N and S containing compounds and transformation products on ecosystem receptors.
An assessment of the complex ecological effects associated with N deposition requires
consideration of multiple forms of N. These include evaluation of data on inorganic reduced
forms of N (e.g., ammonia [NH3] and ammonium ion [NH4+]), inorganic oxidized forms (e.g.,
NOx, nitric acid [HNO3], nitrous oxide [N2O], nitrate [NO3í]), and organic N compounds (e.g.,
urea, amines, proteins, nucleic acids). In addition to acidification and N-nutrient enrichment,
other welfare effects related to deposition of N-and S-containing compounds are discussed, such
as SOx interactions with mercury (Hg) methylation. In addition, the NOx/SOx secondary review
includes evidence related to direct ecological effects of gas-phase NOx and SOx since the direct
effects of gas-phase SOx on vegetation formed a primary basis for the initial establishment of the
secondary NAAQS for SO2.
Effects of acidifying deposition associated with particulate N and S are covered in the
recent Integrated Science Assessment for Oxides of Nitrogen and Sulfur-Ecological Criteria
(Final Report, US EPA, 2008c). The Risk and Exposure Assessment for Review of the
Secondary National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Oxides of Nitrogen and Oxides of Sulfur
(Final)(NOx/SOx REA) (US EPA, 2009h) considers four main targeted ecosystem effects
considered in the review of secondary effects of NOx and SOx: (1) aquatic acidification due to N
and S, (2) terrestrial acidification due to N and S, (3) aquatic nutrient enrichment, including
eutrophication and (4) terrestrial nutrient enrichment. In the Policy Assessment for Review of the
Secondary National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Oxides of Nitrogen and Oxides of Sulfur
(US EPA, 2011) an acidification index is being considered. This index provides potential
ecosystem protection from deposition related to atmospheric concentrations.
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The remainder of this chapter summarizes and highlights key aspects of the policy
relevant information from the ISA to help inform the Administrator’s judgments regarding the
adequacy of the current suite of secondary PM NAAQS in relation to climate processes,
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ecological effects, and materials damage. The ISA uses a five-level hierarchy that classifies the
weight of evidence for causation, not just association, into a qualitative statement about the
overall weight of evidence and causality (US EPA, 2009a, section 1.5.5, Table 1-3): causal
relationship; likely to be a causal relationship; suggestive of a causal relationship; inadequate to
infer a causal relationship; not likely to be a causal relationship (see US EPA, 2009a, Table 1-3).
Staff is evaluating evidence-based considerations primarily by assessing the evidence of
associations identified in the ISA. All relationships between PM and climate, ecological effects,
and materials damage effects identified in the ISA are considered to be either “likely causal” or
“causal”. The staff’s approach in this review of non-visibility welfare effects of PM is to
consider information regarding particulate matter effects on climate, ecological endpoints and
materials. This includes new literature available since the last review as well as existing,
relevant information as presented in the ISA (US EPA 2009a).
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Information and conclusions about what is currently known about the role of PM in
climate is summarized in Chapter 9 of the PM ISA (US EPA, 2009a). The ISA concludes; “that
a causal relationship exists between PM and effects on climate, including both direct effects on
radiative forcing and indirect effects that involve cloud feedbacks that influence precipitation
formation and cloud lifetimes” (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.3.10). Material from the climate
section of the ISA is principally drawn from the U.S. Climate Change Science Program
Synthesis and Assessment Product 2.3, Atmospheric Aerosol Properties and Climate Impacts, by
Chin et al., (CCSP 2009) and Chapter 2, Changes in Atmospheric Constituents and in Radiative
Forcing,(Forster et al., 2007) in the comprehensive Working Group I report in the Fourth
Assessment Report (AR4) from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), Climate
Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis. Sections 9.3.7 (Fire as a Special Source of PM
Welfare Effects), 9.3.9 (Other Special Sources and Effects), 9.3.9.1 (Glaciers and Snowpack)
and 9.3.9.3 (Effects on Local and Regional Climate) of the ISA were written by NCEA staff.
This section of the PA summarizes and synthesizes the policy-relevant science in the ISA for the
purpose of helping to inform consideration of climate aspects in the review of the secondary PM
NAAQS.
Atmospheric PM (referred to as aerosols1 in the remainder of this section to be consistent
with the ISA) affects multiple aspects of climate. These include absorbing and scattering of

1

In the sections of the ISA included from IPCC AR4 and CCSP SAP2.3, ‘aerosols’ is more frequently used than
“PM” and that word is retained.
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incoming solar radiation, alterations in terrestrial radiation, effects on the hydrological cycle, and
changes in cloud properties (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.3.1). Major aerosol components that
contribute to climate processes include black carbon (BC), organic carbon (OC), sulfates, nitrates
and mineral dusts. There is a considerable ongoing research effort focused on understanding
aerosol contributions to changes in global mean temperature and precipitation patterns. The
Climate Change Research Initiative identified research on atmospheric concentrations and effects
of aerosols as a high research priority (National Research Council, 2001) and the IPCC 2007
Summary for Policymakers states that anthropogenic contributions to aerosols remain the
dominant uncertainty in radiative forcing (IPCC 2007). The current state of the science of
climate alterations attributed to PM is in flux as a result of continually updated information.


$GHTXDF\RIWKH&XUUHQW6WDQGDUGV

In considering the adequacy of the suite of secondary standards, staff addresses the
following overarching question:
'RHVFXUUHQWO\DYDLODEOHVFLHQWLILFLQIRUPDWLRQDVUHIOHFWHGLQWKH,6$VXSSRUWRUFDOOLQWR
TXHVWLRQWKHDGHTXDF\RIWKHSURWHFWLRQIRUFOLPDWHHIIHFWVDIIRUGHGE\WKHFXUUHQWVXLWHRI
VHFRQGDU\30VWDQGDUGV"
To inform the answer to this overarching question, staff has posed specific questions to
aid in assessing the available scientific evidence as related to climate effects attributed to
aerosols. In considering the currently available scientific and technical information, we included
both the information available from the last review and information that is newly available since
the last review synthesized in Chapter 9 of the ISA (US EPA, 2009a).
x

:KDWQHZWHFKQLTXHVDUHDYDLODEOHWRLPSURYHRXUXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIFOLPDWHHIIHFWVRI
DHURVROV"

Global climate change has increasingly been the focus of intense international research
endeavors. Major efforts are underway to understand the complexities inherent in atmospheric
aerosol interactions and to decrease uncertainties associated with climate estimations. Two recent
reports, the US CCSP Product 2.3 and sections of the IPCC AR4 were combined to form the
climate discussion in the ISA (CCSP 2009; Forster et al., 2007). A review of the most recently
available techniques for assessing climate-aerosol relationships is presented in the ISA. Aerosol
measurement capabilities reviewed in the ISA include a discussion of the increasingly
sophisticated instrumentation and techniques available for quantifying aerosols, the enhanced
sensing capabilities of satellites, development of remote sensing networks and synergy of
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measurements with model simulations (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.3.2). Advances in measured
aerosol properties as related to modeling as well as outstanding issues remaining in these
measurement-based studies are elaborated in the ISA (US EPA, 2009a, sections 9.3.3 and 9.3.4).
Section 9.3.6 of the ISA, “Global Aerosol Modeling” considers the capabilities of climate
modeling that have developed over the last decade and limitations of the techniques currently in
use (US EPA, 2009a).
x

7RZKDWH[WHQWGRHVQHZO\DYDLODEOHHYLGHQFHLPSURYHRXUXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHQDWXUH
DQGPDJQLWXGHRIFOLPDWHUHVSRQVHVWR30 DHURVROV "

Aerosols have direct and indirect effects on climate processes. The direct effects of
aerosols on climate result mainly from particles scattering light away from earth into space,
directly altering the radiative balance of the Earth-atmosphere system. This reflection of solar
radiation back to space decreases the transmission of visible radiation to the surface of the earth
and results in a decrease in the heating rate of the surface and the lower atmosphere. At the same
time, absorption of either incoming solar radiation or outgoing terrestrial radiation by particles,
primarily BC, results in an increased heating rate in the lower atmosphere. Global estimates of
aerosol direct radiative forcing (RF) were recently summarized using a combined model-based
estimate (Forster et al., 2007). The overall, model-derived aerosol direct RF was estimated in the
IPCC AR4 as -0.5 (-0.9 to -0.1) watts per square meter (W/m2), with an overall level of scientific
understanding of this effect as “medium low” (Forster et al., 2007), indicating a net cooling
effect in contrast to greenhouse gases (GHGs) which have a warming effect.
The contribution of individual aerosol components to total aerosol direct radiative forcing
is more uncertain than the global average (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.3.6.6). The direct effect of
radiative scattering by atmospheric particles exerts an overall net cooling of the atmosphere,
while particle absorption of solar radiation leads to warming. For example, the presence of OC
and sulfates decrease warming from sunlight by scattering shortwave radiation back into space.
Such a perturbation of incoming radiation by anthropogenic aerosols is designated as aerosol
climate forcing, which is distinguished from the aerosol radiative effect of the total aerosol
(natural plus anthropogenic). The aerosol climate forcing and radiative effect are characterized
by large spatial and temporal heterogeneities due to the wide variety of aerosol sources, the
spatial non-uniformity and intermittency of these sources, the short atmospheric lifetime of
aerosols (relative to that of the greenhouse gases), and processing (chemical and microphysical)
that occurs in the atmosphere. For example, OC can be warming (positive forcer) when
deposited on or suspended over a highly reflective surface such as snow or ice but, on a global
average, is a negative forcer in the atmosphere.
More information has also become available on indirect effects of aerosols. Particles in
the atmosphere indirectly affect both cloud albedo (reflectivity) and cloud lifetime by modifying
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the cloud amount, and microphysical and radiative properties (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.3.6.4).
The RF due to these indirect effects (cloud albedo effect) of aerosols is estimated in the IPCC
AR4 to be -0.7(-1.8 to -0.3) W/m2 with the level of scientific understanding of this effect as
“low” (Forster et al., 2007). Aerosols act as cloud condensation nuclei (CCN) for cloud
formation. Increased particulates in the atmosphere available as CCN with no change in
moisture content of the clouds have resulted in an increase in the number and decrease in the size
of cloud droplets in certain clouds that can increase the albedo of the clouds (the Twomey
effect). Smaller particles slow the onset of precipitation and prolong cloud lifetime. This effect,
coupled with changes in cloud albedo, increases the reflection of solar radiation back into space.
The altitude of clouds also affects cloud radiative forcing. Low clouds reflect incoming sunlight
back to space but do not effectively trap outgoing radiation, thus cooling the planet, while higher
elevation clouds reflect some sunlight but more effectively can trap outgoing radiation and act to
warm the planet (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.3.3.5).
The total negative RF due to direct and indirect effects of aerosols computed from the top
of the atmosphere, on a global average, is estimated at -1.3 (-2.2 to -0.5) W/m2 in contrast to the
positive RF of +2.9 (+3.2 to +2.6) W/m2 for anthropogenic GHGs (IPCC 2007, pg. 200).
The understanding of the magnitude of aerosol effects on climate has increased
substantially in the last decade. Data on the atmospheric transport and deposition of aerosols
indicate a significant role for PM components in multiple aspects of climate. Aerosols can
impact glaciers, snowpack, regional water supplies, precipitation and climate patterns (US EPA,
2009a, section 9.3.9). Aerosols deposited on ice or snow can lead to melting and subsequent
decrease of surface albedo (US EPA 2009a, section 9.3.9.2). Aerosols are potentially important
agents of climate warming in the Arctic and other locations (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.3.9).
Incidental fires and biomass burning are being recognized as having a significant impact on
PM2.5 concentrations and climate forcing. Intermittent fires can occur at large enough scales to
affect hemispheric aerosol concentrations (US EPA 2009a, section 9.3.7).
A series of studies available since the last review examine the role of aerosols on local
and regional scale climate processes (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.3.9.3). Studies on the South
Coast Air Basin (SCAB) in California indicate aerosols may reduce near-surface wind speeds,
which, in turn reduce evaporation rates and increase cloud lifetimes. The overall impact can be a
reduction in local precipitation (Jacobson and Kaufmann, 2006). Conditions in the SCAB impact
ecologically sensitive areas including the Sierra Nevadas. Precipitation suppression due to
aerosols in California (Givati and Rosenfield, 2004) and other similar studies in Utah and
Colorado found that orographic precipitation decreased by 15-30% downwind of pollution
sources. Evidence of regional-scale impacts of aerosols on meteorological conditions in other
regions of the U.S. is lacking.
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x

7RZKDWH[WHQWGRHVWKHFXUUHQWO\DYDLODEOHLQIRUPDWLRQSURYLGHHYLGHQFHRIDVVRFLDWLRQ
EHWZHHQVSHFLILF30FRQVWLWXHQWV LH%&2&VXOIDWHV DQGFOLPDWHUHODWHGHIIHFWV"

Advances in the understanding of aerosol components and how they contribute to climate
change have enabled refined global forcing estimates of individual PM constituents. The global
mean radiative effect from individual components of aerosols was estimated for the first time in
the IPCC AR4 where they were reported to be (all in W/m2 units): -0.4 (+0.2) for sulfate, -0.05
(+0.05) for fossil fuel-derived OC, +0.2 (+0.15) for fossil fuel derived BC, +0.03 (+0.12) for
biomass burning, -0.1 (+0.1) for nitrates, and -0.1 (+0.2) for mineral dust (US EPA, 2009a,
section 9.3.10). Sulfate and fossil fuel-derived OC cause negative forcing whereas BC causes
positive forcing because of its highly absorbing nature (US EPA, 2009a, 9.3.6.3). Although BC
comprises only a small fraction of anthropogenic aerosol mass load and aerosol optical depth
(AOD), its forcing efficiency (with respect to either AOD or mass) is an order of magnitude
stronger than sulfate and particulate organic matter (POM), so its positive shortwave forcing
largely offsets the negative direct forcing from sulfate and POM (IPCC, 2007; US EPA 2009a,
9.3.6.3). Global loadings for nitrates and anthropogenic dust remain very difficult to estimate,
making the radiative forcing estimates for these constituents particularly uncertain (US EPA,
2009a, section 9.3.7).
Improved estimates of anthropogenic emissions of some aerosols, especially BC and OC,
have promoted the development of improved global emissions inventories and source-specific
emissions factors useful in climate modeling (Bond et al. 2004). Recent data suggests that BC is
one of the largest individual warming agents after carbon dioxide (CO2) and perhaps methane
(CH4) (Jacobson 2000; Sato et al., 2003; Bond and Sun 2005). There are several studies
modeling BC effects on climate and/or considering emission reduction measures on
anthropogenic warming detailed in section 9.3.9 of the ISA. In the U.S., most of the warming
aerosols are emitted by biomass burning and internal engine combustion and much of the cooling
aerosols are formed in the atmosphere by oxidation of SO2 or VOC’s. (US EPA, 2009a, section
3.3). Fires release large amounts of BC, CO2, CH4 and OC (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.3.7).


6WDII&RQFOXVLRQV

Aerosols alter climate processes directly through radiative forcing and by indirect effects
on cloud brightness, changes in precipitation and possible changes in cloud lifetimes.
x

Individual components of aerosols differ in their reflective properties, and direction of
climate forcing. Overall, based on current estimates of aerosol radiative forcing,
aerosols have a net climate cooling effect.
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x

Most climate model simulations are based on global scale scenarios. These models
may fail to consider the local variations in climate forcing due to emissions sources
and local meteorological patterns.

x

Most of the warming aerosols in the U.S. are emitted by biomass burning and internal
engine combustion. Much of the cooling aerosols are formed in the atmosphere by
oxidation of SO2 or VOC’s. The relative mix and sources of warming and cooling
components will vary in areas across the U.S. and over time. Thus, a set of controls
to reduce warming PM would not necessarily reduce cooling PM and vice versa.

Collectively taking into consideration the responses to specific questions regarding the
adequacy of the current secondary PM standards for climate effects, we revisit the overarching
question: “does available scientific information, as reflected in the ISA, support or call into
question the adequacy of the protection for climate effects afforded by the current suite of
secondary PM standards?” As an initial matter, we considered the appropriateness of the current
secondary standard defined in terms of PM2.5 and PM10 indicators, for providing protection
against potential climate effects of aerosols. Newly available scientific information on climateaerosol relationships has improved our understanding of direct and indirect effects of aerosols
and aerosol properties. The major aerosol components that contribute to climate processes
include BC, OC, sulfate, nitrate and mineral dusts. These components vary in their reflectivity,
forcing efficiencies and even in the direction of climate forcing. The current standards that are
defined in terms of aggregate size mass cannot be expected to appropriately target controls on
components of fine and coarse particles that are related to climate forcing effects. Thus, the
current mass-based PM2.5 and PM10 secondary standards are not an appropriate or effective
means of focusing protection against PM-associated climate effects due to these differences in
components.
Overall, there is a net climate cooling associated with aerosols in the global atmosphere
(US EPA, 2009a, section 9.2.10). Staff recognizes that some individual aerosol components,
such as BC, are positive climate forcers, whereas others, such as OC and sulfates, are negative
climate forcers. The relative mix of components will vary in areas across the U.S. and over time.
Due to the spatial and temporal heterogeneity of PM components that contribute to climate
forcing, uncertainties in the measurement of aerosol components, inadequate consideration of
aerosol impacts in climate modeling, insufficient data on local and regional microclimate
variations and heterogeneity of cloud formations, it is not currently feasible to conduct a
quantitative analysis for the purpose of informing revisions of the current NAAQS PM standard
based on climate. Based on these considerations, we conclude that there is insufficient
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information at this time to base a national ambient standard on climate impacts associated with
current ambient concentrations of PM or its constituents.2


.H\8QFHUWDLQWLHVDQG$UHDVIRU)XWXUH5HVHDUFKDQG'DWD&ROOHFWLRQ

Although considerable progress is being made in estimating aerosol contributions to
radiative forcing and climate fluctuations, significant uncertainties remain that preclude
consideration of climate effects as a basis for establishing a separate NAAQS secondary
standard. Further research into the effects of aerosols on climate could provide important
information to reduce these uncertainties.
A major impediment at this time to establishing a secondary standard for PM based on
climate is the lack of accurate measurement of aerosol contributions, specifically quantification
of aerosol absorption and inability to separate the anthropogenic component from total aerosol
forcing. Section 9.3.4 of the ISA details the current limitations in aerosol measurement. Most
measurement studies focus on the sum of natural and anthropogenic contributions under clear
sky conditions, however, this scenario is simplistic when effects of cloud cover and differing
reflective properties of land and ocean are considered. Satellite measurements do not currently
have the capability to distinguish anthropogenic from natural aerosols. Due to a lack of data on
the vertical distribution of aerosols, above-cloud aerosols and profiles of atmospheric radiative
heating are poorly understood (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.3.4).
Another uncertainty in considering climate effects of PM in the NAAQS review is the
spatial and temporal heterogeneity of aerosols. In regions having high concentrations of
anthropogenic aerosols, aerosol forcing is greater than the global average, and can exceed
warming by GHGs, locally reversing the sign of the forcing (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.3.1).
The contributions of policy-relevant background (PRB) concentrations to aerosol climate forcing
are not sufficiently characterized (US EPA, 2009a, section 3.7). Emissions of carbonaceous
aerosols from intermittent fires and volcanic activity can further complicate regional climate
forcing estimates (US EPA, 2009a, sections 9.3.7 and 9.3.8). Individual components of aerosols
may either be positive or negative climate forcers. Airborne PM components may be directly
emitted or undergo a variety of physical and chemical interactions and transformations. These
result in changes in particle size, structure and composition which alter aerosol reflective
properties. Aerosols can grow in size in the atmosphere because ambient water vapor condenses
on individual particles, a phenomenon known as hygroscopic growth (US EPA, 2009a, section

2

Given the reasons discussed above, this conclusion would apply for both the secondary (welfare based) and the
primary (health based) standards.
5-12

9.3.6.2). Atmospheric lifetimes of individual aerosol components vary greatly confounding
tracking source receptor relationships.
Improved representation of aerosols in climate models is essential to more accurately
predict the role of PM in climate forcing (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.3.6.7). The influence of
aerosols on climate is not yet adequately taken into account in computer predictions although
considerable progress in being made in this area. For example, PM components
underrepresented or missing from many models include nitrate aerosols and anthropogenic
secondary aerosols (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.3.6.7). The modeling of aerosol indirect effects
and absorption is difficult due to the high level of uncertainty associated with these climate
factors.
The interaction of PM with clouds remains a large source of uncertainty in climate
estimates. The interactions of aerosols with clouds and linkages between clouds and the overall
climate system are complex and limit the feasibility of conducting quantitative analysis for the
purpose of establishing a secondary PM standard based on welfare effects on climate processes.
There are uncertainties associated with the potential effects of the alternative standards
for visibility discussed in Chapter 4 on regional radiative forcing and climate. A secondary
standard for visibility based on light extinction would result in reduced emissions that affect PM
in areas where monitoring shows exceedance of the standard. The extinction budget work
conducted for the UFVA (Figure 3-13, U.S. EPA, 2010b) and second draft PA (US EPA, 2010f,
Appendix B) indicates that most of the current visibility impact contributions on worst days
comes from light scattering particles (e.g., nitrates, sulfates) that are negative climate forcers, and
a smaller portion comes from absorbing aerosols (e.g., black carbon) that are positive climate
forcers. The relative proportions of scattering and absorbing particles vary by location and some
major contributing emission sources contribute to both scattering and absorbing PM, so it is
unclear how the ratio of scattering to absorption might change in response to a secondary
standard for visibility affects. However, since the prevailing mixture of aerosol is thought to
have a net cooling effect on regional climate, reducing PM and light scattering aerosols could
lead to increased radiative forcing and regional climate warming while having a beneficial effect
on visibility.



(&2/2*,&$/())(&76
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Information on what is currently known about ecological effects of PM is summarized in
Chapter 9 of the ISA (US EPA, 2009a). Four main categories of ecological effects are identified
in the ISA: direct effects, effects of PM-altered radiative flux, indirect effects of trace metals and
indirect effects of organics. Exposure to PM for direct effects occur via deposition (e.g. wet, dry
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or occult) to vegetation surfaces, while indirect effects occur via deposition to ecosystem soils or
surface waters where the deposited constituents of PM then interacts with biological organisms.
Both fine and coarse-mode particles may affect plants and other organisms; however, PM size
classes do not necessarily relate to ecological effects (U.S. EPA, 1996). More often the chemical
constituents drive the ecosystem response to PM (Grantz et al., 2003). The trace metal
constituents of PM considered in the ecological effects section of the ISA are cadmium (Cd),
copper (Cu), chromium (Cr), mercury (Hg), nickel (Ni) and zinc (Zn). Ecological effects of lead
(Pb) in particulate form are covered in the Air Quality Criteria Document for Lead (US EPA,
2006). The organics included in the ecological effects section of the ISA are persistent organic
pollutants (POPs), polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and polybromiated diphenyl ethers
(PBDEs).
Ecological effects of PM include direct effects to metabolic processes of plant foliage;
contribution to total metal loading resulting in alteration of soil biogeochemistry and
microbiology, plant and animal growth and reproduction; and contribution to total organics
loading resulting in bioaccumulation and biomagnification across trophic levels. It is important
to emphasize that the metal and organic constituents of PM contribute to total metal and organic
loads in ecosystems.
The ISA states that overall, ecological evidence is sufficient to conclude that a causal
relationship is likely to exist between deposition of PM and a variety of effects on individual
organisms and ecosystems based on information from the previous review and limited new
findings in this review (US EPA, 2009a, sections 2.5.3 and 9.4.7). However the ISA also finds,
in many cases, it is difficult to characterize the nature and magnitude of effects and to quantify
relationships between ambient concentrations of PM and ecosystem response due to significant
data gaps and uncertainties as well as considerable variability that exists in the components of
PM and their various ecological effects.
Ecological effects of PM must then be evaluated to determine if they are known or
anticipated to have an adverse impact on public welfare. Characterizing a known or anticipated
adverse effect to public welfare is an important component of developing any secondary
NAAQS. The most recent secondary NAAQS reviews have assessed changes in ecosystem
structure or processes using a weight-of-evidence approach that uses both quantitative and
qualitative data. For example, the 2008 ozone (O3) final rule and 2010 O3 proposal conclude that
a determination of what constitutes an “adverse” welfare effect in the context of secondary
NAAQS review can appropriately occur by considering effects at higher ecological levels
(populations, communities, ecosystems) as supported by recent literature. In the 2008
rulemaking and current ozone proposal, the interpretation of what constitutes an adverse effect
on vegetation can vary depending on the location and intended use of the plant. The degree to
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which O3-related effects are considered adverse depends on the intended use of the vegetation
and its significance to public welfare (73 FR 16496, March 27, 2008; 75 FR 2938, January 19,
2010). Therefore, effects (e.g. biomass loss, foliar injury) may be judged to have a different
degree of impact on public welfare depending, for example, on whether that effect occurs in a
Class I area, a city park, commercial cropland or private land.
A paradigm useful in evaluating ecological adversity is the concept of ecosystem
services. Ecosystem services identify the varied and numerous ways that ecosystems are
important to human welfare. Ecosystems provide many goods and services that are of vital
importance for the functioning of the biosphere and provide the basis for the delivery of tangible
benefits to human society. An EPA initiative to consider how ecosystem structure and function
can be interpreted through an ecosystem services approach has resulted in the inclusion of
ecosystem services in the NOx/SOx REA (US EPA, 2009h). The Millennium Ecosystem
Assessment (MEA) defines these to include supporting, provisioning, regulating and cultural
services (Hassan et al., 2005):
x

Supporting services are necessary for the production of all other ecosystem services.
Some examples include biomass production, production of atmospheric O2, soil
formation and retention, nutrient cycling, water cycling, and provisioning of habitat.
Biodiversity is a supporting service that is increasingly recognized to sustain many of
the goods and services that humans enjoy from ecosystems. These provide a basis for
three higher-level categories of services.

x

Provisioning services, such as products (Gitay et al., 2001) i.e., food (including game,
roots, seeds, nuts, and other fruit, spices, fodder), fiber (including wood, textiles), and
medicinal and cosmetic products (including aromatic plants, pigments).

x

Regulating services that are of paramount importance for human society such as (a) C
sequestration, (b) climate and water regulation, (c) protection from natural hazards
such as floods, avalanches, or rock-fall, (d) water and air purification, and (e) disease
and pest regulation.

x

Cultural services that satisfy human spiritual and aesthetic appreciation of ecosystems
and their components.

An important consideration in evaluating biologically adverse effects of PM and linkages
to ecosystem services is that many of the MEA categories overlap and any one pollutant may
impact multiple services. For example, deposited PM may alter the composition of soilassociated microbial communities, which may affect supporting services such as nutrient
cycling. Changes in available soil nutrients could result in alterations to provisioning services
such as timber yield and regulating services such as climate regulation. If enough information is
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available, these alterations can be quantified based upon economic approaches for estimating the
value of ecosystem services. Valuation may be important from a policy perspective because it
can be used to compare the benefits of altering versus maintaining an ecosystem. Knowledge
about the relationships linking ambient concentrations and ecosystem services can be used to
inform a policy judgment on a known or anticipated adverse public welfare effect.
This policy assessment seeks to build upon and focus this body of science using the
concept of ecosystem services to qualitatively evaluate linkages between biologically adverse
effects and particulate deposition. This approach is similar to that taken in the NOx/SOx REA in
which the relationship between air quality indicators, deposition of N and S, ecologically
relevant indicators and effects on sensitive receptors are linked to changes in ecosystem structure
and services (US EPA, 2009h). This approach considers the benefits received from the resources
and processes that are supplied by ecosystems. Ecosystem components (e.g. plants, soils, water,
wildlife) are impacted by PM air pollution, which may alter the services provided by the
ecosystems in question. The goals of this policy assessment are: (1) to identify ecological effects
associated with PM deposition that can be linked to ecosystem services and (2) to qualitatively
evaluate ecological endpoints when possible. Keeping these goals and guidelines in mind,
limited new data on PM effects on plants, soil and nutrient cycling, wildlife and water are
evaluated in the context of ecosystem services to qualitatively evaluate linkages between
biologically adverse effects and particulate deposition for the purpose of evaluating the adequacy
of the current standard.


$GHTXDF\RIWKH&XUUHQW6WDQGDUGV

In considering the adequacy of the suite of secondary standards, staff addresses the
following overarching question:
'RHVDYDLODEOHVFLHQWLILFLQIRUPDWLRQDVUHIOHFWHGLQWKH,6$VXSSRUWRUFDOOLQWRTXHVWLRQ
WKHDGHTXDF\RIWKHSURWHFWLRQDIIRUGHGE\WKHFXUUHQWVXLWHRIVHFRQGDU\30VWDQGDUGVIRU
YHJHWDWLRQDQGHFRV\VWHPVIURPWKHHIIHFWVRIGHSRVLWHGSDUWLFXODWHPHWDOVDQGRUJDQLFV"
To inform the answer to this overarching question, staff has posed specific questions to
aid in assessing the available scientific evidence as related to ecosystem effects attributed to PM
deposition as presented in the ISA (US EPA, 2009a).
x

7RZKDWH[WHQWKDVNH\VFLHQWLILFHYLGHQFHEHFRPHDYDLODEOHWRLPSURYHRXU
XQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHQDWXUHDQGPDJQLWXGHRIHFRV\VWHPUHVSRQVHVWKHYDULDELOLW\
DVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHVHUHVSRQVHVDQGWKHLPSDFWRI30RQHFRV\VWHPVHUYLFHV"

Key scientific evidence regarding PM effects on plants, soil and nutrient cycling, wildlife
and water available since the last review is summarized below to evaluate how this information
has improved our understanding of ecosystem responses to PM.
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Plants
As primary producers, plants play a pivotal role in energy flow through ecosystems.
Ecosystem services derived from plants include all of the categories (supporting, provisioning,
regulating, cultural) identified in the MEA (Hassan et al., 2005). Vegetation supports other
ecosystem processes by cycling nutrients through food webs and serving as a source of organic
material for soil formation and enrichment. Trees and plants provide food, wood, fiber, and fuel
for human consumption. Flora help to regulate climate by sequestering CO2, control flooding by
stabilizing soils and cycling water via uptake and evapotranspiration. Plants are significant in
aesthetic, spiritual and recreational aspects of human interactions.
Particulate matter can adversely impact plants and ecosystem services provided by plants
by deposition to vegetative surfaces (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.4.3). Particulates deposited on
the surfaces of leaves and needles can block light, altering the radiation received by the plant.
PM deposition can obstruct stomata limiting gas exchange, damage leaf cuticles and increase
plant temperatures. This level of PM accumulation is typically observed near sources of heavy
deposition such as smelters and mining operations (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.4.3). Plants
growing on roadsides exhibit impact damage from near-road PM deposition, having higher levels
of organics and heavy metals, and accumulate salt from road de-icing during winter months (US
EPA, 2009a, sections 9.4.3.1 and 9.4.5.7).
In addition to damage to plant surfaces, deposited PM can be taken up by plants from soil
or foliage. The ability of vegetation to take up heavy metals and organics is dependent upon the
amount, solubility and chemical composition of the deposited PM. Uptake of PM by plants from
soils and vegetative surfaces can disrupt photosynthesis, alter pigments and mineral content,
reduce plant vigor, decrease frost hardiness and impair root development. The ISA indicates that
there are little or no effects on foliar processes at ambient levels of PM (US EPA, 2009a,
sections 9.4.3 and 9.4.7) however, damage due to atmospheric pollution can occur near pointsources or under conditions where plants are subjected to multiple stressors.
Though all heavy metals can be directly toxic at sufficiently high concentrations, only
Cu, Ni, and Zn have been documented as being frequently toxic to plants (U.S. EPA, 2004),
while toxicity due to Cd, Co, and Pb has been observed less frequently (Smith, 1990; US EPA
2009a, section 9.4.5.3). In general, plant growth is negatively correlated with trace metal and
heavy metal concentration in soils and plant tissue (Audet and Charest, 2007). Trace metals,
particularly heavy metals, can influence forest growth. Growth suppression of foliar microflora
has been shown to result from Fe, Al, and Zn. These three metals can also inhibit fungal spore
formation, as can Cd, Cr, Mg, and Ni (see Smith, 1990). Metals cause stress and decreased
photosynthesis (Kucera et al., 2008) and disrupt numerous enzymes and metabolic pathways
(Strydom et al., 2006). Excessive concentrations of metals result in phytotoxicity through: (i)
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changes in the permeability of the cell membrane; (ii) reactions of sulfydryl (-SH) groups with
cations; (iii) affinity for reacting with phosphate groups and active groups of ADP or ATP; and
(iv) replacement of essential ions (Patra et al., 2004).
New information since the last review provides additional evidence of plant uptake of
organics (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.4.6). An area of active study is the impact of PAHs on
provisioning ecosystem services due to the potential for human and other animal exposure via
food consumption (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.4.6 page 9-190). The uptake of PAHs depends on
the plant species, site of deposition, physical and chemical properties of the organic compound
and prevailing environmental conditions. It has been established that most bioaccumulation of
PAHs by plants occurs via leaf uptake, and to a lesser extent, through roots. Differences
between species in uptake of PAHs confound attempts to quantify impacts to ecosystem
provisioning services. For example, zucchini (Cucurbita pepo) accumulated significantly more
PAHs than related plant species (Parrish et al., 2006).
Plants as ecosystem regulators can serve as passive monitors of pollution (US EPA,
2009a, section 9.4.2.3). Lichens and mosses are sensitive to pollutants associated with PM and
have been used with limited success to show spatial and temporal patterns of atmospheric
deposition of metals (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.4.2.3). For example, the presence or absence of
a specific species of lichen can be used as a bioindicator of metal or organics contamination.
PBDEs detected in moss and lichens in Antarctica indicate long-range transport of PM
components (Yogui and Sericano 2008). In the U.S. Blue Ridge Mountains, a study linked metal
concentrations in mosses to elevation and tree canopy species at some sites but not with
concentrations of metals in the O horizon of soil (Schilling, 2002). A limitation to employing
mosses and lichens to detect for the presence of air pollutants is the difference in uptake
efficiencies of metals between species. The European Moss Biomonitoring Network has been
shown to be useful in Europe for estimating general trends in metal concentrations and
identification of some sources of trace contaminants. However, quantification of ecological
effects is not possible due to the variability of species responses (US EPA, 2009a, section
9.4.2.3).
A potentially important regulating ecosystem service of plants is their capacity to
sequester contaminants (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.4.5.3). Ongoing research on the application
of plants to environmental remediation efforts are yielding some success in removing heavy
metals and organics from contaminated sites (phytoremediation) with tolerant plants such as the
willow tree (Salix spp.) and members of the family Brassicaceae (US EPA, 2009a, section
9.4.5.3). Tree canopies can be used in urban locations to capture particulates and improve air
quality (Freer-Smith et al., 2004). Plant foliage is a sink for Hg and other metals and this
regulating ecosystem service may be impacted by atmospheric deposition of trace metals.
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An ecological endpoint (phytochelatin concentration) associated with presence of metals
in the environment has been correlated with the ecological effect of tree mortality (Grantz et al.,
2003). Metal stress may be contributing to tree injury and forest decline in the Northeastern U.S.
where red spruce populations are declining with increasing elevation. Quantitative assessment of
PM damage to forests potentially could be conducted by overlaying PM sampling data and
elevated phytochelatin levels. However, limited data on phytochelatin levels in other species
currently hinders use of this peptide as a general biomarker for PM.
The presence of PM in the atmosphere affects ambient radiation as discussed in the ISA
which can impact the amount of sunlight received by plants (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.4.4).
Atmospheric PM can change the radiation reaching leaf surfaces through attenuation and by
converting direct radiation to diffuse radiation. Diffuse radiation is more uniformly distributed
in a tree canopy, allowing radiation to reach lower leaves. The net effect of PM on
photosynthesis depends on the reduction of photosynthetically active radiation (PAR) and the
increase in the diffuse fraction of PAR. Decreases in crop yields (provisioning ecosystem
service) have been attributed to regional scale air pollution, however, global models suggest that
the diffuse light fraction of PAR can increase growth (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.4.4).
Soil and Nutrient Cycling
Many of the major indirect plant responses to PM deposition are chiefly soil-mediated
and depend on the chemical composition of individual components of deposited PM. Major
ecosystem services impacted by PM deposition to soils include support services such as nutrient
cycling, products such as crops and regulating flooding and water quality. Upon entering the soil
environment, PM pollutants can alter ecological processes of energy flow and nutrient cycling,
inhibit nutrient uptake to plants, change microbial community structure and, affect biodiversity.
Accumulation of heavy metals in soils depends on factors such as local soil characteristics,
geologic origin of parent soils, and metal bioavailability. It can be difficult to assess the extent
to which observed heavy metal concentrations in soil are of anthropogenic origin (US EPA,
2009a, section 9.4.5.1). Trace element concentrations are higher in some soils that are remote
from air pollution sources due to parent material and local geomorphology.
Heavy metals such as Zn, Cu, and Cd and some pesticides can interfere with
microorganisms that are responsible for decomposition of soil litter, an important regulating
ecosystem service that serves as a source of soil nutrients (US EPA, 2009a, sections 9.4.5.1 and
9.4.5.2). Surface litter decomposition is reduced in soils having high metal concentrations. Soil
communities have associated bacteria, fungi, and invertebrates that are essential to soil nutrient
cycling processes. Changes to the relative species abundance and community composition can
be quantified to measure impacts of deposited PM to soil biota. A mutualistic relationship exists
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in the rhizophere (plant root zone) between plant roots, fungi, and microbes. Fungi in
association with plant roots form mycorrhizae that are essential for nutrient uptake by plants.
The role of mychorrizal fungi in plant uptake of metals from soils and effects of deposited PM
on soil microbes is discussed in section 9.4.5.2 of the ISA.
Wildlife
Animals play a significant role in ecosystem function including nutrient cycling and crop
production (supporting ecosystem service), and as a source of food (provisioning ecosystem
service). Cultural ecosystem services provided by wildlife include bird and animal watching,
recreational hunting and fishing. Impacts on these services are dependent upon the
bioavailability of deposited metals and organics and their respective toxicities to ecosystem
receptors. Pathways of PM exposure to fauna include ingestion, absorption and trophic transfer.
Bioindicator species (known as sentinel organisms) can provide evidence of contamination due
to atmospheric pollutants. Use of sentinel species can be of particular value because chemical
constituents of deposited PM are difficult to characterize and have varying bioavailability (US
EPA, 2009a, section 9.4.5.5). Snails readily bioaccumulate contaminants, such as PAHs and
trace metals. These organisms have been deployed as biomonitors for urban pollution and have
quantifiable biomarkers of exposure including growth inhibition, impairment of reproduction,
peroxidomal proliferation and induction of metal detoxifying proteins (metallothioneins)
(Gomet-de Vaufleury, 2002; Regoli, 2006). Earthworms have also been used as sensitive
indicators of soil metal contamination.
Evidence of deposited PM effects on animals is limited (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.4.5.5).
Trophic transfer of pollutants of atmospheric origin has been demonstrated in limited studies.
PM may also be transferred between aquatic and terrestrial compartments. There is limited
evidence for biomagnifications of heavy metals up the food chain except for Hg which is well
known to move readily through environmental compartments (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.4.5.6).
Bioconcentration of POPs and PBDEs in the Arctic and deep-water oceanic food webs indicates
the global transport of particle-associated organics (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.4.6). Salmon
migrations are contributing to metal accumulation in inland aquatic systems, potentially
impacting the provisioning and cultural ecosystem service of fishing (US EPA, 2009a, section
9.4.6). Stable isotope analysis can be applied to establish linkages between PM exposure and
impacts to food webs, however, the use of this evaluation tool is limited for this ecological
endpoint due to the complexity of most trophic interactions (US EPA 2009a, section 9.4.5.6).
Foraging cattle have been used to assess atmospheric deposition and subsequent bioaccumulation
of Hg and trace metals and their impacts on provisioning services (US EPA, 2009a, section
9.4.2.3).
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Water
New limited information on impacts of deposited PM on receiving water bodies indicate
that the ecosystem services of primary production, provision of fresh water, regulation of climate
and floods, recreational fishing and water purification are adversely impacted by atmospheric
inputs of metals and organics (US EPA, 2009a, sections 9.4.2.3 and 9.4.5.4). Deposition of PM
to surfaces in urban settings increases the metal and organic component of storm water runoff
(US EPA, 2009a, sections 9.4.2.3). This atmospherically-associated pollutant burden can then be
toxic to aquatic biota.
Atmospheric deposition can be the primary source of some organics and metals to
watersheds. The contribution of atmospherically deposited PAHs to aquatic food webs was
demonstrated in high elevation mountain lakes with no other anthropogenic contaminant sources
(US EPA, 2009a, section 9.4.6). Metals associated with PM deposition limit phytoplankton
growth, impacting aquatic trophic structure. Long-range atmospheric transport of 47 pesticides
and degradation products to the snowpack in seven national parks in the Western U.S. was
recently quantified indicating PM-associated contaminant inputs to receiving waters during
spring snowmelt (Hageman et al., 2006).
x

:KDWQHZWHFKQLTXHVDUHDYDLODEOHWRLPSURYHRXUXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIHFRV\VWHPHIIHFWV
DVVRFLDWHGZLWKPHWDODQGRUJDQLFFRPSRQHQWVRI30"

The recently completed Western Airborne Contaminants Assessment Project (WACAP)
is the most comprehensive database on contaminant transport and PM depositional effects on
sensitive ecosystems in the U.S. In this project, the transport, fate, and ecological impacts of
anthropogenic contaminants from atmospheric sources were assessed from 2002 to 2007 in seven
ecosystem components (air, snow, water, sediment, lichen, conifer needles and fish) in eight core
national parks (Landers et al., 2008). The goals of the study were to identify where the
pollutants were accumulating, identify ecological indicators for those pollutants causing
ecological harm, and to determine the source of the air masses most likely to have transported
the contaminants to the parks (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.4.6). Collected data were analyzed to
identify probable local, regional and/or global sources of deposited PM components and their
concurrent effects on ecological receptors. The study concluded that bioaccumulation of semivolatile organic compounds (VOCs) was observed throughout park ecosystems (Landers et al.,
2008). Findings from this study included the observation of an elevational gradient in PM
deposition with greater accumulation at higher altitude areas of the parks. Furthermore, specific
ecological indicators were identified in the WACAP that can be useful in assessing
contamination on larger spatial scales. For example, quantification of concentrations of selected
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pesticides in second-year conifer needles served as a method for regional-scale comparison of
pollutant distribution (Landers et al., 2008).
In the WACAP study, bioaccumulation and biomagnification of airborne contaminants
were demonstrated on a regional scale in remote ecosystems in the Western United States.
Contaminants were shown to accumulate geographically based on proximity to individual
sources or source areas, primarily agriculture and industry (Landers et al., 2008). This finding
was counter to the original working hypothesis that most of the contaminants found in western
parks would originate from Eastern Europe and Asia (Landers et al., 2008 p 6-8). The WACAP
study represents an experimental design in which ecological effects could be correlated to
ambient pollutant levels on a regional scale. Although this assessment focuses on chemical
species that are components of PM, it does not specifically assess the effects of particulates
versus gas-phase forms; therefore, in most cases it is difficult to apply the results to this
assessment based on particulate concentration and size fraction (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.4.6).
There is a need for ecological modeling of PM components in different environmental
compartments to further elucidate links between PM and ecological indicators.
Europe and other countries are using the critical load approach to assess pollutant effects
at the level of the ecosystem. This type of assessment requires site-specific data and information
on individual species responses to PM. In respect to trace metals and organics, there are
insufficient data for the vast majority of U.S. ecosystems to calculate critical loads. However, a
methodology is being presented in the NOx/SOx Secondary REA (US EPA, 2009g) to calculate
atmospheric concentrations from deposition that may be applicable to other environmental
contaminants.
x

,VWKHUHFXUUHQWO\DYDLODEOHLQIRUPDWLRQRQDPELHQWOHYHOVRI30WKDWFDXVHDGYHUVH
HIIHFWVRQHFRV\VWHPFRPSRQHQWV"

As reviewed above, there is considerable data on impacts of PM on ecological receptors,
but few studies that link ambient PM levels to observed effect. This is due, in part, to the nature,
deposition, transport and fate of PM in ecosystems. PM is not a single pollutant, but a
heterogeneous mixture of particles differing in size, origin and chemical composition (US EPA,
2009a, section 9.4.1). The heterogeneity of PM exists not only within individual particles or
samples from individual sites, but to even a greater extent, between samples from different sites.
Since vegetation and other ecosystem components are affected more by particulate chemistry
than size fraction, exposure to a given mass concentration of airborne PM may lead to widely
differing plant or ecosystem responses, depending on the particular mix of deposited particles.
Many of the PM components bioaccumulate over time in organisms or plants making
correlations to ambient levels of PM difficult. For example, in the WACAP study, SOC
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accumulation in vegetation and air showed different patterns, possibly because each medium
absorbs different types of SOCs with varying efficiencies (Landers et al., 2008).
Bioindicator organisms demonstrated biological effects including growth inhibition,
metallothionein induction and reproductive impairment when exposed to complex mixtures of
ambient air pollutants (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.4.5.5). Other studies quantify uptake of metals
and organics by plants or animals. However, due to the difficulty in correlating individual PM
components to a specific physiological response, these studies are limited. Furthermore, there
may be differences in uptake between species such as differing responses to metal uptake
observed in mosses and lichens (US EPA 2009a, section 9.4.2.3). PM may also biomagnify
across trophic levels confounding efforts to link atmospheric concentrations to physiological
endpoints (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.4.5.6).
Evidence of PM effects that are linked to a specific ecological endpoint can be observed
when ambient levels are exceeded. Most direct ecosystem effects associated with particulate
pollution occur in severely polluted areas near industrial point sources (quarries, cement kilns,
metal smelting) (US EPA, 2009a, sections 9.4.3 and 9.4.5.7). Extensive research on biota near
point sources provide some of the best evidence of ecosystem function impacts and demonstrates
that deposited PM has the potential to alter species composition over long time scales.
Ecological field studies conducted in proximity to Cu-Ni smelter in Harjavalta, Finland indicated
ecological structure and community composition are altered in response to PM and these effects
decrease with increasing distance from the point source (US EPA, 2009a, section 9.4.5.7). The
ISA indicates at 4 km distance, species composition of vegetation, insects, birds, and soil
microbiota changed, and within 1 km only the most resistant organisms were surviving (US
EPA, 2009a, section 9.4.5.7). Heavy metal concentrations were quantified in understory plant
species growing at varying distance from the Harjavalta smelter (Salemaa et al., 2004). Heavy
metal concentrations were highest in bryophytes, followed by lichens and were lowest in
vascular plants. At the Harjavalta smelter there are clear links between PM deposition levels,
ecological endpoints and compromised ecosystem structure. However, these conditions are not
reflective of ambient concentrations of PM in the majority of US ecosystems (US EPA, 2009a,
section 9.4.7).


6WDII&RQFOXVLRQV
x

A number of significant environmental effects that either have already occurred or are
currently occurring are linked to deposition of chemical constituents found in ambient
PM.

x

Ecosystem services can be adversely impacted by PM in the environment, including
supporting, provisioning, regulating and cultural services.
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x

The lack of sufficient information to relate specific ambient concentrations of
particulate metals and organics to a degree of impairment of a specific ecological
endpoint hinders our ability to identify a range of appropriate indicators, levels, forms
and averaging times of a distinct secondary standard to protect against associated
effects.

x

Data from regionally-based ecological studies can be used to establish probable local,
regional and/or global sources of deposited PM components and their concurrent
effects on ecological receptors.

Taking into consideration the responses to specific questions regarding the adequacy of
the current secondary PM standards for ecological effects, we revisit the overarching question:
“does available scientific information, as reflected in the ISA, support or call into question the
adequacy of the protection for ecosystems afforded by the current suite of secondary PM
standards?” Staff concludes that the available information is insufficient to assess the adequacy
of the protection for ecosystems afforded by the current suite of PM secondary standards.
Ecosystem effects linked to PM are difficult to determine because the changes may not be
observed until pollutant deposition has occurred for many decades. Because the high levels
necessary to cause injury occur only near a few limited point sources and/or on a very local
scale, protection against these effects alone may not provide sufficient basis for considering a
separate secondary NAAQS based on the ecological effects of particulate metals and organics.
Data on ecological responses clearly linked with atmospheric PM is not abundant enough to
perform a quantitative analysis although the WACAP study may represent an opportunity for
quantification at a regional scale. At this time, we conclude that available evidence is not
sufficient for establishing a distinct national standard for ambient PM based on ecosystem effects
of particulates not addressed in the NOx/SOx secondary review (e.g. metals, organics).
Staff considered the appropriateness of continuing to use the PM2.5 and PM10 size
fractions as the indicators for protection of ecological effects of PM. The chemical constitution
of individual particles can be strongly correlated with size, and the relationship between particle
size and particle composition can be quite complex, making it difficult in most cases to use
particle size as a surrogate for chemistry. At this time it remains to be determined as to what
extent PM secondary standards focused on a given size fraction would result in reductions of the
ecologically relevant constituents of PM for any given area. Nonetheless, in the absence of
information that provides a basis for specific standards in terms of particle composition,
observations continue to support retaining an appropriate degree of control on both fine and
coarse particles to help address effects to ecosystems and ecosystem components associated with
PM.
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The above discussions identify linkages between ecological effects of deposited PM and
potential impacts to ecosystem services. Unfortunately, our ability to relate ambient
concentrations of PM to ecosystem response is hampered by a number of significant data gaps
and uncertainties. These limitations include the presence of multiple ecological stressors
confounding attempts to link specific ecosystem responses to PM deposition. These stressors
can be anthropogenic (e.g. habitat destruction, eutrophication, other pollutants) or natural (e.g.
drought, fire, disease). Deposited PM interacts with other stressors to affect ecosystem patterns
and processes. Furthermore, the environmental effects of deposited PM are decoupled in space
and time from the point of emission confounding efforts to identify ecological perturbations
attributed to PM deposition.
A second source of uncertainty lies in predicting the amount of PM deposited to sensitive
receptors from measured concentrations of PM in the ambient air. This makes it difficult to
relate a given air concentration to a receptor response, an important factor in being able to set a
national ambient air quality standard. A multitude of factors such as the mode of deposition
(wet, dry and occult), wind speed, surface roughness or stickiness, elevation, particle
characteristics (e.g. size, shape, chemical composition), and relative humidity exert varying
degrees of influence on the deposition velocities for different PM components in any point in
time. Composition of ambient PM varies in time and space and the particulate mixture may have
synergistic, antagonistic or additive effects on ecological receptors depending upon the chemical
species present. Furthermore, presence of co-occurring pollutants make it difficult to attribute
observed effects to ecological receptors to PM alone or one component of deposited PM.
Third, each ecosystem has developed within a context framed by the topography,
underlying bedrock, soils, climate, meteorology, hydrologic regime, natural and land use history,
and species composition that make it unique from all others. Sensitivity of ecosystem response
is highly variable in space and time. Because of this variety and lack of sufficient baseline data
on each of these features for most ecosystems, it is currently not possible to extrapolate with
confidence any effect from one ecosystem to another. Further research is needed to decrease the
uncertainties associated with ambient PM effects on ecosystems and ecosystem components.
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Welfare effects on materials associated with deposition of PM include both physical
damage (materials damage effects) and impaired aesthetic qualities (soiling effects). Because the
effects of PM are exacerbated by the presence of acidic gases and can be additive or synergistic
due to the complex mixture of pollutants in the air and surface characteristics of the material, this
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discussion will also include those particles and gases that are associated with the presence of
ambient NOx and SOx, as well as NH3 and NHX for completeness. Building upon the
information presented in the last Staff Paper (US EPA, 2005), and including the limited new
information presented in Chapter 9 of the PM ISA (US EPA, 2009a) and Annex E. Effects of
NOy, NHx, and SOx on Structures and Materials of the Integrated Science Assessment for
Oxides of Nitrogen and Sulfur-Ecological Criteria (NOx/SOx ISA) (US EPA, 2008c) the
following sections consider the policy-relevant aspects of physical damage and aesthetic soiling
effects of PM on materials including metal and stone.
The ISA concludes that evidence is sufficient to support a causal relationship between
PM and effects on materials (US EPA, 2009a, sections 2.5.4 and 9.5.4). The deposition of PM
can physically affect materials, adding to the effects of natural weathering processes, by
potentially promoting or accelerating the corrosion of metals, by degrading paints and by
deteriorating building materials such as stone, concrete and marble (US EPA, 2009a, section
9.5). Particles contribute to these physical effects because of their electrolytic, hygroscopic and
acidic properties, and their ability to sorb corrosive gases (principally SO2). In addition, the
deposition of ambient PM can reduce the aesthetic appeal of buildings and objects through
soiling. Particles consisting primarily of carbonaceous compounds cause soiling of commonly
used building materials and culturally important items such as statues and works of art. Soiling
is the deposition of particles on surfaces by impingement, and the accumulation of particles on
the surface of an exposed material results in degradation of its appearance (US EPA, 2009a,
section 9.5). Soiling can be remedied by cleaning or washing, and depending on the soiled
material, repainting.


$GHTXDF\RIWKH&XUUHQW6WDQGDUGV

In considering the adequacy of the suite of secondary standards, staff addresses the
following overarching question:
'RHVDYDLODEOHVFLHQWLILFLQIRUPDWLRQDVUHIOHFWHGLQWKH,6$VXSSRUWRUFDOOLQWRTXHVWLRQ
WKHDGHTXDF\RIWKHSURWHFWLRQIRUPDWHULDOVDIIRUGHGE\WKHFXUUHQWVXLWHRIVHFRQGDU\30
VWDQGDUGV"
To inform the answer to this overarching question, staff has posed a specific question to
aid in assessing the available scientific evidence as related to materials damage and soiling
attributed to PM deposition as presented in the ISA (US EPA, 2009a).
x

:KDWQHZHYLGHQFHLVDYDLODEOHWRLPSURYHRXUXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIHIIHFWVRI30RQ
PDWHULDOVDQGOLQNLQJDPELHQWFRQFHQWUDWLRQVWRPDWHULDOVGDPDJH"

The majority of available new studies on materials effects of PM are from outside the
U.S., however, they provide limited new data for consideration of the secondary standard.
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Metal and stone are susceptible to damage by ambient PM. Considerable research has
been conducted on the effects of air pollutants on metal surfaces due to the economic importance
of these materials, especially steel, zinc, aluminum, and copper. Chapter 9 of the PM ISA and
Annex E of the NOx/SOx ISA summarize the results of a number of studies on the corrosion of
metals (US EPA, 2009a; US EPA, 2008c). Moisture is the single greatest factor promoting metal
corrosion, however, deposited PM can have additive, antagonistic or synergistic effects. In
general, SO2 is more corrosive than NOx although mixtures of NOx, SO2 and other particulate
matter corrode some metals at a faster rate than either pollutant alone (US EPA, 2008c, Annex
E.5.2). Information from both the PM ISA and NOx/SOx ISA suggest that the extent of damage
to metals due to ambient PM is variable and dependent upon the type of metal, prevailing
environmental conditions, rate of natural weathering and presence or absence of other pollutants.
The PM ISA and NOx/SOx ISA summarize the results of a number of studies on PM and
stone surfaces. While it is clear from the available information that gaseous air pollutants, in
particular SO2, will promote the deterioration of some types of stones under specific conditions,
carbonaceous particles (non-carbonate carbon) and particles containing metal oxides may help to
promote the decay process. Studies on metal and stone summarized in the ISA do not show an
association between particle size, chemical composition and frequency of repair.
A limited number of new studies available on materials damage effects of PM since the
last review consider the relationship between pollutants and biodeterioration of structures
associated with microbial communities that colonize monuments and buildings (US EPA 2009a,
section 9.5). Presence of air pollutants may synergistically enhance microbial deterioration
processes. The role of heterotrophic bacteria, fungi and cyanobacteria in biodeterioration varied
by local meterological conditions and pollutant components. In a comparative study of
biodeterioration processes on monuments in Latin America, limestone deterioration at the Mayan
site of Uxmal was enhanced by biosolubilization by metabolic acids from bacteria and fungi
while destruction of the Cathedral of La Plata was attributed primarily to atmospheric pollutants
(Herrera and Videla, 2004).
PM deposition onto surfaces such as metal, glass, stone and paint can lead to soiling.
Soiling results when PM accumulates on an object and alters the optical characteristics
(appearance). The reflectivity of a surface may be changed or presence of particulates may alter
light transmission. These effects can impact the aesthetic value of a structure or result in
reversible or irreversible damage to statues, artwork and architecturally or culturally significant
buildings. Due to soiling of building surfaces by PM, the frequency and duration of cleaning
may be increased. Soiling affects the aesthetic appeal of painted surfaces. In addition to natural
factors, exposure to PM may give painted surfaces a dirty appearance. Pigments in works of art
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can be degraded or discolored by atmospheric pollutants, especially sulfates (US EPA, 2008c,
Annex E-15).
Formation of black crusts due to carbonaceous compounds and buildup of microbial
biofilms results in discoloration of surfaces. Black crust includes a carbonate component derived
from building material and organic carbon (OC) and elemental carbon (EC). In limited new
studies quantifying the OC and EC contribution to soiling by black crust, OC predominated over
EC at almost all locations (Bonazza et al., 2005). Limited new studies suggest that traffic is the
major source of carbon associated with black crust formation (Putaud et al., 2004) and that
soiling of structures in Oxford, UK showed a relationship with traffic and NO2 concentrations
(Viles and Gorbushina, 2003). These findings attempt to link atmospheric concentrations of PM
to observed damage. However, no data on rates of damage are available and all studies were
conducted outside of the U.S.


6WDII&RQFOXVLRQV

Available evidence in regards to materials damage and soiling supports the following
observations:
x

Materials damage and soiling that occur through natural weathering processes are
enhanced by exposure to atmospheric pollutants, most notably SO2 and particulate
sulfates.

x

While ambient particles play a role in the corrosion of metals and in the weathering of
materials, no quantitative relationships between ambient particle concentrations and
rates of damage have been established.

x

While soiling associated with fine and course particles can result in increased
cleaning frequency and repainting of surfaces, no quantitative relationships between
particle characteristics and the frequency of cleaning or repainting have been
established.

x

Limited new data on the role of microbial colonizers in biodeterioration processes and
contributions of black crust to soiling are not sufficient for quantitative analysis.

x

While several studies in the PM ISA and NOx/SOx ISA suggest that particles can
promote corrosion of metals there remains insufficient evidence to relate corrosive
effects to specific particulate levels or to establish a quantitative relationship between
ambient PM and metal degradation. With respect to damage to calcareous stone,
numerous studies suggest that wet or dry deposition of particles and dry deposition of
gypsum particles can enhance natural weathering processes.
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Revisiting the overarching policy question as to whether the available scientific evidence
supports or calls into question the adequacy of the protection for materials afforded by the
current suite of secondary PM standards, we conclude that no new evidence in this review calls
into question the adequacy of the protection for materials afforded by the current standard. PM
effects on materials can play no quantitative role in considering whether any revisions of the
secondary PM NAAQS are appropriate at this time. Nonetheless, in the absence of information
that provides a basis for establishing a different level of control, observations continue to support
retaining an appropriate degree of control on both fine and coarse particles to help address
materials damage and soiling associated with PM.


.H\8QFHUWDLQWLHVDQG$UHDVIRU)XWXUH5HVHDUFKDQG'DWD&ROOHFWLRQ

Quantitative relationships are needed between particle size, concentration, chemical
concentrations and frequency of repainting and repair. Deposition rates of airborne PM to
surfaces would provide an indication of rate and degree of damage to surfaces. There is
considerable uncertainty with regard to interaction of co-pollutants in regards to materials
damage and soiling processes.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
WASHINGTON D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR
SCIENCE ADVISORY BOARD

September 10, 2010
EPA-CASAC-10-015
The Honorable Lisa P. Jackson
Administrator
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20460
Subject: CASAC Review of Policy Assessment for the Review of the PM NAAQS – Second
External Review Draft (June 2010)
Dear Administrator Jackson:
The Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee (CASAC) Particulate Matter (PM) Review
Panel met on July 26 – 27, 2010 and on August 25, 2010 in a public teleconference to review the
Policy Assessment for the Review of the PM NAAQS - Second External Review Draft (June 2010).
This letter highlights CASAC’s main comments on this document, followed by consensus
responses to the charge questions and comments of individual Panel members.
This review of the Second Draft Policy Assessment completes the first cycle through the
revised suite of NAAQS review documents and thus represents a major milestone. CASAC
commends EPA staff for developing an ordered and transparent basis for decision-making
throughout the NAAQS review process from the Integrated Science Assessment (ISA) to the
Quantitative Health Risk Assessment and Urban Focused Visibility Assessment and then to the
Policy Assessment. The Second Draft Policy Assessment was notably responsive to CASAC’s
comments on the first draft. At CASAC’s request, the current draft sets out the underlying
decision-making algorithms, greatly enhancing the transparency and readability of the document.
EPA’s approach to reviewing the standard is explicitly articulated throughout the document, as are
the key decision-making points and the evidence considered. CASAC’s major concerns, as
expressed in our letter of May 17, 2010, have been addressed. EPA staff are to be congratulated
for building on CASAC’s suggestions and developing an assessment that provides a scientifically
sound basis for making decisions on the primary and secondary PM standards.
Primary Standards for Fine Particles
CASAC supports the EPA staff’s conclusion in the Second Draft Policy Assessment that
“currently available information clearly calls into question the adequacy of the current standards”.
For PM2.5, the current 24-hour primary standard is 35 µg/m3 and the annual standard is 15 µg/m3.
EPA staff also conclude that consideration should be given to alternative annual PM2.5 standard
levels in the range of 13 – 11 µg/m3, in conjunction with retaining the current 24-hour PM2.5

standard level of 35 µg/m3, and that consideration could also be given to an alternative 24-hour
PM2.5 standard level of 30 µg/m3 in conjunction with an annual standard level of 11µg/m3.
CASAC concludes that the levels under consideration are supported by the epidemiological and
toxicological evidence, as well as by the risk and air quality information compiled in the Integrated
Science Assessment (December 2009), Quantitative Health Risk Assessment for Particular Matter
(June 2010) and summarized in the Second Draft Policy Assessment. Although there is increasing
uncertainty at lower levels, there is no evidence of a threshold (i.e., a level below which there is no
risk for adverse health effects). In addition, these combinations of annual/daily levels may not be
adequately inclusive. It was not clear why, for example, a daily standard of 30 µg/m3 should only
be considered in combination with an annual level of 11 µg/m3. The rationale for the 24hour/annual combinations proposed for the Administrator’s consideration (and the exclusion of
other combinations within the ranges contemplated) should be more clearly explained.
Primary Standard for Thoracic Coarse Particles
CASAC recommends that the primary standard for PM10 should be revised downwards.
While current evidence is limited, it is sufficient to call into question the level of protection
afforded by the current standard (a 24-hour standard of 150 µg/m3).
CASAC supports the EPA staff conclusion that it is appropriate to change the PM10
standard to a 98th percentile form because of its higher rate of identifying areas in nonattainment
while reducing the rate of misclassification. We do not agree that the available scientific evidence
strongly supports the proposed upper bound standard level of 85 µg/m3. The Second Draft Policy
Assessment demonstrates that a 98th percentile level of 85 µg/m3 would be less stringent as
compared to the current standard, protecting a smaller fraction of the population. In fact, on a
population basis, results in the Second Draft Policy Assessment demonstrate that a 98th percentile
level between 75 and 80 µg/m3 is comparable in the degree of protection afforded to the current
PM10 standard. The change in form will lead to changes in levels of stringency across the country,
a topic needing further exploration. While recognizing scientific uncertainties, CASAC supports a
lower level to provide enhanced protection, somewhere in the range of 75 – 65 µg/m3. We
recognize that the Administrator will need to apply the Clean Air Act’s requirement for a “margin
of safety” in a context of uncertainty with respect to the health effects of thoracic coarse particles.
The Second Draft Policy Assessment concludes that PM10 should continue to be the
indicator for thoracic coarse particles. While it would be preferable to use an indicator that reflects
the coarse PM directly linked to health risks (PM10-2.5), CASAC recognizes that there is not yet
sufficient data to permit a change in the indicator from PM10 to one that directly measures thoracic
coarse particles. To improve EPA’s scientific basis for the next NAAQS review, we recommend
the deployment of a network of PM10-2.5 sampling systems so that future studies will be able to
expand the evidence base on this indicator and facilitate assessment of whether PM10-2.5 should be
used as an appropriate indicator for thoracic coarse particles. In concluding this letter, we elaborate
further on the urgency of research on certain aspects of PM and health.



Secondary Standard for PM-Related Visibility Impairment
CASAC supports the EPA staff conclusion that “currently available information clearly
calls into question the adequacy of the current standards and that consideration should be given to
revising the suite of standards to provide increased public welfare protection.” The current
secondary standards are identical to the current primary standards for fine and thoracic coarse
particles. The detailed estimates of hourly PM light extinction under current conditions (and for
assumed scenarios of meeting current standards) clearly demonstrate that current standards do not
protect against levels of visual air quality which have been judged to be unacceptable in all of the
available urban visibility preference studies. EPA staff’s approach for translating and presenting
the technical evidence and assessment results is logically conceived and clearly presented. The 2030 deciview range of levels chosen by EPA staff as “Candidate Protection Levels” is adequately
supported by the evidence presented.
While the evidence shows that the current standard does not adequately protect visibility,
the choice of indicator for such protection was a subject of considerable discussion among CASAC
panelists. The Second Draft Policy Assessment discusses three potential indicators: a PM2.5 Mass
Indicator, a Speciated PM2.5 Mass-calculated Light Extinction Indicator, and a Directly Measured
PM2.5 Light Extinction Indicator. Overwhelmingly, CASAC would prefer the direct measurement
of light extinction, the property of the atmosphere that most directly relates to visibility effects. It
has the advantage of relating directly to the demonstrated harmful welfare effect of ambient PM on
human visual perception. However, in discussing the Directly Measured PM2.5 Light Extinction
Indicator with EPA staff, we learned that the time required to develop an official Federal Reference
Method (FRM) for this indicator would postpone its implementation for years. Given the time lag
associated with implementing the Directly Measured Indicator, CASAC agrees with EPA staff’s
preference for a Speciated PM2.5 Mass-calculated Light Extinction Indicator. Its reliance on
procedures that have already been implemented in the Chemical Speciation Network (CSN) and
routinely collected continuous PM2.5 data suggest that it could be implemented much sooner than a
directly measured indicator.
Areas for Future Research
The Second Draft Policy Assessment has identified scientific issues that will need to be
addressed in order to improve EPA’s scientific basis for promulgating PM standards in the future.
As stated in our letter of May 17, 2010, CASAC urges the Agency to reinvigorate research that
might lead to new indicators that may be more directly linked to the health and welfare effects
associated with ambient concentrations of PM. CASAC also suggests the ongoing collection of
more comprehensive PM monitoring data, including expanding the range of sizes to provide
information in the ultrafine particle range, and adding measurements of numbers, chemistry,
species, and related emissions characteristics of particles. CASAC strongly urges EPA to pursue
research to develop a Federal Reference Method for a Directly Measured PM2.5 Light Extinction
Indicator and to develop baseline light extinction data so that it will be available for the next 5 year
review cycle. CASAC is available to provide advice on priorities for PM-related research.



Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Second Draft Policy Assessment. We
look forward to receiving your response.
Sincerely,
/Signed/
Dr. Jonathan M. Samet, Chair
Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee



NOTICE
This report has been written as part of the activities of the EPA's Clean Air Scientific Advisory
Committee (CASAC), a federal advisory committee independently chartered to provide extramural
scientific information and advice to the Administrator and other officials of the EPA. CASAC
provides balanced, expert assessment of scientific matters related to issues and problems facing the
Agency. This report has not been reviewed for approval by the Agency and, hence, the contents of
this report do not necessarily represent the views and policies of the EPA, nor of other agencies
within the Executive Branch of the federal government. In addition, any mention of trade names or
commercial products does not constitute a recommendation for use. CASAC reports are posted on
the EPA Web site at: http://www.epa.gov/casac.
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CASAC Responses to Charge Questions on the Second Draft Policy Assessment for the
Review of the Particulate Matter NAAQS
Primary Standards for Fine Particles
1. Current Approach (Section 2.1.3):
a. What are CASAC’s views on the staff’s approach to translating the available
epidemiological evidence, risk information, and air quality information into the
basis for reaching conclusions on the adequacy of the current standards and on
alternative standards for consideration?
CASAC agrees with the approach as described in Section 2.1.3 and appreciates the clarity with
which the approach is detailed. The overview of the approach presented in Figure 2-1 is wellorganized, logical, and clear. CASAC agrees that it is appropriate to return to the strategy used in
1997 that considers the annual and the short-term standards together, with the annual standard as
the controlling standard, and the short-term standard supplementing the protection afforded by the
annual standard. CASAC commends the expansion of the discussion on evidence of risk across life
stages as well as of specific susceptibility risk factors and the use of empirical evidence and risk
assessment findings together. CASAC considers it appropriate to place the greatest emphasis on
health effects judged to be causal or likely causal in the analysis presented in the ISA. Finally, the
statement that the data “call into question” the adequacy of the current standard could be more
forcefully stated by concluding that the current standard is not protective.
b. Has staff appropriately applied this approach in reviewing the adequacy of the
current standards (Section 2.2) and potential alternative standards (Section 2.3)?
The staff has carefully followed this approach in reviewing the adequacy of the current standards
and in considering potential alternative standards. The outline of the text of Section 2.3 follows the
outline presented in the overview of the approach given in Figure 2-1.
2. Form of the Annual Standard (Section 2.3.3.1):
a. What are CASAC’s views on the additional analyses conducted to characterize the
potential for disproportionate impacts on susceptible populations, including low
income groups and minorities associated with spatial averaging allowed by the
current annual standard?
b. In light of these analyses, what are CASAC’s views on staff’s conclusion that the
form of the annual standard should be revised to eliminate spatial averaging?
CASAC found the additional analyses provided in the 2nd draft PA to be helpful in understanding
how spatial averaging differs relative to the highest average value from a single community site.
This latter approach helps to ensure adequate protection of populations living in lower
socioeconomic areas and contributes an additional margin of safety for other populations.
Although much of the epidemiological research has been conducted using community-wide
averages, several key studies reference the nearest measurement site, so that some risk estimates
are not necessarily biased by the averaging process. Further, the number of such studies is likely to
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expand in the future. CASAC concludes that it is reasonable for EPA to eliminate the spatial
averaging in the new PM2.5 annual average standard.
3. Alternative Levels (Section 2.3.4): What are CASAC’s views on the following:
a. The insights that can be gained into potential alternative standard levels by
considering:
i. Confidence bounds on concentration-response relationships?
CASAC commends the progress made in attempting to use confidence bounds in considering
alternative levels of the standard, but also finds unresolved complexities. First, staff apparently
made a comprehensive effort to identify relevant studies for which bounds were reported on
concentration-response (C-R) relationships; this should be explicitly stated. Second, the statement
made in reference to what these bounds do not indicate (“these analyses do not provide evidence of
a concentration below which the confidence interval becomes notably wider and uncertainty in a
C-R relationship substantially increases” [p.2-57]) is contradictory to what they, in fact, do
indicate. The confidence bounds widen at lower concentrations because there are fewer data at
such concentrations, as acknowledged by staff. This widening is of interest in characterizing
precision of estimates as one source of uncertainty. Third, CASAC does not agree with the
conclusion that these bounds cannot be used in considering alternative levels of the PM NAAQS,
even with the limited C-R functions shown. EPA Staff should be encouraged to integrate the
information available on relevant C-R confidence bounds with that on study concentration
distributions in arriving at a range of levels for consideration.
For the future, findings of epidemiological studies might be used in several ways in considering a
range of levels for a NAAQS. It would be preferable to have information on the concentrations
that were most influential in generating the health effect estimates in individual studies. Less ideal,
but still useful, would be information on the distribution of concentrations experienced by
participants in the studies. For time-series studies, because of the similar number of events (e.g.,
deaths) per day, this is likely to be the same as the PM concentration distribution; the situation is
more complex for cohort studies in which exposures of individuals change over time. Least
preferable is using PM concentration distribution metrics, such as those used by EPA Staff in
arriving at a range of levels for consideration. An attempt should be made, to the extent possible,
to integrate this latter approach with aspects of the first two approaches, realizing that the reported
study findings and data needed to accomplish this goal may not be readily available, and that
interactions with investigators may be needed.
ii. Different statistical metrics that characterize air quality distributions from
multi-city epidemiological studies?
The Second Draft Policy Assessment provides two alternatives, referred to as the composite
monitor and the maximum monitor. On the top of page 2-61, the text appears to be stating that, for
the same air quality domain, the composite monitor concentrations are less than those based on the
maximum monitor approach, and an argument is made that an approach based on composite
monitors has a “margin of safety” compared to the maximum monitor perspective. However, a
judgment is made that data should be selected from the epidemiological studies for which the C-R
relationships are “strongest,” and that concentrations not more than one standard deviation below
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the long-term mean concentration should be used. The judgment, while not unreasonable, is not
explained.
It is not clear why the lower bound to be considered is a range from the 10th to 25th percentiles, as
opposed to, say, the 10th percentile alone. In Figure 2-7, for long-term exposure studies, in the
upper panel, the 10th percentile annual mean concentrations range from approximately 9 to 11
µg/m3. The population-weighted values are 10 to 13 µg/m3. In both cases, the upper bounds of
these ranges are for the high site, and the lower bounds are for the composite monitor.
In summary, this section of the report lacks clarity and focus on the key consideration of
identifying ambient concentrations at which adverse effects are observed, in anticipation of
supporting a range of concentrations that take into account the statutory mandate to provide an
adequate margin of safety.
b. Potential alternative annual standard levels based on composite monitor
distributions versus maximum monitor distributions?
The composite monitor approach is preferable because of its stability, and for the additional margin
of safety it provides. The NAAQS should provide health protection for both long-term and shortterm health effects. It is not clear, for example, as to why the 24-hour level should be at least 2.5
times higher than the annual standard. Such a statement seems to be independent of consideration
of health effects. A statement is made on page 2-73, lines 26-27 that “based on this consideration”
consideration should be given to retaining the 35 µg/m3 24-hr level in conjunction with annual
standards of 13 to 11 µg/m3. Setting aside the math problem here (e.g., 11*2.5 = 27.5, not 35), the
rationale for the 2.5 times factor appears arbitrary and not based on health considerations.
c. Use of risk information in informing staff conclusions on alternative annual and
24-hour standard levels, including approaches used to assess overall confidence
and potential bias in the risk estimates?
The risk information provides valuable insights, and should be used in drawing conclusions.
However, there is not symmetry between the evidence-based section and the risk-based section. .
The “evidence-based” section reaches the conclusion that alternative levels to be considered should
be 11 to 13 µg/m3 for the annual standard and 35 ug/m3 for the 24-hour standard, and also a
combination of 11/30 µg/m3 for the annual/24-hour levels. However, the risk-based analysis does
not systematically evaluate these combinations, omitting the 11/35 µg/m3 and 11/30 µg/m3
combinations. Furthermore, the text implies that a 10/35 ug/m3 case was analyzed, but no results
were reported. This difference between the ranges from the two sections reflects in part the
scenarios considered in the risk assessment. While the Administrator’s consideration should not be
limited to those combinations that were analyzed quantitatively, the final policy assessment should
be systematic and emphatic about providing conclusions regarding combinations of annual and
daily levels that were not analyzed quantitatively but that are recommended for consideration.
The results of the risk assessments are presented mainly in terms of percentage risk reduction
compared to the current standard, in Figures 2-11 and 2-12 for long-term and short-term effects,
respectively. While this is useful information, it is not directly relevant to the setting of a NAAQS,
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given the goal of a NAAQS--to protect public health with an adequate margin of safety.
Additionally, the information on risk reduction might be better presented as the absolute numbers
of deaths avoided rather than the percentage reduction under the various scenarios. The text should
be rewritten to better reflect the utility and relevance of the information on reduction of disease
burden for determining the NAAQS.
This section should not only focus on the best estimate of risk, but the confidence intervals and
non-quantified sources of bias, such as the role of socio-economic status (SES). See also Page 235, lines 10-12, which indicates that sensitivity analysis of model specification used in the risk
assessment produce risk estimates that are a factor of 2 to 3 higher than the core risk estimates.
d. Staff’s conclusion that alternative annual standard levels in the range of 13 to 11
ȝg/m3 are most strongly supported by the available evidence and risk-based
information?
The rationale for the conclusion was well developed, but could use further justification, particularly
in regard to the pairing of the 24-hour and annual standards. The risk assessment did not explore all
the combinations considered in the Policy Assessment. While CASAC agrees with the range of 13
to 11 ug/m3, it finds less justification for the pairings proposed.
e. Staff’s approach of focusing on peak-to-mean ratios to inform the level of a 24hour standard that would provide supplemental protection to a generally
controlling annual standard?
The peak-to-mean ratio merits consideration in providing insight as to whether the annual or 24hour standard would be controlling in a particular area. It is not relevant to informing the actual
level to be selected for the 24-hour standard.
f. Staff’s conclusion that consideration should be given to retaining the current 24hour standard level of 35 ȝg/m3 in conjunction with annual standard levels in the
range of 13 to 11 ȝg/m3, and that consideration could also be given to an
alternative 24-hour standard level of 30 ȝg/m3 particularly in conjunction with an
annual standard level of 11 ȝg/m3?
The conclusions are reasonable in relation to the criteria established by the Clean Air Act (CAA),
and those developed by the OAQPS Staff that have been endorsed by CASAC. The choices within
these options will need to be based on the Administrator's interpretation of the CAA’s requirement
for an adequate margin-of-safety. In other words, in the absence of thresholds in the dose-response
relationships for the health outcomes of concern, how much public health impact resulting from
exposure to ambient air PM2.5 is acceptable under the CAA.
The least protective option (35-13 µg/m3) would provide significant additional public health
benefits in most of the U.S., in comparison to the current limits (35-15 µg/m3). The most protective
option (30-11 µg/m3) would provide significant additional public health benefits to a larger part of
the U.S. population in comparison to the current limits (35-15 µg/m3) and any of the intermediate
options, but would not prevent at least some adverse health effects among the most susceptible
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segments of the population, given our current understanding of dose-response relationships.
4. Key Uncertainties and Areas for Future Research and Data Collection (Section 2.5):
What are CASAC’s views on the areas for future research and data collection outlined in
this section, on relative priorities for research in these areas, and on any other areas that
ought to be identified?
The key uncertainties and areas for future research and data collection are well summarized in
Section 2.5. The acknowledgement (at the top of page 2-87) that “Much of this research may
depend on the availability of increased monitoring data” is apt and appreciated. The opportunities
for epidemiological research to effectively address the knowledge gaps on the effects, and
concentration-response relationships, of PM components and source-related mixtures cannot be
achieved without additional monitoring data to provide PM speciation and better temporal and
spatial resolution. Only the EPA can provide the impetus and support for such an enhancement in
air quality monitoring.
The research needs to address uncertainties in health outcomes, exposure durations of concern, and
susceptible populations that are also very nicely outlined are well targeted, and can be effectively
studied in human populations. Such studies, to be most productive, will need the enhanced
monitoring data, as recognized by EPA staff.
This section, as written, has more to do with future research priorities than with uncertainties that
influence impending decisions on revisions to the PM2.5 NAAQS. The section outlines a very
broad and ambitious research agenda. It would help to begin this section with a prioritized review
of key uncertainties in order to help establish priorities among the suggested research topics.
Obviously the key uncertainty is the range of concentrations that are causing the observed health
effects in the epidemiological studies, and the degree of certainty in effects at the lower
concentrations along the C-R relationship. This uncertainty has necessitated using the
distributional measures of concentrations from the epidemiology studies in attempting to make the
link between the epidemiological findings and consideration of alternative concentrations for the
PM NAAQS. While this uncertainty is reflected in two (p.2-88 and 2-90) of the many
recommendations for future research that C-R functions include confidence bounds, this
uncertainty should be highlighted. We urge careful attention to priorities in relation to future
revisions of the PM NAAQS, rather than a lengthy list of research topics.
CASAC finds the list to be appropriate, but also suggests consideration of the following:
x
x

Generating time-activity data to support probabilistic scenario-based exposure models,
such as additional activity diary data to incorporate into the Consolidated Human
Activity Database (CHAD).
Characterizing indoor exposures to PM of ambient origin. For example, the penetration
of ambient PM2.5 and PM10 into indoor microenvironments (home, work, school,
restaurant, bar, vehicle) should be better characterized, particularly taking into account
differences in penetration with respect to particle size and composition. Given the
greater amount of time we spend in indoor vs. outdoor environments, the need for these
data is compelling.
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x

x

Addressing the bidirectional linkages between climate change and concentration, size
distribution and composition of PM in the PM10, PM2.5, and ultrafine particle (UFP)
fractions. This would include assessing the relative effects of climate cooling due to
aerosols (e.g., sulfate) vs. climate warming due to elemental carbon. Effects of
increased wildfires, windblown dust and pollen seasonality are also of interest.
Continuing support of toxicological research in terms of chemical components, sources
and subfractions (to include UFP). Toxicological studies will address biological
plausibility and give insights as to possible mechanisms. Although C-R relationships
are a challenge to extrapolate from animal to human, animal studies do provide an
effective means to conduct controlled and well-characterized exposure scenarios to
examine C-R relationships.

Primary Standard for Coarse Particles
5. Current Approach (sections 3.1.4, 3.2, 3.3):
a. What are CASAC’s views on the approach to translating the available evidence
and air quality information into the basis for reviewing the coarse particle
standard?
CASAC finds the second draft superior to the first draft reviewed earlier; it demonstrates
considerable progress and responsiveness to CASAC's suggestions. The document is grounded on
explicit data and clearly stated arguments. EPA staff has done its best to take the available
evidence relating to exposure and health effects and to use them as the basis for reviewing the
coarse particle standard.
There are inherent deficiencies which persist because of lack of data. Concentrations of the coarse
particle fraction--particles between 2.5 and 10 microns—are usually estimated by subtraction and
not measured directly. Moreover, given the limited data on coarse particles, much of the evidence
on health effects comes from interpreting studies using PM10 and assessing the extent to which the
health effects observed relate to the entire size range collected [including PM2.5] or to only the
coarse particle fraction.
b. Has staff appropriately applied this approach in reviewing the adequacy of the
current standard (section 3.2) and potential alternative standards (section 3.3)?
CASAC responds affirmatively to this question. The staff have noted the limitations of the data and
used them in light of these limitations to address the question of whether current standards are
adequate. CASAC also finds that staff has adequately discussed alternative standards and the
consequences of applying them.
In toto, Chapter 3 reads well and is much improved. EPA staff has done its best to describe an
evidence-based approach for applying the limited amount of health effects evidence and air quality
information in different US regions as a basis for reviewing the adequacy of the current coarse
particle standard.



6.

Adequacy of the Current PM10 Standard (section 3.2): What are CASAC’s views on the
alternative approaches presented for considering the evidence and its uncertainties as
they relate to the adequacy of the current standard?

The general consensus of CASAC is that consideration should be given to revising the current 24hour PM10 standard. The rationale for this recommendation emerges from the judgment that the
current data, while limited, is sufficient to call into question the level of protection afforded the
American people by the current standard. The opinion hinges on the strength of associations in
multi-city studies and positive trends in single city studies linking PM10 exposure and health
endpoints, and moreover that these health effects can occur below the current standard. This
approach gives significant weight to studies that have generally reported that PM10-2.5 effect
estimates remain positive when evaluated in co-pollutant models. Likewise controlled human
exposure PM10-2.5 studies showing decreases in heart rate variability and increases in markers of
pulmonary inflammation are deemed adequate to support the plausibility of the associations
reported in epidemiologic studies.
7.

Indicator (Section 3.3.1): What are CASAC’s views on the approach taken to
considering standard indicator and on staff’s conclusion that PM10 remains an
appropriate indicator in this review?

The majority of CASAC determined that there was insufficient evidence currently available to
support a change in the indicator from PM10 to PM10-2.5. However, CASAC vigorously
recommends the implementation of plans for the deployment of a network of PM10-2.5 sampling
systems so that future epidemiological studies will be able to more thoroughly explore the use of
PM10-2.5 as a more appropriate indicator for thoracic coarse particles.
If a PM10 indicator is retained, the Agency should consider limiting the Federal Reference Method
to include only low volume PM10 samplers, as high volume PM10 samplers do not produce
comparable results.
8. Form (Section 3.3.3): What are CASAC’s views on the approach taken to considering
the form of the standard and on staff’s conclusion that revising the form to a 98th
percentile form would be appropriate for a 24-hour PM10 standard meant to protect
against exposures to thoracic coarse particles?
CASAC felt strongly that it is appropriate to change the statistical form of the PM10 standard to a
98th percentile form. Published work has shown that the percentile form has greater power to
identify non-attainment and a smaller probability of misclassification relative to the expected
exceedance form of the standard. This change in form will lead to changes in levels of stringency
across the country, a topic needing further exploration.
9. Level (Section 3.3.4): What are CASAC’s views on the following:
a. The approach taken by staff to identify potential alternative PM10 standard levels,
in conjunction with a 98th percentile form, including the weight placed on different
studies?



b. Staff’s conclusion that the evidence most strongly supports standard levels around
85 µg/m3?
c. The alternative approach to considering the evidence that could support standard
levels as low as 65 µg/m3?
CASAC concurs that the approach in identifying potential alternative PM10 standard levels are
appropriate, with the discussion regarding the weight placed on different studies clearly and
cogently presented. CASAC also considered that the proposed alternative standard levels of 85
and 65 ug/m3 (based on consideration of 98th percentile PM10 concentration) could be justified.
CASAC, however, does not agree that scientific evidence most strongly supports an upper bound
standard level of 85 µg/m3. As stated in the Second Draft Policy Assessment, scientific evidence
supports the adoption of a standard at least as stringent as the current standard of 150 µg/m3 based
on one expected exceedance. Table A3 suggests that a 98th percentile level of 85µg/m3 is less
stringent as compared to the current standard, protecting a smaller fraction of the population.
Results instead point to a 98th percentile level between 75 and 80 µg/m3 as comparable to the
current standard. CASAC further notes that setting new 24-hour PM10 standard levels should also
consider the impact of corresponding changes in PM2.5 standards, which will likely result in lower
24-hour PM2.5 concentrations and lower measured PM10 values. Thus, proportionately more coarse
particle mass could be airborne at the standard level. Absent corresponding reduction in the PM10
standard, these lower PM2.5 concentrations would lessen the level of protection provided by the
PM10 standard for exposure to PM10-2.5
The Second Draft Policy Assessment does not adequately convey the possible rationale for
selecting the lower end of the proposed range of levels. Therefore, the considerations that might
lead to selecting a PM10 standard level more stringent than afforded by the current standard should
be more clearly elaborated. These considerations focus on margin of safety, particularly as it
relates to the impact and weight given to suggestive findings of causality, to findings of positive
but statistically insignificant results, and to exposure measurement error and other sources of
uncertainty.
10. Key Uncertainties and Areas for Future Research and Data Collection (Section 3.5):
What are CASAC’s views on the areas for future research and data collection outlined in
this section, on relative priorities for research in these areas, and on any other areas that
ought to be identified?
See comments on Chapter 2.
The key distinction for this chapter is the need to seriously focus on PM10-2.5 for both mass and
composition. CASAC looks forward to the planned implementation of monitors that measure
PM10-2.5, rather than PM10. There is a critical need for national monitoring data on PM10-2.5 in order
to provide a basis for epidemiological studies that focus on this size fraction. Furthermore, there is
a need for speciated data to support health effects research. Spatial and temporal variability in
coarse particle mass and composition need to be characterized. In addition, the national
monitoring data will support a baseline for ambient air quality in order to compare with health
effects data in order to assess whether there is a need for a more stringent standard.
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The research areas described in the draft Section 3.5 are reasonable, but there needs to be strong
emphasis on the critical need for coarse PM data, in order that the NAAQS can move beyond PM10
as an indicator for thoracic coarse PM in a future NAAQS revision.
Another question to be considered is regarding what size cut-points are most appropriate, and also
regarding what specific components are of most interest or concern with respect to health effects.
There is a need for continuous monitoring of coarse PM (and of PM2.5) in order to support health
effects studies and to be able to assess alternative forms of possible future standards.
Other challenges for future research: (a) it may be difficult to get useful data from rodent
inhalation studies since they can breathe particles only up to about 2 to 3 microns into their lung
airways; (b) getting good chemical characterization of the particles will be a problem, since there
are primary biological materials of potential interest in the thoracic coarse size range.
Prioritization of the research topics is needed, such as via a separate meeting or workshop.
Secondary Standard for PM-related Visibility
11. Current Approach (Section 4.1.3):
a. What are CASAC’s views regarding our approach for translating technical
evidence and assessment results into the basis for assessing current fine particle
standards and considering alternative standards to provide protection against
PM-related visibility impairment?
The translation of technical evidence and assessment results as a basis for reviewing and revising
the current secondary fine particle standard is logically conceived, clearly presented, and
responsive to previous CASAC recommendations. The combined evidence-based and impactbased assessments effectively contrast and integrate the various combinations of metrics for
protecting urban visibility. While this approach is inherently complex, it is clearly explained in the
text and concisely summarized in Figure 4-1. The various tables and graphics in Chapter 4 and its
associated appendices are helpful in communicating the inherent complexity that results from the
evaluation of so many possible combinations of indicators, averaging times, levels and forms.
b. Has staff appropriately applied this approach in reviewing the adequacy of the
current standard (Section 4.2) and potential alternative standards (Section 4.3)?
The detailed estimates of hourly PM light extinction under current conditions and for “what if”
scenarios of just meeting current standards clearly indicate that the current PM2.5 standards do not
protect against levels of visual air quality which have been judged to be unacceptable in all of the
available urban visibility preference studies. The levels are too high, the averaging times are too
long, and the PM2.5 mass indicator could be improved to correspond more closely to the light
scattering and absorption properties of suspended particles in the ambient air.
While not discussed in detail in the Second Draft Policy Assessment, direct measurements of light
extinction are the preferable indicator for an alternate standard to make an accurate assessment of
the PM effect on urban visibility. These measurements would provide timely and easy-toͻ

understand results to address the protection of the public welfare from PM impacts, but without a
Federal Reference Method (FRM) adopted or in the development process – these data are not
currently available for most urban areas. Additional discussion of the timeline and process
anticipated by EPA to advance direct measurement of light extinction monitoring methods to FRM
status would be helpful.
Given this limitation, the detailed estimates of PM light extinction employed for 15 urban areas in
the UFVA, and used to evaluate alternative new indicators including hourly PM2.5 mass and
“speciated PM2.5 mass-calculated light extinction” in the Second Draft Policy Assessment are
appropriate for the initial promulgation and first generation of regulatory air quality analysis and
planning; similar to the process for the Regional Haze Rule. The speciated PM2.5 mass-calculated
light extinction indicator produces hourly extinction values quite similar to those resulting from
more complex calculations, and it could be an appropriate indicator for a revised secondary
standard, if employed on an interim basis until methods for direct light extinction measurements
can be developed and deployed.
While the stated intent of the Second Draft Policy Assessment is “to provide as broad an array of
options as is supportable by the available information”, the CASAC recommends providing
additional and more focused discussion of the policy implications that may be associated with
selecting and implementing specific combinations of indicators, levels and forms from within this
broad array of options. Some discussion should also be provided to indicate that reductions in light
scattering aerosols could decrease light extinction but increase radiative forcing, while reductions
in light absorbing aerosols would decrease both light extinction and radiative forcing. The
contributions of anthropogenic controllable “Short-Lived-Climate-Forcers” that contribute
significantly to urban visibility impairment would also be worthy of some attention in the analysis
of policy implications.
12. Nature of the Indicator (Section 4.3. 1): What are CASAC’s views on the following:
a. Staff’s consideration of the three indicators identified in this section and our
conclusions on the appropriateness of these indicators for consideration in this
review?
b. The development and evaluation of a new approach that is based on using
speciated PM2.5 mass and relative humidity to calculate PM2.5 light extinction by
means of the IMPROVE algorithm?
c. The assessment approach and results comparing the PM components that
contribute to the hours selected in the top percentiles for PM2.5 mass and PM10
light extinction?
As noted in past comments, CASAC strongly prefers directly measuring light extinction to using
estimates based on mass measurements (e.g., the other options provided in the Second Draft Policy
Assessment). In their recent review, the Ambient Air Monitoring and Methods Subcommittee
(AAMMS) noted that there are commercial instruments available that provide light extinction
measurements directly, and promising additional technologies may soon become available. The
AAMMS also encouraged the EPA to begin the process of developing performance standards for
PM light extinction measurements. However, a FRM for light extinction measurement does not yet
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exist, and as EPA does not view it as practical to develop an FRM in time for this rule making,
CASAC recognizes that alternative approaches need to be considered.
A current weakness of the Second Draft Policy Assessment is that it does not explicitly state the
reasons that EPA does not currently recommend using a direct measurement of light extinction. It
also does not provide any indication that the proposed mass-based indicators are intended for use
on an interim basis, to be replaced with direct light extinction-based measurements as those
methods are developed, tested and deployed. If staff consider it impractical to develop performance
standards for an FRM in time for this round of rule making, this should be clearly stated and a
schedule for developing such performance standards and evaluating candidate instruments should
be specified well in advance of the next PM NAAQS review.
Assuming it is currently impractical to develop a FRM for direct measurements of PM light
extinction in a sufficiently timely manner, CASAC agrees that for this rule making, a method to
estimate extinction based on measurements from continuous PM2.5 monitors, preferably adjusted
by PM2.5 speciation and relative humidity (RH) data, is appropriate. The “speciated PM2.5 masscalculated light extinction” method described in the Second Draft Policy Assessment appears to be
a reasonable approach for estimating hourly light extinction. For purposes of “near real time”
visibility tracking, CASAC recommends considering a simpler calculation in which historical,
rather than concurrent, monthly or seasonal speciation averages would be used to estimate
speciation for combining with real-time continuous PM2.5 and RH data, even though the most
recent speciation data would be used for developing plans for improving visibility. CASAC also
recommends that the Agency consider developing the monthly or seasonal speciation estimates on
a regional basis as well as on a site-specific basis, as this would allow light extinction estimates at
all (>700) sites with continuous PM2.5 data, rather than just the relatively few sites with collocated
continuous PM2.5 and speciation monitors.
13. Alternative Levels and Forms (Section 4.3.3): What are Panel views on the following:
a. The performance assessment which focused on the Candidate Protection Levels of
64, 112, 191 Mm-1 for PM2.5 light extinction and speciated PM2.5 mass-calculated
light extinction, and alternative levels of 10, 20, and 30 ȝg/m3 for PM2.5 mass
concentration?
These are appropriate CPL and PM2.5 levels. The CPL values were based on all visibility
preference data that are available and bound the study results as represented by the 50%
acceptability criteria. However, the presentation could be improved by expanding some of the
tables to include 10 and 40 dv values, in that at 10 dv, no viewer found the scene to be
unacceptable, and at 40 dv, virtually all viewers found all scenes to be unacceptable. What would
these dv levels correspond to in the context of PM2.5 and the various percentile levels?
b. Use of three-year averaged 90th and 95th percentiles in conjunction with a 1-hour
daily maximum form and use of three-year averaged 98th percentile in
conjunction with the all daylight hours form?
While these levels may be appropriate, they are not well justified. A cursory argument was made
that the 90–95th percentiles in conjunction with the 1-hour daily maximum identified similar days
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and hours of non-compliance, as did the 98th percentile in conjunction with all daylight hours, and
this correspondence was a sufficient basis to pick these two approaches. It would be informative to
compare all, or at that least the same, percentiles for both all days and the daily hourly daily
maximum. These analyses should be informative as to whether one approach is preferred.
Whether different sources might be identified, depending on use of daily average or maximum
values has not been adequately addressed. For example, a significantly extended episode of low
visibility might be attributed to a single source, such as a large wildfire or prescribed fire, which
would result in the all hour, all day approach targeting only one large emission episode that
occurred for only one or a few time periods. For wintertime episodes in many cities of multi-day
poor urban visibility conditions, the events can cross the end of the calendar year, tracking the
highest daily hour for each day to form a full 3-year distribution of values (i.e., N = ~1,095) for
which the compliance value is then compared to the percentile level selected by EPA.
c. Insights to be drawn by comparing the PM components for hours included among
the 10% highest for a 1-hour daily maximum form with the hours included among
the 2% highest for an all daylight hours form, for the various indicators
considered (Appendix C)?
See comments above. These two approaches appear to be similar; however, it would be helpful to
quantify the similarities as opposed to relying only on a qualitative discussion. A scatter plot might
be useful for the 14 sites that provides the average fractional contribution of a species in relation to
the time metric used. Additionally, comparisons should be shown for the specific days found in
non-compliance by metric.
14. Key Uncertainties and Areas for Future Research and Data Collection (Section 4.5):
What are CASAC’s views on the areas for future research and data collection outlined in
this section, on relative priorities for research in these areas, and on any other areas that
ought to be identified?
The major areas of research and data collection needed to address key uncertainties related to a
visibility-based secondary standard are nicely captured in Section 4.5 of the Second Draft Policy
Assessment. The section appropriately identifies two major areas of need, one related to visibility
preference, and one related to methods of measurement.
In the first category, preference studies, the details noted by EPA all identify a strong need for
additional urban visibility preference studies conducted using consistent methodology. The range
of 50% acceptability values discussed as possible standards are based on just four studies (Figure
4-2), which, given the large spread in values, provide only limited confidence that the benchmark
candidate protection levels cover the appropriate range of preference values. Studies using a range
of urban scenes (including, but not limited to, iconic scenes – “valued scenic elements” such as
those in the Washington DC study), should also be considered.
In the second category related to methods of measurement, CASAC supports the proposal to
conduct studies in several cities, pairing direct monitoring of light extinction with enhanced
monitoring of PM size and composition distributions (i.e., continuous PM speciation monitoring).
Additional work should also be conducted to understand the contribution of PM10-2.5 in
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southwestern areas other than Phoenix, to address the lack of information for scattering associated
with this fraction of PM10 as is noted on page 4-30.
Underlying this overall discussion is a clear need for better particle size – composition distribution
information (i.e., particle composition distributions as a function of particle size). These data gaps
are addressed in different ways in the discussion of future research needs elsewhere in the Second
Draft Policy Assessment (Sections 2.5 and 3.5). Moreover, the development of continuous
monitoring methods for specific PM components addressed in Section 2.5 is equally applicable
here. Improved understanding of size-dependent PM composition would also help address the
questions related to the role of scattering and absorbing aerosols in climate forcing that are raised
in Section 5.2.4.
Finally, a number of research and data collection topics overlap between the secondary PM
NAAQS, and the PM2.5 and PM10 primary PM NAAQS. For example, the fraction of combustionrelated primary carbon PM species can be an important indicator of harmful health effects,
visibility impairment and climate forcing.
With these characteristics, research to jointly quantify and reduce these primary PM carbon species
from combustion sources would advance the information available to the Administrator for her
judgment about the necessary level of protection to be provided by the future PM NAAQS, to be
assessed in the next review cycle.
CASAC suggests that EPA look for additional opportunities to align health and welfare
improvement strategies simultaneously for common indicators, such that the next reviews of the
PM and other NAAQS have not only the analyses of the effects of PM and other NAAQS
indicators on health and welfare, but also include metrics useful for measuring progress toward
attainment.
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APPENDIX B
Ambient PM Monitoring Networks
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SURJUDPVKDYHVRPHIOH[LELOLW\LQKRZRIWHQWKH\PXVWEHRSHUDWHG$SSUR[LPDWHO\)50V
RSHUDWHHYHU\GD\HYHU\WKLUGGD\DQGDQRWKHUHYHU\VL[WKGD\6DPSOHIUHTXHQFLHVRI
HYHU\WKLUGDQGVL[WKGD\DUHEDVHGRQDQDWLRQDOVDPSOHFDOHQGDUSURYLGHGE\(3$7KHQXPEHU
RI30)50VPD\GHFUHDVHRYHUWKHFRPLQJ\HDUVDV30FRQWLQXRXV)(0VDUHQRZ
DYDLODEOHDQGFDQUHSODFH)50VIRUSXUSRVHVRIFRPSDULVRQWRWKH1$$46)LJXUH%
LOOXVWUDWHVWKHORFDWLRQVRI30)50VUHSRUWLQJWRWKH$LU4XDOLW\6\VWHP $46 
B.1.2 PM2.5 Continuous Monitor Network
&RQWLQXRXV30PRQLWRUVDUHUHTXLUHGLQ06$VDWRQHKDOI URXQGHGXS WKHQXPEHURI
PRQLWRULQJVWDWLRQVWKDWDUHUHTXLUHGWRKDYHDQ)50)(0PRQLWRU6LQFHPRVWGHSOR\HG30
FRQWLQXRXVPRQLWRUVDUHQRWDSSURYHGDV)(0VPDQ\RIWKHVHPRQLWRUVDUHFROORFDWHGDW
PRQLWRULQJORFDWLRQVZLWKDQ)50VRWKDWWKHDYDLODELOLW\RIGDWDIURPERWKLQVWUXPHQWVVXSSRUWV
HDFKRIWKHPDMRUPRQLWRULQJREMHFWLYHVGHVFULEHGHDUOLHULQWKLVVHFWLRQ&ROORFDWLRQZLWK30
)50VDQGFRQWLQXRXVPRQLWRUVDOVRHQVXUHVWKDWUHIHUHQFHGDWDDUHDYDLODEOHWRYDOLGDWHWKH
SHUIRUPDQFHRIWKHFRQWLQXRXVPRQLWRU:KLOH30FRQWLQXRXVPRQLWRUVSULPDULO\VXSSRUW
IRUHFDVWLQJDQGUHSRUWLQJWKH$4,WKH\DUHDOVRXVHGLQLQWHUSUHWLQJWKHGLXUQDOFKDUDFWHUL]DWLRQ



$)HGHUDO(TXLYDOHQW0HWKRG )(0 PHDQVDPHWKRGIRUPHDVXULQJWKHFRQFHQWUDWLRQRIDQDLUSROOXWDQWLQWKH
DPELHQWDLUWKDWKDVEHHQGHVLJQDWHGDVDQHTXLYDOHQWPHWKRGLQDFFRUGDQFHZLWK&)53DUW
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RI307KHQHWZRUNRI30FRQWLQXRXVPRQLWRUVKDVJURZQWRRYHUORFDWLRQVWKURXJKRXW
WKHFRXQWU\ZLWKDSSUR[LPDWHO\PRQLWRUVLQRSHUDWLRQDVFRQWLQXRXV)(0V&RQWLQXRXV
)(0VDUHFRPSDUHGWRWKH1$$46ZKHQGHVLJQDWHGDVWKHSULPDU\PRQLWRUDWDVWDWLRQ$
UHFHQWDVVHVVPHQWRIFRQWLQXRXV30)(0GDWDTXDOLW\DVFRPSDUHGWRFROORFDWHG)50V
LQGLFDWHVWKDWVRPH)(0VDUHPHHWLQJWKHSHUIRUPDQFHFULWHULDXVHGWRDSSURYHWKHVHPHWKRGV
ZKLFKDUHEDVHGRQGDLO\PHDVXUHPHQWVZKLOHRWKHUVDUHQRW7KHDVVHVVPHQWVDQG
UHFRPPHQGDWLRQVIRUDGGUHVVLQJGDWDTXDOLW\LVVXHVDUHGHWDLOHGLQ+DQOH\DQG5HII
$GGLWLRQDOO\DVSDUWRIDUHYLHZRIKRXUGDWDIURPDOOFRQWLQXRXV)(030LQVWUXPHQWV
RSHUDWLQJDWVWDWHORFDOPRQLWRULQJVLWHVZHKDYHUHFHQWO\EHFRPHDZDUHRIWKHRFFXUUHQFHRI
TXHVWLRQDEOHRXWOLHUVLQKRXUGDWDVXEPLWWHGWR$46IURPFRQWLQXRXV)(030LQVWUXPHQWV
DWVRPHRIWKHVHVLWHV (YDQJHOLVWD )LJXUH%LOOXVWUDWHVWKHORFDWLRQVRI30
FRQWLQXRXVPRQLWRUVUHSRUWLQJWR$46LQFOXGLQJWKRVHWKDWDUHQRZDSSURYHGDV)(0V
B.1.3 PM2.5 Speciation
$VSDUWRIWKH301$$46UHYLHZFRPSOHWHGLQ(3$HVWDEOLVKHGD30
&KHPLFDO6SHFLDWLRQ1HWZRUN &61 FRQVLVWLQJRI6SHFLDWLRQ7UHQGV1HWZRUN 671 VLWHV
7KH671ZDVHVWDEOLVKHGWRFRQGXFWURXWLQHVSHFLDWLRQPRQLWRULQJLQSULPDULO\XUEDQDUHDVWR
SURYLGHQDWLRQDOO\FRQVLVWHQWGDWDIRUWKHDVVHVVPHQWRIWUHQGVDQGWRSURYLGHDORQJWHUPUHFRUG
RIWKHFKHPLFDOFRPSRVLWLRQRI30LQWKH8QLWHG6WDWHV7KHLQLWLDO671PRQLWRULQJEHJDQ
ZLWKDSLORWRIVLWHVLQ)HEUXDU\,QDGGLWLRQWRWKH671(3$DOVRLPSOHPHQWHGD
QHWZRUNRIDERXWVXSSOHPHQWDOVSHFLDWLRQVLWHVIRUPXOWLSOHPRQLWRULQJREMHFWLYHVLQFOXGLQJ
VXSSRUWIRUWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIPRGHOLQJWRROVDQGWKHDSSOLFDWLRQRIVRXUFHDSSRUWLRQPHQW
PRGHOLQJIRUFRQWUROVWUDWHJ\GHYHORSPHQWWRLPSOHPHQWWKH1$$46KHDOWKHIIHFWVDQG
H[SRVXUHUHVHDUFKVWXGLHVDVVHVVPHQWRIWKHHIIHFWLYHQHVVRIHPLVVLRQUHGXFWLRQVVWUDWHJLHV
WKURXJKWKHFKDUDFWHUL]DWLRQRIDLUTXDOLW\DQGGHYHORSPHQWRIVWDWHLPSOHPHQWDWLRQSODQV
6,3V 7KH671DQGVXSSOHPHQWDOVSHFLDWLRQPRQLWRULQJVLWHVWRJHWKHUDUHUHIHUUHGWRDVWKH
&617KH&61VDPSOLQJV\VWHPVGRQRWLQFOXGHDQ\)50)(0VWKHUHIRUHGDWDSURGXFHGIURP
WKLVQHWZRUNDUHQRWXVHGIRUFRPSDULVRQWRWKH1$$46+RZHYHU)50VDUHDOPRVWDOZD\V
FROORFDWHGZLWKWKH&61VLQFHWKHVHDUHDPRQJWKHPRVWLPSRUWDQW30VLWHVLQDQHWZRUN



+DQOH\7DQG5HII$  $VVHVVPHQWRI30)(0V&RPSDUHGWR&ROORFDWHG)50V0HPRUDQGXPWR30
1$$465HYLHZ'RFNHW(3$+42$5$SULO$YDLODEOH
KWWSZZZHSDJRYWWQQDDTVVWDQGDUGVSPVBSPBBWGKWPO

(YDQJHOLVWD0  ,QYHVWLJDWLRQRIKRXU300DVV&RQFHQWUDWLRQ'DWDIURP(3$$SSURYHG&RQWLQXRXV
)HGHUDO(TXLYDOHQW0HWKRG$QDO\]HUV0HPRUDQGXPWR301$$465HYLHZ'RFNHW (3$+42$5 
$SULO$YDLODEOHKWWSZZZHSDJRYWWQQDDTVVWDQGDUGVSPVBSPBBWGKWPO
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,Q(3$FRQGXFWHGDQDVVHVVPHQWVSHFLILFDOO\IRFXVHGRQWKH30VSHFLDWLRQ
PRQLWRULQJQHWZRUN,QFRQVXOWDWLRQZLWK6WDWHDQGORFDOPRQLWRULQJDJHQFLHV(3$HYDOXDWHG
&61VLWHVWRGHWHUPLQHZKLFKRQHVPLJKWEHVKXWGRZQWRSURYLGHUHVRXUFHVIRUIXWXUH
PRQLWRULQJQHHGV7KH(3$UDQNHGWKHVLWHVDFFRUGLQJWRWKHLURYHUDOOLQIRUPDWLRQYDOXH7KH
UDQNLQJZDVEDVHGRQVHYHUDOIDFWRUVLQFOXGLQJZKHWKHUWKHVLWHZDVLQDQRQDWWDLQPHQWDUHDDQG
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Figure B-1. PM2.5 FRMs Reporting to AQS



%


Figure B-2. PM2.5 Continuous Monitors Reporting to
AQS
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ZKHWKHURWKHUVLWHVZHUHQHDUE\7KHUHZDVJHQHUDODJUHHPHQWWKDWVRPHRIWKHVLWHVVKRXOGEH
VKXWGRZQZKHQ)<IXQGLQJUDQRXW2WKHUVLWHVZHUHLGHQWLILHGDVKLJKYDOXHVLWHV
SDUWLFXODUO\ZLWKUHJDUGWRWKH301$$46SURJUDP7KH(3$HYDOXDWHGHDFKRIWKHVHVLWHV
ZKHQ)<UHJLRQDOIXQGLQJDOORFDWLRQVIRUFRQWLQXHGRSHUDWLRQDQGPDLQWHQDQFHZHUH
GHYHORSHG,QGRLQJVR(3$EDODQFHGILOWHUEDVHG30VSHFLDWLRQDJDLQVWIXQGLQJIRURWKHU
30PHDVXUHPHQWVVXFKDV)50VLWHRSHUDWLRQVILOWHUDQDO\VLVDQGVWDUWXSRIDGGLWLRQDO
SUHFXUVRUJDVVLWHVDQGFRQWLQXRXVVSHFLDWLRQVLWHV
$VRIWKH30&61LQFOXGHVDERXW671VLWHVDQGDERXW6/$06
VXSSOHPHQWDOVLWHV$OO671VLWHVRSHUDWHRQDRQHLQWKUHHGD\VDPSOHFROOHFWLRQVFKHGXOH$
PDMRULW\RIWKH6/$06VXSSOHPHQWDOVLWHVRSHUDWHRQDRQHLQVL[GD\VDPSOHFROOHFWLRQ
VFKHGXOH7KHVHVLWHVFROOHFWDHURVROVDPSOHVRYHUKRXUVRQILOWHUVWKDWDUHDQDO\]HGIRU30
PDVVDQXPEHURIWUDFHHOHPHQWVPDMRULRQV HJVXOIDWHQLWUDWHDQGDPPRQLXP DQGRUJDQLF
DQGHOHPHQWDOFDUERQ
7KH,03529(SURJUDPZDVHVWDEOLVKHGLQWRDLGWKHFUHDWLRQRIIHGHUDODQGVWDWH
LPSOHPHQWDWLRQSODQVIRUWKHSURWHFWLRQRIYLVLELOLW\LQ&ODVVDUHDV QDWLRQDOSDUNVDQG
ZLOGHUQHVVDUHDV DVVWLSXODWHGLQWKHDPHQGPHQWVWRWKH&$$DQGIXUWKHUVXSSRUWHGLQWKH
JRDOVVHWIRUWKLQWKH5HJLRQDO+D]H5XOH6LPLODUWRWKH&61WKH,03529(SURJUDP
SURYLGHV30PDVVDQGVSHFLDWLRQGDWDIRURUJDQLFDQGHOHPHQWDOFDUERQPDMRULRQVDQGWUDFH
HOHPHQWVKRZHYHUXQOLNH&61,03529(DOVRVDPSOHVIRU30PDVV7KH,03529(
QHWZRUNLVSUHVHQWO\FRPSULVHGRIUHJLRQDOO\UHSUHVHQWDWLYHPRQLWRULQJVLWHVVLWHVRSHUDWHG
FROODERUDWLYHO\ZLWKWKH&OHDQ$LU6WDWXVDQG7UHQGV1HWZRUN &$671(7 VLWHVRSHUDWHGE\
6WDWHDQGORFDODJHQFLHVUHIHUUHGWRDV³,03529(3URWRFRO6WDWLRQV´VHYHUDOVLWHVRSHUDWHGE\
7ULEDODLUPRQLWRULQJSURJUDPVDQGDERXWVLWHVRSHUDWHGE\IHGHUDOODQGPDQDJHUV,03529(
VDPSOHUVDUHDOVRFROORFDWHGDW&61VWDWLRQVWRDVVHVVRQJRLQJFRPSDUDELOLW\RIWKHSURJUDPV
)LJXUH%SURYLGHVDPDSRIDOO,03529(DQG&61VWDWLRQV
)URP0D\XQWLO2FWREHUWKHDSSUR[LPDWHO\&61VLWHVWUDQVLWLRQHGWRD
QHZPHWKRGRIVDPSOLQJDQGDQDO\VLVIRUFDUERQPHDVXUHPHQWVWKDWLVFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH
,03529(QHWZRUNPHWKRGRORJ\7KLVWUDQVLWLRQRFFXUUHGLQWKUHHSKDVHV&61VWDWLRQV
EHJDQXVLQJWKHQHZPHWKRGLQWKHILUVWSKDVHZKLFKVWDUWHG0D\VWDWLRQVZHUHLQWKH
VHFRQGSKDVHEHJLQQLQJRQ$SULODQGVWDWLRQVZHUHLQWKHWKLUGSKDVHEHJLQQLQJRQ
2FWREHU
:KLOHWKHQHWZRUNRIDSSUR[LPDWHO\&61VLWHVSURYLGHYDOXDEOHGDWDIRU
GHYHORSPHQWDQGWUDFNLQJRIFRQWUROVWUDWHJLHVLWVXVHIRUVXSSRUWLQJVWXGLHVRIKHDOWKDQG
ZHOIDUHHIIHFWVLVVRPHZKDWOLPLWHG7KH&61VLWHVSURYLGHGDWDRQDRQHLQWKUHHRURQHLQVL[



$GGLWLRQDOLQIRUPDWLRQLVDYDLODEOHDWKWWSZZZHSDJRYYLVLELOLW\DFWLRQVKWPO
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Figure B-3. IMPROVE and Chemical Speciation Network
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GD\VFKHGXOHDQGGRQRWFDSWXUHGDWDHYHU\GD\RUHYHU\ZKHUH,Q$SULO(3$FR
VSRQVRUHGDZRUNVKRSWRGLVFXVVPRGLILFDWLRQVWRWKHFXUUHQWDPELHQWDLUTXDOLW\PRQLWRULQJ
QHWZRUNVWKDWZRXOGDGYDQFHRXUXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHLPSDFWVRI30H[SRVXUHVRQSXEOLF
KHDOWKZHOIDUHLQWKHPRVWPHDQLQJIXOZD\7KLVZRUNVKRSZDVDPDMRUVWHSLQDVHULHVRI
LQWHUDFWLRQVWRIRVWHULPSURYHGORQJWHUPFRPPXQLFDWLRQEHWZHHQH[WHUQDOVWDNHKROGHUV
LQFOXGLQJDLUTXDOLW\PRQLWRULQJH[SHUWVDQGKHDOWKUHVHDUFKHUV7KHVHUHVHDUFKHUVH[SUHVVHGD
VWURQJLQWHUHVWLQKDYLQJDFFHVVWR30VSHFLDWLRQPHDVXUHPHQWVFROOHFWHGPRUHIUHTXHQWO\
B.2

PM10

0HDVXUHPHQWVIURP30PRQLWRULQJVWDWLRQVDUHSULPDULO\XVHGIRUFRPSDULVRQWRWKH
1$$46KRZHYHUPRVWVHUYHPXOWLSOHREMHFWLYHV30PRQLWRULQJVWDWLRQVJHQHUDOO\KDYHDQ
XUEDQIRFXVDQGDUHUHTXLUHGLQ06$VDFFRUGLQJWRSRSXODWLRQDQGFRQFHQWUDWLRQVUHODWLYHWRWKH
1$$46/RFDOFRQVLGHUDWLRQVDUHDOVRDIDFWRULQGHWHUPLQLQJWKHDFWXDOUHTXLUHGQXPEHURI
PRQLWRULQJVLWHV0RUHVWDWLRQVDUHUHTXLUHGLQODUJHU06$VDQG06$VZLWKPRUHHYLGHQFHRI
SRRUDLUTXDOLW\ZKLOHPRQLWRUVDUHDOVRUHTXLUHGLQFOHDQ06$VRIFHUWDLQVL]H7KHQXPEHURI
PRQLWRUVLQDUHDVZKHUH06$SRSXODWLRQVH[FHHGPXVWEHLQWKHUDQJHIURPWR
VWDWLRQVZKLOHLQORZSRSXODWLRQXUEDQDUHDVQRPRUHWKDQWZRVWDWLRQVDUHUHTXLUHG VHH7DEOH
'±RI$SSHQGL['WR&)53DUW %HFDXVHVRXUFHVRIDLUSROOXWDQWVDQGORFDOFRQWUROHIIRUWV
FDQYDU\IURPRQHSDUWRIWKHFRXQWU\WRDQRWKHUVRPHIOH[LELOLW\LVDOORZHGLQVHOHFWLQJWKH
DFWXDOQXPEHURI30VWDWLRQVLQDQ\RQHORFDOH
7KHQHWZRUNRI30PRQLWRUVKDVEHHQRSHUDWLRQDOVLQFH7KHQHWZRUNFXUUHQWO\
LQFOXGHVRYHUPRQLWRULQJVWDWLRQVWKURXJKRXWWKHFRXQWU\ZLWKPRVWPHWURSROLWDQDUHDV
RSHUDWLQJPRUH30PRQLWRUVWKDQUHTXLUHGE\FXUUHQWPRQLWRULQJUHTXLUHPHQWV7KH30
PRQLWRULQJVWDWLRQVRSHUDWH)50VXVLQJGLIIHUHQWVDPSOLQJIUHTXHQFLHVLQFOXGLQJGDLO\RQHLQ
WZRGD\RQHLQWKUHHGD\RURQHLQVL[GD\VDPSOLQJ7KHVDPSOLQJIUHTXHQF\LVEDVHGRQWKH
UHODWLYHFRQFHQWUDWLRQOHYHORIWKHVLWHZLWKUHVSHFWWRWKHKRXUVWDQGDUG7KHUHDUHDOVR)(0V
WKDWDUHRSHUDWHGFRQWLQXRXVO\30PRQLWRUVRSHUDWLQJDFURVVWKHFRXQWU\DUHDOPRVW
H[FOXVLYHO\)50VRU)(0V)LJXUH%LOOXVWUDWHVWKHORFDWLRQVRIWKH30)50VDQG)(0V
UHSRUWLQJWR$46
7KH30PRQLWRULQJVWDWLRQVDUHFXUUHQWO\UHTXLUHGWRFROOHFWDQGUHSRUWPRQLWRULQJGDWD
XQGHUVWDQGDUGWHPSHUDWXUHDQGSUHVVXUH 673 FRQGLWLRQV30DQG30DUHUHTXLUHGWREH
FROOHFWHGDQGUHSRUWHGDWORFDOFRQGLWLRQV&RUUHFWLRQRIWKHVDPSOHGDHURVROYROXPHWR
VWDQGDUGFRQGLWLRQVLVW\SLFDOO\VPDOO HJOHVVWKDQDIHZSHUFHQW H[FHSWLQORFDWLRQVDW



$VXPPDU\RIWKHZRUNVKRSLQFOXGLQJUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVZDVSXEOLVKHGLQ'HFHPEHUDQGLVDYDLODEOHDW
ZZZHSDJRY25'QSGSGIV),1$/$SULO$4+HDOWK5HVHDUFK:RUNVKRS6XPPDU\'HFSGI
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Figure B-4. PM10 Monitoring Network Reporting to AQS
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KLJKHUDOWLWXGHVDQGWKRVHZLWKODUJHGLXUQDORUVHDVRQDOWHPSHUDWXUHFKDQJHV 86(3$
9ROXPH,6HFWLRQ 
B.3

PM10-2.5

7KH(3$LVUHTXLULQJDSSUR[LPDWHO\30PRQLWRULQJVWDWLRQVDVSDUWRIWKH
1DWLRQDO&RUH 1&RUH PXOWLSOHSROOXWDQWQHWZRUN7KLVQHWZRUNLVSODQQHGWREHIXOO\
RSHUDWLRQDOE\-DQXDU\$V6WDWHDQGORFDODJHQFLHVPHDVXUH30PDVVDVUHTXLUHG
WKURXJKWKH1&RUHSURJUDPZHDQWLFLSDWHWKHQXPEHURIVWDWLRQVZLOOLQFUHDVH,QDGGLWLRQWR
1&RUHLWLVDSSURSULDWHWRFDOFXODWH30FRQFHQWUDWLRQVIURPFROORFDWHG30DQG30
PHWKRGVRIWKHVDPHPDNHDQGPRGHO+RZHYHULQPDQ\FDVHVWKH30GDWDZLOOQHHGWREH
DGMXVWHGWRORFDOFRQGLWLRQVVLQFHPRVW30GDWDDUHUHSRUWHGDV673ZKLOH30LVUHSRUWHGDW
ORFDOFRQGLWLRQV /& 1RWHRQO\ORZYROXPHVDPSOHUVDUHXVHGLQFDOFXODWLQJ30DVWKHVH
DUHWKHRQO\DSSURYHGUHIHUHQFHDQGHTXLYDOHQWPHWKRGVIRUWKLVPHDVXUHPHQW
)RU30VSHFLDWLRQZHGRQRWH[SHFWPHWKRGVWREHIXOO\GHYHORSHGLQWLPHWRPHHW
WKH-DQXDU\VWDUWGDWHIRUPRQLWRULQJDW1&RUH7KH(3$KDVEHHQZRUNLQJZLWKWKH
&$6$&$PELHQW$LU0RQLWRULQJDQG0HWKRGV6XEFRPPLWWHH $$006 RQWKLVLVVXHDQGKDV
LPSOHPHQWHGDSLORWSURJUDPHYDOXDWLQJ30VSHFLDWLRQPHWKRGVDWWZRORFDWLRQVLQ
B.4

NATIONAL CORE (NCORE)

7KH1&RUHQHWZRUNLVDPXOWLSROOXWDQWQHWZRUNWKDWLQFOXGHVPHDVXUHPHQWVRISDUWLFOHV
JDVHVDQGPHWHRURORJ\ )52FWREHU 7KHQHWZRUNLVLQWHQGHGWRVXSSRUW
LQWHJUDWHGDLUSURJUDPPDQDJHPHQWQHHGV:KLOHPHDVXUHPHQWVPDGHDW1&RUHVWDWLRQVZLOO
RIWHQEHXVHGIRUFRPSDULVRQWRRQHRUPRUH1$$46DVZHOODVIRUSXEOLFUHSRUWLQJRIDLU
TXDOLW\GDWDWKHLUHQKDQFHGYDOXHLVLQSURYLGLQJPXOWLSROOXWDQWGDWDIRUYDOLGDWLRQRIPRGHOV
WUHQGVDQGDVDQLQSXWWRUHVHDUFKVWXGLHVWRGHWHUPLQHWKHUHODWLYHLPSRUWDQFHRIFROORFDWHG
SROOXWDQWV7KH1&RUHPRQLWRULQJQHWZRUNEHJDQ-DQXDU\DWDSSUR[LPDWHO\VWDWLRQV
1&RUHVWDWLRQVDUHLQWHQGHGWREHORQJWHUPVWDWLRQVXVHIXOIRUDYDULHW\RIDSSOLFDWLRQV7KH
ORFDWLRQVRIWKHVHVWDWLRQVDUHVSHFLILHGWREHSODFHGDZD\IURPGLUHFWHPLVVLRQVVRXUFHVWKDW
FRXOGVXEVWDQWLDOO\LPSDFWWKHDELOLW\WRGHWHFWDUHDZLGHFRQFHQWUDWLRQV7KH1&RUHQHWZRUNLV
FRPSULVHGRIVWDWLRQVLQERWKXUEDQDQGUXUDODUHDV8UEDQ1&RUHVWDWLRQVDUHWREHJHQHUDOO\



0RQLWRULQJDJHQFLHVDUHEULQJLQJWKHLU30PHWKRGVRQOLQHQRZDQGDVRI$SULO1&RUHVLWHVDUH
DOUHDG\UHSRUWLQJGDWDWRWKH$46

$OLVWRIDSSURYHG)50VDQG)(0VLVDYDLODEOHRQ(3$¶VZHEVLWHDWKWWSZZZHSDJRYWWQDPWLFFULWHULDKWPO

$)HEUXDU\FRQVXOWDWLRQZLWKWKH&$6$&$$00VXEFRPPLWWHHGLVFXVVHGLVVXHVUHODWHGWRFRDUVHSDUWLFOH
VSHFLDWLRQPHDVXUHV)RUPRUHLQIRUPDWLRQRQWKLVFRQVXOWDWLRQSOHDVHVHH
KWWS\RVHPLWHHSDJRYVDEVDESURGXFWQVIFEGHFDGHGFFE
GH2SHQ'RFXPHQW
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ORFDWHGDWDQXUEDQRUQHLJKERUKRRGVFDOHWRSURYLGHUHSUHVHQWDWLYHFRQFHQWUDWLRQVRIH[SRVXUH
H[SHFWHGWKURXJKRXWWKHPHWURSROLWDQDUHD5XUDO1&RUHVWDWLRQVDUHWREHORFDWHGWRWKH
PD[LPXPH[WHQWSUDFWLFDEOHDWDUHJLRQDORUODUJHUVFDOHDZD\IURPDQ\ODUJHORFDOHPLVVLRQ
VRXUFHVRWKDWWKH\UHSUHVHQWDPELHQWFRQFHQWUDWLRQVRYHUDQH[WHQVLYHDUHD6WDWHVDQGZKHUH
DSSOLFDEOHORFDOPRQLWRULQJDJHQFLHVVXEPLWWHGSODQVIRUPHHWLQJWKH1&RUHUHTXLUHPHQWV
GXULQJWKHVXPPHURI7KHSURSRVHG1&RUHVWDWLRQVDUHFROORFDWHGZLWKVHYHUDORWKHUZHOO
OHYHUDJHGQHWZRUNVVXFKDV&613KRWRFKHPLFDODLUPRQLWRULQJVWDWLRQV 3$06 1DWLRQDO$LU
7R[LFV7UHQGV6WDWLRQV 1$776 ,03529(DQG&$671(77KHH[SHFWHG1&RUHORFDWLRQV
DUHLGHQWLILHGLQ)LJXUH%
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Figure B-5. NCore Monitoring Network
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APPENDIX C
Table C-1. Predicted Percent of Counties with Monitors (and percent of population in counties with monitors)
Not Likely to Meet Current and Alternative Annual and 24-hour PM2.5 Standards
All U.S.

Northeast

Southeast

Industrial
Midwest

Upper
Midwest

Southwest

Northwest

Southern
California

Outlying
areas

Total # of counties >

532

93

149

135

45

17

69

17

7

Total population (x 1,000)>

184,180

44,345

8,962

20,821

22,663

1,913

19
6,615
28%
32%

8
17,579
47%
78%

1
83
14%
4%

20
6,634
29%
32%
22
6,668
32%
32%
32
12,210
46%
59%

9
20,393
53%
90%
9
20,393
53%
90%
10
20,411
59%
90%

1
83
14%
4%
1
83
14%
4%
2
114
29%
6%

Region >

24hour
µg/m3

Statistic

15

35

# counties
population
% # counties
% population

annual
µg/m3

24hour
µg/m3

Statistic

annual
µg/m3

12

35

11

35

13

30

# counties
population
% # counties
% population
# counties
population
% # counties
% population
# counties
population
% # counties
% population

40,271
37,512
7,694
Current Standards

Numbers of counties, populations, and percentages of total
35
28,801
7%
16%

0
0
0%
0%

1
5
662
3,683
1%
4%
2%
10%
Alternative Standards

0
0
0%
0%

1
180
6%
2%

Numbers of counties, populations, and percentages of total
149
76,579
28%
42%
263
107,447
49%
58%
130
78,286
24%
43%

21
14,936
23%
34%
39
22,952
42%
52%
21
13,688
23%
31%

30
10,318
20%
26%
82
21,224
55%
53%
10
6,152
7%
15%

66
23,998
49%
64%
102
31,346
76%
84%
50
23,692
37%
63%

C-1

0
0
0%
0%
5
1,491
11%
19%
2
1,627
4%
21%

2
218
12%
2%
3
3,290
18%
37%
3
393
18%
4%
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APPENDIX D
Table D-1. Predicted Percent of Counties with Monitors (and percent of population in counties with monitors)
Not Likely to Meet Current and Alternative 24-hour PM10 Standards
Region>

57

Industrial
Midwest
50

Upper
Midwest
40

27,181

21,352

5,917

All U.S.

Northeast

Southeast

Total # of counties >

307

37

Total population (x1,000)
>

120,090

15,397

µg/m

3

150

µg/m3
87

85

80

75

70

65

Statistic
# counties
population
% # counties
% population

41
32,835
13%
27%

Statistic
# counties
population
% # counties
% population
# counties
population
% # counties
% population
# counties
population
% # counties
% population
# counties
population
% # counties
% population
# counties
population
% # counties
% population
# counties
population
% # counties
% population

37
20,515
12%
17%
39
21,887
13%
18%
45
24,535
15%
20%
55
35,703
18%
30%
71
43,823
23%
36%
87
49,394
28%
41%

77

Southern
California
18

Outlying
areas
3

15,270

22,695

1,167

12
20,571
67%
91%

1
260
33%
22%

9
7,421
50%
33%
9
7,421
50%
33%
11
8,467
61%
37%
12
17,986
67%
79%
12
17,986
67%
79%
13
18,739
72%
83%

1
260
33%
22%
1
260
33%
22%
1
260
33%
22%
1
260
33%
22%
1
260
33%
22%
2
290
67%
25%

Southwest

Northwest

25
11,112

Current Standard: 3-Year Expected Exceedance Equivalent Design Value
Numbers of counties, populations, and percentages of total
0
3
0
1
11
13
0
4,626
0
14
5,485
1,878
0%
5%
0%
3%
44%
17%
0%
17%
0%
0%
49%
12%
Alternative Standards: 24-hour level (3-year average 98th percentile)
Numbers of counties, populations, and percentages of total
0
2
2
2
11
10
0
4,063
507
552
5,924
1,789
0%
4%
4%
5%
44%
13%
0%
15%
2%
9%
53%
12%
0
2
3
2
12
10
0
4,063
1,789
552
6,014
1,789
0%
4%
6%
5%
48%
13%
0%
15%
8%
9%
54%
12%
0
2
4
3
13
11
0
4,063
3,183
599
6,131
1,833
0%
4%
8%
8%
52%
14%
0%
15%
15%
10%
55%
12%
0
3
6
5
13
15
0
4,626
3,491
637
6,131
2,570
0%
5%
12%
13%
52%
19%
0%
17%
16%
11%
55%
17%
0
4
7
7
13
27
0
4,644
8,868
881
6,131
5,052
0%
7%
14%
18%
52%
35%
0%
17%
42%
15%
55%
33%
2
4
9
10
14
33
775
4,644
10,421
1,029
7,507
5,989
5%
7%
18%
25%
56%
43%
5%
17%
49%
17%
68%
39%

D-1
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APPENDIX E

Information Regarding a 1-hour PM2.5 Mass Indicator
This Appendix presents information on 2005-2007 levels of 1-hour PM2.5 mass
concentrations in 14 urban study areas1 and on the “what if” PM10 light extinction conditions that
would exist if the study areas met each of 10 alternative secondary PM NAAQS scenarios based
on a 1-hour PM2.5 mass indicator. With respect to the latter subject, this Appendix is therefore
similar to Chapter 4 of the Particulate Matter Urban-Focused Visibility Assessment (UFVA, US
EPA, 2010b)2, which presented similar information for 18 secondary PM NAAQS scenarios
based on PM10 light extinction as the indicator, for the current annual and 24-hour PM2.5
NAAQS, and for a scenario with an annual NAAQS of 12 µg/m3 and a 24-hour NAAQS of 25
µg/m3.
In section B.1.2 of Appendix B, it was noted that recent investigations have identified
issues with data quality for measurements of both 24-hour concentrations and 1-hour
concentrations from continuous Federal Equivalent Methods for PM2.5. This appendix on a 1hour PM2.5 mass indicator is based only on 2005-2007 data from continuous instrument models
that pre-date the introduction of continuous Federal Equivalent Methods for PM2.5. While no
systematic investigation was performed on these 2005-2007 data similar to the investigations
described in Hanley and Reff, 2011 and Evangelista, 2011,3,4 no similar issues were noticed in
the course of using these 2005-2007 data.
E.1

INDICATOR AND MONITORING METHOD

As in Chapter 4 of the UFVA, this Appendix excludes from all NAAQS scenarios and
results all non-daylight hours and all daylight hours with relative humidity greater than 90
percent. This applies to both the definition of 10 secondary NAAQS scenarios, and to graphics
and tables that characterize ambient conditions. While ambient humidity should not affect
1

The UFVA assessed light extinction conditions in 15 study areas, one of which was St. Louis. The PM10-2.5 values
for St. Louis in the UFVA were determined by difference between two nearby monitoring sites. Based on comments
received on the draft UFVA to the effect that the PM10 monitoring site used for St. Louis was not representative of
the St. Louis urban area, EPA does not consider the PM10-2.5 concentrations for St. Louis to be credible. The PM10
light extinction results for St. Louis have therefore been excluded from tables and figures in this appendix that
involve PM10 light extinction results.
2
Particulate Matter Urban-Focused Visibility Assessment Final Document, EPA 452/R-10-004, July 2010.
Available: http://www.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pm/s_pm_2007_risk.html.
3
Hanley, T and Reff, A (2011). Assessment of PM2.5 FEMs Compared to Collocated FRMs. Memorandum to PM
NAAQS Review Docket EPA-HQ-OAR-2007-0492. April 7, 2011. Available:
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pm/s_pm_2007_td.html.
4
Evangelista, M. (2011). Investigation of 1-hour PM2.5 Mass Concentration Data from EPA-Approved Continuous
Federal Equivalent Method Analyzers. Memorandum to PM NAAQS Review Docket (EPA-HQ-OAR-2007-0492).
April 5, 2011. Available: http://www.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pm/s_pm_2007_td.html.
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conventional measurement approaches for 1-hour PM2.5 mass, the issue of co-occurrence of high
humidity levels with light extinction due to natural conditions would still apply. See section
3.3.5 of the UFVA, and section 4.2.1 of this document at “Current Visibility Levels.” The
assumed hours of daylight are the same as those used in the UFVA, as shown in Table 3-5 of the
UFVA.
All values for 1-hour PM2.5 mass concentration in this appendix come from the
continuous instruments at the 14 urban study sites, with no adjustment to make these values
consistent with the collocated 24-hour FRM measurement of PM2.5 mass. Appendix A of the
UFVA provides details on the type of continuous instrument at each study site. TEOMs were
used at all sites except for beta attenuation instruments in Fresno and Philadelphia, nephelometer
instruments in Tacoma and Phoenix, and an FDMS instrument in Salt Lake City.
For conciseness, only the daily maximum daylight 1-hour PM2.5 mass concentration
indicator is considered in this Appendix. It would also be possible to construct alternative
NAAQS scenarios of an all-hours type, which could be analyzed in the same manner as
presented in this Appendix.
E.2

CURRENT CONDITIONS OF 1-HOUR PM2.5 MASS

Figure E-1 is a box plot of 2005-2007 daily maximum daylight 1-hour PM2.5 mass
concentrations for the 14 study areas, excluding hours with relative humidity greater than 90
percent, to give a sense of the range and central tendency of this parameter. The horizontal
reference lines are at 10, 20, 30, 40 and 60 µg/m3. The relative positions of the 90th percentile
concentrations (indicated by the horizontal stroke at the top of the whisker) are generally
consistent with the relative ranking of these sites according to their design values for the 24-hour
PM2.5 NAAQS (see Table 3-2 of the UFVA); similarly, the relative positions of the median
concentrations are generally consistent with the annual PM2.5 design values. Table E-1, based on
the same data as Figure E-1, presents the percentage of days in 2005-2007 on which the daily
maximum daylight 1-hour PM2.5 concentration exceeded the reference levels represented by the
horizontal lines in Figure E-1.
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Figure E-1. 2005-2007 Daily Maximum Daylight 1-hour PM2.5 Mass Concentrations
(µg/m3) for the 14 Study Areas (excluding hours with relative humidity > 90 %)

Table E-1. Percentage of Days with Daily Maximum Daylight 1-hour PM2.5 Mass
Concentration Exceeding Reference Levels in 2005-2007 (excluding hours with relative
humidity > 90 %)
1-hour PM2.5 Mass Reference Level (µg/m3)
Study Area
Number of Days
10
20
30
40
60
with Estimates
Tacoma
109
50
11
1
0
0
Fresno
324
88
62
37
20
8
Los Angeles
300
92
81
67
46
20
Phoenix
86
60
8
1
1
1
Salt Lake City
306
64
20
11
7
2
Dallas
273
75
25
5
0
0
Houston
148
80
42
14
5
0
Birmingham
349
92
60
37
23
8
Atlanta
279
86
56
28
10
1
Detroit
141
92
72
52
36
13
Pittsburgh
277
94
57
28
15
3
Baltimore
181
90
46
22
8
1
Philadelphia
143
99
84
63
45
20
New York
225
75
43
25
13
3
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E.3

ALTERNATIVE NAAQS SCENARIOS BASED ON 1-HOUR PM2.5 MASS AS
THE INDICATOR

To ensure examination of a wide enough range of alternative standards based on 1-hour
PM2.5 mass to encompass the range of standards that might be considered as alternatives to the
PM10 light extinction NAAQS scenarios examined in Chapter 4 of the UFVA, we considered
levels of 10, 20, 30, 40, and 60 µg/m3. Only the daily maximum daylight hour form was
considered. Each level was combined with two statistical forms: the three-year average of the
annual 90th percentile value and the three-year average of the annual 95th percentile value. For
ease of reference, these scenarios are designated by letters from “aa” to “jj” and listed in Table
E-2. Looking somewhat ahead to results presented below, the scenarios are arranged in Table E2 in order of least to most stringent in terms of the reductions in ambient PM2.5 needed from
current levels to meet the current and alternative NAAQS levels and forms.
Table E-2. Alternative NAAQS Scenarios Based on Daily Maximum Daylight 1-Hour
PM2.5 Mass, Averaged Over Three Years
(excluding hours with relative humidity > 90 %)
NAAQS Scenario
Level (µg/m3)
Statistical Form
aa
60
3-year average of 90th percentile
bb
60
3-year average of 95th percentile
cc
40
3-year average of 90th percentile
dd
40
3-year average of 95th percentile
ee
30
3-year average of 90th percentile
ff
30
3-year average of 95th percentile
gg
20
3-year average of 90th percentile
hh
20
3-year average of 95th percentile
ii
10
3-year average of 90th percentile
jj
10
3-year average of 95th percentile
E.4

APPROACH TO MODELING “WHAT IF” CONDITIONS OF PM10 LIGHT
EXTINCTION FOR ALTERNATIVE SECONDARY NAAQS BASED ON 1HOUR PM2.5 MASS

Before modeling “what if” conditions, we augmented the data set described in Table 3-4
of the UFVA in the same manner as described in section 4.1.4 of the UFVA, to achieve seasonal
balance despite the lack of monitoring data for one quarter in each of Houston and Phoenix. In
Tacoma and Phoenix, which had data only for two years in the 2005-2007 period, we averaged
the percentile values from the only two available years rather than the three years defined for the
statistical form of the NAAQS scenarios.
The modeling of daily maximum daylight 1-hour PM2.5 mass under each of the scenarios
listed in Table E-2 used a rollback approach that combined relevant concepts and steps from the
rollback methods described in sections 4.1.4 (for PM10 light extinction scenarios) and 4.2.2 (for
scenarios based on annual average and 24-hour average PM2.5) of the UFVA. The following are
the steps in the modeling.
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1. Identify the 90th percentile daily maximum daylight 1-hour PM2.5 mass value in each
of 2005, 2006, and 2007 for a study area. Average these to determine the 3-year
average design value for that percentile form. Repeat for the 95th percentile form.
These design values are presented in Table E-3. They range from 22 to 81 µg/m3,
indicating that some study areas meet some of the NAAQS scenarios under current
conditions. In such cases, PM2.5 concentrations were not adjusted, i.e., there was no
“roll up” for any area in any scenario.
2. Using the same days and hours as contributed by the three annual 90th percentile
values for actual 1-hour PM2.5 mass, find the three corresponding values of policy
relevant background (PRB) 1-hour PM2.5 mass. Average these three annual values of
PRB 1-hour PM2.5 to obtain the 3 year average PRB portion of the actual 1-hour
PM2.5 design value for the 90th percentile form. Repeat for the 95th percentile form.
In the modeling for the NAAQS scenarios examined in the UFVA, PRB for 1-hour
PM2.5 mass was not explicitly calculated because it was not needed in the rollback
modeling for the scenarios addressed in the UFVA. Therefore, it was necessary to
reconstruct this parameter by adding the values for the PRB concentrations of the five
components of PM2.5: nitrate, sulfate, elemental carbon, organic carbon material, and
soil. The method for estimating PRB for these five components is described in
Appendix C of the UFVA.
3. Subtract the value from step 2 from the value from step 1, to determine the non-PRB
portion of the 1-hour PM2.5 mass design value.
4. Calculate the percentage reduction required in non-PRB 1-hour PM2.5 mass in order
to reduce the design value to the level that defines the NAAQS scenario, using the
following equation:
Percent reduction required = 1 – (NAAQS level – PRB portion of the design value)
(non-PRB portion of the design value)
The percentage reductions determined in step 4 are shown in Table E-4. Note that for
some combinations of area and scenario no reduction is required because the 20052007 design value already meets the NAAQS scenario. These cases with a required
percentage reduction of zero are shaded blue in Table E-4.
5. Turning to the entire set of day/hour-specific actual and PRB daylight 1-hour
concentrations of the five PM2.5 components for the three (or two) year period,
determine the non-PRB portion of each of the five components in an hour by
subtracting the PRB value from actual value, reduce it by the percentage determined
in step 4, and add back in the PRB 1-hour concentration of the component.
6. Finally, calculate PM10 light extinction using the reduced values of the five
components, the original value of 1-hour PM10-2.5, and the 1-hour value of f(RH),
according to the following equation for PM10 light extinction (see section 3.2.3 of the
UFVA for an explanation of the variables in this equation).
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bextPM = 3 x f(RH) x [Sulfate]
+ 3 x f (RH) x [Nitrate]
+ 4 x [Organic Mass]
+10 x [Elemental Carbon]
+ 1 x [Fine Soil]
+ 0.6 x [Coarse Mass]
These steps assume that in order to meet a PM NAAQS scenario based on 1-hour PM2.5
as the indicator, each component of PM2.5 is reduced by an equal percentage, across the five
components and across all hours. In actual implementation of such a NAAQS, each state would
develop an attainment strategy, which might result in unequal percentage reductions of the
components. If the strategy emphasized reductions in the fine soil component, for example, PM
light extinction levels would remain high relative to those estimated by these steps, because fine
soil is not efficient in terms of reducing visibility compared to the other four components on a
dry mass-to-mass basis. On the other hand, a strategy that involves relatively large reductions in
sulfate or nitrate would achieve greater reductions in PM light extinction than estimated by these
steps. The uncertainty in how the results of this rollback method compare to the results of actual
attainment strategies should be kept in mind when comparing the results of “what if” scenarios
for NAAQS based on PM2.5 mass as the indicator versus scenarios based on PM10 light
extinction. Unlike the effect of humidity variation between areas, this source of uncertainty is
not reflected in any of the results presented in this Appendix and will not be apparent in
comparisons of results in this Appendix to results presented in the UFVA for NAAQS scenarios
based on PM10 light extinction.
These steps also assume no change in PM10-2.5 concentrations between current conditions
and “what if” conditions. While reductions in PM10-2.5 would not be needed to meet a secondary
NAAQS based on 1-hour PM2.5 mass, it is possible that strategies to control PM2.5 concentrations
might also achieve reductions in PM10-2.5 concentrations because some sources emit both and
some control methods achieve some reductions in both. However, in most of the 14 study areas,
PM10-2.5 makes a small contribution to estimated PM10 light extinction. For those areas for which
no local data on PM10-2.5 concentrations were available, a low contribution of PM10-2.5 to light
extinction was inevitable because of the method used to fill the PM10-2.5 data gap. That method
was to apply a long-term regional ratio of PM10-2.5 to PM2.5 to the local hourly PM2.5
concentration, which by its nature cannot produce estimates of hourly PM10-2.5 that are as high as
might actually be created by shorter-term PM10.2.5 emissions episodes
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Table E-3. 2005-2007 Design Values for 1-Hour PM2.5 Mass (µg/m3)
Study Area
Tacoma
Fresno
Los Angeles
Phoenix
Salt Lake City
Dallas
Houston
Birmingham
Atlanta
Detroit
Pittsburgh
Baltimore
Philadelphia
New York

Percentile Form
90th
95th
22
27
55
66
72
81
20
24
32
45
26
29
33
37
55
74
40
45
64
79
46
51
37
43
67
77
44
55

Table E-4. Percentage Reductions in non-PRB PM2.5 Components Required to Meet
NAAQS Scenarios based on 1-Hour PM2.5 Mass
Scenario
Level (µg/m3)
Percentile Form
Study Area
Tacoma
Fresno
Los Angeles
Phoenix
Salt Lake City
Dallas
Houston
Birmingham
Atlanta
Detroit
Pittsburgh
Baltimore
Philadelphia
New York

aa bb cc dd ee ff gg hh
60 60 40 40 30 30 20 20
90 95 90 95 90 95 90 95
Percentage Reduction
0 0 0 0 0 0 11 27
0 10 28 40 46 55 65 71
17 26 45 51 59 64 73 76
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15
0 0 0 12 7 34 39 56
0 0 0 0 0 0 23 34
0 0 0 0 9 20 40 49
0 19 28 46 46 60 65 74
0 0 0 12 25 34 51 57
7 24 38 50 54 63 70 75
0 0 13 22 35 42 57 62
0 0 0 8 19 31 47 55
10 22 40 49 55 62 71 75
0 0 8 28 32 46 55 65
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ii jj
10 10
90 95
60
83
87
51
70
64
71
84
77
85
79
74
86
78

69
86
88
58
78
69
78
87
80
88
81
78
88
83
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1-HOUR PM2.5 MASS RESULTS FOR “JUST MEETING” ALTERNATIVE
SECONDARY NAAQS SCENARIOS BASED ON 1-HOUR PM2.5 MASS

As a check on the reasonableness of the rollback method described in section 4.0 and on
the accuracy of the code used to implement it, it is of interest to examine the distribution of the
levels of 1-hour PM2.5 that result from the method. Ideally, after rollback any area that had a
non-zero required reduction should have a post-rollback design value for 1-hour PM2.5 mass that
is exactly equal to the target design value. Also, there should be a progression of reductions in 1hour PM2.5 medians and other percentile points on the distribution as progressively more
stringent scenarios are modeled.
Table E-5 shows the post-rollback 1-hour PM2.5 mass design values for the scenarios,
with percentile forms matched. Design values for area-scenario combinations for which the
required reductions were zero have been omitted, because the current conditions design values
for these combinations would not be expected to reflect the target design value. It can be seen
that the design values progress as expected and are in the vicinity of the target design values, but
are not always exactly equal to the targets. EPA staff attributes this to the fact that PRB
concentrations of 1-hour PM2.5 mass vary from hour to hour. It is possible for the daily
maximum PM2.5 mass concentration on a certain day in 2005 with a percentile rank of, for
example, 96th to have a relatively small PRB portion and a large non-PRB portion compared to
the daily maximum concentration that ranks 95th. When an equal reduction is made to the nonPRB portion of each total concentration, the two values may switch rank positions, and so a new
day and hour becomes the 2005 contributor to the rolled back three-year design value. Since this
day and hour was not used to determine the required percentage reduction, the resulting design
value will not exactly meet the target design value. It would be possible to iterate with higher
and lower percentage reductions until the rolled back design value exactly matched the target
design value, but EPA considered this degree of refinement to be unnecessary in order to meet
the objectives of the Policy Assessment, given other uncertainties in the underlying data and in
the assumptions used to estimate PM10 light extinction values.
Staff also generated and examined box plots of daily maximum daylight 1-hour PM2.5
mass concentrations as a check for conceptual or programming errors, and found them to match
expectations. They are not included here, for conciseness.
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Table E-5. Post-rollback Design Values for Daily Maximum 1-Hour PM2.5 Mass

Design values are shown only for combinations of study area and scenario for which the study area does not meet
the scenario under current conditions, such that reductions were made during the rollback modeling.

Scenario
Level (µg/m3)
Statistical Form
Study Area
Tacoma
Fresno
Los Angeles
Phoenix
Salt Lake City
Dallas
Houston
Birmingham
Atlanta
Detroit
Pittsburgh
Baltimore
Philadelphia
New York
E.6

aa
bb
cc
dd
ee
ff
gg
hh
ii
jj
60
60
40
40
30
30
20
20
10
10
th
th
th
th
th
th
th
th
th
90
95
90
95
90
95
90
95
90
95th
Corresponding Design Value (µg/m3) (same percentile form as the scenario)
20
21
11
12
63
40
42
30
31
20
21
10
10
53
53
35
35
26
26
18
18
9
9
19
10
10
38
29
28
19
19
10
10
23
23
12
11
29
27
19
18
10
9
58
42
39
32
29
21
20
11
10
36
28
27
19
18
10
10
52
59
34
39
26
29
17
20
9
10
33
33
24
25
16
17
8
9
38
31
28
21
19
10
10
46
44
31
30
23
22
16
15
8
8
42
40
32
30
21
20
11
10

PM10 LIGHT EXTINCTION RESULTS FOR “JUST MEETING” ALTERNATIVE
SECONDARY NAAQS SCENARIOS BASED ON 1-HOUR PM2.5 MASS

The rollback steps described in section 4.0 resulted in estimates of PM10 light extinction
for each day and hour in each study area, for each of the 10 NAAQS scenarios based on 1-hour
PM2.5 mass as the indicator. Two summaries of these conditions are presented here.
Figure E-2 presents a box plot of daily maximum daylight 1-hour PM10 light extinction
for each NAAQS scenario based on 1-hour PM2.5 mass. These can be compared to Figure 3-8(a)
of the UFVA representing pre-rollback daily maximum PM10 light extinction, and to the upper
panel of the figures in Appendix F of the UFVA representing the daily maximum PM10 light
extinction levels resulting from the 20 NAAQS scenarios examined in the UFVA (18 scenarios
based on PM10 light extinction as the indicator, the current annual and 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS,
and a scenario with an annual NAAQS of 12 µg/m3 and a 24-hour NAAQS of 25 µg/m3). It can
be seen that the distribution of PM2.5 mass in a given study area shifts downward as the NAAQS
scenarios progress from least to most stringent (as indicated by the required percentage
reduction) and in most cases become more similar to other areas (once the progression of more
stringent scenarios begins to require reductions in a given area).
Table E-6 presents the percentage of days in 2005-2007 on which daily maximum 1-hour
PM10 light extinction exceeded each of the CPLs, under each of the 10 secondary PM NAAQS
scenarios based on 1-hour PM2.5 mass. These percentages are necessarily based on the days for
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which data to estimate PM10 light extinction were available, but are best estimates of the
percentage of all days in the year given that the days with data were well distributed across the
year on either a one-in-three or one-in-six sampling schedule. These percentages can be
compared to the same-basis percentages presented in Table 4-7 of the UFVA.
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Figure E-2. Distributions of Daily Maximum Daylight 1-Hour PM10 Light Extinction
under “Just Meet” Conditions for NAAQS Scenarios Based on 1-Hour PM2.5 Mass
(excluding hours with > 90% RH)
(aa) NAAQS Scenario: 60 µg/m3 and 90th percentile

(bb) NAAQS Scenario: 60 µg/m3 and 95th percentile
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Figure E-2 (cont). Distributions of Daily Maximum Daylight 1-Hour PM10 Light
Extinction under “Just Meet” Conditions for NAAQS Scenarios Based on 1-Hour PM2.5
Mass (excluding hours with > 90% RH)
(cc) NAAQS Scenario: 40 µg/m3 and 90th percentile

(dd) NAAQS Scenario: 40 µg/m3 and 95th percentile
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Figure E-2 (cont). Distributions of Daily Maximum Daylight 1-Hour PM10 Light
Extinction under “Just Meet” Conditions for NAAQS Scenarios Based on 1-Hour PM2.5
Mass (excluding hours with > 90% RH)
(ee) NAAQS Scenario: 30 µg/m3 and 90th percentile

(ff) NAAQS Scenario: 30 µg/m3 and 95th percentile
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Figure E-2 (cont). Distributions of Daily Maximum Daylight 1-Hour PM10 Light
Extinction under “Just Meet” Conditions for NAAQS Scenarios Based on 1-Hour PM2.5
Mass (excluding hours with > 90% RH)
(gg) NAAQS Scenario: 20 µg/m3 and 90th percentile

(hh) NAAQS Scenario: 20 µg/m3 and 95th percentile

E-14

Figure E-2 (cont). Distributions of Daily Maximum Daylight 1-Hour PM10 Light
Extinction under “Just Meet” Conditions for NAAQS Scenarios Based on 1-Hour PM2.5
Mass (excluding hours with > 90% RH)
(ii) NAAQS Scenario: Daily Max: 10 µg/m3 and 90th percentile

(jj) NAAQS Scenario: Daily Max: 10 µg/m3 and 95th percentile
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Table E-6. Percentage of Days Across Three Years (two years in the case of Phoenix and Houston) with Maximum 1-Hour
Daylight PM10 Light Extinction Above CPLs when “Just Meeting” NAAQS Scenarios Based on 1-Hour PM2.5 Mass
(Blue shading indicates no reduction required from current conditions.)
Days with max hour above
64 Mm-1
Scenario
NAAQS Level
3
(µg/m )
NAAQS
Percentile
Form

Days with max hour above
112 Mm-1

Days with max hour above
191 Mm-1

aa

bb

cc

dd

ee

ff

gg

hh

ii

jj

aa

bb

cc

dd

ee

ff

gg

hh

ii

jj

aa

bb

cc

dd

ee

ff

gg

hh

ii

jj

60

60

40

40

30

30

20

20

10

10

60

60

40

40

30

30

20

20

10

10

60

60

40

40

30

30

20

20

10

10

90

95

90

95

90

95

90

95

90

95

90

95

90

95

90

95

90

95

90

95

90

95

90

95

90

95

90

95

90

95

4

1

1

Area

Percentage of days

Tacoma

53

53

53

53

53

53

53

Percentage of days
53

43

35

23

23

23

23

23

23

23

Percentage of days
23

11

6

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

Fresno

76

73

65

57

69

60

55

44

28

17

52

48

37

31

44

32

29

18

9

4

30

27

17

11

23

12

10

5

1

0

Los Angeles

89

87

84

81

84

79

74

69

41

30

78

76

65

57

65

53

41

31

11

7

52

46

30

24

30

19

11

6

3

3

Phoenix
Salt Lake
City

44

44

44

44

44

44

44

44

37

32

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

45

45

45

37

45

45

45

26

17

10

17

17

17

15

17

17

17

11

8

5

8

8

8

7

8

8

8

5

2

1

Dallas

81

81

81

81

81

81

81

71

41

29

41

41

41

41

41

41

41

32

8

5

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

7

0

0

Houston

79

79

79

79

79

79

74

65

32

27

44

44

44

44

44

44

35

28

6

3

11

11

11

11

11

11

9

6

1

0

Birmingham

89

85

80

68

87

80

72

62

41

34

65

56

51

36

58

51

40

30

15

12

34

26

21

13

30

20

15

11

4

3

Atlanta

21

31

19

5

3

0

0

91

91

91

89

91

89

82

77

47

34

75

75

75

68

74

66

51

35

3

3

31

31

31

Detroit

84

80

74

72

76

73

65

60

40

33

67

57

51

43

53

48

34

21

9

6

43

28

13

7

14

9

6

4

1

1

Pittsburgh

85

85

81

77

81

77

63

55

27

19

57

57

51

45

52

44

29

22

3

0

26

26

18

14

21

13

6

2

0

0

Baltimore

81

81

81

76

81

74

64

56

31

20

51

51

51

45

51

44

31

23

4

3

23

23

23

18

23

16

8

2

1

1

Philadelphia

84

78

71

62

72

63

55

43

17

10

60

54

33

29

37

31

16

10

3

3

26

17

8

5

8

5

0

0

0

0

New York

83

83

80

71

81

73

63

56

27

19

60

60

56

39

56

40

32

22

6

3

29

29

25

16

25

17

9

5

0

0

Average 76 75 72 68 73 69 64 56 34 25 50 48 43 37 45 38 31 23

7

4

23

21

15

11

17

12

1

1

E-16

8
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APPENDIX F
Two Simplified Approaches to Calculate Hourly PM2.5 Light
Extinction Values from Hourly PM2.5 Mass and Relative Humidity
Data Plus 24-hour Mean PM2.5 Composition Data
F.1

OVERVIEW

The goal of this appendix is to describe two procedures for calculating PM2.5 light
extinction that are considerably simpler than the complex method used in the original 15-city
assessment (UFVA, Section 3.3).1 The possible benefits of moving to a simpler approach
include (1) more transparency in the required calculations, (2) less intensive data processing, (3)
an increase in the number of monitoring sites that could meet the data requirements of the
approach without adding new sampling equipment or additional laboratory analysis, and (4) an
increase in the number of days per year for which the calculation of PM light extinction could be
conducted.
The two simpler procedures addressed in this memo, denoted “T” and “W”, are similar in
many respects to approaches “D” and “F” for which a draft analysis was presented in appendix
4B of the second external review draft of the Policy Assessment Document.2 The original
UFVA and the draft analysis of approaches D and F were based on 2005-2007 data. The
analysis of approaches T and W versus the UFVA approach presented here is based on 20072009 data. The UFVA approach has been re-executed on this more recent data set to provide a
consistent point of comparison to approaches T and W.
In section B.1.2 of Appendix B, it was noted that recent investigations have identified
issues with data quality for measurements of both 24-hour concentrations and 1-hour
concentrations from continuous Federal Equivalent Methods for PM2.5. This appendix on
calculated PM2.5 light extinction values is based on 2007-2009 data, most of which came from
continuous instrument models that pre-date the introduction of continuous Federal Equivalent
Methods for PM2.5. Some of the 2009 data may have come from continuous FEM instruments.
While no systematic investigation was performed on the 2007-2009 non-FEM data similar to the
investigations described in Hanley and Reff, 2011 and Evangelista, 2011,3,4 no similar issues
1

Particulate Matter Urban-Focused Visibility Assessment (UFVA) EPA 452/R-10-004, July 2010. The UFVA
presented a method and results for PM10 light extinction. The assessment in this appendix focuses on PM2.5 light
extinction. The UFVA is available: http://www.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pm/s_pm_2007_risk.html.
2
The analysis of approaches D and F has been finalized in the form of a technical memo so that it is available for
reference. Simplified Approaches for Calculation of Hourly PM2.5 Light Extinction Values from Hourly PM2.5 Mass
and Relative Humidity Data and 24-hour PM2.5 Composition Data, Phil Lorang, EPA, November 17, 2010.
Available at: http://www.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pm/s_pm_2007_td.html.
3 Hanley, T and Reff, A (2011). Assessment of PM2.5 FEMs compared to collocated FRMs. Memorandum to PM
NAAQS Review Docket EPA-HQ-OAR-2007-0492. April 7, 2011. Available at:
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pm/s_pm_2007_td.html.
4
Evangelista, M. (2011). Investigation of 1-hour PM2.5 Mass Concentration Data from EPA-Approved Continuous
Federal Equivalent Method Analyzers. Memorandum to PM NAAQS Review Docket (EPA-HQ-OAR-2007-0492).
April 5, 2011. Available at: http://www.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pm/s_pm_2007_td.htm.l
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were noticed in the course of using these data. Moreover, all of the 1-hour data used in this
Appendix was normalized to 24-hour concentrations measured by filter-based Federal Reference
Method samplers on the same day at the same site.
F.2

COMPLEXITY OF THE UFVA APPROACH

The UFVA approach to estimation of hourly PM2.5 light extinction has the following
complex aspects:
1. The SANDWICH mass balance model is used to estimate 24-hour average PM2.5 sulfate,
nitrate, and organic carbonaceous material (OCM) mass loading on the FRM filter for
each Chemical Speciation Network (CSN) sample day.5 This requires information on
daily temperature and relative humidity. The SANDWICH-estimated FRM loadings are
initially used to compare with FRM mass. The sulfate and nitrate components are
initially derived from the relevant CSN filters, with adjustments to represent FRM mass.
FRM sulfate includes estimated particle bound water while the FRM nitrate loading may
under-represent the ambient concentration of nitrate. These are re-adjusted in a
subsequent step to represent ambient conditions prior to calculation of light extinction.
2. The estimates of 24-hour average PM2.5 elemental carbon and fine soil component
concentrations are determined from the analysis of the relevant CSN filter.
3. Monthly mean diurnal variations of each of the major PM2.5 components from CMAQ air
quality simulation modeling results for the location of each monitoring site are applied to
sample day-specific CSN 24-hour samples to create preliminary estimates of hourly
component concentrations. For the UFVA, available output from a 2004 CMAQ
modeling platform was used. This step can result, for example, in preliminary estimates
of concentrations of sulfate that are fairly uniform throughout a day while concentrations
of nitrate may show much more variation because of temperature effects on the
gas/particle partitioning of nitrate.
4. Estimates of hourly PM2.5 mass are developed by normalizing continuous PM2.5
measurements to the 24-hour FRM filter mass.6
5. The preliminary estimates of hourly components from step 3 above are scaled up or down
in equal proportion to reconcile their sum to the estimate of hourly PM2.5 mass from step
4.

5

Frank, N., Retained Nitrate, Hydrated Sulfates, and Carbonaceous Mass in Federal Reference Method Fine
Particulate Matter for Six Eastern U.S. Cities, J. Air Waste Manage. Assoc., 56, 500-511, 2006.
6
The UFVA, Appendix 4B of the second external review draft of the Policy Assessment Document, and the analysis
in the technical memo referenced in footnote 2 were all based on 2005-2007 data. The continuous PM2.5 instruments
operating in this period were not EPA-approved as Federal Equivalent Methods (FEMs). The EPA-approved FEMs
were first used in state networks in significant numbers in 2009. The EPA staff envisions that in any future
monitoring of hourly PM2.5 mass to implement a visibility-based secondary PM NAAQS, EPA-approved continuous
FEMs will be required. For the UFVA, Appendix 4B of the second draft Policy Assessment, and the analysis in the
technical memo referenced in footnote 2, therefore, hourly PM2.5 mass values from continuous instruments were
adjusted day-by-day to match the 24-hour average PM2.5 mass reported by the collocated filter-based sampler. This
was intended to make the values of hourly PM2.5 mass more like the values that would be obtained by FEMs. The
analysis in this appendix is based on 2007-2009 data from continuous instruments, but only a fraction of the data are
from FEMs. Therefore, the approach of adjusting hourly PM2.5 mass values from continuous instruments day-byday to match the 24-hour average filter-based PM2.5 mass was maintained in the analysis presented in this appendix.
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6. The resulting hourly PM2.5 sulfate and nitrate component concentrations are adjusted to
reflect actual atmospheric concentration, which is assumed to be represented by the CSN
filter sulfate and nitrate measurements. (This step in effect un-does the estimated FRM
sulfate mass enhancement due to particle bound water and the FRM nitrate loss that were
both introduced by the SANDWICH mass balance model.)
7. The original IMPROVE algorithm is used to estimate hourly PM2.5 light extinction from
hourly PM2.5 component and hourly relative humidity values.
F.3

RESULTS OF THE RE-EXECUTION OF THE UFVA APPROACH FOR 20072009

Table F-1 shows the number of daily samples of suitable data that were available for the
re-execution of the UFVA approach for each quarter and study area for the 2007-2009 period.
Due to the discontinuation of CSN monitoring at AQS site 040137020 in the Phoenix area as of
the end of 2006, PM2.5 FRM and speciation data from site 040139997 (JLG SUPERSITE) were
used in the re-execution of the UFVA method for 2007-2009. Continuous PM2.5 data were taken
from site 040139998. The needed combination of data was available from these two sites only
for 2009, for only 84 days. Results for Phoenix should be viewed in the light of this limited set
of data compared to other areas. All other study areas’ monitoring sites were as documented in
the UFVA.
Figure F-1 (which is also Figure 4-4 of this document) shows the box-and-whisker plots
of 2007-2009 daily maximum PM2.5 light extinction. Table F-2 shows the 90th and 95th
percentile design values for daily maximum PM2.5 light extinction.7 These displays can be
compared to 2005-2007 results presented in UFVA Table 3-4, the bottom panel of Figure 3-8
(also reproduced as Figure 4-3 of this document), and the top half of Table 4-2, respectively,
keeping in mind that the tables and figures in the UFVA included the estimated contribution of
PM10-2.5 to PM10 light extinction. This comparison shows that many of the eastern areas’ median
and 90th percentile 2007-2009 PM2.5 light extinction levels are notably lower than the
corresponding 2005-2007 PM10 light extinction levels, even though PM10-2.5 in general did not
contribute much to the UFVA estimates of PM10 light extinction in eastern areas. This is
directionally consistent with the known substantial improvement in PM2.5 air quality in the
eastern U.S. over the 2005-2009 period.

7

As in the UFVA, 2007-2009 design values have been calculated using whatever daily maximum values were
available in each year. In a future regulatory program there would presumably be a data completeness requirement
in order to find that an area meets or does not meet the NAAQS.
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Table F-1. Number of Days per Quarter in Each Study Area
Year
Study Area
Tacoma
Fresno
Los Angeles
Phoenix
Salt Lake City
Dallas
Houston
St. Louis
Birmingham
Atlanta
Detroit-Ann Arbor
Pittsburgh
Baltimore
Philadelphia-Wilmington
New York

Total
Number of
Days
150
325
161
84
276
257
144
287
330
258
133
264
140
98
145

2007

2008

2009

Q1

Q2

Q3

Q4

Q1

Q2

Q3

Q4

Q1

Q2

Q3

Q4

13
26
21
0
23
18
15
29
30
25
11
22
12
13
19

13
28
26
0
25
23
14
25
30
19
11
22
12
14
15

14
30
24
0
19
24
9
22
27
26
12
23
17
12
19

13
28
24
0
29
21
0
10
26
21
11
23
16
12
21

14
29
29
0
28
22
15
24
31
22
7
23
0
9
20

14
27
28
0
12
25
13
22
27
25
12
24
0
11
14

14
30
9
0
27
26
12
27
30
24
13
24
0
14
13

12
29
0
0
15
20
14
28
29
21
13
25
0
13
24

7
15
0
11
13
13
7
14
13
12
3
10
13
0
0

14
27
0
24
29
23
15
30
28
22
15
25
26
0
0

11
28
0
21
28
21
15
29
28
21
10
22
21
0
0

11
28
0
28
28
21
15
27
31
20
15
21
23
0
0

Figure F-1. Distributions of Estimated Daily Maximum Daylight 1-Hour PM2.5 Light
Extinction Across the 2007-2009 Period, by Study Area (excluding hours with relative
humidity > 90%)
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Table F-2. 2007-2009 Daily Maximum PM2.5 Light Extinction Design Values for the Study
Areas
Study Area
Tacoma
Fresno
Los Angeles
Phoenix
Salt Lake City
Dallas
Houston
St. Louis
Birmingham
Atlanta
Detroit-Ann Arbor
Pittsburgh
Baltimore
Philadelphia-Wilmington
New York

F.4

Design Value for 90th Percentile
Form (Mm-1)

Design Value for 95th Percentile Form
(Mm-1)

121
312
434
71
152
162
145
224
269
189
275
222
183
280
295

132
394
503
97
285
204
177
267
326
212
436
256
212
320
365

SIMPLIFIED APPROACHES T AND W

This analysis examines the difference between calculated hourly PM2.5 light extinction
values used in the UFVA and values generated using two simpler approaches. Both of the
simpler approaches (designated by letters T and W) use the original IMPROVE algorithm
without the Rayleigh and PM10-2.5 contributions to total light extinction.
Approach T is similar to the previous approach F. The difference is that while approach
F involved the calculation and use of monthly-averaged PM2.5 component percentages for each
of the five components, approach T uses a two-factor rearrangement of the IMPROVE algorithm
and accordingly involves the calculation and use of only two monthly-averaged parameters.
These parameters are the hygroscopic fraction (HF) and the dry light extinction efficiency
(DLEE). A technical memo explains in more detail the definition of these parameters and their
relationship to the IMPROVE algorithm.8 Looking to a hypothetical future program based on
approach T, it would be possible to develop estimates of PM2.5 light extinction for any day for
which hourly PM2.5 mass concentrations are available from a continuous FEM instrument,
including days that do not have PM2.5 speciation data, by applying the monthly-averaged HF and
DLEE values to each hourly PM2.5 measurement.
Approach W differs from approach T in that the HF and DLEE parameters are applied
day-by-day rather than averaged across a month. The inclusion of this approach in this analysis
allows a close examination of the effect of the monthly-averaging step in approach T. Approach
8

Pitchford, M (2010). Assessment of the Use of Speciated PM2.5 Mass-Calculated Light Extinction as a Secondary
PM NAAQS Indicator of Visibility. Memorandum to PM NAAQS Review Docket (EPA-HQ-OAR-2007-0492),
Marc Pitchford, NOAA, November 17, 2010. Available at:
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/naaqs/standards/pm/s_pm_2007_td.html.
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W can yield estimates of PM2.5 light extinction only for days on which PM2.5 speciation data are
available. The EPA staff notes that many PM2.5 and PM10 monitoring sites currently operate on
1-day-in-3 or 1-day-in-6 schedules, and are nevertheless considered to provide sufficiently robust
data for air quality management purposes.
Both approaches T and W assume that within a day, the percentage mix of PM2.5
components is the same hour-to-hour.
Table F-3 explicitly defines the calculation steps for approaches T and W. Table F-4
compares the UFVA approach, approach T, and approach W in conceptual terms.

F-6

Table F-3. Calculation Steps for Approaches T and W

Approach T
(i) For each CSN sampling day, subtract a samplerdependent estimate of the OC artifact from the OC
measurement, and multiply by 1.6 to estimate
organic carbonaceous material (OCM).
x OCM = (OC – artifact) *1.6

(ii) For each CSN sampling day, calculate fine
soil/crustal PM2.5 (FS) from CSN measurements of
crustal elements AL, Si, Ca, Fe, and Ti, using the
formula
x FS = 2.20 x [Al] + 2.49 × [Si] + 1.63 ×
[Ca] + 2.42 × [Fe] + 1.94 × [Ti]
(iii) For each CSN sampling day, multiply CSN
measurement of sulfate ion by 1.375, and multiply
CSN measurement of nitrate ion by 1.29, to reflect
associated ammonium under an assumption of full
neutralization.
x AS = Sulfate ion * 1.375
x AN = Nitrate ion * 1.29
(iv) For each CSN sampling day, sum the above
estimates of the 5 components of PM2.5:
x

Approach W

Comments
The values for the OC artifact used for 2007-2009
ranged from 0.32 to 1.53 µg/m3, depending on CSN
sampler model. The artifact adjustment for the
URG 3000N sampler is of most interest
prospectively, because it is the single sampler now
in use for carbon sampling in CSN. The URG
3000N was used only at about one-half of the 15
study sites and only in the second half of 2007. For
those sites and days, an organic carbon artifact of
0.4 µg/m3 was assumed for the purposes of the
UFVA and this document, based on early
experience with this sampler. EPA staff is currently
exploring whether there is a better way to adjust for
organic carbon artifact based on a more recent,
larger field blank and back-up filter data set.

Same as T.

A section in the body of this appendix explains the
selection of 1.6 as the multiplier for OC.
This is the same equation as used in the IMPROVE
network and the Regional Haze program, and differs
from the corresponding step in approaches D and F.

Same as T.

Same as T.

Same as T.

Sum = AS + AN + OCM + EC + FS
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Approach T
(v) For each CSN sampling day, calculate HF and
DLEE:
x

HFdaily = (AS+AN) / Sum

x

DLEEdaily =
[3*(AS+AN)+4*OCM+10*EC+1.0*FS] /
Sum

(vi) Average the values of HFdaily and DLEEdaily
from step (v) across the CSN sampling days of each
calendar month. This results in values for
x HFmonthly_average
x DLEEmonthly_average

Approach W

Comments

Same as T.

This step is omitted. HF and DLEE are dayspecific:
x HFdaily
x DLEEdaily

Note: An alternative approach to calculating
HFmonthly_average would be to define it as the monthly
average of the daily values of (AS + AN) divided by
the monthly average of the daily values of Sum. A
similar alterative definition is possible for
DLEEmonthly_average.
In the analysis described in this appendix, we
applied a minimum requirement of four samples per
month, which is usually 80% of the samples
scheduled per month at a site using one-in-six-days
sampling. If there were fewer samples in a month,
approach T estimates were not generated but
approach W estimates were.
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Approach T

Approach W

Comments

(vii) For each daylight hour of each day of a month
(including days without CSN sampling), calculate
PM2.5 light extinction using the 1-hour PM2.5 mass
concentration from a continuous instrument, HF,
DLEE, and 1-hour relative humidity (RH):

(vii) For each daylight hour of each day of a month
for which CSN speciation data is available,
calculate PM2.5 light extinction using the 1-hour
PM2.5 mass concentration from a continuous
instrument, HF, DLEE, and 1-hour relative
humidity (RH):

Prospectively, this appendix assumes that only
continuous instruments approved as federal
equivalent methods (FEM) would be allowed for
purposes of estimating hourly PM2.5 light extinction.
Accordingly, the equations to the left are based on
the instrument-reported hourly PM2.5 mass
concentration. As explained in footnote 3, the
available hourly PM2.5 mass concentrations from
continuous instruments for this analysis were mostly
from non-FEM instruments. All the hourly PM2.5
concentrations were therefore adjusted on a day-byday basis to match the 24-hour concentration
reported by a collocated FRM/FEM filter-based
sampler, prior the step described on the left. This
was intended to better simulate the future scenario
of interest.

x

Hourly PM2.5 light extinction = PM2.5hourly
* { 3*[f(RHhourly)-1] * [HFmonthly_average] +
DLEEmonthly_average }

Estimates of PM2.5 light extinction in hours with
RH greater than 90% are not valid.

x

Hourly PM2.5 light extinction = PM2.5hourly
* { 3*[f(RHhourly)-1] * [HFdaily] +
DLEEdaily }

Estimates of PM2.5 light extinction in hours with
RH greater than 90% are not valid.
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Table F-4. Detailed Comparative Description of the UFVA Approach, Approach T, and Approach W for Estimating 1-Hour
PM2.5 Light Extinction
UFVA Step***
1

1, continued
1, continued

Aspect of Approach
Estimation of 24-hour organic
carbonaceous mass

Estimation of 24-hour
elemental carbon mass
Estimation of 24-hour
hydrated ammonium sulfate
mass

UFVA Approach

Approach T
†††

The SANDWICH method
is used to subdivide the 24hour PM2.5 mass reported by
the FRM for each day and
site into hydrated ammonium
sulfate, ammonium nitrate,
elemental carbon, organic
carbonaceous material
(OCM), fine soil, and water.
This is done using
information from the CSN
measurements, physical
models, and day-specific
temperatures and relative
humidity. OCM is estimated
as the residual needed to
reach mass closure after
estimation of the other
components.
CSN elemental carbon
concentration
CSN sulfate ion
concentration, with dayspecific SANDWICH
estimates of associated
ammonium and water.

***

Approach W

Organic carbonaceous mass is
assumed to equal the organic
carbon value reported from
CSN sampling, minus a
blank filter artifact correction
value that depends on PM
sampler model, times 1.6.

Same as T

Same as UFVA

Same as UFVA

Sulfate ion measurement
from the CSN filter is
multiplied by 1.375 to
represent dry ammonium
sulfate.

Same as T

The numbering of steps follows that used to describe the UFVA approach in section 3.3.1 of the UFVA.
Frank NH. (2006). Retained nitrate, hydrated sulfates, and carbonaceous mass in federal reference method fine particulate matter for six eastern U.S. cities. J
Air Waste Manag Assoc, 56: 500-11
†††

F-10

UFVA Step***

Aspect of Approach

1, continued

Estimation of 24-hour
ammonium nitrate mass

1, continued

Estimation of 24-hour fine
soil/crustal mass

2

Diurnal pattern of PM2.5
components

UFVA Approach

Approach T

Nitrate ion on the FRM
Teflon filter is estimated by
SANDWICH, with dayspecific estimates of
associated ammonium and
water.
Calculated from 4 CSN
elements, not including Al (a
difference from the
IMPROVE approach)
The CMAQ-derived monthly
normalized diurnal profiles
for the sulfate, nitrate,
elemental carbon, organic
carbonaceous material and
fine soil/crustal components
(each of which averages to
1.0 across 24 hours) were
multiplied by the day-specific
SANDWICH-based estimates
of the 24-hour average
concentrations of the five
PM2.5 components, to get
intermediate day-specific
hourly estimates of the five
components (including
ammonium and water
associated with sulfate and
nitrate ion).

Nitrate ion measurement from
the CSN filter is multiplied
by 1.29 to represent dry
ammonium nitrate.

Same as T

IMPROVE approach, using 5
elements

Same as T

No diurnal profiles are used.

Same as T
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Approach W

UFVA Step***

UFVA Approach

Approach T

Approach W

3

Sum the 5 components

Aspect of Approach

The hourly concentrations of
these five components
(including day-specific
ammonium and water
associated with sulfate and
nitrate ion when the FRM
Teflon filter is weighed) were
added together, to get a sumof-components estimate of
hourly PM2.5 mass for the day
of FRM/CSN sampling.

The following approach was
used instead of steps 3, 5, 7,
and 8.
x Calculate HF and
DLEE for each day.
x Use the day-specific
HF and DLEE
values in a twofactor version of the
original IMPROVE
algorithm.

4

Hourly PM2.5 concentration,
consistent with 24-hour FRM
concentration.

The hourly data from the
continuous PM2.5 instrument
on the day of the FRM
sampling were normalized by
their 24-hour average, to get a
normalized diurnal profile.
This profile was applied to
the 24-hour PM2.5 mass
reported by the FRM sampler.
This keeps the average of the
valid 1-hour PM2.5 values
equal to the 24-hour value
from the FRM sampler.

The following approach was
used instead of steps 3, 5, 7,
and 8.
x Calculate HF and
DLEE for each day.
x Average the daily
values of HF and
DLEE across the
available CSN
sampling days in the
month.
x Use the monthlyaveraged HF and
DLEE values in a
two-factor version of
the original
IMPROVE
algorithm.
See the comment on this topic
in Table F-3.
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See the comment on this topic
in Table F-3.

UFVA Step***

Aspect of Approach

UFVA Approach

5, 6

Adjust preliminary estimates
of hourly PM2.5 component
concentrations (reflecting
CMAQ diurnal profiles and
24-hour measurements) to be
consistent with the estimate
of hourly PM2.5 mass.

The two estimates of hourly
PM2.5 mass from steps 3 and
4 were compared, hour-byhour. Within each hour, the
estimates of all five
components from step 3 were
increased or decreased by a
common percentage so that
the sum of the five
components after this
adjustment was equal to the
estimate of the hourly PM2.5
mass from step 4. The
adjustment percentage varied
from hour-to-hour.
Each hourly estimate of
sulfate concentration on the
FRM filter from step 6
(which includes estimates of
associated ammonium and
particle bound water) was
adjusted so that it excludes
water and reflects full
neutralization and therefore is
consistent with the reporting
practices of the IMPROVE
program and the IMPROVE
algorithm.

7

Adjust the FRM-consistent
estimate of sulfate to the
CSN/IMPROVE-consistent
basis expected by the
IMPROVE algorithm.
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Approach T

Approach W

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

UFVA Step***
8

Aspect of Approach
Adjust the FRM-consistent
estimate of nitrate to the
CSN/IMPROVE-consistent
basis expected by the
IMPROVE algorithm.

UFVA Approach
A similar adjustment as in
step 7 (for sulfate) was made
to each hour’s nitrate
concentration from step 6, so
that the estimate of hourly
nitrate would reflect actual
atmospheric conditions and
be consistent with the
IMPROVE algorithm.
This can result in the estimate
of nitrate used in the
IMPROVE algorithm being
higher than the FRMconsistent estimate, for days
on which the SANDWICH
method predicts a loss of
nitrate from the FRM filter.

Not numbered in UFVA

Estimation of PM2.5 light
extinction from estimates of
hourly concentrations of
PM2.5 components.

Original IMPROVE
algorithm, including f (RH)
determined from hourly RH.
Hours with RH >90% were
excluded from design values
and from most graphical
displays of results.
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Approach T
Not applicable.
Implication: On days when
the FRM filter has lost nitrate
mass, the estimates of hourly
PM2.5 will be lower than
actual atmospheric mass. All
hourly PM2.5 components will
be biased low relative to the
values that should be used in
the IMPROVE algorithm, by
the fraction that the lost
nitrate is of total PM2.5 mass.
In the opposite direction, any
water mass included in the
hourly PM2.5 mass reported
by the continuous PM2.5
instrument will in effect be
allocated among the five
components.
Use a two-factor rearrangement of the original
IMPROVE algorithm, per
table F-3. Hours with RH
>90% were excluded from
design values and from all
graphical displays of results.

Approach W
Same as T.

Same as T.
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COMPARATIVE PERFORMANCE OF SIMPLIFIED PM2.5 LIGHT
EXTINCTION APPROACHES T AND W

The performance assessment of simplified approaches T and W for calculated PM2.5 light
extinction was accomplished by comparing hourly values of PM2.5 light extinction generated by
each approach to their corresponding paired values generated using the original UFVA method.
Data from 2007-2009 were used for the comparison. Annual box plots of the percentage
differences between the paired values, as well as annual and monthly scatter plots and regression
analysis of these paired data, were generated. As the results below show, approaches T and W
produce hourly PM2.5 light extinction values that in most cases are quite well correlated to the
hourly PM2.5 light extinction values generated by the original UFVA method, with a few notable
exceptions discussed below. Selected graphs and summary tables of regression statistics are
included and discussed below to show the degree of comparability. Note that approaches T and
W can be compared to the UFVA approach only for days with CSN data. Similarly, approaches
T and W can be compared to each other only for those days, as approach W does not produce
estimates of PM2.5 light extinction for other days.
The box plots of the percentage differences between calculated hourly PM2.5 light
extinction by approaches T and W versus the UFVA approach are shown in Figure F-2. In this
box plot, the percentage difference is calculated as follows:
Percentage difference = 100% * [(T or W estimate) – (UFVA estimate)]/(UFVAestimate)
The patterns of percentage bias for the 15 urban areas are notably similar in both the T
and W plots.11 Fresno and Los Angeles are noticeably biased low by approaches T and W, while
Houston and Philadelphia are biased high. However, these percent difference plots do not reveal
the absolute level of PM2.5 light extinction for the points corresponding to smaller or larger
percent differences.
Scatter plots of calculated hourly PM2.5 light extinction for all daylight hours comparing
approaches T and W to the UFVA approach for all 15 areas are shown in Figure F-3. The same
comparisons are made for daily maximum PM2.5 light extinction in Figure F-4. Note that the
vertical scale is not the same in all plots. The dashed red line is the 1:1 line, and regression
statistics appear at the top of each plot. These figures give a better visual sense of how the
deviations between the simpler approaches and the UFVA approach vary by area and, by
implication, with the nature of PM2.5 in each study area. For example, both simpler approaches
have an obvious negative bias in Fresno, Los Angeles, and New York across a wide range of
PM2.5 light extinction values, consistent with the percentage difference box plot.
The degree of comparability for paired hourly PM2.5 light extinction values between
approach T and the UFVA approach and between approach W and the UFVA approach, by
month and urban area, can also be displayed via regression statistics, as in Tables F-5 (approach
T) and F-6 (approach W). Note that the independent and dependent variables in Tables F-5 and
F-6 are reversed from the order used to provide regression statistics in the scatter plots of Figures
F-3 and F-4. Color shading is used to highlight cells (representing a given month across 20072009) in which the slope of the regression falls outside the range of 0.9 to 1.1, with deeper
11

In the box plots, some extreme values of the percentage change are due to rounding effects when the values
involved were very small.
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shading indicating a larger deviation from a slope of 1.0. In both tables, for most eastern urban
areas and months the regression lines have slopes in the range of 0.9 to 1.1, R2 values near one,
and small intercepts implying that the values are highly comparable. The western urban areas
(Fresno, Houston, Los Angeles, Phoenix, Salt Lake City, and Tacoma) have intercepts, slopes,
and R2 values for some months that imply a bias and/or noisier relationship than the eastern
areas between values calculated by approaches T and W versus the UFVA approach. Los
Angeles and Fresno, and to a lesser degree other western areas, stand out as having regression
slopes that indicate that approaches T and W are biased low relative to the UFVA estimates for
most of the year.
A comprehensive assessment of the reasons for the differences between approaches T and
W versus the UFVA approach has not been conducted. However, some explanations are
suggested by the results themselves and by the previous draft analysis of similar approaches D
and E. The fact that the CMAQ-based hour-to-hour variations and the monitoring-based day-today variations in the dry PM2.5 composition in the UFVA approach can in most areas be replaced
by either daily-averaged or monthly-averaged values without much loss of precision in
calculated hourly PM2.5 light extinction suggests that these shorter-term variations within a single
month at a single monitoring site are usually not very influential. This may imply that the
differences between approaches T and W and the UFVA approach are probably not mostly due
to the relative composition changes caused by use of the mass-closure SANDWICH model
versus the simpler multiplier model used in approaches T and W. This suggests that the
difference may be due to differences in the value of PM2.5 mass to which the HF and DLEE
factors are applied. Approaches T and W lack any step that would effectively reconcile the
implicit nitrate portion of the average of the 24 hourly values of PM2.5 mass to the CSNmeasured 24-hour average nitrate concentrations, to compensate for any loss of nitrate from the
continuous PM2.5 instrument.12 This explanation is consistent with the direction of the biases
seen for sites that are known to have high ammonium nitrate (e.g., Los Angeles and Fresno). For
Los Angeles and Fresno, a logical explanation is that the FRM-adjusted estimates of 1-hour
PM2.5 mass do not include the entire ambient nitrate that is present in particulate form. The
UFVA approach includes an adjustment to restore this mass in the estimation of light extinction
while approaches T and W do not. There are variations of approaches T and W that may
improve the correlation with actual ambient light extinction in certain areas of the country, such
as one that would retain some version of a mass-closure model to account for the negative
artifact for ammonium nitrate, but that otherwise has the remaining simplifications of approaches
T or W.

12

FRM sampling is well known to have a negative artifact for nitrate compared to ambient concentrations under
some conditions. This negative artifact presumably carries over to any continuous PM2.5 FEM instrument that is
well correlated with the FRM. A negative artifact would logically lead to an underestimate of PM2.5 light extinction.
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Figure F-2. Box and Whisker Plot of the Percent Difference in Calculated Hourly PM2.5
Light Extinction between Approach T and the UFVA Approach (top plot) and between
Approach W and the UFVA Approach (bottom plot) by Urban Study Area
Approach T

Approach W
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Figure F-3. Scatter Plots of Hourly PM2.5 Light Extinction (all daylight hours) Calculated
by Approach T (y, left plot) and W (y, right plot) versus the UFVA Approach (x)
Note that the independent and dependent variables in Tables F-5 and F-6 are reversed from the order used to provide
regression statistics in this figure.
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Figure F-3. Scatter Plots of Hourly PM2.5 Light Extinction (all daylight hours) Calculated
by Approach T (y, left plot) and W (y, right plot) versus the UFVA Approach (x)
Note that the independent and dependent variables in Tables F-5 and F-6 are reversed from the order used to provide
regression statistics in this figure.
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Figure F-3. Scatter Plots of Hourly PM2.5 Light Extinction (all daylight hours) Calculated
by Approach T (y, left plot) and W (y, right plot) versus the UFVA Approach (x)
Note that the independent and dependent variables in Tables F-5 and F-6 are reversed from the order used to provide
regression statistics in this figure.
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Figure F-3. Scatter Plots of Hourly PM2.5 Light Extinction (all daylight hours) Calculated
by Approach T (y, left plot) and W (y, right plot) versus the UFVA Approach (x)
Note that the independent and dependent variables in Tables F-5 and F-6 are reversed from the order used to provide
regression statistics in this figure.
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Figure F-3. Scatter Plots of Hourly PM2.5 Light Extinction (all daylight hours) Calculated
by Approach T (y, left plot) and W (y, right plot) versus the UFVA Approach (x)
Note that the independent and dependent variables in Tables F-5 and F-6 are reversed from the order used to provide
regression statistics in this figure.
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Figure F-3. Scatter Plots of Hourly PM2.5 Light Extinction (all daylight hours) Calculated
by Approach T (y, left plot) and W (y, right plot) versus the UFVA Approach (x)
Note that the independent and dependent variables in Tables F-5 and F-6 are reversed from the order used to provide
regression statistics in this figure.
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Figure F-3. Scatter Plots of Hourly PM2.5 Light Extinction (all daylight hours) Calculated
by Approach T (y, left plot) and W (y, right plot) versus the UFVA Approach (x)
Note that the independent and dependent variables in Tables F-5 and F-6 are reversed from the order used to provide
regression statistics in this figure.
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Figure F-3. Scatter Plots of Hourly PM2.5 Light Extinction (all daylight hours) Calculated
by Approach T (y, left plot) and W (y, right plot) versus the UFVA Approach (x)
Note that the independent and dependent variables in Tables F-5 and F-6 are reversed from the order used to provide
regression statistics in this figure.
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Figure F-4. Scatter Plots of Daily Maximum Daylight Hourly PM2.5 Light Extinction
Calculated by Approach T (y, left plot) and W (y, right plot) versus the UFVA approach (x)
Note that the independent and dependent variables in Tables F-5 and F-6 are reversed from the order used to provide
regression statistics in the scatter plots in this figure.
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Figure F-4. Scatter Plots of Daily Maximum Daylight Hourly PM2.5 Light Extinction
Calculated by Approach T (y, left plot) and W (y, right plot) versus the UFVA approach (x)
Note that the independent and dependent variables in Tables F-5 and F-6 are reversed from the order used to provide
regression statistics in the scatter plots in this figure.
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Figure F-4. Scatter Plots of Daily Maximum Daylight Hourly PM2.5 Light Extinction
Calculated by Approach T (y, left plot) and W (y, right plot) versus the UFVA approach (x)
Note that the independent and dependent variables in Tables F-5 and F-6 are reversed from the order used to provide
regression statistics in the scatter plots in this figure.
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Figure F-4. Scatter Plots of Daily Maximum Daylight Hourly PM2.5 Light Extinction
Calculated by Approach T (y, left plot) and W (y, right plot) versus the UFVA approach (x)
Note that the independent and dependent variables in Tables F-5 and F-6 are reversed from the order used to provide
regression statistics in the scatter plots in this figure.
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Figure F-4. Scatter Plots of Daily Maximum Daylight Hourly PM2.5 Light Extinction
Calculated by Approach T (y, left plot) and W (y, right plot) versus the UFVA approach (x)
Note that the independent and dependent variables in Tables F-5 and F-6 are reversed from the order used to provide
regression statistics in the scatter plots in this figure.
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Figure F-4. Scatter Plots of Daily Maximum Daylight Hourly PM2.5 Light Extinction
Calculated by Approach T (y, left plot) and W (y, right plot) versus the UFVA approach (x)
Note that the independent and dependent variables in Tables F-5 and F-6 are reversed from the order used to provide
regression statistics in the scatter plots in this figure.
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Figure F-4. Scatter Plots of Daily Maximum Daylight Hourly PM2.5 Light Extinction
Calculated by Approach T (y, left plot) and W (y, right plot) versus the UFVA approach (x)
Note that the independent and dependent variables in Tables F-5 and F-6 are reversed from the order used to provide
regression statistics in the scatter plots in this figure.
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Figure F-4. Scatter Plots of Daily Maximum Daylight Hourly PM2.5 Light Extinction
Calculated by Approach T (y, left plot) and W (y, right plot) versus the UFVA approach (x)
Note that the independent and dependent variables in Tables F-5 and F-6 are reversed from the order used to provide
regression statistics in the scatter plots in this figure.
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Table F-5. Linear regression equation and R2 values (Rsq) for relating hourly PM2.5 light extinction values (all daylight hours)
calculated using approach T (x in the equation) to those using the UFVA approach (y in the equation) by month for 15 urban
areas. A slope >1 indicates that approach T is biased low relative to the UFVA approach.
Note that the independent and dependent variables in Tables F-5 and F-6 are reversed from the order used to provide regression statistics in the scatter plots of
Figures F-3 and F-4.
Slope = 1.25 +
Slope = 1.10 – 1.24
0.90 < slope < 1.10
Slope = 0.76 – 0.9
Slope <= 0.75

Approach T is biased low.
Approach T is biased high.

Month

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

Tacoma,
WA

y=1.01*x
+1.92;
Rsq=0.99
y=1.06*x
+6.65;
Rsq=0.95

y=0.9*x+7
.15;
Rsq=0.96
y=1.15*x+
Ͳ0.69;
Rsq=0.97

y=0.96*x+
4.53;
Rsq=0.96
y=1.42*x+
4.5;
Rsq=0.89

y=1.28*x
+Ͳ4.87;
Rsq=0.97
y=1.72*x
+Ͳ10.63;
Rsq=0.77

y=1.16*x
+Ͳ1.53;
Rsq=0.92
y=1.08*x
+4.36;
Rsq=0.79

y=0.99*x+
1.42;
Rsq=0.96
y=1.14*x+
0;
Rsq=0.95

y=0.97*x+
2.99;
Rsq=0.97
y=1.02*x+
2.87;
Rsq=1

y=1.04*x
+0.19;
Rsq=0.96
y=1.3*x+
Ͳ5.87;
Rsq=0.94

y=1.11*x
+Ͳ1.16;
Rsq=0.98
y=1.1*x+
6.77;
Rsq=0.93

y=0.93*x
+7.08;
Rsq=0.98
y=1.52*x
+Ͳ6.34;
Rsq=0.92

y=1.01*x+
1.91;
Rsq=0.99
y=1.01*x+
16.31;
Rsq=0.97

y=0.93*x
+5.78;
Rsq=1
y=0.99*x
+7.29;
Rsq=0.95

Los
Angeles,
CA

y=1.34*x y=1.28*x+
+Ͳ6.07;
Ͳ5.96;
Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.99

y=1.35*x+
Ͳ6.53;
Rsq=0.98

y=1.41*x y=1.35*x y=1.56*x+
+Ͳ10.4;
+Ͳ7.94;
Ͳ12.42;
Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.97 Rsq=0.94

y=1.74*x+
Ͳ30.53;
Rsq=0.89

y=2.21*x y=1.83*x y=1.39*x y=1.32*x+
+Ͳ74.46; +Ͳ27.22; +Ͳ3.97;
Ͳ14.27;
Rsq=0.92 Rsq=0.93 Rsq=0.88 Rsq=0.99

y=1.15*x
+6.65;
Rsq=0.94

Phoenix,
AZ

NA

y=1.2*x+0
.58;
Rsq=0.98

y=1.36*x+
Ͳ6.26;
Rsq=0.78

y=1.09*x y=0.76*x y=1.3*x+Ͳ
+4.92;
4.25;
+Ͳ1.26;
Rsq=0.95 Rsq=0.72 Rsq=0.84

y=0.52*x+
11.94;
Rsq=0.79

y=1.12*x y=1.02*x y=1.38*x y=1.13*x+
+Ͳ6.57;
+Ͳ3.46;
Ͳ2.63;
+Ͳ0.69;
Rsq=0.94 Rsq=0.94 Rsq=0.97 Rsq=0.96

y=1.1*x+
6.23;
Rsq=0.99

Salt Lake
City, UT

y=0.93*x
+6.67;
Rsq=0.99
y=1.14*x
+1.25;
Rsq=0.93
y=0.9*x+
0.54;
Rsq=0.95

y=1.02*x+
4.81;
Rsq=0.98
y=1.1*x+1
.86;
Rsq=0.96
y=0.94*x+
1.15;
Rsq=0.95

y=1.15*x+
2.05;
Rsq=0.96
y=1.27*x+
Ͳ6.95;
Rsq=0.96
y=0.8*x+5
.75;
Rsq=0.97

y=1.21*x
+Ͳ0.35;
Rsq=0.87
y=1.13*x
+Ͳ3.03;
Rsq=0.94
y=0.96*x
+1.77;
Rsq=0.93

y=1.07*x+
Ͳ0.69;
Rsq=0.99
y=0.91*x+
4.45;
Rsq=0.93
y=0.74*x+
11.79;
Rsq=0.91

y=1*x+0.
81;
Rsq=0.96
y=0.98*x
+0.58;
Rsq=0.95
y=0.9*x+
1.86;
Rsq=0.95

y=0.9*x+
5.51;
Rsq=0.96
y=1.01*x
+Ͳ0.06;
Rsq=0.95
y=0.88*x
+3.24;
Rsq=0.94

Fresno, CA

Dallas, TX

Houston,
TX

y=1.05*x
+1.72;
Rsq=0.83
y=1.05*x
+Ͳ1.42;
Rsq=0.95
y=0.88*x
+2.6;
Rsq=0.96

y=1.02*x+
1.41;
Rsq=0.9
y=0.97*x+
1.62;
Rsq=0.9
y=0.71*x+
13.31;
Rsq=0.89
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y=1.07*x
+Ͳ0.45;
Rsq=0.93
y=1*x+Ͳ
2.67;
Rsq=0.98
y=0.75*x
+7.22;
Rsq=0.97

y=1.06*x
+2.39;
Rsq=0.92
y=1.04*x
+Ͳ0.44;
Rsq=0.97
y=0.97*x
+Ͳ1.47;
Rsq=0.98

y=1.05*x+
2.44;
Rsq=0.99
y=1.12*x+
Ͳ2.81;
Rsq=0.97
y=0.91*x+
3.46;
Rsq=0.97

Month

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

St Louis,
IL

y=0.99*x
+1.76;
Rsq=0.98
y=0.92*x
+7.51;
Rsq=0.97

y=0.83*x+
13.19;
Rsq=0.98
y=0.98*x+
3.84;
Rsq=0.96

y=1.12*x+
Ͳ3.82;
Rsq=0.98
y=0.95*x+
4.16;
Rsq=0.97

y=1.08*x
+0.2;
Rsq=0.97
y=1.06*x
+Ͳ2.25;
Rsq=0.97

y=1.24*x
+Ͳ10.62;
Rsq=0.92
y=0.92*x
+4.45;
Rsq=0.98

y=1.25*x+
Ͳ16.39;
Rsq=0.9
y=0.98*x+
Ͳ2.15;
Rsq=0.99

y=1.19*x+
Ͳ17.28;
Rsq=0.95
y=0.95*x+
Ͳ0.84;
Rsq=0.97

y=0.99*x
+Ͳ4.12;
Rsq=0.98
y=0.96*x
+Ͳ0.66;
Rsq=0.96

y=1.02*x
+Ͳ3.36;
Rsq=0.97
y=0.91*x
+1.63;
Rsq=0.95

y=1.17*x
+Ͳ4.2;
Rsq=0.91
y=0.96*x
+2.56;
Rsq=0.97

y=1*x+4.4
9;
Rsq=0.97
y=0.96*x+
5.23;
Rsq=0.97

y=1.01*x
+0.69;
Rsq=0.98
y=0.9*x+
7.7;
Rsq=0.95

Atlanta,
GA

y=0.97*x y=1*x+1.5
+5.24;
9;
Rsq=0.94 Rsq=0.98

y=0.81*x+
13.95;
Rsq=0.94

y=1.01*x y=0.9*x+ y=0.92*x+
4.55;
+Ͳ2.51;
4.58;
Rsq=0.92 Rsq=0.94 Rsq=0.96

y=0.94*x+
0.95;
Rsq=0.95

y=0.98*x y=1.02*x y=1.02*x y=1.15*x+
Ͳ4.56;
+Ͳ0.29;
+Ͳ4.52;
+Ͳ0.64;
Rsq=0.99 Rsq=0.96 Rsq=0.93 Rsq=0.94

y=1*x+1.
05;
Rsq=0.98

Detroit, MI

y=1.08*x NA‡‡‡‡
+Ͳ3.49;
Rsq=0.97

y=1.05*x+
0.45;
Rsq=0.98

y=1.17*x y=1.23*x y=1.07*x+
+Ͳ3.64;
+Ͳ5.53;
Ͳ1.23;
Rsq=0.97 Rsq=0.95 Rsq=0.97

y=1.12*x+
Ͳ7.1;
Rsq=0.97

y=1.01*x y=1.13*x y=1.29*x y=1.1*x+0
+Ͳ7.99;
.33;
+0.72;
+Ͳ3.04;
Rsq=0.92 Rsq=0.93 Rsq=0.97 Rsq=0.98

y=1.05*x
+Ͳ2.05;
Rsq=0.98

Pittsburgh,
PA

y=0.94*x
+7.2;
Rsq=0.9

y=0.97*x+
3.64;
Rsq=0.98

y=0.95*x+
3.97;
Rsq=0.98

y=1.02*x y=1.06*x y=1.06*x+
+1.71;
+Ͳ3.12;
Ͳ2.33;
Rsq=0.94 Rsq=0.91 Rsq=0.91

y=1.09*x+
Ͳ9.79;
Rsq=0.97

y=1.08*x y=1.06*x y=1.04*x y=1.03*x+
+Ͳ11.34; +Ͳ5.84;
+Ͳ0.78;
1.25;
Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.97 Rsq=0.95 Rsq=0.99

y=0.94*x
+6.27;
Rsq=0.98

Baltimore,
MD

y=0.98*x y=0.84*x+
8.13;
+2.1;
Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.98

y=0.99*x+
2.51;
Rsq=0.99

y=1.12*x y=1.06*x y=1.07*x+
+Ͳ1.54;
+Ͳ0.39;
Ͳ2.87;
Rsq=0.94 Rsq=0.93 Rsq=0.83

y=1.19*x+
Ͳ13.9;
Rsq=0.92

y=1*x+Ͳ
y=1.09*x y=1.14*x y=0.97*x+
7.75;
+Ͳ6.14;
+Ͳ6.88;
3.86;
Rsq=0.94 Rsq=0.97 Rsq=0.94 Rsq=1

y=1.1*x+
Ͳ0.93;
Rsq=0.97

Philadelphia
PA

y=0.95*x
+3.19;
Rsq=0.99
y=1.08*x
+1.14;
Rsq=0.96

y=1.05*x+
Ͳ0.06;
Rsq=0.98
y=0.92*x+
10.01;
Rsq=0.98

y=1*x+1.
67;
Rsq=0.93
y=1.15*x
+Ͳ5.37;
Rsq=0.98

y=0.89*x+
Ͳ0.11;
Rsq=0.98
y=1.17*x+
Ͳ19.48;
Rsq=0.93

y=0.86*x
+3.68;
Rsq=0.97
y=1.05*x
+Ͳ4.46;
Rsq=0.97

y=1.23*x
+Ͳ7.68;
Rsq=0.98
y=0.92*x
+7.36;
Rsq=0.98

Birmingham
AL

New York,
NY

NA‡‡‡

y=0.99*x+
Ͳ1.41;
Rsq=0.99

y=1.03*x
+Ͳ2.46;
Rsq=0.97
y=1.2*x+
Ͳ5.67;
Rsq=0.96

y=1.06*x+
Ͳ6.29;
Rsq=0.91
y=1.02*x+
Ͳ0.08;
Rsq=0.95

y=0.89*x
+2.27;
Rsq=0.98
y=1.28*x
+Ͳ2.87;
Rsq=0.89

y=1.07*x
+Ͳ0.74;
Rsq=0.97
y=1.3*x+
Ͳ8.98;
Rsq=0.97

y=1.04*x+
Ͳ1.94;
Rsq=1
y=1.12*x+
Ͳ0.2;
Rsq=0.98

‡‡‡‡ Because approach T requires a minimum of four CSN samples in a calendar month to calculate valid values of HF and DLEE, estimates for February in
Detroit and Philadelphia are not available from approach T so no regression results are shown. These months do have regression results for approach W in Table
F-6.
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Table F-6. Linear regression equation and R2 values (Rsq) for relating hourly PM2.5 light extinction values (all daylight hours)
calculated using approach W (x in the equation) to those using the UFVA approach (y in the equation) by month for 15 urban
areas. A positive intercept indicates that approach W is biased low relative to the UFVA approach.
Note that the independent and dependent variables in Tables F-5 and F-6 are reversed from the order used to provide regression statistics in the scatter plots of
Figures F-3 and F-4.
Slope = 1.25 +
Slope = 1.10 – 1.24
0.90 < slope < 1.10
Slope = 0.76 – 0.9
Slope <= 0.75

Month
Tacoma,
WA
Fresno, CA

Los
Angeles,
CA

1

Approach W is biased high.

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

y=1.07*x y=1.06*x+
+0.02;
1.07;
Rsq=0.99 Rsq=0.99

y=1.15*x+
Ͳ1.13;
Rsq=0.99

y=1.23*x y=1.26*x y=1.01*x y=0.96*x y=1.1*x+ y=1.18*x y=1.03*x y=1.02*x+
+Ͳ4.3;
+Ͳ4.68;
Ͳ1.77;
+Ͳ3.19;
+1.04;
+1.15;
+3.1;
0.72;
Rsq=0.96 Rsq=0.95 Rsq=0.96 Rsq=0.96 Rsq=0.97 Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.98 Rsq=1

y=0.98*x+
3.2;
Rsq=1

y=1.03*x y=1.06*x+
+6.82;
7.93;
Rsq=0.97 Rsq=0.98

y=1.32*x+
8.06;
Rsq=0.89

y=1.75*x
+Ͳ12.08;
Rsq=0.8

y=1.2*x+ y=1.17*x y=1.25*x y=0.83*x+
Ͳ3.17;
+2.83;
+4.14;
47.17;
Rsq=0.94 Rsq=0.96 Rsq=0.94 Rsq=0.93

y=0.91*x+
14.37;
Rsq=0.98

y=1.04*x y=1.02*x+
+8.5;
7.16;
Rsq=0.99 Rsq=0.99

y=1.05*x+
15.49;
Rsq=0.98

y=1.17*x y=1.13*x y=1.36*x y=1.56*x y=1.94*x y=1.56*x y=1.25*x y=1.03*x+
+4.22;
+8.45;
+5.73;
+Ͳ15.11; +Ͳ56.56; +Ͳ12.84; +1.07;
13.84;
Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.97 Rsq=0.92 Rsq=0.91 Rsq=0.93 Rsq=0.95 Rsq=0.94 Rsq=0.99

y=1.06*x+
6.99;
Rsq=0.98

NA

y=1.25*x+
0.12;
Rsq=0.98

y=1.31*x+
Ͳ4.86;
Rsq=0.95

y=1.07*x y=0.93*x y=1.2*x+ y=1.09*x y=1.11*x y=1.04*x y=1.1*x+
Ͳ2.49;
+Ͳ2.87;
Ͳ1.01;
+Ͳ0.71;
+Ͳ1.41;
+Ͳ1.29;
+1.96;
Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.89 Rsq=0.83 Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.97 Rsq=0.97 Rsq=1

y=1.08*x+
Ͳ0.91;
Rsq=0.98

y=1.06*x+
8.02;
Rsq=0.99

y=0.91*x
+6.4;
Rsq=1

y=0.94*x+
8.75;
Rsq=0.98

y=1.07*x+
3.8;
Rsq=0.96

y=1.17*x y=1.17*x y=1.02*x y=1.06*x
+Ͳ0.09;
+Ͳ0.77;
+1.15;
+Ͳ0.55;
Rsq=0.92 Rsq=0.87 Rsq=0.94 Rsq=1

y=1.01*x y=1.04*x y=1.11*x y=0.93*x+
+1.19;
8.49;
+0.56;
+0.16;
Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.96 Rsq=0.98

y=0.84*x+
10.5;
Rsq=0.97

Phoenix,
AZ
Salt Lake
City, UT

2

Approach W is biased low.

y=0.94*x y=1.07*x y=0.98*x
+9.16;
+1.79;
+4.51;
Rsq=0.78 Rsq=0.95 Rsq=1

F-36

Month
Dallas, TX

Houston,
TX
St Louis,
IL
Birmingham
AL

Atlanta,
GA
Detroit, MI

Pittsburgh,
PA
Baltimore,
MD
Philadelphia,
PA

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

y=1.12*x y=1.09*x+
+0.63;
2.57;
Rsq=0.95 Rsq=0.97

y=1.18*x+
Ͳ4.36;
Rsq=0.96

y=1.01*x y=0.93*x y=1*x+0. y=0.96*x y=0.96*x y=0.93*x y=0.98*x y=1.09*x+
+1.32;
+3.16;
88;
+3.17;
+2.08;
+0.44;
+0.71;
Ͳ2.7;
Rsq=0.94 Rsq=0.96 Rsq=0.95 Rsq=0.93 Rsq=0.97 Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.97 Rsq=0.97

y=0.9*x+4
.72;
Rsq=0.97

y=0.88*x y=0.86*x+
+1.47;
2.75;
Rsq=0.97 Rsq=0.99

y=0.86*x+
2.15;
Rsq=0.99

y=0.94*x y=0.85*x y=0.92*x y=0.92*x y=0.89*x y=0.89*x y=0.91*x
+2.96;
+3.22;
+0.03;
+0.32;
+2.05;
+0.18;
+3.75;
Rsq=0.99 Rsq=0.99 Rsq=0.96 Rsq=0.95 Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.99 Rsq=1

y=0.98*x+
Ͳ5.56;
Rsq=0.99

y=0.86*x+
2.2;
Rsq=0.98

y=0.95*x y=0.85*x+
10.08;
+3.53;
Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.97

y=1.08*x+
Ͳ1.58;
Rsq=0.99

y=1.16*x y=1.01*x+
y=1.04*x y=1.09*x y=1.16*x y=1.05*x y=0.95*x y=1*x+Ͳ
+Ͳ12.62; +Ͳ7.34;
+Ͳ4.78;
2.76;
+1.61;
+Ͳ1.47;
+Ͳ2.77;
2.58;
Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.95 Rsq=0.93 Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.99 Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.96 Rsq=0.98

y=0.97*x+
2.83;
Rsq=0.99

y=1*x+1. y=1.03*x+
7;
0.47;
Rsq=0.99 Rsq=0.99

y=1.01*x+
Ͳ1.58;
Rsq=0.99

y=1.03*x y=0.96*x y=0.98*x y=0.92*x y=0.91*x y=0.94*x y=1.01*x y=1.01*x+
+Ͳ1.5;
+Ͳ0.53;
+Ͳ1.93;
+2.04;
+3.61;
+Ͳ0.87;
+Ͳ0.64;
0.23;
Rsq=0.99 Rsq=0.99 Rsq=0.99 Rsq=0.99 Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.99 Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.98

y=0.97*x+
2.37;
Rsq=0.98

y=0.97*x y=0.97*x+
+4.46;
1.55;
Rsq=0.96 Rsq=0.96

y=0.9*x+7
.22;
Rsq=0.97

y=1*x+Ͳ
y=1*x+Ͳ
y=0.94*x y=0.88*x y=0.96*x y=0.98*x y=0.95*x y=1.03*x+
+7.28;
2.29;
+1.44;
3.22;
+Ͳ1.52;
+2.64;
+4.24;
4.43;
Rsq=0.95 Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.96 Rsq=0.99 Rsq=0.97 Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.93

y=1.01*x+
Ͳ0.82;
Rsq=0.99

y=1.03*x y=0.97*x+
+1.64;
1.05;
Rsq=0.97 Rsq=1

y=0.98*x+
5.45;
Rsq=0.98

y=1.17*x y=1.02*x y=1.02*x y=1.09*x y=1.04*x y=1.09*x y=1.15*x y=1.07*x+
+Ͳ3.56;
+Ͳ2.29;
+3.5;
1.83;
+0.66;
+Ͳ5.24;
+Ͳ0.25;
+Ͳ2.11;
Rsq=0.99 Rsq=0.95 Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.93 Rsq=0.96 Rsq=0.99 Rsq=0.99

y=1.03*x+
Ͳ1.05;
Rsq=1

y=0.92*x y=1.03*x+
+8.37;
0.13;
Rsq=0.92 Rsq=0.97

y=1.06*x+
Ͳ3.39;
Rsq=0.98

y=1.07*x y=1.05*x y=1.01*x y=1.03*x y=0.97*x y=1.04*x y=1.04*x y=1.02*x+
+Ͳ1.33;
+Ͳ3.5;
+Ͳ1.36;
+Ͳ6.36;
+Ͳ1.25;
+Ͳ4.35;
+Ͳ1.42;
2.42;
Rsq=0.93 Rsq=0.93 Rsq=0.95 Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.99 Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.97 Rsq=0.99

y=1.02*x+
1.75;
Rsq=0.97

y=1.06*x y=0.93*x+
+Ͳ2.44;
3.3;
Rsq=0.99 Rsq=0.99

y=0.96*x+
3.44;
Rsq=0.99

y=1.1*x+ y=0.98*x y=1.08*x y=1.14*x y=0.97*x y=1.07*x y=1.1*x+
y=1*x+2.3
+Ͳ11.71; +Ͳ5.3;
Ͳ4.68;
+Ͳ5.52;
Ͳ1.37;
+4.15;
+Ͳ4.61;
Rsq=0.95 Rsq=0.95 Rsq=0.85 Rsq=0.94 Rsq=0.97 Rsq=0.96 Rsq=0.96 3;Rsq=1

y=1.09*x+
Ͳ1.26;
Rsq=0.99

y=1.01*x
+Ͳ0.42;
Rsq=1

y=0.99*x+
2.14;
Rsq=0.99

y=0.98*x y=1.02*x y=1.05*x y=0.94*x y=0.89*x y=0.89*x y=1.05*x y=0.99*x+
+2.37;
+2.41;
+Ͳ0.49;
Ͳ0.3;
+1.53;
+Ͳ2.14;
+Ͳ6.57;
+Ͳ3.14;
Rsq=0.97 Rsq=0.97 Rsq=0.92 Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.99 Rsq=0.97 Rsq=1

y=0.98*x+
2.66;
Rsq=0.98

y=1.03*x+
Ͳ3.16;
Rsq=0.99
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Month
New York,
NY

1

2

y=1.07*x y=1.06*x+
+1.42;
Ͳ3.48;
Rsq=0.99 Rsq=0.99

3
y=1.01*x+
5.6;
Rsq=0.99

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

y=0.99*x y=1.01*x y=1.04*x y=1.09*x y=1*x+0. y=1.25*x y=1.17*x y=1.1*x+1
+Ͳ1.39;
+Ͳ2.29;
.54;
+0.63;
+2.12;
+Ͳ2.02;
+Ͳ10.86; 3;
Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.97 Rsq=0.99 Rsq=0.89 Rsq=0.98 Rsq=0.96
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12
y=0.98*x+
4.74;
Rsq=0.98

Figure F-5 compares the three-year, daily maximum design values for PM2.5 light
extinction developed using approaches T and W versus the UFVA approach, for both the 90th and
95th percentile forms. In many cases, all three methods yield similar design values, suggesting
that the stringency of emission controls required to meet a given level standard may be about the
same regardless of which approach is used to estimate PM2.5 light extinction. The exceptions are
for the highest levels of light extinction, which occur in Los Angeles, Fresno, and Detroit. Table
F-7 provides the same information as Figure F-5 in tabular form.
Figure F-6 compares the 1-hour PM2.5 light extinction estimates generated by approaches
T and W to each other in scatter plot format, for both all daylight hours and daily maximum
daylight hours. The dashed red line is the 1:1 line, and regression statistics are shown with each
scatter plot. The agreement between the two approaches is very close in most cases. In Fresno,
Los Angeles and to some degree also Dallas, there is a tendency for approach T to be biased low
relative to approach W for the points at the high end of the range of PM2.5 light extinction. This
is consistent with the expected tendency of the monthly averaging of HF and DLEE that is part
of approach T to mute the extreme daily values of HF and DLEE, extreme values that are
directly used for their respective days under approach W.
Figure F-7 compares the 2007-2009 90th and 95th percentile PM2.5 light extinction
design values calculated based on approach T versus approach W. Despite some scatter between
the approaches in Figure F-6, the design values from the two approaches are nearly identical.
This is not surprising, since using monthly average values of HF and DLEE instead of dayspecific values will sometimes result in an overestimate and sometimes in an underestimate of
PM2.5 light extinction. Also, the bias in approach T for Los Angeles, Fresno, and Dallas noted in
the previous paragraph mostly affects value above the 90th and 95th percentile points. This
suggests that approach T’s ability to produce estimates of light extinction on every day, thereby
allowing the full history of hourly PM2.5 concentrations to be taken into account, may make it the
preferable approach because using all days’ PM2.5 concentration provides more stability to the
90th or 95th percentile value than using only one-day-in-three or one-day-in six data.
It is interesting to note that in the “all hours” panels of Figure F-6, there are instances of
several points falling on a straight line somewhat offset from the main data cloud, which itself
seems less organized. These data points can be interpreted as days on which the day-specific
values of HF and/or DLEE were markedly different from their monthly-averaged values, while
relative humidity was stable for several hours. When RH is stable within part of a day, approach
T (and W) results in estimates of hourly light extinction that are directly proportional to hourly
PM2.5 concentration, with the proportionality constant dependent on HF and DLEE for the day.
The HF and DLEE for the day are always different between approaches T and W. The scatter
plot for Phoenix appears to have three such groups of points, for example. Houston appears to
have two groups.
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Figure F-5. Comparison of 2007-2009 PM2.5 light extinction design values based on
approaches T and W vs. the UFVA approach

Table F-7. Comparison of 2007-2009 PM2.5 light extinction design values based on
approaches T and W vs. the UFVA approach
90th Percentile Daily Maximum
PM2.5 Light Extinction (Mm-1)

95th Percentile Daily Maximum
PM2.5 Light Extinction (Mm-1)

UFVA

T

W

UFVA

T

W

Tacoma, WA

121

121

111

132

145

127

Fresno, CA

312

260

276

394

370

403

Los Angeles, CA

434

332

358

503

402

461

Phoenix, AZ

71

68

66

97

74

75

Salt Lake City, UT

152

144

150

285

301

310

Dallas, TX

162

144

151

204

170

194

Houston, TX

145

164

162

177

192

197

St Louis, IL

224

209

217

267

254

254

Birmingham, AL

269

257

271

326

336

337

Atlanta, GA

189

190

186

212

212

213

Detroit, MI

275

252

261

436

446

433

Pittsburgh, PA

222

219

214

256

261

273

Baltimore, MD

183

188

176

212

213

218

Philadelphia, PA

280

287

294

320

306

315

New York, NY

295

272

275

365

315

335
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Figure F-6. Scatter plots of daily maximum daylight hourly PM2.5 light extinction
calculated by approach T (x) versus approach W (y).
All Daylight Hours

Daily Maximum Daylight Hour
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Figure F-6. Scatter plots of daily maximum daylight hourly PM2.5 light extinction
calculated by approach T (x) versus approach W (y).
All Daylight Hours

Daily Maximum Daylight Hour
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Figure F-6. Scatter plots of daily maximum daylight hourly PM2.5 light extinction
calculated by approach T (x) versus approach W (y).
All Daylight Hours

Daily Maximum Daylight Hour
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Figure F-6. Scatter plots of daily maximum daylight hourly PM2.5 light extinction
calculated by approach T (x) versus approach W (y).
All Daylight Hours

Daily Maximum Daylight Hour
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Figure F-6. Scatter plots of daily maximum daylight hourly PM2.5 light extinction
calculated by approach T (x) versus approach W (y).
All Daylight Hours

Daily Maximum Daylight Hour
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Figure F-6. Scatter plots of daily maximum daylight hourly PM2.5 light extinction
calculated by approach T (x) versus approach W (y).
All Daylight Hours

Daily Maximum Daylight Hour
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Figure F-6. Scatter plots of daily maximum daylight hourly PM2.5 light extinction
calculated by approach T (x) versus approach W (y).
All Daylight Hours

Daily Maximum Daylight Hour
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Figure F-6. Scatter plots of daily maximum daylight hourly PM2.5 light extinction
calculated by approach T (x) versus approach W (y).
All Daylight Hours

Daily Maximum Daylight Hour
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Figure F-7. Comparison of 2007-2009 PM2.5 light extinction design values based on
approach T vs. approach W.

F.6

EXPLANATION OF THE SELECTION OF 1.6 AS THE MULTIPLIER FOR
OCM

The original IMPROVE algorithm uses a multiplier of 1.4 to estimate organic
carbonaceous material (OCM) from the measurement of organic carbon (OC), after subtraction
of an estimate of the organic carbon blank filter artifact. This value has been extensively
questioned and investigated since its initial selection, and it is clear from the literature that the
actual ratio of OCM to OC varies by site, season, PM sampler characteristics, the approach used
the artifact correction, and the OC quantification method. Various researchers and organizations
have suggested that other, generally higher, values be used instead of 1.4. The revised
IMPROVE algorithm, for example, is based on a factor of 1.8. For simplified approaches T and
W, the issue of an appropriate single value for this multiplier was re-investigated. This
investigation focused on data only from samples taken in 2007-2009 from sites and months
where the URG 3000N sampler was in use. The investigation considered all such CSN sites, of
which there were 171 sites with an average of 77 sample days each. Because of the phased
introduction of the URG 3000N sampler, there was a wide range in the number of sample days
across sites, and not all sites were seasonally balanced. These samples were all analyzed for OC
by Desert Research Institute using the current IMPROVE TOR method.
At each site, the SANDWICH estimate of OCM was used as the dependent (y) variable in
a linear regression with the OC measurement (minus an assumed artifact of 0.4 µg/m3) as the
independent (x) variable. The slope of the regression line is an estimate of the OC-to-OCM
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multiplier for that site, across the seasons represented in the monitoring data. In addition, the
data from all sites were pooled and a single regression was performed for the pooled data. The
following results were observed.
x
x
x
x

The average value for R-squared from the 171 regressions was 0.68, with a wide
range from site-to-site.
The slopes of the 171 regression lines ranged from 0.57 to 3.05 (not including one
negative value from a site with only nine samples), with a median of 1.73 and an
average of 1.72.
The sample size-based median slope was 1.68 and the sample size-weighted
average slope was 1.65.
The slope of the pooled regression was 1.6.

The value of 1.6 from the pooled regression was selected for use as the carbon multiplier
in approaches T and W. Note that this is midway between the factor of 1.4 used in the original
IMPROVE algorithm and the factor of 1.8 used in the revised IMPROVE algorithm.
F.7

VARIABILITY IN ESTIMATES OF MONTHLY-AVERAGED HF AND DLEE
AND SELECTION OF A MINIMUM SAMPLE SIZE

As part of the analysis of simplified methods for this appendix, EPA staff investigated the
issue of the variability of monthly-averaged values of HF and DLEE, in light of the one-day-insix sampling schedule at many CSN sites. A one-day-in-six CSN site will typically attempt to
collect five samples in a month, versus 10 or 11 at a one-day-in-three site.
The margin of error (MOE) for the 90 percent confidence range for monthly-average HF
and DLEE was calculated for each site-month of data from CSN sites for 2007-2009 (including
many site-months prior to conversion to the URG 3000N sampler). The MOE is effectively the
half-width of the confidence range. The MOE reflects both the similarity of the parameter of
interest from day-to-day and the sample size.14 Site-months were then binned according to the
number of samples in the month. Figure F-7 shows the box plots of the MOEs for HF and DLEE
(referred to as ADLEE in the plot), versus the number of samples available. The “N” along the
top of each box plot indicates the number of CSN site-months that had the indicated number of
sample days. Based on these box plots, EPA staff decided to incorporate a minimum
requirement of four sample days per month for the calculation of valid monthly-average values
of HF and DLEE via approach T, for the purposes of this appendix. It should be noted that based
on the “N” values in the box plots, 85 percent of monthly averages for HF and DLEE were
actually based on five or more samples and have a smaller margin of error than shown for the
four-sample case.

14

The formula used was MOE = (STD ERR)*t(n-1, 0.95), where STD ERR = (sample standard deviation)/sqrt(n)
and t(n-1, 0.95) is the 95th percentile t-distribution with n-1 degrees of freedom (effectively removing 5% from each
tail to get 90%).
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Figure F-7. Margin of errors in monthly-averaged values of hygroscopic fraction (HF) and
dry light extinction efficiency (ADLEE in this figure) versus the number of CSN samples in
a site-month.
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APPENDIX G
Calculated 24-hour Average PM2.5 Light Extinction and Adjusted
Candidate Protection Levels
G.1

OVERVIEW

The concept of considering and adopting a relatively long averaging period for a NAAQS
indicator in order to control shorter-term ambient conditions is not at all unfamiliar in the history
of NAAQS reviews. This appendix investigates the possibility of using calculated 24-hour
average PM2.5 light extinction as the indicator and averaging period for a secondary PM2.5
NAAQS that would be aimed at controlling daily maximum daylight 4-hour average light
extinction conditions. This appendix assumes that the form for both standards is based on a
three-year average of annual 90th percentile values. A calculated 24-hour average approach
would avoid data quality uncertainties that have recently been associated with currently available
instruments for direct measurement of hourly PM2.5 light extinction or for measurement of
hourly PM2.5 mass.
The calculation procedure for the 24-hour average indicator addressed in this appendix is
based on the general method used by the IMPROVE monitoring program and the Regional Haze
Program to characterize 24-hour light extinction levels based on 24-hour filter-based sampling
for PM2.5 composition.1 There are several variations of this IMPROVE method, distinguished by
the use of the original versus the revised IMPROVE algorithm for light extinction and by the use
of same-day relative humidity (RH) at the monitoring site versus long-term (climatological)
relative humidity conditions. This appendix reports the results of using the original IMPROVE
algorithm, for consistency with previous results reported in the Urban Focused Visibility
Assessment (UFVA)2 and in Chapter 4 and Appendices E and F of this Policy Assessment (PA).
For relative humidity, this appendix applies long-term conditions, which is the approach used in
the Regional Haze Program for assessing progress towards the Program’s goal of achieving
natural conditions of visibility in Class I areas by 2064. By using site-specific daily data on both
PM2.5 mass and composition and site-specific long-term relative humidity conditions, it can be
expected that the 24-hour average PM2.5 light extinction indicator explored in this appendix
would provide more protection of visibility than would the current secondary PM2.5 NAAQS
based only on 24-hour average and annual average PM2.5 mass. In particular, the systematic
difference in humidity conditions between the eastern states and the western states would be
accounted for in large degree.3
1

The IMPROVE monitoring program and the Regional Haze Program also use filter-based data on PM2.5 and PM10
mass, in order to estimate light extinction due to PM10-2.5. PM2.5 and PM10 mass values are not used in the indicator
investigated in this appendix, because this indicator excludes light extinction due to PM10-2.5.
2
Particulate Matter Urban-Focused Visibility Assessment Final Document, EPA 452/R-10-004, July 2010. The
UFVA presented a method and results for PM10 light extinction. The assessment in this memo focuses on PM2.5
light extinction.
3
The use of long-term relative humidity conditions in defining the NAAQS indicator would avoid the need for onsite relative humidity data and hence would avoid the need to establish a reference method for relative humidity,
establish siting and operational requirements for the relative humidity measurements, and invest in new relative
humidity instruments. On the other hand, the use of long-term relative humidity conditions can be expected to
weaken to some degree the correlation between the calculated values of 24-hour average PM2.5 light extinction and
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This appendix investigates approaches for calculating adjusted Candidate Protection
Levels (CPLs) for a 24-hour average PM2.5 light extinction indicator that are generally equivalent
to CPLs of 20, 25, and 30 deciviews (dv) for a daily maximum daylight 4-hour average PM2.5
light extinction indicator, on an aggregate or “central tendency” basis. It was initially expected
that the values of 24-hour average PM2.5 light extinction and daily maximum daylight 4-hour
average PM2.5 light extinction would differ on any given day, with the shorter term peak value
generally being larger. This would mean that, in concept, the level of a NAAQS based on a 24hour average indicator should include a downward adjustment compared to the level that would
be applied to a NAAQS based on a daily maximum daylight 4-hour average indicator. As
discussed in section G.5, this initial expectation was verified for the 30 dv level but not for the
other two levels (25, 20 dv).
In developing adjusted CPLs, comparisons are made between values of 24-hour average
PM2.5 light extinction calculated as described in section G.2 and values of daily maximum
daylight 4-hour average PM2.5 light extinction calculated from the hourly results of the UFVA
approach for modeling hourly PM2.5 light extinction, for the original 15 study areas using 20072009 data. The UFVA approach and the results of re-executing it for 2007-2009 data are
described in Appendix F. Table G-1 shows the size and temporal distribution of the available
2007-2009 data base for the 15 study areas. Because 24-hour average PM2.5 light extinction can
be calculated with fewer required measurements as input, it is possible to calculate it for more
days than shown in Table G-1. However, comparisons of 24-hour and 4-hour values for the
purpose of developing adjusted CPLs can only be made for these days.
Table G-1. Number of Days per Quarter in Each Study Area
Study Area
Tacoma
Fresno
Los Angeles
Phoenix
Salt Lake City
Dallas
Houston
St. Louis
Birmingham
Atlanta
Detroit
Pittsburgh
Baltimore
Philadelphia
New York

Total Number
of Days
150
325
161
84
276
257
144
287
330
258
133
264
140
98
145

Q1
13
26
21
0
23
18
15
29
30
25
11
22
12
13
19

2007
Q2 Q3
13 14
28 30
26 24
0
0
25 19
23 24
14
9
25 22
30 27
19 26
11 12
22 23
12 17
14 12
15 19

Q4
13
28
24
0
29
21
0
10
26
21
11
23
16
12
21

Q1
14
29
29
0
28
22
15
24
31
22
7
23
0
9
20

2008
Q2 Q3
14 14
27 30
28
9
0
0
12 27
25 26
13 12
22 27
27 30
25 24
12 13
24 24
0
0
11 14
14 13

Q4
12
29
0
0
15
20
14
28
29
21
13
25
0
13
24

Q1
7
15
0
11
13
13
7
14
13
12
3
10
13
0
0

2009
Q2 Q3
14 11
27 28
0
0
24 21
29 28
23 21
15 15
30 29
28 28
22 21
15 10
25 22
26 21
0
0
0
0

Q4
11
28
0
28
28
21
15
27
31
20
15
21
23
0
0

actual daily maximum daylight 4-hour PM2.5 light extinction, since the latter depends on actual relative humidity
conditions along the sight path in the specific 4-hour period. It can be expected that the variability illustrated in this
appendix would be somewhat less if the 24-hour indicator were based on same-day measurements of relative
humidity either at the PM2.5 site or another site in the same area.
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G.2

CALCULATED 24-HOUR PM2.5 LIGHT EXTINCTION

This section describes and implements an approach for calculating 24-hour average PM2.5
light extinction using on-site 24-hour average PM2.5 chemical speciation data but no other sameday data. The PM2.5 light extinction values calculated by the method described here are based on
the original IMPROVE algorithm and on long-term relative humidity conditions. Possible
variations, not further analyzed here, include the use of the revised IMPROVE algorithm and the
use of same-day relative humidity data. When converting PM2.5 light extinction values in Mm-1
to deciviews, the Rayleigh term must be included to avoid the possibility of negative values.
Table G-2 explicitly defines the calculation steps for the 24-hour average indicator
approach. The 24-hour average PM2.5 component concentrations needed for the calculation are
derived from 24-hour filter measurements, including a blank correction for organic carbon
artifacts, a multiplier to estimate organic carbonaceous material from the blank-corrected organic
carbon measurement, and the IMPROVE formula for estimating fine soil from concentrations of
five crustal elements. Instead of using same-day on-site relative humidity data, climatological
data are used for the humidity adjustment factor, f(RH). A spatial interpolation analysis of 19881997 relative humidity data completed in 2001 for the Regional Haze program provided
monthly-average f(RH) values across the United States. 4 For this analysis, the monthly values
from the grid point nearest to a given Chemical Speciation Network (CSN) monitoring site were
used in the calculation of daily 24-hour PM2.5 light extinction values for 2007-2009.
Figure G-1 presents monthly-average relative humidity values graphically. Table G-3
contains the month-specific 24-hour average values of f(RH)hourly for each of the 15 cities. The
values in Figure G-1 and Table G-3, as expected, show that the more eastern of the 15 cities have
higher values of f(RH) with the notable and expected exception of Tacoma which has the most
humid conditions of all the areas. For those areas with strong seasonal patterns of relative
humidity, the seasonal patterns of the values in Figure G-1 and Table G-3 are also as expected.
Note that while some individual hours in 1988-1997 had relative humidity above 90%, no
monthly average relative humidity exceeds 90%. The highest value of monthly average f(RH) is
5.05 for December in Tacoma, when the average relative humidity value is 89%. The average
f(RH) value of 5.05 for this month is higher than the value of f(89%) = 3.93 because of the nonlinear nature of the f(RH) function. The single hour value of relative humidity corresponding to
an f(RH) value of 5.05 would be between 92% and 93%.
Figure G-2 presents the results of applying the 24-hour average approach in the form of a
box-and-whisker plot of the daily 24-hour PM2.5 light extinction values for 2007-2009. For ease
of comparison to similar figures in this document that present estimates of other metrics for
PM2.5 light extinction, for example Figure F-1, horizontal lines are drawn to represent 65, 100,
and 190 Mm-1, although we emphasize that these are unadjusted values meant to be compared to
short-term averages of light extinction rather than to 24-hour averages. As expected, the
estimated values for 24-hour PM2.5 light extinction generally are lower than for daily maximum
daylight 1-hour PM2.5 light extinction (Figure F-1), but the comparisons across cities are
generally the same.
4

Interpolating Relative Humidity Weighting Factors to Calculate Visibility Impairment and the Effects of
IMPROVE Monitor Outliers, Report by Science Applications International Corporation to EPA, August 30, 2001.
http://vista.cira.colostate.edu/improve/publications/guidancedocs/DraftReportSept20.pdf. Note that this reference
describes a procedure in which hourly f(RH) values were capped at f(98%). Subsequently, the IMPROVE Steering
Committee decided to cap f(RH) values at f(95%). The f(RH) values used in here are based on the 95% cap.
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Table G-2. Calculation Steps for the 24-hour Average PM2.5 Light Extinction

Comments

24-hour Average Approach
(i) Using historical data, determine a representative long-term
monthly average of hourly f(RH) at the monitoring site, for
each month of the year. There will be 12 such values for any
monitoring site.

A spatial interpolation analysis of 1988-1997 relative humidity completed in 2001 for the Regional Haze program provided monthlyaverage f(RH) values for 15,000 ¼-degree grid points of latitude/longitude across the United States. For this analysis, the monthly
values from the grid point nearest to a given PM2.5 (CSN) monitoring site were used in the calculation of daily 24-hour PM2.5 light
extinction values for 2007-2009. If a 24-hour average indicator were to be adopted as part of a secondary PM NAAQS, these same
gridded data could be specified, or EPA could develop updated tables of gridded monthly average f(RH) values and a procedure for
determining the values to be applied to any visibility monitoring site. Alternatively, the NAAQS could specify the use of same-day
site-specific relative humidity data, or data from another monitoring site in the same area, for example the nearest National Weather
Service site.
The IMPROVE blank filter correction values are not representative of conditions in urban areas, and cannot be used in this approach.

(ii) For each CSN sampling day, subtract a sampler-dependent
estimate of the OC artifact from the OC measurement, and
multiply by 1.4 to estimate organic carbonaceous material
(OCM).
OCM = (OC – artifact) *1.4

The values for the OC artifact used for this analysis ranged from 0.32 to 1.53 µg/m3, depending on CSN sampler model. The artifact
adjustment for the URG 3000N sampler is of most interest prospectively, because it is the single sampler now in use for carbon
sampling in CSN. For those sites and days, an organic carbon artifact of 0.4 µg/m3 was assumed for the purposes of the UFVA and this
document, based on early experience with this sampler. EPA staff is currently exploring whether there is a better way to adjust for
organic carbon artifact based on a more recent, larger field blank and back-up filter data set.
1.4 is used for the multiplier to maintain consistency with the original IMPROVE algorithm.

(iii) For each CSN sampling day, calculate fine soil/crustal
PM2.5 (FS) from CSN measurements of crustal elements AL,
Si, Ca, Fe, and Ti, using the formula
x
FS = 2.20 x [Al] + 2.49 × [Si] + 1.63 × [Ca] +
2.42 × [Fe] + 1.94 × [Ti]

This is the same equation as used in the IMPROVE network and the Regional Haze program.

(iv) For each CSN sampling day, multiply CSN measurement
of sulfate ion by 1.375, and multiply CSN measurement of
nitrate ion by 1.29, to reflect associated ammonium under an
assumption of full neutralization.
x
AS = Sulfate ion * 1.375
x
AN = Nitrate ion * 1.29
(v) Apply the original IMPROVE algorithm to calculate 24hour average PM2.5 light extinction.
PM2.5 bext (Mm-1) =
3[AS]f(RH) + 3[AN]f(RH) + 4[OCM] + 1[FS] + 10[EC]
Where f(RH) is the monthly-averaged value from step (i) for
the particular month.
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Figure G-1. Month-specific 24-Hour Average Values of Relative Humidity from 1988-1997

Table G-3. Month-specific 24-Hour Average Values of f(RH) from 1988-1997
Month

Jan

Feb

Mar Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov

Dec

Tacoma, WA
Fresno, CA
Los Angeles, CA
Phoenix, AZ
Salt Lake City, UT
Dallas, TX
Houston, TX
St Louis, IL
Birmingham, AL
Atlanta, GA
Detroit, MI
Pittsburgh, PA
Baltimore, MD
Philadelphia, PA
New York, NY

4.85
3.47
2.48
1.86
3.07
2.81
3.56
3.26
3.30
3.26
3.06
3.07
2.85
2.87
2.71

4.35
2.97
2.40
1.67
2.77
2.59
3.38
2.93
3.03
2.95
2.81
2.86
2.60
2.59
2.49

3.98
2.65
2.39
1.50
2.09
2.42
3.31
2.66
2.80
2.68
2.71
2.83
2.68
2.70
2.58

5.05
3.26
2.23
1.85
2.88
2.82
3.60
3.20
3.29
3.26
3.13
3.16
2.88
2.84
2.68

3.81
2.09
2.16
1.21
1.96
2.42
3.28
2.52
2.76
2.54
2.47
2.55
2.47
2.49
2.51

3.49
1.88
2.16
1.13
1.89
2.70
3.45
2.73
3.09
2.81
2.44
2.92
2.84
2.84
2.76
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3.26
1.67
2.10
1.06
1.55
2.52
3.43
2.73
3.33
3.13
2.62
3.02
2.89
2.83
2.72

3.02
1.62
2.11
1.25
1.29
2.25
3.27
2.87
3.47
3.31
2.71
3.16
3.04
3.03
2.85

3.17
1.66
2.17
1.41
1.32
2.25
3.30
3.05
3.38
3.40
3.04
3.36
3.20
3.16
2.96

3.68
1.77
2.20
1.33
1.53
2.42
3.32
2.98
3.43
3.31
3.07
3.50
3.27
3.24
2.99

4.56
1.97
2.18
1.30
1.85
2.50
3.33
2.73
3.28
3.16
2.88
3.11
3.11
3.16
2.93

5.04
2.53
2.08
1.49
2.56
2.60
3.41
2.93
3.13
3.08
2.93
2.94
2.77
2.78
2.65

Figure G-2. Distributions of Estimated 24-Hour Average PM2.5 Light Extinction Across the 2007-2009 Period, by Study Area
using the 24-Hour Average Approach
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G.3

CALCULATED DAILY MAXIMUM DAYLIGHT 4-HOUR PM2.5 LIGHT
EXTINCTION

Values for the daily maximum daylight 4-hour average PM2.5 light extinction in the 15
study cities were calculated using the results of the re-execution of the UFVA approach for
2007-2009, described in Appendix F. The UFVA-approach modeling results (rather than the
modeling results using simplified approach T reported in Appendix F) are used because these
results are based on modeling assumptions believed to give the best available representation of
actual hourly light extinction, in that they incorporate the SANDWICH method for estimating
organic carbonaceous material (rather than a simple multiplier as in approach T) and on
information on site-specific diurnal concentration patterns from a run of a 2004 CMAQ
modeling platform. Note that these 4-hour estimates are based on same-day hourly relative
humidity data from the nearest site able to provide such data, not on gridded long-term data as
are the 24-hour PM2.5 light extinction values to which they are compared.
The daily maximum daylight 4-hour average PM2.5 light extinction values were
calculated from hourly UFVA-approach results by applying a moving 4-hour window to average
the hourly light extinction estimates. Only 4-hour periods that were entirely within the daylight
window were considered. At least three of four hours were required to have a valid 1-hour light
extinction estimate, meaning that necessary hourly PM2.5 mass and relative humidity data were
available to calculate light extinction for the hour and the relative humidity was not greater than
90%. As such, the resulting estimates represent indicator values that could be considered
comparable to a NAAQS with a 4-hour averaging period with the same restrictions for indicator
value validity. The requirement for at least 3 out of 4 hourly PM2.5 light extinction values
resulted in the elimination of 39 of the 3052 site-days shown in Table G-1, because those days
had no 4-hour daylight periods with at least 3 hours that had hourly PM2.5 data and had relative
humidity of 90% or less. Figure G-3 presents the results of this screening and calculation
procedure in the form of a box and whisker plot of the daily maximum daylight 4-hour average
PM2.5 light extinction values for 2007-2009. As expected, the comparisons across cities are
generally the same as for daily maximum daylight 1-hr PM2.5 light extinction (Figure F-1).
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Figure G-3. Distributions of Estimated Daily Maximum Daylight 4-Hour Average PM2.5 Light Extinction Across the 20072009 Period, by Study Area, Based on the UFVA Modeling Approach
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G.4

COMPARISON OF CALCULATED DAILY MAXIMUM DAYLIGHT 4-HOUR
PM2.5 LIGHT EXTINCTION AND CALCULATED 24-HOUR PM2.5 LIGHT
EXTINCTION

The daily values of the 24-hour average PM2.5 light extinction from section G.2 and the
values of the daily maximum daylight 4-hour average PM2.5 light extinction from section G.3 are
compared here across days within each city, to gain a sense of how they compare and as a quality
control check for reasonableness. Before doing so, both sets of daily PM2.5 light extinction
values were converted to deciview units, using the following equation for the deciview metric.
Note that the Rayleigh term of 10 Mm-1 is included in order avoid the possibility of negative
deciview values, but no term is included for light extinction due to PM10-2.5.
Deciview (dv) = 10 ln ((PM2.5 bext in Mm-1 + 10)/10)
Figures G-4 and G-5 compare the magnitudes of the daily values of the 24-hour and daily
maximum daylight 4-hour average PM2.5 light extinction estimates expressed in deciviews.
Figure G-4 shows a scatter plot for each of the 15 cities including the best-fit linear regression
line for each city, with the 4-hour light extinction value treated as the independent (x-axis)
variable in the regression. It can be seen that there is scatter around the regression line for each
city, because the estimate of 4-hour light extinction includes day-specific and hour-specific
influences that are not captured by the simpler 24-hour approach. Figure G-5 shows a scatter
plot for the pooled data points from all 15 cities. In both figures, the linear regression line is
solid and the 1:1 line is dashed. In both figures, there are some data points – each representing a
site-day – for which the value of 24-hour average PM2.5 light extinction is higher than the value
of daily maximum daylight 4-hour PM2.5 light extinction. Directionally, the focus on the daily
maximum 4-hour average should tend to make the 4-hour average number higher than the 24hour average number because PM2.5 concentrations in urban areas generally peak during the day
rather than at night. The directionally opposite comparison seen for some data points can result
due to the use of 1988-1997 humidity values that in some cases may be higher than the actual
same-day conditions used to calculate the 4-hour light extinction values. Approximately onehalf of all site days can be expected to have same-day conditions that are more humid than the
long-term average conditions, if there is no average bias between the gridded 1988-1997 relative
humidity data and 2007-2009 site conditions. The use of same-day hourly relative humidity data
to calculate daily 24-hour average f(RH) would avoid this, and in theory result in data points that
lie closer to the regression line. It is also quite possible for 24-hour average values of f(RH) to
be higher than for hours during the daylight. A higher value for 24-hour PM2.5 light extinction
can also in theory result from the invalidation of one or more 4-hour PM2.5 light extinction values
on a day due to the screen for hourly relative humidity above 90% (resulting in a time period
with lower light extinction providing the valid daily daylight 4-hour maximum), or from a
diurnal pattern in which 4-hour average PM2.5 mass peaks during the night rather than during
daylight.
Table G-3 presents the city-specific regression coefficients for the scatter plots in Figure
G-4, the unweighted average of these coefficients across cities, and the regression coefficients
for the pooled 15-city data shown in Figure G-5. While in broad terms most of the individual
scatter plots seem to have similar variability about the regression line, some values of R-squared
are notably lower. Closer examination shows that the lower values of R-squared are for the
cities with the smaller range of light extinction conditions.
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Figure G-6 and Table G-4 describe the distributions of the daily ratio of the 24-hour and
daily maximum daylight 4-hour values of PM2.5 light extinction. For each day, the 4-hour value
was divided by the 24-hour value. The distribution of these ratios across 2007-2009 is shown in
Figure G-6 in box-and-whisker plot format. Table G-4 presents the minimum, 10th percentile,
25th percentile, mean, median (50th percentile), 75th percentile, 90th percentile, and maximum
values from the distribution of ratios in each city.
It is also of interest to compare the annual 90th percentile values and the 3-year design
values for 24-hour average and daily maximum daylight 4-hour average PM2.5 light extinction
across areas. Table G-5 presents the annual 90th percentile values and the 3-year 2007-2009
design values.5 There are only a few cases in which the 24-hour average annual percentile or 3year design value is notably larger than the corresponding daily maximum daylight 4-hour
average value, despite the occurrence of many such points in the scatter plots of daily values.
Figure G-7 is a scatter plot of the 4-hour versus the 24-hour 90th percentile values for individual
years of data. Figure G-8 is a scatter plot of the 4-hour versus the 24-hour design values. The
equation of the linear regression line for each scatter plot is shown below the graphic.

5

For the purpose of this analysis, the “3-year” design values have been calculated with only 2 years of data for Los
Angeles, Baltimore, Philadelphia, and New York City and one year of data for Phoenix because the re-execution of
the UFVA approach for 2007-2009 created estimates only for those years. See Table G-1. Also, no data
completeness minimums have been applied. The smallest sample used to determine an annual 90th percentile was 37
days, for Houston in 2007.
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Figure G-4. Scatter Plots of 24-Hour Light Extinction (y-axis) and Daily Maximum Daylight 4-Hour Light Extinction (x-axis)
for 15 Individual Cities, in deciviews
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Figure G-4. Scatter Plots of 24-Hour Light Extinction (y-axis) and Daily Maximum Daylight 4-Hour Light Extinction (x-axis)
for 15 Individual Cities, in deciviews (cont.)
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Figure G-5. Scatter Plot of 24-Hour Light Extinction (y-axis) versus Daily Maximum
Daylight 4-Hour Light Extinction (x-axis) for All Cities Pooled Together, in deciviews
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Table G-3. Regression Results for 24-Hour Light Extinction versus Daily Maximum
Daylight 4-Hour Light Extinction for Individual Cities and for All Cities Pooled Together,
in deciviews (4-hour light extinction is the independent variable)
Study Area

Intercept Slope R-squared

Tacoma, WA
Fresno, CA
Los Angeles, CA
Phoenix, AZ
Salt Lake City, UT
Dallas, TX
Houston, TX
St Louis, IL
Birmingham, AL
Atlanta, GA
Detroit, MI
Pittsburgh, PA
Baltimore, MD
Philadelphia, PA
New York, NY

1.520
-0.726
2.749
3.360
-1.255
5.418
10.224
6.563
7.210
4.912
4.163
4.101
5.925
2.797
8.109

0.948
0.961
0.760
0.804
0.926
0.625
0.500
0.655
0.684
0.740
0.780
0.828
0.736
0.761
0.626

0.586
0.823
0.814
0.616
0.795
0.634
0.423
0.608
0.641
0.641
0.816
0.797
0.701
0.564
0.645

Average Across Cities
(equal weighting)
Regression Using
Pooled Data

4.338

0.756

0.674

3.507

0.790

0.715

G-14

Figure G-6. Distributions of the Ratio of Daily Maximum Daylight 4-Hour Light Extinction, in deciviews (numerator), and
24-Hour Light Extinction, in deciviews (denominator)*

* Whiskers are at 10th and 90th percentiles.
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Table G-4. Points on the Distributions of the Ratio of Daily Maximum Daylight 4-Hour
Light Extinction (numerator) and 24-Hour Light Extinction (denominator), in deciviews
Study Area

Min

Tacoma, WA
Fresno, CA
Los Angeles, CA
Phoenix, AZ
Salt Lake City, UT
Dallas, TX
Houston, TX
St Louis, IL
Birmingham AL
Atlanta, GA
Detroit, MI
Pittsburgh, PA
Baltimore, MD
Philadelphia PA
New York, NY
Average Across Cities
(equal weighting)

0.169
0.718
0.648
0.535
0.562
0.574
0.458
0.282
0.498
0.121
0.631
0.614
0.569
0.796
0.584

10th
%-tile
0.689
0.892
0.960
0.788
0.946
0.908
0.751
0.831
0.775
0.882
0.828
0.839
0.794
0.956
0.829

25th
%-tile
0.882
0.986
1.089
0.868
1.041
1.009
0.862
0.953
0.879
0.965
0.938
0.913
0.857
1.064
0.922

Mean

Median

1.009
1.106
1.163
0.970
1.223
1.126
0.970
1.056
0.987
1.047
1.037
0.986
0.979
1.170
1.028
1.057

1.015
1.097
1.172
0.962
1.182
1.114
0.972
1.057
0.986
1.044
1.032
0.987
0.996
1.150
1.018
1.052

75th
%-tile
1.135
1.192
1.246
1.039
1.359
1.224
1.084
1.163
1.095
1.137
1.139
1.052
1.077
1.262
1.133

90th
%-tile
1.254
1.314
1.340
1.149
1.566
1.351
1.205
1.268
1.191
1.240
1.220
1.132
1.154
1.420
1.241

Max
2.521
2.087
1.638
1.840
2.319
1.902
1.501
1.600
1.523
1.541
1.692
1.348
1.393
2.008
1.542

Table G-5. Annual 90th Percentile Values and 3-year 2007-2009 90th Percentile Design
Values for Daily Maximum Daylight 4-Hour PM2.5 Light Extinction and 24-Hour PM2.5
Light Extinction, in deciviews

Study Area

4-hour light extinction

24-hour light extinction*

Design Value 2007 2008 2009 Design Value 2007 2008 2009
22.35
22.93 21.40 22.72
24.29
26.74 23.61 22.51
Tacoma, WA
31.71
33.95 32.96 28.21
31.45
34.78 31.66 27.91
Fresno, CA
34.64
35.50 33.78
29.95
31.22 28.68
Los Angeles, CA
18.08
18.08
20.54
20.54
Phoenix, AZ
24.80
26.10 26.10 22.19
24.54
26.46 25.88 21.28
Salt Lake City, UT
26.61
27.91 26.10 25.80
22.90
23.22 23.51 21.97
Dallas, TX
24.59
24.85 24.68 24.25
24.20
24.90 24.20 23.60
Houston, TX
29.03
28.90 29.55 28.62
27.10
28.27 27.60 25.42
St Louis, IL
28.23
29.60 29.12 25.95
28.07
30.45 27.97 25.80
Birmingham AL
27.35
29.65 27.15 25.26
25.89
28.85 25.80 23.03
Atlanta, GA
30.38
31.18 29.23 30.73
29.96
31.57 29.34 28.96
Detroit, MI
28.87
30.54 29.55 26.53
28.39
30.87 27.85 26.46
Pittsburgh, PA
27.94
28.74
27.15
27.15
28.51
25.80
Baltimore, MD
31.30
30.77 31.82
28.27
29.07 27.47
Philadelphia PA
32.51
33.50 31.53
29.31
30.11 28.51
New York, NY
* Entries in italics indicate cases in which the 24-hour average value is larger than the corresponding 4-hour average
value.
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Figure G-7. Scatter Plot of 2007-2009 Annual 90th Percentile Values for Daily Maximum
Daylight 4-Hour PM2.5 Light Extinction (x-axis) and 24-Hour Average PM2.5 Light
Extinction (y-axis), in deciviews
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Figure G-8. Scatter Plot of 90th Percentile 2007-2009 3-year Design Values for Daily
Maximum Daylight 4-Hour PM2.5 Light Extinction (x-axis) and 24-Hour Average PM2.5
Light Extinction (y-axis), in deciviews
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DEVELOPMENT OF ADJUSTED INDICATOR LEVELS APPROPRIATE FOR
COMPARISON TO CALCULATED 24-HOUR PM2.5 LIGHT EXTINCTION

This section explores several different approaches for calculating adjusted CPLs for a 24hour average PM2.5 light extinction indicator that may be considered to be generally equivalent
on an aggregate or “central tendency” basis to CPLs of 20, 25, and 30 deciviews (dv) for a daily
maximum daylight 4-hour average PM2.5 light extinction indicator.
Several possible approaches are investigated in order to examine how robust the adjusted
levels are to the choice of a specific approach. In some of the approaches explored in this
section, the “equivalent” levels for individual cities are determined and then averaged across
cities to get a single adjusted level. For these approaches, the range of city-specific adjusted
levels is provided to give a sense of the possible variability in protection resulting from the use
of the longer averaging period and long-term relative humidity data.
The following approaches were applied. The results are shown in Table G-6, rounded to
the nearest whole-number value in deciviews. While some deciview results in Table G-5 were
expressed with two decimal digits, EPA staff believes it would be most appropriate to set a
NAAQS level in whole deciviews, given the uncertainties in the chain of analyses that may be
used to determine that level.
x

Approach A – The regression line based on city-specific 3-year design values
displayed in Figure G-8 was used to find the 24-hour equivalents of 4-hour levels
of 20, 25, and 30 dv.

x

Approach B – The regression line based on city-specific annual 90th percentile
values displayed in Figure G-7 was used to find the 24-hour equivalents of 4-hour
levels of 20, 25, and 30 dv.

x

Approach C – The regression line using all days for each city (Figure G-4 and
Table G-3) was used to find 24-hour equivalents of 4-hour levels of 20, 25, and
30 dv. These results were then averaged across the 15 cities. Table G-7 shows
the intermediate adjusted levels for each of the cities.

x

Approach D – The pooled regression line using all site-days (Figure G-5 and the
last row of Table G-3) was used to find the 24-hour equivalents of 4-hour levels
of 20, 25, and 30 dv.

x

Approach E – In each city, the median ratio of the 24-hour PM2.5 light extinction
indicator to the 4-hour PM2.5 light extinction indicator was applied to 20 dv (and
also applied to 25 and 30 dv in turn). The median ratio was used to minimize the
influence of days with extreme ratios, although Table G-4 indicates that in most
cases the difference between the mean and median ratios is small. These cityspecific results were averaged across the 15 cities. Table G-8 shows the
intermediate adjusted levels for each of the cities.

Of these approaches, EPA staff considers Approaches A and B, which give nearly
identical results, to be the most appropriate for further consideration, given the high R-squared of
the regressions and the fact that the regression lines are determined by data from days with PM2.5
light extinction conditions in the range of 20 to 40 dv. In contrast, the city-specific regression
lines and the pooled data regression lines are influenced by PM2.5 light extinction conditions well
G-19

below 20 dv because of the large amount of data in that range. Approaches A and B yield
identical results except for the case of a 4-hour level of 20 dv, for which the A and B results are
only 0.65 dv different before rounding but after rounding differ by 1 dv. Both A and B result in
a 24-hour level that is higher than 20 dv for this case. EPA staff recommends consideration of
the results from Approach B, which are adjusted CPLs of 21, 25, and 28 dv, as the 24-hour PM2.5
light extinction indicator levels. These levels can be considered to be generally equivalent in an
aggregate or central tendency sense to CPLs of 20, 25, and 30 dv applied to a daily maximum
daylight 4-hour PM2.5 light extinction indicator.
As seen above, the adjusted 24-hour CPL can be greater than an "equivalent" 4-hour
level. The regression-based Approach B is sensitive to specific cases where use of the monthly
average historical f(RH) values yields higher estimates of light extinction than seen when using
the actual same-day RH conditions. This appears to occur more frequently at the upper end of
the 24-hour distribution (i.e., design values or 90th percentiles). Figure G-7 shows three data
points, out of 39, in which the annual 90th percentile, 24-hour average PM2.5 light extinction
value are significantly greater than their daily maximum 4-hour daylight counterpart. These data
points represent Tacoma (2007), Tacoma (2008), and Phoenix (2009). The most extreme case is
Tacoma (2007). Because there are 51 observations for this site-year, the sixth high value is the
90th percentile value. For the daily maximum 4-hour case the sixth high occurs on 10/9/2007
(22.93 dv). The average of the four hourly RH values that went into that day's calculation of the
4-hour indicator was 78%. For the 24-hour average case, the sixth high occurs on 11/02/2007
(26.74 dv). The 24-hour average of the RH values that went into that calculation was 89%
(based on the monthly average RH estimates). On this day, the 4-hour value was only 17.23 dv
(24th ranked) and the average of the four hourly RH values that went into that day's calculation
of the 4-hour indicator was 59%. On the five higher 24-hour light extinction days in Tacoma in
2007, the RH used for the 24-hour calculation was, on average, 15% higher than the actual used
for the sub-daily maximum. As a quick sensitivity analysis, we determined that if one were to
remove these three data points (i.e., Tacoma (2007 and 2008) and Phoenix (2009)) from the
Approach B regression analysis, the resulting CPLs would be: 20, 24, and 28 dv. While some of
these RH differences are surely due to diurnal variations and are therefore inherent and
appropriate in the CPL adjustment process, some may also be due to trends in RH over the years
and/or site-related differences (the climatological values were based on spatial interpolation of
only NWS monitoring sites, while many of the RH values used to calculate the 4-hour indicator
were obtained from non-NWS instruments at the CSN site itself). Consideration should be given
to re-executing the analysis in this Appendix using same-day, same-site relative humidity data, to
eliminate the possibility that differences in humidity conditions between 1988-1997 and 20072009 and/or differences in RH sites have substantially affected the final equivalent levels.
In considering the results shown in Table G-6, it can be kept in mind that 1 deciview is
about the amount that a person can distinguish when viewing scenic vistas, and that a difference
of 1 deciview is equivalent to about a 10% difference in light extinction expressed in Mm-1.
Examining Table G-5, there are three cases in which comparing the original CPLs of 20, 25, and
30 dv to calculated 4-hour PM2.5 light extinction produces a different outcome than comparing
the adjusted CPLs of 21, 25, and 28 dv to calculated 24-hour PM2.5 light extinction. Dallas is
estimated to fail a 4-hour CPL of 25 dv, but to pass a 24-hour CPL of 25 dv, using an appropriate
rounding convention. Philadelphia is estimated to fail a 4-hour CPL of 30 dv, but to pass a 24hour CPL of 28 dv. Detroit is estimated to pass a 4-hr CPL of 30 dv, but to fail a 24-hr CPL of
28 dv. In each case, only a small difference in design value is responsible.
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Table G-6. “Equivalent” Levels for Calculated 24-Hour PM2.5 Light Extinction Using Five
Approaches
24-hour level
equivalent to
Approach

Description

D

3-year 90th percentile design
values regression
Annual 90th percentile values
regression
All-days city-specific
regressions, then averaged
All-days pooled regression

E

Median ratios, then averaged

A
B
(Preferred)
C

24-hour level
equivalent to

24-hour level
equivalent to

20 dv

25 dv

30 dv

for 4-hour
(range among
15 cities)

for 4-hour
(range among
15 cities)

for 4-hour
(range among
15 cities)

22 dv

25 dv

28 dv

21 dv

25 dv

28 dv

19 dv
(17-20)
19 dv
19 dv
(16-20)

23 dv
(20-24)
23 dv
24 dv
(20-25)

27 dv
(24-29)
27 dv
29 dv
(26-30)

Table G-7. Intermediate Results for Approach C
Study Area
Tacoma, WA
Fresno, CA
Los Angeles, CA
Phoenix, AZ
Salt Lake City, UT
Dallas, TX
Houston, TX
St Louis, IL
Birmingham AL
Atlanta, GA
Detroit, MI
Pittsburgh, PA
Baltimore, MD
Philadelphia PA
New York, NY

Intercept
(Table G-3)
1.520
-0.726
2.749
3.360
-1.255
5.418
10.224
6.563
7.210
4.912
4.163
4.101
5.925
2.797
8.109

Coefficient
(Table G-3)
0.948
0.961
0.760
0.804
0.926
0.625
0.500
0.655
0.684
0.740
0.780
0.828
0.736
0.761
0.626

Average
Minimum
Maximum
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20 dv equiv.

25 dv equiv.

30 dv equiv.

20.47
18.49
17.96
19.44
17.27
17.92
20.22
19.67
20.89
19.72
19.77
20.66
20.65
18.02
20.62
19.45
17.27
20.89

25.21
23.29
21.76
23.46
21.91
21.04
22.72
22.95
24.31
23.42
23.67
24.80
24.33
21.82
23.75
23.23
21.04
25.21

29.95
28.09
25.56
27.47
26.54
24.17
25.22
26.22
27.73
27.13
27.57
28.94
28.02
25.63
26.88
27.01
24.17
29.95

Table G-8. Intermediate Results for Approach E
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Study Area

Median Ratio
4-hr : 24-hour
(Table G-4)

Tacoma, WA
Fresno, CA
Los Angeles, CA
Phoenix, AZ
Salt Lake City, UT
Dallas, TX
Houston, TX
St Louis, IL
Birmingham AL
Atlanta, GA
Detroit, MI
Pittsburgh, PA
Baltimore, MD
Philadelphia PA
New York, NY

1.015
1.097
1.172
0.962
1.182
1.114
0.972
1.057
0.986
1.044
1.032
0.987
0.996
1.150
1.018

20 dv equiv.

25 dv equiv.

30 dv equiv.

Average

19.70
18.23
17.06
20.80
16.92
17.95
20.58
18.92
20.29
19.16
19.37
20.27
20.08
17.39
19.65
19.09

24.63
22.79
21.32
25.99
21.15
22.44
25.73
23.64
25.37
23.95
24.21
25.33
25.10
21.73
24.56
23.86

29.55
27.35
25.59
31.19
25.38
26.92
30.87
28.37
30.44
28.74
29.06
30.40
30.12
26.08
29.47
28.64

Minimum
Maximum

16.92
20.80

21.15
25.99

25.38
31.19

SUMMARY

EPA staff has investigated the possibility of using a particular calculated 24-hour average
PM2.5 light extinction as the indicator and averaging period for a secondary PM2.5 NAAQS that
would be aimed at controlling daily maximum daylight 4-hour average light extinction
conditions, focusing on a form for both standards that is based on a three-year average of annual
90th percentile values. A calculated 24-hour average approach would avoid data quality
uncertainties that have recently been associated with currently available instruments for direct
measurement of hourly PM2.5 light extinction or for measurement of hourly PM2.5 mass. The
particular 24-hour indicator considered by EPA staff uses the original IMPROVE algorithm and
long-term (1988-1997) relative humidity conditions to calculate light extinction due to PM2.5.
By using site-specific daily data on PM2.5 composition and long-term relative humidity
conditions interpolated to each specific site, this 24-hour average indicator would provide more
consistent protection of visibility than would a secondary PM2.5 NAAQS based only on 24-hour
or annual average PM2.5 mass. In particular, this approach would account for the systematic
difference in humidity conditions between most eastern states and most western states. Possible
variations include the use of the revised IMPROVE algorithm and the use of same-day
measurements of relative humidity either at the visibility monitoring site or another site in the
same area. These variations in the method used to calculate PM2.5 light extinction on a 24-hour
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basis would be expected to provide somewhat more consistent protection in areas across the
country.
In concept, in order to provide generally equivalent protection, the level of a NAAQS
based on a 24-hour average indicator should include an adjustment compared to the level that
would be applied to a NAAQS based on a daily maximum daylight 4-hour average indicator.
Using 15 study sites, EPA staff investigated five approaches to making this adjustment, for 4hour indicator NAAQS levels of 20, 25, and 30 dv. An approach (B) thought by EPA staff to be
more appropriate for further consideration yielded adjusted NAAQS levels of 21, 25, and 28 dv
as the 24-hour PM2.5 light extinction indicator levels that are generally equivalent in an aggregate
or central tendency sense to levels of 20, 25, and 30 dv applied to a daily maximum daylight 4hour PM2.5 light extinction indicator.
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APPENDIX H
Table H-1. Predicted Number of Counties Not Likely to Meet Current Secondary PM2.5 Standards and Potential
Alternative Secondary Standards Based on a 4-Hour Calculated PM2.5 Light Extinction Indicator1
Region >

All
U.S.

Northeast

Southeast

Industrial
Midwest

Upper
Midwest

Southwest

Northwest

Southern
California

Other
Areas

Total # of counties with suitable data to
calculate the indicator >

114

24

28

31

8

2

15

5

1

Standard

Number of counties and percentage of counties with suitable data2

Statistic

Current Standards - PM2.5 mass indicator
Annual

24-Hour

15 µg/m3

35 µg/m3

Form

Level
(Mm-1)

90th

25

90th

26

90th

27

90th

28

90th

29

90th

30

2

1

# counties
% counties

15
0
1
3
0
0
13%
0%
4%
10%
0%
0%
Alternative Standards – Calculated PM2.5 Light Extinction Indicator

6
40%

4
80%

1
100%

# counties
% counties
# counties
% counties
# counties
% counties
# counties
% counties
# counties
% counties
# counties
% counties

96
84%
79
69%
58
51%
47
41%
32
28%
18
16%

7
47%
4
27%
1
7%
1
7%
1
7%
1
7%

5
100%
5
100%
5
100%
4
80%
4
80%
4
80%

1
100%
1
100%
1
100%
0
0%
0
0%
0
0%

23
96%
20
83%
17
71%
12
50%
10
42%
6
25%

22
79%
14
50%
6
21%
3
11%
0
0%
0
0%

31
100%
29
94%
27
87%
26
84%
16
52%
7
23%

6
75%
5
63%
1
13%
1
13%
1
13%
0
0%

1
50%
1
50%
0
0%
0
0%
0
0%
0
0%

3-year average of annual 90th percentile daily maximum 4-hour daylight PM2.5 light extinction, excluding hours with relative humidity >90%.
Design values for comparison with the level of the standard were calculated based on approach T, using 2007-2009 monitoring data, if at least 2500 hours of
2005-2007 data were available. (See Appendix F for the description of approach T). Actual future outcomes may differ from these estimates due to changes in
instrumentation, siting, and/or the specific procedure for calculating the indicator.
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Table H-2. Predicted Number of Counties Not Likely to Meet Current Secondary PM2.5 Standards and Potential Alternative
Secondary Standards Based on a 24-Hour Average Calculated PM2.5 Light Extinction Indicator3
Region >

All
U.S.

Northeast

Southeast

Industrial
Midwest

Upper
Midwest

Southwest

Northwest

Southern
California

Other
Areas

Total # of counties with suitable data
to calculate the indicator >

187

33

47

53

10

9

26

7

2

Standard

Number of counties and percentage of counties with suitable data2

Statistic

Current Standards - PM2.5 mass indicator
Annual

24-Hour

15 µg/m3

35 µg/m3

Form

Level
(Mm-1)

90th

25

90th

26

90th

27

90th

28

4

3

# counties
% counties

21
0
1
3
0
0
11%
0%
2%
6%
0%
0%
Alternative Standards – Calculated PM2.5 Light Extinction Indicator

11
42%

5
71%

1
50%

# counties
% counties
# counties
% counties
# counties
% counties
# counties
% counties

122
65%
95
51%
72
39%
44
24%

8
31%
4
15%
3
12%
3
12%

6
86%
5
71%
5
71%
5
71%

1
50%
1
50%
1
50%
1
50%

26
79%
22
67%
16
48%
6
18%

28
60%
14
30%
5
11%
2
4%

49
92%
48
91%
42
79%
27
51%

4
40%
1
10%
0
0%
0
0%

0
0%
0
0%
0
0%
0
0%

3-year average of annual 90th percentile 24-hour average PM2.5 light extinction.
Design values for comparison with the level of the standard were calculated based on the approach specified in Table G-2 using 2007-2009 monitoring data.
Actual future outcomes may differ from these estimates due to changes in instrumentation, siting, and/or the specific procedure for calculating the indicator.
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