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Bffice of the Gouernor

Post OfFFice Box 11829
COLUMBIA 29211

Jim Hooces
GOVERNQOR

July 14, 2000

e Jonn . Ham oA CERTIFIED A TRUE COPY
r. John H. Hankinson, Jr., Administrator OF DEPA

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4 ENVIRONMEE;ENT OF HEALTH AND

Atlanta Federal Center AL CONTROL RECORDS.

61 Forsyth Street s _

Atlanta, Georgia 30303-8960

Dear Mr. Mankinson:

This letter and the supporting attachments from Mr. R. Lewis Shaw, P.E., Deputy Commissioner for
Environmental Quality Control, South Carolina Department of Heaith and Environmental Control, are
submitted to you to fulfill our obligation under the Clean Air Act and the Transportation Equity Act for the 21
Century (TEA-21). | must emphasize that this submittal is being made with great reluctance and strong
cbjection.

As you are aware, on July 18, 1997, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) revised the
National Ambient Air Quality Standard for ground-level ozone. Since its imposition, this revised, more
stringent standard has been the subject of great controversy and federal litigation. The federal courts have
remanded the standard to EPA and indicated that this standard may not yet be enforced; however, these
same courts have left the process open for proceeding with designations. While this matter is still under
litigation and is currently under review by the U.S. Supreme Court, the EPA issued guidance this spring
updating its plans to move forward with designations of areas as attainment/unclassifiable or non-attainment
for the 8 hour ozone standard. As part of this guidance and pursuant to requirements of the Clean Air Act,
crA has requested that each State provide recommendations to EPA of those areas that appear not to
comply with this revised, yet unresolved, standard. '

One of the prime concerns EPA indicates as a reason to proceed with 8 hour ozone designations is that
citizens in an affected area have a right to be made aware of the air quality conditions in their areas. We
concur that the health of our citizens is of primary concern. We have demonstrated our continued
commitment to ensuring cleaner air for our citizens by achieving compliance with all national air quality
standards for more than a decade. Furthermore, we are meeting this concern by monitoring ozone levels
based on the 8-hour ozone standard and assuring public awareness by advising our citizens of local air
quality through our state-wide voluntary ozone awareness campaign. In addition, the technical foundation
to allow implementation of any necessary control strategies is being prepared to ensure that South
Carolina’s air quality maintains national standards.

Because of the confusion resuiting from the Court's decision, | disagree with EPA’s desire to proceed with
designations; such an action is inappropriately disruptive and premature. The most appropriate course of
action for EPA to take with regard to the remanded 8 hour ozone standard is to defer the identification of
designations and boundaries until final resolution and clarification have been provided by the courts and/or
Cengress.  South Carclina’s Congressional delegation concurred with deferral of this matter by their
unanimous support of the Collins amendment. This U.S. House of Representatives’ amendment prohibits
EPA from using any funds in the FY-2001 appropriations bill for the purposes of designating areas as non-
attainment.

The on-going litigation which encompasses this revised ozone standard leaves us in a quandary over the -
timing and ultimate consequences of proceeding with non-attainment designations. For example, the
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requirements to implement and enforce transportation conformity and additional new source review
conditions become effective immediately upon a designation of non-attainment sven though the non-
attainment is based on an unresolved standard.

Unfortunately, pursuant to the Clean Air Act, should South Carolina not make specific recommendations,
such inaction could ultimately leave this decision entirely at the discretion of the EPA. | do not believe that
such a course of action would be prudent, nor in the best interest of South Carolina. Therefore, with great
reluctance, concern, and objection and without waiving any rights to assertively protect our interests both
through litigation and in seeking Congressional intervention, Mr. Shaw will provide documentation for areas
(or portions thereof) of South Carolina for designation under the remanded 8 hour ozone standard in order
to comply with Section 107(d) of the Clean Air Act.

While we have submitted recommendations as required, | respectfully request that you consider South
Carolina’s concerns regarding EPA’s proceeding with 8 hour ozone designations at this time. Specifically |
urge you not to promulgate final designations and to delay and ultimately avoid imposition of any -
transportation conformity and non-attainment new source review requirements until final resolution and
clarification of the remanded 8-hour ozone standard are provided. Should you have questions or concerns
regarding this matter please contact Mr. Shaw at (803) 898-3900.

Sincerely,
\
LA AL"%,L_/

Jim Hodges

cer The Honorable Albert Gore, Jr.
The Honorable Strom Thurmond
The Honorable Fritz Hollings
The Honorable James Clyburn
The Honorable John Spratt
The Honorable Floyd Spence
The Honorable Marshall Sanford
The Honorable Lindsey Graham
The Honorable Jim DeMint
Doug Bryant, Commissioner, DHEC
Lewis Shaw, Deputy Commissioner, EQC, DHEC
Carol Browner, Administrator, USEPA

CERTIFIED A TRUE COPY
OF DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL RECORDS.
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Mr. John H. Hankinson, Jr., Administrator

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4
Atlanta Federal Center

61 Forsyth Street

Atlanta, Georgia 30303-8960

July 14, 2000

Dear Mr. Hankinson:

As indicated by Governor Hodges in his letter dated July 14, 2000, I am providing
recommendations for non-attainment boundaries for the remanded 8-hour ozone
standard. Governor Hodges identified significant issues and concemns regarding the
United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) approach in this matter. As
such, and in order to avoid a verbatim reiteration of his concerns within this letter,
any review of South Carolina’s position should be based on Governor Hodges’ letter
of July 14, 2000, this letter, and supporting documentation.

While we recognize our approach may vary from limited guidance EPA has
provided, our strong commitment to public health and environmental protection
remains. South Carolina has demonstrated a continued commitment to ensuring
clean air for our citizens by achieving compliance with all national ambient air

quality standards for more than a decade. South Carolina fully intends to meet any -

revised national standard for ozone as expeditiously as possible. We will continue
to monitor and forecast ozone levels based on the remanded 8-hour ozone standard,
to assure public awareness by advising our citizens of local atr quality through our
state-wide voluntary ozone awareness campaign, and to actively seek and implement
reasonable control measures.

Should EPA elect to proceed despite all of our objections, we believe boundary areas
should be established based on an assurance of ultimate attainment of the standards,
not on the size of the boundaries. Therefore, any boundary determinations by EPA
for South Carolina should be based on seven (7) distinct Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPQ) boundaries represented by ozone monitors having design values
above the remanded 8-hour standard. As identified in the attached supporting
documentation, these MPQO boundaries contain the most urbanized affected portions
of the state. Also, these organizations oversee the detailed data and efforts needed
to address transportation planning and conformity determinations. South Carolina
has the statutory authority to require appropriate controls on industrial and mobile
sources outside of any established non-attainment boundary, as necessary.
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Based on the above, and consistent with all concerns and objections raised in Governor Hodges’
letter, dated July 14, 2000, the following list of areas (or portions thereof) of South Carolina are
recommended for designation under the remanded 8-hour ozone standard:

Area (or portion thereof) Designation

Columbia MPQ - That portion of Lexington, Richland,
and Calhoun counties distinctly defined and known as the
Columbia Area Transportation Study (COATS). Non-attainment

Greenville MPO - That portion of Greenville, Laurens,

Pickens, and Spartanburg counties distinctly defined

and known as the Greenville Area Transportation

Study (GRATS). Non-attainment

Spartanburg MPO - That portion of Spartanburg
County distinctly defined and known as the Spartanburg
Area Transportation Study (SPATS). Non-attainment

Aiken MPO - That portion of Aiken and Edgefield

counties distinctly defined and known as the South

Carolina portion of the Augusta Regional Transportation

Study (ARTS). Non-attainment

Rock Hill/Fort Mill MPO - That portion of York
County distinctly defined and known as the

Rock Hill/Fort Mill Area Transportation Study (RFATS). Non-attainment

Elorence MPOQ - That portion of Florence and Darlington
counties distinctly defined and known as the Florence Area
Transportation Study (FLATS). Non-attainment

Anderson MPO - That portion of Anderson County
distinctly defined and known as the Anderson Area
Transportation Study (ANATS). Non-attainment

Rest of South Carolina Attainment/Unclassifiable
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These recommendations are based on 1997-1999 monitored ozone data. Should circumstances
dictate the delay of designations by EPA, we request that South Carolina be provided the
opportunity to use the most recent data available for determining boundaries and designations
before proposed and/or final designations are made.

The above recommendations include two areas that border adjacent states’ urban areas. South
Carolina is committed to working with adjacent states to assure mutual attainment of national
standards. However, should EPA proceed with non-attainment designations, we specifically
request that EPA delineate South Carolina’s boundaries independent from any adjacent state’s
non-attainment area. This will facilitate areas of non-attainment being re-designated as
attainment as expeditiously as possible.

While supporting information for these recommendations is attached, let me re-emphasize South
Carolina’s request that EPA not promulgate final designations and to delay and ultimately avoid
imposition of any transportation conformity and non-attainment new source review until final
resolution and clarification of the remanded 8-hour ozone standard are provided. We repectfully
request that EPA provide us with the opportunity to participate in and comment on any actions
relative to ozone boundary determinations involving South Carolina.

Should you have questions or concems regarding this matter, please contact me or Mr. James
A. Joy, III, P.E., Chief, Bureau of Air Quality, SCDHEC at (803) 898-4123.

Sincerely, : ;

R. Lewis Shaw, P.E.

Deputy Commissioner

Environmental Quality Control

South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control

Attachment

cc: The Honorable Strom Thurmond
The Honorable Fritz Hollings
The Honorable James Clyburn
The Honorable John Spratt
The Honorable Floyd Spence
The Honorable Marshall Sanford
The Honorable Lindsey Graham
The Honorable Jim DeMint
Doug Bryant, Commissioner, DHEC
Carol Browner, Administrator, USEPA




Summary of Boundary Recommendations for the Remanded 8-Hour Qzone
Standard in South Carolina

The 8-hour ozone boundary recommendations submitted herein are to fulfill our obligation under
the Clean Air Act and the Transportation Equity Act for the 21 Century (TEA-21). These
recommendations are submitted with great reluctance and strong objection due to the fact that this
matter is still under litigation and is currently under review by the U.S. Supreme Court. Using the
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) guidance, several areas of the state are being
recommended for non-attainment designation using 1997-1999 monitored ozone data. The South
Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control (Department) requests the courtesy of
consulting with EPA as this information is reviewed. Should circumstances dictate the delay of
designations by EPA, we request to be provided the opportunity to use the most recent data available
for determining boundaries and designations before proposed and/or final designations are made.

South Carolina’s boundary recommendations for the non-attainment designation of the remanded
8-hour ozone standard are the seven distinct Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) boundaries.
This recommendation is based upon data from monitors representing the urbanized portions of
Anderson, Aiken, Columbia, Florence, Greenville, Spartanburg, and Rock Hill. These areas form
the MPO boundaries that are shown on Map 1 and identified separately in the following pages.

These MPOs capture the most urbanized portions of the state that have ozone design values above
the remanded 8-hour standard. Additionally, much of the detailed data needed for transportation
planning and conformity determinations is based on the MPO boundaries. Although we are
recommending smaller non-attainment boundaries to ensure public health protection and attainment
of all National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), it is important to know that further
controls will be considered for industries and mobile sources outside of the non-attainment
boundaries. South Carolina has the statutory authority to require statewide controls of all regulated
pollutants and will seek any necessary control strategies to address ozone precursors (volatile
organic compounds and oxides of nitrogen).

South Carolina currently has two separate standards that regulate volatile organic compound (VOC)
emissions. South Carolina Regulation 61-62.5, Standard 5.1, Lowest Achievable Emission Rate
(LAER) applies to all new, modified, or altered sources that would increase emissions of VOCs.
LAER is applied to new construction or modifications when the net VOC emissions increase
exceeds 100 tons per year. '

In addition, Regulation 61-62.5, Standard 5, outlines the Reasonably Available Control Technology
(RACT) for VOCs. This standard applies to existing processes statewide with the exception of the
following six counties: Anderson, Bamberg, Barnwell, Chesterfield, Darlington and Hampton. We
are considering revising this standard to remove the exemption for the six counties listed above.

The Department continues to be very supportive of the EPA’s Tier 2 and low sulfur fuel regulations,
finalized February 10, 2000, making passenger cars, light trucks, and larger passenger vehicles even
cleaner beginning in 2004. The regulation focuses on reducing the emissions most responsible for
ozone formation and particulate matter (PM) impact from these vehicles. For the first time, the
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same set of federal standards will apply to all passenger cars, light trucks, and medium-duty
passenger vehicles, ensuring that essentially all future passenger-use vehicles will be very clean
vehicles. Another part of this regulation significantly reduces the average gasoline sulfur levels
nationwide to a 30 ppm average and a 80 ppm cap by 2006. We feel that the implementation of
these regulations will provide significant assistance towards statewide compliance with the NAAQS
in the areas where it is needed the most, our urbanized areas. The full extent of that benefit is not
yetknown. On May 1, 2000, we requested from EPA an analysis similar to one they had performed
for another state detailing expected emission reductions from the above regulations. Fulfilling our
request would have assisted us in verifying the necessary size of our boundary recommendation;
however, our request was denied by EPA on May 10, 2000. [see Appendix G]

The Department also supports a national approach to address both diesel fuel and heavy-duty diesel
engine emissions. South Carolina citizens would receive tremendous air quality benefits from a
national program that addresses heavy-duty diesel emissions and low-sulfur diesel fuel. The
Department has encouraged EPA to take the necessary steps to enact, by no later than 2007, more
stringent on-road and non-road heavy-duty diesel emission standards.

The Department is involved in the oxides of nitrogen (NOx) State Implementation Plan (SIP) Call
and plans to participate fully, as appropriate, once the courts have fully resolved this matter.
Additionally, the Department has the authority to require controls on any source that impacts the
ambient air quality. Once litigation of the remanded 8-hour ozone standard is resolved, South
Carolina will pursue any necessary additional controls on industry and transportation.

The health of our citizens is a primary concern and even though South Carolina is in attainment with
the 1-hour ozone standard we continue to seek proactive measures to meet our commitment to public
health and environmental protection. An example of these measures is our “Spare the Air”
campaign which forecasts ozone levels based on the 8-hour ozone standard and assures public
awareness by providing local air quality advisories through our state-wide voluntary ozone
awareness network. The advisories are available daily through various media (i.e., newspapers,
television, Internet, etc.). By providing these forecasts we hope to raise awareness and influence
our citizens’ behaviors in a way that will result in ground-level ozone reductions.

Funds have been made available through a supplemental environmental project for the Rock
Hill/Fort Mill MPO area to create stations for ethanol distribution. This initiative, funded from an
EPA enforcement action, is the result of creative foresight by the Department, the South Carolina
Energy Office, and the Catawba Regional Council of Governments. These stations will create
greater access to ethanol for the growing fleet of flexible fuel vehicles in York, Lancaster, Chester,

and Cherokee counties. This project will provide air quality benefits for both South Carolina and
North Carolina.

Additional data and appendices to support the MPO boundaries as the recommended non-attainment
areas are provided in the following sections. The criteria for the data is specific to the individual
MPO and is consistent with the limited guidance provided by EPA.




Map 1

D IR IIGARUGIIMLT PUR
R J0 SRR WIYaI) (inng
m.x - - . . Lt .

Od

\ OdW uossepuy n/

OdW 8dualoi4 g

OdW NN 1O4/I1H %204 §

OdIN Uiy $
W Banqueyeds g

. _ g . &5 g OdW 8|lirussis) Z

sajiepunog

OdW elquniod |

piepue}g auozQ 1y-g papuelway ayj 10}
suoljepuawiwoday Aiepunog pasodoid




Metropolitan Planning Organizations

As a condition for spending federal highway or transit funds in urbanized areas, the federal
highway and transit statutes require the designation of MPOs which have responsibility for
planning, programming, and coordination of federal highway and transit investments.

Metropolitan areas are the nation’s economic engines. Almost three-quarters of US citizens
live and work in these regions, which drive the nation’s economy. The quality of
metropolitan transportation infrastructure — highways, bridges, airports, transit systems, rails,
and ports — is therefore, a primary factor in American economic competitiveness.!

Metropolitan Planning Organizations are designated for each urbanized area with a
population exceeding 50,000 as measured in the latest decennial census. The area covered
by each MPO includes the current urbanized areas and all contiguous areas likely to be
urbanized within 20 years.” Geographical boundaries for the MPO are established by the
MPO itself in agreement with the Governor of each state. These boundaries are defined by
a distinct geographical area and are updated and reviewed every five years. The MPQ
boundaries used in this recommendation are based on population projections for the year
2015.

Metropolitan Planning Organizations are required to develop a unified planning work
program. This document describes planning activities, discusses planning priorities facing
the area, and describes all metropolitan transportation and transportation related air quality
planning activities.

States and MPOs annually certify to the Federal Highway Administration that their
metropolitan transportation planning process is addressing the major issues facing their area
and is being conducted in accordance with applicable federal requirements. Map 1 illustrates
the MPO borders being proposed as non-attainment ozone boundary areas.

In South Carolina, the MPOs are commonly known by the technical committee responsible
for the development of infrastructure improvements within the MPO boundaries. These
names are as follows:

Columbia MPO, Columbia Area Transportation Study (COATS)

Greenville MPO, Greenville Area Transportation Study (GRATS)

Spartanburg MPO, Spartanburg Area Transportation Study (SPATS)

Aiken MPO, Augusta Regional Transportation Study (ARTS)

. Rock Hill/Fort Mill MPO, Rock Hill/Fort Mill Area Transportation Study (RFATS)
. Florence MPO, Florence Area Transportation Study (FLATS)

. Anderson MPO, Anderson Area Transportation Study (ANATS)

1. Association of Metropolitan Planning Organizations
2. Travel Model Improvement Program




Columbia MPO

The Columbia MPO includes that portion of Lexington, Richland, and Calhoun counties distinctly
defined and known as the Columbia Area Transportation Study. The city of Columbia is included
within the MPO boundary.

The ambient air quality impacts from the area are measured by three monitors that account for
predominant meteorological patterns in that area. The general flow of surface air is out of the
southwest, but wind patterns during days of ozone standard exceedances do not indicate a consistent
wind pattern.

The topography of the MPO area is divided between gentle rolling hills and flat terrain with no
barriers to ambient air transport.

Both Lexington and Richland counties are a mix of rural and heavily urbanized land use. The MPO
portion of each county contains the majority of the urbanized area for the MPO. The combined
counties comprise 1,531.2 sq. miles with a total population of 516,251, Similar data from the MPO
(1,001.7 sq. mi. with a population of 461,121), yields a MPO population density of 460.3 persons/sq.
mi. compared to a non-MPO population density of 104.1 persons/sq. mi. for both counties.

Population projections between 1999 and 2015 estimate that the MPO area will grow by about 26%.
The expected growth rate for all three counties combined is only 16%. This supports the fact that
the MPO area is the most urbanized part of the county and encompasses the majority of the
foreseeable population.

Over 91% of the daily vehicle miles traveled in Lexington and Richland counties occur within the
MPO boundary.

All eight of the stationary sources of NOx emissions in Lexington County are located within the
MPO. They account for 5,094.6 tons of NOx emitted annually. In addition, 4,912.05 tons, or 96%,

of the NOx is emitted from one facility. That facility is subject to potential impacts of the NOx SIP
Call.

Of the 13 stationary sources of NOx emissions in Richland County, 10 are located within the MPO.
Although they only account for a fraction of the 20,030.7 tons of NOx emitted annually from the
whole county, 19,895.18 tons, or 99%, of NOx is emitted from two facilities . Both facilities are
subject to potential impacts of the NOx SIP Call.

There are no significant emissions of NOx from stationary sources in the Calhoun County portion
of the MPO.

All ten of the stationary sources of VOC emissions in Lexington County are located within the
MPO. They account for 628.6 tons of VOC emitted annually.

Of the 12 stationary sources of VOC emissions in Richland County, 9 are located within the MPO.
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They account for over 81% of the 2,343.1 tons of VOC emitted annually from the county as a whole.

There are no significant emissions of VOC from stationary sources in the Calhoun County portion
of the MPO.

Additional data and various maps supporting our recommendation of the Cohrribia MPO can be
found in the appendices.




Greenville MPO

The Greenville MPO includes that portion of Greenville, Laurens, Pickens, and Spartanburg
counties distinctly defined and known as the Greenville Area Transportation Study. The city of
Greenville is included within the MPO boundary.

The ambient air quality impacts from the area are measured by two monitors that account for
predominant meteorological patterns in that area. The general flow of surface air is out of the
southwest, but wind patterns during days of 0zone standard exceedances do not indicate a consistent
wind pattern.

The topography of the MPO area is rolling hills with no barriers to ambient air transport,

Greenville County has a mixed land use pattern that is predominantly rural in the northem and
southern portions of the county. The exception is the MPQO area which is mostly urban and takes
up about half of the whole county. The MPO stretches across the central part of the county. The
county as a whole is 797 sq. miles in size with a total population of 358,936. Similar data from the
MPO (358 sq. mi. with a population of 350,642), yields a MPO population density of 979.5
persons/sq. mi. compared to a non-MPO population density of 18.9 persons/sq. mi. in Greenville
County. One of the reasons the MPO population is so close to the county population is because of
the densely populated portions of the other counties included in the Greenville MPO.

Population projections between 1999 and 2015 estimate that both the MPO area and the county as
a whole will grow by about 15.23%.

Over 88% of the daily vehicle miles traveled in Greenville County occur within the MPO boundary.
The VMT from the Spartanburg County portion of the MPO is included with the Spartanburg MPO.

Of the 23 stationary sources of NOx emissions in Greenville County, 21 are located within the MPO.
They account for 96% of the 370.5 tons of NOx emitted annually from the whole county. There are
no stationary sources of NOx in the Laurens and Pickens County portions of the MPQ.

Of the 31 stationary sources of VOC emissions in Greenville County, 29 are located within the
MPO. They account for over 97% of the 2,376.1 tons of VOC emitted annually from the county as

awhole. There are no stationary sources of VOC in the Laurens and Pickens County portions of the
MPO.

Additional data and various maps supporting our recommendation of the Greenville MPO can be
found in the appendices.



Spartanburg MPO

The Spartanburg MPQO includes that portion of Spartanburg County distinctly defined and known
as the Spartanburg Area Transportation Study. The city of Spartanburg is included within the MPO
boundary.

The ambient air quality impacts from the area are measured by two monitors that account for
predominant meteorological patterns in that area. The general flow of surface air is out of the
southwest, but wind patterns during days of ozone standard exceedances do not indicate a consistent
wind pattemn.

The topography of the MPO area is rolling hills with no barriers to ambient air transport.

Spartanburg County has a mixed land use pattern that is predominantly rural in the northern and
southern portions of the county. The exception is the MPO area which is mostly urban and takes
up less than half of the whole county. The MPO stretches across the central part of the county. The
county as a whole is 819.2 sq. miles in size with a total population of 249,636. Similar data from
the MPO (324.7 sq. mi. with a population of 181,048), yields a MPO population density of 557.6
persons/sq. mi. compared to a non-MPO population density of 138.7 persons/sq. mi. in Spartanburg
County.

Population projections between 1999 and 2015 estimate that the MPO area will grow by about
18.14%. The expected growth rate for Spartanburg County is 16.13%.

Over 77% of the daily vehicle miles traveled in Spartanburg County occur within the MPO
boundary.

Of the 23 stationary sources of NOx emissions in Spartanburg County, 19 are located within the
MPQ. They account for 99% of the 4,346.8 tons of NOx emitted annually from the whole county.
In addition, 3,821.9 tons, or 88%, of NOx are emitted from one facility. That facility is subject to
potential impacts of the NOx SIP Call.

Of the 25 stationary sources of VOC emissions in Spartanburg County, 22 are located within the
MPO. They account for over 86% of the 2,474.1 tons of VOC emitted annually from the county as
a whole. |

Additional data and various maps supporting our recommendation of the Spartanburg MPO can be
found in the appendices.




Aiken MPO

The Aiken MPO includes that portion of Aiken and Edgefield counties distinctly defined and known
as the South Carolina portion of the Augusta Regional Transportation Study. The cities of Aiken
and North Augusta are included within the MPO boundary. The Aiken MPO is one of two South
Carolina urbanized areas included in a MPO that borders with another state’s urbanized area. While
South Carolina is committed to working with the other states to assure mutual attainment of the
remanded 8-hour ozone standard, we specifically request that should EPA proceed with non-
attainment designation that EPA delineate South Carolina’s boundaries independent from any
adjacent state’s non-attainment area. This will facilitate areas of non-attainment being re-designated
as attainment as expeditiously as possible.

The ambient air quality impacts from the area are measured by three monitors that account for
predominant meteorological patterns in that area, The general flow of surface air is out of the
southwest, but wind patterns during days of ozone standard exceedances do not indicate a consistent
wind pattern,

The topography of the MPO area is one of gentle rolling hills with no barriers to ambient air
transport.

Aiken County has a mixed land use pattern that is mostly rural. The exception is the MPQ area
which is mostly urban. The MPO is located in the western portion of the county. The county as a
whole is 1,080.5 sq. miles in size with a total population of 135,401. Similar data from the MPO
(314.1 sq. mi. with a population of 119,012), yields a MPO population density of 378.9 persons/sq.
mi. compared to a non-MPO population density of 21.4 persons/sq. mi. in Aiken County.

Population projections between 1999 and 2015 estimate that the MPO area will grow by about 39%.
This 1s almost twice the expected growth rate for the whole county, it also supports the fact that the
MPO area is the most urbanized part of the county and encompasses the majority of the foreseeable
population.

Over 74% of the daily vehicle miles traveled in Aiken County occur within the MPO boundary.

Of the 13 stationary sources of NOx emissions in Aiken County, 12 are located within the MPO.
That accounts for over 99% of the 5,266.6 tons of NOx emitted annually from the county as a whole.
In addition, 3,753.77 tons, or 71%, of NOx are emitted from one facility. That facility is subject to
potential impacts of the NOx SIP Call. There are no stationary sources of NOx in the Edgefield
County portion of the MPO.

Of the 16 stationary sources of VOC emissions in Aiken County, 15 are located within the MPO.
That accounts for over 99% of the 1,096 tons of VOC emitted annually from the county as a whole.
There are no stationary sources of VOC in the Edgefield County portion of the MPO.

Additional data and various maps supporting our recommendation of the Aiken MPO can be found
in the appendices.




Rock Hill/Fort Mill MPQ

The Rock Hill/Fort Mill MPO includes that portion of York County distinctly defined and known
as the Rock Hill/Fort Mill Transportation Area Study. The city of Rock Hill is included within the
MPO boundary. The Rock Hill/Fort Mill MPO is one of two South Carolina urbanized areas
included in a MPO that borders with another state’s urbanized area. While South Carolina is
committed to working with the other states to assure mutual attainment of the remanded 8-hour
ozone standard, we specifically request that should EPA proceed with non-attainment designation
that EPA delineate South Carolina’s boundaries independent from any adjacent state’s non-
attainment area. This will facilitate areas of non-attainment being re-designated as attainment as
expeditiously as possible.

The ambient air quality impacts from the area are measured by two monitors that account for south
westerly meteorological patterns. The state of North Carolina operates monitors directly across the
state line that provide data for conditions northeast of the MPO. The general flow of surface air is
out of the southwest, but wind patterns during days of ozone standard exceedances do not indicate
a consistent wind pattern.

The topography of the MPO area is predominantly flat with no barriers to ambient air transport.

The Catawba Indian lands are located within the MPO boundary and have representation on the
MPO.

York County has a mixed land use pattern that is mostly rural. The exception is the MPO area
which is mostly urban. The MPO is located in the northeast portion of the county. The county as
a whole 1s 695.8 sq. miles in size with a total population of 158,180. Similar data from the MPO
(175.3 sq. mi. with a population of 113,300), yields a MPO population density of 646.4 persons/sq.
mi. compared to a non-MPO population density of 86.2 persons/sq. mi. in York County.

Population projections between 1999 and 2015 estimate that the MPO area and the county as a
whole will grow by about 25%.

Over 69% of the daily vehicle miles traveled in York County occur within the MPO boundary.
Of the 10 stationary sources of NOx emissions in York County, 5 are located within the MPO. They
account for 99% of the 4,944.2 tons of NOx emitted annually from the whole county. In addition,
4,799 tons, or 97%, of NOx are emitted from two facilities. Both facilities are subject to potential
impacts of the NOx SIP Call.

Of the 10 stationary sources of VOC emissions in York County, 6 are located within the MPO.
They account for over 95% of the 3,227.1 tons of VOC emitted annually from the county as a whole.

Additional data and various maps supporting our recommendation of the Rock Hill/Fort Mill MPO
can be found in the appendices.
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Florence MPO

The Florence MPO includes that portion of Florence and Darlington counties distinctly defined and
known as the Florence Area Transportation Study. The city of Florence is included within the MPO
boundary.

The ambient air quality impacts from the area are measured by two monitors that account for
predominant meteorological patterns in that area. The general flow of surface air is out of the
southwest, but wind patterns during days of ozone standard exceedances do not indicate a consistent
wind pattern. The area’s proximity to the Atlantic Ocean does occasionally make it subject to strong
coastal winds. One of the two monitors is located in Williamsburg County, which is south of
Florence County. That monitor has an ozone design value of 0.075 ppm during years 1997-1999.
The other monitor is located in the MPO portion of Darlington County.

The topography of the MPO area is flat with no barriers to ambient air transport.

Florence County has a mixed land use pattern that is mostly rural. The exception is the MPQO area
which is mostly urban. The MPO is located in the northeast portion of the county. The county as
a whole is 803.1 sq. miles in size with a total population of 125,229. Similar data from the MPO
(171.2 sq. mi. with a population of 70,640), yields a MPO population density of 412.6 persons/sq.
mi. compared to a non-MPO population density of 86.4 persons/sq. mi. in Florence County.

Population projections between 1999 and 2015 estimate that the MPO area will grow by about
11.5%. The expected growth rate for the Florence County is about 10.6%.

Almost 70% of the daily vehicle miles traveled in Florence County occur within the MPO boundary.

Of the 12 stationary sources of NOx emissions in Florence County, 6 are located within the MPO.
Although they only account for a fraction of the 3,702 tons of NOx emitted annually from the whole
county, 3,355.23 tons, or 91%, of NOx is emitted from one facility. That facility is subject to
potential impacts of the NOx SIP Call. There are no stationary sources of NOx in the Darlington
County portion of the MPO.

Of the 14 stationary sources of VOC emissions in Florence County, § are located within the MPO.
They account for over 54% of the 1,368.9 tons of VOC emitted annually from the county as a whole.
There are no stationary sources of VOC in the Darlington County portion of the MPO.

Additional data and various maps supporting our recommendation of the Florence MPO can be
found in the appendices.
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Anderson MPO

The Anderson MPO includes that portion of Anderson County distinctly defined and known as the
Anderson Area Transportation Study. The city of Anderson is included within the MPO boundary.

The ambient air quality impacts from the area are measured by three monitors that account for
predominant meteorological patterns in that area. The general flow of surface air is out of the
- southwest, but wind patterns during days of ozone standard exceedances do not indicate a consistent
wind pattern.

The topography of the MPO area is one of rolling hills with no barriers to ambient air transport.

Anderson County has a mixed land use pattern that is mostly rural. The exception is the MPO area
which is mostly urban. The MPO is located in the northeast portion of the county. The county as
a whole is 757.5 sq. miles in size with a total population of 162,793. Similar data from the MPO
(125.2 sq. mi. with a population of 76,572), yields a MPO population density of 611.7 persons/sq.
mi. compared to a non-MPO population density of 136.4 persons/sq. mi. in Anderson County.

Population projections between 1999 and 2015 estimate that the MPO area will grow by about 8%.

Thirty-three percent of the daily vehicle miles traveled in Anderson County occur within the MPO
boundary.

There are 12 stationary sources of NOx emissions in Anderson County. Of the 3,125.5 tons of NOx
emitted annually from those sources, only 14.1% are emitted from sources inside the MPO area;
however, 2,494.19 tons of NOx come from one facility. That facility is subject to potential impacts
of the NOx SIP Call.

There are also 12 stationary sources of VOC emissions in Anderson County. Of the 760.3 tons of
VOC’s emitted annually from those sources, 56.2% are emitted from inside the MPO area.
Anderson county is one of six counties in our state that is not currently subject to state VOC RACT
requirements; however, we are considering revising that regulation to include all counties. In
addition, all of South Carolina is subject to VOC LAER requirements.

Additional data and various maps supporting our recommendation of the Anderson MPO can be
found in the appendices.
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Appendix A

Emissions and Air Quality in Adjacent Areas

Table A-1 identifies Ozone Design Values for each of the twenty-one (21) monitors located
statewide for the years 1997-1999. Additionally, information on the Land Use, Location Type, EPA
Monitor ID, and Geographical Information System (GIS) coordinates for each monitor are provided.




‘SIORUOW PRjBaO]-09 JO [66] UT UOTERUOU00 Aui0zo Jsaydiy Bursooyo 4q yoeoidde eanealasuos,

980’ €877 18- 9SE6'PE 1-9000160Sy | ueqmgng [eamyoLEdy (MaN) sur) 1oL oL
SLO owcm_ﬂ- 9LTLLE Z - 10006805 Teny [eImnoLI3Y UAOJURTPU] dangsumriim
P80’ £095° 18- T6ES e 1 - 1000L80St [eny 15310,1 ZIEl| uonry
p60" 9SL0°T8- 9886 F¢ I - 6000£80SY [eay [enuaprsay| Z# vone)g o dmquepeds Yo dmqueiredg
SLOY POTR'08- [918'¢€ 7- 90016205t [eany 15010, uaumuopy [puoneN duremg samduo)) pURIyon]
060 8SL8°08- 90¢ 1P I - TO016L0SH [esmy [BInoUdy Z# IIypusg PUB[YOTY]
*£60’ 779608 6£60 vE 1-20006L0Sk |  ueqngng [BNUAPIsay U] YIBSE] IR Q)Y - AUBPYIR] RS
060" 9RER 78 £ESOTE I - TOOOLLOSY [eamy] [Bm)[aoLIg Y (snduren) 1) uosuR])) swr;) vostwa) SURDI]
IRy SLET'ER- 0S08'PE 1 - T000€LOSY [rany 15210, (3ea108U0 ) JoMO, SI1,] JAL PUNOY AUOA()
SR80 9ESR 8- LOEL'EE I - 1000LE0SY [eIny [eIM)noLSY ERLE PIaYaSpy
880" LyvL6L- 9SRT b 1 - E000T€0SY [y [BIM[noLIZy P31 - uonelg “dxiy ea(] @3 uoBuge(g
780" 0596°0%- 1800°¢€ Z - 20006205t [eamy [em) oLy uosY TR0
Z60’ 9E0T' (8- BTELYE I - TO00ETOSY [BIy [BI0IRUWIIO)) Hodiry 1ajsayp) JsaY)
£60° POI8 18- £0LT'SE [ - T000120S+ [rIy 15210, punels) afegf [euoneN sudmoy) ALY
6L0° 6959°6L" 80t6°Z¢ I - 9v006105F [y 18210,1 aBnjar appi urewoy ade) uojsapIRY)
SLO' £596°6L- 0016°2¢ 1-Z¥00610SF [ ueqmgng [etnsnpuf 14 SAJaSAY AWy  f) uoIsaIRy )
6LO LIE6'6L TLBE'TE [ - TO00S10St fermy [ernsnpu| uoneg dwing yred Aysngg Aopoxtag]
8RO’ €591 18- £0TE €L T - 10001 10St LR 185230, (12-9-8 PrOY) SWL) [jomuwreg] [emLeg
S60° £061'78- 0SLLPE [ - €000L00Sy {  ueqingng TeamnoLidy AMASIAPMO] UOS1apUY
680° 988L 18- TTheee Z- €000£00Sk | teqingng [ETUSPTSY] 10040 QIPPIA] HOSYor[ uyry
980" 198¢78- £STE'PE I - 1000100SY [y [pIO[nOLG Y 183 angg [tanqqy
(6667-L66T)
san[e A (saa1da(Q) {seaxa() ad4],
uiisa(q w0z apnuduoy apmney I LoNunTA] uonedry () pue] $5AIPPY NS funoy
-V 2Iqe]L,

Bje(] dU0Z( AJI[ENd) ATy BUIjOIR)) Y)NoY




Appendix B

L ion of Emission Sourc

Map B-1 illustrates where stationary sources of VOC are located in relation to the ozone monitors
and MPO boundaries. Similarly, Map B-2 illustrates where stationary sources of NOx are located.
Table B-1 lists both VOC and NOx emissions from the MPO’s and their associated counties.
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Appendix C

Traffic and Cgmmuting Patterns

This appendix contains data for each of the potential non-attainment boundaries in South Carolina
using the percentages of county-wide Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) that occur within each MPO.

Table C-1 provides an estimate of 1999 daily VMT for each county, with detail for each functional
class of road, from Interstate to Local. The daily VMT reported in this worksheet is consistent with
the South Carolina Department of Transportation’s estimates which are submitted to the United
States Department of Transportation through the Highway Performance Management System
(HPMS) reporting process. Additional detail is provided for the portion of county-wide 1999 Daily
VMT that is estimated to occur within the MPO study area boundary in each county.

Table C-2 summarizes VMT data for each county. The worksheet also calculates, for comparison
and information only, an indicator of daily VMT per capita for each MPO and County.

Table C-3 uses a slightly different method to project 2015 daily VMT. This worksheet incorporates
VMT output from Travel Demand Forecasting Models (TDFMs) for each MPO. The TDFM output
is used to estimate future VMT in the MPO areas. In the non-MPO portion of counties that contain
an MPO, 2015 VMT is projected by calculating the non-MPO population and multiplying by the
projected 2015 DVMT per capita for the county. The daily VMT data from the TDFM is added to
the daily VMT calculated for the non-MPO area to arrive at a total projected daily VMT for the
county. For counties that do not contain an MPO, the 2015 projected population is multiplied by
the 2015 daily VMT per capita to arrive at the projected 2015 daily VMT.
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Appendix D

Geography/Topography

As Map D-1 illustrates, South Carolina has few significant topographic features that affect or
influence urban scale air pollution transport within the state. The topography divides South Carolina
into two distinct regions, commonly known as the Piedmont and the Coastal Plain. The Piedmont
consists mainly of rolling hills of relatively minor variation in elevation, in the range of 200-600
feet. The coastal plain is virtually flat, the majority of which is less than 60 feet above mean sea
level. The lack of topographically defined airsheds is conducive to free air movement and the
effective dispersion of pollutants. All of South Carolina’s rivers generally flow southeast towards
the Atlantic Ocean. The only significant barrier to air movement occurs in the northwest corer of
the state at the southeastern edge of the Appalachian mountains, where elevation increases to over
2000 feet, with 1solated peaks of over 3000 feet.

In addition to the topography, boundaries have been added to the maps to indicate the MPO’s for
non-attainment ozone boundaries.

Map D-2 illustrates the land use patterns in South Carolina.
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Appendix E

Jurisdictional B lari { Tribal Land

Map E-1 illustrates the jurisdictional boundaries by county. Map E-2 details the Catawba Indian
lands, which are a part of the Rock Hill/Fort Mill MPO.

There are no 1-hour non-attainment areas in South Carolina.
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Appendix F

EPA Corrgspggdence

This appendix contains both a letter requesting information from EPA and their letter back denying
that request.
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PROTECT PROSPER

. Bull Streat
Columbia, SC 29201-1708

COMMISSIONER:
Douglas E. Bryant

May 1, 2000

BOARD:

Bradford W. Wyche

Chairman Mr. Winston A. Smith, Director

william M. Hull. Jr.Mp A~ Pesticides & Toxics Management Division
Viee Chairman U.S. EPA Region 4

Mark B. Kent Atlanta Federal Center

Secretary 61 Forsyth Street

Atlanta, GA 303038960

Howard L. Brilliant, MD

Brian K. Smith Dear Mr. Smith:

Rodney L. Grandy ..
We are currently in the process of determining what areas of the State to propose for

Lamy R. Chewning. Ir. DMD jesionation under the potential 3-hour ozone standard. This letter is to request your
assistance so that we can make an informed decision as to what areas should be included
in our pending proposal. I recently leamed of an analysis performed by OAQPS for three
Georgia cities that predicted future 8-hour design values for 2007 using the implementation
of EPA’s Tier 2 controls and the NOx SIP call. An analysis of this type for areas in South
Carolina would provide significant assistance to us as we map out geographic boundaries
of potential 8-hour ozone nonattainment areas. Staff has discussed the possibilities of such
an analysis with EPA Region 4 personnel in the past but to date no commitments have been
made.

Therefore, with your assistance, we request that such an analysis be performed for the
following counties in South Carolina: Oconee, Pickens, Anderson, Greenville, Spartanburg,
Abbeville, Cherokee, York, Chester, Darlington, Florence, Edgefield, Aiken, Barmnwell,
Lexington, and Richland. We also request that the analysis be performed in such a manner
that we can determine impacts on predicted future year design values from the Tier 2
controls and NOx SIP call individually as well collectively.

Our staff contact regarding this request is John Hursey (803) 898-4286. Thank you in

advance for your assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

- g‘f}ﬁ,z.._,c:/

%ﬂ/ James A. Joy, III, Chief
v

Bureau of Air Quality

SOUTH CAROLINADEPARTMENTQFHEALTH ANDENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL



& T UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
: M REGION 4
3 m g ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER
% 3 61 FORSYTH STREET
O ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8960 RECETVE ™

4APT-APB MAY 7 0 2000

James A. Joy, III, P.E., Chief ' "Eursau of Air Quality

Bureau of Air Quahty Control

South Carolina Department of
Health and Environmental Control

2600 Bull Street

Columbia, South Carolina 29201

Dear Mr. Joy:

Thank you for your May 1, 2000, letter requesting future 8-hour design values that reflect
the individual impact of the nitrogen oxides state implementation plan (NOx SIP) Call and the
Tier 2 regulation in the South Carolina counties of Oconee, Pickens, Anderson, Greenville,
Spartanburg, Abbeville, Cherokee, York, Chester, Darlington, Florence, Edgefield, Aiken,
Bamwell, Lexington, and Richland. The letter stated that this data is needed by your agency to
define the geographic extent of potential 8-hour ozone nonattainment areas. It is unclear how the
use of the data you are requesting will be used in determining boundaries for the 8-hour ozoune
standard. According to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guidance for determining
boundary designations (March 28, 2000), the designation of nonattainment areas is based on
existing air quality, not future air quality. The data you requested would provide information for
future control strategy assessments rather than current boundaries for areas failing to meet the
8-hour ozone standard.

Your letter stated that the Georgia Environmental Protection Division (EPD) was
provided similar data. Region 4 provided the future design values for areas with potential 8-hour
ozone problems in Georgia pursuant to a conference call with EPD and stakeholders from the
Columbus area. These values were requested in order to determine the potential impacts of future
national controls on the attainrent status of those areas. The data were developed from existing
2007 modeling and estimates through contractor assistance for EPA’s Office of Air Quality
Planning and Standards.

At this time, EPA. does not have the resources necessary 1o provide the future design
values that you request. EPA is not currently developing or releasing future 8-hour design values
due to deliberations on issues associated with petitions on the NQx SIP Call. As soon as this
nformation is available, we will provide it to you. If there is a cost involved in filling such a
request, we will let you know, prior to obtaining the information.
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If questions arise, please do not hesitate to call Linda Anderson-Carnahan of the EPA
Region 4 staff at (404) 562-9074.

Sincerely, ‘ .

///y%;’/w/ |

Winston A. Smuth

Director

Air, Pesticides and Toxics
Management Division

cc: Region 4 State Air Directors




