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DEC 11 2008 

Dave Lamb, Chief 

Operations Section 

Missouri Department of Natural Resources 

Air Pollution Control Program 

P.O. Box 176 

Jefferson City, Missouri 65102-0716 


Dear Mr. Lamb: 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide written comments.on rules 10 C.S.R. 10-5.290, 

More Restrictive Emission Limitations for Particulate Matter in the South Sf. Louis Area; 

10 C.S.R. 10-6.400, Restriction ofEmission ofParticulate Matter from Industrial Processes; 


.10 C.S.R. 10-5.381, On-Board Diagnostics Motor Vehicle Emissions Inspection; and 10 C.S.R. 
10-6.061, Construction Permit Exemptions, the Eight-Hour Ozone Standard Boundary 
Recommendations, and the Request for Variance for Doe Run's Buick Recycling Facility. 

10 C.S.R. 1 0-5.290, More Restrictive Emission Limitations for Particulate Matter in the 

South St. Louis 


The Missouri Department ofNatural Resources (MDNR) proposes to remove through rescission 
. an obsolete regulation that applies to a specific area in South Sf. Louis. We have no comments 
in relation to this rule change. 

10 C.S.R.I0-6.400, Restriction of Emission of Particulate Matter from Industrial Processes 

MDNR proposes to amend this rule to add new exemptions to the rule for coating operations. 

We have one comment in relation to this rule change. 


1. 	 The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is requesting MDNR to provide a 

demonstration that this rule change will not adversely impact ambient air. We are 

available to discuss the demonstration in more detail ifyou would find that useful. 


10 C.S.R. 10-5.381 On-Board Diagnostics Motor Vehicle Emissions Inspection 

MDNR proposes to amend this rule to clarify the exemption, inspection station, vehicle 

inspection, and waiver provisions ofthe inspection/maintenance program rule in the St. Louis 

Area. We have one comment in relation to this rule change. 
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1. 	 . The EPA is requesting MDNR to provide a narrative describing the effect of the changes 
on emissions and a determination by MDNR regarding whether the program continues to 
meet the 11M performance standard. 

10 C.S.R.I0-6.061, Construction Permit Exemptions 

MDNR is proposing changes to exempt."temporary" storage facilities from construction , 
permitting requirements at 10 C.S.R. lQ..6.06(3)2.E.(c). This proposed rule amendment will add 
an exemption from construction permits 'for the construction oftemporary storage structures 

. throughout the state ofMissouri that occur as a result of"exceptional events" (e.g., natural 
disasters or abundant harvests exceeding available storage capacity). We have six comments in 
relatio~ to this rule change. 

1. 	 Lacking further demonstration, the scale of the exemption is one which may not protect 
air quality and as a consequence these installations should either be subject to ' 
case-bypcase review or a well-justified permit by rule. Also, since the exemption lacks 
most elements of"practical enforceability," we are concerned about approval as part ,of 
the SIP. IfMDNR anticipates a large nwnber of these types of facilities, it might 
consider developing a "permit by rule" that would address enforceability (e.g., 
notification, recordkeeping, best management practices) and air quality concerns. 

2. 	 It appears~ based on the criteria in 10 C.S.R. 10-6.061(1), that this exemption is intended 
only for temporary storage at minor sources not otherwise subject to the prevention of 
significant deterioration (PSD), Part D (nonattainment) and 112(g) major source 
permitting programs. However,' given the uncertainty in how Missouri interprets 
"potential to emit" to grant preconstruction waivers, "no perinit required" decisions and 
potentially misclassifying Title V permits, we view any permit exemption with extreme 
caution. Either way, MDNR has ,an obligation to ensure that minor sources are not 
jeopardizing the national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) and should have 
adequate procedures in place to review ambient impacts .. 

3. 	 ' In reference to the proposed rule changes for Section E.(II)(c), the EPA is concerned that 
with nodefmition for "abundant"'or other threshold to know when the exemption applies, 
the provision is unenforceable as a practical matter. IfMissouri intends.to not require 
permitting for such storage facilities, subject to the further recommendations below, then 
it should not limit the exemption to "exceptional events" or "emergencies." 

4. 	 In reference to the proposed rule changes for Section E.(II)( c)m., annual mass caps, . 
without appropriate methods for calculation and retention ofrecords to demonstrate the 
SOllfce is eligible, are unenforceable as a practical matter and cannot be used to limit 
potential to emit for purposes ofavoiding major source review~ This principle would also 

. apply toa rule which would have the same effect. As written, we could not approve this 
exemption in the SIP. For,more details, see 
http://wWw.epa.gov/region07 /programs/artd/air/nsr/nsrmemos/opinion.pdf. 

http://wWw.epa.gov/region07
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5. 	 If a temporary storage facility were constructed at an existing major stationary source, 
which is not prohibited by the rule, the source could be in violation ofthe PSD 
requirements because PM and PMlO emissions would exceed 25 ?J1d 15 tpy, respectively. 
The rule should either limit the allowable emissions increase to below the PSD ' 
significance thresholds (and include appropriate methods for calculation and retention of 
records as discussed in comment 4), or otherwise limit the increase to existing minor 
sources. 

6. 	 In reference to the proposed rule changes for Section E.(II)(c)N., without a case-by-case 
demonstration, or a NAAQS demonstration on a "typica1" model installation, there is no 
assurance these installations can demonstrate compliance with the NAAQS for, PM, PMlO 
or PM2.s; in particular at the proposed 100 tpy exemption threshold. At a minimum, the 
exemption should specify 'a suite ofbest managem<mt practices -- directly in the rule-­
that a source must use to minimize dust during all periods ofoperation. 

2008 Eight-Hour Ozoue Standard Boundary Recommendations 

We appreciate the work ,that MDNR has done to take this proceSs to the public. Missouri has 
one ofthe best programs in the country when it comes to listening to public cop-cems about air 
quality. The EPA appreciates MissoUri's due-diligence on this important issue, particularly for 
ensuring the public's input is respected, and ensuring that further public h¢alth protection is 
afforded to the citizens ofMissouri by ti:J;nely implementing this reVised ozone standard. 

Request for Variance for Doe Run's Buick Recycling Facility 

We understand the circumst~ces leading up to the most recent request for variance for Doe, 
Run's Buick Recycling Facility. However, we contjnue to emphasize that variances ,are not 
recognized by the EPA unless they are approved as a SlP revi!?ion. 

If you or your staff have any questions or would like to discuss these coinments, please 
feel free to contact me at (913)551-7147. 

Sincerely, 

U~Jl~ 
~a! ,,'

Missouri State Coordinator 
Air Planning and Development Branch 



Office of 1he 
Randall Relford Clinton County Commission 

. Presiding Commissioner 
Clinton County Courthouse 

207 North MaInJanes T. Crenshaw 
PlattsbUrg, Missouri 644771sf DIstrict Commissioner 

(816) 539-2536 

LarryC. King 

2nd DIsfrfct Commissioner 


October 7, 2008 

State of Missouri 

Missouri Department 
Of Natural Resources 

P. O. Box 176 
Jefferson City, MO 65102 

Ann: Mr. Doyle ChRders, Director 

Re: Bght-hour Ozone Nona1talnment DesIgnation 

Dear Mr. Childers: 

In as much as If has been determIned 1hat Olnton County has been designated as 
a nonattainment area, we feel that we can do no1hlng to change 1his 
determination due to 1he fact 1hat we can not take charge of our own environment. 
The primary cause of our deslgnafibn is coming from counties o1her than our own. 

Please adVise the Clinton County Commission and the citizens of CHnton County 
What we might be able to do to Improve 1he quality of life In our county. 

Respectfully, 



Johnson County 
Kansas PH f?; (01.,

I..... ,'" 

Jim Kavanaugh, Director 
Air Pollution Control Program 
MO Department ofNatural Resources 
P.O. Box 176 
Jefferson City, MO 65109 

Dear Mr. Kavanaugh: 

The purpose of this letter is to submit comments in strong support of the proposed MO Department of 
Natural Resources (MDNR) ozone nonattainment boundary recommendation for the Kansas City region. 

As you know, the bi-state Kansas City air quality planning area, which includes Johnson and Wyandotte 
counties in KS and Jackson, Clay and Platte counties in MO, has violated the new federal ozone standard. 
As a result, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) requires the states of MO and KS to 
consider whether the boundaries of the current air quality planning area should be expanded to include 
contiguous counties that may also be experiencing unhealthy ozone levels or contributing to unhealthy air 
in downwind counties. Under federal law, counties that either experience unhealthy ozone levels or 
contribute to those levels in nearby counties are to be designated as "nonattainment" counties. KS and 
MO must submit their recommendations for counties to include in the new Kansas City ozone 
nonattainment area to EPA by March, 2009. After reviewing state recommendations, EPA must make 
final nonattainmentboundary decisions by March, 2010. 

The Johnson County Environmenta,l Department participated in MDNR's public meetings held to share 
information and consider input from parties potentially affected by the Kansas City ozone nonattainment 
boundary decision. After consultation with those parties, technical analysis and consideration of EPA's 
guidance, MDNR has proposed to expand the MO nonattainment area to include Cass and Clinton 
counties, recognizing that those counties are either experiencing unhealthy air quality and/or contributing 
emissions that cause ozone violations in downwind areas. 

Johnson County strongly supports MDNR's recommendation to include Cass and Clinton counties in an 
expanded ozone nonattainment area for several reasons. 

First, in response to monitored violations of the new ozone standard, counties in the Kansas City 
nonattainment area are likely to face additional and potentially costly requirements to reduce emissions. 
The five counties in the current air quality planning area have been subject to increasingly stringent 
emission reduction requirements for decades. Despite significant economic costs to our residents and 
businesses, Johnson County has accepted these requirements because our emissions contribute to the 
region's ozone problems and we understand the greater public health benefits of achieving the ozone 
standard. However, the Kansas City region has grown significantly over the last few decades, and it is no 
longer fair or equitable to rely exclusively on the residents and businesses of the original five counties to 
further reduce their emissions. 

Environmental Department 11811 S. Sunset Drive, Suite 2700 Office (913) 715-6900 
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Second, it may not be possible to achieve the ozone standard in the Kansas City region unless contiguous 
counties are included in the ozone nonattainment area and are contributing to emission reductions. 

Third, any delay in expanding the area to include additional counties may also delay the benefits to public 
health associated with attaining the ozone standard. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment of this matter. Should you have questions or desire further 
information, please contact me at 913-7 I 5-690 I. 

Sincerely, 

Cindy Kemper 
Director 

G:\DirectonK.misc\Pollution\QzoneNonattainmentBoundaryLetterMDNR 12·05·08.doc" 

C: 	 Rick Brunetti, Director, KS Bureau of Air and Radiation 
Tom Jacobs, Environmental Program Director, Mid-America Regional Council 
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Kans:.J City, Missouri 64105-1659 
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Mid-Anierica Regional Council 

Jim Kavanaugh, Director 
Air Pollution Control Progran1 
Missouri Department, of Natural Resources 
PO Box 176 
Jefferson City, MO 65109 

Dear Mr. Kavanaugh, 

The Mid-America Regional Council (MARC) Air Quality Forum, created in'accordance with Section 
174 of the Clean Air Act tocbordinatethe development and implementation of air quality policy in the 
bi-state Kansas City region; offers the following comments in support ofthe proposed MDNR ozone 
nonattainment boundary recommendation for the Kansas City region. 

After consultation with the appropriate stakeholders as well as technical analysis and consideration of 
EPA's guidance, MDNR has proposed to expand the Missouri nonattainment area to include Cass and 
Clinton counties. The addition ofthese two counties to the existing boundary of Jackson, Clay and 
Platte counties shows that MDNR has recognized that these additional counties are also experiencing 
unhealthy air quality' or may be contributing emissions that cause ozone violations in downwind 
counties. 

In response to monitored violations of the new ozone standard, the counties included in the Kansas City 
nonattrunment area are likely to experience additional requirements to reduce emissions. These 
additional requirements can also be costly to industry or the public. MARC's Air Quality Forum 
recognizes the importance of working with MDNR to develop emissions inventory and other data to 
support the air qua1ity planning process necessary with the nonattainment designation and the addition 
oftwo counties. ' 

We look forward to working '''ith these additional counties as well as the existing three counties to 
identify ways to expand emissions reductions to help the region come into attainment more quickly, 
thereby increasing the health benefits of the lower standard for the entire Kansas City region. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter. Ifyou have questions or need further 
information, please contact me at (816) 474 4240 or at agraor@marc.org. 

Sincerely, 

I . ...·,.,~. ......... .
. . 


.. ~':. : .
- . .... ", ' ... ",' 

Amanda GraC!f 
Air Quality Planner 

Chair 1st Vice Chair . 2nd Vice Chair Treasurer Secretary Executive Director 
Gary Mallory Tom Cooley lim Schultz Jim Plunkett MargeVogt David A. Warm . 
Presiding Commissioner Commissioner Councilmember Commissioner Councilmember 
Cass County, Mo. Unified Govemment Independence,Mo. Platte County, Mo. Olathe, Kan. 

ofWyandotte,County1 
Kansas City, Kan. 
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Mr. Doyle Childers, Director 
Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
PO Box 176 " .ifrt
Jefferson ~ity, MO 65102 

p...-f,' Qd'Mr, Jeffry D. Bennett, PE 
Air Quality Modeling Unit Chief lJIf~ 'P~. ~ 
Missouri Departm,ent of Natural-Resources , 

POBox 176 , 

Jefferson City, MO 65102 


. ~ r .'1 
Mr. John Rustige, PE , SEP - 8 2008 LHMissouri Department of Natural Resources 
PO Box 176 , 
Jeffe~,on City, MO 65102 DEQADMIN!STn<:!o: ! 

, Mr. Michael AJesandrini, Ombudsman 
.	Missouri Department of Natural Resources 
7545 S. Undbe~gh 
St. LOUis. MO 63125 

Mr,'Bruce Holt, Policy Advisor 

Missouri Department of.Natural Resources 

97 North Ollter Road, Suite 4" 

Eure~a, MO 63025, 


RE: 	 Air Quality Non-Attainment Area Designation Justification for Lincoln arid 
Warren counties 

Dear Director Childers & DNR Officials: 

The Boonslick Regional Planning Commission (BRPC) has reviewed EPA's 
criteria for deyeloping a recommendation for the designation of the air quality non­
attainmerit area for St. Louis. BRPC has prepared the enclosed report Which examines 
each of the criteria as it relates to Uncoln and Warren counties. 

EPA has presumed the boundaries for air quality to be the St. Louis 

MetropOlitan Statistical Area; however, I encourage you'to closely examine the data 


" contained in this report. I think you will find that there is an overwhelming lack of 
justification for the inclusion of Lincoln or Warren County in the St. Louis" non­
attainment area. 

According to the schedule outlined in the St. Louis Area Ozone Designation 
meeting, DNR will be presenting a draft recommendation on the boundary designation 
in ,September, 2008. The Boonslick Regional Planning Commission understands there 
,will be a public. comment period following the release of this recommendation; 
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however. we believe the data contained in the attached repOrt should be considered in 
making the initial draft recommendation. . 

. In summary. each of the.eleven criteria to be evaluated by.EPA i~ dete~ining 
the non-attainment area failed to provide sufficient justification for Inclusion of Uncoln 
or Warren County in the Sf. Louis non-attainment area. 

w~:;;,:.::.,:;~p.t~!J_~_"':; U~~~';;~_::'''~-=2''_ti'"",.-~-S:~-~~~::r'''.i':...~ ~--"'=~~~-__ ~_""""""'_ _ __ ~ ___- _______ _ 

t.Emissions and air quality There is insufficient justification to support the 
in adjacent areas inclusion of Uncoln. or Warren County in the 
(including adjacent non-attainment boundary.. 

·CIMSAs) 

2. 
Population d~nsity and 
degree of ~rbanization 
including commercial 
development .(significant 
difference from 
surrounding areas) 

While some degree of development and 
urbanization is occurring within the Boonslick 
Region; there is insUfficient justification to 
~upport the inclusion of Uncoln or Warren 
County in the non-attainment boundary. 

3. 
.Monitoring data 
representing ozone 
concentrations in local 
areas and larger areas 
(urban or regional scale) 

The violating ~onitor located in Foley is heavily 
influenced by transpOrt emissions. Ther.efore, 
we conclude that there is insufficient . 
justification to support the inclusi?n o~ Uncoln 
or Warren County in the non-attaInment 
boundary. 

Location of emission4. 
sources (emission sources 
and nearby· receptors· 
should generally be 
included in the·same non­
attainment area) 
Traffic and commuting5. 
patterns 

Expected growth (including6. 
extent, pattern and rate of 
growth) 

.. 

There have been no recent major sources 
permitted or EGUs. cons~~cte~in. ~he ~egion. 
Therefore there is inSuffiCient Justification to 
support the inclusion of Uncoln or Warren 
County in the non-attainment boundary. 

.	There is a certain amountof connectivity . 
between Uncoln and Warren counties and the 

.	current non-attainment boundary. However the 
degree of connectivity and the.influence of this 
connectivity is insufficient justification t~ 
sUPpOrt the inclusion of Uncoln or Warren 
County in the non-attainmen~boUndary. 

The pOpulatiQn of Uncoln and Warren counties 
is expected to continue to increa~e. The. . 
percentage of population growth In the region IS 
Significant, however, the total ~un:'be~ of people 
residing in, or projected to reSide In.Un?oln and 
Warren counties is insufficientjustiflcatlon to 
support the inclusion of lincoln or Warren 
County in the non-attainment boundary. 

Meteorology7. There is insufficient justification to support the(weatlwr/transport inclusion of lincoln or Warren County in thepatterns) non-attainment boundary. 
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Geography/topography·8. There is insufficient justification to support the(mountain ranges or other inclusion of Uncoln or Warren Cou~ty in theair basin boundaries)· non-attainment boundary.. 

Jurisdictional boundaries 
9. The current non-attainment boundaries were(e.g., coqnties, air districts, adopted in 2003 and did not inClude Uncoln orexisting 1-hour non-. Warren counties. There is still insufficientattainment areas, justification to support the inclusion of UncolnReservations, etc.) or Warren County in the non-attainment 

boundarY. 
Level of control of10. There is insufficient justification to supportemission sources inclusion.pf Uncaln or Warren County in the 

non-attainment boundary. 
Regional emission11. There is insUfficient justification to support thereductions (e.g., NOx SIP inclusion of Uncoln or Warren County in thecall or other enforceable non-attainment boundary.regional strategies) 

. If you have any queStions or need any additional information regarding this 
report please contact me at (636) 456-3473, or e-mail me at etcher@bOOnslick.org. 

Sincereiy, 

Steve W. Etcher 
Executive Director' 

Cc: 
.Senator John Griesheimer 

Senator Scott Rupp 

State Representative Bob Onder 

State Representative Ed Schieffer 

State Representative Mike Sutherland 

State Representative Terry Witte . 


. . 	Sean O'Brien, PresidingCommissioner-Uncoln County Commission 
Arden Engelage, Presiding Commissioner-Warren County Commission 
Qharles H. Kemper, Mayor-City of Troy 
Mike Clynch, Mayor-City of Moscow Mills 
Greg Costello, Mayor-City of Warrenton 
Roy White, Mayor-City of Wright City 

mailto:etcher@bOOnslick.org
http:inclusion.pf


Non-Attainment Area Designation Recommendati~n and Justification 
. Report for the Boonslick Reg:ion 

Prepared by: Boonslick Regional Planning Commission 

September 2008 . 


. . 


Introd uctiori 

The Boonslick Region is located immediately west and north.of the St. Louis area. This region 
· has seen steady growth over the past two decades due to out-migration from the St. Louis area. 
The region consists of Uncoln4 Montgomery and Warren counties: For the purpose of 
evaluating the'merits of expanding the boundary for the Sl Louis non-attainment area this 
report will focus on the impact and influence of only Uncoln and War-reil counties on the St. 

·Louis non-attainment boundary. . 

In 2003, EPA promulgated a presumptive boundary for the non-attainment area to be consistent 
. with the boundary of the MetropolHan Statistical Area.(Ms.ht),.which would incorporate Uncaln 

and Warren counties. The data did not sufficiently justify including counties from the Boonslick 
region in the non-attainment boundary designation. 

In 2008, EPA is once again suggesting a presumptive bOundary to include the MsA boundary or. 
the MSAboundary plus' adjacent counties that have violating monitors. This report will illustrate 

. that there is insufficient justification to include Uncoln or Warren counties in the non-attainment 
·boundary recommendation. . 

· Eleven Evaluation Criteria 

Emissions and Air Qu~lity in Adiacent Areas 

The tables below show fhe VOC and NOx levels for the current non-attainment area and the 
Boonslick R~gion counties of Uncoln and Warren. The data I?elow illustrates the small per~nt 

.. of ozone precursors thatwould be contributed if Uncaln and/or Warren County were added to 
the non~attainment bOundary. Uncoln and Warren counties' emiSSions are a mere fraction of 
those counties that are presently incrud~d In the 2003 non-attainment boundary designation. 
Uncoln Cou~tywould. contribute roughly 2% of VOC and NOx, Warren County would contribute 
Jess than 2% of VOC and NOx. 

vae 

- COUNTY 
.. -ST. LOUIS 

ST. LOUIS CITY 
ST. CHARLES 
JEFFERSON 

- FRANKLIN 

AREA NONROAD MOBILE EGU NONEGU 
. TPD TPD TPD TPD TPD 

105.220 
38.190 
28.432 
24.075 
14.607 

http:north.of


NOX 

AREA NONROAD MOBILE EGU NONEGt,J 
COUNTY TPD TPD TPD TPD TPD 
ST.LOUIS 10.222 17.893 
ST. LOUIS CITY 4.394 0.000 
JEFFERSON 1.464 15.202 
st. CHARLES 2.496 21.897 
·FRANKLIN 1.822 28.146 

.Summary:· The emissiqns data for Uncoln and Warren counties does not justify inclusion in the 
non-attainment area and would support keeping the non-attainment area consistent with the 
2003 designation. 

Population Density and Degree of Urbanization 

in general, the·population density and degree of urbanization within the Boonslick Region pales 
·in comparison to the population density and urbanization in the current non'-attainment"boulldary 
area. Specifically, Uncoln and Warren counti~s, which are being cOnsidered due to their 
inclusion in the Metropolitan $tatistical Area, have population densities that are mere fractions 
of other counties r~presented. The table .below shows ~e population density variation.between 

.. the Boonslick.Region and the current non-attainment area; . . 

St. Louis 

St. Louis County 1,016,315 2,001..4 

283,883 506.6 

Jefferson 198,099 .301.6 

Franklin County 93,807 101.7 

1: Source-Missouri Census Data Center 2000 CensiJs 

. The largest municipality in Uncoln County is the City of Troy. Troy has a population of 6,737 
accordin·g to the 2000 Census. 

Summary: Including Uncoln and Warren counties in the non-atta,inment area, due to the fact .. 
they are included in the Sf. Louis MSA, is not justifiable based on the degree of urbanization 
and population density in comparison to the current non-attainment area. 

Ozone Monitoring Data in Surrounding Area 

Lincoln and Warren counties are located adjacent to the current non-attainment area. The only 
monitor located within these two counties is located in Foley, Missouri. The Foley monitor, like 



. , 

virtually every other monitor in -the State of Missouri, failed to meet the new attainment 
requirements. However, as can be clearly seen in the map below, the influence causing the 
Foley monitor to exceed the new limits is predominantly from the current non-attainment area. 

. The transport of emissions to this monitor .from the non-attainment boundary is elevating 
·the monitor readings and is'not likely related to emission sources in Lincoln or Warren 

. County. The monitor was placed online'in Foley in April 2005. The vast majority of monitoring 
days shows the monitor in compliance with the new standard. During the period of 2005-2007•. 
only 45 days out of 177 failed fo meet the standard. 75% of the monitoring days were in 
attainment. The monitoring data shows a daily average during the testing period of only 68 ppb, 
far below the attainment threshold. 

Figure 1: Foley Monitor Site-Years of Operation 2005-2007 

Summary: The transport of emissions to the Foley monitor is insufficient justification to include 
.Lincoln or Warren County in the 'non-attainment boundary designation. 

Location of Emission Sources 

There have been no significant changes to emission sources in Lincoln or Warren County since 
. the 2003 designation process. 



Traffic and Commuting Patterns 

DNR has made the claim, in introductory meetings, that 95% of all the commuting originating in 
Lincoln and Warren counties is to destinaUons within the current MSA boundary area. While 
this claim is factual it misrepresents the impact to the current non·attainment area resulting from 
the connectivity of Uncoln and Warren counties. These two counties· are included in the MSA 
boundary, so trips remaining in the county of origin are included in the calculation. Less than 
10,000 trips actually leave Uncaln County, and less than 7,000 trips leave Warren County; an 
Insignificant amount considering the total trips in the area are near 1 million. It would seem 
more reasonable to assess the impact of Lincoln and Warren counties on the current 
non-attainment boundary. rather than the MSA boundary. The. impact bv'uncoln and 
'Warren counties on the current non-attainment area Is minimal. at best. As can be seen in 
the table below, less than 1% (.95%) of the ~otal trip~ within the current non-attainment area 

. originate within Uncoln County, and :even fewer trips originate within Warren County (.64%) 

Counl¥of·. 

-Uileoln-


Warren* 180 24­

St. Ch~lrleS 5.52~ . 12,859 766 1,291 


St. Louis City 702-' 311 
 2,253 15,947 

St. Louis County 2,738 1,912 - 62~353 

Fr~~1in 40 879 555 291 

Work Analysis 

116 35 

Jefferson _ 23 18 380 1,181 5,463 

Other destinations 491 . 402 2,048 4,03~ 9,418 2,025 2,831 

Totai Number of Trips 18,302 11,910 147,n5 140.484 493,737 45,185 97,653 

Grand Total of all Trips . . 955,046 

% of total trips originating in Lincoln County destined for non-attainment area .0.95% 

% of total trips originating in Warren County deStined for non-attainment area 0.64% 

*not included in the 2003 non-attainment area designation 

Table 2: Source 


--Summary: While there is recogn~ion of the connectivity resulting from a regional economy 
between the current non-attainment area and Uncolh and Warren counties the connectivity al1d 
commuting data is insufficient to justify inclusion of either county in the proposed non-attainment 
boundary area. . 

Expected Growth 

Lincoln and Warren counties have experienced significant population growth during the past 

decade. These two counties are among the fastest grOwing in the State of Missouri when 

viewed on a percentage of population basis. However, the·actual number of new residents 

within these counties is relatively minor ·in comparison to the population of the entire 
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metropolitan statistical area. As can be seen in the table below, Lincoln County accounts for 
only1.9% of the MSApopulation and Warren County accounts for only 1.2% of the MSA. 

%ofMSA 
County 2000 Population 2007 Estimate Population 
St. Louis County 1,016,300 995,118 50.7% 
.	St. Louis City 348,~89 350,759 17.4% 
St. Charles County 283,893 343,952 '14~2% 
Jefferson County 198,099 216,076 ~.eok 
Franklin CotJnty 93,807 . ~60,045 4.7% 
.	Uncaln County 38,944 51.528 1.eok 
Warren CoUilty 24,525 30,467 1.2% 

Total 2000 Population - 2,003,757 

-Uncoln and Warren counties experienced rapid growth during the past decade due to a strong 
- economy, low housif.lg prices, affordable energy, and abundance of residential lending 
- institutions: Over the past 24 mOl1ths this growth ~as dramatically slowed..Many area~ Of these 
counties have seen stagnated growth and, in some cases, reverse migration is reducing the _ 
population. - - ­

According to'a 2006-2007 County Migration-profile for Lincoln County\ which is based on tax 
--returns for 2006-2007-, more than 1,000 families migrated out of Uncpfn County during 2006­

2007. During this same period the COunty realized only 1,600 families moving into-the region. 
. This tr~ndhas(X)fltinued through 2007 and into the first 2 quarters of 2008. If this trend 
.persistl), the County will fall short of the population projections prepared by the MissOuri Office 
of Administration -as illustrated below. 	 ­

2020 PopUlation %ofMSA 

County Estimate . Population 

st. .Louis County 967,196 48.3% 

St. Louis City - 350,385 17.5% 

St. Charles County 439,068 21.eok 

JeffersOn County 244,003 12.2% 

Franklin County 110,704 . 5.5% 

Uncoln County 74,529 3.7% 

Warren County 	 40,174 2.0% 

-Total 2020 Pap. Estimate 2,226,059 

As can be seen by- the population projections released by the Missouri state Census Data 
Center, the population in. the MSA will exceed 2.2 million people by the y~ar2020. While _ 

-growth is recognized in most counties, the percentof total population in Uncoln County remains 
a small percentage of the MSA at 3.7%, and Warren County at 2.0%. 

Summary: The population growth in Uncoln and Warren counties is dynamic and subject to 
influenqe by the changes in fuel prices, home financing, and the state of the economy. While 
most analysis projects the population growth to continue in Lincoln and -Warren counties, the 
percentage of the MSA that resides in these two counties is relatively small. Combined, they 

1 County Migration Profile for Lincoln County 29113. Missouri Census Data Center 

Source: IRS Migration Files 
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ma~e'up only 3% of the population of the presumptive non-attainment boundary. The current 
population base and potential for growth is nQt adequate justification for inclusion of Lincoln and 
Warren counties iri the non-attainment area. 

Meteorology 

The analysis of meteorological conditions does not demonstrate the necessity of including 
Lincoln or Warren counties in the non-attainment area. ' 

,GeographylTopography 

Geographical features are not a major influence on ozon~ levels in the Stlouis region. 

Jurisdictional Boundaries 

,Uncoln and Warren counties are not included in the current non-attainment boundary 
.designation. While these 'counties are i~cluded in the MSA for statistical purposes, that alone is 
insufficient justification for .inclusio~ i~ the non-attainment area. Influence from these are~s is 
very niinimal when compared to the current non:attainment area. 

Level of Control of Emission Sources 

. In Uncoln and Warren coUnties, major new sources of. emissions or major modifications to 
. emission sources permitted since 1975 have been subject to the best available control 

tecnnology (BACT). Future major new sources construction 'and all modifications to existing 
. ' " 'sources in lincoln 'and Warren counties will be subject to BACTiimits. Therefore,. the existing 

and future levels of control for ozone precursors support the exclusion of Uncoln and Wan:en 
pounties from the St Louis non-attainment area. 

R~gional Emission Reductions 

: The ability of DNR to adopt regional emission roo'uctions, if necessary, is consistent with not 
incluqing Uncoln and'Warren counties in the Stlouis non-attainment boundary• 

.,Su'mmary 
" Below is a summary of the,~leven evaluation cliteria e$tablished by E~A to be used in 
, developing a recommendation for the St louis non-attainment boundary: The table clearly 

illustrates there is il1sufficient justification for .including Uncoln or Warren counties fn the non-
attainment area. ' 

1Y£~1;~~.~1r~ffJ!§1m~31l~~1~i~~~~~J!{~~j~~r~~~i£~tiJ!~~~t~~~1f~iitit~i~l~~rs:t~i~

Emissions and air quality in adjacent There is insufficient justification to support the1. areas (including adjacent C/MSAs) inclusion of lincoln or Warren 'County in the non­

e 

attainment boundary. 

Population density and degree of 
 While some degree of development and2. urbanization including commercia,l urbanization is' occurring within the Boonslickdevelopment (significant difference. Region, there is insufficient Justification to supportfrom surrounding areas) the inclusion of. Lincoln or Warren County in the 

non-attainment boundary. 
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3. Monitoring data representing ozone 
concentrations in local areas and 
larger areas'(urban or regional scale) 

Location of emission sources4. 
(emission sources and nearby 
receptors should generally be 
included in the same non-attainment 

'area) 

5. Traffic and commuting patterns 

• 

Expected growth (including extent.6. pattern and rate of growth) 

The violating monitor located in Foley is heavily 
influenced by transport emissions. Therefore, we 
conclude that there is insufficient justification to 
support the inclusion Of Uncoln or Warren County 
in the non-attainment boundary. 

There have been no recent major sources 
permitted or EGUs constructed in the region. 
Therefore there is insufficient justification to 
support the inclusion of UncOln or Warren County 
in the non-attainment boundalY. 

There is a certain amount of connectivity between 
Uncoln and Warren counties and the current non-
attainment boundary. However the degree of 
connectivity and the influence of this connectivity . 
is insufficient justification to supPort the in~lusion 
of Uncoln or Warren County in the non- , . 
attainment boundary. 

The population of, Uncoln and Warren counties is 
expected to continue to increase. The 
percentage of population growth in the region is 
significant, however, the total number of people 

. residing il1. or projected to reside in Uncoln and 
Warren counties is insufficient justification to 
support the inclusion of Uncoln or Warren COtIrJty 
in the non-attainment boundary. ' 

7... Meteorology (weather/transport 
patterns) There is insufficient justification to support the 

incll!sion of Uncoln or Warren ,County in 'tfle non-
attainment boundary. 

8. 

9. 

Geography/topography (mountain 
ranges or other air basin boundaries) 

Jurisdictionalbourldaries (e.g., 
counties, air districts, existing 1-hour 
non-attainment areas, Reservations. 
etc.) 

: 

There is insufficient justification to support t~e 
inclusion Of Uncoln or Warren County in the non-
attainment boundary. 

The current non-attainment boundaries were 
adopted in 2003 and did not include Uncoln or 
Warren counties. There is still insufficient 
justification to support the incrusion of Uncoln or 
Warren County in the noil-attainment boundary. 

10. Level of control of emission sources 

. 
There is insufficient justification to support 
inclusion of. Un~oln or Warren County in the non-
attainment boundary. 

11. Regional emission reductions (e.g., 
NOx SIP call or other enforceable 
regional strategies) 

There is insufficient justification to support the 
inclu~ion of Lincoln or Warren County in the non-
attainment boundary. 










































































































































































































































