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SECTION 1 

Public Notice 

 In accordance with La. R.S. 49:950 et seq., and to comply with 40 CFR 51.285, Public 
Notification, The Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality published in the Louisiana 
Register on August 20, 2009, a notice seeking comment on this SIP revision.  A public hearing 
concerning this proposed SIP revision was held at 1:30 p.m. on September 24, 2009, in the 
Galvez Building, Oliver Pollock Conference Room, 602 N. Fifth Street, Baton Rouge, LA 
70802.  Interested parties were invited to submit written or oral comments on the proposed 
revision at that time.  The comment period closed at 4:30 p.m. on September 24, 2009.  Written 
comments were accepted via mail, fax, or email. 
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Comment Summary Response & Concise Statement 

State Implementation Plan Revision 
Baton Rouge 1997 8-Hour Moderate Reclassification 

 
 
 
COMMENT 1: — Since the black and white graphics in the Technical Support 

Document (TSD) are difficult to review, a color version displayed 
on the department’s website would be helpful. 

 
RESPONSE 1: — A color version of the TSD has been made available on the 

department’s website. 
 
 
 
COMMENT 2: — In Chapter 6, the 2005 episode could be presented as a weight 

of evidence (WOE) element, even though it was not used in the 
attainment demonstration test.  Include, somewhere in the TSD, 
an explanation of why the 2005 episode was dropped. 

 
RESPONSE 2: — An explanation of why the 2005 episode was dropped has 

been added to Section 1.2.1 of the TSD. 
 
 
 
COMMENT 3: Chapter 2 — A more thorough documentation of the analyses 

performed regarding the meteorological model performance is 
needed. Include any power point presentations or reports that are 
referenced in the state implementation plan (SIP). These should 
be available to the public, including the raw analysis of the 
meteorology that Alpine Geophysics performed, if it is available 
from the department. 

 
RESPONSE 3: Chapter 2— A thorough documentation of the analyses performed 

regarding the meteorological model performance can be found in 
Appendix C of the TSD. 

 
 
 
COMMENT 4: Chapter 3 — The emissions discussion cites the Texas 

Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) 2008b. The files 
are no longer available on TCEQ’s ftp; therefore a mention should 
be included stating how the files can be obtained from LDEQ. 
Include a write-up to document what databases and assumptions 
were in the TCEQ emission files that were used for other states in 
the modeling domain for the 2006 and 2009 emission inventories. 
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Include a discussion on how the emission files were QA/QC’d. 

 
RESPONSE 4: Chapter 3 — Discussions concerning TCEQ’s files and databases 

can be found in Section 3.1.1 and Appendix E of the TSD. 
 
 
 
COMMENT 5: Chapters 4 and 5 — To give a more complete picture of the 

model response on different days, plots for all modeled days, or at 
least all days used in the attainment test, should be included. 
Plots could be placed in either Chapter 4 or Chapter 5, as 
appropriate, or in Appendix B. 

   A table to evaluate daily model response would be helpful. 
The table should have the daily 8-hour maximums for each 
monitor, base and future year, for each episode day (May 27-July 
1). 

 
RESPONSE 5: Chapters 4 and 5 — To provide a complete picture of the model 

response, Appendix D (Daily 8-hour Ozone Modeling Results — 
CAMx Runs 13 and 15) has been added to the TSD. 

 
 
 
COMMENT 6: Chapter 6 — Some additional items could be pulled from the 

redesignation proposal and when added to this SIP revision would 
round out the WOE and support the modeling conclusion that the 
area will be in attainment in 2009. For example, Chart 1 and 
Tables 1, 5, and 6 from the Baton Rouge Ozone Redesignation 
and Maintenance proposed package would provide information on 
projected emission trends and recent monitoring showing 
attainment of the 1-hour and 1997 8-hour ozone standards. A 
short explanation, describing how future emissions in the 5-parish 
area are expected to continue a downward trend, would also be 
helpful. Include a brief mention of how the HYSPLIT runs help to 
validate the meteorological modeling for the days used in the 
modeled attainment test. 

 
RESPONSE 6: Chapter 6 — These items have now been addressed in Section 

6.2 of the TSD. 
 
 
 
COMMENT 7: Section 2.2 — Provide a table/summary of source types (area, 

point, non-road) emissions values for the 2009 attainment year, 
for comparison with the 2009 motor vehicle emissions budget 
(MVEB) in Table 3-1. This will help to satisfy the requirements in 
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40 CFR 93.118(e)(4)(iv)-(v). It will also outline what amount of the 
available on-road emissions inventory was used to constitute the 
MVEB numbers. 

 
RESPONSE 7: Section 2.2 — The MVEB in Table 3-1 is the same as Table 3-13 

in Section 3.2.2 (TSD) in Section 2.1 (SIP).  Table 3-13 contains 
the other source type emissions values for 2009. 

 
 
 
COMMENT 8: Section 3 — Base Year Emissions Inventory — The 2002 base 

year inventory was approved in a Federal Register notice (74 FR 
45561) published on Sept. 3, 2009. 

 
RESPONSE 8: Section 3 — Base Year Emissions Inventory — No response 

necessary. 
 
 
 
COMMENT 9: Section 3 — Baton Rouge 1997 8-Hour Moderate Reclassification 

— The department has documented the correct amount for the 
total expected reductions in the nonattainment area by showing 
each step, discussing any assumptions made, and stating the 
origins of the numbers used in the calculations. 

 
RESPONSE 9:  Section 3 — Baton Rouge 1997 8-Hour Moderate Reclassification 

— No response necessary. 
 
 
 
COMMENT 10: Section 3 — Reasonable Further Progress (RFP) Demonstration 

— The control measures included in the 2008 projection inventory 
are adequate to meet the 15% RFP requirement because the 
projected 2008 inventory is less than the target level of emissions. 

   No MVEBs associated with RFP were found in the 
document. The department should establish MVEBs for the 2008 
milestone year (40 CFR 93.118(a)(1)(i)). If the MVEBs 
established by the 2009 attainment demonstration are more 
stringent than the 2008 RFP budgets, they will supersede the 
2008 RFP budgets. 

   The department should provide a table summarizing the 
control measures used for RFP and the expected emission 
reductions from the control measures. 

 
RESPONSE 10: Section 3 — Reasonable Further Progress (RFP) Demonstration 

― The 2009 MVEB is more stringent than the motor vehicle 
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emissions in the 2008 RFP and supersede the 2008 RFP budget. 
The control measures used for RFP are found in Section 3 
(Reasonable Further Progress) of the SIP and the reductions are 
shown in Table D-1, Section 3 of the SIP. 

 
 
 
COMMENT 11: Section 3 — Contingency Measures for the RFP Plan — No 

additional controls are required for the 2009 contingency plan for 
the Baton Rouge nonattainment area. 

 
RESPONSE 11: Section 3 — Contingency Measures for the RFP Plan — No 

response necessary. 
 
 
 
COMMENT 12: Section 4 — Contingency Plan for Failure to Attain — The failure 

to attain measure included in the attainment demonstration plan is 
in the process of being adopted and does achieve the required 
3% emission reductions. 

 
RESPONSE 12:  Section 4 — Contingency Plan for Failure to Attain — No 

response necessary. 
 
 
 
COMMENT  13: Section 5 — The pages in this Section are bound backwards and 

read from back to front. 
 
RESPONSE  13:  Section 5 — This oversight has been corrected. 
 
 
 
COMMENT 14: Section 5 — Control Techniques Guidelines (CTG) Rule Updates 

— A review and comment of the CTG submittal of August 20, 
2009, is being prepared separately. 

 
RESPONSE 14: Section 5 — Control Techniques Guidelines (CTG) Rule Updates 

— No response necessary. 
 
 
 
COMMENT 15: Section 5 — Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) — 

A RACT analysis for the Baton Rouge area was not included in 
this submittal. A redesignation to attainment cannot be approved 
without an approvable RACT demonstration. The state needs to 
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develop an adequate and thorough RACT SIP. 

 
RESPONSE 15: Section 5 — Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) — 

A RACT analysis has been included in the final submittal. 
 
 
 
COMMENT 16: Section 5 — Reasonably Available Control Measures (RACM) 

Demonstration — A statement about RACM in the context of 
RACT should be included in order to adequately discuss the 
required elements of RACT. 

 
RESPONSE 16:  Section 5 — Reasonably Available Control Measures (RACM) 

Demonstration — A RACM analysis has been included in the final 
submittal. 

 
 
 
COMMENT 17: Section 5.1 — Major Source Permits and Nonattainment New 

Source Review (NSR) — Add a reference to the EPA Phase I 
rule. 69 FR 23857. 

 
RESPONSE 17:  Section 5.1 — Major Source Permits and Nonattainment New 

Source Review — The applicable reference has been made. 
 
 
 
COMMENT 18: Section 5.1 — Major Source Permits and Nonattainment New 

Source Review — Severe nonattainment NSR requirements 
should be implemented in Baton Rouge. 

 
RESPONSE 18: Section 5.1 — Major Source Permits and Nonattainment New 

Source Review — No response necessary. 
 
 
 
COMMENT 19: Section 5.2 — Section 185 Fees — A Section 185 penalty fee 

program is a required element and must be in place before a 
redesignation can be approved. 

 
RESPONSE 19:  Section 5.2 — Section 185 Fees— Louisiana has requested a 

Termination Determination based on the guidance memorandum 
issued by EPA on Jan. 5, 2010 titled, Guidance on Developing 
Fee Programs Required by Clean Air Act Section 185 for the 1-
hour Ozone NAAQS. 

 

42



March 11, 2010 
Page 6 of 7 

 
 
 
COMMENT 20: Section 5.3 — Reformulated Gasoline (RFG) — The state should 

consider what the impact on the maintenance projections would 
be if RFG is implemented at some future date. 

 
RESPONSE 20: Section 5.3 — Reformulated Gasoline (RFG) — The state has 

considered the impact of the use of reformulated gasoline in the 
Baton Rouge nonattainment area (BRNA). Modeling in June of 
2004 indicated that the use of RFG would increase nitrogen oxide 
(NOx) levels by 0.04 tons per day, or 14.6 tons per year. This 
would pose a direct disadvantage to the BRNA air quality 
because the BRNA is a NOx limited area. 
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Comment Summary Response & Concise Statement Key 
State Implementation Plan Revision 

Baton Rouge 1997 8-Hour Moderate Reclassification 
 

 
 
COMMENT No.    SUGGESTED BY 
 
1 ― 20     Guy Donaldson, Chief  
      EPA, Air Planning Section 
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