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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of this addendum is to provide technical details related to the 
photochemical transport modeling done to support State Implementation Plans 
(SIPs) for ozone, particulate matter less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5), and regional 
haze. This document supplements the June 16, 2004 Modeling Protocol document 
available at www.ladco.org. Documents that relate to a conceptual description of 
ozone, PM2.5, and regional haze in the Upper Midwest are available on the 
organization website: www.ladco.org. 
 
Modeling Platform 
 
The computing platforms are Intel-based PCs running variations of the Linux 
operating system. The Portland Group (PGI) Fortran compiler is used to create all 
executables. 
 
2. METHODOLOGY 
 
Grid Projection and Domains 
 
All models are applied with a Lambert projection centered at (-97, 40) and true 
latitudes at 33 and 45. The 36 km photochemical modeling domain consists of 97 
cells in the X direction and 90 cells in the Y direction covering the central and eastern 
United States with 36 km grid cells (Figure 2.1; Table 2.1). The 2-way nested 12 km 
photochemical domain covers most of the upper Midwest region. A 2-way nested 4 
km photochemical domain is situated over the lower portion of Lake Michigan and 
over Detroit-Toledo-Cleveland. 
 
Figure 2.1 Modeling Domains: Meteorological (left), photochemical (right) 

   
 
The 36 km meteorological modeling domain covers the entire continental United 
States (Figure 2.1; Table 2.1). The 12 km meteorological domain covers most of the 
central and eastern United States and the 4 km domain covers the lower portion of 
the Great Lakes. 
 
CAMx4 is applied with the vertical atmosphere resolved with 16 layers up to 
approximately 15 kilometers above ground level.  
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Table 2.1 Modeling Domains 
Grid Cell Size XY Origin (km) NX, NY 
Emissions 36 km (-2628., -1980.) 147, 111 
Meteorological 4 km (576., 108.) 214, 142 
Meteorological 12 km (-648., -1260.) 193, 199 
Meteorological 36 km (-2952., -2304.) 165, 129 
Photochemical 36 km (-900., -1620.) 97, 90 
Photochemical (chimil) 4 km (680., 176.) 56, 83 
Photochemical (detcle) 4 km (1040., 176.) 74, 56 
Photochemical/Emissions  12 km (-48., -552.) 131,131 
 
The photochemical model is not being applied to the entire 36 km Continental U.S. 
domain to maximize resources. A sensitivity study was conducted to compare winter 
and summer episode averaged PM2.5 concentrations between a Continental U.S. 
domain and Central/Eastern U.S. domain using clean boundary conditions released 
with the CMAQ model. The episode average differences in PM2.5 were less than 1 
ug/m3 in the Midwest RPO States and neighboring States (Figure 2.2).  
 
 
Figure 2.2 Continental Domain – Central/Eastern U.S. Domain Episode Average 
PM2.5 Difference Plots for Summer (left) and Winter (right) episodes 

  
 
 
Meteorological Inputs 
 
Meteorological input data for the photochemical modeling runs are processed using 
the National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR) 5th generation Mesoscale 
Model (MM5) version 3.6.1 (Dudhia, 1993; Grell et al, 1994). Important MM5 
parameterizations and physics options include mixed phase (Reisner 1) microphysics, 
Kain-Fritsch 2 cumulus scheme, Rapid Radiative Transfer Model, Pleim-Chang 
planetary boundary layer (PBL), and the Pleim-Xiu land surface module. Analysis 
nudging for temperature and moisture is only applied above the boundary layer. 
Analysis nudging of the wind field is applied above and below the boundary layer. 
These parameters and options are selected as an optimal configuration for the 
central United States based on multiple MM5 simulations using a variety of physics 
and configuration options (Johnson, 2003; Baker 2004a). 
 
The meteorological fields output by MM5 are prepared for use by the photochemical 
model with processing utilities. These programs translate certain meteorological 
parameters from the MM5 grid to the photochemical grid. Additionally, these 
processors estimate parameters such as vertical diffusivity coefficients that are not 
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explicitly output by MM5. The MM5CAMx version 4.4 utility is used to translate MM5 
output to CAMx input. The vertical diffusivity coefficients are based on the O’Brien 
1970 vertical diffusivity algorithm. This scheme takes the PBL height output by MM5 
and creates a well-mixed atmosphere inside the PBL. The minimum vertical 
diffusivity coefficient is 0.1 m2/s. A landuse-weighted vertical diffusivity coefficient 
(maximum of 1.0 m2/s in a completely urban grid cell) is assigned to all grid cells up 
to approximately 150 meters above ground (model layer 3). This is done to better 
represent the greater mechanical mixing overnight in urban areas. An additional 
adjustment to vertical diffusivity coefficients creates a transitional gradient in values 
from shore to large water bodies. Figure 2.4 shows maximum vertical diffusivity 
coefficients and PBL height for a typical model episode day. 
 
Figure 2.4 Peak Kv (m/s2) values and peak PBL (m) values 

  
 
The gradient from land to lake vertical diffusivity coefficients extends over an order 
of magnitude during mid-day peak photochemical activity. PBL heights at a land cell 
are typically over 1000 meters and the adjacent cell over one of the Great Lakes is 
30 meters. Air over the Great Lakes is typically stable and has low mixing, but the 
model does not have any transition from land to lake. An adjustment scheme is 
employed when cells having greater than 75% water have a vertical diffusivity 
coefficient equal to the average of the 5 x 5 group of cells centered on that particular 
grid cell. 
 
Figure 2.5. Vertical diffusivity coefficients (m/s2) using standard MM5 output (left) 
and land-lake gradient adjustment (right) 
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The land-lake vertical diffusivity adjustments are shown for an episode day in Figure 
2.5. These adjustments result in minimal change to model performance (Figure 2.6) 
and a reduction in extreme NOX disbenefit response in grid cells near the lake-shore.  
 
Figure 2.6. Peak 8-hr O3 (ppb) observations (left), modeled with standard Kv 
(middle), and modeled with land-lake gradient adjusted Kv (right) 

 
The vertical resolution used in MM5 consists of 34 sigma layers that represent the 
terrain following atmosphere up to 100 millibars. Figure 2.7 displays each vertical 
layer in terms of sigma level, pressure (millibars), height above ground level 
(meters) and layer thickness (meters). The relationship to the layer structure used in 
the photochemical models is also shown. The photochemical model layer structure 
avoids layer collapsing in the lower boundary layer to better resolve the mixing 
depth. 
 
Figure 2.7 Vertical Layer Structure 

k(MM5) sigma p(mb) depth(m) k(PCM) depth(m)
34 0.000 100 1841 16 5597
33 0.050 145 1466
32 0.100 190 1228
31 0.150 235 1062
30 0.200 280 939 15 2549
29 0.250 325 843
28 0.300 370 767
27 0.350 415 704 14 2533
26 0.400 460 652
25 0.450 505 607
24 0.500 550 569
23 0.550 595 536 13 1522
22 0.600 640 506
21 0.650 685 480
20 0.700 730 367 12 634
19 0.740 766 266
18 0.770 793 259 11 428
17 0.800 820 169
16 0.820 838 166 10 329
15 0.840 856 163
14 0.860 874 160 9 318
13 0.880 892 158
12 0.900 910 78 8 155
11 0.910 919 77
10 0.920 928 77 7 153
9 0.930 937 76
8 0.940 946 76 6 151
7 0.950 955 75
6 0.960 964 74 5 148
5 0.970 973 74
4 0.980 982 37 4 37
3 0.985 987 37 3 37
2 0.990 991 36 2 36
1 0.995 996 36 1 36

 --SURF-- 1 1000 0  --SURF--  --SURF--
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A compromise in the upper troposphere is met by employing layer collapsing to 
reduce computational effort and still maintain some upper troposphere resolution for 
long-range transport. The layer structure chosen for a modeling application should 
be capable of adequately resolving the diurnal variations in the boundary layer 
growth and mixing, long-range transport processes, wind shear, as well as transport 
to and from the free troposphere. 
 
Emissions Inputs 
 
Emissions data is processed using EMS-2003. The EMS-2003 model is selected for its 
ability to efficiently process the large requirements of regional and daily emissions 
processing. In addition to extensive quality assurance and control capabilities, EMS-
2003 also performs basic emissions processes such as chemical speciation, spatial 
allocation, temporal allocation, and control of area, point, and mobile source 
emissions (Janssen, 1998; Wilkinson et al, 1994).  Outputs from EMS-2003 include a 
coordinate-based elevated point source file and gridded emissions estimates for low-
point, area, mobile, and biogenics sources. Anthropogenic emission estimates are 
made for a weekday, Saturday, and Sunday for each month. The biogenic emissions 
are day-specific. Volatile organic compounds are speciated to the Carbon Bond IV 
(CB4) chemical speciation profile (Carter, 1996). 
 
Table 2.2 CAMx Emissions Species 

SPECIE DESCRIPTION
ALD2 Aldehydes
ETH Ethylene

FORM Formaldehyde
ISOP Isoprene
OLE Olefins - Anthropogenic

OLE2 Olefins - Biogenic (OVOC)
PAR Paraffins
TOL Toluene
XYL Xylene
NH3 Ammonia
CO Carbon monoxide

NO2 Nitrogen dioxide
NO Nitrogen oxide

SULF Sulfur
SO2 Sulfur dioxide
PEC Primary PM-fine elemental carbon

PNO3 Primary PM-fine nitrate
POA Primary PM-fine organic aerosol

PSO4 Primary PM-fine sulfate
CCRS Primary PM-coarse crustal
FCRS Primary PM-fine crustal
CPRM Primary PM-coarse "other"  
FPRM Primary PM-fine "other"  

 
The point and area source inventories are based on the State Consolidated Emissions 
Reporting Rule (CERR) submittals, other RPOs, and the 2002 National Emission 
Inventory (EPA, 2005). Continuous emissions monitoring data were used to develop 
temporal profiles for electrical generating units. These new profiles account for 
month of year and day of week variations and are unit specific. 
 
On-road emissions are estimated using MOBILE6.2 emission factors and VMT from 
the 2002 NEI. The MOBILE6 inputs were supplied by the MRPO States, Iowa, and 
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Minnesota and from the 2002 NEI for all other States. Updated on-road temporal 
data is based on an analysis of traffic count data in Michigan, Wisconsin, and 
Minnesota. Default temporal tables are modified to represent a more complex 
distribution of vehicle miles traveled for the weekend.  
 
Off-road emissions are estimated with the NONROAD2004 and NMIM models using 
data from the State CERR submittals, EPA’s 2002 NEI, and local data for agricultural 
equipment for the MRPO States plus Iowa and Minnesota. Contractor supplied 
emissions estimates are used for commercial marine and locomotive non-road 
categories. NMIM was run with fuel parameter inputs consistent with the on-road 
emissions modeling. These emissions do not include permeation effects. 
 
Biogenic emissions are estimated with EMS-2003 using the BEIS3 model (Guenther 
et al, 2000). The BELD3 land use dataset is input to the biogenic model for fractional 
land-use and vegetative speciation information (US EPA, 2006; Kinnee et al. 1997; 
Kinnee et al. in press). Other inputs to the biogenic emissions model include hourly 
satellite photosynthetically activated radiation (PAR) and 15 m (above ground level) 
temperature data output from MM5 (Pinker and Laszlo, 1992).  
 
Ammonia emissions are based on the July 2004 version (v3.6) of Carnegie Mellon 
University’s (CMU) ammonia model using 2002 census of agriculture data (Strader et 
al. 2005; Pinder et al., 2004; Goebes et al., 2003). CMU ammonia emissions 
estimates are not used from the following categories: humans, dogs, cats, and deer. 
These omissions are based on the low likelihood that ammonia emissions from these 
sources would make it out of domestic dwellings in the case of humans, cats, and 
dogs and forested areas in the case of deer. Ammonia emissions are removed from 
other RPO’s point source inventory to eliminate double-counting confined animal 
operations with CMU model estimates. Updated monthly and diurnal profiles were 
developed using the new process based ammonia model. The new profile represents 
beef, hogs, and dairy. Hog farms are assumed to represent poultry since the new 
process based ammonia model did not have a fully functional poultry housing model. 
 
Currently, there are no anthropogenic Mexican emissions in the emissions input files. 
Canadian emissions are based on a 2000 inventory made available by Environment 
Canada to the Environmental Protection Agency.  
 
The speciation profiles used by EMS are obtained from the latest version of EPA’s 
SPECIATE database. MRPO contracted improved speciation profiles for certain 
emission categories. Details of this project are available in “Improving Modeling 
Inventory Data: Speciation Profiles – February 17, 2005” and available by request. 
 
The development of the future year and even the base year emissions are continually 
being updated. The best place to find the most recent explanation of the base and 
future year scenarios is at the LADCO website (LADCO, 2006). 
 
Landuse 
 
The photochemical model uses 11 land use categories to describe the surface. The 
land use file is based on BELD3 1 km data (US EPA, 2006; Kinnee et al. 1997; 
Kinnee et al. in press). The 1 km data was aggregated to the appropriate grid 
resolution for photochemical modeling. Surface roughness varies by season and land 
use category and are taken from EPA’s AERMET User’s Guide (EPA, 2004; ENVIRON, 
2005).  
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Table 2.3 Landuse categories 
Category Landuse 

1 Urban 
2 Agricultural 
3 Rangeland 
4 Deciduous forest 
5 Coniferous forest 
6 Mixed forest 
7 Water 
8 Mixed agriculture/forest 
9 Non-forested wetlands 
10 Mixed agriculture/range 
11 Rocky with low shrubs 

 
USGS data was previously used for landuse information. The BELD3 was chosen 
because it incorporates the USGS data with other sources of information such as 
satellite data. A spatial comparison of the agriculture (category 2) landuse fractions 
are shown below. 
 
Figure 2.8 BELD3 (left) and USGS (right) agriculture landuse 

  
 
 
Drought Stress and Snow Cover 
 

The Palmer Drought Severity Index (PDSI) is an indicator of unusual excess or 
deficient moisture. The PDSI is calculated for 350 climatic divisions in the United 
States and Puerto Rico. PDSI data is available for each week of a calendar year and 
is obtained from the National Weather Service Climate Prediction Center (National 
Weather Service, 2005). The dry deposition calculations for non-water landuse 
categories are impacted by vegetative response to drought stress (ENVIRON, 2005).  

Snow cover is also input to CAMx4 for the deposition scheme. Three-hourly snow 
cover data for each grid cell is extracted from MM5 output files. If snow exists in a 
grid cell, the deposition characteristics of the landuse are switched from “winter” to 
“winter with snow.” This switch has an impact on surface resistances for dry 
deposition, surface roughness, and chemistry due to the ultraviolet albedo being 
changed to the maximum class (ENVIRON, 2005). 

 
Photolysis Rates 
 
Many chemical reactions in the atmosphere are started by the photolysis of certain 
trace gases. Photochemical models require these rates be input to accurately 
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estimate these reactions. CAMx4 is applied with day specific photolysis rate look-up 
tables.  
 
The Tropospheric Ultraviolet-Visible (TUV) radiation model is used to calculate 
photolysis rates based on solar zenith angle, height above ground, ultraviolet albedo 
of the ground, atmospheric turbidity, and total ozone column density. The TUV 
generates rates for each day as a function of 11 heights, 10 solar zenith angles, 5 
ozone column values, 5 albedo values, and 3 turbidity values (ENVIRON, 2005; 
NCAR, 2006).  
 
The ozone column data is derived from daily TOMS satellite observations (NASA, 
2006). The albedo data varies by month and is based on over 10 years of TOMS 
satellite reflectivity observations. Actinic flux is estimated using the discrete ordinate 
algorithm. The two-stream delta-Eddington method is also available in the TUV 
model, but was not selected because the discrete ordinate approach is more 
accurate.  
 
A sensitivity application with CMAQ using TOMS derived photolysis rates and rates 
based on seasonal average ozone column showed differences in ozone up to 3 ppb 
and differences in sulfate ion up to 1.5 ug/m3. These differences suggest day specific 
ozone column data from satellites should be used rather than seasonal averages and 
that accurate photolysis rates are important for ozone and particulate matter 
applications. 
 
For those days that do not have TOMS ozone column data, the data from the 
previous day is used instead. This option is more realistic than defaulting to a 
seasonal average, which may create a rather large discontinuity between the missing 
day and adjoining simulation days. 
 
 
Initial and Boundary Conditions 
 
Boundary conditions represent pollution inflow into the model from the lateral edges 
of the grid and initial conditions provide an estimation of pollution that already 
exists. In the past a spin-up period of two to three days was used to eliminate initial 
condition effects for ozone modeling.  
 
CAMx4 source apportionment runs show ozone attributed to initial concentrations 
does not exceed 5 ppb anywhere in the domain by the 7th day of the episode; ozone 
modeling episodes will be spun up with 11 days. The monitors used in model 
performance evaluation are far enough away from the boundaries that boundary 
influence is considered minimal.  
 
CAMx4 particulate source apportionment (PSAT) runs show PM2.5 sulfate ion, nitrate 
ion, and ammonium ion contributions from initial concentrations fall below 0.05 
µg/m3 by the seventh day of the episode. PM2.5 elemental carbon, PM2.5 soil, and 
coarse mass have less than 1 ng/m3 contribution from initial concentrations on the 
first day of the model episode everywhere in the modeling domain. Since gas phase 
chemistry is coupled with particulate formation, the annual simulations have two 
weeks of spin-up to minimize initial condition influence.  
 
The initial and boundary conditions are based on monthly averaged species output 
from an annual (calendar year 2002) application of the GEOS-CHEM global chemical 
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transport model (Jacob et al, 2005; Bey et al, 2001). Boundary conditions vary by 
month and in the horizontal and vertical direction. Where an initial or boundary 
concentration is not specified for a pollutant the model will default to a near-zero 
concentration. 
 
Quality Assurance of Model Inputs 
 
The model input files are checked for reasonableness to ensure they accurately 
represent the underlying data used to create the files. The checks described in this 
document are steps that are in addition to the extensive QA done in the emission 
inventory compilation process, EMS emissions modeling, and MM5 modeling process.  
 
The landuse files are converted to a CAMx4 output file format and directly viewed in 
PAVE over a political map. An example of the water landuse category is shown in the 
figure in this section.  
 
Figure 2.9 Water landuse 

 
 
The initial and boundary conditions processor outputs an ASCII file showing the 
specie concentration at each vertical layer. This is visualized in EXCEL to make sure 
the data is correctly mapped in the vertical direction. The initial and boundary 
concentration files themselves are also directly viewed in PAVE and the spatial 
representation is checked. The ozone column, albedo, and turbidity data are kept in 
ASCII files. Each file is checked to ensure the data looks spatially reasonable and 
that bad data did not get included in the file.  
 
The emissions inputs are extensively checked for appropriateness. The steps taken in 
manipulating EMS-2003 output files to CAMx4 input files and the quality assurance of 
those files are detailed in “Emissions Processing and QA” (Baker, 2004b). Each 
emission file is checked for spatial and temporal agreement with EMS-2003 and for 
reasonableness. Additionally, the mass for each species is totaled and compared to 
EMS-2003 QA reports. 
 
The MM5 output used to support the photochemical modeling is extensively 
evaluated from a meteorological perspective. An additional layer of quality assurance 
is done by evaluating model performance of the air quality model input 
meteorological data at several monitor locations. This is done for temperature, 
relative humidity, wind speed, and wind direction.  
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Photochemical model simulations also provide a level of quality assurance since 
deficiencies in emissions and meteorological inputs will be apparent in the 
photochemical model performance. 
 
Photochemical Model Configuration 
 
The Comprehensive Air Quality Model with Extensions (CAMx) version 4.30 uses 
state of the science routines to model particulate matter formation and removal 
processes over a large modeling domain (Nobel et al. 2002; Tanaka et al. 2003; 
Chen et al. 2003; Morris, Mansell, Tai, 2004). The model is applied with ISORROPIA 
inorganic chemistry, SOAP organic chemistry, regional acid deposition model (RADM) 
aqueous phase chemistry, and an updated carbon-bond IV (CB4) gas phase 
chemistry module (ENVIRON, 2005; Nenes et al, 1998; Carter, 1996). CAMx4 is 
applied using the PPM horizontal transport scheme and an implicit vertical transport 
scheme with the fast CMC chemistry solver (ENVIRON, 2005).  
 
The photochemical model is initiated at midnight Eastern Standard Time and run for 
24 hours for each episode day. The summer 2002 simulation is initiated on June 2 
and run through August 31. The annual simulation is run separately by calendar 
quarter and is initiated 2 weeks prior to each quarter: December 17, March 15, June 
15, and September 15. The base and future year scenarios submitted as support for 
the annual PM2.5 standard will be using a horizontal grid resolution of 12 km. The 
modeling to support the 8-hr Ozone NAAQS will be at 12 km horizontal resolution 
over the entire upper Midwest and 2-way nested grids over the lower portion of Lake 
Michigan and over the Detroit-Toledo-Cleveland region. 
 
CAMx4 models PM particles in the fine and coarse size fraction. There is no 
mechanism in the model to transfer mass between these 2 size sections. The particle 
density and diameter does not change from specie specific input values during a 
model simulation for either particle size bin. 
 
Future year simulations will be applied with the same model configuration as for the 
base case simulation. All inputs except for emissions will be the same in the future 
year and base year simulations to assess changes in ozone, visibility, and PM2.5 due 
to control strategies and future growth. The terms base case and base line emissions 
inventories are one in the same, both referring to day specific biogenics and monthly 
weekday, Saturday, Sunday anthropogenic emissions. 
 
Gas Phase Chemistry 
 
CB4 was originally developed for application to high NOx conditions, such as those 
that exist in urban areas (Tonnesen et al, 2001). RADM and SAPRC were developed 
specifically for low NOx conditions, such as those that exist in rural areas. The United 
States Environmental Protection Agency ran CMAQ with CB4 and RADM gas-phase 
chemistry and found the ozone predictions to be very comparable. However, the run 
times associated with RADM were twice as long as those with CB4 (Timin, 2002). 
SAPRC chemistry also typically has run times much longer than CB4, usually at least 
twice as long. 
 
Starting in version 4.20, CAMx4 contains 17 new inorganic reactions that improve 
the science in the model without being inconsistent with the evaluation of CB4 
against smog chamber data. The new reactions have little impact on predicted 
PM2.5, but increase ozone concentrations regionally. This regional increase in ozone 
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improves model performance in the Midwest United States and is due to reactions 
that recycle NOX. These reactions include the photolysis of organic nitrates and nitric 
acid and are included in other mechanisms including SAPRC99 and CBM-Z 
(ENVIRON, 2005; Carter, 2000; Zaveri and Peters, 1999). 
 
Deposition 
 
Deposition processes are an important factor in pollution and visibility estimation. 
Wet and dry removal play an even more important role in regional modeling as the 
spatial and temporal scope of application increase. The wet deposition routine in 
CAMx4 has been upgraded to improve cloud and rainfall estimation (Kemball-Cook et 
al, 2004). The dry deposition routine is based on the equations developed by Wesley 
(ENVIRON, 2005; Wesley, 1989). The dry deposition equation is modified to adjust 
for special properties of certain chemical species such as nitric acid (very sticky) and 
ammonia (very reactive, fairly sticky, and shows a high degree of near-field 
deposition).  
 
The ammonia RSCALE factor in the chemistry parameters input file to CAMx4 is set 
to 0.0, which is the same as nitric acid to account for the chemical characteristics of 
ammonia and physical processes (near-field deposition) not in the deposition model. 
A field study at a Colorado alpine tundra location showed that ammonia and nitric 
acid deposition velocities were very similar:  both 1.3 ± 0.6 cm/s (Rattray et al., 
2001). The photochemical landuse model annual mean ammonia deposition velocity 
for all sites is 3.0 cm/s and the annual mean estimated nitric acid deposition velocity 
is 2.5 cm/s. The modeled ammonia and nitric acid deposition velocities agree within 
the uncertainty provided for in the Colorado alpine tundra field study.  
 
Nesting 
 
Nested grids are useful to keep computational and data management resources 
acceptable while addressing important model application issues such as complex 
terrain, land-sea or land-lake breezes, and spatial emission gradients. They may also 
be useful to keep large point source plumes in smaller grid cells in lieu of having 
explicit sub-grid scale plume treatments.  
 
CAMx4 allows for the inclusion of a fine grid within the coarse grid in a 2-way nesting 
mode. The 2-way nesting mode allows for interaction between the larger coarse grid 
with the smaller fine grid. This improves pollutant transport around the boundaries of 
the fine grid since a parcel of air may move from the fine grid, out to the coarse grid, 
and back into the fine grid depending on the shifting wind fields. This re-circulation is 
impossible in 1-way nesting applications 
 
Several modeling applications have shown minimal benefit to PM2.5 model 
performance from the inclusion of a nested 12 km grid (Baker, 2004c; Morris, Koo et 
al, 2004). The EPA modeling guidance recommends that modeling to support the 
annual PM2.5 NAAQS be applied at a 12 km horizontal grid resolution so that grid 
resolution will be used to support the SIP. A 2-way nested 4 km grid will be applied 
over the lower portion of Lake Michigan and over the Cleveland-Toledo-Detroit area 
to better resolve the complex interaction between high density urban emissions and 
land-Lake meteorology. 
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Plume-in-Grid 
 
The GREASD sub-grid plume treatment option is being applied in CAMx4 for the 
summer season 12 km ozone simulations. This option is selected to improve the 
model treatment of large NOx plumes being released near Lake Michigan and Lake 
Erie. Sources included for the plume-in-grid treatment include any source near the 
Great Lakes with NOx emissions greater than 12 tons per day for any day of the 
summer in 2002 and 6 tons per day in future year scenarios. 
 
At high grid resolutions of 4 km or finer, sub-grid scale treatment of plumes should 
not be applied since the fine grid appropriately captures the small scale physical and 
chemical processes.  
 
Probing Tools (Source Apportionment) 
 
Probing tools are valuable from a scientific and regulatory perspective for one-
atmosphere modeling. Use of source apportionment is more desirable for regulatory 
applications than the use of the “zero-out” approach to determine geographic and 
emissions sector culpability for annual modeling simulations. Zeroing out emissions 
for large regions such as entire States fundamentally changes the atmospheric 
chemistry and makes interpretation of the results difficult.  
 
Particulate Source Apportionment Technology (PSAT) will be applied with CAMx4. 
The model will be run separately to track source region and emissions group 
contributions to the following: PM2.5 sulfate, PM2.5 nitrate, PM2.5 ammonium, and 
PM2.5 primary emissions (PEC, POA, FCRS, FPRM, CCRS, CPRM). 
 
CAMx4 contains a variety of ozone source apportionment tools, which includes the 
standard ozone source apportionment tool (OSAT). The anthropogenic pre-cursor 
culpability assessment (APCA) tool assesses regional and emission sector 
contribution to ozone formation and provides information that is most policy 
relevant. The APCA tool is chosen over the other options, including the standard 
OSAT option. 
 
When ozone is formed under VOC limited conditions due to biogenic VOC 
+anthropogenic NOx then OSAT attributes it to the biogenic VOC sources. When 
ozone is formed under NOx-limited conditions due to biogenic VOC + anthropogenic 
NOx then OSAT attributes it to the anthropogenic NOx sources.  APCA is designed to 
provide more control strategy relevant information and recognizes that there are 
source categories such as biogenics that can not be controlled so the model 
attributes ozone to biogenics when it is due to the interaction of  biogenic 
VOC+biogenic NOx.  In the case where ozone formed to biogenic VOC + 
anthropogenic NOx under VOC-limited conditions, OSAT attributes it to biogenic VOC, 
but APCA redirects the attribution to anthropogenic NOx.  In NOx-limited conditions 
both OSAT and APCA attribute the ozone to anthropogenic NOx. There is a similar 
situation with biogenic NOx + anthropogenic VOC but this rarely happens in the 
eastern United States (ENVIRON, 2005). 
 
Probing Tools (Other) 
 
Currently, none of the PM models include process analysis for inorganic, secondary 
organic aerosol, or aqueous phase chemistry. A limited amount of information 
regarding nitric acid formation is available as process analysis implementation is 
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limited to gas phase chemistry reactions. Process analysis will not be emphasized 
until further development makes it useful beyond gas phase chemistry. 
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3. Model Performance Evaluation 
 
An evaluation of model performance should be considered for modeling to be used in 
support of an attainment demonstration. Model performance evaluation is typically 
categorized into 4 separate categories: operational, diagnostic, mechanistic, and 
probabilistic (Seigneur et al., 2000, Tonnesson et al., 2001).  
 
Operational evaluation describes the model’s skill in estimating chemically speciated 
particulate matter in the fine and coarse mode. The diagnostic evaluation is more 
rigorous and tests the model’s skill in estimating PM precursors, associated oxidants, 
deposition, temporal variation, and spatial variation. Mechanistic evaluation 
examines the skill of the model in making appropriate responses of PM 
concentrations to changes in emissions and meteorology. Probabilistic evaluation 
includes the examination of uncertainties in both model predictions and ambient 
measurements of PM2.5 and visibility (Tonnessen et al., 2001). A probabilistic 
evaluation is out of the scope of the current modeling effort. Information available 
regarding uncertainties in the measurement of the chemically speciated PM will be 
used in assessing the reasonableness of model estimates. 
 
Operational and diagnostic evaluation will be done by comparing model predictions to 
ambient measurements of chemically speciated PM2.5 and precursor species 
including SO2, NOx, and ammonia. Additionally, species that participate in reactions 
that form particulate matter such as ozone and nitric acid will also be used for 
performance evaluation. Operational evaluation for ozone modeling purposes will 
include evaluating model estimates against observation data including ozone, 
nitrogen species, and total VOC. 
 
A rigorous mechanistic evaluation would entail modeling a historic episode and 
comparing that to a current episode with similar meteorology. An evaluation of ozone 
performance for an episode in 2002 and an episode in 1991 could potentially help 
determine the appropriateness of ozone response to emissions changes. This type of 
evaluation is problematic for PM2.5 since very little historical chemically speciated 
PM2.5 data exists. Other serious problems with this type of evaluation include 
differences in emission inventory compilation and differences in the meteorological 
analysis data used as input to MM5. Analysis of the model’s skill in estimating 
speciated PM in different seasons and for weekends and weekdays is another way to 
assess whether the model accurately responds to different emissions and 
meteorology (US EPA, 2006c). 
 
The photochemical modeling applications are designed to support the development of 
regional control strategies for PM2.5 and Regional Haze. EPA guidance states that an 
attainment test for either standard will require the use of chemically speciated PM 
relative reduction factors (US EPA, 2006c). Additionally, the model will be used to 
assess improvements in PM2.5 concentrations and visibility as a result of changes in 
emissions. These prominent end-uses of the modeling applications make 
comprehensive evaluations important. Clearly, reliance on model performance for 
PM2.5 total mass would be misleading since it is likely that the model and ambient 
data could estimate the same total mass but very different chemical composition. 
This scenario would compromise the development and interpretation of potential 
regulatory control strategies (Baker, 2004d). 
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The species to be compared to monitor concentrations include ozone, total VOC, 
NOX, SO2, NH3, HNO3, and speciated PM2.5 (see Table 3.1). Initially, scatter-plots 
of point-to-point relationships for all monitors in the domain for all episode days will 
be used for analysis for PM. This will allow for identification of gross model over or 
under-prediction by specie. Gas and aerosol data are taken from a variety of monitor 
networks for comparison to modeled estimates: IMPROVE, EPA Speciation Trends 
(STN), AIRS, and PAMS. The data is obtained directly from the VIEWS website and 
from the AFS database; a comparison of the monitor species to model species is 
shown below. PM2.5 ammonium ion is only measured at EPA Speciation Trends 
locations so the model performance for this chemical specie is dominated by, but not 
limited to, urban measurement locations.  
 
Table 3.1 Species mapping between modeled and observed species (observed 
species from the VIEWS website) 
 IMPROVE STN CAMx4 species 
Sulfate aerosol SO4f SO4f PSO4 

Nitrate aerosol NO3f NO3f PNO3 

Ammonium 
aerosol 

 NH4f PNH4 

Organic aerosol OCf*FACTOR 
 
FACTOR =  
1.6 rural 
2.1 urban 

OCf*FACTOR 
 
FACTOR =  
1.6 rural 
2.1 urban 

SOA1+SOA2+ 
SOA3+SOA4+ 
SOA5+POA 

Elemental carbon ECf ECf PEC 

Soil/Crustal SOILf SOIL = 2.2*ALf +  
2.49*SIf+1.63*CAf+ 
2.42*FEf+1.94*TIf 

FCRS 

PM2.5 other MF-RCFM MF-(RCFM) FPRM 

Coarse mass CM_calculated  CPRM+CCRS 

PM2.5 MF MF PSO4+PNO3+PNH4+POA+ 
SOA1+SOA2+SOA3+SOA4+ 
SOA5+PEC+NA+PCL+ 
FPRM+FCRS 

Re-constructed 
fine mass 

RCFM RCFM = SO4f+NO3f+ 
NH4f+OCf*FACTOR+ 
ECf+(SOIL) 

1.375*PSO4+1.29*PNO3+ 
POA+SOA1+SOA2+SOA3+ 
SOA4+SOA5+PEC+NA+ 
PCL+FPRM+FCRS 

Re-constructed 
bext 

aerosol_bext  fRH*[4.125*PSO4+ 
3.87*PNO3]+4*(SOA1+SOA2+ 
SOA3+SOA4+SOA5+POA)+ 
10*PEC+NA+PCL+FPRM+FCRS+ 
0.6*(CPRM+CCRS) 

 
Initial model performance evaluation plots and metrics will be based on matching 
predictions and observations in time and space. Alternatively, the closest prediction 
in the 5 x 5 grid of cells around the monitor location will be compared to the 
observation value to assess model performance “near” the monitor. There will not be 
any averaging over multiple-cell regions to match with an observation value. 
Qualitative evaluation will be done largely through graphical comparison of 
predictions and observations using spatial plots, time series plots, and scatter plots.  
 
Model performance evaluation methodology for PM2.5 and Regional Haze is 
described in the EPA document “Guidance for Demonstrating Attainment of Air 
Quality Goals for PM2.5 and Regional Haze” (US EPA, 2006C). The guidelines 
describing good model performance for chemically speciated PM2.5 are based on a 
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few early modeling applications that were limited in domain and episode length. For 
these reasons, the suggested guidelines for model performance to support regulatory 
applications are not included in this document. The newer 8-hr ozone modeling 
guidance recommends against using any bright-line evaluation of performance 
metrics to determine whether the modeling is satisfactory (US EPA, 2005).  
 
3.1 Particulate Matter and Regional Haze 
 
The components of the visibility equation match up very closely to the prominent 
chemical forms of PM2.5: nitrate ion, sulfate ion, ammonium ion, organic carbon, 
elemental carbon, and soil (EPA, 2006C). Since these modeling applications will 
support PM2.5/Haze rules, model performance will be most rigorous for each of 
these PM2.5 species and coarse mass.  
 
One of the problems related to PM model performance evaluation involves matching 
inconsistent monitor methodologies and model specie definition. Additionally, 
speciated measurements rarely add up to measurements of total fine mass. This 
unexplained fraction is usually attributed to the retention of water on the weighed 
samples (Timin, 2002). Other problems with comparing speciation samples and FRM 
measurements include volatilization of nitrate and positive and negative organic 
carbon artifacts (Timin, 2002).  
 
Organic material is typically estimated from organic carbon using a 1.4 factor, which 
is based on the assumption that carbon accounts for 70% of the organic mass. 
Recent literature recommends a factor of 1.6 ± 0.2 for urban aerosol and 2.1 ± 0.2 
for non-urban areas that would see more aged aerosol (Turpin and Lim, 2001; 
IMPROVE Steering Committee, 2006). These factors are applied to the observation 
data based on landuse type before being compared to model output. These factors 
may also be used to reduce modeled estimates of organic material to organic carbon.  
 
Performance metrics used to describe model performance for PM2.5 species include 
mean bias, gross error, fractional bias, and fractional error (Table 3.2) (US EPA, 
2006C). The bias and error metrics are used to describe performance in terms of the 
measured concentration units (μg/m3). Even though the distribution of PM2.5 is log-
normal, the data is not transformed for this analysis. The model attainment tests 
outlined by EPA for the PM2.5 NAAQS and Regional Haze rule require relative 
reduction factors to be applied to actual concentrations and not transformed 
concentrations. No minimum value is used to eliminate data points for the purposes 
of this analysis. 
 
Table 3.2. Model Performance Metrics. 
Mean Bias      
 

 

Gross Error 

 
Fractional Bias 

 
Fractional Gross Error 

 
*P=model prediction; O=observation; N=number of days; M=number of monitors 
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Fractional bias and fractional error metrics are useful for comparison of model 
performance between species that tend to have large concentrations and those with 
small concentrations. It also helps compare performance of the same specie if 
concentrations are very large in some seasons and very small in others. The 
fractional metrics are best when close to 0 and worst when close to 2.  
  
3.2 Ozone 
 
Hourly running 8-hour averaged surface ozone observations from EPA’s AIRS 
database are matched to hourly running 8-hour averaged layer 1 (30 m height) 
model estimates for evaluation. Only monitors in the 12 km modeling domain are 
included in the analysis. Model performance evaluation plots and metrics are based 
on matching predictions and observations in time and space. EPA has suggested 
several statistical metrics to describe model performance and include mean 
normalized bias error (MNBE) and mean normalized gross error (MNGE) (see Table 
3.3) (US EPA, 2005).  
 
This modeling system is used to support regulatory applications, so the model 
performance analysis reflects this end-use of the modeling results. It is well known 
that ozone data tends to follow a log-normal distribution and for the purposes of 
scientific evaluations the data is often log-transformed before evaluation (Hogrefe et 
al, 2003). Observations and predictions used in the attainment test may not be 
transformed, so the data used for model performance evaluation will likewise not be 
transformed. 
 
Table 3.3 Model Performance Metric Definitions. 
Metric Equation 
Mean Normalized Bias Error (MNBE)    
 

 
Mean Normalized Gross Error (MNGE) 

 
*P=model prediction; O=observation; N=number of days; M=number of monitors 
 
These metrics have traditionally been calculated when the observation value exceeds 
a certain minimum value, often 60 ppb for 1-hour ozone evaluation (Hogrefe et al, 
2003). The MNBE and MNGE will be estimated using 3 different minimum 8-hour 
ozone thresholds: 20, 40, and 60 ppb. The 60 ppb minimum threshold level excludes 
prediction-observation pairs that are not of direct regulatory importance since the 8-
hour ozone attainment test only applies to days with high ambient concentrations 
(US EPA, 2005). The 20 and 40 ppb minimum thresholds are included in the 
evaluation to get a better idea about how well the model is performing at predicting 
diurnal formation and removal processes and for days between high ozone episodes.  
 
The metrics are estimated for all stations in the 12 km modeling domain for each day 
of the summer episode. The episode average metrics are estimated from the daily 
metrics. 
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3.3 Deposition 
 
Wet deposition is measured at several monitoring networks and is also output by the 
photochemical model. The National Trends Network (NTN) and the Atmospheric 
Integrated Research Monitoring Network (AIRMoN) make up the National 
Atmospheric Deposition Program (NADP).  NTN sites collect weekly measurements of 
wet deposition fluxes of anions (NO3-, Cl-, SO4=) and cations (Ca2+, Mg2+, K+, 
Na+, NH4+, H+). NADP network stations measure wet deposition as mass per 
volume (mg/L) and the model outputs mass per area (g/ha or mole/ha). CAMx4 wet 
deposition output is matched to NTN/NADP measurement data in units of kg/km2 
according to the details outlined below.  
 
The calculations used to convert CAMx wet deposition output to compare to 
NTN/NADP network data: 
 
SPECIE_WD (g/ha) * ( 1 ha / 2.5 acres ) * ( 1 acre / 0.0040469 km2 ) * ( 1 kg / 
1000 g) 
 
The calculations used to convert NTN/NADP data to compare with CAMx output data: 
 
SPECIES (mg/L) * ( 1 L / 1,000,000 mm3 ) * precipitation in mm * ( 1 mm2 / 
0.000000000001 km2) * ( 1 g / 1000 mg) * ( 1 kg / 1000 g ) 
 
The table below outlines the matching of observed species to CAMx output species. 
 
Table 3.4 Observed and Modeled Wet Deposition 
 NADP/NTN CAMx4 
Sulfate SO4 PSO4_WD + SULF_WD 
Nitrate NO3 PNO3_WD + HNO3_WD 
Ammonium NH4 PNH4_WD + NH3_WD 
Crustal Ca + Cl + Mg +K + Na FCRS_WD + FPRM_WD 
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4. Attainment Tests 
 
Visibility 
 
Visibility may be estimated by two similar methods that relate light extinction to 
ambient PM2.5 concentrations (FLAG, 2000; EPA 2006c). Visibility will be estimated 
using the new equation recommended by the IMPROVE steering committee 
(IMPROVE, 2006). The new and old equations produce very similar estimates of light 
extinction in the upper Midwest. The new equation will be emphasized for the SIP 
modeling demonstration due to its more up to date science. 
 
The equation shown below relates PM2.5 specie concentrations to light extinction. 
Additional factors of f(RH) are included that change the light scattering of sulfate and 
nitrate based on climatologically averaged relative humidity. 
  
βext = 2.2*fSRH*[small sulfate] + 2.4*fS(RH)*[small nitrate] + 4.8*fLRH*[large 
sulfate] + 5.1*fL(RH)*[large nitrate]+ 2.8*[small OCM] + 6.1*[large OCM] + 10*EC 
+ 1*SOIL + 0.6*CM + 1.7*fSS(RH)*SS + βrayleigh 
 

Βext Estimated extinction coefficient (Mm-1) 
Sulfate Sulfate associated with ammonium (SO4*1.375) 
Nitrate Nitrate associated with ammonium (NO3*1.29) 
OCM Organic carbon Mass  
EC Elemental carbon 
SOIL Inorganic primary PM2.5 (soil, crustal, other) 
CM Coarse fraction particulate matter 
SS Sea salt 
βrayleigh Light scattering due to Rayleigh scattering (site specific) 
fRH Relative humidity adjustment factor 

 
The apportionment of sulfate, nitrate, and organic carbon mass into small and large 
size fractions is shown below using ‘X’ as a placeholder for these species. 
 
Large X = ([Total X] / [20 ug/m3]) * [Total X], where [Total X] < 20 ug/m3 
 
Large X = [Total X], where [Total X] ≥ 20 ug/m3 
 
Small X = [Total X] – [Large X] 
 
The fRH values are long-term averages that are site and month specific (US EPA, 
2003a; US EPA 2003b; FLAG, 2000). The light scattering due to Rayleigh is site 
specific (IMPROVE, 2006). The NO2 component to the light extinction equation is not 
included since it is not measured at Class I areas in the upper Midwest. The visibility 
equation is expressed as an extinction coefficient (βext) and is converted to deciviews 
using the equation below. 
 

Deciview = 10ln(βext/ βrayleigh) 
 
The reasonable progress test to determine the relationship between current and 
future year visibility is expressed in deciview units. The changes in deciview between 
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the current and future year strategy is the reasonable progress test and is shown 
below. 
 

Change in Deciview = 10ln[(βext)future / (βext)base] 
- or - 

Change in Deciview = Deciviewbase - Deciviewfuture 
 
Visibility will be estimated for key Class I area in the Midwest for the base year and 
various future year scenarios. The changes in visibility between the base line and 
future year will be assessed using procedures in U.S. EPA’s “Guidance on the Use of 
Models and Other Analyses for Demonstrating Attainment of Air Quality Goals for 
Ozone, PM2.5, and Regional Haze” (EPA, 2006).  
  

1. The visibility in deciviews will be ranked from high to low at each Class I area 
for the calendar years 2000-2004 using the monthly and site specific fRH 
values and the more recent IMPROVE light extinction equation. 

2. The mean deciviews for the 20% days with the best and the 20% days with 
the worst visibility is estimated for each Class I area for each year of the 
2000-04 baseline period. 

3. The mean observed extinction coefficient for the days during the modeling 
period (2002) with the 20% best and 20% worst visibility will be calculated. 

4. The mean predicted extinction coefficient for the corresponding 20% best and 
20% worst days of the modeling period of the base case and future year 
strategy will be calculated using monthly site specific fRH values. 

5. The relative reduction factor for the 20% best and 20% worst group of days 
for each site for each of the particulate matter species in the light extinction 
equation are estimated.   

6. The relative reduction factors are multiplied by daily measured PM data during 
the 2000-04 baseline to estimate future daily values of these species.  

7. These future daily PM estimates are used to estimate light extinction for each 
of the previously identified 20% best and 20% worst days of monitored data. 
Light extinction is converted to deciviews and the mean value for the best and 
worst days for each year of the baseline period is estimated.  

8. The 5 mean deciview values for the worst and best days (one from each of 
the 5 years) are averaged together for a mean value for the best and worst 
days.  

9. The future year mean deciview values in step 8 are compared to the observed 
values from step 2. The differences are compared to established goals for 
reasonable progress to determine if reasonable progress is demonstrated. 

 
 
Annual PM2.5 Standard 
 
Progress in meeting the annual PM2.5 standard will be assessed by application of the 
procedures outlined by the U.S. EPA document “Guidance on the Use of Models and 
Other Analyses for Demonstrating Attainment of Air Quality Goals for Ozone, PM2.5, 
and Regional Haze“ (EPA, 2006c; EPA, 2004b). The major steps of this attainment 
test are outlined below: 
 

1. Chemically speciated IMPROVE and STN PM2.5 data from 2000-2004 is 
spatially interpolated to match the grid domain and resolution used for the 
photochemical modeling. Spatial fields are developed for each PM2.5 chemical 
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species for each season using the SAS statistical software package PROC 
KRIG function (EPA, 2004c).  

2. The estimated fractional composition of each species by quarter is multiplied 
by the 5 year weighted average 2000-2004 FRM quarterly mean 
concentrations at each FRM monitor, resulting in estimated quarterly mean 
ambient concentrations of PM2.5 components sulfate, nitrate, ammonium, 
elemental carbon, organic carbon, particle bound water, and crustal material.  

3. Estimate the modeled quarterly mean concentration for each chemical 
component of PM2.5 in the base year and future scenarios.  

4. Calculate quarterly relative reduction factors for sulfate, nitrate, elemental 
carbon, organic carbon, and crustal material. The RRF is the ratio of the 
future year to the base year.  

5. Quarterly specific RRFs are multiplied by the quarterly average species 
concentration from step 2 to estimate future case quarterly average 
concentrations for each of the PM2.5 species. 

6. Calculate the quarterly average future scenario concentrations for ammonium 
and particle bound water using estimated ambient concentrations of sulfate, 
nitrate, and degree of sulfate neutralization. Particle bound water is estimated 
with an empirical equation. 

7. Sum the quarterly future species concentrations to estimate the future 
quarterly average PM2.5 concentration.  

8. The annual average future scenario concentration is the average of the 4 
future year quarterly average PM 2.5 concentrations. 

9. Compare value to annual NAAQS standard of 15 ug/m3. If value is ≤ 15 
ug/m3 then the test is passed. 

 
Organic carbon mass is estimated using a mass balance approach (EPA, 2006). The 
organic carbon spatial fields are only used to supply a minimum value for OCM when 
OCM estimated by mass balance is less than OC*1.4*0.7. A spatial field of the 
degree of sulfate neutralization is developed to estimate PM2.5 ammonium. Particle 
bound water is estimated using an empirical equation with spatially interpolated 
PM2.5 sulfate ion, FRM equivalent PM2.5 nitrate ion, and FRM equivalent PM2.5 
ammonium ion (EPA, 2006).  
 
Ozone 
 
Progress in meeting the 8-hour ozone standard will be assessed in part using the 
modeled attainment test outlined by the U.S. EPA’s “Guidance on the Use of Models 
and Other Analyses in Attainment Demonstrations for the 8-hour Ozone, PM2.5, and 
Regional Haze” (EPA, 2006c; EPA, 2005). The attainment test is only applicable to 
monitors with design values ≥ 75 ppb. The major steps of the attainment test are 
described below: 
 

1. Calculate the 8-hour ozone design value at each monitor location; the design 
value used in the attainment test is the average of 3 consecutive 3 year 
averaged design values: 2000-2002, 2001-2003, and 2002-2004. 

2. Apply the photochemical model to a current year and future year to estimate 
a monitor specific relative reduction factor. 

3. Calculate the future year design value by multiplying the monitor-specific 
observed design value by the monitor-specific relative reduction factor. 

4. If the future year design value is ≤ 84 ppb then the test is passed at that 
monitor location. 
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The highest 8 hour daily maximum predicted in the 3x3 (or 7x7 for 4 km modeling) 
group of cells surrounding and including the cell in which the monitor is located will 
be used in the attainment test. The attainment test will be applied to all days during 
the summer of 2002 that meet the meet the inclusion criteria for the relative 
reduction factor calculation (EPA, 2005). An episode day must have a peak 8-hr 
ozone model prediction > 85 ppb at a specific monitor or near the monitor (definition 
of near mentioned above) to be included in the attainment test. If there are less than 
10 days of estimated peak 8-hr ozone at a monitor then the threshold for inclusion to 
the relative reduction factor is decreased until the number of days equals 10 or the 
threshold goes below 70 ppb (US EPA, 2005). If there are less than 4 days in the 
relative reduction factor calculation then the attainment test is not applied for that 
monitor. 
 
Unmonitored Area Analysis 
 
An un-monitored area analysis is an additional review to identify areas that might 
exceed the 8-hr ozone or annual PM2.5 NAAQS if monitors were present (US EPA, 
2006c). This analysis uses interpolated spatial fields of ambient concentrations and 
photochemical model estimated concentrations to develop “model adjusted spatial 
fields of observations” (US EPA, 2006b). The model adjusted spatial fields are 
developed for the base year. Future year concentrations are estimated by applying 
RRFs to the base year model adjusted spatial field.  
 
8-hr Ozone NAAQS 
 

1. Ambient 8-hr ozone design values are interpolated to create the ambient 
spatial field. The design values are the average of the 2000-2002, 2001-
2003, and 2002-2004 8-hr ozone design values. 

2. The ambient spatial field is adjusted using gridded ozone seasonal average 
base year model output gradients. 

3. Gridded RRFs are applied to the adjusted spatial field developed in step 2.  
4. If any grid cell exceeds 84 ppb then that grid cell is predicted to exceed the 

8-hr ozone NAAQS in the future scenario. 
 
Annual PM2.5 NAAQS 
 

1. Quarterly PM2.5 chemical species are interpolated to create the ambient 
spatial fields.  

2. The ambient spatial field is adjusted using gridded ozone seasonal average 
base year model output gradients. 

3. Quarterly gridded RRFs for each PM2.5 species are applied to the adjusted 
spatial field developed in step 2.  

4. If any grid cell exceeds 15 ug/m3 then that grid cell is predicted to exceed 
the annual PM2.5 NAAQS in the future scenario. 

 
US EPA intends to provide software that incorporates monitor observation data and 
CAMx output to generate the gridded future year 8-hr ozone and annual PM2.5 
estimates (US EPA, 2006b). This software will be used to apply the un-monitored 
area analysis. 
 
 
 
 



Addendum Modeling Protocol: Technical Details 
Kirk Baker, LADCO 

Page 24 of 30 

24-hr PM2.5 Standard 
 
Progress in meeting the new 24-hr PM2.5 standard will be assessed by application of 
the procedures outlined by the U.S. EPA document “Guidance on the Use of Models 
and Other Analyses for Demonstrating Attainment of Air Quality Goals for Ozone, 
PM2.5, and Regional Haze“ (EPA, 2006c). The major steps of this attainment test are 
outlined below: 
 

1. Chemically speciated IMPROVE and STN PM2.5 data from 2000-2004 is 
spatially interpolated to match the grid domain and resolution used for the 
photochemical modeling. Spatial fields are developed for each PM2.5 chemical 
species for each season using the SAS statistical software package PROC 
KRIG function (EPA, 2004c). Rather than interpolating seasonal averages, the 
top 15% of reconstructed PM2.5 mass samples are used as the basis of the 
chemically speciated data used for seasonal spatial fields.  

2. Estimate the observed 98th percentile value for each year of the 5 year 
baseline period. Additionally, the next highest concentration in each quarter is 
identified. This results in data for each year and site which contains one 
quarter that equals the 98th percentile and 3 quarters which are less than or 
equal to the 98th percentile. 

3. The quarterly maximum daily concentration is multiplied by the fractional 
composition of PM2.5 species based on the spatial fields.  

4. PM2.5 component specific relative reduction factors are estimated at each 
monitor for each quarter. 

5. The component specific RRFs are multiplied by the observed values to 
estimate future year concentrations.  

6. The quarterly components are summed to estimate the quarterly future year 
98th percentile value. 

7. The 3 consecutive future year 98th percentiles are averaged together to 
estimate 3 different future year design values. The 3 future year design 
values are averaged to estimate a single 5-year weighted average 24-hour 
design value. 

8. If this 5 year weighted average 24-hour design value is less than 35 ug/m3 
then the test is passed. 

 
The relative reduction factor is only estimated for days with 24-hour average 
modeled PM2.5 greater than 35 ug/m3. If less than 10 days in a quarter meet this 
criteria, then the threshold is lowered until the number of days equals 10 or the 
threshold goes below 20 ug/m3. If there are less than 5 days in the RRF calculation 
then that quarter is not used for the estimation of the future year design value. If no 
quarter has more than 5 days included in the RRF calculation then the attainment 
test is not applied for that monitor.  
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5.0 Other Issues 
 
Resource Requirements 
 
Photochemical models have different resource requirements: disk space for inputs 
and outputs, model run times, and staff time required for application.  
 
The staff time required for CAMx model input set-up and post processing is minimal 
compared to other photochemical models due to the simple binary file formats, the 
lack of 3rd party software required for model application and intermediate processing 
utilities, and the availability of useful and simple pre-processors from the model 
developers. 
 
The amount of time required to run our annual 36 km simulation is approximately 5 
days. The approach is to run 4 seasons concurrently on 4 separate 2.0 GHz 
processors. A summer season 36/12 km 2-way nested simulation for ozone 
chemistry only takes about 6-7 days to complete using a single processor.  
 
The input and output disk requirements for an annual simulation are 195 and 54 
gigabytes respectively. So an annual simulation for the Eastern and Central United 
States at 36 km would total 250 gigabytes. Most of this space is taken up by 
emission inputs (low level and elevated point emissions). Since these files need to be 
modified for strategy runs, a significant amount of extra disk space should be 
allocated to store extra emission input files. 
 
Technology Transfer and Modeling Capacity Building 
 
States that are part of the Midwest Regional Planning Organization and cooperating 
organizations have to opportunity to acquire a turn-key modeling system. This will 
include all the model inputs, scripts, and support documents to perform model 
simulations. States participate in an extensive sensitivity projects and preliminary 
strategy rounds which are designed in part to allow States to develop modeling 
expertise in-house. 
 
The model input data will be available on an FTP site. The drawback is that transfer 
times will be long since the files are rather large, but the benefit is that as 
improvements and updates to input files, model code, and processing utilities 
become available they will immediately be available to everyone. This approach 
greatly reduces the resource burden involved with data distribution of media (i.e. 
hard drives or DLT tapes) via the mail system. 
 
Where very large datasets need to be transferred USB/firewire drives will be sent via 
the mail system. A general figure where USB drives will be used for transfer instead 
of FTP would be 50+ gigabytes of data. 
 
States and cooperating organizations will also participate in regular conference calls 
and face to face meetings to discuss problems, progress, and outline cooperative 
work objectives.  
 
Ultimately, States that are inclined will be able to use the model inputs developed by 
the Midwest Regional Planning Organization as the basis for local emphasis modeling 
projects. 
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Data Management and Storage 
 
The file storage requirements for annual modeling are large and data backup is an 
important consideration. Important files including raw emissions and meteorological 
files will be stored redundantly on multiple hard drives. Additionally, all the model 
inputs will have a redundant copy at each member State as they will be using them 
for model simulations as part of the technology transfer and capacity building. 
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Example MOBILE6 Input and Output Files 



 



MOBILE6 INPUT FILE 

 

POLLUTANTS         : HC NOX 

DATABASE OUTPUT    : 

WITH FIELDNAMES    : 

DATABASE EMISSIONS : 2222 2221 

DATABASE FACILITIES: ARTERIAL FREEWAY LOCAL RAMP 

 

RUN DATA 

 

MIN/MAX TEMPERATURE: 60. 82. 

FUEL RVP           : 9.0 

FUEL PROGRAM       : 2 N 

NO REFUELING       : 

EXPAND EXHAUST     : 

EXPAND EVAPORATIVE : 

ANTI-TAMP PROG     : 

90 76 95 22222 21111111 1 12 095. 12111112 

REG DIST           : iregdata.d 

 

* The following describes the I/M programs within Lake/Porter Counties: 

* First I/M Program 

I/M PROGRAM        : 1 1997 2050 2 T/O IDLE 

I/M MODEL YEARS    : 1 1976 1980 

I/M VEHICLES       : 1 22222 21111111 1 

I/M STRINGENCY     : 1 20.0 

I/M COMPLIANCE     : 1 95.0 

I/M WAIVER RATES   : 1 3.0 3.0 

* Second I/M Program (Cutpoints for LDGV, LDGT2, LDGT4 and HDGV2B) 

I/M PROGRAM        : 2 1997 2050 2 T/O IM240 

I/M MODEL YEARS    : 2 1981 1995 

I/M VEHICLES       : 2 21212 21111111 1 

I/M STRINGENCY     : 2 20.0 

I/M COMPLIANCE     : 2 95.0 

I/M WAIVER RATES   : 2 3.0 3.0 

I/M CUTPOINTS      : 2 IM2002A.d 

I/M GRACE PERIOD   : 2 4 

* Third I/M Program (Cutpoints for LDGT1 and LDGT3) 

I/M PROGRAM        : 3 1997 2050 2 T/O IM240 

I/M MODEL YEARS    : 3 1981 1995 

I/M VEHICLES       : 3 12121 11111111 1 

I/M STRINGENCY     : 3 20.0 

I/M COMPLIANCE     : 3 95.0 

I/M WAIVER RATES   : 3 3.0 3.0 

I/M CUTPOINTS      : 3 IM2002B.d 

I/M GRACE PERIOD   : 3 4 

* Fourth I/M Program 

I/M PROGRAM        : 4 1997 2050 2 T/O GC 

I/M MODEL YEARS    : 4 1976 1995 

I/M VEHICLES       : 4 22222 21111111 1 

* Fifth I/M Program 

I/M PROGRAM        : 5 2002 2050 2 T/O OBD I/M 

I/M MODEL YEARS    : 5 1996 2050 

I/M VEHICLES       : 5 22222 21111111 1 

I/M STRINGENCY     : 5 20.0 

I/M COMPLIANCE     : 5 95.0 

I/M WAIVER RATES   : 5 3.0 3.0 



I/M GRACE PERIOD   : 5 4 

* Sixth I/M Program 

I/M PROGRAM        : 6 1997 2050 2 T/O EVAP OBD & GC 

I/M MODEL YEARS    : 6 1996 2050 

I/M VEHICLES       : 6 22222 11111111 1 

 

SCENARIO RECORD 

 

CALENDAR YEAR      : 2010 

EVALUATION MONTH   : 7 

VMT FRACTIONS      : 

0.364715466 0.091693420 0.305130180 0.094060366 0.035666192 0.033118607 

0.003226941 0.002717424 

0.002038068 0.007387997 0.008746709 0.009510985 0.033882883 0.001698390 

0.000849195 0.005557177 

VMT BY FACILITY    : 2010nvmt.d 

SPEED VMT          : svmt10.d 

 

END OF RUN



MOBILE6 OUTPUT FILE 

 

 

Lake-Porter           

           

           

Vehicle Type: LDGV LDGT12 LDGT34 LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC All Veh 

GVWR:  <6000 >6000 (All)        

  ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ 

VMT Distribution: 0.3644 0.3968 0.1278 0.5246 0.0304 0.0003 0.0019 0.0728 0.0056 1 

--------------------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ------- 

Composite Emission Fac tors (g/mi ):          

Composite VOC : 0.519 0.428 0.543 0.456 0.524 0.166 0.292 0.289 1.83 0.476 

Composite NOX : 0.486 0.565 0.844 0.633 2.483 0.48 0.689 8.214 1.4 1.192 

--------------------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ------- 

Exhaust emissions (g/mi ):           

VOC   Start: 0.118 0.119 0.166 0.13  0.068 0.103  0.401 0.113659 

VOC   Running: 0.1 0.108 0.161 0.121  0.098 0.189  1.038 0.131626 

VOC Total Exhaust: 0.219 0.227 0.327 0.251 0.147 0.166 0.292 0.289 1.44 0.245 

             

NOx Start: 0.089 0.107 0.142 0.115  0.018 0.02  0.395 0.095016 

NOx Running: 0.397 0.458 0.701 0.517  0.462 0.67  1.006 1.096393 

NOx Total Exhaust: 0.486 0.565 0.844 0.633 2.483 0.48 0.689 8.214 1.4 1.192 

--------------------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ------- 

Non-Exhaust Emissions ( g/mi):           

Hot Soak Loss: 0.13 0.085 0.087 0.086 0.143 0 0 0 0.072 0.097 

Diurnal Loss: 0.014 0.01 0.011 0.01 0.025 0 0 0 0.002 0.011 

Resting Loss: 0.078 0.05 0.06 0.053 0.133 0 0 0 0.319 0.062 

Running Loss: 0.069 0.046 0.048 0.046 0.067 0 0 0 0 0.051 

Crankcase Loss: 0.008 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0 0 0 0 0.009 

Refueling Loss: 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total Non-Exhaust: 0.3 0.201 0.216 0.204 0.377 0 0 0 0.392 0.23 

--------------------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ------- 

           



         

         

month iimvmt iemvmt eimvmt eemvmt MVMT    

1 260507809 53621688 49689584 119629666 483,448,747    

2 241369566 49682363 46039132 110841056 447,932,117    

3 274513605 56504575 52361067 126061369 509,440,615    

4 272164245 56020994 51912947 124982502 505,080,689    

5 284037546 58464938 54177676 130434926 527,115,086    

6 284633922 58587693 54291429 130708792 528,221,836    

7 288519401 59387461 55032550 132493071 535,432,483    

8 289639865 59618092 55246269 133007607 537,511,833    

9 273790725 56355781 52223184 125729410 508,099,100    

10 280115923 57657729 53429660 128634050 519,837,363    

11 269453446 55463016 51395886 123737657 500,050,005    

12 280115923 57657729 53429660 128634050 519,837,363    
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Base M Strategy Modeling: Emissions 
 
The purpose of this document is to summarize the emission estimates prepared for LADCO’s 
latest (Base M) 2005 base year and 2009 and 2018 future year modeling.  Base year emissions 
by state and source sector for Base K (2002) and Base M (2005) are compared in Figure 1.  A 
more detailed state and source sector summary is provided in Attachment 1.  
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Figure 1. Base K and Base M Emissions for 5-State LADCO Region (TPD, July weekday) 
 

 
Base Year Emissions 
In mid-2006, LADCO completed modeling analyses for a 2002 base year and several future 
year control strategies (see “Base K/Round 4 Modeling: Emissions”, May 16, 2006 and “Base 
K/Round 4 Modeling: Summary”, August 31, 2006).  Following those analyses, a decision was 
made to conduct additional modeling using a more current base year (2005).  The plans for this 
modeling are reviewed in “Protocol Document: Technical Analyses to Support SIP Development 
for Ozone, PM2.5, and Regional Haze (Revised)”, October 13, 2006. 
 
For on-road, nonroad, ammonia, and biogenic sources, the 2005 emissions were estimated by 
models.  For the other sectors (point sources, area sources, and MAR [commercial marine, 
aircraft, and railroads), the 2005 emissions were prepared using data supplied by the LADCO 
States and, for non-LADCO States, data developed by other Regional Planning Organizations.  
In particular, for the non-LADCO States, a contractor (Alpine, with assistance from MACTEC) 
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obtained the latest base (2002) and future year emission files (2009, 2018) from the other 
Regional Planning Organizations.  Specifically, the following versions of these emissions files 
were used here: 
 
  MANE-VU: Version 3.1  WRAP: Pre2002d 
  CENRAP: Base F   VISTAS: Base F 
 
2005 emissions were then estimated by linearly interpolating between the 2002 and 2009 
emissions.1  
 
Further discussion of the development of the 2005 base year emissions is provided below: 
 
 On-road: CONCEPT was run by a contractor (Environ) using transportation data  

(e.g., VMT and vehicle speeds) supplied by the state and local planning 
agencies in the LADCO States and Minnesota for 24 networks.  These 
data were first processed with T3 (Travel Demand Modeling [TDM] 
Transformation Tool) to provide input files for CONCEPT to calculate link-
specific, hourly emission estimates.  CONCEPT was run with 
meteorological data for a July and January weekday, Saturday, and 
Sunday (July 15 – 17 and January 16 – 18).  A spatial plots of emissions 
for July 15 are provided in Figure 2. 
 
For the non-LADCO States, CONCEPT was run by Environ using RPO-
based HPMS county-level data (2002 and 2009) and MOBILE6 inputs 
(2002) compiled by another contractor for VISTAS.  HPMS VMT for 2005 
were generated by linearly interpolating between the 2002 and 2009 data.  
The 2002 MOBILE6 inputs were used for the 2005 modeling, with a few 
adjustments (e.g., fuel sulfur content was set to 30 ppm, as required by the 
Tier 2/low sulfur regulations). 
 

VOC Emissions         NOx Emissions 

 
 

Figure 2. July 15, 2005 motor vehicle emissions for VOC (left) and NOx (right)

                                            
1 Emissions Inventory Assistance: 2005 Base Year Biogenic and Other (non-LADCO) State Emissions”, 
March 12, 2007 
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 Off-road: NMIM2005 was run by Grant Hetherington (Wisconsin DNR): 
 

Phase 1: Run NMIM2005 for the LADCO states plus Minnesota plus Iowa and 
Missouri agriculture with Pechan’s modifications only2.  The Pechan 
modifications that were not incorporated in the default NMIM2005 inputs and 
need to be incorporated are BSFC emission factor data, Michigan population 
data, Missouri seasonality data and revised countynrfile, countyyear, 
countyyearmonth, datasource and gasoline NCD tables that assimilate fuel 
changes and file references. 
 
Phase 2: Run NMIM2005 for the LADCO states plus Minnesota plus Iowa and 
Missouri agriculture with Pechan’s modifications, revised 2005 LADCO 
gasoline parameters and a modified SCC table containing PM2.5 corrections 
for diesel equipment. 
 
Phase 3: Run NMIM2005 for the LADCO states plus Minnesota plus Iowa and 
Missouri agriculture with Pechan’s modifications, revised 2005 LADCO 
gasoline parameters, a modified SCC table containing PM2.5 corrections for 
diesel equipment and AIR's NONROAD.EXE. (Note: it is not clear if Plase 3 
was used.) 

 
Additional off-road sectors (i.e., commercial marine, aircraft, and railroads 
[MAR]) were handled separately.  Aircraft emissions were supplied by the 
States.  Updated information for railroads and commercial marine was 
prepared by a contractor (Environ).3  Table 1 compares the new 2005 
emissions with the previous 2002 emission estimates.  The new 2005 
emissions reflect substantially lower commercial marine emissions and 
lower locomotive NOx emissions. 
 
Table 1. Locomotive and Commercial Marine Emissions for 2002 and 2005 
Base Year 

 Railroads (TPY)  Commercial Marine (TPY) 

 2002 2005  2002 2005 

VOC 7,890 7,625  1,562 828 

CO 20,121 20,017  8,823 6,727 

NOx 182,226 145,132  64,441 42,336 

PM 5,049 4,845  3,113 1,413 

SO2 12,274 12,173  25,929 8,637 

NH3 86 85  ---- ---- 

 
For the non-LADCO States, Alpine developed appropriate emissions files 
based on data from the other Regional Planning Organizations, as noted 
above. 

                                            
2 “LADCO Nonroad Emissions Inventory Project – Development of Local Data for Construction and 
Agricultural Equipment”, Final Report, September 10, 2004 
 
3 “LADCO 2005 Locomotive Emissions”, Environ, February 2007, and “LADCO 2005 Commercial Marine 
Emissions”, Environ, March 2, 2007 
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Area: EMS was run by LADCO using 2005 data supplied by the LADCO States 
and, for the non-LADCO States, using emission files supplied by Alpine 
based on data from the other Regional Planning Organizations to produce 
weekday, Saturday, and Sunday emissions for each month. Special 
attention was given to two source categories: industrial adhesive and 
sealant solvent emissions and outdoor wood boilers. 
 
Industrial Adhesives and Sealants: The NEI shows this to be a large VOC 
emissions category in the LADCO States (i.e.., 50,000 TPY)   EPA 
subsequently determined that “(f)or the Region V states, we no longer 
believe that there are any activities in the Industrial Adhesives and 
Sealants category (SCC 2440020000) that have not been inventoried 
either in the point source Industrial Adhesives and Sealants category or 
under the Consumer and Commercial Adhesives and Sealants nonpoint 
category  (SCC 2460600000 - all adhesives and sealants).”  Consequently, 
this category was omitted from the 2005 regional emissions inventory. 
 
Outdoor Wood Boilers: Over the past several years, the installation and 
operation of outdoor wood boilers for residential use has increased 
dramatically in many northern states.  Relying on an emission estimation 
methodology prepared by Bart Sponseller (Wisconsin DNR), emissions 
were calculated by the other states for this category. 
 
For the non-LADCO States, a contractor (Alpine, with assistance from 
MACTEC) estimated 2005 emissions by linearly interpolating between the 
2002 and 2009 emissions developed by the other RPOs. 

 
 

Point-EGU: EMS was run by LADCO using 2005 data supplied by the LADCO States 
and, for the non-LADCO States, using emission files supplied by Alpine 
based on data from the other Regional Planning Organizations to produce 
weekday, Saturday, and Sunday emissions for each month. 

 
The annual and summer season EGU emissions were temporalized for 
modeling purposes using profiles prepared by Scott Edick (Michigan DEQ) 
based on CEM data for the period 2002 – 2005. 

 
 

Point-Non-EGU: EMS was run by LADCO using 2005 data supplied by the LADCO 
States (and, for the non-LADCO States, using emission files supplied by 
Alpine based on data from the other Regional Planning Organizations) to 
produce weekday, Saturday, and Sunday emissions for each month.  
EGUs were removed from the point source file. 
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Other improvements to the base year inventory included: 
 

Canadian Emissions: Previous modeling inventories for Canadian sources were flawed 
due to problems with emissions (e.g., LADCO inventories omitted ammonia emissions) 
or stack parameters (e.g., VISTAS inventories failed to include proper stack parameters, 
resulting in emissions getting dumped in the surface layer of the model).  For Base M,  
Scott Edick (Michigan DEQ) processed the 2005 Canadian National Pollutant Release 
Inventory (NPRI).  Specifically, a subset of the NPRI data which are relevant to the air 
quality modeling were reformatted.  A number of emission reports are available on the 
LADCO website (http://www.ladco.org/tech/emis/basem/canada/index.htm).  Circle plot 
of point source emissions are presented in Figure 3. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

                            
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

 
 

Figure 3. Base year emission plots for Canada
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Biogenic Emissions: A contractor (Alpine) provided an updated version of the 
CONCEPT/MEGAN4 (Model of Emissions of Gases and Aerosols from Nature) biogenics 
model, which was used to produce base year biogenic emission estimates.  Model 
improvements included: (a) reduced model run times, (b) improved ability to run 
successive days, and (c) enhanced meteorological input processing5. 
 
Compared to the previous (EMS/BIOME) emissions, there is more regional isoprene 
using MEGAN compared to the BIOME estimates used for Base K (see Figure 4). Also, 
with the secondary organic aerosol updates to the CAMx air quality model, Base M 
includes emissions for monoterpenes and sesquiterpenes, which are pre-cursors of 
secondary PM2.5 organic carbon mass 

 
 Figure 4. Isoprene emissions for Base M (left) v. Base K (right) 

 
Ammonia Emissions: The CMU-based 2002 (Base K) ammonia emissions were 
projected to 2005 using growth factors from the Round 4 emissions modeling.  These 
emissions were then adjusted by applying temporal factors by month based on the 
process-based ammonia emissions model.  A plot of the average daily emissions by 
state and month is provided in Figure 5. 
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Figure 5. Average daily ammonia emissions for Midwest States by month (2005) 

                                            
4 See http://bai.acd.ucar.edu/Megan/  
 
5 Subsequent to deliver of the updated CONCEPT/MEGAN model, it was found that more recent data 
sets and model formulations were available.  Consequently, additional model improvements were 
undertaken.  Compared to the initial updated model, the revised model reflects lower emissions for 
several organic aerosol species and NOx. 
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Future Year Emissions 
Emission inventories were developed for two future years: 2009 and 20186.  For on-road, 
nonroad, and EGU sources, the future year emissions were estimated by models (i.e., 
CONCEPT, NMIM2005, and IPM, respectively) and then processed by LADCO with EMS.   
 
For other sectors (area, MAR, and non-EGU point sources) the future year emissions for the 
LADCO States were derived by applying growth and control factors to the base year inventory.  
These factors were developed by a contractor (E.H. Pechan).7   For the non-LADCO States, 
future year emission files were supplied by Alpine based on data from the other Regional 
Planning Organizations. 
 
Growth factors were based initially on EGAS (version 5.0), and were subsequently modified (for 
select, priority categories) by examining emissions activity data.  The categories which show the 
largest resulting growth factors include: 
 
 
     Category   2005-2009  2005-2018 
  Industrial residual oil     -49.4%     -49.6% 
  Industrial coal         -19.5%     -25.8% 
  Comm/consumer solvents    -10.5%     -15.6% 
  Architectural coatings     -  9.9%     -  9.3% 
  Auto refinishing      -12.9%     -38.9% 
  Ag – dairy cattle (NH3)     -10.2%     -39.0% 
  Outdoor wood boilers     +78.0%     +84.5% 

  
 

                                            
6 A 2008 proxy inventory was also prepared to support a preliminary 2008 modeling analysis to assess 
attainment for the basic nonattainment areas (i.e, for areas with a 2009 attainment date, the appropriate 
panning year is 2008).  This inventory reflects the following assumptions: 
 
 On-road: scale 2005 base year emissions using the Base K 2002 – 2009 trend (except for the 
 Cincinnati-Dayton area, where 2008 emissions were generated using CONCEPT and 2008 data 
 supplied by the local planning agency) 
 
 Off-road and area: scale 2005 base year emissions using the Base K 2002-2009 trend 
 
 Point – EGU: use 2005 base year emissions, with slight adjustment (-10%) 
 
 Point – Non-EGU: use 2005 base year emissions (note: Base K 2002-2009 trend suggests little 
 change) 
 
 Biogenics: use new 2005 base year emissions 
 
 
 
7 “Development of 2005 Base Year Growth and Control Factors for Lake Michigan Air Directors 
Consortium”, Draft Report, June 30, 2007 
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Control factors were prepared for the following area, MAR, and non-EGU point source existing 
(“on the books”) controls8: 
 
 
 Area/MAR 

• VOC solvent categories (consumer solvents, AIM, and aerosol coatings) 
• Portable fuel containers 
• Woodstoves 
• Stage II 
• Locomotives and marine vessels (proposed rule) 

 
 Non-EGU Point 

• NOx SIP call (IL RICE only) 
• MACT 
• Consent decrees (refineries, ethanol plants, and ALCOA)\ 
• Other (Ohio NOx RACT and BART in IN and WI) 

 
 

                                            
8 The complete set of “on the books” control measures consists of the following: 
  

On-Highway Mobile Sources 
• Tier II/Low sulfur fuel 
• Inspection/Maintenance programs (nonattainment areas) 
• Reformulated gasoline (nonattainment areas) 
 
Off-Highway Mobile Sources 
• Federal control programs incorporated into NONROAD model (e.g., nonroad diesel rule), plus the 

evaporative Large Spark Ignition and Recreational Vehicle standards 
• Heavy-duty diesel (2007) engine standard/Low sulfur fuel 
• Federal railroad/locomotive standards 
• Federal commercial marine vessel engine standards 
 
Area Sources 
• Consumer solvents 
• AIM coatings 
• Aerosol coatings 
 
Power Plants 
• Title IV (Phases I and II) 
• NOx SIP Call 
• Clean Air Interstate Rule 
• Clean Air Mercury Rule 
 
Other Point Sources 
• VOC 2-, 4-, 7-, and 10-year MACT standards 
• Combustion turbine MACT 
• Industrial boiler/process heater/RICE MACT 
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Further discussion of the development of the future year emissions is provided below: 
 

On-road: Similar to the base year modeling, CONCEPT was run using transportation  
data (e.g., VMT and vehicle speeds) supplied by the state and local 
planning agencies for 2009 and 2018.  CONCEPT was only run with 
meteorological data for the July weekday.  The emissions for Saturday and 
Sunday were derived by using scaling factors based on the 2005 
emissions.  The state-level emissions for the six states are summarized in 
Table 2. 
 
For the non-LADCO States, CONCEPT was run by Environ using HPMS 
county-level data and MOBILE6 inputs compiled by another contractor for 
VISTAS.  Note, the emissions modeling for IA, MO, and OK was redone for 
2009 to reflect the state-developed registration distribution data.  (The 
initial modeling for 2009 used national default values for registration 
distribution assumed by VISTAS’ contractor.  CENRAP’s contractor 
developed emissions inventories for 2002 and 2018 using the state-
developed data.  For consistency, Environ’s remodeling for these three 
states for 2009 also used the state-developed data.) 

 
 

Table 2. Summary of On-road Emissions (TPD – July 15, 2005) 
 

    Data               
Year State CO TOG NOx PMC  PM2.5 SO2 NH3 Sum of VMT 
2005 IL 3,684.3 341.5 748.2 6.2 12.9 9.6 35.9 344,087,820 
  IN 3,384.9 282.0 541.1 4.4 8.9 11.1 25.7 245,537,232 
  MI 4,210.3 351.9 722.0 6.1 12.4 13.9 35.3 340,834,026 
  MN 2,569.1 218.7 380.5 3.1 6.3 7.6 17.7 170,024,600 
  OH 6,113.4 679.8 933.6 6.8 16.2 18.8 36.5 360,521,069 
  WI 2,206.0 175.1 457.5 3.5 7.8 9.2 19.7 189,123,964 
2005 Total 22,168.0 2,049.0 3,782.9 30.1 64.5 70.2 170.8 1,650,128,710 
2009 IL 2,724.4 259.5 508.3 6.1 9.7 4.1 37.2 356,044,263 
  IN 2,839.5 234.9 401.9 4.3 6.7 2.8 26.1 249,817,026 
  MI 3,172.0 269.2 500.9 6.1 9.2 4.0 37.1 356,347,010 
  MN 2,256.8 206.3 307.5 3.5 5.1 2.3 21.5 204,443,018 
  OH 4,619.2 423.7 693.5 6.9 11.8 4.7 39.5 387,428,127 
  WI 1,673.4 119.4 322.1 3.5 5.7 2.3 20.6 197,729,965 
2009 Total 17,285.3 1,513.1 2,734.2 30.4 48.3 20.2 181.9 1,751,809,409 
2018 IL 2,022.9 147.5 194.9 6.4 6.1 3.6 41.5 396,450,836 
  IN 2,217.3 138.4 173.0 4.7 4.4 2.6 30.2 288,042,232 
  MI 2,434.3 163.5 204.1 6.3 5.9 3.6 40.5 388,128,432 
  MN 1,799.6 123.1 137.1 3.8 3.6 2.2 24.9 237,022,214 
  OH 3,361.5 242.5 274.1 6.9 6.8 4.0 43.1 421,694,093 
  WI 1,255.5 68.4 138.5 3.7 3.9 2.0 22.2 218,277,167 
2018 Total 13,091.0 883.5 1,121.7 31.7 30.6 17.9 202.3 1,949,614,975 
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Off-road: Similar to the base year inventory, NMIM2005 was run by Grant 
Hetherington (Wisconsin DNR) to produce the future year inventories, with 
updated growth factors by E.H. Pechan.   

 
 
 Point-EGU: Future year emissions were based on EPA’s IPM3.0 modeling9.  Three 

CAIR scenarios were addressed: 
 

• 5a: EPA’s IPM3.0 was assumed as the future year base for EGUs.  
 
• 5b: EPA’s IPM3.0, with several “will do” adjustments identified by the 

States.   These adjustments should reflect a legally binding 
commitment (e.g., signed contract, consent decree, or operating 
permit).  

 
• 5c: EPA’s IPM3.0, with several “may do” adjustments identified by the 

States.  These adjustments reflect less rigorous criteria, but should still 
be some type of public reality (e.g., BART determination or press 
announcement). 

 
Table 3 summarizes the SO2 and NOx emissions for the three scenarios.  
The net effect is a small change (increase) in regional SO2 and NOx 
emissions. 

                                            
9 The second set of new IPM runs by EPA were used.  These runs were performed at the request of the 
RPOs and reflect the addition of run years 2012 and 2018, and the use of four load segments for 2032 to 
decrease model size (instead of six segments).  Comparing the results in this run with EPA’s initial v3.0, 
showed small differences  Below is a quick summary of the run year differences. 
 
EPA Base Case for IPM v.3.0 
2010:  2009-2012 
2015:  2013-2017 
2020:  2018-2022 
2025:  2023-2027 
2032:  2028-2035 
 
Base Case RPO Run for IPM v3.0 (added 2012 and 2018 run years, 2020 run year merged with the 2025 
run year, and four load segments used for the 2032 run year) 
2010:  2009-2011 
2012:  2012-2012 
2015:  2013-2017 
2018:  2018-2019 
2025:  2020-2028 
2032:  2029-2035 
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Table 3. Comparison of EGU Emissions for Base (5a), Will Do (5b), and Will Do (5c) Scenarios  
 
 

 
 

 

 2010  2018 
SO2 5a 5b 5c  5a 5b 5c 

IL 958 881 881  869 433 433 
IN 1068 1949 1929  1075 1900 1880 
MI 667 667 667  725 725 725 

OH 1345 1505 1505  995 995 995 
WI 460 460 421  435 499 235 

 4498 5462 5403  4099 4552 4268 
        

MN 162 148 148  187 167 157 
        

        
        

NOx 5a 5b 5c  5a 5b 5c 
IL 275 247 247  224 195 195 
IN 384 478 476  264 358 356 
MI 242 242 242  243 243 243 

OH 285 309 309  290 290 290 
WI 165 164 155  176 172 145 

 1351 1440 1429  1197 1258 1229 
        

MN 116 142 142  132 157 125 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

 
Emissions Summaries 

 
 

 
 
 



 VOC Base M BaseK Base M BaseK BaseK Base M NOx Base M BaseK Base M BaseK BaseK Base M SOX Base M BaseK Base M BaseK BaseK Base M PM2.5 Base M BaseK Base M BaseK BaseK Base M

July 2002 2005 2009 2009 2012 2018 2018 2002 2005 2009 2009 2012 2018 2018 2002 2005 2009 2009 2012 2018 2018 2002 2005 2009 2009 2012 2018 2018

Nonroad

IL 224 321 164 257 149 130 130 324 333 263 275 224 154 154 31 33 5 5 0.6 0.4 0.4 30 24 14

IN 125 195 94 160 95 95 72 178 191 142 158 141 141 82 17 19 3 3 3 0.3 0.2 17 13 7

MI 348 414 307 350 276 222 221 205 239 159 197 133 93 93 19 22 3 3 0.5 0.3 0.3 22 18 12

OH 222 356 161 294 145 126 126 253 304 195 246 162 109 108 23 29 4 5 0.5 0.3 0.3 27 22 11

WI 214 238 194 203 175 140 140 145 157 114 129 97 69 69 13 15 2 2 0.3 0.2 0.2 14 12 9

5-State Total 1133 1524 920 1264 840 713 689 1105 1224 873 1005 757 566 506 103 118 17 18 4.9 1.5 1.4 110 89 53

U.S. Total 8463 9815 5442 8448  5244 6224 6041 9060 6057 8120  5832 5078 505 654 117 153  104 13 573 750 484

MAR

IL 10 11 10 10 10 10 6 277 246 201 228 195 186 165 0 22 0 19 0 0 17 7 6 4

IN 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 123 93 89 87 87 84 65 0.2 8 0.2 7 0.2 0.2 6 2 2 2

MI 7 7 7 7 7 8 7 114 87 112 82 111 110 65 0.6 21 0.7 14 0.7 0.8 8 3 3 2

OH 8 7 8 7 8 8 5 177 134 128 126 126 122 94 0.4 14 0.3 12 0.3 0.3 10 4 4 2

WI 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 79 58 59 54 59 57 41 12.7 8 9.5 6 9.5 8.7 5 2 2 1

5-State Total 34 34 34 33 34 35 24 770 618 589 577 578 559 430 13.9 73 10.7 58 10.7 10 46 18 17 11

U.S. Total 307 317 321 157 329 346 334 4968 4515 4002 1813 3964 3919 3812 620 512 509 122 509 503 290 147 57 165

OtherArea

IL 679 675 688 594 700 738 582 62 48 68 48 70 73 49 11 11 12 16 12 13 16 40 64 69

IN 354 391 365 358 373 398 384 62 56 65 58 67 69 59 158 32 150 32 151 153 32 2 2 2

MI 518 652 516 562 520 541 549 49 49 52 50 53 54 51 71 29 68 29 68 68 28 111 114 120

OH 546 604 550 506 558 593 487 50 93 59 108 60 62 108 22 6 34 15 35 35 14 19 35 34

WI 458 315 467 290 474 506 293 32 37 34 37 34 35 37 9 17 9 13 10 10 13 11 12 12

5-State Total 2555 2637 2586 2310 2625 2776 2295 255 283 278 301 284 293 304 271 95 273 105 276 279 103 183 227 237

U.S. Total 17876 21093 18638 18683  20512 24300 3856 4899 4100 4220  4418 5357 2075 2947 2062 2559  2189 2709 2735 2621 2570

On-Road

IL 446 341 314 259 260 197 147 890 748 578 508 474 300 195 9 4 3 13 10 6

IN 405 282 237 235 193 150 138 703 541 425 402 313 187 173 11 3 2 9 7 2

MI 522 351 335 269 303 217 163 926 722 680 501 619 385 204 14 4 3 12 9 3

OH 574 680 365 424 340 238 242 1035 934 609 693 512 270 274 18 4 4 16 12 4

WI 238 175 144 119 117 88 68 481 457 303 322 226 118 138 9 2 2 8 6 2

5-State Total 2185 1829 1395 1306 1213 890 758 4035 3402 2595 2426 2144 1260 984 61 17 14 58 44 17

U.S. Total 14263 7825 23499 13170

EGU

IL 9 7 8 6 8 9 7 712 305 227 275 244 231 224 1310 1158 944 958 789 810 868 13 34 77

IN 6 6 6 6 7 6 6 830 393 406 384 424 283 264 2499 2614 1267 1068 1263 1048 1075 16 73 74

MI 12 6 11 4 11 12 4 448 393 218 242 219 247 243 1103 1251 1022 667 1031 1058 725 15 25 29

OH 5 4 6 5 7 7 6 1139 408 330 285 322 271 290 3131 3405 1463 1345 994 701 995 28 94 80

WI 3 5 3 2 4 4 3 293 213 146 165 139 147 177 602 545 512 460 492 500 435 0 22 25

5-State Total 35 28 34 23 37 38 26 3422 1712 1327 1351 1348 1179 1198 8645 8973 5208 4498 4569 4117 4098 72 248 285

U.S. Total 214 140 195 124 197 215 138 14371 10316 7746 7292 7721 7007 6105 31839 34545 20163 16956 17629 14727 14169 685 1131 1571

Non-EGU

IL 313 221 286 230 305 350 272 356 330 334 310 338 343 331 373 423 251 407 257 249 417 16 17 19

IN 150 130 160 138 170 199 167 238 179 212 181 216 225 198 292 218 270 218 274 290 232 35 36 44

MI 123 116 115 121 122 139 142 216 240 208 242 214 229 271 162 158 166 148 171 185 163 20 21 25

OH 77 84 75 88 79 90 105 177 175 157 174 160 167 186 240 289 231 290 210 216 295 27 28 33

WI 88 84 97 89 104 120 108 98 97 91 93 92 94 97 163 156 154 152 155 156 152 0 0.1 0.1

5-State Total 751 635 733 666 780 898 794 1085 1021 1002 1000 1020 1058 1083 1230 1244 1072 1215 1067 1096 1259 98 102 121

U.S. Total 4087 3877 4409  4700 5378 6446 6730 6129  6435 6952 5759 5630 6093 6340 6970  1444 1777

IL 1681 1576 1470 1356 1432 1434 1144 2621 2010 1671 1644 1545 1287 1118 1725 1656 1212 1409 1059 1072 1321 119 155 189

IN 1045 1009 867 902 843 853 770 2134 1453 1339 1270 1248 989 841 2966 2902 1690 1331 1691 1492 1347 81 133 131

MI 1530 1546 1291 1313 1239 1139 1086 1958 1730 1429 1314 1349 1118 927 1356 1495 1260 865 1271 1312 927 183 190 191

OH 1432 1735 1165 1324 1137 1062 971 2831 2048 1478 1632 1342 1001 1060 3416 3761 1732 1671 1240 953 1318 121 195 164

WI 1005 821 909 707 878 862 615 1128 1019 747 800 647 520 559 800 750 687 635 667 675 607 35 54.1 49.1

5-State Total 6693 6687 5702 5602 5529 5350 4586 10672 8260 6664 6660 6131 4915 4505 10263 10564 6581 5911 5928 5504 5521 539 727.1 724.1




