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L Overvnew :

‘The Louisiana Chemical Assoeratlon (“LCA”) is a nonproﬁt Louisiana corporation,
composed of 63 members with over 100 chemical manufacturlng plant sites in Louisiana. LCA
was formed in 1959 to promote a positive business clrmate for chemical manufacturing that
ensures long-term economic growth for its member compames LCA members are committed to
excellence in safety, health securrty and envrronmental performanee and understand that their
contmurng “heense to operate” depends on thelr ability to keep their employees and their ne1ghbors
safe. The Louisiana chemical industry is the one of the largest segments of the Loursrana economy,
employing approx1mately 29, 000 people and contrrbutmg over $1.1 billion in state taxes each year
to be used to finance state services for all “ : S :

~ Bvery LCA member oonducts actrvrtles emrttmg ozone precursors and is subject to
regulatrons to 1mplement the ozone Natlonal Ambient Air Quality - Standards (“NAAQS”) LCA
member compames believe that regulatory requirements should be based upon sound science and
real1st1c consxderatron of rrsks Such requlrements 1ncludmg the NAAQS should be developed

, through a process that includes scientifically sound, objectlve and unblased information.

LCA supports Envrronmental Protection Agency’s (“EPA’S”) proposal to retain the
‘ prrmary NAAQS for ozone of 0. 070 parts per m1lllon (“ppm”) (fourth highest daily maximum 8-
hour concentration, averaged across three consecutrve years) set by the Obama administration in
2015. Over objections by mdustry that the standard was too strmgent and by environmental groups
that it was too lenient, the 2015 ozone standard was upheld by the D.C. Circuit in Murray Energy
Corp. v. Environmental Protection Agency, 936 F.3d 597 (D.C. Cir. 2019). The court found that
the primary ozone standard rested firmly on good science and was within the range for EPA’s

exercise of policy discretion. No new information in the most recent review provides a basis to

! 85 Fed. Reg. 49830, August 14 2020, available at: https://www.govinfo. gov/content/pkg/FR 2020-08- l4/pdf/2()20 15453.pdf
(last accessed September 30, 2020).



change that determmatlon LCA also supports EPA’s proposal to retain comphance with the
- primary standard as also bemg the approprrate ozone NAAQS secondary public welfare standard.
The court, in Murray Energy, directed EPA to closely examine the adequacy of thls secondary

standard, and EPA has done so in the current revrew

1L Background of Ozone Standards and Attainment

~ The Clean Air Act (“CAA”) directs EPA to establish and periodically review primary and
secondary NAAQS for a1r pollutants that “may reasonably be antlcrpated to endanger public health
or welfare ” 42 U S.C.§ 7408(a)(1)(A) The primary NAAQS are to be set at levels that “in the
Judgment of the Administrator, . allowrng an adequate margin of safety, are requrslte to protect
the pubhc health I § 7409(b)(l) The secondary NAAQS are to be established at a level “which
in the judgment of the Admmlstrator .is requisite to protect the pubhc welfare from any known
or anticipated adverse effects ” Id. § 7409(b)(2) Once established, the NAAQS are to be reviewed
every five years. Id. § 7409(d)( D). :

Durmg the 5-year revrew process, EPA is to con31der new 1nformatron or 1mprovements
on prior mformat10n developed smce the prior review. In rev1ew1ng each NAAQS EPA completes
an Integrated Science Assessment (“ISA”), a Health Risk and Exposure Assessment (“ A”),
and a Policy Assessment (“PA”) The CAA also provides for the Clean Air Scientific Advisory
Commlttee (“CASAC”) to evaluate the evidence and to submit recommendatlons to EPA for

revrsrons of existing crlterla and standards as may be approprrate » Id. § 7409(d)(2)(A) (B) The
CAA requires EPA to consider the CASAC’s recommendatlonsand to explain its reasons if it
departs from CASAC’s advice. However, the Administrator of EPA is responsible to make the
ultimate Jjudgment concerning whether and how to revise the NAAQS; 42 U.S.C. k§ 7407(d)(3).
‘ Following‘this process, the ozone NAAQS has been gradually strengthened over time to
protect public health and public welfare. Table 1 belowksummari‘zes the history of the primary
ozone standard along with the current EPA proposal, as well as the status of nonattainment

~ designations and areas.



Table 1: Hlstory of Ozone Standards and Demgnatmns

NAAQS Standards : : ‘Status »
1979 10.12 ppm — 1-hour ‘Revoked in 2005, except in 8-
: : hr Early Action Compact
‘ e ‘ States
1993 , 0.12 ppm — 1-hour retained o
- 11997 Ozone 0.08 ppm — 8-hour average Revoked in 2008
12008 Ozone 0.075 ppm — 8-hour average Ihitial“, designations completed
i in 2012; attainment deadlines
R ‘ : e rar_l_ge from 2015 to 2032
2015 Ozone 0.070 ppm — 8-hour average | Initial desrgnatlons completed
‘ : ; ‘ in 2018; attainment deadlines
: : 3 range from 2021 t0 2038
2020 Qzone 0.070 ppm — 8-hour average | Proposed by EPA in August
o 2020 to retain current
standard o

EPA’sNational Ozone Trends data show that air quality has also greatly improved as
these standards were lowered. Ozone concentrations decreased nationally as follows:?

1980-2019
1990-2019

2000-2019
2‘0‘10-201‘9

decreasedSS% k
d‘ecreased‘25% |
decreased 21%
decreased 1‘0%

These reductions have come at cOnsiderable effort and expense. As reflected by the above data,

the “low hangmg frult” has largely been plcked — affordable reductlon measures have been

1mplemented in order to achieve these strmgent standards

Currently, most areas of the nation 'outs1de of urban areas-are in attainment with the 2015

and 2008 ozone NAAQS, as indicated below. Major urban‘ areas are subject to requirements to

make reasonable progress towards attainment and to achieve attainment by the deadlines noted in

Table 1. Failure to achieve attainment by a deadline exposes the nonattainment area to severe

sanctions, including loss of federal highway funding.

2 Available at hitps //wuw epa.gov/air-trends/ozone-trends, (last accessed September 29, 2020).




~ 8Hour Ozone Nonattainment Areas (2015 Standard)




While many areas in the country, such as Louisiana, are in attainment, ozone design values

(3-year aVerage ef the 4™ highest value) in most areas are above 0.060 ppm, a level considered by
EPA, but rejected in both the 2015 and 2020 reviews. _Tahle 2, below, “sh‘ow‘s the ozone monitors
and design values for‘all‘s‘uch monitofs in Louisiana. As‘shoWn all areas of the state, save
Shreveport (D1x1e and Shreveport momtors) and Monroe, have a de51gn Value greater than 0.060
ppm.? The results 1n several other: states are similar.* The economle consequences of lowering the
standard to a value below the 2015 standard would be severe. Whlle EPA is not to eon51der the
cost of comphance in estabhshmg the level requlslte to proteetlon of human health with an
adequate margm of safety, EPA shou]d be mmdful of such eonsequences when reviewing

mconcluswe or uneertam data

3 Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality, 2020.
4See for example, 2017-2019 ozone design levels for Arkansas (Lttps: 3 K
Summary-Report-ZOl‘) pd : Flonda (httk s: //110ndade . V/snes/def"xu}t/f 1es/2()1 9%2()Ozone%2()Dem n%20Values.pdf);

https:/fwww kd heks, gov/ )aj/alr—momtor/ZOZ() ﬁve-vx-momtonmz-nctwork-asseqament—FTNAL ndf atp. 22),

Mlchxgan (htt a//wwwm chxg"m g_ov/doeuments/deqldeq-aqd—mm-ozone-o3maxal ow_ 256108 7.pdf); Mississippi

(https: . v/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/2019-Air-Quality-Data-Summary.pdf); Nebraska

(https://www. nebmska ;zov/ Nebraska 2020 Air Quality Network Plan and: 5-Year Assessment( 1) pdfatp. 32); New Mexico

(httg //www cabg. gov/atrgu Ahty/do‘ ments/2020- city-of-albuquerque-annual-network-review.pdf at p. 19); North Carolina

I y i ir- ity/air-qualitv-monitorin /h]atm1cal-data-qummanes/dem m-value-summarics);

Oregon (httns //www oregon ;zov/dcq/Fﬂtchoes/AOmomtormﬁnl an.pdf pp. 22-23); and Wxsconsm :

J/dnr v/t ir f)

nali f/doeuments/O?aDVMa .pd



oL EPA Proposa‘l

| A. Primary Standard |

EPA has proposed to retain the current 2015 primary ozone NAAQS (0.070 ppm, 3-year
‘average of the annual fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour average ozorie concentrations). LCA
Supports this EPA proposal. LCA concurs with EPA that't‘he’f ou%;'ent ‘sckienﬁﬁ‘c‘ihformation‘
revieWed ~kinothe°I‘SA ahd PA kco‘nytinues to support the cohclusionthat‘the primary standard
established in 2:015 protects ‘p,oblio health;Wityh an adequatemargiri of safety. EPA’s review
speciﬁcally focused oh the healfh of at-risk populations, including?the elderly,‘ persons who work
outdoors, and children with asthma. EPA evaluated more than 1600 newly available studies in the
ISA, whic‘h:inclkuded more than 1000 health studies (ISA, Appendix 10, ‘Figure: 10-2). 85 Fed Reg.
at 49844. 'EPAkp‘Ia‘ced more emphasis 'on'e‘videﬁoe' from contro,ylled‘ human exposure studies that
document respiratory effects in ’p:eop‘]e‘ exposed,for short periods (6.6 :to 8 hours) du‘ringkquasi-
continuousexercise.‘ fa. , o - . o

Information in the ISA review did not provide any new ‘clinioal stljdies that would change the
conclusion that a standard of 0.070 ‘ppm‘ is proteeiive of at-risk popUIafions, With an adequate
margin of ‘safet'y‘. EPA stated with fe‘gardto respiratory effects of OZ_One exposure: |

- The strongest evidence of O3-related health effects, as was the case in the last
review, continues to be that for respiratory effects of O3 (ISA, section ES.4.1).
Among the newly available studies, there are several controlled human exposure
studies that investigated lung function effects of higher exposure concentrations
(e.g., 100 to 300 ppb) in healthy individuals younger than 35 years old, with
findings generally consistent with previous studies (ISA, Appendix 3, section
3.1.4.1.1.2, p. 3-17). No studies are newly available in this review of 6.6- hour
controlled human exposures (with exercise) to O3 concentrations below those
previously studied. e : el o ‘

85 Fed Reg. at 49846 |

EPA noted that there is a greater degree of uncertainty with regard to health effects other
than respiratory effects. The ISA review resulted in considerétion of newly available evidence
that impacts on “cardiovascular ,effeCts and mortality... is no 'Ionger considered sufficient to
conciude that the relationships of short- term exposure With these effects are likely‘to be causal
(ISA, sectioné IS.4.3.4 and IS.4.3.5)” Id. at 49847. However, EPA acknowledged that there was



newly available evidence of ozone exposure resulting in metabolic effects, which had previously
not been evaluated ‘ :
For this new category of metabolic effects, EPA stated:

The ISA ﬁnds the ev1dence for metabohc effects sufficient to conclude that the
relationship with short-term O3 exposures is likely to be causal (ISA, section
1S.4.3.3). The evidence of metabolic effects of O3 comes prlmarrly from
: experrmental animal study findings that short-term O3 exposure can impair glucose
tolerance, increase triglyceride levels and elicit fastmg hyperglycemia, and increase
hepatic gluconeogenesrs (ISA, Appendrx 5, section 5.1.8 and Table 5-3). The
exposure conditions from these studies generally involve much higher 03
concentrations than those commonly occurring in areas of the U. S. where the
current standard is met. For example, the animal studies include 4-hour
concentratrons of 400 to 800 ppb (ISA, Append1x 5, Tables 5-8 and 5-10). The
concentration in the available controlled human exposure study is srmllarly high, at
300 ppb this study reported increases in two biochemicals suggestive of some liver
biomarkers and no change in a number of other biochemicals associated with
metabolic effects (ISA, sections 5.1.3, 5.1.5 and 5.1.8, ‘Table 5— 3). A limited
number of epldemlologlc studies is also avallable (ISA, section 1S.4.3.3; Appendrx
5, sections 5.1.3 and 5.1. 8) :

Id. EPA determmed that the primary 1mpact of ozone exposure however, are resprratory effects ‘
and that levels protectwe of resplratory effects also provrde protectlon from metabohc effects.’

~ The CASAC reviewed documents in this review and provided advrce and comments to EPA.
The CASAC members unanrmously agreed that the currently avallable scientific evidence was
generally similar to thatavarlable in the last review when the 2015 standard was set.k Further, the
EPA Administr‘atorrecognizedthe advice from the CASAC, which indicated support for retaining
- the current standard without revision, and specivﬁcally noted that “the CASAC advice did not

convey support for a less stringent standard.””

585 Fed. Reg. at 49874; :
In summary, the Administrator recognizes the newly available health effects evidence, critically assessed in the ISA as
part of the full body of evidence, to reaffirm conclusions on the resplratory effects recognized for O3 in the last review.
He additionally notes that the evidence newly available in this review, such as that relatedto metabolrc effects, does
not include information indicating a basis for concern for exposure conditions associated with air quality conditions
meeting: the current standard. Further, the Administrator notes the quantitative exposure and risk estimates. for
conditions just meeting the current standard that indicate a high level of protection for at-risk populations from
respiratory effects. Collectively, these considerations (including those discussed above) provrde the basis for the
Administrator’s judgments regarding the public health protection provided by the current primary standard of 0 070
" ppm 03, as the fourth-highest daily maximum 8- hour concentration averaged across three years,
6 85 Fed. Reg. at 49873: “In reaching his proposed conclusion, the Administrator addmonally takes note of the comments and
advice from the CASAC, mcludmg the CASAC conclusion that the newly available evidence does not substantially differ from
that available in the last review, and the associated conclusion expressed by part of the CASAC, that the current evidence
supports retaining the current standard.” :
7 85 Fed. Reg. at 49873.



B. Seco‘ndary' Standard

EPA has proposed to retain the existing secondary (welfare-based) ozone standard as was
adopted by EPA i in 201 5 In reachmg this conclusron EPA properly reviewed new evidence, prior -
ev1dence the directives of the court in Murray Energy, and the recommenda‘uons of the CASAC,
Regardlng the secondary standard, all seven members of CASAC agreed that the current evidence
supported retaining the current standard without rev1s1on e

LCA supports EPA’s decision to retain the exrstmg secondary ozone NAAQS The ISA, PA,
and the Preamble to the proposed rule support that EPA comphed with all procedural requlrements
for makmg this determmatlon and that the ex1st1ng standard provides protection against adverse
public welfare effects, 1nclud1ng the effects of ozone exposure on Vegetatlon growth rates, foliar
damage and other impacts on plants and trees. Whlle 1nformat10n newly avallable in the current
standards review prov1des a greater understandlng of these 1rnpacts such mformatlon did not

support lowering of the current standard or changing the form of the standard.

IV.  Conclusion |
The Louisiana Chemical Association,Supports the EPA’s proposals to retain the 2015
primary and secondary ozone NAAQS. LCA appreciates the opportunity to comment on theSe

proposals.

8 85 Fed. Reg. at 49906: “The CASAC provided its advice regarding the current secondary standard in the context of its review of
the draft PA (Cox, 2020a).193 In so doing, the CASAC concuired with the PA conclusions, stating that it ““finds, in agreement
with the EPA, that the available evidence does not reasonably call into question the adequacy of the current secondary ozone
standard and concurs that it should be retained’’ (Cox, 2020a, p. 1).”



