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ACRONYMS

AB = Assembly Bill
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AQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District
AQMP = Air Quality Management Plan

ATCM = Airborne toxic control measure
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MICR = Maximum individual cancer risk
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OEHHA = Office of Environmental Health Hazard Ass@aent
O&M = Operation and maintenance
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VOC = Volatile Organic Compound
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The final draft Air Toxics Control Plan is a plangidocument designed to examine the overall
direction of the South Coast Air Quality Managem®strict's (AQMD’s) air toxics control
program. Development and implementation of stiategtiatives will require partnerships with
other agencies, the regulated community, environahgmnoups, and the public. The plan is not
required by state or federal law, so it will notdadmitted as a part of the State Implementation
Plan (SIP). Nor will it be a legally binding docent. Staff will seek the Governing Board's
approval of the plan as a planning document fosibdes future action. Such action would direct
staff to further proceed with identified control strategyiand determine the feasibility of
developing such strategies. If so directed byBbard, staff will further evaluate and refine each
strategy. Strategies that are deemed viable andi#tniin the AQMD’s jurisdiction will each be
brought to the Board for further consideration tlgio the normal public review process.
Strategies that are to be implemented by othercagemwill be developed in a cooperative effort
and the progress will be reported back to the Bparcbdically.

(&) ("

&

The AQMD has a long and successful history of redyair toxics and criteria emissions in the
South Coast Air Basin (Basin). Efforts at the lpctate, and federal level contribute to the
continuing reduction of pollution. AQMD has an emsive control program, including
traditional and innovative rules and policies. AQMorks closely with stakeholders to develop
requirements that achieve air quality objectivekilevbeing sensitive to economic issues. Air
guality continues to improve in this region, altgbunuch work is needed before Basin residents
will have healthful air.

The concept for a final draft Air Toxics ControlaRl is an outgrowth of the Environmental
Justice principles and the Environmental Justidgatives adopted by the Governing Board in
October 1997. Extensive air monitoring under Emwmental Justice Initiative #2 (Multiple Air
Toxics Exposure Study, MATES Il) and work under Eonmental Justice Initiative #10 (related
to air toxics rules for new and existing sourcegjhlighted the need for a more systematic
approach to reducing air toxics emissions.

Public Process

Development of the final draft Air Toxics ControlaR is part of the culmination of a two-year
effort on air toxics issues. In September 1998,@vverning Board reviewed and approved the
concept of the plan. At that time, staff was deecto proceed with development of a broad
policy document for reducing air toxics. This dtien included development of potential
control concepts and programs that may go beyomcerduongoing programs and efforts to
implement the existing AQMP.

Since that time, staff has developed and presethiedglan concepts to the AQMP Advisory
Committee and the Rules 1401/1402 Working Grouprderew and input. The plan overview
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was presented at a series of four public consattatieetings in various locations throughout the
Basin in January 2000 and input was requested oreraus issues.

The final draft plan is designed to complement exisAQMD efforts and programs in place at
the state and federal levels. Development and amehtation of strategies will require
partnerships with other agencies, the regulatechaamity, environmental groups, and the public.

Implementation of the strategies identified in gi@n which are determined to be feasible will be
primarily achieved through the adoption of new mreaded rules and regulations with economic
and environmental analyses included. Strategesrédguire new or amended rules will each be
brought to the Board for consideration. Othertsg®s may also be brought to the Board for
consideration. Implementation may also includeettgsment of new or enhanced programs,
including actions by federal, state, or local agenh@ther than the AQMD. Some of the

strategies involve sources that can only legallyp@ctically be regulated by state or federal
agencies. One of the main functions of the platoisutline needs for planning purposes to
allow the best use of agency resources for plahementation.

Purpose

The goal of the plan is to reduce air toxic expesun an equitable and cost-effective manner
that will promote clean, healthful air for Basirsidents and businesses. As such, the plan seeks
to identify measures which are technically feastrl@re expected to be technically feasible and
cost-effective in the next ten years.

The proposed final draft Air Toxics Control Plaremdifies potential strategies to reduce toxic
levels in the Basin over the next ten years. TBodktent the strategies are implemented by the
relative agencies, the plan will improve public lledy reducing health risks associated with
both mobile and stationary sources. Exposurexic &@ir contaminants (TACS) can increase the
risk of contracting cancer or result in other dalietus health effects which target such systems as
cardiovascular, reproductive, hematological, orvoes. The health effects may be through
short-term, high-level or “acute” exposure or ldegm, low-level or “chronic” exposure.

About one in four people in the United States amitrcancer. Although exposure to

environmental pollution only accounts for an estedatwo percent of cancer cases, this
exposure is largely involuntary and preventable] tirerefore warrants reasonable attempts at
mitigation.

The toxics plan reviews the current air toxic levahd key toxic pollutants that contribute to the
overall risk levels. It projects the future aixiws levels taking into consideration existing
federal, state, and local programs that potentiaffigect future toxic emissions, including
implementation of the AQMP. The control strategaentified in the air toxics plan go beyond
the current ongoing toxics reduction efforts. Thegategies are either currently feasible or will
be feasible over the next ten years. The plaiullf implemented, in conjunction with existing
emission reduction programs, will result in sigraint reductions in air toxics risks from both
mobile and stationary sources.
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Background

Staff has evaluated the ongoing efforts targetingesulting in the reduction of TACs. Local,
state and federal programs were considered. Lmograms include the AQMD’s Regulation
XIV that focuses mainly on TACs, and source-specifles under Regulations IV and XI which
focus on criteria pollutants. Some volatile orgaompounds (VOC) are also TACs and some
particulate matter (PM) emissions are toxic metdlbus, TACs are sometimes reduced through
source-specific rules for criteria pollutants ad @missions.

The California Air Resources Board (CARB), is thiats agency responsible for implementing
control measures affecting sources statewide, ascthose for mobile sources and consumer
products. They are also involved in the contralliesel particulates, a recently declared toxic air
contaminant, from internal combustion engines (ICE$he federal Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) conducts programs addressing air soxttat include the federal National
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants NBPS), Integrated Urban Air Toxics
Strategy, Residual Risk Program, and the Cumul&kmosure Project.

An analysis of ongoing programs at the local, statel federal level estimated an overall toxic
reduction by 2010 from 1998 levels of about 28 petcwith mobile sources continuing to be the
predominant contributor to the overall risk (.89 percent). Further information on these
ongoing efforts may be found in Chapter Il of tHmcument.

Strateqies for Additional Reductions

In addition to the ongoing projects, the final drair Toxics Control Plan introduces four “early-
action”, 9 stationary source, and 13 mobile sowuostrol strategies. Based on the control
strategies identified in the plan, preliminary asa& indicates that the overall risk in the Basin
could be reduced an additional 31 percent beyoade¢maining risk level estimated with the
implementation of current programs and rules. fadtiX-1 illustrates the year 2010 estimate of
the Basin-wide risk levels with implementation b&€t1997 AQMP, as amended in 1999 (which
includes quantifiable reductions from local, stated federal ongoing programs), and strategies
identified in the final draft Air Toxics Control &h.

The 1998 Basin-wide risk levels represent risk le\adter implementation of existing local,
state, and federal requirements affecting air gxrecluding AQMD Regulation XIV rules, state
ATCMs, and federal NESHAPs. Significant reducti¢trave occurred since the late 1980s for
many sources.
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Figure EX-1
Estimated Basin-Wide Risk Levels
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Implementation of the plan would extend over ayear period and require the cooperative
efforts of the AQMD, local governments, CARB anddeal EPA. Control strategies would be
prioritized through a set of criteria. An extersigutreach program would be implemented.
Periodic monitoring of the plan would assess tHec#f/eness of the programs in reducing
TACs.

Partnership

Many of the key contributors to the air toxics esioss in the Basin are not directly under the
AQMD’s jurisdiction. Action by other governmenteagies will be required to reduce emissions
from some sources. Therefore, this document iggded to highlight the need for action and
stimulate partnerships and creative solutions docig air toxics. An important element of this
partnership is to increase the role of local gonernts.

Format of this Document

This document is organized into six chapters, eadtiressing a specific topic. Each of the
chapters is summarized below.

Chapter | discusses the background on air toxim3yding carcinogenic and non-cancer health
risks, health risk assessments, regulatory histbeyEnvironmental Justice Initiatives, and legal
authority.

Chapter Il examines historic and current air toxesgels, including a comparison of 1987 and
1998 levels as measured under MATES | and the tigasampleted MATES Il study.

Chapter Ill describes the current air toxics cdnstoategies and ongoing efforts, as well as the
projected future air toxics levels associated witintinued implementation of those strategies,
and addresses the need for further reductions bexacs emissions.
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Chapter IV identifies air toxics control strategifes stationary and mobile sources that are
additional to the ongoing efforts, as well as tha@gxted future air toxics levels associated with
implementation of those strategies.

Chapter V presents the proposed implementation oappr including control strategy
prioritization criteria, and discussion about eamimental and socioeconomic issues, outreach,
and monitoring of the plan.

Chapter VI discusses key issues, comments recaeaveldstaff’'s recommendations.

The Appendices include specific information regagdifACs addressed in the plan, state and
federal air toxic requirements, Environmental &stinitiatives, current mobile source control

programs, federal and state requirements, and @sti®on of baseline and future air toxic

emission levels.
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Toxic Air Contaminants

A substance is considered toxic if it has the pidéto cause adverse health effects in humans.
A toxic substance released to the air is considar€AC or “air toxic”. TACs are identified by
state and federal agencies based on a review délaleascientific evidence. Federal agencies
also use the term hazardous air pollutant (HAR)thé state of California, TACs are identified
through a two-step process that was establisheti988 under the Toxic Air Contaminant
Identification and Control Act , Assembly Bill (AB)807, Tanner. This two-step process of risk
identification and risk management was designegrédect residents from the health effects of
toxic substances in the air.

Exposure to TACs can potentially increase the o$kcontracting cancer or result in other
adverse health effects (e.g., birth defects). TA@&s cause health effects through both short-
term, high-level or "acute" exposure and long-telow-level or "chronic" exposure. Many
TACs are hydrocarbon substances or varieties ollsetA health risk assessment is used to
estimate the likelihood that an individual wouldntract cancer or experience other adverse
health effects as a result of exposure to liste@3ATACs are regulated by the AQMD based on
the recommendations of the Office of Environmertaalth Hazard Assessment (OEHHA).
OEHHA is the state agency responsible for develppisk assessment methodologies and risk
factors to be used for conducting risk evaluatighgereby establishing a state-wide standard
procedure for evaluating potential health risks.rigk assessment consists of four components:
hazard identification, dose-response assessmegmisare assessment, and risk characterization.
The hazard identification identifies compounds et cause adverse health effects. The dose-
response assessment estimates the biological spoma given exposure to a compound. The
exposure assessment estimates the level of exptzssareompound. The risk characterization
estimates the health risk to individuals basedhenestimate of exposure and the dose-response
relationship.

Health Risks from Carcinogens and Non-cancer Toxic Air Contaminants

Exposure to TACs can increase the risk of contmgatancer or result in other deleterious health
effects. Based on recent measurements, ambieoéctwations of TACs in the AQMD from all
TAC-emitting sources pose a maximum individualtiifee cancer risk of about 1120 to 1740
chances in one million. Localized concentratioearrsources emitting TACs can be higher. A
characteristic of TAC pollution, which distinguishé& from most criteria pollutants, is that the
impact of TACs tends to be highest in close proimn sources and drops off with distance.
The cancer-causing potential of TACs is a particyablic health concern because many
scientists believed that there is no "safe" leveéxposure to carcinogens. Any exposure to a
carcinogen can pose some risk of causing cancarthdkmore, many compounds interact and
cause effects greater than that of individual cammgis involved (i.e., synergistic).
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TACs have a significant potential to cause advarsecancer health impacts as well. An EPA
study found that out of 150 chemicals, about half exeedetiealth reference levels at sites
throughout the country. The study also found #xgiosure to chemical mixtures might result in
adverse non-cancer health risks that might not redigted if only the impacts of individual
TACs were considered. Non-cancer health effectgin@ude such targets as eye, respiratory or
skin irritation, or biological systems such as taediovascular, reproductive, hematological or
nervous.

The plan addresses the reduction of many diffecantinogenic and non-carcinogenic TACs.
See Appendix A — Table A-1 for examples of typesheélth effects for many of the TACs
addressed in the final draft Air Toxics Controliirla

Health Risk Assessment

About one in four people in the United States amitrcancer. Although exposure to
environmental pollution only accounts for an estedatwo percent of cancerases this
exposure is largely involuntary and, to a greaeettpreventable. Risk from carcinogens is
expressed as an added lifetime risk of contraatemcer as a result of a given exposure. For
example, if the emissions from a facility are estied to produce a risk of one-in-one million to
the most exposed individual, that individual's ateanf contracting cancer has been increased by
one chance in one million over and above his orchance of contracting cancer from all other
factors. Other components may include factors sisctiiet, smoking, and heredity. This added
risk to a maximally exposed individual is referedas a "maximum individual cancer risk" or
MICR.

Health risk assessment for non-cancer TACs estsrhie likelihood of adverse health effects
resulting from the exposure to specific compounB®A and OEHHA evaluate the non-cancer
health effects from animal and human studies terdehe and identify substances that have the
potential to cause non-cancer effects in humamsneSexamples of non-cancer impacts include
headaches, dizziness, coughing, nausea, asthrhaarakirritation of any part of the body (such
as the eyes, throat, or skin). If sufficient evide for non-cancer effects exist, a reference
concentration (RfC) or a reference exposure leRélL( is developed for human exposure. The
RfC and the REL are established at exposure ldglialswould not produce any adverse health
effect. The concentration divided by this threshigl the hazard index (HI). A HI greater than
one (1.0) indicates that the concentration excdeglsecommended threshold and adverse health
effects may occur.

Requlatory History

AQMD has adopted numerous source-specific toxitesr(primarily in Regulation XIV). Many
were adopted pursuant to AB 1807. This Califoi®iate legislative bill is a rigorous two-step
program. CARB identifies substances as TACs andl #ld®pts airborne toxic control measures

U.S. EPA, Toxic Air Pollutants and Noncancer He&ltbks; Screening Studies. Office of Planning
Standards, Final External Review Draft. Septemi9&01
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(ATCMSs) to control TAC emissions from specific soes. To date, eight ATCMs have been
promulgated. Corresponding AQMD regulations aseeti in Appendix A — Table A-2. Three

rules (Rules 461, 1169, and 1102.1) existed as AQMI@s regulating volatile organic

compounds before they were revised pursuant todhresponding ATCMs.

Based on the needs of the area, two other sousmfisprules (1420 and 1410) were adopted by
AQMD to address emissions and the correspondithkgafispecific compounds and operations.
Rule 1420 — Emissions Standard for Lead, reduces éenissions from stationary sources that
process lead. Rule 1410 — Hydrogen Fluoride Seomatd Use, currently stayed by judicial
decree, specifies conditions and places restrigtoonthe storage and use of hydrogen fluoride by
chemical manufacturers and refineries.

Environmental Justice Initiatives

In October 1997, the AQMD’s Governing Board adoptedesolution that directed staff to
implement ten Environmental Justice Initiatives. ligt of the initiatives and a description of
each is provided in Appendix B. One of those atitles, Environmental Justice Initiative #10,
was to reopen Rule 1401 - New Source Review of d@ér Contaminants, and Rule 1402 -
Control of Toxic Air Contaminants from Existing Soas, for public comment. Rule 1401
establishes permitting requirements for new, reékxtand modified sources that emit toxic air
contaminants. Rule 1401 was adopted in June H80has been amended several times, most
recently in August 1999. Rule 1402 requires redastfrom existing sources that emit air toxics
above certain thresholds. Rule 1402 is schedaledrhendment in March 2000.

Another initiative, Environmental Justice Initiaiw2, included an extensive monitoring effort in
the Basin to measure ambient air toxics emissivelde This study, MATES IlI, was completed
in the fall of 1999 and was published in Novemb@94 for a 90-day public review. The results
of the MATES Il program were used to establishlibeeline of current air toxics levels. Future
emission levels have been projected based on ingolition of existing state, local, and federal
regulatory programs and the strategies in thid finaft Air Toxics Control Plan.

Legal Authority

The AQMD’s authority to regulate TACs has been kiagding and has been recognized by the
California Supreme Court in Western Oil and Gasogggion vs. Monterey Bay Unified Air
Pollution Control District (49 Cal. 3d 408). Hdualand Safety Code (H&SC) Section 39656
states: "It is the intent of the Legislature tiia¢ state board and the districts implement a
program to regulate toxic air contaminants thatl wilable the state to receive approval to
implement and enforce emission standards and o#gglirements for air pollutants subject to
Section 112 of the federal act (42 U.S.C. Sec. Y4Ibhe state board and the districts may
establish a program that is consistent with theuireqments for state programs set forth in
subsection (1) of Section 12 and Section 502 offéaeral act (42 U.S.C. Sec. 7412(l) and
7661(a)). Nothing in this chapter requires that pinogram be identical to the federal program
for hazardous air pollutants as set forth in tlteefal act.” Section 39657 of the H&SC specifies
that the state shall identify TACs. Thus, the AQMalows the state agency OEHHA's
recommendations for identifying a TAC and uses @ased risk values.
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H&SC Section 40440 (b)(3) requires the AQMD to ud# indirect source controls in those
areas "in which there are high-level, localizedasnirations of pollutants or with respect to any
new source that will have a significant effect ancaality in the South Coast Air Basin." AB
2588, which applies directly to toxics, and H&SCctsm 44391et seq. require the AQMD to
reduce toxic emissions from facilities having sfmaint risk. Significant risks are defined in
Rule 1402.

Relative to mobile sources, the AQMD has histoljcaffected emissions through trip reduction
programs. The AQMD has authority for certain trggluction programs, fleet-type rules, and
diesel fuel combustion rules through H&SC Sectidd447.5 and 40447.6. The AQMD will be
working closely with CARB and EPA to control TACéat are within their regulatory
jurisdictions. CARB has primary authority for régting fuels and establishing vehicle emission
standard€CARB is also responsible for programs controllimgigsions from consumer products
and portable internal combustion engines (ICEd)e federal government (EPA) is responsible
for controlling emissions from such sources as shydanes, trains and trucks. The most
prevalent TAC emitted from all these sources isd@i@articulate, recently identified by the state
as carcinogenic and also as potentially causingnotihealth impacts.

Staff is seeking the Board’s approval of the planaaplanning document for possible future
actions. As a result, the Board’s action is natdbig and does not commit the AQMD to a

definitive course of action. Therefore, it is @otlecision to carry out a project that triggers the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Indition, the final draft plan would be exempt

from CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15262general description of the type of

environmental evaluation associated with the fohalft plan is presented in Chapter V. Viable
strategies that are under AQMD’s jurisdiction ve#ich be brought to the Board for consideration
and approval. At that time, any appropriate emumental and economic analyses would be
conducted.
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Introduction

The AQMD conducted a study in 1987 to assess =mictdevels in the Basin. That study, called
the Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study (MATES I),ntegrated measured ambient
concentrations, population distribution, and heaish data for individual chemical species to
estimate regional inhalation exposure, risk, anchimer of potential excess cancer cases. Of the
20 TACs studied and the state of knowledge of p@kerisk of individual compounds at that
time, benzene emissions and hexavalent chromiumtimadyreatest potential impact on the
Basin’s population. The estimated Basin risk lewak around 600-in-one million. Given the
current state of knowledge of toxic air contamisarit is expected that this number would be
much higher. In addition, the MATES | study ind&é that mobile sources were significant
contributors to the overall risk levels.

Since the late 1980s, CARB has maintained a netwbrix monitoring stations in Southern
California to measure selected gaseous organi¢ac metal compounds. Examining this rich
historical data set provides a historical perspectif the trend in air toxics levels in the Basin.
The trends in cancer risks for the six stationssti@vn in Figure 1. Cancer risks are shown by
the six most important TACs and three categoridled&Others.” Diesel particulates, which are
now considered carcinogenic but were not measurdéuki past, are not included in this analysis.
As shown in Figure 1, cancer risks have decreagmifisantly at all stations since 1990. The
improvement is primarily due to reductions in bereand 1,3-butadiene concentrations (70 to
80 percent) from reformulated gasoline and secadgdeom decreases in hexavalent chromium
concentrations (8 to 20 percent) from controls ¢atipg and other sources such as cooling
towers.

The Multiple Air Toxics Emissions Study (MATES II)

During 1998 and 1999, the AQMD conducted a secodIE5 program to further understand
the current air toxics setting in the Basin. Tésufts of MATES Il were released in March 2000.
MATES Il examined the potential risk of over 30 knotoxic air contaminants including diesel
particulates. The MATES Il results indicate thia¢ Basincancer risk is around 1,400-in-one
million when diesel emissions are considered (tlesimrisk is around 400- to 600-in-one
million excluding diesel emissions). Figure 2 $litates the relative contribution to the overall
risk, as measured under the MATES Il program, byitoang station. The MATES II results
also indicate that higher risk levels are seenhi@ more industrialized areas of the Basin
(specifically the south-central portion of Los AteggeCounty; at freeway interchanges; areas near
airports; and industrial areas in Orange, Riversahel San Bernardino counties). In addition,
MATES Il indicates that risk levels tend to be heglluring the fall and winter months, when the
meteorological conditions are more stagnant.

Further examination of the toxic air contaminamsd #he sources of these TACs indicates that
mobile sources are still significant contributarsrisk levels in the Basin. The stationary source
emissions of TACs contribute around 200-in-oneiomlto the overall estimated risk levels.
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Stationary source TACs tend to be around the saned year-round. However, mobile source
TACs tend to be higher during the fall and wintemnths.

Figure 3 compares the estimated cancer risks fronTES | and MATES Il. The MATES |
measurement program took place from May 1986 toil Ai#87, whereas the MATES I
measurement program was conducted from April 1998arch 1999. Three stations are
common to both studies - Los Angeles, Long Beact,Rubidoux. Only pollutants common to
both sampling programs are shown in Figure 3. dditeon, cadmium and ethylene dibromide
are eliminated in the comparison since their detedimits are significantly different between
the studies. The data from MATES | are taken fitables 4-1 and 4-2 of the MATES | report
Cancer risks since MATES | have decreased. Theedse reflects the implementation of
several federal, state, and local toxic reductisogmms that have resulted in substantial
reductions in many key TACs, such as benzene, dt@diene, hexavalent chromium, and
perchloroethylene.

As part of MATES II, computer modeling of air toxemissions was conducted to estimate
cancer risk levels in the Basin. For the modeluations, the Urban Airshed Model (UAM) was
used to simulate the dispersion of air toxic conmusubased on their emission rates. The UAM
has been the EPA’s recommended model for ozoneratat demonstrations. There are several
models currently available for ozone simulationhe3e models are undergoing evaluations as
potential models for the next AQMP revision. Whitee EPA’s version of the UAM may be
considered dated, the model has been proven fareoaos quality analysis. Specifically, the
dispersion algorithms are still appropriate to wral the dispersion of inert species (or
compounds).

In addition to the EPA’s version of UAM, a speciarsion of UAM (called UAM-TOX) is
applied to simulate the atmospheric reactions détile organic compounds and oxides of
nitrogen (NOX) to account for the formation andiestruction of several toxic VOC compounds.
Specifically, the UAM-TOX is used to model VOC cooymds such as 1,3-butadiene, toluene
and styrene (which react in the atmosphere) andboogls such as formaldehyde and
acetaldehyde (which form in the atmosphere).

The UAM simulation results were evaluated with theasured data from MATES Il. The reader
is referred to the MATES Il report, Chapter IV, farmore detailed discussion of the model
evaluation. For this plan, the UAM and UAM-TOX nedsl were used to project future toxic

concentration levels with implementation of the Z99QMP, as amended in 1999. Figures 4
and 5 show the spatial distribution of model estedaisk in the Basin for the year 1998. As

seen in these figures, the highest model estintékdevels generally occur in the south-central
portions of Los Angeles County and along freewayidors. When diesel emission sources are
excluded from the estimated risk, higher risks esémated along freeway corridors and at
freeway interchanges. In addition, there are ‘Gegl” hotspots around major commercial

airports (see Figure 4).

Analysis of Ambient Data from Potential Toxics “Hepots” in the South Coast Air Basin. Planning
Division, South Coast Air Quality Management Distri September 1988.
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The MATES Il program measured the ambient concgatrdevels of 30 air toxics compounds.
The results of the study indicate that, on a regjitnasis, the cancer risk is driven by a smaller
subset of these compounds. Based on the MATES&sUIts, Table 1 contains a list of the key
toxics driving the risk in the Basin.

Table 1
Key Toxic Compounds

Diesel Particulate
1,3-Butadiene
Benzene

Hexavalent Chromium

Formaldehyde

Perchloroethylene
Acetaldehyde
Nickel
Methylene Chloride

Trichloroethylene

A current year inventory (1998) was developed fase air toxics. Appendix E describes the
inventory methodology and presents the toxics ittugrby major source categories and relative
contribution by source category. An emissions imeey provides the basis for developing
effective control strategies and the relative dbntion by source category.

Figure 6 illustrates the source apportionment Byctty-weighted emissions for the Basin . This
figure summarizes the overall emission distributlmased on the 1998 inventory, excluding
natural sources. In this figure, the emissionsvigexd in Appendix E, Table E-2, have been
weighted by their unit risk factors. The weightedues are then apportioned to three categories:
on-road, off-road, and stationary. For 1998, al8&upercent of the toxicity-weighted emissions
are contributed by on-road and off-road sourcesh vmore than half coming from on-road
sources. Stationary sources account for five pércd the toxicity-weighted emissions.
Consistent with the ambient measurements in the BT study, the emissions inventory also
identifies mobile sources as a major contributothe total toxic emissions for all key toxic
compounds except for methylene chloride, perchtbgdene, trichloroethylene, and nickel.

The data obtained from the MATES Il study cannoubed to determine comparable risk with
other areas of the country. Data existing for oHreas is approximately ten years old and does
not reflect the same pollutants measured or usiit factors used in MATES Il. Therefore, any
direct comparison would not be a proper use ofitfiemation and would produce inaccurate
findings. EPA will be updating risk estimates foajor metropolitan areas in their Cumulative
Exposure Project document, but that will not be plated for some time.
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iene

,3 Butadiene
para-Dichlorobenzene

para-Dichlorobenzene
Perchloroethylene

Other VOCs
Other VOCs

Perchloroethylene
Benzene

Other VOCs
B Hexavalent Chromium

E Hexavalent Chromium
Perchloroethylene

O carbon Tetrachloride

Benzene

M Other PM

Ocarbon Tetrachloride
B 1,3 Butadiene

OPAHs
M Other PM

B Carbon Tetrachloride
OPAHs

B Hexavalent Chromium
para-Dichlorobenzene

1,3 Butad

OPAHs
M Other PM
Benzene

Figure 1*
Trends in Cancer Risk in the South Coast Air Basirand Vicinity
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