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Subject: Advisors Eye Research Shift To Boost Multi-Pollutant Air Policies

Others are pushing for a multi-pollutant, comprehensive, and coordinated approach to air quality planning (see article and specifically the highlighted quote below).  Sure seems cheaper, quicker, and more protective than continuing to consider these problems in relative isolation.  

How many of you make at least a mental plan of what errands you need to run on the weekends?  And how many of you figure out how much time you will need to run the errands, what parts of town you will need to go to, how much money you can spend, and what are your priority errands before you start driving?  I would guess most if not all.  By doing this of course you get the most out of your time and money.  It should be no different for air quality planning.  Right now we are driving half way to Katy to pick up Kolaches and then realizing we’ve got 10 minutes to get back to Clear Lake for Pilate’s class.  Maybe with some comprehensive planning we would have gone to Pilates class before going to Katy for Kolaches.  Probably better for our schedule—and certainly for our digestive system.  

For more information about the SIP transformation effort, see www.sipreform.com.  


DAILY NEWS FROM INSIDEEPA.COM - MONDAY, MAY 04, 2009

Advisors Eye Research Shift To Boost Multi-Pollutant Air Policies
A key air advisory group in a pending report will urge major shifts in EPA’s emissions research including source-specific monitoring to help fill knowledge gaps on the health effects of mixtures of air pollutants, which the group hopes will bolster a move to comprehensive multi-pollutant air quality management policies. 
Still, members of NARSTO, the group releasing the report, say there remain major barriers that limit the long-needed shifts in air quality research and management decisions. For example, legal requirements focus monitoring and research on specific pollutants, which may ignore potent toxics. There is also a need to develop new research methods to accurately model exposure to mixtures of complex pollutants from sources such as traffic. 
NARSTO -- a public/private partnership among the United States, Canada and Mexico to advance policy-relevant research on air pollution -- is aiming to motivate such difficult shifts in emissions research and monitoring through a report on multi-pollutant accountability set for release this summer. 
“Air quality management should identify and assess the most significant exposures, risks and uncertainties and take a multi-pollutant approach to controlling emissions that pose the greatest threat,” NARSTO’s William Pennell said at the group’s executive committee meeting April 15 in Washington, D.C. The group also says source-specific monitoring is needed to improve personal exposure estimates and assessment of health impacts. 
The report aims to help refocus research on gaining an understanding of which specific pollutants are causing the most problems and in which combinations. There is also suspicion that certain mixtures of pollutants may worsen the health and environmental effects of any individual pollutant. 
“All exposures are from complex mixtures . . . The biggest knowledge gaps are what causes what and what combinations are important,” Joe Mauderly of Lovelace Respiratory Research Institute said at the meeting. “Our current knowledge precludes apportioning effects among hundreds of pollutants.” 
Concern in the research community is growing that reduction strategies to meet national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) are targeting criteria pollutants such as ozone and particulate matter (PM), while each of those pollutants is the product of complex mixtures of individual reactive constituents. 
Each constituent is not studied for its level of toxicity within the pollutant mix, and some experts suspect that some constituents are causing more harm than others. If targeted directly as opposed to through total PM regulation, better health outcomes could be achieved more efficiently, they say. 
In addition, the monitoring network is currently situated so as to not be influenced by particular sources, while concern grows that there is a dearth of data about simultaneous exposures to ozone, PM and other emissions from sources such as roadways. For example, one researcher involved in the NARSTO report is faulting EPA’s monitoring network for the ongoing review of the PM NAAQS, saying in recent comments that it is not sufficiently located to be able to inform evaluation of exposures to individual components of coarse PM from a roadway. 
The National Research Council called for a shift to multi-pollutant air quality management in 2004, but progress has been slow. EPA implemented a pilot program in 2007 in which a few states agreed to do the additional work of creating an umbrella plan to implement air toxics and criteria pollutant reduction strategies, but the plan was met with skepticism in part because the agency did not provide any funding. 
NARSTO’s report may help reinvigorate the effort, however. The group’s reports have influenced EPA’s policy agenda in the past, and several high-level officials contributed to the conclusions in the upcoming report. These include Ron Wyzga of the Electric Power Research Institute, EPA Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards economist Brian Hubbell, Science Advisory Board member Chris Frey, former EPA Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee (CASAC) chair Joe Mauderly, CASAC PM NAAQS review panel member Ken Dmerjian, and ozone NAAQS review panel member Daniel Jacob. 
A risk-based framework for assessing exposures to mixtures of air pollution is a necessary first step toward the more comprehensive multi-pollutant management regime that NARSTO, EPA, some states and researchers are aiming to create, experts say. They also say the new management scheme should be incorporated alongside an “accountability” mechanism that evaluates the effectiveness of measures to reduce emissions. 
NARSTO says its recommendations are not aimed at justifying tighter or weaker air standards. “We’re not talking about changing the current regulations but about evolving research and management goals to address current needs,” Mauderly said at the recent meeting. Mauderly wrote the chapter on outstanding needs in health effects research, which he says does not fully capture the true social health burden created by air pollution. 
Increased scientific understanding about the toxicity of pollutants like ozone and the costly health burden of the disease and premature mortality associated with it has led to strict standards. In March 2008, former EPA Administrator Stephen Johnson strengthened the ozone standard from 84 parts per billion (ppb) to 75 ppb, despite industry objections. 
But EPA is now reconsidering the standard after environmentalists challenged it in court for not being at least as strict as CASAC’s call for a maximum level of 70 ppb. The case is similar to one the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit recently decided on the PM NAAQS, where it ruled against the 2006 standard because EPA did not sufficiently explain why it set a weaker standard than CASAC said was justified by the science. 
Now, scientists are seeking to fill key gaps in their knowledge by extending research into analyzing each constituent of the emissions that react to form complex pollutants like ozone and PM. The hope is that standards can become more targeted on the specific constituents that do the most damage to human health and the environment. 
Scientists have far to go to figure out how to undertake such research, however. Mauderly praised a recent call for proposals on multi-pollutant research from the Health Effects Institute (HEI), but the call underscores the difficulty in developing methods to address remaining knowledge gaps. HEI notes that current statistical models do not effectively estimate health outcomes related to pollutant mixtures. It calls the development of advanced methods and new statistical approaches “important and difficult.” 
The NARSTO report calls for measurements in proximity to certain major sources of pollution, such as roadways within urban areas, to aid exposure modeling. Experts say they need a few detailed, targeted monitoring and sampling efforts in key areas that can serve as examples of multi-pollutant effects. 
But barriers also exist there, as monitoring for the ongoing review of the PM standard shows. Dmerjian says in recent comments on the ongoing PM NAAQS review that monitors in EPA’s NCore system are not sufficiently located to be able to inform evaluation of exposures to individual components of coarse PM from a roadway. 
“The majority (if not all) of urban NCore monitoring sites are not deployed in locations to adequately sample [coarse PM] exposures. The likely source regions impacting [coarse PM] exposures in urban areas are traffic related and associated with populations situate within 500 [meters] of major highways,” Dmerjian says in Feb. 11 comments. -- Jenny Johnson 

