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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Office of Inspector General 

At a Glance 

2006-P-00025 
May 15,2006 

Monitoring Needed to Assess Impact of EPA's 
Clean Air Mercury Rule on Potential Hotspots 

EPA brought significant scientific, technical, and modeling expertise to bear in 
developing a specific methodology to consider the potential for mercury hotspots. 
Several uncertainties associated with key variables in the analysis could affect the 
accuracy of the Agency's conclusion that the Clean Air Mercury Rule (CAMR) 
will not result in "utility-attributable" hotspots. We noted: 

gaps in available data and science for mercury emissions estimates, 
limitations with the model used for predicting mercury deposition, 
uncertainty over how mercury reacts in the atmosphere, and 
uncertainty over how mercury changes to a more toxic form in waterbodies. 

Two recent studies support the need for additional monitoring to ensure that EPA's 
analysis has properly estimated the contribution of local, regional, and global 
sources on U.S. deposition. These studies are "Mechanisms of Merculy Removal 
by 0 and OH in the Atmosphere," published in Atmospheric Environment in June 
2005; and "Soz~rces of Merculy Wet Deposition in Eastern Ohio, USA," submitted 
for publication in a scientific journal in February 2006. Results of both studies . 
were not available until after EPA issued CAMR in March 2005, and thus could 
not have been considered in EPA's deliberations on CAMR. Although EPA 
indicated in CAMR that it would monitor the impact of the cap-and-trade rule on 
mercury deposition, the Agency has not yet developed a monitoring plan for this 
purpose. Without field data from an improved monitoring network, EPA's ability 
to advance mercury science will be limited and "utility-attributable" hotspots that 
pose health risks may occur and go undetected. 

Based on our interpretation of CAMR, EPA could not take action to mitigate a 
mercury hotspot unless the Agency first determined that the hotspot was solely 
"utility-attributable." Therefore, EPA could not require additional utility emission 
reductions if utilities contributed significantly, but not solely, to a mercury 
hotspot. This could limit EPA's ability to mitigate human health hazards by 
reducing potentially harmful levels of mercury in waterbodies and fish tissue. 
This could also limit EPA's ability to reduce the number of waterbodies with fish 
consumption advisories. 

We recommend that EPA develop and implement a mercury monitoring plan to 
(1) assess the impact of CAMR, if adopted, on mercury deposition and fish tissue; 
and (2) evaluate and refine mercury estimation tools and models. Further, if 
CAMR is adopted after the rule reconsideration process is complete, we 
recommend that EPA clarify in the final rule that the "utility-attributable" hotspot 
definition does not establish a prerequisite for making future revisions to CAMR. 
In response to the draft report, the Agency agreed that additional mercury a monitoring is needed and explained that CAMR does not estabiish the "utility- 

% attributable" hotspot definition as a prerequisite for future changes to CAMR. 
% b  



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 

OFFICE OF 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 

May 15,2006 

MEMORANDUM 

SUBJECT: Monitoring Needed to Assess Impact of EPA's 
Clean Air Mercury Rule on Potential Hotspots 
Report No. 2006-P-00025 

TO: William' L. Wehrum 
Acting Assistant Administrator for Air and Radiation 

This is our report on the subject evaluation conducted by the Office of Inspector General (OIG) 
of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). This report contains findings that should 
help EPA to better monitor the impact of the Clean Air Mercury Rule and refine performance 
standards under the rule, if necessary. This report represents the opinion of the OIG and the 
findings in this report do not necessarily represent the final EPA position. Final determinations 
on matters in the report will be made by EPA managers in accordance with established 
procedures. 

Action Required 

In accordance with EPA Manual 2750, as the action official, you are required to provide a 
written response within 90 days of the final report date. The response should address all 
recommendations. For the corrective actions planned but not completed by the response date, 
please describe the actions that are ongoing and provide a timetable for completion. Where you 
disagree with a recommendation, please provide alternative actions for addressing the findings 
reported. 

We appreciate the,efforts of EPA managers and staff in working with us to develop this report. 
If you or your staff have any questions regarding this report, please contact me at 202-566-0847, 
or Rick Linthurst at 91 9-541 -4909. 

Sincerely, 

k ~ p  . o enc 

Acting Inspector General 
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Purpose 

A prior Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Office of Inspector General 
(OIG) report cited concerns about EPA's limited assessment of the potential for 
mercury hotspots resulting from a cap-and-trade program under the Clean Air 
Mercury Rule (CAMR). We issued this prior report, Additional Analyses of . 
Mercury Emissions iVeeded Before EPA Finalizes Rules for Coal-Fired Electric 
Utilities (Report No. 2005-P-00003), on February 3,2005. In support of CAMR, 
EPA conducted a detailed analysis of mercury emissions and deposition and 
concluded that "utility-attributable" hotspots would not occur after 
implementation of the mercury emissions trading program. 

EPA's Water Quality Trading Assessment Handbook defines hotspots as 
"localized areas with unacceptably high levels of pollutants." In this evaluation 
report, however, a hotspot is a waterbody containing consumable fish with 
elevated levels of methylmercury in their tissues. 

We conducted this evaluation to assess the basis for the Agency's determination 
that CAMR would not result in "utility-attributable" hotspots. 

Background 

Mercury (Hg) is released into the atmosphere through natural processes and 
through human activities, such as combustion processes. Once emitted, 
atmospheric mercury undergoes several chemical and physical processes and can 
then be deposited to the ground or waterbodies via wet or dry processes. In wet 
deposition, mercury is deposited by precipitation, such as rain or snow. In dry 
deposition, mercury settles to the earth's surface and sticks to or is absorbed by 
trees, soil, water, or other surfaces. The largest source of airborne mercury 
emissions in the United States is the coal-fired electric utilities industry, 
representing an estimated 40 percent of total U.S. man-made airborne mercury. 

Although airborne mercury is generally not considered to be a serious health . 
concern, once mercury enters freshwater and salt-water bodies, it can 
bioaccumulate in fish and other animal tissues in its more toxic form, 
methylmercury. As methylmercury bioaccumulates in the food chain, its 
concentration becomes increasingly higher in animals at the top of the food chain 
(such as larger predatory fish) that consume smaller, contaminated organisms. 
Figure 1-1 illustrates the exposure pathway of mercury. 



Figure 1-1: How Mercury Enters the Environment 
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Fish consumption is the main route by which methylmercury harms human health. 
Excessive human exposure to methylmercury has been associated with severe 
detrimental neurological and developmental health effects. Research has shown 
that the developing fetus is at risk for impaired motor and cognitive skills. Thus, 
exposure to mercury by women of child-bearing age is of particular concern. 

Most U.S. Fish Advisories Due to Mercury Contamination 

When levels of chemical contamination in fish are considered unsafe, States, 
tribes, and territories can issue consumption advisories that may recommend that 
people limit or avoid eating certain species of fish caught in certain places. Each 
State sets its own criteria and decides which bodies of water to monitor. 
Monitored waterbodies may vary from year to year. Fish advisories are voluntary 
State recommendations not governed by Federal regulations. In 2004,44 States 
issued fish advisories for mercury. The number of mercury-related fish advisories , 

continues to rise as States increase fish tissue testing. 

EPA recently reported in its 2005 Performance and Accountability Report that the 
Agency did not meet its goal of reducing the number of overall fish advisories by 
at least 1 percent from 2002 levels. From 2003 to 2004, the number of mercury 
advisories rose from 2,362 to 2,436, or 3.1 percent. According to the 2004 
National Listing of Fish Advisories, the vast majority (68 percent) of fish 
advisories in the United States are due to mercury contamination, as illustrated in 
Figure 1-2. 



Figure 1-2: Percent of Fish Advisories for Each of the Top Five 
Bioaccumulative Contaminants in 2004 
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CAMR First Rule for Mercury Emissions from Coal-Fired Utilities 

On March 15,2005, EPA issued CAMR, which established the country's first 
regulation of mercury emissions from coal-fired power plants. CAMR uses a 
declining cap-and-trade approach to regulating coal-fired utilities under 
Section 11 1 of the Clean Air Act by setting a fixed national cap. Utilities can buy 
and sell credits among one another in a national emissions market. Utilities that 
cannot cost-effectively reduce emissions may buy allowances from units that 
reduced emissions below established allowance limits. Under CAMR, an interim 
national cap of 3 8 tons per year becomes effective in 20 10 and a final annual cap 
of 15 tons becomes effective in 201 8. EPAYs first cap is based on mercury 
reductions expected to be achieved as a co-benefit of implementing the Clean Air 
Interstate Rule, issued in March 2005. That rule requires utilities to take actions 
to reduce emissions of sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides, and those actions are 
also projected to reduce mercury emissions. 

EPA Revised its Prior Regulatory Finding Regarding Utilities 

To use a cap-and-trade program to regulate coal-fired utilities, EPA first had to 
revise a December 2000 regulatory finding1 that indicated it was appropriate 
and necessary to reguIate coal-fired utilities under Section 112 of the Clean Air 
Act. This finding required EPA to regulate utilities using a Maximum 
Achievable Control Technology (MACT) standard. MACT standards are 

' Regtilatoiy Finding on the Emissions ofHazardozrs Air Polltitants From Electric Utility Steam Generating Units, 
December 20,2000; Vol. 65, No. 245. 



industry-specific, technology-based standards designed to reduce hazardous air 
pollutant emissions. These standards can require facility owners/operators to 
meet emission limits, install emission control technologies, monitor emissions 
andlor operating parameters, and use specified work practices. In March 2005, 
EPA issued a Revision of December 2000 Regulatory   in din^,^ stating that the 
Agency no longer found it appropriate or necessary to regulate utilities under 
Section 1 12. This released the Agency from the requirement to regulate 
utilities using a MACT standard. EPA issued the finding the same day it 
issued CAMR, which established a mercury cap-and-trade program under 
Section 1 11. 

For its Revision of December 2000 Regulatory Finding, EPA interpreted 
Section 112(n) to mean that utilities alone had to be the sole cause of a health 
hazard in order to be regulated under Section 112 and subject to MACT 
standards. Specifically, EPA developed the following "utility-attributable" 
hotspot definition for its revision: ". . . a waterbody that is a source of 
consumable fish with Methylmercury tissue concentrations, attributable solely 
to utilities, greater than EPA's Methylmercury water quality criterion of 
0.3 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg)." 

EPA Response to Petitions for Reconsideration 

Several State agencies and other organizations oppose EPA's adoption of a 
cap-and-trade program for mercury. These groups separately petitioned for 
reconsideration of the Revision of December 2000 Regulatory Finding. Among 
other things, they asserted that, in its analysis, EPA underestimated the impact of 
deposition resulting from local and regional sources and overestimated the impact 
of emissions from global sources. Thus, they argue, some mercury hotspots 
already exist, and requiring sources to comply with MACT standards would 
immediately reduce deposition in those areas. Further, these opponents to the 
cap-and-trade program believe the program could result in new mercury hotspots 
if some utilities bought excess emission credits instead of reducing emissions. 

On October 21,2005, EPA reopened for public comment certain aspects of its 
CAMR and, in a separate action, reopened for public comment certain aspects of 
its Revision of December 2000 Regulatory Finding. The action to reopen 
comment on CAMR was taken in response to petitions filed by 14 States, 
5 environmental groups, a public utility, and a waste services association. The 
Agency stated that it agreed to reconsider several aspects regarding CAMR. The 
action to reopen comment on EPA's Revision ofDecember 2000 Regulatory 
Finding was based on two petitions, one from 14 States and a second from 5 
environmental groups and 4 Indian tribes. The Agency agreed to reconsider the 
legal issues underlying the decision as well as the methodology used to assess the 

Revision of December 2000 Regulatory Finding on the Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants fiom Electric Utility 
Steam Generating Units and the Removal of Coal- and Oil-fired Electric Utility Steam Generating Units from the 
Section 112(c) List; Final Rule, March 15, 2005. 
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amount of "utility-attributable" mercury levels in fish tissue and the public health 
implications of those levels. The ~ ~ e n c ~  also agreed to reconsider how it defined 
a utility hotspot for the purposes of its finding concerning regulation of Utility 
Units under Clean Air Act Section 112. Comments regarding this reconsideration 
were accepted until December 19, 2005. The Agency was still evaluating 
comments at the time our field work ended. 

Scope and Methodology 

We conducted our review from September through December 2005, in 
accordance with Governeent Auditing Standards issued by the Comptroller 
General of the United States. We performed field work at EPA's Office of Air 
and Radiation in Washington, DC; the Office of Air and Radiation's Office of 
Air Quality Planning and Standards in Research Triangle Park, North Carolina; 
the Office of Research and Development in Research Triangle Park; and the 
Office of Water in Washington. 

To answer our evaluation's objective, we examined: (1) the basis for the 
Agency's "utility-attributable" hotspot definition and the consistency of this 
definition with any prior Agency decisions regarding hotspots; (2) the key 
attributes, assumptions, and limitations of the models used to assess the impact 
of mercury emissions from coal-fired electric utility units under CAMR; and 
(3) the key variables used as inputs to the models as well as the basis for 
selecting these variables. 

To gain an understanding of the definition of "utility-attributable" hotspots, the 
modeling and analyses EPA used to determine the potential for "utility- 
attributable" mercury hotspots after CAMR, and the inputs and assumptions 
associated with the Agency's analyses, we interviewed EPA staff involved in the 
development of CAMR or knowledgeable about the processes and models used 
in EPA's analyses. We also interviewed officials from State agencies and 
external organizations familiar with CAMRYs development and EPA's hotspots 
analysis. We reviewed data and analyses developed in support of the rule, and 
selected public comments included in the rulemaking docket. We also reviewed 
related information provided by both EPA and non-EPA officials. 

Our analysis focused on t l e  key assumptions and limitations of the Community 
Multiscale Air Quality model, which was used to estimate mercury transport and 
deposition. We did not review in detail the assumptions, limitations, and 
uncertainties associated with the other models used in the Agency's analyses. 

Appendix A provides additional details on scope and methodology. 



As with any modeling assessment, uncertainties may exist. Uncertainties 
regarding EPA's analysis and conclusion that CAMR will not result in "utility- 
attributable" hotspots include : 

gaps in available data and science for mercury emissions estimates, 
limitations with the model used for predicting mercury deposition, 
uncertainty over how mercury reacts in the atmosphere, and 
uncertainty over how mercury changes to a more toxic form in 
waterbodies (i.e., methylation) and accumulates in fish tissue. 

Two recent studies support the need for additional monitoring to ensure that 
. EPA's hotspots analysis has properly estimated the contribution of local, regional, 

and global sources to U.S. deposition. These studies are: 

( 1 )  "Mechanisms of Mercury Removal by 0 3  and OH in the Atmosphere, " 
Calvert, J.G., Lindberg, S.E., (published in Atmospheric Environment, 
Volume: 39, Number: 18, Page: 3355-3367), June 5,2005, referred to in 
this report as the "Mechanisms of Mercury Removal Study;" and 

(2) "Sources of Mercury Wet Deposition in Eastern Ohio, USA," Keeler, G.J., 
et al., referred to in this report as the "Steubenville Study" (a peer review 
of the Steubenvjlle Study was completed in December 2005 and the study 
was submitted for publication in a scientific journal in February 2006). 

Results of both studies were not available until after EPA issued CAMR in March 
2005, and thus could not have been considered in EPA's deliberations on CAMR. 
We believe the uncertainties associated with its CAMR analysis underscore the 
need for EPA to develop and implement a plan for monitoring the impact of 
CAMR on mercury deposition and mercury concentrations in fish tissue. Without 
implementation of a monitoring plan and/or improvements to current models, 
"utility-attributable" hotspots that can pose health risks may occur and go 
undetected. 

EPA Analyzed Potential for "Utility-Attributable" Hotspots 

In its Revision of December 2000 Regulatory Finding, EPA states it "does not 
, believe that there will be any [utility-attributable] hot spots after implementation 

of CAIR [Clean Air Interstate Rule] and CAMR." EPA's analyses of mercury 
hotspots considered many factors that influence the way mercury is deposited to 
land and waterbodies. For its CAMR analysis, EPA used the Community 



Multiscale Air Quality (CMAQ) model as the principal tool to predict patterns of 
mercury deposition and as an important part of assessing the potential for "utility- 
attributable" mercury hotspots under CAMR. 

EPA considers the CMAQ to be the most capable model available for assessing 
the impacts of CAMR on mercury deposition within the United States. The 
model is designed to estimate pollutant concentrations and depositions over large 
areas, such as the continental United States. The model accounts for variations in 
mercury emissions, differences in the atmospheric reactions of mercury, and the 
impact of those factors on deposition. 

However, there are important limitations associated with some of the inputs EPA 
used in CMAQ for its CAMR analysis. The July 2005 Final Report: Second Peer 
Review of the CMAQ Model, conducted by an independent panel that included 
State, academic, and private organizations, notes the following limitations: 

CMAQ is a modeling system that simulates a wide rmge ofphysical, 
chemical and biological processes . . . Some of these processes are well 
understood, some reasonably well understood, and some only poorly 
understood This wide range in the level of knowledge about the 
processes being modeled, and the fact that uncertainties in characterizing 
some of the processes correspond to areas of active research worldwide, 
means that some parts of the model code are sufficiently well established 
as to be consideredfixed, while other ports of the code are under 
continuing development. 

Other models also played a role in EPA's analysis of the potential for hotspots 
under CAMR by contributing input data to CMAQ (see Appendix B for details on 
some of these other models). For example, a separate model was used to estimate 
the amount of mercury emissions from utilities based on certain economic 
assumptions, and another was used to predict weather patterns. Both the 
emissions and weather data were fed into CMAQ, and CMAQ predictions on 
deposition were fed into another model to estimate the effects of deposition on 
f!uture mercury fish tissue concentrations. 

In its hotspots anaiysis, the Agency discussed instances where conservative 
assumptions were used to avoid underestimating the impact of utilities. For 
example, in its hotspots analysis EPA did not screen out watersheds in which 
sources of mercury other than air deposition were significant. According to EPA, 
this may result in higher concentrations of methylmercury in fish being attributed 
to power plants than would be the case had EPA been able to account for non-air 
sources. In addition, EPA's hotspots analysis discusses the conservative estimates 
used in determining the oral reference dose for mercury (i.e., an estimate of the 
daily exposure to the human population, including sensitive subgroups, that is 
without an appreciable risk of deleterious effects during a lifetime). The 
reference dose and human exposure information were used to establish the water 



quality criterion for methylmercury in fish tissue, the criterion used by EPA to 
represent a mercury hotspot. 

Data and Science Gaps Exist for Mercury Emissions Estimates 

While EPA has conducted activities to greatly increase its knowledge of mercury 
emissions from coal-fired utility plants, the Agency acknowledges that some 
uncertainty still exists when estimating total and speciated3 mercury emissions 
and in projecting these emissions after implementation of various control 
technologies. 

CMAQ requires the input of emissions inventory data to predict how emissions 
will transport and deposit. CMAQ was first run with a full emissions inventory to 
establish a base case scenario assuming the presence of all emissions. Next, 
CMAQ was run with emissions from coal-fired utilities removed, in what is called 
a "zero-out7' run, to determine the impact of the variable that was zeroed out. 
EPA used this zero-out method to determine that no "utility-attributable" hotspots 
would occur after accounting for emissions reductions expected to be achieved 
from the Clean Air Interstate Rule and CAMR. 

The utility emissions input into CMAQ were developed from the Integrated 
Planning Model (IPM). The IPM is a model of the U.S. electric power sector that 
can be used to evaluate the cost and emissions impacts of proposed policies to 
limit emissions of pollutants, including mercury. EPA has used the IPM in 
rulemakings since the mid 1990's. As part of that process, EPA takes comments 
on the underlying assumptions of the model and makes changes as a result. For 
its Clean Air Interstate Rule and CAMR analyses, EPA used IPM to estimate base 
case and future year national inventories of unit-specific mercury emissions under 
different control scenarios. 

IPM uses equations (emission modification factors) to estimate utility emissions 
given the chemical composition of the coal being burned as well as various 
operating characteristics of the utility unit (e.g., type of control technology 
installed). These equations were based on various coal composition and 
emissions testing data collected during a 1999 Information Collection Request 
and more recent testing conducted by EPA, the Department of Energy, and 
industry participants. 

While extensive data have been collected on mercury emissions from coal-fired 
utilities, some data and science gaps still exist with respect to understanding the 
effectiveness of specific controls in reducing mercury emissions from coal. As 
noted in the EPA Office of Research and Development's February 18,2005, 

3 Mercury speciates into three basic forms: elemental, ionic, and particulate. Estimating the amount of speciated 
mercury emissions is important since the type of mercury emitted impacts how effectively it is captured by control 
technologies, and how it will react when emitted into the atmosphere. Differences in atmospheric reactions impact 
the amount and location of the mercury's deposition. 



update of its study on control of mercury emissions, data and science gaps exist 
with respect to existing controls that are intended to reduce emissions of other 
pollutants with the co-benefit of reducing mercury, as well as emerging 
technologies specifically designed to reduce mercury emissions. The impact of 
these uncertainties on EPA's estimates of mercury emissions in base case and 
future years is qualitatively discussed in Agency documents but has not been 
quantified. The uncertainties could impact the accuracy of the estimated utility 
emissions input into CMAQ and CMAQ's resulting deposition estimates. 

CMAQ Model Uncertainties and' Limitations 

CMAQ is useful for predicting regional and national patterns of dep~sition, but it 
has limitations that need to be carefully considered when used for modeling small 
areas of localized deposition and, thus, identifying hotspots. When emissions data 
are fed into CMAQ, the model averages the data over an area known as a "grid 
cell." CMAQ can predict deposition results over grid cells of various sizes (or 
resolutions) as specified by the modeler. 

For CMAQ, EPA used a 36 kilometer (km) grid resolution (36 km x 36 km) for 
its Clean Air Interstate Rule and CAMR modeling, which equates to a surface 
area approximately 22 miles wide by 22 miles long, or approximately 484 square 
miles. The model provides one average concentration for the entire area. For 
example, if there is only one power plant in the corner of a grid square, that 
plant's emissions are averaged over the entire 36 km x 36 km area. Averaging 
over grid cells may result in a smoothing out of areas of high and low deposition. 
EPA acknowledges this limitation in its Effectiveness Technical Support 
~ocurnen t :~  

CMAQ immediately dilute[s] simulated emissions into the entire grid 
volume in which they are released. This causes an artzficially fast dilution 
and under-represents direct deposition from air to surfaces near emission 
sources. . . 

When looking for hotspots, the ability to identify areas of localized deposition is 
important. Using the CMAQ model at 36 km x 36 km, in the opinion of some 
EPA officials we interviewed, was too coarse a resolution to be able to pinpoint 
small areas of localized deposition. Some EPA officials stated that use of a finer 
resolution, such as 12 km grid size, is possible in CMAQ. However, at very fine 
resolutions - for instance, a 4 km grid size - the meteorological components of 
the model probably fall apart and may introduce greater uncertainties in model 
results. EPA outlines three reasons for using a 36 km grid square size in its 
Effectiveness Technical Support Document. First, the larger grid size would 
account for mercury deposition that enters a watershed through groundwater 

Methodology to Generate Deposition, Fish Tissue Methylmercuiy Concentrations, and Exposuresfor Determining 
Eflectiveness of Utility Emission Controls (Eflectiveness Technical Support Document). U.S. EPA, March 15,2005. 



inflow and runoff, as opposed to a smaller grid size that may only account for 
direct inputs to surface water. Second, in larger waterbodies where there is 
substantial fishing activity, the fish species consumed by humans are likely 
migratory and the accumulation of mercury in these fish will come from 
deposition over a larger area. Third, many anglers may catch fish fiom a variety 
of waterbodies in a watershed, thus a larger grid size would account for this 
fishing pattern. 

Study Finds Different Rates of Atmospheric Chemical Reactions 

The Mechanisms of Mercury Removal Study developed information on the rates 
of atmospheric chemical reactions involving mercury that is different than rates 
used by EPA in its CAMR hotspots analysis. The study was published in June 
2005 after EPA issued CAMR. Rate constants, which quantify the speed or rate 
of chemical reactions, are the most important inputs affecting modeling results. 
The accuracy of rate constants can affect the accuracy of modeling results. 
Oxidation is an atmospheric process that makes mercury more reactive and is the 
most important reaction associated with mercury deposition. The mercury 
oxidation rate affects how quickly mercury is deposited and influences its 
properties and behavior. For example, oxidation makes elemental mercury more 
water soluble and more quickly deposited; if mercury emitted from a source 
comes out already oxidized, it can be immediately deposited near the source 
(depending on meteorological conditions and other factors). 

Results of the Mechanisms of Mercury Removal Study regarding mercury 
reactions and associated rates suggest that emissions from global sources 
potentially account for less mercury deposition in the United States than 
previously believed. This means that the contribution of global sources to U.S. 
deposition may have been overestimated in EPA's analysis and the impact fiom 
domestic sources underestimated. According to the Agency scientist responsible 
for developing mercury capabilities in CMAQ, if the study's results about rate 
constants are accurate, then chemical formulations currently used in all other 
atmospheric simulation models, including CMAQ, could be incorrect (when 
modeling mercury deposition). 

Uncertainties Noted with Methylation and Bioaccumulation 

Assumptions about methylation and bioaccumulation directly impact the resulting 
predictions about mercury fish tissue concentrations after implementation of 
CAPVIR. Mercury methylation is a complex process that occurs in the 
environment when oxidized mercury is transformed into highly toxic 
methylmercury, which bioaccumulates (builds up) in fish tissue. Some of the 
important factors affecting methylation rates and bioaccumulation were not fully 
accounted for in EPA's analysis. Also, a lack of knowledge about some factors 
used in EPA's analysis is a source of uncertainty in EPA's conclusions about 
mercury fish tissue concentrations. 



Methylation. Transformation of mercury to methylmercury occurs at varying 
speeds in different waterbodies, and EPA's analysis did not fully account for this 
variation. Methylation occurs when mercury enters waterbodies and bacteria 
transform it to methylmercury, a highly toxic and bioaccumulative form of 
mercury. Methylation of mercury occurs in waterbodies at highly variable speeds 
depending on various ecosystem-specific factors, including: the bacteria in the 
waterbody, the type of land surrounding the waterbody, the quantity of certain 
substances such as sulfate and carbon in the waterbody, and the pH (chemistry) of 
the waterbody. Thus, two adjacent waterbodies with equal mercury deposition 
can have different concentrations of mercury in fish. 

EPA's analysis did not address individual differences between waterbodies, or the 
time it takes for different waterbodies to adjust to changes in atmospheric 
deposition. The modeling assumed that the environmental factors affecting the 
formation of methylmercury remain constant. EPA acknowledges that a lack of 
knowledge about methylation is "a major contributor to overall uncertainty" in its 
analysis; however, the effect of this uncertainty on the Agency's ability to inform 
mercury control policies is highly variable. An EPA official stated that variance 
in methylation rates was taken into account because actual methylmercury fish 
tissue measurements, which reflect varying methylation rates among different 
waterbodies where measurements were obtained, were used in the "utility- 
attributable" hotspot analysis. As explained in the next section, we found that 
concerns remain about these fish tissue measurements, which call into question 
how well they address methylation uncertainties. 

Bioaccumulation. EPA's analysis did not fully account for the highly variable 
ways that mercury bioaccumulates in fish. When mercury deposition to a 
waterbody changes because of reductions in emissions, it can take time for those 
changes to be reflected in fish tissue methylmercury concentrations. Fish absorb 
methylmercury from their food and directly from water as it passes over their 
gills. To predict levels of methylmercury in fish tissue, CMAQ deposition results 
for a given area were input into a model that assumed a proportional relationship 
between declines in atmospheric mercury deposition and declines in mercury fish 
tissue concentrations. For example, a 50-percent decrease in mercury deposition 
rates was projected to lead to a 50-percent decrease in mercury concentrations in 
fish. However, drawing conclusions and making comparisons between different 
fish types is limited in that mercury bioaccumulates in highly variable ways 
among fish, both between species and within individual fish of a species. To 
establish a 2001 baseline estimate of methylmercury fish tissue concentrations, 
EPA used data from the National Listing of Fish Advisories and the National 
Lake Fish Tissue Survey: 

For included locations, samples for the same species are averaged across all 
available years (post 1998), and then the highest averagedper species 
concentration is used to represent the methylmercury concentration for that 



sample location. For example, ifthere are two species at a location, walleye 
andpike, with three sampling dates for each species, we wouldfirst average 
over the three sample datesfor each species, and then select walleye ifthe 
average for walleye is highest, or select pike ifthe average for pike is highest. 
. . . Assignment ofthe maximum average species concentration recognizes the 
greater risk to an individual consuming species with higher accumulation of 
mercury while respecting the fact that each sample for an individual species is 
only an estimate ofthe true mean concentration in that species. 

According to EPA staff, the' adequacy of current fish tissue data is sparse - it is 
patchy, non-standardized from State to State, and only identifies potential 
problems where data were actually collected. Regarding EPA's fish tissue data, 
an Agency official said, "The data does not support the conclusion that CAMR 
will not cause hotspots." In its Effectiveness Technical Support Document, EPA 
states that, among other limitations, the model it used to estimate changes in 
methylmercury fish tissue concentrations does not account for the time lag 
between a reduction in mercury deposition and a reduction in methylmercury 
concentrations in fish tissue. However, the document stated that EPA is unaware 
of any other tool for performing a national-scale assessment of the change in fish 
methylmercury concentrations resulting from reductions in atmospheric 
deposition of mercury. 

Study Shows Significant Deposition from Local Sources 

Results from the Steubenville study,' a multiyear study in the Ohio River Valley, 
found that approximately 70 percentsof mercury wet deposition at Steubenville, 
Ohio in 2003 and 2004 was attributable to local/regional coal combustion sources, 
predominantly from utility  boiler^.^ The results of the Steubenville Study suggest 
that additional monitoring is necessary to ensure that EPA's CAMR analysis has 
properly estimated the contribution of local and regional mercury deposition. 
For example, while CMAQ results do not provide an estimate of mercury wet 
deposition for Steubenville specifically (due to its 36 km x 36 km grid cell area), 
it estimated for 2001 that 44 percent of the wet deposition in the grid cell 
containing Steubenville was from coal-fired utilities. Spatial and temporal 
differences7 between the Steubenville Study and EPA's CAMR analysis do not 
allow for their results to be fully comparable; however, data from other 
monitoring sites further suggest that monitoring is needed to ensure that CMAQ 

5 A peer review of the Steubenville Study was completed in late December 2005 and it was submitted for 
publication in a scientific journal in February 2006. . 
6 The Steubenville Study results have an uncertainty bound of approximately 15 percent. This uncertainty bound 
does not follow a normal distribution pattern but is positively skewed, i.e., the upper bound of the 95 percent 
confidence interval extends fiuther from the estimate than the lower bound. 

The Steubenville Study wet deposition results are for 2003 and 2004 and (1) represent the wet deposition for a 
specific monitoring location; (2) include wet deposition for all coal-combustion sources; and (3) have quantified 
estimates of uncertainty. Conversely, the CMAQ results are for the year 2001 and (1) represent an estimate for a 
much larger area (i.e., a 36 km x 36 km grid cell); (2) represent deposition from coal-fired utilities only; and (3) do 
not quantify uncertainty. 



has not underestimated wet deposition in some locations. An Agency scientist 
noted that: 

. . .CMAQ runs conducted using 2001 emissions data for CAMR modeling 
showed that there are areas in the US.  where domestic sources create large 
areas of enhanced deposition (e.g., up to 60% of wet mercury deposition in 
some areas originatedfiom domestic coal combustion sources). The 
Steubenville measurements are consistent with these projections. As an 
example of uncertainties related to CMAQ . . . the University of Michigan has 
run a network of event-based mercury monitoring sites in the Midwest and 
Vermont and the 2001 CMAQ model runs systematically underestimate the 
deposition observed at these sites (in some cases by over a factor of 2). 

Senior Office of Air and Radiation officials told us that the Steubenville area is 
known to have higher-than-average deposition from coal-fired utilities, and that 
the preliminary monitoring results were not unexpected. OAQPS noted that for 
grid cells neighboring the Steubenville grid cell, the CMAQ model predicted that 
a higher percentage of mercury deposition was attributable to utility coal 
combustion (i.e., 57 to 71 percent). Preliminary results of the Steubenville Study 
were made available to Agency officials shortly after EPA's promulgation of 
CAMR and the Revision of December 2000 Regulatory Finding in March 2005, 
but were not available for consideration by the Agency during its promulgation of 
these rules. The Agency noted that they analyzed a number bf scientific studies in 
developing CMAQ, but our evaluation did not consider all of the scientific 
evidence EPA used in developing CMAQ. As noted in Appendix A, we did not 
evaluate all the inputs and assumptions associated with EPA's mercury hotspots 
analysis. Additional limitations of our evaluation are listed in Appendix A. 

\ 

Uncertainties Underscore Need for Mercury Monitoring Plan 

In the preamble to the Revision of December 2000 Regulatory Finding, EPA 
stated that although it believed the likelihood of a "utility-attributable" hotspot 
occurring to be "remote," it intended to closely monitor the potential for hotspots, 
continue to advance the state of the science of mercury fate and transport, and 
take appropriate action if the possibility of a "utility-attributable" hotspot arose 
after implementation of CAMR. However, at the time we completed our field 
work, EPA had not yet developed a plan for monitoring hotspots. Given the 
uncertainties associated with the inputs to the CMAQ model and the results of 
recent studies as noted, it is important for EPA to have a plan to monitor mercury 
deposition. Mercury monitoring data could assist the Agency in determining 
"utility-attributable" hotspots, and in evaluating and improving the accuracy of its 
mercury fate and transport models. Without a mercury monitoring plan, "utility- 
attributable" hotspots could potentially occur after implementation of CAMR but 
be less likely to be identified due to a lack of deposition data or reliable modeling 
techniques to identify mercury sources. 



Field measurement of mercury deposition could improve EPA's ability to conduct 
source apportionment studies to help to determine whether a hotspot was "utility- 
attributable." To assess whether CAMR results in "utility-attributable" hotspots, 
EPA must have mercury deposition data that enable it to identify the mercury 
source. Source-apportionment studies, such as that conducted by EPA in 
Steubenville, are designed to accomplish this task. Such studies estimate a 
source's contribution to mercury deposition and require the collection of 
deposition samples and measurements of trace elements in addition to mercury. 
Trace elements are elements that are co-emitted with mercury from particular 
sources, and help identify from which source(s) the deposited mercury originally 
came. For example, sulfur and selenium are trace elements associated with coal 
combustion. When these elements are in samples of deposited mercury, they 
indicate the mercury came from coal combustion sources. By employing a 
monitoring plan that incorporates more studies of this nature, EPA can better 
assess the impact that utilities have on mercury deposition and resulting fish tissue 
concentrations. 

Mercury deposition data would also help EPA improve its current understanding 
of mercury fate and transport, and allow the Agency to validate and improve 
mercury deposition estimation models and techniques. Model performance can 
be assessed by comparing model predictions to actual field data. While mercury 
deposition data are available through the Mercury Deposition Network (MDN), 
these data have important limitations for model evaluation, particularly modeling 
designed to identify mercury hotspots: 

The MDN measures only wet deposition because there is no adequate field 
methodology currently available for dry deposition. 

The MDN does not generally provide deposition monitoring data for areas 
expected to be of greatest concern for deposition from local emissions 
sources. This is because MDN monitoring sites are generally located in 
rural locations that do not have local sources of emissions. 

There are large areas of the nation with few or no WlDN monitoring sites. 

The MDN collects deposition samples on a weekly basis, so it does not 
accurately measure the impacts of individual events, such as rain or 
snowfall. 

The MDN sites do not collect trace element data, such as sulfur a d  
selenium data for coal combustion, which is needed to conduct source 
apportionment modeling. 

Due to the limitations associated with available data from the current mercury 
deposition monitoring network, EPA is currently unable to fully assess the 
accuracy of CMAQ's mercury deposition predictions against actual field 



measurements. Agency officials told us that the EPA Office of Research and 
Development's National Exposure Research Laboratory was already 
implementing a research plan for mercury monitoring, but recent budget 
reductions have halted the program. 

Conclusion 

EPA has acknowledged uncertainties and limitations in its analysis of the 
potential for "utility-attributable" hotspots. The results fiom two studies - the 
Mechanisms of Mercury Removal Study and the Steubenville Study - illustrate 
uncertainties about some of the key assumptions used in CMAQ and the 
deposition results projected by the model. Further consideration of uncertainties 
could alter EPAYs conclusions about the potential for "utility-attributable" 
mercury hotspots. EPA indicated it will closely monitor hotspots, continue to 
advance mercury science, and take appropriate actions if hotspots arose. To 
accomplish this, the Agency needs to establish a monitoring plan to conduct - 
source-apportionment studies to measure the impact of CAMR and to assist in 
evaluating the accuracy of its model predictions against actual field data. 

Recommendation 

We fecommend that the Acting Assistant Administrator for Air and Radiation: 

Work with the Assistant Administrator for the Office of Research and 
Development to develop and implement a mercury monitoring plan, 
including milestones and responsible program offices for implementing 
each component of the plan, to: (1) assess the impact of CAMR, if 
adopted, on mercury deposition and fish tissue; and (2) evaluate and 
refine, as necessary, mercury estimation tools and models. This effort 
should consider the suitability of the Office of Research and 
Development's mercury research plan for addressing these objectives. 

Agency Comments and OIG Evaluation 

The Agency generally agreed with the recommendation in Chapter 2 of the report. 
However, the Agency expressed concern with our characterization of some 
scientific issues in the report and offered clarification on three specific issues. We 
accepted the Agency's technical clarifications and have made changes to the final 
report as appropriate. The Agency also provided us with additional concerns not 
specifically addressed in its written response to our draft report. We met with the 
Agency to discuss these concerns, and made changes to the final report as 
appropriate. In response to our recommendation, the Agency stated'that the 
Office of Air and Radiation and Office of Research and Development will 
continue to work together to ensure that they are using the best possible 
information to assess the transport, transformation, deposition, and fate of 
mercury emissions in the United States. We support the Agency's commitment to 



using the best possible information to assess the impact of mercury emissions in 
the United States, and continue to recommend the Agency develop a monitoring 
plan to better ensure that this happens. The Agency's formal written response is 
in Appendix C. 



EPA does not clearly explain how the c'utility-attributable" hotspot definition 
affects the Agency's ability to revise performance standards under CAMR. When 
CAMR is read in conjunction with the Revision of December 2000 Regulatory 
Finding, we believe the CAMR could be interpreted to preclude EPA from taking 
action to mitigate a mercury hotspot (such as tightening the cap or utilities' 
performance standards) unless it first determined that the hotspot was solely 
ccutility-attributable." If this were the case, such a prerequisite could limit EPA's 
ability to reduce methylmercury fish tissue concentrations below acceptable 
levels, and thus address public health hazards that are being caused predominantly 
(but not "solely") by'utilities. This could also impact EPA's ability to reduce the 
number of waterbodies with fish consumption advisories. 

EPA Provides "Utility-Attributable" Hotspot Definition 

In its Revision of December 2000 Regulatory Finding, EPA defined a "utility- 
attributable" hotspot8 as: 

". . . a waterbody that is a source of consumablejsh with Methylmercury 
tissue concentrations, attributable solely to utilities, greater than the . 

EPA S Methylmercury water quality criterion of 0.3 mg/kg. " 

This definition only considers the contribution of one source (utilities) on 
environmental problems that could threaten human health, and would only 
consider a hotspot to be ccutility-attributable" if the utility emissions alone caused 
methylmercury in fish tissue to exceed 0.3 mgkg. 

According to the preamble of the Revision of December 2000 Regulatory Finding, 
EPA adopted this definition based on its interpretation of Clean Air Act Section 
112(n), which directed the Agency to ". . . study hazards to public health 
reasonably anticipated to occur as a result of emissions by electric utility steam 
generating units.'' EPA interpreted the language "as a result of '  to mean that 
utility emissions must be the sole cause of a health hazard, and not just contribute 
to causing a hazard, to be regulated under Section 112. Using EPA's 
methylmercury water quality criterion of 0.3 mgkg in fish tissue as the one 

8 EPA uses the terms "hotspot," "hot spot," "utility hot spot," and "utility-attributable hotspot" interchangeably 
throughout the Revision ofDecember 2000 Regtllatory Finding when referring to a waterbody that is a source of 
consumable fish with methylmercury tissue concentrations, attributable solely to utilities, greater than the EPA's 
methylmercury water quality criterion of 0.3 mgkg. 



measure for "hazards to public health," EPA adopted the "utility-attributable" 
hotspots definition to determine whether such utility hotspots would remain after 
implementation of the Clean Air Interstate Rule and CAMR. Based on the 
analysis described in Chapter 2 of this report, EPA stated that it did not believe 
that "utility-attributable" mercury hotspots would exist after implementing these 
rules, therefore supporting the Agency's decision that utilities did not need to be 
regulated under Section 1 12 of the Clean Air Act. 

"Utility-Attributable" Definition Could be Interpreted to Limit 
EPA's Ability to Mitigate Hotspots 

The "utility-attributable" definition could be interpreted to limit EPAYs ability to 
address waterbodies with elevated levels of mercury unless utility emissions were 
the sole cause of the problem. This could in turn limit EPA's ability to reduce the 
number of waterbodies with fish consumption advisories where there is a health 
risk due to the combined impact of mercury from all sources, including air . 
emissions. 

As discussed in its December 1997 Mercury Study Report to Congress, EPA 
stated that there is "clearly" a need to address the combined impacts of mercury 
originating from all sources, including air emissions, wherever the combination of 
sources have been related to unacceptably high mercury levels in fish. Further, in 
its December 2000 Finding, EPA recognized concerns about the potential local 
impact of mercury trading programs and acknowledged that: 

. . . approaches that involve economic incentives must be constrzrcted in a 
way that assures that communities near the sources of emissions are 
adequately protected. 

Within CAMR and the Revision of December 2000 Regulatory Finding, EPA 
specifies several actions it might take to mitigate the effects of a hotspot in the 
event one should be identified. However, our analysis of the revision and CAMR 
suggests that the Agency may be precluded from taking any of those actions 
unless the hotspot first meets the criteria of a "utility-attributable" hotspot. EPA 
officials told us that this was not the intent of the rule, but agreed that the rule 
could be clearer. 

CAMR and Revision Must be Read Together 

Based on our reading of CAMR and the Revision of December 2000 Regulatory 
Finding, we conclude that the definition of a hotspot presented in the revision is 
intended to apply to CAMR. CAMR and the revision were issued on the same 
day and address the same subject matter. In addition, the preamble to the CAMR 
restates EPAYs conclusion from the revision, but refers to it as part of "this 
action": 



As stated elsewhere in this action EPA does not believe that utility- 
attributable hot spots will be an issue after implementation of CAIR 
[Clean Air Interstate Rule] and CAMR. 

Because "utility-attributable" hotspots are not discussed "elsewhere" within 
CAMR, we conclude that "this action" refers to the other, closely related action 
published by EPA on the same day. This action, the Revision of December 2000 
Regulatory Finding, defines "utility-attributable" hotspots and also explains that 
EPA may address hotspots under "other authorities under the CAA [Clean Air 
Act]," should they occur. However, the only mechanism to which EPA refers in 
order to addresses potential future hotspots - and the only mechanism presently 
promulgated - is CAMR. The revision cites the following ways it could address 
"utility-attributable" hotspots: 

. . . if in the future we determine that utility-attributable hotspots exist and 
that those hotspots occur as the result of Hg emissionsfrom coal--red 
Utility Units, we may promulgate a tighter section 11 1 standard of 
performance, provided we determine the technology can achieve the 
contemplated reductions. We could revise the standard ofperformance by 
adjusting the cap-and-trade program to limit trading by high-emitting 
Utility Units. . . . Thus, althoz~gh we cannot conclude today which 
statutory authority we would implement to address utility attributable 
hotspots because that determination necessarily hinges on the facts 
associated with the identrfied hotspots, we do conclude that were such a 
situation to occur, we believe that EPA has adequate authority to address 
any such situation that may arise in the future. 

When read together, these regulatory actions suggest that a finding of a solely 
"utility-attributable" mercury hotspot is necessary to initiate Agency action to 
mitigate hotspots under CAMR. If this were the case, EPA would be precluded 
from requiring additional mercury reductions fiom the utility industry, even if it 
were determined that utilities were significantly contributing to a hotspot, if the 
utilities were not the sole cause of the hotspot. For example, if methylmercury 
fish tissue concentrations for a waterbody were at 0.32 mgkg, EPAYs water 
quality criterion of 0.3 mgkg would be exceeded. If, in this hypothetical case, 
utility mercury emissions were causing 0.3 mglkg or less of the total 
methylmercury, under the requirement as written, utilities would be excluded 
from any additional reductions to help mitigate the problem. 

We discussed our interpretation with Office of Air and Radiation officials. These 
officials confirmed that the "utility-attributable" hotspot definition in the revision 
applies to the CAMR. However, these officials told us that this definition does 
not establish a criterion for when the Agency can adjust the performance 
standards under CAMR. They noted that under Section 11 1, performance 
standards are to be reviewed every 8 years, and can be adjusted for various 
reasons. 



Conclusion 

The two rules related to controlling mercury emissions from coal-fired utilities 
were issued on the same day and refer to and are consistent with each other. 
Thus, it appears that they are intended to be read together. Further, the "utility- 
attributable" definition in the Revision of December 2000 Regulatory Finding 
applies to the discussion of hotspots in CAMR, and this definition establishes a 
criterion for when the CAMR can be adjusted to address a potential health hazard. 
If this were the case, tighter performance standards for utilities contributing to a 
hotspot could not be promulgated unless it was first determined that the hotspot 
was solely "utility-attributable." Although not the intent of the rulemaking, EPA 
officials agreed that the rule could be clearer. We believe CAMR, if adopted, 
should be clarified to avoid any possible misinterpretation of how the "utility- 
attributable" definition affects EPA's ability to modify utility performance 
standards. 

If EPA decides to adopt CAMR after the rule reconsideration process, to better 
ensure protection of public health and the environment, we recommend that the 
Acting Assistant Administrator for Air and Radiation: 

3-1 Explain in CAMR that the "utility-attributable" hotspot definition found in 
the revision does not establish a prerequisite for making future chmges to 
the performance standards under CAMR. 

Agency Comments and OIG Evaluation 

The Agency's response did not specifically address our analysis and conclusion 
that CAMR could be interpreted to use the "utility-attributable" hotspot definition 
as a prerequisite for future changes to CAMR. The Agency commented that, 
while information regarding "utility-attributable" hotspots would be relevant to 
future possible revisions to CAMR, such hotspots are not a prerequisite to the 
Agency making changes to performance standards under CAMR. We believe the 
Agency's intent should be made clear in the final rule. Accordingly, we revised 
our final report to recommend that EPA, to better ensure protection of public 
health and the environment, explain in the CAMR that the "utility-attributable" 
hotspot definition set forth in the revision is not a prerequisite for making changes 
to the CAMR. After submitting its formal written response to the draft report the 
Agency also suggested clarifying language to parts of Chapter 3. We accepted 
some of the suggestions and incorporated them into the final report. The 
Agency's formal written response is in Appendix C. 



Appendix A 

Details on Scope and Methodology 

We conducted interviews with staff from the following EPA offices: 

Office of Air and Radiation, including its Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards 
and Office of Atmospheric Programs. 
Office of Research and Development, including its National Exposure Research 
Laboratory and National Center for Environmental Research. 
Office of Policy, Economics, and Innovation. 
Office of Water. 

We also interviewed officials from the following external organizations: the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration, including its Air Research Laboratory; the Northeast States for 
Coordinated Air Use Management; and the Clean Air Task Force. 

To understand the variables associated with mercury fate and transport modeling and, 
specifically, CMAQ, we reviewed andlor discussed with the above officials selected reports and 
studies, including: 

Mechanisms of Mercury Removal by O3 and OH in the Atmosphere. Ca!vert Jack G.; 
Lindberg Steve E. Atmospheric Environment, Volume: 39, Number: 18, Page: 3355- 
3367, June 5,2005. 
The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration's September 2005 (draft) report 
by Cohen, et al, Report to Congress: Mercury Contamination in the Great Lakes. 
EPAYs Regulatory Impact Analysis ofthe Final Clean Air Mercury Rule, March 2005. 
EPA's Mercury Study Report to Congress, December 1997. 
A slide presentation on EPA's Steubenville, Ohio, study, Preliminary Results from 
Steubenville Hg Deposition Source Apportionment Study, April 27,2005. 
The most recent peer review of CMAQ, Final Report: Second Review of the C M Q  
Model. 
Technical Support Document: Methodology Used to Generate Deposition, Fish Tissue 
Methylmercury Concentrations, and Exposure for Determining Effectiveness of Utility 
Emission Controls. Analysis of MercuryJi.om Electricity Generating Units, March 17, 
2005 (revised). 
Technical Support Document for the Final Clean Air Mercury Rule: Air Quality 
Modeling, March 2005, 
Emissions Inventory and Emissions Processing for the Clean Air Mercury Rule, March 
2005. 



T o  gain an understanding o f  State and environmental groups' concerns related to EPAYs analysis o f  
potential "utility-attributable" hotspots under CAMR, we reviewed the following selected comments: 

' 

The December 19, 2005 comments submitted In Reconsideration o j  Revision of 
December 2000 Regulatory Finding on the Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants From 
Electric Utility Steam Generating Units and the Removal of Coal- and Oil-Fired Electric 
Utility Steam Generating UnitsJFom the Section 112(c) List 70 Fed. Reg. 62200 (Oct. 
28, 2005); and Standards of Performance for New and Existing Stationary Sources: 
Electric Utility Steam Generating Units 70 Fed. Reg. 62213 (Oct. 28, 2005). Comments 
Submitted by: The States of New Jersey, California, Connecticut, Delaware, Illinois, 
Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, New Hampshire, New Mexico, New York, 
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, and Wisconsin, Docket No. OAR-2002-0056. 

The December 19, 2005 comments submitted regarding the "Revision of December 2000 
Regulatory Finding on the Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants From Electric Utility 
Steam Generating Units and the Removal of Coal- and Oil-Fired Electric Utility Steam 
Generating Units From the Section 112(c) List: Reconsideration, " 70 Fed. Reg. 62,200 
(October 28, 2005). Comments oJ Clean Air Task Force, Izaak Walton League of 
America, Natural Resources Council of Maine, Ohio Environmental Council, US.  Public 
Interest Research Group, Natural Resources Defense Council, Chesapeake Bay 
Foundation, Waterkeeper, Aroostook B a ~ d  of Micmac Indians, Houlton Band of Maliseet 
Indians, Penobscot Indian Nation, The Passamaquoddy Tribe at Indian Township. 

To  gain an understanding o f  EPAYs definition o f  "utility-attributable" hotspots and the basis for 
that definition, we reviewed the following regulatory actions: 

Regulatory Finding on the Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants From Electric Utility 
Steam Generating Units, December 20,2009. 
Proposed National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants; and, in the 
Alternative, Proposed Standards of Perj5ormance for New and Existing Stationary 
Sources: Electric Utility Stream Generating Units; Proposed Rule, January 30,2004. 
Final Rule - Preamble - Standards of Performance for New and Existing Stationary 
Sources: Electric Utility Steam Generating Units, March 15,2005. 
Final Rule - Regulatory Text - Standards of Performance for New and Existing 
Stationary Sources: Electric Utility Steam Generating Units, March 15,2005. 
Final Rule - Revision ofDecember 2000 Regulatory Finding on the Emissions of 
Hazardous Air Pollutants from Electric Utility Steam Generating Units and the Removal 
of Coal- and Oil-)red Electric Utility Steam Generating Unitsfrom the Section 112 (c) 
List, March 15,2005. 
Reconsideration: Revision of December 2000 Regulatory Fipding on the Emissions of 
Hazardous Air Pollutants from Electric Utility Steam Generating Units and the Removal 
of Coal- and Oil-)red Electric Utility Steam Generating Unitsfrom the Section 112 (c) 
List, October 21, 2005. 
Reconsideration: Standards of Perj5ormance for New and Existing Stationary Sources: 
Electric Utility Steam Generating Units, October 21, 2005. 



Prior Coverage 

In a prior EPA OIG report, Additional Analyses of Mercury Emissions Needed Before EPA 
Finalizes Rules for Coal-Fired Electric Utilities (2005-P-00003), dated February 3,2005, we 
cited concerns about EPA's limited assessment of the potential for mercury hotspots resulting 
from its (then proposed) cap-and-trade program under CAMR. In that report, we recommended 
that EPA further assess the risk of hotspots and, if necessary, identifj how the Agency would 
reassess the hotspot issue. In response to our recommendation, EPA stated that it did not 
believe utility emissions would result in hotspots based on additional analyses it had performed, 
particularly after implementation of the Clean Air Interstate Rule and CAMR, but it would 
monitor the situation and take action if necessary. For this current review, we evaluated EPA's 
analysis of hotspots, its conclusion that there will be no "utility-attributable" hotspots after 
implementation of the Clean Air Interstate Rule and CAMR, and plans the Agency may have in 
place to continue to monitor the issue. Details on what we found, including recommendations, 
are in Chapters 2 and 3 of this current report. 

Internal Controls 

Government Auditing Standards require that auditors obtain an understanding of internal 
control significant to the audit objectives and consider whether specific internal control 
procedures have been properly designed and placed in operation. This evaluation was a 
limited-scope assessment of certain analyses pertaining to a rulemaking. Thus, we determined 
whether the Agency's hotspots analysis and conclusions were peer reviewed, and if the key 
model used in this analysis was separately peer reviewed. Peer review is a key internal control 
for ensuring the acceptability of scientific data and processes. We found that CMAQ, the main 
model used by EPA in its hotspots analysis, was peer reviewed; however, we found no evidence 
that the Agency's overall hotspots analysis, described in the document Methodology to 
Generate Deposition, Fish Tissue Methylmercury Concentrations, and Exposuresfor 
Determining Effectiveness of Utility Emission Controls, was peer reviewed. The Agency's 
Ecosystem Scale Modeling for Mercury Benefits Analysis, part of the Regulatory Impact 
Analysis for the CAMR, was peer reviewed. The benefits analysis was sirklar to the hotspots 
analysis, but it assessed the impact of CAMR on a national scale, as opposed to identifLing 
localized hotspots or local-scale impacts. 

Limitations 

Our work had several limitations. Specifically, we did not: 

Review every model that contributed to EPA's analysis of the potential for "utility- 
attributable" hotspots under CAMR. 
Evaluate all of the inputs and assumptions associated with EPA's mercury hotspots 
analysis. 
Evaluate the adequacy of EPA's water quality criterion to protect human health. 



Appendix B 

Models Used in CAMR Analysis 

The following diagram depicts how data from each model were used in EPA's hotspot analysis. 
Details on each model follow the diagram. 
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Goddard Earth Observing 
System-CHEMistry 
(GEOS-CHEM) Global 
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Community Multiscale Air 
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- To analyze future cost and emissions 
impacts of proposed environmental 
regulations upon utilities. 

To provide meteorological information, 
such as wind, temperature, precipitation, 
and sea level pressure. 

To provide a global three-dimensional 
model of atmospheric chemistry driven by 
meteorology. 

To estimate mercury deposition. 
To simulate various chemical and physical 
processes thought to be important in the 
atmospheric transformation and distribution 
of mercury. 

To relate changes in mercury air deposition 
rates to changes in mercury fish tissue 
concentrations on a national scale. 

Estimates mercuw emissions 
from utilities after ;mplementation 
of Clean Air lnterstate Rule and 
CAMR. 

Simulates weather patterns, 
which affect where mercury 
deposits. 

Uses global chemistry and 
transport information to provide 
global/background mercury 
concentrations. 

Estimates amount of mercury 
deposition occuring within 36 km2 
grid cells after implementation of 
Clean Air lnterstate Rule and 
CAMR. 

Uses CMAQ deposition data to 
estimate fish tissue " 
concentrations of methylmercury 
based on the assumption of a 
I -to-1 ratio between reductions in 
air deposition and reductions in 
average methylmercury fish 
tissue concentrations. , 
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Agency Response to Draft Report 
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8 fi "% UNlTEO STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PRQTECTiON AGENCY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 B "PJ 4~ mnlE 

.Bill Roderick, Acting Inspector General 
Office of the Inspector General 
Office of Program Evaluation 
1301 Constitution Ave. NW (2400 T) 
EPA West Building 
Washington, DC 20004 

Dear Mr. Roderick: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Office of the Inspector General 
(OIG) report entitled "Monitoring Needed to Assess Impact of EPA 's Clean Air Mercury Rule 
on Potential Hotspots. " In reviewing the draft report, we acknowledge your acceptance of the 
majority of the issues we identified in our earlier review. We have also recently supplied your 
office with additional written comments pertaining to the modeling analyses associated with the 
Steubenville project. We believe that the collective scientific and engineering expertise within 
EPAYs Offices of Air and Radiation (OAR) and Research and Development (ORD) puts our 
offices in a unique position to assess the current state-of-the-science with respect to mercury 
transport, deposition, and fate, and its impact on the creation of utility-attributable hotspots. 

We continue to have concerns about the portrayal of some scientific issues in the report, 
and note three areas where we would like to provide clarifying remarks. First, with respect to the 
potential changes in the atmospheric reaction rates within the Community Multiscale Air Quality 
(CMAQ) model (see pages 9 and 1 O), such changes would be made uniformly in &l mercury 

. transport/deposition models, not just CMAQ. Thus, the enhancements would create different 
results in any assessment using these numerical simulation technologies. Second, regarding our 
need to improve ambient monitoring (see page 13), the report should acknowledge that the 
Mercury Deposition Network (MDN) currently measures only wet deposition because there is no 
adequate field methodology available for dry deposition. . 



Finally, in terms of how EPA addressed the uncertainties in methylation and 
bioaccumulation rates between different fresh water bodies, our supporting health benefits 
assessment materials describe in great detail our complete understanding of these processes. 
You are correct to point out, and we clearly acknowledge in our documents, the uncertainties 
associated with mercury transport, deposition, and effects. At the same time, it should be 
acknowledged that the magnitude of uncertainties and their effect on our ability to inform 
mercury control policies is highly variable. We believe we have clearly explained the science 
and the uncertainties and provided a solid foundation for the Clean Air Mercury Rule (CAMR). 

In your draft report, you recommend two specific follow-up actions for the Agency. 
Below we address each of these recommendations. 

Recommendation 2-1: Work with the Assistant Administrator for the Office of Research 
and Development to develop and implement a mercury 
monitoring plan, including milestones and responsible program 
offices for implementing each component of the plan, to: (1) 
assess the impact of CAMR, if adopted, on mercury deposition 
andfish tissue, and, (2) evaluate and refine, as necessary, 
mercury estimation tools and models. This effort should 
consider the suitability of the Office of Research and 
Development's mercury research plan for addressing these 
objectives. 

EPA currently operates the MDN, which is located predominantly in the eastern U.S. and 
monitors only wet deposition. In the technical support documents supporting CAMR, EPA 
has continually highlighted the need for and the willingness to support additional ambient 
monitoring, including the development of dry deposition monitoring, to enhance our ability to 
assess the numerical accuracy of our sophisticated simulation tools - e.g., the CMAQ model. 
As you are aware, ORD has been heavily involved over the past decade in developing the 
CMAQ model, and is acti3ely engaged in utilizing ambient data and the latest scientific 
information to update the model to reflect the best possible chemistry and physics. OAR and 
ORD will continue to work together to ensure that we are using the best possible information 
to assess the transport, transformation, deposition, and fate of mercury emissions in the U.S. 

Recommendation 3-1: If EPA decides to adopt CAMR after the rule reconsideration 
process, we recommend that the Acting Assistant Administrator 
for Air and Radiation: Speczj?cally explain what role the "utility- 
attributable" hotspot definition has in determining whether to 
make any future changes to the performance standards under 
CAMR. 

EPA has explained to your staff that while information regarding utility-attributable 
hotspots would be relevant to future possible revisions to CAMR, such hotspots are not a 
prerequisite. CAMR controls are based on the new source performance standards (NSPS) as 
set forth in section 11 1 of the Clean Air Act. To this end, the Agency is required by law to 
review and revise, as necessary, these limits every eight years. In conducting such a review, 



we will analyze and evaluate the availability of new mercury control technologies installed 
since the previous review, and to the extent they provide additional cost-effective control, the 
Agency can move to change the existing NSPS limits. Additionally, the Agency continues to 
update its understanding of the science associated with mercury emissions, transport, 
transformation, and deposition, both from ambient data collection and monitoring and 
through continued enhancements to our analytical tool box. Thus, we feel that OAR and 
ORD are uniquely positioned to monitor this situation and provide the best possible solution 
for the protection of public health and the environment. 

In closing, we direct the OIG staff to the numerous technical documents supporting 
the final CAMR, particularly the benefits assessment materials in which we outline in detail 
the variability associated with methylation and bioaccumulation rates in different water 
bodies. In these documents, EPA has demonstrated that the conclusions reached in the 
CAMR are based firmly in sound scientific principles, utilizing the best information 
available. If your staff have additional questions in researching these documents, our 
scientists, engineers, and modelers would be happy to assist them. 

Sincerely, . 

William Wehruni 
Acting Assistant Administrator 
Office of Air and Radiation 

George Gray 
Assistant Administrator 
Office of Research and Development 
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Torn Power - May 15,2006 

Coal Development 

Coal Development as Economic Development 

Montana has some of the largest coal deposits in the world. Beginning almost 40 years ago a combination of 
federal government agencies and private energy companies began drooling over the potential financial 
bonanza associated with developing that coal for the production of synthetic gas and liquid fuels as well as 
electricity for export. State and local government officials joined in, imagining an energy boom in Eastern 
Montana that would offset the ongoing loss of jobs and people there over the last 80 years. Every governor 
since then, including Governor Schweitzer, has supported a significant expansion of coal production and 
coal transformation into other energy forms in Montana. 
There may be a variety of reasons to support further coal development in Montana, rising national demand, 
irresistible market forces, profits, and money flowing into government coffers, but economic development is 
not one of them. Let's set aside the concern over the environmental damage done by coal mining and coal 
use including the releases of acid rain, mercury, and greenhouse gases, strip-mining natural landscapes in 
the Northern Rockies, and mountain top removal in West Virginia and other parts of Appalachia. 
The mention of Appalachia should raise warning flags. Coal has been mined for over two hundred years in 
Appalachia and the region continues to be a major American coal producer. Yet Appalachia has also come 
to be synonymous with persistent poverty that has trapped one generation after another in economic 
depression. 
But Appalachia is not unique in that regard. If you look at Eounties across the US that have specialized in 
coal mining over the last two decades, including two in Montana, and compare their unemployment rates 
with the average in the state where the coal mining is located, you find unemployment rates in the coal 
mining counties 50 percent above the state average. 
Most measures of economic vitality and prosperity are lower in counties that specialize in mining: Average 
incomes are lower and the growth of employment, income, and population are dramatically are slower, in 
addition to unemployment being higher. Mining, including coal mining, does not bring economic 
development and prosperity. 
How can communities that are dependent on a very high-wage industry like mining be associated with low 
income, high unemployment, and seriously retarded Bconomic growth? The problem is primarily one of 
unstable employment. 
We have been mining for so long that technological development has been enormously effective in reducing 
the labor content of each unit of mineral extracted from the earth. During the last half of the twentieth century 
the labor time it takes to mine a ton of coal fell from 84 minutes to 9 minutes. Not surprisingly, employment 
plummeted by 75 percent even as coal production more than doubled. In Wyoming over just the last 20 
years coal production almost quadrupled while coal employment declined by almost a third. 
Montana was not immune to the same trends. Our coal production increased only modestly over the last two 
decades, about 25 percent, but coal employment fell by almost 50 percent and coal severance tax 
collections fell by almost sixty percent. 
In the face of this ongoing labor displacing technology, employment has to decline in mining areas unless 
mineral production can continuously expand, something that ultimately is impossible when extracting a non- 
renewable resource. 
Mineral prices and mine profitability also fluctuates with international market conditions. Natural gas, oil, 
coal, gold, copper, and silver prices regularly go through steep rises, always followed by steep declines. We 
are currently experiencing one of the steep increases in mineral prices, but we would be foolish, given our 
own history, to act as if that boom in mining will last. 
Then there is the environmental destruction associated with coal and other mining activities, creating toxic 
wastelands as it proceeds. 
Given the uncertainty about how long the high-paying mining jobs are going to last and the badly mauled 
natural landscapes and toxic air and water, it is not surprising that people are hesitant to invest in 
communities adjacent to mining operations. If workers buy or build homes near the mine, when the mine 
shuts down or the environmental destruction creeps closer qnd closer, those workers may lose their home 
equity and find they cannot sell those homes. Businesses serving the local population face similar problems. 
When the inevitable bust comes, they may lose their investments too. Even schools and other local * 

government agencies are hesitant to float bonds to fund new or expanded facilities for fear that they will not 
be able to pay off the bonds when the mine goes into decline. 
The result is that almost no one wants to invest in a mining community. As a result mining communities have 
a temporary, runLdown, deteriorating aspect to them. They are the opposite of prosperous, economically 
vital places, despite the high pay associated with the jobs. 
So let's stop talking about coal or other mineral development as a way of boosting economic development. It 



may be a way of frantically feeding at the federal trough, pulling in hundreds of millions of federal dollars. It 
may be an easy way for state and local governments to make big bucks since they are essentially 
commercial partners in energy development, skimming off lucrative tax revenues. it may be a way for a few 
out-of-state people to make huge profits and a tiny number of workers to pull in large paychecks. But mining 
does not put down roots in a place, laying the basis for sustained economic development. It does the 
opposite, As this state's history of mining ghost towns attests. 



s a 

Thu, May 18, 2006 9:18 AM 

Subject: [toxicsMACT] Inspector General Questions EPA Position That Mercury Rule Will Noh Cause 
'Hotspots' • 

Date: Tuesday, May 16,2006 8: 19 AM 
From: Adam Schafer <adam@ncel.net> 
To: <mwg-mercury@igc.topica.com>, < t o x i c s ~ ~ C T @ ~ a h o o ~ r o u ~ s . c o m >  
Conversation: Inspector General Questions EPA Position That Mercury Rule Will Not Cause 'Hotspots' 

From today's BNA Daily Environment Repo rt.... 

Air Pollution 
Inspector General Questions EPA Position That Mercury Rule Will Not 
Cause 'Hotspots' 

Acting Inspector General Bill Roderick May 15 questioned the 
Environmental Protection Agency's assertion that its rule to control 
mercury emissions from power plants through emissions trading will not 
lead to local "hotspots" with high levels of mercury deposition. 

The inspector general said the Community Multiscale Air Quality model 
EPA used to conclude that its mercury trading rule would not result in 
hotspots suffered fiom significant data and science gaps and is subject 
to uncertainties and limitations in how its data should be used. 

The inspector general's report said recent studies undermine EPA's 
position by showing high levels of mercury deposition fiom local 
coal-burning facilities that are a major source of airborne mercury 
pollution. 

EPA needs to develop and implement a monitoring plan to assess the 
impact of the mercury rule on mercury deposition and to refine the tools 
and models used to estimate mercury deposition, according to the 
inspector general. 

In addition,-the inspector general said, EPA should clarify its 
rulemaking so that it can modify the rule if hotspots partially 
attributable to power plants are detected. As currently written, the 
rule allows modifications only if a hotspot is entirely attributable to 
power plants, the report said. 

Deposition Underestimated 

The inspector general said a study published in Atmospheric ~nvironment 
in June 2005 indicated that the Community Multiscale Air Quality model 
led EPA to underestimate the rate of mercury deposition from local 
sources. 

The inspector general said another study completed in 2005 but not 
published showed that 70 percent of the mercury deposition in 
Steubenville, Ohio, was attributable to local or regional coal 
combustion sources. 

Mercury is a potent neurotoxin that is especially dangerous to 
developing children and fetuses. It is ingested primarily by eating 
fish. 
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EPA's Clean Air Mercury Rule, issued in March 2005, is intended to 
reduce mercury emissions £?om coal-fired power plants by about 50 
percent by 201 8. Sometime after 2020, it will reduce emissions by about 
70 percent, according to EPA (40 CFR Part 60, Appendix B; 70 Fed. Reg. 
28,606). 

Since then, several states and environmental organizations have sued EPA 
in federal appeals court seeking tighter and more rapid controls on 
mercury emissions. EPA agreed in October 2005 to reconsider parts of the 
rule (New Jersey v. EPA, D.C. Cir., No. 05-1 162, 5/18/05; 70 Fed. Reg. 
62,213; 204 DENA-1, 10/24/05 ). 

EPA said in the mercury rule, as well as an accompanying rulemaking that 
provided the legal basis for the mercury rule, that it believed the rule 
would not result in any hotspots. 

According to EPA, most mercury deposition in the United States is 
attributable to ambient levels of mercury in the atmosphere attributable 
to global emissions. Critics said this was not true, and that the 
emissions trading plan would allow some plants to continue high levels 
of emissions leading to the creation of hotspots. 

EPA Response 

In comments published by the inspector general, EPA responded that the 
report is correct in pointing out uncertainties associated with mercury 
transport and deposition. 

EPA said it is constantly working to improve the Community Multiscale 
Air Quality model and will continue to work to ensure it is using the 
best possible information. In addition, EPA said it measures only wet 
mercury deposition because no adequate method is available to measure 
dry deposition. 

Regarding any revisions to the rule if hotspots are detected, EPA said 
it is required to review the rule every eight years and will revise it 
if necessary. 

The inspector general report Monitoring Needed to Assess Impact of EPA's 
Clean Air Mercury Rule on Potential Hotspots, is available at 
http://www.epa.gov/oig/reports/20O6/200605 15-2006-P-00025.pdf. 

By Steven D. Cook 
- 

Adam Schafer, Program director 
National Caucus of Environmental Legislators 
7272 Wisconsin Avenue, Suite 300 
Bethesda, MD 208 14 
301-941-1920 
301-941-1265 fax 
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NCEL is a non-partisan, non-profit organization formed in 1996 by state 
legislators who felt the need to communicate regularly about their 
efforts to enact progressive environmental legislation and alert each 
other to efforts to pass anti-environmental legislation in states across 
the country. Currently, over 400 bi-partisan state legislators 
participate in the Caucus representing all 50 states. If you have 
legislative colleagues that would be interested in participating in the 
Caucus, please forward this email to them or email NCEL at 
adam@ncel.net. 

........................ Yahoo! Groups Sponsor ....................... > 
Everything you need is one click away. Make Yahoo! your home page now. 
http://us.click.yahoo.com/AHchtC/4FxNAA/y QLSAA/mcTolB/TM 
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