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This chapter describes the purpose for the preparation of this fugitive dust handbook; 
presents a summary of WRAP’s fugitive dust definition and dust emissions 
categorization scheme; provides a brief overview/primer on fugitive dust that includes a 
summary of factors affecting dust emissions, an overview of emission calculation 
procedures (including a discussion of emission factors), and a discussion of options for 
controlling emissions; and summarizes the organizational structure of the handbook. 
 

This handbook does not address particulate emissions from wildfires or prescribed 
fires that are discussed in Section 13.1 of EPA’s Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission 
Factors (AP-42).  For more information on particulate emissions from fires, the reader is 
directed to the WRAP’s Fire Emissions Joint Forum at www.wrapair.org/forums/fejf. 

 
1.1  Background 
 

Most of the more than 70 areas of the United States that have been unable to attain 
the national ambient-air quality standards (NAAQS) for PM10 (particles smaller than 10 
µm in aerodynamic diameter) are in western states with significant emission contributions 
from fugitive dust sources.  Fugitive dust sources may be separated into two broad 
categories:  process sources and open dust sources.  Process sources of fugitive emissions 
are those associated with industrial operations such as rock crushing that alter the 
characteristics of a feed material.  Open dust sources are those that generate non-ducted 
emissions of solid particles by the forces of wind or machinery acting on exposed 
material.  Open dust sources include industrial sources of particulate emissions associated 
with the open transport, storage, and transfer of raw, intermediate, and waste aggregate 
materials, and nonindustrial sources such as unpaved roads and parking lots, paved streets 
and highways, heavy construction activities, and agricultural tilling.   

 
On a nationwide basis, fugitive dust consists mostly of soil and other crustal 

materials.  However, fugitive dust may also be emitted from powdered or aggregate 
materials that have been placed in open storage piles or deposited on the ground or 
roadway surfaces by spillage or vehicle trackout.  Dust emissions from paved roadways 
contain tire and break wear particles in addition to resuspended road surface dust 
composed mostly of crustal geological material. 

 
Generic categories of open dust sources include: 
 

Agricultural Tilling and Harvesting 
Construction and Demolition (Buildings, Roads) 
Materials Handling 
Paved Travel Surfaces 
Unpaved Travel Surfaces 
Minerals Products Industry (Metallic Ores, Non-metallic Ores, Coal) 
Abrasive Blasting 
Livestock Husbandry (Dairies, Cattle Feedlots) 
Wind Erosion of Exposed Areas (Agricultural Fields, Open Areas, Storage Piles) 

 

http://www.wrapair.org/forums/fejf
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1.2  Purpose of the Handbook 
 

In early 2004 the Western Regional Air Partnership’s (WRAP) Dust Emissions Joint 
Forum (DEJF) selected the Countess Environmental project team composed of senior 
scientists/consultants from Countess Environmental and Midwest Research Institute to 
prepare a fugitive dust handbook and a website (www.wrapair.org/forums/dejf/fdh) for 
accessing the information contained in the handbook.  The handbook and website are 
intended to: 

 
(a) be used for technical and policy evaluations by WRAP members, stakeholders, 

and other interested parties when addressing specific air quality issues and when 
developing regional haze implementation plans; 

(b) incorporate available information from both the public and private sectors that 
address options to reduce fugitive dust emissions in areas of the country classified 
as nonattainment for PM10; and 

(c) serve as a comprehensive reference resource tool that will provide technical 
information on emission estimation methodologies and control measures for all of 
the major and several minor fugitive dust source categories. 

 
The material presented in the original handbook released on November 15, 2004 

addressed the estimation of uncontrolled fugitive dust emissions and emission reductions 
achieved by demonstrated control techniques for eight major fugitive dust source 
categories.  In 2006 WRAP hired Countess Environmental to update the handbook.  The 
updates included revising each chapter in the handbook to reflect the new PM2.5/PM10 
ratios developed for WRAP by the Midwest Research Institute (MRI) in 2005, addressing 
four additional major fugitive dust source categories as well as several minor source 
categories, and updating the existing chapters. 

 
1.3  Dust Definition and Categorization Scheme 
 

The WRAP Dust Emissions Joint Forum (DEJF) adopted a definition of dust and 
fugitive dust on October 21, 2004 that included developing criteria for separating 
anthropogenic dust from dust of natural origin.1  Dust was defined as particulate matter 
which is or can be suspended into the atmosphere as a result of mechanical, explosive, or 
windblown suspension of geologic, organic, synthetic, or dissolved solids, and does not 
include non-geologic particulate matter emitted directly by internal and external 
combustion processes.  Fugitive dust was defined as dust that could not reasonably pass 
through a stack, chimney, vent, or other functionally equivalent opening.  The purpose of 
these definitions is to provide consistency when using the terms dust, fugitive dust, 
anthropogenic dust, and natural dust in the context of the federal regional haze rule.  The 
distinction between anthropogenic dust and natural dust is made to:  (a) clarify how the 
WRAP defines dust, its sources, and causes; (b) provide an operational definition for use 
in receptor- and emissions-based source apportionment techniques; and (c) identify and 
prioritize sources of dust which are most appropriate to control for purposes of improving 
visibility in Class I areas. 
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Natural and anthropogenic dust will often be indistinguishable and may occur 
simultaneously.  For example, natural, barren areas will emit some dust during high wind 
events, but will emit more when the surface is disturbed by human activities.  Hence, the 
dust from a disturbed, naturally barren area on a given day could be part natural and part 
anthropogenic.  Any mitigation of dust for regional haze control would likely be focused 
on those anthropogenic sources which are most likely to contribute to visibility 
impairment in Class I areas and which are technically feasible and cost-effective to 
control.  Sources that are already controlled or partially controlled may be technically 
infeasible or not cost-effective to control further.  According to the WRAP’s definition of 
dust, anthropogenic emissions do not include any emissions that would occur if the 
surface were not disturbed or altered beyond a natural range.  Such emissions should be 
subtracted, if practicable, from the total dust emissions to determine the precise 
anthropogenic emission quantity. 
 

Examples of anthropogenic and natural dust categories in accordance with the 
WRAP’s dust definition are provided in Tables 1-1 and 1-2.  All mechanically suspended 
dust from human activities is classified as anthropogenic emissions, and windblown dust 
from lands not disturbed or altered by humans beyond a natural range is classified as 
natural emissions.  For emissions from other sources, the emissions may be categorized 
as either anthropogenic or natural, depending on whether the mechanically-suspended 
emissions are due to indigenous or non-indigenous animals, and whether the windblown 
emissions are from surfaces disturbed by humans beyond a natural range or from surfaces 
which have not been disturbed by humans beyond a natural range. 
 
Table 1-1.  WRAP Fugitive Dust Categorization Scheme for Mechanically Generated Dust 

 
Anthropogenic Dust Natural Dust 
Mechanically- and explosively-suspended solids and 
dissolved solids from activities including but not 
limited to: 
• Agriculture 
• Construction, mining, and demolition 
• Material handling, processing, and transport 
• Vehicular movement on paved and unpaved 

surfaces 
• Animal movement on surfaces which have been 

disturbed or altered by humans beyond a natural 
range 

• Animal movement on undisturbed or unaltered 
surfaces by a number of animals which is greater 
than native populations 

• Cooling towers 

• Movement of a number of indigenous 
animals on surfaces which have not been 
disturbed or altered by humans beyond a 
natural range 

• Natural landslides, rockslides, and 
avalanches 

• Solids and dissolved solids emitted by 
volcanoes, geysers, waterfalls, rapids, and 
other types of splashing 

• Extraterrestrial material and impacts 
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Table 1-2.  WRAP Fugitive Dust Categorization Scheme for Windblown Dust 
 

Anthropogenic Dust Natural Dust 
Solids and dissolved solids entrained by wind passing 
over surfaces that have been disturbed or altered by 
humans beyond a natural range.  Such surfaces may 
include, but are not limited to: 
• Undeveloped lands 
• Construction and mining sites 
• Material storage piles, landfills, and vacant lots 
• Agricultural crop, range, and forest lands 
• Roadways and parking lots 
• Artificially-exposed beds of natural lakes and 

rivers 
• Exposed beds of artificial water bodies 
• Areas burned by anthropogenic fires (as defined 

by the WRAP Policy for Categorizing Fire 
Emissions) which have yet to be revegetated or 
stabilized 

Solids and dissolved solids entrained by wind 
passing over surfaces that have not been 
disturbed or altered by humans beyond a natural 
range.  Such surfaces may include, but are not 
limited to: 
• Naturally-dry river and lake beds 
• Barren lands, sand dunes, and exposed rock 
• Natural water bodies (e.g., sea spray) 
• Non-agricultural grass, range, and forest 

lands 
• Areas burned by natural fires (as defined by 

the WRAP Policy for Categorizing Fire 
Emissions) which have yet to be 
revegetated or stabilized 

Wind-blown particulate matter from sources created by 
natural events over 12 months ago, similar to EPA’s 
natural events policy 

 

 
The WRAP’s original dust characterization scheme broke down fugitive dust 

emissions into five categories ranging from 100% anthropogenic emissions (i.e., all 
mechanically-suspended dust from human activities except animal movement) to 100% 
natural emissions (i.e., windblown dust from lands not disturbed or altered by humans 
beyond a natural range), with three categories between these two extremes representing a 
mixture of anthropogenic and natural emissions.  Environ developed an alternative dust 
characterization scheme for WRAP in 2005 that broke down fugitive dust emissions into 
three categories based on activity rather than a description of spatial location since very 
different dust sources may spatially co-exist at the same site.2  Environ’s three categories 
are: 

 
Category 1:  Purely anthropogenic sources (e.g., construction, mining, wind erosion 

and vehicle traffic on paved and unpaved roads, agricultural tilling and 
harvesting, wind erosion of agricultural fields, particle emissions from 
cooling towers). 

 
Category 2:  Purely natural sources (e.g., volcanic ash emissions, wind erosion of 

unstable soil following landslides, mineral particle emissions from wave 
action/sea spray). 

 
Category 3: Natural sources that may be anthropogenically influenced (e.g., wind 

erosion and mechanical suspension of soil due to animal movement 
[both native and non-native], wind erosion of bare areas on natural lands 
[undisturbed versus previously disturbed], wind erosion of sediment 
from dried ephemeral water bodies [natural or anthropogenic]). 
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1.4  Factors Affecting Dust Emissions 
 
1.3.1  Mechanically Generated Dust 
 

Mechanically generated emissions from open dust sources exhibit a high degree of 
variability from one site to another, and emissions at any one site tend to fluctuate 
widely.  The site characteristics that cause these variations may be grouped into 
(a) properties of the exposed surface material from which the dust originates, and 
(b) measures of energy expended by machinery interacting with the surface.  These site 
characteristics are discussed below. 
 

Surface Material Texture and Moisture.  The dry-particle size distribution of the 
exposed soil or surface material determines its susceptibility to mechanical entrainment.  
The upper size limit for particles that can become suspended has been estimated at 
~ 75 µm in aerodynamic diameter.3  Conveniently, 75 µm in physical diameter is also the 
smallest particle size for which size analysis by dry sieving is practical.4  Particles 
passing a 200-mesh screen on dry sieving are termed “silt”.  Note that for fugitive dust 
particles, the physical diameter and aerodynamic diameter are roughly equivalent because 
of the offsetting effects of higher density and irregular shape.  Dust emissions are known 
to be strongly dependent on the moisture level of the mechanically disturbed material.3  
Water acts as a dust suppressant by forming cohesive moisture films among the discrete 
grains of surface material.  In turn, the moisture level depends on the moisture added by 
natural precipitation, the moisture removed by evaporation, and moisture movement 
beneath the surface.  The evaporation rate depends on the degree of air movement over 
the surface, material texture and mineralogy, and the degree of compaction or crusting.  
The moisture-holding capacity of the air is also important, and it correlates strongly with 
the surface temperature.  Vehicle traffic intensifies the drying process primarily by 
increasing air movement over the surface. 
 

Mechanical Equipment Characteristics.  In addition to the material properties 
discussed above, it is clear that the physical and mechanical characteristics of materials 
handling and transport equipment also affect dust emission levels.  For example, visual 
observation suggests (and field studies have confirmed) that vehicle emissions per unit of 
unpaved road length increase with increasing vehicle speed.3  For traffic on unpaved 
roads, studies have also shown positive correlations between emissions and (a) vehicle 
weight and (b) number of wheels per vehicle.5  Similarly, dust emissions from materials-
handling operations have been found to increase with increasing wind speed and drop 
distance. 
 
1.3.2  Wind Generated Dust 

 
Wind-generated emissions from open dust sources also exhibit a high degree of 

variability from one site to another, and emissions at any one site tend to fluctuate 
widely.  The site characteristics that cause these variations may be grouped into 
(a) properties of the exposed surface material from which the dust originates, and 
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(b) measures of energy expended by wind interacting with the erodible surface.  These 
site characteristics are discussed below. 
 

Surface Material Texture and Moisture.  As in the case of mechanical 
entrainment, the dry-particle size distribution of the exposed soil or surface material 
determines its susceptibility to wind erosion.  Wind forces move soil particles by three 
transport modes: saltation, surface creep, and suspension.  Saltation describes particles, 
ranging in diameter from about 75 to 500 µm, that are readily lifted from the surface and 
jump or bounce within a layer close to the air-surface interface.  Particles transported by 
surface creep range in diameter from about 500 to 1,000 µm.  These large particles move 
very close to the ground, propelled by wind stress and by the impact of small particles 
transported by saltation.  Particles smaller than about 75 µm in diameter move by 
suspension and tend to follow air currents.  As stated above, the upper size limit of silt 
particles (75 µm in physical diameter) is roughly the smallest particle size for which size 
analysis by dry sieving is practical.  The threshold wind speed for the onset of saltation, 
which drives the wind erosion process, is also dependent on soil texture, with 100-150 
µm particles having the lowest threshold speed.  Saltation provides energy for the release 
of particles in the PM10 size range that typically are bound by surface forces to larger 
clusters.  Dust emissions from wind erosion are known to be strongly dependent on the 
moisture level of the erodible material.6  The mechanism of moisture mitigation is the 
same as that described above for mechanical entrainment. 
 

Nonerodible Elements.  Nonerodible elements, such as clumps of grass or stones 
(larger than about 1 cm in diameter) on the surface, consume part of the shear stress of 
the wind which otherwise would be transferred to erodible soil.  Surfaces impregnated 
with a large density of nonerodible elements behave as having a “limited reservoir” of 
erodible particles, even if the material protected by nonerodible elements is itself highly 
erodible.  Wind-generated emissions from such surfaces decay sharply with time, as the 
particle reservoir is depleted.  Surfaces covered by unbroken grass are virtually 
nonerodible. 
 

Crust Formation.  Following the wetting of a soil or other surface material, fine 
particles will move to form a surface crust.  The surface crust acts to hold in soil moisture 
and resist erosion.  The degree of protection that is afforded by a soil crust to the 
underlying soil may be measured by the modulus of rupture (roughly a measure of the 
hardness of the crust) and thickness of the crust.7  Exposed soil that lacks a surface crust 
(e.g., a disturbed soil or a very sandy soil) is much more susceptible to wind erosion. 
 

Frequency of Mechanical Disturbance.  Emissions generated by wind erosion are 
also dependent on the frequency of disturbance of the erodible surface.  A disturbance is 
defined as an action that results in the exposure of fresh surface material.  This would 
occur whenever a layer of aggregate material is either added to or removed from the 
surface.  The disturbance of an exposed area may also result from the turning of surface 
material to a depth exceeding the size of the largest material present.  Each time that a 
surface is disturbed, its erosion potential is increased by destroying the mitigative effects 
of crusts, vegetation, and friable nonerodible elements, and by exposing new surface 
fines. 
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Wind Speed.  Under high wind conditions that trigger wind erosion by exceeding 

the threshold velocity, the wind speed profile near the erodible surface is found to follow 
a logarithmic distribution:6 

 
 (1) 
 
where: u = wind speed (cm/s) 
 u* = friction velocity (cm/s) 
 z = height above test surface (cm) 
 z0 = roughness height (cm) 
 0.4 = von Karman’s constant (dimensionless) 
 

The friction velocity (u*) is a measure of wind shear stress on the erodible surface, 
as determined from the slope of the logarithmic velocity profile.  The roughness height 
(z0) is a measure of the roughness of the exposed surface as determined from the y-
intercept of the velocity profile (i.e., the height at which the wind speed is zero) on a 
logarithmic-linear graph.  Agricultural scientists have established that total soil loss by 
continuous wind erosion of highly erodible fields is dependent roughly on the cube of 
wind speed above the threshold velocity.6  More recent work has shown that the loss of 
particles in suspension mode follows a similar dependence.  Soils protected by 
nonerodible elements or crusts exhibit a weaker dependence of suspended particulate 
emissions on wind speed.9 
 

Wind Gusts.  Although mean atmospheric wind speeds may not be sufficient to 
initiate wind erosion from a particular “limited-reservoir” surface, wind gusts may 
quickly deplete a substantial portion of its erosion potential.  In addition, because the 
erosion potential (mass of particles constituting the “limited reservoir”) increases with 
increasing wind speed above the threshold velocity, estimated emissions should be 
related to the gusts of highest magnitude.  The current meteorological variable which 
appropriately reflects the magnitude of wind gusts is the fastest 2-minute wind speed 
from the “First Order Summary of the Day,” published by the U.S. Weather Service for 
first order meteorological stations.10  The quantity represents the wind speed 
corresponding to the largest linear passage of wind movement during a 2-minute period.  
Two minutes is approximately the same duration as the half-life of the erosion process 
(i.e., the time required to remove one-half the erodible particles on the surface).  It should 
be noted that instantaneous peak wind speeds can significantly exceed the fastest 2-
minute wind speed.  Because the threshold wind speed must be exceeded to trigger the 
possibility of substantial wind erosion, the dependence of erosion potential on wind speed 
cannot be represented by any simple linear function.  For this reason, the use of an 
average wind speed to calculate an average emission rate is inappropriate. 
 

Wind Accessibility.  If the erodible material lies on an exposed area with little 
penetration into the surface wind layer, then the material is uniformly accessible to the 
wind.  If this is not the case, it is necessary to divide the erodible area into subareas 
representing different degrees of exposure to wind.  For example, the results of physical 
modeling show that the frontal face of an elevated materials storage pile is exposed to 

)(ln
4.0
*)( 0

0

zz
z
zuzu >=



 1-8

surface wind speeds of the same order as the approach wind speed upwind of the pile at a 
height matching the top of the pile;11 on the other hand, the leeward face of the pile is 
exposed to much lower wind speeds. 
 
1.5  Use of Satellite Imagery to Inventory Erodible Vacant Land 
 

Windblown dust from arid soils in the West contributes to exceedances of national air 
quality standards for inhalable particulate matter.  This problem is intensifying because of 
increasing land disturbance associated with rapid population growth in areas such as the 
Las Vegas Valley.  The rates of fine particle emissions from open areas are strongly 
dependent on the type and frequency of land disturbance that destroys the mitigative 
stabilization effects of natural crusting and vegetation.  Satellite imagery has been shown 
to be a useful tool in tracking land disturbances (source activity levels) and the resultant 
degree of soil vulnerability to high wind events.  This method has recently been used to 
develop an inventory of native desert, disturbed vacant land, stabilized vacant land and 
private unpaved roads in the Las Vegas Valley.12  Wind tunnel studies have shown that 
each of these land categories have distinctly different potentials for wind-generated dust 
emissions.  For example, native desert is essentially non-erodible because of the high 
stability of the undisturbed soil surface.  Conversely, disturbed vacant land such as active 
grading areas at construction sites has the highest erodibility among the inventoried land 
categories. 
 

In this study funded by Clark County, Nevada, multi-spectral satellite imagery was 
used to inventory vacant land and private unpaved roads throughout the Las Vegas 
Valley.  Landsat TM imagery was found to be appropriate for classifying surface areas as 
a measure of activity level.  Although Landsat TM imagery has much lower spatial 
resolution (30 meter  pixel size) than commercial satellite imagery (10 times smaller 
pixel size), it has higher spectral resolution (an additional two IR wavelength bands) and 
costs only about 1 percent of the cost of commercial satellite imagery.  In the surface 
classification process, it was found useful to define additional land categories that could 
be profiled with the satellite imagery, as follows:  barren/shadow (areas with steep 
slopes); concrete; urban vegetation (golf courses and irrigated parks); natural drainage 
(rocky surfaces); and urban structures (rooftops, asphalt surfaces, etc.).  Ground-truthing 
test sites were used to develop and verify the applicability of distinctive multi-spectral 
reflectance patterns for each land category.  A classification error matrix showed that the 
method has an 89 percent reliability for this application.  This method can be applied at 
regular intervals to track the effect of land development on emissions from open areas. 
 
1.6  Emission Calculation Procedure 
 

A calculation of the estimated emission rate for a given source requires data on 
source extent, uncontrolled emission factor, and control efficiency.  The mathematical 
expression for this calculation is given as follows: 
 

 R = SE e (1 - c) (2) 
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where: R = estimated mass emission rate in the specified particle size range 
 SE = source extent 
 e = uncontrolled emission factor in the specified particle size range (i.e., mass of 

uncontrolled emissions per unit of source extent) 
 c =  fractional efficiency of control 
 

The source extent (activity level) is the appropriate measure of source size or the 
level of activity that is used to scale the uncontrolled emission factor to the particular 
source in question.  For process sources of fugitive particulate emissions, the source 
extent is usually the production rate (i.e., the mass of product per unit time).  Similarly, 
the source extent of an open dust source entailing a batch or continuous drop operation is 
the rate of mass throughput.  For other categories of open dust sources, the source extent 
is related to the area of the exposed surface that is disturbed by either wind or mechanical 
forces.  In the case of wind erosion, the source extent is simply the area of erodible 
surface.  For emissions generated by mechanical disturbance, the source extent is also the 
surface area (or volume) of the material from which the emissions emanate.  For vehicle 
travel, the disturbed surface area is the travel length times the average daily traffic (ADT) 
count, with each vehicle having a disturbance width equal to the width of a travel lane. 

 
If an anthropogenic control measure (e.g., treating the surface with a chemical binder 

which forms an artificial crust) is applied to the source, the uncontrolled emission factor 
in Equation 2 must be multiplied by an additional term to reflect the resulting fractional 
control.  In broad terms, anthropogenic control measures can be considered as either 
continuous or periodic, as the following examples illustrate: 
 

Continuous controls Periodic controls 
Wet suppression at conveyor 
transfer points 

Watering or chemical treatment of 
unpaved roads 

Enclosures/wind fences 
around storage piles 

Sweeping of paved travel surfaces 

Continuous vegetation of 
exposed areas 

Chemical stabilization of exposed 
areas 

 
The major difference between the two types of controls is related to the time 

dependency of performance.  For continuous controls, the efficiency of the control 
measure is essentially constant with respect to time.  On the other hand, the efficiency 
associated with periodic controls tends to decrease (decay) with time after application 
until the next application, at which time the cycle repeats but often with some residual 
effects from the previous application. 

 
In order to quantify the performance of a specific periodic control, two measures of 

control efficiency are required.  The first is “instantaneous” control efficiency and is 
defined by: 
 
  (3) 
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where: c(t) = instantaneous control efficiency (percent) 
 ec(t) = instantaneous emission factor for the controlled source 
 eu = uncontrolled emission factor 
 t = time after control application 
 

The other important measure of periodic control performance is average efficiency, 
defined as: 
 
  (4) 
 
where: c(t) = instantaneous control efficiency at time t after application (percent) 
 T = time period over which the average control efficiency is referenced 
 
The average control efficiency is needed to estimate the emission reductions due to 
periodic applications. 

 
 

1.7  Emission Factors 
 

Early in the USEPA field testing program to develop emission factors for fugitive 
dust sources, it became evident that uncontrolled emissions within a single generic source 
category may vary over two or more orders of magnitude as a result of variations in 
source conditions (equipment characteristics, material properties, and climatic 
parameters).  Therefore, it would not be feasible to represent an entire generic source 
category in terms of a single-valued emission factor, as traditionally used by the USEPA 
to describe average emissions from a narrowly defined ducted source operation.  In other 
words, it would take a large matrix of single-valued factors to adequately represent an 
entire generic fugitive dust source category.  In order to account for emissions variability, 
therefore, the approach was taken that fugitive dust emission factors be constructed as 
mathematical equations for sources grouped by the dust generation mechanisms.  The 
emission factor equation for each source category would contain multiplicative correction 
parameter terms that explain much of the variance in observed emission factor values on 
the basis of variances in specific source parameters.  Such factors would be applicable to 
a wide range of source conditions, limited only by the extent of experimental verification.  
For example, the use of the silt content as a measure of the dust generation potential of a 
material acted on by the forces of wind or machinery proved to be an important step in 
extending the applicability of the emission factor equations to a wide variety of aggregate 
materials of industrial importance. 

 
A compendium of predictive emission factor equations for fugitive dust sources is 

maintained on a CD-ROM by the U.S. EPA.13  These emission factor equations are also 
published in Volume I of the U.S. EPA’s Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors 
commonly referred to as AP-42.14  A set of particle size multipliers for adjusting the 
calculated emission factors to specific particle size fractions is provided with each 
equation.  The ratios of PM2.5 to PM10 for fugitive dust sources published in Section 13 
of AP-42 typically range from 0.10 to 0.20. 
 

∫=
T
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Example:  Vehicle Traffic on Unpaved Roads.  For the purpose of estimating 
uncontrolled emissions, the U.S. EPA emission factor equation applicable to vehicle 
traffic on publicly accessible unpaved roads takes source characteristics into 
consideration: 
 

 E = [1.8 (s/12)1.8 (S/30)0.5 / (M/0.5)0.2] - C (5) 

 

where: E = PM10 emission factor (lb/VMT) 
 s = surface material silt content (%) 
 S = mean vehicle speed (mph) 
 M = surface material moisture content (%) 
 C = emission factor for 1980’s vehicle fleet exhaust, plus break/tire wear 
 

The denominators in each of the multiplicative terms of the equation constitute 
normalizing default values, in case no site-specific correction parameter data are 
available.  The default moisture content represents dry (worst-case) road conditions.  
Extrapolation to annual average uncontrolled emission estimates (including natural 
mitigation) is accomplished by assuming that emissions are occurring at the estimated 
rate on days without measurable precipitation and, conversely, are absent on days with 
measurable precipitation. 
 
1.8  Emission Control Options 
 

Typically, there are several options for the control of fugitive particulate emissions 
from any given source.  This is clear from Equation 2 used to calculate the emission rate.  
Because the uncontrolled emission rate is the product of the source extent and the 
uncontrolled emission factor, a reduction in either of these two variables produces a 
proportional reduction in the uncontrolled emission rate.  In the case of open sources, the 
reduction in the uncontrolled emission factor may be achieved by adjusted “work 
practices”.  The degree of the reduction of the uncontrolled emission factor can be 
estimated from the known dependence of the factor on source conditions that are subject 
to alteration.  For open dust sources, this information is embodied in the predictive 
emission factor equations for fugitive dust sources as presented in Section 13 of AP-42.  
The reduction of source extent and the incorporation of adjusted work practices that 
reduce the amount of exposed dust-producing material are preventive measures for the 
control of fugitive dust emissions. 

 
Add-on controls can also be applied to reduce emissions by reducing the amount 

(areal extent) of dust-producing material, other than by cleanup operations.  For example, 
the elimination of mud/dirt carryout onto paved roads at construction and demolition sites 
is a cost-effective preventive measure.  On the other hand, mitigative measures involve 
the periodic removal of dust-producing material.  Examples of mitigative measures 
include: cleanup of spillage on travel surfaces (paved and unpaved) and cleanup of 
material spillage at conveyor transfer points.  Mitigative measures tend to be less 
favorable from a cost-effectiveness standpoint. 
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Periodically applied control techniques for open dust sources begin to decay in 
efficiency almost immediately after implementation.  The most extreme example of this 
is the watering of unpaved roads, where the efficiency decays from nearly 100% to 0% in 
a matter of hours.  On the other hand, the effects of chemical dust suppressants applied to 
unpaved roads may last for several months.  Consequently, to describe the performance 
of most intermittent control techniques for open dust sources, the “time-weighted 
average” control efficiency must be reported along with the time period over which the 
value applies.  For continuous control systems (e.g., wet suppression for continuous drop 
materials transfer), a single control efficiency is usually appropriate. 

 
Table 1-3 lists fugitive dust control measures that have been judged to be generally 

cost-effective for application to metropolitan areas unable to meet PM10 standards.  The 
most highly developed performance models available apply to application of chemical 
suppressants on unpaved roads.  These models relate the expected instantaneous control 
efficiency to the application parameters (application intensity and dilution ratio) and to 
the number of vehicle passes (rather than time) following the application.  More details 
on available dust control measure performance and cost are presented in two MRI 
documents.15, 16 
 

Table 1-3.  Controls for Fugitive Dust Sources 
Source category Control action 

Agricultural Tilling and Harvesting, 
Livestock Husbandry 

Conservation management practices 

Construction/Demolition Paving permanent roads early in project 
Covering haul trucks 
Access apron construction and cleaning 
Watering of graveled travel surfaces 

Abrasive Blasting, Materials Handling, 
Mineral Products Industry 

Wet suppression 

Paved Roads Water flushing/sweeping 
Improvements in sanding/salting applications 
and materials 
Covering haul trucks 
Prevention of trackout 
    Curb installation 
    Shoulder stabilization 

Unpaved Roads Paving 
Chemical stabilization 
Surface improvement (e.g., gravel) 
Vehicle speed reduction 

Wind Erosion (agricultural, open area, and 
storage pile) 

Revegetation 
Limitation of off-road vehicle traffic 
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1.9  Document Organization 
 

The handbook contains separate, stand-alone chapters for each fugitive dust source 
category with chapters arranged in the following order: 

 
Chapter 2: Agricultural Tilling 
Chapter 3: Construction and Demolition 
Chapter 4: Materials Handling 
Chapter 5: Paved Roads 
Chapter 6: Unpaved Roads 
Chapter 7: Agricultural Wind Erosion 
Chapter 8: Open Area Wind Erosion 
Chapter 9: Storage Pile Wind Erosion 
Chapter 10: Agricultural Harvesting 
Chapter 11: Mineral Products Industry 
Chapter 12: Abrasive Blasting 
Chapter 13: Livestock Husbandry 
Chapter 14: Miscellaneous Minor Fugitive Dust Sources 

 
Each chapter contains the following subsections: 

(a) Characterization of Source Emissions 
(b) Emissions Estimation:  Primary Methodology (generally from AP-42) 
(c) Emissions Estimation:  Alternate Methodology (if available; e.g., CARB) 
(d) Demonstrated Control Techniques 
(e) Regulatory Formats 
(f) Compliance Tools 
(g) Sample Cost-Effectiveness Calculation 
(h) References 

 
A glossary and a series of Appendices are included in the handbook.  Appendix A 

contains a discussion of two basic test methods used to quantify fugitive dust emission 
rates, namely: 

(a) The upwind-downwind method that involves the measurement of upwind and 
downwind particulate concentrations, utilizing ground-based samplers under 
known meteorological conditions, followed by a calculation of the source strength 
(mass emission rate) with atmospheric dispersion equations; and 

(b) The exposure-profiling method that involves simultaneous, multipoint 
measurements of particulate concentration and wind speed over the effective cross 
section of the plume, followed by a calculation of the net particulate mass flux 
through integration of the plume profiles. 

 
Appendix B contains cost information for demonstrated control measures.  Appendix 

C contains a step-wise methodology to calculate the cost-effectiveness of different 
fugitive dust control measures.  Appendix D contains a brief discussion of fugitive PM10 
management plans and record keeping requirements mandated by one of the air quality 
districts within the WRAP region. 
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In compiling information regarding control cost-effectiveness estimates (i.e., $ per 
ton of PM10 reduction) of different control options for the fugitive dust handbook, we 
discovered that many of the estimates provided in contractor reports prepared for air 
quality agencies for PM10 SIPs contain either hard to substantiate assumptions or 
unrealistic assumptions.  Depending on what assumptions are used, the control cost-
effectiveness estimates can range over one to two orders of magnitude.  Consequently, 
the end user of the handbook would get a distorted view if we published these estimates.  
Rather than presenting these published cost-effectiveness estimates, we have prepared a 
detailed methodology containing the steps to calculate cost-effectiveness that is included 
in Appendix C.  We recommend that the handbook user calculate the cost-effectiveness 
values for different fugitive dust control options based on current cost data and 
assumptions that are applicable for their particular situation. 
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