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The Assignment

- Review recommendations to-date and
leadiiurther development

= Evaluate previeus recommendations: that
aVE Net PEEN accepied

=CAre tEre opporitnities torexplore these
iecommendations, itrther?

=EShotldrarecommendation verretained ior
UtRer consideraton?

sEShelldarrecommendationireceve ne e
ConsIderauon

mAENEREI a2 P PERURITES HEINIEVENIOL
WEENIEXD) BIECNGEAELIEY



One Approach to Phase |l

N Recommendations: ier Which: sulbstantial
agreement exists

= |Ssues worthy: of further discussion
= Reachragreement
= Preprirem Urherdiscussion

s Determine WornyAeitnerdisecussion and
gdeveloprsehedlierancrappreae




Outline

= CAA statutory considerations

=CAFQuality-Management Planineluding
lederal/state/local/tribal interfaces,
authenlies; andieles

L SElling standards

=PAIF QU ASSESSIIENL
= VeRIGHRG
D IEHNINEUGRS

ENEORUIRUGUSNMPLIOVEMERL



Fundamental Consideration

" Clean Air Act

= |SHt-advisable not torpreoceed with
iecommendations that would require: CAA
amendments?

= VWhRIch benefits might Justiiy:pushing a
lecommenadationievand eventtnough CAA
cHaNGES MIghi e required?

=S UstanualiyAcieaneraine

mESUstantialiyAquickerimpl EMERaUeRICIPRoGamS
taiwoenlcdNmpreVeraitauali?

=S UstanualiyAleSsHESCUCERRIENSIVE PIoElaIS
ENGOMIINANCRSIOIRENIENELSIAIEVEY:



Fundamental Consideration

= Compoenents oi Air Quality: Management Plan

= Administrative: procedures?
=[S there anything Important that was not addiessed in Phaser|
and that should be includediin the Phase ll report?
= rechnical preceduresrand pregrams:?
= Setling standardsy
mUASSESSIMENnt = moeniterneland compliance determinations::
S FrlorftiZzltien)
=Nmplementauon
=REederal/statelioeal/thbalNnteraciens and autieniess
ENAGdItionalfemIssIoRNECdUCHeNS
=NV2neaieRAVErsUSNe URtERApRreagrams

N CoRURUCUSHMPEIOVEMENLZ:



The Questions

= 7. Federal/state/local/tribal interfaces — (1) How can
enforceable federal mandates be designed for use by
S/L/Ts more efficiently? (2) Could more federal
programs be set up like Title I\ that required less S/L/T
action?

(3) What about SIP approvals and federall enforceability?
Can federal enforceability be achieved in a more
simplified manner? (4) Canthe administrative
requirements for SIP. approval be streamlined (beyond
what was discussed in the Phase | process) or even
eliminated? (5) Sheuldn't we explore every: alternative to
determine feasibility’ for simpliiying the federal
enforceability/SIP adoption proecess?



(1) How cani enforceable federal mandates be
designed for use by S/L/Ts more efficiently?

= Can State SIPs be written iniway to
provide for a procedural update the adopts
the federal requirement? Can EPA
promulgate federal rules that provide for
such an adoeption into the SIP?



(2) Could more federal programs be set up
like Title IV that required less S/L/T action?

= |f the answer to question; 1 Is yes, |
assume this could be done.

= [Does the question mean that the States,
LLocal programs and Trinves want EPA to

maintain and run more data bases like the
SO2 or NOx data bases.

" Resources, Resources



(Ba) What about SIP approvals and federal enfoerceability?
(Bb) Can federal enforceability be achieved in armore
simplified manner?
(5) Shouldn’t we explore every alternative to determine
feasibility for simplitying the federal enforceability/SIP
adoption process?

= (3b) Refer to question 1. If rule can be adopted as written.
Nno ISSuUe.

= (3a) Is Federal Enforceability required in all cases?

= Yes, for all traditional major source SIP rules or those sources
subject to federal rules

= Maybe not (policy issue), for thoese sources that may be best
iegulated by voluntary or innovative measures that address, those
emission sectors that have been too difficult for traditional
regulation or that can not be regulated (area sources, existing
fleets, boats, trains, aircraft)

= EPA guidance should be draifted to remove the cap on these types
off programs; and require a provision for updating the SIP i they: are
found not to effective. Enforcement of the SIP reductions; required
rather than these measures.



(4) Can the administrative requirements for SIP approval
be streamlined (beyond what was discussed in the Phase |
process) or even eliminated?

= Can the AQM plan be adopted and the
control requirements be adopted based on
assigned responsibilities. Plan would be
approved and rules adopted

administratively per previoeus; discussion?
Legal 77277



Issue Drill-Down

m_Settingrstandards
=5 VealiCycle Versus otneroplions

= pterface betweenstandarnd-setiing and
Implementanon

S OWLOraVveId GVE 2pPpING VENSIGNS: Of
standandsiora singlepoellutant

S OWAGraddESSHEXIC AIF PRI UilaRis



NAAQS Process

= NAAQS Outcomes
- Have the level of the standards been
protective of public health ?
- Yes I Although muehi debate has

oceurred on both side: ofi this
ISSUE, courts have generally
Upheld EPA actions under the
CAA



NAAQS Process (Continued)

= NAAQS CAA Timelines

- Has EPA complied with the timelines established
in the CAA?

- As a general rule, No

EPA has been subject to litigation from: public interest
groups: for failure tormeet the timelines and subject to
court order schedules

EPA has alse been subject to litigation oni the final
standards; fiom the industry: and public interest groups

Tfhe end result 1s that the schedules in the act have not
been met because of the actions ofi all parties.



NAAQS Process (Continued)

" The AQM Committee Should Consider

- EPA’s Review of NAAQS process

EPA issued a report on the NAAQS process on
April 3™ of 2006

EPA held public woerkshoep: on the report on
June 27" of 2006
EPA is expected to issue a final report on 277
- Should the committee consider the report before
making| recommendations ?



NAAQS Process (continued)

" The Science Review

Is the current time frame adequate for the identification of
proper studies?

If the studies are completed, is there adequate time for
review. and discussion of the studies, inia forum such as
CAASAC?

[ there were more time for this process, would there be less
litigation and! pelicy’ debates over the science?

Many argue the EPA resources are not adequate to prepare
the criteriaidoecument and administer the science review
process, would more resources; really fix the issues
discussed above?



NAAQS Process (continued)

= The Staff Paper

Is there adequate time for the EPA staff to review the

the CAASAC documents and make
recommendations on the level and form of the
standard?

Funding, Funding, Funding- Is it likely that EPA will
receive the funding required to complete this
task in a timely and complete manner?

Should there be more extensive public discussion of
the stafif paper or Agency: thinking prior to the proposal’?

Could a more public discussion ofi the EPA thinking reduce the
possible litigation ox'the length of the litigation?



NAAQS Process (continued)

= Control Options Discussion (New)
- Prior to final the final standard, could EPA working

with States, Local programs, tribes and
Industry develop a paper or
document that sets forth the various

sectors or emissions categories that
should be addressed during the development of
controel strategies?

- TThe document would identify source categories and

make initial assignments, of
iesponsibility. (Federal, State or
voluntary pregrams)

- Funding| may be a major Issue



NAAQS Process

" Dijscussion Questions

- Have the level of the standards been
protective ofi public health ?

- Has EPA met the requirements of the CAA?

- Should'the committee consider the report before
making recommendations ?

- Science & Stafl Paper — study generation time
frame, review of science time frame, less litigation
POSSIble, mMore reseurces fix the problem?

- Control Option Paper?.



Sejtz Conclusions

Committee should allow EPA to finishits review. prior to
make final recommendations.

Committee should develop 2 to 3 major themes or ISsues
that should be addressed inithe NAAQS review process
(I' do not think resources should be one)

The Office of Air should be encouraged to present their
findings the CAAAC for discussion

It the CAAAC feels that more discussion or expansion of
the recommendations is order, further discussion should
eferred to the proper sulb committee where a full
discussion of the Issues would take place.



AQMS Process Goals

m_Create anrefiective - airquality
Management system

=L Create artimelyf AQMS
= Createran efficient; simplerAQMS

mESUsStainrparnershipsHerstrengiien e
AQIVIS

m R eVIGEraGEGUalENGRISHOICHEeale anE
neielipitzla) taie ACHYIS



Issue Drill-Down

= Al Quality: Assessment

= Vienitering

mPAre thenerany improvemenis needed beyoend what
Wasi recommended in Phase |7

=ViliFaddressing attainment determinationsreneyve
GEelerrents loNEtemoniterng?

=H\Viedeling

mUAVENHEre anyremainingIssteEs nel adaresseaiin
Phase |7

s AAIRment determinations
ATEa O VIolatioR A a eiRinlilencerdeails



Issue Drill-Down

= Continuoeus Imprevement (1)

=[S [t-a progiam: descrining technigues or menu
Ol-oplIeAS?

= [SHi Incentive-hased; command-and-contiol;
O)f 2 yorid;, PEMAPS Wit al Soit: Ve

= Siarcataleg ol pregrams: and guidance
adequaterterachievertie geailf?

" SHeUIE SUCHIaNOaaMNIEIECORBIYANVICES Ol
SECIEIENESED

= ATENCEAINNOPUBISHNBIENEESORERI ENENR
OIIENSH



Issue Drill-Down

= Continueus Imprevement(2)

=UATE tiEre CONCENRMSI GIET tham providing a
‘pPenod ol repoese: and credit e recent
dCtions/INVESTMENLS?

= Fouldthereberampre-daied baseline thatwoeula
aernoewledge recenicpast

= WA aNEERASEANNCERLVENE
GESIgRENY:

mPASSESSIonemittersWherachievVelessitneanttiergeal
of rlatplisie) =it ]

S Uo=frop)t o slficl=igle=fzle



Issue Drill-Down

= Continuous Imprevement.(3)
= Jlexas energy: eflficiency. example

= Couldithistlbera werkable template for our
COnNSIderation?



