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James Goldstene, Executive Officer
California Air Resources Board
1001 T Street, P.O. Box 2815
Sacramento, CA 95812

RE: Adequacy Status of San Joaquin Valley 8-Hour Ozone Reasonable Further Progress and
Attainment Plan Motor Vehicle Emissions Budgets

Dear ldstene:

We have found adequate for transporiation conformity purposes certain motor vehicle
emissions budgets (MVEBs) in the San Joaguin Valley 2007 Ozone Plan (April 2007), as
amended by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) on June 14, 2007, and supplemented by
CARB on February 1, 2008 (“San Joaquin Valley 2007 Ozone Plan™). As a result of our
adequacy finding, Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) in the San Joaguin Valley and
the U.S, Department of Transportation must use the adequate budgets in future conformity
analyses once the finding becomes effective.

CARB submitied the San Joaguin Valley 2007 Ozone Plan {April 2007}, as amended by
CARB on June 14, 2007, to EFA on November 17, 2007 as a revision to the California Stale
Implementation Plan (SIP) and submitted supplemental material related to the plan’s reasonable
further progress (RFP) demonstrations on February 1, 2008. The plan includes new control
measures and demonsirations of RFP and artainment for the B-hour czone standard. The plan
identifies subregional MVEBs for each county in the nonattinment area for reactive organic gases
(ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NQ,) for each RFF milestone year through 2020 and for the
attainment year 2023. We announced receipt of the plan on the Internet on April 18, 2008, and
requested public comment by May 19, 2008. We received comments on the budgets and plan
during that comment period.

This letter rransmits our decision that the motor vehicle emissions budgets for 2011, 2014
and 2017 contained in the San Joaguin Valley 2007 Oxzone Plan are adequate for transportation
conformity decisions. These budgets are consistent with the Stale’s RFP demonstrations for
milestone vears 2011, 2014, and 2017, and these budgels are based on control measures, with one
minor exception, that have already been adopted and implememed. The budgets also meet the
other adequacy criteria, therefore, these budgets meet the transpomation conformity adeguacy
criteria found in 40 CFR 93.118(e){4). The adequate budgets, for each county in the
nonattainment area, are as follews:
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Motor Vehicle Emission Budgets (summer planning, tons per day)
Year 2011 2014 2017
County ROG! Ny ROG' NOy ROG' NO»
Fresndo 15.5 479 12.9 37.2 11.1 29.1
_Kem (SIV) 15.7 79.4 13.5 64.1 11.6 49.5
Kings 34 15.9 2.3 12.3 2.3 9.4
| Madera 3.7 12.2 3.1 9.7 2.6 7.7
Merced 6.2 28.8 3.l 22.3 42 7.1
San Joaguin 12.1 34.7 10.1 215 B.6 21.3
Stanislaus 9.0 22.3 T 17.2 6.5 13.4
Tulare 9.2 20.9 1.7 16.6 6.7 13.1
' ROG is comparable to the term specified in the CAA and EPA SIP rules, for volatile organic
compoands (YO,

This letter also transmits our finding that the motor vehicle emissions budgets for 2008,
2020 and 2023 are inadequate for transportation conformity purposes. The San Joaquin Valley
2007 Ozone Plan does not show reasonable further progress for the year 2008, As a result, one of
the transportation conformity rule's adequacy criteria is not met (40 CFR 93.1 18{(e N4 Niv}), and
thus, the 2008 budget is inadequate. The 2020 and 2023 budgets include estimated emission
reductions associated with a number of commitments for future rule adoption that lack
specificity. As such, the SIV MPOs would not be able to accurately guantify future emission
reductions associated with the commitments. Without additional specificity, it is also unclear
how the 2020 and 2023 budgets are precisely quantified or related to the overall emissions
inventory and other measures. Therefore, the 2020 and 2023 budgets do not meel the adequacy

criteria found in 40 CFR 93, 118(e)(4 i), (1v), and (v},

Motor Vehicle Emission Budgets (summer planning, tons per day)
Year 2008 2020 2023

County ROG' | Noy | rOG' | NOg | ROG NOx
Fresno 18.6 53.5 8.0 16.9 18 15.7
Kem (SJV) 18.1 93.9 8.5 28.4 8.1 248
Kings 3.9 18.3 1.7 5.3 1.6 4.7
Madera 4.4 14.6 1.9 4.8 1.9 4.5
Merced 74 355 29 9.9 2.8 2.0
San Joaguin 13.9 40.0 6.3 12.7 6.3 11.9
Stanislaus 10.5 26.7 4.9 B.0 4.6 7.1
Tulare 10.5 234 i 8.4 4.8 7.4
'ROG is comparable to the term specified in the CAA and in EPA SIP rules, volatile organic
compounds (WO

We have detailed our adequacy findings in the enclosures. A copy of this letier and its
enclosures will soon be posted on the Internet at



hutp:/fwww.epa.goviotag/stateresources/transconffadequacy.him. We will also announce the
adequacy findings in the Federal Register. The findings will become effective 13 days after the
Federal Register announcement pursuant to 40 CFR 93,1 18(1).

If you have any questions regarding these adequacy findings or would like copies of the
comments received, please contact Kerry Drake at (415) 947-4157 or Karina O Connor at (775)
833-1276.

Smncerely,

borah Jordan
Director, Air Division

Enclosures

cc:  Errol Villegas, SIVUAPCD
Barbara Goodwin, Fresne COG
Ronald Brummett, Kern COG
Temi King, Kings COG
Patricia Taylor, Madera CTC
Jesse Brown, Merced COG
Andrew Chesley, SICOG
Vince Harris, Stanislaus, COG
CGeorge Finney, Tulare COG
Steve Luxenberg, FHWA
Ted Matley, FTA




Enclosure 1; Transporiation Conformity Adequacy Review

Attainment Plan

Control Strategy State Implementation Plan (SIP) Under Review; San Joaguin
Valley (5IV) 2007 Ozone Flan: 8-hour ozone Reasonable Further Progress and

Date of SIP Revision Receipt by EPA: November 2007

Sec. 3.118(e)(@))

Reviewers: Karina O Connor

The pl was endorsed by lhe
Ciovernor {or desigees) and was
subject to p public hearing.

Diate: 12/17/08

"The November 16, 2007 transmittal letier submitting the STV 2007 Ozone Flan

was sent by CARRB s Executive Officer. James Goldstene, the Governor's
designee. The ransmitial letier indicaies that the CARB formally adopied the plan
on June 14, 2007 through & Board Resolusion (07207, CARB released the plan on
May 15, 2007 and requested public comments by Jupe 13, 2007 or at the public
hzaring held on June 14, 2007. The leoer also indicates that CARB adopied the
2007 State Strategy for the 5IP on Sepiember 27, 2007, The plan relies upon
reduction commitments from the 2007 Stae Sicategy, which was submitted o BEPA
a% & SIP revision also on Maovember 16, 2000, CARB released the 2007 State
Strategy on April 26, 2007 and May 7. 2007 and requested public commemnts by
the public hearing held on September 27, 2007.

is clepsly identificd and precisely
quandified.

Sec, W30 1Bed4 W) The plan was deveboped through b Consultation with federal, state and local agencies was undenaken; this
consulision with federal, siaie and consultation ook place with the San Joasgquin Valley interagency consultation
Incal agencies; full implementation working group (the Model Coordinating Commiites), Members of the consuliation
plan documentation was provided growp include: EPA, FHWA, FTA, CARB, Calirans, the San Joaquin Valley
and EPA"s stated concerns, if any, Unified Alr Polhtion Conotrol District (SIVUAPCD), and each county’s
weere addressed. Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPCY), EPA received o copy of the draft SJV
2007 Omone Plan and draft State Strategy, and EPA’s comments were addressed.
Sec, 3.0 18eX4)0i) The motar wehicle emission bulgen s} YIN The mator yehicle emissions budgets are clearly identified and precisely

quantified on page %10 of the plan and in Appendix © of the plan as adopied by
EIVUAPCD on April 30, 2007, CARB amended the bulgets through s June
2007 approval, and the amendments are clearly documented in Appendix I3 of the
StafT Repon submited by CARB as part of the San JToagquin Valley 2007 Ozone
Plan in November 2007, The budgets for 2020 and 2023 are not precisely
quantified because the new emission reductions from measures in the State
Strategy do not resull from adequately specified control measures, In contrast, the

budgets for the years 2008, 2011, 2014 and 20017 reflect control measures, with




| in section 8.2.3 of the STV 2007 Creone Plan), that are already adopled and

implemented. Further, the budgets do pot include new emission reductions
arcribined 1o gereral commitments; therefore, these badgets are precisely
guantified,

Sec. 03,1184 Kiv)

The motor vehicle emissions
budgetis), when considered iogether
wiith all other emission sowrces, is
consistent with applicahle
requircments for reasonable further
peopress, aitainment, or mainbeRance
(whichewer is relevant o the given

plan).

Yin

EPA ks preliminasily concluded that the budgets for the years 2011, 2004 and
01T, when considered oeether with all other emission sources, are consislent
with the reguirement to demonsirate reasorable further progress for eight-hour
ozone. This finding is based on review of the plan’s oxome RFP demonstration, as
supplemenied on February 1, 2008, that reasonably demonstrates the regquined 3%
annund rate of progress (averaged over each three vear period) called fior in EPA's
eight-hour ozome implementation rule, Oither relevant materiak include the
District's control measure strategy in chaper 6 of the 51% 2007 Orone PMlan and
the STWUAPCDY s Resolution (7-04-11a) adopting the plan, EPA cannot
determine that the 2008, 2020 and 2023 maotor vehiche emissions budges ars
consiElent with the regquirement to demonstrate reasonable further progress andfor
attainment. The plan does nof demonstrace that the 3% reasonable further progress
requiremend is met in 2008, The 2020 and 2023 motor vehicle emissions budgets
incorporate new emission reéductions that do pot resull from specified control
measires (hat have been drafied or adopled in regulatory form {or have been
adequately supported as a volundary measore).

Sec. 93,1 18ed)v)

The plan shows a clear relatonship
among the emissions budget(s),
control measures and the total
CImiEsI0ns inventony,

YiIN

The crission inventory for all stgonary, area, on-road modvile, and nonroad
muobile sources, and their relation (o control mensures and the reductions from
existing measures are described in Attachment & of CARB's Reselution 07-28
dated Seplember 27, 2007 adopting the 2007 Suse Swrategy, The reductions from
individisal cxisting measures used in the hudpets are also described in more deeail
in Tables B-1 and B-2 in Appendix B and Table C.9 in Appendix C o the 3%
2007 Owone Plan. As staked elsewhers, the 2020 and 2023 budgets incorporate
new emission reductions from the Stare’s sirabegy that do not resull from specified
control measunes that have been drafied or adopled in regulatory form (or have
been adequately supported as a voluntary measune )

Sec, 93,1 18(e) 41 vi)

Revisions to previously submied
control strategy or maintenance plans
explain and document any changes o
any previous submitied budgets and
control messures; impacts on point
anad area SOUrce SInissHns, any
changes to established safety marging
(e 93,101 for definition), and
reasons for the changes {including the

The most recent ozone SIF for the STV nonanainment area was the anea’s 2004 1-
Howr Ozone S1F. EPA fownd the budgets from the 2004 51V |-Howar Ozone Plan
o adequate in 2005 (70 FR 7734, Febreary 15, 2005), The motor vehicle emission
inventorics in the 2004 1-hour ozone 5IP are based on the EMPAC2002 motor
vehiche emissions model, and the SIV 2007 Ozone Plan includes motor vehicle
emission inventories that were prepared using the most recent version of the
model, EMFAC2IT. EMFAC2007 was approved by EPA in January 2008 (73
FR 3464, January 18, 2008), and EPA’s January 2008 notice of availability for
EMFACINT details the basis for the changes to the emission factors, The budges




Sec. 93,1 1B{eKS)

“basis for 'J'm:r changes (0 emuission
factors or estimates of vehicle miles
iraveded ).

—

" | EPA has reviewed the State's

compilation of public comments and
response i commments that are
required 1o be submivied with any
implementation plan.

deemed adequate herein, for te &-hour ozone sandard, do nod copstinute a
revision 1o the previously submited budgers since the 2004 plan was written for a
different fare of the oxone standard.

The 2007 Creane Plan contains public comments and STVUAPCTY responses in
appendices G and L o the plan. Specifically, appendix G includes comments and

froan SI%WUTAPCD s series of Town Hall meetings beld from JTuly 26-28,
2006, Appendin L inclodes comments and responses from SIVUAPCDY's public
workshops and public comment pericds on the draft 2007 Ozone Plan, Additonal
verbal comments were received during the adopison public bearings beld by the
SIVUAPCD and CARB and are also included as amachments w the Movember
2(H¥T SIP subrnittal. We kave reviewed the compilation of comments and
responses and find the responses to be acceptable, Mo issues that might have
affected our adequacy linding remain unanswered,




ENCLOSURE 2

Response to Comments

amments sibmitted in May 9, 2008 rf iusti

Comment 1: The commenter requests that EPA find the 2008 budgets inadequate because
the plan does not show Reasonable Further Progress in 2008.

Response 1: EPA agrees that the San Joaguin Valley 8-hour ozone plan does not show
reasonable further progress for the year 2008; therefore, we are finding the 2008 ROG and NO,
motor vehicle emissions budgets inadequate because one of the transportation conformity rule’s
adequacy criteria is not met (40 CFR 93.1 1 8(e){(4){iv)) for those 2008 budgets.

Comment 2: The commenter asserts that the plan’s failure to show Reasonable Further
Progress in 2008 limits the ability of the plan to provide extra emission reductions needed
for later RFP yvears. The commenter also notes that this flaw prevents the plan from
demonstrating that the area can achieve expeditious attainment and cannot include
adequate contingency measures.

Response 22 As discussed previously, EPA agrees that the plan does not show Reasonahle
Further Progress for the year 2008 and is finding those budgets inadequate since the budgets do
not meet the transportation conformity adequacy criteria found in 40 CFR 93,1 18{e M4 }iv).
However, the plan’s inability to comply with the Clean Air Act's reasonable [urther progress
requirements for 2008 does not preclude the SIP from complying with reasonable further
progress requirements in later vears. As discussed in the 8-hour ozone implementation rule, the
rate of progress reductions for each year are calculated separately. From the proposed 8-hour
ozone implementation rule, (68 FR 32802, at 32811, June 2, 2003): “To the extent that subpart 2
addresses a specific planning obligation, the provisions in subpant 2 control, For example, under
section 182{h), moderate areas are subject 1o 15 percent ROP requirements rather than the more
general RFP requirements of section 172(c)(2)." This continues EPA's long-term interpretation
that meeting the specific ROP requirement in subpart 2 satisfies the general RFP requirement in
172(c)i2). See EPA's general preambie for implementation of tithe T of the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 19940 at 57 FR 13498, at 13510 and 13518 {April 18, 1992},

The Subpart 2 ROP requirements are calculated based on reductions for each year and are
separate from the attainment demonstration requirement. Also, we note that the submitied RFP
demonstrations for milestone years 2011, 2014, and 2017 would be sufficient as RFP plans even
if the attainment demonstration ultimately demonstrates attainment in any year beyond 2017, In
other words, since we preliminarily find that the plan shows 3% per vear reduction in ozone
precursor emissions for milestone years 2011, 2014, and 2017, and that the budgets are
consistent with the RFP demonstrations for those years, the submitted RFP demonstrations and
related motor vehicle emissions budgets would not necessarily need 1o be revised for milestone
years 2011, 2014, and 2017 if the year representing expeditions attainment were to be 2018 or
later, and we have no information suggesting that 2017 or any earlier year represents expeditious



attainment of the 8-hour ozone NAAQS in the San Ioaquin Valley., 'We address the issue of
contingency measures in our response to comment #7 herein,

Comment 3: The commenter asserts that the control measures in the plan fail to meet the
minimum Clean Air Act requirements and that the plan unlawfully relies upon emissions
reductions from such measures to demonstrate RFP. The commenter requests further that
EPA find the motor vehicle emissions budgets inadequate because the budgets include
emission reductions from these control measures.

Response 3: EPA has considered all issues in the SIP that are relevant (o ils budgel adequacy
decision, and has determined the 2020 and 2023 motor vehicle emission budgets include
estimated emission reductions associated with a number of general commitments for future rule
adoption that lack specificity, Therefore the 2020 and 2023 motor vehicle emission budgets are
inadequate pursuant to 40 CFR 93,1 18(e)(4)(ii). (iv) and (v). In contrast, the motor vehicle
emission budgets for earlier years (i.e., 2011, 2014 and 2017) are consistent with the Stale's
reasonable further progress demonstrations for B-hour ozone, and these budgels, with one minor
exception, are based on adopted control measures that have already been implemented. The one
exception is the SIVUAPCD s commitment to adopt an employer-based trip reduction program
in 2009 with implementation and emissions reductions (o occur in the following year, See
section 8.2.3 in the 2007 Ozone Plan. The emissions reductions included in the budgets from the
trip reduction program are shown in table 8-1 of the plan. The 2007 Ozone Plan, as adopted by
the SIVUAPCD Governing Board, includes the trip reduction program as described in section
B.2.3 of the plan, and adoption of the plan by the Board constitutes the necessary written
commitment allowing the related emissions reductions to be included in the budget consistent
with the transportation conformity requirements in 40 CFR 93, 122{a)3)iii).

With respect to RFP, we agree that the RFP demonstrations for years 2011, 2014, and 2017, as
submitted by CARB on February |, 2008, rely on reductions from unadopted measures {though
only one of which (the employer-based trip reduction rule, as noted above) affects the budgets).
We note, however, that the reductions so relied upon are established in specific commitments by
SIVUAPCD to achieve, in the aggregate, the emissions reductions in the applicable milestone
vears as specified in table 6-1 of the plan, See page 6 (lines 6 through 14) of Governing Board
Resolution (07-04-11a for the District’s commitments to adopt and implement the mles and
measures in the 2007 Ozone Plan by the dates specified in chapter 6 of the plan to achieve the
emissions reductions shown in chapter 6, and to submit these mles and measures to EPA via
CARB as a revision to the SIP. At this preliminary stage of plan review, we believe
SIVUAPCD’s commitments to be enforceable and the RFP demonstrations (in 201 1, 2014, and
2017) that rely upon them to be approvable, The budgets for vears 2011, 2014, and 2017 also
meet all of the other adequacy criteria, including being precisely quantified and clearly related to
the overall SIP. Therefore, these budgets meet the transportation conformity adequacy criteria
found in 40 CFR 93.118(c}4). In addition, EPA notes that in any case the budgels demonstrale
progress towards attainment, becaose they reflect reductions in emissions from the mobile source
seclor compared to current levels,



Comment 4: The commenter requesis that EPA find the budgets inadequate on the basis
that the emissions budgets are built on the foundation of an unapprovable SIP. The
commenter indicates that the attainment demonstration in the plan contains errors and
that the reasonable further progress is not demonstrated.

Response 4: EPA finds budgets adequate or inadequate based on whether the adequacy criteria in
40 CFE. 93.118(e)(4) and (5) are met. These comments are more directly related o the
approvability of the SIP than to EPA's determination whether the budgets arc adequate. EPA
will consider all comments relevant to SIP approvability at the time of its comprehensive review
of the 51F.

EPA believes that it is required to review separately each budget that is initially submitted to
meet & reasonable further progress or attainment STP requirement. Specifically, section 93.118(¢)
requires EPA 1o determine the adequacy of each initial SIP budget that is established for a
particular year and Clean Air Act requirement. The statute requires separate demonstrations for
SIP purposes for each milestone year. See CAA sections 182(b) 1M A) and 182(c)i2)(B).
Therefore, since a separate RFP demonstration is reguired for each milestone year and the
attainment demonstration is another separate SIP requirement, the transportation conformity rule
requires EPA to review each RFP SIP budget separately according to our adequacy criteria, See
40 CFR 93.118{eX4)iv). In this case, we are finding adequate the budgets for milestone years
2011, 2014, and 2017 because they meel the adequacy criteria and because, based on our initial
review, the SIP demonstrates RFP for those years. Also, we note that the budgets for 2011, 2014,
and 2017 do not necessarily need to be revised once the concerns that we have raised in
connection with the BFP (milestone years 2020 and 2023) and attainment demonstrations are
resolved. We are finding inadequate the budgets for milestone years 2020 and 2023 because we
have preliminarily determined that RFP for those years relies on general commitments for future
rule adoption that lack specificity, In addition, EPA has determined that the 2008 Reasonable
Further Progress budgers are inadequate because these motor vehicle emissions budgets do not
meet the adequacy criteria in 40 CFR 93.118(e}{4){iv).

Comment 5: The commenter asserts that the plan fails to meet the reguirement o provide
for application of reasonable available control technology (RACT )L

Response 5: This comment is outside the scope of EPA s adequacy review. The regquirement o
implement RACT is separate from the requirement to demonstrate RFP. The RACT requirement
calls for a state to demonstrate that applicable stationary sources are subject to emission
limitations constituting RACT. In contrast, the RFP requirement calls for a state to demonstrate,
for each milestone year, that creditable reductions in emissions from all sources (including
stationary, mobile, and area) meet or exceed a specified percentage reduction in emissions
relative to the base year. We are finding adequate for transportation conformity purposes the
metor vehicle emissions budgets for RFP milestone years 201 1, 2014, or 2017 because we
preliminarily find that the submitted plan demonstrates RFP for those years and becavse we find
that the adequacy criteria at 40 CFR 93.118{¢)(4) and (5) are met, including the criterion that
budgets for those years are consistent with the RFP demonstration (40 CFR 93, 118(e)(4)(iv)).
The RFP demonstration for years 2011, 2014, and 2017 relies on stationary source controls
currently approved by SIVUAPCD and does not rely on the tighter controls that might be
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implemented if EPA were to disapprove the RACT demonstration. Thus, even if we ultimately
disapprove the RACT demonstration, the motor vehicle emissions budgets, which by definition
do not reflect stationary source emissions, would remain unchanged and would remain adequate.

Comment 6: The commenter asserts that the plan fails to meet the requirement for new
source review permitting in extreme ozone nonattainment areas.

Response 6: This comment is outside the scope of EPA's adequacy review. The requirement to
amend new source review (NSR) rules for new or modified stationary sources to reflect an area’s
B-hour ozone classification is separate from the requirement (o demonstrate RFP. We are finding
adequate for transporiation conformity purposes the motor vehicle emissions budgets for RFP
milestone years 2011, 2014, or 2017 because we preliminarily find that the submitted plan
demonstrates RFP for those vears and because we find that adequacy criteria at 40 CFR
93.118(e)4) are met, including the criterion that the budgets for those years are consistent with
the RFP demonstration (40 CFR 93.118(e){4){iv)). The RFP demonstrations for years 2011,
2014, and 2017 rely on stationary source controls currently approved by SIVUAPCD and do not
rely on the tighter controls on new or modified stationary sources that will be implemented once
SIVUAPCD amends its new source review mles to appropriately reflect the area’s nonattainment
classification, Thus, even when SIVUAPCD amends its new source review rules, the motor
vehicle emissions budgets, which by definition do not reflect stationary source emissions, would
remain unchanged and would remain adequate.

Comment 7: The commenter asseris that the plan fails to meet the requirement for
contingency measures.

Response 7: This comment is oulside the scope of EPA’s adequacy review. The requirement o
include contingency measures to address any RFP milestones that are not met or to address a
failure to attain by the applicable attainment date is separate from the requircment to demonstrate
RFP. Emissions reductions from contingency measures by their nature are not relied upon to
demonstrate REP (but, rather to address failures to actually meet RFP milestone targets) and thus
are not included in the related motor vehicle emissions budgets for the RFP years. Thus, even if
we were 1o disapprove the contingency measures included in the submitted ozone plan, the motor
vehicle budgets would remain unchanged and would remain adequate.

Comment 8: The commenter further asserts that since the plan does not contain adequate

control measures (e.g. RACT and NSR), that it cannot assure expeditions attainment, and
that the budgets cannol assure timely altainment.

Response 8: As explained abowve, this EPA action {i.e, adequacy finding) does not determine
whether the implementation plan contains adequate RACT and NSR control measures. However,
even if it were the case that the plan does not reflect measures meeting the RACT requirement
and appropriate NSR controls, we assume that the commenter suggests that if such requirements
were met and reflected in the plan, attainment would be achieved earlier than 2023, We reiterale
that we are finding motor vehicle emissions budgets for both the 2020 RFP milestone year and
the 2023 atainment year 1o be inadequate. The most distant year for which we are finding
budgets to be adequate is 2017, Thus, even if, as the commenter asserts, the plan does not meet



nor reflect the RACT or NSR requirements, our adeguacy determination for the budgets for RFP
milestone years 2011, 2014, and 2017 would not be atfected unless meeting such requirements
would provide for attainment by 2017 or before. The reason for this is that the submitted RFP
demonstrations for milestone years 2011, 2014, and 2017 could remain sufficient even if the
attainment demonstration ultimately provides for attainment for any yvear beyond 2017, In other
words, since we preliminarily find that the plan shows 3% per year redoction in ozone precursor
emissions for milestone years 2011, 2014, and 2017, and that the budgets are consistent with the
RFF demonstrations for those years, the submitted RFP demonstrations and related motor
vehicle emissions budgets need not be revised for milestone years 2011, 2014, and 2017 even if
the vear representing expeditious attainment were to be 2018 or later. With an earlier attainment
year (i.c., earlier than 2023 but later than 2017), the RFP demonstration and related budgets for
2011, 2014, and 2017 could be revised, if, for example, additional on-road control measures
were implemented, but it is not a certainty that the SIP will be revised in 8 way that will
necessifale a revision to any of these RFP demonstrations or motor vehicle emissions budgets.

EPA evaluated the potential for additional stationary source controls, such as those that would be
implemented in the event that we disapprove the RACT demonstration and that will be
implemented once the required NSK rule changes are adopted, to achicve attainment in San
Toaguin Valley by 2017 or earlier. We compared the ozone precursor emissions in 2017 from
stationary/area sources with the predicted carrving capacity. The carrying capacity is 160 tons
per day of NOy and 342 wons per day of ROG. The 2017 emissions inventory shown in the
revised RFP 1able s 370 tons per day of NO, and 402 tons per day of ROG. Thus, the amount of
reduction from the 2017 inventory sufficient to reach attainment is 210 tons per day of NO, and
60 wons per day of ROG, In 2017, the entire stationary/area source inventory is 109 tons per day
of NO,. Completely eliminating all stationaryfarea source emissions in 2017 would achieve only
52% of the reductions necded for attainment. Thus, while it is theoretically possible that tighter
controls on stationary sources could advance the attainment date, such controls would not
advance the attainment date in San Joaguin Valley to 2007, Therefore, the budgets for RFP
milestone yvears 2011, 2014, and 2017 would remain adequate even if we should ultimately find
that 2023 does not reflect expeditious attainment because RACT and NSR are not being
implemented in San Joaguin Valley as required to meet the corresponding requirements under
the Clean Air Act and our B-hour ozone implementation mle.

Comment 9: The commenter notes that without the required control measures, California’s
use of the black box fails to meet the requirements of the Clean Air Act.

Response 9: This comment is outside the scope of EPA's adequacy review, EPA will consider
these comments and the issues they raise when we take rulemaking sction on the 8-hour ozone
attainment demonstration for 2023. The question of whether the “hlack box™ portion of the plan
is approvable affects only the adequacy of the attainment year budgets, since the plan does not
rely on “black box™ measure reductions for RFP. As discussed elsewhere in EPA's adequacy
finding, we are determining that the 8-hour ozone attainment year budgets in the plan are
inadequate. Please refer to other parts of today’s finding for further information.



