
Air Quality Management Subcommittee 
Minutes from Meeting on August 1 - 2, 2006 

Adam’s Mark Hotel 
1550 Court Place 

Denver, CO 80202 
  
Attendees: 

 
See list of participants at end of the meeting minutes. 

 
Air Quality in the Denver Area: – Ken Lloyd 
 

After a brief introduction and identification of attendees, Pat Cummins (AQM 
Subcommittee Co-Chair) introduced Ken Lloyd, Executive Director, Regional Air 
Quality Council (RAQC).  Ken, who has been the Executive Director since 1989, was to 
address successes and challenges of air quality in the Denver area over a period 
beginning in the mid-1970’s (see Denver_aqm_aug06 pdf.).   

 
Even with increases in population and VMT, decreases in the number of NAAQS 

violation days in the Denver area for O3 (1-hr), PM10 and CO have been significant 
since the mid-1980’s.  The reduction in violations has lead to attainment redesignation for 
these pollutants; by contrast, in the 1970’s, NAAQS were annually exceeded on nearly 
200 days.  The Denver Brown Cloud due to fine particulate matter, a nationally 
recognized issue, has also been substantially improved. 

 
RAQC is the lead agency for air quality planning in the Denver region.  Planning 

for SIPs and coordination with public and private entities, as well as with the general 
public, are key responsibilities.  Out of frustration with the normal SIP process, RAQC 
prepared a blueprint for clean air with the region’s first comprehensive, long-range air 
quality plan.  All pollutants were considered out to the year 2020 and the plan was 
coordinated for air quality and transportation.  There was significant public involvement 
and the course for many short-term actions was set.  The blueprint recommendations 
included reductions in emissions from power plants, diesel vehicles, high-emitting 
vehicles and street sanding; evaluation of I/M and oxygenated gasoline programs was 
included.  Through control programs, and by working with Denver Regional Council of 
Governments and local agencies on voluntary and incentive programs, the efforts to 
improve air quality were successful.  An early action compact (EAC) also led to deferring 
any nonattainment designation for O3 (8-hr) until 2007; ozone action days with a public 
information program have also been implemented.  Nevertheless, with the recent hot 
summer, attainment for O3 could become an issue.  On the other hand, all PM levels 
appear to be below the NAAQS.  Two programs were identified as particularly helpful: 
the diesel retrofit program has been very successful in the number of school buses that 
have been addressed; another program that identifies high-emitting vehicles and 
encourages repair is also being implemented. 
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In response to questions, Ken noted that RAQC’s area of responsibility was 
limited to the Denver area, but that it has good working relationships with other 
surrounding areas that are using some Denver approaches to air quality.  RAQC is also 
working with the State of Colorado on implementing a retrofit program.  It was noted that 
the State of Colorado is the government agency that has authority over oil and gas wells 
in the northern part of the state and that, as part of the EAC, certain levels of control are 
requested; the source chooses where and how control is implemented.  More control may 
be needed due to growth.  Ken also noted that Denver is moving out of an ethanol 
program, since ethanol is coming to market without regulation, is not needed for further 
controlling CO, and is less effective for newer vehicles. 
 
Issues Discussion and Schedule: – Greg Green and Pat Cummins 
 
 Greg indicated that we were in the process of transition from (1) the work of two 
teams to (2) deciding what should go into the final report and drafting that report.  The 
work of Teams 1 and 2 is essentially done and members of the teams are thanked for their 
efforts.  John Hornback has put together a revised outline for the final report.  However, 
during the previous meeting in Atlanta, there was some sense that, even though we have 
recommendations, some key aspects of the recommendations have not been fully 
discussed.  If more discussion is desirable, it may be necessary to delay the report until 
the first CAAAC meeting in 2007 which would probably occur in April.  This implies a 3 
to 4 month delay in issuing the report; Greg indicated a desire to have comment on this 
possibility.   
 

In the subsequent discussion, it was noted that much of the Subcommittee work 
has been abstract (e.g., continuous improvement); it has not been oriented to specific 
problems.  Initial specificity morphed into something more general in taking a longer 
term view.  However, the SIP process also hasn’t been oriented to specific problems; 
there are national- versus local-level tasks.  Perhaps one more step should be taken to 
deal with specific problems.  It was also noted that each member has a special interest to 
represent and that we have been gentle with each other; less gentleness may have lead to 
more detailed discussion. 
 

Some immediate illustrative issues that could receive further consideration 
include:  What issues do we see that can be addressed in the short-term (5 to 7 years)?  
Are there some issues that can drive SIP planning further?  Do we reinvent the process or 
tee-up issues for further future discussion?  We also need to consider collaboration of 
competing interests, or bottom-line tradeoffs, to which we haven’t gotten; realistic 
expectations about what we can and cannot accomplish should be developed.  Bob 
Wyman extended these points by emphasizing that subcommittee work has been done in 
a decentralized manner with the two teams.  As a result, it is unclear where we are on a 
number of topics:  designations relative to a continuous improvement program; major 
source thresholds below which we don’t control; federal accountability and dealing with 
failure; use of taxes and fees; more disclosure from companies and cities; a replacement 
for NSR; exposure data on air toxics; demand side on clean fuels; climate change; other 
topics on which more work is to be done.  Reasonable Performance Level (RPL) and 
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continuous improvement, in particular, need more specificity.  Several participants felt 
that a strategy is needed to get to more detail and understand where we are.  However, the 
Subcommittee may not have the stomach for more of these issues; we started out 
detailed, then became fuzzy, and now we want more detail. 

 
A motivating event may be needed to bring us to the end, but it may not be where 

we want to go.  We already have good recommendations, but also have skirted some key 
issues.  It may be desirable to “drill down” on a few issues to get more resolution.  We 
should make recommendations on specific control measures and tools; but we need to 
build consensus among a larger group.  Regarding changes to the air quality system over 
time, the current system is thought to be imperfect, but not fundamentally flawed.  
Progress is being made on a number of significant programs, including NAAQS, national 
emissions standards and State/local responsibilities; we should continue working on 
improving these. 
 

Regardless of how much more discussion there is, we should memorialize that 
discussion and more forward.  It was also emphasized by several participants that it 
would be better to have two months to get comfortable with language of the report, 
especially the bigger concepts, than further discussion of issues.  Some States have 
expressed an interest in reviewing a draft final report; other reviews are also desirable.   
 
 Greg then followed up on the question of whether the air quality system is 
working well or is the “monster” that we know?  For example, climate change is an issue 
that we are not thoroughly addressing, but its impacts may be approaching a point of 
irreversibility.  Are there some issues like this that we should be dealing with more 
forcefully?  On the other hand, climate change may be too big an issue for this group and 
should not hold up the AQM Subcommittee.  We have taken “low hanging fruit” with our 
current approach.  A new process may be needed to address how to reduce emissions 
beyond where we are. 
 
  It was noted that an independent group of scientists has said that there is good 
progress and success, but that there is a need to plan improvements for the future, e.g. air 
toxics for which we don’t have progress (i.e., can’t use SIPs).  Success won’t be achieved 
with suggestions for ozone and PM and then band-aid other topics like toxics.  What is a 
new way to deal with an integrated approach?  We are addressing the “monster” we 
know, but we may want to identify a new “monster”.  Also, what is the product that we 
are after?  Is there a driver for a new approach?  Will drilling down make the existing 
approach better?  We have always been dealing with short-term versus longer-term 
challenges.  Is the current system good enough for current challenges and how will it 
work for challenges of the future?  There is the right to disagree, but how can we avoid 
automatic legal challenges.  If we have more time, how will it be used?  We need to nail 
down a target. 
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Conclusions: 
 
Teams’ work is essentially done.  Begin working on final report following Hornback 
draft outline. 
 
We need to resolve some key aspects of recommendations and may have to delay report 
until first CAAAC meeting in 2007 (e.g., 04/07) which implies a 3 to 4 month delay.  
This should allow time (1) to “nail down” target, (2) to “drill down” on a few key issues, 
and (3) provide 2 months for AQM Subcommittee members to get comfortable with 
language of the draft final report. 
 
We have a list of candidate issues to address (e.g., Wyman list).  We need to decide if the 
current air quality system is working well, is the “monster” that we know, or if we want 
to identify a new “monster” (e.g., integrated approach). 
 
Team 2 Narrative Discussion: – Anna Garcia, Bob Wyman, and Debbie Wood 
 
 Bob indicated that the “Draft Tools Narrative” (see draft_tools_aug06.pdf) was 
intended to explain the tools matrix and the context of its development; the narrative was 
not intended to be controversial.  In the process of digging deeper on specific problems, it 
would be helpful if the committee would identify 2 or 3 tools for which a “drill down” 
could be used.   
 

Previous examples are not the only ones that can be considered for drill down.  
We could recap relative strengths of individual tools and who could best implement them.  
It was noted that there will be a further outline of the demand-side for drill down.  Other 
examples could include the legacy fleet turnover for tribes (involves federal government 
bureaucracy) and truck turnover (problems with who is involved and funding).  Also, at 
the last CAAAC meeting the mobile source subcommittee addressed some issues; we 
could build on their information.  Another option is to expand the matrix with more top 
topics identified at the last meeting and then identify drill down topics.  Contractor 
assistance could be used to write up topics for which additional drill down is done. 
 
Conclusions: 
 
The draft tools narrative is not intended to be controversial, but to explain tools matrix 
and context of development.   
 
It would be helpful if Subcommittee would identify 2 or 3 tools (beyond examples given) 
that could be “drilled down”.  We could recap relative strengths of individual tools and 
who could best implement them, e.g., demand-side, legacy fleet turnover, truck turnover.  
It might be possible to build on information being developed by the CAAAC mobile 
source subcommittee.   
 
A contractor could be helpful in writing up results of “drill down” topics.   
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Review AQM Challenges: – Michael Bradley 
 
 The challenges paper and its purpose were reviewed (see 
aqm_challenges_draft.pdf).  Challenges for air quality managers of the future, and 
associated implications, are addressed.  Figures that address decoupling from the GNP 
and the latest information on NAAQS need to be added.  The challenges are thought to be 
a good summary from the NRC report and John Bachmann’s futures briefing.  If 
challenges are identified in the front of the final Subcommittee report, recommendations 
should address those challenges.  Is the SIP process adequate?  Can a more responsive 
process to challenges be designed that is less confusing to the public?  Subcommittee 
members identified a number of topics that could be added, including:  residual 
nonattainment for PM could fall to States; show a base case and relation to SIPs; whether 
the SIP process is up to today’s problems, e.g., air toxics; accounting and tracking; 
temperature (climate)/precursor/long range transport/ecosystems may not be addressed; 
airplanes; fuels; environmental justice; continuous improvement; monattainment areas 
that are not in compliance; and whether the SIP process is capable of addressing residual 
emissions after CAIR.   
 
 Michael noted that some of the additional topics were not included due to an 
oversight.  It is hard to be both brief and comprehensive.  Also, there may not be enough 
information to determine the degree of some challenges.  John Bachmann indicated that 
for the next Subcommittee meeting he will be able to share information from national 
analyses that are planned.  There is also a need to look at primary emissions (automotive 
and metals) in addition to precursors.  Does this imply that smaller/area sources 
emphasized in Phase 1 are the primary focus for the future?  Bachmann indicated that 
source contribution importance is a function of specific problems; local sources (big or 
small) can be important for some areas. 
 
 It was also noted that the challenges paper should identify that types of control 
(e.g. clean fuels, GHGs) may affect energy, MTBE, and other energy/environmental 
issues; so there is a need to consider holistic pictures and unintended consequences or 
trade-offs; Carolyn Green will help draft something.  It was noted that a number of 
recommendations address some of the challenges, but some challenges are not addressed.  
The challenges discussion should be linked with recommendations on climate (Team 1 / 
Group 3). 
 
Conclusions: 
 
Comments on Challenges should be sent in writing to Jeff Whitlow, Deb Stackhouse, and 
Michael Bradley; figures need to be added. 
 
Other issues to include: EJ, roadway, airplanes, fuels, international transport, ecosystems.  
Links with the T1G3 recommendations on climate should be considered.  Whether the 
SIP process is up to the task for O3/PM accountability and tracking, needs to be 
addressed, e.g., nonattainment areas remaining after CAIR.  Can a more responsive 
process, and one less confusing to the public, be designed?  More information from 
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national (CAIR) analyses can be provided by Bachmann for the next Subcommittee 
meeting.  The roles of primary emissions and smaller area sources for the future need to 
be addressed. 
   
Carolyn Green is to submit write up on trade-offs of control programs that affect 
energy/environmental issues and understanding relative risks of “unintended 
consequences”. 
 
A new draft is to be provided by Michael/John for the October Subcommittee meeting. 
  
Issues for Discussion: – John Hornback 
 
 John indicated that the purpose of these discussions is to review recommendations 
to date and explore the possibility of further development.  Recommendations for which 
there has been substantial agreement should be identified.  Previous recommendations 
that have not been accepted should be reviewed and a determination made as to whether 
there are opportunities that have not been explored. Also, issues worth further discussion 
should be identified and (1) reach agreement on them, (2) drop from further discussion, 
or (3) determine if it is worthy of further discussion and develop a schedule and 
approach.  Subjects for consideration include:  statutory authority, Comprehensive Air 
Quality Management Plan (AQMP), setting air quality standards in an AQMP, assessing 
air quality, and continuous improvement. (See aqmp_draft_aug06.pdf) 
 
 Statutory Authority – John Hornback.  The background to this topic is that some 
subcommittee participants have suggested that recommending changes to the Clean Air 
Act (CAA) should be avoided, since it may be likely that there are some critical 
recommendations that are important enough to pursue, even if CAA amendments would 
be required.  Regarding the CAA, is it advisable for the Subcommittee not to proceed 
with recommendations that would require CAA amendments?  Which benefits justify 
pushing recommendations even though CAA changes might be required: cleaner air, 
quicker implementation, less resource intensive, or some combination?  Should this topic 
be pursued? 
 
 One participant suggested that CAA changes are not off-limits if there is 
agreement on the problem and on solutions.  Another view was that concepts discussed 
have not jelled into changes that should open up the CAA; there is risk in opening 
“Pandora’s Box”, e.g., the tobacco bill; there are also State/tribal concerns about opening 
the CAA.  Another view is that the discussions have been useful and that a list of things 
for potential change would be useful; identification of desirable changes if the CAA 
should be opened in the future would be helpful.  Another view was that change may be 
good.  Congress has not made major environmental law changes in some time and 
rewriting the CAA is not likely to happen; rather, we need to find ways to make the 
system work better.  There are examples of recent changes to the CAA that didn’t open 
up the entire act, e.g., the employee commute act, so narrow changes might be possible.   
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Conclusions: 
 
Don’t let possible changes to CAA act as a restriction to discussions.  Understand the 
double-edged risks of opening the CAA to change. 
 
Create a list of topics as having substantial merit that have been discussed for potential 
change, without identifying a specific change that is needed, i.e., do not advocate a 
change.  Identify potential barriers, disbenefits, and benefits with each recommendation 
considered.  Indicate if there is anything important that was not addressed in the Phase I 
report that should be included in Phase II. 
  
 Air Quality Management Plan – John Seitz.  Some unresolved questions involve 
the integral components of the AQMP.  Are the subject areas already in the discussion 
adequate, or should the concept be bolstered with additional or expanded issues?  How 
can the AQMP concept be made the most effective tool that it can be?  Components 
include administrative procedures, technical procedures and programs, and continuous 
improvement. 
 
 Federal/State/local/tribal interfaces are a significant component of the AQMP 
topic and the discussions merged.  Issues include:  efficiency of design of enforceable 
federal mandates for use by S/L/Ts; set up of federal program to be like Title IV that 
requires less S/L/T action; SIP approvals and federal enforceability; streamlining of 
administrative requirement for SIP approval; alternatives to determine feasibility for 
simplifying federal enforceability/SIP adoption process.  More generally, why can’t we 
make the SIP process quicker and more streamlined, and provide for accountability if we 
don’t deliver?  Can enforceability of federal rules by States be made easier? 
 
 Participants indicated that to have an emphasis on a multi-pollutant plan and 
improve the federal/State partnership requires change to the SIP process and CAA 
amendments.  Federal accountability for reducing emissions also requires change to the 
CAA.  A California representative should discuss how they tried to assign accountability 
to EPA and see the extent to which CAA amendments may be necessary.  Alternately, we 
can make recommendations on how AQMP can be made without requesting a CAA 
change, but identify CAA barriers.  Similarly, are there things that could be done short of 
CAA amendments?  Is there something EPA could do through a regulation, e.g., grant 
authority to require an AQMP?  It was suggested by an EPA/OGC representative that the 
group should not impose barriers on itself based on assumptions about what can/cannot 
be done under the CAA.  The Subcommittee should come up with good ideas and let 
OGC decide whether it is possible under the CAA.   
 
 A multi-pollutant program is something everyone supports, but one we are not 
doing anything about or determining how to implement.  Can current SIP requirements 
and deadlines be wrapped into the AQMP?  What about toxics, haze, ecosystems, 
hotspots?  End points are lacking.  Could residual risk be used as an end-point for toxics 
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to facilitate a multi-pollutant approach?  How do we expand beyond SIPs?  Again, we 
should hear how California does it.   

Actually, there is a place for each of the issues in the AQMP.  Based on the 
comments/suggestions, we should design what an AQMP would look like regardless of 
the CAA.  How could EPA help or entice (incentives) States to do AQMP, e.g., grants, 
IPA, etc.  The Detroit pilot program and new tools and information that can be derived 
are helpful.  Accountability and penalties if actions not met need to be addressed, as well 
as encourage innovation of “good value”.   
 
 Resources are a major issue and it is desirable for communities, in particular, to 
do AQMP.  However, a common schedule for pollutants will not solve these issues.  Is 
there a place for local entities in AQMP without federal enforceability?  How could this 
be encouraged?  Is the AQMP enforceable, or just some components of it?  Note that 
some portions of SIPs are not enforceable and that adoption of rules is different from 
State to State. 
 
Conclusions: 
 
Lynn Terry should be asked to present multi-pollutant process used in California. 
 
Based on comments/suggestions, we should design what the AQMP would look like, 
regardless of the CAA.  Then address how EPA could help or entice (incentives) States to 
do AQMP, e.g., grants, IPAs, etc.  The Detroit pilot program and associated new 
tools/information can provide a good example.  Leave to EPA as the implementing 
authority to decide if changes to the Act are necessary; CAA barriers might be identified.  
Issues discussed include in no particular order:  resources, SIP requirements/deadlines, 
streamlining, timeliness, accountability, enforceability, multi-pollutant emphasis, and 
federal/State/local partnership. 
 
Group developing AQMP Concept is: John Hornback, John Seitz, Dan Johnson, Brock 
Nicholson, Lynn Terry, Mark MacLeod, Amy Vasu 
 
 Setting Air Quality Standards – Mark MacLeod and John Seitz.  The background 
to this topic is that the 5 year NAAQS review cycle conflicts with the realities of current 
SIP development obligations.  Is there a way to modify the approach to SIPs through the 
AQMP to remove these conflicts, perhaps through a longer schedule or through a 
shortened SIP process?   
 
 The NAAQS have been found to be protective of public health, although the 
process doesn’t match-up with SIP timing and hasn’t always net timelines.  The AQM 
Subcommittee should consider EPA’s review of the NAAQS process and the associated 
report.  Other aspects are the science review, the staff paper, and control options 
discussions.  Resources and politics can be an issue in completing a NAAQS.   
 
Conclusions: 
 



 9

EPA is already reviewing the NAAQS review process.  Allow EPA to finish review prior 
to making recommendations.  Encourage OAR to present conclusions to CAAAC. 
 Assessing Air Quality – Monitoring – Dan Johnson and John Hornback.  There 
are questions about whether we are doing enough monitoring in each State to make 
accurate declarations of the status of air quality relative to each pollutant of concern.  Can 
we eliminate disincentives to monitoring?  Are there cheaper approaches to monitoring 
that could provide opportunities for more extensive monitoring within monitoring 
budgets? 
 
 Significant aspects of these discussions are the AQMS process goals which 
include creating an effective/timely/efficient/simple air quality management system that 
provides for sustaining partnerships with S/L/T activities.  Adequate tools to create and 
maintain that AQMS are also important.  Air quality assessment through monitoring, 
modeling and attainment determinations is important in drilling down on this topic.  
Monitoring should use the simplest and best system.  Issues and improvements beyond 
those addressed in Phase I should be identified.  Key purposes of monitoring include 
analyses, enforcement, attainment, and tracking control strategies. 
 
 Concern was expressed that emissions monitoring is not as good as can be.  
Emissions monitoring is complex, has high maintenance and is energy intensive; cost 
versus control is also important.  CEMS require work to make them more useful.  How 
do we make CEMS less costly and more effective?   
 
 Agencies spend most money on personnel and monitoring.  How do we get 
complete coverage of monitoring across a State?  It was noted that NASA monitoring 
might be used to obtain broad coverage.  A different concern is that associated with data 
collection from and costs of automated air monitoring.  Funding cuts for monitoring are 
an issue.  The monitoring paradigm has to change to address the complexities of air 
toxics.  We should tap into critical loads and consider how to use ecosystem monitoring. 
Air quality problems in small areas that have no emissions are a special concern.   
 

Monitoring recommendations (Team 1 / Group 1) need to be coordinated with the 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) on health trends.  Linkage of air 
quality and health is being addressed by other EPA work.  Translating monitoring results 
to health results is an issue to address; tracking health results is especially complex.  
Siting criteria for monitoring of highway tunnels is important.   
 
Conclusions: 
 
John Seitz is to follow-up on potential for tapping into scientists (universities) to enhance 
current monitoring recommendations (beyond Phase I); maintenance, costs, and enhanced 
use of data continue to be issues.  Also of interest is coordination and communication on 
use of emissions inventories, monitoring, modeling, and health data to get better 
information on the spatial distribution of pollutants and their effects.  A guidance 
document on how best to use these tools to meet policy needs is desirable.  Do we drill 
down on emissions monitoring incentives? 
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 Assessing Air Quality – Attainment/Nonattainment Determinations – Dan 
Johnson and John Hornback.  Background questions involve adequately discussing and 
deciding on a future approach to attainment boundaries.  Can areas that are truly subject 
to the emissions of others be exempted from some of the substantial requirements that are 
normally mandated on all nonattainment areas?  Is the approach involving areas of 
influence (AOI) and areas of violation (AOV) one that we could recommend?  We need a 
better explanation of AOI/AOV. 
 
 John Hornback noted that this is a discussion involving boundaries, the 
boundaries paper (Team 1 / Group 2), and what the purpose of an airshed approach 
should be.  The boundaries paper says that there should be a demarcation between AOV 
and AOI.  Who has the control burden, especially if the AOV doesn’t have sources?  
Should we predefine airsheds or base airsheds on a specific problem?  Should we assume 
that the problem is regional unless it can be proven otherwise; also consider local aspects.  
Doesn’t regional haze involve an AOI process?   
 
 The discussion of this topic involved many diverse concepts and ideas for 
implementation.  They are summarized in the following paragraphs.  First, the fate of the 
original AOI/AOV concept was sought.  It was thought that legalities got in the way.  
Nevertheless, someone needs to say air is dirty and define source contributions.  Is 
AOI/AOV a CAA amendment issue?  A cornerstone of designations is saying the air is 
dirty and identifying sources as in an AOI.  We should look beyond nonattainment areas 
for source contributions.  If this requires CAA amendments, then so be it.  We can’t 
predefine areas in a boundaries paper.  The RPO process is a good model for a technical 
foundation for O3, PM and RH.  Boundaries should be drawn to include sources.  We 
should support a group that looks at the FACA process and identify recommendations 
that look outside of the box.   
 
 There are significant regional differences with some areas not having problems, 
others having local problems, and yet others where everyone is subject to the same level 
of control.  Nonattainment areas should include all sources that contribute to the problem.  
The nonattainment issue is very political and is tied to many comments; politics may 
mandate a fix and needs to be considered in the options proposed.  The northeast keeps 
looking locally as a example of keeping their “hands clean” and still have AOI controls.  
We should keep the link between nonattainment and AOI.  Don’t segregate those causing 
the problems from those receiving it; expand nonattainment areas to include problem 
sources.  We must avoid cases where nonattainment areas don’t have sources.  AOV 
should bring in AOI so that you need both.  How do you reduce the political aspects or 
those that drive political response about economics, etc?  Again in the northeast they are 
controlling local source categories on a statewide basis.  To what extent does the current 
system allow clean new sources with advanced technology regardless of where they are 
located, so that whether they are in or out of nonattainment becomes less important.  
North Carolina has required significant controls outside of nonattainment areas, even 
where offsets were not available, even where not in an AOV. 
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 If an AOI is larger that a nonattainment area, what would it do?  Nonattainment 
areas have a lot of impacts and penalties.  Setting up another system will still be subject 
to political decisions.  CAA amendments will not relieve this problem.  Can we somehow 
disconnect nonattainment areas from contributing sources and associated obligations?  
We should peal away lines between nonattainment areas and sources of influence.  Doing 
away with nonattainment designations would be difficult for identifying violations, but 
what about outside sources.  Consider how to adjust requirements inside and outside of 
nonattainment areas.  What are control requirement in an AOI and what if they can loose 
the nonattainment tag but still have AOI controls?  Consider other options.  Eliminate 
things required that don’t make sense and focus on those that do.  States must have some 
flexibility, but EPA still needs approval at its end.  If you model one source at a time 
there never will be a significant impact.  It is necessary to deal with accommodating 
energy needs, or someone else will do it for us. 
 

What is the purpose of nonattainment areas which provide disincentives for 
monitoring?  Areas of various limits aren’t working as intended.  We need a 
recommendation on alternatives to boundaries.  The process of establishing boundaries is 
difficult.  We should avoid aspects of boundaries; we should try a statewide management 
plan and combine with an RPL for particular air quality issues.  Another way to approach 
this is recommending a statutory change.  In any case, we should let data dictate where 
the problem is.  We may not need boundaries and only look at the problems.  However, 
we should avoid disincentives to monitoring and fund the best solutions. 
 
 The linkage between nonattainment and control requirements relative to offsets 
are troublesome.  Everything interconnects so that boundary issues become less 
important.  What is the purpose of boundaries and of offsets?  We have pushed 
development to boundaries without solving center city problems.  What happens to 
offsets when emission reductions are used up and may need exemptions, as in California.  
Now we are at a problem point.  LAER/RACT would apply in all AOI and nonattainment 
areas.  An offset program shouldn’t control growth.  Proposed plants in some parts of 
California are being highly controlled; don’t hold these to offsets.  Note that offsets aren’t 
the only issue in some places, but transportation conformity is.  Statewide control may 
not always be required.  Conformity and offsets have been used in nonattainment and 
alternatives are unclear.  There is concern about setting up new ways to deal with difficult 
problems and whether they are viable. 

 
Conclusions: 
 
A small boundaries group is to flesh out boundaries/AOI/AOV – Dan Johnson, Brock 
Nicholson, Bob Wyman, Janet McCabe, Jeff Underhill, Jonathon Averback, and Amy 
Vasu. 
 
The boundaries group will address issues based on the following principles: 

- We need to inform the public where there are violations; 
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- We need to control the appropriate sources statewide; start with the local area 
for controls, but additional controls may be necessary regionally and nationally to 
solve the problem (and international in some cases); 
- We need obligations/sticks for States to include control measures for the 
appropriate sources statewide; 
- We need to provide more flexibility to implement those controls statewide 
depending on the mix of sources and where controls are most effective; 
- There is a need to control new sources. 

 
Issues to be addressed include: 
 

- Do not pre-determine boundaries 
- RPOs are a good model for technical foundation to assess areas 
- Further discussion is needed on offset requirements (e.g., South Coast power 
plant example).  Offsets should not limit growth where growth is needed. 

 - Expand controls to AOI? 
 - Control appropriate sources statewide??? 
 - Review FACA recommendations from 1990’s. 
 - Ensure all new sources are well-controlled? 
 - Evaluate transportation conformity. 
 
 Continuous Improvement – Anna Garcia and Brock Nicholson.  This topic 
appears to be an inherent part of the current SIP process due to periodic ratcheting down 
of standards and emission limits.  Is further discussion appropriate? 
 
 Brock indicated the intent to review where we are and how to proceed on 
continuous improvement.  Is continuous improvement a program describing techniques 
or a menu of options?  Is it incentive based, command-and-control, or a hybrid with a soft 
driver?  Is it a catalog of programs and guidance adequate to achieve the goal?  Should 
the program be economy-wide or sector based?  Are certain options more reasonable than 
others?  The discussion of cap and trade gave a catalogue of options for continuous 
improvement without specific requirements.  What kind of program does this group think 
should be recommended or should we have a hybrid.  Team 2 gave an example of how 
continuous improvement programs have worked.  Are there concerns other that providing 
a “period of repose” and credit for recent actions/investments?  How might a fee-based 
incentive be designed?   
 
 A preamble to state the purpose might be necessary.  What is the role of the 
program?  Is it to fill gaps?  If it is a broad tool, then there are issues such as cost 
effectiveness.  We need to have a direct discussion of the topic.  It is more difficult than 
cap and trade.   
 
 We are trying to decide if this program is “gap-filling” or is a broad national 
program.  Who gets the benefit of continuous improvement?  Does it provide safety for 
the source or does the source get punished for not following an improvement program to 
the letter?  The concept of continuous improvement appeals to some because putting less 
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pollution into the air is “the right thing to do”.  However, does this include a proposed 
way to deal with grandfathering.   
 
 The focus on recommendations may box us in.  Continuous improvement has 
many possible uses and helps with a variety of programs; it indicates a concept and 
general use, not a specific recommendation.  This concept or process can contribute to the 
goal of cleaner air, more so than the SIP process.  We need to define terms. 
 

If continuous improvement is to be a regulatory program we should be specific.  
What is continuous improvement?  Is it a mindset or a regulation?  Continuous 
improvement cannot be a substitute for the regulatory process; it takes away rights for 
future public comment, e.g. 4, percent per year reduction versus meeting ongoing 
emission control requirement is problematic.  What issues are we trying to resolve?  
Disbenefits should be identified.  Production/market demand increases or the facility may 
be punished with maximum control available.  Industry doesn’t know where it will get 
credits.  How do you provide incentives for continuous improvement?  Incentives should 
be identified.   
 
 We need a broader regulatory program for early action credit and a lot of basis for 
common agreement.  Continuous is a problematic term.  Facilities can’t do something 
new every year; “credits” could be used later, or retired, and need to be defined in terms 
of the benefits they provide.  Don’t dilute the benefits of continuous compliance.  
Continuous improvement should go beyond compliance and discuss credits; don’t blur 
compliance and improvement. 
 
Conclusions: 
 
We need to define “continuous improvement” and have a statement of purpose.  Is it a 
program describing techniques or a menu of options or a hybrid?  Is it a regulation or a 
mindset? 
 
Continuous improvement has already been discussed at three meetings and we may not 
have enough time to resolve in the future.  Although a recommendation has been drafted 
with a number of options (T1G2), there does not appear to be agreement within the 
Subcommittee.  If there is not agreement, then the discussion and range of 
options/concerns should be reported. 
  
Draft Report Outline and Conclusions: – Greg Green and Jeff Whitlow  
 
Schedule the report to CAAAC for April 2007.  The process for preparing a final report 
and a draft schedule will be developed next week (08/07/06).  The next meeting will be 
on 09/12/06 in Washington, DC with CAAAC; the meeting will be for a full day (~ 8am 
– 5pm).  The full CAAAC meeting is scheduled for 09/14/06.   
 
EPA staff is continuing to evolve and fill in the outline.  EPA staff is working on the 
Background section.  Bradley/Bachmann are responsible for the Challenges section.  
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Regarding the rest of the draft, the Hornback outline for the final report should be 
supplemented with the following changes and separate sections (that don’t have 
Subcommittee agreement): 

-- Section V of the outline should be renamed Comprehensive Air Quality 
Management System 
-- There should be a section for Other Recommendations 
-- There should be a section for Unresolved/Non-consensus Issues 

 
The AQM system should be described and illustrated according to an EMS model 
 

 
 
Need discussion on how tools are integrated into the final report and how they tie into 
AQMS. 
 
Barriers should be identified throughout the report and tied to recommendations. 
 
In general, what we want people to read should be in the body of the report.  Also, there 
should be separate access to meeting summaries in order to see how we got to this point. 
 
Need to allow time for members to review drafts. 
 
The AQM Leadership Team will meet to discuss the process for “drilling down” on the 
Boundaries and AQMP topics, and will identify if there are other topics (3 to 5) for which 
“drill down” or additional discussion is desirable.   
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