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I. PURPOSE AND INTRODUCTION

This report summarizes the findings and recommendations of
the OAQPS staff effort to develop an integrated strategy for air
toxics.

A. Air toxics -« the problem

Billions of pounds of hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) are
released in the United States each year. These air toxics pose a
risk of harmful effects to public health or the environment.
Potential health effects include leukemia and other cancers,
impaired development in newborns and young children, and lung
damage. Figure 1 displays the adverse health effects that may be
associated with different HAPs. Potential environmental effects
include harm to wildlife, aquatic life, or other natural
resources, and significant degradation of environmental gquality
over broad areas.

Human health and environmental risk due to HAPs can result
from exposure to individual facility emissions, mixtures of
pollutants found in urban settings, and long-range transport of
pollutants over regional, national or even global air sheds. The
EPA is concerned about these risks and ranks them high when

compared with other environmental problems addresSsed Dy the
Agency. Work is underway to address many parts of the air toxics
problem. However, data gaps in such areas as emissions,
toxicity, atmospheric transformations and ambient concentrations
hamper the EPA's effectiveness in reducing risks associated with
HAPs. A more detailed discussion of the nature and magnitude of
the air toxics problem is located in Appendix A.

B. Purpose of the strategy

The purpose of developing an OAQPS air toxics strategy is to
improve the administrative efficiency and environmental
effectiveness of the Federal program that addresses air toxics.
This strategy is a‘description of overall objectives for the
program and the policies that, when carried out, would lead the
pProgram to its objectives. The air toxics strategy provides a
vision statement for the program and strategic elements that
would allow OAQPS to reach that vision.

Many programs are in place which directly or indirectly
reduce the public's exposure to air toxics. Air toxics are
directly regulated by the Federal program contained in section
112 of the Clean Air Act, as amended in 1990. The 1990
amendyents direct EPA to establish national emission standards
for air toxics emitters and to study a number of air toxic
problems to determine whether additional reductions are needed.
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HAPs are pollutants associated with adverse health effects
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Number of HAPS Adverse Effects
108 Cancer*
54 Reproductive and/or Developmental .
| (e.g., decreased fertility, birth defects)
24 Endocrine Disruption
(e.g., reduced sperm count)
107 Central Nervous System
(e.g., reductions in IQ levels)
100+ Other Effects
(e.g., buming sensation in lungs)

574171 3 i

*includes known, probable and possible carcinogens.

Figure 1

HAPs are Pollutants Associated with Adverse Health Effects




In addition, air toxics are indirectly regulated by criteria
pollutant programs, aimed at reducing particulate matter and
volatile organic compounds, and by mobile source programs. Other
important air toxics programs include State and local air toxics
progranms, -aRdsaairegulatory programs and initiatives.

Although much has been achieved by these programs’, the
potential remains for duplicating efforts, for establishing
redundant or conflicting requirements, and for expending
disproportionate energy on relatively low priority program
elements. In addition, improvements to these programs have
generally been identified within the individual programs, rather
than in concert with each other. These potential problems
underscore the challenge to EPA: to create a unified and
comprehensive approach to the air toxics program for greater
coordination, administrative efficiency, and effectiveness.

The purpose of this document is to provide an overall
strategy for the air toxics program. This report is not intended
as a detailed blueprint, with answers to all guestions bearing on
how the air toxics program can be improved. The strategy should
serve to help provide guidance in the near-term by focusing
efforts in the proper direction.

c. Process to develcop the strategy

To prepare this report, OAQPS assembled a team with
representatives from the offices' four divisions. The OAQPS Air
Toxics Strategy team was charged with developing an integrated
air toxics strategy and suggesting how OAQPS could improve its
internal work processes and use resources to implement the
strategy during the next one to three years.

The team worked together to develop a list of the air toxic
problems that exist and used the benefits of the team members'
combined experience to develop a list of the measures and tools
that contribute to solving those problems. The team developed an
approach, involving an air toxics management model, for
organizing the various pieces of the program into a complete and
integrated strategy. The team used the results of this exercise
to derive the strategy contained in this report.

'Thg next section 112(s) report to Congress is in
preparation. When released, this report will provide further
detail on progress to date.
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The report is intended primarily for use by OAQPS staff and
managers. However, many of the principles and recommendations
are equally important for EPA's partners in State and local
agencies and other stakeholders such as representatives from
industry and environmental organizations. Although the strategy
is intended primarily to guide internal OAQPS efforts on air
toxics, many of the recommendations involve improving the
partnerships with State and local co-regulators, improving the
efficiency of actions affecting the regulated community, and
improving the responsiveness of the program to the needs of
members of the public who are exposed to air toxics.
Accordingly, it is important that this strategy not be developed
in isolation.

In the process of developing this strategy, the OATS team
considered general comments from a broad representation of
affected stakeholders who were asked to respond to a
guestionnaire developed by the team. These discussions provided
helpful background information in developing the strategy. OAQPS
intends to pursue further discussions with stakeholders on the
specific recommendations contained in the strategy, and to revise
the strategy where warranted by those discussions.

b. Overviews of the CAA approach to air toxics problems.

The general thrust of section 112 of the Act since 1970 has
been to establish national emission standards for HAPs.
Controversies over how to interpret the language  of the 1970 Act
made it difficult to establish emission standards in a timely
manner. In particular, the process for listing a pollutant as a
HAP, and the requirement to “protect the public health with an
ample margin of safety,” resulted in disputes, lawsuits, and
delays. The 1990 amendments (Public Law 101-549, November 15,
1990) were intended to increase the pace at which actions to
protect public health and the environment were taken,

The 1990 amendments take a proactive approach in which 189
pollutants are listed by statute as HAPs. The amendments reguire
EPA to list categories with significant emitters of the listed
HAPs, and to issue technology-based emission standards for those
categories over a l0-year timetable. To ensure adegquate
protection of public health and the environment, Congress further
required that EPA determine whether these standards are adeguate
to prevent adverse health effects and serious or widespread
environmental effects and take additional actions as necessary
and appropriate. 1In response to specific concerns about the
threats posed by numerous small sources of air toxics and by
long-range transport and deposition of air toxics, Congress
additionally established programs requiring EPA to evaluate and
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take further actions as needed to prevent effects which ﬁay not
be fully addressed through its emission standards program.

E. Progress to Date

EPA, the States, and the regulated community have taken the

first major steps in the comprehensive air toxics program

stablished by the 1990 amendments. EPA stands at the midpoint
of the effort to publish a comprehensive set of technology-based
standards which appear in 40 CFR Part 63. Standards already
published to date, when implemented, will reduce air toxic
emissions by 880,000 tons per year. The effort to develop the
technology~based standards has been improved substantially by
developing strong partnerships with State and local co-
regulators. Assessments of threats posed by small urban area
sources and by long range transport and deposition are well
underway and are expected to further guide the emission standard

setting process and lead to other strategies to protect public
health and the environment.

While many of the efforts mandated by the 1990 amendments
have been completed, much remains to be done. The technology-
based standards that have already been published must be
implemented and enforced. Additional technology-based standards
must be written. Additional statutory mandates must be
fulfilled, including: (1) the reguirement to evaluate the
residual health and environmental risk that remains after the
technology-based standards are in place, and (2) the reguirement
to evaluate the need for further reductions based upon the
results of the various special studies (urban Great Waters,
mercury, etc) One of EPA's main purposes in developing this
strategy is to coordinate all these efforts in a way that can
produce the greatest progress in reduc;ng the health and
environmental problems caused by air toxics.

o
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II. FRAMEWORK FOR THE STRATEGY ~- A MODEL FOR THE AIR TOXICS
PROGRAM

A. Introduction

The OAQPS air toxics strategy is based on three findings.
The first finding is that a more comprehensive framework for the
air toxics program is needed, and this report proposes an air
toxics management model for consideration. The remainder of
this section discusses the air toxics management model in some
detail. The second finding is that OAQPS needs to plan its
activities to fit appropriately the variety of effects and
exposures associated with the 189 HAPs. 1In other words, “one
size fits all” solutions are not considered appropriate for the
wide range of human health and environmental problems caused by
air toxics. The third finding is that a more complete air toxics
program needs to involve all stakeholders in proactive ways in
carrying out the program's objectives. Without such involvement,
the program will not achieve its ultimate purpose. The second
and third findings are addressed in the strategy by incorporating
policies within the air toxics management model to ensure that

OAQPS activities are selected and completed consistent with these
findings.

B. Description of the air toxics management model.

In an effort to integrate the various components of the air
toxics program into one comprehensive scheme, the team modified
concepts from existing criteria pollutant programs to conform to
air toxics program needs. The air toxics management model, shown
schematically in Figure 2, is the result of these efforts. The
most significant feature of the model is that it is structured
around a feedback loop which allows for an iterative process to
fully solve any particular air toxic problem, as well as to
direct efforts over time to address additional pollutants as new
information becomes available. The feedback loop is critical in
determining whether specific response actions are actually
achieving or approaching stated program goals. The individual
components (boxes) of the model are discussed below.

Betting goals and ;bjectives

This component of the model refers to the establishment
of goals and the identification of specific measurable
objectives. Jhese goals and objectives can include
effects-based, risk-based, exposure-based, emission-
based, and air quality-based targets. Given the wide
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variety of effects and exposures associated with air toxics,'
there will be multiple and varied goals for the program. It is
important that the goals and objectives be guantitative and
related as directly as possible to reducing detrimental human
health and environmental effects.

Identifying needed emission reductions

This component involves identifying specific sources of
HAPs and emission reductions needed from those sources
to meet specified objectives. Moreover, for the broad
scope of air toxiecs problems, this component involves

the more general task of identifying emission reduction
priorities.

Achieving emission reductions

This component involves taking actions to reduce
emissions identified in the previous component. The
actions include the various Federal and State
regulatory and nonregulatory programs, and voluntary
efforts and initiatives. 1In taking these actions,
working with all stakeholders is the key to an
effective and efficient program.

Implementing regulatory and nonregulatory prograns

This component includes the activities necessary to
ensure that the identified emission reductions are
achieved in practice, including implementation and
enforcement of regulatory programs, and implementation
of nonregulatory approaches. In particular, it
involves close coordination between EPA offices and
EPA's partners on the State and local level since they
are the primary implementers of the air toxics progran.

Evaluating progress

This component involves establishing quantitative
indicators, and tracking whether the implemented
measures are actually achieving the_ intended goals.
Indicators that directly measure progress:toward a
specific stated environmental goal are best; however,
indirect or surrogate indicators will be needed for
evaluating progress toward some goals.

In modified form, this type of model has been applied to
many environmental problems. In particular, the criteria
pollutant programs in OAQPS are organized around a version of
this model (called the air gquality management model) which uses

DRAFT

11

CMA 115866




o

S m’_v,‘«
Y A

For review by Lydia and ADDs. July 9, 1996

ambient pollutant concentration levels as stated targets and
implements emission reduction activities to bring monitored
ambient concentration levels below the specified targets. The
air toxics management model seen here is viewed in a broader
context with multiple goals because it involves multiple
pollutants which contribute to pollution levels and a variety of
effects on multiple geographic scales. Each individual stated
goal will reguire counterparts in each of the other boxes of the
model for the program to be complete.

The air toxics management model has, for the most part, not
explicitly been applied to the air toxics program. AsS a result,
although many successes have been achieved by the air toxics
program, no systematic approach has been used to identify,
address, and track the various aspects of the air toxics problem.
The team finds the following are important attributes of applying
the model to the air toxics program:

—- the model provides a means of communicating how the
program elements fit together and how they contribute to
solving the problem.

-- the model provides a direct means of identifying gaps in
existing programs

—-- the model provides for an iterative process that focuses
on doing what is practicably achievable in the near term,
while recognizing the need to periodically evaluate
progress, and re-evaluate goals and program approaches.

C. Comparison of current approaches contained in section 112 of
the Clean Air Act with the air toxics management model.

The air toxics management model can be used to illustrate
how the pieces of section 112 of the Act fit together. Section
112 contains 19 separate subsections, many of which are programs
in and of themselves within OAQPS. Appendix C contains a more
detailed discussion of these statutory programs and how these
statutory pieces relate to the five components of the model.
Viewing the statutory pieces in the context of the model is
useful in showing clearly how individual activities link to one
another, and in showing how information obtained from one
activity can help to support another. Use of the model thus
serves as a useful framework for developing strategies to improve
and integrate programs.

. The exercise summarized in Appendix C also serves to
identify program gaps. Two notable gaps are identified. First,
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gaps exist in the current program with respect to goals and
objectives. Although the statute implicitly calls for EPA to
determine what is needed to prevent adverse health and
environmental effects, a comprehensive set of quantitative
objectives has not been developed. Second, gaps exist in our
current ability to evaluate progress. While it appears that
statutory authority exists (but without mandate) to create an
information-gathering program to evaluate progress, such a
program has not been developed. Filling both of these gaps is
considered critical in the development of the overall strategy,
discussed in the next section.
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III. THE OAQP8 AIR TOXICE BTRATEGY

This sectjion contains a summary of the OAQPS air toxics
strategy consistent with the overall framework discussed
previously. The strategy is structured around the air toxics
management model, and it is designed to address each of the five
elements in the model: (1) goals and objectives, (2) priorities
for reductions, (3) methods for achieving the reductions, (4)
procedures for implementing and enforcing reduction measures, and
(5) feedback and evaluation. In addressing each element of the
model, the strategy reflects the need to address the variety of

HAP effects and exposures and the need for proactive stakeholder
involvement.

A. Btrategy -- Goals and Objectives

The strategy calls for the air toxics program to set goals
and objéctives that are based on achieving human health and
environmental results. The strategy uses an overarching
gualitative goal to describe the underlying purpose of the
program; the strategy also uses guantitative goals to set the
framework for measuring progress towards attaining the underlying
purpose of the program. Program objectives, viewed as the major
actions necessary to achive the goals, are used in setting
priorities for near term activities and in measuring how well the
program is attaining these priorities.

<

The overarching goal, or purpose, of the air toxics program
is to protect public health with an ample margin of safety and to
prevent significant and widespread adverse environmental effects,
(accounting for uncertainties in effects and exposure
information). Protecting the ‘public health” involves reducing
or preventing the occurrence of adverse effects associated with
human exposure to hazardous substances. Protecting the
environment involves reducing or preventlng effects on wildlife,

threatened or endangered species, aguatic life, and other natural
resources.

The guantitative goals are measurable, long-term targets,
and are associated with dates by which they can and should be
achieved. Examples of goals are listed below. These examples
represent a format that is desirable for goals. The target dates
and numerical values (e.qg., percentages, risk numbers) are not
intended as actual recommendations, but rather as appropriate
ways to express the goals and as good starting points for
refining the goals Some are effects-based, while others are
focused on emission reductions as the most immediate means
towards reaching the effects-based goals.

14
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Examples of Quantitative Goals

o Reduce total U.S. emissions of HAPs by 75% by the year
2000,

© Protect public health so that, by the year 2010, no U.s:
HAP emission source poses a_cancer risk greater than one in
ten thousand to the exposed population.

o Protect public health so that, by the year 2010, the
majority of people living in the vicinity of emission
sources do not experience a_cancer risk attributable to HAPs
in excess of one 1n one mllllon.

e e 47 2

© Reduce airborne mercury deposition to U.S. lakes and
streams by 50% by 2010.

o Reduce the occurrence of chlldhood leukemla attributable

© Reduce urban cancer incidence attributable to HAPs by 75%
by the year 2020 by achi€ving appropriate reductions in
ambient concentrations of identified HAPs.

Exapples of Program Objectives

Examples of short and long-term program objectives include:

o Develop emission standards for 174 source categories by
the year 2000 that reduce HAP emissions to a consistent,
equitable level that reflects effective control technology.

o Identify and prioritize the top 10 pollutants found in
urban air by the year 1997.

o Subject to control, wherever feasible, all sources

contributing to the top 10 urban pollutants by the year
2005,

o Establish health and environmental objectives (e.g., body 77
burdens, ambient levels) for 10 pollutants by 2005 thch
when met, will result in adeguate protection of public

health and the environment from known or anticipated
effects.

s DRAFT
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B. Btrategy -- Identifying priorities for Emission Reductions

The air toxics program should not disregard potential
exposures and effects from any HAP, but should nonetheless
prioritize its efforts such that the most well-understood
hazardous pollutants and problems are dealt with as soon gnd as
Well as possible.  The program should particularly emphasize
greater control of HAPs which are more highly toxic and to which
greater numbers of people are exposed.

Development of a “Priority List®

OAQPS should focus its efforts on pollutants that are
believed to pose the most harm to public health and the
environment, based on available information. Accordingly, OAQPS
should develop an approach for identifying a relatively short
list of "priority pollutants.” This approach would help identify
which sources to regulate beyond the minimum statutqgry
reguirements (i.e., the MACT floor), which standards to pay -
special attention to during implementation and enforcemeént, apd
which HAPs to ensure are evaluated for determining the . A
effectiveness.of the program. In addition, the identifigation bfy .- .. .

’

&

a short list of high-concern pollutants will help focqg;ihé;;;ia"m;NVIg§:

efforts of the research community on the pollutants be! Ve
addressed by OAQPS. Support for major regulatory decisions’wodlg .y - .
be improved if, in addition to emissions ihformation and health t
benchmarks, the Agency also had information on how each chemical
is distributed within the human body and causes its effects
(pharmacokinetics) and on whether exposure can be demonstrated
via actual tissue samples (biomarkers). Currently, research is
often fragmented and not coordinated well with the needs of
OAQPS. A short list of priority pollutants would facilitate this
coordination. An initial attempt to develop a list to support
this approach is summarized in Appendix B.

This is not intended to suggest that emissions of the

pollutants not included on the priority list should be ignored.
Unless there is adeguate justification for removing pollutants
from the HAP list entirely, EPA should continue to address these
pollutants in the technology standard-setting process. In
addition, health data-gathering efforts should continue for the
many HAPs with an incomplete health database, and to address
general issues related to atmospheric transformation, chemical
mixtures, etc.

Identify where Additional Emission Reduction Efforts Can Achieve
the Greatest Results
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In addition to using a priority pollutant list, there are a
number of analytical efforts underway that will provide useful
information on air toxics emission reduction priorities. The
urban air toxics effort, the residual risk report, the mercury
and Great Waters studies, for instance, will help to further
identify where emission reduction efforts can achieve the
greatest environmental results.

Identify where Regulation is not Needed

Where health criteria exist for sufficiently well-studied
pollutants, it is important to make use of the available
information to insure that OAQPS is not expending efforts on
regulations that are not needed. There are several ways that
this can be done: (1) by de-listing pollutants, (2) by de-listing
source categories, (3) by making appropriate use of section
112(d) (4) to govern the stringency of controls in the MACT
standard-setting process, and (4) by establishing applicability
criteria in the MACT standards (where appropriate) that exempt
facilities whose emissions are not considered to pose a risk
problem. These are important tools that should be used when
justified by information currently available to OAQPS or made
available to QAQPS.

C. 5trategy -- How to Achieve Reductions
Technology-based standards ~- the MACT program

The MACT program remains the emission control foundation for the
air toxics program. The strategy recommends maintaining the
approach contained in the 1990 amendments, and it does not
recommend reverting to a system to where a risk demonstration
must precede the development of emission standards, but such
analyses may be warranted where EPA is considering options
regarding the relative stringency of the standards.

OAQPS needs to continue to work with State and local co-
regulators, and with industry and environmental group
stakeholders, to improve the process for developing emission
standards. This needs to be accomplished in ways that achieve

environmental goals while being more responsive to administrative
and implementation concerns. ’

There are several MACT standards that are due by November 2000
for which there are very few sources (e.g., less than five
sources) in the source category to be regulated. For such source
categories, OAQPS should develop a regulatory approach that
significantly reduces the amount of rulemaking process and that
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increases the environmental effectiveness and practical
achievability of MACT for these sources. One approach would be
to define ‘presumptive” levels of control technology that are
mutually agreeable to all stakeholders (developed through a MACT
Partnership) as consistent with the statutory definition of MACT.
Under this approach, EPA would then develop a single generic
Federal standard that would apply to such source categories, in a
way that would allow the “presumptive MACT® determination to be
incorporated in a source's title V permit.

Resjidual risk standards

In order to accelerate and improve environmental results with
greater flexibility for States and regulated industries, OAQPS,
States, the regulated community and other stakeholders should
strive to expeditiously identify and address the residual risk
remaining after implementation of the technology-based section
112 standards. Early efforts to address risk (e.g., during the
process for establishing section 112(d) standards or in the
establisment of State air toxics regulations and permit
conditions) could greatly reduce the need for national residual
risk standards. There are a number of ways the strategy
envisions this could happen.

@

First, wherever possible, EPA should assess the likelihood
for resxdual risk when wrltlng MACT stgndgrds with
Tparticular attention given to the prlorlty list” [i.e., the
Appendix B list as modified over time). It would be
preferable to publish MACT standards that a?E“?Eff“cxently
stringent_to address the residial F¥iek probliem, rather t than
to revisit that standard at-a‘ later aterTTTTTT T

T i e e ek ot e p——— pb——

Second, the residual risk program should ensure a strong
partnership with State risk-based air toxics programs,
OAQPS should seek ways of encouraging and strengthening
those programs and working with State and local co-
regulators to maximize the capability of those programs to
provide early solutions to residual risk problems. OAQPS
should seek ways to provide State programs with a
substantial degree of flexibility, so long as there is an
appropriate framework for accountability for residual risk
results.

Third, the process for setting Federal residual risk
standards should involve the active participation of source
owners. The EPA should use such involvement to create a
means for source owners to identify and seek flexible
solutions to residual risk problems.

o : DRAFT

CMA 115873




For review by Lydia and ADDs. July 9, 1996

Fourth, where early efforts have not achieved apgrop;iate
residual risk results, the EPA should continue with its plan
to establish national, risk-based emission standards.

Other standards

OAQPS, States, the regulated community and other stakeholders
should work together to identify and assess air toxics-related
health and environmental problems which may not by fully
addressed by the MACT and residual risk provisions of section
112. Such problem identification necessitates:

o gathering and sharing pollutant-specific emissions
information for sources and geographic areas,

o modeling emissions data to estimate ambient
concentrations,

o measuring ambient levels where warranted,

o predicting exposure to ambient levels, based on

demographic data, and

o comparing population exposure to health effects

information to determine whether excessive risk is likely.

Once the problems have been identified, the stakeholders
need to devise appropriate actions to resolve them. Such actions
could include listing area sources contributing to urban exposure
and including those sources as part of the urban strategy;
creating geographically-based initiatives to address problems

that are unique to specific areas; and creating emission caps and
annual reduction goals for persistent HAPs such as mercury.

D. Btrategy ~- Implementation and Enforcement

EPA needs to do a better job of anticipating issues related to
program implementation, rather than reacting to problems once
regulations have been promulgated. This effort should address
better integrating toxics program regulations with each other as
well as with other Federal control and permitting programs. It
should also address how State and Federal air toxics programs may
be better integrated in the rule development stages.

The strategy recognizes that State and local agencies have
primary responsibility for implementing and enforcing the control
measures that are designed to reduce exposures to air toxics.
Improvement of role definition and partnerships will maximize the
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efficiency and effectiveness of limited resources at all levels
and will take advantage of the considerable skills and knowledge
at the State and local level.

OAQPS and its co-regulators at the State and Regional levels, as
well as other EPA offices such as OECA and OSWER, have already
identified a list of priorities and actions for the near term to
address the program's current and future implementation needs.
These include defining implementation roles and responsibilities
across and within levels of government, developing focused
1mplementat10n strategies, producing enabling materials,
reinventing the process by which State and local agencies may
receive delegation for implementing Federal toxics regulations,
and developing and improving processes for sharing information
and communicating program goals and successes to the public.
Similarly, co-regulators have identified targeted compliance
assurance and enforcement strategies as critical to ensuring that
the identified emission reductions are achieved in practice.
OAQPS needs to take a leadership role in ensuring that these
activities continue and fully consider actions and
recommendations arising from this strategy.

E. SBtrategy -- Feedback and Evaluation.
Need for Improved Indicators

OAQPS needs to establish a“program for an improved information
base for evaluating progress 1n ach1ev1ng Lthe goals and
objectives of the air toxics program The iftormation base would
help EPA and stakeholders to recognize the existence of air
toxics problem areas, lessen uncertainties in program planning,
allow for measures of program effectiveness, and improve the
public's understanding of the program.

Efforts are needed to define the types of indicators that would
best serve the program. The effort to define these indicators
should take into account what is achievable as a practical
matter, and should be closely coordinated with the efforts
described above to set goals and objectives. Among the
components needed for an effective feedback and evaluation
program are monitoring, emissions data, modeling, and appropriate
trends analysis techniques.

Use of ambient monitoring
Ambient monitoring is particularly useful as an indicator of
program success as it relates directly to urban exposures.

Because relatively few pollutants appear to dominate toxic
exposures in urban areas, it would appear particularly important
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and feasible to establish a network for measuring ambient trends
for those few pollutants. Such a measurement system need not
involve a comprehensive network in all cities, but rather could
focus on a subset of cities as indicator areas, possibly building
on existing monitoring efforts for criteria pollutants. At a
minimum, such trends information should provide a representative
picture of urban ambient trends. 1In addition, exploratory
(possibly mobile) monitoring could be used to identify problenm
areas warranting special consideration or sources of toxic air
pollution previously unrecognized. Further, indicators should be
developed for exposure and risk which are derived from ambient
concentrations and which take into account guantitative health or
ecological benchmark information.

Use of emissions data

Emissions data are useful for evaluating the results of program
efforts, particularly in cases where ambient monitoring or
comprehensive exposure and risk analyses cannot be performed.
This is likely to be the case for evaluating changes in localized
emissions due to MACT regulations on many major stationary
sources of HAPs. A strategy for making the best use of emissions
data should recognize the following:

First, it would be very useful to develop a way of
‘weighting” emission rates according to their toxicities.
Currently, emission trends for air toxics are almost always
reported in terms of total emissions across a variety of
pollutants. Total emissions can be a useful indicator,
particularly where toxicity data are unavailable or sparse,
but a “weighted” total, where feasible, would be far more
meaningful with respect to evaluating progress toward
exposure-based or risk-based objectives.

Second, emission trends in the toxic release inventory -
(TRI), while generally reliable, paint a very incomplete
picture of air toxic trends. OAQPS efforts to fill in the
gaps left by TRI should be increased, as discussed further
in Appendix E.

Third, for emission inventory information to be a useful
indicator of air toxic trends, it is not necessary to
develop a national "bottom-up" inventory, nor is it
necessary to have an inventory of all 189 HAPs. The effort
should initially focus on a shorter list of pollutants, such
as the list included in Appendix B, and should identify
streamlined ways of determining national trends for those
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Use of modeling data

Exposure and risk indicators for some air toxics problems can be
estimated using transport and dispersion modeling with emissions
data as inputs. Indicators derived in this way can be directly
useful in assessing program success relative to objectives based
on local exposure and risk targets. Further, such modeling can
facilitate the development of composite indicators to evaluate
program success on a regional or national scale. Often, such
derived indicators (which reguire knowledge of emission rates
before and after control efforts) may be the only means of
estimating program success in situations where ambient monitoring
methods are undeveloped, or where they are too difficult or too
costly to implement for every situation.

Communicating the Trends Results

An important OAQPS function is the development of ways to
communicate national trends information to air quality managers
and to the public. Outreach efforts are necessary to ensure that
the trends indicators being developed are useful to these
customers. National trends of indicators based on monitoring,
emissions inventories, and modeling results will all be useful in
evaluating and communicating program success. In addition, to
assist in the public communication effort, consideration should
be given to the development of a *pollutant standards index,” or
PSI, for all air toxics, or subsets of toxic air pollutants with
similar health or environmental effects. A discussion of one

possible approach for developing an air toxic PSI is attached to
this report as Appendix E.

F. Btrategy -- A Strategic Matrix

A complete air toxics strategy is one which addresses .the
entire air toxics program, does not ignore important sub-
elements, and which makes appropriate strategic choices on how to
use the available tools to address those sub-elements, consistent
with the overall strategy. A strategic matrix is provided in
Appendix D as an example of a planning tool which illustrates how
the strategy can achieve these multiple aims. This matrix
provides the level of detail needed for experts in the field of
air toxics, both within and outside OAQPS, to understand better
the policy and resource effects of the strategy. Although much
effort has gone into developing the details found in the matrix,
additional efforts are needed to continue to flesh out further
details and the resource and work product implications for both
the overall strategy and its sub-strategies. The matrix,
although certainly incomplete and imperfect, provides a useful
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starting point for detailed strategy-planning efforts, as called
for in the next chapter.
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IV. NEXT STEPS8: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PUTTING AN INTEGRATED AIR
TOXICS8 STRATEGY IN PLACE

An overall action plan is needed to implement the OAQPS air
toxics strategy. The action plan will involve a number of
planning and coordination activities. While these activities are
intended to explore the implications of the strategy, there are a
number of critical projects that should be included. The overall
planning and coordination activities, and a list of critical
projects, are discussed in this section. These activities are
envisioned to take place over the next 3-6 months.

A. Planning and Coordination Activities for Making the Air
Toxles Strategy Work

Development of an action plan is important for making the
air toxics strategy a reality. There are three major types of
activities that must be take place in order for the OAQPS air
toxics strategy to be effective. These activities are:

(1) within 3 months, identify and begin to carry out
concrete steps to involve stakeholders,

(2) within 3 months, develop program plans that put the
strategy into place for specific areas of OAQPS program
responsibility, and

(3) within 3 months, develop a management plan that ensures
a continued proper focus on the air toxic program
objectives, adequate resources, and delegation of program
elements to program staff in such a manner as to foster
communication, cooperation, and productive effort.

Each of these activities is discussed below.

1. Action Plan: BStakeholder Involvement in and Contributions
to the Air Toxics Strategy

Although the strategy is primarily aimed at OAQPS
activities, many of the strategic policies involve participation
by other stakeholders. Active acceptance of these policies will
be important to the success of the strategy:

The action plan should identify the stakeholders, the
important segments where stakeholder involvement is appropriate,
the periods in the implementation schedule where involvement
should occur, and the type and purpose of the involvement.
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The action plan should recognize that a public outreach
program should be created that communicates with the general
public in meaningful ways. For example, goals and objectives
contained in the air toxics strategy should be in terms the
public can readily understand, even though EPA may use more

complex, technically appropriate goals for its internal use and
communication.

Other stakeholder groups or their representatives may
contribute to the development and implementation of specific
components of the strategy. Accordingly, OAQPS should make
maximum use of the partnership activities that it currently has

in place and should expand partnership opportunities where they
promise to be effective.

2. Action Plan: Development of Action Plans to Put the
Btrategy inteo Place

Because coordination within OAQPS is so vital to the success
of putting the strategy into place, OAQPS group leaders are the
key persons to develop this action plan. Group leaders should
plan a 2-3 day working session away from OAQPS to develop the
action plan. This meeting's primary objective is to work out the
elements of a plan that will make the air toxics strategy an
integral part of OAQPS's organizational culture, and foster
effective staff interaction. This meeting should use the
strategic matrix in Appendix D as an integral part of the
discussion. This effort includes providing input to management,
through the four division directors, that will assist the
directors in developing a management plan that accomplishes the

objectives outlined in the next section. This action plan should
be completed in two months.

3. Action Plan: Development of a Management Plan

The purpose of this plan is to ensure a continued focus on
the air toxic program objectives, directing resources,
accountability, and delegation of program elements to program
managers and staff. The division directors ‘should complete this
action plan in three months. The plan should include
. a focal person or multi-divisional committee that is
responsible for developing and communicating the thrust
of the air toxics program, bringing together the

organization's elements into a comprehensive and
integrated effort,

an efficient resource allocation process, and
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® . measures of accountability for the successful conduct
‘~ridieof the air toxics program.

B. Critical Projects

In addition to development of an operational action plan,
OAQPS must undertake a number of specific projects in addressing
various elements of the strategy. OAQPS staff involvement in
these projects is vital to the success of the strategy. A list
of specific projects is outlined below. This list is not
intended to be exhaustive, and certainly the activities described
above will result in additional projects. The purpose of
providing this list is to identify certain projects seen today as
critical, and to provide specific examples of the types of
additional projects that should be identified consistent with the
overall strategy. All of the following projects are envisioned
for completion within the next 6 months:

Project 1 - A team should identify health and environmental
effects benchmarks which currently exist for HAPs. This
team should assess and report on the feasibility of using
these benchmarks as guantitative health and environmental
objectives for MACT, residual risk, and control strategy
planning.

Project 2 - Considering the results of Project 1, a team

should develop a proposed mechanism for setting, reviewing
and revising a set of guantitative health and environmental
objectives, which provides for peer and stakeholder review.

Project 3 - A team should assess and summarize the state of
analytical tools and the appropriate use of those tools for
assessing the severity of air toxics problems and estimating
needed HAP reductions (this should include monitoring,
modeling, emission inventory tools, risk assessment, etc.).

Project 4 - A team should develop an internal process for
coordinating among efforts to achieve emission reductions
and for ensuring appropriate institutional mechanisms for
implementing all elements of the program.

Project S - A team should develop a plan for organizing and
carrying out an air toxics tracking and evaluation program,
including indicators, collection methods, and infrastructure
needs. This plan should take into account resource
constraints. EMAD should work with other divisions to
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identify the appropriate uses of monitoring, emission
inventories, modeling, etc., in developing this program.
This effort should be coordinated with Projects 1 and 2 so
that the chosen indicators are directly relevant to the
identified guantitative objectives.

Project 6 - A team should conduct a more thorough statutory
analysis of section 112 authorities and gaps in our
implementation of those authorities.

Project 7 - Teams currently developing programs under
section 112 should evaluate the strategy-specific
recommendations contained in this report and consider how
they will respond to them.

Project 8 - ESD should work with States to provide a more
detailed plan for evaluating the approach described in the
strategy for source categories with only a few sources in
the category.

Project 9 - AQSSD should define a strategy for identifying
potential risk problems. This strategy should explore the
use of emission inventories, data on ambient concentrations,
and census data in producing “risk maps” as a basis for
prioritizing risk reduction efforts,

Project 10 - An inmplementation team consisting of OAQPS
(ITPID lead, w:ith input from other divisions), OECA, Regions
and States should develop a specific plan for addressing
issues such as implementation of area source standards,
prioritizing enforcement activities, and identifying
appropriate roles for EPA regions, states, OECA and OAQPS.

Project 11 ~ A team should explore the potential for co-
control of toxics and criteria pollutants via the ozone, PM,
MACT and mobile source programs. A team was created to
address co-control opportunities at:the reguest of staff
developlng this air toxics strategy. However, competing
priorities prevented the team from addressing this task.

Project 12 - AQSSD, in conjunction with ORD, should develop
a decision framework for addressing noncancer risk. This
framework should include criteria for evaluating exceedances
of reference concentrations and for determining when such
exceedances are unacceptable. This team should also act as
a focal point for OAQPS and ORD coordination with regards to
communicating long-ter:m research needs in air toxics.
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APPENDIX A. CHARACTERIZATION OF AIR TOXICS.

[Note to Lydia and ADDs: This appendix is nearing completion. It
is a 15~20 page description of the magnitude and nature of the
various scales of the air toxics problem. The team felt it
preferable to provide this to you within the next few days rather
than to provide a version that did not reflect input from the

entire team)
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APPENDIX B. BACKGROUND ON THE LIST OF PRIORITY HAP

The following list of HAP represents those HAP which, based
on available data, are of high concern with regard to posing a
public health or environmental concern. The list includes
pollutants that are of concern for one or more reasons, including
high toxicity; persistence in the environment; presence in urban
areas, where they may be causing a threat to public health;
identification in the Great Waters report as a pollutant of
concern due to deposition; or, designation as a Clean Air Act
section 112(c) (6) pollutant. It reflects an attempt to integrate
the health and risk-based provisions of section 112 into a single
set of HAP that AQSSD can best support regulating.

This list should not be construed to mean that other
pollutants on the HAP list are not of concern. Rather, the list
of 37 includes HAP for which we have the best supporting
rationale to offer, based on data regarding their potential
impact on public health. As new data on HAP become available,
the list will be subject to change, with additions and deletions
of HAP being a possibility.

This list of HAP is intended to be used as an internal tool
that can assist in prioritizing MACT sources for regulation
development. The list focuses on HAP that can be regulated under
sections 112 or 129 of the Clean Air Act. Thus, HAP that are
emitted by stationary sources are of most interest. The list
does not reflect emissions from mobile sources or non-classical
sources (e.g., pesticide application) since these are not within
the authority of the MACT program to regulate.

The list is organized into two parts. Part 1 of the table
lists “priority” HAP and notes significant features of each
pollutant. Part 2 of the table is a list of additional HAP of
concern that are not included on the “priority” HAP list. These
are HAP that are either regulated under other federal authorities
(e.g., the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
(FIFRA)) or that are not emitted by 5 or more facilities (based
on available data),.

The criteria used in selecting HAP for the ‘priority” list
are provided on the last page.
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Part 1. List of 37 pollutants on the “prionity” list

HAP UASP Great Highly
( 25 facilities)* HAP Waters*/ Toxic
112(c)(6)* HAP
Acetaldehyde x
Asrolein x X
Actylamide X
Acrylonitrile X
Arsenic and compounds N X
Antimony and compds N
Benzene X X
Beryllium and compds N
Bis(2-chloroethyl) cther x
1,3-Butadiene N N
Cadmium and compds \ N \
Chloroform \
Chromium and compds \ N
Coke oven emissions N
2,3,7,8-TCDF N Y N
23,78-TCDD N A \
Ethylene dibromide N
Ethylene dichlonde N
Ethylene oxide %! x
Formaldehyde x
Glyceo! ethers N
Hydrazine Y

'DRAFT

~3o0-

CMA 115885




HAP UASP Great Highly
( 25 facilities)* HAP* Waters/ Toxic
112(cX6)* HAP
Lead and compounds X x N
Manganese and compds N
Mcercury and compds. X X %
Methylene chlonide x
MD1 N
Nickel and compounds X
Phosgene N
POM (PAHs) N N x
Styrene xf
Tetrachloroethylene X
Trichloroethylene by
Toluene \
2,4-Toluene diisocvanate N
Vinyl chlonde \
Xylenes x'
¢
0
. . . N DRAFT .
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Part 2. Explanation of Why Centain Additional Poliutants Were Not Included on the List

DRAFT

HAP UASP Great Highly Issues Related to
HAP* Waters'/ Tosic “Priority” Status of HAP
112(c)(6)* HAP
Asbestos x X Source category delisted.
Emissions arc mainly from
demolition sctivities.
Benzidine X ] facilitys
Bis(chloromethyl) ether N 2 facilities*
2-Chloroacetophenone X 0 facilities*
Chloromethyl methyl N 4 facilities®
cther
1 2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane X 0 fscilities®
1.2-Diphenylhydrazine X 0 facilities!
Hexamethylene-1 6- N 0 facilities*
dinsocyanate
Phosphine N 0 facilines
d Carbon lcmchlmjdc N Being phased out by 2000, under
T ] Tule V1 of the CAA
R P e < S
Methyl ehloroform A Being phased out by 2002, under
Title V] of the CAA
Chlordane X N Repulated by FIFRA
DDE/DDT X Regulsted by FIFRA
Heptachlor \ Regulated by FIFRA
Hexachlorobenzene X X “ " Regulated by FIFRA
Lindane (all isomers) X Regulated by FIFRA
Toxaphene N N Regulated by FIFRA
PCBs X Regulated by TSCA
L] » L] DRAJ_‘T " ] » - -
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Footnotes:

* HAP shown in this portion of the table reflect those emitted by at least 5 facilities, as reported to the T xic
Release Inventory System (TRIS) for 1993.

* Urban Area Source Program (UASP) HAP.

¢ Great Waters HAP of concern, from the 1994 report to Congress.

% The section 112(c)(6) pollutants are also Great Waters HAP ofaconcern.

* Highly toxic HAP are those HAP with a reference concentration of less than 5x10mg/m?® (noncancer

effects); a weight of evidence classification of A (known human carcinogen) or Bl (probable human carcinogen); or, a
verified unit risk estimate of greater than 2x10”? (ug/m’)”’ and a weight of evidence classification of A or B.

T Potential UASP HAP of concern, due to high emissions and to toxicity.

. % Data on the number of facilities emitting the HAP are from the Toxic Release Information Systern (reporting
year 1993), and, therefore, do not fully reflect the possible sources of emissions of the HAP.
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CRITERIA USED FOR SELECTING PRIORITY HAP:

Hazardous air pollutants (HAP) that meet the following criteria were selected as priority HAP for the MACT program:
1) One or more of the following applies. The HAP:

8) is a Great Waters HAP of concern (listed in the 1994 Great Waters repont), or

b) is an Urban Area Source Program (UASP) HAP or a potential UASP HAP, or

c) has a reference concentration (RfC) of less than 5x10™ mg/m*”, or

d) has a weight of evidence (WOE) classification of A or Bl, or

¢) has an EPA verified inhalation unit risk estimate of greater than 2x10°* (ug/m*)"* and an EPA WOE
classification of A or B;

and,

) 1993 TRI data for the HAP indicate that it is emitted by 5 or more facilities. For the four HAP on the list for which
no TRI data are available, they are known to be emitted by more than 5 facilities which are subject to MACT.

" The RfC cutoff of 5x10* mg/m’ is based on dispersion modeling results for a facility that emits 10 tons/year of the
HAP from a 10 meter stack. The resulting concentration of HAP at a receptor that is 200 meters from such an
emission point is 5x10"? mg/m’. Assuming that the parameters selected are, in general, reasonable and appropnate, and
that an exceedance of the RfUC by a factor of 10 is unaceeptable, the cutoff would be 5x10™ mg/m’.

(Calculation: RfC x 10 < 5x10”°mg/m’ => RT < 5x10~*mg/m’)
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APPENDIX C. COMPARISON OF CURRENT APPROACEES CONTAINED IN
SECTION 112 OF THE CLEAN AIR ACT WITH THE AIR TOXICE MANAGEMENT

MODEL.

While section 112 contains 19 separate subsections, many of
them constituting prfograms in and of themselves, they can largely
be organized around the air toxics management model. Figure 3
displays the statutory programs and their relationship to the
varjious components of the model. This comparison of the current
program to the air toxics model is useful because it suggests a
number of interprogram links and corresponding coordination needs
and because it highlights some definite gaps in the statutory
scheme, gaps that will exist unless concerted efforts are made to
£il1l them, and ambiguities in statutory authority or direction.

Eealth and Environmental Objectives

The statute contains provisions to address a number of
different air toxics problems. For some of the air toxics
problems, the goals and objectives are explicitly stated. For
others, they are implicitly stated, or were left intentionally
ambiguous to be identified at a later date. To establish health
and environmental objectives, two actions are needed: to identify
the pollutants of concern and to establish the levels,
concentrations, or other measures which provide the requisite
level of protection. "

A framework for identifying pollutants of concern is
provided in the Act with the list of 189 HAPs contained in
section 112(b), which identifies pollutants which are of concern
for health or environmental effects, and a process to add or
delete pollutants. This list and the process for identification
of HAPs are supplemented by the requirements of section 112(m) to
identify and assess atmospherically-deposited HAPs to determine
whether they cause adverse health or environmental effects, of
section 112(k) to identify and characterize HAPs and their
effects in urban areas, including products of atmospheric
transformation, and of section 112(f) to identify health effects
and risks presented by concentrations of HAPs, both background
and produced by specific sources. :

To establish appropriate levels of health and environmental
protection, the section 112(f) residual risk program provides the
key authority to establish air toxic goals which are sufficient
to protect public health with an ample margin of safety, as well
as to prevent serious or widespread adverse environmental
effects, specifically mentioning risk targets for maximum exposed
individuals. To complement these efforts, the section 112 (k)
urban area source program is required to reduce the incidence of
stationary source-related cancer by at least 75%. Additionally,
the section 112(m) Great Waters program is required to prevent
adverse health and/or environmental effects related to
atmospheric deposition. The Act does not define specific goals
for the Great Waters program, but reguires EPA to determine
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whether section 112 provisions are adequate to prevent adverse
health and environmental effects, thereby impliedly granting
authority to EPA to establish appropriate objectives or
benchmarks for such protection. Additional support to the
identification of acceptable (or necessary) objectives for health
and environmental protection are provided through scientific
studies under section 112(n) including, but not limited to,
utilities and mercury, and through the National Academy of
Sciences' study of EPA's risk assessment methodologies.

Although the provisions described above support the
establishment of health and environmental protection objectives
which could be used to guide emission standards and other control
measures, the authority to use these objectives in legally
defensible ways beyond defining the stringency of MACT standards
is ambiguous, at best. This is because the section 112 program
is predicated on emission standards rather than on ambient,
health, or environmental targets. Thus EPA would have to go to
extra effort to justify its use of such objectives for purposes
other than setting MACT standards. Further statutory analyses by
the Office of General Counsel are needed to better define the
limits of our authority for this.

Section 112(f) residual risk provisions do not mandate
specific goals and objectives, but gives EPA considerable
flexibility and discretion (at a minimum, it uses the standard
set in the “benzene decision,” i.e., a cancer risk to the maximum
exposed individual no greater than 1 in one million as a default
reguirement). It is unclear to what extent, for instance,
residual risk authorities and activities could be delegated to
States.

™ red Foissi sucti

To determine necessary emission reductions to meet a
specified health or environmental objective, the sources emitting
those pollutants must first be identified. The various source
category listing provisions under section 112® are most relevant
and include not only general listing provisions for major source
MACT activities, but also more specific efforts, such as the
identification of urban area source categories under subsection
(c)(3) and the listing of sources of specific pollutants under )
subsection (c)(6). These efforts are cross-referenced in section
112(k) for urban area sources and are further supported by the
section 112(m) Great Waters Program, which is reguired to
identify the sources contributing to transport and deposition of i
key HAPs of concern.

The establishment of appropriate levels of emissions control
is primarily addressed through the standards under section
112(d), according to schedules set forth in section 112(e).
Section 112(h) provides for the establishment of alternative
standards, especially work practice standards, in appropriate
instances. The section 112(m) Great Waters and section 112 (k)
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Urban Area Source programs are further required to determine what
additjional standards or controls are needed under the statute (or
other laws, in the case of urban area sources) and to ensure that
appropriate regulatory action is taken. These efforts can be
supported by early efforts under section 112(f) for residual risk
where evidence supports the establishment of stricter standards
initially.

Section 112(d) is designed to ensure that all major sources
of HAPs are well controlled. While there is some legislative
history indicating that some members of Congress envisioned a 75%
reduction in emissions, there is no explicit target for what
overall reduction should be obtained. The Act assumes that all
major sources of HAPs require maximum achievable control
technology unless EPA can justify removing the source category
from the section 112¢ list. Implicit, however, in the structure
of the Act is broad flexibility to EPA in deciding which major
source categories should be regulated first. Additionally, the
Act is not explicit regarding the determination of which
categories should be regulated beyond the minimum (MACT “floor")
requirements. To the extent that residual risk and other
provisions support the development of health and environmental
objectives, these could serve as levels which risk, air quality,
or other analyses could be used to define emission control
requirements. However, it is unclear from the statute to what
extent EPA could use these authorities in geographically-focused
ways, as opposed to revising MACT stringency across a source ™
category or subcategory.

Identifying Strategies and Actions to Achieve Rcductions 4
The Act identifies national emission-gstandards as*the
primary means of achieving needed emission reductions. The Act
provides certain additional authorities, e.g., section F12(m) (6)

mandate to establish “emission standards and other control
measures as may be necessary and appropriate” to address effects
from atmospheric deposition. Section 112(k) additionally
requires a published strategy and additional control measures
under the Act and other statutes as needed to reduce emissions
from stationary and area sources to meet a minimum 75% reduction
in associated cancer incidence.

Two provisions of the Act, sections 112(g) and 112(3)
reguire States to provide for case~by-case control technology
results. Section 112(j) of the Act provides a mechanism under
which State and local agencies provide for the needed emission
reductions in cases where the EPA has not regulated a source
category in a timely manner. Section 112(g) reguires that States
ensure that newly constructed major sources are well-controlled,
and that emission reductions are achieved even if no federal
emission standard has been promulgated.

One provision of the Act, section 112(I1)(5) is intended to
provide an incentive to source owners to provide for early

DRAFT N

CMA 115892

e




reductions in emissions by granting a compliance extension when a
90 or 95% control level is achieved.

While a number of strategies and actions are called for in
section 112 to reduce emissions, few are explicitly coordinated
or cross-referenced within the statute, making it difficult to
establish interprogram relationships or to set priorities and
levels of stringency among them. Moreover, there is little
recognition of the fact that a number of States are currently
developing their own risk-based standards at the same time that
EPA is developing technology-based standards nationally.

With the exception of section 112(k), where it is implied in
the authority to consider other statutory authorities. the Act
does not recognize the contributions to air toxics reductions
that are made by criteria pollutant control programs, nor does it
explicitly recognize that the air toxic emission standards
program can provide important reductions in criteria pollutants.
While there does not appear to be any barrier to taking advantage
of mutually-supportive programs, it is unclear to what extent HAP
reductions achieved through criteria control programs can be
credited toward statutorily-reguired actions under section 112.

In urban areas, mobile sources are significant contributors
of HAPs and one cannot establish an accurate assessment of
exposure risks in urban areas without explicitly considering
mobile, area and major stationary source emissions together.
Moreover, the lack of a statutory linkage between mobile and
stationary sources for overall control strategy purposes fails to
consider the possibility that mobile source controls may more
cost-effectively reduce exposures in some instances. As with co-
control oppeortunities in the criteria pollutant programs, it is
unclear to what extent nmobile source HAP reductions can be used
to meet section 112 goals.

Implementing and Enforcing Identified Actions

The Act, through section 112 and part 70, clearly
establishes State and local agencies as having the primary role
to implement and enforce the emission reduction measures
envisioned by the statute. Implicit in this structure is the
need for EPA to work closely with States in establishing and
evaluating the emission standards. Section 112(1) recognizes an
important role for existing State and local air toxics programs,
and implicitly recognizes the need for a smooth interface between
the Federal and State/local programs. Unlike section 110, which
establishes a set of specific components to be included in State
implementation plans for criteria pollutants, however, the Act
does not provide any specific criteria for how this is to be
accomplished for air toxics, providing only that State programs
cannot be less stringent than federal standards. Moreover, EPA's
authority to delegate responsibilities for actions such as

-  residual risk standards to States through the 112(l) program

approvals is unclear.

DRAFT =3

CMA 115893




Evaluating Prograss and Results

While section 112 requires EPA to assess and report on the
status of EPA and State actions under section 112, there is no
explicit program set-out to gather and evaluate air quality,
enissions, or other relevant information. Several subsections
could be read together to form the basis for such a program, but
with only limited authority to reguire information.

Section 112(b), in addition to the listing of HAPs, grants
to EPA the authority to prescribe methods for the monitoring of
enissions, air quality, atmospheric deposition and
biocaccumulation. This authority c¢ould be regarded as broader
than authorities for criteria pollutant programs in the sense
that it permits the establishment of federal reference methods
for a broader array of environmental indicators. However, it
does not authorize EPA, explicitly, to regquire the deployment of
monitoring networks, as do other portions of the Act for criteria
pollutants. Section 112(m) regquires EPA to conduct monitoring of
transport, deposition and effects of HAPs in the Great Waters,
and thus establishes at least a partial basis for a national
monitoring network. Section 112(k) also authorizes EPA to
conduct monitoring of HAPs in urban areas, although this
authority appears more related to initial research activities to
identify most critical HAPs. Finally, section 112(s), normally
viewed as the basis for EPA's periodic report to Congress on the
status of EPA and State actions under section 112, also reguires
EPA to establish and maintain a database on pollutants and
regulated sources. This provision appears to provide the best
basis for a broader data collection and analysis effort which is

directly related to judging the effectiveness of section 112
programs and activities.

The Act provides only general guidance when it comes to
evaluating the results of the air toxics program embodied in
section 112. This is in contrast to the criteria pollutant
program, for which detailed and explicit reguirements are given
(monitoring in nonattainment areas, percentage reductions towards
reasconable further progress, etc.). The only explicit
requirement for progress evaluation in section 112 is the
requirement in section 112(s) to maintain a “database on
pollutants and sources” and to report periodically to Congress on
the status of EPA and State activities. Consegquently, there is
no clear authority for EPA to require monitoring and reporting by
States on emissions, air quality, or other potential indicators
which could be used to evaluate program success over time, and
the reguirement of section 112(s) to maintain a database on

sources and HAPs.is silent on the nature of our authority to
actually collect the information.

Conclusions

‘'From the various provisions of s ction 112, one can infer a
statutory scheme which is generally supportive of the air toxics
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management model)l and the approach embodied in the strategy. The
statutory pieces do not form a ‘perfect fit," particularly where
health and environmental objectives and progress tracking are
concerned, but it appears that such a strategy can be implemented
without posing clear statutory conflicts or violating the spirit
and intent of section 112. Because EPA's authority is
significantly more ambiguous and, therefore, more limited in a
number of areas for air toxics than it is for criteria
pollutants, EPA will be challenged to find defensible ways to
implement them which will find support among States and other
stakeholders. Effective communications and outreach strategies
will thus be critical to success, as will cooperation by the
Office of General Counsel in the careful crafting of additional
program elements.
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Air Quality Management Model

) * (O
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APPENDIX D. BTRATEGIC MATRIX
A DETAILED DEBCRIPTION OF THE OATS BTRATEGY

While creating the OAQPS air toxics strategy, the team developed a matrix as a tool to describe
many of the detailed aspects of the strategy. The matrix is the teams interpretation of the basic direction
for specific 1opics currently being worked on in the air toxics program and implies certain policies and
aclivities that are needed to carry out the strategy.

The strategic matrix was based on use of the sir toxics management model and a recognition
that a number of separate air toxics sub-problems should be addressed by the strategy. In shoni, the sub-
problems included (1) high risk cancer and non cancer effects typically associated with exposures near
point sources of HAPS (microscale problems), (2) urban-like situations where large numbers of people
are exposed to @ variety of HAPs from a number of sources, including mobile sources (urban scale
problems), (3) emissions and exposures that affect populstions in cross jurisdictional situations, like Hg
deposilion in the Florida everglades (regional scale problerns) and (4) national problems such as total
cancer incidence and large scale deposition of bioaccumulative HAPS (National scale). The matnx
includes eight sub-problems; the magnitude and nature of these eight separate air toxics sub-problems
are discussed in Appendix A to this repon,

For each sub-problem, the matrix identifies an inlegrated strategy that would serve to address
that padticular sub-problem in a comprehensive manner, As discussed in section 1l of this repon, an air
toxics rnanagement model was used for this purpose. The air toxics management mode! involves five
separate components that the strategy needed to address:

(1) goals and objectives,

(2) priorities for reductions,

(3) how to achieve the reductions,

{4) implementing and enforcing reduction measures, and

(5) feedback and evaluation.

The strategic matrix provided in this Ap;;endix is intended to illustrate how the sirategy described
peneraily in section ill of the repont can address each of these components for each air toxics sub-
problem. The matrix provides the level of detail needed for experts in the field of air toxics, both within
OAQPS and beyond, to understand better the policy and resource effects of the strategy. Many efforts
are needed to flesh out the details, resource, and work product implications of the strategy. The matrix,
afthough certainly incomplete and imperfect, will provide a useful starting point for these etforts.

In developing the strategic matrix, the tearn found that i Is difficuft to leam how to read the
matrix. Nevertheless, the matrix does provide a thorough (afthough not necessarily compiete)

interpretation of the strategy into practical policies and activities. Thus the team developed the following
suggestions for ieaming how to read the matnix.
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. Please look over Figure D-1 before you begin navigating through the strategic (n.ir toxics
management model - air toxics problem) matrix. Figure D-1 provides an overview and index to the
strategic matrix,

Look at the rows

The Rows represent the types of air toxics problem to be soived - the scales and subproblems.
- Itis probably most useful to begin by looking ACROSS ONE ROW AT TIME to getan idea as to
how the table works. By focusing on a single sub-probiem, the reader can get @ quick look at the
entire strategy for a given sub-problem.

- Each row (dentified as rows 1, 2, ... 8) represents a different aspect of air toxics problemn.

+ invoive scales, i.e., microscale, urban, regional, and national/global.

«+ {dentify the subprobiems pertinent to a particular scale are identified as SUB-PROBLEM
1.2,...8),

+ Give reader a view of the entire strategy that sddresses a given subproblem. For _
example, what the strategy recommends for urban air toxics problem can be found in
Rows 3 and 4.
Look at the columns
- The Columns represent the elements of the air toxics management model:

+ The first column indicates the scale/subproblem,

+ The second column identifies the draft Human Heatth and Environmental (HH&E)
goais/objectves selected by the team for the particular scale/subproblern,

- The third column idertifies activities and policies for setting priorities in emission
reductions needed to achieve the HHAE goals/objectives,

+ The fourth columnn identifies activities and policies for achieving the needed
emission reductions or program direction,

+ The fifth column identifies activities and policies for implemnenting the activities
established 10 achieve the needed emission reductions, and

+ The sixth column identifies activities and policies for evaluating the effectiveness of
the program for the scale/subproblem.

- The columns give the reader a view of integrated activities and policies being used to address a
given element of the air toxics management model. Looking DOWN an INDIVIDUAL COLUMN,
the reader can see how a given element of the air toxics management mode! varies across the
different sub-probiems. For example, by looking down column G (indicators of progress), the
reader can get an idea of the entire set of environmental indicators recommended by the team.

in summary,

Each BOX in the table (i.e. and intersection of row and column, A-1, B-1, etc) represents how the
strategy would cover an element of the air toxics management model for @ given air toxics sub-
problern, For example, box 1-A indicates how the strategy would address “goal-setung” for the
sub-part of the microscale problem dealing with individual risks that can be quantified.
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Figure D-1 - Overview and index to Strategic Matrix

Scalel/subproblem

{Column A}
Human health
and
environmental
{HHAE)
objectives ..

{Column B)

How can we
identity emission
reduction
priorities, ...

{Column C)

What speciiic
emisslon reduction
measures will be
taken ...

{Column D)

implementation
Considerations -

{Column E}

Evaluate resuits.

Subproblem {:
Microscale
individual risk, quantified

A-1

B-1

Cc-1

D-1

Subproblem 2;

Microscale
Individual risk, not

quantitied

A-2

B-2

c-2

D-2

Subpreblem 3;
Urban

Widespread risks due to
typicat urban sources

A-3

B-3

D-3

E-3

Subproblem 4:
Urban

Widespread risks due to
clusters of unique sources

A4

B-4

C4

E-4

14v3a

Subproblem 5:
Reglonal

Risk not justifying national
solution

A-5

B-5

C-5

0-5

E-S

Subproblem §:
Reglonal

Loading of persisibloacc.
poll,

A8

B-6

C6

D8

ES8

Subprobiem T:
NatlonalGlobal
Aggregate population risk

A-7

B-7

c-7

D-7

E-7

Subproblem 3:
NationaVGlobal

Loading of persis bloace.
poll.

A-8

8-3

c-8

D-8

E-3
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STRATEGIC MATRIX - July 9, 1996

{Column A) {Cotumn B) {Column C) {Column D) {Column E)
Scale/subproblem | HHAE Oblectives or How can we Identlly Whalt specific emlssion impiementation Evsluate results.

process for emlission reduction reduction measures will be | considerations — What indicators witt

establlshing HHAE priorities, that is, the types | taken consistent with what activities can be used to delermine

Objecttves’ for of reductions that these emlssion reduction’ | help ensure thatthe | whether the

addressing thsl sub- contribute the most ptiotities? reductions are implemented

problem towards achleving the achieved In practice? | measures have

goal? achieved the goal?

Micioscale

Subproblem {:

- Effects
associzied with
individual risks
{induding ecological
risks) thal can be
quantified from
neacby or
conbiguous
stationary sources
and “clusters” of
stationary sources

Box A-1. HH&E
Objectives for
addressing
subproblem 1:

Sources meet MACT
and then "Benzene
decision” test lor
maxdmum Inddidual risk
tMIR) {10-4).

Threshold polulants —
ol < ‘ampla margin of
safely.” [reference
concenbrations {RfCs) #s
sppropiiste]. Whete they
ewst, usa threshold
concentrations for eco
effects {e.g., waler
quality criteria}).

Shorl-term objective:
reductions in # of people
sxposed by redudng
emiasions and risk for
higheat priority HAPs.

Long-lerm objsctive:
significent reduction In #
of locatians where
individual sources or
“duslers” cause this level
1o be exceeded.

Box B-1. How lo establish
prlorities for meeting
HHA&E Dblecllives in box A-
1.

To sel MACT prionbes, use
“short bst” of high priority
HAPs fo identty 10-year
calegories of greatest
importance. [Note stralegy
assumes all 7.yr calegories
are 3 priotity, because all
emit high-priority pofiutants).

~Short-lerm Focus on
calegories emitting 1 or mote
of “short kst™ of high priority
HAPs. To identify, use active
dala colection by EPA, S/,
sources.

~ Long term: cofect health
and environmeniasl effects
info lo identity pollutants to
add (o fst of highest priority
HAPs

Box C-1. Specliic
measures consistent with
the prioritles Wdentiled In
81.

Continue to propose and
promulgate 7-yr MACT on
schedule.

For 10.yr categories:

~Source calegories >3 few
scurces, develop MACT.
Where reasonable go
beyond MACT foor through
MACT parinerships,

o
~For source calegories with
<a few souices, usé
parinerships, but Siate and
source operalor put finishing
louches on MACT ’
determination. Siale
Incotporates in Tile V permit.

Develop this approach
through earty parinerships
with States, Industry, and
environmenialisls. Bégin
ptocess using appropriate 7-
yt and 10-t MACT projects In
the near term.

Box D-1. How to
mprove
Implementation of
measures identifled
InC-1.

To improve MACT
implementation for 2, 4,
7 snd 10 yr standerds
{Le_, to schieve
predicied emission
reductions):

~ Readly implemented
stds by continuing to
work with gistes and
induabry in drafting sids.

—Amend nies to
improve subpart E and
tile V, thereby
achieving betier
Integration with State
pograms.

-~ Continue lo use
enabling/outreach
tools. Satelie, TTN,
smal business
assistance, etc

— Terget enforcement
efforts to categories of
greatest risk.

Sistes Implement and
enlorce. Work wih Slales
lo establish sccountabitty

Box £-1. Evaluale
whether Implemented
measures per D-1 are
successful.

To ssgess lrends:

Short-letm:

~Track emisslons of the
highest pority HAPs.
Develop sppropriate
means to periodically
update the invenlory In
reasonsble manner
{note: wa dg not
anvislon nationa!
*bottom-up” Invenlory).
- Congsider developing
index {e.g.. potency X
emissions) to give
Improved picture of
emission tolals.

Conslder oulreach off i
to gain consensus on
trends indicalors. Once
In place, outreach on
results could improve
efNectiveness
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Scale/subproblem

{Column A}

HHAE Objectives or
process for
establishing HHAE
Obleclives’ for
addressing that sub-
problem

{Column B}

How can we identity
emission reduction
priotities, that Is, the types
of reduclions thal
conliibute the most
towards achleving the
goal?

{Column C)

What speclfic emission
reduction measures wlili be
laken consistent with
these emission reductlion!
prioritles?

{Column D)

implemantistion
considerations —
what activities can
help ensure that the
reductions are
achleved in practice?

{Column E}

Evaluate results,
What indicators wifl
be used to determine
whether the
implemented
measures have
achieved the goal?

14vid

Box B-1 {conl}

To set residual risk (RR}
priorities. |atfecls 2.4.7 and
10-yr calegones}

— Use targeting and risk
assessmeni to idenlify
indnidual sources and
cluslers with high MR afler
implemeniation of MACT.
{RR apphcabity kmiled lo

high-risk sources or dusters).

Consider uncertainty in risk
assessments when
identitying needed
reductions

Box C-1 [coni)

Residual risk{RR}) To
minimize need for federat RR
slandards®

—~Short-leim: (for bolh >3 lew
and <a lew), provide
incenlives for operator and
Stale lo consider residual
tisks now.

- Longes-term: Provide RR
{argels, guidance, and
sasisiance for States lo
address high-risk sources.
Provide ciiteria that, ¥ met,
would cbviate need lor
national RR sid.

Long-term: As needed,
develop residual risk
standards through
partnerships.

Box D-1 {cont}

To reach objective that
states/sources desl
with RR where
possible, outreach
program will probably
be needed.

idesly, wanl Slates
summaries of residual
emissions and risk info.
siso, Sistes identifies
*clusiers.”

Box E-1 (cont)

Long-term:

— Use risk screening,
tsk sssessments,
and/or other means lo
track # of sources with
risks sbove MIR target
of 10-4.

- Develop Risk Map

~-ah”
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{Column A) {Column B} {Column C} (Column D) {Column F)
Scalefsubproblem | HHAE Objectives or How can we Kenlity What speclific emission Implementation Evaluste results.

process for emission reduction reduction measures will be | consideralions — What indicstors will
establishing HHAE priotities, that Is, the types | taken consistient with what activilles can be used to determine
Objectives’ for of reductions that these emission reduction’ | help ensure that the whether the
addressing that sub. conhrlbute the most priorities? reductions are Implemented
problem towards achleving the achieved In practice? | measures have

goal? achieved the gostl?

Box B-1 [conl} Box C -1 {conl) Box D-1 {conl} Box E-1 {cont)

To ensure an appropriale Conslder 112{d){4) in implement through Survey major

degree of regulation for decision on MACT partnerships. siakeholders and

threshold pollutants, requiate | stringency, or whether MACT detetminag satisfaction

I ensure emissions cause should be required. with this program

concentrations below an element.

*ample margin of safety” Consider 112({d){4) in

level decision whelher lo kst area

saurces under utban

Identify soutce calegories program

with only lhreshold HAPs,

Develop approaches lo use

Section {112(d}4). Based on

consensus {aige! and

methodology, Identify where

112{d}4) can be used to

identdy over or under-

regulation,

Box B-1 {conl} Box C -f {cont) Box D-1 {cont) Box E-1 {conty

To ensure thal program does | Develop internal procedures | Implement through Survey major

not address “nen-problems:” | for HAP and category partnerahips. siakeholders and

deksting efforts. fnclude in determine satisfaction
— identify/defist categories these procedures a process with this program
with no major sources and to involve MACY pariners In element

na connection to urban or
eflects due to persistence or
bioaccumulation.

idenlity and delist calegories
{or HAPs) posing no human
heatth or environmenial
harm |

decision to defist.
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(Column A) {Column B} {Column C) {Cotumn D} {Column E}
Scalefsubpr blem [ HHAE Objeclives or How can we Identity What specific emission implemaentation Evaluste results.
process for emission reduction reduction measures will be | considerations ~ What Indicators wilt
; ¢ | establishing HHAE prlorities, thal is, the types | laken conslslent with what activitles can be used to determine
Objectives’ for of seducilons that these emission reduction’ | help ensure that the whether the
addressing that sub- contribute {the most priorities? reductions are implemented
problem lowards achleving the achieved In practice? | measures have
goal? achleved the goal?
Microscale
Box A.2. HHAE Box B-2. How {o establish | Box C-2. Specific Box D-2. How to Box E-2. Evsiuate
Subproblem 2: Objecitves for ptiotlties for meeling measures consisteni wilh improve whether implemented
' addressing HHAE Objectives In box A- | the piiotities Wdentified in implementation of measures per D-2 are
: subproblem 2: 2. 8.2, measutres identifled successful
- Qualkitative eflects InC-2.
sssociated with Shott-term: Identily {see Box E-1 - same as
manmum exposed Reasonsble reductions categories wilhout any of the | Where there is a qualiative [sea Box D-1 ~- same for MACT evaluation
indviduals that in emissions based upon | highest priority HAPs, and basis for addressing as for MACY excepl may need o
cannot be consensus sgresments | with quakative basis for nisks/exposures, develop implementation} teduce evaluation given
quanblfied due fo with stakeholders. regulating (E g, latge MACT through MACY lack of qualitative hesith
tack of heahth, volume ol {oxc HAP for parinerships. basls )
emissions of other | Long-term: Add heatth which heatth eftects cannot
information end eco benchmarks. be quanlified)
Active efiort to develop Where this Is nol & qualitative
U RICs. Moderals efloitfo | EPA colects inlormation to basis for regulating, EPA
m collect and interprel* develop quakiative estimates | would suppor Sisie acton
heahth data for healih benchmarks. an an as-needed basis.
med
! O
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STRATEGIC MATRIX - July 9, 1996

Scalefsubprobiem

{Column A}

HHAE Objectives or
process for
establishing HHAE
Objectives’ for
addressing that sub-
problem

{Column B)

How can we ideniify
emlisslon reduction
pricrities, that ls, the types
ol reductions that
contribute the most
towards achieving the
goal?

{Column C)

What speclic emission
reduction measures will be
laken conslsienl with
these emisslon reduction’
prioritles?

{Column D)

implementstion
considerations —
what aclivities can
help ensure that the
reductions are
achlaved in practice?

{Column E)

Evaluate resufts.
What Indicators will
be used to determine
whether the
implementéd
measures have
schleved the goal?

Urban

Subproblem 3:

-- Whdespread risks
due to sources

typicatly found In
urban areas {4)

Box A-3. HHAE
Objectives lor
addressing
subproblem 3:

Slatutory goal of 75%
reduction in incidence
from stationary sources
relatrve to 1990 baseline.
Consider cancer and, to
exient possible, consider
noncancer effects ’

*

Box B-3. How to establish
ptiotities lor meeling HH
&E Objectives In box A-l.

identity major and area
sources of HAPs on the
original source calegory lisl
Ihat contribute to reductions
In the HAPs being evaluated
under section 112{k}.

Conduct urban risk sludy,
including stationary/mobile. If
warnanied based upon this
study, add categaries ‘o
source category kst, per
112(k) and 112{ci3) Likely,
categories emiiting one of the
apecific urtban HAPs. identity
mobile sources contributing
significantly to the problem.
identffy polutants beyond the
specific urban HAPs that
conlribute significantly to the
prablem ¥

Box C-3, Speciflc
measures consisient with
the priorlilies identified In
83.

MACT:

--Shorl-termy: For cusrently
ksted categories, develop
MACT, where reasonable go
beyond MACT floor, through
MACT parinesships.

- Long-lerm: develop MACT
for additional categories
added per urban risk sludy.
Consider slandards beyond
MACT floor, through MACT
partnerships.

Moble sources:

— Long-term: develop
approprisie moblle source
tegs.

Co-conlrol of HAPs by VOC
and PM SIP programs:

— Shott-term: Inlorm and
encourage States lo describe
HAP Implications of SIP
sctions for VOC and PM.

- Long-term: Develop
additional info on HAP
characteristics of VOC and
PM, snd sfiernative
lechnolagies for co-conirol

Markel -based: dialogue on

Box D-). How to
Improve
implementation of
measutes deniied
nCJ.

Readly implemenled
standards; improved
subpart EfTitle V.

Parinership between
HAP and ciilerla
program: bring
dhscussion forwsid
through an effective
process.

Box E-3. Evaluate
whelher implemented
measures pear D-3 are
successiul.

Trends: Short-term
eflorts;

— identity avaiable
ambienl monitoring dala
for specific urban
HAPs. Develop system
for coopersting with
sistes on inexpensively
yot regularly updsting
this Information.

~ Develop PSI indicator
for urban monitoring
trends for the specific
uiban polutants

— Use urban study lo
devise a method simed
at providing progress
sepori on the 75°A
target.

- Track emlssion
Inventories for the
specific urban
poluiants.

Trends: long-lerm
efforts;

—add polivtants and
monitoring sites as info
is svailable.

- Il surrogate for the
75% largel emeiges,
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¢

Scale/subproblem

{Column A}

HHAE Objectives or
process for
establishing HH&E
Objectives' for
addressing ihal sub.
problem

(Column B)

How can we Identity
emission reduction
priorities, that Is, the types
afreducllons that
cantribute the most
towards achieving the
goal?

{Column Cj}

Whal speclfic emission
teduction measures will be
taken consistent with
these emission reduction?
priorities?

{Column 0}

implementation
considerations -
what activitles can
help ensurs that the
reductions are
achleved In practica?

{Column E)

Evaluate results.
Whst indicalors wifl
be used to determine
whether the
implemented
maeaasures have
achleved the goal?

Urban
Subproblem 4&:

~ Widespregd rigks
m populated sregs
due to conlnbubons
from stabonary
stource ‘clusters’
thal s:te uigque fo »
grven ates |5)

Box A4 HHAE
Oblectives tor
addsessing
subproblem 4:

Reduce populabon
evposure lo “clustes”
polutants

ﬂ r

Bor B4, How o eslablish
priotitles tar meeting HY
AE Objecilves inbor A4

Shorl-term conduct a sludy
lo idenpify such “clusters” lo
see f any additonal ermission
reguchon measures are
needed later. To support
this, data collection fot the
highesi rity HAP's and
specific orban HAPs. Inftiate
active daia colection by EPA,
SA., 8 Sources ol emission
patierns Follow up walh risk
assessment as appiopriale to

.| evaluate significance of

‘dusters to ares wide
concentrations ®

Box C-4. Spechic
measures consisient with
the prioritles identified In
a4,

MACT:

--No active eflorts to consider
cluslers in MACT
development Consider in
response {o request.

~include 8s considerstion in
MACT development where
needed.

Discuss with Stales the need
for guidance document and
assistanca for addressing this
issue.

Box 4. Howto
Improve
implementation of
measures identified
inC4,

Box E-4. Evaluate
whether implemented
measures per D-4 are
successful.

Trends - Short-term: no
sctive consideration of
thia In bends reporting.

-Long-tetm; Develop
process to include in
lrends report #
documentied that these
ptoblems exisL
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!

{Column A}

{Column B} {Column C) {Column D} {Column E})
Scalefsubproblem | HHAE Objeclives or How can we ldenilty What speclfic emission Implementation Evaluale results,
process for emisslon reduction reduclion measures will be | considerations - Whal Indicators will
eslablishing HHAE priorities, Lhat is, the types | laken consistent with what sctivities can be used lo determine
Objectives' for of reductions that these emission reduction’ | help ensure that the | whelhert the
addressing that sub- contrtbute the most priorities? reductions sre implemented
picblem towards achleving the achieved In practice? | measures have
goal? achieved the goal?
Reglona!
Box A.5, HHAE Box B.5. How lo eslablish } Box C.5. Speclic Box D-5. How to Box £-5. Evaluale
Subproblem §: Objecitves tor ptiotitles for meeiing measures consislent with | improve whether implemented
addressing HHAE Objeclives In box A- | the priorities identtled In Impiementation of measures per D-5 are
- Risk caused by subproblem §. s. B8-5. measures identifled successlul.
transporl within a InC.5.
bioader “region” Trends: regionat
with multiple [see abové discusslon of | Long-lerm- tdentify any such | Long-term: use transport Outreach 1o Slates snd | emissions, smblent
Junadictions, not issues for Prban risk transporl tegions. Guidance | studies as basis to kst public monioring for sny such
widesptead enough | HHAE Objectives| to States and Regional adddional MACY within urban identified reglons
to jusbly national Assoclations lor considering | air foxics program as
solutions. {6) such situabions. needed.

Encourage snd facilitale
mutti-Slate planning and
conlrol intiatives.
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Scale/subproblem

(Column A}

HHAE Objectives or
piocess tor
establishing HHAE
Objeclives’ for
addressing that sub-
+ problem

{Column 8)

How can we Identify
emisslon reduction
pricrities, that Is, the types
of reductiens that
contribuie the most
towards achleving the
goal?

{Column C)

What specific emission
reduction measures will be
laken consistent wiith
these emlssion reductlion’
ptlorlijes?

{Column D}

implementation
considerations -~
what activilles can
help ensure that the
reductions are
achleved In practice?

{Column E}

Evaluate results.
What indicators will
be used to determine
whethet the
implemented
measures have
achieved the goal?

Reglonal
Subproblem 8:

- Regionat loadings
to environment pf
persistent gr
biosccumutable
polutants (7}

14vdd

Box A-8. HHAE
Objectives o
addressing
subproblem 8.

Reduce deposition lo
levels that do not
contribuie significantly to
sxceedances of RIDs or
other measures of harm
from such polutants.

Add quantitative HHR E
Objectives later based
upon peet review/SAB
process for meicury,

Box B-8. How to establish
ptiotilles for meeting
HHAE Objeciives In box A.
8.

-Reasonable reductions in

ecosystem loadings as result
of parinership process
Involing slakeholders,
Including SAB process

Complete 112{cX6) study to
identity additionsl categories.

Long-term: Contippe special
sludy eﬁﬁrle_ Great Waters
etc. [Focus GW eflonts on
specific kst of HAPs | Use
resuils 1o identily categories
of peflujanits in addition to the
112{c)X6) polutants, or lo-
ienlify calegories that have
been overlpgked.

Box C-8. Specific
measures conslstent with
the priorities ideniified In
B&.

MACT:

Short-term. Focus on
112{c}B) categories.
Develop MACT ¥ needed or
apgwoprials allernative
measures; go beyond floot
where reasonable.
Long-term; Set appropiiale
slternative measures in
residual risk process.

Partidipale In mercury lask
force simed ot discussing
emissions “cap’ and other
concepls.

Box D8. Howto
improve
implementation of
measures kentified
In C-8.

Consider extra efforl to
ensure compliance with
MACTs 1educing
emissions of
bloaccumulating
polutants

Box £48. Evaluate
whethet implemented
measures par D8 are
successiul,

TRENDS:

Reglonal inveniories,
updated on a teguisr
bases every [ew years,
for key poluiants, with
assislance from States
in the reglon.

06511 YD
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Scale/subproblem

{Column A}

HHAE Objectives or
process for
establishing HHLE
Objectives’ for
addressing that sub-
problem

{Column B}

How can we Iidenilty
emission reduction
priorities, thal is, the types
of reductions that
contribute the most
towards achleving the
goal?

{Column C}

What specific emission
reduction measures will be
laken consistent with
these emisslon reduction®
prlorities?

{Column D)

implementstion
considerations -
what activities can
heip ansure that the
reductions are
achleved In practice?

{Column E}

Evaluate results.
What indicators will
be used to determine
whether the
Implemented
measures have
schieved the goat?

National/Global

Subproblem
T

-~ Aggregate
poputaton risk
[incidence} {B)

IE\. (¢

Box A.7. HHAE
Objeciives for
addressing
subpioblem 7:

Primary objectives
Reduce number of
pecple erpgsed to MIR
sbove 10-5, end
exposed above RICs,
RMs, and exposed to
HAPs in general {(where
cannot quanidty)

Secondary objectives

~ Reduce tolat
nsticrmaide emissions of
HAPs by 75%.

—~ Devedop an index that
can piovida clearer
piciure of emission lotals
[whete quantification bs
possible].

— Develop better
messures o
chatacterize reductions
ol HAPs where problem
is not quantifiable.

Box B-7. How 1o establish
prictities for meeling

HHAE Oblectives In box A.

1.

Idenhly wadespread, high-
emitting categories emitling
one or more of the highesl|
pianty HAPs  For lhese,
develop dala base to
consider incidence
calculations in the residual
risk evaluation process.

Identdy wadespread, high-
emitting calegories emitting
HAPs nol on the kst of
higheat priority HAPs;
typicafy these will be souices
ol large VOC o1 PM
emissions

Box €-T1. Specific
measures conslstent with
the priotities identitied In
8.7,

FoRkow MACT pethaps more
MACT floot; include
Incidence In residual risk
process. Nole cross-check
micro- and urban-scale
applicabiity- no exirs effort
may be requited hete.

Box D-7. How to
Improve
Implementation of
measures kientified
InC-.7.

Box E-7. Evaluate
whether implemanted
measures per D-7 are
succelsful.

Trends: Track tolal HAP
emissions, taking into
account mobie and
non-TRI amission
sources. Consider
developing index (a.g.,
emissions X polency}.

To support this, data
collection for highest
priority HAPs and
specific urban HAPs,
and sddiional HAPs
thal with latge emission
1ates. Active dala
colection by EPA, SA_,
& Souices.
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[Column A) {Column B} {Cotumn C) {Column D) {Column E)
Scale/subproblem | HHAE Oblectives ot How can we Identity What speclfic emission implementlation Evaluate results.
process for emission ieduction teductlon measures will be | considerstions — What indicators will
establishing HH&E ptiotities, that s, the types | taken consistent with what activilies can be used to determine
Objectives' for of reductions that these emlisslon reduction® | help ensure that the | whether the
addressing that sub: coniribule the most ptiorities? reductions are implemeanted
problem towards achleving the achleved In practice? | measures have
goal? achieved the goal?

National {cont)

Subproblem
8:

— Nstional loadings
lo environment of
persistent or
bicaccumulable
polutants. {This
sub-problem s very
simiar o “regionsl”
above except that
Involves situations
where nationsl
reductions sre
needed lo soive the
problem)

(9)

Box A8. HHAE
Objecitves for
addressing
subproblem 8:

Reduce deposition to
levels 2t do not
céntiibude signficantly to
exceedances of RfDs or
dther measures of harm
from such polutants,

Add HHAE Objectives
1afer based upon peer
review/SAB process for
mescury.

Box B-8. How to eslablish
pHorities tor meeting
HHAE Objeclives In box A-
8

Reasanable reductions In
nation ecosysiem loadings
#s resull of partnership
process involving
stakeholders, including SAB
process.

Complete 112{c)(B) study to
idenbly addiional categories.

Continue special study
eflorts, Gieat Waters elc.
Use resutts to Identify
calegories of pofutanis In
addition 1o the 112{c}5}
polulants, or to identify
categories that have been
overooked,

Box C8. Specific
measures consistent with
the ptiotities identifled in
B.-8.

MACT:

Shori-term' Focus on
112{cK6) categories.
Develop MACT ¥ needed or
appropriale shernative
measures; go beyond floor
where reasonable,
Long-term: Set appropriste
shernative measures under
Section 112{m}6}.

Paricipate In mercury task
force simed st discussing
emissions “cap” snd olher
concepls.

Box D 3. Howlo
Improve
implementation of
measures kentiied
inCa8.

Consider extra eftort to
ensurs compliance with
MACTs reducing
emisslons of
biosccumuiating
polutants

Box £-8. Evaluale
whether Implemented
measures per D8 are
successful,

TRENDS:

Hatonal inveniories,
updsted on a regular
bases avery few years,
for key polutants, with
assistance from States.
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1. Anissue for long-term strategy development is whether there should be a process to gain consensus on an improved set of human
health and environmental goals for air toxics. Such a process, while resource-intensive, could serve to help focus efforts in the most
productive direction.

2. Although the focus on this column is largely on regulatory tools, comments are welcome on nonregulatory approaches, and how they ‘

could be used to complement and improve the approaches described. With respect to regutatory and nonregulatory approaches,
successful complchon of the activities in this column depends on resolving the collective interest of all stakeholders. Thus, the
partnership concepl is core to all the approaches. The abifity to fulfifl these parinerships is greatly enhanced with additional resources.

3. One approach to minimizing the need for federal residual risk standards be to create a program similar in concept to the California
“hot spots” approach. Such a program would provide a method to screen out low-risk sources, and would involve risk assessments by
sources and/or States. This approach would require exira resources in the near term but would significantly reduce resources and
efforts in the future.

4. It may be useful to complement the statutory target with specific ambient concentration targets for the highest priority urban HAPs.
If feasible, this may involve & consensus efTort to devise targets. There may be advantages to express such levels as informal
environmental goals rather than specific regulatory targets.

5. A long-term strategic issue is whether to recommend a concentrated effort with greater targeting/outreach/indicator- tracking efforis
on a relatively few pollutants that appear at present to be the greatest contributors to the urban problem, or to devote less concentrated
attention to a larger list of pollutants (e.g., a list of 30 as called for in | 12(k).

6. 1 such regional clusters exist (i.e. areas having noticeably higher area wide concentrations due to an unusually high concentration of
stationary source emissions), it may be appropriate for the EPA 1o develop tarpeled geographic assistance programs, similar 1o the
Integrated Environmental Managemeni programs conducted during the mid 1980s.

7. Anissue for long-term strategy development is whether there should be a process to gain consensus on an improved set of human
health and environmental goals for air toxics. Such a proces$, while resource-intensive, could serve to help focus efforts in the most
productive direction.




APPENDIX E. DIBCUSSION OF ISSUES RELATING TO DATA NEEDS FOR
TRACKING PROGRESS

1. Toxic Release Inventory Data Issuaes

The Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) does not present a complete
picture of HAP emissions in the United States. TRI collects
data from point sources and does not include area or mobile
sources emissions. According to our most recent estimates, area
and mobile sources contribute approximately 70% of HAP emissions
annually. 1In addition, the point source HAP emissions reported
in TRI do not comprise all point source categories. The OAQPS
National Toxics Inventory (NTI) currently reports that, of the
2.6 billion pounds of HAPs emitted by point source facilities
nationwide, less than 50% of these point source emissions are
reported in TRI. Factors contributing to the under-
representation of data in TRl are:

* Emissions from small point facilities as well as commercial,
residential, area and mobile sources are not included in
TRI.

* TRI collects data from a subset of industrial point sources

having Standard Industrial Classification Codes 20 - 39%.
Under this exemption, facilities such as mining operations,
electric utilities, and oil and gas production are not
required to report HAP emissions to the TRI.

* TRI excludes combustion emissions from sources reguired to
report to the TRI.

» Sources with <10 employees are exempt from reporting to the
TRI.
» TRI excludes facilities that use <10,000 lbs or produce

<25,000 lbs of listed HAPs from reporting regquirements.

From a health impact, OAQPS is interested in releases of
small guantities of some HAPs. These emissions would likely
not be reported in TRI.

The result of all these factors combined is that the coverage of
the TRI is less than 15% of the total annual HAP emissions that ‘ o
contribute to air toxic problems across the United Stites. ¥ ’

In spite of the deficiencies of the TRI noted above, the TRI

remains useful tool for both analytical and regulatory purposes.

It should be noted that the guality of HAP emission estimates

have improved in TRI since its first annual release in 1987. For

the specific sources included, these estimates are believed to be

better than estimates generated using typical emission factor
calculations. Therefore, the OAQPS National Toxics Inventory

does use data compiled in TRI in addition to other data gources v
such as State & Local HAP inventories, data gathered by OAQPS to

support MACT development, and HAP estimates generated by OAQPS. »
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TRI has also been used as a “voluntary” tool in reducing HAP
enissions. Since facilities do not want to be at the top of the
TRI list, many have voluntarily reduced HAP emissions.

2. A Possible "Pollutant Btandards Index’ Approach to the Air
Toxics Prodblem

The relative success of the Pollutant Standards Index (PSI)
in communicating the severity of criteria air pollutant problems
in metropolitan areas suggests that an adaptation of the PSI
approach may be useful in implementing the air toxics program.
The current criteria pollutant PSI is an index calculated daily
from air quality monitoring data which indicates the relative
level of air pollution in that area based on the “worst® criteria
pollutant on that day, where *worst® is defined as that pollutant
whose measured concentration represents the highest percent of
its standard value (as defined by a National Ambient Air Quality
Standard, or NAAQS). Obviously, since the EPA has not defined
NAAQS values for any air toxic pollutant, this approach will need
modifications if it can be useful for the air toxics program.
Further, since the majority of air toxics are hazardous based on
chronic exposures rather than acute, daily PSI calculations may
not have as much meaning as yearly updates. Finally, the ambient
measurement of 189 air toxic pollutants will neither be
nationally feasible nor locally routine in the near future, and
this will need to be reflected in the adapted PSI approach.

It seems likely that a useful PSI for air toxics would
involve the development of an annual data summary which took
advantage of available monitoring data, emissions inventory
information, modeling results, and health studies to present a
combined view of the area~-by~area severity of the air toxic
problem, identifying significant individual HAP and sources, as
well as any progress that may have been achieved in reducing th
problem over the previous year or years. To promote national
consistency, OAQPS should develop national assessments which
build off of the current air toxics emission inventory to
identify both microscale and urban-scale. hot spots,” and the
specific pollutants most responsible for them. Existing ambient
monitoring-based assessments should then be mapped onto this
national emission-based assessment to refine and calibrate the
overall assessment, resulting in a more accurate national problem
assessment and the ability to extrapolate city-specific
assessments from one urban area to another. It can also be used
identify whether particular pollutants or sources pose a local,
regional, or national problem. The actual PSI-type indicator (or
indicators) used for these assessments should combine the

xisting information in the most logical fashion to provide
numerical values which can be ranked much like comparative risk
or exposure numbers. The actual numbers could then be reported
as numbers, ranges, or even as gualitative ranges (high-medium-
low). One possible approach for the treatment of ambient data
has been outlined in "An Examination of Alternative Air Quality
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Indicators to Better Understand Global Pollution,” by william F.
Hunt, Jr. (1991). Other approaches for combining emissions,
modeling, and health information should be developed by a cross-
divisional team in collaboration with State and Local Agencies.

The final step of implementing a PSI-type approach is to
provide guidance to the individual metropolitan (and potentially,
non-metropolitan) areas on how they can perform their own annual
assessments to parallel the national one. This can be
accomplished by providing them with the national assessment as an
example and encouraging them as environmental partners to collect
the data necessary to best evaluate their own particular mix of
air toxics problems. As a part of this effort, OAQPS should also
support a common database (such as AIRS) to consolidate
information feeding into the PSI process.
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