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My name is Jed Anderson and I am here today representing the SIP Transformation Workgroup.  I would like to comment on two issues in the preamble.  The first is the anticipated deadline for SIP submittal in 2013.  The second is where EPA noted the difficulty in addressing transboundary emissions.  These issues both speak directly to a problem that is becoming more apparent—the inability of the current SIP process to timely, efficiently, and effectively move us forward in achieving better air quality.
Although the SIP might be due in 2013 as the preamble states, all of us know this is not likely to happen, at least in an acceptable form, until around 2020.  San Joaquin’s 1-hour SIP wasn’t approved until two months ago—approximately 16 years after it was originally due.  Houston’s 1-hour SIP wasn’t approved until 2003—about 10 years after it was due.  Houston’s 85 ppb SIP is expected to be submitted in a few months—almost 13 years after the NAAQS was changed.  We cannot allude to the public that 3 years from now a SIP will be submitted that demonstrates attainment.  We must tell the public the whole truth.  Telling them part of the truth by telling them what the statute says is not the whole truth.  
In telling the truth and exposing this issue to the light we then must address the underlying issue of why it takes so long to develop a SIP and what are the inherent problems of the SIP process that drive us to spend so much time and resources on these plans.  In 2004, the National Research Council wrote the following:

“The SIP process now mandates extensive amounts of local, state, and federal agency time and resources in a legalistic, and often frustrating, proposal and review process, which focuses primarily on compliance with intermediate process steps. This process probably discourages innovation and experimentation at the state and local levels; overtaxes the limited financial and human resources available to the nation’s AQM system at the state, local, and federal levels; and draws attention and resources away from the more germane issue of ensuring progress toward the goal of meeting the NAAQS.” .  

We can set the ozone standard at 5 parts per billion, but it does not matter if we cannot efficiently, timely, and effectively achieve this standard.  The most important thing to our lungs is not a better standard . . . but better air.  This must be our primary focus.  
To achieve this focus, the current process must be transformed into a comprehensive multi-pollutant air quality planning process that aligns responsibility for achieving the NAAQS with the authority to achieve the NAAQS and ensures that control strategies are coordinated, prioritized and pursued in the most efficient way possible considering various air quality and climate change goals.

The Clean Air Act must be revised to do this.  There are two suggested components.  The first is that responsibility be aligned with authority.  States are responsible for achieving the NAAQS, yet the 
authority to achieve the NAAQS rests largely now with the federal government (e.g. the ability to regulate federally preempted sources and interstate/international pollutant transport). 
Last year an article co-authored by NOAA found that the average ozone level contributed from pollutant transport in Houston was 60 ppb.  If we set the NAAQS at 60-70 ppb, this means that before TCEQ even gets into creating the SIP approximately 75% of the problem is “off the table”.  Of the potential 25% we can control, approximately 1/2 to 2/3rds of these emissions are from federally preempted sources.  We are now down to an “air quality planning process” that can address 8 to 13% of the problem.  Yet States are 100% responsible for achieving attainment and will be sanctioned if they don’t.  The misalignment between responsibility and authority results in substantial resources being spent on finger-pointing, administrative exercises, less cost-effective control strategies, and delays.  
The second needed revision is to address pollutants comprehensively.  The result of our current compartmentalized approach is that resources are sometimes spent on control strategies that increase non-targeted pollutants and do not fully take advantage of potential control strategy synergies.  For example, the SIP process drove the Houston area to impose billion dollar NOx reductions—relying heavily on SCR technology.  Though SCR’s are wonderful in reducing NOx, they increase PM due to the ammonia slip and increase greenhouse gases because they take significant energy to operate.  EPA’s “National Acton Plan Vision for 2025” found that a significant amount of greenhouse gas emissions could be reduced at a net cost savings to America—largely through energy efficiency.  Energy efficiency reduces not only CO2, but also NOx, PM, mercury, and other emissions.  So, on one hand you have a process that’s cost billions of dollars and increased PM and CO2.  On the other you have a process that might reduce all pollutants at a net cost savings to America.  It’s time to make a change in our approach.  
A multi-pollutant strategy that prioritizes based on public health and environmental impact is necessary at a time when financial resources at all levels of government and the private sector are scarce.  It is critical to urge Congress to make structural improvements to the Clean Air Act to ensure that all future control efforts are coordinated, prioritized, and implemented in the most efficient manner considering various air quality and climate change goals.  Thank you.
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