
Steve Page/RTP/USEPA/US 

06/14/2010 02:11 PM

To Janet McCabe

cc

bcc

Subject NSPS Refinery reconsideration

Heads up.  I know you have been involved in this issue.

 We are participating on a call with Sierra Club  today at 5:30.  We will  
 

 
 

 

I expect that they will not be happy with the proposed date since they asked that we propose in November 
of this year. I'll let you know how it goes. 

(b) (5) DP



Janet McCabe/DC/USEPA/US 

Sent by: Addie Johnson

12/13/2010 08:02 AM

To

cc

bcc

Subject GHG discussion 

Meeting

Date 12/13/2010
Time 10:00:00 AM to 11:00:00 AM
Chair Janet McCabe

Invitees
Required Al Armendariz
Optional

FYI
Location

Lots of back and forth on this.  Here is the final schedule and travel information.

When: 10:00 - 12:30 CST Monday, 12/13

Where: 

Environmental Defense Fund
44 East Avenue, Suite 304
Austin, Texas 78701
512-478-5161

Agenda Shared with Organizations :

10:00 - 11:00:  GHG discussion with Janet McCabe, OAR  
11:00 - 11:30:  Update and discussion on "de-flex process" 
11:30 - 12:30:  TCEQ Air Permitting Programs  

There was some discussion about meeting with other entities later that day as a group.  Instead, Al will be 
doing some solo intergovernmental meetings in the afternoon. 

Call-in information:  EDF is going to set up video conferencing, but they need some kind of technical info 
from us to set up the calls.  Please send me the name and number for whomever EDF should call to 
coordinate the video call.

Participant Organizations :     EDF, Public Citizen, EIP, Sierra Club, Air Alliance Houston, UT 
Environmental Law Clinic 

I may receive some additional input from the organizations about specific agenda topics.  If so, I'll forward 
it along to the group. 

Please call me if you have any lingering questions.

Layla

Al Armendariz 11/23/2010 07:41:53 PMHi Team, Hey Adam, There is interest in the e...

From: Al Armendariz/R6/USEPA/US
To: Lawrence Starfield/R6/USEPA/US@EPA, Carl Edlund/R6/USEPA/US@EPA, John 

Blevins/R6/USEPA/US@EPA, Suzanne Murray/R6/USEPA/US@EPA, David 
Gray/R6/USEPA/US@EPA, Layla Mansuri/R6/USEPA/US@EPA, Adam 
Kushner/DC/USEPA/US@EPA



Date: 11/23/2010 07:41 PM
Subject: trip to Austin

Hi Team, Hey Adam,

There is interest in the enviro community in having us come down to Austin to talk about Texas air issues.

The enviros have a bunch of questions and suggestions about our Texas air permitting reform work, the 
new work to do GHG permitting in Texas, what is going to happen after January 2011, startup/shutdown 
emissions, and other issues.

I have checked my calendar and I can make the following dates in December work for me: Dec 2, 3, 6, 7 
(afternoon), 13, 14, 15, 16 (afternoon), 17.

After the 15th, I believe that Larry is on travel, although I think we can manage without his good services if 
we need to on the 16th or 17th.

Janet has agreed to call-in and will be talking about the national GHG strategy.

Could you check your calendars and let Layla know which days work or don't. If none do, please check 
with your deputies or a branch chief.
(and Adam, I  

. I'm sure they'd like to see you as well if you could make it. Kelly has a lot of 
complaining to do about MSS emissions.)

The meeting would probably be 2-3 hours, which would give you time to conduct other business in Austin 
(with your TCEQ counterparts for example) if you wish.

Best to all.

Al

______________________
Al Armendariz
Regional Administrator
Environmental Protection Agency
Region 6
Dallas, Texas
armendariz.al@epa.gov
office: 214-665-2100





John,

Just realized I have not yet given you a heads up about another filing today in the Desert Rock PSD 
permit dispute before the EAB.   We're responding this afternoon to several of the charges described in 
this article below from the EAB.    Copied further below is a message from Dawn Reeves asking for our 
filing today.   My preference is  

.  I will provide you with 
a copy of the final document once its done if that works for you. 

For background here is a copy of the draft response as it stands right now so you can see what we plan to 
say.    This draft should not be released, since its not final yet.    I've got to focus on finishing up the filing 
right now, but if I get the chance, I'll suggest some talking points based on the text of the filing. 

[attachment "EPA Region 9 reply to remand oppositions 06 29 09 am.doc" deleted by Lisa 
Heinzerling/DC/USEPA/US]

Industry Attacks EPA, Activist Meetings Over Key Utility Air Permit

Industry is raising major legal concerns after the Obama EPA met with activists opposed to 
new coal plants shortly before reversing course in a long-running Environmental Appeals 
Board (EAB) case, switching from defending the air permit the agency’s Region IX issued 
last year for a proposed New Mexico power plant to seeking a voluntary remand of the 
permit to reconsider four key issues.   

Lawyers for the Desert Rock facility filed a June 11 brief in the EAB case highlighting a 
March 2 meeting between senior EPA policy counsel Robert Sussman and the Sierra Club, 
and note the following month the Obama EPA Region IX dropped the Bush EPA’s defense 
of the Desert Rock prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) permit and instead sought 
remand. 

Industry also criticizes EPA’s April 24 decision to grant activists’ petition for 
reconsideration of the Bush fine particulate matter (PM2.5) surrogate rule. The rule, used to 
justify portions of the Desert Rock permit, also stayed a grandfathering provision that 
applies to Desert Rock, according to the industry brief. 

“[T]his sequence of events raises serious concerns about the integrity of EPA Region IX’s 
actions in this case,” the brief says. Two of the groups challenging the permit had a 
closed-door meeting with EPA political appointees and at least one staff attorney, during 
which the challengers laid out their litigation strategy for projects such as Desert Rock, 
discussed the proposed New Mexico plant’s permit, and “specifically requested that EPA 
revoke an established EPA rule related to the defense of the Desert Rock PSD permit,” the 
brief says. 

At issue is industry’s opposition to EPA Region IX’s April 27 request to the EAB to allow 
the agency to voluntarily remand the final PSD permit to review issues that could have 
broad implications on agency policy, including consideration of integrated gasification 
combined cycle technology to capture carbon dioxide in best available control technology 



reviews, the use of coarse particulate matter as a surrogate for measuring PM2.5, the 
issuance of a final permit before completing Endangered Species Act consultation and the 
sufficiency of the additional impacts analysis for the proposed facility. 

In the request, EPA said a complete remand “will promote efficiency in the agency’s 
decisionmaking and potentially enable Region IX to resolve several disputed issues.” 

But industry’s brief says no other parties in the EAB case, In re: Desert Rock Energy 
Company , were informed of the meetings between EPA and activists in the run-up to the 
agency’s remand request, and seeks to identify the meetings as an improper impetus for the 
agency’s change in position on the permit. 

The brief says EPA’s “unprecedented” motion for a voluntary remand “is the culmination of 
a strategic end-run around this board’s authority and the law that applies to Desert Rock 
Energy today,  as opposed to the law that might apply to Desert Rock Energy if it were 
forced to begin the PSD permitting process again.” 

Further, industry argues that if EAB grants the remand, that “would have severe collateral 
reverberations throughout the regulated community, slowing the already-glacial pace of 
development and shaking the trust of participants in every stage of all sorts of permit 
proceedings” because the remand motion “is based on the expectation of future changes in 
EPA rules or policies that might, in the region’s view, affect the validity of the Desert Rock 
permit that has already been issued. This is a remarkable proposition.” 

Finally, it calls the agency’s remand request “a naked attempt to stall previously-permitted 
projects so that no new coal-fired power plants are approved before EPA can overhaul the 
PSD permitting program to align it with the new Obama administration’s policy goals.” 

However, environmentalists in a June 11 filing broadly support EPA’s request and seek to 
downplay industry’s concerns. “Until the board has made a final determination on a permit 
appeal, it has broad discretion within the administrative review process to remand permits, 
allow the region to withdraw all or part of a permit, or to refer permit appeals to the 
administrator. Nothing in either the Clean Air Act or EPA’s implementing regulations 
compel the EAB to itself resolve all contested issues in a PSD permit appeal once review 
has been granted.” 

Additionally, they say, “EPA has detailed sound reasons for its request for remand of the 
permit, including changes in EPA regulations, changes in policy and new technical 
information.” 

Activists also asked EAB June 15 for additional time to respond to some of the issues raised 
by the Desert Rock filing as well as a new amicus in the case, the American Coalition for 
Clean Coal Electricity, which EAB last month gave permission to join the case to oppose 
EPA’s remand request. 

On June 16, EAB granted environmentalists’ request, giving the groups until June 29 to 



respond to industry’s arguments. 

In addition, EPA in a June 19 request to EAB asks the board to allow it the opportunity to 
rebut some of Desert Rock Energy Company (DREC) “inaccurate and misleading 
statements. . . . In particular, DREC has charged in its response that Region IX has exhibited 
bad faith by requesting a voluntary remand on the basis of (1) a change in regulatory 
requirements that is prospective in nature and not presently effective; (2) a willful 
misrepresentation of the administrative record in this matter; (3) grounds that are frivolous 
and serve only as pretext for other purposes; and (4) improper communications between the 
petitioners and EPA officials (including the undersigned counsel). Region IX disputes these 
assertions and requests an opportunity to demonstrate that these charges are erroneous.” 

Meanwhile, EPA appears to be rejecting a flurry of industry lobbying asking the agency to 
drop its bid for the voluntary remand of the Desert Rock permit. Proponents of the plant 
have been meeting in recent weeks with top agency officials, including EPA Administrator 
Lisa Jackson and Region IX Acting Administrator Laura Yoshii, apparently to urge the 
agency to back away from the remand. 

For example, Navajo Nation President Joe Shirley --  who supports the project, to be built on 
Navajo land, and sees it as a key economic driver for the tribal nation --  met with Jackson 
June 12. Shirley called the meeting “helpful” but said the focus of the meeting was on the 
plant’s potential as a carbon sequestration test project, rather than on EPA changing its 
mind, one source says. 

Additionally, Desert Rock proponents held a face-to-face meeting with Yoshii earlier this 
month in what appears to be another bid to convince the agency to back away from the 
remand, one environmentalist says. A Desert Rock source declined to confirm the nature of 
the meeting. 

But the activist says Desert Rock developers want to “pull political strings” to convince 
EPA to back away from the remand request. The source says, “I find it somewhat ironic that 
they’re now running behind the scenes to try to change the game at the 11th-hour” while 
they are complaining about alleged improper communications between EPA and 
environmentalists. --  Dawn Reeves  

----- Forwarded by Brian Doster/DC/USEPA/US on 06/29/2009 12:14 PM -----

From: dawn reeves <dawn.reeves@iwpnews.com>
To: Brian Doster/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 06/29/2009 12:05 PM
Subject: desert rock filing

Hello Brian,
This is Dawn Reeves at Inside EPA requesting that you forward me your Desert Rock filing once 
it's filed today with EAB as it sometimes takes EAB a bit to post on the site.
Thanks much,



Dawn
703-562-8766



Alex Barron/DC/USEPA/US 

04/04/2011 01:39 PM

To Joseph Goffman, Rob Brenner, Lorie Schmidt

cc

bcc

Subject Fw: Clean Air Act's general duty clause in section 112 (r) (1) 
w.r.t. chem security

Air folks -  
 Can you please direct me to someone in air that could help with this?  The meeting is 

Thursday AM.

A
----- Forwarded by Alex Barron/DC/USEPA/US on 04/04/2011 01:38 PM -----

From: Alex Barron/DC/USEPA/US
To: Joseph Goffman/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 03/29/2011 02:53 PM
Subject: Clean Air Act's general duty clause in section 112 (r) (1) w.r.t. chem security

Thanks,
Alex

----- Forwarded by Alex Barron/DC/USEPA/US on 03/29/2011 02:51 PM -----

>> From:    Rick Hind <rick.hind@greenpeace.org>
>> To:    Heidi Ellis/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
>> Date:    03/22/2011 12:54 PM
>> Subject:    MTG. REQ ON CHEMICAL DISASTER PREVENTION
>>
>> Dear Heidi,
>>
>> On behalf or our blue-green coalition we would like to request a
> meeting
>> with Administrator Jackson about a regulator proposal we have made to
>> Office of Air and Water leaders including Gina McCarthy, Debbie
>> Dietrich, Dana Tulis, Cynthia Dougherty as well as Deputy
> Administrator
>> Bob Perciasepe.
>>
>> To the credit of the EPA and Department of Homeland Security, the
> Obama
>> administration has consistently taken urged Congress to require the
> use
>> safer chemical processes at high risk chemical plants:
>>
> 
http://homeland.house.gov/sites/homeland.house.gov/files/Testimony%20Beers_1.p
df
> 
>>
>> http://www.dhs.gov/files/programs/gc_1176736485793.shtm
>>
> http://www.epa.gov/ocir/hearings/testimony/111_2009_2010/2010_0303_pss.pdf



> 
>>
>>
>> After passing H.R. 2868 in the House in 2009, chemical security and
>> disaster prevention legislation died in the Senate in 2010. The
>> prospects for truly protective legislation look no better this year.
>> More than 100 groups support this legislation including the AFL-CIO,
>> United Auto Workers, United Steel Workers, Communications Workers of
>> America, Teamsters, Sierra Club, Environmental Defense Fund,
> Physicians
>> for Social Responsibility, U.S. Public Interest Research Group, Clean
>> Water Action, OMB Watch, League of Conservation Voters, etc.
>>
>> As result our blue-green coalition would like to meet with
> Administrator
>> Jackson and other EPA leaders to discuss regulatory options with you
> and
>> any other relevant Agency staff you recommend. For example, we would
>> like to explore the use of the Clean Air Act's general duty clause in
>> section 112 (r) (1).  As you may know, this authority was cited by the
>> EPA in their 2002 proposal led by former Deputy Administrator Linda
>> Fisher (now
>> VP at DuPont).
>>
>> We think the current EPA could improve on the 2002 proposal but what's
>> most promising is the priority given to hazard reduction such as:
>> "Making chemical processes inherently safer by reducing quantities of
>> hazardous chemicals handled or stored, substituting less hazardous
>> chemicals for extremely ones or otherwise modifying the design of a
>> process to reduce or eliminate chemical hazards."
>>
>> For more details on this proposal I've attached documents from the
> EPA's
>> 2002 proposal which include:
>> -- EPA's roll out plan at the White House
>> -- EPA proposed guidance referencing the general duty clause &
>> inherently safer technologies
>> -- EPA Q&A on the program
>> -- Draft Announcement by Administrator Whitman
>> -- A slide presentation given by Deputy Administrator Linda Fisher
>>
>> Below are a few sobering examples of why such preventive action is so
>> urgently needed:
>>
>> On February 24thH ABC News reported on the the hazards posed by U.S.
>> refineries:
>>
> 
http://abcnews.go.com/Blotter/hydrofluoric-acid-risk-oil-refineries/story?id=1
2985686&page=1
> 
>>
>>
>> The November 15, 2010 Washington Post, reported that the Lashkar
>> terrorist organization that committed the 2008 attacks in in Mumbai,
>> India, asked a now convicted U.S.ally to "conduct surveillance of an
>> unnamed chemical plant in MARYLAND." The request shows that Lashkar
> was
>> gathering intelligence on U.S. targets as early as 2001.



>>
> http://tpmlivewire.talkingpointsmemo.com/2010/11/the-man-behind-mumbai.php
> 
>>
>>
>> On November 9, 2010, "A man crashed his sport-utility vehicle through
> an
>> entrance gate at a plant in Clute and sped through the facility while
>> shouting, 'We're' all gonna die!' before the SUV slammed into an
>> 18-wheeler outside the gate."
>> http://www.chron.com/disp/story.l/bizarre/7287659.html
>>
>> A November 9, 2010 explosion occurred at a NY duPont killed one
> worker:
>>
> 
http://www.jems.com/article/news/fatal-explosion-ny-chemical-plhttp://www.wben
.com/One-Dead--One-Injured-In-Explosion-at-DuPont-Tonaw/8537114
> 
>>
>>
> 
http://www.washingtonexaminer.com/nation/chemical-tank-explodes-at-western-new
-york-dupont-plant-killing-1-injuring-1-106974728.html
> 
>>
>>
>> On October 13, 2010, Homeland Security staff that over see chemical
>> security said, “the U.S. intelligence community has changed its
> estimate
>> of that threat. . . .We are in a new threat environment
> domestically..."
>>
> 
http://secprodonline.com/articles/2010/10/13/dhs-official-cfats.aspx?admgarea=
News
> 
>>
>>
>> On August 2, 2010, two men were convicted of plotting to blow up
>> jet-fuel tanks at John F. Kennedy International Airport, a plan
>> authorities said was meant to outdo the Sept. 11, 2001, attacks.
>>
> 
http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/aug/2/ny-jury-convicts-2-jfk-airport-
tank-blast-plot/?page=1
> 
>>
>>
>> And the following are a few of reasons why such an initiative would
> also
>> be popular:
>>
>> SAFER CHEMICAL PROCESSES MEAN MORE JOBS
>> An independent economic analysis by Management Information Services,
>> Inc. (MISI) showed that the House-passed chemical security bill (H.R.
>> 2868) would actually have created 8,000 jobs and leveraged nearly $2
>> billion in economic stimulus. The two sectors of the economy that will
>> benefit the most include publicly-owned water treatment plants.  For a
>> copy of the report & supporting documents go to:



>> http://www.misi-net.com/publications.html
>>
>> HUNDREDS OF PLANTS HAVE CONVERTED & SAVED MONEY
>> Even though the Congressional Research Service identified 484 plants
>> that each put 100,000 or more people at risk, others have converted
> and
>> and often yielded savings. Unfortunately at the current pace voluntary
>> conversion will take decades and there is no priority given to the
>> highest risk facilities.  List of converted plants at:
>>
> 
http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/03/chemical_security_factsheet.htm
l
> 
>>
>>
>> CLOROX IS CONVERTING ALL OF ITS U.S. PLANTS
>> In November 2009, The Clorox Company announced plans to convert all of
>> their U.S. facilities from ultra-hazardous chlorine gas to liquid
> bleach
>> to “strengthen our operations and add another layer of security,”
>> according to their CEO Don Knauss. Clorox also indicated that these
>> changes “won’t affect the size of the company’s workforce."
>>
> http://investors.thecloroxcompany.com/releasedetail.cfm?ReleaseID=420583
>>
>> DOW CHEMICAL IS CONVERTING ITS NORTHERN CA PLANT
>> In December 2008, Dow Chemical announced a partnership with K2 Pure
>> Solutions that will eliminate the chlorine gas risks at their
>> Pittsburgh, CA plant and create 40 permanent jobs and approximately
> 300
>> construction jobs. www.k2pure.com
>>
>> THE RAIL ROADS SUPPORT A REQUIREMENT FOR HIGH RISK PLANTS TO CONVERT
>> The Association of American Railroads has also called for disaster
>> prevention saying, "It’s time for the big chemical companies to do
> their
>> part to help protect America. They should stop manufacturing dangerous
>> chemicals when safer substitutes are available.  And if they won’t do
>> it, Congress should do it for them..."
>>
> 
http://www.aar.org/KeyIssues/~/media/aar/backgroundpapers/hazmattransportation
byrailanunfairliability.ashx
> 
>>
>>
>> Thank you. We look forward to meeting at your earliest convenience.
>>
>> Sincerely,
>>
>> Rick
>> --
>> Rick Hind
>> Legislative Director, Greenpeace
>> 702 H Street, NW #300
>> Washington, DC 20001
>> (202) 319-2445 (direct)
>> (202) 413-8513 (cell)
>> (202) 462-1177 (switch board)



>> 
>> rick.hind@wdc.greenpeace.org
>> www.greenpeaceusa.org
>>
>> (See attached file: EPAChemSecurityRolloutJune02.pdf)(See attached
> file:
>> EPA 2002 Chem Sec Slide Proposal.pdf)
> 
> --
> Rick Hind
> Legislative Director, Greenpeace
> 702 H Street, NW #300
> Washington, DC 20001
> (202) 319-2445 (direct)
> (202) 413-8513 (cell)
> (202) 462-1177 (switch board)
> (202) 462-4507 (fax)
> rick.hind@wdc.greenpeace.org
> www.greenpeaceusa.org
> 
> 

-- 
Rick Hind
Legislative Director, Greenpeace
702 H Street, NW #300
Washington, DC 20001
(202) 319-2445 (direct)
(202) 413-8513 (cell)
(202) 462-1177 (switch board)
(202) 462-4507 (fax)
rick.hind@wdc.greenpeace.org
www.greenpeaceusa.org



Emily 
Atkinson/DC/USEPA/US 

10/11/2012 10:11 AM

To Janet McCabe

cc

bcc

Subject Mtg Request: Environmental Justice Stakeholders w/ Gina 
McCarthy

Janet - 

Cindy is following up on this meeting request and would like to know if it is something you would like to 
schedule while Gina is in Indonesia or if it should wait until she return.

Emily

----- Forwarded by Emily Atkinson/DC/USEPA/US on 10/11/2012 10:07 AM -----

From: Cindy Huang/DC/USEPA/US
To: Emily Atkinson/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 10/11/2012 10:05 AM
Subject: Fw: Meeting Request for Environmental Justice Stakeholders w/ Gina McCarthy

Hi Emily,

This is the Earthjustice email - they couldn't do this week with the other enviros because of a staff retreat, 
so they'd like to keep the dates that Gina's in Indonesia.  

----- Forwarded by Cindy Huang/DC/USEPA/US on 10/10/2012 02:00 PM -----

From: Stephanie Maddin <smaddin@earthjustice.org>
To: Cindy Huang/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc: Cynthia Browne/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 10/04/2012 06:42 PM
Subject: Re: Meeting Request for Environmental Justice Stakeholders w/ Gina McCarthy

Our all staff retreat is in CA all next week. I'm arranging a meeting on 
behalf of Dr. Jalonne White-Newsome from WE ACT, the National Latino 
Partnership on Climate Change and other grassroots and environmental justice 
stakeholders. Impacted communities would like to weigh in directly. The 
meeting next week is focused on green group members.

I hope this clarification helps.

Sent from my HTC smartphone on the Now Network from Sprint!

----- Reply message -----
From: "Cindy Huang" <Huang.Cindy@epamail.epa.gov>
To: "Stephanie Maddin" <smaddin@earthjustice.org>
Cc: "Cynthia Browne" <Browne.Cynthia@epamail.epa.gov>
Subject: Meeting Request for Environmental Justice Stakeholders w/ Gina 
McCarthy
Date: Thu, Oct 4, 2012 6:19 pm

Hi Stephanie,



Gina's going to on an out-of-town business trip and would like to know if 
Earthjustice would like to join in on a meeting she's having on the same 
subject with Sierra Club, EDF, and NRDC. Their meeting is on 10/11 at 2pm. If 
you're ok with that, I'll include you to their meeting.

Thanks!

Sincerely,
Cindy

Cindy Huang
(202) 564-7404

[cid:1__=0ABBF01EDFE9F9548f9e8a93@epamail.epa.gov]Stephanie Maddin 
---10/03/2012 06:54:30 PM---Thanks so much Cindy! Sent from my HTC smartphone 
on the Now Network from Sprint!

From: Stephanie Maddin <smaddin@earthjustice.org>
To: Cindy Huang/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 10/03/2012 06:54 PM
Subject: Re: Meeting Request for Environmental Justice Stakeholders w/ Gina 
McCarthy

________________________________

Thanks so much Cindy!

Sent from my HTC smartphone on the Now Network from Sprint!

----- Reply message -----
From: "Cindy Huang" <Huang.Cindy@epamail.epa.gov>
To: "Stephanie Maddin" <smaddin@earthjustice.org>
Subject: Meeting Request for Environmental Justice Stakeholders w/ Gina 
McCarthy
Date: Wed, Oct 3, 2012 6:47 pm

Hi Stephanie - I just wanted to let you know I got your email and I'll get 
back to you tomorrow (hopefully).

Sincerely,
Cindy

Cindy Huang
(202) 564-7404

[cid:1__=0ABBF01FDFEEAF328f9e8a93@epamail.epa.gov]Stephanie Maddin 
---10/02/2012 04:30:18 PM---Hello Cindy, I write to request a meeting on 
behalf of environmental justice stakeholders with Gina

From: Stephanie Maddin <smaddin@earthjustice.org>
To: Cindy Huang/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 10/02/2012 04:30 PM



Subject: Meeting Request for Environmental Justice Stakeholders w/ Gina
McCarthy

________________________________

Hello Cindy,

I write to request a meeting on behalf of environmental justice stakeholders 
with Gina McCarthy regarding the PM 2.5 NAAQS during the week of October 22nd. 
A full list of participants is being finalized. Many thanks in advance for 
your consideration.

Very best,

_______________________________
Stephanie Maddin
Legislative Counsel
Earthjustice
Suite 702
Washington DC, 20036
T: 202-745-5210
F: 202-667-2356
www.earthjustice.org<http://www.earthjustice.org/>

Because the earth needs a good lawyer

The information contained in this email message may be privileged, 
confidential and protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended 
recipient, any dissemination, distribution, or copying is strictly prohibited. 
If you think that you have received this email message in error, please notify 
the sender by reply email and delete the message and any attachements.

[attachment "graycol.gif" deleted by Cindy Huang/DC/USEPA/US]

graycol.gifgraycol.gif



Enesta Jones/DC/USEPA/US 

11/13/2012 03:41 PM

To Jan Cortelyou-Lee

cc John Millett, Jenny Noonan

bcc

Subject Re: ACTION: EPA response on PM petitions

He is also seeking:
A copy of the National Cattlemen's Beef Association Aug. 22, 2007, petition for reconsideration 
of the PM rule? 

Enesta Jones
Press Office
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Desk: 202.564.7873
Cell: 202.236.2426

Jan Cortelyou-Lee 11/13/2012 03:33:34 PMSo ... he's not looking for a June 27,  2011 respo...

From: Jan Cortelyou-Lee/RTP/USEPA/US
To: Enesta Jones/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc: John Millett/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Jenny Noonan/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 11/13/2012 03:33 PM
Subject: Re: ACTION: EPA response on PM petitions

So ... he's not looking for a June 27,  2011 response but rather a May 13, 2010 response on credits for 
emission reductions from outside the nonattainment area to be considered in meeting the Act's 
reasonable further progress requirement? 

I'll see if we can track that down. 

Jan Cortelyou-Lee
United States Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards
MD-C404-03
109 TW Alexander Drive
Research Triangle Park, NC 27709
phone:  919-541-5393
FAX:     919-541-2464

Enesta Jones 11/13/2012 03:20:45 PMNote to you from me: Doc is dated '09, not '11. F...

From: Enesta Jones/DC/USEPA/US
To: Jan Cortelyou-Lee/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc: John Millett/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Jenny Noonan/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 11/13/2012 03:20 PM
Subject: Re: ACTION: EPA response on PM petitions

Note to you from me: Doc is dated '09, not '11.

From Anthony:
This might help: I've attached an EPA court filing from earlier this month. In that filing on page 2 EPA 
mentions its May 13, 2010, granting in part of ALA's petition. In the same filing on page 3 EPA mentions 
an April 25, 2011, granting of two additional ALA requests.
[attachment "status.pdf" deleted by Jan Cortelyou-Lee/RTP/USEPA/US] 





adding Jenny -- Alison's out , so Jenny's doing the honors today . . .

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
John Millett
Office of Air and Radiation Communications
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
5411 Ariel Rios Building North
Washington, DC 20460
Phone: 202/564-2903
Cell: 202/510-1822

Enesta Jones 11/13/2012 11:55:47 AMEnesta Jones Press Office

From: Enesta Jones/DC/USEPA/US
To: John Millett/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Jan Cortelyou-Lee/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 11/13/2012 11:55 AM
Subject: ACTION: EPA response on PM petitions

Enesta Jones
Press Office
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Desk: 202.564.7873
Cell: 202.236.2426
----- Forwarded by Enesta Jones/DC/USEPA/US on 11/13/2012 11:55 AM -----

From: Anthony Lacey <alacey@iwpnews.com>
To: Stacy Kika/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Enesta Jones/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Cathy 

Milbourn/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 11/13/2012 11:54 AM
Subject: EPA response on PM petitions

Hello -- wasn't sure who to send this request to.

I'm looking for two EPA responses to the American Lung Association on 
the group's petition for reconsideration of the Clean Air Fine Particle 
Implementation Rule issued April 25, 2007.

ALA petitioned EPA in late 2007 to ask for changes to the rule. EPA 
issued two responses -- one dated April 25, 2011, and one date June 27, 
2011.

Can you please send me both EPA responses ASAP? Thanks!

Best wishes,

-- 
Anthony Lacey
Managing Editor
Inside EPA

Tel: 703-416-8536
Fax: 703-416-8543
alacey@iwpnews.com





Gina 
McCarthy/DC/USEPA/US 

06/29/2009 07:04 PM

To Adora Andy

cc

bcc

Subject Re: DECISION: desert rock filing

Adora - sorry for the lack of a heads up on this.  

Adora Andy

    ----- Original Message -----
    From: Adora Andy
    Sent: 06/29/2009 04:18 PM EDT
    To: Gina McCarthy
    Cc: Betsaida Alcantara
    Subject: DECISION: desert rock filing
Hey Gina, 

 
 

Thanks so much, 
Adora

Adora Andy 
Press Secretary 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Public Affairs
202-564-2715
andy.adora@epa.gov
----- Forwarded by Adora Andy/DC/USEPA/US on 06/29/2009 04:17 PM -----

From: Lisa Heinzerling/DC/USEPA/US
To: Adora Andy/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, "Allyn Brooks-LaSure" <brooks-lasure.allyn@epa.gov>
Date: 06/29/2009 04:13 PM
Subject: Re: DECISION: desert rock filing

Adora Andy

    ----- Original Message -----
    From: Adora Andy
    Sent: 06/29/2009 03:18 PM EDT
    To: Lisa Heinzerling; "Allyn Brooks-LaSure" <brooks-lasure.allyn@epa.gov>
    Subject: DECISION: desert rock filing

 
 

  

Cathy Milbourn

    ----- Original Message -----
    From: Cathy Milbourn
    Sent: 06/29/2009 03:11 PM EDT
    To: Adora Andy
    Cc: Roxanne Smith; Brendan Gilfillan



    Subject: DECISION: desert rock filing

Hi Adora--

Brian Doster

    Fett
    Subject: Fw: desert rock filing
John,

Just realized I have not yet given you a heads up about another filing today in the Desert Rock PSD 
permit dispute before the EAB.   We're responding this afternoon to several of the charges described in 
this article below from the EAB.    Copied further below is a message from Dawn Reeves asking for our 
filing today.   My preference is  

 
 

For background here is a copy of the draft response as it stands right now so you can see what we plan to 
say.    This draft should not be released, since its not final yet.    I've got to focus on finishing up the filing 
right now, but if I get the chance, I'll suggest some talking points based on the text of the filing. 

[attachment "EPA Region 9 reply to remand oppositions 06 29 09 am.doc" deleted by Lisa 
Heinzerling/DC/USEPA/US]

Industry Attacks EPA, Activist Meetings Over Key Utility 
Air Permit

Industry is raising major legal concerns after the Obama EPA met with 
activists opposed to new coal plants shortly before reversing course in a 
long-running Environmental Appeals Board (EAB) case, switching from 
defending the air permit the agency’s Region IX issued last year for a 
proposed New Mexico power plant to seeking a voluntary remand of the 
permit to reconsider four key issues.   

Lawyers for the Desert Rock facility filed a June 11 brief in the EAB case 
highlighting a March 2 meeting between senior EPA policy counsel Robert 
Sussman and the Sierra Club, and note the following month the Obama 
EPA Region IX dropped the Bush EPA’s defense of the Desert Rock 
prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) permit and instead sought 
remand. 

Industry also criticizes EPA’s April 24 decision to grant activists’ petition 
for reconsideration of the Bush fine particulate matter (PM2.5) surrogate 
rule. The rule, used to justify portions of the Desert Rock permit, also 
stayed a grandfathering provision that applies to Desert Rock, according 
to the industry brief. 



“[T]his sequence of events raises serious concerns about the integrity of 
EPA Region IX’s actions in this case,” the brief says. Two of the groups 
challenging the permit had a closed-door meeting with EPA political 
appointees and at least one staff attorney, during which the challengers 
laid out their litigation strategy for projects such as Desert Rock, 
discussed the proposed New Mexico plant’s permit, and “specifically 
requested that EPA revoke an established EPA rule related to the defense 
of the Desert Rock PSD permit,” the brief says. 

At issue is industry’s opposition to EPA Region IX’s April 27 request to the 
EAB to allow the agency to voluntarily remand the final PSD permit to 
review issues that could have broad implications on agency policy, 
including consideration of integrated gasification combined cycle 
technology to capture carbon dioxide in best available control technology 
reviews, the use of coarse particulate matter as a surrogate for 
measuring PM2.5, the issuance of a final permit before completing 
Endangered Species Act consultation and the sufficiency of the additional 
impacts analysis for the proposed facility. 

In the request, EPA said a complete remand “will promote efficiency in 
the agency’s decisionmaking and potentially enable Region IX to resolve 
several disputed issues.” 

But industry’s brief says no other parties in the EAB case, In re: Desert 
Rock Energy Company , were informed of the meetings between EPA and 
activists in the run-up to the agency’s remand request, and seeks to 
identify the meetings as an improper impetus for the agency’s change in 
position on the permit. 

The brief says EPA’s “unprecedented” motion for a voluntary remand “is 
the culmination of a strategic end-run around this board’s authority and 
the law that applies to Desert Rock Energy today,  as opposed to the law 
that might apply to Desert Rock Energy if it were forced to begin the PSD 
permitting process again.” 

Further, industry argues that if EAB grants the remand, that “would have 
severe collateral reverberations throughout the regulated community, 
slowing the already-glacial pace of development and shaking the trust of 
participants in every stage of all sorts of permit proceedings” because the 
remand motion “is based on the expectation of future changes in EPA 
rules or policies that might, in the region’s view, affect the validity of the 
Desert Rock permit that has already been issued. This is a remarkable 
proposition.” 



Finally, it calls the agency’s remand request “a naked attempt to stall 
previously-permitted projects so that no new coal-fired power plants are 
approved before EPA can overhaul the PSD permitting program to align it 
with the new Obama administration’s policy goals.” 

However, environmentalists in a June 11 filing broadly support EPA’s 
request and seek to downplay industry’s concerns. “Until the board has 
made a final determination on a permit appeal, it has broad discretion 
within the administrative review process to remand permits, allow the 
region to withdraw all or part of a permit, or to refer permit appeals to 
the administrator. Nothing in either the Clean Air Act or EPA’s 
implementing regulations compel the EAB to itself resolve all contested 
issues in a PSD permit appeal once review has been granted.” 

Additionally, they say, “EPA has detailed sound reasons for its request for 
remand of the permit, including changes in EPA regulations, changes in 
policy and new technical information.” 

Activists also asked EAB June 15 for additional time to respond to some 
of the issues raised by the Desert Rock filing as well as a new amicus in 
the case, the American Coalition for Clean Coal Electricity, which EAB last 
month gave permission to join the case to oppose EPA’s remand request. 

On June 16, EAB granted environmentalists’ request, giving the groups 
until June 29 to respond to industry’s arguments. 

In addition, EPA in a June 19 request to EAB asks the board to allow it 
the opportunity to rebut some of Desert Rock Energy Company (DREC) 
“inaccurate and misleading statements. . . . In particular, DREC has 
charged in its response that Region IX has exhibited bad faith by 
requesting a voluntary remand on the basis of (1) a change in regulatory 
requirements that is prospective in nature and not presently effective; 
(2) a willful misrepresentation of the administrative record in this matter; 
(3) grounds that are frivolous and serve only as pretext for other 
purposes; and (4) improper communications between the petitioners and 
EPA officials (including the undersigned counsel). Region IX disputes 
these assertions and requests an opportunity to demonstrate that these 
charges are erroneous.” 

Meanwhile, EPA appears to be rejecting a flurry of industry lobbying 
asking the agency to drop its bid for the voluntary remand of the Desert 
Rock permit. Proponents of the plant have been meeting in recent weeks 



with top agency officials, including EPA Administrator Lisa Jackson and 
Region IX Acting Administrator Laura Yoshii, apparently to urge the 
agency to back away from the remand. 

For example, Navajo Nation President Joe Shirley --  who supports the 
project, to be built on Navajo land, and sees it as a key economic driver 
for the tribal nation --  met with Jackson June 12. Shirley called the 
meeting “helpful” but said the focus of the meeting was on the plant’s 
potential as a carbon sequestration test project, rather than on EPA 
changing its mind, one source says. 

Additionally, Desert Rock proponents held a face-to-face meeting with 
Yoshii earlier this month in what appears to be another bid to convince 
the agency to back away from the remand, one environmentalist says. A 
Desert Rock source declined to confirm the nature of the meeting. 

But the activist says Desert Rock developers want to “pull political 
strings” to convince EPA to back away from the remand request. The 
source says, “I find it somewhat ironic that they’re now running behind 
the scenes to try to change the game at the 11th-hour” while they are 
complaining about alleged improper communications between EPA and 
environmentalists. --  Dawn Reeves  

----- Forwarded by Brian Doster/DC/USEPA/US on 06/29/2009 12:14 PM -----

From: dawn reeves <dawn.reeves@iwpnews.com>
To: Brian Doster/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 06/29/2009 12:05 PM
Subject: desert rock filing

Hello Brian,
This is Dawn Reeves at Inside EPA requesting that you forward me your Desert Rock filing once 
it's filed today with EAB as it sometimes takes EAB a bit to post on the site.
Thanks much,
Dawn
703-562-8766



Gina 
McCarthy/DC/USEPA/US 

02/22/2012 05:12 PM

To Al Armendariz

cc mccabe.janet

bcc

Subject Re: Fw: FYI - March 2 - Attendee List for Meeting with ODEQ 
- Re: PSO Plans to Meet Air Quality Rules

I think we are both on the video.   

Al Armendariz 02/22/2012 05:00:44 PMHi, Wanted to make sure you have seen this. I g...

From: Al Armendariz/R6/USEPA/US
To: mccabe.janet@epa.gov, McCarthy.Gina@epamail.epa.gov
Date: 02/22/2012 05:00 PM
Subject: Fw: FYI - March 2 - Attendee List for Meeting with ODEQ - Re: PSO Plans to Meet Air Quality Rules

Hi, 

Wanted to make sure you have seen this. I got calls last week from ODEQ and the Governor's secretary 
of environment last week to say that they would like to come to Region 6 to discuss an "agreement" that 
AEP-PSO as reached with Sierra Club that ODEQ and OK Gov are supportive of. According to Steve, the 
plan incorporates compliance with RH and MATS into a single SIP, which would be proposed to replace 
our RH FIP. Steve is also happy about the potential GHG reductions. 

Other than that, I don't know the details. A meeting is being set-up for March 2  

How are your schedules? Can we get either of you on the video or conf line? 

Thanks. 

Al 

______________________
Al Armendariz
Regional Administrator
Environmental Protection Agency
Region 6
Dallas, Texas
armendariz.al@epa.gov
office: 214-665-2100
twitter: @al_armendariz 
----- Forwarded by Al Armendariz/R6/USEPA/US on 02/22/2012 03:55 PM ----- 

From:        Carl Edlund/R6/USEPA/US 
To:        Connie Sanchez/R6/USEPA/US@EPA, Layla Mansuri/R6/USEPA/US@EPA, John Blevins/R6/USEPA/US@EPA, Suzanne 
Murray/R6/USEPA/US@EPA, Darrin Larson/R6/USEPA/US@EPA, Lynda Carroll/R6/USEPA/US@EPA, Al 

Armendariz/R6/USEPA/US@EPA 
Cc:        Chrissy Mann/R6/USEPA/US@EPA, Deanna Bradford/R6/USEPA/US@EPA, Margaret Oldham/R6/USEPA/US@EPA, 
Jeanette Morgan/R6/USEPA/US@EPA, "Thomas Diggs" <Diggs.Thomas@epamail.epa.gov>, Donaldson.Guy@epa.gov, "Joe 



Kordzi" <Kordzi.Joe@epamail.epa.gov> 
Date:        02/22/2012 12:33 PM 
Subject:        Re: FYI - March 2 - Attendee List for Meeting with ODEQ - Re: PSO Plans to Meet Air Quality Rules 

I presume that Tom Diggs, Guy Donaldson and Joe Kordzi are invited. Let me know if not. 
Sent by EPA Wireless E-Mail Services 

    ----- Original Message ----- 
    From: Connie Sanchez 
    Sent: 02/22/2012 09:54 AM CST 
    To: Layla Mansuri; John Blevins; Carl Edlund; Suzanne Murray; Darrin 
Larson; Lynda Carroll; Al Armendariz 
    Cc: Chrissy Mann; Deanna Bradford; Margaret Oldham; Jeanette Morgan 
    Subject: FYI - March 2 - Attendee List for Meeting with ODEQ - Re: PSO 
Plans to Meet Air Quality Rules 
See list of attendees below. 

Topic: PSO plans to meet air quality rules. 

Attendees:  
Secretary Gary Sherrer, OK Secretary of Environment 
Secretary Mike Ming, OK Secretary of Energy 
Steve Thompson, OK Dept. of Environmental Quality, Executive Director 
Eddie Terrill, OK Dept. of Environmental Quality, Air Quality Division Director 
Stuart Solomon, Public Service Company of OK, President and COO 
Bud Ground, Public Service Company of OK, Mgr. Governmental & Environmental Affairs 

Cindy Przekurat 
Executive Secretary to the Director 
Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality 
707 N. Robinson, PO Box 1677 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma   73101-1677 
405-702-7161 
cindy.przekurat@deq.ok.gov 
  



Gina 
McCarthy/DC/USEPA/US 

09/02/2011 09:50 AM

To Andrea Drinkard

cc

bcc

Subject Re: Fw: Newport News Daily Press (9-2) Dominion plans to 
shutter Yorktown and Chesapeake power plants between 
2015 and 2022

They have language in here that should help us.  We should highlight that.  They dont really seems to be 
blaming us.  

Andrea Drinkard 09/02/2011 09:43:16 AMAndrea Drinkard  U.S. Environmental Protection...

From: Andrea Drinkard/DC/USEPA/US
To: Gina McCarthy/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 09/02/2011 09:43 AM
Subject: Fw: Newport News Daily Press (9-2) Dominion plans to shutter Yorktown and Chesapeake power 

plants between 2015 and 2022

Andrea Drinkard 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Air and Radiation
Email: drinkard.andrea@epa.gov 
Phone: 202.564.1601
Cell: 202.236.7765

----- Forwarded by Andrea Drinkard/DC/USEPA/US on 09/02/2011 09:44 AM -----

From: Betsaida Alcantara/DC/USEPA/US
To: Michael Kulik/R3/USEPA/US@EPA, David Bloomgren/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Andrea 

Drinkard/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, John Millett/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 09/02/2011 09:14 AM
Subject: Re: Fw: Newport News Daily Press (9-2) Dominion plans to shutter Yorktown and Chesapeake 

power plants between 2015 and 2022

HQ will put together a statement. Mick, let us know if you get media inquiries on this. 

Michael Kulik 09/02/2011 08:39:49 AMFYI --Mick

From: Michael Kulik/R3/USEPA/US
To: Betsaida Alcantara/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 09/02/2011 08:39 AM
Subject: Fw: Newport News Daily Press (9-2) Dominion plans to shutter Yorktown and Chesapeake power 

plants between 2015 and 2022

FYI
--Mick
----- Forwarded by Michael Kulik/R3/USEPA/US on 09/02/2011 08:39 AM -----

From: Roy Seneca/R3/USEPA/US
To: Shawn Garvin/R3/USEPA/US@EPA, William Early/R3/USEPA/US, Daniel 

Ryan/R3/USEPA/US@EPA, Bonnie Smith/R3/USEPA/US, Michael Kulik/R3/USEPA/US@EPA, 
Terri-A White/R3/USEPA/US@EPA, Patrick Egan/R3/USEPA/US@EPA, David 
Arnold/R3/USEPA/US@EPA, Diana Esher/R3/USEPA/US@EPA, Stacie 
Driscoll/R3/USEPA/US@EPA, Linda Miller/R3/USEPA/US@EPA, Donna 



Heron/R3/USEPA/US@EPA, David Sternberg/R3/USEPA/US@EPA, Lawrence 
Teller/R3/USEPA/US@EPA, Richard Killian/R3/USEPA/US@EPA

Date: 09/02/2011 08:29 AM
Subject: Newport News Daily Press (9-2) Dominion plans to shutter Yorktown and Chesapeake power plants 

between 2015 and 2022

Dominion plans to shutter Yorktown and Chesapeake power 
plants between 2015 and 2022
By Peter Frost, pfrost@dailypress.com | 247-4744

8:55 PM EDT, September 1, 2011

YORK — Dominion Virginia Power said Thursday that it plans to close a coal-fired power plant 
in Chesapeake by 2016 and shutter one of the two coal-fired units at its Yorktown Power Station 
by 2015 in response to an expected tightening of federal environmental regulations.

The utility's preliminary plans, outlined in its semiannual Integrated Resource Plan submitted to 
the Virginia State Corporation Commission, could result in the loss of 145 jobs in Chesapeake 
and dozens more in York over the next five years.

The move also could raise customers' rates over the long term and result in a loss of tax revenue 
for York County and the city of Chesapeake, said Jim Norvelle, a Dominion spokesman in 
Richmond.

The Yorktown Power Station, which has been open since 1957, sits along the York River near 
Seaford. It employs about 127 people and provides enough power for 88,750 homes.

Because of three proposed Environmental Protection Agency policy changes, the utility may be 
forced shutter the York station entirely by 2022, said J. David Rives, Dominion's senior vice 
president of fossil and hydro generation. 

Rives stressed that the plans are not final and cautioned that they could change within the next 
two years, depending on the outcome of the three pending updates to EPA regulations.

Top industrial polluters

Both local plants ranked among the state's biggest industrial polluters in 2009, according to the 
Toxic Release Inventory, a report released in March of this year that examines water, air and 
land pollution.

The Yorktown Power Station held the 10th spot on the list with annual emissions of 1.32 million 
pounds, down from 1.39 million pounds a year earlier.

The Chesapeake Energy Center, which opened in 1953 on the Elizabeth River, was Virginia's 
fourth-biggest polluter in 2009, releasing 2.18 million pounds of toxins, according to the report.



While Dominion insists each plant meets current environmental standards, the company 
acknowledges that both of the aging plants — each of which is more than 50 years old — 
eventually would need to be replaced.

Either way, Norvelle said, customers' rates are expected to rise.

"We'll have to make additional investments regardless of the outcome," Norvelle said. "If you 
look at the choices we have to make, do you invest in the power station that's more than 50 years 
old that's working on a short life span, or do you invest in a new power station that will be open 
for 40 to 60 more years?"

Employees at both Hampton Roads plants were informed of the utility's plans this week.

"This is a huge cultural shift for any utility," Rives said. "For us to enter a mode where we're 
actually putting plants down is a pretty traumatic thing. We're still working through all of this 
and we have not given (employees) any numbers (on job cuts) because frankly we don't have 
them yet."

Shuttering the plants also could hurt tax revenues in York and Chesapeake. In 2010, Dominion 
paid York $2.4 million in taxes, the bulk of which came from the power station, Norvelle said. 
The company paid the city of Chesapeake $7.4 million taxes last year.

Dominion's plan to close the plants was cheered by environmental groups, including the Virginia 
chapter of the Sierra Club.

"We're very pleased that they're deciding to retire these ancient plants, each of which presents 
serious health risks to Hampton Roads," said Glen Besa, director of the Sierra Club's Virginia 
chapter. "On the other hand, we're still looking for Dominion to invest more on renewable 
energy, particularly solar and wind power."

EPA's proposed changes

The EPA's three policy updates, all in draft form, would tighten regulations on power plants, 
particularly those that use coal as a primary fuel to generate electricity.

Two of the updates include proposed air-quality standards that would require power companies 
to reduce the emission of toxins like nitrous oxide, mercury and sulfur dioxide. A third proposed 
policy change, the most problematic for the York plant, deals with the water the plant discharges 
into the York River.

To comply with the new standards, Dominion would be required to install various types of 
equipment like closed-loop cooling towers, scrubbers and filters that could cost up to $1 billion, 
Rives said.

Dominion has submitted comments on each of the proposals, "parts of which we think are 



reasonable, parts that are not," Rives said. Nonetheless, he said, the utility is pursuing the plan to 
shutter the two local facilities as if the new regulations will be enacted.

Since both local plants were built before 1960, the cost of making the upgrades is prohibitive, 
Rives said. For comparison, Rives highlighted Dominion's proposal to build a new natural 
gas-powered plant in Warren County that would generate about twice as much electricity at a 
cost of about $1.1 billion. That plan is pending with state regulators.

"Based on what we know at this time, it's best for the rate-payer that we not invest in these old 
facilities," Rives said.

Instead, the utility is floating a plan to build two additional natural gas-fired power stations in 
Virginia between 2016 and 2019. Dominion has not identified sites for either plant.

Copyright © 2011, Newport News, Va., Daily Press

Roy Seneca
EPA Region 3 Press Officer
Office of Public Affairs
seneca.roy@epa.gov
(215) 814-5567



Gina 
McCarthy/DC/USEPA/US 

08/06/2009 12:32 PM

To Beth Craig

cc

bcc

Subject Re: Fw: Clean Air Act Title V Petition - Big Stone

Please. Thx
Beth Craig

    ----- Original Message -----
    From: Beth Craig
    Sent: 08/06/2009 09:06 AM EDT
    To: Gina McCarthy
    Subject: Re: Fw: Clean Air Act Title V Petition - Big Stone
Dear Gina,

yes.   
  

Thanks, Beth

Gina McCarthy 08/06/2009 09:05:14 AMGood summary thanks.  Looks like there are a n...

From: Gina McCarthy/DC/USEPA/US
To: Beth Craig/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 08/06/2009 09:05 AM
Subject: Re: Fw: Clean Air Act Title V Petition - Big Stone

Good summary thanks.  Looks like there are a number of new issues raised. 

Beth Craig

    ----- Original Message -----
    From: Beth Craig
    Sent: 08/05/2009 04:44 PM EDT
    To: "Gina Mccarthy" <mccarthy.gina@epa.gov>
    Subject: Fw: Fw: Clean Air Act Title V Petition - Big Stone
Gina, As requested, Beth
-----------------
Sent by EPA Wireless E-Mail Services

Patricia Embrey

    ----- Original Message -----
    From: Patricia Embrey
    Sent: 08/05/2009 04:04 PM EDT
    To: Beth Craig
    Cc: Jeffrey Clark
    Subject: Re: Fw: Clean Air Act Title V Petition - Big Stone
Beth --

Attached is the summary you requested.  I hope this is helpful to Gina.  Please let us know if you need 
anything further.

Patricia



[attachment "GHG issues in Big Stone.doc" deleted by Gina McCarthy/DC/USEPA/US]

Beth Craig 08/05/2009 08:39:09 AMDear Patricia, Is it possible for you all to put toge...

From: Beth Craig/DC/USEPA/US
To: Patricia Embrey/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc: Jeffrey Clark/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 08/05/2009 08:39 AM
Subject: Fw: Clean Air Act Title V Petition - Big Stone

Dear Patricia,

Is it possible for you all to put together a short summary of the arguments that the Sierra Club made on 
why GHG are currently regulated under the CAA?  Gina would like to get a copy.  It is the Issue#3 section 
of the attached.

Thanks, Beth
----- Forwarded by Beth Craig/DC/USEPA/US on 08/05/2009 08:36 AM -----

From: Carol Rushin/R8/USEPA/US
To: Steve Tuber/P2/R8/USEPA/US@EPA, Debrah Thomas/P2/R8/USEPA/US@EPA, 

videtich.callie@epa.gov, Robert Ward/RC/R8/USEPA/US@EPA, ornstein.peter@epa.gov
Cc: Beth Craig, gaydosh.mike@epa.gov
Date: 08/04/2009 08:41 AM
Subject: Fw: Clean Air Act Title V Petition - Big Stone

Carol Rushin
Acting Regional Administrator
USEPA Region 8
1595 Wynkoop Street
Denver, Colorado 80202-1129
Phone:  303.312.6308
FAX:  303.312.6882
----- Forwarded by Carol Rushin/R8/USEPA/US on 08/04/2009 06:40 AM -----

George Hays 
<georgehays@mindspring.co
m> 

08/03/2009 08:37 PM

To LisaP Jackson/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Carol 
Rushin/R8/USEPA/US@EPA, 
DENRINTERNET@state.sd.us, TGraumann@otpco.com, 
cwmadsen@bgpw.com

cc "Thomas Welk" <tjwelk@bgpw.com>, Callie 
Videtich/P2/R8/USEPA/US@EPA, Christopher 
Ajayi/R8/USEPA/US@EPA, Sara 
Laumann/RC/R8/USEPA/US@EPA, 
Brian.Gustafson@state.sd.us, Roxanne.Giedd@state.sd.us, 
Carl Daly/R8/USEPA/US@EPA

Subject Clean Air Act Title V Petition - Big Stone

Pursuant to Section 42 USCS § 7661d(c) of the Clean Air Act,  Sierra Club and Clean Water 
Action petition the Administrator to object to the Title V Permit issued by South Dakota DENR 
for the Big Stone power plant.  A copy of the petition is attached.  The exhibits referred to in the 



petition can be downloaded by accessing the following link:

http://www.sendspace.com/file/t8p2om

George E. Hays
Attorney at Law
236 West Portal Avenue #110 
San Francisco, CA   94127
Office: 415/566-5414 Fax: 415/731-1609
e-mail: georgehays@mindspring.com[attachment "2009 8-3 Big Stone T5 Petition Final.pdf" deleted by 
Patricia Embrey/DC/USEPA/US] 



Gina 
McCarthy/DC/USEPA/US 

05/11/2011 04:05 PM

To Heidi Ellis

cc

bcc

Subject Fw:  Philly Public Hearing

FYI
----- Forwarded by Gina McCarthy/DC/USEPA/US on 05/11/2011 04:05 PM -----

From: Steve Page/RTP/USEPA/US
To: Gina McCarthy/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 05/11/2011 12:00 PM
Subject:  Philly Public Hearing

Gina,

This is the info you requested.  Attached is a signup sheet.

On Tuesday, May 24th, the Office of Air will hold a public hearing on the proposed Power Plant 
Mercury and Air Toxics Standards in Philadelphia, Pa.  We will hold the hearing at the Westin 
Philadelphia at Liberty Place (99 South 17th Street) in the Georgian Room.  It will begin at 9 am 
and continue through 8 pm or later to assure that we hear from all interested speakers.  Breaks 
are planned from 12:30 – 2 pm and 5 – 6:30 pm.  
 
As of May 11th, we have 58 speakers registered to testify.  
 
We also expect the Sierra Club, and American Lung Association to set up information tables 
outside of the hearing room.  They will likely also host a press event. 





 2 

Time Name Affiliation Address Telephone E-Mail Address AV 
Needs 

Translation  
Needs 

10:25 Leslie G. Fields Sierra  
Club 

408 C Street NE 
Washington DC  20002 

202.548.4586 Leslie.Fields@sierraclub.org 
 

  

10:30 Paul G. Billings American Lung 
Association  

1301 Pennsylvania Ave NW  Suite 800 
Washington, DC  20004-1725 

202-785-3355 
(f) 202 -452-1805 

pbillings@lungusa.org 
 

  

10:35 Joy Bergey The Center for the 
Celebration of Creation 
 

8812 Germantown Avenue, Philadelphia  
PA  19118 

215-836-5978 
 

joybergey@gmail.com 
 

  

10:40 Kevin M. Stewart American Lung 
Association of the Mid-
Atlantic 

The Norman P. Hetrick Building 
3001 Old Gettysburg Road 
Camp Hill, PA  17011 

717.541.5864 x 56 
(f) 888.415.5757 

kstewart@lunginfo.org    

10:45 Christine Guhl Sierra Club 78A Snydertown Road 
Hopewell, NJ 08525 

609)510-4684 christine.guhl@sierraclub.org    

10:50 William Rosebrock Multi-state Alliance to 
Promote Clean Energy 
(MAPLE) 

14 S River Ter 
Phillipsburg, NJ 08865 

908 343 6173 
 

billrose1@verizon.net 
 

  

10:55 Corinne Wright Sisters of St. Francis of 
Philadelphia 

Aston, PA 19014 610-558-5353 cwright@osfphila.org    

11:00 Thomas Au Clean Air Board of 
Central Pennsylvania 

528 Garland Drive 
Carlisle, PA 17013 

717-234-7445 thomxau@gmail.com   

11:05 Ed Perry National Wildlife 
Federation 

440 Brush  Valley Road, Boalsburg, PA.  
16827 

814-880-9593 paglobalwarmingoutreach@g
mail.com 

  

11:10 Horace W. Strand Chester Environmental 
Partnership 

1007 W. 7th Street 
Chester, PA  19013 

(o) 610-872-7471 
(f) 610-827-7470 

cepchester@aol.com    

11:15 William Kramer Sierra Club 
 

226 Volkert St. 
Highland Park, NJ 08904 

732-589-8024 william kramer@sierraclub.org   

11:20 Scott Manaker American Thoracic 
Society 

Univ of PA Hlth System  100 Centrex 
3400 Spruce St 
Philadelphia, PA, 19104-4283 

(215) 662-3201  
   
(f)(215) 349-5084 

scott.manaker@uphs.upenn.ed
u  

  

11:25 Joe Parrish American Lung 
Association of 
New Jersey 

 (724) 799 - 
4667 

   

11:30 New Jersey DEP       
11:35 Michael Bradley The Clean Energy Group 47 Junction Square Drive, Concord, MA 

01742 
978-369-5533 lreynolds@mjbradley.com    

11:40 Anthony DiSorbo 
 

Individual 221 S 12th St., Apt 609N 
Philadelphia, PA 19107 

(c) (440) 263-3094 
 

adisorbo@gmail.com    

11:45 Mariko Franz Individual 4622 Walnut St #2F 
Philadelphia, PA 19139 

(724) 799 - 4667 mariko.franz@gmail.com    

11:50 Paul J Mellon, Jr Novetas Solutions,llc 4900 S Broad St., Bldg 6, Ste 210 
Philadelphia, PA 19112 

215.551.3070 
(f)215.551.3073 

pmell@comcast net    



 3 

Time Name Affiliation Address Telephone E-Mail Address AV 
Needs 

Translation  
Needs 

11:55 Jim Black Partnership for 
Sustainability in 
Delaware 

1201 N. Orange St. 
Suite 500 
Wilmington, De. 19801 

(302) 351-2277 jim.black@consultant.com    

12:00 Jeff A McNelly ARIPPA 2015 Chestnut Street, Camp Hill, PA 
17011 

717-763-7635  
(f) 717-763-7455 

jamcnelly1@arippa.org    

12:05 Mervyn Kline Individual 1940 Morrell Street 
Philadelphia PA 19115 

215-676-9499 
 

mnhke@aol.com   

12:10 Alicia McDevitt Massachusetts 
Department of 
Environmental 
Protection 

One Winter Street, 3rd floor 
Boston, MA 02108 

617-556-1190  
(f)617-574-6880 
(Ms. Weber’s 
phone) 

sharon.weber@state.ma.us   

12:15 Catherine Bowes National Wildlife 
Federation 

 802-272-1243 
 

bowes@nwf.org   

12:20 Margaret Motheral 
 

Union of Concerned 
Scientists 

311 South 22nd Street # 3 
Philadelphia PA 19103 
 

215 888 1167 
 

wildmother@mac.com 
 

  

12:25 Rabbi Kevin M. Kleinman  7108 Cresheim Rd. 
Philadelphia, PA 19119 

718-702-6940 kevinkleinman@gmail.com   

12:30 
– 2:00 

LUNCH BREAK 

2:00 -
2:10 

REREADING/SUMMARIZING OF OPENING STATEMENT & HEARING PANEL INTRODUCTIONS 

2:10 Jay Butera  
 

One Million Calls For 
Clean Energy 

PO Box 126 
Gladwyne PA 19035 

(610) 724-7709 jbutera@comcast net Powerpoint 
Slides 

 

2:15 Nancy Parks SC/PA Chapter/ Clean 
Air Committee 

201 West Aaron Square 
P.O. Box 120 
Aaronsburg, PA 16820-0120 

814-349-5151     
(c)814-880-0290 

nfparks2@verizon.net    

2:20  Katie Feeney 
 

Clean Air Council  135 S 19th St., Suite 300  
Philadelphia, PA 19103 

 215-567-4004 x112 
(f) 215-567-5791 

 KFeeney@cleanair.org    

2:25 Tyra Bryant-Stephens The Community Asthma 
Prevention Program 

The Children's Hospital of Philadelphia 215-590-5020 stephenst@email.chop.edu    

2:30 Mark Schmerling Individual P.O. Box 753, Bryn Athyn, Pa. 19009 215 495 5223 photodocmark@gmail.com   
2:35 Larry Gibson Individual 5220 Washington Avenue SE, 

Charleston, WV 25204 
(c) 304 542 1134 
(o) 304 205 0920 

danny@mountainkeeper.org   

2:40 Kristen Welker-Hood Physicians for Social 
Responsibility 

6074 Loventree Rd 
Columbia Md 21044 

202-587-5244 
 

Kwelker-hood@psr.org  
 

  

2:45 Rachele Huennekens Sierra Club 85 Second St. Second Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

415) 977-5761 rachele huennekens@sierraclu
b.org 

  

2:50 Gretchen Dahlkemper-Alfonso    gad156@hotmail.com    
2:55 Judith Focareta    focaja@mail.magee.edu    
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Time Name Affiliation Address Telephone E-Mail Address AV 
Needs 

Translation  
Needs 

3:00 Eric Cheung Individual 2208 South Bucknell Street  
Philadelphia, PA 19145 

 epcheung@gmail.com    

3:05 John Elwood Evangelical 
Environmental Network 

110 Brighton Road 
Andover, NJ 07821 

973-650-7066 elwood.john m@gmail.com 
 

  

3:10        
3:15        
3:20        
3:25        
3:30        
3:35        
3:40        
3:45        
3:50        
3:55        
4:00        
4:05        
4:10        
4:15        
4:20        
4:25        
4:30        
4:35        
4:40                                           
4:45        
4:50        
4:55        
5:00- 
6:30 
 

DINNER BREAK       

6:30 Al Rizzo American Lung 
Association 

1301 Pennsylvania Ave NW  Suite 800 
Washington, DC  20004-1725 

202-785-3355 
(f) 202 -452-1805 

PBillings@lungusa.org   

6:35 Gwen DuBois       
6:40 Richard Humphrey       
6:45 Lawrence Egbert       
6:50 Cindy Parker       
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Time Name Affiliation Address Telephone E-Mail Address AV 
Needs 

Translation  
Needs 

6:55 Stephen Shapiro       
7:00 Sarah Bucic Delaware City 

Environmental Coalition 
206 Washington St (PO Box 352) 
Delaware City, DE 19706 

302-383-6811 rosebudd@icetec.biz    

7:05        
7:10        
7:15        
7:20        
7:25        
7:30        
7:35        
7:40        
7:45        
7:50        
7:55        
8:00        
8:05- 
8:15 

 

  



Gina 
McCarthy/DC/USEPA/US 

04/20/2010 05:57 PM

To Janet McCabe

cc

bcc

Subject Fw: Pinal County PM Designations for Tribes

Do you want to share this with Darrel in case he is out of the loop?  
 
----- Forwarded by Gina McCarthy/DC/USEPA/US on 04/20/2010 05:56 PM -----

From: Jeffrey Clark/RTP/USEPA/US
To: Gina McCarthy/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc: Steve Page/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Scott Mathias/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Anna 

Wood/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 04/20/2010 02:36 PM
Subject: Pinal County PM Designations for Tribes

Gina,

This morning in senior staff meeting, you asked about how we are dealing with the tribes in the Pinal 
County, AZ, designations for PM.   

As I mentioned at staff meeting, we are moving ahead with designating part of the county as 

 

 

  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

[We briefed Janet on these issues in late March, and all this reflects the decisions she communicated it 
back to us.]

Jeff



Gina 
McCarthy/DC/USEPA/US 

05/27/2010 11:39 AM

To Janet McCabe

cc Beth Craig, Bill Lamason, Bob Perciasepe, Drew McConville, 
Lee Veal, Richard Wayland, Steve Page

bcc

Subject Re: Fw: Burning Marshes to address oil?

Does anyone know what marsh areas are under consideration?  Is there some way to find out through the 
EOC?

Janet McCabe 05/27/2010 11:35:35 AMBob, Gina-- We discussed this issue on the 11 A...

From: Janet McCabe/DC/USEPA/US
To: Bob Perciasepe/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Gina McCarthy/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc: Lee Veal/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Steve Page/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Beth 

Craig/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Bill Lamason/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Drew 
McConville/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Richard Wayland/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA

Date: 05/27/2010 11:35 AM
Subject: Fw: Burning Marshes to address oil?

Bob, Gina--

We discussed this issue on the 11 AM air data call today and have got people started pulling together the 
state and EPA guidelines and protocols for prescribed burns, maps showing population centers, air 
monitoring stations, and areas where marsh burning might be likely (the first two we have already and 
folks will get whatever information they can on the third), questions/issues that need to be discussed re 
impacts on public health of such burns, and what monitoring we would be able to do if burning were to 
occur.

Janet McCabe
Office of Air and Radiation, USEPA
Room 5426K, 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20460
202-564-3206
mccabe.janet@epa.gov

----- Forwarded by Janet McCabe/DC/USEPA/US on 05/27/2010 11:29 AM -----

From: Janice Nolen <JNolen@lungusa.org>
To: Janet McCabe/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 05/27/2010 09:34 AM
Subject: RE: Burning Marshes to address oil?

Sent from my Android phone using TouchDown (www.nitrodesk.com)

-----Original Message----- 
From: Paul Billings [PBillings@lungusa.org]
Received: 5/27/10 8:38 AM
To: 'page.steve@epa.gov' [page.steve@epa.gov]; Bob Perciasepe [perciasepe.bob@epa.gov]; 
Wayland.Richard@epamail.epa.gov [Wayland.Richard@epamail.epa.gov]; 
'mccabe.janet@epa.gov' [mccabe.janet@epa.gov]; 'mccarthy.gina@epa.gov' 



[mccarthy.gina@epa.gov]
CC: Janice Nolen [JNolen@lungusa.org]
Subject: Burning Marshes to address oil?

This morning on NPR it was reported that one of the strategies being considered to address the 
oil in the Louisiana marshes is a prescribed burn.  The story suggests that the Coast Guard’s 
Thad Allen is supporting this approach.  See link below
 
http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=127201085
 
We are very concerned about the impact on public health of burning.  We request that prior to 
employing this strategy, a complete and thorough analysis (Environmental Impact Statement?) 
of the health and environmental impacts of such a burn be conducted.    
 
Janice and I would be happy to discuss further.
 
Thanks 
Paul Billings
 
 
Paul G. Billings
Vice President National Policy & Advocacy
American Lung Association
1301 Pennsylvania Ave NW Suite 800
Washington, DC 20004 1725
Phone: 202 785 3355 x 3988
Fax: 202 452 1805
pbillings@lungusa.org



Gina 
McCarthy/DC/USEPA/US 

05/11/2011 04:59 PM

To Jim Jones

cc

bcc

Subject Re: Fw: Environmental Letter to United/Continental & 
American on their challenge of the EUETS

thx

Jim Jones 05/11/2011 04:58:03 PMGina,  Chris has informed FAA (and the interage...

From: Jim Jones/DC/USEPA/US
To: Gina McCarthy/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 05/11/2011 04:58 PM
Subject: Fw: Environmental Letter to United/Continental & American on their challenge of the EUETS

Gina,  Chris has informed FAA (and the interagency workgroup as they had a meeting today).   

 
 

Jim Jones
Deputy Assistant Administrator
EPA Office of Air and Radiation
Room 5426E Ariel Rios North
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
 Washington DC 20460
202 564-7400
----- Forwarded by Jim Jones/DC/USEPA/US on 05/11/2011 04:54 PM -----

From: Christopher Grundler/AA/USEPA/US
To: Jim Jones/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 05/11/2011 04:47 PM
Subject: Fw: Environmental Letter to United/Continental & American on their challenge of the EUETS

Sent by EPA Wireless E-Mail Services

  From: "Schmidt, Jake" [jschmidt@nrdc.org]
  Sent: 05/11/2011 04:36 PM AST
  To: John Beale; Christopher Grundler
  Cc: Karen Laughlin; <LeFrancMA@state.gov>
  Subject: Environmental Letter to United/Continental & American on their challenge of the EUETS

Hi Christopher and John:

I�’ve attached letters that NRDC, EDF, Sierra Club, Earthjustice, Center for Biological Diversity, and
Environment America just sent to the CEOs of United/Continental and American over their claims to be
green while at the same time bringing a legal challenge against the EU over the ETS. Also, EDF has asked
both carriers to run ads in their airline magazines (see EDF�’s release with a link to the ads).



As you can see, this group wanted to send a signal that you can�’t talk about being environmentally
friendly and addressing climate change while at the same time challenging the only system in the world
to address these emissions. And we wanted to point out the hypocrisy of their claims.

Feel free to share these with other people in EPA. If you have any questions don�’t hesitate to contact
me. Best regards, Jake

_________________
 
Jake Schmidt
International Climate Policy Director
Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC)
Work: 1-202-289-2388
Mobile: 1-202-425-1515
Email: jschmidt@nrdc.org

Read my blog: http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/jschmidt/



  

  

 
 
NEWS RELEASE 
 
Contact: 
Tony Kreindler, 202-445-8108, tkreindler@edf.org  
Jennifer Andreassen, 202-572-3387, jandreassen@edf.org  

 
 

by American, United, Continental Airlines 
Companies Fight Pollution Reductions While Claiming to be Environmentally Responsible 

 
(Washington  May 11, 2011) Major environmental groups sharply criticized American Airlines 
(NYSE:AMR), United (NYSE:UAL) and Continental Airlines (NYSE:UAL) today for 
efforts to gut anti-pollution programs while simultaneously bragging about their environmental 
performance.   
 
Six major environmental groups sent letters today to the CEOs of American Airlines and United 
(which has recently merged with Continental Airlines), denouncing the airlines for bringing suit in 
a European court to block a law that holds all airlines accountable for their global warming 
pollution from flights to, from and within Europe.  The law takes effect Jan. 1, 2012.  American 
and United have also been lobbying the U.S. Congress to declare the EU law invalid.   
 
Both American Airlines and United promoted their environmental initiatives around Earth Day 

-
flight magazine American Way

, widely -  
 
The letter notes that if American and United are committed to reducing their environmental 
impact and prote [their] 
lawyers and lobbyists in an effort to thwart a crucial anti-

-carbon aviation by making your actions consistent with 
 

 
The letters were signed by the CEOs of Environmental Defense Fund (EDF), Center for 
Biological Diversity (CBD), Earthjustice, Environment America, Natural Resources Defense 
Council, and Sierra Club.  EDF, CBD and Earthjustice have intervened in the litigation, in which 
oral argument is expected in Fall 2011.  
 



  

EDF also today submitted advertisements to American Way and United/ 
Hemispheres in-  

and to stop .  EDF requested that the airlines respond within a week 
indicating whether the ads will be accepted for publication. 
 

### 
 

Environmental Defense Fund (edf.org), a leading national nonprofit organization, creates 
transformational solutions to the most serious environmental problems. EDF links science, 
economics, law and innovative private-sector partnerships. See twitter.com/EnvDefenseFund; 
facebook.com/EnvDefenseFund; edf.org/ClimateTalks 
 



  

Center for Biological Diversity  Earthjustice  Environment America  
Environmental Defense Fund  Natural Resources Defense Council  Sierra Club 

 
 
May 11, 2011 
 
Mr. Jeffery A. Smisek 
President and CEO 
United Continental Holdings, Inc.   Via Fax: 713-324-2087 
77 W. Wacker Drive 
Chicago, Illinois 60601 
 
Dear Mr. Smisek: 
 
While we welcome the sentiments in United Continental Holdings  new Eco-Skies ad campaign 
  

company is actively working to undercut a crucial initiative for achieving such protections.  
 
Eco-S
aviation as an environmentally responsible company by taking actions today that shape an 
environmentally sustainable future, while continuing to comply with applicable laws and 

European law that holds all airlines accountable for their global warming pollution resulting from 
flights to, from and within the European Union.  And your company is lobbying the U.S. 
Congress to declare the EU law invalid.   
       
If in fact United Continental Holdings is committed to protecting the earth, it makes no sense to 
spend your cust -
pollution program.  The European Union deserves kudos, not lawsuits, for acting to reduce 
airline pollution  particularly given that the international community has proven incapable of 
doing so despite more than a dozen years of negotiations.    
 
Other airlines  including other legacy carriers as well as business-jet and low-cost carriers  

We 
urge you to drop the lawsuit, and join the future of low-carbon aviation by making your actions 
consistent with your words.   
 
Sincerely,  
 
Kierán Suckling, Executive Director    Trip Van Noppen, President 
Center for Biological Diversity    Earthjustice 
 
Margie Alt, Executive Director     Fred Krupp, President 
Environment America      Environmental Defense Fund 
 
Frances Beinecke, President     Michael Brune, Executive Director 
Natural Resources Defense Council    Sierra Club 
  



  

Center for Biological Diversity  Earthjustice  Environment America  
Environmental Defense Fund  Natural Resources Defense Council  Sierra Club 

  
 
May 11, 2011 
 
Mr. Gerard J. Arpey 
Chairman and CEO 
American Airlines and AMR Corporation   Via Fax:  817-967-9641 
4333 Amon Carter Boulevard 
Fort Worth, Texas 76155 
 
Dear Mr. Arpey: 
 

American Way, April rking to 
undercut a crucial initiative for achieving such results.  
 

 is 

European law that holds all airlines accountable for their global warming pollution resulting from 
flights to, from and within the European Union.  And your company is lobbying the U.S. 
Congress to declare the EU law invalid.   
       
If in fact American Airlines is committed to reducing its environmental impact, it makes no sense 

 a crucial anti-
pollution program.  The European Union deserves kudos, not lawsuits, for acting to reduce 
airline pollution  particularly given that the international community has proven incapable of 
doing so despite more than a dozen years of negotiations.    
 
Other airlines  including other legacy carriers as well as business-jet and low-cost carriers  

urge you to drop the lawsuit, and join the future of low-carbon aviation by making your actions 
consistent with your words.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kierán Suckling, Executive Director   Trip Van Noppen, President 
Center for Biological Diversity   Earthjustice 
 
Margie Alt, Executive Director    Fred Krupp, President 
Environment America     Environmental Defense Fund 
 
Frances Beinecke, President    Michael Brune, Executive Director 
Natural Resources Defense Council   Sierra Club 
 
  



Jan 
Cortelyou-Lee/RTP/USEPA/U
S 

04/13/2011 11:02 AM

To Joseph Goffman

cc

bcc

Subject Fw: Fincher/Noem Dear Colleague on farm dust

Joe - I wanted to be sure you knew we (Lydia and Bill Harnett) plan to talk with Waxman's staff (Christa 
and Melissa) this afternoon about PM10 per OCIR's request..  At the bottom of this message is the piece 
from the Sierra Club that got them interested and the Fincher/Noem position referenced in the Sierra Club 
letter.  

Jan Cortelyou-Lee
United States Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards
MD-C404-03
109 TW Alexander Drive
Research Triangle Park, NC 27709
phone:  919-541-5393
FAX:     919-541-2464
----- Forwarded by Jan Cortelyou-Lee/RTP/USEPA/US on 04/13/2011 10:57 AM -----

From: Jan Cortelyou-Lee/RTP/USEPA/US
To: Lydia Wegman/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Bill Harnett/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Jeffrey 

Clark/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 04/11/2011 04:59 PM
Subject: Fw: Fincher/Noem Dear Colleague on farm dust

Scroll down to the Sierra Club letter that got Waxman's staff interested in learning more about PM10.  

Here is a press release from Fincher and Noem on the issue. 

Fincher, Noem Call On EPA To Abandon Unreason
Standards 
Mar 30, 2011 Issues: Congressional Issues 

For Immediate Release: March 29, 2011
 

Contact:
               J

 
Fincher, Noem Call On EPA To Abandon Unreasonable Dust Standar

EPA Attempts To Ban Dust In Agriculture Communities
 

WASHINGTON – U.S. Representatives Stephen Fincher (R-TN), Kristi Noem (R-SD) and 99 additional colleagu
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Administrator Lisa Jackson, asking that the EPA refrain from adopting 
standard.  Reps. Fincher and Noem argue that implementing this harsh dust standard could “decrease the abilit
United States to meet the world’s food needs as well as decrease productivity, increase food prices, and incur jo
 
Fincher said: “The EPA is completely out of touch.  Dust is part of rural America – it is absolutely unreasonable 



communities for carrying out activities essential to their well-being.  This is a prime example of federal regulation
economic times, our nation’s agriculture community simply cannot afford another harsh and overreaching EPA s
focus on ways to create jobs in Tennessee and across the country and I fear this new dust standard will only slo
rural areas.”
 
Noem said: “As an experienced farmer and rancher I know there is already enough uncertainty in agriculture.  T
need is the EPA reaching even further into their operation by enacting new dust standards.  Rural South Dakota
farm dust for generations.  The EPA should drop any plans they have for further regulation and instead focus th
creation and entrepreneurship.”

Jan Cortelyou-Lee
United States Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards
MD-C404-03
109 TW Alexander Drive
Research Triangle Park, NC 27709
phone:  919-541-5393
FAX:     919-541-2464
----- Forwarded by Jan Cortelyou-Lee/RTP/USEPA/US on 04/11/2011 04:53 PM -----

From: Diann Frantz/DC/USEPA/US
To: Jan Cortelyou-Lee/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 04/11/2011 03:13 PM
Subject: Fw: Fincher/Noem Dear Colleague on farm dust

----- Forwarded by Diann Frantz/DC/USEPA/US on 04/11/2011 03:13 PM -----

From: Laura Vaught/DC/USEPA/US
To: Diann Frantz/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 04/11/2011 03:12 PM
Subject: Fw: Fincher/Noem Dear Colleague on farm dust

So - here's the Sierra Club assertions on PM - this is what Melissa wants more info on in the farm dust call 
with Christa and Melissa.

Dear Representative:

The Dear Colleague letter that Representatives Fincher and Noem circulated concerning the 
EPA’s standard for PM

10
 fosters the myth that the EPA is developing a standard to regulate farm 

dust.  The EPA is not about to regulate farm dust, and it is not considering a stronger PM
10
 

standard.  Sierra Club urges you not to support this letter, which seeks to undermine the EPA’s 
mandate to protect public health.

The EPA is in the process of reevaluating the National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) 



for particulate matter, as required under the Clean Air Act.  PM
10
 particles can consist of smoke, 

soot, salts, acids, metals and dust.  Studies have shown that PM
10
 particles can increase the 

number and severity of asthma attacks; cause or aggravate bronchitis and other lung diseases; 
and reduce the body’s ability to fight infections.  There are also studies documenting that PM

10
 

exposure can lead to premature death of people who already have heart and lung disease, 
especially in the elderly.  

The Dear Colleague letter from Representatives Fincher and Noem states that the EPA is 
considering changing the current PM

10
 standard of 150 µg/m3, set in 1987, to a standard between 

85 µg/m3 and 65/µm3.  Importantly, it neglects to mention that, in conjunction with that change, 
the EPA is recommending moving from a 99th percentile to a 98th percentile form of the standard.  
In plain English, this change would excuse more bad air days from compliance determinations 
and effectively relax the standard.  The upper bound of 85 µg/m3, 98th percentile, could protect a 
smaller fraction of the U.S. population than the current standard.

Dust from roads, fields and construction sites is not the only source of PM
10
.  Other sources 

include mining and metals processing and other heavy industry sectors; coal-fired power plants; 
dust from construction sites and landfills; motor vehicles; waste burning; and wood stoves and 
fireplaces.

As a result, state and local agencies will have many options for controlling PM
10
 as they develop 

State Implementation Plans.  Pollution controls for industrial facilities and power plants, and 
landscaping and fences to control dust from landfills and construction sites are among strategies 
that states may select.  Given these many options, it seems very unlikely that states will seek to 
control windblown dust from farm fields.  

The EPA should follow the best science to set PM
10
 standards at a level that will protect health 

with a margin of safety, just as the Clean Air Act requires.  We respectfully urge Senators not to 
support a letter that both ignores the health effects of PM

10
 and misleadingly suggests that the 

EPA is poised to force farmers to control dust on their fields. 

Ed Hopkins
Sierra Club
408 C Street, NE
Washington DC 20002
202-675-7908 phone
202-547-6009 fax
ed.hopkins@sierraclub.org





 

----- Forwarded by Alison Davis/RTP/USEPA/US on 12/26/2012 03:37 PM -----

Mike, 

Harnett flagged this one for us

Tomorrow, ALA is going to issue a report titled, �“Protect the Air We Breathe: the Healthy Air 
Agenda.�” I�’ve given it a quick scan, and most of what the report calls on the Agency to do comes 
out of OAQPS. Report attached at the end of this note.

 In the report, ALA calls on EPA to:

Finalize the carbon pollution standards in April

Issue final MATS reconsideration by March 

Require BART on all coal-fired power plants and other major sources subject to the 
1999 regional haze rule by the end of 2013, and asks that EPA re-establish 
source-specific BART requirements in all states covered by CSAPR. The report also 
notes that the court decision in CSAPR puts millions of Americans at risk, but does not 
call on the agency to take any specific action

Clean up methane pollution from leaks and venting at new and existing oil and gas 
sources.

Update the wood heater NSPS that includes rules for outdoor wood boilers

Propose a tight ozone standard. ALA says the administration�’s decision not to take final 
action on the ozone reconsideration  is �“violating the Clean Air Act by not setting a 
standard that adequately protects public health�” and notes that the current schedule 
calls for a proposal in December 2013)

Strengthen implementation of the SO2 standard and rely on a modeling approach since 
there is no money for monitors

Expand the monitoring network to include a comprehensive near-road network in areas 
near major roads and highways 

(OTAQ) set new standards to reduce sulfur in gasoline and set tighter emissions limits 
for passenger vehicles; 

Clean up dirty diesel engines �– both mobile and stationary -- and notes that ALA opposes 
the proposed changes to RICE that would allow back-up generators to provide electricity 
to the grid.

The report also calls on: 

Congress to increase federal funding for grants for state and local air pollution work 

The administration to protect funding for EPA programs 



The agency to strengthen enforcement and speed it up

The agency to ensure development of measures to reduce emission from 
alternative/renewable energy sources

[attachment "American Lung Association Healthy Air Agenda 
FINAL.pdf" deleted by Justin Cohen/DC/USEPA/US] 

----------------------------
Alison Davis
Sr. Advisor for Public Affairs
US EPA, Office of Air Quality Planning & Standards
Research Triangle Park, NC 27711
tel. 919-541-7587
mobile: 919-624-0872

 



Larke Williams/DC/USEPA/US 

01/11/2013 05:42 PM

To Nancy Ketcham-Colwill

cc Daniel Hopkins

bcc

Subject Fw: Appeal due to overdue FOIA case HQ-FOI-01058-12

Hi Nancy,

Here is another distinct FOIA request. 

Cheers, 
Larke Williams
Special Assistant to the Assistant Administrator
Office of Air and Radiation 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
Phone: 202-564-2618
Cell: 202-713-8429
----- Forwarded by Larke Williams/DC/USEPA/US on 01/11/2013 05:41 PM -----

From: Sharon Cooperstein/DC/USEPA/US
To: OAR Special Assistants
Date: 01/09/2013 05:08 PM
Subject: Fw: Appeal due to overdue FOIA case HQ-FOI-01058-12

_____________________________
Sharon Cooperstein
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Office of the Administrator/Office of Policy/Office of Regulatory Policy & Management
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW  (Mailcode 1803)
Washington, DC  20460
(202) 564-7051
----- Forwarded by Sharon Cooperstein/DC/USEPA/US on 01/09/2013 05:08 PM -----

From: Sabrina Hamilton/DC/USEPA/US
To: OAR Special Assistants
Cc: Amit Srivastava/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Sharon Cooperstein/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 07/30/2012 10:07 AM
Subject: Fw: Appeal due to overdue FOIA case HQ-FOI-01058-12

Amit,

This is the FOIA asking for emails or letters between Gina and American Lung Association.  See 
my email to Kirsten below.  Thanks,

Sabrina

Sabrina Hamilton
Air and Radiation Liaison Specialist
Office of  Air and Radiation - Correspondence Unit
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. (6101-A)
Washington, D.C.  20460
Tel: (202) 564-1083
Fax: (202) 501-0600

----- Forwarded by Sabrina Hamilton/DC/USEPA/US on 07/30/2012 10:03 AM -----



From: Sabrina Hamilton/DC/USEPA/US
To: OAR Special Assistants
Date: 07/18/2012 11:11 AM
Subject: Fw: Appeal due to overdue FOIA case HQ-FOI-01058-12

What is the status of this request?  We need to provide responsive documents ASAP.  Thanks,

Sabrina

Sabrina Hamilton
Air and Radiation Liaison Specialist
Office of  Air and Radiation - Correspondence Unit
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. (6101-A)
Washington, D.C.  20460
Tel: (202) 564-1083
Fax: (202) 501-0600

----- Forwarded by Sabrina Hamilton/DC/USEPA/US on 07/18/2012 11:08 AM -----

From: Vivian Warden/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
To: Sabrina Hamilton/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Gloria Hammond/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 07/18/2012 10:43 AM
Subject: Appeal due to overdue FOIA case HQ-FOI-01058-12

Request for Documents for Case # 'HQ-APP-00153-12'. Due date: July 27, 2012.

----- Forwarded by Sabrina Hamilton/DC/USEPA/US on 07/18/2012 11:09 AM -----

From: Sabrina Hamilton/DC/USEPA/US
To: OAR Special Assistants
Cc: Gloria Hammond/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 04/06/2012 11:17 AM
Subject: Fw: Case Assignment (HQ-FOI-01058-12)

Kirsten,

The attached FOIA is being assigned to you for action since it is asking for emails from or to 
Gina from the American Lung Association.  The Office of the Administrator has the lead on 
this assignment, however, OAR must provide our responsive records.   

  I also 
need for you to complete the attached FOIA Cost Worksheet to submit with the responsive 
records.  

I'll be back in the office on Tuesday.  Let me know if you have any questions.  Thanks,

Sabrina



FOIA Cost Worksheet.docFOIA Cost Worksheet.doc

Sabrina Hamilton
Air and Radiation Liaison Specialist
Office of  Air and Radiation - Correspondence Unit
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. (6101-A)
Washington, D.C.  20460
Tel: (202) 564-1083
Fax: (202) 501-0600

----- Forwarded by Sabrina Hamilton/DC/USEPA/US on 04/06/2012 11:09 AM -----

From: Vivian Warden/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
To: Gloria Hammond/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Rory Boyd/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Sabrina 

Hamilton/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, NancyE Morley/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Jonathan 
Newton/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, NancyT Brown/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Candace 
White/DC/USEPA/US@EPA

Date: 04/03/2012 04:52 PM
Subject: Case Assignment (HQ-FOI-01058-12)

Details: Request Type : FOIA Requested By : Horner, Chris Requested Date : 04/02/2012 
Primary User : Newton, Jonathan Comments: 



FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT APPEAL 
HQ-APP-00153-12 

  
 

APPELLANT: Christopher Horner 
 

COMPANY: Environ. Law Ctr. at American 
Tradition Institute  

 
 

Appeal Date: July 11, 2012 
 

Received Date: July 12, 2012 
 

 
Subject:  Appeal due to non response/overdue request to FOIA request case 
HQ-FOI-01058-12 
 

 
Due Date: August 13, 2012 

 
 

ASSIGNMENTS: 
OGC 

 
 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: 
 
Copy to AO FOIA Coordinator, Jonathan Newton, via “Request for Documents” 
within FOIAXpress on 07/16/12. 

 
 
 
 
 
FS:   vw 

 
 



FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT APPEAL 
HQ-APP-00153-12 

  
 

APPELLANT: Christopher Horner 
 

COMPANY: Environ. Law Ctr. at American 
Tradition Institute  

 
 

Appeal Date: July 11, 2012 
 

Received Date: July 12, 2012 
 

 
Subject:  Appeal due to non response/overdue request to FOIA request case 
HQ-FOI-01058-12 
 

 
Due Date: August 13, 2012 

 
 

ASSIGNMENTS: 
OGC 

 
 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS: 
 
Copy to AO FOIA Coordinator, Jonathan Newton, via “Request for Documents” 
within FOIAXpress on 07/16/12. 

 
 
 
 
 
FS:   vw 

 
 



FOIA Appeals 
 
Information needed by the Office of General Counsel (OGC)  
to respond to a FOIA Appeal:  
 
A. Initial FOIA request and any additional correspondence related to scope of 

request.* 
B. FOIA response, including any itemized list of withheld records, interim responses 

or additional correspondence with the requestor.* 
C. Appeal letter from FOIA requester.* 
 
Appeals of record denials: 

 
1. All withheld documents. 
2. Name, phone number and email of person(s) who are most familiar with the 

record(s) and the reason(s) for denying release of the record(s). 
 
Appeals of a no records response: 
 
1. Person in the program office who conducted the search and/or who is most 

familiar with the type of information that the requester is seeking. 
2. If known, any other office that may have additional records. 
 
Appeals claiming an inadequate Agency search: 
 
1. Person in the program office who conducted the search and/or who is most 

familiar with the type of information that the requester is seeking. 
2. If known, any other office that may have additional records.  . 
 
Appeal determinations are to be made within 20 days of agency receipt of the appeal. 

 
Information must be collected and transmitted to OGC as soon as possible after 
notification of a FOIA Appeal, but no later than10 days after receipt of the appeal 
notification.  If information cannot be provided within 10 days, notification needs to be 
provided to OGC about the factors contributing to delay. 
 
 The (FOA) request number and (APP) appeal number need to be on any transmittal of 
information to OGC. 
 
If you have any questions regarding this appeal, please contact Barbara Bruce of OGC at 
202.564.5672 / bruce.barbara@epa.gov 
 
* This information should be in FOIA Express, but if not, needs to be provided to OGC along with other 
necessary information. 



 COST WORKSHEET FOR FOIA REQUEST No. HQ-RIN-0  
 
Fill Out Part 2 EVEN if requester was not billed.  Please complete and return to your OFFICE FOIA Coordinator with a copy of FOIA 
response letter. 
  
1.  Use this table to figure FOIA billable charges to requester 
Costs:   Clerical Staff - $4.00/15 minutes    

Professional Staff - $7.00/15 minutes        
Manager=s Time - $10.25/15 minutes        

Photocopies:    $.15/page (double-sided $.30) 
Authentication:  $25.00 
 

No Fee Charged for < = $14.00  
NEW: Bills sent between $14.01-25.00, no payment assurance required 

Written Assurance of payment from requester for amounts >$25.00, then billed 
 
Time 

 
Amount $ 

 
Task 

 
 

 
 

 
Search 

 
 

 
 

 
Review 

 
N/A 

 
 

 
# of Photocopies - ($.15/page - Color Copies Extra) 

 
 

 
 

 
$2.25 Cost of Disk/Mailer 

 
 

 
 

 
Computer System Time 

 
N/A 

 
 

 
Authentication  

 
TOTAL 

 
$0.00 

 
 

 
2. Use this table to figure administrative costs to Agency. 
Administrative cost figured in one-minute increments x employee salary (hourly rate) - FOR ALL EMPLOYEES INVOLVED IN 
RESPONDING TO FOIA.  These costs NOT BILLED to requester. 

 
Time 

 
Amount $ 

 
Task 

 
 

 
 

 
Initially read FOIA 

 
 

 
 

 
Search & Review 

 
 

 
 

 
Photocopying time/costs ($.15/page) 

 
 

 
 

 
Authentication 

 
 

 
 

 
Phone call(s) to REQUESTER  

 
 

 
 

 
Phone calls to FOIA Office, colleagues, attorneys 

 
   

Typing & proofing letter/envelope 
 
   

Proof & Sign FOIA + ALL Concurrences 
 
 

 
 

 
Other@ time spent on FOIA 

 
 

 
 

 
Computer Time/Programming Costs 

 
 

 
 

 
Maps/Disks/CD ROM, Photos, Etc. Costs 

 
 

 
 

 
Approx. Mailing/Postage Costs ($.42 per 4pgs. + $.23 per add=l. 
ounce) 

 
TOTAL 

 
$ 

 
Preparer’s Name/Mail Code:   

  



























































































Lisa Garcia/DC/USEPA/US 

05/18/2010 12:44 PM

To Lee Veal

cc Dana Tulis, "Joseph Goffman", Janet Woodka, Kelly Rimer, 
Seth Oster

bcc

Subject Re: meeting with enviros

FYI  - Spoke to dana and wanted to mention that these may come up in the air meeting :

In a meeting earlier with the Administrator, a discussion of community questions of H2S came up.  It turns 
out LEAN posted a message (and we heard this at community meetings) saying that the H2S 
exceedances at 2 stations were 100x the acceptable health standard.

turns out they were comparing it to an odor standard.  Also, EPA later reported that there was equipment 
malfunction and it was corrected.

EPA also reported an PM10 exceedance which would be a concern.   

Lisa F. Garcia, Esq.
Senior Advisor to the Administrator 
for Environmental Justice

US EPA
1200 Pennsylvania Ave NW 
Room 3000 ARS: MC-1101A
Washington, DC 20460
Tel: (202) 564 2515
E-mail: garcia.lisa@epa.gov

Lee Veal 05/18/2010 11:14:43 AMGot it.  I've reached out to OAQPS. I was not aw...

From: Lee Veal/DC/USEPA/US
To: Dana Tulis/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc: "Joseph Goffman" <Goffman.Joseph@epamail.epa.gov>, Janet Woodka/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, 

Kelly Rimer/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Lisa Garcia/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Seth 
Oster/DC/USEPA/US@EPA

Date: 05/18/2010 11:14 AM
Subject: Re: meeting with enviros

Got it.  I've reached out to OAQPS.

I was not aware of the Bucket Brigade or LEAN until mid-morning today.  We should be able to include 
them.

Lee B. Veal
Director, Center for Radiological Emergency Management
Radiation Protection Division
Office of Radiation and Indoor Air
Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington  DC, 20460
Mail Code: 6608J





with National groups.   
 

. Please advise.
 
Meeting Invitees - May 18
John Walke, NRDC
Gina Solomon, NRDC
Janice Nolan - American Lung Association

OAR: 
Beth Craig
Steve Page
Jeff Clark
 plus OAR monitoring and health experts will be on the line to answer technical questions

We can invite Al in R6 and Stan from R4 as well.

Janet Woodka
Senior Advisor to the Deputy Administrator
Acting Director of Regional Operations
U.S. EPA
email:  woodka.janet@epa.gov
phone:  202-564-7362
cell:  202-360-7465

Lisa Garcia 05/18/2010 10:32:41 AMI think it was being forwarded to Dana by air staff...

From: Lisa Garcia/DC/USEPA/US
To: Janet Woodka/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc: Dana Tulis/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Seth Oster/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Stephanie 

Owens/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 05/18/2010 10:32 AM
Subject: Re: meeting with enviros

I think it was being forwarded to Dana by air staff. 

Janet Woodka

    ----- Original Message -----
    From: Janet Woodka
    Sent: 05/18/2010 10:24 AM EDT
    To: Lisa Garcia
    Cc: Dana Tulis; Seth Oster; Stephanie Owens
    Subject: Re: meeting with enviros
Dana and Lisa -

Who wants to reach out to the air office to get a list of who's going to be on the call?

Janet

Janet Woodka
Senior Advisor to the Deputy Administrator
Acting Director of Regional Operations
U.S. EPA
email:  woodka.janet@epa.gov
phone:  202-564-7362



cell:  202-360-7465

Lisa Garcia 05/18/2010 10:08:58 AM I'm not familiar with any NGO/ enviro mtg for tod...

From: Lisa Garcia/DC/USEPA/US
To: Dana Tulis/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc: Janet Woodka/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, "Seth Oster" <Oster.Seth@epamail.epa.gov>, "Stephanie 

Owens" <Owens.Stephanie@epamail.epa.gov>
Date: 05/18/2010 10:08 AM
Subject: Re: meeting with enviros

 I'm not familiar with any NGO/ enviro mtg for today other than the 4pm The meeting is being run out of 
the air office.
The admin wants .

Mathy is also doing an ECOS call. 
If I hear of any other meetings I'll keep folks in the loop.
Lisa g

Dana Tulis

    ----- Original Message -----
    From: Dana Tulis
    Sent: 05/18/2010 09:18 AM EDT
    To: Lisa Garcia
    Cc: Janet Woodka
    Subject: meeting with enviros
Can you send me a list of the enviros that Mathy is meeting with today?  Please include Janet Woodka on 
the response b/c she needs this for CEQ.

Thanks!

-----------------------------------------------------------------------
Dana S. Tulis
Acting Office Director
Office of Emergency Management
Environmental Protection Agency
202-564-8600



Lisa 
Mcclain-Vanderpool/R8/USEP
A/US 

05/09/2012 03:18 PM

To Christopher Mylan

cc John Millett, Cohen.Justin, Nate McMichael

bcc

Subject Re: Electric Vehicles - talking points

Thanks Chris!

The talk is 10 minutes - you might be more aware of the most current perspective the Administration is 
giving. I've looked at a lot of LJ's speeches and our air folks are also working on some emission numbers 
for metro Denver -  but if you have some nuggets that would be great.  I'm thinking maybe 10 bullets?  
Emphasis on air quality on the local level and how EVs would address that. 

Do you have a number of EVs on the road today (in the US). I found one based on production estimates 
of 167,000 (not counting hybrids) from DOE's status of the 1 million EV goal from Obama's speech.

Lisa

Lisa McClain-Vanderpool
EPA Region 8 
Public Affairs Office
Office (303)312-6077
Cell (303)501-4027
mcclain-vanderpool.lisa@epa.gov

Christopher Mylan 05/09/2012 12:00:04 PMHi Lisa, How long/how many bullets where you s...

From: Christopher Mylan/DC/USEPA/US
To: John Millett/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc: Lisa Mcclain-Vanderpool/R8/USEPA/US@EPA, Cohen.Justin@epamail.epa.gov, Nate 

McMichael/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 05/09/2012 12:00 PM
Subject: Re: Electric Vehicles - talking points

Hi Lisa,

How long/how many bullets where you shooting for? We have whole speeches and/or individual stats...

Thanks,

Christopher Mylan
US EPA Communications Specialist
Office of Transportation and Air Quality
Office: 202.564.7411
Mobile: 412.999.4548

John Millett 05/09/2012 01:56:21 PMHi Lisa -- Maybe Justin or Chris have something...

From: John Millett/DC/USEPA/US
To: Lisa Mcclain-Vanderpool/R8/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc: Cohen.Justin@epamail.epa.gov, Christopher Mylan/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Nate 

McMichael/DC/USEPA/US@EPA



Date: 05/09/2012 01:56 PM
Subject: Re: Electric Vehicles - talking points

Hi Lisa -- Maybe Justin or Chris have something off the shelf . . .

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
John Millett
Office of Air and Radiation Communications
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
5411 Ariel Rios Building North
Washington, DC 20460
Phone: 202/564-2903
Cell: 202/510-1822

Lisa Mcclain-Vanderpool 05/09/2012 01:39:41 PMHi John We are preparing some talking po...

From: Lisa Mcclain-Vanderpool/R8/USEPA/US
To: John Millett/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 05/09/2012 01:39 PM
Subject: Electric Vehicles - talking points

Hi John
We are preparing some talking points for our RA to speak at an event showcasing electric vehicles next 
week. 

He also has a tv interview (along with the American Lung Association person).

I was wondering if you have a good contact for me who could help with a few TPs?

The focus will be air quality but any stats, etc. would be great.  We'll mention the President's 1 million EVs 
goal - we're open to input!

Lisa

Lisa McClain-Vanderpool
EPA Region 8 
Public Affairs Office
Office (303)312-6077
Cell (303)501-4027
mcclain-vanderpool.lisa@epa.gov



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mr. Robert Ukeiley 
435R Chestnut Street, Suite 1 
Berea, Kentucky 40403 
 
Dear Mr. Ukeiley: 
 
The Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the July 28, 2010 petition (Petition) you submitted 
on behalf of the Sierra Club requesting that the EPA initiate rulemaking to designate air quality models 
for ozone and PM2.5 for use by all major sources applying for a prevention of significant deterioration 
(PSD) permit. In light of our review, the EPA believes it is appropriate to engage in a rulemaking 
process to consider whether updates to EPA’s Guideline on Air Quality Models as published as 
Appendix W of 40 CFR Part 51 (Appendix W) are warranted. Therefore, the EPA is granting the 
Petition to engage in rulemaking to evaluate updates to Appendix W and, as appropriate, incorporate 
new analytical techniques or models for ozone and secondary PM2.5. This is not to suggest that the EPA 
agrees with the specific contentions and allegations in the Petition; however, the EPA will take the 
information in the Petition under advisement in the rulemaking process. 
  
The EPA has initiated actions that will support rulemaking to address modeling and technical analysis of 
ozone and PM2.5 within Appendix W, including scheduling the 10th Conference on Air Quality 
Modeling in March 2012 where we intend to discuss methods for addressing ozone and secondary 
PM2.5 impacts and beginning work on a draft guidance for PM2.5 permit modeling, both of which are 
described in more detail below. These guidelines are periodically revised to ensure that new model 
developments or regulatory requirements are incorporated.  
  
The EPA will use the existing process and procedures under Section 320 of the Clean Air Act (CAA) to 
complete the appropriate rulemaking process to update Appendix W in response to this Petition. Section 
320 requires the EPA to conduct a conference on air quality modeling at least every three years and give 
special attention to appropriate modeling necessary for carrying out the provisions in Part C of Title I of 
the CAA  relating to PSD. The EPA has used these conferences to develop standardized air quality 
modeling procedures particularly in connection with PSD permitting. The EPA’s Guideline was 
originally published in April 1978. Section 165(e)(3)(D) of the CAA requires the Administrator to adopt 
regulations specifying with “reasonable particularity each air quality model or models to be used under 
specified sets of conditions for purposes of this part.” To carry out these requirements, in June 1978, the 
Guideline on Air Quality Models was incorporated by reference in regulations promulgated for PSD [40 
CFR 51.24]. 43 FR 26388, 26398 (June 19, 1978); 51 FR 32176 (Sept. 1986); 53 FR 392 (Jan. 6, 1988). 
The 1990 CAA Amendments provided for continued authority to conduct air quality modeling 
conferences and associated revisions to Appendix W that form the basis for the EPA's continuing efforts 
to prescribe with "reasonable particularity" air quality models, and meteorological and emission data 
bases, suitable for modeling National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and increments. See 
CAA § 320, 42 U.S.C.  §7620. 
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The EPA most recently used this process to update Appendix W with provisions that incorporated two 
new dispersion models. The 7th Conference on Air Quality Modeling was held in June 2000 with the 
purpose of receiving comments on the EPA's proposed rule from April 2000 to add several new 
modeling techniques to Appendix W. Based on public comments from this conference, Appendix W was 
substantially revised through notice and comment rulemaking with a final rule in April 2003 that 
adopted the CALPUFF model for long range transport to address impacts on federal Class 1 areas and a 
subsequent final rule in November 2005 that replaced the Industrial Source Complex (ISC3) model with 
the AMS/EPA Regulatory MODel (AERMOD) for near-field regulatory assessments. 
      
The complex chemistry of ozone and secondary formation of PM2.5 are well-documented and have 
historically presented significant challenges to the designation of particular models for assessing the 
impacts of individual stationary sources on the formation of these air pollutants (NARSTO, 2000; 
NARSTO, 2004; Seinfeld and Pandis, 1998; Cohan and Napelenok, 2011). Because of these 
considerations, the EPA's judgment in the past has been that it was not technically sound to designate 
with particularity specific models that must be used to assess the impacts of a single source on ozone 
concentrations.1 Instead, the EPA has chosen to satisfy the requirements of Section 165(e) (3) (D) of the 
CAA through a process of determining particular models or other analytical techniques that should be 
used on a case-by-case basis. As stated in Section 5.2.1.c of Appendix W, the “[c]hoice of methods used 
to assess the impact of an individual source depends on the nature of the source and its emissions.”     
Under this guideline, the appropriate methods are determined in consultation with the EPA Regional 
Office on a case-by-case basis. 40 C.F.R. Part 51, Appendix W, section 5.2.1.c. A modeling protocol 
should be developed and approved by the EPA Regional Office, the state/local agency, and the applicant 
to ensure that the analysis conducted will conform to the recommendations, requirements, and principles 
of Appendix W.  40 C.F.R. Part 51, Appendix W, section 3.2.2.  Given the complexities of ozone 
formation, this case-by-case consultation process has been as reasonably particular as the EPA 
considered justified in the past. Appendix W section 5.2.2 provides similar direction for such a case-by-
case consultation process in addressing secondary PM2.5 and encourages control agencies with 
jurisdiction over areas having potential air quality issues related to secondary PM2.5 to use models which 
integrate chemical and physical processes important to the formation, transport, and decay of sulfates 
and nitrates, such as Models-3/CMAQ. 
 
However, recent advances in photochemical modeling science suggest that it may now be reasonable for 
the EPA to provide more specific, generally-applicable guidelines that identify particular analytical 
techniques or models that may be used under specific circumstances for assessing the impacts of an 
individual source on ozone concentrations and on the secondary formation of PM2.5. These advances 
have resulted in some methods that may allow for tracking the formation and transport of ozone and 
secondary PM2.5 impacts from specific emissions sources and calculating the contribution of sources and 
precursors to ozone and PM2.5 at individual receptor locations. In fact, the EPA engaged the modeling 
community on these developments at the 9th Conference on Air Quality Modeling in October 2008 by 
devoting a session to photochemical modeling with instrumented techniques such as “source 
apportionment” to promote understanding of their emerging capabilities by the regulatory modeling 
community. 

                                                                                                                      
1 We note that this technical judgment has no effect on the obligation of sources subject to PSD to 
conduct a source impact analysis and demonstrate that a proposed source or modification will not cause 
or contribute to a violation of any NAAQS or applicable increment.  40 CFR 51.166(k); 52.21(k).  That 
is, the inclusion of a process rather than a specific preferred model in Appendix W does not relieve the 
source of the requirement to make this demonstration, which necessarily involves an analysis.  
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The EPA has scheduled the 10th Conference on Air Quality Modeling for March 13-15, 2012, in 
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina. We intend to issue the Federal Register notice announcing the 
conference in early 2012 which will outline the agenda with the topic of chemistry models and related 
techniques for addressing impacts of ozone and secondary PM2.5 being a major session and focus of the 
EPA’s efforts to engage the regulatory modeling community. This modeling conference will serve as the 
initial venue for gaining public input to begin the rulemaking process of updating Appendix W. As was 
the case in promulgating new dispersion models (CALPUFF and AERMOD) in 2003 and 2005, the EPA 
expects to form a similar workgroup to conduct the necessary evaluations and inter-comparisons of 
technical approaches and models to inform the rulemaking process and provide sufficient technical 
justification for those technical approaches and/or models that are ultimately determined to be 
appropriate for incorporation into Appendix W. This workgroup will be critical in informing the 
rulemaking process, and the reports and other findings will be made publicly available and be central to 
discussion at future modeling conferences. Consistent with the past practice described earlier, the EPA 
expects such discussion to occur at the 11th Conference on Air Quality Modeling with consideration of 
the specifics of the EPA’s proposed rule to update Appendix W. 
 
Furthermore, as this complex rulemaking process proceeds, the EPA will be taking additional steps in 
the interim to enhance understanding of acceptable techniques for evaluating impacts of individual 
source emissions on ozone concentrations and secondary PM2.5 formation. The EPA is preparing and 
will be seeking input on draft guidance for PM2.5 permit modeling that we intend to release for public 
comment in mid-January 2012.  This guidance is necessary in the interim to inform case-by-case 
determination of appropriate methods as sources should now conduct a PM2.5-based analysis under NSR 
and PSD to demonstrate compliance with the PM2.5 NAAQS rather than relying upon a PM10-based 
analysis in accordance with past EPA guidance. 76 FR 28646, 28648, 28659 (May 18, 2011); 
Memorandum from Director of Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, “Modeling Procedures for 
Demonstrating Compliance with PM2.5 NAAQS” (March 23, 2010).  In addition,  with respect to both 
ozone and PM2.5, the EPA will also be taking steps to emphasize the importance of the existing 
consultation process and to provide greater clarity to states and the regulated community regarding our 
expectations for a complete and successful process of consulting with the EPA’s Regional Offices 
pursuant to Appendix W sections 5.2.1.c and 5.2.2.1.c to identify the most appropriate analytical 
techniques to be used on a case-by-case basis for addressing the impacts of individual sources on ozone 
concentrations and secondary PM2.5 formation. 
   
The Petition also suggests that the EPA should take the position that it neither has nor will use a 
“significance” test as part of the PSD compliance demonstration for the ozone NAAQS. The Petition 
further implies that the Petitioner interprets significance levels to be inconsistent with EPA’s PSD 
regulations at 40 CFR 52.21(k) because that regulation refers to proposed sources or modifications that 
cause or contribute to a violation, but does not include the word "significantly" as a modifier for "cause 
or contribute to a violation." Petition at 13. The EPA has not established a significant impact level (SIL) 
for ozone in its regulations (40 CFR 51.165(b), 51.166(k) (2), 52.21(k) (2)) or identified a specific SIL 
for ozone in any guidance. However, footnote 1 to sections 51.166(I) (5) (I) of the EPA’s regulations 
says the following: “No de minimis air quality level is provided for ozone. However, any net emission 
increase of 100 tons per year or more of volatile organic compounds or nitrogen oxides subject to PSD 
would be required to perform an ambient impact analysis, including the gathering of air quality data.” 
The EPA included a similar note in a guidance listing Significant Impact Levels. The 1990 NSR 
Workshop Manual, page C.28 footnote b says the following with respect to the then-applicable one-hour 
ozone NAAQS:  “No significant ambient impact concentration has been established. Instead, any net 



4  
  

emissions increase of 100 tons per year of VOC subject to PSD would be required to perform an 
ambient impact analysis.” Based on these statements, this 100 tons per year (TPY) value has been used 
by some permitting authorities in a manner similar to a SIL to assess whether a detailed air quality 
analysis should be conducted for ozone. While these statements suggest a less rigorous analysis may be 
appropriate for sources emitting less than 100 TPY of these precursors, they have not been revisited by 
the EPA since the promulgation of the 8-hour ozone NAAQS and do not reflect a categorical conclusion 
by the EPA that every source emitting less than 100 TPY of NOx or VOCs will not cause or contribute 
to a violation of the current ozone NAAQS. The EPA believes it unlikely a source emitting below these 
levels would contribute to such a violation of the 8-hour ozone NAAQS, but consultation with an EPA 
Regional Office should still be conducted in accordance with section 5.2.1.c. of Appendix W when 
reviewing an application for sources with emissions of these ozone precursors below 100 TPY. 
  
EPA will take the Petition’s recommendation regarding the appropriateness of a significance level for 
the NAAQS compliance demonstration for ozone under advisement. Nevertheless, EPA believes it 
generally has authority to use significance levels and that use of such levels can be consistent with the 
PSD requirements. For example, if modeling becomes applied more routinely as part of the required 
NAAQS compliance demonstration for ozone, we believe that it may become appropriate to define a 
SIL for ozone to help facilitate that demonstration. The EPA recently promulgated a SIL for PM2.5 and 
explained in that action why we believe the CAA does not preclude the EPA from establishing 
significance values to effectively implement the PSD requirement to demonstrate that a source’s 
emissions will not cause or contribute to a violation of a NAAQS or PSD increment. 75 FR 65864, 
October 20, 2010. The Petition also states that “if the EPA insists on setting a significance level, it 
should be no more than 0.3 parts per billion.” The EPA will take this recommendation under advisement 
as we consider whether to establish a SIL or similar value for ozone. 
  
Finally, the Petition requested that the EPA finalize the proposed PM2.5 increments (72 FR 54112, 
September 21, 2007). The EPA promulgated the final rule in the Fall of 2010 (75 FR 65864, October 20, 
2010) to establish several components for making PSD permitting determinations for PM2.5 including 
increments, SILs, and a significant monitoring concentration (SMC). This final rule became effective on 
December 20, 2010. 
 
Thus, for the reasons set forth above, the EPA grants the Petition for rulemaking as described in this 
response. We appreciate your interest in these matters and look forward to your contributions to the 
upcoming 10th modeling conference and subsequent rulemaking process. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 

Lisa P. Jackson 
Administrator 



Liz Naess/RTP/USEPA/US 

12/21/2011 11:44 AM

To Jean Walker, Peter South, Jenny Noonan, Janet McCabe, 
Kristina Friedman

cc Melina Williams, Richard Wayland, Tyler Fox, Brian Doster, 
Dan Deroeck, Raj Rao, Anna Wood, Joseph-J Dougherty

bcc

Subject FINAL Sierra Club petition letter for Administrator's signature

Jean, 
Here is the final version of the Sierra Club Petition letter and cover memo for CMS.
Thanks, Liz

Sierra Club response ozone modeling 12-21-11 final.docxSierra Club response ozone modeling 12-21-11 final.docx

 cover memo for ozone and PM2.5 petition response.docx
 - - - - - - -
Liz Naess, Ph.D.
Air Quality Assessment Division (C304-02)
U.S. EPA OAQPS
Research Triangle Park, NC 27711
919-541-1892 (phone)
919-972-1249 (mobile)



Nancy 
Grantham/R1/USEPA/US 

06/12/2012 06:55 AM

To John Millett

cc

bcc

Subject Fw: round table on weds in boston 

----- Forwarded by Nancy Grantham/R1/USEPA/US on 06/12/2012 06:55 AM -----

From: Nancy Grantham/R1/USEPA/US
To: Brendan Gilfillan <gilfillan.brendan@epa.gov>, Alisha Johnson/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, 
Cc: Shira Sternberg/R1/USEPA/US@EPA, Nancy Grantham/R1/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 06/11/2012 02:54 PM
Subject: round table on weds in boston 

hi there -- 

curt's schedule calls for him to participate in a round table -- actually a panel format with q and a -- on 
weds -- hosted by Environment America, National Wildlife Federation, Sierra Club -- same groups that 
have hosted rallys in Boston and Chicago where RAs spoke -- and they delivered their thousands of 
comments on the carbon rule --- 

this one is at Boston Public Library and will include panelists from Harvard Medical School, Union of 
Concerned Scientists, Ceres, and env economist from Emerson College.  

the focus is clean air rules at the 30,000 foot view -- why they are good for New England, etc.  We would 
use similar remarks to those Curt gave recently in ME on a similar panel/round table hosted by the Natural 
Resources Council of ME (see attached).  

Curt is not able to stay for the q and a -- which they know.  

thoughts on this? 

thanks 

ng 

Clean Air Roundtable, June 2012



Nancy 
Grantham/R1/USEPA/US 

03/14/2012 02:30 PM

To John Millett, Brendan Gilfillan, Arvin Ganesan, Laura Vaught

cc

bcc

Subject Please let us know your thoughts .. Fw: Touching Base

we are inclined to do this  .. this is the same group that we did a round table with and did a mats event 
with ... thanks ng 
----- Forwarded by Nancy Grantham/R1/USEPA/US on 03/14/2012 02:28 PM -----

From: Catherine Corkery <catherine.corkery@sierraclub.org>
To: Nancy Grantham/R1/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 03/12/2012 10:24 AM
Subject: Re: Touching Base

We are working with Sen Shaheen's office to have a round table discussion about carbon 
solutions such as energy savings programs and projects that will help NH move ahead and would 
like for Mr Spalding to talk about the carbon ruling that requires the EPA to regulate carbon. 
We want the context to be the good work of the EPA and the benefits: jobs and pollution 
reductions. The Senator is working on her schedule to be the key note speaker. She will talk 
about the concerns of continuing without a carbon rule and the opportunities NH would be able 
to explore with one, highlighting local businesses addressing the issues.
It would be a great venue for Mr. Spalding to highlight the meaningful environmental and health 
improvements to American lives with the introduction of the Clean Air Act as well as the 
mission of the EPA to continue doing so.
April 4 and 5th are prospective dates at this time but at this point there is some flexibility.
Please let me know immediately what more you need.
Cathy

On Mon, Mar 12, 2012 at 7:00 AM, Nancy Grantham <Grantham.Nancy@epamail.epa.gov> 
wrote:

Hi Cathy, 

Sorry for the delay in  getting back to you. 

If you could, it would great if you can send me an email describing what you would like 
to do in early April in NH -- that way I can coordinate messaging with our air offices 
here and at HQ. 

thanks 

nancy grantham 

-- 
Catherine M. Corkery
Chapter Director



Field Organizer
New Hampshire Sierra Club
40 North Main Street 2 nd Floor
Concord, NH 03301
Office: 603-224-8222
Cell: 603-491-1929
catherine.corkery@sierraclub .org
www.nhsierraclub.org
 
Go Green with the Manchester Monarchs on Sunday, March 25

th
 at 3PM and a 

portion of your ticket will go to NH Sierra Club!!



Ragan Tate/DC/USEPA/US 

05/15/2012 05:57 PM

To Brenda Mallory, Bruce Aber, Carl Dierker, Joseph Donovan, 
Kavita Batra, OGC ALL USERS, OGC RCs and DRCs, 
Richard Kuhlman

cc

bcc

Subject Confirmed: SWERLO Brownbag - RCRA Definition of Solid 
Waste and EJ Methodology Analysis (May 16 12:00 PM EDT 
in ARN 4045)

Under the October 2008 Definition of Solid Waste (DSW) final rule certain hazardous 
secondary materials being recycled would no longer be regulated as hazardous waste, 
as long as certain conditions were met.  The intended effect of the DSW rule was to 
encourage safe recycling of hazardous secondary material and answer long-standing 
questions about the RCRA definition of solid waste.  Based on issues raised by Sierra 
Club and others regarding the protectiveness of the rule, particularly for low-income and 
minority communities, EPA committed to performing an expanded environmental justice 
analysis of the 2008 DSW rule.  EPA held three public meetings to discuss the 
methodology for the DSW EJ analysis.  The analysis is meant to be a model for EJ 
analyses to be conducted by EPA for rulemakings.  

Alan Carpien will introduce the issue and Tracy Atagi of the Office of Resource 
Conservation and Recovery (ORCR) will be presenting a summary of the EJ analysis. 

CALL-IN:  Conference Code 

PLEASE DO NOT PLACE THE CONFERENCE CALL 
ON HOLD TO PREVENT INTERFERENCE ON THE LINE





Under the October 2008 Definition of Solid Waste (DSW) final rule certain hazardous 
secondary materials being recycled would no longer be regulated as hazardous waste, 
as long as certain conditions were met.  The intended effect of the DSW rule was to 
encourage safe recycling of hazardous secondary material and answer long-standing 
questions about the RCRA definition of solid waste.  Based on issues raised by Sierra 
Club and others regarding the protectiveness of the rule, particularly for low-income and 
minority communities, EPA committed to performing an expanded environmental justice 
analysis of the 2008 DSW rule.  EPA held three public meetings to discuss the 
methodology for the DSW EJ analysis.  The analysis is meant to be a model for EJ 
analyses to be conducted by EPA for rulemakings.  

Alan Carpien will introduce the issue and Tracy Atagi of the Office of Resource 
Conservation and Recovery (ORCR) will be presenting a summary of the EJ analysis. 

CALL-IN: 8  Conference Code 

PLEASE DO NOT PLACE THE CONFERENCE CALL 
ON HOLD TO PREVENT INTERFERENCE ON THE LINE



Rebecca 
Weber/R7/USEPA/US 

09/27/2010 12:45 PM

To Janet McCabe

cc

bcc

Subject Fw: Sunflower-related letter

Pretty general letter response but FYI.  We also got a letter from Sunflower attorneys countering Sierra 
letter.  This letter will go out to both
----- Forwarded by Rebecca Weber/R7/USEPA/US on 09/27/2010 11:43 AM -----

From: MarkA Smith/R7/USEPA/US
To: Raj Rao/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc: Anna Wood/DC/USEPA/US, Rebecca Weber/R7/USEPA/US@EPA, Jon 

Knodel/R7/USEPA/US@EPA, Robert Patrick/R7/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 09/27/2010 10:50 AM
Subject: Sunflower-related letter

Raj,
Just FYI on a letter our RA is sending out this week in response to a Sierra Club request for EPA to "play 
a more active role" in Kansas' permitting of a coal-fired power plant named Sunflower.  This permit is 
expected to be issued in advance of Jan. 2, 2011, and is currently on public notice.

I don't think you will find the letter controversial at all, but if you have any questions or concerns please let 
us know asap.
Thanks!

  SWu-RP Edits (Clean) Earthjustice     SWu-RP Edits (Clean) Earthjustice     Sunflower SC Letter Karl Brooks 9-20-10.pdf    Sunflower SC Letter Karl Brooks 9-20-10.pdf  (b) 



Rebecca 
Weber/R7/USEPA/US 

09/16/2011 11:49 AM

To Janet McCabe

cc

bcc

Subject Fw: Sunflower Air Permit -- Section 167 Objection

asking again about the whole stay issue which of course relates to 18 mos ext

----- Forwarded by Karl Brooks/R7/USEPA/US on 09/15/2011 09:00 AM -----

From: Catherine Hamborg <chamborg@earthjustice.org>
To: Karl Brooks/R7/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc: "Jeffrey A. Chanay" <jeff.chanay@ksag.org>, "Steve R. Fabert" <steve.fabert@ksag.org>, Robert 

Moser <rmoser@kdheks.gov>
Date: 09/14/2011 03:15 PM
Subject: Sunflower Air Permit -- Section 167 Objection

Attached for your review is a letter and attachments from Amanda W. Goodin and Todd D. True on
behalf of the Sierra Club regarding Section 167 Objection �– Unlawful Permit for Sunflower Coal Plant. A
hard copy will follow in the mail to Mr. Brooks only.
__________________________________ 
Cathy Hamborg 
Secretary 
Earthjustice 
705 Second Ave., Suite 203 
Seattle, WA  98104 
T: 206-343-7340 ext. 1031 
F: 206-343-1526 
www.earthjustice.org 
The information contained in this email message may be privileged, confidential and protected from disclosure. If you are not the 
intended recipient, any dissemination, distribution or copying is strictly proh bited. If you think that you have received this email 
message in error, please notify the sender by reply email and delete the message and any attachments.

*please consider the environment before printing Letter Karl Brooks 9-14-11.pdfLetter Karl Brooks 9-14-11.pdf

Letter Karl Brooks attach. 1 order granting application for stay.pdfLetter Karl Brooks attach. 1 order granting application for stay.pdf

Letter Karl Brooks attach. 2 request for clarification.pdfLetter Karl Brooks attach. 2 request for clarification.pdf

Letter Karl Brooks attach. 3 request for clarification response KDHE.pdfLetter Karl Brooks attach. 3 request for clarification response KDHE.pdf



Sharon 
Cooperstein/DC/USEPA/US 

07/20/2012 04:51 PM

To Peter South

cc Alan Rush, Amit Srivastava, Carlos Alfaro, Cindy Huang, 
Crystal Edwards, Don Zinger, Emily Atkinson, Gregory 
Green, Jean Walker, Johnetta Heilig, Joseph-J Dougherty, 
Kirsten King, Kristin Riha, Lala Alston, Maria Sanders, Mary 
Henigin, Mike Koerber, Phil Lorang

bcc

Subject Re: Fw: OGC/OAR discussion regarding project schedule for 
SSM SIP Call petition response project

Thank you, Pete.  Have a great weekend, all!

Sharon Cooperstein
Special Assistant to the Assistant Administrator
Office of Air and Radiation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
ARN Room 5406
(202) 564-3277

Peter South 07/20/2012 04:40:10 PMI have attached the briefing materials in prep for...

From: Peter South/RTP/USEPA/US
To: Carlos Alfaro/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Don Zinger/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Jean 

Walker/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Joseph-J Dougherty/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Mary 
Henigin/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Crystal Edwards/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Peter 
South/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Maria Sanders/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Alan 
Rush/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Cindy Huang/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Kirsten 
King/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Sharon Cooperstein/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Gregory 
Green/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Lala Alston/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Emily 
Atkinson/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Mike Koerber/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Amit 
Srivastava/DC/USEPA/US@EPA

Cc: Phil Lorang/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Kristin Riha/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA, Johnetta 
Heilig/RTP/USEPA/US@EPA

Date: 07/20/2012 04:40 PM
Subject: Fw: OGC/OAR discussion regarding project schedule for SSM SIP Call petition response project

I have attached the briefing materials in prep for the SSM SIP call meeting on Monday.  Please call me or 
Phil Lorang with any questions.  Thanks

[attachment "ssm schedule 7_23_12.docx" deleted by Sharon Cooperstein/DC/USEPA/US] 

Pete South
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards/IO
Office of Air and Radiation
U.S. EPA
Phone:  919 541-5359
Cell:  919 599-7213
----- Forwarded by Peter South/RTP/USEPA/US on 07/20/2012 04:34 PM -----

OGC/OAR discussion regarding project schedule for SSM SIP Call 
petition response project

Mon 07/23/2012 3:00 PM - 4:00 
PM
Chair: Janet McCabe/DC/USEPA/US
Sent By: Emily Atkinson/DC/USEPA/US







Shela 
Poke-Williams/DC/USEPA/US 

08/06/2009 09:59 AM

To Beth Craig

cc Don Zinger

bcc

Subject Re: Fw: Gina's schedule

Scheduling and rescheduling of the meeting(s) are being worked on.  Thank you for your concern.

Shela Poke-Williams
Staff Assistant
Office of Air & Radiation
202-564-1850

Beth Craig 08/06/2009 08:22:32 AMDear Shela, An update.  We have not yet heard f...

From: Beth Craig/DC/USEPA/US
To: poke-williams.shela@epa.gov
Cc: zinger.don@epa.gov
Date: 08/06/2009 08:22 AM
Subject: Fw: Gina's schedule

Dear Shela, 

An update.  We have not yet heard from the Utah delegation so we don't know when and where that 
meeting will take place.  Josh is waiting to hear back. 

Were you successful in moving the Smart Growth meeting? 

Thanks, Beth 
----- Forwarded by Beth Craig/DC/USEPA/US on 08/06/2009 08:21 AM ----- 
From: Beth Craig/DC/USEPA/US 
To: poke-williams.shela@epa.gov 
Cc: zinger.don@epa.gov 
Date: 08/03/2009 06:22 PM 
Subject: Gina's schedule

Dear Shela, 

 
     

  
   

 
   

(b) (5)

(b) 
(5)



 
 

 
   

4.    I realize that you received a request for EarthJustice and Sierra Club to meet with Gina.  
   

Thanks, Beth 

(b) (5)

(b) 
(5)





04:30 PM 05:00 PM The Administrator's Meeting with the American Lung Association's CEO 
and President, Charles D. Connor
Location: The Bullet Room



Steven 
Bradbury/DC/USEPA/US 

04/12/2012 06:13 PM

To "Jim Jones"

cc

bcc

Subject Fw: In Re Pesticide Action Network North America and 
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. Petition for a Writ of 
Mandamus

As we discussed at the ogc general - just moved a bit quicker. 
-----------------
Sent by EPA Wireless E-Mail Services.

Mark Dyner

    ----- Original Message -----
    From: Mark Dyner
    Sent: 04/12/2012 06:07 PM EDT
    To: Robert Perlis; Leslye Fraser; William Jordan; Richard Keigwin; Steven 
Bradbury; Joel Wolf; Tom Myers; Douglas Parsons
    Subject: Fw: In Re Pesticide Action Network North America and Natural 
Resources Defense Council, Inc. Petition for a Writ of Mandamus
Here is NRDC's &PANNA's refiling of their unreasonable delay case in the 9th Circuit.  As most of you 
know, this has been in the works once they came to the conclusion (following their 2,4-D filing)  that they 
had improperly filed this case in district court in New York.  I have no indication that this represents any 
change in position on their part.  As you know, we've been engaged in settlement discussions with them 
for several months and I would expect that to continue.

I can't say whether they'll be any press on this.  But I think we can say that we are aware they have filed a 
mandamus petition in the 9th Circuit seeking that we respond to their petition to revoke all tolerances and 
cancel all registrations for the insecticide chlorpyrifos.  This filing is consistent with a similar action 
plaintiffs filed in the Southern District of New York in 2010.  We have been working diligently to address 
plaintiffs' revocation and cancellation petition and have been in active discussions with them for over a 
year regarding the timing of our response.   

Mark 

----- Forwarded by Mark Dyner/DC/USEPA/US on 04/12/2012 05:54 PM -----

From: Catherine Hamborg <chamborg@earthjustice.org>
To: "'michael.byars@usdoj.gov'" <michael.byars@usdoj.gov>, Mark Dyner/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 04/12/2012 05:52 PM
Subject: In Re Pesticide Action Network North America and Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. 

Petition for a Writ of Mandamus

Attached are the following documents that were filed in the Ninth Circuit Court of 
Appeals today:
 
1.            Petition for a Writ of Mandamus and for Relief From Unreasonably 
Delayed Agency Action by the Environmental Protection Agency;
2.            Declaration of Sharon Bolton in Support of Petition for a Writ of 
Mandamus;
3.            Declaration of Sattie Clark in Support of Petition for a Writ of Mandamus;
4.            Declaration of Linda Lopez in Support of Petition for a Writ of Mandamus;
5.            Declaration of Luis Medellin in Support of Petition for a Writ of 



Mandamus;
6.            Declaration of Margaret Reeves in Support of Petition for a Writ of 
Mandamus; and
7.            Declaration of Jennifer Sass in Support of Petition for a Writ of 
Mandamus.
 
If you have any questions regarding this filing, please contact Kevin E. Regan or 
Kristen L. Boyles at Earthjustice.
__________________________________ 
Cathy Hamborg 
Secretary 
Earthjustice 
705 Second Ave., Suite 203 
Seattle, WA 98104 
T: 206 343 7340 ext. 1031 
F: 206 343 1526 
www.earthjustice.org 
The information contained in this email message may be privileged, confidential and protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended
recipient, any dissemination, distribution or copying is strictly prohibited. If you think that you have received this email message in error, please
notify the sender by reply email and delete the message and any attachments.

*please consider the environment before printing Petition writ of mandamus.pdfPetition writ of mandamus.pdf Declaration Sharon Bolton.pdfDeclaration Sharon Bolton.pdf

Declaration Sattie Clark.pdfDeclaration Sattie Clark.pdf Declaration Linda Lopez.pdfDeclaration Linda Lopez.pdf Declaration Luis Medellin.pdfDeclaration Luis Medellin.pdf

Declaration Margaret Reeves.pdfDeclaration Margaret Reeves.pdf Declaration Jennifer Sass.pdfDeclaration Jennifer Sass.pdf



Gina 
McCarthy/DC/USEPA/US 
Sent by: Teri Porterfield

10/28/2009 09:44 AM

To Don Zinger

cc

bcc

Subject Do we need to set something up??  
Fw: Air Toxics Budget Letter

----- Forwarded by Teri Porterfield/RTP/USEPA/US on 10/28/2009 09:43 AM -----

From: Steve Page/RTP/USEPA/US
To: Gina McCarthy/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 10/28/2009 08:59 AM
Subject: Re: Fw: Air Toxics Budget Letter

Gina,
In case the Administrator raises this with you.....

 
  

 
 

 
 

 

Gina McCarthy 10/28/2009 12:14:08 AMI guess we should set up a time to talk.  ----- Orig...

From: Gina McCarthy/DC/USEPA/US
To: "Don Zinger" <Zinger.Don@EPA.GOV>
Cc: "Steve Page" <Page.Steve@Epa.GOV>, "Beth Craig" <Craig.Beth@EPA.GOV>
Date: 10/28/2009 12:14 AM
Subject: Fw: Air Toxics Budget Letter

I guess we should set up a time to talk. 

  From: Emma Cheuse [echeuse@earthjustice.org]
  Sent: 10/27/2009 01:39 PM MST
  To: Gina McCarthy
  Cc: James Pew <jpew@earthjustice.org>; "eschaeffer@environmentalintegrity.org" 
<eschaeffer@environmentalintegrity.org>; "'Walke, John'" <jwalke@nrdc.org>; 'Marti Sinclair' 
<mjsinclair@fuse net>; Ed Hopkins <Ed.Hopkins@sierraclub.org>
  Subject: Air Toxics Budget Letter
October 27, 2009
 
Dear Assistant Administrator McCarthy:
 
Recognizing your commitment to protect public health and the environment, we are writing to bring to 
your attention serious concerns about the prior Administration's allocation of resources for the air toxics 
program.  
 
The attached letter, sent today from Earthjustice, the Natural Resources Defense Council, the 
Environmental Integrity Project, and the Sierra Club, describes these concerns.  

(b) (5)
(b) (5)



 
We would welcome the opportunity to meet and discuss the importance of providing full support to the air 
toxics program, at your convenience.  
 
Thank you.  
 
Best regards,
Emma Cheuse
 
__________________________________ 
Emma Cheuse
Associate Attorney
Earthjustice 
1625 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W. Suite 702
Washington, DC 20036
T: 202-667-4500 ext. 224 
F: 202-667-2356 
www.earthjustice.org 
 
The information contained in this email message may be privileged, confidential and protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended 
recipient, any dissemination, distribution or copying is strictly prohibited. If you think t hat you have received this email message in error, 
please notify the sender by reply email and delete the message and any attachments.
 
 
 [attachment "Air Toxics Budget Letter-10.27.09.pdf" deleted by Steve Page/RTP/USEPA/US] 



Tom Kelly/DC/USEPA/US 

08/06/2009 09:37 AM

To Barnes Johnson

cc Beth Craig, Jonathan Edwards

bcc

Subject Re: Fw: Action Needed:  Fw: ltr from environmental grps

Yes, she is the first-listed addressee.  Others are Mathy Stanislaus, Peter Silva, Scott Fulton, Pat Hirsch, 
and USEPA as an entity.  

Barnes Johnson 08/06/2009 09:31:26 AMFYI - do you know if Gina also received this lette...

From: Barnes Johnson/DC/USEPA/US
To: Beth Craig/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Tom Kelly/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Jonathan 

Edwards/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 08/06/2009 09:31 AM
Subject: Fw: Action Needed:  Fw: ltr from environmental grps

FYI - do you know if Gina also received this letter?  Looks like we need some cross office coordination 
going forward.  

Barnes Johnson
Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Air and Radiation
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Mail Code: 6101A
Washington, DC 20460
202-564-7400
----- Forwarded by Barnes Johnson/DC/USEPA/US on 08/06/2009 09:29 AM -----

From: James Woolford/DC/USEPA/US
To: Barnes Johnson/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 08/06/2009 08:57 AM
Subject: Fw: Action Needed:  Fw: ltr from environmental grps

No doubt this will be lingering when you get back. 
--------------------------
Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

Jennifer Wilbur

    ----- Original Message -----
    From: Jennifer Wilbur
    Sent: 08/06/2009 08:52 AM EDT
    To: Elizabeth Southerland; Phyllis Anderson; Arnold Layne; Jeff Heimerman; 
Suzanne Wells; Kevin Garrahan; Stuart Walker
    Cc: Thea Johnson; James Woolford
    Subject: Action Needed:  Fw: ltr from environmental grps
All,

Below is a 225 page "letter" from a consortium of environmental groups to the AAs for OAR, OW, 
OSWER, OGC, and Deputy Admnistrator.    The primary focus is on OAR/ORIA and their "proposed 
revision to EPA's Protective Action Guides (PAGs) for radiological releases."   The consortium includes 
the Center for Heatlh, Environment & Justice, NRDC, Committee to Bridge the Gap, Sierra Club, and 
others. In the letter, it is mentioned that the proposed PAG revision for radiological releases would have 
"significant impacts for OSWER... ."    "The Bush Administration's proposed PAG revisions would have 
permitted radioactivity concentrations in drinking water orders of magnititude higher  than EPA's long-held 
drinking water standards under the Safe Drinking Water Act ... or the emergency drinking water standards 



employed under CERCLA."    The consortium appears to believe that, despite the current Administration's 
pull-back for additional review, there are EPA staff who would encourage these to go forward.   

ACTION NEEDED:  Mathy has asked for "background on OSWER issues raised by this letter."   Please 
review and provide the issues raised, any background information or interactions we've had on this issue 
or with these groups related to this issue.   Please provide the information to Thea and me by 
Wednesday, August 12th.

Also, please forward to appropriate staff as needed.

Thanks!

Jennifer

Jennifer Millett Wilbur
Special Assistant
Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response
US Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW MC 5201P
Washington, DC 20460
(703) 603-8778

----- Forwarded by Jennifer Wilbur/DC/USEPA/US on 08/06/2009 07:46 AM -----

From: James Woolford/DC/USEPA/US
To: Jennifer Wilbur/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 08/05/2009 07:31 PM
Subject: Fw: ltr from environmental grps

Pls print out and share w/appropriate staff. 
--------------------------
Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

Mathy Stanislaus

    ----- Original Message -----
    From: Mathy Stanislaus
    Sent: 08/05/2009 06:04 PM EDT
    To: James Woolford; Matt Straus; Matt Hale
    Cc: Ellen Manges; Antoinette Powell-Dickson 
<powell-dickson.antoinette@epa.gov>; Ellyn Fine; Barry Breen
    Subject: Fw: ltr from environmental grps
Jim, Matt, & Matt:   Please see the issues raised in this letter.  Assuming that I meet with the group - 
please provide background on the OSWER issues raised in this letter - sometime in thenext week or so 
would be find.

----- Forwarded by Mathy Stanislaus/DC/USEPA/US on 08/05/2009 06:01 PM -----

From: Daniel O Hirsch <cbghirsch@aol.com>
To: Mathy Stanislaus/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 08/05/2009 01:31 PM
Subject: ltr from environmental grps

Dear Assistant Administrator Stanislaus,



Please find attached a letter to you from the Center for Health,  
Environment & Justice; Clean Water Action; Committee to Bridge the  
Gap; Environment America; Food and Water Watch; Friends of the Earth;  
Greenpeace; Massachusetts Citizens for Safe Energy; Natural Resources  
Defense Council; Nuclear Information and Resource Service; Professor  
Richard Clapp; Public Citizen; and the Sierra Club.

The letter calls to your attention a number of troubling proposals by  
the prior Administration to weaken environmental protections,  
initiatives that remain under consideration within EPA, and requests a  
meeting with you to discuss them.

The letter contains supporting attachments about these matters.

If you have trouble opening the file, or have any questions, please  
feel free to contact me at (831) 336-8003.

Sincerely,

Daniel Hirsch
Committee to Bridge the Gap

[attachment "080509LetterToEPA.pdf" deleted by Tom Kelly/DC/USEPA/US] 



Tom Kelly/DC/USEPA/US 

08/14/2009 05:12 PM

To Beth Craig

cc

bcc

Subject Re: Fw: Information Update - Description has changed: The 
Administrator's Meeting with the American Lung Association's 
CEO and President, Charles D. Connor

Thanks, Beth.  I appreciate your looking out for me (as in Gene Durman's contact earlier today.  As for the 
ALA meeting, it's on my calendar.  

Beth Craig 08/14/2009 04:54:03 PMTom, Looks like should be invited to this, Beth ---...

From: Beth Craig/DC/USEPA/US
To: "Tom Kelly" <kelly.tom@epa.gov>
Date: 08/14/2009 04:54 PM
Subject: Fw: Information Update - Description has changed: The Administrator's Meeting with the American 

Lung Association's CEO and President, Charles D. Connor

Tom, Looks like should be invited to this, Beth
-----------------
Sent by EPA Wireless E-Mail Services

Daniel Gerasimowicz

    ----- Original Message -----
    From: Daniel Gerasimowicz
    Sent: 08/14/2009 04:48 PM EDT
    To: Beth Craig; Brian Mclean; Dina Kruger; Elizabeth Cotsworth; Gina 
McCarthy; Jeffrey Clark; Lydia Wegman; Margo Oge; Rob Brenner
    Cc: Barbara Morris; Gladys Bryant-Akers; Jean Walker; Shela Poke-Williams; 
Stephanie Washington; Teri Porterfield; Tina Murphy
    Subject: Information Update - Description has changed: The Administrator's 
Meeting with the American Lung Association's CEO and President, Charles D. 
Connor



The Call-in number for individuals in RTP will be:

 

Mr. Connor will be accompanied by: 

Paul Billings, Vice President of National Policy and Advocacy
Janice Nolen, Assistant Vice President of National Policy and Advocacy

Topics of discussion will include issues of outdoor and indoor air pollution:

- securing a more protective NAAQS, especially for ozone and PM
- protecting local community health from power plant pollution as CAIR is revamped
- beginning work on Tier III controls for motor vehicles and enhanced diesel retrofits
- retaining a focus on human health impacts - climate and energy issues
- enhancing joint ALA/EPA work on indoor air, especially around asthma triggers, secondhand smoke and radon

Thank you.





Victoria Drew/DC/USEPA/US 

03/13/2009 06:51 PM

To Anna Duncan, Elizabeth Cotsworth, Barnes Johnson

cc

bcc

Subject IGMS - Requested Commitment Notice Document Approval: 
XA-83311901-3: American Lung Association

You have been requested to review and approve or reject the content of the Commitment Notice 
Document Titled: American Lung Association. Due Date: 03/16/2009



Victoria Drew/DC/USEPA/US 

03/16/2009 12:19 PM

To Barnes Johnson

cc

bcc

Subject IGMS - Requested Commitment Notice Document Approval: 
XA-83311901-3: American Lung Association

You have been requested to review and approve or reject the content of the Commitment Notice 
Document Titled: American Lung Association. Due Date: 03/16/2009



Victoria 
Rivas-Vazquez/DC/USEPA/U
S 

01/30/2013 05:23 AM

To John Millett

cc Alisha Johnson, David Bloomgren, Cathy Milbourn, Julia 
Valentine

bcc

Subject Re: 1/30,11am Media Event/American Lung Association 

Can someone from OAR or OMR listen in on the 11am tele briefing? 

-----John Millett/DC/USEPA/US wrote: -----
To: Alisha Johnson/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Victoria Rivas-Vazquez/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, David 
Bloomgren/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
From: John Millett/DC/USEPA/US
Date: 01/29/2013 05:06PM
Subject: 1/30: Media Event/American Lung Assoc

11 am - - Tier 3 related -- Media Alert attached below -- 

Tier 3 went over to OMB today, so it's apt to appear on OMB's web site as "under review" -- 

We typically say something like -- 

"The proposal is under interagency review, and the agency will issue it once that review is 
complete."

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
John Millett
Office of Air and Radiation Communications
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
5411 Ariel Rios Building North
Washington, DC 20460
Phone: 202/564-2903
Cell: 202/510-1822

----- Forwarded by John Millett/DC/USEPA/US on 01/29/2013 04:55 PM -----

From: Justin Cohen/DC/USEPA/US
To: Julia Valentine/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, John Millett/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc: Cathy Milbourn/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Nate McMichael/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Tricia 
Lynn/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 01/29/2013 04:02 PM
Subject: Fw: Media Event/American Lung Assoc

heads-up on an email to agency management about a 1/30 press event -- looks Tier 3 
related....

Justin Cohen
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Transportation and Air Quality



phone: (202) 564-1643
fax: (202) 564-1686

----- Forwarded by Justin Cohen/DC/USEPA/US on 01/29/2013 04:00 PM -----

From: Tanya Meekins/DC/USEPA/US
To: Justin Cohen/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Christopher Mylan/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 01/29/2013 03:55 PM
Subject: Media Event/American Lung Assoc

FYI

(See attached file: Paul Billings_media briefing.pdf)

Tanya Meekins
Office of Transportation
 and Air Quality
202-564-6002 (office)
202-564-1686(fax) 

[attachment "Paul Billings_media briefing.pdf" removed by Victoria 
Rivas-Vazquez/DC/USEPA/US]







Wendy Blake/DC/USEPA/US 

09/04/2012 09:48 AM

To Joseph Goffman

cc Patricia Embrey

bcc

Subject Fw: Courtesy copy: Notice of citizen suit on Refineries air 
toxics residual risk and technology review (RTR)

Joe,

Below is Emma Cheuse's email (Sierra Club counsel) transmitting the notice of intent (NOI) to sue regarding our 
failure to conduct a residual risk and technology review of the refineries rules  

   
  

Sierra Club and EIP can file suit later this month (60 days after 7/18/12, the date of the NOI),  
  

Wendy  
        
----- Forwarded by Wendy Blake/DC/USEPA/US on 09/04/2012 09:17 AM -----

From: Emma Cheuse <echeuse@earthjustice.org>
To: Amy Branning/DC/USEPA/US@EPA, Wendy Blake/DC/USEPA/US@EPA
Cc: James Pew <jpew@earthjustice.org>
Date: 07/18/2012 03:06 PM
Subject: Courtesy copy: Notice of citizen suit on Refineries air toxics RTR

Hi Amy and Wendy,
 
Jim and I just wanted to send you a courtesy copy of the new notice letter we sent today via certified mail on EPA’s 
Refineries RTR.  Please see attached.
 
We and our co-counsel (Environmental Integrity Project) would welcome the opportunity to talk with EPA soon 
about this.
 
Best,
Emma
__________________________________
Emma Cheuse
Senior Associate Attorney
Earthjustice
1625 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W. Suite 702
Washington, DC 20036 2243
T: 202 745 5220 or 202 667 4500 ext. 5220
F: 202 667 2356
www.earthjustice.org
The information contained in this email message may be privileged, confidential and protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended
recipient, any dissemination, distribution or copying is strictly prohibited. If you think that you have received this email message in error, please
notify the sender by reply email and delete the message and any attachments.

*Please consider the environment before printing.

Refineries Notice Letter 7-18-2012.pdfRefineries Notice Letter 7-18-2012.pdf

(b) (5)

(b) (5)
(b) (5)



Shela 
Poke-Williams/DC/USEPA/US 

08/18/2009 04:53 PM

To mccarthy.gina

cc

bcc

Subject Wednesday Schedule

Shela Poke-Williams
Staff Assistant
Office of Air & Radiation
202-564-1850
----- Forwarded by Shela Poke-Williams/DC/USEPA/US on 08/18/2009 04:53 PM -----

Gina McCarthy August 18 - August 18, 2009 Calendar

Tuesday, August 18

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

  

 

 

 
 

 



 
 

 

 

04:30 PM 05:00 PM The Administrator's Meeting with the American Lung Association's CEO 
and President, Charles D. Connor
Location: The Bullet Room
Required Invitees: Beth Craig, Brian Mclean, Diane Thompson, Dina 
Kruger, Elizabeth Cotsworth, Gina McCarthy, Jeffrey Clark, Lydia 
Wegman, Margo Oge, Rob Brenner

 


