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__ Brian Holian _ Lynn Deering __ Donna Smith
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__ Jackie Silber
__ Janice Dunn Lee
__ Charleen Raddatz
__ Brian Bonser
__ Gerry Schuetze
__ Evelyn Williams
__ Judy Ledbetter
__ Pat Celenza
__ Leslie Hill
FROM James L. B1ah;Q3%§bv’¥5'

Assistant for Oei;ftions, OEDO
SUBJECT: FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION ORDER

Attached is the federal fnergy Regulatory Commission (FERC) Order
objecting to the EPA’s decision to refer a FERC £IS to the Council on
Environmental Quality. Since the Order states .that FERC or an independent
agehcy cannot be bound by the processes conducted by an Executive Branch
agency, it is provided for your infbrmatfon.

Attachment:
As stated

cc: J. Taylor, EDO (w/é&attachment)
J. Milhoan, DEDR (w/o attachment)
H. Thompson, DEDS {w/o attachment)
J. Blaha, AOD/OEDO (w/attachment)
M. Lopez-Otin, OSP {w/o attachment)
SECY (w/attachment)
0GC (w/attachment)
OCA (w/o attachment)

OPA (w/o attachment) C:;/\
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FEDERAL ENERSY REGUIATORY CCIMBISSION

tefore Cemmispicnars: Elizabeth Anne Yoler, Chalr;
Vicky X, Batley, James J. Heetker,
William L. Maseey, and Donald ¢, Santa, Jr.

[DeeXxet feg. PMIS-R-000 and PMIN-7-001]

Promnting Wholesale Competition Through Open Access
Ron-dircriminatory Tranamiawion Services by Public Ucilitlien;
recovery of S:randed Coscte by Fublic Utli:ties
ang Transmitting Utlilitles

CPDER RESPONDINS TO REFERRAL TO COUMNCIL ON INVIROtMENTAL QUALITY
11azued May 29, 1396)

On May 13, 1996, the rdministrator of the Envircnmental
frotection Agency (EFA) referred to the Council on Eovirormental
Qraiicy {CEQ), purmvant to section 305 -of ti2 Clear Alr Act, 42
U.S.C. § 7609, snd A0 C.F.A. Cart 1504 of tre CEQ regulations,
Ocder No. 288, the Fiml Rule prormulcated by “he Federal Energy
Prgulatory Ccmmiesion !FERC or Cormission), "Promoting Whelesale
Competition Through Open Accese MNon-discriminatory Transmission
Services by Public Uti.ities and Pezovery of Stranded Cos's by
public Utilities and Tranmmitting Ut!lities' (Filnal Rule or
Pule). 1/ This order -esponds to the refertal.

2ackaroval

The Tinal Rule requires pudlic wzilizles char own, control
or cperaze faciliclee ased for transnitring electr.c ererqy in
inreratate comrarce to have on [ile open access non-
discriminatory :ranemission tariff{s zhat costain minimum terms
ated conditions of nen-3iscrimlnatory service. The Final Pule
also permits pudlic utilities and transmitting utilicies to neek
zacovery of legitimate, prucent and verifisdle strandad cests
1gaociated with providing open accasr and Federal Jower Act
eaction 211 transmigsion sarvices.

Becsuae of questione raised about the poesible: enviranrmental
sznsequencae of the Final Rule, the Cormission undsrtodk in
snvircnaental analyaie which ¢ncludad the miblicacion of a Drafr
tnwvironnental Irpact Statement fellecting externalwe mcsdeling arn
wnalysie cf poeajble impacte, racetpt and asalysis of public
serment, and adoption of tha Final fnvircnmantal Ispact Stavement
JFETS! vhich contalned significant additieml analysie intluding

ad €L Fed Reg, 21 €40 1199R),
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mode) studienm requested by EPA. The FBIS focused largely on
concerns that the open acceds policy adopted in the Rule would
increasc emiselons ot nitrogen oxides (HO,) from utility power
plants. .

The FEIS siows that with or witaocut the Rule N0, emissiona
from all electric generation sourcaes are likely ro decrease
tnrough the yeac 2000, but thersalter are expected to increase.
Tnus, the FBIS conclud2e that there {s a significant long-term
environmental problem that should ba addresyed, Hdowever, the
FB1S alnmo mahcwa that the %ey lactors {nflueacing the contribution
of electric ucilitiea to this problen are the relative price and
compet {itive market coniitions of natural gas and coal. Uspending
on vhethar these factors favor gas or coal, the Final Rule will
rasult in elther a slight decrease or slight increase in O,
emiasions levels over the emliasions trends otherwine expected te
ozcur,.

The FRIS also studied posaible resulte under a set of
asgumptions sugjested by EPA as more llikely to show greater WO,
increases atiributable tc the Pule {assumptione the Cormiesslinon
telievers to be vholly unlikelyl. Under these assunptions, the
resulte are basically the same untlil the year 2010, when zomewhat
qreater emigsicn increases would occur under scenarfos in which
cocmpetition favors coal.

The Referral

On May 13, 1996, the EPR Administrator referred the Final
fule to the CEQ, Also c¢n that day, the Chalr of the CEQ anked
tor the Ccmrigeion’s rcommentze on the referral.

In itm referral Jetter, EPA concurred with the Commisaicn’s
view in ccncluding *that the open accesa rule ig unlikely to have
sny significant adverse environmenttl {mpact in the {rmediate
future, and zhat in light of {ts anticipated econcric benetitn,
implemectation of the Rula should go forvard ulthout delay." 1In
a letter ot May 22, 1796, 2/ forwarding a furthar review of the
Comrisainn®a PII9, PPA alsc stared that on the baein of that
analyein, "EPA zonziudes that the FIRC has conducted an ideguat2

2/ Letter of May 22, 1996 ro Kathleen A, MzGlnty, Chafr,
Council o3y Environmencal Qualicy from Mary D. Nichols,
hasistant Administrator for Air and Raidiation, Environmental
Protection rgency.
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Locxknrt tNog. RM35-8-000 and
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analynis undar tha MNMarional Envivrenmental Policy het of the
envircnrental iepacts nf the scen access rule wndns a rance of
gracible goeparios. ” 3¢

EPA’n reforral in bagad on itn corncarn with pstentia) longer
term effectr of the Rule. in the report accompanying cthe ttay 22
letter, EPA has looked at another ant of arsumptione chat it
Lelieves will show greater effectn attributable to the Rule,
Navarthelexr, B2A nax shares the Cotriaainn'n vinw “has kn
emissione Increames aspociatad with the Rule, it any, should be
sddresged ae part of a compredensive HO, emisnions control
rrearam cevelopsd by PPA and the States undir rmechanismg
svailable under the Clean Air Act. This includes support for the
afforts of tha Ozone Transport Aasegsment Group to devoloep
s:andarde fLor measuring the ncope ol the ozone trarsport problem
and developing emisslons reductinn straveglies. FEvh has irdicated
it intert to une St9 authority under Title 1 of the Clean Alr
ket Lo support succesalul completion of the OTAC proceaa. EPA
states it is prepared, L{ necessary, tO 2stiblish a NO, cap-and-
trade program for the OTAG regicon through Federal Implementation

Plans °if scme States are unable or wnwilling to act in a timely
.mannar. "

EPA further suggeats that if *the OTAG and Clean Alr Act
procasses fail to prodoce the necesesry pollution limitations In
a timely manrer. EPA will call upon all other interested Tedsral
azennies to aesimt in stolving the problem.* 1In this context EPA
+23ld ask FERC to contribute by turther evanining, through a
thtice of Irnquizy, pceeldle strategies for mizigating tio,
sripnione incroisee asrociat=d with the Rule. EFA also sragesacs
that 1€ FPA Zatermines that the prcblem must be addressed throuqn
£PX inltiation of Federal Implementation Plina, E3IC could then
iniriate a rulaypaking <o propose ‘sultabls reans under the

Federal Power Act® for mitigatino Smzacts atcributible to the
Ayule,

RENLa_Rnalyais

In raking lte vrefevral decigslion EPL hin relled upcn an EPA
araf? anmalyels entitled Iachr cal _Analysin of PERC Flnal

1/ The Zra furtther roncluder that ‘[Z)he TERC made a rezeonable

choica of nmodels (CEM) and rimde assumptions for varfous
factore input inca che moedel rhar 1le vithin tha rance of
re3puiable ageurpiione. F#A notea that tha FLREC pertovres
the npecific addi~ional inalyses thar «= vequenzed &n our
comrentsd on the dratt EIS.”

[orXat Nos. PM95-8-000 and
PMIA-T-001

Fnvirqnnental lmpack Scatement on _Qgen Access Rule {(Order 8883,
That report corcludes thac:

EPA believee that the FEIS provides a credibla haeis

for understanding the possible envirommenta) Impacts ot
the open access tule, FPPA believeg that the FBRC
selected. appropriate analytic sodela, designed geveral
inforrative policy acenarios ard respcnded tc the

concerns that EPP raised with the draft BIS. Howaver,
after reviewing the PBIS and its underlying {nput
assumptiors in detall, BTA concludes that there are
several key aseunptions that drive the results on t0,
emigsiona which could have heer apecified diftersntly.
Other reatonable assumptions ir these areas could have led
the FFRC to attribute dqreater potencisl 1O, increases to the
open acceis rule,

thile {t {s true that reasanable minds may differ over
2ppropriate astumprtions for analysiz, we ccntinue to believe that
the assumptiont made §n the FRIS and our further analysis in the
Tinal Rule are the appropriate analygis to use in evaluating the
effectg of the Final Fula, ‘The EPA gtaff report cffers little
rationale to sipport changing the sesumpticns underlying our
énalysis, 1t only contends that changing the aesurptions leadns
10 nigner eminsjonm, Significantly, EFA cencedes that tf {t
believed a change to zn agsunption vould produce no change in
eminsions, 1t 613 not analyze that agsumption. As a *word of
caution', BPA rtates that it offered only tentative conclusions
tbout the efferta of Individually clsnging certale key
agsurptions. EPA did not estimate the joirr iwpact of ctanging
teveral agsumptions efmylcaneously. MNor did EPA gresent the
ef{ects un emfesions §f & different get of assunptiong were
substitvted in the rodel foxr those ysed in the FEIS. Pirally,
the asmwmptione cffered in the sta€! report contrsdict trose EPA
offered in its ccrments sarlier in thie preceseding. For example,
in cemments cn the dreft EIS EPA said that the lower gas price
scenario was mare likely: now {t eucgests that the highar gan
vrice acenario ts more Yikely. Ear)ier, BIA askec for ar
tnalysis of a (N percent increase (n transmisaion capacity: We
conducted that analyeis. HNov, without explanatior, EPA ruggesots
an even greater incresse in transmieslon capacicty. Such an
fncreage 1m unrealistic. Thus, notvithstarding tte rore vecent
repart {rom BPA, we stand by our prior analysis.

Wwe make tha follewing specific obgarvaticne: The key
4{’tarence betveen ocur analysis and £PA’s nost recent anilysis is
EPA's assurption that tha Hich-Price-Difterential base ci19e and
the Competiticn-Pavors.Coal scenario Are rmore likely to occur
than 2zher sceracios inalyzed In the FEIS. EFA gstateg that
‘increases $n KQ, levela frcm the ogen access rule ara likaly tn

- 4 .‘_'

05 P S

[C A N

nis

..
-

gratsress 1t

iR

TN

LULTED

SHL

S g

DL



Dockar pina. RM95-8-000 and -5 -
erMIg. 7.0

ps At least as large aa thone scenarics sugaent. ' this

cenclusion i9 nct auppcrted by analysia.

Tae Ccxniasion believes that the FEIS pravides a reasonable
range of aseunptione of equal likelihocd and that the base caae
and ecamvic indjcated by SPA as “the mozt resesonable 9%tartinng
mint® ave no more llkely than the Censtane-Price.Differential
base case and the Competition-.-Favore-GCas scenatvie. Tt should be
noted that thin etatement by EPA contradicts tha baliel exprenned
{n {ee comrento on the DEIS chat the Conntant-Price-Ditferential
hiee cass Le the mora llkely cf the two bape cannea.

The two base cagses differ Crom ene apother in the
asgumpticne about the yelative prices of natural gas and coal.
In tlre Rlgh-Price-Difterential camse s typlical price projection
tsr natural gae projacted gas pricep rising as compared tc coal.
In the Constant.Price-Differential case the price of natural qas
{s projested to continne following the pattern of tha last ten to
{ifteen yeare and track the price of coal, risira vaen cnal
pricee rise and falllng when they fall. MHistory hizs shown price
projectizna {or gas have been unifownly higher than pricee
real;zad in the rarket throughcat that pericd., We bLeliecve rhee
it Ls entirely zeasonable to project a contfnvatfon of thit
nistory, Thes ve atand by cur predicted lox range for qas
arices.

The two scenarios ascribe ccempetitive effecta in the
{ndustry to th2 Rule and are intended to provide s range of
impacts, each of no graater likelihsed than the other. The
Compatitjon-Favars:-Coal scenario attributes all generatieon
tffizlienciens ro 2oal gsnerateras and 2grumece that ne efficiencies
occur in the gas ipdustry--the Ceapezitlon-favors-fag scemarlo
goee ths cpposite. It ig more likely that toth sers of
generatere will pursue efticlaney tmyreverents 39 a2 result of the
cavpatitive eflects of open atcess rsan that efther will 20 ac te
the exclyaian of the other. f0ain, 5sth grcenarics are equally
Likely.

Trensnission Expansion. EPA ceontinues to argie that the
fule w131 result in increawed expansion of :he rrasmission
syatem, The Cocemiseion telieves that rellet of bottlenecks in
the ayatem {8 an jmporzanrt goal. However, the Finil Rule
prevides o new avthority to ceapel tranamission expansicy than
“as contained in the Ensray Folicy Act of 13%2. As a resislt, no
di{farenze in tranemission capacity {e aspsu-erl bntween thr base
races and the Pyle ‘scenarioe.

Fuorther, the peneitivity analysis rezcrrended by EPA and
done Zor the FEIS effectively expanded the tranenjasion system by
up to 4h percent on every lina in tre country. ULess than one
2ercent difference in enfseicns was scen in each of the years

Dacket Nos. PM95-9-000 and -6 -
PM34.7-001

projectrd.  The new anilysis provides no rationale as to vhy the
10 parceat eypinninn rifie previously requested by EPA is oot nowv
gufficliert. Indeed, we belfeve that sven the 40 percent
ecpanaion case ig not a recasosable one. It sirply {a not likely
to occur. It i3 not az all clear from EPA’s repor:. why greater
em{yaions differences wnre amcribed o transmimsfon expansion
taan the aztual rodel cune showed,

Planning Ressrve Margins. EPA arques :hat th» PRIS did not
actually lower the planning reserve margine to 1) perzent in the
Rule scenariocs, but to 14.2 parcent, and that actuilly losering
then the remaining 1.2 percent would result in higher emissions
because fewver new gas plants ~ould be bullt. The difference
d2acribed in EFA’‘S report comsg from a different way of
anqregating resarve margin fijures across regions with Jditfering
reserve margin requirerents., 1t is true that lover reserve
rargins might cause greater enissiona. However, it the name
mathodology for aggregating reserve margins across reqions were
vsed f{or the base case as for the Rule scenarfio, the result could
te higher emiseions in the base case as well as the Pule
scenaric, and 8s a consequence, roughly the same difference
ancribatle to the Rule as projected in the PBIS,

Incrensed Ceneration of Blectricity. EPA suggemts that the
FEIS should have incorporated assumgtionas reflecting price :
4lasticity efteccs--1.e,, that when prices go down consunption
coens up. Sctudies that ind{cate such an effect are questicnadble
in atterpting to model the energing competitive electricity
induatry. Further, sven {f thars arvre price alasticity effects ve
telieve that thay wculd 1iksly be offset. %“e believe a
ccoopetitive marketplace will give ciatomer: at the vholesale and
t2talil level more choices in rescvurces, and may well allow
cugtorers to mike preaer purcragse and use decleione that wlll off-
et price alasticicy eff+cte that mey come {rom lowering of
prices, 4/

Intreased Emignions fron Improved Heat Rabte Maintenance.
IPA arjues that cthe FFIS should have ascribed ixrproved heat vate
naintenance and the accompanying afticiencies to the hase case is
vel) ap the Rule scenarios, resulticg in lewer emissions in the
baae case and higher emigsicra ascr:bable to the Fule. “his im a
creversal of EFA'e previoue position in the:r commants on the DEIS
that all efticiency lrprovements should ke attributed to the
Rule.

The FEIS agpumad that the Pule resvlts in general alficiency
‘improvenants 41 Toth >lant availabilicy and heat rate. ZIPA’s
ccmrante do not provide gulfictent reascn o consider an? tyre of

$/ Thie is discusses more [ully i1 the ?P2IS,
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efficienscy Improvement (availability) withzut the other theat

ratal.,

Order Mo. 888 coments extensively on the proposala and
wanurpt.ona of EPA and cther partles. Fundamentally, epPa and
this agency agree that the Rule will not have irmediate adverse
imparct. Hewewver, we rold divergent viewg as to pcesible future
impacte We helinve that the outcone of the FETY rapresenta a
readcnabie range ol prolections of [uture emlasizre attributable
rto the tule and that the High.Price-Differential Imae case and
tha Competition- Favore-Coal scenaric are no more likely than the
sthar canes and acenarice modelled in the FEIS.

The Peferral Process

vith £PA’as decislon to refer the Rule to the Council on
Znvironnental C(vality, Firet, we ncte that referral is an
extraordinary action, appropriate tc circumatances posing the
demonatrable rigk of gevere environrantal harm. 5/ It ia
particulacly inportant that EPA use this authority judiciouely
kagnd only vpon strong, well.tested evidence, glven that referral
typically involves a request that tte referred action be etayed
or delaved pending CEQ resolutfon.

He disagree for toth substantive and Institutional reasona ,

The Rule violates no aatabliashed naticnal e=nwircnmental law
or policy. 1JCe2 envirenmental consecuences are not likoly to he
signiticant and are ae likely ro be beneficial as harmful. The
Cormigaton hap complied fully with YEPA and has ldentified a
aenalble approrch to pltigation that would address any adverse
long-re:m affecty as t part cZ a comprehensive pregram to address
no, emiealens averadl.

wWe appreciate thar EPA kas spezifically 23reed thar tha Rule
ahonld q¢ forwvard, baszed upor jtg conclugicn that the Rule paaas
1w irmediate environmanzal harm. Irdeed, it te difficult to
inderatind why EFR believes a referral is necessaiy where there
32 no ircsdlate adverae effect and, as ZPA nates, nur analyric
2if{fareices over longer term consequences are in effect
Stfferaices in assumptiong tras lie within a reascnable range of
zach otier., Ws believe it is inaprropriate for EfA %o reler this
132ncy ‘3 astion based upon narrcw aralytic differences in the
wasnce of strengy and well-tested evidence ¢f envircrmental barm,
This i{s particvlarly the case vhere, ac here, the agency's NEPA
Mlfqgations have been satiefied.

3/ Ses A C.F.B, § 1804.2.

o

- Dockot Ho9. RMI5-3-009 amd ‘ : SRR et

PM34-7-001

Of even greater concern, however, are the difficulties
1980ciAzed wich the referral cf an action of an independent
requlatory agency. Tha Commamion {8 interzested in maintainting
the proper relationship between Executive dranch agencies and
proceas28 and lta stazuas as an {ndepandent regulazory agency.
The regilations of the CEQ are umefwl as a mechaniam for
repolving diaputes in the Executive Branch. They ralse
3fgnificant quastions, however, when applied to tae actione ot
induependant rejulatnry agencies,

Tha CEQ ragulatisng eetablish 1 dispute resolution orocess
chat typically involv:s mediation by CEQ and affocts by :he
3Ixccutive Branch to miydify che referred action or delay (ts
irplementation. Such a process runs counter to tae requirements
2C this Commission as an independen: regulatory agency that, by
taw, muat make ite declslons with r2gpect :0 the Final Rule baaed
an the record In this proceeding and not within tie councsila of
the Executlive Branch. ¥hile we will, when appropriate, 2ngage in
consultations and exchanges of information in ordsr to facilitate
renolution of ilaputes with other aqencies, we ar» obligated to
maintain the independsnce of our de:ision-making process. The
oroceages identified in the Council on Environmantal Quality
vregqulationa are wholly unsuitable for rasclving disputes with sn
independent agency. Thie agency cainot be boynd 2y _the rocesees
conducted by an BxecQLIVE Branch agancy, Decislons with respect )(F

to Order Nna, 888 will be mads by th» Comemis FIVE)
29tabl ished processes Tor declsion.-making under oir agnverning

atatute’ and requlatlions.

Yitjgation Strateqies

As noted above, EPA {n (tm rafarral letter indicates that ir
#ill address the 1O, problem compredensively unde:c the Clean Alr
Act by supperting the OTAG process and using other autharities
neder the Clean ASr Att {f n2cessary to establish a NO, cap-and-
trade program. The Commission endorsed gsuch an approach in Order
Ro. 888 and welccmes EPA’e dacleion to step forward and address
the H0, probler corprehensively.

8PA ha=s indicated that it wishes the Cormiesicn to ccnsider
playing a role in mitigating possible emfsalon increases
attributable to the Rule {n the event ite efforts with the States
to address thie problem comprehenwively 4o not succeed. dGiven
EPA's oommitment to address alr pollution issues, it §s
appropriate for BPA to see) 1ssurances that it ite beet efforte
are na% successful, cther agencies will examine their abilitien
to arddrese the problem within the scope of their respective
etarutory authorities. Glven the broad poxnres veated in EPA by
the Clean Afc Act, we [ully mxpact EPA to succeed. 'We also note
enat if SEPA s unable ultimately to addrees the issue, ealither
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thrcugh the volyntary OTAS protens or by weana nf ins authority
under the Clean Atr Act, we doubt that other agenciea will be
ahle o refolve the NG, 2mirsiong problerm under more Limiced
asthority. 1In such clrcumstances, action by the Ccagress ray be
neresgary,

Nevertheless, we telieve that the Comrmiasaion snould be
«+[318ng, §f called upor under the circumstances EPA desacribes, ta
cenafdar whether, under the Federal fover het, It can and should
atnerpt to addrese HO, emf{seiois fesuzs attcibutabls to the fule.
Therclore, it ErA concludes that the OTAG procena has not
succeeded in meeting Lts chjectives in a tirely manner, we wil)
initiate a Netice of Irquiry to furtter exanine what mitligation
might he perminsible ard appropriate under the Cederal Power Act.
Such an lnquiry would eolicit public corment on how to sssens
anpropriately the alr polluticn impacts atcributable to the Pinal
Ffule, sultable wvays in which to address such impacts, if any, and
tam scope of the Commission's authority to address such {mpacts.

Addicionaliy, under the extraordinary circumstances in which
TPA wculdd unlertake a federal Irmplementation Plan, the Cormimaion
w~ald agrees tn _nitiste contenzoranecusly a rulemaking to propose
poasivle mitigation that covld be undertaken by the Comricsion
under the Pederal Power Ack. Such a rulermaking would be
un3dertaken on the basis of tha NOI rmenticned absve and world be
apprepriate only if envircmmental harm attributable to the Pule
that warranted nitigation is demonscrated, The Cosmiaslion would
rely upcn intorration gleaned In the K31 in proposing poseibla
mitigacion strazegies that are workable, tallored to addrern
consequences at:ributable to the Rule, and consiscent with our
statutory authocity. In no event wouwld the Comrlasion prepose a
micijacion strateqy that wzuld undernine the purposes of the Rule
te provide cpen rransmigsicon access on a nea-discrimipatory
taaia., %e exphimize tnat nelther the NGY por the rulemaking, it
they ccour, will affect the impleren:zation of the lule as
tecnlrnd under Srdars >f the Ccwrission,

The Comiresion objecis to tha dscision by EPA to refer the
2ule nrd Ekolieveas that there i2 ror 3 euffizient factual basie t>
:ustify that action. In addition, as an injecendent regulatory
agency, ke Coemiagaion canncot ke tound Ly tare decieions of the
Teuncil con Environmental Qualliry, Tharefors, beyond this
reepon9r, We ds nat intend te parzicipata forther tn the referral

Tha Commission navertheless agrees tc examine the iesue of
nitigat.2n in the ewart thar EPA and the COTAG States are .
unsuccesaful Ir addrefaing the NO, prcblem, as dig:ussed abnovae,

Docket Mtos. RIM3%-B-000 and - 10 -
RM34-7-001 ’

and BpPA seeke the assistance of all Pederal agenclem. We
anphaolze hovever, that a meaningful solution to the NO, problem
overall 1les far beyond any action that this Commiesion or other
Federal agencies could take outside the framework of the Clean
Alr Act., We therefore strongly encourage BPA, the States and ali
pirties vho meet a meaningful aolution to thie prodlem tt commit
themselwvan to the OTAG proceas and to ueing the authorities unde:
the Clean Afr Act to aldrese thiw problem fairly and
comprehengively.

The _Commipaion orders:

The Secretary of the Comnismion shall rtransmic this order to
tye Council on Bnvironnental quality.

Ay the Commission.
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Lois D, Tashell,
Secretary,
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