The simplest comparison for "widespread use" is determining  when the amount of gasoline dispensed to ORVR-equipped vehicles is equal to the amount of gasoline dispensed by means of Stage II.  Current Stage II areas could conduct gasoline refueling surveys and studies to document when this equivalency would occur.  The issues of incompatibility, rule-effectiveness for Stage II, and spillage for ORVR vs. Stage II would not be considered due to the complexities and relative inaccuracies associated with evaluating such issues.  Also, the nominal control efficiencies for Stage II and ORVR would not be considered significantly different.  In the event USEPA considers the nominal control efficiencies to be significantly different (e.g., 95% for pre-EVR Stage II and 98% for ORVR), the comparison of gasoline dispensed to ORVR-equipped vehicles and dispensed by means of Stage II could include an adjustment factors for nominal control efficiencies.  I suggest that USEPA seriously consider such a simple and direct comparison for "widespread use" and for any discontinuance of Stage II that may be outside of "widespread use" requirements.

Before an area discontinues Stage II, it should determine the impact of such discontinuance. The impact would depend to some degree on the previous emission projections employed in the SIP.  The previous emission projections could have included  mobile model emission estimates with/without ORVR and with/without Stage II, stationary area source emission estimates for vehicle refueling at GDFs, and even estimates of incompatibility emissions.  The previous emission projections would have to be updated and possibly improved.  The updated emission projections would be included in the SIP for evaluation of meeting the 8-hour ozone standard (where applicable) and for transportation conformity.

USEPA should identify all areas outside of the OTR that implemented Stage II, identify the basis for the implementation (e.g., to meet the 15% reduction requirement for 1996, to meet other reasonable further progress requirements, etc.), and identify the years for any emission projections.  This may uncover issues not considered by USEPA or may help resolve issues already considered by USEPA.  Those non-OTR areas should be allowed to use either the above-suggested comparison for discontinuance of Stage II or a more complicated comparison of emissions that may include incompatibility, rule-effectiveness, etc. pursuant to USEPA policy that results from this issues paper.

The following issues have not been addressed within the issues paper and perhaps should be addressed.

(1) The effectiveness of ORVR with and without a motor vehicle inspection and maintenance program.  This may affect any comparisons of emissions.

(2) The cost-effectiveness of continuing a Stage II program or starting a Stage II program in light of overlap with ORVR (with or without consideration of incompatibility).  This may demonstrate that a Stage II program has a relatively high cost-effectiveness and that areas should consider implementing control programs with a lower cost-effectiveness.

(3) The impact on incompatibility for vacuum-assisted Stage II systems that employ a burner (some currently have a burner) or membrane system (some are projected to have this) could be covered in more detail.  Does USEPA want areas to consider this if and when incompatibility is addressed in emission estimates?

(4) The impact on stage I for areas which have Stage II.  For example, Stage I was originally estimated by USEPA to have a 90% control efficiency. However, for GDFs employing a CARB-certified Stage II system, the Stage I system at such GDFs would have a higher control efficiency (e.g., 95%) due to inclusion of Stage I requirements within the CARB-certification for the Stage II system.

Thank you for consideration of these comments.
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