Action Items

1.  Pat Cummins has requested that we make the following control strategy runs as our highest priorities:

a.  309 Annex SO2 control strategy runs to show that the Annex controls are "as good as or better than BART."  This is needed for the Class-I areas outside the original 16 Class I areas of the GCVTC.

b.  Evaluating whether mobile sources in urban areas have an (undefined) significant impact on Class-I areas.  If they do, this will trigger emissions tracking.

2.  Delivery of 309 Annex model run results have been delayed until March 31, 2002 because of delays in obtaining emission inputs.

3.  We need to initiate a conference call (during the week of 8/27/2001) on the status of dust emissions (paved, unpaved, and wind erosion).  The emissions databases for these sources are currently omitted from our modeling and there is no current schedule to have them included.

4.  Pat H./John V. will call Joe Tikvart to find out if we can obtain REMSAD Version 6.  If it can be obtained by 9/15/01, it can be used for the 309 modeling.  If we are not successful, we will ask for a letter from the WGA to David Mobely of EPA.

5. Environ will expand their REMSAD runs from 8 layers to 12 layers because of expected improved model performance.

6.  Tom Braverman of EPA will provide Ralph Morris of Environ a copy of the MM5 input meteorology (with 12 layers).  Although, Environ originally created this data, it was not archived by Environ.  

7.  Marc Houyoux showed us the cost over runs that were requested by the Modeling Forum.  Marc will provide Pat H./John V. with a proposal for an updated budget to deal with this problem.  This proposal is to include cost reductions (e.g., doing less CMAQ work) as well as proposed additional money.

8.  Marc Houyoux will provide us with a cost estimate to provide a PC (Linex) version of the SMOKE emissions processor.  It currently only operates under Unix on workstations.

9.  Marc Houyoux anticipates having a test version of SMOKE using Mobile-6 by October 6 if things go according to plans.

10.  2018 emission databases need to be delivered.

11.  The WRAP RMC training schedule and format needs to be finalized as soon as possible.   The current tentative dates for training at UC/R are as follows:

a.  EPA Training:  Sept 24,25, 2001

b.  RMC Applied Training:  Nov 12-16, 2001

c.  RMC Applied Training:  Feb 4-8, 2002

d.  WESTAR Training:  Feb 12-14, 2002

e.  RMC Applied Training:  Mar. 12-15, 2002

f.  RMC Interpretive Training:  Mar 25-29, 2002

g.  RMC Applied Training (Tribes):  Oct 7-11, 2002

h.  RMC Interpretive Training (Tribes/States): Oct 21-25, 2002

12.  The proposed format for the RMC Applied Training is 2 days on emissions (SMOKE), 2 days on MCIP and CMAQ, and 1 day on SIPs/TIPs.  There was some discussion of dropping the 1-day on SIPs/TIPs and to expand the training of the other subjects.  [I support this and would like to see the additional time used to further explain the science behind the models].

13.  John Vimont suggested that model "nesting" be included in the RMC training format.  This was suggested as States/Tribes may need to nest down the 36 km gridding used by WRAP down to a finer level.

14.  A final decision is needed on whether the RMC should conduct all of their SMOKE/CMAQ training under PC-Linex rather than Windows.  Although less popular than Windows, Linex offers substantial benefits through its scripting ability.  This would not be a problem for 6 of the 7 state representatives present at this meeting.  One state (Idaho) felt that their IS coordinator would not approve of a non-Windows machine in their organization.

15.  Gail intends to compile a library of Linex tools for use by the States and Tribes.  These will be provided on the RMC web page.

16. Boundary Conditions need to be further explored for CMAQ.  Uma Shankar of MCNC found some differences in predicted impacts based on different assumptions for background conditions.  John Vimont suggested that IMPROVE data from Redwoods NP be explored as a possible data source for a western boundary condition.   Tony VanCurren is also exploring the western boundary condition.  Tim Allen suggested that we also explore using separate boundary conditions on the north and south part of the grid to account for missing emissions in Canada and Mexico.

17. The effect of Initial Conditions in the modeling needs to be eliminated by discarding the first six to eight days of a modeling analysis.  This was found to be the approximate "spin-up" time needed to flush out the initial condition assumptions. 

18.  Someone needs to review the plume rise assumption used by the Fire Forum.  Do their current estimates assume the plume breaks through the tropopause?

19.  Units for various pollutants need to be further explored.  Uma reported the use of particulate data in terms of ppm in one of the models!

20.  Gail reported on the effect of modeling different numbers (and positions) of layers in CMAQ.  She is anticipating using 16 or 17 layers in CMAQ.

21.  Some of the IMPROVE data that we are using in our model evaluation studies may need to be used with caution.  Doug Blewitt is concerned about the accuracy of some of this data (especially low NOx values where the uncertainty of measurement is high).

22.  Suspect emissions data proposed for modeling the 1996 base year should be evaluated further before the production modeling begins.  Examples include the high total emissions (for all pollutants) in Texas.  There is no current budget item for this type of evaluation.

23.  The RMC found some interesting differences in modeling CMAQ with a different numbers of layers.  The impact seemed to be too high.  These differences need to be further explored.

24.  We need to decide on which version of CMAQ to use for the production modeling. Should we wait for the November 2001 scheduled release?

25.  Both John Vimont and Pat Cummins stressed the need to push the REMSAD model as being our primary modeling tool for the 309 modeling. Gail feels that annual CMAQ modeling can be completed within the current schedule.  However, this will not be a major focus.

26.  Tim Allen asked whether certain parts of the contract budgets may be better used by utilizing volunteer time.  Tim mentioned that the Fish & Wildlife Service may volunteer part of Tim's time towards taking on certain contract tasks.

27.  Kevin Briggs asked that we contract with MCNC for SMOKE support beyond the end of the Jump Start contract.  Others suggested that we may also need to contract for the development of further tools and analyses.

28.  Doug Blewitt asked that the emissions data for use in the 309 modeling be summarized by emission totals per grid cell.

29.  The bi-weekly WRAP conference calls will become more important and will take longer as initial modeling has started.

30  John V./Pat H. will update the WRAP Modeling Forum membership list.  The current list on the WRAP web site is inaccurate.  

